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Breakout	
  Groups:	
  
1).	
  Should	
  there	
  be	
  standard	
  factors	
  for	
  each	
  ecological	
  objec6ve?	
  

2).	
  Do	
  factorss	
  need	
  to	
  differ	
  for	
  restora6on	
  and	
  protec6on?	
  

3).	
  Do	
  factors	
  need	
  to	
  differ	
  across	
  scales?	
  

4).	
  Aligning	
  factors	
  and	
  monitoring	
  protocols	
  

Can	
  we	
  provide	
  recommenda6ons	
  or	
  guidance	
  for	
  using	
  
this	
  approach?	
  

Ranking	
  Approach	
  



Terrestrial	
  
Biodiversity	
  

Erosion	
  
Control	
  

Annual	
  Water	
  
Supply	
  

Dry	
  Season	
  
Water	
  Supply	
  

Na6ve	
  vegeta6on	
   Slope	
  
Response	
  to	
  
interven6on	
  

Slope	
  

Landscape	
  
connec6vity	
  

Concavity	
   Eleva6on	
  (fog)	
  

Patch	
  size	
   Soil	
  depth	
   Soil	
  depth	
  

Context	
   Patch	
  size	
   Aspect	
  

Protected	
  status	
  
Distance	
  from	
  

river	
  
Rainfall	
  

Rainfall	
  erosivity	
   Land	
  cover	
  

Surface	
  runoff	
  

Land	
  cover	
  

Factors	
  for	
  Ecological	
  Objec6ves:	
  Cauca	
  Valley	
  



Standard	
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Breakout	
  Groups:	
  
1).	
  Should	
  there	
  be	
  standard	
  factors	
  for	
  each	
  ecological	
  objec6ve?	
  

Not	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  consistency	
  yet,	
  worth	
  exploring	
  

Can	
  we	
  provide	
  recommenda6ons	
  or	
  guidance	
  for	
  using	
  
this	
  approach?	
  

Ranking	
  Approach	
  



Breakout	
  Groups:	
  
2).	
  Do	
  factors	
  need	
  to	
  differ	
  for	
  restora6on	
  and	
  protec6on?	
  

Can	
  we	
  provide	
  recommenda6ons	
  or	
  guidance	
  for	
  using	
  
this	
  approach?	
  

Ranking	
  Approach	
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Breakout	
  Groups:	
  
3).	
  Do	
  factors	
  need	
  to	
  differ	
  across	
  scales?	
  

Large	
  Scale:	
  
Beneficiaries	
  (largest	
  ci6es,	
  popula6on	
  density)	
  
Others?	
  

Can	
  we	
  provide	
  recommenda6ons	
  or	
  guidance	
  for	
  using	
  
this	
  approach?	
  

Ranking	
  Approach	
  



Breakout	
  Groups:	
  
4).	
  Aligning	
  factors	
  and	
  monitoring	
  protocols	
  

How	
  could	
  monitoring	
  data	
  improve	
  the	
  ranking	
  approach?	
  
	
  -­‐direct	
  observa6ons	
  of	
  erosion	
  risk:	
  move	
  more	
  towards	
  
	
  es6mated	
  change	
  instead	
  of	
  core	
  factors	
  
	
  -­‐meteorology	
  observa6ons	
  improve	
  yield	
  and	
  erosion	
  
	
  factors	
  

Can	
  we	
  provide	
  recommenda6ons	
  or	
  guidance	
  for	
  using	
  
this	
  approach?	
  

Ranking	
  Approach	
  


