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Border of countics Official border of "Nagykorosi pusztai tolgyesek” pSCI (HUDI 20035)

Project site area (Topografical border of "Nagykardsi pusztai tolgyesek” Project target area
PpSCITHUDI 20035)
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pseudoacacia, Prunus serotina, As¢
syriaca, Ailanthus altissima
» problems with natural forest regenetation
(big game overstock, lack of water, clima
change) |
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soil preparation, modification of s
composition)

strong fragmentation, lack
of functioning buffer zone




taking over the restricted right of disposal onid/5a of =,/
private land S RSOWER. N
elimination of invasive tree species on more iha

artificial forest regeneration with native
65 ha B .
exclusion of big game species on ccaf'." 260
monitoring actions { ‘f |
establishment of an educational centre and naturesrait
widespread communication on the habitat\afi_
accomplished actions N K '



LIFE-Nature 2006 B2-2
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Project site arca (Topografical border of "Nagykorosi pusztai tolgyesek"

Official border of "Nagykorési pusztai tlgyesek” pSCI (HUDI 20035) pSCI HUDI 20035)

Project target area * Building reconstruction (C.4.)

Areas subject to artificial forest regeneration with native species (C.2.) D Arcas subject to natural forest regencration with game exclusion (C.3.)



Removal of invasive !
mechanical and chernr
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« Key action
* Nearly on the entire

project target area
(418 ha)

« Method:

— Harvest followed by
chemical stump
treatment (390 ha)

— Stem injection (28 ha)

— Post treatment:
spraying of sprouts
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Serious need for human
capacity
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advantages:

lower costs of the first stump treatment compared
to that of stem injection.

opportunity of immediate timber harvest
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disadvatages:
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optimal season of tr

disturbance of the shoot sy

lack of short term feedback ontf
treatment -V

the only.

in case of insufficient e wettof%tgii
spraying of sprouts has high" vgs ry
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spraying implies a higher ﬂ‘g |
dispersion i




advantages:

optimal season of treatment is longer
short term feedback

opportunity of multiple re-treatment in case of
insufficient effect of the first treatment

there is not any mechanical disturbance of the
shoot system as long as the tree is not perished

harvest is not inevitable, but winter harvest is
possible

as sprouting is not significant, this method is
cheaper on the long run

risk of dispersion of chemicals is much lower than
in case of stump treatment and spraying



Natural forest rege
exclusion o

increases i
the forest

Opening oa'
Into shrubs




indigenous s

Soil preparation is a key issue.

J[raditional” total soil preparation



Invasion control should precede“th:__\
forest regeneration

wide seedbed

compared to total SOI| preparatlon

Sapling mortality rate is higher.than |n t
preparation

Minimum soil preparation is a 50 Cm



How large area is needed to maintain aII%.;f:_:,»
Vegetatlon pattern’? % 3




»» yorgy Vero,
talin Sipos.

[ ]

'(o

ou for

,".'
_—

o 1 ARKY




