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Green €t. al. Error Correction Notes 2/25/05 with 3/4/07 and 1@1/08
additions

In 1989 the Forest Service Chief directed the RejiGoresters to develop “regional definitions
of ecological old growth for specific forest typéspbitat types, or plant associations . . .”. In
response to this direction, in late 1989 Regioacbnstituted the Regional Old Growth Task
Force into a committee to develop descriptionfdrgrowth forests in the Northern Rocky
Mountains, consistent with this direction. Thisrouittee did much of its work as 3 coordinated
sub-committees — one for each zone of the RegiontiiNdaho, Western Montana, and Eastern
Montana). In April 1992 the Regional Old Growthr@mittee published its report as part of a
Sustaining Ecological Systems (SES) Desk GuidejraiMby 1992 the Regional Forester
mailed this report to Forest Supervisors and ®atctors. The Region 1 Old Growth
Committee Report (Old Growth Forest Types of thethern Regiorby P. Green, J. Joy, D.
Sirucek, W. Hann, A. Zack, and B. Naumann — commoeflerred to aSreen et. al.), contained
descriptions of old growth forest types, documeatedf how these descriptions were
developed, and discussions of the ecological comteguide the proper use of these
descriptions.

In the 12 years since that report was publisheglsusave noticed a few minor editorial errors,
inconsistencies, or omissions in some of the dathe Tables of Old Growth Type
Characteristics, particularly in Table 1 for Nortmédaho, but also in Tables 2 and 3 for
Montana. Cumulatively, all these errors are miamd were usually handled by talking to
former members of the old growth committees to rhaitge their intent. By now any errata
should have been discovered, and this is a goagttrnslean them up. This paper documents
what was done to clean up those errors.

Reasons For These Error Corrections

The original North Idaho Old Growth Committee usedorking spreadsheet with 23 different
categories of old growth (differentiated by habitgte and forest type combinations) to develop
site-appropriate descriptions of old growth foresfghen preparing its final report, the Region 1
Old Growth Committee incorporated the stand exashgdta analyzed for developing the old
growth type descriptions into Table 1, the tables weformatted to be consistent with Agency-
wide formats, and the 23 categories were collaps@@ categories. In the April 1992, final
published version oBreen et. al. these 20 categories of old growth were furtherlwoed to 9
categories which had common minimum criteria (thuce unnecessary complexity, and avoid
duplication). In this 2-stage process of reformgtiind combining categories, a few minor
errors and omissions crept in that were not pickeduring the editorial process. A few
additional errors crept in about 10 years latemdythe process of scanning and transcribing the
1992 hard copy version @reen et. al. to get it in a word processing format that coutd b
distributed electronically. The Montana Old Grow@bmmittees went through a similar process,
but those types were not originally as complex, fameer errors or omissions resulted.

Error corrections were made by several membenseobtiginal members of the North Idaho Old
Growth Committee (Art Zack, Pat Green, Jim MitalfdeRegional Office personnel, who also
handled the Montana corrections.
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The following paragraphs document the errata cooes that were made:

1. SAF Minimum Diameter for Habitat Type Groups F,G, G1, H, I in Table 1 (Northern
Idaho)

Table 1 in the 1992 version Gireen et. al. has SAF Forest Type for the above Habitat Types
listed in both Old Growth Type 4 and OG Type 5.06 Type 4 it has a 21” minimum
diameter, and in OG Type 5 it has a 17” minimunmaiger. This was clearly an error
introduced by collapsing categories that were #mesexcept for the SAF/MAF forest types,
and failing to notice that these needed to be leahdifferently.

All previous versions of these tables (versionseib990 with 20-23 separate classes) showed
SAF and MAF having a 17” diameter for habitat tgpeups F, G, G1, H, | (cedar/hemlock and
moist lower subalpine series), but having a 21"imum diameter for habitat type groups C, C1,
D, and E (grand fir series). In the grand fir habiype series the SAF and MAF cover types
shared these characteristics with DF, GF, WL, RB,\&P cover types. The DF, GF, WL, WP,
PP, and WH cover types also have a 21” minimum dianfor habitat type groups F, G, G1, H,
| (cedar/hemlock and moist lower subalpine series)with these habitat type groups the SAF
forest type should only have a 17” minimum diameter

The easiest way to correct the conflicting diamstandard for the SAF forest type, was to split
OG Type 4 (from the 1992 version) into a 4A and #fes for Northern ldaho, by splitting the
grand fir habitat type groups (C, C1, D, and E)foamn the other habitat type groups -- as was
done in all previous versions of these tables. SAE forest type is only associated with the
grand fir series (revised type 4A), but not type 4Bhis is consistent with the semi-final 20-
category version of these tables. The SAF foxgst tilso occurs in a number of other old
growth types distinguished by different habitategp This was corrected for the North Idaho
conditions.

