DM 4/21/06

April 12, 2006 Ad Hoc Oregon Sustainable Forest Management Indicators Advisory Committee Meeting

Committee Members present:  Craig Shinn, Paul Dunn, Kevin Craig, Audrey Hatch, Chris Jarmer, Gary Springer, Rex Storm, Mike Haske, Sara Vickerman, Kevin Godbout, and Cal Joyner

Guests: Miles Hemstrom, Shawn Morford 
ODF Staff: David Morman, Cathy Clem, Gary Lettman, Chris Roach, Andrew Yost, Jim Paul

General Summary:

· The committee reviewed its progress on the project and received a briefing on the related Forest Assessment Project being managed by the Department of Forestry and the PNW Research Station.

· At the end of the meeting, the committee recommended that the list of 24 draft indicators be reduced to 18, with three indicators moved to the “development list” and the metrics of three indicators merged with other indicators.  A new list of draft indicators and new working titles is provided below.  There was agreement in principle, but no consensus yet, that these indicators will be forwarded to the Board of Forestry.  Some members would first like to see the revisions made by staff.

· A concern was expressed that cultural issues important to tribes have not been adequately addressed by the indicators.

· The Committee agreed that desired trend statements will not be included in the recommendation to the Board.  It was pointed out that the indicators should not be evaluated individually, but rather as a group.  There is concern about giving unrealistic expectations that all indicators can be optimized.  The Committee is not a decision-making body.  The Board of Forestry should convene a different process to reach political consensus on indicator trends.  

· Along with a recommendation on indicators, there is interest in a cover letter from the Committee that promotes other policy making groups and processes to become involved in indicator implementation in addition to the Board of Forestry.  There is interest in maximizing integration with other data collection and reporting efforts to avoid duplication and maximize efficiency

· The committee agreed not to meet again.  A subcommittee tentatively consisting of Craig Shinn, Sara Vickerman, Mike Haske, Kevin Craig, Gary Springer, and Hal Salwasser will be asked to coordinate with staff to complete a committee recommendation.  All committee members will have a chance to review that proposed final product.  The subcommittee would also present the Committee’s recommendations to the Board of Forestry, most likely at the September 6, 2006 meeting in Salem.  The recommendation would have to be ready for mail-out to the Board of Forestry by the end of July.

· Craig Shinn and David Morman will provide a Committee progress report to the Board of Forestry at its June 7, 2006 meeting in Salem.

Committee recommendations for further indicator revisions in light of technical and invite reviewer comments (listed in the order discussed)

Indicator A.b.  

· Committee comments: 

· Perhaps focus on technical assistance to family forest landowners (capacity, competencies, range of natural resource expertise) Are the people that need assistance the most getting it?)   Incentives too?  This indicator ties to A.e.  Consider expertise outside ODF too, example: Watershed Council.  Look beyond just forest management expertise.  A diversity of skills is a key to sustainability.   Perhaps streamline to a short list of metrics with broad expertise.  

· Recommendation: Keep as an indicator.  Staff will come back reduced metrics, three maximum.  Desired trend should focus on sufficiency, not increasing FTE.  (Also see recommendation for A.c.)
Indicator A.d.  

· Committee comments:

· Focus on what is really important to the public.  Perhaps reforestation?  Need to add reforestation metric somewhere (here or in Strategy C) that looks at all lands not just private lands under the Forest Practices Act.  Need to report on harvested land reforested. 

· Recommendation:  Capture Forest Practices Act compliance as a metric under A.d.  Add reforestation metric?  But it is inappropriate just to focus on private forests. Broaden to include federal lands compliance with federal standards and guidelines.  Indicator becomes legal compliance on private and federal with an added reforestation metric.

Indicator A.e.

· Recommendation:  Move to the development bin with reference to the  possible addition of market influences as a metric.

Indicator B.c.

· Committee Comments:

· More useful to report forest products exported as a traded good.  What percent of U.S. domestic consumption is from Oregon?  This is not a good sustainable forest management indicator, but it is the only one that gets at exports.  Perhaps better suited as a national indicator. 

· Recommendation: Drop from further consideration and move to the development bin.

Indicator B.d. 

· Recommendation:  Clarify that the metrics are a subset of a larger set of ecosystem service values.  Emphasize that the indicator may need to be revisited and updated in the future.  Consider changing title to "Forest Ecosystem Services to Oregonians."

Indicator E.a.

· Committee Comments:  Desirable to have vegetation indicator data collected on all FIA plots.  It could also be useful to collect data on invasive species.   Reference conditions vs. historic range is contentious.  The trend statement is problematic.  
· Recommendation: Indicator should go forward without trend statement.  Clarify metrics and text to make sure probability of implementation is understood.  

Indicator E.b.

· Recommendation:  Move forward without trend statement.

Indicator E.c.  

· Tie species at risk definition to Oregon Natural Heritage Information Center (G1, G2) data.

Indicator A.a.

