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ISSUE AREA SUMMARIES

10-30-2007

ISSUE AREA:  Historic Range of Variability (HRV)

1. What influences does climate change have on the current approach?

2. What “participating actions” may be incorporated (i.e. planting, actively managing leaf area, etc)?

3.  How is the RPA addressing HRV, and is there any connection?

Recommendations

· Continue with implementation of BRLS as an expression of HRV concepts, while being aware of current thinking about climate change and its effects.

· Create forums for discussion of the concept and especially applications in the region – e.g., have managers in NWFP area and a bit beyond (outsider views are always stimulating) present status of their efforts to work with these concepts and have panel discussions of what the general lessons are.

Status    

Review validated need to follow the above recommendations.

IDENTIFIED TASK FOR NORM MICHAELS:  

Incorporate new thinking on managing previously-managed stands.   Consider how to set up existing plantations for future fire introduction (i.e. size of patch, resiliency).
ISSUE AREA:  Geology/Soils


1.  Are any changes suggested for the BRLS from a review of updated 

    
     soil mapping? 

Recommendations:

· The updated mapping will provide better information into actual unit prescription development, but it does not suggest any landscape level design changes to the BRLS. 

Status    

Review validated need to incorporate the updated information during prescription development.  
ISSUE AREA:  Wildlife


1.  Is the strategy using the best available science for managing dead 


     wood?  

2.  Would the strategy be altered if considerations for neotropical 

   
     migrants or management indicator species were included?  
Recommendations
· Incorporate recommendations from the Conservation Strategy for Landbirds in Coniferous Forests of Western Oregon and Washington (Altman 1999) (see file) that the BRLS has not already covered in previous versions.       

· Update the dead wood prescription to include consideration of a more concentrated positioning of leave trees, snags, and logs near sensitive wildlife and/or botanical areas. 
· Review stand exam information, including existing snags per acre.  Stands containing more natural snags per acre may have prescriptions to retain more snags per acre post-treatment.  

· At the time of dead wood creation implementation, the current version of the R6 aerial insect flight maps should be reviewed: www.fs.fed.us/r6/nr/fid/data.shtml.  If there is evidence of an outbreak, snag creation may be attempted using pheromone baiting.  There is not currently much knowledge and experience about its effectiveness, but initial results indicate it may work if insect levels are adequately high.   

· Over the Blue River Landscape, snags >20” dbh+/acre remaining after logging and burning should fall within the 30-80% tolerance limits for the Cascades Province (see table in file) by plant association.   Modelling should occur which shows projected acres that would be present over time by tolerance level.   

Status    

Review validated need to incorporate new information during prescription development.  

3.  How do the objectives of the CHU fit with the BRLS?  
Recommendations

· Line officers need to be fully informed of this issue.  Implementing projects that are not consistent with CHU objectives carries an unknown level of risk.  Altering the BRLS so that the objectives of the CHU can be maintained would result in a considerable shift to the Strategy.  Older forest would no longer be available for harvest.   Old growth retention scenarios were modeled in the development of the BRLS and are available for consideration if the line officers elect to pursue that alternative.

Status    

Review process briefed line officers of the situation.  Risks have been recognized.

4.  Can the effects of the BRLS to spotted owls be observed over 

     time?  
Recommendations

· Data from the demography study is rigorously analyzed on a 5 year interval.  Results should be reviewed as they become available for any indication of impacts of the BRLS on the local spotted owls.  The geography of the present study, which envelopes the BRLS area, needs to be maintained in order to capture information on emigration and immigration that may occur. 

· The ability of current monitoring to capture changes to local spotted owl populations should not be overstated.    Changes to occupancy and fitness over time may be indicated by current monitoring strategies, but even that factor may be ”noisy” because of non-habitat dependent variables.

· Explore revisiting the telemetry analysis?  Habitat use was examined in a categorical fashion, e.g., early, mid, and late seral use patterns.  Teasing the information down to the stand level use may be helpful.
· Recognized that there is a fourth assumption based on new information in the SEI Report and continue to monitor this assumption as more information becomes available:  There are habitat independent variables that should be considered, but it is unknown at this time if any changes in the BRLS could be made to compensate for them.

