


Interior Silviculture Sub-Committee (ISSC) Minutes
Conference Call, April 3, 2018
Attendance: 
· Present: Bill Laing, Bryce Bancroft, David Jackson, Darcy Lillico, Greg Jorgenson, Kori Vernier, Larry Fielding, Miodrag Tkalec, Paul Rehsler, Roger Powell, Todd Schmidt, Mari Schenkeveld
· Regrets/Absent: Carolyn Stevens, Catherine Bealle Statland, Grant Glessing, Megan Hanacek, Nina Sigloch
Meeting started at 10:30 a.m.
Kori confirmed attendance.  Megan Hanacek may be leaving the Committee since she has taken on a new position.  Action (1-0403): Paul will confirm with Megan regarding her plans with the ISSC.
We have two guest speakers, Greg Jorgenson, and Bryce Bancroft.                                     
Meeting Minutes and Actions:  
Kori Vernier reviewed the Action items Tracking Sheet from February:
· Kori skipped over Actions 1-3, which are already agenda items or are being followed up.
· Action 4 (23-1116) “Kori will forward information from the FGC”.   This item will be removed since the update was for Kori to contact Brendan directly for information, and similar with Action 11: “Kori to contact Brendan for the seed analysis”.
· Action 5 (1-1218): FFT program to provide strategic reforestation direction to Licencees after Treasury Board approval is received. – No updates.
· Action 6 (2-1218): Paul to explore the implications of both S108 and FES funding for the same block. – No updates, although Dan Peterson said that from the carbon perspective, applications can be made for increased plant densities for funding on obligation blocks.  
· Action 7 (3-1218): “Add CBST updates to future Agendas”. This was not on today’s agenda, but will be on future agendas. Updates to the Chief Forester’s Standards will be approved on April 6th, so it will be in place for August 6th for this year’s sowing request.   65 million dollars was referenced as an estimate for Fire Section 108, but nothing official yet.  Changes have been made to SPAR to incorporate CBST; it will be finalized this Friday.  There are two days (today and tomorrow) left to test this new version.  Major feedback is required before April 6th; after that, only minor updates can be made. 
· Action 8 (1-0206): Paul to check on the “Regional Priorities” document (which Darcy was working on) and share with the group as soon as it becomes available. – No updates.
· Action 9 (2-0206): – Paul to get RESULTS change implemented if feasible, and in place as soon as possible.  Update:  A major rewrite for RESULTS is required to change from “block to block” basis to a batch mode for Section 108 applications.  It will be expensive and time consuming, and cannot be implemented in the short term. Carolyn Wood is the caretaker for RESULTS.
A meeting was held on Section 108 in Williams Lake last month.  Possible options for Section 108 applications were explored and groups were tasked on identifying pros and cons.  The current system may have flexibility, so it is being considered.  The Quesnel District Manager will be initiating a Briefing Note.  
· Action 10 (3-0206) – Paul to talk to Carolyn to discuss who to involve in organizing a small working group to deal with options in getting funding applications into the system. – Update:  Under review.  
· Action 11 (4-0206) – Kori to contact Brendan for the seed analysis. – No updates, but Kori will follow up.
· Action 12 (5-0206) – Carolyn to send the guidance document, FRPA bulletin on Section 108 to Paul to distribute to the ISSC.  Update:  The guidance document is FRPA Bulletin #26, and can be googled online.  
· Action 13 (6-0206) – Paul to forward the guidance document, FRPA bulletin on Section 108 to the ISSC members for review.  – Update:  Paul to add the FRPA Bulletin #26 to the FTP Site.
· Action 14 (7-0206) – Paul to add some comments to the Post Wildfire Reforestation Briefing Note.  Update:  Paul had originally put comments on the Briefing Note and shared them with Grant and Darcy, but he will check and confirm that all the needed comments are in.
· Action 15 (8-0206) – Paul to send out a revised meeting request to ISSC members for March 13th.     - Done.
Silviculture Surveys Update (Greg Jorgenson):
· Greg is the Survey Specialist with the Resources Practices Branch.  He also takes part in the Provincial Silviculture Officers call, providing survey updates.
· He plans to attend the ISSC meetings more frequently, and will keep us updated on surveys and survey related projects.  He advised the members to contact him or email him with any questions.    
· Survey Manual Changes:  2018 Silviculture manual updates should be done by the end of April. 
A substantial change in the manual deals with deciduous competition in two subzones in the Cariboo area, IDFdk4 and SBPSxc.  A clause was added, based on research, stating that since aspen is not competing, it is will be shown as non-deleterious.  The affected areas are mostly in the Williams TSA but it does trickle into Quesnel and 100 Mile House areas.  A disclaimer has been added, stating that it needs to be considered from a professional point of view. 