· Recommendation:  Talk to the Institute for Natural Resources to see if they could track this indicator.

Indicator A.c.

· Committee Comments:  Broaden to natural resource education in a forest environment.  This might be a better Oregon Benchmark or a metric, rather than an indicator.  Concept is important but hard to relate to sustainable forest management.  

· Recommendation:  Perhaps add as a metric under A.b.

Indicator B.a.:

· Recommendation:  Clarify if metric is not just focused on forest products revenues.  Retitle "Forest-related revenues"?  Perhaps look at the distribution of those revenues.

Indicator B.b.

· Recommendation:  Drop "in rural areas" from title.  It does not match the metrics.

Indicator B.e.

· Recommendation:  Perhaps use "Vitality" instead of “Sales and Competitiveness.”  Maybe add metric amount of traded forest product exported out of Oregon.

Indicator C.a.  

· Recommendation:  Clarify what is included in “non-federal.”  Are tribal lands included?  Maybe just say “private.”  Consider term other than “wildland."  Some people would not consider all these lands as “wild.”  Be clear with the language.  

Indicator C.b. 

· Recommendation:  Avoid use of the words “sustainable” and “sustained” to avoid confusion.  Define “biological potential to grow wood.”

Indicators D.a. and D.b.  

· Recommendation:  Make it clear that implementation is largely dependent on additional funding from EPA or another combination of sources.  (Also see D.c.)

Indicator D.c.

· Committee comments:  There are definitional and implementation challenges.  Need more landowner buy-in before going forward.  There is some committee support, but no consensus that it needs to be an indicator.  Both USFS and BLM are sensitive to implications of adopting this indicator. USFS feels like proposal is redundant with work already being done.  Need to look at work already being done on federal lands to avoid redundancy or duplication.  Need to remember that the presence of roads affects other strategies and indicators in both positive and negative ways.

· Recommendation:  Need to clarify and simplify metrics.  Consider making these metrics components of D.a. and/or D.b.  Maybe “road miles contributing to water quality problems” and road system hydrologic disconnection under D.a. and fish passage under D.b.  Highlight that these metrics may require significant cost to implement.   

Indicator F.a.

· Recommendation:  Group consensus to go forward with this indicator as proposed.

Indicator F.b.

· Recommendation:  Consider discussing of government programs as a narrative that accompanies the “acres affected” metric.  Ensure this indicator is coordinated with efforts by ODA, ODFW, and the Invasive Species Council, and also Oregon Benchmarks dealing with invasives.  Simplify the title.

Indicators F.c. and F.d.  

· Recommendation:  Combine as separate metrics of a single indicator. Avoid duplication and inconsistency with other initiatives measuring this topic.  Don't drop Fire Regime II as recommended by an invited reviewer. 

Indicator G.a.

· Recommendation:  Clarify in indicator title and metrics that forest products are included.
April 18, 2006 Revised Working List of Proposed Indicator Titles

Forestry Program for Oregon Strategy A:  Promote a sound legal system, effective and adequately funded government, leading-edge research, and sound economic policies.

A.a.   Ability to measure and report on all other indicators for Forestry Program for Oregon Strategies A through G

A.b.  Development and maintenance of sustainable forest management human resource skills

A.c.  Compliance with forest practices requirements on private and federal forestlands
Forestry Program for Oregon Strategy B:  Ensure that Oregon's forests provide diverse social and economic outputs and benefits valued by the public in a fair, balanced, and efficient manner.

B.a.  Forest-related revenues supporting state and local government public services

B.b.  Forest-related employment and wages 

B.c.  Forest ecosystem services contributions to society
B.d.  Forest products sector vitality
Forestry Program for Oregon Strategy C:  Maintain and enhance the productive capacity of Oregon's forests to improve the economic well-being of Oregon's communities.

C.a.  Area of non-federal forestlan and development trends  

C.b.  Timber harvest trends, compared to planned harvest levels and the biological potential to grow wood 

Forestry Program for Oregon Strategy D:  Protect, maintain, and enhance the soil and water resources of Oregon's forests.

D.a.   Water quality of forest streams 

D.b.   Biological integrity of forest streams  


Forestry Program for Oregon Strategy E:  Contribute to the conservation of diverse native plant and animal populations and their habitats in Oregon's forests.

E.a.  Composition, diversity, and structure of forest vegetation 

E.b.  Extent of area by forest cover type in protected area categories  

E.c.  Forest plant and animal species at risk
Forestry Program for Oregon Strategy F:  Protect, maintain, and enhance the health of Oregon's forest ecosystems, watersheds, and airsheds within a context of natural disturbance and active management.

F.a.  Tree mortality from insects, diseases, and other damaging agents    

F.b.  Invasive species trends on forestlands  

F.c.  Forest fuel conditions and trends related to wildfire risks 

Forestry Program for Oregon Strategy G:  Enhance carbon storage in Oregon's forests and forest products.

G.a.  Carbon stocks on forestlands and in forest products
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