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Appendix Ill. Sample Evaluation Tools and
Change Mechanisms

This appendix provides examples of several of the tools and strategies for evaluating and adapting
collaborative resource management that are discussed in the “Closing the Feedback” sourcebook.
The after-action worksheet was developed as part of the U.S. Forest Service’s Empowering Collab-
orative Stewardship Project. The other examples are drawn from the rapid assessments.
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Co

After-Action

Empowering Collaborative Stewardship

Worksheet

1. What did you intend? (20%)
What were your objectives? Why did you take this

action? What were you trying to achieve?
What were the key assignments?

3. What can we learn about it? (25%)

What are some plausible explanations for why,
when, and where events happened?

A key question is, “what did we do well that we
need to discuss or else it will be forgotten?”

Don’t look for blame; look for lessons, including
lessons about ‘mistakes’.

Be honest about what questions you still have
about what happened and why.

5. What should we do now? (<10%)

How will you share these lessons?

Don’t just wait until next time if you can make a
difference now.

Be clear about assignments and responsibilities:
who will do what by when?
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COPWRR Project-Level Ecosystem Monitoring Report Form

Project:

NEPA Authority Used:

Date:

Interdisciplinary Team / Forest Service Members Participating:

Other Participants in Field Evaluation:

Units: Acres in Units:

Other Units being Monitored:

Background

Purpose and Need

Reference:

Management Objectives for Unit

References:
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Treatment Summary for Unit

References:

Selected Implementation Guidelines, Management Measures, and BMPs to Evaluate

Reference:
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Unit Evaluation

Were the treatments implemented as described in the decision document or Record of
Decision? Were the treatments implemented in accordance with the Selected Implementation
Guidelines, Management Measures, and BMPs identified above? If not, please explain why.

For each Management Objective for this Unit, please evaluate whether the objective has been
achieved. If the objective has not been achieved, please comment on barriers, constraints,
limitations, etc. and what might be needed for future projects to achieve the objective.
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Project Evaluation

Were the results of this project what was anticipated and intended? Have treatments
addressed the Purposes and Needs for this project? If not, why not?

Please share any observations or comments about the project planning, implementation, or
results that are important to understanding management of this unit or important for
improving future management in similar projects.
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Bankhead Liaison Panel Timber and Thinning Team

Checklist for Site Preparation for SPB damaged sites receiving treatments other than thinning, e.g.
prep for planting, release treatments, etc.

Inspection Date: Time: Age:

Location: Compartment Stand Acres: DFC:
Coordinates: Latitude: Longitude: Alt:
Original Treatment Date: _ Original Treatment:

Additional Treatment Date: _ Additional Treatment:

Review Team:

General Site Conditions [ground surface, weather, roads, active operations, geomorphology,
natural community type, forest class, etc |:

General Description of Methods Being Reviewed [Drum chopping, controlled burn, etc. ]

S= Satisfactory U= Unsatisfactory NI = Needs Improvement Needs Remediation = NA = Not Applicable

I Stream Course Protection d. Damage to residual stand

a. Stream Buffer protected BMP/SMZ _ e. Excessive rutting by operations

b. Mechanical impacts /rutting evidence; % f. Equipment use orderly, workmanship
c. Debris removed or prevented from entry g. Soil disturbance

d. Culverts, rock, fill materials, silt fences __ h. Evident site impacts

e. Presence of stream crossings

f. Evidence of siltation or soil movement
g. Evidence of water quality degradation

S i. Litter & Trash occurrence

— V Burn Adequacy

. . a. Remain within boundaries
II Erosion Prevention . .
b. Burn intensity

a. Erosion control adequate Fire break
b. Provisions for long term protection ¢. Fire breaks —
c. Water bars/ locations and function

d, Reseeding on erodible areas VI Roads and vehicle use

a. Appropriate locations and size

III Protection of Feature and Elements b. Maintenance and slope protection S
a. Cultural or Historic Resources _ c. Entrance to public roads protected S
b. Rock Shelters, Caves, Outcrops L d. Culverts and physical improvements o
c. Special Areas, seepages, communities ~ ___ e. Rutting and water bars S
d. T&E Species site-specific habitat . f. Oil, fuel spillage evidence S
e. Recreation Trails, facilities etc o g. Minimal roads S
f. Property Boundaries, fences, corners -
VII Vegetation Impacts

IV Drum Chopping Operations a. Groundcover impacts — grasses, leaf litter ___
a. In compliance with unit boundaries . b. Duff r.es‘idual S
b. Only designated trees, sizes and species ___ C. Remammg Snags S
c. Damage to leave trees . d. Revegetation —
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Bankhead Liaison Panel Timber and Thinning Team

Remarks [Referenced by Item Above]

Confirmation of USFS Administration Appropriateness [ All public notifications, bidding
protocols, NEPA requirements, Contract and Forest Plan compliance, traffic control incidence,
fire protections, required USFS inspection reports and verification, Documentation of
enforcement, Contract restrictions, documented problems and non-compliance issues, etc.]

