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ContextContext

Objectives and methodsObjectives and methods

Preliminary resultsPreliminary results

ConclusionConclusion
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Limiting factors (2/2)Limiting factors Limiting factors (2/2)(2/2)
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Research in QuébecResearch in QuResearch in Quéébecbec

Estrie- 2003: potential 
evaluation – field surveys (1 yr).

Gaspé peninsula, Chaleurs
Bay plantations - 2001:
potential evaluation – field 
surveys (2 yrs).

Abitibi - 1994: potential 
evaluation – field surveys (2 yrs).



1) To establish the role of forest cover and 
abiotic factors in determining the abundance
of selected edible mushroom species 

2) To establish their sprouting phenology.

HypothesesHypothesesHypotheses

1) Similar sites will present similar fungic communities.
2) The abundance of fructifications will vary from one site to another

in between a season, but also between seasons.
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Study areaStudy areaStudy area



Fir & Spruce

Fir & Spruce

Fir & Spruce

Deciduous 
forest

(Deciduous 
forest)

Coniferous & 
deciduous 
forest

Coniferous & 
deciduous 
forest

Coniferous & 
deciduous 
forest

SpruceFir70 yrs and 
over

SpruceFir50 yrs

Spruce(Fir)30 yrs

30 yrs Jack pineNorway 
spruce

White 
spruce

Natural forest stands :

Plantations :

Forest stand typesForest stand typesForest stand types Site selection: 
-14 forest stand types representative
of the territory and having a fungic
potential.

Site selection: 
-14 forest stand types representative
of the territory and having a fungic
potential.
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Hollow-stemmed boletusBolet à pied creuxSuillus cavipes17

Gypsy mushroomPholiote ridéeRozites caperata16

Orange ring milkcapLactaire du thuyaLactarius thyinos15

Orange-latex milkyLactaire des épinettesLactarius deterrimus14

Hedgehog mushroomHydne sinué /Pied de moutonHydnum repandum13

Umbilicate hydnumHydne ombiliquéHydnum umbilicatum12

Turtle MushroomHydne squamuleuxSarcodon squamosum11

Lobster MushroomDermatose des russulesHypomyces lactifluorum10

Trumpet ChanterelleChanterelle en tubeCraterellus tubaeformis9

ChanterelleChanterelle communeCantharelllus cibarius8

Canadian pine MushroomChampignon des pinsTricholoma magnivelare7

Orange-capped BoleteBolet orangéLeccinum auranticum6

Spruce BoleteBolet des épinettesLecinnum piceinum5

King BoleteBolet comestibleBoletus edulis4

Glabrescent BoletusBolet à pied glabrescentBoletus subglabripes3

Black-stemmed LeccinumBolet à pied noirLeccinum atrostipitatum2

Swollen-stalked CatArmillaire ventruCatathelasma ventricosum1

English nameFrench nameLatin name
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1. Productivity / stand type

2. Productivity / species



Species distribution per stand type - season 2005 
(frequency of observation)
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1. White spruce pl. 

2. Norway spruce pl.

3. Young mixed stand

1. White spruce pl. 

2. Norway spruce pl.

3. Young mixed stand

- 2 stand types presented a productivity > 100 observations; 3 were > 50.

- Natural forest stand types reveals very low productivity, exempt for young 
mixed stands.

-- 2 stand types presented a productivity > 100 observations; 3 we2 stand types presented a productivity > 100 observations; 3 were > 50.re > 50.

-- Natural forest stand types reveals very low productivity, exempNatural forest stand types reveals very low productivity, exempt for young t for young 
mixed stands.mixed stands.
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Species distribution per stand type - season 2006
(frequency of observation) 1. White spruce pl. 

2. Norway spruce pl. 

2. Old spruce stand

3. 50 yrs fir forest

4. Fir-spruce 50 yrs

5. Young mixed stand

6. Spruce 50 yrs

1. White spruce pl. 

2. Norway spruce pl. 

2. Old spruce stand

3. 50 yrs fir forest

4. Fir-spruce 50 yrs

5. Young mixed stand

6. Spruce 50 yrs

- 7 stand types present a productivity superior that 50 observations; 4 over 100.

