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Executive Summary

Forest health and sound stewardship are critical to Oregon’s current and future well-
being. Healthy federal forests are needed to sustain social, environmental, and economic
values, but in the current system of governance, Oregonians have relatively little direct
influence on how these forests are managed and used. Federal agencies manage 60
percent of the total forestland in the state, and Oregon cannot chart a sustainable,
productive future for its forests without considering federal forestlands. As the Governor

noted in an address to the Oregon Board of Forestry, -Fherefore-the-Governor-directed

“Ensuring sustainable forests in Oregon requires that we understand that
the social, environmental and economic benefits of forests are not only
important — but also interconnected. . . . ~*We have to get past this costly
conflict over our forests and craft the public policy model that is described
in The Forestry Program for Oregon.” (Governor Kulongoski, October
22, 2004).

Therefore, the Governor directed the Oregon Board of Forestry to “create a unified
vision of how federal lands should contribute” to sustainability, and to “make that vision
action-oriented and comprehensive — following through to the last step, including
implementation.”

This document sets forth a vision and set of key goals that should be pursued on federal
forestlands to create forests that are ecologically sustainable, economically viable, and
appreciated by all stakeholders. It presents recommendations to implement our vision and
includes specific policy steps necessary to achieve the vision we have crafted. This
document articulates Oregon’s interests at the national policy level and is intended to
guide the State’s participation in planning the future of Oregon’s federal forestlands.

Vision and Goals

Our Vision for Oregon’s Federal Forestsis

Federal forestlands in Oregon are a legacy, a refuge, and a resource;; loved and
celebrated by our citizens;; inhabited by healthy populations of fish and wildlife;
and ~managed with humility, wisdom, and innovation to sustain the economic,
environmental, social, and cultural well-being of our rural and urban
communities.
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Our Goals to Achieve That Vision-Include

Environment

1. Ecosystems are protfected, restored, and managed for a full range of sustainable
ecosystem benefits.

Social

2. Management responds to site specific variations and community based management
principles.

Economic

3. A pPredictable, sustainable supply of the full suite of goods and services is provided.

Process
4. Take action immediately to address State and local needs.

5. Manage fEederal forestlands are-managed-with a clearly defined vision and strategic
goals developed and implemented through a collaborative partnership.

6. Acquire aAdequate funding from multiple sources for federal agencies,

7. Work to ensure that fEederal policy guidance provides stability and balances the need
for accountability, while preserving local flexibility.

Problems

Problems of pPlace --are the most important and immediate issues facing Oregonians,
particularly those living in rural communities. Moreover, these problems are major
impediments to the sustainability of forests and associated economic, environmental, and
social values in Oregon.

1. Forest health —and resiliency have been disrupted in Oregon’s forests. Problems like
uncharacteristic wildfire, modified hydrologic regimes, climate change, and insect
epidemics may result in the loss of key ecological compoenents.
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2. Reduced timber harvest —from federal forestlands has resulted in diminished forest
industry infrastructure with unintended economic and social losses to rural
communities. This limits the ability to carry out needed forest health related
treatments on the landscape.

3. The desired amount of older forest —on federal forestlands needs to be established
and protected as a component of sustainable forest management.

Overarching pProblems —affect our collective abilities to adequately address the
problems of place. Overarching problems are issues involving federal laws and
administrative rules and their interpretation, administrative and legal processes,
relationships between people, organizations, and different levels of government, financial
support for federal management operations, and their interactions.

1. —Federal laws, policies, and court rulings contain a collection of discordant goals and
mandates that often work at cross purposes and inhibit agencies from reacting
decisively to issues.

2. Lack of trust - Changing public values, lack of clear goals, court challenges, and the
inability to implement decisions have led to a lack of trust.

3. Process to coordinate policy decisions - Federal, state, local, and tribal governments
lack an effective process to coordinate policy decisions and achieve landscape-seale-
scale objectives.

4. Funding is not adequate— or appropriately allocated to achieve land management
objectives on federal lands. Adequate stable funding sources are necessary to achieve
long-term management goals and sustainability.

Recommended Solutions

Addressing the complex and interrelated problems identified in this report requires a
strategy at different scales: (1) solutions at the state and local level, and (2) solutions at
the national level. Actions at both scales must be implemented simultaneously.

State and Local Solutions

The overall strategy for state and local solutions is to take action to improve forest

health. Symptoms of forest health (e.g., uncharacteristic wildfire, altered water quality

and quantity, degraded fish and wildlife habitat, and reduced biodiversity and ecosystem
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resiliency) are of immediate importance. However, long-term success will require solving
related problems (i.e., reduced timber harvest below sustainable levels and decreased
infrastructure, reducing conflict over the desired amount of older forests, lack of trust,
and policy coordination).

State and Local Recommendation #1

The Governor and the State Legislature should create a Federal Forestland Liaison
Program to support multi-agency efforts to improve forest health on federal
forestlands.

Actions
The program should:

* Partner with federal land management agencies and local groups to encourage and
support the development of projects that improve forest health and resiliency-

¢ Coordinate involvement of state agencies in the collaborative process so that the
State of Oregon speaks with one voice-

* Provide strategic technical assistance to the BLM and Forest Service where
capacity is inadequate to implement forest health treatments

¢ Promote and encourage the formation of local collaborative partnerships to
address forest health problems on federal forestlands

» Provide administrative support and manage {unding dedicated to support local
collaboration.

State and Local Recommendation #2

~ The Governor and the State Legislature should provide administrative, financial,
and technical resources to local collaborative partnerships to build trust and help
identify scientifically informed and socially acceptable forest management projects
to improve forest health,

Actions

» The state agencies will work with federal agencies to encourage the formation of
local collaborative partnerships, and once formed, help federal agencies provide
administrative and financial support for the partnerships.
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Use the Policy Consensus Center at Portland State University to provide the
Neutral Forum to work directly with local partnerships in facilitating their
formation and implementation.

Link local collaborative partnerships to the technical expertise they need to help
them assess forest conditions and design projects, coordinate landscape
assessments, and develop and conduct monitoring.

Three pilot collaborative partnerships should be initiated in the first year to
develop administrative and procedural processes and to learn how best to make
this program successful.

State and Local Recommendation #3

Local collaborative groups in cooperation with state and federal agencies should
first assess forest health conditions and then plan projects at the landscape scale to
address high priority needs.

Actions

[ ]

Landscape-seale-scale assessments should be science-based and developed
through inclusive, local cellaborative processes. Local collaborative partnerships
should use the large-seale-scale assessment to:

o Identify forest types and areas where work is needed;

o Recommend map-based sideboards;

o Prioritize treatments for restoring forest health and protecting key
ecological features (i.e., endangered species, older forests, road
maintenance/removal, water quality, etc.);

o Identify areas where a timber sale program is possible if carefully planned
with attention to ecological and cultural values.

Federal and state agencies should provide technical information to local
partnerships. Landscape assessments should be largely drawn from existing
information.

Assessments should include the development of outcome-based (e.g., reduced fire
hazard, improved water quality) performance measures to track accomplishments
instead of simply numeric measures (¢.g., acres treated as opposed to quality of
work accomplished).

Assessments should prioritize and urge investments in the forest road network.
Assessments should consider how to provide a stable, sustainable woody biomass
supply, and a predictable supply of timber.

Local collaborative partnerships should help design and recommend projects that
implement the forest health goals and priorities developed in the assessments.
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¢ Once assessments, prioritization, and planning have been completed, local
collaborative partnerships should do everything within their power to ensure
implementation actually takes place and projects are completed.

State and Local Recommendation #4

Collaborative groups should define and delineate the amount and characteristics of
older forests that should be conserved and re-established to maintain ecological
sustainability and resiliency as part of their landscape assessment.

Actions
¢ [ocal collaborative processes should:

o Define “older forests™ by forest type within the broad definition described
in this report drawn from the National Commission on Science for
Sustainable Forestry (see pages 9-10) as a guide-

o Develop goals for older forests:

o Conserve existing eld-grewthold-growth forests and identify opportunities
for providing additional older forests:

o Make rRecommendations sheuld-be-consistent with federal agency plan
standards and guidelines-

o Receive Initialby-initial proposals fromsheuld-be-previded-by the Forest
Service or BLM.

State and Local Recommendation #5

Leaders from state and federal agencies, county and tribal governments, and
private forestland owners should meet on a regular basis to discuss and coordinate
policies that affect forest health issues and the recommendations in this report.

Actions

e Chief executives should meet to discuss the recommendations of this report and
develop a Memorandum of Agreement that creates a broad framework for
implementing the recommendations that will last beyond current political cycles.
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* Organize regularly scheduled meetings of the chief executives with forestland
management responsibilities to discuss and coordinate policies that affect forest
health issues and the recommendations of this report.

