
McDonald & Dunn Forest 
Management Planning Process
Spring 2022 – Early 2024









Phase III: Finalizing (Early 2024) 
Presentation of draft plan to the Dean & 
Forestry Executive Committee for review Forest management plan refinement Forest management plan approval by Dean

Phase II: Synthesizing, Modeling, Writing, Refining 
(Fall 2022-WInter 2024)

Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee Meetings

Faculty Planning 
Committee Meetings

Community Listening 
Session II

Academic User 
Listening Session

Community Input 
Sessions I & II

Comment / Question 
Submission

Phase I: Information gathering, Discussions, Assessment of former FMP 
(Spring-Summer 2022)

Initial Interviews Inventory of COF 
Academic Use

Community Listening 
Session I

Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee Meetings

Faculty Planning 
Committee Meetings

Comment / Question 
Submission

McDonald-Dunn Research Forest Management Planning Process



Tentative Timeline (subject to change)

• FPC meetings
• Fall term: biweekly (Nov 14, Nov 28, Dec 12)
• Winter term: monthly (once in early Jan, early Feb, early March)

• SAC meetings
• Mid-January
• Mid-February

• Community Input Sessions
• Late January 
• Late February



McDonald-Dunn Research Forest Management Planning Process

Round I 
modeling

SAC

CISFPC

Round II 
modeling

SAC

CISFPC



Recap: 5 new ‘Forest Management Strategies’

A. Even-aged, short rotation

B. Even-aged, long rotation

C. Multi-aged, multi-species

D. Managed reserves 

E. Ecosystems of concern (oak woodlands, meadows, riparian)





Recap: We’ll be evaluating the merits of several ‘scenarios’

A

B

C

D

E

Baseline Scenario

Even-aged, short rotation
Even-aged, long rotation
Multi-aged/multi-species
Managed reserve
Ecosystems of concern
Long term learning *

• long-term learning = acreage used for 
long-term research and recurring 
teaching and demonstrations



Recap: Modeling of Scenarios to Evaluate Tradeoffs

Proportion
Scenario A 
(baseline)

Scenario B 
(lots of EASR)

Scenario C 
(lots of EALR)

Scenario D 
(lots of  MAMS)

Scenario E 
(lots of MR & EOC)

Even-aged, short rotation 27% 40% 15% 10% 15%

Even-aged, long rotation 29% 15% 40% 10% 15%

Multi-aged/multi-species 21% 10% 10% 40% 15%

Managed reserve 4% 10% 10% 15% 20%

Ecosystems of concern 6% 10% 10% 10% 20%

Long term learning * 15% 15% 15% 15% 15%

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

A

B

C

D

E• long-term learning = acreage used for 
long-term research and recurring 
teaching and demonstrations



Evaluating the merits of several ‘scenarios’
What values will we evaluate as we assess tradeoffs among management strategies? 

Value Relevant metrics

Biodiversity Taxa-specific indices (a measure of habitat quality for various taxa) 

Carbon storage Aboveground biomass (a measure of biomass of stem wood, bark, and foliage)

Culturally important species Taxa-specific indices (a measure of habitat quality for culturally important taxa) 

Forest products Merchantable board feet of various forest products 

Recreation suitability / 
Scenic beauty

An index (derived by asking forest users to provide ratings of stands of various ages and 
conditions, then multiplying the time a stand would be in each phase for each scenario)

Resilience - density Stand Density Index (a measure of tree density and size)

Resilience - composition An index (a measure of species composition reflecting species diversity)

Revenue Projected (a dollar value projected to be earned through timber harvest)

Wildfire risk Composite index (derived from Canopy bulk density, Canopy base height, Canopy 
cover)

A

B

C

D

E



Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios

• We will have 9 “forest values” to compare across 5 scenarios
• Ultimately, FPC, SAC, and the community will weigh in on their degree 

of preference for each
• We need to decide on process to be used to evaluate

• Options
o Assess with true values, each on a different scale
o Convert quantitative values for each metric to qualitative (high, medium, low)
o Convert quantitative values for each metric to ranking (1, 2, 3, 4, 5)

