PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS FOR
THE 2006 ANNUAL OPERATIONS PLAN

The Oregon Department of Forestry issued a Press Release on February 7,
2005, announcing a formal 45 day public comment period for the 2006 Annual
Operations Plans from February 14 through March 30, 2005.

The Annual Operations Plans represent a district level planning process which
must be developed in accordance with the four Forest Management Plans
(FMPs) and the seven district Implementation Plans (IPs) that provide the
direction and objectives for management of State Forests on nine ODF districts.
(The Elliott (Coos) and Sun Pass (Klamath-Lake) State Forests operate without
IPs.) These district-level Annual Operations Plans (AOPs) describe the
proposed on-the-ground operations, such as timber sales, road building,
reforestation, stream enhancement projects and trail building, scheduled for the
coming fiscal year that begins in July.

The district forester approves the final plan for each district after any adjustments
are made as a result of comments received during the public comment period.

The purpose of the Public Comment Period was to provide an opportunity for the
public to review the AOPs, ask questions and offer comments. As a public
agency, ODF operates in the best interest of Oregonians, conducting business in
an open way with opportunities for scrutiny to foster and maintain public
confidence that ODF operations are benefiting Oregonians.

Past experience has shown that public comments have the potential to improve
plans, so the objective was not only to inform the public, but to receive feedback
that would help to clarify the AOPs, improve their consistency with the long range
FMPs and IPs, and to become aware of any new information that could affect a
planned operation or improve its efficiency or effectiveness.

At the end of the public comment period, the districts and ODF headquarters in
Salem had received approximately fourteen individual documents (letters, faxes
and e-mails). Comments were received from twenty-seven different sources
including the State Forest Advisory Committee (SFAC), seven environmental
groups outside the SFAC, one District AOP Focus Group, one sawmill, one
former employee, one City government, and members of the general public.
Once they were carefully reviewed, it was found that these documents contained
nearly 180 individual statements, which consisted of comments, questions,
opinions and recommendations.

Since the AOPs are a district level planning process, each district was
responsible for using a



common process to evaluate the statements specific to their AOP. Approximately
25 percent of the statements were addressed to all state forests. They were
evaluated by Area and Salem staff.

The common evaluation process consisted of the following six steps:

1. Review each document to identify the individual statements.

2. Summarize each statement in a table.

3. Evaluate each statement (What activity is it related to? What is its scope?
How does it relate to the AOP?)

4. Respond to the statement in a table. The response is a very brief synopsis of
how the district intends to change the AOP based on the statement, or it
provides an explanation of how the planned activity is consistent with the
FMPs, IPs and other policy or regulation.

5. After the initial evaluation and response to the public comments,
representatives from all state forest districts met to compare their evaluations
and responses. The purpose of the comparison was to ensure consistency in
the evaluation and response to statements between districts, and to seek out
statements that should be applied to all district AOPs.

6. Revise district evaluations and responses to statements, then revise the
district AOP based on the district responses.

The Annual Operations Plans fall in the fourth and lowest level of formal planning
on state forests. They must be conducted in accordance with the parameters set
forth in the districts’ Implementation Plans, the Forest Management Plans and
the ‘Greatest Permanent Value’ rule (listed from low to high level of planning).
Administrative rules prevent districts from adopting recommendations
inconsistent with the FMPs and IPs. Thus, an important part of the evaluation
process was the use of a set of evaluation criteria. These five criteria were used
to determine if and how a statement was related to the AOP. Each statement
from the public comments was evaluated with the following criteria:

* Does the statement enhance the consistency of the AOP with the FMP?

* Does the statement enhance the consistency of the AOP with the IP, for those
districts with IPs?

* Does the statement improve the clarity of the AOP?

* Does the statement provide new information that will affect the AOP or an
operation?

* Does the statement improve the efficiency and effectiveness (or outcome) of
the AOP?

Those statements that fell within the criteria above received responses that
indicated how the district's AOP would be changed to incorporate the comment.
Those that did not meet the criteria above, but expressed opinions, concern or
issues related to a higher level of planning (FMPs and IPs) received responses
that provided the commenter with an explanation of how the planned activity is



consistent with the FMPs, IPs and other policy or regulation. The districts may
still consider statements that apply to other planning processes when they revise
their district Implementation Plans, Recreation Plans, Transportation Plans, or
other plans.

