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Sustainable Forest Management Indicators Advisory Committee

September 26, 2005 Meeting Notes

Committee Members Present:  Ash, Godbout, Jarmer, Salwasser, Shinn, Springer, Storm, Tarnow, Vickerman

General discussion on indicator descriptions

· Indicator proposals fall into three categories:

1.  High priority indicators with protocols already developed and accepted. Data collection already underway.
2.  High priority indicators but protocols not fully developed. Patience will be needed as we await data collection.
3.  Interesting indicator concepts that might become high priorities in the future as more development occurs.  Need to continue and track progress and revisit.
· Need more concise descriptions of what each indicator is beyond just the title.  E.g.:  E.b. is a map of forest types by land allocations.

· Be clearer how the data will be presented. 

· Add a list of questions that can be asked and answered with each indicator.

· Need an action plan for implementation of indicators.  Who, what, where, when, how, plus cost. 

· Be clearer on geographic scale(s) at which indicator will be meaningful.

· Need to better qualify certainty of data.  

· Quality assurance sections are not clear to laymen. 

· Data availability discussion also needs to explain the path forward where availability is limited or lacking.

· Make indicator language value-neutral.
· Be clearer on how information will be presented and used and its limitations.
Invited Review Process

· Use Manomet criteria for evaluating indicators and the initial project list of characteristics of good indicators as a basis for invited review.   

· Need people with experience, focusing on policy and operational experts.  

· Also informally allow technical experts who helped with indicators developed to provide feedback on current drafts.  

· Also need to approach organizations listed as data collectors and reporters and gauge their long-term ownership and commitment to their respective indicators.  Recognize that budget constraints and uncertainty will always hinder long-term commitments.

· Include public at large representation since they are the target audience. They have been valuable to the State Forests Advisory Group.
· Outcome of forest indicators process should be movement towards improved integration and reduced duplication of effort within and across land uses. Will get more traction with general public if we can show we are working more towards a more integrated approach.
Strategy E indicators

· E.a.: Need to develop spatial report of data.  Need a map, not just a histogram.  Need vegetation map similar to CLAMS data.  May be done by 2010.  E.a. is fundamental.  Need map and error implications of spatial information. 

· E.b.:   Combines data layer of potential vegetation by forest type with another layer of land allocation.  Forest type will not change in the short term.  But still useful information.
· We can do a coarse habitat fragmentation analysis with indicator information (E.a., C.a.).  More complete work needs to be done through the forest assessment project.

· E.c.: As written will just produce lists of species. But greater value may be to also produce a map that shows distribution of these species.  Perhaps also model predicted occurrence to make sampling more efficient.  Clarify what work needs to be done to make indicator more meaningful.  Look at Heinz Center reporting example.  Need to be clear about the quality of data.  Lack of data alone sometimes leads to species concerns.  

· Be clearer on the limitations of the data for E.a., E.b., E.c..

· Third sentence under E.c., Relevance, should be revised. It is an overstatement that this indicator will be the source of information.  Be clear on what work will be needed to get information quality to the level needed for policy discussions. Be clearer on the limitations and relevance of the species listing.
· Maybe consider a developmental indicator similar to D.b.; a terrestrial wildlife habitat quality index.  

· Update references to Oregon Progress Board benchmarks to include the new natural habitat benchmark.

Strategy F indicators

· F.c.:  May need to separate “treated to restore” vs. “treated to maintain desired fuel conditions” data.  Fire Regime Condition Class concept does not work as well on intensively managed forestlands.  Need to clarify how inconsistent data issues will be overcome.

· F.d. ready to go.

· We will have higher quality information for F.d. than F.c.  Not sure if F.c adds value--maybe leave it to National Fire Plan to address the effectiveness of treatments. F.c. may not need to be an indicator, but it does compare treatment accomplishments to the scale of the problem.  Look at California project inventory example.  Accuracy is an issue with F.c. but still valuable unless resources needed to track this indicator out weigh benefits.  

· F.a. and F.b. are well written.

· F.a. is ready to go, but clarify focus is really just on trees and not forestland.
· F.b.: Need to decide which metrics go forward.  For now, continue to develop all three.  Be clear and consistent with terminology--" invasive species," "pathogens."  Acknowledge data gaps on effects of invasive on non-tree resources. 

