FREP Resource Value Question Ranking Meeting

Marriott Airport Hotel

January 29, 2004   9:-3:00 pm.

Attendees:  Rick Ellis, Peter Bradford, Denis Collins, Shirley Mah, Brian Nyberg, Ken Soneff, Gerry Still, Richard Thompson, Frank Barber

1. Goals for this meeting

The goal of this meeting is to come up with 7 top priority questions for the FREP to derive and implement specific projects (given appropriate funding) that will answer these questions.

2. Survey Methodology

The first round ranking of RV priority questions was accomplished by means of a mail-out spreadsheet package sent to all FREWG members.  The mail-out package contained directions for completing the tables.  Completed tables within the package were sent back and tallied for use at the Jan 29th meeting as a starting point.  A few disclaimers about the first round ranking are as follows:

i) Each region was given two votes

ii) Research Branch has 2 votes,  Forest Practices Branch had 3 votes

iii) Resource Tenures & Engineering Branch had 1 vote

iv) WLAP was given 2 votes

v) MSRM was given two votes but did not submit any ranked tables

vi) Yvonne Parkinson was not available to complete the tables therefore Wayne Martin’s rankings were submitted twice to constitute 2 votes from Northern Interior Region.

vii) Greg Jone’s did not submit his ranking tables therefore Richard Thompsons rankings were submitted twice to constitute 2 votes from WLAP.

viii) Charlie Western of RTEB submitted tables 1 and 2 but not table 3.  Figure 3 summary therefore does not include RTEB’s contribution.

The second round of ranking was agreed to at the Jan 29th meeting and is discussed in sections 4 and 5.

3.
Survey Results

i) Values – Table 1 was discussed.  Disclaimers in (2) above were made when discussing this table.  The table 1 figure clearly demonstrated the ranking of the resource values:  Biodiversity (16 votes), Wildlife and Water (12), Soils (9), Timber and Fish (8), Range (5), the rest (0).

From Figure 1, only seven (7) of the eleven (11) resource values had votes.  This provided a means to finetune the ranking process by only focusing on these resource values with votes.  The top 7 Resource Values were then ranked into 3 groups:

T3  =  Biodiversity


Wildlife


Water

T6  =  Timber


Fish


Soils

T9  =  Range

ii) Questions/Value -- Table 2 and Figure 2 were discussed looking at the highest ranked question in each resource value.  It is important to keep in mind that you cannot use Table 2 or Figure 2 to compare between resource values for number of votes.  The group looked at all 11 resource values to see if there were some really high ranked questions in the 4 resource values that didn’t receive any votes in the first round of ranking.

iii) Questions -- Table 3 and Figure 3 (in combination with Table 2 and Figure 2) provided the ability to determine the highest priority questions within each of the 7 top ranked Resource Values.  

4. 
Interpretation/Discussion

The FREWG members at the meeting agreed to follow specific criteria for selecting the highest priority questions;

· Selection of one question per resource value

· Selecting only from the top 7 Resource Values from (i) above

· Use the linkages table to assist in question ranking per value.  The more linkages to other questions combined with a higher initial ranking by the working group further increased the question’s ranking.

· Selection of the 7 priority questions will need further refining prior to submission to JMC

· There will be a determination of which Region/District/Branch will take the lead on a priority question

· Equity between regions on priority questions.  WA30 was selected over WA28 as WA30 applied to all 3 regions.  WA28 could be included into F4.

· It is understood that projects coming out of these chosen questions over the next 2 years will still be evaluating Code practices and will provide a baseline for FRPA evaluations.

5.
Agreement on Top Priority Projects (Top 7--- up to $400K0

The seven (7) priority questions chosen by FREWG members present at the meeting are coded in the first column of the table below.  The linkages of these questions to other questions (by question number) are in the right hand column:

RV Priority Evaluation Question
Linkages to other RV questions

F4
9, 20,21, 23, 28, 30, 34

T1
8

B7
13, 21, 32

W13
7, 8, 11

R24
12

WA30
4, 6, 28

S32
2, 6, 7, 20, 29, 30, 34

Included below (also attached in email) are the 7 top ranked resource value questions chosen by FREWG members at the meeting.  It was decided that they would not be presented by resource value but as a list of 7 questions ranked highest to lowest.