· Barred owls:  The occupation of many historic spotted owl sites by barred owls is a concern.   There are shifts being observed in historically occupied spotted owl sites in the Blue River Watershed.  It is not known if the condition of habitat in the landscape is a factor in the success or failure of this displacement.  

· West Nile Virus:   The spread of this disease across the country and northward does not appear to be a function of forested landscape condition.   

Status    

Review validated need for continuation of spotted owl demography study as a monitoring component of the BRLS.   It also indicated we should consider finding other species to use as part of the long-term effectiveness monitoring strategy.   Lepidoptera and red tree vole were suggested.
IDENTIFIED TASK FOR RUBY SEITZ
Draft letter from Forest Supervisor to Regional Executives highlighting the importance of the spotted owl demography study to on-going work of the WNF.    Begin discussions with science community on use of other species for long-term monitoring of landscape change.
ISSUE AREA:  FIRE


1.  How does the composition of e/m/l seral habitat differ between 

     the BRLS and FRCC?  

 2.  What guidance can be provided in the BRLS for identifying areas 

      for prescription burns not associated with harvest?   


3.  Can harvest prescriptions that emulate intermediate fire 

     disturbances be incorporated into the BRLS?  What would they 

     look like?

Recommendations
Conduct analysis that compares FRCC data layer with condition of landscape over time w/the BRLS.    Review criteria for determining areas for introducing fire in the absence of harvest activities.   Develop prescriptions that emulate intermediate fire effects. 

Status    

Review validated need to follow the above recommendations.

IDENTIFIED TASK FOR SAM SWETLAND AND MEI LIN LANTZ

Conduct analysis of FRCC and BRLS forest patterns and review criteria for introducing fire in unmanaged stands.
IDENTIFIED TASK FOR NORM MICHAELS

Work with Sam Swetland, Mei Lin Lantz, and Jane Kertis to develop prescriptions that emulate intermediate fire effects, particularly in stands between 80-150 years of age.

ISSUE AREA: VEGETATION


1.  Can a specific schedule of harvest be created to guide district 


     planning?  
Recommendations

· Information on timing of harvest at 20 year intervals is already available.  It needs to be reformatted to better communicate to management the options for the future.
Status    

Review validated need to follow the above recommendations.

IDENTIFIED TASK FOR CHERYL FRIESEN:  

Create planning document that lays out by 10 year interval harvest schedules, including PCT and intermediate treatments.

2.   Is the technique currently being used to calculate crown closure 

       
      successful?   
Recommendations

· Keep monitoring to see how vegetation response changes over time as the crown closure continues to increase.

· Although the results to date appear to be meeting the intent of the prescription for clumps and gaps, it’s hard to measure objectively.  We recommend that future prescriptions provide more detail on numbers, sizes and locations of clumps and gaps within the block.  This is especially important for the larger sizes (greater than 1.0 acre).  The smaller sizes seem to be well represented by the diameter limits and variation within the stand.  

· Using transects to monitor the crown closure across the entire block will provide a way to more objectively track the amount of area in clumps and gaps as well as the overall crown closure.

Status    

Review validated need to follow the above recommendations.

IDENTIFIED TASK FOR NORM MICHAELS:  
Review monitoring strategy with Andy Gray.


3.  Is the vegetation responding to variable canopy retention as 

     
     expected?   Are gaps being created through this process, or is a 

     more intentional technique needed to provide for horizontal 
               diversity and emulation of stand dynamics?    
Recommendations

· Future monitoring should use include 2 methods:  crown closure within the permanent plots will help with interpretation of vegetation changes over time, and the post-treatment transects will tell us if the implementation of the prescription was successful.  The transects should be measured at two points in time.  The first year and fifth year post-treatment will help evaluate how well the prescription was implemented and what the crown closure is after snags and down wood have been created. 

