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Figure 1—Evergreen blackberry in Groveland, California.
Image © 2019 Barry Breckling, used with permission.

SUMMARY

This Species Review summarizes the scientific information about fire effects and relevant ecology of
cutleaf blackberry in North America that was available as of 2020.

Cutleaf blackberry occurs in western and eastern North America. It is invasive in the Pacific
Northwest—particularly coastal Washington—although it is not as invasive as Himalayan
blackberry. Cutleaf blackberry grows in cool temperate and semiarid climates and is both a
facultative wetland and an upland species. It is most common at low elevations, on disturbed, moist
to mesic sites. It grows in hardwood and conifer communities; within these communities, it is most
invasive in riparian areas. It may also be invasive in riparian shrublands.

Cutleaf blackberry reproduces primarily vegetatively via layering and sprouting from its rhizomes
and root crown. It also reproduces from seed, which helps it establish on new sites, including burns.
Its seeds are primarily dispersed by animals. The seeds have a hard coat, are dormant upon dispersal,
and stored in the soil seed bank. Fire or animal ingestion helps break seed dormancy. Cutleaf
blackberry is primarily an early-successional species that prefers open, disturbed sites such as
streambanks, burns, clearcuts, and recently thinned or logged areas.

As of 2020, fire effects on cutleaf blackberry were not documented in the literature, and there were
few studies on its postfire response. It is likely that fire top-kills cutleaf blackberry, and that it
sprouts after top-kill. Seeds buried in the soil seed bank are probably protected from fire. Cutleaf
blackberry occurs on new burns, although its method of regeneration (from sprouts and/or seeds) is
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not documented. A study in the Willamette Valley of Oregon suggests that in the short term,
combined density of cutleaf blackberry and Himalayan blackberry increases after one or two
consecutive annual prescribed fires. The study did not distinguish between the two blackberry
species. A study in Sierran mixed-conifer forests found no effect of either mastication alone, or
mastication followed by prescribed fire, on basal area of cutleaf blackberry.

Where cutleaf blackberry is invasive, it displaces native riparian shrubs by overtopping and
outcompeting them for space, light, and nutrients. It may be controlled using a combination of
treatments over many years. These may include prescribed fire, mechanical treatments, grazing,
and/or herbicides. However, few studies had examined the effects of control treatments on cutleaf
blackberry.

Citation: 
Fryer, Janet L. 2021. Rubus laciniatus, cutleaf blackberry. In: Fire Effects Information System, [Online]. U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Missoula Fire Sciences Laboratory (Producer). Available: 
www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/shrub/rublac/all.html.

INTRODUCTION

Taxonomy
Synonyms
Life Form

FEIS Abbreviation: 
RUBLAC 

Common Names 
cutleaf blackberry
cutleaf evergreen blackberry
European blackberry
evergreen blackberry
laceleaf blackberry
laciniate blackberry

Taxonomy 
The scientific name of cutleaf blackberry is Rubus laciniatus Willd. (Rosaceae) [49,52,66,75,78,110,116,133,150,159,164].
Cutleaf blackberry is a member of the Rubus fruiticosus complex (subgenus Rubus), an aggregate of blackberry species that
are native to Eurasia [28,50] and primarily reproduce vegetatively [27]. Cutleaf blackberry is unique within the complex, and
the genus, due to its deeply dissected leaflets [49] (figs. 1, 2). Within the Rubus subgenus, it is the sole member of the section
Ursinus [27,69].

2



Figure 2—Cutleaf blackberry (1, deeply divided
leaflets) and Himalayan blackberry (2, oval
leaflets). Forest Service, U.S. Department of
Agriculture photo by Janet Fryer.

Hybrids: Cutleaf blackberry hybridizes with Himalayan blackberry [11,28,150], Rubus bifrons, California blackberry
[150], elmleaf blackberry [33,44], and woolly blackberry [44].

Common names are used throughout this Species Review, with the exception of R. bifrons. It is referred to by its scientific
name to avoid confusion with the other Himalayan blackberry, R. armeniacus. See the Appendix for a complete list of plant
and wildlife species mentioned in this Species Review.

Synonyms 
None 

Life Form 
Shrub-liana

DISTRIBUTION AND OCCURRENCE

SPECIES: Rubus laciniatus

GENERAL DISTRIBUTION
SITE CHARACTERISTICS AND PLANT COMMUNITIES

 
3

https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/glossary2.html#liana


GENERAL DISTRIBUTION
Cutleaf blackberry is native to Eurasia [10,78,96,157], although its area of nativity there is uncertain [128]. It is considered
nonnative in Great Britain, Scandinavia, the Mediterranean, and eastern Europe [46]. Cutleaf blackberry is cultivated for its
fruits in temperate climates around the globe [10,11,94,111,133] and has established in some wildlands of North America
[10,11,52,86,96], South America [96], and Australia [28,96]. It was introduced in the United States in 1860 [28,34].

Cutleaf blackberry occurs in western and eastern North America (fig. 3). In western North America, it occurs from southern
coastal British Columbia [78] south to central California, southern Idaho, and northwestern Wyoming. Isolated populations
occur in southern California and possibly, central Colorado [49,150], although it is rarely found in and may have disappeared
from Colorado [160]. The core of cutleaf blackberry's distribution in North America is the Pacific Northwest [111,150]. It is
most prevalent, and is invasive, in coastal Washington [111]. Cutleaf blackberry is absent from much of the Great Plains
[111,150] and is not common in the eastern United States. It occurs sporadically from the Upper Peninsula of Michigan and
upstate New York south to northern South Carolina [49,150].

Figure 3—Distribution of cutleaf blackberry in the United States. Map courtesy of EDDMaps [45]
[2021, March 9].

Cutleaf blackberry × Himalayan blackberry and putative cutleaf blackberry × Rubus bifrons hybrids occur in coastal Oregon
and Nevada County, California [11,150].