» Forestland managers should use collaboratively developed landscape assessments
as a framework to coordinate projects across public and private ownerships to
meet common goals.

¢ The interface between public and private land ownership should be defined to
develop and implement “good neighbor” policies and incentives for effective,
efficient landscape-scale management and stewardship.

* A comprehensive system of monitoring and feedback is needed so we can learn
from our experiences and prior decisions.

¢ Forestland managers should identify a comprehensive strategy to invest in
creating and then expanding successful large-scale pilot projects that address the
scientific uncertainties of dual-purpose (e.g., economic and wildlife) management
practices.

® Federal agencies should work with state, local and tribal governments to address
the legacy road system through contracting with these local entities to accomplish
priority objectives.

National Solutions

Congressional action is needed to help address many of the problems that are identified in
this report. Local groups and the State of Oregon working alone cannot solve the
fundamental issues that are caused by uncoordinated forest policies, a lack of clear goals
for sustaining all forest values, the potpourti of goals and mandates, or a lack of funding
for federal agencies to carry out their management responsibilities.

National Recommendation #1

Congress should develop legislation that creates an overarching federal forest policy
for sustainable forests. This legislation should be on a par with the federal Farm Bill
or Energy Bill, and establish a comprehensive framework for reviewing forest
conditions and making decisions.

Actions
* Adopt a unified national policy for sustainable forests to guide the future

stewardship for and investment in the nation’s forests.:
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Develop consensus for specific priority measures to implement a national
sustainable forests policy that reflect contemporary forest ownership, science,
uses, and values.;

Promote, review, and amend if needed, existing federal authorities, policies and
programs to ensure their support for sustainable forests.-and

Promote regional landscape--level approaches to forest management that assure
core areas for economic/community sustainability and biodiversity.

National Recommendation #2

Congress should develop comprehensive Forest Restoration Legislation that makes
restoring healthy forest conditions a top priority.

Actions

Congress should develop comprehensive Forest Restoration Legislation thats

Ensures that restoring forest conditions and improving resiliency is identified as a
priority in federal land management plans-

Provides targeted funds for community--based collaborative:

Appropriates money for capacity--building programs in local communities-
Develops outcome--based performance measures that focus achievements on
ecological conditions, developing collaborative partnerships, and the creation of
rural jobs:

Increases funding for forest restoration projects as an investment in future
reductions in fire fighting costs, resource losses, and carbon emissions-
Reexamines the use of categorical exclusions to focus on scientifically supported
restoration efforts for priority needs-

Provides the authority, in limited circumstances, to enter into longer--term
commitments to supply biomass-

Provides targeted tax incentives and loans to assist renewable power producers,
Creates targeted incentives for co-generation, and upgrading of milling and
extraction technologies to maximize high-value use of small diameter trees:
Changes federal law to allow county revenue sharing from stewardship contracts:
Encourages tax incentives for sustainable biomass removal from federal lands for
energy production and forest health.

National Recommendation #3
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Congress should use a variety of methods to increase funding for forest management
activities.

Actions

¢ Increase Forest Service and BLLM appropriations.

* Increase fHire--suppression budgets showld-be-inerin ordereased to fully address
fire--fighting costs but decoupled fire-suppression budgets from the base Forest
Service budget,

¢ Further examine internal business operations policy to identify cost saving
changes.

* Create a new funding system to manage forest transportation including addressing
water quality and fish passage problems from legacy roads, decommissioning
unneeded roads, and creating a permanent, all-weather road system for needed
uses.

» Increase tThe volume of timber harvested from traditional timber sale programs
that are environmentally and culturally responsible should be increased to
generate revenue, jobs, and infrastructure.

sFederal managers and policymakers budgets-should explore the possibility of
leveraging federal dollars through partnerships at the state and local level
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Introduction

Federal forestlands are a resource intended to benefit the nation as a whole. In Oregon,
these lands represent 60 percent of the total forestland in the state. The health and sound
stewardship of these lands are critical to state’s current and future well-being. Our
economy relies on these lands for family-wage jobs — particularly in our rural
communities where jobs are becoming increasingly scarce. Oregon has traditionally
funded roads and schools from revenue that has been generated from our federal forests.
Our citizens and out-of-state visitors rely on these forests for a vast array of recreational
opportunities. These lands provide important ecosystem services like clean water and
carbon storage, biodiversity, and habitat for a multitude of animal and plant species. The
National Forest System lands generate on avelage 44 percent% of the State's total runoff
each year (Brown-et-al-2005-see Table A-1).! Oregon is well -known for its forests and
the many environmental, economic, and social benefits we derive from these lands.

In the United States=5= today, coarse-scale data and surveys suggest that more than half
of all forestlands are densely stocked with trees and at risk from uncharacteristic
wildfire.” In Oregon, past logging practices, grazing, and exclusion of fire have altered
the characteristics of much of Oregon’s frequent--fire forests. The 2006 LANDFIRE
Rapid Assessment identified 13 million acres of federal frequent--fire forest as being
altered and predisposed to moderate or severe risk of losing key ecosystem components.
Use of prescribed fire, -and-wildland fire, and mechanical treatments to restore ecological
condmons to these lands is proceeding at a rate that only treats 1 to 2 percent of this area
annually

The Forestry Progf am for Oregon (FPFO) articulates the Oregon Board of Forestry’s
(Board) goals, VlSion and strategic plan for implementing policies and programs that
promote sustainable” management of Oregon's public and private forestland. The Board

' Brown, T., M. T. Hobbins, and J.A. Ramirez. 2005. The Source of Water Supply in the United States.
RMRS - RWU 4851 Discussion Paper, available online:-
http://www. fs.fed.us/rm/value/docs/water%2 0supply%20final-e.pdf
2 Schmidt, —FRIRST-INITIAL2ZK M. » J.P. Menakis, C.C. Hardy, W.J. Hann, D.L. Bunneil - 2002.
Development of Coarse-Scale Spatlal Data for Wiidland Fire and Fuel Management. Gen. Tech. Rept.
RMRS-87, USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Fort Collins, CORLACE-OF
PUBHGA—?IWHJS«&USDA—F@RESJ-SEMC—E%%EP@W

} MacDonald, C., S. Buttrick, and M. Schindel. - EIRST-BNITFIAL?-2006. The Condition of Or egon’s
Forests and WoodEands Implications for the Effective Conservation of Biodiversity. The Nature

Conser vancy, POIT]and OR. %@WWWEB—B&M

* Definition: “Sustainable forest management” means forest resources across the landscape are used,
developed, and protected at a rate and in a manner that enables people to meet their current environmental,
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believes that to be truly sustainable, forest management must be economically viable,
environmentally robust, and socially acceptable. Oregon's forests are diverse, and so are
the objectives of forest landowners. To achieve sustainable forest management, Oregon
must take advantage of different management strategies for different forest types,
ownerships, and locations. The FPFO groups forest management strategies into four
broad categories: Wood Production, Multiple-Resource, Reserve, and Residential Value
Emphasis (urban forestry). Sustaining Oregon’s {orests should be viewed from a
statewide, landscape perspective, with different landowners making different
contributions in each of the broad categories. Together the federal forestlands that are
managed by the Forest Service and BLM provide the bulk of the Reserve lands and much
of the Multiple-Resource lands in Oregon.

The Forest Service’s goals are articulated, among other places, in the Multiple-Use
Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, which statesprevides: “the national forests are established
and shall be administered for outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, and wildlife
and fish purposes.” The Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) forests in Oregon are
managed primarily under the Oregon and California Railroad Act of 1937, which says the
land will be managed for the “purpose of providing a permanent source of timber supply,
protecting watersheds, regulating stream flow, and contributing to the economic stability
of local communities and industries, and providing recreational facilities.” In managing
these lands, these two agencies must also comply with other federal laws like the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Endangered Species Act, and the Clean
Water Act. The Forest Service must comply with the National Forest Management Act
and the Bureau of Land Management must comply with the Federal Lands Policy and
Management Act. Federal lands are also bound by trust obligations with many Indian
Tribes, including hunting and fishing rights.

Oregonians want to have greater influence on how federal forests are managed — forests
that contribute significantly to the well-being of our state and particularly to our rural
communities. Forests are dynamic ecosystems that do not recognize ownership
boundaries — forest management on one ownership may impact other nearby ownerships.
The diversity of Oregon’s forested mosaic is important to ensure a legacy of healthy,
productive forests for future generations. Oregonians aspire to chart a sustainable,
productive future for all our forests regardless of ownership.