· The manual also considers the content from DFP (Deviation from Potential) –The questions come down to where, when, and how the DFP should be used.  It was developed for preferred pine and pine beetle affected stands and post salvage stand structures, but does not address the multi-storied situation with retention.  We need to look at creating damage criteria for the DFP situation and look at how the level of retention is affecting the understory.  The Coast has done well with SEDRSS (“Single Entry Dispersed Retention Stocking Standard), which is very similar mechanism to assess the quality of the residuals on site and how they impact the understory.  It creates a stocking standard around it, with damage criteria integrated into it.  We have a DFP table in the Interior, which does not necessarily tie into the Stocking Standards.   Action (2-0403):  Todd to contact Greg for further discussion on the use of DFP in Irregular Shelterwood stands.
· Greg has added the damage criteria tables from SEDRESS for Coastal blocks into the new FS660 cards.  Once an agreed upon approach is generated for the Interior, the damage criteria tables can be added to the FS660.  SEDRESS does not necessarily have timber objectives, but addresses Riparians, Visuals, etc.  
· Greg is thinking of adding the DFP table into the manual.   
· Kory discussed the Rocky Mountain DFP table; the criteria are outlined and addressed.  It does not, however, work in the Cranbrook and the Rocky Mountain District in the IDF on the dry sites.  They had discussed creating a new table, which would be site specific for calibration. Greg said that the impacted Districts should all work together to reap mutual benefits. 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Darcy said that there is an error on the FS660 card, which show the SEDRESS damage criteria applied to the DFP in the Interior as well.   Greg will check into it.
· Update on Training and Accreditation Dates:  2018 dates for training and accreditation are on the government website (on the new “www2” environment); a new web page has been created for Silviculture Surveys.  The training is available for Licencees and Contractors; Greg has asked ISSC members to inform any interested parties.  Greg is also available to provide more details on the training.
· Free Grow Monitoring:   The Ministry did free growing monitoring on the blocks at the Coast prior to 2017.  It was decided to do free growing monitoring in the North and South TSAs, after following up on the Coastal results.  The fieldwork for the North and South were completed in 2017.  The data submitted into RESULTS for forest cover updates and Free Growing declarations were reviewed using the Chief Forester’s precision standards as per the reporting specifications.  
· In the North, 36 SU were randomly selected and checked on the ground.  
· 1/2 were fine, within the allowable errors for reporting requirements.
· Around 35% exceeded the allowable error through one attribute or another; however, the FLNRO view looked at what the impact on the timber supply was (minimal impacts) and considered that these may have occurred due to stand structure complexity. 
· About 15% (about 6 out of 36 SU) needed to be looked at closely.  The checks revealed that these data results were not FG although it was declared FG, and had other big issues, such as wild data swings which did not represent what was in the field, etc.  
· The North consists of Omineca, Robson and Skeena, and includes the Northeast.  The Cariboo would be considered the northern limit of the South, and includes Quesnel. 
· The South had 42 SUs reviewed, due to more TSAs.   
· 43% were within the allowable errors in the data attributes.  
· 38% were off, but had minimal impacts.  
· 19% (about 8 SUs out of 42) were either not FG or had wild data swings which needed to be looked at further. 
· The North and South did comparatively better than the Coast.  
· The unacceptable data were that ones where the consultants’ ground checks on the data set proved that the SU was not FG with unacceptable FG densities and WSS densities.   The main drivers were issues with Forest Health, heights, and lack of stocking.  
· Greg wants to bring the Districts into the loop, and discuss priorities, and review impacts.  He will provide the results to the District Managers soon and BCTS.  The DMs will send the final communications out to the Licencees.  Kori asked if there may be value in bringing the Licencees on board earlier before the final communications.  Greg said that first, they need to ensure that the data set is accurate.  After that, they may bring the Licencees on board, but it may vary District by District.   Since the intent is to share information and improve practices, the collaborative approach will probably be used in most situations.  
· Drones (UAV “Unmanned Aerial Vehicle”):
During the summer, many Licencees will be using UAVs as tools to complete their surveys.  FLNRO wants to be involved in leading the process to have appropriate survey standards for the UAVs.   Greg would like to get a working group for the use of UAVs for surveys.  They can work on solving issues, such as costs or data accuracy, and improve this tool, such as automating some of the survey process. Greg is currently part of a District group, which deals mainly with the operation and flying of the UAV’s in the Skeena area, but does not consider the business use of drones.  Email Greg if you would like to be part of this process.  He has access to people, who are interested and have experience in UAVs.    