States and provinces:
United States: CA, CO, CT, DE, DC, ID, IL, IN, KY, MD, MA, MI, MO, MT, NJ, NY, NC, OH, OR, PA, RI, SC, TN, VT,
VA, WA, WV, WY 
Canada: BC, ON [45,74,96,150]

SITE CHARACTERISTICS AND PLANT COMMUNITIES 
Site Characteristics: Cutleaf blackberry grows in cool temperate and semiarid climates [78]. It does not tolerate boreal,
tundra, and arctic climates [7]. Cutleaf blackberry is not drought tolerant [12]. Based on Forest Inventory Analysis (FIA) data
collected across Oregon, cutleaf blackberry is positively associated with sites that have high annual rainfall, relatively warm
minimum and maximum temperatures, and low seasonal variability in temperature [99]. In western Oregon, it is positively
associated with summer precipitation (R2 = 0.09, n = 137 plots) [54].
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Cutleaf blackberry is both a facultative wetland [114,120,150] and an upland species [78,120,150]. It prefers moist to wet
places such as ditches [42,78] and shores [66]. Cutleaf blackberry is flood tolerant. In British Columbia, it survived the
massive, month-long 1948 flood-of-the-century on the Fraser and Columbia rivers, but it temporarily developed chlorotic
leaves [16].

Cutleaf blackberry is considered an indicator of disturbed sites [78]. It grows along fencerows [57] and roadsides [11,42,78]
and on rocky slopes [66]. In the Pacific Northwest, it occurs in disturbed areas [42,109,156] such as clearcuts [99] and burns
[17,78,131,167]. In Michigan, it has occasionally escaped cultivation and established along roadsides, railroads, fields, and
shores [116]. It is infrequent to rare in "waste" and disturbed areas in the Blue Ridge Mountains [164] and the Southeast
[109,156].

Soils supporting cutleaf blackberry are typically moist to mesic [78]. Cutleaf blackberry is most common on very moist to
fresh soils [11,56,78,85] that are high in humus [11] and nitrogen-rich [56,78]; it is considered an indicator species of moist,
nutrient-rich soils in Vancouver, British Columbia [56]. A habitat suitability model for cutleaf blackberry on the Olympic
Peninsula, Washington, predicts greater spread of cutleaf blackberry on the moist, western slope of the peninsula than on the
drier eastern slope, although the authors acknowledge that spread is also possible on the eastern slope [73].

Cutleaf blackberry grows on all aspects [119] and soil textures [28,30,90], and it tolerates both acidic and alkaline soils [30].
In four riparian watersheds in western Oregon, it was not associated with topographic position (streamside,
midslope/floodplain terrace, or lower hillslope) [119]. A survey in British Columbia found cutleaf blackberry grew on slopes
ranging from 0° to 25°, averaging 4° [78]. Cutleaf blackberry grows in clay [28], sand, and loam [90] soils in western
Oregon, and in "rocky soil" in Mt. Rainier National Park, Washington [127]. On Fire Island, New York, cutleaf blackberry is
rare on dry sandflats [43].

Cutleaf blackberry grows at low elevations [42,99] (table 1). In Oregon, it is positively associated with relatively low
elevations [99] and negatively associated with high elevations (R2 = 0.16, n = 252) [54]. It is more common in the
Willamette Valley than in the higher-elevation Coast and Cascade ranges [5].

Table 1—Elevational range of cutleaf blackberry in
western North America.
Area Elevation (m)
California <1,000 [11]
Colorado reported at 1,700 [41]
Oregon <1,000 [11]
British Columbia 30-651; mean = 449 [78]

Plant Communities: Cutleaf blackberry may be invasive in both hardwood and conifer communities of the Pacific
Northwest, especially in riparian zones in Washington. It is not invasive in upper montane forests [7]. In the Pacific
Northwest and California, it grows in riparian [118,124] and upland [22,137] hardwood communities, and in western
hemlock-Sitka spruce, coastal Douglas-fir, and mixed-conifer woodlands and forests [26,37,65]. It also grows in riparian
shrublands [37,70,124]; chaparral; wet [90] and mesic [66] grasslands; and on bog [118] and marsh [85] edges. Cutleaf
blackberry and Himalayan blackberry often cooccur [11,68,124], although Himalayan blackberry is more prevalent and
invasive [11,21,49]. Specific communities in which cutleaf blackberry occurs are described below.

Hardwood Communities: Cutleaf blackberry may be invasive in red alder communities [124], and it grows in oak
woodlands and savannas [22,137] and California laurel woodlands [68]. On the Fraser River Delta, British Columbia, cutleaf
blackberry and Himalayan blackberry codominate the understory of red alder riparian communities [124]. On the Dungeness
and Hoh river watersheds on the Olympic Peninsula, cutleaf blackberry grows in red alder flatland communities [37]. In the
Willamette Valley, it is a minor component of the low shrub strata in Oregon white oak communities [22,137]. Surveys of
seven Oregon white oak communities found cutleaf blackberry was most frequent in Oregon white oak-California black
oak/Pacific poison-oak forests and least frequent in Oregon white oak/Pacific poison-oak/California oatgrass savannas. Mean
cover of cutleaf blackberry was ≤5% in all of the communities surveyed [22]. In the outer North Coast Ranges of southern
Oregon and California, cutleaf blackberry occurs in mesic California laurel/woollyleaf manzanita woodlands [68].
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Conifer Communities: Cutleaf blackberry occurs and may be invasive in western hemlock-Sitka spruce, coast Douglas-
fir, and California mixed-conifer woodlands and forests [26,37,65]. On the Dungeness and Hoh river watersheds on the
Olympic Peninsula, it grows in clearcuts and western hemlock-coast Douglas-fir/Pacific rhododendron forests [37]. On the
Siuslaw National Forest in the Coast Ranges of Oregon, it had <2% cover in both thinned and unthinned coast Douglas-fir
plantations [26].

Cutleaf blackberry grows in conifer forests east of the Coast Ranges, but it is not typically dominant or invasive. In eastern
and southern Idaho, it is a minor component in Engelmann spruce/redosier dogwood and Engelmann spruce/Sitka
alder/fragrant bedstraw forests [61]. It is reported as sparse in "thin woods" under the Lewis Overthrust of Glacier National
Park, Montana [128], where subalpine fir-Engelmann spruce woodlands predominate [24].