Development of this Report

In October 2004, the Governor directed the Board to “create a unified vision of how
federal lands should contribute” to sustainability, and to “make that vision action-oriented
and comprehensive — following through to the last step, including implementation.” For

econormic, and social needs, and also provides that future generations can meet their own needs [based on
ORS 184.421].
AGENDA ITEM 3
Attachment 1
Page 15 of 42



Final Draft Guidance Document w/ edits 11/26/08

this process the Governor has told the Board to “be bold, be open, and keep your eye on
the big picture.”

In 2005 the Oregon Legislature passed Senate Bill 1072 into law with bipartisan support.
That bill encourages the Board, in consultation with the Governor, to create a forum for
interagency cooperation and collaborative public involvement regarding federal forest
management issues. With input and ideas from a broad range of interests, Oregon will be
better positioned to develop collaborative solutions that represent the views of the
majority of Oregonians.

In order to have the discussion envisioned by the Governor and develop a vision for
Oregon’s federal forestlands, the Board created the Federal Forestlands Advisory
Committee (FFAC). Compozised of a diverse group of stakeholders, the FFAC was
directed to craft a document that articulates the state’s vision for how federal forestlands
should be managed to contribute to the sustainability of Oregon’s overall forest land base.
Starting in Novemnber 2006, the FFAC held numerous meetings to engage the public,
government officials, and the scientific community;; collect information;; review
pertinent documents;; discuss concerns and; ideas; ;and formulate solutions.
Subcommittees were also created to address key issues identified by the full committee.
The content of this report represents careful analysis and thoughtful discussion of the
information made available to the FFAC.

This document sets forth our vision and set of key goals that should be pursued on federal
forestlands to create forests that are ecologically sustainable, economically viable, and
appreciated by all stakeholders. It presents recommendations to implement our vision and
includes specific policy steps necessary to achieve the vision we have crafted. This
document articulates Oregon’s interests at the national policy level and is intended to
guide the State’s participation in planning the future of Oregon’s federal forestlands.

Vision and Goals

Across Oregon's forested landscape, and in the context of other ownerships, federal
forestlands should help deliver a set of environmental, economic, and social benefits
sufficient to ensure that the State's forest resource in total is sustainable. “Sustainable”
means meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their needs. These needs include clean air, clean water, attractive
scenery, sustainable and consistent supplies of wood fiber, sufficient recreational
opportunities, robust biological diversity, resilient ecosystems, and socio-economically
healthy rural communities. In order for federal lands to appropriately coniribute to this
sustainable forest landscape, federal planning and management implementation should be
carried out under a fully coordinated, statewide, all-ownerships-based system.
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Our Vision for Oregon’s Federal Forests-is:

Federal forestlands in Oregon are a legacy, a refuge, and a resource;; loved and
celebrated by our citizens; inhabited by healthy populations of fish and wildlife,;
and -managed with humility, wisdom, and innovation to sustain the economic,
environmental, social, and cultural well-being of our rural and urban
communities.

Our Goals To-to Achieve theThe Vision-ineclude:

Environment

Forest and rangeland ecosystems are protected, restored,’s and managed for a full range
of sustainable ecosystem benefits within the context of climate change. These benefits
include aesthetic values; biodivetsity; clean air; grazing; human health; native fish,
wildlife and plants; recreation; resiliency; soil productivity; timber; water quality and
quantity; and wilderness.

Social
2.

Federal forestlands respond to site--specific variations and community-based® based
management principles, taking into consideration tribal, local, state, and national
needs and priorities. Management provides opportunities for people to realize their
material, spiritual, and recreational values and relationships with the forest. Federal
forestland management rebuilds and maintains trust within affected communities
using collaboration, adaptive management, and other innovative strategies.

> Definition: For the purposes of this report, “restoration” involves the process of assisting the recovery of
an ecosystem that has been degraded, damaged, or destroyed.
% Definition: For the purposes of this report, the term “community” refers to the people living in a
geographic area in, around and/or neighboring federal forest lands.
AGENDA ITEM 3
Attachment |
Page 17 0f 42



Final Draft Guidance Document w/ edits 11/26/08

Economic
3.

Federal forestlands provide a predictable, sustainable supply of the full suite of goods and
services now and into the future. Federal forest policy contributes to the creation of
stable jobs and economic well-being for local communities across the State.

Process
4.

Federal forestland managers take action to address national, state, and local needs. The
Governor, the Oregon Legislature, Oregon Congressional Delegation, and others
actively support federal forestland management to accomplish these goals and take
action on the most pressing problems identified in this report to enable federal
managers to carry out the necessary work.

5.

Federal forestlands are managed with a clearly defined vision and strategic goals
developed and implemented through a collaborative partnership with national, state,
local and tribal governments, and public involvement. The vision and goals are
understood and supported by the public. These processes and relationships address
management challenges and provide a new consensus approach to problem -solving
and conflict resolution, resulting in a synergy of benefits.

6.

The federal government is committed to providing adequate and stable funding from
multiple sources and mechanisms so that federal agencies can meet their stewardship,
restoration, and sustainability obligations.

7.

Federal policy guidance provides stability and balances the need for accountability, while
preserving local flexibility in the management of federal forestlands to ensure
sustainability, and simultaneouslywhile meeting state, tribal, local, and national
needs.
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A Sense of Urgency

Forests are extremely important to Oregon. Of Oregon’s 62 million acres, 30 million
acres are forested. Of those acres, 60 percent are federal forestlands. East of the
Cascades, 72 percent of Oregon’s forestlands are federally -owned. Yet despite their
importance, large segments of Oregon’s federal forests are becoming progressively
unhealthy, and there is particular concern about the increasing risk of uncharacteristic
wildfire,; a situation exacerbated by climate change. Moreover, the infrastructure to
address these problems is rapidly disappearing, particularly in eEastern Oregon. What
happens on these lands is of vital importance to Oregonians and the Nation. It is also
clear that time is not on our side. Unless decisive steps are taken soon, we risk
accelerated loss of important habitat for animal and plant species, further degradation of
air and water quality, loss of aquatic species, including native fish, and continued decline
in community well-being, among other things.

Oregon is Not Alone — Local and National Issues

Many of the challenges we face are not unique to Oregon and some, in fact, are national
probiems that have implications for Oregon. Some examples followinelude:

Si=d g People in the United States need a better understanding of the connection
between their decisions and f01est sustainability. The United States grows more
wood than it harvests each year,’s yet to meet our eve1-~1n01 easing consumption
demands that the nation beis a net importer of wood.® In this country we have
some of the most advanced forest management and protection rules in the world,
yet the U.S. obtains significant amounts of wood from developing countries,
regardless of the environmental and social consequences our consumptive
practices have on those countries. In Oregon, federal forests could contribute
more to the domestic wood supply.

=D Wildfires emit significant amounts of greenhouse gases into the
atmosphere. Overstocked forest conditions and climate change have combined to
increase the recent extent and frequency of fires in the western U.S., further
contributing to climate change.

> For millennia, disease- and insect--caused tree mortality has been a natural
occurrence in forests, However, in the U.S. today, there are millions of acres of

TUSDA Forest Service. 2004. National Report on Sustainable Forests—=2603+ - 2003. FS-766, USDA
Forest Service, Washington, DCREACE-OE-RPUBLICATION2.
8 Howard, J.L. 2007. ~U.S. Timber Production, Trade, Consumption, and Price Statistics 1965-2005.
USDA Forest Service Research Paper FPL-RP-637, ;Forest Products Laboratory, Madison, WI-REAGE-GE
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infested trees, many of them dead, often the result human activities and past
management practices. In Oregon alone, coarse-seate-scale analysis has identified
tree mortality caused by bark beetles on approximately 700,000 acres of federal
forestland. These infestations and the increasingly variable climate underscore
how imgortant it is to restore natural processes and resiliency to our federal
forests.

292 Across the forested landscapes of Oregon there is a deficit of eld
growthold-growth forests and a critical need to recruit more old growth. Because
there is such a shortage of old growth, the FFAC uses the term “older forests,”'
as described by the National Commission on Science for Sustainable Forestry, ''s
which is more inclusive of older, mature stands starting to develop old--growth
characteristics. -and-sSome of these stands whieh-will evolve into future old
growth and will-Fhese need to be retained in order to provide recruitment of large
trees and snags that will eventually become old--growth forests. Older forests are
critical to carbon sequestration, biodiversity, and ecological resiliency in the face
of global climate change,

25 Many areas of federal forestlands need efforts to improve watershed
conditions and restore landscape resiliency. Scientific assessments of current
conditions for forested systems consistently yield the same broad conclusions: a
century or more of road building, logging, grazing, mining, fire suppression, and
water withdrawals, in conjunction with the loss of key species and the
introduction of invasive species, have degraded watersheds, modified streamflows
and water quality, altered ecosystem processes, and decreased biological
diversity.

