NCSSF Project A3: Survey the Lessons Learned About
Managing Forests for Biodiversity and Sustainability
Based on Practical Experiences—a project sponsored by

the:
SUSTAINABLE

FORESTRY

PARTNERSHIP

Since 1995, the SFP mission is to “... document and promote
Innovation in sustainable forestry and help others integrate
this innovation broadly into both policy and practice.”
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Oreqon State University (OSU) Corvallis, OR

Steven R. RADOSEVICH Principal Investigator and Project Ecologist

Leon H. LIEGEL, Project Institutional Coordination; National
biodiversity programs

Richard A. FLETCHER, Director OSU-SFP, Coordinate WEST region
and focus group activities, certification systems; CSREES outreach

Joe R. KERKVLIET, Resource economics; evaluate effectiveness of
indicator-based forest biodiversity management systems

Edward B. ARNETT, Wildlife implications from forest biodiversity
management

US Environmental Protection Agency (US-EPA)

Denis WHITE, GIS interpretations of biodiversity changes after
Implementing forest certification standards across landscapes

University of Oregon (UO), Eugene, OR

David HULSE, GIS alternative futures analyses of pilot watersheds using
biodiversity, certification, ecological, resource, social, and other
attributes




Auburn University, (AU)

Mark DUBOIS, Director AU-SFP, Coordinate SOUTH region and focus
group activities: extension outreach

Pennsylvania State University, (PSU)

Michel G. JACOBSON, Coordinate Lake States/NE region and focus
group activities: extension outreach

James FINLEY, Director PSU-SFP; implications of forest biodiversity
management across industry, public, and private lands

A.E. LULOFF, Effects of forest biodiversity management on
communities and environmental policy



NCSSF A3 Project: General Approaches and Timeline

Timeline Project Activity Deliverables

Phase | Phase Il Phase lIl Phase IV Phase I: Data Collection

Deliverable 1

Jul 1,2002 X X
\ A systematic survey of
b'e X ) biological conservation
\ programs nationwide
) ' \/
X X X
X X X X Phase II: Database Development, Hypothesis Testing
Deliverable 2
X X X X
A multilayer database of
program elements based
Jan 1,2003 X X X X on Montreal criteria and
indicators
X X X
X X X
X X X Phase I11: Pilot Study: Do Forest Management Systems, Sustain
Current and Future Biodiversity
X X X Deliverable 3
Critical evaluation of the
X X efficacy of programs to
| provide useful
i information to address
3 |
T o X biodiversity
X X
X X Phase IV Information Reporting and Dissemination
& = Report and disseminate
findings to diverse
X audiences

Dec 31, 2003 X



Phase I, Systematic Data Collection, July - Dec 2002
Describe forest biodiversity strategies used across the U.S.

Survey major National Federal programs and NGOs, Liegel

Regional assessments of State programs on public/private lands,
Fletcher-WEST, Dubois-SOUTH, Jacobson-NORTH

Assess how Federal, State, and other programs follow Montreal, FSC, SFl,
and Heinz Criteria and Indicator systems, Regional Coordinators

Develop questionnaire for regional informants that a) provides feedback on
matrix table information for each organization/agency and b) evaluates
effectiveness of indicator-based forest biodiversity management systems,
Kerkvliet, Luloff, Liegel, and Regional Coordinators



Table 1. A tentative summary table characterizing key indicator elements of a database matrix for four
biodiversity strategies (Montreal C&I, FSC, SFI, Heinz) implemented across four general land ownerships.

Montreal
Criteria 1:
Indicators

Scale and
relevancy™

Data
Coverage™™

FSC

SFI

Heinz

Federal:
FS,BLM,NPS,

BIA, TVA military

State

Local

Tribal,
Other

()

(R)

Ind.1: Extent
by type rel. to
total area

Ind.2: Habitat
diversity
(type, age,
class, succ.)

Ind.3:
Protected as
classified by
IUCN

Montreal
Indicators 4-9

{ {

Other ind. not
specified in
Montreal C&l
e.g., Exotic
sp.

* (S) Scale: L, landscape; O, ownership; S, Stands

(R) Relevancy: P, policy oriented; M, management oriented; L, legally required; H, hybrid approach

** Data coverage or monitoring: 1 = Good, 2 = Moderate, 3 = Poor, and 4 = currently unavailable




Phase |1, Database Development/Hypothesis Testing
Sept 2002 - May 2003

Hire database manager, Sept 2002; Radosevich et al.

Organize national and state information according to Montreal C&dl,
management strategies, and operational objectives for State, Federal, NGO,
Industry, and other forest ownerships; Regional Coordinators, ALL review

Teleconference calls/e-mail correspondence with Regional expert panels and
agency/organization informants to review/validate database results

Regional Coordinators, ALL review

Examine database for differences, overlaps, and unique features:
- H,: Identified forest biodiversity strategies are biologically driven

- H,: Identified strategies are externally driven by factors other than
biology such as economics, proximity to development, etc.

