This lists the Regional Forest Practices Committee Meeting dates and pertinent discussions for the Rulemaking process. Links will take you to the full minutes. 

NW&SW RFPC Meeting – August 27, 2014 
 Item #2 – Discussion of the Board of Forestry’s Streamside Rulemaking process for the Protecting Cold Water Standard (PCW) to develop comment to be presented at the BOF September 3, 2014 meeting. 

Item from RFPC Letter to the Board offered at September 3rd Board of Forestry Meeting

“3. Similarly, revise the Desired Future Condition statement in the rules prior to changing stream protection
standards. The statement is likely too conifer-centric, we have learned a lot since it was initially written.
Inclusion of the value of hardwoods, specifically for shade, in any new rule would be arguably inconsistent
with the statement. The rules are a package, it is difficult if not impossible to modify one piece without
consequences to other pieces of the rules.” Board of Forestry September 3, 2014 Meeting Minutes Attachment 8 AGENDA ITEM A Attachment 8

NW&SW RFPC Meeting - September 19, 2014 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Item# 4. Riparian Protection Standards Rule Analysis – All 

I. To what stream extent should the prescriptions apply? 
Discussion on stream extent: 
· Additional stream/fish surveys will be very expensive, so not practicable. 
· Approximate the extent to where the SSBT are present and then determine how far up the stream it applies. 
· Focus on minimum impact to landowners. 
· Discussion on using the historical or current ODF&W layers. 
· The standard involves a sub-set of fish streams to which the PCW criterion applies, those that have salmon, steelhead, or bull trout (SSBT).  The concept of Point of Maximum Impact says where one measures the increase.    
· The second part of the policy question is how far upstream do we have to go to not have an impact downstream and how should we treat non-SSB tributaries, to SSB streams. 
· There was discussion of the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife maps of current and historic distribution of salmon, steelhead, or bull trout. The current distribution is presence within the last five breeding seasons. The historic includes areas that may currently have human-made barriers.  There is a large difference between the SSB streams and ODF’s fish streams. The SSB layer does not include cutthroat trout.
· There was discussion about the current approach to fish and non-fish classification. 

Summary of initial discussion on this topic: Use ODFW current and historical distribution layers and use historic distribution for where any rule or voluntary measure would apply.  Develop a process analogous to current process for extending or excluding stream reaches based on actual SSB presence verified by survey or due to permanent or natural barriers.  Do not include non-SSB streams (either upstream or tributaries). 

II. What constitutes a whole and complete prescription? 
Discussion: 
· Easy to implement in the field. Simple would be a no-cut option.
· Complexity provides for greater flexibility. But adds to State and private cost.
· Needs to be defensible. 
· Stay within current measurable rules, basal calculations. 
· Use of tree counts, slope distance, basal area in order to get the most value from the lands. 
· If fish presence is an unknown, do you treat it as a Fish stream? If so how far upstream does it apply? 
· An alternative practice option would be if a landowner could determine fish species, but this would not be practicable. 
· We can have both complex and simple rules; they are not mutually exclusive. 
· Keep it close to what we have now. Discussion regarding the working definition of Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) on average and across the landscape when using Best Management Practices (BMP) whether it would create a measurable difference.
 
Summary of initial discussion on this topic: Categories of prescriptions:
As complexity adds to State and Private costs, simplicity is favored (no-cut), but options for alternative prescriptions can give the landowners flexibility in applying the rule to maximize their value. 
No- Cut Prescription discussion
Peter Daugherty suggested that one approach would be to have a single fixed-width that would apply to all units, so that on average across the landscape harvest would meet the PCW.  He also suggested that there could be a fixed-width buffer rule that would vary the required width based on basal area of existing stand. He asked committee if they could implement a fixed-width buffer based upon basal area.
· Prefer slope distance in determining no-cut versus horizontal
· Include hardwoods in basal area. 
· Keep 1000’ approach for basal area.
· Fixed width buffer based upon basal area.
· Using an average width across the landscape. 
· For a fixed width No-cut it would be an average or some type of minimum distance from the high water mark and kept over the entire length.
· Decrease diameter to 6” and above for basal calculations on conifers and hardwoods. 
· 250’ on tree count which is intended to ensure even distribution.
· Fixed width buffer based on basal area if inside the default width. 