· Greg asked the group to consider the following questions.  Are our survey systems still serving us adequately, or collecting the right information?  Is it affected by any changes we make to the data requirements, and would technology better replace the data that we are already capturing?  We need silviculture surveys to inform the TSR process and to serve our legal obligations, and prove that we are reforesting as we say we are. This group is a good platform to talk about these things.
· Kori asked about high density stands.  Greg said that the Repression Density Decision Key in FFT is generating lots of discussion. We may not see repression until 50,000 sph.  Discussion ensued around density on the Appraisal stands including uneven-aged Fir; the density numbers come from the Regional Standards.  Moisture may be a factor, but depends on the BEC.  Another issue concerning the number is with the fire stocking standards.  Exemption for the fire salvage blocks is being considered, if they are extremely high.  The high-density trees on the fire salvage blocks may not grow well, and will not be good crop trees for many years, if at all.  Research has been done, but more work is needed.  There are gaps in knowledge, and there is a need for deeper understanding of the stand dynamics and where the thresholds are.   It is one of the key recommendations that we have identified and need the OIFs’ support for.  
· Todd said that there is a dichotomy between FFT and Appraisal ground, and needs to be addressed. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk511380287]Is the Decision key being updated this year? Are there things to improve, such as the definition of Doms and Co-Doms? Darcy is the FFT coordinator for the Cariboo Region, but he has not seen anything yet.   The Decision key will be used for all FFT blocks; the criteria gets updated every year, and the criteria is applied every year to funding applications.    Action (3-0403):  Darcy to follow up with Brendan and see where the Decision key is at, and whether it can be sent out soon after a few edits.  

· [bookmark: _Hlk511380336][bookmark: _Hlk511380688]Max Density:  Kori updated the group on Max Density.   Based on the comments that she has received, she has changed the title from “Max Density” to “Post Wildfire Salvage Blocks”, which leads us back to the main issue.  The information we have is for wildfire only, and highlights research gaps.  How do we go about the funding mechanism?  If it is on IA ground, and we are not changing numbers dramatically, how do we ensure that they are properly funded within the Appraisal system.  Discussion ensued on the options.  Darcy had come up with a way to deal with it by an exemption (one of options - #4).  Action (4-0403):  Darcy to send the “exemption” draft to Kori.  Another question was how do we present it to the OIFs.  Action (5-0403):  Kori will get the information from Darcy, and update the applicable wording on the Briefing Note.  She will then confirm with the group as to what is agreed on and what is not.  The OIFs had said that even if the ISSC are not in agreement, the Briefing Note can still be presented to them.  They will review it, and determine how they will address it.   

