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Study Area• 4 counties 
• 560,000 ha area
• Aspen (Populus spp.) cover type











Results

• 66 bird species detected

– 20 modeled for occupancy

• Detection probability 0.31 – 0.72 (3-min sub-period)
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• Interior forest birds



Results
• Interior forest birds

• ONLY red-eyed vireo showed positive response to retention
• Aspen age was positively  related to ovenbird and black and white warbler
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• Generalist birds



Results
• Generalist birds

• Generally no retention effect
• Some support for retention effect on Baltimore orioles and Rose-breasted grosbeaks 
• Aspen age was important to a variety of species



Results
• Early successional birds

• No retention effect
• Aspen age was important to all species



Results
• Early successional birds
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Retention Effect
• Clearcut size and bird mobility

– >8 ha (~20 ac), average 16 ha (40 ac)
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Retention Effect
• Clearcut size and bird mobility

– >8 ha (~20 ac), average 16 ha (40 ac)

• Landscape context

– Forest matrix

• Stand age more important

– Structural complexity



Retention – Aspen Regeneration

~16%
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