
Supplementary Materials 

 

Figure S1. Image depicting the spacing and orientation of seedling pots in the stock tank. Species 

location was randomized for each tank separately. Full sun and water table at the soil surface is the 

treatment combination presented as an example. 

  



Table S1. Number of individuals browsed per species. Each species had 72 individuals total. 

Species 
# of Individuals 

Browsed 
Red maple 35 

Silver maple 43 
Sugar maple 33 
Yellow birch 26 
River birch 14 

Bitternut hickory 18 
Hackberry 31 

Black walnut 6 
Tamarack 0 

White spruce 0 
Black spruce 1 

Red pine 0 
Eastern white pine 0 

American sycamore 10 
Trembling aspen 43 

White oak 33 
Swamp white oak 27 

Bur oak 39 
Northern red oak 40 

Bald cypress 0 
Northern white cedar 0 

Basswood 42 
American elm 29 

Table S2. Species survival percentages across all treatments ranked highest (top) to lowest. 

 



Table S3. Survival analysis ANOVA results: Two-way ANOVA results summary for seedling sur-

vival based on mixed effects logistic regression analysis with water table depth and light reduction 

as fixed effects. The p-values are presented for each model term. P-values that are significant at alpha 

≤ 0.1 are bolded. 

 

Table S4. Estimated marginal means for absolute height and basal diameter growth for each water 

table treatment level based on linear mixed effects analysis with water table depth and light reduc-

tion as fixed effects. 
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Water Table Depth 0.8001 0.2479 0.8952 0.0849 0.5338 1.0000 1.0000 0.8201 1.0000

Light Reduction 0.3671 0.8284 0.8169 0.6134 0.7704 1.0000 1.0000 0.8201 1.0000

Water Table Depth x Light Reduction 0.9995 0.5722 0.9964 0.3691 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000

p-value



Table S5. Estimated marginal means for absolute height and basal diameter growth at each light 

reduction treatment level based on linear mixed effects analysis with water table and light reduction 

as fixed effects. 

 

  



Table S6. Morphology analysis ANOVA results: Two-way ANOVA results summary for height and 

basal diameter growth based on linear mixed effects analysis with water table depth and light re-

duction as fixed effects. The p-values are presented for each model term. P-values that are significant 

at alpha ≤ 0.1 are bolded. 

 

  



Table S7. Estimated marginal means for absolute height and basal diameter growth based on linear 

mixed effects analysis with water table depth and light reduction as fixed effects. 

 



 
Figure S2. Absolute seedling height growth at the end of the growing season for each light reduction 

treatment for 8 of the 23 species (species with signfiicant interactions between the treatment factors 

or less than four cm growth in all treatments and no significant main effect are not shown). Lower-

case le�ers indicate significant differences among light reduction treatments in panels with signifi-

cant treatment effects (p < 0.1). There were no significant light reduction treatment by water table 

depth interaction effects for these species. Error bars represent 90% confidence intervals. 

 



 

Figure S3. Absolute seedling basal diameter growth at the end of the growing season for each water 

table depth treatment for 12 of the 23 species (species with signfiicant interactions between the treat-

ment factors or less than 0.7 mm growth in all treatments and no significant main effect are not 

shown). Lowercase le�ers indicate significant differences among water table depth treatments in 

panels with significant treatment effects (p < 0.1). There were no significant water table depth treat-

ment by light reduction interaction effects for these species. Error bars represent 90% confidence 

intervals. 



 

Figure S4. Absolute seedling basal diameter growth at the end of the growing season for each light 

reduction treatment for 16 of the 23 species (species with signfiicant interactions between the treat-

ment factors or less than 0.7 mm growth in all treatments and no significant main effect are are not 

shown). Lowercase le�ers indicate significant differences among light reduction treatments in pan-

els with significant treatment effects (p < 0.1). There were no significant light reduction treatment by 

water table depth interaction effects for these species. Error bars represent 90% confidence intervals. 

  



Table S8. Gas exchange analysis ANOVA results: Three-way ANOVA results summary for photo-

synthesis, stomatal conductance, and transpiration based on mixed effects repeated measures anal-

ysis with water table depth, light reduction, and sampling date as fixed effects. The p-values are 

presented for each model term. P-values that are significant at alpha ≤ 0.1 are bolded. 

 

Table S9. Estimated marginal means for photosynthesis, stomatal conductance, and transpiration 

for each water table treatment level based on linear mixed effects repeated measures analysis with 

water table depth, light reduction and sample date as fixed effects. 

 

  



Table S10. Estimated marginal means for photosynthesis, stomatal conductance, and transpiration 

based on linear mixed effects repeated measures analysis with water table depth, light reduction 

and sample date as fixed effects. 

 



 

Figure S5. Estimated marginal mean photosynthetic rate at each light reduction treatment level for 

4 of the 12 sample species (species with signfiicant interactions between the treatment factors are 

not shown). Lowercase le�ers indicate significant differences among light reduction treatments in 

panels with significant treatment effects (p < 0.1). There were no significant light reduction treatment 

by water table depth or sample date interaction effects for these species. Error bars represent 90% 

confidence intervals. 



 

Figure S6. Estimated marginal mean stomatal conductance rate at each water table depth treatment 

level for 10 of the 12 sample species (species with signfiicant interactions between the treatment 

factors are not shown). Lowercase le�ers indicate significant differences among water table depth 

treatments in panels with significant treatment effects (p < 0.1). There were no significant water table 

depth treatment by light reduction or sample date interaction effects for these species. Error bars 

represent 90% confidence intervals. 



 

Figure S7. Estimated marginal mean stomatal conductance rate at each light reduction treatment 

level for 5 of the 12 sample species (species with signfiicant interactions between the treatment fac-

tors are not shown). Lowercase le�ers indicate significant differences among light reduction treat-

ments in panels with significant treatment effects (p < 0.1). There were no significant light reduction 

treatment by water table depth or sample date interaction effects for these species. Error bars repre-

sent 90% confidence intervals. 



 

Figure S8. Estimated marginal mean transpiration rate at each light reduction treatment level for 6 

of the 12 sample species (species with signfiicant interactions between the treatment factors are not 

shown). Lowercase le�ers indicate significant differences among light reduction treatments in pan-

els with significant treatment effects (p < 0.1). There were no significant light reduction treatment by 

water table depth or sample date interaction effects for these species. Error bars represent 90% con-

fidence intervals. 


