1.  RESOURCE:  TIMBER

TIMBER RESOURCE VALUE QUESTIONS

The Ministry of Forests has initiated a FRPA Resource Evaluation Program (FREP) to assess the impacts of FRPA legislation, standards, policy and practices on 11 key resource values in the province.  11 Resource Value teams have been each been tasked with developing 3-4 high priority evaluation questions relative to their respective resource value.  The three questions presented in this document are for the Timber Resource value.

Overarching Timber Resource Value Questions:

1. What are the impacts of FRPA legislation, standards, policy and practices on species and genetic diversity of forest stands at free growing, relative to stands harvested prior to and after December, 2005?

2. What are the impacts of FRPA legislation, standards, policy and practices on forest productivity (merchantable timber volume, value, and availability) of forest stands at free growing, relative to stands harvested prior to and after December, 2005?

3. What are the impacts of FRPA legislation, standards, policy and practices on forest health of forest stands at free growing, relative to stands harvested prior to and after December, 2005?

Phase One:

In order to determine the impact of FRPA on species and genetic diversity, forest productivity (merchantable timber volume, value, and availability), and forest health, 

Phase 1 of a two-phase program will establish benchmarks of current standards and practices established under the Forest Practices Code (FPC) for comparison.  Sufficient data is available on species, species mix, genetic worth, stocking standards, and forest health conditions from October, 1987 to December, 2003 to facilitate the establishment of key benchmarks.  

Three questions posed in Phase 1 are:
1. 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)
2. What has been the impact of FPC on forest productivity (merchantable timber volume, value, and availability) 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)

3. What has been the impact of FPC on the health of forest stands harvested and regenerated prior to December, 2005, using October, 1978 to December, 2003 as a benchmark, looking both at the:

· Forest Stand Level, and

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

Specific project questions to answer above questions will be based on:

· Resource stewardship
· TSR assumptions
· Criteria & Indicators, and
· Impact to/ integration with other FRPA values (e.g. Biodiversity)
Phase Two:  

Phase 1 will establish comparative benchmarks for comparison of BMPs established under the FPC with BMPs established under FRPA.  Phase 2 of the program will conduct evaluations to assess the impacts of FRPA legislation, standards, policy and practices on:

· species, species composition, genetic diversity, 

· use of genetically improved seed, natural vs artificial reforestation, 

· forest productivity (merchantable timber volume, value, and timber availability), and 

· forest health 

of forest stands at free growing, relative to stands harvested on or after December, 2005.

2. RESOURCE:  FISH – VALUE  




FISH RESOURCE VALUE QUESTIONS – Ranked Priorities

The following priority questions are specific to evaluating the effectiveness of the regulations and standards within the Forest and Range Practices Act (FRPA), and practices under the Code consistent with FRPA requirements.  Given the interconnectivity of aquatic ecosystems and fish habitats within drainage basins, interpretations of effectiveness are relevant not only in the context of site-specific management, but also in terms of downstream or downslope effects, and at broader spatial scales encompassing the whole watershed.

1. 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?

Notes:

· Class S4, S5, and S6 streams as well as other habitats (e.g., fisheries sensitive zones) where riparian reserves and tree retention targets are not required by regulation are a high priority subset for evaluation.

· Streams and other waterbodies with mandatory reserves are presumed to be at lower risk, but effectiveness has never been confirmed by formal assessments.

2. Are forest road stream crossings or other forestry practices maintaining connectivity of fish habitats?

Notes:

· Connectivity and fragmentation of fish habitats are to be assessed relative to the effects on fish distribution caused by impediments or barriers to fish passage.

3. Are forestry practices including those for road systems preserving aquatic habitats by maintaining hillslope sediment supply and the sediment regimes of streams and other aquatic ecosystems?

Notes:

· There are clear linkages and overlaps with indicators and methods relevant for the Soils Value.

· The focused priority of this question is bed load sediment regimes.

3/4.  RESOURCE:  BIODIVERSITY/WILDLIFE

BIODIVERSITY/WILDLIFE RESOURCE VALUE QUESTIONS

RANKING CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION QUESTIONS – Guidelines… Our group considered the SMART criteria when developing the Wildlife and Biodiversity Questions; however as a group the feeling was that the smart criteria are better applied to each of the indicators which will flow from the sub-questions.  These sub-questions will lead directly to the indicators.

