10/6/06 PAC Vegetation
Sub-Group Meeting

Meeting Agenda (topics of discussion and these notes follow in following order):
· Develop Management Experiment Questions and Language related to             

            Salvage of Burned Material (Also Brainstorm Potential Studies that              

            Tripod Fire Could Present),
· Finish Listing of Criteria (Agreement and Common Ground) in which 

            Salvage Could Be Implemented,
· Develop Criteria/Rationale to Explain whether Salvage is Suitable for  

            Management Themes Developed by the PACs for Forest Plan 

            Revision, 

· Discuss How the Forest Service Could Use the PACs’ Salvage Work 

            For the Tripod Fire/Discuss How the PACs Could Work with Other 

            Interested Public Collaborators.
Attending PAC members and Alternate PAC Members:  Mike McFeeley, 

Arnie Arneson, Jen Watkins, Albert Roberts, Chris Parsons.

Also Attending:  Cynthia Wilkerson Wilderness Society; Mike Anderson, Wilderness Society; Lloyd McGee, Vaagen Bros; Dave Peterson, Forest Service PNW Lab; Phil Jahns and Rick Acosta, both of the Forest Service.

Discussion related to Tripod Fire Salvage
Dave Peterson talked about his observations of the recent meeting of the “RAT” (Rapid Assessment Team, a Forest Service regional team).  Dave commented that the RAT appeared to have a lot of discussion that was similar to that of the PAC’s vegetation sub-group related to the topic of salvage.  For example, “don’t salvage in controversial areas”, was a theme that was held in common by both groups.  Dave said that the RAT’s work is pretty much completed except for a report which it will issue.

Lloyd McGee talked about a local Methow Valley collaborative group that appears to be forming and is interested in looking at salvage within the Tripod Fire area.  This appears to be the group that Jim Doran talked about when he contacted the Forest Service, and was invited by the Forest Service to work with the PAC in its work that was already in progress related to salvage.  (Jim was unable to attend the PACs’ 9/25 salvage field trip due to personal reasons.)  Lloyd mentioned that John Newcom, Methow Valley District Ranger would like to have the group work with and/or build upon the efforts of the PACs rather than duplicating efforts.  Lloyd said that the group may be called CAT (Collaborative Action Team).  Lloyd said that it appears that this group may work independently of the Forest Service, but would touch base with the Forest Service.  The CAT would be comprised of diverse interests (government, conservation groups, timber industry, etc.)  
Jen Watkins and Arnie Arneson stated the opinion that it may be too much for the entire PAC to work on something so site specific as the Tripod Salvage. The PACs’ work on Salvage to date could be used for the Forest Plan Revision and also be given to the PAC and CAT as a starting point.  Jen Watkins said that Conservation Northwest is planning on having a representative participate in the group.  PAC members Arnie Arneson and Albert Roberts also indicated that they may also be participating.  A thought was expressed that since some PAC members may be participating, the PAC could be kept informed and provide input through the participating PAC members.  Jen Watkins will present this idea to the PAC at the October 16 PAC meeting to get the entire PAC’s thoughts and possible concurrence.  

Mike Anderson expressed the thought that Burn Area Emergency Rehabilitation (BAER) work and Salvage should be thought of together.  Mike says that the Forest Service should do a coordinated response looking at BAER and Salvage together.  

Management Experiment Questions

The group then reached consensus on the following as questions that could be asked in a salvage management experiment.

1. Could the salvage effort succeed by removing small diameter burned material by using “temporary snow roads”, or by no road construction with the use of forwarders?  (Test a form of treatment using forwarders over snow.)

2. What is the effect of salvage logging in a variety of downed wood on small mammals? (What’s the relationship of residual coarse woody debris and small mammal populations and densities?)
3. What is the economic outcome of various salvage treatments?

4. Can the Forest Service break even or do better than break even?

5. Should economic viability drive the implementation of salvage?  (Is there a value to the Forest Service in implementing salvage?)

6. Can the Forest Service accurately predict economic benefits (resulting from salvage) contributed to local communities?

7. Is there a benefit to the forest when salvage is implemented at no economic gain?

8. *Under what circumstances and practices through salvage can we reduce fire risk, and what impacts are there on regeneration?

9. Can salvage help facilitate the development of late successional and seral old growth conditions?  [How would salvage, post salvage activities (reforestation, restoration) affect future trajectories?]
10. What are the impacts of size and density levels of snag retention on wildlife including song birds?

