2000-01 RMP Tracking

The 2000-01 RMP was completed during the summer of 1999, identifying resource management needs and priorities for funding consideration in 2000-01.  The purpose of this document is to:

· summarize the resource management funding requirements identified in each regional RMP by FRBC Strategic Objective (i.e. Sustainable Harvest, Enhancing Environmental Values, and Strengthening Sustainable Forest Management); 

· identify the funding allocation provided; and

· identify the expenditures and outputs achieved.

2000-01 RMP Submission

The purpose of the 2000-01 RMP was to identify and recommend resource management needs and priorities for the following components:

· Sustainable Harvest (SH),

· Enhancing Environmental Values (EEV),

· Strengthening Sustainable Forest Management (SSFM),

· Road and Bridge Maintenance (including Bridge Replacement),

· Forest Health Maintenance,

· Current Reforestation, and

· Forest Recreation Site and Trail Maintenance

The SH, EEV, and SSFM components are FRBC strategic objectives towards which FRBC focuses their investments.  As part of the ministries Services Agreements with FRBC, these three strategic objectives are included in the RMP.  The remaining components of the RMP are MoF objectives and resource priorities.  The focus of this document is on the tracking of the FRBC components only.

Guidelines for each of the components of the 2000-01 RMP were provided as an aid to assist ministry staff in the development and completion of each regional RMP.  However, some of these guidelines were finalized and provided to ministry staff well into the initiation of the RMP development process.  As a result, the RMP component submissions were inconsistent to varying degrees, between and within regions, in terms of format, content and priority values assigned to activities.  

In order to be able to evaluate the components of the regional RMP’s in a consistent manner, some adjustments were required to be made to priorities assigned to various activities, particularly to the Sustainable Harvest Component.  These are detailed in Appendix 1.

Limitations to Tracking of the 2000-01 RMP 

The financial (allocation and expenditures) information and output units for the activities identified in the tracking spreadsheets (can be found at: http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/ftp/Branches/Corporate_Policy_%26_Planning/external/!publish/Resource_Management_Planning/RMP_2000_2001/TRACKING/)

were obtained through reports generated from the FRBC Information Management System (IMS).  Although efforts were made to try and improve the IMS to allow easier tracking of the RMP’s, there still remains deficiencies in the entry of information by proponents into IMS and the structure of the system itself.  These are further elaborated on in each of the Strategic Objectives below.

Based on these limitations, which ultimately hinders any direct correlation between the IMS and the RMP’s, care must be exercised in formulating any conclusion(s) from the spreadsheets presented in this document.  

Sustainable Harvest

The most limiting factor to tracking activities under the SH objective in the RMP is the Management Unit field within the FRBC IMS.  There is some uncertainty about the reliability of the identified management unit in IMS.  The management unit is not a mandatory field requirement for completing the activity within an IMS workplan.  In some workplans, the field is not completed at all, in which case the generated IMS report identifies the activity as “Not Assigned to a Management Unit”. Also, there were very limited instructions clarifying the use of the management unit field to proponents when completing activities within a workplan.  Additionally, the management unit may have been incorrectly identified or misinterpreted when entered into the IMS.  For example, activities that may have occurred within a TFL were identified in IMS as taking place within a forest district or TSA.  In some instances a proponent led activity (e.g. spacing) occurring on two separate management units (i.e. TSA / TFL) was identified in a workplan under one activity location number with the management unit identified as either TFL, TSA, or none.

Another unknown, influencing the ability to make a one on one correlation between the RMP and the IMS is the amount of carry over funding proponents utilized under their Multi-Year Agreements in 2000-01.  Under existing MYA’s, if costs are under budget in one year, the dollars can be applied to similar activities under a future year of the MYA.  For some reported activities, the amount expended exceeded the approved allocation.  The reason may be attributed to carry over funding but cannot be verified with the reports generated from IMS.