NEPA and Silviculture Prescription Implementation Appropriate [ on-ground Sale Area layout
follows approved plan, contract implementation appropriateness, sale administrated according
to terms, violations listed, OSHA compliance, etc]

Additional Comments, Recognitions and Remarks:

Observation Summary; Date:
Consensus of Review Team Established; Date:
Observations Presented to USFS District Ranger; Date:

Recommended follow-up actions and schedules:

Recommendations agreed to: Date:
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Bankhead Liaison Panel Timber and Thinning Team

USFS
Inspection Date: Time:
Location: Compartment: Stand: Acres: DFC:

Photo Spots:
Description Archive number Latitude Longitude Direction

10.

11.

12.

13.

Photos by: Date:

Photos stored at:
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Bankhead Liaison Panel Timber and Thinning Team

ChecKlist for Timber Thinning Site Evaluations

Time:
Stand:

Inspection Date:

Location: Compartment:
Coordinates: Latitude:
Original Treatment Date:
Additional Treatment Date: _

Review Team:

Longitude:
Original Treatment:
Additional Treatment:

Age:

Acres: DFC:

Altitude:

General Site Description [ground surface, access control, protection, roads, active operations, vegetation

age, natural community type, forest class, burned, etc]:

General Description of Operation Being Reviewed [Thinning, type of logging, equipment used, etc]:____

S= Satisfactory U= Unsatisfactory = NI = Needs Improvement
I Stream Course Protection

a. Stream Buffer protected BMP/SMZ

b. Mechanical impacts /rutting evidence; % ___

c. Debris removed or prevented from entry
d. Cutting of allowable trees

e. Culverts, rock, fill materials, silt fences
f. Presence of stream crossings -
g. Contract Specifications met? (USFS input)____
h. Evidence of siltation or soil movement
i. Evidence of water quality degradation
II Erosion Prevention

a. Gully or sheet erosion present

b. Slash on scarred areas

c. Provisions for long term protection

d. Water bars/ locations and function

e. Reseeding on erodible areas

III Protection of Feature and Elements
a. Cultural or Historic Resources

b. Rock Shelters, Caves, Outcrops

c. Special Areas and plant communities
d. T&E Species site-specific habitat

e. Recreation Trails, facilities etc

f. Property Boundaries, fences, corners
IV Logging Operations

a. Timing of operations .
b. Operations in compliance with boundaries____
c. Only designated trees, sizes and species
d. Damage to residual stand

e. Damage to leave trees

f. Hung trees remaining

g. Damaged trees removed

h. Excessive rutting by operations

NR = Needs Remediation

i. Equipment use orderly, workmanship

j- Trash left on site, oil spills

k. Evident site impacts

1. Directional felling

V Slash Disposal Adequacy
a. Residual stump height

b. Tops removed from trails, roads, special

areas, stream courses

c. Slash piles size & extent

d. Distribution of slash on erodible areas
e. Size of Slash deposited

f. No slash against leave trees

g. Bark thickness at staging areas

VI Roads, Skid traces, Staging Areas
a. Appropriate locations and size

b. Maintenance and slope protection

c. Entrance to public roads protected

d. Logger follow-up for seeding

e. Culverts and physical improvements
f. Minimal roads

VII Vegetation Impacts

NA = Not Applicable

a. Groundcover impacts — grasses, leaf litter

b. Woody under-story impacts

c. Residual Tree Canopy condition
d. Revegetation — natural

e. Revegetation — artificial

f. Visual aspects

g. Invasives

VIII Burn Adequacy

a. Remain within boundaries

b. Burn intensity

c. Fire breaks
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Bankhead Liaison Panel Timber and Thinning Team
Inspection Date: Time:
Location: Compartment: Stand: Acres: DFC:
Photo Spots:

Description Archive number Latitude Longitude Azimuth

10.
11.
12.

13.

Photos by: Date:

Photos stored at:
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Bankhead Liaison Panel Timber and Thinning Team

Inspection Date: Time:
Location: Compartment: Stand: Acres: DFC:

Photo Spots:

Description Archive number Latitude Longitude Azimuth

10.

11.

12.

13.