This list of questions has yet to be reviewed.  We are proposing that the questions be sent to Mike Fenger (MWLAP), Tory Stevens (MWLAP), Craig Delong (MoF), Dale Seip (MoF), Walt Klenner (MoF), Don Heppner (MoF), John Deal (Canfor), Wayne Wall (Interfor), Laurie Kremsater (UBC), Doug Janz (MWLAP), Kari Stewart-Smith, Scott McNay.  This review will take place over Christmas and into Mid January.

BIODIVERSITY RESOURCE VALUE QUESTIONS – Ranked Priorities

1.  Is the structural retention (WT and CWD) left associated with cutblocks adequate to maintain habitat for dependant species at the site and across the landscape now and in the future.
2.  Are ecosystems being represented across the landscape in time and space?

Notes:

Within this question a series of questions would exist such as …. Is there adequate old growth protected in the landscape?  How fragmented is the landscape?  What is the current seral stage distribution and how does it relate to the predicted natural distribution?

3.   Is riparian retention adequate to maintain the structures and function necessary for wildlife?  

Notes:

· Within this question a series of sub-questions exist dealing with 1. Does the riparian area maintain natural microclimatic conditions?  Are stand structural elements present now and in the future (i.e. wildlife trees, cwd, shrubs etc.)?  Are forest practices maintaining natural connectivity of riparian areas?

· There are clear linkages and overlaps with indicators and methods relevant to the fish value and potentially water.

WILDLIFE RESOURCE VALUE QUESTIONS – Ranked Priorities

1. Do ungulate winter ranges (UWRs) maintain the habitats, structures and functions (e.g., thermal cover, security cover, and forage) necessary to ensure winter survival of ungulates now and over time?

· Note: Will select a specific species for evaluation.

2. Do wildlife habitat areas (WHAs) maintain the habitats, structures and functions necessary to meet the goal of the WHA (e.g., maintain successful nesting) now and over time?

· Note: Will select a specific species for evaluation.

3. Is the amount and distribution of suitable winter habitat within UWRs sufficient to maintain the ungulate carrying capacity within the landscape and over time? 

· Note: Will select a specific species for evaluation.

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

· Note: Will select a specific species for evaluation.

5.  RESOURCE:  VISUAL QUALITY

VISUAL QUALITY RESOURCE VALUE QUESTIONS

No other attachments besides the table

6.  RESOURCE:  RESOURCE FEATURES

RESOURCE FEATURES RESOURCE VALUE QUESTIONS

Peter to insert section on Karst

7.  RESOURCE:  RANGE

RANGE RESOURCE VALUE QUESTIONS

Ranking Criteria for Evaluation Questions

Rangeland health
 is defined as the degree to which the soils and ecological processes of rangeland systems are sustained (Figure 1).

Ecosystem Processes
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Figure 1.  The ecosystem processes functioning in rangelands.

(Source:  Upland and Riparian Remedial Measures Primer.  Range Section, MOF)

There are five questions from which more detailed evaluations will flow:

1. Plant succession. Are range practices impeding desired plant succession?

2. Water/Hydrological Cycle.  Are range practices impeding water cycle/hydrological function?

3. Mineral/Soils.   Are range practices resulting in soils loss and/or degradation?

4. Energy (photosynthesis/production).  Are range practices resulting in reduced quality and quantity of forage?

5. Wildlife and wildlife habitat. Are range practices resulting in a decline in the presence and abundance of wildlife?

8.  RESOURCE:  CULTURAL HERITAGE RESOURCES

CULTURALHERITAGE RESOURCES RESOURCE VALUE QUESTIONS

No other attachments besides the table

9.  RESOURCE:  WATER

WATER RESOURCE VALUE QUESTIONS

FRPA Water Effectiveness Evaluation Questions

Workshop Results

Dec 19, 2003

A.  Priority Questions 

1.  Are range practices adequate to maintain “proper functioning condition” in riparian areas?

2.  Have forest practices caused sedimentation or turbidity to

· interfere with treatment

· increase treatment costs

· damage the intake

3.  Have forest practices increased the magnitude or frequency of:

· bank erosion or instability

· channel aggradation

· channel widening

· flooding

4.  Are forest and range practices increasing the risk of drinking water health hazards?

5.  Has the cumulative hydrologic effect of forest activities resulted in changes in channel morphology and stability?

6.  Are road practices increasing the frequency of exceedances of drinking water quality guidelines compared to watersheds without roads.

