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Analytical Gaps

e How do we translate assessments into
projects and priorities?

o Optimal mix of restoration goals?

« Management tradeoffs?

 Unigque restoration storylines on different
landscapes and forests?
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Overview and Example
Application of the
Landscape Treatment
Designer

Alan & Ager. Nicole M. Vaillant, David E. Owens,
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Tradeoffs exist because of the spatial distribution of
restoration targets among and within planning areas

“Production possibility frontier”
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Objective

~ Forest departure

- |nsect risk

- Structure exposure from MF
<= Thinning volume

-~ Wildfire hazard

-~ Revenue
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National Forest

— Malheur
— Ochoco
— Umatilla
— Wallowa-Whitman
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Application and future work

e Strategic planning | g ,

— Prioritization ; j 2X

— Restoration storylines : \

— Pace and scale : =

— Economic leverage gl' Restoration o coolagioal departure
» Collaborative planning Shortages change tradeoffs

— Facilitate dialog about tradeoffs r

— Compare stakeholder preferences with “‘K
P P \\L

production frontiers

WUI wildfire protection

Restoration of ecological departure

Stakeholder preferences and
production frontiers define
feasible outcomes
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Additional information

 Ager, A.A., Day, M, Vogler, K. 2016. Production possibility frontiers reveal socioecological tradeoffs
for restoration of fire adapted temperate forests. Journal of Environmental Management 176 (2016)
157-168

* Vogler, K, Ager, A.A., Day, M. Bailey, J. 2015. Prioritization of forest restoration projects: tradeoffs

between wildfire protection, ecological restoration and economic objectives. Forests: 4403-4420

 Ager, A. A, N. M. Vaillant, and A. McMahan. 2013. Restoration of fire in managed forests: a model

to prioritize landscapes and analyze tradeoffs. Ecosphere 4:1-19.

 Ager, A. A, N. Vaillant, D. E. Owens, S. Brittain, and J. Hamann. 2012. Overview and example
application of the Landscape Treatment Designer. Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-859, USDA Forest

Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station, Portland, OR.
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Efficiency of current restoration
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Cumulative attainment (%)
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fire containers | | Restoration of natural defensible | | Dispersed fuel | | optimization
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