Jr2006 BMP

Monitoring Results
28 federal
and 33
industrial
timber sales
were
monitored

BMP Advisory Committee Meeting
February 14, 2007
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BMP Application by BMP Category
Industrial Timber Sales — 1995-1997
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T Monitoring Report
to be Completed
Mid March!!!




Forestry BMP Monitoring
Protocol Options

February 14, 2007

December Meeting Results

 Continue to gather data that can be
compared to past results

* Investigate options with FS Regional
Protocol

 Transition from a paper-based monitoring
system to an e-based system

Progress Since December

» FS will not allow us to “hybridize” Regional
Protocol — must use “as is”

« Written proposal for transitioning paper-
based WI BMP monitoring protocol

» Proposal priorities determined in March
2007 in FLT

WI BMP Proposal

Shift from paper-based to electronic-based

» Use data recorders and standardized
databases and analysis programs

Initial investment in time, equipment and
program design

» Savings in staff time
» Consistent data storage and analysis

Options for FS Regional Protocol

« Integrate into one system with WI protocol

« Have BMP teams monitor with both
systems

» Have BMP teams designated for each
system

« Have BMP staff monitor when field
checking sales for BMP teams

FS Regional Monitoring Pluses

» E-based

» Can be used with smaller teams

» Requires less subjective decision-making
» “Automatically” generates reports/charts
« Allows regional comparisons




FS Regional Monitoring Minuses

» Doesn'’t report on a statically valid scale

» Doesn't provide feedback to individual
foresters

* Is not “approved” software at DNR

Results from Regional Exercise

Sampled 21 different sales with 25 sample
units

Have analysis results from regional
protocol

» Waiting on results from WI protocol

» Working on report to discuss 2 methods
and compare results

Ownership Category

Proportion of Sample Units by Ownership Category

non-industrial ate
! PIVae | o

industrial ownership 0%

state or other govt forest 56%

land trust or sirmiar
ownership

unknown | 0%

non-forest developer
owned

investor owned | 0%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Overview of Sample Units

Number of New Sample Units by Feature

wetland

crossing, 8

nosurface
water

crossing, 11

lcherrical spill
|containers, O
haul road
crossings, 6
skidder
crossings, 2
19 hau road inthe:
buffer, 1

Soil Movement, Sedimentation &
Stabilization

Sedimentation by Area of Origin

Observations of Soil Movement, Sedimentation, and Stabilization

100%
80%
68%
60% 529
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3% 2% %
% B e I,
soil stable soil moves (does sedimentation  sedimentation no surface water
not reach water) (trace) (measurable) crossing

Origin of Sediment

100%

80% -
68%

60% - 52%
40% |
20% -
0% 1% 1% 3%
0% T T — =1 T

Sediment Sediment Sediment Soil Moves Soil Stable  No Surface

Oiginates ~ Originates ~ Originates  (does not Water
from Outside  from Inside  from Crossing  reach water) Crossing
Buffer Buffer Structure

For the 25 sample units, there were 125 opportunities to observe soil conditions.

There were 2 observations of sediment reaching the surface water body.




Trace Sediment Areas of Origin

Trace Amounts of Sediment by Area of Origin

Trace Sedinent Originates fromApproaches Outside the

Buffer e

Trace Sediment Originates fromApproaches Inside the

Buffer =0

Trace Sediment Originates fromQrossing Structure | 1%
Soil Stable 52%
Soil Moves (does not reach water) []3%

Measurable Sediment Coserved | 0%

No Surface Water Qrossing 68%
T T T

% 20%  40% 60%  80%  100%

Approaches

Observations of Soil Stabilization, Movement,
and Sedimentation at the Approaches
1009

80%1 68%
60%- 52%

40%-

20%-

4% 1% 0%
0% T T T T
soil stable soil mowes (does  sedimentation  sedimentation  no surface water
not reach water) (trace) (measurable) crossing

Cause of Soil from Approaches

Cause of Soil Reaching the Water fromthe Approaches

Inappropriate timing |0%
Inappropriate location or design of road/trail | 0%
Incomect maintenance |0%
Inadequate meintenance | 0%
Inadequate installation additional BMPs [l 1%
Inappropriate log landing location/activities | 0%
Inappropriate hanesting activities | 0%
Human/natural events unrelated to hanest | 0%
erosion from public road | 0%
soil stable ) 5204
soil moves (does not reach weter) [214%
o surface water crassing 168%
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BMP Implementation on Approaches

BMP Implementation When Sediment Originates Fromthe Approaches

notapplied | 0%
applied appropriately/soil moved | 0%
applied appropriatelynot maintained | 0%
applied appropriatelydegraded unrelated activities | 0%
inadequatelyapplied | 1%
inadequately appliedfiurther degraded | 0%
unrelated to imber hanest only | 0%
public road maintenance and design problem | 0%
soil stable T T 5206
soil moves (does not reach water) [ 4%
o surface water crossing [ 68%
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Crossing Structures

Scouring

Crossing Structure Types

unimproved ford [T 8%

improved or constructed ford | 0%

polelbrushford [ 4%

single culvert [ 16%

multiple culvert | 0%
bridge or boxculvert with dlosed top | 0%
bridge or boxculvert with open planked top | 0%

crossing structure removed [ 4%
unknown/other | 0%

no surface water crossing 168%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Structure Types Associated with
Stream Downcutting or Scouring

Unimproved Ford J0%

Improved or Constructed Ford | 0%
Pole or Brush Ford | 0%

Single Culverts =01 8%
Multiple Culverts |0%
Bridge/Boxculvert closed top | 0%
Bridge/Boxculvert opentop | 0%
Crossing Structure Removed | 0%
Unknown/Other | 0%

no evidence of scouring IR 24%0
no surface water crossing 1 68%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Of 25 sample units, 8 had stream crossings.

