Blue River Landscape Strategy
Adaptive Management Review

March 18, 2010

Attendees:   
Willamette National Forest -- Cheryl Friesen, Mary Allison, Dave Kretzing, Norm Michaels, Burt Thomas, Brenda Hallmark, Randy Harbick, Shane Kamrath, Bonny Hammons, Kathy Bulchis, Kurt Steele, Jane Kertis
From PNW Research Station --Tom Spies, Fred Swanson, Andy Gray, Sherri Johnson, Rebecca Kennedy

From OSU –- Mark Schulze

Agenda:  

Overview of BRLS – How it began, how it has evolved.

BRLS as a platform for discussion: what have we learned?

Presentations to stimulate thought on future direction:

· Rebecca Kennedy – Modeling stand structure with varying fire suppression and climate change assumptions.

· Mark Harmon – Carbon modeling at a landscape level
· Tom Spies -  Ecosystem Services

· Fred Swanson – Influence of intermediate fire disturbances (Alan Tepley’s work)
Issues to carry forward into future revisions
Outcomes:

1.  What have we learned from BRLS?  Results of a round-robin of all attendees.
Mary Allison (District Ranger):  Discovered through this project that the will of the people weighs heavily.  Surprised at the number of communication avenues available to interested parties to elicit response.  Recalled “red tree vole” children…children of protestors dressed as voles staging outside of ranger district office.  Recalled “love letters”… pile of letters received requesting the halt of the Blue River Face timber sale.  Water seemed to be of great interest to public.   Wondered how to get the public to have a more balanced view of resource management.  “Emotional hooks” used by environmental groups are powerful and hard to sway with science.  Found that the language we use has different meaning depending on the audience (i.e. “old growth”).
Jane Kertis (Ecologist):  Need to explore how to craft our knowledge of natural systems to better reach the public.  If can walk people down an “ecological path” as we discuss our proposed actions, we have more success and “traction” for action.  We struggle with integrating the “fire context” into our management context.

Kathy Bulchis (Forest Natural Resources Staff): As we have done public involvement with various aspects of the BRLS, what have the issues been?  And as the environment and plan has changed, are we closer or farther from our interested publics?  What conversations do we need to have now?
Kurt Steele (Forester/Planner MRRD):  Likes that the plan has evolved to support active possibilities in riparian areas, recognizing broader processes.  Has seen a variety of “public” input, including controversy that is internal and external.  Landscape plan makes sense to try: leads us into the future.  We need buy off.

Shane Kamrath (Wildlife Biologist, and Acting Natural Resources Staff MRRD):  Has seen incremental learning.  Perceptions of landscapes change of time.   Has experienced “issue whiplash” -- hard to know what’s important.  Basically need to keep all the pieces.

Mark Schulze (Director, HJA Experimental Forest):  Sees the challenge of balancing landscape issues vs. stand issues.  Sees conflict between current silvicultural “needs” for action vs. the socially /legally “easier to do” actions.  Can we implement a stewardship process?
Tom Spies (PNW Station):  Greatest value of BRLS is demonstration of “possibility” of implementation.  This was not prominently displayed our presentations, or recognized very much in our research focus. There is a disconnect between policy and action.  Implications?  Seems to reflect an overall confusion over perceptions of what society wants out of natural resources.
Fred Swanson (PNW Station):  Notices we struggle with 3 layers of focus:  National -> NWFP -> BRLS.  There is a misfit between the pace of management/the human scene, compared to the pace of nature.  When there’s a good fit, we can get things done.  When it’s a bad fit?  We’re less likely.   For example, Jim’s Creek Project: the public could see the urgency.  The base of change was more fathomable.   WUI, fuels, restoration of landscapes -- not good hooks from a pace of system perspective.   How does the concept of blurring the pattern of a landscape play out?  Probably not a good hook either since takes such a long time to do.

Burt Thomas (Botanist MRRD):   Sees value in getting other disciplines involved with management goals within riparian reserves.   Lots of sensitive plants tied to those areas.  Pleased to see recognition of other values.

Brenda Hallmark (Fire MRRD):  There has been a cultural shift in the fire organization since the BRLS plan first started.  Different perspective on “values” vs. “risk” (i.e. Trapper RX burn, which we didn’t implement because of change in perception of risk to fire fighters).  When it comes time to implement, and the project is given a harder look, risk to humans comes more to light.   Also see more specifically the higher costs to do it in a way that reduces risks to an acceptable level.