Photos by: Date:

Photos stored at:
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FIELD VISIT SUMMARY - BASS LAKE RANGER DISTRICT

Dinkey Collaborative
July 17, 2012
Dinkey Landscape Restoration Project, Sierra National Forest
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1. Action Items
* SNF STAFF: Apply strategies from BLRD to the Soaproot project.
* SNF STAFF: Obtain overlaying data on the marked clumps, including location and LiDAR
and aerial photos, with wildlife data to get a better sense of preferred habitat
* ANAE OTTO to distribute Ms. Purcell’s draft photoessay.
* SNF STAFF: Develop a series of figures to accompany the guidelines, as done in BLRD

2. Welcome and Orientation

Mr. Dave Martin, Bass Lake District Ranger, Sierra National Forest, welcomed all participants to the
field visit, noting that the opportunity to share information with Dinkey Collaborative participants
about the similarities and differences between his district’s approach and the High Sierra Ranger
District. The facilitator, Mr. Dorian Fougeres, reviewed the day’s agenda and meeting ground rules

3. Sugar Pine Project (Unit T8, Road 5579)

Ms. Kathryn Napier, District Silviculturalist, oriented the group to the site, noting the area was
treated in the fall of 2011, with a fisher den site present in the unit. She noted the project was
designed to test the 2004 decision, the use of SPLATSs (Strategically Placed Treatments) to prevent
catastrophic fires, and adaptive management. Phase 1 of the treatment was complete. She
reviewed the prescription for high quality habitat (the full document was handed out and is
available under the July 17, 2012, materials on DataBasin.org), which included leaving 210 square
feet of basal area/arce; thinning from below; and wildlife criteria. Oaks with a dot also had their
surrounding biomass retained to either their dripline or 35’. The area around fisher dens was to be
maintained for multiple routes.

* Mr. Mark Smith added that on High Sierra Ranger District, crews were trained to identify

fisher rest sites, rather than having them marked ahead of time, but the sales
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administrator had no way to know what was done. On Bass Lake Ranger District, the fisher
rest sites and clumps are marked ahead of time.

* Mr. Jim Fouch, Marking Crew Chief, noted that the crew did not simply stick to the grid.
They actively compared distances, with people spaced out around 100 feet apart, looking
between the groups and identifying cavities, looking to retain at least 2 per acre for the
highest quality habitat.

* Mr. Chad Hanson noted that numerous habitat elements — shrubs, understory, snags, large
downed logs — were missing, and that snag recruitment would be difficult.

* Ms. Napier noted that the second class included spindly oaks were also retained so long as
they were not likely to be overtopped.

o Mr. Fouch added that crews had to consider the tradeoffs between a reasonably
vigorous small oak, or cutting a larger less vigorous oak, with an eye toward habitat
15-20 years in the future. This was the planning horizon for the restoration work.

* Ms. Napier noted that the third class included conifer groups, with at least three 30” trees in
the group. These had to have touching crowns. All the understory underneath would be
retained for the purpose of having ladder trees go up into the canopy and maintaining
structural heterogeneity.

* The group noted that one challenge was how to implement and train the marking crews.
The pre-mark identification of tree clumps increases the pace of the production mark.

o Mr. Fouch noted that in the Cedar Valley project (visited in the afternoon), trees
>20"” were marked to retain, but this was not needed here. Here the edge of the
clump was considered as a “curtain” dropping down from the edge of the canopy.
In this case, one side of the clump was opened; if there had been a better oak, it
would have been included, as it would have closed the canopy and increased the
value of the clump. Instead, the idea was to open the south side to promote the
oak, as there was no coherent conifer clump.

o Mr. Hanson suggested that this approach of leaving only the material out to the
dripline left the interior very exposed. Leaving a buffer would be beneficial.

* Regarding the identification of denning cavities, Mr. Fouch noted crews were told to look
for fist-sized holes, but this was relative. Regarding the identification of resting platforms,
crews didn’t have a good sense of the size.

* Ms. Napier noted that decadent trees could be saved as wildlife trees. Wildlife trees
included things like forked tops, mistletoe brooms, teakettle branches, and all snags.

* Ms. Napier noted that there were approximately two clumps per acre, on average. It
depends on the unit and the natural conditions therein. Mr. Hanson felt this was a low
average.

* Mr. Craig Thomas felt the area looked “really good”. He contrasted the area with parts of
the Dinkey landscape that were dominated by old white fir, noting that this site had a mix of
oak and pine, and served as a source for the fisher population.

o Ms. Anae Otto clarified that cedar were taken because of the prescription for this
test site.

o Mr. Hanson asked whether Mr. Thomas would approve of such a treatment being
conducted at the landscape scale (not in the sense of applying this prescription to
literally every acre of land, but in the sense of this prescription being replicated in
similar areas across the landscape). Mr. Hanson reiterated his concern that several
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habitat elements were missing, and that the potential clump was opened rather
than maintained.

o Mr. Thomas replied that he would have liked more heterogeneity, but based on
what was available and what remains, he felt the treatment was “outstanding”. The
area did not have all the elements, but he doubted larger trees were there, and the
snags were not taken. He felt this was a great starting point for exploring
treatments where there is active fisher use. He felt the layout was creative, and did
not separate the social and ecological components of the landscape.

o Mr. Ramiro Rojas noted that Dinkey North and South were not well used by fisher,
and missed structural elements, so there were different retention guidelines. The
strategies applied here could be applied in Soaproot: if there was good habitat to
start with, and certain qualities were desired, an effort could be made to modify —
not remove — the habitat.

