


 Interior Silviculture Sub-Committee (ISSC) Meeting Minutes
Conference Call Meeting, August 8, 2019 
Attendance: 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Present:  Bill Laing, Catherine Belle Statland, Craig Wickland, Darcy Lillico, David Jackson, Grant Glessing, Greg Jorgenson, Kori Vernier, Larry Fielding, Megan Hanacek, Mike Larock, Miodrag Tkalec, Nina Sigloch, Paul Nuttall, Todd Schmidt, Mari Schenkeveld
Regrets/Absent:  Karen Schening, Megan Hanacek, Tammy Baerg
Meeting from 10:30 a.m. to 11:40 a.m.
Agenda: The purpose of this meeting is to develop the agenda for the “Face to Face” ISSC meeting on September 4th and 5th in Kamloops.
· Kori has circulated a draft agenda to the Committee members earlier this morning.  The four objectives as stated on the draft agenda are acceptable to the members.
· The main purpose of this meeting is to review and select the topics that we want to discuss at the Face to Face meeting. Kori and Craig have preselected a couple of topics from our previous meetings.
· Surveys update with Greg Jorgenson on the FG monitoring in the North and South.
· Repression Density Working Group which Greg Jorgenson co-chairs with Trenna McLeod.  Greg will provide an update of where the working group is at.  
· Craig asked the group for topics that they would like to work on.  The plan is to discuss the topics with the idea of developing workplans with timelines to meet anticipated outputs.  We need to figure out what that outputs are, such as discussion papers, decision notes, guidance documents, etc.  
· Kori already has a list of potential priorities which have been sent to the members. A couple of the topics need to be prioritized from the list, so that we can focus on them at the Face to Face meeting.  
· Kori reviewed the list:  NOIF and SOIF have both identified topics on this list. The list includes herbicide use, and what can we do to lessen herbicide use; drought damage including having drought considered as an event causing damage in order to be eligible for  Section 108 funding; allow for more deciduous within the stocking standards, which is related to the herbicide question, to support biodiversity and timber supply as objectives along with wildfire connection; road rehabilitation; dramatic increase in costs (nursery and planting) from impacts of seed from CBST transfer, wildfire reforestation and other reforestation programs; road deactivation in fire areas; climate change in severe drought impacts; fuel mitigation; and the downward pressure on the AAC and better utilization of Silviculture investment to improve the AAC and balance the downward pressure.  
· Mike Larock from ABCPF mentioned that he and Paul would like to update the group on the Professional Governance Act regulations and focus on the implications to the Forest Professional such as the requirement in legislation for declarations, etc.    Members agreed.  
· Paul will give 15 minutes review and focus on the implications of the Forest Professional at the Face to Face meeting, and then 15 minutes for questions and discussion.   The presentation will be done near the beginning of the first day.  Kori will update the agenda.  The timings are in rough draft and flexible.  
· Craig asked about the topics from the group.  Bill advocated the deciduous in stocking standards, which serves as an umbrella for herbicide. He wants to dig into the topic and find out who is working with what and which FSP, and where tolerances are currently at in the Province.  Action (#41): Craig said that at the Coast they had developed a hardwood management strategy that he could send out as some reading for what has been done for mix-wood and broadleaf management in the Coast to provide some context for what we want to talk about.   Nina wants to broaden the topic with how we evaluate deciduous.  There are many parts to this topic and on how the effects are captured, such as in the survey manual.  There are the stocking standards piece and the assessment piece.  Nina wants to ensure that the assessment piece is also captured in this topic.  Todd wants to extend the work done in the Cariboo to other regions in terms of acceptability of deciduous and the various types.  
· Discussion on sharing background information for the deciduous topic.  Craig will share the information from the Coast, and Greg can touch on the current standards in the Cariboo which relates to the FG survey and the Surveys Manual.  Nina agreed that would be a part of the assessment piece, since it is on how we assess the deciduous on certain sites, and one example is the Cariboo.  Action (#42):  Craig will check with  Greg when he returns on the 21st as to the information that he can provide.  Darcy asked Craig to have Greg contact him as well to touch basis since he has information from the Cariboo researcher. There is other information from the Peace Region and Alberta, but Greg has compiled most of the work.  Kori asks that anyone who has relevant background information, circulate it so that the members have time to read before the meeting, and then follow up with Greg.  The wildfire information has been circulated and can be summarized easily from the herbicide perspective.  