· Be clearer that aquatic invasive not covered here, but referenced under D.b. 
 Strategy D indicators
· D.a.:  Be clearer that Water Quality Index (WQI) is not a surrogate for drinking water quality. Revise text. Maybe talk to Department of Human Services Drinking Water Section about possible drinking water indicators.  Instead of saying WQI is a poor surrogate, come up with a direct indicator that relates forested landscapes to drinking water.  Consider DEQ Source Water Risk Assessments.  Clarify that WQI sampling approach is based on Oregon Plan/Institute for Natural Resources proposal and not existing DEQ approach. WQI trend information is not tightly correlated with Water Quality Standards and therefore may be confusing to public.  

· D.b.: Sound study designs that account for variability are important.  We need to clarify how information will be displayed (maps, histograms, tables) and clarify that data based on sampling.  Users of this indicator will need to understand that they will need to go back to the data in the index to find out what factors are causing changes.   Coastal coho evaluation work might be useful information to show what kind of analysis that can be done.  Clarify how sites are classified to different categories.  Work on display formats.  Be clear on qualifications on the usefulness of the data. 

· D.c.:  The proposal really calls for a major assessment project with multiple direct benefits.  Supplying data for an indicator would be a secondary benefit.  We need to clarify what would be reported as result of this indicator (see six metrics in indicator write-up).  It may be a “score card” with six factors.  Metric 1 (percent of road system disconnected from the stream network) and metric 4 (percent of road system in non-critical or less critical locations) are key.  The sampling protocol is not well developed, staff prefers a stratified random sample by landowner class and geographic area.  Staff is currently not available to head up this project.  Need a data collection system that can be consistently updated.  The challenge will be the cost needed to have an adequate sample to provide useful information.  Sample and stratification protocols have implications for cost and data quality.  May also want to track how much sampling has been done.  Text needs more background on existing regulatory requirements.    

· Look for opportunities to link data from D.a. (WQI) to D.c. (forest roads).
· Unable to develop a fish distribution and abundance indicator at this time.
· D.d.:  Consider as a developmental indicator concept for now.  Stream layer needs to be ground-truthed.  Policy decision is needed about what is high, medium, and low.  Some sensitivity analysis has been done.  Remember that once identified, intrinsic potential is generally fixed.  Only habitat conditions will vary.  The report could be miles of high intrinsic potential (HIP) streams in good condition, but data would permit different thresholds.  Maybe do not just focus on high/good.  Very few HIP stream reaches on forestland for coho.   Write-up needs to be clearer on what is measured under ODFW habitat protocol.  Clarify the assumption that chinook are covered indirectly by looking at coho and steelhead.  Clarify at what scales the data will be useful.
Strategy C indicators 

· C.a.:  Clarify if the indicator will also address potential BM 37 impacts and whether indicator will show changes in the nature of ownerships beyond industrial/non-industrial (TIMO, TNC, etc.).
· C.b.:  Don’t use "sustainable."  The definition of that term is now broader.  Use "planned harvests" or "sustained timber yield.”  Recognize that the biological potential may need to be recalculated over time. Consider reporting in cubic feet rather than board feet.

· Non-timber forest products (NTFP):  Some NTFP information may be captured under E.a.  Important need for NTFP information.  We need a developmental indicator placeholder, but not sure how to deal with it at this time.  Gary will work with PNW Research Station on a NTFP assessment.  This topic may bridge over to Strategy A as well. 

Strategy B indicators
· B.a.:  Clarify the data are not just timber revenues.  USFS and BLM payments are decoupled from anything to do with forest productivity. Clarify federal dollars before 2000 were not just decoupled payments. Taxes on forest products and wages not shown and should be added.  Alternatively, report the percent of total State and Local government revenues direct from forests.  Clarify definitions and how data will be presented.
· B.b.: The indicator appears to promise more NTFP and recreation information than it will deliver.  Maybe look statewide rather than just rural and then breakdown and report geographically.  Move towards more comprehensive look at all forest sector employment and wages.  Maybe just report by county.

· B.c. :(concept presented only)  Clarify this is an indicator of the traded sector contribution of forest products.   Go ahead and develop an indicator write-up.
· Developmental indicator 1: Some support for developing an indicator of the competitiveness of the Oregon forest products industry but identifying metrics is hard.  Getting investment information will be difficult. Maybe focus on Oregon’s share of U.S forest products exports and consumption and extension and use of new and improved technologies. Further develop this concept.   

· Developmental indicator 2:  Change to Commodity Contributions to Oregon's Economy ?  See Developmental indicator 3:  
· Developmental Indicator 3: Need to recognize that the error range may exceed the actual value for small acreages.  This is great information.  We do need to recognize these other non-market values and make sure we are doing a fair job of representing all forest values; however maybe weave into Developmental indicator 2:  As is, the proposed rating matrix is incomplete.
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