= ACTION ITEM: Mr. Rojas suggested the opportunity to apply strategies from
BLRD to the Soaproot project, which had more similar vegetation
characteristics.

o Mr. Fouch suggested it was important to be able to look for a suite of qualities,
rather than a single characteristic.

o The facilitator reiterated a theme that had emerged during the July 16 technical field
visit: the need to always consider treatment within the context of at least three
scales: the microsite, the unit, and the watershed or landscape.

o ACTION ITEM: The group requested overlaying data on the marked clumps,
including location and LiDAR and aerial photos, with wildlife data to get a better
sense of preferred habitat.

o Mr. Thomas suggested creating a photoessay covering examples of clumps, cavities
and platforms, and fisher den and rest sites.

= Ms. Otto noted that Ms. Kathryn Purcell had begun developing such a
photoessay for Sugar Pine.
= ACTION ITEM: Ms. Otto to distribute Ms. Purcell’s draft photoessay.
The group expressed concern about how the area surrounding the main fisher den site was
treated, with all the ground vegetation removed around the tree.

o Ms. Sue Britting noted that this pointed to a critical question: is it feasible to
recognize all these sites, or is it impossible? And if so, was a clump defined tightly or
expansively? And then how would commercial operations influence the site?

Ms. Pam Flick pointed out that the group stood at the end of the unit, which sloped down to
a streamside management zone.

Asked about fire, Ms. Denise Tolmie noted it would likely be low to moderate in this area,
killing some smaller trees and potentially some medium trees. As a firefighter, she would
feel comfortable fighting or managing fire here. This was one of the goals of the
prescriptions.

Ms. Anne Lombardo noted the importance of cover near den trees, including the risk of
predation, and suggested paying greater attention to where dead fisher were found.

o Ms. Britting cautioned that dead animals can be carried a distance. She noted there
was an ongoing effort to collar bobcats and mountain lions.
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* Mr. Dirk Charley noted the importance of including the sales administrator and Timber
Stand Improvement crews/operators in the learning group, in addition to the
silviculturalist, wildlife biologist, contract administrator, and marking crews, given the need
to pick out relatively small habitat elements.

o Ms. Britting added that a key consideration was, who will use the tool? The marking
crew? The operator? Each of the people involved would have to have familiarity,
just as is done in plans for reforestation.

o ACTION ITEM: The group suggested developing a series of figures to accompany the
guidelines, as done in BLRD.

* Mr. Justin Augustine echoed Mr. Hanson’s concern, noting that he would not want to see
this treatment repeated across the landscape, as it did not maintain the natural “messiness”
and complexity. If this were done for public safety, that would be different than for
ecological restoration.

o Mr. Martin replied that heterogeneity is a primary objective, and that the Wildlife-
Urban Interface (WUI) area is treated differently.

o Ms. Napier added that in planning the treatment here, the team considers the
common stand exam, damage reports, fire modeling, standards & guidelines,
wildlife concerns, physical access, and the relationship with adjacent units.

o Mr. Smith clarified that the purpose of the treatment here was to test the 2004
Framework, specifically the SPLAT strategy. The GTR 200 takes a different approach
that is based on zones derived from a combination of slope and aspect, among other
criteria.

* Mr. Hanson suggested that Dinkey treatments focus on enhancing ecological heterogeneity,
noting that the first draft proposed action for Bald Mountain included snag creation.

* Regarding clumps, Mr. Thomas noted that question include how far outside a clump should
be maintained, issues of temperature and seasonal considerations (e.g., use during the
winter), and the dual use of cover both for fisher foraging as well as preying upon fisher.

4. Cedar Valley Project, Stop 1 (Road 6S97)

Ms. Napier noted that the area had larger trees and structure, and that treatment in this area was
complete. Mr. Fouch noted that it had not taken long to go back and revise the original mark based
on the revised guidelines, and that there was not a significant change in the volume or number of
trees.

¢ Regarding clumps, Mr. Smith noted that there were five trees greater than 30”, with nearly
touching crowns. All were over 20”. The prescription was to thin below 20” in the conifer
group to a specific basal area to avoid overstocking, and to treat ladder fuels.

* Mr. Hanson noted that intermediate and large trees were retained and there was a snag
group. He felt that the area was nonetheless missing large downed logs, and that additional
understory could have been retained around the tree boles.

* Ms. Britting noted that more thought had been given to shrubs after the Cedar Valley work.

*  Mr. Martin noted that the work of the Timber Stand Improvement teams after the
commercial harvest was changing. Here the emphasis was removing ladder fuels to avoid
crown fires. The treatment was not driven by a silvicultural objective. The TSI did not
biomass the area. They also employed whole tree yarding versus typical extraction; this can
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reduce the need to scatter slash and treat groundfuels. The fuel break provided by the
nearby road also increased treatment flexibility.