· Discussion on the output for the deciduous, the type of product, and the decision involved or guidance, as well as the type of audience (i.e. practitioners?).  Bill said that the information would flow to the regional stocking standards groups.  The output would be a document to provide guidance and recommendations as to how it would flow into the regional stocking standards.  With the measurement process or assessment, it may impact the surveys in other regions; an output may be a recommendation for a change to the Provincial Surveys Manual or further research if there is a significant impact from the deciduous.   The purpose of the Face to Face meeting is to hammer out some of the various avenues that this will go to.  This topic will continue after our Face to Face meeting.  The topic has many channels and people can work on different parts of the whole picture, and then we can re-pull it back together later.  This item will be the first topic on Day 2.   Nina requested that the related items to herbicides on the SOIF’s list be included in the topic for the agenda.  Action (#43):  Kori to include the related items to herbicides from the SOIF’s list to the deciduous topic on the agenda.      
· Darcy said drought as part of Section 108 came up from the North and South as an issue.  Todd said that he would like to see drought tie in with the reforestation dollars, along with the CBST and the Provincial aspect on carbon capture.  It is having an impact on the practitioners on both cost and the supply chain,   i.e. seed supply, planting availability, planters’ availability, and storage.  Nina cautioned about taking this approach since the conversations are at a higher level and there is another group working on this issue.  Todd said that he had not heard anything about it lately and wants to know what is happening and how to highlight the negative impacts.  Craig said that the output could be that we discuss the issue, and develop an Issues Note identifying this issue as a significant concern and figure out who the Issues Note should go to.   Todd would like this topic to be identified as negatively affecting operations and to provide guidance to the OIFs on the impacts.   He said basically, due to the number of fires and planting going on for the carbon program, it has resulted in an increase in costs and seedlings, and a reduction in nursery space and other implications.  It is the supply chain that is affected, not just nursery space.   An Issues Note can be developed to provide an avenue of concern.  Bill agreed that it would be good to make people aware of this issue.   Nina thinks that there is awareness at the Branch level, but both she and Craig are not certain about on the Regional level.  Paul think that it is an opportunity to influence the decision or policy makers in terms of awareness of the impacts and what the issue is about and provides an opportunity to have a regional flavor to it.  Nina would like to see the Issues Note as information to an ongoing discussion rather than taking the issue on.  Craig said that we need to get collective knowledge to articulate what the issue is and what the implications are and send it to both OIFs.    The output of the Issues Note conversations could be around framing the issue, on what the implications are and what could be done to ease the pressure.  
· Grant said that he sits with Brendan on the sub-committee which has discussed this issue of the increased costs of reforestation, and the lack of seedlings and nursery capacity.  He said that things have gone quiet for the last 6-8 weeks, and that the group is more focused on trying to identify nursery considerations.  He thinks that the ISSC should basically take this work and push it forward.  Currently, it is a major concern to the Industry.  Craig asked if Grant could stay in touch with Brendan’s group to ensure that we do not duplicate their efforts and so that they are aware of what we are doing.  Grant said that he would, but that the group has not heard from Brendan since the middle of June.  Kori said that we should push this back to Brendan to get a summary and update since he was working to pull information together from the perspective on how to internally manage and control to prevent the spike from further driving up costs.  Action #44:  Kori will follow up with Brendan and see if he has made progress and can provide an update right away.  We will then determine whether we can discuss this issue at the Face to Face meeting, or whether at the following meeting after the Face to Face.    
· The next topic is the Fuel Management Stocking Standards, which affects the Interior.  Risk based fire management planning is going on in the Kamloops and Cariboo fire centers.  There are ecosystem resilience projects related to fire being done in Quesnay and Burns Lake.  We need to figure out standards to incorporate some of the deciduous discussion but also look to having partial cutting to create shaded fuel breaks and what it may look like in terms of a standard.   Nina said work on a decision key for the development of wildfire risk production standard would be very useful in areas where deciduous is not an option, which then gets complicated with one objective against another.  It would be helpful to have a decision key which can be used regardless of scenario and identifies options available depending on site specific situations. Each site needs to be considered independently based on what values to protect, local topography, tree species, ecology, etc., and figure out the types of options that will reduce the risk of wildfire, or take the wildfire from the crown to the ground and allow for the protection crews to go in.