Shrublands and grasslands: Cutleaf blackberry is a component of some shrublands in the Pacific Northwest and
California, and it dominates some riparian shrublands in the Pacific Northwest. On the Fraser River Delta, British Columbia,
cutleaf blackberry and Himalayan blackberry form thickets along river dikes [124], and cutleaf blackberry forms
monoculture thickets along the Umpqua and Willamette rivers of Oregon [70]. On the Dungeness and Hoh river watersheds
on the Olympic Peninsula, it grows in riparian shrublands [37], which are typically dominated by mountain alder,
salmonberry, Sitka alder, and thinleaf alder [96].

Cutleaf blackberry is a component in some drier shrublands. In Mt. Tamalpais State Park, California, it grows in a coastal
sage scrub community dominated by coyotebrush and the nonnative, invasive shrubs French broom and Scotch broom.
Nonnative annual grasses, common periwinkle, and poison hemlock dominate the herbaceous layer. This community forms a
mosaic with annual grassland [102].

Cutleaf blackberry grows on the edges of wet grasslands and on relatively dry sites within wet grasslands. In British
Columbia, it grows on a bog edge with rose spirea, whitebark raspberry, and fireweed [118]. In western Oregon, it was a
minor component (<4% frequency) in panicled bulrush-fowl mannagrass wetlands [90]. Near the Delaware River in
Delaware, cutleaf blackberry grows in a freshwater tidal marsh [85].

See table A3 for a representative list of plant communities in which cutleaf blackberry may be invasive.

BOTANICAL AND ECOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS

SPECIES: Rubus laciniatus

BOTANICAL DESCRIPTION
SEASONAL DEVELOPMENT
REGENERATION PROCESSES
SUCCESSIONAL STATUS

BOTANICAL DESCRIPTION
This description covers characteristics that may be relevant to fire ecology and is not meant for identification. Keys for
identification are available (e.g., [42,78,157,159]).

Cutleaf blackberry is an evergreen shrub [78] or liana [150]. The stems (canes) arch, then droop and trail along the ground
[42,78]. Flowering stems (floricanes) branch out from the main stems (primocanes) [49]. Primocanes range from 0.1 [49] to
3 m long [42,78,133]. The canes of wild-type cutleaf blackberry plants are strongly armed with numerous slightly recurved
to strongly recurved prickles [52,78,110,133] (fig. 4). Some cultivars are sold as 'thornless'; however, these individuals may
produce prickles after sprouting, and offspring resulting from sexual reproduction by these cultivars may also have prickles
[28,58].
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Figure 4—Cutleaf blackberry stem. Image ©
2019 Trent M. Draper, used with permission.

Figure 5—Cutleaf blackberry drupe, 3 ×
magnification. Image © Zoya Akulova, 1995-
2021 UC Regents, used with permission.

Cutleaf blackberry has coarse leaves [42] with prickly leaf veins and leaf stalks [42,135]. The leaves are compound, with
deeply divided leaflets (figs. 1, 2). There are mostly three leaflets on primocanes [49] and mostly five leaflets on floricanes
[42,109,110]. Cutleaf blackberry hybrids do not have deeply divided leaflets [162]; instead, its hybrids tend to have the
oblong leaflets characteristic of other blackberries [64].

The cutleaf blackberry inflorescence is a several-flowered cyme [49,52,86]; the flowers are perfect [42,165]. The fruit is an
aggregate drupe [110] of individual drupelets [11,78] (fig. 5). Each drupelet contains a single, hard-coated nutlet [165].

Stand Structure: Cutleaf blackberry is rhizomatous [143] and forms thickets [42,66,70,78,109] that may become dense.
There are "almost impenetrable" cutleaf blackberry thickets along the Umpqua and Willamette rivers of Oregon [70].

Raunkiaer Life Form: 
Phanerophyte
Geophyte [112] 

SEASONAL DEVELOPMENT
Cutleaf blackberry's evergreen leaves are replaced when new leaves emerge in spring [104]. Primocanes die in late fall or
winter of their second year. Floricanes grow out from second-year primocanes. They remain short but grow small, lateral
branchlets that produce flowers and fruits [32].

Across its range in the United States, cutleaf blackberry flowers from May to August, fruits from June to September, and
disperses seeds from August to November [165], depending on location (table 2).

Table 2—Phenology of cutleaf blackberry in North America.
Area Event
United States
Appalachians flowers May-June; fruits June-July [158]
Blue Ridge Mountains flowers May-June [164]
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Northeast
flowers June-August [52,167]; fruits
July-August; seeds disperse September-
October [167]

Pacific Northwest
flowers June-August; fruits August-
September; seeds disperse August-
November [17]

Southeast flowers May-June; fruits June-July [156]
California flowers May-July [143]
Carolinas flowers May-June; fruits June-July [110]
Delaware flowers May-June; fruits June-July [159]
New York: Fire Island flowers July [43]
New York: New York City,
Central Park first flowers early June [36]

West Virginia flowers June-August [133]
Canada

British Columbia flowers early summer; fruits summer-
fall [12,78]

REGENERATION PROCESSES 

Reproductive Mechanisms
Vegetative Regeneration
Pollination and Breeding System
Seed Production
Seed Dispersal
Seed Banking
Germination
Seedling Establishment and Plant Growth

Reproductive Mechanisms: Blackberries, including cutleaf blackberry, have one of the most versatile systems for
reproduction, colonization, and maintenance among woody plants [167]. Cutleaf blackberry reproduces vegetatively by
sprouting and layering [27,100,167]. These are its primary methods of regeneration and important for population
maintenance and spread. It also reproduces from seed, both sexually via pollination and asexually by apomixis. Reproduction
from seed and subsequent seed dispersal are important for cutleaf blackberry's spread onto new sites [27,100].

Cutleaf blackberry × Himalayan blackberry hybrids can sprout and layer [11]. These hybrids tend to reproduce from seed
sexually rather than apomictically. Their fertility is variable but is high in some individuals [11]. Cutleaf blackberry ×
elmleaf blackberry and cutleaf blackberry × woolly blackberry hybrids reproduce from seed both sexually and apomictically;
all parents of these hybrids are nonnative [44].

Vegetative Regeneration: Cutleaf blackberry sprouts from the root crown [143] and rhizomes [88,143,161] after top-
kill. It layers where stem ends touch the ground [78,143]. Most thornless cultivars of cutleaf blackberry reproduce
vegetatively [28,58] but are usually sterile [28,58] and rarely reproduce from seed [28,58].

