
SUMMARY NOTES

Waddle Ranch/Northstar Watershed Improvement Project (SEP)

Forestry Technical Group Kick-Off Meeting 

December 16, 2009

12:00 p.m. – 5:00 p.m.

Truckee Tahoe Airport Conference Room – 10356 Truckee Airport Road

Invitees:

Vince Archer (USFS)
Joe Barron (Northstar Fire)
Leah Chubb (Dynamic Competence)
Dr. Susan Clark (Dynamic Competence) 
Doug Cushman (LRWQCB)
Kevin Drake (IERS)
Martin Goldberg (Lake Valley Fire)
Michael Hogan (IERS) 
Dr. Ken Hubbert (USFS)
Mary Huggins (CalFire)
Susie Kocher (UC Cooperative Extension)
Dr. Mike Singer (UC Davis)
Lisa Wallace (TRWC)
Desired Outcomes: 

· Understanding of background, intent, scope, specific outcomes of Forestry Technical Group (FTG)

· Understanding of related projects and their relevance to the Handbook

· Agreement on expectations and roles of FTG participants
· Agreement on processes for communication and decision-making
· Document how outcomes of this project can impact individual participants’ projects and how the expertise and experience of participants can strengthen the outcomes of this project

· Develop game plan for moving forward
TO DO LIST:

1. IERS will check with the Steering Committee on sharing meeting summaries between the WTG and the FTG.
2. IERS will send out an electronic copy of the SEP Project Description to all FTG participants asap
3. IERS will develop a proposal that defines the technical feedback expectations to be sent out to the FTG asap
4. IERS will develop a FTG meeting timeline/schedule 
5. IERS will develop a proposed outreach plan for the next meeting. This plan will detail the proposed activities and allow FTG members to contribute as they see fit.
6. IERS will send out the draft list of citations 1/8/10 including recommendations from the FTG that are received before 1/15/10.
7. IERS will send out a draft outline of the forestry handbook for review by 1/15/10. If comments are received before 2 weeks prior to the Feb meeting, IERS will send out a revised outline at least one week in advance of the Feb Meeting that includes any comments received at least 2 weeks in advance of the Feb Meeting.
8. IERS will schedule the next FTG meeting in February meeting asap

9. IERS will identify areas of potential overlap between the forestry handbook and watershed handbook. This will provide a foundation for collaboration between the watershed technical group and the forestry technical group. 
Key Agreements:
1. The FTG will acknowledge and build upon existing treatment methods and standards unless the group identifies, and can articulate, a reason not to.  
2. The Forestry Handbook will focus primarily on erosion and water quality impacts of forestry activities, as this is the basis of the SEP settlement agreement. 
3. Habitat considerations will be included in the Handbook but will not be the primary focus. 
4. The handbook will include a framework for evaluating and understanding the effects of particular treatments.
5. IERS agrees to put page numbers and version number or date on all documents circulated to the FTG. 
6. The group is committed to clearly defining the scope of the project, i.e. what will or will not be included.  
7. The FTG will use an adaptive management process to assess and address the consequences (intended and unintended) of forest management practices. 

8. The Forestry Handbook will include tools to mitigate impacts of forest management.  

Summary Notes:

During introductions, the group developed a list of terms that are inconsistently defined or understood and may warrant special attention in the handbook. These included:

Logging
Stream environmental zones

Productivity

Habitat

Low Impact

“That Works”

Mechanized Equipment

Alignment

Burning

Soil Quality

Clear Cut

Fuels

Cumulative Impacts

Plan

Forest

After introductions, the group began by focusing on the background, intent, scope and specific outcomes for Forestry Technical Group. Specific objectives are to:

1. Guide design and content development for the handbook.

2. Provide feedback and input on translation of research findings into guidelines and tools.  

3. Ensure that the Forestry Handbook provides tools that are directly useful to both on-the-ground implementers and regulators.  

