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Question 1:  Are riparian forestry and range practices effective in maintaining the structural integrity and functions (e.g. proper functioning condition) of aquatic ecosystems and their associated riparian areas over both short and long-terms? (Question F4, linkages to Questions – 34, 28, 30, 9, 21, 23)

Additional information for FREP Priority Evaluation Questions

Expected deliverables by March 31, 2005 if project funded:

1. Development and testing of core indicators for resource value

2. Development and testing of routine, extensive and intensive evaluation checklists (to answer evaluation question)

3. Rationale for indicators

4. Development and testing of data collection and analysis methodologies (for evaluation question)

Question
Response

1.  Refine your priority evaluation question based on any feedback you have received from stakeholders
Question as originally drafted by Resource Value Team for riparian/fish value:

Are riparian forestry and range practices effective in maintaining the structural integrity and functions of stream ecosystems and other aquatic resource features over both short and long-terms?
Question as modified by FREP contacts:

Are riparian forestry and range practices effective in maintaining the structural integrity and functions (e.g., proper functioning condition) of aquatic ecosystems and their associated riparian areas over both short and long-terms?

2.  How does this priority question link to FRPA objectives?
Our question is linked directly to the following FRPA Objectives:

Part 2 – Objectives: Division 1 (for Forest Stewardship Plans; Forest Planning and Practices Regulation)

Section 8 An objective set by government for water, fish, wildlife and biodiversity within riparian areas is, without unduly reducing the supply of timber from British Columbia’s forests, to conserve, across the landscape, the water quality, fish habitat, wildlife habitat and biodiversity associated with those riparian areas.

[See also: Section 123 “Factors relating to objective set by government for water, fish, wildlife and biodiversity in riparian areas”]

Division 2 (from the Range Planning and Practices regulation):

Section 6:

Paragraph (4) The objectives set by government in respect of water are as follows:

(a) maintain or improve water resources and riparian values;

(b) maintain or promote healthy riparian and upland areas;

(c) maintain or promote riparian vegetation that provides sufficient shade to maintain stream temperature within the natural range of variability;

(d) maintain naturally occurring, or promote desired riparian plant communities.
Paragraph (5) The objectives set by government in respect of fish are as follows:

(a) conserve fish, fish habitat and aquatic ecosystems;

(b) maintain riparian and aquatic function and habitat attributes;

(c) manage deleterious material so it does not adversely affect the conservation of fish, fish habitat and aquatic ecosystems.

3.  Can the deliverables above be completed by March 31, 2005?  What are the budget requirements?
All deliverables can be completed by March 31, 2005.

1 & 2.  Drafts of both routine-level and extensive level indicators have been generated for the riparian/fish value.  Some field testing has been done by FP Board (routine) and Canfor in TFL 37 (extensive) in 2003.  Full field testing and final development are yet to be completed (summer 2004).  Routine indicators may be ready for operational use by mid-summer (July).  Fieldwork for extensive indicators to be completed by end of September for extensive indicators.  Data analysis and reporting completed by October.  Total combined cost (as previously estimated) $50,000. 

3. A rationale has already been prepared for our draft indicators as part of “deliverable” 1 &  2 above.

4. Testing data collection methodologies and analyses are fully part of the testing described in 1 & 2.



4.  Are there any deliverables in addition to those listed above that can be accomplished by March 31, 2005?  If so, what are the $’s required?
Routine-level indicators may be ready for operational use by district staff in mid/late summer 2004.  Training will be needed for operational staff.  Training costs may be $15,000 (3 regions at about $5,000 per region to cover consultants fees and logistics for a 2-day training session).

5.  Comments or additional discussion?
The expression “core indicators” is new terminology.  We presume this refers to “basic” indicators that are recognizable at different levels of study; i.e., routine, extensive, and intensive levels.  This scaling does not work for all indicators.  Between the routine and extensive levels, sometimes different indicators are needed for the riparian/fish value.

Also, the division of these deliverables into 4 categories is quite artificial.  Developing a rationale for the indicators is fully integral with developing the indicators themselves.  Testing the data collection methodology is an inseparable component of testing the indicators in the field to determine practicability of the whole process.  