Waterways, flood waters, and landslides disperse stems of blackberries in the Rubus fruiticosus complex. The detached stems
may sprout and/or layer [81,101], and establish in riparian zones after floods [108] (see Successional Status).

Pollination and Breeding System: Cutleaf blackberry is considered a facultative pseudogamous apomict because it
produces seeds both sexually (via pollination) and asexually via apomixis (specifically agamospory, or formation of seeds
without pollination and sexual fertilization) [11,27,28,44,58,79]. Apomixis is characteristic of blackberries native to Eurasia;
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blackberries native to North America do not reproduce apomictically [28].

Pollination and subsequent sexual reproduction contribute to genetic diversity in populations within the Rubus fruiticosus
complex [79], including those of cutleaf blackberry. Cutleaf blackberry is dioecious [167], and it is self- and cross-pollinated
[58,98,162]. A laboratory study in Sweden found viability of cutleaf blackberry pollen averaged 23% [98].

Seed Production: Age at first reproduction for cutleaf blackberry was not provided in the literature, and only one study on
seed production was found. Another blackberry in the R. fruiticosus complex, R. bifrons, requires 3 years for seedlings to
produce flowering canes. Mature R. bifrons plants flower in their second year [82]. A laboratory study in Sweden found
cutleaf blackberry produced an average of 16 seeds/drupe. Relative seed set (percentage of ovules developing into seeds)
averaged 21% [98].

Seed Dispersal: Frugivorous birds [12,167] and mammals [167] disperse cutleaf blackberry seeds. The mature fruits are
rarely left unconsumed [14]. Cutleaf blackberry commonly grows along fencerows in the Pacific Northwest [57], likely due
to seed dispersal by perching birds. Its establishment on the Gulf and San Juan islands of British Columbia and Washington
is attributed to frugivorous birds. As of 2011, cutleaf blackberry was present on a total of 91 of these islands. The islands are
small and people rarely visit them, so bird dispersal of the seeds is more likely than human dispersal. The probable dispersers
include many passerine birds, but the primary dispersers are apparently American robins, European starlings, northwestern
crows, song sparrows, and white-crowned sparrows [12].

Seed Banking: Cutleaf blackberry has a persistent, soil-stored seed bank [48,59,167], but it is unclear how dense its seed
bank is or how long the seeds remain viable in soil. Northwestern crows store cutleaf blackberry fruits in ground-stored
caches [71], and unretrieved seeds stored by crows or other seed-caching animals may form part of cutleaf blackberry's soil
seed bank. In a greenhouse study using soil collected from a closed-canopy western hemlock-Sitka spruce forest on the
Olympic Peninsula, cutleaf blackberry seedling emergence was low. Seedling density in the top 10 cm of soil averaged 0.07
seedling/819 cm³, and seedling frequency averaged 7.1%/819 cm³. Cutleaf blackberry seedlings did not emerge from litter
samples [59].

Germination: Investigations on germination requirements of cutleaf blackberry in particular are few [38]. Blackberries are
generally slow to germinate due to mechanical dormancy imposed by the hard seed coat and endocarp [38,125,167],
chemical germination inhibitors in the seed coat and endocarp, and a dormant embryo [167]. Seed dormancy is broken by a
combination of factors, including freeze-thaw cycles [100,167]; diurnal and annual changes in temperature (stratification)
[89,167]; cycles of wetting and drying of the seed coat [167]; and scarification of the seed coat by fire [97], passage thru the
digestive system of animals (i.e., acid treatment) [165,167], or damage inflicted by fungi and/or insects [167].

Field and greenhouse studies found viability of cutleaf blackberry seeds ranged from 0% to 35%, depending on treatment.
Germination rates of cutleaf blackberry seeds averaged 0% after overwintering outside in boxes in a sheltered site, 14% after
overwintering in a heated room, 34% after overwintering in a greenhouse, and 35% after overwintering outside in boxes at an
unsheltered site. Season of planting (spring or fall) did not affect germination rates [1].

Seedling Establishment and Plant Growth: Information on seedling establishment and growth rates of cutleaf
blackberry were not available as of 2020. Cutleaf blackberry's decreasing prevalence with canopy closure [78] (see
Successional Status) suggests that its seedlings require open sites for establishment.

Primocanes of cutleaf blackberry gain little new length or height growth in their second year, but they develop lateral
branches (floricanes) that produce flowers and fruits [167].

SUCCESSIONAL STATUS 
Cutleaf blackberry is most common and may be most invasive in early succession, but it may persist into late succession
[3,9,77,78,99]. In eastern and southern Idaho, its frequency was higher in early- to midseral Engelmann spruce/Sitka
alder/fragrant bedstraw forests (14%) than in late-successional Engelmann spruce/redosier dogwood forests (4%) [61].
Studies along the Hoh and Dungeness rivers (Olympic Peninsula) and along Lookout Creek and the McKenzie and
Willamette rivers (central Oregon) found late-successional riparian zones were less invasible by cutleaf blackberry and other
nonnative species than riparian zones in early succession. Invasibility of riparian plant communities was estimated by the
percentage of nonnative species found within the 10-year flood zone [108].
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Cutleaf blackberry grows in open [66,167] to nearly closed [11,167] canopies. It is most common on open, disturbed sites
[42,78,109,156] such as cutover and/or burnt sites [130,134,167], although it may also be common under partially closed
canopies [11]. Colonies become more separated and infrequent as the canopy closes [78]. Cutleaf blackberry is considered
shade intolerant in western hemlock-Sitka spruce forests of British Columbia. In western Oregon, cutleaf blackberry cover
was negatively correlated with tree basal area (R2 = 0.9, n = 137 plots), and its frequency declined with increasing tree cover
[54]. It may not be favored in gap succession. On study sites across western Oregon, it was not associated with 12- to
>2,000-m2 gaps in coast Douglas-fir-Sitka spruce forests [119].