Mr. Hanson asked whether areas for higher intensity burning had been retained, as they
could contribute to a fisher prey base.

o Ms. Tolmie affirmed that yes, this had been assessed for Cedar Valley because of the
amount of area left untreated because of sensitive plants, archaeological sites.
Roughly 10-15% was untreated because of this, and the potential for high intensity
fire existed in those areas; if the area were drip-torched today, some pockets of high
intensity fire would likely occur. Overall around 60% of the land was left untreated
and would not be returned to as it was inoperable.

o Ms. Britting commented that the proportion of land untreated was important to
consider, as these constitute a remnant. A better way is needed to account for and
describe these areas. They include opportunities to apply different treatments.
There is a value to these “no-entry” spaces.

= Mr. Martin noted that it was difficult to know the final result of a treatment,
but over time the accuracy of the estimates could be tracked.
Mr. Rojas noted that if the High Sierra Ranger District guidelines were applied, the area
would be considered moderate or possibly high quality habitat. There were also
opportunities to release pine for growth. In many areas canyon live oak would be
overtopped, so one consideration would be to create space for oaks.

o Mr. Smith noted that BLRD took two approaches to oaks: (1) leave all for fisher
benefit, or (2) remove 1 side to enhance growth of remaining oaks.

o Mr. Rojas commented that the decision would be based on an assessment of the
value of the oak relative to either (1) rot or cavity creation, which is beneficial for
fisher, or (2) it’s ability to grow and expand its crown if given greater exposure. In
young trees it may be hard to see the rot, but it exists in almost all oaks. He
suggested that if oaks were abundant in an area, the highest quality oaks would be
retained, whereas if fewer oaks were available, lower quality trees would
necessarily be maintained. More oaks would also be maintained near creeks.

o Mr. Smith observed that both districts were moving away from keeping every single
oak, while still maintaining wildlife benefits.

Ms. Tolmie commented that with regard to the white fir coming back in the understory,
ideally the area would be burned again in 2-3 years. Prescribed burns would be planned
based on (1) WUI requirements, and (2) the risk of the fire escaping. Ecologically this would
best occur in the fall, but that increased the risk of escape and air quality concerns. A spring
burn would still kill the fir. A TSI crew could be used, although fire would be preferable.

Mr. Rojas noted that 12”, 16”, and 18" pine were missing, which would be the future
generation.

o Mr. Martin noted that the area did not lend itself to this. A lot of releasable pine
cannot be promoted because there are larger trees around the oaks that are
retained.

o Mr. Rojas noted that a big issue in the Bear Fen area is that oaks are senescing.
Dinkey North and South focused on using existing openings to promote pine.

Appendix lll. Sample Evaluation Tools and Change Mechanisms

17



5. Cedar Valley Project, Stop 2 (Road 6S97)

Mr. Smith noted that he had anticipated more lower level canopy removal in the area, and/or that
the understory had returned more rapidly than he expected. He asked the group explicitly what
might be done with the cedar adjacent to the main clump, with the three large pines that were not
part of the clump and the nearby debris.

* Mr. Larry Duysen noted that the area had been cleaner after initial treatment, but then
blowdown occurred, adding material to the ground.

* Mr. Hanson emphasized it was important to distinguish between public safety and forest
management objectives in the area; this would change what should be done.

* Ms. Britting noted that the structure is so large that if the surrounding area would be
thinned, there would be even greater height to live crown. She suggested that in general
the treatments should look to soften the edges of clumps while being mindful of ladder
fuels. Behind the three pines, she would remove more material, thinning or removing of
the understory, depending on what was on the far side of the pine. Looking downhill, she
was not sure how to promote pine; the area was presumably wetter.

o Mr. Smith suggested that next to the clump he would keep the large cedar but cut
the 12” trees, and remove the material to the right, maintaining the ramp tree.
Near the three large pines he would open the area for pine benefit. Downhill he
would cut all the cedar, perhaps maintaining one large one.

o Mr. Rojas echoed that he would soften the edge of the clump where fisher could go
up or have hiding cover. Behind the three pines he would maybe leave fewer fir and
cedar, and maybe encourage natural pine regeneration in the opening. If the area
were to be burned again, he would consider creating a tractor line around the young
trees.

o Mr. Thomas suggested replacing the cedar with pine.

o Mr. Rojas reiterated that the prescription here had been to thin from below, so
trees were removed, likely because they were suppressed. In Dinkey North and
South the prescription was to thin throughout a diameter class.

* Mr. Hanson suggested that a lot of intermediate pine were removed from the area, and
expressed concern that this now justified removing fir and cedar to recreate the
intermediate pine that were removed. He noted that fir and cedar may be important for
fisher. He suggested that historically there had been dense fir and cedar at this elevation.
He disagreed with characterizations of the area as open park-like stands, based on the early
19" century. He suggested there was a broader set of data to examine, and that open pine
stands occupied only a portion of the landscape.

* Mr. Thomas noted it was confusing when the management objective was unclear (hence
the value of designating areas of emphasis). He asked that if burning was not possible, how
else could one get more pine over the long-term?