Question 2:   Is the structural retention (WT and CWD) left associated with cutblocks adequate to maintain habitat for dependent species at the site and across the landscape now and in the future? (Question B7, linkages to Questions – 13, 32, 21)

Additional information for FREP Priority Evaluation Questions

Expected deliverables by March 31, 2005 if project funded:

5. Development and testing of core indicators for resource value

6. Development and testing of routine, extensive and intensive evaluation checklists (to answer evaluation question)

7. Rationale for indicators

8. Development and testing of data collection and analysis methodologies (for evaluation question)

Question  2
Response

1.  Refine your priority evaluation question based on any feedback you have received from stakeholders
Minor amendment to question…. 

Is the Structural retention (WT and CWD) left associated with cutblocks adequate to maintain habitat for selected dependent species at the site and across the landscape now and in the future?

2.  How does this priority question link to FRPA objectives?
This directly relates to Section 9 Objective “The objective set by government for wildlife and biodiversity at the stand level is, without unduly reducing the supply of timber from British Columbia's forests, to retain wildlife trees.” And to  Section 66 and 68 of regulations.

3.  Can the deliverables above be completed by March 31, 2005?  What are the budget requirements?
Yes.  The WT and CWD will largely be done to the extensive level as part of the contract using board money this fiscal/early new fiscal.

Work needs to be done on more intensive indicators and testing.

Budget:  $20K

4.  Are there any deliverables in addition to those listed above that can be accomplished by March 31, 2005?  If so, what are the $’s required?
Yes.  Thresholds associated with CWD and WT for dependant species.  Literature review focusing on particular focal species such as Marten, Pileated Woodpecker, etc.

Budget  $20K – for preliminary work and compilation of data from existing reports.

5.  Comments or additional discussion?


Question 3:   What has been the impact of FPC on the tree species composition and levels of genetic diversity of forest stands harvested and regenerated prior to December, 2005, using October, 1987 to December 2003 as a benchmark, looking both at the;

- Forest Stand Level, and

- Landscape Level (TSA, SPZ/SPU, Region and Province)

(Question T1, linkages to Question – 8)

Additional information for FREP Priority Evaluation Questions

Expected deliverables by March 31, 2005 if project funded:

Development and testing of core indicators for resource value

Development and testing of routine, extensive and intensive evaluation checklists (to answer evaluation question)

Rationale for indicators

Development and testing of data collection and analysis methodologies (for evaluation question)

Question
Response

1.  Refine your priority evaluation question based on any feedback you have received from stakeholders
N/A

2.  How does this priority question link to FRPA objectives?
Developing benchmarks for tree species diversity and shifts in deployment of tree species and the use of genetically improved stock will have a tremendous impact on the approval of Forest Stewardship Plans.  DDMs will be able to track licensee performance in maintaining tree species diversity on the landscape as well as how much genetically improved stock is used versus naturals.  Tracking tree species shift over time can also provide the means of determining whether the health of second growth stands is being compromised by drastic species shifts to monocultures (e.g. Dothestroma in the Northwest (formerly Prince Rupert Region) where a lot of lodgepole pine stands were planted in the 1980’s and 1990’s).

3.  Can the deliverables above be completed by March 31, 2005?  What are the budget requirements?
Key bench marks for trends in tree species harvested and replaced on the landscape can be readily determined in Phase 1.  These benchmarks will be used in subsequent phases on this multi-year project to link forest health issues to trends towards monocultures and/or the reliance on natural versus genetically improved stock.  Phase 1 of this project also provides bench marks for shifts in tree species mix over time under FP Code by the use of natural versus genetically improved seed.  Data will be accessed from various government systems (RESULTS (formerly ISIS), SPAR, FTA, and CIMS)    Budget requirement  $50K


4.  Are there any deliverables in addition to those listed above that can be accomplished by March 31, 2005?  If so, what are the $’s required?
Additional work can be done to set bench marks on seed selection and seed transfer policies under the FP Code.   These bench marks will provide DDMs with the ability to track the trends under FSPs as well as impacts of these policies on current forest health of second growth stands.             Budget requirement   $30K

