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Provisional Summary for Initial Draft. During 2003, The Nature Conservancy
acquired the 74acre Silver Lake Farm in southern Harrison County, Kentucky,

for protection, restoration and expansion of its ancient woodland remnants, known
as Griffith Woods. This site provides our best opportunity to restore native
vegetation on uplands of the centr al
attempt to form a partnership here with the University of Kentucky and Kentucky
State Nature Preserves Commission failed, and the property was transferred to the
Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources in 2011. Moreover, a clear
pl an for management of the site, 1 n a
still not been produced. This paper reviews the reasons for institutional difficulties
and focuses on central questions that need to be addressed.

Although the highly degraded modern landscape on uplands of this region is
well-documented, our understanding of the original vegetation has been hampered

by | ack of attention to the historica
an extreme along the gradient from low to high fertility in eastern North America,
with a preponderance of o6eutrophil esd

hackberries, walnuts, selected hickories (bitternut, shellbark, shagbark), selected
oaks (especially bur, chinquapin, shumard), cherry, coffeetree and the locusts. Mos
professional management for conservation biology, forestry and wildlife in
Kentucky has been developed from experiences on poorer, drier or wetter soils in
less fragmented vegetation on hills or lowlands, with quite different composition.



The original Bluegrass Woodland had much influence from herbivores,
including large mammals before reduction by human hunting. There appear to have
been 6licksd or O0gladesd maintained b
concentrated. Cane was probably extensive along regularly travelled routes. But
there is no evidence of regular fire or extensive openings with \saason
grasses. Most woodland has rapid ldecomposition and low flammability.

Assuming that we are interested in all original habitats, from deeper woods to
more open areas, it was agreed in 2003 that a central subject for research at Griffit|
Woods should be differences in responses of the vegetation to browsing, burning
and mowing. These three types of disturbance could all be useful, but we currently
have little understanding of their relative value for Bluegrass Woodland. Optimal
seasons for disturbances remain largely untested. Despite initial preparation for
browsing experiments using grants from USDA, a collaborative framework has not
yet been established among potential partners. Grant applications would be
improved through more dialog among interested participants, more basis in
ecological concepts, and more application to regional problems. For example, there
IS common interest in better ranking of plant species along disturbance gradients,
especially with potential selective effects of native ungulates and livestock.
Moreover, it is important to determine what schemes for potential economic uses o
the woodlan@ from deerhunting to cattlgaising are most compatible with
recovery of native biological diversity and with reduction of alien species.



Given its mixed areas of woods and associated fields, Griffith Woods should
be a center for practicing sustainable restoration across the region. While
appropri-maeagemenbd of whole habitats
a need fmamagmeimemada 6 of rarer natives f
for reduction. Although we have wadbktablished direct methods of alien reduction,
there has been no demonstration of how to fund such reduction through sustainabl
income from the land. And, although we know which native species are priorities
for recovery, there has been little effective promotion of these species on site by thi
i nstitutions invol ved. For exampl e, t

part of Griffith Woods should be broadened to allow growth of running buffalo
clover.

It would be useful for interested people to review results from the initial
plantings of varied species, to discuss how such efforts could be extended in
various ways, and to seek consensus in how local labor and good micro
management can be best integrated into the economy of the farm.

Materials to be assembled, reviewed and summarized for this paper are as follows.
This is a general goal, and it may take several phases to become really thorough.
| anticipate a growing series of appendices and updates.



To be developed or appended.
Selected correspondence and emails among initial partners or potential partners.

Initial plans and proposals for the whole project, and for management or research at the site.
An attempt to document the flora and vegetation
A recent report by the author on effects of dee

Completed reports from work at the site by other authors, especially research in theses and any published
papers.

Broader review of the literature on ecology and conservation of eutrophic woodland of varied types across
eastcentral states.

Mapped patterns in historical vegetation and remnants (e.g. clusters of bur oaks) across the region, with
potential relationships to animal trails and native human campsites or settlements.

Mapped patterns in wildfire occurrence across the region in relation to soil type.
Any recent updates on the status of planning at the site from KDFWR, TNC or others.

Any relevant material from Kentucky Heritage Land Conservation Fund that pertains to their involvement
with the site (given their funding of the Unive

Any relevant material from Ky. State Nature Presesbwvash i ch ai ms to cl assify t|
and make suggestions for management to selected partners.



LANDSCAPE
LEVEL

What does GW represent?
What connections to be made?
(ecoregional team-building)



Central Ohio Valley Ecological Region: showing Subsections overlaid on Landtype Associations. Scale is 1:2,500,000 at 11 x 17 inches
Thick black line i/ ) i 7 S i LY % |
indicates approx. N - !
boundary of this
tristate region,
which forms a
third of the whole
Interior Low
Plateaus.

Its corners are in
Brown Co. IN
Casey Co. KY

and Ross Co. OH ;
Potential Centers for Research
(some already with Field Stations)

1. Brown County Forest

large forest block in W Knobs
2:.Falls of Ohio

central urban location on Ohio Rv
3. Bernheim Forest-Cedar Grove

forest block and glades in W Knobs
4. Maywoods

forest block in S Knobs
5. Cave Run area

central location on Licking Rv
6. Edge of Appalachia

forest/prairie block in E Knobs
7. Palisades/Shakertown

limestone ravines; karst hydrology
8. Griffith Woods

ancient woodland in C Bluegrass
9. Lloyd Woods

ancient woodland in N Bluegrass
10. Big Oak NWR/Jefferson Proving Ground

i Colors are based on soils and indicate
/ < Landtype Associations; adapted from

flatwoods on lllinoian glaciation STATSGO mappin g by NRCS & States!
11. Cincinnati Nature Center etc. f 2
woods & field stations in surburban area ;é& s o/ g See attached legend for explanation.

Most effective regional scale for planning, action & assessment?



FOREST TYPES —
(1770-1860)
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| Eutrophic extreme was locally concentrated; also c IL




Much more historical evidence of browsing than burning effects 2 vs. consumption & decomposition!