For the Backlog Program, identified activities in the RMP consisted of:

· Legal obligations – required treatments to achieve obligations on backlog areas under silviculture prescriptions where the commencement date has been initiated; 

· Backlog Reforestation – required treatments on backlog NSR areas where a silviculture prescription is not required, or the commencement date has not been initiated;

· Impeded Areas – sufficiently stocked areas require further brushing to reach free growing, and timber was harvested, damaged, or destroyed before October 1, 1987;

· Site restoration – includes fill planting, rehabilitation of poorly performing stands and any site rehabilitation, planting and brushing activities on roads and landings.

Backlog program activities are not categorized in the FRBC IMS by legal, backlog reforestation, or impeded and are simply identified as backlog.  Therefore, for this document, similar activities identified under legal, backlog, or impeded were summarized together.

Enhancing Environmental Values – Watershed Restoration Program

The guidelines for developing the EEV WRP component of the RMP focussed on providing two key products:

1. A regional benchmark of high priority key watersheds (in the context of the future goals and focus of WRP) with high chance of success; and

2. An assessment of current and planned work against this benchmark.

Although each of the regional RMP’s identified the watersheds of importance to achieving the goals and objectives of the program, the WRP funded activities within the IMS are not linked to a watershed, but rather are identified by management unit.  To accommodate for this, a watershed activity reporting tool was created prior to the end of the 2000-01 fiscal year, and effective April 1, 2001, recipients of FRBC investments in WRP activities were required to report out annually on the investments by watershed.  The 2000-01 IMS watershed report was used to compare completed watershed activities against the RMP.  The IMS watershed report generated for this exercise did not identify the unit of measure for the completed activity outputs and has been left blank in the tracking spreadsheets.

The WRP tracking spreadsheets identify activities completed for 2000-01 for those watersheds identified in the RMP, as well as works completed in watersheds not identified in the RMP.

Identification of management unit issues similar to those discussed under Sustainable Harvest are also relevant for WRP activities entered into IMS.

Strengthening Sustainable Forest Management

The purpose of the 2000-01 regional planning process for the Strengthening Sustainable Forest Management objective was to identify and assess priorities for strategic “knowledge” needed to improve the timber supply (TSR) and the implementation of strategic land use plans (SLUP).  The outcome of the process was one regional RMP that identified the highest priority strategic knowledge gaps to be addressed over the next five years.

The FRBC IMS does not allow for identification of issues when completing SSFM activities within proponent workplans.  Therefore, there is no direct link between the SSFM activities identified in the IMS generated reports and the SSFM issues identified in the RMP’s.  For the most part and where applicable, SSFM activities in the IMS report were categorized by RMP issue as best as possible.  

Identification of management unit issues similar to those discussed under Sustainable Harvest are also relevant for SSFM activities entered into IMS.

APPENDIX 1 – STANDARDIZATION OF RMP COMPONENT PRIORITIES

An analysis of the RMP submissions showed that the prioritization of the resource needs varied between and within regions as well as within components. The inconsistencies are detailed below according to RMP component and clarifies the standardization used to track the RMP.

All projects that did not provide a priority indicator were given a Low priority. All projects with no 2000/01 funding requirements were deleted from the tracking spreadsheet.

Sustainable Harvest

SH priorities were standardized into High, Medium and Low.  All submissions except Nelson Region and Kalum, Morice, North Coast and Campbell River Forest Districts used the same priorities as provided in the guidelines. These priorities were standardized into the required High, Medium and Low as shown below:

Standardized Priority
Priority Used in Submissions

High 
1 / 2

Medium
3

Low
4, 5

Nelson Region and Morice Forest District used a priority ranking system consisting of Critical, High, Medium, Low and Very Low. These have been standardized to the above values as follows:

Standardized Priority
Priority Used in Submissions

High 
Critical / High

Medium
Medium

Low
Low, Very Low

Kalum and Campbell River Forest Districts used a 9-point scale instead of the recommended five. These have been standardized to the above values as follows:

Standardized Priority
Priority Used in Submissions

High 
1 / 2

Medium
3, 4

Low
5 - 9

North Coast Forest District used only High and Medium to indicate priorities.