5.  Comments or additional discussion?
Phase 1 of this project for 2004/05 has the ability to establish critical bench marks for operations where DDM cans track the impacts of actual silvicultural practices signed off in Forest Stewardship Plans.  It is imperative to establish these benchmarks now to assist DDMs in approving FSPs

Question 4:    Are forest practices resulting in levels of site disturbance detrimental to soil productivity and hydrologic function? (Disturbance in NAR) (Question S32, linkages to Questions – 2, 7, 34, 29, 30, 6, 20, 25, 28)

Additional information for FREP Priority Evaluation Questions

Expected deliverables by March 31, 2005 if project funded:

9. Development and testing of core indicators for resource value

10. Development and testing of routine, extensive and intensive evaluation checklists (to answer evaluation question)

11. Rationale for indicators

12. Development and testing of data collection and analysis methodologies (for evaluation question)

Question
Response

1.  Refine your priority evaluation question based on any feedback you have received from stakeholders
N/A

2.  How does this priority question link to FRPA objectives?
The refinement and field testing of routine and extensive indicators that were developed by FP Branch this year will help set bench marks to assist DDMs in approving Forest Stewardship Plans.  These benchmarks will be instrumental in informing DDMs whether proposed licensee practices on the ground will have a negative impact on soil productivity and hydrologic function prior to signing FSPs

Other deliverables are the development and testing intensive indicators to validate soil sensitivity ratings and link resulting disturbance with productivity and soil biological function

3.  Can the deliverables above be completed by March 31, 2005?  What are the budget requirements?
Yes   Budget requirement   $80K

4.  Are there any deliverables in addition to those listed above that can be accomplished by March 31, 2005?  If so, what are the $’s required?
No

5.  Comments or additional discussion?


Question 5:   Is the amount and distribution of suitable habitat within protected areas or managed areas (OGMAs, WHAs, NCLB, WTPs) sufficient to maintain the species across its range now and over time?

(will select a specific species for evaluation) (Question W13, linkages to Questions – 11, 7, 8)

Additional information for FREP Priority Evaluation Questions

Expected deliverables by March 31, 2005 if project funded:

13. Development and testing of core indicators for resource value

14. Development and testing of routine, extensive and intensive evaluation checklists (to answer evaluation question)

15. Rationale for indicators

16. Development and testing of data collection and analysis methodologies (for evaluation question)

Question  5.
Response

1.  Refine your priority evaluation question based on any feedback you have received from stakeholders
Minor Change… Species still to be selected based on further consultation

Is the amount and distribution of suitable habitat within Protected areas, non-contributing landbase and managed areas(OGMA, WHA, UWR) sufficient to maintain the species within a spatially defined area now and over time?

2.  How does this priority question link to FRPA objectives?
Relates to Section 7 objective set by government for wildlife  Looks at whether sufficient habitat has been managed for a specific species classified under the section 7 objective.

3.  Can the deliverables above be completed by March 31, 2005?  What are the budget requirements?
The development and testing of core indicators checklists and rationale should be possible within 2004/05 fiscal.  Depending on the species selected field testing of data collection methods may not be possible as the field season may be missed delivering the first three steps.  Budget $50k  dependant on species selected 

4.  Are there any deliverables in addition to those listed above that can be accomplished by March 31, 2005?  If so, what are the $’s required?
Thresholds/baseline information from literature can be collected.

Budget $20 k.

5.  Comments or additional discussion?


Question 6:   Have forest practices increased the magnitude or frequency of bank erosion or stability, channel aggradation, channel widening, flooding? (Question W30, linkages to Questions – 4, 28, 6)   

Additional information for FREP Priority Evaluation Questions

Expected deliverables by March 31, 2005 if project funded:

17. Development and testing of core indicators for resource value

18. Development and testing of routine, extensive and intensive evaluation checklists (to answer evaluation question)

19. Rationale for indicators

20. Development and testing of data collection and analysis methodologies (for evaluation question)

Question
Response

1.  Refine your priority evaluation question based on any feedback you have received from stakeholders
Original Question: #6: Have forest practices altered the magnitude or frequency of bank erosion or stability, channel aggradation, channel widening, or flooding?