It was also agreed by the members present that in the choosing and ranking of these questions and the subsequent development and implementation of projects from these questions that environmental concerns would be given priority over social concerns.  The 7 questions are as follows:

_____________________________________________________________

FREP top 7 Ranked Resource Value Priority Questions

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)

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)

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)

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)

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)

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)   

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

_____________________________________________________________

The table below (also attached in email) summarizes the funding of the top 7 questions.
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Table 1

Table 2

Table 3

Project 

Proposed

Priority

Priority Question

Priority 

Overall 

Program

Question

Budget $K

Value

per Value

Question

Priority T3

Priority T6

Priority T9

Budget

1

T1

50

t6

1

t6

1

2

T2

50

t6

t9

3

T3

50

t6

t9

4

F4

95

t6

1

t1

1

5

F5

90

t6

6

F6

80

t6

7

B7

30

t3

1

t6

1

8

B8

30

t3

t6

9

B9

80

t3

t6

10

W10

30

t3

11

W11

30

t3

12

W12

20

t3

13

W13

30

t3

1

t9

1

14

V14

25

1

15

V15

15

16

V16

25

17

V17

20

18

V18

25

19

V19

25

20

RF20

50

1

21

RF21

50

1

22

R22

170

t7

23

R23

30

t7

24

R24

20

t7

1

1

25

R25

7

t7

26

R26

10

t7

27

CH27

40

1

28

WA28

40

t3

1

29

WA29

35

t3

30

WA30

50

t3

1

1

31

RE31

25

1

32

S32

80

t6

1

t6

1

33

S33

30

t6

34

S34

40

t6

t9

Totals

1477

125

130

100

355


A program for 2004/05 that would fund the top 7 questions above (based on 1st year cost estimates from RVTLs) would be approximately $355K.  This table provides the ability to scale up or down projects to address these priority questions based on funding available.

Next Steps:

1. Follow-up Jan 29th meeting with Feb 2nd conference call.  Update other FREWG members about Jan 29th meeting.  A question was raised whether we had focused on selecting the right questions.  Have we got the 7 top ranked questions that address the “highest cost” or “highest risk” related to the implementation of FRPA?  Action:  Feedback from working group members not at Jan 29th meeting.  Do these 7 questions address the “highest cost or risk” related to implementing FRPA?

2.
Peter talked with Fish/Water and got them to agree to replace WA28 with WA30 and incorporate WA28 into F4.  At the meeting WA28 was ranked the highest by the water resource team and was initially included as one of the top 7 priority questions.  This question, however, had little relevance to coastal region.  WA28 could also be covered off by slightly re-wording the F4 question.  WA30, which was ranked higher by FREWG and has relevance to all three regions was substituted in place of WA28.

2. Inform the RVTLs of the priority questions.  This will provide time for the successful RV teams to revise/flesh out their questions some more prior to the questions being sent to JMC.  Have to determine process.  RVTLs will also have to start formulating project(s) to answer these top ranked questions.

· Refine question – (how does this question link to FRPA?  What will we buy (deliverables) by answering this question?  How much will it cost?  Need question revisions prior to meeting with JMC.

· How will you answer this question?  (methods, indicators, etc)

· Develop, test and refine methodologies and indicators (routine, extensive, intensive)

· Document rationale

· Mobilise resources

Have to develop an iterative process between FREWG and the RVTLs through the proposal development phase as well as other phases of indicator/methodology testing and project implementation.

4.
How do we get useful feedback from JMC and PAC?  We have to ensure we provide JMC and PAC with enough information and ask the right questions for them to give us feedback and direction.  Ask if they have other priorities that are higher than the 7 questions proposed by FREWG.

5. Brief Gary Townsend on history of FREP and where we are todate.  Do this prior to next JMC meeting.

6. Update Sponsor on priority questions after meeting with JMC

7. Develop Report (evaluation project results) report template

8. Training of routine/extensive indicators to field staff (e.g. checklists available and training on how to use them)

9. EE course delivery

10. Presentation of RVTL top 7 priority question projects to JMC.  Projects proposed to answer the top 7 ranked questions will be presented to JMC for approval.  Proposals will include strategies for development and testing of indicators and methodologies.  It is anticipated that the first year of each project will be dedicated to the development and testing of methodologies and indicators.  $60-$80K per questions to develop all 3 levels of indicators is not unreasonable.

Next meeting:  Feb 2, 2004.  Time:  10:30 – 12:00 noon.  

Dial in information:

Participants:  Dial in 250-952-6830  pass code 5721#

Peter/Brian    Dial in 250-952-6870  pass code 5721#
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Instructions

		FREWG  Resource Value Ranking Package   January 12, 2004

		Instructions:

		The ranking package process goes as follows.  Frank will send out the package to all FREWG team

		members (this is the package).  The three attached tables are to be filled in following the instructions

		below.  The completed package must be sent back to Frank on Jan 22nd at the latest.  Frank will

		summarize everyones responses and send back a summary to FREWG team members prior (Jan 27th) to the meeting

		in Richmond on Jan 29th.  The summary results from this package will be used to focus our discussions

		for the next round of ranking in Richmond.

