Working Group 2 - presentation

Definition

* Reduction of the capacity of
a forest to provide goods
and service

+ Agreed that the definition was sufficient
and no need to refine

Key issues / conclusions

+ Degradation is location-specific

+ Degradation is scale dependent {spatial
and temporal)

» Degradation is both a state and a process
(thre sholds)

» Obvicus need for flexibility but also need
for some indicators that permit cross site
comparability

Categories of ecosystem function

+ Carbon (biomass)
» Biodiversity

» Food

+ Water

» Soil

+ Aligns broadly with MA

ECDEVETEM SERVIDES
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Possible indicators (from cards)

+ Soil / water quality

+ Watershed quality

+ Species composition
+ Species richness

+ Species presence [ absence

+ Comparison to «natural » reference
+ Biomass

Questions forWaG 2

<What is tha appropriate scakeis) to considar
degradation: Doas tha cumant definition
sufficienty address the issue of scale?
+What are the bast indicators?

“Which indicators are bast for national-leval
reparting ?

“Which might also ba prosy indicators for
sevaral differant aspacts of degradation?

+ Which alre ady have adequate dafinitions and
assassment mathods?

« What further actions are neaded to facilitate
reqular monitoring of the indicators?
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Primary imact forzst

« Apprepriate scale is rslative to the goods and sevicss being
determinsd.

« Time scale of r= porting, depands on what you are measuring.
« Time scale is relative to the indicator or process which you are
measuring.

Thresholds
- * Thresholds may exist andwe nesd 1o lock for
i -5 them over tims with data trs rds.
N SMF forzsts » Differant threshalds for different indicators
i = Or, threshokds might be set for socic/political
E TEasans
g * The utility of threshalds is more apparent at the
E USMF or naturally-cassd changs lcal level and less apparant at higher levels.
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Scales
Lavels ara: In:fcat‘rs Global PRegional  Mational  Forest type  Local
- Global Sail quality x X
- Ragional Erosion rak X X
= Nasione! HEO quaniity % % X X
- Sub-national by forsst typs 4
- Leeal by landscaps HaOr cuiality X X X X
- Stand Species comp. X X X X X
Forzst stand
« Landscapas can ba defined biophysically, functionally, social L — X X
canstruct .
+ Or landseaps can b a loeal kwval construet. Landscaps vanablss.
+ Somne level of sub-national fors st typing fard oo, Fragrariaton sin) X X X X X
Carban pocls (5) X X X X X

For thess indicators, which ones already haws adequak
definiticns and asssssment methedalogies?

Agresd that methads ars availabls for all.
Lurls propessd commen ground indicators:
Sl
Bliochvarsity
Biomass (carbon)

- Az aminimum to dafine degradation we need to maasure spacies
composition, landscaps pattam, and carkon pooks in some way

Further actions neaded ta faciiae regular monitoring of the ss
indizaters (2.9, harmonization of definitons, capacily building, RaD).
2.g., MFlz not in all countries and not standardized

By whom?
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Working Group 3 - presentation
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Forest degradation:

' Reduced capacity to

provide goods and
socio-economic
services

A wicked problem

Complex issues with many
confounding factors and drivers

Globalization

— Pension fund in Europe funding
Us bank funding industrial
company funding local investor
logging in Sarawak...)

Policy environment and legal

framework

Societal choices

— Usze of natural capital to build
physical capital

Institutional settings

— Lack of capacity to manage /
control

Forest products
{(goods)

Goods differ (wood and
wood-based, NTFP...}

- Complesiiy Specrum * Indicators can be

+hi .
e Ll Simple Problems Wicked Proflens .
Definiticn Clear. all agme Frory, mnch disagreenient dEVEIOpEd at t"-Ej forest
Dhjectives Single Mukpk management unit level
Skl das Alijgirad Frogaeaizd E : ;
Fasctors infhienciog Faw, ecotmellsble M, bayeod coetrol * FMU level indicators
ehpsctives 2 -
Uncerfaimty Liw High C? I'I_ bE_SCdIEd YR
Relative risks Low vaohilry Hlgh variatliy national or
Ih:lk.ij: e L_:l.de_'.\cc}u choice Infroms chaices international levels
{Coping skwlegies Mot canbentions Cokerriom
Deckion anakyus Less vaimmble More Tahuable

Socio-economic
services

Linked to the “goods” but
in a non-linear, monotonic
way = secondary indic.)

* |ndicators can be
G000s: ] SUSTAINABLE FRODUCTION developed at the forest
* T + Standing timb LEVELS [SPis] T
it eyt i management unit level
+ MnScines +Eac... & r T ¥ .
*Mhsshrocmfoerries ﬁ:fg‘;“ﬁ:ﬁ’;;m FMU level indicators
::“ cormamption |APLs) cannot be scaled up to
- N = -
et | indicator: set of national or international

ratios SPL/AP levels
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Agroforests vs. clonal plantations
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Comparison of different smollholders' plantations
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Possible socio- | &
economic indicators |
* Local demographic

trends

* National population
trends

* Employment (forest
and extra-sectoral )

* % Household income
from forest goods

Recommendations

* Develop meaningful macro-economic
indicators for national scale socio-economic
sErvices

Provide training and capacity building to assess
indicators at local level
* Use a common
conceptual framework
to analyze indicators

92