7. Are riparian management strategies under the FRPA effectively maintaining channel bank integrity in community watersheds?

b.  Other evaluation questions

Following are other questions posed during and following the workshop that were not captured by the priority questions.

Quality

· Does the 100m setback protect against contamination from forest and range activities?

· Do soil conservation practices minimize the transport of additional nutrients into the watercourse?

· Do forest practices under FRPA maintain water quality parameters such as turbidity and temperature (within the range of natural variability)?

Temperature

· Do riparian zones allow for water temperature recovery in temperature sensitive streams?

· What is the cumulative effect of riparian harvest in a watershed on water temperatures at the water intake in a community watershed?

Riparian

· Do stream crossings and structures maintain effective riparian function?

· Are forest practices under FRPA effectively protecting headwater and small streams?

· Are range activities diverted from riparian areas?

· What % of riparian area is in proper functioning condition.?

Channel Change

· Did forest practices protect against aggradation, bank erosion, widening; and flooding?

· Have changes in high flows increased channel erosion?

· Are current practices maintaining or improving stream bank integrity?

Flow

· Are flows adequate for water purveyors in Community Watersheds to be able to withdraw their licensed volumes of water every month of the year?

· What change in the magnitude of peak flow results in unacceptable changes in water quality from channel/bank scour?

· Is timing and quantity affecting the need for new or improved water supply infrastructure?

· Do forest practices alter flows to the extent that limits human use or alters aquatic populations?

· Under what circumstances do forest practices result in reductions in late-summer stream discharge?

· Do stream crossing structures (bridges and culverts) under the FRPA adequately convey flows and debris to the 1:100 yr level?

Cumulative Hydrologic Effects

· Are turbidity levels in community watersheds getting larger, smaller, or staying the same?

· What is the cumulative effect of riparian harvest in the headwaters (S4 and S5 streams) of a watershed on water temperatures in the fish-bearing reaches?

Hydrologic function

· Have forest practices changed surface or subsurface hydrologic flowpaths?

· Do forest practices reduce the porosity, permeability, or moisture retention capability of soils?

· Are current practices contributing to landslides and debris flows and the introduction of sediment into a watercourse?

Miscellaneous

· What are the potential effects of forest practices under the FRPA on water quality, quantity and timing of flow?

· Is water quality the same after forestry as before?

· Are water resources, (e.g., timing and flow) the same during range use?

C.  Research and Technical Questions

Some of the questions posed appeared to be more appropriately answered though research or more focused technical inquiry.

Technical

· Can easily measured and reported water quality objectives be established

· What are the priority water quality indicators that need to be measured.

· Can actual resource values (i.e. economic values) be more realistically used in establishing use and protection of water?

· How can the results of water quality monitoring be effectively used and reported.

· What are the functions in riparian areas that will be protected?

· How do we measure appropriate riparian setbacks?

· Do BMPs cost too much relative to the benefit?

Research

· How do we measure cumulative impacts in watersheds?

· Does reduction in large streamside woody debris affect proper functioning condition?

· Does the reduction of road crossings significantly reduce sediment load to receiving waters.

· How is “proper functioning” defined with respect to woody debris recruitment?

· Which water quality parameters have the most impact on health

· How much data is needed to separate water quality natural variability from forestry impacts?

· Can we identify relative contribution of impact from particular activities?

· What is the incremental effect of harvesting in burned catchments?

· Do cumulative hydrologic effects alter the watershed’s natural hydrologic regime?

Garth Webber Atkins, MSc. RPF

Watershed Policy Specialist

Forest Practices Branch

Ministry of Forests
Les Swain, PEng 

Water Quality Monitoring Specialist

Water, Air and Climate Change Branch

Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection

10. RESOURCE:  RECREATION

RECREATION RESOURCE VALUE QUESTIONS

FRPA Evaluation Program

2004/05

Introduction:

Recreation, one of the 11 resource values identified in FRPA consists of 2 components: 

1. recreation resource management – the identification, protection and management of the Provincial Forest recreation resource.