SAF and MAF for habitat type groups F, G, G1, Ktddar/hemlock and moist lower subalpine
series) remain as originally shownG@neen et. al. Old Growth Type 5 in North Idaho.

However, somehow in the 1992 version, unlike the 0290 version of the tables, habitat type
group G1 was dropped. G1 was restored here, tomsstent with previous work, even though
it is likely to be very rare with these cover types

When OG type 4 is split in this way, western herklP&/H) forest type appropriately fits with
group 4B, but does not occur in group 4A.

When Old Growth Types 4A and 4B are separatedayutibrth Idaho conditions, the

appropriate associated characteristic values ambars of plots need to be properly re-assigned
to each subgroup. The semi-final 20-category wversi these tables was used to do this, in
conjunction with the narrative type descriptioMghen SAF was showing up in both Old

Growth Types 4 and 5 for the F, G, H, and | haltitaé groups, some of the SAF plots were
apparently double counted in the Number of Samgmé&smn. That is been corrected.
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2. PP Forest Type

In the 1992Green et. al. version of the North Idaho OG Tables, the PP Edrgge only appears
with Habitat Type Groups A and B (ponderosa ping Rouglas-fir series). However, the type
descriptions in Green et. al. for Old Growth Typieldntifies ponderosa pine as being a forest
type on the grand fir and cedar series. Thisafith field experience and data in North Idaho,
where ponderosa pine is common on grand fir hatyipets, and sometimes found on drier cedar
habitat types, as well as on high-energy aspectltgees of riparian zones. Previous versions of
the old growth tables since 1990 had included pmsdepine as an old growth forest type for the
grand fir and cedar habitat type series. Therefore added back in for the revised Old Growth
Forest Types 4A and 4B.

3. Minimum Number Large Trees and Diameter and Ae Thresholds

All previous versions of these tables wer@greater than or equal to) X” diameter for minimum
number of large trees (rather than >), consistetft the logic the Old Growth Committee was
using, and consistent with the text in all the Gldwth Type Descriptions. Likewise, the
minimum ages were all “equal to or greater tha’ttireshold value. The “equal to” part seems
to have gotten lost with new fonts in the 1992 ierof the tables and text. Likewise, snag
diameters and all other diameter thresholds war&rdes and structures(greater than or equal
to) that threshold. Working versions of the taldad text make that clear. The R1-EDIT
program, which was used for old growth data ang)ysivays groups things that way as well.
The> is now put back in the tables and text, since was the logic the committees were using
and intended all the way through.

4. Minimum Basal Area Column in Table 1, 2, and 3

During all its work, the Northern Idaho Old Grow@lommittee used a minimum basal area as
part of its old growth minimum criteria. This wiasall the working tables since 1990, up until
the semi-final 20 category version. In most of Meethern Idaho Old Growth Type

Descriptions in the 1992 paper, a minimum basa am@s also included, although, although it
was unintentionally left out of a few. The intdaytthe committee was to have a minimum basal
area to ensure that these were stands with haasanable level of tree stocking for forests on
their respective habitat types, rather than justaiaing the minimum number of large trees.
Consistent with all the Northern Idaho Old Growtbn@nittee’s work, the October 1990 version
of the old growth tables, and the Type Descriptions992Green et. al. were used to fill in a
minimum basal area column in Table 1 for everyttérgept the yew forest type. For yew, Pat
Green went back to the original data analysisrtd the minimum basal area. The original old
growth types were combined far enough that 2 sépaasal area minimums are sometimes
needed — distinguished by habitat type group. iEhisdicated where necessary in the edited
version of Table 1, and in the Type Descriptionsirilar situation occurred in both Table 2
and Table 3 in Montana. For some reason, basahairemums contained in the draft tables and/
or in the Old Growth Type Descriptions did not mékato the final tables. This has now been
corrected and the date of correction shown onahles.