Note: A complete listing of all public comments related to the district FY06 AOP
can be referenced at our web site:

http://oregon.gov/ODF/STATE_FORESTS/planning.shtml#Public_Comments

Forest Grove District FY06 AOP Changes

The following changes were made to the Forest Grove District FY06 AOP since
the end of the public review period (March 30, 2005). These revisions were not
based on any public comments, but rather on further analysis and editing by
district personnel. The AOP narrative summary document, summary tables, and
pre-operations reports have been updated to reflect these changes.

e On page 7 of the summary document, the number of acres reported for CSC
and UDS stand structures (Current Condition) in Table 2 were corrected. The
amount of CSC decreased from 540 to 533 acres. The amount of UDS
increased from 3,049 acres to 3,056 acres.

e On page 7 of the summary document, the revenue estimate for the FY06 sale
plan was corrected. The gross revenue increased from $25,755,000 to
$26,070,000 and the net revenue estimate increased from $23,641,000 to
$23,957,000.

e On page 8 of the summary document, the total acreage was added for each
basin in Table 3.

e On page 20 of the summary document, one 59-acre harvest unit was added
to the “Slash Burning” section. Summary Table A-4 in Appendix A was
updated to reflect this change.

e On page 21 of the summary document, one harvest unit was dropped and
two harvest units were added to the “Slash Piling” section. The total
estimated acreage for slash piling did not change.

e On page 21 of the summary document, two harvest units were added to the
“Chemical Site Preparation” section. Summary Table A-4 in Appendix A was
updated to reflect this change.



The acreage estimates for tree planting were refined on pages 22 and 23 of
the summary document. The acreage for initial planting (clearcut units and
Phellinus pockets) decreased by 68 acres. The acreage for underplanting
increased by 46 acres. Summary Table A-4 in Appendix A was updated to
reflect this change.

A preliminary plan for vegetation management (25 acres of manual cutting,
471 acres of aerial application, and 10 acres of ground based application)
was added to the “Vegetation Management” section on page 24 of the
summary document. Summary Table A-4 in Appendix A was updated to
reflect this change.

On page 25 of the summary document, the acreage in the “Tree Protection”
section (physical barriers) was reduced by 18 acres. Summary Table A-4 in
Appendix A was updated to reflect this change.

On pages 26 and 27 of the summary document, the acreage planned for
white pine and red alder pruning were increased. Summary Table A-4 in
Appendix A was updated to reflect this change.

On page 28 of the summary document, portions of the “Overview of
Recreation Management” section was duplicated. The duplicated section
was removed.

The Lyda Camp construction project will be delayed until a later fiscal year.
Page 28 of the summary document was updated to reflect this change. FY06
plans related to Lyda Camp now consist of preparation work such as the
completion of a site plan and construction drawings, obtaining permits,
submitting grant applications, and preparing construction. Summary Table
A-5 in Appendix A was updated to reflect this change.

Construction of the Reehers Camp picnic shelter was added to page 29 of the
summary document. Summary Table A-5 in Appendix A was updated to
reflect this change.

The Toman’s Knob trail reroute project (V2 mile segment) was added to page
30 of the summary document. Summary Table A-5 in Appendix A was
updated to reflect this change.

The Julie’s Trail upgrade project (0.7 miles) was added to page 32 of the
summary document. Summary Table A-5 in Appendix A was updated to
reflect this change.

The event steward program was added to the “Volunteer Program” section on
page 33 of the summary document.



In Summary Table A-1 (Appendix A), the net acreage for Gregorian Cant (118
acres) was moved from the Regen column to the Partial Cut column to correct

a typo.

In the Pre-Operations Report for Das Butte, the age reported for Area | in
Table 2 (page 2) was an error and was changed from 78 to 68 years old.

In the Pre-Operations Report for SoMoNoFo, the percentage of the sale’s net
acreage in Clatsop and Columbia counties (50% and 50%) was added to
page 1.