Cutleaf blackberry establishes on burned [40,78,105,130,134,167], clearcut [3,9,99], and thinned [3,107,130] sites. On the
Dungeness and Hoh river watersheds on the Olympic Peninsula, it grew in clearcuts and young (<150 years old) western
hemlock-coast Douglas-fir/Pacific rhododendron forests. It was not found in mature forests (>150 years old) [37]. Cutleaf
blackberry establishes after logging and/or slash burning in the coastal Douglas-fir zone [130], and it is positively associated
with low-elevation clearcuts [99]. On 28 sites across western Oregon, cutleaf blackberry grew in young (50-120 years),
thinned Douglas-fir forests, but it was not present in young, unthinned forests or old-growth forests [9]. On the Cascade
Head Experimental Forest, Oregon, cutleaf blackberry was present on a plot that had been clearcut, then planted to Sitka
spruce and heavily thinned (330 trees/ha) 12 years after planting. It was not present on plots with either lighter thinning
(≥648 trees/ha;) or extreme thinning (261 trees/ha) [3].

On Oregon's Coast Ranges, cutleaf blackberry had low and decreasing frequency 7 years (2%) and 10 years (1%) after a
debris flow in a western hemlock-Sitka spruce forest. In contrast, native salmonberry had high and increasing frequency in
postflow years 7 (69%) and 10 (74%), while Himalayan blackberry had low but increasing frequency in postflow years 7
(3%) and 10 (10%) [101].

Cutleaf blackberry occurs in old field succession [116,117]. In Olympic National Park, Washington, it was important in an
old field also dominated by nonnative redtop, sweet vernalgrass, and Canada thistle. The old field was succeeding to Sitka
spruce forest [117].

FIRE ECOLOGY AND MANAGEMENT

SPECIES: Rubus laciniatus

FIRE EFFECTS
FUELS AND FIRE REGIMES
FIRE MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

FIRE EFFECTS 
Immediate Fire Effects on Plant: Fire effects on cutleaf blackberry were not documented in the literature as of 2020,
but fire likely top-kills cutleaf blackberry. Seeds buried in the soil seed bank are probably protected from fire.

Postfire Regeneration Strategy: 
Tall shrub, adventitious buds and/or a sprouting root crown
Rhizomatous shrub, rhizome in soil
Initial off-site colonizer (off site, initial community)
Secondary colonizer (on- or off-site seed sources) [131]

Fire Adaptations and Plant Response to Fire: Cutleaf blackberry sprouts from the root crown [143] and rhizomes
[88,143,161] after top-kill; presumably, this includes top-kill from fire. Cutleaf blackberry occurs on new burns
[17,78,131,167], although its method of regeneration (from sprouts and/or seeds) is not documented. It may be common in
burned areas [40,78,105,130,134,167]; fire tends to increase cutleaf blackberry cover and frequency [40,105].

Cutleaf blackberry hybrids probably also sprout after top-kill by fire. Cutleaf blackberry × Himalayan blackberry hybrids
were noted in a burned riparian area in Jackson State Forest, northwestern California [11].
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Cutleaf blackberry apparently requires open sites for establishment (see Successional Status). It occurs on early-seral sites
such as burns [17,78,131,167], suggesting that it may establish and spread after fire. Fire can increase germination rates of
blackberries in the Rubus fruiticosus complex by cracking their hard seed coats [97]; passage through an animal's digestive
tract may also crack the seed coat. Because cutleaf blackberry fruits are highly palatable to and dispersed by frugivorous
animals, dispersal of seeds to burns and subsequent postfire seedling establishment of cutleaf blackberry on burns is possible
[3].

Studies in the Pacific Northwest and northern California show that cutleaf blackberry occurs after fire, although the studies
did not provide details on its postfire abundance. It has been noted after slash burning [130] and prescribed fire [134] in the
coast Douglas-fir and western hemlock-Sitka spruce zones of the Pacific Northwest. Cutleaf blackberry was present in
postfire year 10 on burns in the Cascade Range in Washington and Oregon; and on the Columbia Plateau in Washington,
Oregon, and Idaho [132]. In southern Oregon's Coast Ranges, it was noted in postfire years 9 and 10 after a prescribed fire on
a Douglas-fir plantation [134]. In western hemlock-Sitka spruce forests of British Columbia, cutleaf blackberry was noted as
"plentiful" on burnt sites, becoming more "scattered" as succession advanced [78]. In Sierran mixed-conifer forests on the
Challenge Experimental Forest and in Shasta County, California, cutleaf blackberry basal area was similar on untreated
control plots, masticated plots (in posttreatment year 11), and plots that had been masticated and burned under prescription
(in postfire year 10) [60].

In shrubland/seasonal wetland prairie communities in the Willamette Valley, both a single fall burn and two consecutive fall
burns generally increased the density of cutleaf blackberry and Himalayan blackberry in the short term. Blackberries were
present on all transects where they occurred before fire; the authors did not distinguish between the two blackberry species.
Compared to prefire density, mean blackberry density in postfire year 2 increased on three of four once-burned transects, and
on three of four twice-burned transects (table 3). The authors speculated that in the long term, repeated burning may
gradually reduce the density and slow the spread of the blackberries and other woody species that were becoming invasive in
the wetland prairie [105,106].

Table 3—Combined density of Himalayan blackberrya and cutleaf blackberrya stems on nine 3 × 30-
m transects, before and after fall prescribed fire in the Willamette Valley. Once-burned sites were
burned in fall 1988; twice-burned sites were burned in fall 1988 and fall 1989. Prefire and postfire
data were collected in August and September of 1988 and 1990, respectively. Data are means;
statistical differences were not determined. Modified from [105].

Site and plant community
Blackberrya density (stems/ha)

Unburned
control Once burned Twice burned

Year  1988 1990 1988
(prefire) 1990 1988

(prefire) 1990

Rose Prairie: Nootka rose/sweet
vernalgrassa 22 22 0 0 89 67

Rose Prairie: Nootka rose/dwarf bilberry 4 0 0 30 15 37
Fisher Butte: Nootka rose/sweet
vernalgrass 0 0 2 11 0 4

Fisher Butte: Nootka rose/dwarf bilberry 7 7 6 33 2 9
aNonnative species.

FUELS AND FIRE REGIMES
Fuels: Little information was available as of 2020 on cutleaf blackberry fuels or how cutleaf blackberry affects fuels in
areas where it is invasive. Cutleaf blackberry forms thickets [42,66,70,78,109] that may increase horizontal fuel continuity.
Therefore, dense cutleaf blackberry populations can potentially alter fuel loads and fire behavior on invaded sites, and thus
alter fire regime characteristics.