* Ms. Lombardo suggested that pine could possibly by planted in small groups, and that it was
unlikely that enough fire could be used to meet objectives across the land.

o Mr. Smith suggested that creating openings was an important strategy in the
absence of fire.

Mr. Hanson commented that he did not believe the work of the Dinkey Collaborative would have
value if as part of the Forest Plan revision process, wildlife viability requirements were not upheld.
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Mr. Thomas suggested that he believed that if people worked together face-to-face, they
would find that they are not so different, and that everyone cares about these issues. Rigid
rules were not the only option. Monitoring was critical. The group was taking risks because
it needed to figure out what happens with different treatments and what to do in these
areas. Without the engagement of stakeholders and scientists, the process would break
down.

Mr. Martin emphasized that interdisciplinary meetings and species viability was as or more
important than anything else the district does. District staff consistently have conversations
about the relationship between wildlife and treatments.

Ms. Britting echoed the importance of the Forest Plan and how it frames issues, and that
this was not resolved by the national planning rule. As an early adopter forest, Sierra
National Forest would have to grapple with how to frame the plan around values.

6. Attendees

1. Justin Augustine 11. Dorian Fougeéres, CCP 20. Peter Nelson

2. Rich Bagley 12. Rebecca Garcia, SNF 21. Anae Otto, SNF

3. Keith Ballard, SNF 13. Chaturhika 22. Ramiro Rojas, SNF
4. Sue Britting Goonawardena, SNF 23. Mark Smith

5. Dirk Charley, SNF 14. Chad Hanson 24. Zach Tane, SNF

6. Narvell Connor 15. Stan Harger 25. Craig Thomas

7. Kent Duysen 16. Andy Hosford, SNF 26. Denise Tolmie, SNF
8. Larry Duysen 17. Anne Lombardo 27. Mandy Vance

9. Pam Flick 18. Dave Martin, SNF 28. Stan Van Velsor
10. Jim Fouch, SNF 19. Kathryn Napier, SNF
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MEETING SUMMARY | Dinkey Collaborative Full Group
January 19, 2012
Dinkey Landscape Restoration Project, Sierra National Forest
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Action Items and Agreements

1. DAN JIRON to send information on the Southern Sierra Fisher Strategy.
2. DORIAN to schedule a full collaborative landscape planning webinar for the month of
February.

Agreements
1. Members signed the letter of support and indicated their level of support for the CBI

proposal. Mr. Hanson and Mr. Kangas opposed the CBI proposal. A full list of
signatories and reservations is provided in the text below.

2. Members signed the letter of support and indicated their level of support for the Sierra
Foothill Conservancy/Cold Springs Rancheria proposal. A full list of signatories and
reservations is provided in the text below.

1. Welcome and Introductions

Mr. Mosé Jones-Yellin, Deputy District Ranger, High Sierra Ranger District (HSRD), Sierra
National Forest (SNF), welcomed all participants to the full Collaborative meeting and reviewed
the agenda. Mr. Mosé Jones-Yellin also thanked Mr. Dan Jiron, Mr. Scott Armentrout, and Mr.
Ray Porter for their attendance and participation with the Collaborative.

All meeting materials are posted to the group’s site on Databasin.org.
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2. Leadership Conversation

The Dinkey Collaborative began by welcoming key leaders from the Forest Service: Mr. Dan
Jiron, Deputy Regional Forester Region 5; Mr. Scott Armentrout, Supervisor, SNF; and Mr. Ray
Porter, District Ranger, HSRD, SNF. Before comments and questions for the guests began, the
group was to consider the question, “what would you like the leadership’s perspective on?”

Mr. Porter commented that the DLRP Collaborative is making progress, and expressed that
Dinkey North and South are positive products from the Collaborative. He also stated that the
Collaborative process is slow, and he further expressed a desire for the group to accelerate the
planning process. Mr. Armentrout applauded the group for handling issues and the continued
leadership engagement. He thanked Mr. Jones-Yellin for meeting the needs of the
collaborative, and congratulated him on a job well done. Mr. Armentrout noted that the input
from the Collaborative shaped the current projects being implemented. He also stated that
members cannot agree upon every issue fully, but there can be progress made without
litigation.