Strengthening Sustainable Forest Management

All regions used different methods to assign priority to projects. Some used a system of ranking to show priority, while others used a High, Medium and Low system. Nelson Region used the standard system provided in the guidelines. Other regional systems were standardized to be consistent with other Components.

Cariboo used three different scales to rank projects. These were standardized as follows:


6 ranked projects
13 ranked projects
33 ranked projects

High
1 - 3
1 - 4
1 - 10

Medium
4, 5
5 - 9
11 - 23

Low
6
10 - 13
24 - 33

Kamloops and Vancouver used a priority setting system very close to the standardized format, but some changes were necessary:

Standardized Priority
Priority Used in Submissions

High
Very High / High

Medium
Medium

Low
Low, n/a

Prince Rupert used the same scale, except with Critical, High, Medium, Low and N/A. This was standardized using the same format as for Kamloops and Vancouver.

Prince George used 18 priorities to group projects which were then ranked within that priority.  The 18 priorities, and all the projects grouped within them, were standardized as follows:

Standardized Priority
Priority Used in Submissions

High
1 - 3

Medium
4 - 6

Low
7 - 18

Enhancing Environmental Values

All regions prepared the requested watershed priority tables, but not all prepared summaries of recommended watersheds, or did not provide funding information for recommended projects.  Activity information was only provided sporadically across regions and management units. 

All watersheds were given the same High, Medium and Low priorities used for the other components.  Cariboo already used a High and Low value and so no changes were made. 

Watersheds in the Kamloops Region were either priority watersheds or not.  Only priority watersheds were included in the tracking tables, and all were given a Medium priority. In the text of the RMP submission, mention is made of the most critical watersheds and these have been given a High priority.

For Nelson, all projects were indicated as critical, but 4 were ranked within this priority. Those ranked 1 were given a High priority, 2 a Medium and the remaining a Low priority.

Prince George watersheds were all considered key watersheds and all are given High priorities. Their EEV submission also included transitional watersheds as a priority for 2000/01 and have been included with a High priority.

Prince Rupert used a different ranking scale to indicate key watersheds for funding. This has been standardized as follows:

Standardized Priority
Priority Used in Submissions

High
H (top 20% of key watersheds)

Medium
K (key watershed, outside of 20%)

Low
L, TR, U (low priority, transition, work unlikely)

Vancouver watersheds were all key watersheds and all have been given a High priority.

The provision of activity descriptions was inconsistent, with only some regions, and some management units within regions, providing any indication of activity or stage of work.

Recreation 

Not all regions made submissions for the Recreation Program.  Cariboo, Nelson, Prince Rupert and Vancouver made submissions using the template provided.  All but Vancouver used High, Medium and Low to indicate priority.  These values were maintained.

Vancouver Region used a different scale to indicate project priority. Their 9-point scale was standardized as follows:

Standardized Priority
Priority Used in Submissions

High 
1 / 2

Medium
3, 4

Low
5 - 9

Road and Bridge Maintenance / Bridge Replacement

Cariboo, Nelson and Prince Rupert made submissions for both the Road and Bridge Maintenance and Bridge Replacement Programs. These submissions were consistent but at a level of detail too specific for tracking purposes. Project information was summarized by Forest Service Road or watershed where possible. In addition, funding requirements were provided by specific activities which made determining the activity easy, but determining the funding required more difficult and prone to error. 

Where provided, Risk was used to indicate priority. 

Forest Health Maintenance

Forest Health Maintenance activities were included in the Sustainable Harvest component of each region. These were all submitted on the standard tables (except for Nelson) and in a consistent format.

Current Fire and Pest

Current Fire and Pest activities were included in the Sustainable Harvest component of each region. These were all submitted on the standard tables (except for Nelson) and in a consistent format.
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