Cutleaf blackberry leaves may provide a smaller fuel load than the leaves of native congeners. Specific leaf area (SLA) is
used as a measure of leaf flammability, with low SLA associated with reduced flammability [95]. On the McDonald-Dunn
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Research Forest near Corvallis, mean SLA was significantly lower for cutleaf blackberry (126.65 cm²/g) than for native
California blackberry and whitebark raspberry (156.21 and 221.02 cm²/g, respectively) [92,93].

Fire Regimes: The plant communities in which cutleaf blackberry occurs experience a wide variety of fire regimes. In the
West, oak [146,148] and mixed-conifer communities [2,147] with cutleaf blackberry historically had a fire regime of mostly
frequent, low-severity surface fires. In contrast, wet to mesic western hemlock communities historically had mostly
infrequent ( ≥400-year intervals), stand-replacement fires [149]. Riparian communities had variable fire intervals and
severities: fires intervals were often short and fires of low severity [145], but fires were sometimes infrequent and of mixed
severity [103] or stand replacing [83].

For additional fire regime information, see FEIS publications on historical fire regimes in the following plant communities in
which cutleaf blackberry may be invasive:

Hardwood Communities:

Pacific Northwest riparian
Pacific Northwest wooded volcanic flowage
Red alder landside
Oregon white oak
Montane riparian communities in California and southwestern Oregon

Conifer Communities:

Pacific Northwest coastal forests
Western hemlock wet-mesic
Western hemlock mesic-dry

FIRE MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS 
Preventing invasive plants from establishing in weed-free burned areas is the most effective and least costly management
method. This may be accomplished through early detection and eradication, careful monitoring and follow-up, and limiting
dispersal of invasive plant propagules into burned areas. General recommendations for preventing postfire establishment and
spread of invasive plants include:

Incorporate cost of weed prevention and management into fire rehabilitation plans
Acquire restoration funding
Include weed prevention education in fire training
Minimize soil disturbance and vegetation removal during fire suppression and rehabilitation activities
Minimize the use of retardants that may alter soil nutrient availability, such as those containing nitrogen and
phosphorus
Avoid areas dominated by high priority invasive plants when locating firelines, monitoring camps, staging areas, and
helibases
Clean equipment and vehicles prior to entering burned areas
Regulate or prevent human and livestock entry into burned areas until desirable site vegetation has recovered
sufficiently to resist invasion by undesirable vegetation
Monitor burned areas and areas of significant disturbance or traffic from management activity
Detect weeds early and eradicate before vegetative spread and/or seed dispersal
Eradicate small patches and contain or control large infestations within or adjacent to the burned area
Reestablish vegetation on bare ground as soon as possible
Avoid use of fertilizers in postfire rehabilitation and restoration
Use only certified weed-free seed mixes when revegetation is necessary

For more detailed information on these topics, see the following publications: [8,18,53,151].

Because cutleaf blackberry sprouts, fire alone does not control it. Whether fire is used alone or in conjunction with other
control methods, repeated treatments over many years are likely needed to control the sprouts. Cutleaf blackberry density
may increase after fire ([2,105], reviews by [39,40]) but fire can be used in conjunction with other methods to increase
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efficacy of control treatments [2,15,125]. Agee (1986) stated that while "fire can temporarily control blackberry spread, it is
not very useful in eliminating it from the site. Spot application of herbicide to remove blackberry selectively, or mowing as
an alternative to burning, might be useful adjuncts to the use of fire" [2]. Repeated burning over many years may gradually
reduce the density and slow the expansion of cutleaf blackberry [105,106]; however, studies of the long-term effects of fire
on cutleaf blackberry were lacking as of 2020.

OTHER MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

SPECIES: Rubus laciniatus

FEDERAL LEGAL STATUS
OTHER STATUS
IMPORTANCE TO WILDLIFE AND LIVESTOCK
OTHER USES
IMPACTS
PREVENTION
CONTROL
MANAGEMENT UNDER A CHANGING CLIMATE

FEDERAL LEGAL STATUS 
All blackberries in the Rubus fruiticosus complex, including cutleaf blackberry, are federally classified as noxious weeds
[144].

OTHER STATUS 
Cutleaf blackberry is a Class C noxious weed (widespread) in Washington [155], and it is on Invasive Species lists for
Oregon and New Jersey [45]. See the Plants Database for further information on state-level legal status of cutleaf blackberry.

IMPORTANCE TO WILDLIFE AND LIVESTOCK 
A wide variety of frugivores eat cutleaf blackberry fruits, including galliforme and passerine birds and mammals. Ungulates
may browse the leaves. Gallliforme birds that eat the fruits include California quail, gray partridges, northern bobwhites,
ring-necked pheasants, ruffed grouse, and sharp-tailed grouse [71]. Passerine birds that eat the fruits include American
robins, brown thrashers, gray catbirds [30,152], northwestern crows [71], northern cardinals, orchard orioles, pine grosbeaks,
summer tanagers, thrushes, towhees, and yellow-breasted chats. Mammals that eat the fruits include American black bears,
chipmunks, common gray foxes, coyotes, northern raccoons, red foxes, squirrels, skunks, and Virginia opossums [30,152].

Palatability and nutritional value: The large prickles on cutleaf blackberry stems make them unpalatable to browsing
animals. In western Washington, mule deer browsed cutleaf blackberry leaves but avoided the stems [142]. Elk browse
cutleaf blackberry [134], but it is not preferred. Studies in Washington and Oregon found elk avoided cutleaf blackberry
browse, which comprised <1% of their diet [29]. In Redwoods State Park, California, Roosevelt elk browed cutleaf
blackberry <0.4% of the time, over 4,795 minutes of forage observations [63]. However, this use was as much as expected
based on availability [62]. Cutleaf blackberry leaves are palatable to domestic goats [84].

Cutleaf blackberry fruits are high in antioxidants and flavonoids such as anthocyanins and other phenolics [154]. See Ulappa
(2015) for information about the nutritional content of cutleaf blackberry browse [142].

Cover value: Cutleaf blackberry thickets provide resting and hiding cover for small mammals [70] and birds, including
California quail [6], brown-headed cowbirds [124], and song sparrows [124]. Many small bird species use cutleaf blackberry
colonies as perching habitat [57].