· [bookmark: _Hlk511380861]Stocking Standards:  Paul updated the group on the Stocking Standards from the FSP document.  He has incorporated Nina’s comments.  Action (6-0403):  Paul will send the Briefing note to the ISSC within the next couple of days and check for any final changes before presenting to the OIFs.  Action (7-0403): ISSC members to provide comments for the Stocking Standards Briefing Note by the end of the month.  
· [bookmark: _Hlk511380940]Stocking Standards have been submitted to the Mackenzie District by Canfor, and currently being reviewed.  Paul had suggested to the ecologist in their Regional office to get together with the Licencees and the Ministry to come up with a shared set of common Stocking Standards. The Regional staff is in favor of it, so Paul will get the Districts’ okay as well, and then start approaching the Licencees, as per the recommendation made in the Briefing Note.  It would be beneficial to have a Regional lead, and since Mackenzie is in support of this, the proposal should be taken to the other two Districts, Prince George and Stewart-Nechako.  They share similarities and overlaps in the BEC zones.  Action (8-0403):  Paul to contact the Regional lead and then contact the District Stewardship leads to coordinate a shared set of common Stocking Standards for Mackenzie, Prince George, and Stewart-Nechako.  

· Wildfire Reforestation:  Darcy does not have any updates, since he has not been in contact with Grant.  The Section 108 meeting was based on different options of funding for Section 108.  Reforestation strategies or prioritization were not discussed, which are ongoing, independent of Section 108, although it will tie into it at the end. 

· Enhanced Basic Standards:  Paul did not have any updates on the Enhanced Basic.  The memo from the Chief Forester has not come out yet, but it should be out soon.  Once it is released, there will be flurry of communications out to various impacted parties.

Species Selection Tool (Bryce Bancroft):
· Bryce has worked in forestry for the last 30 years, and have been involved with species selection over the years.   He has been working on the Climate Change Inform Species Selection Tool.  It takes information that is available from our present-day stocking and species selection; primary, secondary and tertiary, and then considers the future using 15 different models.  They also use two different representations of concentration pathways to provide an output of potential for the BEC zone where one starts, and where one finds oneself in the future.  Then it compares the species that are suited to where one is today to that future BEC information.  It gives an idea that there will be differences or changes, and within those changes, one will be seeing different things.  There are lots of different options.  It is a created tool, which will be online.  It will look at GPS information, and identify one’s location spatially on a block, and puts that information in and gives an output showing new species, old species and where they all fit.  It also gives an indication of a trend.  For those working on Stocking Standards, and links to the District or Regional levels, it is a tool to identify whether the chosen species are truly suitable for the eco-systems that they are being used for.  There are fifteen models for interpreting the climate in the future, and two different pathways that project carbon output.  
· A prototype was created about a year and a half ago, and provides an output based on the concentration pathways in the 15 models.  The new version will have multiple time frames for the output.  It will show the trend, and an algorithm will be written in to show what the trend is about. The prototype has been updated, but a working copy is not available yet.  It will identify the block and the exact spot, which is linked to climate BC or climate WNA.  There will be also be another version which will allow for a scatter cloud to use for a BEC unit, and the BEC unit can be projected into the future.  
· There will be different ways to interpret the information.  One output will be the Chief Forester’s reference guide with a line for climate change, allowing for the comparison.  It could be on an Excel sheet or included in the model.   
· A working copy will be available within a month or two for review and feedback.  The ISSC is a good venue to provide feedback.  Bryce will work through Paul to get the ISSC a copy once it is working, to try out and provide feedback. Will Mackenzie, the Provincial ecologist in Smithers and Pam Dykstra are the two leads on it.  Most people want to go in the direction of preferred and acceptable, but there is a step to get to it, and this tool could hopefully move towards that direction. 
· Pam Dykstra presented the model to a group at the ITAC meeting early February.  This tool may align quite well with all the anticipated changes coming up.

· Next Meeting:  Tuesday, May 22, 2018.  The ISSC will present to the OIF more frequently, and get them more involved.   Their feedback was for us to work on things that we can influence rather than on the things that we cannot.  They will provide more information back to us.  
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