August 10, 2005

Sustainable Forest Management Indicator Advisory Committee Meeting Notes

General:

1. For all indicators, modify the template to clarify what story or stories can be told to the public using the indicator information and how that information will be shared (maps, tables, graphs, narratives, etc.)

2. Try to show historical results or expected results examples for all indicators.  
3. Maybe mention in text the availability of historical reference data for each indicator.

4. Need to develop some sort of roads indicator and see where it fits best.  Look at Heinz center designations on what a “road” is.  
5. The committee was reminded to differentiate between a coarse scale indicator and a more detailed element of a comprehensive forest assessment that can feed data into the indicators. 
Strategy E
Draft indicator E.a: 

1. Change the title to “Distribution, diversity, and structure of forest vegetation” or “Trends in forest vegetation, structure, and habitat types.”
2. Clarify that snags and down wood information is included in the data.
3. Salwasser:  Focus less on alpha, beta gamma analyses and more on evaluating habitat availability and relationships for important species. 
4. Van Dyk:  The story for this indicator is really about habitat types and their trends.

5. Mention in text that this is also a developmental Oregon Progress Board benchmark.  
Strategy C land use change indicator concept: 
1. Clarify what is meant by "parcel count."   
2. Strategy C indicator is economic not wildlife oriented.  
Fragmentation discussion:

1. Ash:  How will road density be addressed as a component of fragmentation?
2. Half-meter resolution of remote sensing should allow examination of road density. 
3. Salwasser:  More valuable to have two indicators addressing the two facets of “fragmentation” instead of trying to collapse into one.
4. Ash:  Maybe focus on the more positive aspect of habitat "connectivity" rather than "fragmentation."  A connectivity indicator is needed.  
5. Yost:  FRAGSTATS is a tool that can handle connectivity analysis.  
6. Vickerman:  If E.a indicator analysis is spatial then it can address connectivity  concerns.  
7. The continuous vegetation layer being developed across the state may be able to address habitat connectivity at a coarse scale.  
8. Salwasser:  We need a better understanding of connectivity relationships before expending significant resources analyzing it.  
9. Ash: For specific species connectivity is important.

10. Salwasser: No data exists to demonstrate that relationship. 
11. McMaster:  Connectivity for what?  --differs for every species.  Connectivity for all species is meaningless.  
12. Smith: Would like road density to be considered. Could it be a leading indicator?  
13. Salwasser:  Factors outside the forest land base may be affecting habitat most: e.g. NSO isolation on the Olympic Peninsula because of Seattle metro development. 

Draft indicator E.b
1. Maybe change to "Extent of area by forest type and management emphasis.”  
2. Management emphasis needs to address predictability of management intent. 

3. Maybe a scaled approach--look at Oregon Biodiversity Project approach.
4. Need to link E.a and E.b to tell a story.  How do the designations under b overlay habitat types under a?  Both need to be mapped.  Also need to combine with forest health overlay.  
5. Need to include inventoried roadless areas if not double counting with other land designations.  Ties to roading discussion.
Strategy F  
Draft indicator F.a

1. Explain why non-lethal biotic stressors, such as Swiss needle cast, are not included in this indicator.
Draft indicator F.b

1. How will regional, local invasive species impacts be reported?

2. Overhulser:  May be difficult to do.  Often lack spatial detail at local scales. 
3. Second listed metric is important, but it will be the most difficult to measure.  Metric 3 is not a satisfactory substitute.   Need more information on how we will get to the second metric.  
4. Metric 3 more of a performance measure that a sustainability indicator.  But it could be considered a pressure indicator.  
Draft indicators F.c and F.d

1. Some new data collection and improved data collection will be required for both indicators.  
2. Clarify in F.c., metric 1 will include maintenance in addition to reduction (keeping FRCC 1 as 1).  
3. Need to be ready to switch to a more biologically meaningful indicator in the future.   
4. Need to remember that some fires will be stand replacement under FRCC 1 and may be socially unacceptable.  
5. Group prefers applying both F.c metrics to the whole forest landscape.  
6. F.c needs to relate rate of treatment to scale of the problem. 
7. May also want to track structural transformation of forests by fires (development bin?).
8. Will these two indicators be mapped?  Also may tie to predictions on drought and insects.
Ecological Functions and Biotic Integrity Concept
1. Ash:  Prefers focus to be on basic ecological processes and not management intentions.  Don't want to go that direction.  
2. Tarnow: Concept is more of a sustainable forest management index rather than an ecological function and biotic integrity index. 
3. Smith:  Social and economic elements are subset of ecological integrity.  
4. Proposed concept is summative not ecological.  (Maybe becomes a strategy A indicator?)  
5. Salwasser:  Crunching values into a formula loses integrity of individual indicators.  Concept could be an addition but not a substitute. Look at NCSSF scorcecard  produced by the Univ. of Georgia.
6. Some group interest in basic functions (similar to 2005 U.S. revisions to Montreal Process Indicator 17).
7. No committee consensus to pursue this concept further.
Strategy D

Soils

1. Committee is interested in erosion, roads.  
2. Road density is not a useful indicator of sediment delivery.  May be able to analyze roads in relation to proximity of streams.  
3. Landslides hard to use an indicator. Difficult to track remotely, very episodic, better addressed through research and monitoring.
4. National long term site productivity work could look at soil strength and moisture – but very soil type dependent.

5. Soil probing remote sensing a potential developmental indicator.

6. Vegetation growth rates may not be a good surrogate of soil productivity. 
7. State of the Environment Report looked at soil organisms. 
8. Can soils data collection be added to FIA plot?

9. Committee interest in both soil productivity and erosion indicators.
Water

1. Pesticides and metals analysis costs are prohibitive for inclusion in the Water Quality Index (WQI) and Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI).

2. For drinking water, the issues is whether source water is being degraded.  WQI can be good surrogate for evaluating drinking source water.  
3. Smith: Interested in persistent bio-accumulative toxins.

4. Some herbicide and carbaryl studies have been done.  But not runoff and not on breakdown products.  More of a research monitoring question than  an indicator.  Maybe tie to paired watershed studies.  Maybe put on the developmental list but not as an indicator.
5. Potential pressure indicator: activity on landslide prone sites.  

6. Board should not duplicate efforts by others.  Need to not go our own way but pool resources with other agencies.  
7. Salwasser: Go with OWEB indicators and let OWEB pay for them.   
8. Group agreement on WQI, IBI, and fish distribution indicator development.
9. Maybe handle near stream vegetation through E.a?  Move to development bin if we can’t.  Riparian vegetation relates most directly to management.

Proposed September 26 meeting agenda
1. Get indicator web site up and running.  Include way to measure progress on indicator development and include development bin for future indicator concepts.

2. Provide reports on Strategy C, B, and D indicators.
3. First look at Strategy G. 

4. Follow-up on Strategy E and F indicators.
5. Introduce process for outside review of draft indicators.
Proposed October 24 meeting agenda

1. Provide report on Strategy G indicators.
2. First look at Strategy A.
3. Follow-up on Strategy B, C, D, E, and F indicators.
4. Outside review process.