= Federal budgets show a long--term trend of disinvestment in federally and
privately owned forestlands across the full range of values — recreation,
wilderness, access, wildlife, water, and timber. The proportion of fire suppression
funds in the Forest Service budget was 13 percent% in 1991, and will exceed 52
percent% in 2008, while the total management budget has decreased. From 1999

? USDA Forest Service. 2005. Forest Health Highlights in Oregon — 2004. ~R6-NR-FID-TP-(3-05, Joint
publication of Oregon Department of Forestry USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region, Portland,
OR. PACE-QR-PLUBLICATION?
" Definition: “Older forests” include both old growth and mature forests. As defined by the National
Comumission on Science for Sustainable Forestry, eld-grewthold-growth forests are those dominated by big,
old trees, both live and dead, standing and fallen, and usually contain many other smaller trees. The
individual trees are irregularly distributed over the land, and their diverse sizes give rise to a layered
canopy structure. Qdd-growthOld-growth forests give an overwhelming impression of diversity instead of
uniformity. In this report, mature forests are those older stands starting to exhibit eld-grewthold-growth
characteristics and which have the potential to eventually become old growth. The ecological
characteristics and appearance of older forests vary across forest types in Oregon. It is the presence of the
assemblage of characteristics that determines whether a forest can be classed as older forest rather than a
specific age. These characteristics accrue slowly over time and do not develop instantaneously at a certain
age.
*! National Commission on Science for Sustainable Forestry. 2008, Beyond Qeld gGrowth: Older Fforests
ina Cehanging Wworld National Council for Science and the Environment, Washington, D:C.-40-p:
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to 2008, National Forest System budgets (in constant dollars) have declined 54
percent%% in Region 6.'* From 1995 to 2008, BLM budgets (in constant dollars)
for managing forestlands (excluding fire suppression) in western Oregon have
declined 29 percent%.'? To maintain the dense network of roads on federal
forestlands, there are billions of dollars in deferred maintenance that have created
serious water quality and fish passage issues.

> What werewas once strong, forest-based rural economies in all corners of the
country —

» Georgia, Maine, Minnesota, Oregon, New Mexico — now have similar concerns
about leng-termlong-term community health and viability due to the loss of forest
industry. Annual federal timber harvests in Oregon were 4 to 5 billion board feet
for much of the period from 1962 to 1989. However, we now know these levels of
timber harvest were not sustainable. Since 2000, federal harvests have averaged
only 310 million board feet," reflecting an equally extreme swing in the opposite
direction. Since 1992, the number of sawmills in Oregon has gone from 263 to
125" and employment in the forest industry has gone from 57,500 to 42,500.'% In
1999, there were four Oregon Counties with more greater-than 15 percent of their
population below the poverty level— . . . by 2004, there were nine.'’s

Many of these issues are interconnected. Yet there are no policies to understand and
address the linkages between them.

Moving Beyond Conflict — The Need to Work Together

In 2004 Governor Kulongoski described the problem we face in an address to the Oregon
Board of Forestry::

“Ensuring sustainable forests in Oregon requires that we understand that
the social, environmental and economic benefits of forests are not only
important — but also interconnected. For example, if we don’t protect soil
and water, the land’s economic value will be eroded. Enhancing fish and
wildlife habitat provides recreational, scenic and other social benefits.
Being able to generate revenue from forests lets us afford environmental
protection and social amenities. And if we don’t have strong social

'2 USDA Forest Service. Region 6 Budgets, 1999 — 2008, PLACE OF PUBLICATION OR WHERE THIS
INFO 1S AVAILABLE?-
' Oregon State BLM Budgets, 1995 — 2008, PLACE OF PUBLICATION OR WHERE THIS IS
AVAILABLE?
" Oregon Department of Forestry. Annual Reports, ----YEARS? PLACE OF PUBLICATION?
'* Ehinger & Associates, 2008. Oregon, Washington, California, Idaho & Montana: Forest Industry Mill
and Company Data,
1 Oregon Employment Departinent. Oregon Covered Employment and Payroll Statistics. PLACE OF
PUBLICATION AND YEAR?
7 U.8. Census Bureau. Current Population Survey ----? YEAR? PLACE PUBLISHED?
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acceptance of our forest policies, the public will demand new policies —
and new ways of managing our forests.”

“Over the last three decades, these passionate — and sometimes competing
— views of our forests have led to an “us versus them” mentality in many
parts of our state. And for that we have a// paid a price. That price
includes catastrophic fires and high unemployment — especially in some of
our rural communities. The fires have destroyed endangered species
habitat, degraded watersheds, affected air quality and turned magnificent
backcountry recreation areas into black char. High unemployment has hurt
local schools, allowed community infrastructure to deteriorate and pushed
the cost of higher education beyond the reach of many citizens. We have
to get past this costly conflict over our forests and craft the public policy
model that is described in The Forestry Program for Oregonn-= {October
22,2004).
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Problems

There are many interrelated-problems reducing the ability of federal forestlands in
Oregon to contribute a full range of sustainable forest values to Oregonians and the
Nation. These problems are interrelated and difficult to solve in isolation. In this report
we have identified the most pressing “problems of place” and those overarching problems
that if solved would help to address problems of place and other concerns.

Problems of Place

Problems of place are the most important and immediate issues facing Oregonians,
particularly those living in rural communities. Moreover, these problems are major
impediments to the sustainability of forests and associated economic, environmental, and
social values in Oregon. There are three interrelated pRroblems of pPlace with the
biophysical conditions of forests and the infrastructure needed to manage them. These are
as follows:

1. Forest health' and resiliency have declined in Oregon’s federal forests. Specific
problems vary, depending on the type and location of forests. The manifestations of
degraded forest health are most extreme in the dry forest types (eastern and
southwestern Oregon) where overstocked forest stands have resulted in
unprecedented landscape--scale problems like uncharacteristic wildfire and insect
epidemics that may result in the loss of key ecological components. In western
Oregon, hydrologic regimes have been altered by roads and other factors and
conditions may not protect beneficial uses like water quantity and quality. Climate
change is and will continue to tax the resiliency of federal forestlands across the state.

2. Reduced timber harvest from federal forestlands has led to a decline in forest
industry infrastructure, with unintended economic and social losses to rural
communities, including receipts from timber used to support roads and schools.

3. The desired amount of older forests on federal forestlands needs to be established
and protected as a component of sustainable forest management. A well-balanced
program of forest management activities is necessary to maintain the mix of

"® Definition: “Forest health” is a condition where the parts and functions of an ecosystem are sustained
over time and where the system's capacity for self-repair is maintained, such that goals for uses, values, and
services of the ecosystem are met. One of the signs of a healthy ecosystem in good working order is its
ability to respond to disturbances such as fires, insects, or floods in a dynamic way. The system absorbs and
recovers from disturbances without losing its processes or functions, although recovery may take varying
amounts of time, or specific conditions may look different afterward. If the ecosystem is healthy, it will
continue to produce populations of plants and animals that are diverse and viable, waters that are clear, air
that is clean, and soils that remain productive.
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successional stages and vegetation conditions that provides for the full diversity of
habitats and species.

Overarching Problems

Overarching problems affect our collective abilities to adequately address the problems
of place. Overarching problems are issues involving federal laws and administrative rules
and their interpretation, administrative and legal processes, relationships between people,
organizations, and different levels of government, financial support for federal
management operations, and their interactions, These 0Gverarching pProblems are
affecting the ability to make decisions, resolve conflicts, and implement projects on the
ground to address problems of place. The four most important overarching problems are:

1. Federal laws, policies, and court decisions that govern federal forestlands have led to a
collection of discordant goals and mandates that often work at cross purposes and
inhibit agencies from reacting decisively to issues such as declining forest health.
This confusion complicates rather than solves the need to integrate social, economic,
and environmental values.

2. Past forest management, changing public values, lack of clear, widely accepted goals,
repeated court challenges, and the inability to implement decisions have led to a lack
of trust between stakeholders and federal forestland management and regulatory
agencies.

3. Federal, state, local, and tribal governments lack an effective process to coordinate
policy decisions and achieve landscape-seate-scale objectives.

4. Funding is not adequate or appropriately allocated to achieve land management
objectives on federal forestlands. Adequate and more stable funding sources are
necessary o achieve long-term management goals and sustainability.