Invertebrates also use cutleaf blackberry habitats. In a black willow-white ash-northern red oak riparian community in east-
central Mississippi, acrobat ants nested in cutleaf blackberry thickets [140].
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OTHER USES 
Cutleaf blackberry is cultivated for its fruits [28,94,116]. Cultivars are commercially available [94,150], including thornless
cultivars [58,94]. Blackberries are eaten fresh and made into jam, jelly, and desserts [4]. The Hoh, Quileute [113], and other
tribes of the Pacific Northwest [81] have canned the fruits and eaten them raw since cutleaf blackberry established in the
region [113].

Cutleaf blackberry and other blackberry species are used in ethnoveterinary medicine as a tonic and to boost lactation in
dairy animals. A study at the University of Victoria found cutleaf blackberry had "midlevel" ability to boost milk production
in nanny goats and cows [84].

IMPACTS 
Where it is invasive, cutleaf blackberry displaces native riparian shrubs by overtopping and outcompeting them for space,
light, and nutrients [91,92,115]. It may interfere with establishment and growth of shade-intolerant conifers [78,167] by
growing over and shading out young trees. Field and laboratory experiments in Oregon found cutleaf blackberry had higher
photosynthetic capacity, and maintained photosynthesis for longer in the year, than native California blackberry and
whitebark raspberry [91,92].

As of 2020, cutleaf blackberry was not invasive in most of its North American distribution. It was on few state invasive
species lists other than Washington (e.g., [25,31,136], see Other Status). Cutleaf blackberry is most invasive in coastal
locations in Washington [111,155]; and thus, is likely to have the greatest impacts there, but it is also invasive in other parts
of the Pacific Northwest. Surveys across the Cascade Range and Columbia Plateau of Washington and Oregon found cutleaf
blackberry was the most common invasive woody species [55].

Cutleaf blackberry was introduced in the United States in 1860 [28,34]. Prior to the first introduction of Himalayan
blackberry (Rubus armeniacus)—in 1885 in Oregon [69,76]—cutleaf blackberry was the most common nonnative
blackberry in the Pacific Northwest. In the 1930s, cutleaf blackberry was still about nine times as common as Himalayan
blackberry in the Pacific Northwest, but Himalayan blackberry had displaced many cutleaf blackberry and native California
blackberry populations by the 1950s [28].

Cutleaf blackberry is not as invasive as Himalayan blackberry in the western United States [28,122,135]. Clark (2011)
reports that cutleaf blackberry "does not have invasive status anywhere near the scale" of Himalayan blackberry [28].
Collections from Washington, Oregon, and California found Himalayan blackberry was considerably more common than
cutleaf blackberry and elmleaf blackberry, with cutleaf blackberry comprising only 1% of total collections [28]. Surveys
conducted from 2005 to 2009 across western Oregon found Himalayan blackberry was common and invasive but cutleaf
blackberry was "not particularly common"; cutleaf blackberry was present on only 4 of 33 sites [21]. Surveyors on Myrtle
Island Research Area, Oregon, reported cutleaf blackberry as "occasional" and Himalayan blackberry as "frequent" [138]. In
western Oregon, FIA surveys conducted from 1995 to 1997 on nonfederal lands found cutleaf blackberry averaged 13%
frequency and 5% cover, while Himalayan blackberry averaged 23% frequency and 18% cover. Cutleaf blackberry was one
of eight nonnative species most commonly found on 1,127 plots, but Himalayan blackberry was the most commonly found
nonnative species [54].

PREVENTION
Preventing cutleaf blackberry invasion is the most economically and ecologically effective management strategy.
Maintaining the integrity of the native plant community and mitigating the factors that enhance ecosystem invasibility is
likely to be more effective than solely controlling invaders such as cutleaf blackberry [67]. Minimizing soil disturbance (e.g.,
avoid road building in wildlands [141]), maintaining "healthy" natural communities [87,121], and monitoring several times
each year [72] can help prevent its establishment, persistence, and spread. In riparian areas where reestablishment of native
vegetation is the goal, a closed canopy that provides ample shade can inhibit the growth of cutleaf blackberry [13,50]. Weed
prevention and control can be incorporated into many types of management plans, including those for logging and site
preparation, grazing allotments, recreation management, research projects, road building and maintenance, and fire
management [151]. See the Guide to noxious weed prevention practices [151] for specific guidelines in preventing the spread
of weed seeds and propagules under different management conditions. See Fire Management Considerations for information
on practices for preventing postfire establishment and spread of cutleaf blackberry.

CONTROL
In all cases where invasive species are targeted for control, the potential for other invasive species to fill their void must be
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considered no matter what method is employed [19]. Control of biotic invasions is most effective when it employs a long-
term, ecosystem-wide strategy rather than a tactical approach focused on battling individual invaders [87].

Because blackberries in the Rubus fruiticosus complex—including cutleaf blackberry—sprout after top-kill, multiple entries
(i.e., follow-up treatments) [35,50,126] for many years [126] are needed to control them, regardless of treatment method. In
western Washington, for example, cutleaf blackberry was still present in Douglas-fir plantations that had been logged and
then sprayed annually for 5 years with several different herbicides [107].

Information on controlling cutleaf blackberry was limited as of 2020. However, much of the information provided in the
Species Review of Himalayan blackberry may apply to blackberries in general, including cutleaf blackberry. See the Control
section in the Himalayan blackberry Species Review for more detailed information on controlling blackberries.

Fire: See the Fire Management Considerations section of this Species Review for information on preventing cutleaf
blackberry establishment and spread on burned sites and on using prescribed fire to control it.

Physical or Mechanical Control: No information specific to cutleaf blackberry was available on this topic as of 2020.

Biological Control: Important considerations for developing and implementing biological control programs are provided
in the Weed control methods handbook [139] and in these sources: [153,163].

Introduction of nonnative fungi and other control organisms puts native Rubus species at risk, so research in this area is not
supported by the USDA [69,125]. A rust native to Europe, Phragmidium violaceum, infects cutleaf blackberry and other
blackberries. However, laboratory investigations concluded that the rust does not effectively control invasive blackberries
[20,21]. The rust is establishing on the West Coast. In 2005, P. violaceum was identified on Himalayan blackberries along a
160-km stretch of the Oregon Coast [129].