Summary of initial discussions on this topic:  
· Change the 1000’ to a rate per distance. 
· A fixed-width buffer would be defined as an average width with some minimum distance. 
· Decrease diameter to 6” and above for basal calculations on conifers and hardwoods. 
· Utilize tree counts for small F-type streams just as we do for Medium and Large F-Type Streams.
Variable Retention Discussion:
What we have in place now is a variable retention; the number of trees and where to leave them is applied. Is there something that needs to be fixed under variable retention? Many consider this a ‘thinning’ prescription but it is more a No-cut that is accommodated on the ground to conditions, we may want to look at making it truly variable. 
Summary of initial discussions on this topic: The consensus was that the current variable retention rule works, so keep the approach the same, but change the basal area and tree counts.  Discussion of preferences above apply:
· Prefer slope distance in determining no-cut versus horizontal
· Include hardwoods in basal area. 
· Keep 1000’ approach for basal area.
· Decrease diameter to 6” and above for basal calculations on conifers and hardwoods. 
· Use 250’ on tree count to ensure even distribution of trees in buffer.
· Fixed width buffer based on basal area if inside the default width. 
Shade-based Alternative Prescription Discussion:
· In looking at RipStream sites in terms of where the PCW was exceeded the most, post-harvest sites that met the PCW had 85%+ shade and sites that failed had less than 70% shade. 
· A shade model could be developed to inform shade effect.
· Add more monitoring to measure temperature and shade in random average harvest sites to provide more understanding of how temperature responds to treatments. 
· We have data on shade from the Systematic Review. 
· Basal area is a surrogate for provided shade. 
· On Small F-type streams looking at a 50’ no harvest. 
·  To raise awareness there is a construct of Desired Condition, if we start to change rules we may have to reconstruct the purpose of the rules.
Plan for Alternative Practice Discussion: 
There was a discussion of the difference between an “alternate prescription” and a “plan for alternate practice”.  Peter Daugherty indicated that he thought the Board’s intent was to develop some alternatives that would allow flexibility for landowners. The Board wanted to have more specificity than just referring to the plan for alternate practice rule, because the plan for alternate practice is not used very much because of difficulty developing and approving.  He suggested that the particular term was less important than developing ideas.

Discussion:
Should develop the shade-based alternative discussed above 
· Can you incorporate time into this method, by allowing time for understory vegetation to develop and provide shade post-harvest? 
· Shade component has to be met with trees, not just understory vegetation to meet the recruitment need for large woody debris.
· Meet current basal targets with a shade overlay. 
· Heavy understory might over-estimate shade. 
· Use of an Angular Canopy Dens-O-Meter to measure pre- and post-shading, included as an Alternate Plan?
· Consider an Alternate Prescription for aspect or effective shade. 
Other Discussion: 
· Should develop a monitoring program to that would evaluate random sites to figure out how well we are doing in practice as we implement the rules.
  
· The rule process needs to address how the rule considers wildlife trees in prescriptions. Want to know how they are counted and how would they interact with a new prescription.

Continued Discussion on To what stream extent should prescriptions apply: 
The PCW criterion doesn’t apply to all pieces of the stream network but to all sources taken together at the point of maximum impact where SSBT are present. But it’s obvious that if it applies at one point, it may apply further. It applies where Salmon, Steelhead and Bull Trout (SSBT) are present, therefore whatever we do must be designed to meet it for those streams. But how would we know which streams those are definitively? If we have perfect knowledge of where SSB are present, then you ask how far upstream do we have to go to not have an impact downstream? There has to be an option to say, we’ve got this wrong on extent or alternately we didn’t go far enough up.

· Discussion on need for additional surveys to determine fish use/species on smaller waters. Do we recommend that additional fieldwork is done and if so by who and how do you accomplish it? 

· (Member) I live on 160 acres with 100’ of M F type stream. I have worked to create habitat but there is a blockage that doesn’t allow salmon to come up. It is still classified as an M F Stream. What do you do about that? When I put in a NOAP I need to apply for an Alternate Practice to be able to modify the basal area component within my RMA. To try to identify stream segments will be too onerous. 

Daugherty: Artificial barriers do not count in the classification of streams, only natural barriers. Recommend using the historic distribution as a starting point rather than the current distribution. 

Allen: For fish above artificial barriers there is an exception process in place for where a barrier may not be removed within a rotation. 

· One thing I hoped we could put into consideration is that a lot of money has been spent on determining fish presence and to go back and determine fish species distribution is not some place we would want to go, either putting that on the state agencies or landowner themselves, the cost statewide to do a fish species determination makes it impractical.  

· There is a big difference between SSB in our fish stream network. As Chris has mentioned the ODF&W layer covers a lot of large streams and a fair amount medium but maybe only a low (10-20%) percent of smalls. So the distinction between applying the rule with the current layer or for all fish streams is a big difference. 

· If this committee is charged with finding out what is practicable, from a landowner perspective or State perspective, I would prefer the state to tell me where to apply these new rules. 

· If we can use the current data and current distribution, which is probably less than the historic, and not go above the PCW in those streams and limit regulation to that. We can put focus on minimizing it. We are trying to meet the Cold Water Standard and that specific temperature, we are not trying to meet a biological standard, because there isn’t one. 

· I would say not to extend up past historic ranges, or tributaries past the SSBT streams.

Decision Point: Are we suggesting to hone in on current and historic layers from ODF&W with a verification process using surveys as opposed to creating an escape clause? 
 
