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Implementation of Biomass Harvesting Guidelines

MONITORING
Staff Contact: 
Carmen Wagner, Forestry Hydrologist, 608-266-1667

Element Background:

This element addresses options for monitoring the Biomass Harvesting Guidelines (BHGs). A monitoring system may address compliance, application, operational or effectiveness issues.
Feasible Options with Existing Resources:

1. 
Timber Sale Administration Checklist

A checklist could be prepared to be used during timber sale close-out to confirm whether or not Biomass Harvesting Guidelines (BHGs) were followed. The checklist would be used on state, county and MFL sales. With additional resources, this checklist could be incorporated into WisFIRS to allow reporting. WisFIRS is a statewide public and private forest land management information technology system. The goals of WisFIRS includes integrating geospatial information and creating an IT infrastructure to provide tools for private forest land management, tracking and administration; GIS information for private forest land management; and public timber sale administration, financial tracking and stumpage rates. When completed, WisFIRS will serve DNR, county forest partners and cooperating consulting foresters. Development of WisFIRS is an on-going multi-year project.

Advantages

· Checklist can be developed with existing resources

· Can be integrated into timber sale administration by 2010

· Information collected for every biomass harvest on state, county and MFL sales

Disadvantages

· Costly to incorporate into WisFIRS and unlikely to occur before 2012

· No reporting mechanism if WisFIRS component is not completed

2. 
Biomass Harvest Sample on State Lands

This option would be modeled after a soil disturbance monitoring effort in 2006. A random sample of biomass harvests on state lands would be selected. Data would be collected by DNR forestry staff to determine if the BHGs were successfully implemented. Data collection would include application and operational issues. Sale information would be provided by the forester administering the sale.


Advantages

· Monitoring can be accomplished with existing resources

· Qualitative and quantitative data can be collected

· Results can be reported

· Monitoring could occur as soon as 2010


Disadvantages

· Sample only includes state lands

· Likely to occur once every five years with existing resources

Options Contingent on Additional Funding or Partner Involvement/Contribution:

3. 
Biomass Harvest Sample on All Lands

This option would be modeled after the monitoring program for Wisconsin’s forestry best management practices (BMPs) for water quality. A random sample of biomass harvests would be selected. The five most common landowner categories – federal, state, county, industrial and non-industrial private – would be monitored on a rotating basis. Information would be collected by teams representing forestry stakeholders. Data collection would include application and operational issues. Sale information would be provided by the forester, logger and/or landowner. Landowner permission would be necessary for monitoring to occur.


Advantages

· Information collected for biomass harvest on five major landowner categories

· Utilizes a team approach

· Results can be reported


Disadvantages

· Development of monitoring program beyond existing resources

· Primarily qualitative data collected

· Requires landowner permission

· May be difficult to identify biomass harvests for some landowner categories

· Development of monitoring program unlikely to occur before 2012

4. 
Integrated Sample of State Lands

This option would be modeled after Minnesota’s Forest Management Guidelines monitoring program. A random sample of state lands sales would be selected. On these sales, information would be collected about a variety of guidelines – BHGs, BMPs for Water Quality, BMPs for Invasive Species, and others. Information would be collected by a team of people with expertise in the various guidelines and BMPs. Data collection would include application and operational issues. Sale information would be provided by the forester administering the sale.


Advantages

· Allows for efficiencies in monitoring programs

· Qualitative and quantitative data can be collected

· Results can be reported


Disadvantages

· Development of monitoring program beyond existing resources

· Sample only includes state lands

· Development of monitoring program unlikely to occur before 2012

5. 
Integrated Sample of All Lands

This option would be modeled after Minnesota’s Forest Management Guidelines monitoring program. A random sample of timber harvests would be selected from the five most common landowner categories. Landowners would be monitored on a rotating basis. On these sales, information would be collected about a variety of guidelines – BHGs, BMPs for Water Quality, BMPs for Invasive Species, and others. Information would be collected by teams representing forestry stakeholders. Data collection would include application and operational issues. Sale information would be provided by the forester, logger and/or landowner. Landowner permission would be necessary for monitoring to occur. 


Advantages

· Allows for efficiencies in monitoring programs

· Utilizes a team approach

· Qualitative and quantitative data can be collected

· Results can be reported


Disadvantages

· Development of monitoring program beyond existing resources

· Requires landowner permission

· Development of monitoring program unlikely to occur before 2012

6. 
Fine Woody Debris Module in the Wisconsin State Forest Continuous Forest Inventory

In 2007, the Forestry Division started the Wisconsin State Forest Continuous Forest Inventory (WisCFI). The primary purpose of the WisCFI is to collect and report on the condition of each state forest in a statistically sound manner on an annual basis. The information will be used to track the status and trends in forest extent, cover, volume, growth, mortality, removals, habitat, and overall health. Currently, the WisCFI includes data collection on coarse woody debris, but not fine woody debris (FWD). Adding a module on FWD could be used to establish baselines and track trends in FWD following harvest; however collecting statistically significant data may be cost prohibitive. Basic information is collected on over 500 permanent plots annually and more detailed information is collected on over 200 permanent plots annually. Each plot is visited once every five years.


Advantages

· Builds on existing monitoring system

· Data is collected pre- and post-harvest

· Quantitative data can be collected

· Results can be reported


Disadvantages

· Development of FWD module beyond existing resources

· Sample only includes state forests

· Development of monitoring program unlikely to occur before 2012

· Statistically significant data collection may be cost prohibitive

Summary Table
	
	1 – TSA Checklist
	2 – BHG on State Lands
	3 – BHG on All Lands
	4 – Integrated State Lands
	5 – Integrated All Lands
	6 – WisCFI FWD Module 

	Implement with Existing Resources
	Yes – without WisFIRS
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Multiple Landowner Categories
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Collect Qualitative Data
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Collect Quantitative Data
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Collect Pre- and Post-Harvest Data
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	Allows Reporting
	Yes – with WisFIRS
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Ready to Implement by 2010
	Yes – without WisFIRS
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Requires Significant Investment
	Yes – for WisFIRS
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Relies on Team Approach
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Monitoring System

	Compliance
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Application
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Operational
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Effectiveness
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes


Note:
A compliance-based monitoring system would determine whether the BHGs were followed on a yes/no/not applicable basis.

An application-based monitoring system would determine if the BHGs were applied correctly, applied incorrectly, not applied or not applicable. An application-based monitoring system collects more detailed information that a compliance-based system.

An operational-based monitoring system would gather information on difficulties encountered during harvests. This information would be collected in a comment format.

An effectiveness-based monitoring system would determine if the BHGs are meeting their goals of protecting wildlife habitat, soil nutrients and other issues.
Recommended Option:
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