· Future vegetation plots (1/10 hectare) should be located randomly across the whole block without buffering the edge.  This will give a more accurate picture of block conditions.

Status    

Review validated need to follow the above recommendations.

IDENTIFIED TASK FOR NORM MICHAELS:  
Review monitoring strategy with Andy Gray.
IDENTIFIED TASK FOR NORM MICHAELS AND CHERYL FRIESEN:

Convene a workshop in spring/summer 2007 that explores the current silvic practices around thinning and planting for various stand and landscape goals (essentially re-defining the tool box).

4.  How can we incorporate non-forested openings into the early seral 


     picture of landscape management over time?  Are “inclusions” being 

 
     appropriately considered?  Where are they, what are they, are 
 
     they networked? Are there management opportunities? Do they 
               require buffers and of what type/size?  How are they affected by 
               landscape processes?   
Recommendations

· Include the needs of non-forested openings when scheduling treatments in the BRLS.     This would be supported by creation of a list/map of non-forest plant associations in the BRLS identifying their risk factors.    This would require field validation to do it right.
Status    

Review validated need to follow the above recommendations, but recognized shortages in resources to accomplish the work.
IDENTIFIED TASK FOR CHERYL FRIESEN and BURT THOMAS

Continue to work with the research community to accomplish this task, including encouraging/supporting Michelle Dailey and her graduate work on SHABS.
ISSUE AREA:  Hydrology


1.  Are the substrate source areas currently using the best available 

 
     science?  Does a review suggest any changes to the BRLS? 
 
2.  Can the aquatic reserves (lineal features) be made “virtual” within 


     the block boundaries to facilitate later analysis? 


3.  How does the BRLS compare with the new/upcoming direction from 


     the Regional Office for Riparian Areas in Forest Plan revision? 
Recommendations

· We are using the best available science, but some of our assumptions about in-channel transport and storage may not be correct.  Prescriptions that maintain materials on-site for hillslope delivery to stream channels still match current science.

· It would be good to preserve the aquatic reserves as separate entities, but insure that we incorporate these areas into our analysis area during planning efforts so that restoration opportunities are not lost. 

· We should continue to watch the evolution of direction for riparian areas.  At this point, the RO is moving towards Riparian Management Areas, which would not preclude any action recommended in the BRLS.

Status    

Review validated need to incorporate new information during prescription development.  

ADDITIONAL HYDROLOGY/ROAD RELATED ISSUE ID’D
IDENTIFIED TASK FOR DAVE KRETZING AND KENNY GABRIEL

Develop table that indicates priorities for road restoration/maintenance and reconstruction in the BRLS area.

ISSUE AREA:  Social Acceptability

1. Can we test/create a communication strategy for reaching both 

     internal and external publics?   
Recommendations

· Building a communication strategy around the BRLS/HRV is probably not appropriate without tackling the broader forest management issue as well.  

· Continue this dialogue and look for opportunities associated with the Bridge Stewardship project as well.  

· Gather point-people from other organizations in the watershed and brainstorm with them on what we can do together.

Status    

Review validated need to follow the above recommendations.
IDENTIFIED TASK FOR CHERYL FRIESEN and MARY ALLISON

Begin dialogue on how to build a communication strategy, including but not limited to, the open house scheduled for this spring.
ISSUE AREA:   Fisheries


1.  Does the BRLS use the best available science for modeling wood?  

2.  Can the fine sediment model used for Hartz Timber Sale add value 


     to the BRLS? 

Recommendations
· One of the questions of interest to resource managers is the rate a disturbance based management strategy will provide in-stream wood.  An in-stream wood recruitment model could be used during project NEPA analysis.  A formal study validating wood model(s) from small watershed to landscape area scale would be of value to resource managers, particularly comparisons of various management strategies.  If there were interest from researchers, perhaps various strategies could be used at different scales in BRLS.

Status    

Review validated need to follow the above recommendation, but recognized difficulty in finding district resources to accomplish the work.