5. Whitebark Pine
In the Oct. 1990 North Idaho tables Whitebark Rihews up in both upper and lower sub-alpine
series as an old growth type, and has a’B0efsal area in the lower (HT Groups H, I, J) ad@ a
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ft? basal area in the upper-most (HT Group K) subelgime. In the semi-final reformatted
draft tables with 20 types, and in the 1992 pulelistaersion WBP is restricted to only H.T.
groups | & J (HT group K disappeared), and thelfitescription of types shows 63 foinimum
basal area.

Whitebark pine in North Idaho is a common speaedT group K, & this was recognized in the
Type Description text, but no stand data was abkglat that time. However, the narrative
recognizes a 40%tbasal area minimum as being appropriate on thigdtaype group. It is
therefore now added back in to the table. Consistéh previous versions of these tables and
the narrative type description, 66dft basal area is used for habitat type groups lJarahd 40

ft? is used for habitat type group K.

There is no WBP in OG Types for W. MT. The table hs WSL which is now defined on
page 7 of the document for Old Growth Type descripbns, and includes WBP.

6. Range of Snag Numbers For OG Type 1

The range of snag numbers listed in both the sarai-20 category version of the tables, and in
the 1992 narrative Type Description is 0 — 13. réleeno documentation where the 7 for OG
Type 1 in Table 1 came from in the 1992 versiom, aman upper limit it appears low for
Douglas-fir forest types. Therefore, the 0 — 1&8gsrange is restored, consistent with the type
description. In Tables 2 and 3 several editoriedrsrwere found and corrected to match the old
growth Type description narratives beginning onegp28.

7. Live and Dead Tree Sizes Analyzed

Snag sizes analyzed by the Old Growth Committeee 8’ DBH. This size range is added to
column heading in Table 1, 2 and 3 to indicate whatsnag count applies to. Likewise, the Old
Growth Committees analyzed data from live tre&s for determining other old growth
characteristics such as forest type, dead/brokgetbtrees, and percent decay. Text in the Old
Growth Type Descriptions already reflects thist&inow added to footnote 1 in Tables 1, 2,
and 3.

8. Percent Dead/ Broken Top

Several mean values and range values were missingeaor on Tables 2 and 3 when
compared to the narratives in the Old growth Typgcdption beginning on page 23. These
have now been corrected to the values in the iaggtTable 1, Footnote 1, show®>DBH

for % broken top; % decay; and snags, as did the-Beal draft version of these tables. Yet, on
page 7 or the original Green et al document thinidiehs say 5” DBH break for this variable.
After researching this with Pat Green who origipaléveloped this section, it was determined
that the footnote on page 8 (with the northern ¢delart), that the 9” breakpoint was the correct
one, so that was changed from 5” to 9” on page 7.

9. Probability of Down Wood

In several instances, values in this column of &dbare converted from a single value to a
range, or the range is expanded, to be consistiémbath the narrative Old Growth Type
Description, and the range of data in the previoose detailed versions of the tables. In the
1992 version of Table 1, it appears that parthefrange were inadvertently omitted. In a few
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other places, the scanned version electronic versithe tables inadvertently missed part of a
number that was in the printed 1992 version. Tlaesall restored.

10. Percent Decay

Several mean values and range values were missingeaor on Tables 2 and 3 when
compared to the narratives in the Old growth Typgcdption beginning on page 23. These
have now been corrected to the values in the iaggtTable 1, Footnote 1, show®>DBH

for % broken top; % decay; and snags, as did the-Beal draft version of these tables. Yet, on
page 7 or the origin&reen et. al. document the definitions say 5” DBH break for thégiable.
After researching this with Pat Green who origipaléveloped this section, it was determined
that the footnote on page 8 (with the northern ¢delart), that the 9” breakpoint was the correct
one so that was changed from 5” to 9” on page 7.