4. Explore where the FTG and WTG overlap and can share information.

The FTG then discussed the bottlenecks, lessons learned, unanswered questions, and opportunities related to projects. Suggestions included:

1. The focus of this group needs to be narrowed and clearly defined in order to meet the project deliverables.  However, some secondary topics (such as impacts of forest management on wildlife habitat) are important to the public and warrant some level of discussion in the handbook.
Key agreement: The FTG will acknowledge and build upon existing treatment methods and standards unless the group identifies, and can articulate, a reason not to.  

Key Agreement: Habitat considerations will be included in the Handbook but will not be the primary focus. 

2. Products developed by the FTG must satisfy the intent described in the SEP Project Description. 
Key Agreement: The Forestry Handbook will focus primarily on erosion and water quality impacts of forestry activities, as this is the basis of the SEP settlement agreement. 

3. An important goal of the handbook is to provide users with a framework for evaluating and understanding the effects of particular treatments. 
Key Agreement: The handbook will include a framework for evaluating and understanding the effects of particular treatments. 

4. For the first FTG meeting it was difficult to track which versions of the agenda and AMP were most current. In addition, it was pointed out that discussions would be improved by page numbers on all documents.  

Key Agreement: IERS agrees to put page numbers and version or date on all documents circulated to the FTG.
The FTG then explored and documented initial questions, concerns and recommendations: 
1. It is critical to have constraints on topics to prevent scope creep
2. The FTG handbook is primarily focused on impacts to soil and water quality, not habitat. Recognition of this focus heavily influenced the selection of FTG members. 

3. The handbook must be very clear about its purpose/focus and that certain important topics are not included. (What is this handbook/What is it not?)
4. Implementation is critical. Good treatment protocols can be poorly implemented. We need to acknowledge this disconnect and make sure the handbook provides specific guidance to support high-quality implementation.  
With this background, the FTG then reviewed the Adaptive Meeting Planner and a series of questions arose and were discussed.
1.C. To create a forum for exploration of information gaps

1. There are gaps that need to be filled.

2. There are gaps that exist that this group doesn’t even know about yet.

3. If this group of practitioners acknowledge the gaps, it will help to validate the work done here.
1.F. To create an understanding of how outcomes from this project can impact individual participants’ projects and how the expertise and experience of participants can strengthen the outcomes of this project

1. There can and should be reciprocity between the work completed in the FTG and the on-the-ground projects completed by FTG members.
3.B. The Handbook will define an adaptive management approach to forest vegetation treatment and management with special emphasis on water quality protection and prevention of erosion

1. This helps to narrow the focus of this group in particular.
a. We will begin with generalizations and as the project develops, the parameters will be more specifically defined. 
2. In addition to upland erosion, streams and water quality must be considered in this process.

Key Agreement: The group is committed to clearly defining the scope of the project, i.e. what will or will not be included.  

4.B. It will offer participants a deeper understanding of motivations and limitations planners, implementers and regulatory agencies in order to create a Handbook that is accessible, effective and widely applicable

1. Understanding motivations and the functionality of the group is a critically important step in bringing the regulators and implementers together.

4.C. It will encourage participants to provide input based on professional experience, in addition to the interest of the entity they represent, which may change the tone of the typical dialogue 

1. Everyone’s agenda has value and does not have to be compromised in this process. 

2. Interest is important here and “either/or thinking” is unlikely to be effective in developing a useful handbook. 
5.A. Not able to balance troubleshooting with the development of new options

1. Getting stuck in “troubleshooting thinking” often creates the same results over and over.

New listing: Do we have everyone at the table that needs to be here?  

1. What about local USFS? 
a. We have two research-oriented USFS staff on the FTG. The Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU) is constrained by the mandate to manage forest lands. The focus of this project is to create research-based tools and practices. We have and will continue to engage LTBMU staff in the development of these tools where appropriate. However, research-oriented non-LTBMU staff were deliberately selected given the research focus of the FTG and the handbook that is being produced. 
The group then focused on a discussion of their experiences with other projects and how that could shape the development of the Handbook. Ideas included:
 

1. Following disturbance, what is the resilience/recovery trajectory?
2. The handbook will need to acknowledge a wide variety of variables while also creating simple practices/tools for implementation (i.e. balancing complexity with oversimplification).
3. Need to help define “undisturbed conditions”. There is so few truly undisturbed areas that scientists have begun to focus on increasing the number of sites they monitor/research vs. the number of replicates at a single site. 