Mr. Jiron also thanked all the members for their commitment to the Collaborative, and
continued to emphasize the progress that is made by learning from one another. Mr. Jiron
stated that Mr. Armentrout delivers the DLRP Collaborative reports, and he is regularly
informed of the group’s progress. Mr. Jiron expressed the importance of issues such as Sierra
Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP), owl, fisher, and budget. Mr. Jiron stated that SNEP has
concerns about funding, and expressed that the Region’s commitment to acquire funds through
aid from the Forest Service and the State of California was still on going. He also commented
that budget decisions are a challenge when attempting to consider the right investments. Mr.
Jiron expressed that the spotted owl will continue to receive support, and noted that there is
encouragement among scientist to analyze data for future use. He noted that the fisher will
also continue to receive funding, and would like to see collaboration with the Fish and Wildlife
Service to assist with Forest Plan revisions. He explained that he has contacted the Fish and
Wildlife Service, in Washington and Oregon State, for future fisher collaboration. Mr. Jiron
expressed the importance of revising Forest Plans to reflect the current data analysis. Mr. Jiron
touched on the recent budget issues. He explained that the budget is unpredictable due to the
threats of government shut downs. Mr. Jiron said that he is working on keeping the budget a
priority for the Dinkey Collaborative, and further stated his hopes to gather a budget earlier in
the year to ease the Collaborative’s decision-making process.

* Mr. Steve Haze asked about the future of the Kings River Experimental Watershed
(KREW), and stated his interest in the future environmental impacts of the project.

* Mr. Stan Van Velsor inquired about the route of funding to the CFLR budget, and if the
money received from Washington D.C. will be direct, as opposed to going through the
region. He also asked when the budget would be available.

* Mr. Craig Thomas noted the importance of Mr. Jiron’s funding work, and wanted Mr.
Jiron’s help to work out the issues on fisher management.
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*  Mr. Armentrout addressed Mr. Haze’s concern about the future of KREW, and stated
that the project is a high priority for funding. Mr. Porter added the watershed
experiment portion and the research of KREW would be advancing forward.

* Mr. Jiron responded to Mr. Thomas about considering the best approach to the fisher
management issues. Mr. Jiron noted that there is communication with the Fish and
Wildlife Service and Jane Hayes, deputy director, to aid with complex issues due to
fisher management. Mr. Jiron stated that there is no concrete answer when entering
decision making for management issues.

* Mr. Jiron answered Mr. Van Velsor’s budget question, and stated that getting funding
direct from Washington is not possible. Mr. Jiron conveyed that Region 5 feels the
Collaborative is a priority, and will receive funding. He continued to state the
importance of implementing the work completed in collaborative meetings, and
suggested the budget completion be in early spring.

* Mr. Mark Smith inquired about how proceed with the fisher strategy, and how Mr.
Jones-Yellin would be able to convey the status on the Southern Sierra fisher
conservation strategy to the Dinkey Collaborative group.

* Mr. Kent Duysen commented that there will be a fisher strategy released.

* Ms. Pamela Flick inquired about the priorities in the Sierra Region and if the region had
interest in other collaborative groups.

* Mr. Armentrout asked Mr. Jones-Yellin on his status of reaching information on the
Southern Sierra Fisher Conservation Strategy. Mr. Jones-Yellin replied he recently talked
with Barney Gant and the response was supportive of the Southern Sierra Fisher
Conservation Strategy. Mr. Jiron noted that he would share available information on the
Southern Sierra Fisher Strategy with the members of the DLRP Collaborative.

ACTION ITEM: DAN JIRON to send information on the Southern Sierra Fisher Strategy.

Mr. Jiron suggested that to move forward with the planning process, the group needs to find
harmony among the issues. Mr. Jiron proposed that plans should be adapted to emerging
science and data collected. He also expressed that the forest plans are unique to each site. Mr.
Jiron stated to ensure adaptive measures, analysis on each site is important to avoid failures.
Mr. Jiron addressed other important areas in California that need attention such as projects
featuring Southern California chaparral, Lake Tahoe basin, and the Quincy Library Group.

Mr. Ron Goode expressed his liking for the Collaborative meetings, but also felt that little work
is achieved. He also said the money should be allocated from the meetings to field work, and he
felt that more should be happening in result of the Collaborative meetings.

Mr. Jiron responded by commenting on many projects currently in the implementation stages.
He also stated the desire to increase the acres treated, but did agree with Mr. Goode that more
needs to be done. Mr. Jiron expressed his interest in working with community groups. Mr. Jiron
further commented on the need for more to be done, and highlighted the unity and efforts of
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the Amador Calaveras Consensus Group (ACCG). Mr. Jiron added that the collaborative cannot
fix every problem but suggested that a collaborative needs to define their role within the local
community.

Mr. Haze noted that the DLRP is looking at working landscapes, and is currently compiling a
communication plan. He asked how to get the local community involved because they are not
aware of the developing plans. Mr. Armentrout responded to Mr. Haze by noting there is a
commitment to increase involvement through better communication. Mr. Porter added that
the Forest Service pre-work has changed, and collaborative decisions are significant in project
implementation. He also agreed with Mr. Goode in regards to wanting more projects
implemented.

Mr. Chad Hanson noted that most of the discussions in the meeting are focused on restoration
and resilience, and there is not much conversation on the differentiation between categories.
He also raised concern with not identifying the difference in treatments ecologically, and
further expressed that he has not seen credible information. Mr. Hanson questioned how to
evaluate biodiversity.