Bonnie Hammons (Hydrologist MRRD):   Conflicted over the emphasis to do things with a landscape look when still implementing treatments in small units.  Wonders how do we carry the ideas of the plan into future generations of employees?  What is the long term view?  Has noticed that even the best science gets controversial.

Randy Harbick (Fire MRRD):   Need to educate ourselves on the plan and science that supports it, so can personally make a difference in how it unfolds.  He has done some implementation of the plan, but need to do a better at sharing the “why we are doing it” story to employees.

Andy Gray (PNW Research Station):  Feels we did “pull it off!”  We killed trees and nobody lost their job!  We should build on the accomplishments.  Wondered why we take the public to see “fresh” units -- we need to go back 5 years later and show resiliency and change.   Can a hook for this plan be “local consumption?”  But, we are net importers.  How can we work into that issue?

Norm Michaels (WNF Forest Silviculturist):  As a species, we are challenged by complexity.   We tend to do the same thing everywhere.  Need different things in different places for different outcomes.  Need early and late successional forest, but haven’t been able to show we can manage on that complex of a landscape scale.

Sherri Johnson (PNW Research Station):  The contrast between federal, private and state forest regulations is amazing.  She likes looking at a landscape level.  We have a challenge with the monitoring:  we need to see selves as stewards of change over time.  We have had success with ideas of retention and rotation with the plan.

Dave Kretzing (Hydrologist, Hydropower Coordinator, MRRD):  Concerned with how to maintain knowledge as we move through generations of employees.   Fair amount of publics are not sure where we’ve been as an agency, but they simultaneously are sure we are still there.  The public’s concerns are often a reflection of past practices.  Need to highlight better what we are doing now.  We can’t afford to engineer our way out of bad practices anymore (no KV).  “Migitation” needs to be up-front work, not something to clean up undesirable consequences.
2.  Issues highlighted by presentations.

Landscape Modeling for Carbon, Habitat, Fire Risk (Rebecca Kennedy)

Modeling should be validated by active management.  Can BRLS be a test-bed for the Region?  We could do activities under BRLS, then assess through various models the consequences, and validate through monitoring.  For example, it would be interesting to see if we modeled the BRLS landscape for the highest potential of fire risk in Rebecca’s model, then implemented projects we felt would ameliorate that risk, then run model again.  Way to test our assumptions.

We could compare current management models with Rebecca’s work.  

We could use new models to display short term vs. long term affects of activities on various issues.  This might help with understanding.  (Would need calibration)

Ecosystem Services (Tom Spies)

ES is not just about “setting monetary values on natural resources.  It’s more of a sociological view and a way of testing communication, especially in terms of trade-offs.  Very much a marketing tool.   May be an opportunity to change public perception.   Is a given approach delivering an effective message?  Is the messenger effective?   Can test with ES thinking.

3.  Issues potentially to carry forward.
The initial thought was to form small working groups around these issues to flush out how the BRLS might be adjusted to reflect the issues.   Cheryl, Norm, Tom, Fred, Sherri and Andy will get together to develop a plan.   These issues will be presented to the Forest Supervisory for comment/feedback.
a) Climate Change:  to include landscape modeling of finer scale processes, species movement, 
habitat/structure changes over time, fire risk, stream flow/water availability.

b) Knowledge Transfer:  both internally and externally.  What are effective “hooks” externally, and how do we keep our workforce knowledgeable?

c) Ecosystem Services:  Testing of communication/language around natural resource management.
d) Planning:  How do these long term plans continue to “live?”   We have BRLS, but also have the Augusta Plan available to us.

e) Stand Management:  How does historical range of variability and intermediate disturbances relate to current focus on thinning?  What is the value of gaps and early seral forest?  What values are at risk or can be benefited from management in older natural / mature stands?

f) Carbon:  How can it be managed sustainably?

g) Riparian Systems:   Need tools to help recognize / explain tremendous variability from site to site, to reduce tendency for “one shoe fits all” management.  Need to better understand stream flow and influence on values of interest.
4.  Other Key Points Raised
a. The BRLS has become more of a sociological study over time than a biophysical study.   We need to figure out how to capture its “story” adequately.
b. We need to decide at some point when we stop doing “revisions” to the original plan, and craft a new one entirely.
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