4. In order to avoid (or at least reduce) unintended consequences, it will be important to educate implementers/operators regarding the potential consequences of their actions. 
a. One way to accomplish this is monitoring that provides real-time feedback for operators.  

b. It will also be important to discuss and define the dual nature (positive and negative) of some types of impacts (e.g. compaction of volcanic soil can, in some cases, improve vegetation productivity)

c. Implementers need to also understand the notion of “cumulative effects”.

5. The current regulatory standards can be vague, confusing and inconsistent. This lack of clarity can make it difficult for operators to effectively implement recommended methods. How will the handbook address these? 

a. For instance how is TRPA’s 25% soil degradation standard defined and measured? How can the handbook help to clarify and improve understanding of existing standards?

b. How can the handbook help reduce confusion for operators who are caught between Forest Practice Act, TRPA requirements, State regulations, USFS guidelines, etc? 
6. Legacy impacts need to be considered as part of any research project as they are everywhere. The question is: how to find synergies so that legacy impacts can be addressed as part of new forest management projects? 

7. The handbook should also explore any distinction between forest health and fuels reduction. While some fuel reduction projects also focus on forest health, some don’t. How to encourage more multi-objective projects that address fuels reduction and forest health.
8. How do you define FOREST HEALTH?  Is it the trees alone or the trees, soil, water, etc.? Do we view we forest health differently if we are focusing on mitigation or restoration? Collapsing these into the same thing leads to misunderstanding. On the other hand, every action has multiple impacts and inevitable results in both intended and unintended consequences. 
9. It is critical to have clear goals and objectives for each of the projects. Without this, we will not be able to assess and compare methods and outcomes.

10.  Although habitat is not a deliverable of this project, per the SEP, the handbook will include some discussion of habitat impacts and reference other habitat-related resources.   

Key Agreement: The FTG will use an adaptive management process to assess and address the consequences (intended and unintended) of forest management practices. 

The group then discussed the “Proposed expectations of the FTG” listed on the Agenda. 

· Attend eight meetings – two half day meeting per year for approximately four years.
· Participate in occasional field tours and project site visits.
· Provide Timely technical feedback and input on draft Handbook elements . 
· A willingness to engage in open and meaningful dialog.

· Ability to provide input based on professional experience in addition to each entity’s perspective.
The group then discussed and agreed on the communication and decision-making processes

1. This group is acting in an technical advisory role to IERS .

2. As an advisory group, FTG will advise IERS who will then make choices for the handbook based on input and recommendations from the FTG, other groups, and other factors.

3. IERS is committed to communicating to the FTG the justification/rationale for the choices they make.

4. IERS is open to greater involvement by any member of the FTG in accordance with the project schedule. The expectation is that FTG members will be engaged in the group process, respectful of the project timeline and offer timely input rather than waiting until the last minute to recommend changes.  
The group then brainstormed possibilities for Handbook – content, organization, format, key elements 

1. Loose leaf notebook style

2. Flow charts

3. Web-enabled format

4. Images
5. Sidebars

6. Video

7. Attributed client input/quoted information

8. Short case studies

9. Small enough to carry

10. Tabs

11. Reference guide

12. Index

13. Fuel reduction methods

14. Glossary

15. Define core concepts

16. How to prioritize (menu of options)

17. Theory vs. practice

18. Contracting 101

19. Does there need to be a geographic constraint?

20. TMDL’s should not be considered a constraint, but can be taken into account.  

21. The on the ground groups and the scientists can work together to create a dynamic product.

22. The state water board owns the final product.  

23. What is the current state of knowledge?  Lit review will be included in the handbook. 

24. Does it fit the regulators needs?

25. Does it address the scope of this project?

The group then evaluated the session:

What worked: 

1. Lunch

2. Open dialogue

3. Collaborative approach

What didn’t:

1. AMP review was long
2. Time of day – consider morning for next meeting
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