- H,: Identified strategies are both biologically and externally driven
ALL review



Phase 11, GIS Analyses: Can select indicators sustain
current and future forest biodiversity?
Oct 2002 - Oct 2003

Hulse, Univ of Oregon + Radosevich et al. from OSU

Define study area extent in Willamette Valley, Oct-Nov 02

Develop “Plan Trend 2050 (present) assumptions, Nov 02

Define “Standard Certification 2050 assumptions, Dec 02

Define “Enhanced/Altered Certification 2050” assumptions, Jan/Feb 03
Web-based visualizations of 3 alternatives, March-Aug 03

Deliver Willamette Valley GIS base maps to White, Aug 03

Explore pilot futures work in Poconos Mountains, PA, Sept-Oct 03

White, EPA-Corvallis + Radosevich et al. from OSU

Evaluate/interpret changes in Willamette Valley vertebrate and forest species
to certification standards, Sept 03

Prepare tables/graphics of species responses, Oct 03
Explore pilot futures work in Poconos Mountains, PA, Sept-Oct 03
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Appendix 5. Land use/landcover categories of the Willamette River Bs
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Percent

A hypothetical example of possible biodiversity outcomes
at a pilot project watershed, using two forest certification,
one forest management, and historical scenarios.

W Number of Species

O Anmount of Habitat Change from Current Conditions

50 4 |
0 — ﬁ I ]
-50

Certification Program1  Agency Strategy 1 Certification Program2  Hstorical Conditions

Scenario
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Phase 1V, Project Reports, Outcomes, and Information
Dissemination, Sept 2002 - Dec 2003

Post project summary/goals on National SFP web site, Sept 02

Phase | Distribute Criteria and Indicator results via National SFP web site
and talks by Project Pl and Regional coordinators, Dec 02 — Jan 03

Phase Il Share results of multi-layered database and effectiveness
questionnaire: Regional expert and organization informant reviews, National
SFP web site, spring 03; NCSSF progress presentation May 03

Phase 111 Distribute Willamette Valley landscape futures analyses via
National SFP and Univ of Oregon web sites, October 03

Phase IV Synthesis of overall project findings via a written final report and
database for NCSSF, Dec 03; Regional presentations, meetings, journal, and

other reports plus National SFP web site, Nov 03 — spring 04
11



Detailed Deliverable plan fort

ne NCSSF-A3 project.

Phase I- Data Collection

Phase I1-Data Summary
and Analysis

Phase I1-Data Summary
and Analysis

Phase Il1-Data Summary
and Analysis

Expected
Outcomes/Results

1. List of biodiversity criteria
and indicators most commonly
used by various programs
across the USA.

2. List of criteria and
processes appropriate for
evaluating impacts of forest
centered biodiversity programs.

1. Multi-layered database of forest
biodiversity programs and
strategies in the USA.

2. Matrix summary of correlations

between program criteria and
survey responses.

Computer simulations (maps, and
summary tables) portraying the
impact on biodiversity at the
landscape scale by applying
different management practices and
programs associated with various
owners within the landscape.

Synthesis of project findings into a
published research report and
several associated educational
products and meetings.

Communication

1. Presentations at

1. Database on SFP website and

1. Web-based summary of futures

1. Final report distributed via OSU-

Methods professional meetings by project advertised broadly. simulations available on SFP College of Forestry publications.
P.l’s 2. Matrix available on website and website. 2. Publications: journal articles,
2. Data summary on SFP used in presentations. 2. Results from simulations shared web-based summary.
website, with announcements at professional meetings. 3. Regional meetings of managers
via e-mail and landowners
4. Professional presentations.
Audiences Primary: Policymakers, Resource Primary: Resource managers Primary: Policymakers/agencies Primary: NCSSF Board (final

Managers
Secondary: Agencies, Educators

Secondary: Policymakers, NGO’s,
Agencies, Educators

Secondary: NGO’s, Educators,
Resource Managers

report); Resource Managers,
Practitioners, Policymakers
Secondary: NGO’s, Educators,
General Public

Responsibilities

1. OSU will summarize criteria
and place on website.

2. Program P.1.”s will make

OSU data manager, with input from
PSU and AU.

Content: Hulse/UO team with input
from AU and PSU.

Production: OSU and SFP

Final report- Radosevich et al.
Publications: P.l.s and webmaster
Presentations: P.l.s

pre_sentations in their home webmaster. Meetings: AU-Dubois; PSU-
regions. Jacobsen; OSU-Fletcher
Delivery Date(s) 1. Database and matrix- May 2003 October 2003 Final report- December 2003

January 2003

2. PowerPoint talk for NCSSF- May
2003

Publications-December 2003 and
beyond

Meetings-Winter or Spring 2004

Presentations- Fall 2003 and
beyond
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What’s next?

* BIG project

e |nstitutional ENTHUSIASM-

a National SFP research
project
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