11. What are the impacts of various treatments within various soil conditions (fire severities)?  [Experiment with caution.  This is related to topography, soil types, type of habitat, level of fire severity, different levels of “vertical fuel” present, fuel build-up, fuel reduction.]
12. What are the economic gains and losses in a burned area when a pre-fire fuels reduction project selects a no action alternative? (What is the success of pre-fire treatments?)
13. What are the effects of post fire seeding on soil erosion control and effects on native plant cover and biodiversity?

14. What is the “shelf life” (value) of burned material by species, size diameters, slope aspect, different site conditions, etc.?  (Do we have good local information?)

15. What are the relationships between invasive species and level of disturbance by fire and management activity?

16. What are the sources and effects of invasive species on ecosystem function?

17. Can we predict “sell-ability” of salvage into the future?  (Can we figure out six months in the future how much burned material will be worth?  What value would be lost? Etc.) 

18. Can the Forest Service improve its appraisal system to capture current market conditions, etc.?

19. How can the Forest Service help stimulate and push emerging markets forward?  (new technology, use of biomass, production of ethanol, etc.)
20. How can desired future conditions influence salvage and restoration techniques?

Dave Peterson also provided a hand-out of a management experiment template, postfire logging in western coniferous forests.  

Listing of Criteria/Agreement/Common Ground

in which Salvage Could Be Implemented

The group reviewed and validated the list developed at the 9/26/06 PAC vegetation sub-group meeting.  Two of the criteria were refined as noted below.  
(Please refer to 9/26/06 meeting notes for more detail relative to desired conditions and management themes proposed by the PACs for the Forest Plan Revision, referenced below.)  
The listing of criteria/common ground for salvage developed at the 9/26/06 meeting follows.     
1. Fuel reduction, based on HRV (guided by vegetation structure and composition of an area in question, and to achieve characteristic fire regime) and economic opportunity are purposes of Salvage.  (This criterion was refined at today’s meeting to this present form.)
2. Salvage is a management tool rather than an objective in itself.

3. We want salvage to be environmentally appropriate.  (This thought is also already in the Forest Wide Vegetation Desired Condition Statements, #18 agreed to by the PACs last spring.)

4. An adaptive approach (learning from the past) should be used when implementing salvage.  Look at salvage that has occurred on lands of all ownerships to learn. (This criterion refined today to this present form.)
5. Salvage could be accomplished through a variety of contractual mechanisms.  

6. Incorporate credible science when implementing salvage.  (This thought is also already in the Forest Wide Vegetation Desired Condition Statements, #16 agreed to by the PACs last spring.)

7. Multi-interest monitoring is needed as part of fire salvage.  (This thought is also already in the Forest Wide Vegetation Desired Condition Statements, #16 agreed to by the PACs last spring.)

8. The PACs need to monitor fire salvage.  This monitoring must be done by the PACs each year that fires and salvage occur on lands covered by the Northwest Forest Plan.  Look at salvage on lands of all ownership so we call learn.  (This criterion refined today to its present form.)
9. Through adaptive management, the timber industry, Forest Service, and other interested parties should share information, costs, and knowledge related to salvage.

10. Consider short-term and long-term benefits and detriments of salvage.  

11. The wider landscape should influence what should happen on a given piece of land.  

12. Contribute to science on salvage with the management experiment.  Salvage needs to include the appropriate monitoring, science, and implementation.  

13. Salvage is primarily appropriate in certain vegetation types (dry and mesic forests).  [Most results are achieved in the dry and mesic vegetation types………Other areas may, however, need salvage in the opinion of some people.  These areas considered appropriate for salvage by some are:  roaded areas in other vegetation types, other areas of past treatments, and areas of heavy fuel build-up which would benefit from fuel reduction work.]  However, the group was only able to reach consensus and find common ground to salvage in dry and mesic forests.  
14. The Forest Service would strive to place highest priority on salvage projects which would be implemented on the least controversial sites.  

15. Public outreach, collaboration, education, and public involvement are all important on projects related to salvage because salvage is controversial.  

The following Criteria/Areas of Agreement and Consensus to Implement Salvage were added by the group on 10/6/06.  

16. NEPA and ESA should not be circumvented to expedite implementation of       
      salvage.

17. When considering salvage, careful consideration of limited road construction, 

       strategic road management for future use, opening/closing of roads, meeting of 

       forest wide desired conditions should occur.  (at 9/26/06 meeting, Susan      

      Crampton disagreed with the need for any new roads, but the group today  

      wanted to provide some flexibility in management of adding/deleting road 

      mileage.)  See the suitability rationale that the PACs previously proposed for   
      road construction in the forest plan revision.  

