June 24, 2005 Draft


June 22 Sustainable Forest Management Indicator Advisory Committee Summary

(Decisions are in bold)

1.  The committee agreed to proposed process for indicator recommendation development

2.  The committee agreed to use the Northeastern Area indicator report as a format template for the Committee's recommendation report.  

· However, it is important that the report also specify who will be responsible for data compiling and reporting. Make sure those parties know they are making a commitment. 

· Decide who is the signatory. 

· Having the institutional capacity to prepare indicator reports is as important as data collection.  

· Later in the process the committee may wish to develop an indicator implementation action plan. 

· Ensuring commonality of data is a huge issue.

Strategy E

The committee agreed to further development of staff’s proposed indicators with the following advice:

· Need to better define "reserves" meaning, reserve what? May confuse public that this is a federal-lands only concept.  Look at work done by ownership diversity subgroup in May, track land managed for natural values in separate layers. Look at land classifications in Oregon. Look at First Approximation Report, OFIC/OFRI/ODF Protection Study report.

· Instead of reserves use the term "lands managed primarily for the conservation of natural values" don't limit to legislatively established. More interested in an indicator of the value of reserves rather than just counting the number of acres within a political boundary.

· Consider percent of species at risk compared to total species that would be present

· "Total number of species" needs to be more specific

· Can we link to indicators on habitat diversity?

· Maybe look at increasing/decreasing habitat types and succession stages

· Clarify the definition of "species at risk" relative to the range of what you would find in a given habitat. Cross reference to new federal planning regs and other lists.

· Tribes will have input on species at risk.

· Need to reconcile various species at risk lists and develop a common definition.

· Focal species indicator may fit better as an indicator under species diversity.

· Species that people care about may not alone be sufficient criteria for a focal species

· Boil down to a dozen or so species per forest type and track trends over time 

· Is there another measure of characteristic species for a given landscape?

· Need technical input on what suite of species needs to be monitored.

· Moving invasive non-native species to Strategy F may overlook invasives effects on wildlife.

· Some members still not comfortable at this point.

Strategy F

Components

· Forest fragmentation is important to forest health, perhaps address as a part of ecosystem function/biotic integrity. Need to define-- ecological versus ownership definition of fragmentation.

· If fragmentation is addressed under another strategy, cross reference to F.  Land use component may be covered under C, Habitat types and succession stages under E.

· In some western forest landscapes, increased fragmentation is good

· Does Smoke Management and Air quality belong under Forest Health?

· Need an inclusive approach to invasives and disease so effects on wildlife are included.

· Fire/disturbance-- can fire indicators be generalized.  Portable to other disturbance components and to other strategies? 

· Make sure landslide disturbance addressed as a component under Strategy D

· If we use biotic integrity, use an index similar to process used for aquatics

· Federal land agencies and NRCS may have data for nutrient cycling indicator

· For now keep Ecosystem Functions as a high priority component and continue to figure out what might be possible.  Perhaps fragmentation fits here.

· Look at Northeastern Area fragmentation indicator metrics.

Tree mortality

· Would this fit better under Strategy C?

· Add windthrow, insects, landslides under pressures

· Volume of mortality in cubic feet is awkward for the public

· Area & percent of Oregon forests with current tree mortality from insects and disease (native and non-native)  Group prefers to further develop this one.  Reword to better explain technical merits and  confidence limitations

Fire Regime Condition Class

Committee seemed to agree that an indicator based on FRCC would be good.

· Fire Regime Group Descriptions I-V and Fire Regime Current Condition Classes 1-3

· (three definitions)

· Consider using reference conditions

· Is there any other measure that is more sensitive to short term changes? (there is an attempt to refine this)

· Conservation community not on board if this is the only fire indicator for forest health.

· Indicator scale needs to match disturbance scale.

· Remember Condition Class I fires can still be stand replacement in some forest types and may be economically and socially undesirable.

· FRCC is a large scale indicator (20,000+ac watersheds and does not address social concerns

· Clarify how FRCC is related to fire resilient landscapes.

· LANDFIRE data might supplement FRCC with wildland-urban interface analysis, added sensitivity.

· Committee is also interested in measuring restoration performance.  

Air Quality: 

· Some uncertainty that air quality fits under Strategy F.  

· Area an percent of forestland subject to levels of air pollutants that may cause impacts on forest ecosystems--ozone, lichens.

· Lichen monitoring more sensitive to changes in pollution, climate, forest structure

· Group prefers smoke indicators rather than indicator of air pollution effects on trees. Maybe air pollution will become more of an issue in the future.

Invasive species

· Biotic stressors--exotic, invasive insects, diseases, invasive plants and animals

· Percent of invasive pests and weeds on the Oregon 100 most damaging invaders list excluded or contained in native/urban forests

· May need more than one indicator to look at both detection and prevention

· More work needed before a committee decision.