		The linkages spreadsheet is meant to show potential linkages between the 34 resource values.  It does

		not mean that the questions are the same but that there is a potential connection between them.

		Table 1:		(choose at most 5 out of the 11 resource values)

		1.  Each FREWG team member votes for what they believe are the top 5 resource values

		2.  Ranking is based on the following criteria:

				a)  your perceived risk to the resource value under FRPA

				b)  your percetion level of public concern for the resource value

		3.  If you feel strongly about a resource value you may vote for it more than once

		4.  When filling in the matrix put a "1" in the boxes corresponding to the resource value under your initials

		5.  You may put a "2" or higher (up to "5") for one resource value but you only get 5 votes total

		It's like the red dots…you only get 5 dots…where you put them is up to you!

		Table 2:		(choose only 1 question for each of the 11 resource values)

		1.  Each FREWG team member votes for what they believe is the highest priority question in each of the 11 resource values

		2.  Ranking is based on the following criteria:

				a)  your professional judgement, and/or

				b)  the evaluation criteria in the template sent out previously and the discussion on the Jan 8th conference call

		3.  When filling in the matrix put a "1" in the boxes corresponding to the resource value question under your initials

		4.  You get 11 votes and only 1 vote per resource value

		Table 3:		(choose the 10 highest priority questions regardless of resource value)

		1.  Each FREWG team member votes for what they believe are the 10 highest priority questions regardless of resource values

		2.  Ranking is based on the following criteria:

				a)  your professional judgement, and/or

				b)  the evaluation criteria in the template sent out previously and the discussion on the Jan 8th conference call

		3.  When filling in the matrix put a "1" in the boxes corresponding to the resource value question under your initials

		4.  You get 10 votes total but you may vote for one question more than once





linkages spreadsheet

		Project Linkages

		Question		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		11		12		13		14		15		16		17		18		19		20		21		22		23		24		25		26		27		28		29		30		31		32		33		34

		1

		2

		3

		4																		x																						x		x				x

		5																																								x		x

		6																																								x		x																		x								x

		7																																										x

		8																										x														x		x

		9								x																																x		x														x

		10																								x

		11

		12																				x																																x

		13																x

		14

		15

		16

		17

		18

		19

		20								x		x		x				x		x

		21								x		x		x		x		x		x

		22

		23								x																																																x

		24

		25																																																																x

		26																								x

		27

		28																		x																												x																		x

		29

		30												x

		31

		32																																																		x						x

		33

		34												x
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		Timber

		Fish

		Biodiversity

		Wildlife

		Visual Quality

		Res. Features

		Range

		Cult. Heritage

		Water

		Recreation

		Soils



FRPA Resource Values

Ranking

Resource Value Ranking by FREWG

7

6

12

9

0

0

4

0

9

0

8



Table 2

				Table 4:  Summary of Priorities

								Table 1		Table 2		Table 3

				Project		Proposed		Priority		Priority Question		Priority		Overall						Program

				Question		Budget $K		Value		per Value		Question		Priority T3		Priority T6		Priority T9		Budget

		1		T1		50		t6		1		t6				1												0		50		0

		2		T2		50		t6				t9																0		0		0

		3		T3		50		t6				t9																0		0		0

		4		F4		95		t6		1		t1		1														95		0		0

		5		F5		90		t6																				0		0		0

		6		F6		80		t6																				0		0		0

		7		B7		30		t3		1		t6		1														30		0		0

		8		B8		30		t3				t6																0		0		0

		9		B9		80		t3				t6																0		0		0

		10		W10		30		t3																				0		0		0

		11		W11		30		t3																				0		0		0

		12		W12		20		t3																				0		0		0

		13		W13		30		t3		1		t9						1										0		0		30

		14		V14		25				1																		0		0		0

		15		V15		15																						0		0		0

		16		V16		25																						0		0		0

		17		V17		20																						0		0		0

		18		V18		25																						0		0		0

		19		V19		25																						0		0		0

		20		RF20		50				1																		0		0		0

		21		RF21		50				1																		0		0		0

		22		R22		170		t7																				0		0		0

		23		R23		30		t7																				0		0		0

		24		R24		20		t7		1								1										0		0		20

		25		R25		7		t7																				0		0		0

		26		R26		10		t7																				0		0		0

		27		CH27		40				1																		0		0		0

		28		WA28		40		t3		1																		0		0		0

		29		WA29		35		t3																				0		0		0

		30		WA30		50		t3		1								1										0		0		50

		31		RE31		25				1																		0		0		0

		32		S32		80		t6		1		t6				1												0		80		0

		33		S33		30		t6																				0		0		0

		34		S34		40		t6				t9																0		0		0

				Totals		1477								125		130		100		355								125		130		100
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