Chemical Control: Herbicides are effective in gaining initial control of a new invasion or a severe infestation, but they
are rarely a complete or long-term solution to weed management [23,69]. Control with herbicides is temporary, because it
does not change conditions that allow infestations to occur in the first place (e.g., [166]). Herbicides are most effective on
large infestations when incorporated into long-term management plans that include replacement of weeds with desirable
species, careful land use management, and prevention of new infestations. See the Weed control methods handbook [139] for
considerations on the use of herbicides in wildlands and detailed information on specific chemicals.

MANAGEMENT UNDER A CHANGING CLIMATE
No information on actual or potential effects of climate change on cutleaf blackberry was available as of 2020. Based on
climate change models, the Center for Invasive Species and Ecosystem Health provides maps predicting future expansion of
cutleaf blackberry in the United States [45].

APPENDIX

SPECIES: Rubus laciniatus

Table A1: Plant Species
Table A2: Wildlife Species
Table A3: Plant Community Classifications

Table A1—Common and scientific names of plants mentioned in this review.
Links go to other FEIS Species Reviews.
Common name Scientific name

Ferns
western swordfern Polystichum munitum

Forbs
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Canada thistlea Cirsium arvense
fireweed Chamerion angustifolium
fragrant bedstraw Galium triflorum

poison hemlocka Conium maculatum
Graminoids

California oatgrass Danthonia californica
fowl mannagrass Glyceria striata
panicled bulrush Scirpus microcarpus

redtopa Agrostis gigantea

sweet vernalgrassa Anthoxanthum odoratum
Vine or liana

common periwinklea Vinca minor
Pacific poison-oak Toxicodendron diversilobum

Shrubs
blackberries Rubus spp., subgenus Rubus (syn. Eubatus)
California blackberry Rubus ursinus
coyotebrush Baccharis pilularis
dwarf bilberry Vaccinium caespitosum

elmleaf blackberrya Rubus ulmiforius

French brooma Genista monspessulana

Himalayan blackberrya Rubus armeniacus

Himalayan blackberrya

(referred to by scientific
name in the text)

Rubus bifrons

mountain alder Alnus viridis subsp. crispa
Nootka rose Rosa nutkana
Pacific rhododendron Rhododendron maximum
redosier dogwood Cornus sericea
rose spirea Spiraea douglasii
salmonberry Rubus spectabilis

Scotch brooma Cytisus scoparius
shrubby blackberry Rubus fruticosus
Sitka alder Alnus viridis subsp. sinuata
thinleaf alder Alnus incana subsp. tenuifolia
whitebark raspberry Rubus leucodermis

woolly blackberrya Rubus tomentosus
woollyleaf manzanita Arctostaphylos tomentosa

Trees
black willow Salix nigra
California black oak Quercus kelloggii
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https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/shrub/cytspp/all.html
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California laurel Umbellularia californica
coast Douglas-fir Pseudotsuga menziesii var. menziesii
Engelmann spruce Picea engelmannii
Oregon ash Fraxinus latifolia
Oregon white oak Quercus garryana
red alder Alnus rubra
Sitka spruce Picea sitchensis
western hemlock Tsuga heterophylla
white ash Fraxinus americana
aNonnative species.

Table A2—Common and scientific names of wildlife species mentioned in
this review. Links go to FEIS Species Reviews.

Common name Scientific name
Insects

acrobat (valentine) ants
Crematogaster ashmeadi
Crematogaster laeviuscula

Birds
American robin Turdus migratorius
brown-headed cowbird Molothrus ater
brown thrasher Toxostoma rufum
California quail Callipepla californica

European starlinga Sturnus vulgaris
gallliformes Galliformes
gray catbird Dumetella carolinensis
gray partridge Perdix perdix
northern bobwhite Colinus virginianus
northern cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis
northwestern crow Corvus caurinus
orchard oriole Icterus spurius
passerines Passeriformes
pine grosbeak Pinicola enucleator

ring-necked pheasanta Phasianus colchicus
ruffed grouse Bonasa umbellus
sharp-tailed grouse Tympanuchus phasianellus
song sparrow Melospiza melodia
summer tanager Piranga rubra
thrushes Turdidae
towhees Emberizidae
yellow-breasted chat Icteria virens

Mammals

 
17

https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/umbcal/all.html
https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/psemenm/all.html
https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/psemenm/all.html
https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/psemenm/all.html
https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/piceng/all.html
https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/quegar/all.html
https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/alnrub/all.html
https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/picsit/all.html
https://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/tsuhet/all.html
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American black bear Ursus americanus
chipmunks Sciuridae
common gray fox Urocyon cinereoargenteus
coyote Canis latrans
elk Cervus elaphus
mule deer Odocoileus hemionus
northern raccoon Procyon lotor
red fox Vulpes vulpes
Roosevelt elk Cervus elaphus roosevelti
squirrels Sciuridae
skunks Mephitidae
Virginia opossum Didelphis virginiana
aNonnative species.

Table A3—Representative plant community classifications in which cutleaf
blackberry is invasive.

FRES Ecosystems
FRES20 Douglas-fir
FRES21 Ponderosa pine
FRES24 Hemlock-Sitka spruce
FRES28 Western hardwoods [51]

Kuchler Plant Associations
K001 Spruce-cedar-hemlock forest
K002 Cedar-hemlock-Douglas-fir forest
K005 Mixed conifer forest
K011 Western ponderosa forest
K012 Douglas-fir forest
K222 Black cottonwood-willow
K025 Alder-ash forest
K026 Oregon oakwoods
K028 Mosaic of K002 and K026 [80]

SAF Cover Types
221 Red alder
222 Black cottonwood-willow
223 Sitka spruce
224 Western hemlock
225 Western hemlock-Sitka spruce
227 Western redcedar-western hemlock
229 Pacific Douglas-fir
230 Douglas-fir-western hemlock
233 Oregon white oak
234 Douglas-fir-tanoak-Pacific madrone
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243 Sierra Nevada mixed conifer
244 Pacific ponderosa pine-Douglas-fir [47]

SRM (Rangeland) Cover Types
109 Ponderosa pine shrubland
203 Riparian woodland [123]
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