- Total observations are more equally distribute.

-- 7 stand types present a productivity superior that 50 observati7 stand types present a productivity superior that 50 observations; 4 over 100.ons; 4 over 100.

-- Total observations are more equally distribute.Total observations are more equally distribute.



170,10170,07Deciduous 50
130,49160,13Fir-spruce70
52,04150,19Spruce 70
91,06140,41Spruce 50

150,34130,43Fir 70
120,50120,43Mixed 70
81,38110,44Fir-spr.50

160,31100,49Mixed 50
61,6290,52Fir 50

100,7480,53Spruce 30
140,4070,72Jack Pine
110,7360,85Fir-spr. 30

71,5850,92Deciduous30

32,6542,56Mixed 30

23,0033,12Norway sp. pl.
42,1723,31White Sp. pl.
13,2913,57Fir 30

nb.obs/stationnb.obs/station
20062005

High productivity for 
White Spruce and 
Norway spruce
plantations, and for 
30 yrs-old forest 
stands in both 
years; productivity 
increased for 
coniferous stand.

===

===



- Richness has increased
for most of the stands, 
with a mean of 1,52.

- Plantations showed 
similar specific richness.

- Only 3 stands showed a 
lower richness due to 
less boletes in the sites.

- Richness has increased
for most of the stands, 
with a mean of 1,52.

- Plantations showed 
similar specific richness.

- Only 3 stands showed a 
lower richness due to 
less boletes in the sites.

-437Fir 70

-156Mixed forest 70

-178Mixed forest 50

066White spr. pl.

077Fir-Spruce 30

121Deciduous 50

165Deciduous 30

143Norway spr. pl.

121Jack pine pl.

1109Fir-Spruce 50

286Fir 30

363Fir-Spruce 70

374Spruce 70

385Spruce 30

594Spruce 50

5116Fir 50

6115Mixed forest 30

20062005 .+/-
RichnessForest stand type



1210Lecc. atrostipitatum

12N/AHypo. lactifluorum

118Cantharellus cibarius

10N/AHydnum umbilicatum

99Crat. tubaeformis

97Boletus subglabripes

811Suillus cavipes

76Lactarius thyinos

61Boletus aff. edulis

53Lactarius deterrimus

412Hydnum repandum

35Rozites caperata

22Lecc. piceinum/aur.

14Cata. ventricosum

20062005

Species rank per season Frequency/ species per year

31,791111843Total

-64,288246Boletus aff. edulis

-57,137Lecc. atrostipitatum

-4489159Lactarius deterrimus

-8,5205224Lecc. piceinum/aur.

055Cantharellus cibarius

060Hydnum umbilicatum

030Hypo. lactifluorum

8,31312Boletus subglabripes

85,7137Crat. tubaeformis

105,415274Rozites caperata

204,37023Lactarius thyinos

315,632077Cata. ventricosum

360235Suillus cavipes

29251214Hydnum repandum

+/-
(%)20062005



11.413.2Sept

14.817August

17.718July

1614June

20062005

10993.2Sept

43.490August

50.628.2July

88.247June

20062005

Mean temperature, Gaspe city Total precipitations, Gaspe city

Summer 2005 as been warmer, but had lower precipitations.

Summer 2006 was warmer in June, had similar temperature in July and then
was cooler. Great amount of precipitation were observed in June and July but 
low precipitation in August seems to have suddently « broke » the season.

First suspect: the climateFirst suspect: the climate



What about commercialisation in 
Gaspé peninsula??

• Numerous sell places 
have been 

- Great abundance 
of Chanterelles

and Lobster 
mushrooms were 

observed in the 
coast area, in 
private lands.

- Pickers had a 
formation and 
buying points 

have been set.

- The population 
starts to know 

about the 
product!
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