2. recreation use management – the provision of safe, sanitary, socially acceptable and environmentally sound recreation sites and recreation trails for public use

For the past several years the management of recreation sites and trails has been at a cross-roads. Despite the introduction of numerous new and innovative strategies, sites and trails remain the most important recreation management issue within the ministry. In recognition of this fact and the limited number recreation staff, a single evaluation question for recreation use management is proposed. 

Evaluation Question

Are recreation sites and trails providing healthy and safe recreation experiences?

Background:

In 2002 the MOF introduced a strategy to manage and maintain recreation sites and trails in partnership with community groups, outdoor clubs, forest companies, First Nations, regional districts and others. Recreation sites and trails not managed under partnership agreement would be maintained by users. To date approximately 450 recreation sites and 150 trails are managed under agreements, the remainder, about 800 sites and 400 trails, are user maintained. There is a growing concern that user satisfaction, infrastructure and environmental conditions at recreation sites and trails are deteriorating. For example, about 75% of the user maintained sites are no longer believed to be safe, sanitary or environmentally sound, and about 30% of the recreation sites under partnership agreements are at risk of failing.

As the following table illustrates, next fiscal year’s budget for managing recreation sites and trails will be 92% less than it was in 2001/02 and 72% less than this year’s budget.

Fiscal Year
Operational Dollars
FTEs

2001/02
$3,000,000
50

2002/03
$1,600,000
50

2003/04
$880,000
12

2004/05
$250,000
7

Despite the reduced funding and staffing, government has expressed a commitment to deliver the recreation site and trail program.  For example, the Premier expressed this commitment to the Union of BC Municipalities earlier this year.

Estimated time required to answer question

The evaluation will take 2 years. In the first year, a general recreation site/trail user satisfaction survey will be carried out as part of the Ipsos-Reid Poll, (a province-wide telephone survey of public opinion in BC) and recreation site/trail inspection information collected to date will be collated and analyzed.  

In the second year a comprehensive province wide survey of recreation site and trail users will be carried out to assess public preferences for recreation sites and trails and a sample of recreation sites and trails will be inspected to assess infrastructure and environmental conditions.

Geographic location

Province wide

Estimated resources

No additional FTE’s are required to answer this question. Project tasks will be completed under contract.

Year 1 

Ipsos-Reid survey 








$5,000

Collation/Analysis of risk assessment/inspection information


$10,000

Survey design for 2nd phase of project





$10,000
Total










$25,000

Year 2

Provincial mail survey







$50,000

Inspection of a sample of recreation sites and trails




$100,000

Total










$150,000

Have indicators been developed?

Yes. A formal study to assess public preferences for recreation sites carried out in 1992 provides a baseline to compare current user satisfaction and various assessment procedures are available to measure infrastructure and environmental conditions e.g. hazard tree assessment

Priority Ranking

High

Submitted by

Bill Marshall, Forest Recreation Officer,

Forest practices Branch

November 28, 2003

11.  RESOURCE:  SOILS

SOILS RESOURCE VALUE QUESTIONS

No other attachments besides the tables and this email information.

We have cleaned up the spreadsheet a bit (the three main questions and budget requests remain the same). The clean-up includes: to clarify products in once case, to reduce it's size by reducing redundancies in the more detailed questions, and by changing the order of these so the more general questions appear first under each sub-value.

Readers should recognize that because this is Effectiveness Evaluation, we have included terms not included in the current construct of FRPA, such as "soil stewardship", subsurface drainage, gullies in the Interior, and snow avalanches. This is in recognition of the fact that we need to be checking not just if our policy is working, but are the underlying assumptions correct? A number of assumptions have been made about the status of these sub-value questions, and these need to be tested to address the Ministry's stewardship mandate.

Look forward to hearing about how the overall EE process is fitting together and about funding possibilities for our questions.

In the interim, a number of us are contemplating developing a "Continual Improvement" model for the Soil Value, likely in the three theme areas of Terrain, Access Structures, and Disturbance in the NAR.... 

ACTION: Anyone interested in the Continual Improvement development, please contact myself, thx!

� Source:  Busbee, F.E.  1994.  Rangeland Health.  New methods to classify, inventory and monitor rangelands.  NRC.  Washington D.C.
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