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Appendi x 2 only includes key corre
purpose and process.

The committee received many comments during the course of its work.
These were from a range of interestsudahg state and federal

agencies, scientists, and interested public. Due to the amount of
materials, such correspondence is not included but is available upon
request to the Department of Forestry.
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+Pacific Rivers Council + Audubon Society of Portland+
+Oregon Trout +Northwest Sportfishing Industry Asscciation+

30 April 1999

Governor John Kitzhaber
State Capitol
Salem, Oregon 97310-0370

Re:  Solidifying Goals for Forest Practices Under the Oregon Plan
Dear Governor:

As members of the Board of Forestry's Citizen's Forest Practices Advisory Committee, we seek
clarification regarding how the work products we are developing will be formally connected to
federal policies and programs under the federal Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water Act.

It is our understanding, based on statements from both Department of Forestry staff and
landowner members of our Advisory Committee that our work does not contemplate the
establishment of federal assurances under the Endangered Species Act nor Clean Water Act.
While it is clear that the Nationa! Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has indicated its intention to
use the “Forestry Module” in Washington as the basis for 2 4(d) Rule, and NMFS intends to
develop a 4(d) rule in Oregon for listed salmonids, our Advisory Committee’s goals do not
contemplate development of rules which would procure such assurances.

It strikes us that our committee’s charge should reach sufficientiy far enough to serve as the basis
for the development of a 4(d) rule under the Endangered Species Act and meet the standards of
the Clean Water Act as appropriate for forest lands.

We ask you for your clarification on this important matter,

Sincerely,

, ==
ot

ock push
Paciir R 7:@1 QOregon Trout
Pau! Ketcham 1z ilton
Audubon Society of Portland Northwest Sportfishing Industry Association

cc. Members of the Citizen's Forest Practices Advisory Committee
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JOHN A. KITZHABER, M.D.
GOVERNOR

May 18, 15999

Mary Scurlock

Pacific Rivers Council

521 SW Morrison STE 531
Portland OR 97205

Dear Mary:

The Oregon Plan for Salmoen and Watersheds has as its goal the restoration of salmonid species
across Oregon. As part of the state’s integrated effort to achieve this end, I issued Executive
Order 99-01, which contained a request that the Board of Forestry, with the assistance of the
advisory committee on which you sit, identify changes that may be needed to the forest practices
act to meet water quality standards and protect and restore salmonids.

I believe that the Forest Practices Advisory Committee should focus its efforts on uaderstanding
and evaluating the best science available on the topic. Ognce the committee has reached agreement
on what changes in the condition of the state’s watersheds are needed, the committee should
consider the various tools at jts disposal to effect these changes. Among these tools are
incentives, voluntary measures, regulatory measures, legislation, Habitat Conservation Plans, a
4(d) rule, or any combination of these,

I believe the best use of the committee’s time is to focus on what peeds to occur on forest lands
to restore salmonids, rather than how it will be done. In this way, the committee can provxde the
most useful contribution to our recovery efforts.

I do want to thank each of you for your dedication to this process. I realize that it has already
taken longer than was anticipated originally, but I want to assure you that the work of the Forest
Practices Advisory Committee is a critical component of Oregon’s efforts to restore salmonids.

Best regards,

A. Kitzhaber, M.D.

TAKNR/sw

¢. Ron Cease, Chair
Members of the Advisory Committee
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JOHN A. KITZHABER, M.D.
GOVERNOR

September 22, 1959

Ron Cease

Oregon Forest Practices Advisory Committee
/o Oregon Department of Forestry

2600 State Street

Salem OR 97310

Dear Ron:

1 have received and reviewed the report of the Indepeadent Multidisciplinary Science
Team (IMST). I am pleased that this group of respected scientists bas provided us with
such a thorough discussion of the relationship of forest management and fish habitat.

As part of the state’s integrated efforts to restore watersheds across the state, I issued an
Executive Order requesting that the Board of Forestry, with agsistance of your advisory
committee, identify changes that are needed to protect and restore salmopids. I would like
your committee to carefully consider the findings of the IMST as you seek to meet those
objectives.

The IMST report has done an admirable job of desczibing what salmon species need. As
you move from what fish need to what management practices would provide for those
needs, your committee has a wide mem of options it may consider, including regulatory
and incentive-based approaches. I ask you to favor approaches that work well for
Oregonians while assuring the recovery of salmonid habitat,

Thank you for the time you and your committee continue to devote to this important
effort.

Best regards,

John A Kitzhaber, M.D.

JAK/NR/sm

Appendix 2
Page 27



Appendix 2
Page 28



ol Associated Oregon Loggers, Inc;

PO.Box 12339 + Salem, Oregon 573090339 « (503) 364-1330 « Fax: (503) 364-0835
June 26, 2000

Ron Cease, Chair, Forest Practices Advisery Committee
Oregon Department of Foresty

2600 Statz St

Salem, OR 97310 ATTN: Ann Hanus

Re:  Riparian Option, Forest Practices Advisory Committee Recommendations
Dear Ron:

On behalf of the logging operators in the state of Oregon, I voted against adopting the compromise
proposal on riparian management put forth by the sub-committee of FPAC at its final meeting June $.
Clarity of our position demands some explanation.

The fifth paragraph on the {irst page of the Charter of the Forest Practices Advisory Committee on
Salkmon and Watersheds says that FPAC recommendations may include incentives and or voluntary
measures. Ttem number § cn the second page of the charter call's for an evalvation of the costs and
benefits of additional practices.