Problem Interactions

All the problems described in this report are interrelated. For example, large areas of
Oregon’s federal forestlands are in need of an integrated approach to forest restoration
and fuels management through thinning, which includes the use of prescribed fire,
wildland fire, and mechanical treatments. The goal of this thinning should be to restore
natural processes and make the landscape more resilient and reduce the risk of
uncharacteristic wildfire. At the same time, Oregon has been losing the infrastructure
(i.e., skilled workers, mills, equipment, etc.) that could be employed to restore landscape
resiliency while also supplying timber for the mills. And, the unresolved controversy over
the amount and type of management needed to protect older forests is a major stumbling
block to taking any large-seale-scale actions on federal forestlands.
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The lack of a unified goal and conflicting values has led some to say there is a process
predicament on federal lands. In a 2002 paper,'® -the Forest Service describes the problem
this way:: “Unfortunately, the Forest Service operates within a statutory, regulatory, and
administrative framework that has kept the agency from effectively addressing rapid
declines in forest health. This same framework impedes nearly every other aspect of
multiple-use management as well.” Others have pointed out that the agencies have the
tools to manage the forest, and Government Accountability Reports have shown that very
few fuels—reduction projects have been challenged or litigated.

Large-seale-scale issues like planning for fire risk reduction and maintaining connected
blocks of older forests require planning across multiple ownership boundaries. The lack
of trust among stakeholders and insufficient funding for the Forest Service and the BLM
have resulted in small, scattered projects instead of the coordinated strategy needed to
address these large-scale, landscape-level issues.

Problem Interactions with Climate Change

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change has concluded that strong likelihood
exists for both global and regional climate change, which creates a significant challenge
to restore diverse and resilient forests that can simultaneously adapt to and withstand
global warming and the resulting climate change. Addressing this challenge provides a
significant opportunity because healthy older forests, particularly in the Pacific
Northwest, act as teng-termlong-term sinks and thus can help reduce the extent and
severity of global climate change.”” In other words, healthy forests will be more resilient
and able to withstand the impacts of climate change, and sequester carbon. They also
provide an opportunity to mitigate the effects of climate change.

Restoring self-sustaining forests in the face of climate change is a complicated
undertaking because in many cases we are starting with forestlands that have been
degraded and are in need of restoration. As noted in a study of fire and land management,
“[e]cosystem conditions on Federal public lands have changed, particularly within the
last 30 years. Wildfires in the [W]est have increased to levels close to or above those
estimated for historical conditions, despite increasing efforts and expertise in fire
prevention and suppression capability. To reverse these trends, planning for fire and land
management policies, budgets, and restoration must address multiple decisions at the
national, regional, local and project level and incorporate an improved understanding of
conditions and their linkage across these scales.””!

" USDA Forest Service. June 2002, The Process Predicament: How Statutory, Regulatory, and
Administrative Factors Affect National Forest Managemeni. Washington, D=C.
% Note: The FFAC does not view forest restoration as a mechanism to sojve the problems created by
carbon emissions from burning below--ground fossil fuels. Rather, forest restoration must be one part of a
comprehensive strategy to reduce greenhouse gas levels in the atmosphere, while ensuring the continued
viability of the natural carbon flux in the forest soils and vegetation.
! Hann, W.1., endel-and D.L. avid-Bunnell, 2001, Fire and land management planning and implementation
across multiple scales. International Journal of Wildland Fire 10(4); 389-—403,
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in the coming century, average annual temperatures in the Pacific Northwest are
projected to rise at a rate of 0.0-3° to 0.6-°C (0.2° to 1.0-°F) per decade. Although there is
more uncertainty in projected changes in precipitation, in general, winters are projected to
be wetter and summers are projected to be drier. These changes will have profound
effects on many ecological systems across the state. For example, temperature-driven
reductions in snowpack will affect stream-flow patterns and, in turn, many freshwater
systems. Increasing temperatures may result in drier fuels, leading to more frequent,
intense and/or extensive wildfires, and rising sea levels could inundate many low-lying
coastal areas. All of these changes have the potential to alter habitat and other finely
balanced ecological rela‘[ionships.22

A century of fire-suppression has made western forests even more vulnerable to these
anticipated impacts of climate change. As a result, recent changes in wildland fire are
likely due to a combination of factors that include an increase in fuel caused by fire
suppression and a greater tendency toward wet and dry extremes that lead to more
weather--driven events. Increasing average temperatures in the future are anticipated to
cause changes in relative humidity and drying over much of the West, which may
increase the number of days of high fire danger.”> Research is increasingly showing a
strong link between climate change, fire size, and fire severity.24

The natural role and behavior of fire in forest ecosystems is complex and depends on the
forest type. Fire sets the stage for a natural cycle of forest renewal, and is the first step in
plant succession in wet forests west of the Cascades. These forests have a natural fire
regime of stand-replacing crown fire every several hundred years. Infrequent
disturbances allow moist forests to store large amounts of carbon, if they are allowed to
grow. Mature and old-growth forests store the largest amount of carbon per acre, but
older forests release large amounts of carbon if they are logged or if they burnin a
wildfire. Dry-side forests, like Oregon’s ponderosa pine-dominated systems, historically
burned, on average, every 5 to 30 years, with fire largely confined to the surface.”
Unnatural crown-fire in these forests can result in significant carbon release, both at the
time of the fire and for years afterwards, as dead trees decay. Because most of the carbon
in frequent--fire forests is stored in large, fire--resistant trees, thinning from below to
remove small diameter wood and protecting old growth will reduce the probability of
crown fire, while retaining carbon in the standing forest.?® Wildfires produce carbon

* Lawler J. J., M. Mathias, A. E. Yahnke, and E. H. Girvetz. 2008. Oregon's Biodiversity in a Changing
Climate, Report prepared for the Climate Leadership Initiative, University of Oregon, Eugene.
2 Brown, T 1., -B.L. Hall, and A.L. Westerling. 2004. Tet—al-the impact of twenty-first century climate
change on wildland fire danger in the
Wwestern United States: An aApplications pRerspective. Climatic Change 62: 365-388,2004,
* Fried, J.S., M.S. Torn, and E. Mills-et-ak. 2004. The ilmpact of cElimate cChange on wWildfire
sSeverity: A rRegional fEorecast for nNorthern
California. Climatic Change 64: 169—-191;-2004.
 Agee, 1. K. 1993, Fire Ecology of Pacific Northwest Forests. Istand Press, Washington, D:C.
% A.J. Finkral, A.M. Evans 2008, The effects of a thinning treatment on carbon stocks in a northern
Arizona ponderosa pine forest,
Forest Ecology and Management; ;Melume-255(;-Issue-7, 20-Aprii 2008);; Pages-2743--2750.
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emissions’’ immediately and over time, as dead trees lose carbon over periods lasting a

century or more.”® However, the carbon release from decaying dead trees also helps
rebuild soil structure and complexity; and increase soil carbon storage.

At this time, fire ecologists are warning us that historical fire regimes have been
disrupted, and climate change may combine with wildfire to dramatically alter forest
conditions and habitat types in frequent--fire forests. One of their recommendations is to
prepare for extreme fire events by restoring ecosystems and reducing uncharacteristic
fuel levels with expanded thinning programs using a variety of “thinning” tools — burning
and mechanical treatments.” A thinned stand could be best able to withstand fire,
drought, insects, and disease,w though these operations will lead to an initial decrease in
carbon storage and an increased carbon output due to use of fossil fuels. Operations also
lead to the release of carbon from disturbed soils, which contain as much as half of all
forest carbon. Soils are a critical resource, particularly because the average time period in
which carbon is stored in soil is far longer than carbon is stored in vegetation, and soils in
the interior of Oregon are particularly vulnerable to impacts from natural and human--
caused disturbance.”’

In sum, a comprehensive plan to deal with climate change must balance region specific,
short- and long-term strategies to produce forests that act as carbon sinks, weather natural
disturbance, and maintain biological diversity. The likelihood of constrained funding for
the Forest Service creates an opportunity to apply local and regional knowledge to
achieve these benefits in federal forests going forward.*?