IDENTIFIED TASK FOR CHERYL FRIESEN and DAVE BICKFORD

Continue to work with the research community to accomplish this task.

· Some of the modeling tools used for Hartz will be useful in evaluating the effects of projects that implement the BRLS, but they are not particularly useful in altering the strategy.  They could add additional substance into the rationale behind substrate source areas.   

Status    

Review validated need to incorporate new information during prescription development.  
ISSUE AREA: Refugia


1.  Do the refugia discussed in the BRLS serve more than one 

     function?   How well do the expectations for varying functions 
               overlap in place and time?  Should they be fixed in one location 

     over time?  
Recommendations

·  “Refugia" should not preclude active management that seeks to re-establish processes that have been altered or eliminated by past management, such as re-establishment of aquatic passage at human created barriers.

· Consider including an estimated frequency of disturbance (much like fire return intervals) for processes important to aquatic habitat development, to characterize BRLS channels and estimate periods they’ll function as refugia.

· Explore ways to manage for sensitive lichens and not limit ourselves to a  few areas, that should be explored. 

· Better define in the plan how the refugia are expected to function and whether they are a fixed allocation in time and space or a process or a remnant that will come and go or ?   Also describe the refugia in terms of scale that they are functioning and assess whether needs at multiple scales are being addressed.

Status    

Review validated need to follow the above recommendation.

IDENTIFIED TASK FOR DAVE KRETZING AND FRED SWANSON

Identify where conflicts in definition occur in the BRLS document and determine manner in which to clarify and create consistency.

ISSUE AREA:  Human Use


1.  Can a review of archaeological site distribution and vegetation 

    
     indicate how the landscape was historically used?  Would that lead 
     to recommended changes to the BRLS?  
Recommendations

· Restoration of meadows and/or huckleberry fields where needed (will need input from botanist, silviculturist, hydrologist, fire?) and protection of archaeological sites.  
Status    

Review validated need to incorporate new information during prescription development.  

2.  How is current human use and its impacts affecting the condition 

      of this landscape, and should the BRLS provide any mitigation for 
                those affects?   

3.  Have vistas been identified and can the BRLS provide that element 


     over time for the visiting public (including research/management 
              field trips)??  
Recommendations

· Identify dispersed use associated with transportation roads or access routes and monitor uses with conflicting use or activities.  For example the introduction of exotics (false-brome in particular) associated with research traffic.  This could be a research project or part of some existing projects.  Samantha Sheehy’s MS thesis details plants associated with road sides and Craig Creel has an interpretation of traffic patterns in the Andrews Forest – currently loaned to Samantha.  Transportation routes are tied to recreational, research, and management access or activities 

· Consider visuals in the planning and assigning of treatments to the area.  Blended edges are often perceived as more natural and less manipulated in appearance.  Vista opportunities are available along ridges and peaks.  Management of permanent vista points may not be practical.  View points designed for forest health/management demonstration purposes should be dynamic to keep up with the changing landscape.  Look at the common tour view points or vistas utilized primarily by HJA that should be addressed for future use.

· Communicate the Blue River Landscape Strategy story for future generations.  Provide a simple communication plan designed to reach specific audiences.  For example the general visiting public may be interested in interpretation delivered to spark interest or a broad overview.  The HJA receives more and more requests from K-12 teachers to bring their students to educational locations on the forest.  As several student groups are sent to the Lookout Old-growth trail, future interpretation opportunities exist.  Researchers and students may be more interested in the scientific details, while another portion of the public (attentive public) just wants to be kept abreast the management issues and decisions on public land.  

Status    

Review validated need to work on the above recommendations.

IDENTIFIED TASK FOR CHERYL FRIESEN, JOHN HARPER AND FRED SWANSON

Continue to work with the research community to identify opportunities for studying human influences on this landscape over time.   Incorporate into the communication strategy information at the K-12 level.  Consider visuals during RX development.  Create conditions that are conducive to show-me stops on field trips, including maintenance of views, places to sit, and cheat-sheets for future trip leaders.
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