11. Minimum Criteria and Associated Characteristics

Forest stand attributes associated with Old Gravéfe clearly differentiated into “minimum
criteria” and “associated characteristics” in b# tvork the old growth committee did, and in the
Green et. al. text on pages 5, 6, 7, 11, 12, in the individypktdescriptions, and in the footnotes
to the tables. However, people who only glancelduiat the tables still sometimes ask
guestions about what are minimum criteria. Betbere were table footnotes explaining this,
the semi-final draft of th&reen et. al. tables actually had column headings separate8litad
minimum criteria and associated characteristios.mbke this clear at even a casual glance,
those identical column headings are now being atideH into the tables. And, consistent with
this and all other information, the same headingsadded to the documentation of all the old
growth related attributes on page 7.

12. Old Growth Type Descriptions

The OIld Growth Type Descriptions in the body teixGoeen et. al. are edited with some minor
additions and corrections to make them consistéhttive Table 1 edits described above. The
most significant items are filling in minimum basaka for the few types where it was missing,
and splitting Table 1 Old Growth Type 4 into Tygesand 4B, to recognize differences
between the grand fir series habitat type, ad dibbitat types in Old Growth Type 4. Most of
the other editorial corrections made to Table lensdready correct in the Type Descriptions.
Minimum basal area values were added to the Tyselions for Western Montana as
documented in the draft definitions that somehoa been inadvertently omitted in the final
descriptions and in Table 2.

13. Calculating and Using Forest Type — Cedar in dithern Idaho and Other Situations

In a few situations, the calculated forest types@abon plurality of basal area based on trees

9”) may be different than the species of most efdld trees. This occurs most often in cedar
forest types in northern Idaho, as a result of d@eslar understories. The original top paragraph
on page 12 of the 1992 versionfeen et. al. attempted to address this situation. In retraspe
that paragraph is somewhat confusing. A re-wifitdnat paragraph better captures the intent of
the Zone Old Growth Committee in regards to theacéarest type. This paragraph also re-
iterates that for old growth forest type analyplsrality of basal area should be based on trees
9”, regardless of what'’s stored in TSMRS. Becausenechanical calculation can capture all

the possible combinations of stand conditions ihade clear that all these are screening devises
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meant for broad-scale landscape assessment. Atahe or small watershed scale, more careful
analysis should still be useful to make the bestgobwth selections.

14. Lodgepole Pine Habitat Type Groups.

Habitat Type Group E was in the original North Idaables, and is now added back in because
it can support lodgepole pine. It was probabliiesitan inadvertent omission, or there was a lack
of data. The situation is similar with Habitat By@roup K, where lodgepole pine is actually
quite common. The minimum basal area requirenseatiphasized in the type description for
H.T. Group K, to be sure tree density is high etotagbe a true old growth stand

15. Additional Habitat Types and Forest Type/Habiat Type Group Combinations.

FIA broad-scale vegetation inventory increasedggegraphic sample of habitat types in Eastern
and Western Montana. As expected, additionalthiatyipes and several forest type/habitat type
combinations, which were not addressed in the rmaigsreen et. al. publication, were found in

the FIA data. With agreement of Forest Silviculits and Ecologists, appendix tables for
Eastern and Western Montana habitat groups argegfiaages 48-52). Additional, new
forest/habitat type combinations were identifiedEastern and Western Montana. One typo
was found in Eastern Montana Old Growth Type 4 ciwhvas corrected with this edit. Barry
Bollenbacher, Regional Silviculturist, reviewed & data to assure they were not anomalies.
Old Growth Types, in Table 2 on page 9 are updeteaicorporate these additions.

16._Addition to the above habitat types found on FlAplots 12/3/07,

Subsequent findings revealed that several happatstfound in habitat type publications used in
Region One were found in stand exam data, butspad of habitat type groups located in the
appendix A of the Green et al document. During &oler of 2007 the same procedure was
followed as above with FIA plot data, for stand mxd@ata in Region One. The result of this
process was an updated list of habitat types #ibihto Old Growth habitat type groups in the
green et al document appendix A. Those additiweslentified in the appendix of that
document.

17, Additional Habitat Types added and reformatting of Appendix A completed 10/31/08

In January of 2008 additional habitat types wermdeado the Green et al document Appendix A
that reflects codes and habitat Types that areoppiptely used in Id that are from the Montana
classification. In addition the format and headeese changed in appendix A to be clearer to the
reader.




