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Working Discussion Document:
Potential Criteria for Evaluating Draft Mitigation Options

(Updated Post-Asheville Meeting)

The following potential working criteria and mitigation concepts were offered by FSC in the July

2018 Asheville meeting as a possible basis of discussion for stakeholder consultation and

outreach. The intention was to expand and refine our collective thinking, not to limit it. Input on

mitigation criteria will serve as a basis for further regional consultations. Input on mitigation

options will be used as a basis for ongoing decision-making about preferred mitigation options.

GREEN highlight is used to indicate input received during the Asheville meeting.
YELLOW highlight is used to indicate input that seemed to resonate particularly well.

e Proposed concept is to significantly reduce or remove threats to identified environmental
values, done as a long-term process at a landscape scale, that will ultimately result in a

low risk level (for the risk of using materials from ‘unacceptable’ sources
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POTENTIAL MITIGATION CRITERIA
(No priority intended by numbers, just for reference)
1. Results in decreased threats from forest management activities

2. Improves knowledge about places where the conservation value is being threatened so
that they can be avoided

Proven effectiveness in maintaining or enhancing conservation value

Doesn’t require companies to make extensive investments to infrastructure
Provides a workable option for small enterprises

Supports an ongoing initiative/program that is already producing positive outcomes
Doesn’t require knowledge of specific sites from which forest materials originate

Differentiates requirements between companies that buy directly from the forest, and
those that don’t

© N Ok

*** Among these criteria, please kindly mark up doc in term of: what resonates (+) / needs
clarification (-) and / or strengthening? (A)

(A) Needs Strengthening:
o Criteria must pass through 4 top line filters: efficacy, clarity, efficiency, practicality; ADD:
measurable, auditable

Potential Criteria for Evaluating Mitigation Options
Working Discussion Document v1 - 7/31/18 9:03 PM



Cheoah Bald Salamander — key dynamics to consider:

+ Distribution is limited to an area around the Cheoah Bald, mostly within the Nantahala
National Forest and along the Appalachian and Bartram Trails; associated national
forest management areas emphasize management considerations related to the
salamander and/or recreation associated with the trails

R/

% Most of range is within mesic second growth forests, but the species is very slow to
recover following clear-cut harvests; providing areas for refuge may help with recovery

< NC Wildlife Action Plan indicates that there is a need to better define the distribution

POTENTIAL Mitigation actions suggested to date in conversations with technical experts
regarding the Cheoah Bald Salamander:

o Help to provide matching funds for conservation land acquisition (establish a fund?)

o Influence forest management practices to leave scattered down woody debris (not piles)
and nearby areas of refuge, and to limit large canopy gaps

o Invest in student research to improve knowledge of distribution and other population
characteristics

o Invest in education to improve forest management practices in the species range

Develop partnerships with universities and other NGOs (trails?) that can influence land
management within the species range
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How do we implement something that meets requirements and is auditable? We are
talking about influencing forest management — but certificate holders implementing
actions are not FM organizations.

There’s a clear limit to the extent to which certificate holders are likely to take on
additional burdens to mitigate — therefore, it will need to be a collective effort on the
part of the certificate holders and other entities who are linked to the ground

Potential for undue burden to likely land on certificate holders who are able to influence
those on the ground; will need link up certificate holders without influence on the ground
with those who have it

Mesophytic Cove Sites — key dynamics to consider:

R/
0.0

Highly diverse, closed-canopy hardwood forests that occur in large patches on concave
slopes that accumulate nutrients and moisture — including both rich and acidic types.

The geologic formations that support this forest type are not rare, but examples that
retain a high diversity of species in both the canopy and the forest floor and a complex
forest structure are very rare; the high productivity of these sites has meant that they are
highly valued for timber production and typically have seen repeated harvests

Incompatible forest management can threaten remaining examples through alterations
to the structure and composition of the forest, through conversion to other forest types,
and through introduction of invasives, or vegetative changes that promote their spread.

POTENTIAL Mitigation actions suggested to date in conversations with technical experts

regarding Mesophytic Cove Sites:

(0]

(0]

(0]

Mitigation actions that result in decreased rates of hi-grading
Mitigation actions that result in reduced introduction of invasives during forest operations
Efforts to restore degraded cove sites (to reduce rarity)
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Encourage treatment of invasives pre- and post- harvest, thereby reducing potential for
spread

Encourage forest treatments that emulate natural disturbance through small openings
Improve information flow (when available) with those planning/managing cove sites
Establishment of a fund that will help to defray the cost of conservation easements
Address challenges related to historic fire extent and oak recruitment

Create a fund that helps subsidize or support contractors to implement invasive
treatment activities on-the-ground

Create a collaborative process whereas stakeholders could contribute accurate field
data/information as discovered and begin building such an educational
state/county/stand location style of mapping

Central Appalachian Critical Biodiversity Area - key dynamics to consider:

R/
0’0

Concentration of biodiversity in this area is driven by the extremely diverse forest types
and one of the richest temperate freshwater ecosystems in the world

Historically, forest management was a threat to the forests, however the highest priority
current threats to the forests overall are from other sources (Cove sites excluded).

Forest management is identified as a threat to the aquatic biodiversity, through
hydrologic alteration following conversion from hardwood forests to non-native pine, and
forestry practices that result in loss of near-stream forested habitat, sedimentation, and
severe erosion of riverbanks.

POTENTIAL Mitigation actions suggested to date in conversations with technical experts

regarding the Central Appalachian CBA and associated aquatic biodiversity:

O

O

Contribute to a local land trust

Establishment of a fund that will help to defray the cost of conservation easements that
include increased width buffers and harvest/management plan review prior to forest
harvest (could be set up to target specific landowners as desired by the company)

Use of Blue Ridge Forever conservation value viewer to identify areas of greater risk,
and establish a mitigation bank in those areas with ‘forest conservation credits’

Improve logger education to increase the implementation of forestry BMPs

Influence state policy to introduce more severe consequences for lack of BMP
implementation, in states with lower implementation rates

Support research into the effectiveness of forestry BMPs related to steep slope logging
techniques; followed by efforts to adapt the BMPs if/as indicated by the results

Invest in harvesting equipment that is more appropriate for harvesting on steep slopes
(e.g. aerial cable yarding)

Create a fund that provides capital assistance for contractors to purchase more
advanced technology

Top-Lines for Central Appalachian CBA & Mesophytic Cove Sites were provided via post-it.
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e Potential critical fail — what about auditor calibration? How will the certification bodies
(auditors) determine if the mitigation action has been implemented? We may need to
provide verifiers to help maintain consistency

¢ Any one mitigation option? Need to either be effectively equivalent, or clearly defined by

scale, intensity and risk
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