For skid trails, there were 2 crossings and for haul roads, there were 6 crossings.

* There are 2 observations of stream downcutting or scouring within 100 feet of the

outlet end of the structure.

* 6 sample units show no evidence of stream downcutting or scouring within 100 feet of

the outlet end of the structure.

* n=25




Riparian Area Analysis

Stream Order Adjacent to Buffer/Filter Strip

Zero Order (ephemeral stream) | 0%
Firstorder [ 58%
Second Order [ 11%
Third Order [] 5%

Fourth Order Stream or Larger [T ] 16%

Drainage ditch systems draining to natural surface
waters

Pond o lake of stateflocal significance [] 16%

0%

Wetland or similar area of statelocal significance | 0%

% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%

n=19

Shade Reduction & Basal Area

Crown Closure (percent)

Average 65
Minimum 1
Maximum 98

Basal Area (square feet)

Average 66
Minimum 2
Maximum 112

Diameter of Largest Riparian Leave Tree

Average 13

Median 14

Crown Closure Reduction

Proportion of Sanple Units with Crown Closure Reduced in the
Riparian Area Resulting fromHarvest Operations

100%
80%
60%
o 3% o
20% ’_‘ o o
0% . . . —

crown closure is crown closure is not no buffer strip left unable to determine
reduced by hanesting  reduced by hanesting

n=19

State BA Requirements

Proportion of Sanple Units where Crown Closure Meets State

Requirements
crown closure/BA meet |5Eﬂ
state requirements
crown closure/BA do
not meet state 3%
requirements
no state requirements | 0%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

n=19

16,760 Feet of RMZ Monitored in 19 Units

Rills, Gullies, Sediment Trails

total number of times rills, gullies, or sediment trails 0
resulting from the harvest operation reach more
than halfway across the bufferffilter strip

Wetland Crossings

Stabilization Techniques

Naturally Occurring Large Woody Debris (LWD)

number of pieces of naturally occurring LWD in the 254
water body
number of pieces LWD per 1000 feet of buffer 15.155

monitored

Large Woody Debris (LWD) —

Harvest Related

number of pieces of LWD occurring in the water body 589

as a result of the harvest

frazen condittion operations

dry condition operation

corduroy of slash and tops

poles average diameter greater than 10 inches
bridge/mets

muitiple methods

other

no wetland crossing

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

——120%

%

0%

0%

0%

4%

—18%
" 168%

100%

number of pieces of LWD per 1000 feet of buffer 35.143

monitored

» 8 sample units had a wetland crossing




Wetland Crossing Length
from Upland to Upland

Wetland Rutting

Length (feet)

Average 287
Median 300
Maximum 500

Average Rutting Depth in Wetlands

0% 28%

20%
0% 4%
0% ——

lessthan6inches  between 6 and 12 greater than 12 no wetland crossing
deep inches deep inches deep

Sediment Deposition in Wetland

Evidence of Sediment Reaching Wetland
100%
80% 68%
60%
40% 28%
0% T T — T
nosediment  trace amounts measurable  soil movement no vetland
reached the deposited in amounts occurs but has crossing
wetland wetland depositedin  been recorded
wetland elsewhere

« 10 cubic yards of sediment reached wetland at 1 crossing

Options for FS Regional Protocol

Integrate into one system with WI protocol
Have BMP teams monitor with both
systems

Have BMP teams designated for each
system

Have BMP staff monitor when field
checking sales for BMP teams




2007 BMP Monitoring Options

February 14, 2007

» Completing WI BMP Monitoring Transition
» Completing Report on Comparison of Wi &

« Completing Analysis & Report of 1995 —

* Updating Text of BMP Manual (not BMPSs)

Options for 2007 Monitoring

¢ Don’'t Monitor
¢ Monitor 1 Landowner Category
— DNR: 2003
— County: 2003
— Federal: 2006
— Industrial: 2006
« Monitor with WI Protocol

¢ Monitor with WI & FS Protocol

Potential Staff Workload

to E-based System
FS Monitoring Protocols

2006 data

Future Monitoring Cycles

4-Year Proposal

—Year 1: NIPF (snapshot report)

— Year 2: State and County (snapshot report)

— Year 3: Federal and Industrial (snapshot report)
—Year 4: Summary Report

Begin in 2008

Monitor with Wl & FS systems

!'.:F :
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