Using a Modified Delphi in Rapidly Changing Times —

Ash Management Guide
Angela Gupta, Amy Mayer, Julie Miedtke

AS/I/Fmeﬁ

for Private Forest Landowners

Abstract Results

The world is changing quickly; however, delivering scientific information Baseline Tips

takes tlme A mOdlfled—Delphl approach Offel‘s those Of us Working 111 ° Seek and use the advice Of a professional forester/forest
Extension a way to address methodological constraints to our ability to plan writer.
provide research-based, credible information under rapidly changing . .
B Y * Closely monitor stands with ash. Erom the Guide. .
* Plan for forest conversions when ash is a major
In 2011, the authors used a modified-Delphi technique facilitated by Survey component of your forest.
Monkey to create a systematic, interactive, structured survey process to engage . . .
a panel of experts from many different areas of expertise. A careful * Work with neighboring landowners to address threats on
administration of the survey over three distinct rounds generated sound a larger scale.
management rec;ommendations from which the publication Ash Management e Actively discourage invasive plant and insect species; Tﬂbl eo f Contents
Guidelines for Private Forest Landowners was produced. manage for native species.
; . | i Chapter 1
The process used could be applied in varied disciplines when there is a desire * Think ou.ts1de the bO_X- Contemple.lte a wider choice of %Hiﬁtﬁ’ ﬂéﬂkﬁﬁfmﬁfﬁﬁ i
. . (e . . o o . urrent £x and s DL AE comsmsmanmnmems
to find meaningful answers to difficult questions in an efficient, timely tree species appropriate to your sites and needs.
manner. The modified-Delphi process enabled natural resource professionals Diversify the species you select. Tree and plant diversity Chapter 2 | -
and other stakeholders to share management recommendations in a quickly WIH help Prevent fUtur.e large-scale mortahty the n.eXt Minnesota Ash Species Identification.................. 10
changing world of invasive species, climate change, and an increasingly time we discover a major pest attacking a tree species. Chapter 3
unknown future. * Think about replacement tree species before the ash dies. Ash: A 215t Century RESOULCE voveomrmmsmerereren 3
_ ) _ Chapter 4
Respondents provided survey-based feedback in three rounds. Their * Underplanting. Consider planting shade-tolerant trees The Emerald Ash Ejﬂl‘ff = ﬂblli;fﬂe
responses, stripped of identifiers, were used to generate each subsequent beneath canopies of existing trees. package carrying big rouble oovovocvcvcvcvcvcve 23
survey round. * Minimize harvest damage by using the services of a Chapter 5 »
. . . . ‘The Mative Plant Communities ......cccwemmmmmm, 29
professional logger who has taken training with the Ash it the Wet FOPEst SYStem vomrmmreremrmens32
Minnesota Logger Education Program. Ask for Ash in the Floodplain Forest System ..............38
hod crdentials and references, e e —
M Et o  Keep in mind - you can’t call a logger and expect . Ash in the Fire Dependent SyStem ..c...e.c.......50
him/her to be out harvesting at your site in the next & Chapter 6
week or month. In most cases, you are going to need to \ Vo Wikdlife Among the ASR comemmesmssmsmememrmr e 54
: . . - set the plans in motion 2-3 years before the timber is : Chapter 7
For this Ash Management project Extension personnel facilitated three rounds [ E——) ! Other Implications of EAB and Ash Trees..........56
of a modified Delphi survey. di
* Be extremely careful if using heavy equipment on very AE:E" :l'_:E:
. . endix
Round 1 consisted of 19 open-ended questions to which participants were wet sites. It may be best to leave the ash alone in these ' M]-L.Emta Department of Natural Resources:
given two weeks to respond. areas. Green ash Guidelines for managing sites with ash to address
. ) ’ l 3 Craxinus the threat of emerald ash borer on DNR
* Be familiar with, and apply Best Management Practices. pennsylvanica Forestry-administered Jands ....... ... 60
Round 2 of the survey was based on the responses to Round 1. In all, 103 : _
t ted from Round 1 and d in Round 2 : CPpendx®
questions were generated from Round 1 and proposed in Round 2. A Questions and Answers about Quarantines
- and Compliance Agreements .......c.c.cocomemee.n 63
Round 3 presented the results from Round 2, plus new information generated From the Guide... _ Appendix C
in Round 2, for a total of 98 questions. 2 Minnesota Department of Natural
“We should emphasize to family forest owners that change is T Resources Rare Species GUIde ..o awmimimimemnn 65
Participation rates: coming and using some of the wood would be good rather than ‘- Appendix D
Round 1 (84%) letting it all die and rot.” : References and RESOUICES .. mummimimrmms o 66
0 1 Glossary ....coc i s s s e s 07
Eouni § (2213 é) ) “The goal should be to think about replacement before the ash dies 3
oun (68%) because that is when the landowner has the best hopes of Throughout this publication, words in bold italics
. . ) influencinag the results.” ’ can be found in the Glossary on pages 67-68.
The results of this survey process are wide reaching, but they are not f - : A (1
exhaustive. When consensus couldn’t be reached we didn’t report that “If the trees are in an area where the falling trees will be a hazard - e
recommendation. to people or property then they should be removed, 1
or at least cut down.”
In order to offer users of the Ash Management Guidelines for Private Forest = . :
Landowners publication with a quick way to assess the difference between | favor strongly encouraging management when feasibl =
important resource information and recommendations generated from the (€.g-, removalof sh in-conjunction with other harvests.)

survey, all survey recommendations were presented in eye-catching graphics
boxes.

Although attributed to an individual, all recommendations in the boxes were CO nc I usion
approved by group consensus using the modified-Delphi process.

This project is a good example of how Extension Educators can marshal their resources and
networks to tackle a major issue facing Extension’s constituents in a scientifically sound and
academically rigorous and timely way. This project went from conception to publication in one
year!
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and meaningful information was learned

From the Guide...

“It is very important to remember none of us has a crystal ball into which we can see the future of
Minnesota’s ash forests. This is our best effort to find a method and experts to offer help. “
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“It will be important for everyone, landowners and natural resource professionals alike,
to stay abreast of current research and information because recommendations
are likely to change as the sciences catches up.”
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