· Another topic is the additional costs of doing fuel mitigation treatment during harvest operations. The slash cannot be left unmanaged on the ground.  The removal of fuel is more of an Appraisal issue.  The cost of reducing fuel to what the fire management specialist would consider an acceptable level of ground fuel is expensive.  Discussion on what it would look like and whether there is a mechanism in the Appraisal manual to cover the removal of latter fuel through pruning, etc.  How would it be tied into the Cutting Permit as an obligation, since doing partial cutting as a fuel treatment and having it stocked to a lower stocking do not necessarily achieve the objectives of fuel mitigation.   There is also a monitoring frame of re-treating.    Is there an opportunity for different types of fire treatment, such as an increase use of prescribed burn? We need to discuss how to deal with it and come up with new funding mechanism for efficiency or be innovative and come up with solutions and considering impacts to the timber supply.  Rocky Mountain Forest District has lots of history with fireproofing stands with ecosystems restorations, and fire standards.  
· We need to be aware of the time involved working on broad topics.   We can focus on the decision key for Wildfire Risk Reduction.  The key would be to get to where the problem is and what the problem we intend to solve is.   The question is whether we should figure out now what to focus on, i.e. drought impact, funding mechanisms, the decision key for wildfire standards.  Nina said that we could come up with a decision key for the drought.  Wildfire risk reduction item is to inform people who are trying to develop a standard.   Climate change is a huge problem that has many pieces and we can make them all huge issues, but we need to come up with a few deliverables that address specific issues brought up by the OIFs.   We need to bring the OIFs back a new list.  
· It was suggested that the stumping issue may be easy to address.  Discussion ensued.  We would basically have a guidance document for stumping and outline the process of what should be put into your FSP in order to access the allowance.  If it is going into the FSP, then we can come up with what the standard looks like and it can become part of the regional standards.  Craig mentioned that the Appraisal group did not seem to have worked everything out, so it may not be easy to address.  Kori thinks that this item might be better tackled over the phone in the Fall or by someone in an Appraisal working group.  
· Craig said that we have selected Deciduous and Climate Change, which are broad topics with the idea of narrowing them down.  Grant says that it is good idea to keep them broad and having a Face to Face meeting allows for different concerns and ideas to come up.  Since they are broad categories, there may be something that would be identified by the group as high priority, which will reset our agenda to focus on what we believe we should be working on.  Rather than being finely tuned, broad categories provide us with the opportunity to come up with a reset of priorities.   
· The two broad topics will be enough to add with the other topics.   Kori will leave them as broad topics with some potential outcomes that we had discussed and leave them open for further discussion, allowing for a chunk of time for them.  
· On the draft agenda for the Face to Face meeting, Greg will provide an update of the results of the free growing monitoring.  Kori asked whether he is working on changes, and where do we influence the direction of what we collect from survey information to input into the TSR?  Are we collecting the right data and is it being used? Bill said that linking to TSR is huge and asked where we are going in the future with surveys and potential changes.  
· Greg is looking at drones for gathering information for regen delay and free growing.  He can provide the update on the work and the challenges.  
· Greg’s presentation will be about one hour: 30-40 minutes presentation for update on the North and South FG monitoring; update on what is new with the Silviculture surveys; drones, and proposed updates to the Silviculture Surveys Manual, and 20-30 minutes for questions and discussion to arrive at issues from the group for Greg to work on.  
· The Max Density group has not met, so Kori is allowing one hour for discussion on Max Density.  If one of the outcomes is a decision note, the group will meet the following week, or a week later.  It is taking the existing information piece and figuring out how to move it forward.  If we are wanting for the decision note to be finalized, we will need to circulate a draft of where the group is at before then.  The previous Issues Note had been circulated and received some comments which need to be incorporated into the note.   We may want to get the note sent out before the meeting to work through it, and to finish it off at the meeting. 
· The North OIF meets the first week of October.  Kori will have the decision note sent to them during the week before the end of September.  She thinks that the South OIF would have a similar timeline.  The idea is to have the note ready for both OIFs, even an update on where we are at.   We would need to have consensus of where we are at as a goal.     
· Kori will finish off the draft agenda and circulate to the group for comments.
Day 1: 
Paul’s Presentation:  1:00 p.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Topic 1:  Climate Change (broad topic) 1:30 p.m. (or 2:00 p.m.) to 4:30 p.m.

Day 2: 
Topic 2:  Deciduous (broad topic)   (beginning of Day 2)
Topic 3:  Max Density 
Greg‘s Presentation (FG Monitoring updates/Surveys Manuals) (1-hour duration)
End at 3:00 p.m.
The Face to Face ISSC meeting will be held at the District Office in Kamloops.  Nina may be unable to make it to the meeting, so Todd, who has been there previously, can help if needed.  The Front Desk will provide the location of their marshalling area in the parking lot.  The address of the District Office is 1265 Dalhousie Drive, Kamloops.
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