T Campbell, J., D. Donato, and B, Law-et-ak-{. 2007}, “Pyrogenic carbon emission from a large wildfire in
Oregon, United States.”
Journal of Geophysical Research 112: 1—11.
% Krankina 0., and Harmon. M. €1995. ¥Dynamics of the dead wood carbon pool in northwestern Russian
boreal forests. Water Air and Soil Pollution 82: 227—238.
? Third International Fire Ecology and Management Congress. 2006. The San Diego declaration on
climate change and fire management. The Association for Fire Ecology.
» -Fettig, C.J., K.D. Klepzig, R.F. Billings, A.S. Munson, T.E. Nebeker, LF. Negron, and 1. T. Nowak. +
-et-ak-2007.- The effectiveness of vegetation management practices for prevention and control of
bark beetle infestations in coniferous forests of the western and southern United States. Forest Ecology and
Management
Management-238(1-3): 24—53.
! Gower, S. 2003 Patterns and mechanisms of the forest carbon cycle. Annual Review of Energy and
Environment 28; 169--204,
2 Chapin, F, 8, -etalIll, A.L. Loveecraft, E.S. Zavaleta, J. Nelson, M.D. Robards, G.P. Kofinas,
S.F. Trainor, G.D. Peterson, H.P. Huntington, and R.L. Naylor. -2006. Policy strategies to address
sustainability of Alaskan boreal forest in response to a
directionally changing climate. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences (USA) 135: 16637—
16643.
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Recommended Solutions

Addressing the complex and interrelated problems identified in this report requires
a strategy at different scales: (1) solutions at the state and local level, and (2)
solutions at the national level. Actions at both scales must be implemented
simultaneously, recognizing that change at the federal level will likely be a long-term
endeavor. To date, the federal government has not adequately addressed pressing forest
resource-related problems affecting Oregonians’ well--being,

More direct and focused action by Oregon State government in cooperation with local
and tribal governments, citizens, and federal managers will facilitate immediate action by
federal agencies to address crucial problems. To date, actions by the federal government
have been largely inadequate to resolve the problems identified in this report. Moreover,
unless a different approach is taken soon, these problems will worsen and become even
more challenging and expensive to fix. However, this report and the recommendations in
it should not be construed to imply the State of Oregon should assume responsibility for
the management of federal forestlands. Rather, at the state and local level, the
recommendations are focused on creating multi-party collaborative partnerships
facilitated and initially supported financially by the state to help federal agencies achieve
the necessary actions.

A successful partnership between the people of Oregon and federal forest managers is
needed before progress can be made at the pace and scale required to solve the full
spectrum of forest health issues. This partnership can be accomplished through shared
leadership, community engagement, and alignment with clearly articulated local, state,
and national goals. Collaboration among diverse interests to develop broadly accepted
methods to accomplish these goals must become the norm. A successful partnership can
lead to outcomes that include protection, restoration, and conservation of natural
resources, a sustainable supply of goods and services, and the development and
maintenance of programs and activities that contribute to community vitality.

Some problems must be addressed at the national level (e.g., inadequate funding, the
collection of discordant goals and mandates). Oregon can not make these changes alone,
but it can lead the charge. Political coalitions among governors and congressional
delegations can lead to new policies or change bad policies that impact Oregon and other
states.

State and Local Solutions

The overall strategy for state and local solutions is to work with federal agencies to take
action to improve forest health. Symptoms of forest health (e.g., uncharacteristic
wildfire, altered water quality and quantity, degraded fish and wildlife habitat, and
reduced biodiversity and ecosystem resiliency) are of immediate importance. However,
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long-term success will require solving related problems (i.c., redueed-timber harvest
below sustainable levels,-and decreased infrastructure, continued-redueing conflict over
the desired amount of older forests, lack of trust, and inadequate policy coordination).

This document makes five strategic recommendations dedicated to solving problems at
the state and local levels. Each recommendation identifies the action items that will be
necessary for successful implementation. The recommendations are as follows:

+1. The Governor and the State Legislature should create a Federal Forestland Liaison
Program to support federal agency and local community efforts to improve forest
health on federal forestlands.

Z:2. The Governor and the State Legislature should assist federal agencies in providing
administrative, financial, and technical resources to local governments and
collaborative partnerships to build trust and help identify scientifically informed and
socially acceptable forest management projects to improve forest health.

3:3. Local collaborative groups in cooperation with the federal agencies should first
assess forest health conditions and then plan projects at the landscape scale to address
high priority needs.

44, Collaborative groups should define and delineate the amount of older forest that
should be conserved and re-established to maintain ecological sustainability and
resiliency as part of their landscape assessment.

5:5. Leaders from state and federal agencies, county and tribal governments, and private
forestland owners should meet on a regular basis to discuss and coordinate policies
that affect forest health issues and address the recommendations in this report.

State and Local Recommendation #1

The Governor and the State Legislature should create a Federal Forestland Liaison
Program to facilitate and support federal agency and local community efforts to
improve forest health on federal forestlands.

Justification

While the federal land management agencies retain authority to make land--management
decisions, the state should become a partner to support actions on federal lands that
improve forest health and resiliency. Federal forest managers lack adequate human
resources to address the forest health problem in Oregon. This problem puts the many
AGENDA ITEM 3
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values Oregonians treasure from these lands in increasing jeopardy. In addition, degraded
federal forests threaten the health of adjacent nonfederal forests. Where it is strategic,
ODF, ODFW, DEQ and other state agencies should assist federal land managers to
design and implement treatments that will solve forest health problems. The state
agencies should coordinate their involvement with the lead agency to create unified state
input into the process. The Governor’s Natural Resources Office (GNRO) should resolve
disagreements between state agencies and review State positions to ensure alignment
with GNRO policy and direction.

With increased capacity the state can provide technical assistance to accelerate the
number of NEPA--ready acres available for treatment, and facilitate local partnerships
involving state and local governments, tribes, citizens, and federal managers.

Actions

The Governor and Oregon Legislature should create and fund a Federal Forestland
Liaison Program in the Department of Forestry that will:

—PPartner with federal land management agencies and local groups to
encourage and support the development of projects that improve forest
health and resiliency-

o]

—Coordinate involvement of other state agencies in the collaborative process
so that the State of Oregon speaks with one voice

o

—Provide strategic technical assistance to the BLM and Forest Service where
capacity is inadequate to implement forest health treatments

o

—Promote and encourage the formation of local collaborative partnerships to
address forest health problems on federal forestlands

o]

o Provide administrative support and manage funding dedicated to support
local collaboration. This funding will be used for neutral facilitation and to
support the ongoing efforts of local collaborative partnerships.

e The Federal Forestland Liaison Program should be funded through legislative
appropriations to the Department of Forestry (lead agency) and other agencies. In
addition, the appropriation should include funds to hire neutral facilitators,
support local collaborate processes, and engage independent scientific expertise
when needed.

State and Local Recommendation #2
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The Governor and the State Legislature should assist federal agencies in providing
administrative, financial, and technical resources to local collaborative partnerships
to build trust and help identify scientifically informed and socially acceptable forest
management projects to improve forest health. State funds should be managed by the
Oregon Department of Forestry as one element of the Federal Forestland Liaison
Program. We recommend that state and federal funding be sufficient to create three new
collaborative processes annually and provide ongoing support for existing collaborations.

Justification

For twenty years, Oregon has been the center of controversy for the nation over federal
forest management, Past management practices; and concerns over endangered species
and old growth have led to a culture of distrust between; and among all interest groups.

Over the last ten years, collaborative processes have led to some meaningful changes in
the way stakeholders and federal agencies work. These processes enable communities to
effectively participate in management decisions on federal forests and woodlands, We see
the formation of local collaborative partnerships as a major way to address the problem of
a lack of trust among stakeholders. Experience and extensive analysis show that there are
key elements of successful collaboration and the building of trust that include:

— Creation of a charter that defines the partnership’s goals, clarifies the
commitments of the participants, defines the decision making process, details
how the land management agency will incorporate the work of the
collaborative, and defines the roles and responsibilities of the parties involved

—  Active joint learning, education, and sharing to create a context for
identifying mutually agreeable solutions

—  Neutral third-party facilitators (someone who has credibility with
participants)

— A focus on the landscape and managing the landscape holistically rather than
on a project--by--project basis

—  Using small projects to operationalize the collaborative conversations,
demonstrate outcomes, and create success

—  Meaningful and committed involvement by the federal forest management
agencies

— A process that is inclusive of the community (with community broadly
defined — people who live outside the community and who are interested,
committed and involved in management issues can become part of the
community)

!

A process that is transparent and fair
Participants who understand and are cominitted to finding common ground

Field trips and other activities that develop relationships, explore interests,
and foster understanding

!

!
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- Monitoring to determine if results, agreements, and expectations are being
met (“trust and verify™)

—  Strong, fair leadership.

Actions

The state agencies will work with federal agencies to encourage the formation of
local collaborative partnerships and once formed, help federal agencies provide
administrative and financial support for the partnerships.

The state agencies will use the Policy Consensus Center at Portland

State University to provide the Neutra! Forum to work directly with

local partnerships in facilitating their formation and implementation. The Center,
which houses the State's collaboration and dispute resolution programs, Oregon
Solutions and Oregon Consensus, will assist local partnerships in selecting
experienced professional facilitators and ensuring the neutrality of the process.
The Center will also assist in leveraging resources from the public, private, and
civic sources in supporting the partnerships’ work.

The state agencies will assist federal agencies inte linking local collaborative
partnerships to the technical expertise they need to help them assess forest
conditions and design projects, coordinate landscape assessments, and develop
and conduct monitoring.

Three pilot collaborative partnerships should be initiated in the first year to
develop administrative and procedural processes and to learn how best to make
this program successful. We recommend that the pilot partnerships be focused in
eastern and southwestern Oregon where the forest health problem is most
pressing, and that they should be coordinated with the Forest Service planning
schedule where possible. Adjacent BLM lands would be incorporated in the
partnership work as appropriate.

