ACCG May Monitoring Meeting
Wednesday, June 10th, 2026
Attendees: Becky Estes, Megan Layhee, Ty McCarthy, Sue Britting, Chuck Loffland

Expanded Table Review
· Noted that metadata (desired conditions, adaptive management) will be housed in the Discussion section of the strategy, instead of in the questions table. Also, will include a rationale for each question and indicator in the Discussion section. Questions summary table will replace the expanded table format. Group agreed that the Discussion narrative for each question will follow the individual row in the questions summary table, and keep metadata document separate.
· Sierra-Sequoia NF Monitoring Plans as an example for strategy organization.
· Agreed framework: Discussion narrative for each question will follow the individual row in the questions summary table, and 2) keep metadata document separate. (done – I rearranged the doc based on our discussion and we are sticking with it)
· Adaptive management- instead of setting a trigger for adaptive management, instead present progress toward desired conditions. (done – I removed all the langague from this section – we need to include some description in the main document)
· Question 2: remove fuelbreak mention, provide safe escape routes; hare we articulating where and why we would treat along ingress/egress routes to include this in the metadata so it is summarized correctly? Discuss with CalFire to determine DC for the ingress/egress routes and include. Would this be different DC than Q1? (done)
· Question 3: Updated 3.1 to be more specific terrestrial species; change “avoid” to “follow BMPs”; update 3.3 to include sensitive aquatic species.
· Chuck in chat: 3.1 Acres of sensitive terrestrial wildlife areas ( for example PACs) identified, and treated or avoided following the standards set forth in the MAC decision(s).
· Use this same wording for 3.3.  (done)
· TEK, cultural questions- pull out of questions summary table section. Create separate section. This way the questions don’t seem so concrete, but rather are example questions and will be fleshed out with the Tribal Working Group. (done – I removed these and we would need to include a description section in the main document on our plan)
· Question 10: Should have effectiveness questions about FBs in event of disturbance (Question 15, was FB effective in event of fire). Also reference MAC EIS shrub cover DC (0% cover), but maintenance DC is something different (30%).
· Chuck chat: Initial post treatment overstory canopy cover should be 30% on average outside of PACs and initial post treatment shrub cover should be 0%.  Over time canopy cover should be maintained at or below xx% and shrub cover should not exceed 30%? and should occur in scattered patches where it does occur between maintenance treatments. (done)
· Question 14: Does the 14.5 indicator (canopy cover) make sense to be a standalone indicator. (deleted – I also deleted vertical/horizontal heterogeneity indicator)
· Question 17: Updated 17.3 DC about facilitating recruitment of large trees in nesting and roosting outside of PACs and territories; move the fine scale heterogeneity and patches to replace 17.4.

-        Indicator 14.5 Structure: Canopy Cover (consider deleting)
o   14.6 and 14.7 gets more at heterogeneity piece of forest cover (maybe that’s where we should look at cover within those patches)
o   Consider deleting indicator 14.5 and make sure it is covered in the other indicators (deleted)
-        14.6 Structure: Horizontal/Vertical heterogeneity
o   Sue is confused on the ability to determine when an increase in this can be measured and what would be considered “good”.
o   Discussion on fine scale heterogeneity index and the research and data behind it. We could use this for our framework for fine scale heterogeneity. Look at reference sites.
o   Sue recommends to “boot” indicator 14.6 and have it encompassed by indicators 14.7 and 14.8 (deleted)
-        Questions 15
o   Looking at indicators 15.1 and 15.2 -  we used for desired conditions related to fire severity (the disturbance question) metrics. Becky was thinking about desired conditions “fires burn primarily at low to moderate severity with limited to high severity fires in patches less that 10 acres in size”.
o   Do we need specific numbers? We could use NRV which would be approx. unchanged – 10-31% with a mean of 21% Low – 32-58% with a mean of 44% - Moderate 18-35% with a mean of 26% - High, etc. (done)
o   Caples as a comparison fell within these fire severity levels due to prior treatment.
-        Indicator 15.3
o   Add a temporal aspect to desired condition for mortality. Baseline mortality is acceptable and desired, but we want to avoid disruptive amounts of mortality.
o    Episodic vs Epidemic. (done)
-        Question 16 wildlife and habitat
o   Need to check with Jeff to gauge his interest in participating in discussion on 16.2
o   Discussing levels of data sources, 1, 2, and 3. Supplementing with ARUs and other ways of collecting wildlife data.
-        Question 17
o   Wondering if we should capture some height classes rather than just trees taller than 50ft in height.
o   Adding to desired conditions to “facilitate recruitment of large, tall trees in nesting and roosting habitat outside of PACs and territories. (done)
o   Sue recommended moving desired conditions from 17.4 to 14.7 and 14.8 and then flesh out desired conditions. (done)
o   17.7 – 
-        Question 18?
o    


Monitoring Funding Plan, Prioritization Modules
· 

To Dos
· Becky/Ty/Megan: Move metadata from expanded table to Discussion section of strategy. (done)
· Becky/Ty/Megan: Ensure desired conditions are clear, so that we can present progress toward desired conditions in the data synthesis step.
· Ty/Becky: Pull AGOL platform information into one location.
· Becky: Check in with Jeff Mabe
· Question 3.3, including the mention of 80% adherence and how do we track that (add to metadata document).
· Question 16.2
· Question 17.5-17.6
· Becky/Megan: Check that Question 3 lines up with MAC decisions.
· Zac: review Question 4.
· Becky/Megan: Move Tribal, cultural-related questions out of main questions summary table and put in separate section. This way the questions don’t seem so concrete, but rather are example questions and will be fleshed out with the Tribal Working Group. (done – still need to create section in main document)
· Becky: follow up with Matt B. about scale (MAC or project?) for invasive species questions.
