July 6 Sustainable Forest Management Indicator Advisory Committee Meeting Notes -- by D. Morman
1.  Strategies E (plant and animal conservation) and F (forest ecosystem health) Updates
· Draft reports planned for August 10 meeting.  Will try to email to committee in advance.
· Committee members encouraged to work directly with Andrew Yost and Jim Cathcart on indicator development for these two strategies
· Two publications passed out as follow-ups to the June 22 discussion on forest fragmentation.  Indicators should address the issues raised.  Committee can decide if those indicators should reside under Strategy C, E, and/or F.
2.  Strategy C (productive capacity)

· Need to clarify what "sustainable" harvest means. Ties to both biological potential and management objectives

· Is afforestation and deforestation addressed through growing stock?
· Non-timber forest products needs to be a developmental indicator and included in recommendation to Board.  Staff should explain current limitations on data availability.  This topic is important to tribes. 
· Perhaps do not use the word "sustainable" in indicator text.  It confuses “sustainable yield” concept with environmental, economic, and social sustainability.  Confusion over how “sustainable” relates to biological potential versus institutional constraints

· Look at Southern Forest Resource Assessment growth vs. drain analysis.  Compare growth and drain vs. modeled sustainable and actual harvest approaches.
· Will need to clearly explain limitations of data, especially regarding tree mortality
· Clarify land base and timeframes used in indicator analyses

· Consider the long-term effects (positive and negative) on site productivity.  Don’t assume it is a constant.
· Clarify whether Congressionally withdrawn forestlands (e.g. Wilderness and National Parks) will be included in biological potential.  Look to State of the Environment Report for guidance. 
· Forest landbase component OK with some rewording.  Do we also address fragmentation patterns?   Examine issues from different ownership and spatial scales. 
· Indicators need to address forestland available for timber production and how that is being affected by reserves, Forest Practices Act set asides, fire mortality.

· Progress Board Benchmark #81 OK as far as it goes, but consider additional analysis to show what processes are causing lands to leave or be added to the base available for timber production.
· Parcelization indicator OK to develop, but consider adding location/spatial analysis 
· Look at Heinz Center work on forest patterns and fragmentation.  Staff should report back on how Heinz did it, how they defined fragmentation, and where it fits best under the FPFO framework.  Then look at what we produce under Strategies C, E, and F and determine if there are gaps.
3.  Strategy B (social and economic benefits)
· Perhaps focus on indicators of prosperity and social justice, equity, poverty
· Location and size of communities need to be considered.

· The “forest sector” in different communities may be related to different industries.
· Using available databases we can elaborate on employment

· Environmental services component should be adequately addressed by other strategies (C, D, E, G), with the exception maybe of water quantity.  May need to make sure water quantity comes up as a component under Strategy D.

· Don't try to address last half of Strategy B wording: “. . . valued by the public in a fair, balanced, and efficient manner” with Strategy B indicators.  Maybe handled under Strategy A.
· Concern that Strategy B indicators will be widgets counts that don't really get to the strategy intent--maybe a more integrated measure is needed.
· Maybe include geographic distribution of forest sector employment/income to get to urban/rural issues. 

· Production/consumption component needs to be interpreted broadly to include paper industry, but do not try to include induced employment.
· Consider traded goods as an indicator
· Maybe need to add urban forest values as a component

· How are forests' ability to increase "quality of life" and attract desired industries and skilled workers being considered?
· Ownership and management diversity indicator concept raised under Strategy E needs to be considered under Strategy B.

· Employment per unit of production a possible indicator.

· Look at production efficiency under Strategy B, Component 1. Consider Research and Development later under Strategy A.
· Willingness to pay analyses for non-market benefits is possible but hard to defend

· Consider developing an indicator for spiritual and cultural values component.  Perhaps tie spiritual and cultural values to the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (don’t have data for private lands, but could develop).  See work done on "elements of mystery" and "landscape integrity." But there is still no assurance that spiritual and cultural values are being met.  

· Community vitality may be an indicator that spiritual and cultural values being met

· Maybe consider a human "habitat suitability index" concept for spiritual and cultural values   Data may already be available.  Maybe tie to the ownership diversity indicator concept.
· Need to consider urban forests as a component under Strategy B
· Need to make sure Strategy B, Component 1 indicator deals with non-wood production and consumption  (e.g. recreation) 
4.  Meeting critique:

· Concern about harmonization with other indicator processes

· Withholding judgment on process until staff products can be reviewed

· Preference expressed for “development bin” rather than “minority report” process for unresolved issues. 
5.  Next steps
· August 10 meeting to include:

· Strategy E and F indicator refinement
· Committee discussion on Strategy D

· September 26 meeting to include:

· Strategy B, C, D, E, and F indicator refinement
· Committee discussion on Strategy G

· October 24 meeting to include:

· Strategy B, C, D, E, F, G indicator refinement

· Committee discussion on Strategy A

· Peer review process planning
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