No additional feedback has been sought.

2.  How does this priority question link to FRPA objectives?

The objectives set by government for water that apply are as follows:


(a)
maintain or improve water resources;


(b)
maintain or promote healthy riparian and upland areas;


(c)
maintain or promote riparian vegetation that provides sufficient shade to maintain stream temperature within the natural range of variability;


(d)
maintain or promote desired riparian plant communities.



3.  Can the deliverables above be completed by March 31, 2005?  What are the budget requirements?
The short-term approach would be where more than one channel assessment procedure (CAP) has been carried out since 1995,  to compare results using the indicators used in the CAP. If there are an insufficient number with two assessments, then field work n 2004 would have to be undertaken. Budget would be $30 to $50k, depending on how many watersheds there are and how much field work would be needed.

4.  Are there any deliverables in addition to those listed above that can be accomplished by March 31, 2005?  If so, what are the $’s required?
Routine-level indicators may be ready for operational use by district staff in mid/late summer 2004, depending on results from a contract that is currently underway.  Training will be needed for operational staff.  Training costs may be $15,000 (3 regions at about $5,000 per region to cover consultants fees and logistics for a 2-day training session).

5.  Comments or additional discussion?
Information obtained from this question can be used to support priority questions #1 functions of aquatic ecosystems) and #4 (hydrologic function).

Question 7:   Are range practices resulting in reduced quality and quantity of forage? (Question R24, linkages to Question – 12)   

Expected deliverables by March 31, 2005 if project funded:

Development and testing of core indicators for resource value

Development and testing of routine, extensive and intensive evaluation checklists (to answer evaluation question)

Rationale for indicators

Development and testing of data collection and analysis methodologies (for evaluation question)

Question
Response

1.  Refine your priority evaluation question based on any feedback you have received from stakeholders
N/A

2.  How does this priority question link to FRPA objectives?
Directly to forage and associated plant communities and also to habitat and forage for wildlife including wild ungulates.

3.  Can the deliverables above be completed by March 31, 2005?  What are the budget requirements?
Yes. But it is an ongoing project requiring annual funding.  $20,000 per year.  A production monitoring protocol with results from 10 monitoring plots in 2004/05.  For measuring quality of forage an addition $5K would be needed

See next page.



4.  Are there any deliverables in addition to those listed above that can be accomplished by March 31, 2005?  If so, what are the $’s required?
No.

5.  Comments or additional discussion?
Need to begin by May 2004.  This project would be led by Rick Tucker in SIR.

Questions 7  --  Are  range practices resulting in reduced quality and quantity of forage?

Project outline

Test:

H1: The forage production inside an exclosure is the same as outside of the exclosure

H2: The forage production inside exclosures of the same site type is the same regardless of the time since exclusion.  

OR  There is no interaction between the time an exclosure has excluded cattle and the difference between forage production inside and outside of the exclosure.

Method for H1

Place 5 ½ m plots randomly within a 10 X 10m grid inside and outside of the exclosure.  The gird will cover the same site type inside and outside of the exclosure.

Place utilisation cages over the outside plots prior to grazing.

Clip plots after summer growth, inside and outside of an exclosure at the designated stubble height (proper use) and at the ground (total above ground production).

Separate forage to species (grouping minor species)

Weigh dried clippings.  

Report average weight by species inside and outside (proper use and total).

Report average total forage weight inside and outside (proper use and total).

Repeat for 3 years

Questions: Does this need to be done at more than one exclosure of a type to get replication?  

Answer:  In the short term no.  We will make the huge assumption that the site represents the type and instead put our efforts in redoing the clipping at different site types.

Cost per site:

Grid layout and first placement of cages Staff time 1 day per site (travel extra)

Clipping 2 days per site not including travel.



           $1500

Drying and weighing and data entry ½ day per site



$ 300

Analysis, interpretation and extension Staff time hard to estimate

Cages already built so no additional cost  

Misc.









$200

Total









$2000 per site

Estimated Annual costs

5 sites per region per year @ $2,000 per site   



$20,000