18.  BAER and salvage processes must be coordinated.  

19.  Old growth and Late Successional Reserves should be protected.

20.  A representative proportion of various size snags should be left for a given area.

21.  Based on the condition of stand (size and number of trees/snags) that is present, 

       leave the larger snags.

22.  Balance the amount of utilization and economics with the maintenance of forest 

       health, biodiversity, and desired conditions.  

23.  Recognizing the ecological value to some areas not being salvaged, assess the 

       distribution of snags at the 5th field watershed level, and only salvage where snag

       levels exceed HRV levels and/or determined needs of managed species. 

24.  Salvage should not occur on steeper slopes with erosive unstable soils.

25.  Stay out of Riparian Reserves and pay consideration to protecting riparian and 

       aquatic resources.  

26.  Use post-fire salvage treatments to achieve “dry site strategy” types of pre-fire    

       fuel reduction objectives.  (The discussion leading to the formation of this 

       criterion follows:  Pre and post fire conditions are different.  We need to allow 
       dealing with a situation where an entire stand was burned or moderately burned.  

       Economics are also different pre and post fire.  Chip value is lost after a fire.)

The following ideas were discussed, but the group could not reach agreement and consensus on either of these thoughts as worded:  “Legacy snags should be protected.  Legacy trees are defined as greater than or equal to 21 inches diameter at breast height.”  OR “Legacy snags should be protected.”

The explanation for not agreeing with either of these statements above follows.  Some folks could not agree with stipulating a size such as “21”dbh” because they considered 21” or any other size as purely arbitrary.  A 21” size tree is not necessarily an old tree.  A set size would not take into consideration the actual conditions present on the ground.  It’s also difficult to tell whether a 21” tree is an old tree without some intensive method such as increment boring, etc.  

Reasons for agreeing with the statements:  other folks at the table pointed out that recent management, (relatively speaking), has caused a depletion of larger trees across the landscape.  Snags are unique and take a long time to create.  This is why the term, “legacy” is used.  Identifying a set size is one method to rebuild and preserve the larger component.   “We would like to drop a size cap, but besides size, what else could be provided to those interested in protecting older trees?”

As a result of this discussion, the folks at the table were able to respectfully disagree with one another, while gaining a greater understanding of each other’s viewpoint.  

The following statement was discussed on 9/26/06, but full consensus and agreement to this statement could not be reached:    
Salvage would be inappropriate in roadless, Late Successional Reserves, and Riparian Reserves.  (The group indicated that it would like to know about what the Northwest Forest Plan Record of Decision states regarding salvage
Criteria/Rationale to Explain whether Salvage is Suitable for Management Themes #1-#7 (Themes Developed by PACs for Forest Plan Revision)
The group believed that the discussion on 9/16 and today resulted in a Listing of Criteria/Agreement/Common Ground in which Salvage Could be Implemented and provides the rationale for its proposed calls of suitability for the PACs various proposed management themes.  

To recap, the group assigned “L”  (use of salvage allowed under certain criteria) to Management Theme #1, Roaded Wildland Urban Interface; Management Theme #2, Roaded Dry Forest, Non-WUI; and Management Theme #3, Roaded Mesic, Cool Moist, Cool Dry, Non-WUI.  

Use of salvage was considered a “no” (generally unsuitable) for Management Theme #4 Inventoried Roadless Areas, Non-Dry Forest; Management Theme #5 Inventoried Roadless Areas that overlap with WUI; and Management Theme #6, Inventoried Roadless Areas, Dry Forest.  
Please see the Listing of Criteria/Agreement/Common Ground in which Salvage Could be Implemented in order to understand the rationale behind these determinations of suitability of salvage within the PACs’ proposed management themes.  

The sub-group ran out of time and did not address the suitability of salvage in Management Theme #7, Dry Forest, Late Successional Reserves.  Rick provided pertinent excerpts of the Northwest Forest Plan that provides direction on salvage in LSRs.  The group agreed to interact via e-mail to come to a proposed determination of suitability of salvage within Management Theme #7.  The group agreed that their work will be consistent with the direction of the Northwest Forest Plan.  The group will send their thoughts on this subject via e-mail by close of business, Wednesday, October 11.  

Jen Watkins, Albert Roberts, and Chris Parson agreed to coordinate and prepare a presentation of the vegetation sub-group’s work/proposal related to the topic of salvage to the entire PACs on 10/16/06.  (They will also consolidate and present the work related to Management Theme #7 described in the paragraph above also.)  
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