Process for Assessing
Proper Functioning Condition
Functional Rating
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This PowerPoint is referenced in Chapter 5 of the Creeks & Communities Desk Guide (NRST in progress 2009).  It represents an example of a 15-20 minute presentation on the determining the final rating during a PFC assessment. All example PowerPoints in this series are meant to be customized by each presenter.

Objective: Trainees will understand the functional rating process.
Note: Throughout this presentation, feel free to add photos that visually represent those your audience will most relate to.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
TR1737-15 (1998) page 19: “Following completion of the checklist, a “functional rating” is determined based on the interdisciplinary team’s discussion. This interdisciplinary team must review the “yes” and “no” answers on the checklist and their respective comments about the severity of the situation, then collectively agree on a rating of PFC, functional-at risk, or nonfunctional.”

TR1737-15(1998) page 25: “It is important to note that many of the checklist items are closely related. This provides a system of checks and balances for how any one item is answered. For example, if item 14 (point bars are revegetating) is answered “yes” for a recovering system, item 4 should be answered “yes” because the riparian-wetland area is widening. It is also important to note the items are numbered for the purpose of cataloging comments and that the numbers do not declare importance. The importance of any one item will vary relative to a riparian-wetland area’s attributes and processes. However, there is an order to when some of the items are answered “yes.” Any time item 11 is answered “yes,” more than likely items 6, 7, 8, and 9 will be answered “yes.” For a riparian-wetland area to recover, the right plants have to establish themselves and then produce the adequate amount of cover. The supporting science for some of the items is the same or overlapping. Explanations are with the most appropriate items, but some cross-referencing may be required.”

The interdisciplinary team must remember that you are not rating this against values produced (i.e. fish, livestock forage, etc.), but against the ability to withstand moderately high run off events and maintain the dimension, pattern, and profile of the stream. 


Functional Rating continued

¢ If all the 1tems on the checklist are
answered yes, obviously it is PFC.

¢ If there are some no answers the ID
team must determine if any of these
answers make the area susceptible to
degradation from energy events.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
TR1737-15 (1998) page 19-20: 
“If a riparian-wetland area possesses these elements, then it has a high probability to withstand relatively high flow events. If all the answers on the checklist are “yes,” this area is undoubtedly meeting these criteria.”
However, if some answers on the checklist are “no,” this area may still meet the definition of PFC (example given in TR). However, the riparian-wetland area may still be a long way from desired condition for many uses and values.
“Because of the variability in kinds of lotic riparian-wetland areas (based on differences in climatic setting, geology, landform, and substrate) and the variability in the severity of individual factors relative to an area’s ability to withstand relatively high flow events, there is no set number of “no” answers that dictate that an area is at-risk or nonfunctional. A properly functioning riparian-wetland area will provide the elements contained in the definition” in accordance with [what it needs to function at potential].

TR1737-15(1998) page 6:  “When determining PFC, high-flow events are frequent events like 5-, 10-, and 20- year events. To sustain a given riparian-wetland area over time, those events that occur on a regular basis have to be accommodated. Experience has shown that riparian-wetland areas rated PFC generally withstand these events. Extreme events like 60-, 80-, and 100-year events occur infrequently and have such power that riparian-wetland areas in excellent condition can unravel, at least in places.” [When this happens, vegetation recovers relatively quickly because of the source material available pre-disturbance.]




Functional Rating continued

¢ If the no answers can result In

degradation the area is rated something
less than PFC.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
“No” answers that represent attributes that resulted in degradation to the stream must be rated less than PFC.  


Functional Rating continued

¢ Functional-at-risk areas will possess
some or even most of the elements In
the definition but have at least one
attribute/process that gives it a high

probability of degradation with energy
events.

< Trend (in relation to physical function) must
be determined when a rating of functional-
at-risk Is given.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
TR1737-15 (1998) page 20:
“A functional-at risk riparian-wetland area may possess some or even most of the elements in the definition, but at least one of its attributes/processes gives it a high probability of degradation with a relatively high flow event(s). Most of the time, several “no” answers will be evident because of the interrelationships between items. If these “no” answers, in the ID team’s opinion, collectively provide the probability for degradation in relatively high-flow events, then the rating is functional-at risk.
Trend must be determined, if possible, when a rating of functional-at risk is given. Preferably, trend is determined by comparing the present situation with previous photos, trend studies, inventories, and any other documentation or personal knowledge attained in a review of existing documents or interviews prior to the PFC assessment. In the absence of information prior to the assessment, indicators of “apparent trend” may be deduced during the assessment process. Recruitment and establishment of riparian-wetland species (or the absence thereof) that indicate an increase (or decline) in soil moisture characteristics can be especially useful. However, care must be taken to relate these indicators to recent climatic conditions as well as management. If there is insufficient evidence to make a determination that there is a trend toward PFC (upward) or away from PFC (downward), then the trend is not apparent.”

If there are some attributes present (i.e. riparian-wetland vegetation species present but clearly not enough, width/depth ratio is not good but is on the edge of the range for that valley type, etc.) then rate the stream at the bottom of FAR instead of nonfunctional.

The severity of the functional-at-risk rating is determined through discussion among team members. Some streams may only have one “no” answer and still be rated FAR. For example an alluvial system has a “no” on question 16, System is vertically stable. The stream may have a headcut in the lower reaches and the erosion is below the effective rooting depth of the riparian vegetation and is lowering the water table in the valley bottom. Unless this is repaired the entire stream is at risk of degradation during moderately high flow events.  


Functional Rating continued

¢ Nonfunctional areas clearly lack the

elements listed in PFC. Usually these areas
have a preponderance of no answers.


Presenter
Presentation Notes
TR1737-15 (1998) page 20:
“Nonfunctional areas clearly lack the elements listed in the PFC definition. Usually nonfunctional riparian-wetland areas translate to a preponderance of “no” answers on the checklist, but not necessarily all “no” answers [example given in TR].
There are also situations where only a few “no” answers could still result in a nonfunctional rating because of the extreme severity of the situation [example given in TR].”



Functional Rating continued

¢ Factors contributing to unacceptable

conditions outside management’s control
(back of form)


Presenter
Presentation Notes
TR1737-15 (1998) page 21: “It is imperative for management interpretation of the checklist to document factors contributing to unacceptable conditions outside management’s control for functional-at risk and nonfunctional ratings where achievement of PFC may be impaired. It is desirable to document any of the factors listed if they occur, even if they don’t appear to be affecting the achievement of PFC. Their presence may still affect achievement of desired condition for other values when compared to a natural system.”
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