Round I 
modeling

SAC

CISFPC



Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios
- Raw numbers (mock-up numbers are inserted below as placeholders to show the variety of scales across forest values)

Forest Value
Scenario A 
(baseline)

Scenario B 
(lots of EASR)

Scenario C 
(lots of EALR)

Scenario D 
(lots of  MAMS)

Scenario E 
(lots of MR & EOC)

Biodiversity 3.8 2.5 3.9 2.1 3.4
Carbon storage 820 MT C/ha 1640 MT C/ha 1010 MT C/ha 940 MT C/ha 1730 MT C/ha
Culturally important species 2.4 3.1 3.6 3.7 2.9
Forest products 5.1 MMBF 5.8 MMBF 4.7 MMBF 4.2 MMBF 3.7 MMBF
Recreation suitability/scenic beauty 3.3 3.1 3.9 3.5 3.7
Resilience - density 144 trees/ha 159 trees/ha 150 trees/ha 162 trees/ha 138 trees/ha
Resilience - composition 4.0 3.8 4.5 4.6 4.3
Revenue $1.0 M $1.2 M $0.8 M $0.6 M $0.4 M
Wildfire risk 42 49 40 46 44



Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios
- Qualitative (high, medium, low) (mock-up ratings are inserted below as placeholders to demo this approach)

Forest Value
Scenario A 
(baseline)

Scenario B 
(lots of EASR)

Scenario C 
(lots of EALR)

Scenario D 
(lots of  MAMS)

Scenario E 
(lots of MR & EOC)

Biodiversity High Low High Low Medium
Carbon storage Low High Medium Low High
Culturally important species Low Medium High High Low
Forest products High High Medium Low Low
Rec suitability/scenic beauty Low Low High Medium High
Resilience - density Low High Medium High Low
Resilience - composition Low Low High High Medium
Revenue High High Medium Low Low
Wildfire risk Low High Low High Medium

High

Medium

Low



Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios
- Ranking (1 through 5) (mock-up rankings are inserted below as placeholders to demo this approach)

Forest Value
Scenario A 
(baseline)

Scenario B 
(lots of EASR)

Scenario C 
(lots of EALR)

Scenario D 
(lots of  MAMS)

Scenario E 
(lots of MR & EOC)

Biodiversity 4 2 5 1 3
Carbon storage 1 4 3 2 5
Culturally important species 1 3 4 5 2
Forest products 4 5 3 2 1
Rec suitability/scenic beauty 2 1 5 3 4
Resilience - density 2 4 3 5 1
Resilience - composition 2 1 4 5 3
Revenue 4 5 3 2 1
Wildfire risk 2 5 1 4 3

Highest (5)

Moderately high (4)

Moderate (3)

Moderately Low (2)

Lowest (1)



Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios
- Relative comparison with baseline: raw numbers

Forest Value
Scenario A 
(baseline)

Scenario B 
(lots of EASR)

Scenario C 
(lots of EALR)

Scenario D 
(lots of  MAMS)

Scenario E 
(lots of MR & EOC)

Biodiversity 3.8 2.5 3.9 2.1 3.4
Carbon storage 820 MT C/ha 1640 MT C/ha 1010 MT C/ha 940 MT C/ha 1730 MT C/ha
Culturally important species 2.4 3.1 3.6 3.7 2.9
Forest products 5.1 MMBF 5.8 MMBF 4.7 MMBF 4.2 MMBF 3.7 MMBF
Rec suitability/scenic beauty 3.3 3.1 3.9 3.5 3.7
Resilience - density 144 trees/ha 159 trees/ha 150 trees/ha 162 trees/ha 138 trees/ha
Resilience - composition 4.0 3.8 4.5 4.6 4.3
Revenue $1.0 M $1.2 M $0.8 M $0.6 M $0.4 M
Wildfire risk 42 49 40 46 44



Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios
- Relative comparison with baseline: % change

Forest Value
Scenario A 
(baseline)

Scenario B 
(lots of EASR)

Scenario C 
(lots of EALR)

Scenario D 
(lots of  MAMS)

Scenario E 
(lots of MR & EOC)

Biodiversity 3.8 -34% +3% -44% -10%
Carbon storage 820 MT C/ha +100% + 23% +15% +111%
Culturally important species 2.4 +29% +50% +54% +21%
Forest products 5.1 MMBF +14% -8% -18% -27%
Rec suitability/scenic beauty 3.3 -6% +18% + 6% +12%
Resilience - density 144 trees/ha +10% +4% +13% -4%
Resilience - composition 4.0 -5% +13% +15% +8%
Revenue $1.0 M +20% -20% -40% -60%
Wildfire risk 42 +17% -5% +10% +5%



Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios
- Relative comparison with baseline: color-coded % change

Forest Value
Scenario A 
(baseline)

Scenario B 
(lots of EASR)

Scenario C 
(lots of EALR)

Scenario D 
(lots of  MAMS)

Scenario E 
(lots of MR & EOC)

Biodiversity 3.8 -34% +3% -44% -10%
Carbon storage 820 MT C/ha +100% + 23% +15% +111%
Culturally important species 2.4 +29% +50% +54% +21%
Forest products 5.1 MMBF +14% -8% -18% -27%
Rec suitability/scenic beauty 3.3 -6% +18% + 6% +12%
Resilience - density 144 trees/ha +10% +4% +13% -4%
Resilience - composition 4.0 -5% +13% +15% +8%
Revenue $1.0 M +20% -20% -40% -60%
Wildfire risk 42 +17% -5% +10% +5%

Considerable increase (>50% increase)

Modest increase (10-50% increase)

Little change (10% increase – 10% decrease)

Modest decrease (10-50% decrease)

Considerable decrease (>50% decrease)

Is this degree 
of specificity 

warranted for 
all values?

What background 
info should we 

provide to assist 
in interpreting?

Should we set 
acceptability 

thresholds for 
any?



Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios
- Relative comparison with baseline

Three questions for us to deliberate:
1. What degree of specificity is warranted for interpreting each forest value?
2. Would it be appropriate to set acceptability thresholds for some forest values?
3. What background info should we provide to assist non-experts in interpreting?

Discuss as a large group or break into 2?
• Group A: 

• carbon
• forest products
• resilience-density
• wildfire risk

• Group B: 
• biodiversity
• resilience-composition
• recreation
• culturally important species

Forest Value

Scenario A 
(baseline)

Scenario B 
(lots of 
EASR)

Scenario C 
(lots of 
EALR)

Scenario D 
(lots of  
MAMS)

Scenario E 
(lots of MR 

& EOC)

Biodiversity 3.8 -34% +3% -44% -10%
Carbon storage 820 MT C/ha +100% + 23% +15% +111%
Culturally important species 2.4 +29% +50% +54% +21%
Forest products 5.1 MMBF +14% -8% -18% -27%
Rec suitability/scenic beauty 3.3 -6% +18% + 6% +12%
Resilience - density 144 trees/ha +10% +4% +13% -4%
Resilience - composition 4.0 -5% +13% +15% +8%
Revenue $1.0 M +20% -20% -40% -60%
Wildfire risk 42 +17% -5% +10% +5%



Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios
- Relative comparison with baseline

Three questions for us to deliberate:
1. Is this degree of specificity warranted for all values?
2. Would it be appropriate to set acceptability thresholds for some?
3. What background info should we provide to assist in interpreting?