Loggers had hoped for a riparian package that they could support including the zbove menticned items.
Because current rules regulating riparian management are already confusing for iandowners and operators
we see the additional new regulations embodied in the compromise proposal as being even more
confusing, thus being a disincentive rather than an incentive to engage in active management of riparian
areas. In the funure thers will be more of a tendency to rope off riparian areas and stay out entirely. No
stewardship is not geod stewardship!

From the information presented during committee meetings, there is insufficient scientific basis for many
of the actions taken in the compromise riparian propesal. The commities has failed in its charge to
determine the costs to landowners and loggers, or the benefits ta the public. Neither has the committee
addressed the private and state costs to administer, nor the unintended consequences of excessively
complex regulations, Because some on both sides of the political spectrum bad-mouth the proposal does
not make it right, even though it might be politically expedient.

Operators ace the ones who will have to make new rules work on the ground. They work at the direction
of landowners ard will be the ones who are in violation if these new rules are misunderstood. Despite all
of these reservations, Associated Oregon Loggers in cooperation with the State Forester will make every
effort to make sure that our members are fully acquainted with all recommended changes to the Oregon
Forest Practices Act. Through the "Oregon Professional Logger” program, which requires continuing
education in OFPA, we will strive to make sure that loggers and FPFs continue to be on the same page.
AOL is convinced that only a cooperative effort will insure good stewardship of Oregon's forests. We
look ferward to werking with ODF staff during the rulemaking process.

Sincerely,
C h Appendix 2
Tom Hirons Fage2-9
Mad Creek Logging Co. / FPAC Committee Member
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“ Pacific Rivers Council Audubon Society of Portland

26 July 2000

Ron Cease, Chair

Ad Hoc Forest Practices Advisory Committee on Salmon and Watersheds
Mark O. Hatfield Scheol of Government

Box 751

Portland, OR 97212

Re: Rationale for Declination to Support FPAC Riparian Subcommittee Package
Dear Ron:

At the final meeting of the Forest Practices Advisory Committee on June 9, Pacific Rivers
Council and the Audubon Society of Portland did not support the Riparian Subcommittee’s
"Points of Agreement" package. Our decision to take this position bears some
explanation, provided below. Based on the comrmittee's discussion at the last meeting, we
understand this text will be included in the body of the Committee report. That 1s, it will
either be incorporated fully in the text deseribing the subcommittee option, or mcorporated
by reference in this location and attached in full.

Our decision is based on our understanding of the applicable science, policy and law. In
sum, we believe that the proposed measures are not compatible with the biological needs
of salmon, the Committee's Charter, the stated goals of Executive Order 99-01, the
Oregon Plan, the Endangered Species Act's prohibitions on "take” or the state's
obligations under the Clean Water Act. Our goal from the inception of this process was
to represent the needs of salmon and the aquatic ecosystem upon which they depend. Itis
our opinion that we most effectively represent this interest by abstaining from support of
reforms that better reflect landowners' preferences than the needs of salmon survival and,
ultimately, recovery. We concur with the admonishment of Oregon's Independemnt
Multidisciplinary Science Team (IMST) that effective conservation measures cannot be
"defined by management needs," but rather "in accordance with natural processes and the
maintenance of riparian and biological physical functions.” (IMST Report $9-1 at 19).

We find that the Subcommitee's 14-point proposal offers advances in some key areas,
including:

. The level of riparian protection for some non-fishbearing streams (large
and medium streams) is proposed to be commensurate with that now
provided for fish-bearing streams. This partially recognizes the body of
science that supports tying protection levels to perenniality, rather than
fish use, in order fully recognize the important role of these streams in
contributing organic materials and regulating sediment movement to
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Rown Cease, Chair, Forest Practices Advisory Committee

26 Juiy 2000
Page 2

downstream reaches. (See e.g. IMST 99-1; NMFS Oregon Proposal 1998;
Forests and Fish Report EIS 2000; Spence et. al. 1996).

Some small non-fishbearing perennial streams would receive new riparian
protection for 500 feet from the junction with a fish-bearing stream. This
measure combines with revised stream-typing criteria which would
provide "fish-bearing” levels of protection to some streams now in the
non-fishbearing category. (As it has not been determined how much
stream would be protected through either change, we strongly encourage
the Department to conduct GIS analysis of these changes as soon as
possible).

The extent of the protected riparian area would include the full extent of
the Channel Migration Zone in areas where one exists, a step which would
appropriately increase the size of the protected riparian area in
unconstrained reaches — generally floodplain areas of high habitat value
for salmonids.

A new harvest limitation could better protect higher quality riparian
conditions by restricting riparian harvest to 40% of existing conifer basal
area, an approach that reduces allowable degradation of currently robust
riparian forests and could, over time, reduce the importance of minimum
"eonifer basal area" measures. Under the current rules, uniform harvest
down to a minimum floor is allowed on all sites. (It 15 not known how
many riparian sites currenily are well-stocked enough that the 40% cap
would be reached before the basal area limitation).

Vegetation retention requirements, as measured by "conifer basal area,"
would increase on some streams. They would be the same for all medium
and large streams—egqual to that currently required on large non-fish
streams. A 25% lower retention requirement is applied on small
fishbearing streams. A “tree basal area” measure applies within the partial
buffer on the undetermined number of small non-fish streams (Type NT)
now proposed to receive a riparian protection area.

Half of the overall riparian management area is now designated a "no
harvest” zone. This would increase the current zones by 5, 15, and 25 feet
on small fishbearing streams, all medium, and all large streams,
respectively.

A large tree provision is added to the conifer basal area measure for all
medium and large streams and small fish-bearing stream, such that ten of
the largest twenty trees must be retained outside the no-cut area.
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