State and Local Recommendation #3

Local collaborative groups in cooperation with state and federal agencies should
first assess forest health conditions and then plan projects at the landscape scale to
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address high priority needs. By planning at the landscape scale, treatments can be
designed to improve the ecological effectiveness and efficiency of actions taken. To
address the scale of the problem, it is our recommendation that these collaboratives
convene around a geographic area of at least 100,000 acres.

Justification

Landscape-seale-scale analyses are needed to assess conditions, establish coherent and
integrated strategic goals, develop consensus on management and treatment options, and
prioritize treatments across the landscape. In this regard, existing watershed analyses may
be helpful. A well--designed landscape assessment will provide a systematic and efficient
approach to comprehensively solve problems created by degraded forest health. A large
scale-scale, systematic approached provides the opportunity to assess treatment
effectiveness over time and to identify whether there may be unintended consequences.

Even though predicting the climate of the future is difficult, climate change has bees-and
will continue to test the resiliency of federal forestlands. There is an urgent need to
identify and prioritize forest health treatments based upon the best available science and
principles of large-seale-scale ecosystem dynamics to deal with the potential effects of
climate change.

Actions

¢ Landscape-seale-scale assessments should be science-based and developed
through inclusive, local collaborative processes. Landscape-seale-scale analyses
should be informed by the local collaborative process but driven by the best
available science. Assessments should develop a management template that will
help to maintain and restore ecosystem processes, identify large-scale treatment
opportunities, and prioritize actions that provide the greatest gains in increasing
forest health and resiliency. Local collaborative partnerships should strive to
analyze forests at a scale that is appropriate to the problems managers seek to
solve. Fires; and insect- and disease outbreaks occur at the scale of thousands of
acres. Assessments should be conducted on at least 100,000 acres or greater. The
assessment should be used to:

o Identify forest types and areas where work is neededs;

o Recommend map-based sideboards;

o Prioritize treatments for restoring forest health and protecting key
ecological features (i.e., endangered species, older forests, road
maintenance/removal, water quality, etc.);

o ldentify areas where a timber sale program is possible if carefully planned
with attention to ecological and cultural values,
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The BLM, Forest Service, ODF, and other relevant state agencies should provide
technical information to local partnerships. Landscape assessments should be
Jargely drawn from existing information.

Assessments should include the development of outcome-based (e.g., reduced fire
hazard, improved water quality) performance measures to track accomplishments,
instead of simply numeric measures (e.g., acres treated as opposed to quality of
work accomplished).

Assessments should prioritize and urge investments in the forest road network.
These investments should be based on ground-based assessments of the aquatic
systems followed by restoration efforts to improve fish passage and stream
crossings, curtailment of practices that slow or retard the attainment of riparian
recovery, and action to improve road location and address road density issues in
watersheds. Initial proposals will be provided by the Forest Service or the BLM.

Assessments should consider how to provide a stable, sustainable woody biomass
supplys and a predictable supply of timber. Lack of stability and dependability in
product supply makes it extremely difficult for business to make leng-termlong-
term investments in the infrastructure needed to utilize products and help pay the
cost of forest health treatments. Initial proposals should be provided by the Forest
Service or the BLM.

Local collaborative partnerships should help design and recommend projects that
implement the forest health goals and priorities developed in the assessments. The
priorities for selection of large-scale restoration projects should include the
following criteria:

o Fire threat to forest and to communities, both within the wildland urban
interface as well as threats to other private, state, and federal forests

o The need for improvements in hydrologic conditions and road systems

o Protection of biodiversity hotspots

o Economic viability:; while initially projects may require federal, state,
local, tribal or private philanthropy support, over time projects should
become economically viable
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o Project viability, including established transportation and timber processing
infrastructure, and adequate supply of labor force:—F the initial focus of
projects should be directed towards communities where the labor,
transportation, and processing infrastructure are vulnerable to loss.

» Once assessments, prioritization, and planning have been completed, local
collaborative partnerships should do everything within their power to ensure
implementation actually takes place and projects are completed. Resources should
be allocated carefully to ensure adequate funding for implementation is available.

State and Local Recommendation #4

Collaborative groups should define and delineate the amount and characteristics of
older forests that should be conserved and re-established to maintain ecological
sustainability and resiliency as part of their landscape assessment,

Justification

The amount of eld-grewthold-growth forest has declined in Oregon compared withte
historic levels, and there is widespread public agreement that old growth is an essential
component of our forests; and that significant efforts should be -made to maintain and
enhance this forest type. Conserving™ all or most remaining eld-srewthold-growth
forests has clear benefits for biological conservation and landscape ecology. The
delineation of areas for recruitment and management of future old growth are more
controversial,

The majority of older forests occur on federal lands.* The lack of social agreement on
how much older forest is desirable and where it should occur are barriers to forest
management operations. Public understanding of issues and proposed solutions is a
necessary prerequisite for social agreement. Confusion and mistrust must be dispelled to
achieve the kind of social agreement that is needed for effective conservation and
restoration of older forests. Thus, conservation and restoration plans for older forests
must be primarily local in construction and effect, but they must also create bridges
among stakeholders to establish an effective pattern of older forests on the landscape.

* Definition: The term “conserve,” as used in this paper, does not exclude human invoivement to culture or
nurture a value.
* Definition: The FFAC uses the term “older forests” to be inclusive of a broader range of stand
characteristics than normally associated with old growth. See page 9 of this report for more information.
WITH REPAGINATION, CHECK PAGE NUMBER FOR CROSS REF. MIGHT BE PAGE 18 NOW?
THE FOOTNOTE DEF OF OLDER FOREST IS NO. 10.
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Development of regional- and forest-type--specific definitions and goals for older forests
based on local-community -stakeholder processes that build from science-based
definitions will help reduce tension and distrust over forest management. Definitions of
older forests should be broadly based in science and social perspectives and shared across
the community of stakeholders and should lead to successful management,

Actions
¢ Local collaborative processes should:

o Define “older forests” by forest type within the broad definition described
in this report drawn from the National Commission on Science for
Sustainable Forestry (see pages 9-10) as a guides

o Develop goals for older forests informed by the best available science.

o Conserve existing eld-growthold-growth forests and identify opportunities
for providing additional older forests-

o Make rRecommendations sheuld-be-consistent with Forest Service and
BLM plan standards and guideliness

o Receive initial Initially-proposals from should-be-provided-by-the Forest
Service or BLM.

State and Local Recommendation #5

Leaders from state and federal agencies, county and tribal governments, and
private forestland owners should meet on a regular basis to discuss and coordinate
policies that affect forest health issues and the recommendations in this report.

Justification

Forest ecosystems and forest health transcend ownership boundaries. Effective
management of contiguous expanses of forest demands coordination of action across
different ownerships. We must continually question our assumptions as part of the
learning process and adapt our management practices accordingly. By working together,
limited funding and human resources can be maximized to sustainably manage forests.

Actions

e The chief executives of state and federal agencies, tribes, legislative leadership,
and local government representatives should meet to discuss the
recommendations of this report. They should develop a Memorandum of
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Agreement that institutionalizes a broad framework for implementing the report’s
recommendations, specifies the roles and contributions of individual agencies,
provides state and local government with cooperating agency status, and creates a
system for interagency cooperation that will last beyond political cycles.

e The State Forester should organize regularly scheduled meetings (at least
annually) of the chief executives of the state and federal agencies with
responsibilities for forestland management, representatives of county and tribal
governments, and private forestland owners. The purpose of these meetings
should be to discuss and coordinate policies that affect forest health issues and the
recommendations of this report.

e Forestland managers should use collaboratively developed landscape assessments
as a framework to coordinate projects across public and private ownerships to
meet common goals,

¢ The interface between public and private land ownership should be defined to
develop and implement “good neighbor” policies and incentives for etfective,
efficient landscape-scale management and stewardship on both federal and private
lands.

e Forests are dynamic ecosystems that can benefit from active management.”>; A
comprehensive system of monitoring and feedback is needed so we can learn
from our experiences and prior decisions.

Ho Forestland managers should expand and fund research and pilot projects to
guide future management strategies. By engaging private and public
partners Oregon can expand its knowledge of long-term restorative
benefits, hydrologic dynamics and cause and effect relationships among
physical and biological parameters.

Ho Forestland managers should identify a comprehensive strategy to invest in
creating and then expanding successful large-scale pilot projects that
address the scientific uncertainties of dual-purpose (e.g., economic and
wildlife) management practices.

Ho -A monitoring system that is coordinated across ownership boundaries is
needed to learn about potential landscape-seale-scale problems caused by
the current pattern of management activities.