• Discuss as a large group or break into 2?
• Group A: 

• carbon
• forest products
• resilience-density
• wildfire risk

• Group B: 
• biodiversity
• resilience-composition
• recreation
• culturally important species

Forest Value

Scenario A 
(baseline)

Scenario B 
(lots of 
EASR)

Scenario C 
(lots of 
EALR)

Scenario D 
(lots of  
MAMS)

Scenario E 
(lots of MR 

& EOC)

Biodiversity 3.8 -34% +3% -44% -10%
Carbon storage 820 MT C/ha +100% + 23% +15% +111%
Culturally important species 2.4 +29% +50% +54% +21%
Forest products 5.1 MMBF +14% -8% -18% -27%
Rec suitability/scenic beauty 3.3 -6% +18% + 6% +12%
Resilience - density 144 trees/ha +10% +4% +13% -4%
Resilience - composition 4.0 -5% +13% +15% +8%
Revenue $1.0 M +20% -20% -40% -60%
Wildfire risk 42 +17% -5% +10% +5%



Indicators of Performance and Sustainability

• 2005 Plan 
o defined 7 goals
o set 1-4 objectives for each goal
o proposed 1-8 indicators for each objective

• New plan 
o FRAC defined 10 goals for all Research Forests, some of which align with 2005
o we need to set objectives and indicators for each of the 10 new goals
o the intent is to define monitoring needs … this will enable adaptive 

management



New goals in relation to those from the 2005 Plan

• Goal 1 - Learning, Discovery, Engagement ….. Goals 1 & 7 from 2005 Plan

• Goal 2 – Stewardship …………………………………. Goals 2 & 3 from 2005 Plan

• Goal 3 – Research ………………………………………. Goal 1 from 2005 Plan

• Goal 4 - Resilient Forests ……………………………. No analogue in 2005 Plan

• Goal 5 - Working Demonstration Forest ……… Goal 1 from 2005 Plan

• Goal 6 – Recreation ……………………………………. Goal 5 from 2005 Plan

• Goal 7 - Community Connections ……………….. Goal 6 from 2005 Plan 

• Goal 8 - Financial Sustainability ………………….. Goal 2 from 2005 Plan

• Goal 9 – Accountability ………………………………. No analogue in 2005 Plan 

• Goal 10 - Continuous Improvement ……………. Goal 7 from 2005 Plan



Our Goals
• Goal 1 - Learning, Discovery, Engagement 
• Goal 2 - Stewardship
• Goal 3 - Research
• Goal 4 - Resilient Forests 
• Goal 5 - Working Demonstration Forest
• Goal 6 - Recreation
• Goal 7 - Community Connections 
• Goal 8 - Financial Sustainability 
• Goal 9 - Accountability 
• Goal 10 - Continuous Improvement

Goal Objec-
tives

Indicators Method-
ology to 
measure

How often 
to 
measure

Who will 
measure

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10


	McDonald & Dunn Forest Management Planning Process
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	McDonald-Dunn Research Forest Management Planning Process
	Tentative Timeline (subject to change)
	McDonald-Dunn Research Forest Management Planning Process
	Recap: 5 new ‘Forest Management Strategies’
	Slide Number 9
	Recap: We’ll be evaluating the merits of several ‘scenarios’
	Recap: Modeling of Scenarios to Evaluate Tradeoffs
	Evaluating the merits of several ‘scenarios’
	Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios
	Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios�- Raw numbers (mock-up numbers are inserted below as placeholders to show the variety of scales across forest values)
	Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios�- Qualitative (high, medium, low) (mock-up ratings are inserted below as placeholders to demo this approach)
	Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios�- Ranking (1 through 5) (mock-up rankings are inserted below as placeholders to demo this approach)
	Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios�- Relative comparison with baseline: raw numbers
	Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios�- Relative comparison with baseline: % change
	Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios�- Relative comparison with baseline: color-coded % change
	Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios�- Relative comparison with baseline
	Options for assessing metrics used to evaluate scenarios�- Relative comparison with baseline
	Indicators of Performance and Sustainability
	New goals in relation to those from the 2005 Plan
	Our Goals