Mr. Jiron noted that this topic was a large conversation, and meetings could be held on solely
that one topic. Mr. Jiron stated that there needs to be an analysis to identify the type of
monitoring approach, and then understand what can be done within budget. Mr. Jiron felt it
was important to work together in creating a monitoring process, but also recognized that no
decision is final due to emerging science. Mr. Jiron noted the need for the forest to function
properly with the role of fire. He continued to comment on the importance of reintroducing fire
in the forest for restoring ecosystems. Mr. Jiron stated concerns with prescribed fire issues and
the direct effect to the air quality in California. He commented on the importance of working
with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to balance fire in the landscape with negative
impacts of air quality and health concerns. Mr. Armentrout noted there is not a consensus on
the diameter issues of trees. He suggested continuing to advance the decision making process,
and try to produce a consensus. Mr. Porter appreciated Mr. Hanson’s insight, and suggested
that expressing opinions and listening is the best way to work together to produce a project.

3. Conservation Biology Institute (CBI) Revised Proposal

The Conservation Biology Institute presented a revised proposal handout to the DLRP
Collaborative with intention of gaining the group’s support. (The initial proposal was presented
in December, after which a special webinar was held to provide further feedback, and the
revised proposal distributed a week in advance of the meeting.) Ms. Susan Antenen and Mr.
Wayne Spencer, via telephone, reviewed the written proposal handout. A letter of support was
offered to members of the Collaborative, and members were able to choose the desired level of
support for the CBI proposal.
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Mr. Craig Thompson explained that the CBI is proposing a framework for a fisher decision
making process, and stated his support for the proposal. He also stated that the Fish and
Wildlife Service faced the same questions in regards to fisher management.

Mr. Hanson noted that there was no option for opposing the proposal, and also stated his
concern for his opposition going undocumented. Mr. Hanson expressed two main concerns
with the proposal. He stated that the proposal assumed high intensity fire results in fisher
habitat loss, and commented that the proposal states an inaccurate assumption that trees
experience almost complete mortality when a fire burns. Mr. Hanson expressed that the
mortality rate was not supported by current data. Mr. Dorian Fougeéres assured Mr. Hanson
that his position would be documented.

Ms. Sue Britting inquired about the application of the proposal for fisher management in the
Southern Sierra Region. She followed with stating that the planning framework can help sort
areas of concern for fisher management.

Mr. Ramiro Rojas stated that the proposal was a great model, but commented that boundary
lines on a map might not accurately reflect or allow for assessments of real field conditions. The
model must support implementation. Mr. Rojas also mentioned the importance of using
specific measurements and outputs in the fisher decision framework, and the relation of the
fishers to fire.

Mr. Spencer responded to Mr. Rojas by explaining the fire modeling was not included in the
proposal, and that they will work on defining usable metrics. Mr. Spencer understood Mr.
Rojas’ concerns about defining boundaries, and the importance of creating a process for fisher
management. He also addressed Mr. Hanson’s concerns about fisher mortality assumptions,
explaining that the proposal did not use the models that Mr. Hanson noted.

Ms Carolyn Ballard stated that she had worked with a former modeler for the Rocky Mountain
Institute, and he would like to use the DLRP project as a case study. Ms. Ballard also noted that
treatments for fisher management can involve both vegetation and fire.

Mr. Hanson questioned the clarity of paragraphs two and three in the proposal document, and
suggested that the information was based on hypothetical scenarios. Mr. Spencer stated the
proposal contains uncertainties and is currently evolving. He further explained the mapping
characteristics, and stated once the site area is mapped, settings can be manipulated resulting
in a clear fisher management decision-making process.

Mr. Haze inquired about the Forest Service’s support with the CBI proposal. Mr. Jones-Yellin

responded by stating the Forest Service contributed the data, and will continue to work with
the Conservation Biology Institute.
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RECOMMENDATION: Members signed the letter of support and indicated their level of support
for the CBI proposal. Mr. Hanson and Mr. Kangas opposed the CBI proposal. A full list of
signatories and reservations is provided here:

List of those who support the proposal

Pamela Flick, Defenders of Wildlife: full support
Craig Thomas and Susan Britting, Sierra Forest Legacy: full support
Stan Van Velsor, The Wilderness Society: full support
John R. Mount, interested forester: with reservations (no explanation attached)
Richard Bagley, Highway 168 Fire Safe Council and Edison Forestry: full support
Kent Duysen, Sierra Forest Products: with reservations
a. Explanation: Will output matrix be useful for the people who have to make
decisions and work in the field? Is the line on the map simply a fisher protected
activity center? (Stay out, etc.) As long as Craig Thompson is fully engaged, | would
feel comfortable.
7. Larry Duysen, Sierra Forest Products: full support
Mark T. Smith, interested forester: full support
9. Steve Haze, Yosemite Sequoia Resource Conservation and Development Council: full
support
a. Clarification that support is premised on the US Forest Service also clearly indicating
its support of the proposal
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