¢ Federal agencies should work with state, local, and tribal governments to
address the legacy road system through contracting with these local entities to
accomplish priority objectives. Collaboration on road--related issues is essential
because roads cross jurisdictional boundaries and local governments have
systems and crews in place to undertake this work.

¥ Definition: “aActive management” means the application of practices through planning and design, over
time and across the landscape, to achieve site-specific forest resource goals, Active management uses an
integrated, science-based approach that promotes the compatibility of most forest uses and resources over
time and across the fandscape. “Active management” should not be equated with “intensive timber
management.;” Instead, it refers to taking proactive steps to achieve whatever management objectives have
been established for a forest site. [Based on the Forestry Program for Oregon and OAR 629-035-000 (1).]
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National Solutions

Congressional action is needed to help address many of the problems that are identified in
this report. Local groups and the State of Oregon working alone cannot solve the
fundamental issues that are caused by uncoordinated forest policies, a lack of clear goals
for sustaining all forest values, the potpourri of goals and mandates, or a lack of funding
for federal agencies to carry out their management responsibilities.

In this report we have identified three recommendations directed at Congress and the
President to help promote sustainable forest management. The recommendations are as
follows:

1.

+:Congress should develop new legislation that creates an overarching policy for
sustainable forests. The bill should harmonize existing laws so that they do not work
at cross-purposes, recognize new scientific knowledge, and establish clear goals that
promote sustaining all environmental services provided by forests.

2:2. Congress should develop comprehensive Forest Restoration Legislation that makes
restoring healthy forest conditions a top priority, removes barriers to implementing
restoration treatments, and appropriates funding to support local communities
engaged in forest restoration,

3.3. Congress should increase funding for forest management activities through a
combination of increased appropriations, efficiencies, and revenue generation.

National Recommendation #1

Congress should develop legislation that creates an overarching federal forest policy
for sustainable forests. This legislation should be on a par with the federal Farm Bill
or Energy Bill, and establish a comprehensive framework for reviewing forest
conditions and making decisions. Legislation could create a renewed national
commitment and social contract to understand, enhance, and protect the health,
productivity, and sustainability of America’s forests.

Justification
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Policies that guide forest management extend back to 1905 and accrued through the
twentieth century%@m—Geﬁ%HPy. A large pulse of policy making occurred in response to
the environmentalism of the 1960s and 1970s. Thoesc recent-laws[CMD4] have had a
significant impact on forest management over the last 30 years, although —Fthere are
divergent views on their effectiveness-of-these-pelieies. Today, -however, most people
acknowledge that the current problems facing our forests are interconnected and that we;
therefore;we-must therefore find ways to reconcile our goals and sustain all forest values.
Citizens expect forests to deliver a full and integrated set of economic, environmental,
and social values across large areas. A national policy that clarifies the goals and limits of
forest management will help foster trust and enhance the roles of federal, state, and local
governments, promoting regional collaboration, joint planning, and coordinated action.

We need a national policy that recognizes the interdependence of environmental, social,
and economic values — across public and private forest landscapes. Without this, we will
continue to struggle with boundaries, constraints, and conflicting laws. What we need is a
unified goal that makes sustainable forests a national core public policy commitment-ef
eur-Countey, Without an underpinning legislative commitment to sustainable forests,
acreage loss and declining forest health are-at-bestafterthoughts;and all too frequently
the unintended consequence of policy and budget decisions are-brought forward on other
issues.

Actions

» Adopt a unified national policy for sustainable forests to guide the future
stewardship for and investment in the nation’s forests based on internationally
supported concepts for defining and promoting sustainable forests.;

e Develop a national consensus for specific priority measures to implement an
integrated national policy and programs for sustainable forests that reflect
contemporary forest ownership, science, uses, and values.;

¢ Promote, review, and amend if needed, existing federal authorities, policies and
programs to ensure their support for sustainable forests.;-and

e Promote regional landscape--level approaches to forest management that assure
core areas for economic/community sustainability and biodiversity.

National Recommendation #2

Congress should develop comprehensive Forest Restoration Legislation that makes
restoring healthy forest conditions a top priority, removes barriers to implementing
restoration treatments, appropriates funding to support local communities engaged in
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forest restoration, -and recognizes new scientific knowledge and contemporary
stewardship goals that promote all environmental services provided by forests.

Justification

Many traditional forest--management activities are controversial, making projects
difficult to implement. Yet many forest landscapes need active management to restore
forests to historic stocking levels, improve wildlife habitat, restore hydrologic functions,
reduce the likelihood of stand replacement fire, or accelerate the development of older
forest conditions. Restoration projects are less controversial and could represent a middle
ground that will benefit both the economy and the environment. Congressional legislation
is needed to direct agency priorities, fund projects, and increase local capacity to do work
on the ground.

Actions

Congress should develop comprehensive Forest Restoration Legislation thats

» Ensures that restoring forest conditions and improving their resilience is identified
as a priority in federal land management plans-

o Provides targeted funds for community--based collaborative projects with locally
driven utilization plans for the material removed:

s Appropriates money for capacity--building programs in local communities:

* Develops outcome--based performance measures that focus achievements on
ecological conditions, developing collaborative partnerships, and the creation of
rural jobs:

e Increases B-S-Forest Service and BLMureav-of Land-Management funding for
priority landscape forest--restoration projects as an investment in future reductions
in fire fighting costs, resource losses, and carbon emissions:

* Reexamines the use of categorical exclusions to focus on scientifically supported
restoration efforts for priority needs-

e Provides the authority to the Forest Service and BLM to enter into longer--term
commitments — beyond 10 years — to supply biomass: —~Congress should make
stewardship contract authority permanent and in limited circumstances change the
maximum contract length to 20 years, subject to periodic monitoring and review:

* Assists renewable power producers and others to provide access to or upgrade
infrastructure through targeted tax incentives and loans:

o Creates targeted incentives for co-generation, and upgrading of milling and
extraction technologies to maximize high-value use of small--diameter trees:

sChanges federal law to allow county revenue sharing from stewardship contracts-

»

¢ Encourages tax incentives for the sustainable removal of biomass from federal
lands for energy production and forest health.
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National Recommendation #3

Congress should increase funding for forest management activities. This should be
accomplished through a combination of increased appropriations, efficiencies, revenue
generation, decoupling fire--fighting costs from agency budgets, and leveraging of federal
dollars through partnerships at the state and local level.

Justification

There is a severe lack of funding for non--fire--suppression forest management at the
federal agencies. Funding is not adequate or appropriately allocated to achieve forest
management objectives, and a stable funding source is necessary to achieve long-term
management goals. For decades the forests of the Pacific Northwest have generated
wealth for the nation. For the health of the nation, environment, and economy, we need to
reinvest in the restoration of forest ecosystems and human communities.

Current funding is insufficient to provide basic stewardship of the land and its resources,
much lessand to offer a high level of environmental, economic, social, and cultural
benefits. Declining budgets limit the agencies’ ability to maintain staff with the expertise
required to conduct the services needed to accomplish forest management objectives. For
example,: an increase in fire suppression funding has come at the expense of
preparedness, fuel reduction, and all non-fire programs. The proportion of fire
suppression funds in the Forest Service budget was 13 percent% in 1991; it will exceed
52 percent% in 2008, while the total budget for land management activities has
decreased. This results in insufficient funding for environmental assessment and
monitoring of aquatic ecosystems, wildlife habitat restoration, invasive species
management, range management, facilities and access maintenance, road maintenance
and decommissioning, and recreation management, Wildfires escaping from federa] land
may be resulting in additional fire--suppression costs for states, and economic losses on
private lands.

In particular, funding, incentives, and structural support are needed to prepare and
execute a strategic effort to comprehensively address the negative environmental impacts
from the transportation system on federal forests. The legacy road network, which
includesing: failing culverts, inadequate stream crossings, and improperly designed roads,
isare aging and in need of attention. A new system is needed to fund a permanent, all-
weather road system.

Actions

» Increase Forest Service and BLM appropriations.
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¢ Increase fFire--suppression budgets sheuld-be-inereased-in order to fully address
fire--fighting costs but decoupled fire-suppression budgets from the base Forest
Service budget.

* Further examine internal business operations policy to identify cost--saving
changes.

¢ Create a new funding system to manage forest transportation including addressing
water quality and fish passage problems from legacy roads, decommissioning
unneeded roads, and creating a permanent, all-weather road system for needed
uses,

¢ Increase t+he volume of timber harvested from traditional timber sale programs
that are environmentally and culturally responsible should-be-increased-to
generate revenue, jobs, and infrastructure.

¢ Federal managers and policymakers budgets-should explore the possibility of
leveraging federal dollars through partnerships at the state and local levels.
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