FGDC Comment Sheet


	Organization
	Paragraph/ subpara/PG#
	Figure/ Table/ line #
	Type of  comment
	Comment
	Proposed Change

	CNVC -1 
	Section 1.7
	
	G
	A recurring theme in our comments is the lack of implementation details for the standard.  In this section, it is unclear how the USDA-FS or the FGDC Vegetation Subcommittee or a national review board will take the lead in future development and maintenance of the content of the USNVC according to the new standard. This is an important consideration for agencies and organizations that intend to participate in the NVC development and utilization process in the future.
	a) Clarify who will be USNVC and IVC custodians into future and how the process of updating NVC content will be managed; currently NatureServe manages USNVC (& IVC) – with adoption of an FGDC federal standard, will a federal government agency (e.g., USDA Forest Service) or its designate (e.g., national review board) become manager of USNVC?

b) What will happen to existing USNVC units (esp. associations and alliances) currently administered by NatureServe?
c) Clarification is also required on the process that will be employed for development and revision of conventions for evolving the classification or the standard.



	CNVC -2


	Section 2
	
	G
	Users must be able to apply the classification consistently at all levels of the hierarchy in all vegetation conditions; to achieve this will require development of additional supporting documentation (companion documentation).


	a) A clear conceptual statement for each level of the hierarchy should be developed, including a suggestion of which ecological/vegetation drivers are paramount;

b) Provide key (floristic/physiognomic) diagnostic criteria for every level of hierarchy;

c) Identify which diagnostic criteria work best in various vegetation conditions at each level, i.e., one rule may not work for all circumstances;

d) Note approximate spatial scale for concept of each level (e.g., in Table 2.4);

e) Try to identify primary ecological drivers (e.g., macro- or mesoclimate, edaphic conditions, disturbance/seral regime, etc.) at each level.



	CNVC-3
	Section 2
	
	G
	It is the opinion of the CNVC Technical Committee that floristics and physiognomy must be the basis on which units at all levels are discriminated.
	A list of diagnostic species that are accepted to be good indicators of conditions embodied within classes of each hierarchy level should be made available as they are developed and accepted by peer review (e.g., indicators of “boreal” conditions).


	CNVC-4


	Section 2
	
	G
	The classification units at all levels must be developed systematically, supported by plot data.
	a) A series of pilots that develop all hierarchical levels in a variety of vegetation conditions would be useful.
b)  There is a strong need to develop the concept of alliance beyond mere cover type by testing various aggregations of associations within different possible frameworks of upper levels

	CNVC-5


	Section 2 & 4
	
	G
	Distinction of “cultural” and “semi-natural/natural” must be clarified (i.e., concepts of “cultural” vegetation will have to be clearly developed); how should plantation forests or “improved” pastures be treated?


	

	CNVC-6


	Section 3.2.4
	
	G
	Nomenclatural rules will have to be augmented to include definitions of terms and lists of interpretive terms that should be avoided, esp. in “semi-natural” or “cultural” vegetation.
	Terminology should be standardized: some technical terms such as “mesomorphic” should be replaced with more readily understood colloquial terms; colloquial terms should avoid potentially value-laden words (e.g., “semi-natural”; “degraded”; “disturbed”); a comprehensive glossary of all technical terms should be available.

	CNVC-7
	Section 2
	
	G
	It is not entirely clear to us how the treatment of (semi-)terrestrial wetlands at Level 3 will work out, but we are agreeable to testing this approach.


	

	CNVC-8
	Section 2
	
	G
	How is it proposed within this structure that krummholtz growth forms (i.e., stunted growth habit of otherwise mesomorphic species assemblages) should be treated?


	

	CNVC-9
	Table 3.4
	
	T
	Chara should be included under non-vascular submerged stratum in Table 3.4.

	Add “x” in appropriate cell of Table 3.4.

	CNVC-10
	Section 2
	
	G
	Some additional thought is required  re: distinction of mixedwood conditions, esp. in forests. 
	a) Guidance re: species mix proportions (e.g., cover abundance thresholds) to distinguish pure stands from mixed stands for various vegetation conditions would be helpful;

b)  In a complex mixed condition within the dominant stratum (i.e., many species with significant abundance/constancy), suggestions on how to distinguish the number of conditions (i.e., number of classes) to recognize would be helpful.

	CNVC-11
	Section 3
	
	G
	Implementation of the process standards could be problematic. These protocols are intensive and there are no strong incentives for casual participants in NVC development to invest extra resources in their specific classification approaches to comply with NVC standards. Without buy-in from such practitioners, or resources to support additional effort by them, NVC development could languish.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