We were given very course numbers at the BOF meeting but we still have a lot of unknown streams in our regulatory stream layer. We are in the process now of classifying all unknowns as Fish or Non-Fish based on the watershed analysis’ in drainages and the modeling approach. We are not going to make use of that for regulation but will use that to come up with a more accurate comparison. I can give you some numbers about the difference, but those are probably an underestimate because the unknowns could have been fish streams but not salmon streams.

Daugherty: In summary, a new prescription would involve: 

· A 6” diameter minimum limit 
· Counting hardwoods for basal area
· 1000’ basal area target
· Narrowing the distance length for tree count. 

Daugherty: If voluntary, the EPA will want a performance measure and regulatory backstop. With a backstop it might influence the decision to approve of voluntary measures. 

This discussion will be summarized in a staff report to the BOF with summary of discussion and range of prescriptions we would like to develop further. 


NW & SW RFPC Meeting – November 2, 2014 
Item #6 – Methods for Delineating SSBT Streams 

ODFW distribution maps, data sources and update process:
Allen introduced John Bowers, GIS Coordinator for ODF&W and official keeper of the SSBT layer and Rod Krahmer, Forest Practices Liaison for ODF&W. John was invited to speak with the members regarding the ODF&W map layers at a high level context. 
 
Bowers addressed the origin and process for documenting for fish habitat distribution data. Their data set represents both current and historical for SSBT and other species. The map information is not too different from the ODF Fish present data, but species specific layers have been added. The basis for that information ranges from protocol based surveys to peer reviewed opinions from fisheries biologists. 

He addressed what the data represents, how it is maintained and limitations of the data. The data is comprised from numerous sources: resource agencies, watershed councils, industry and private sources, USFS and BLM.  ODF&W makes periodic efforts to further develop this data and supplement it with newer information. The standard has in it the business rules we use when updating the data. For SSBT, the data sets are comprehensive but not perfect. 95+% of the reality on the ground. 

Limitations? It’s not perfect, it is data, and we have made a significant effort to map habitats as accurately as possible. There are plenty of streams that haven’t been surveyed for these species. We also maintain a knowledge of artificial and natural fish barriers and we refine data sets with known barriers. Actual extent may vary by a few hundred feet. 

We categorize current and historic layers separately. It is assumed where there is current distribution it would be historic. But there are some cases where the origin is not necessarily historic as with hatchery origin fish. There can be distribution where it was not historically found. 

If designated as habitat it doesn’t mean it is occupied on an annual basis. It does mean it is believed to be occupied in the last 5 generations. With intermittent use there is no guarantee of use for that fish, that stream, that year. 

Daugherty: When we put the maps up, as illustrative, we started with the ODF&W maps and combined SSBT into a single layer. The PCW doesn’t distinguish between species just for SSBT. The other issue we have, is our rules are on Small and Medium size streams. The ODF&W does not distinguish between stream sizes. But we have transferred size as an attribute to ODF&W. We have characterized their layers with our stream size. We probably have the data we need but we haven’t finished the QA/QC yet to make this data available to whoever wants it. It will be for small and medium streams only. 

We have information on large, medium and small SSBT and large, medium and small Fish Streams and then will buffer those independently in 20’ intervals out to 100 feet. We are compiling that in GIS and Table form and also by acres, miles, ownership, federal, other, non-industrial and industrial private. We are using that to characterize to the BOF the kind of impact that could happen in a variety of ways. The economic cost to a prescription is related to the acres encumbered by that prescription. The economic impact analysis will be done when the final prescription is selected by the BOF. We picked a 20’ interval because we do have a rule with a 20’ no harvest area around fish streams and it seemed to be a starting point. Going out to 100’ in 20’ intervals was associated with the need, trying to characterize the amount of acres encumbered for the range of stream extent. The BOF in their direction to us set those benchmarks. 

Item 9 – Initial Discussion on development of options

Barnes: We have had a pretty extensive discussion on what the PCW addresses as far as species. We’ve seen John’s data and maybe connected it with ODF’s. I think we could probably discuss what we are going to use as far as the breadth of where we put these new rules. All Fish or SSBT? 

Motion from Scott Gray, that we only consider the Salmon, Steelhead, and Bull Trout Reaches for the Cold Water Standard. Tally Patton seconded the Motion.

· The technical data to base that recommendation on would be that it matches up with PCW standard. 
· Question on the requirement to look at the reaches immediately above that on F streams that may have an impact on the SSBT. 

Scott Gray modified his Motion to include reaches designated on the ODFW database for SSBT current habitat. 

· This is a vote on a minimum. All we are doing is taking a first step. And upper reaches might be included onto that. 

Barnes: Noted that there was a discussion on current and historical, but there was no decision made. 

Schlaefli: We are trying to narrow the context from a discussion to a Committee Action. 

· If a new reach is opened up into an historical reach for some reason, then it would become current habitat and management would change at that time to match the opening of the habitat. 
If you limit it to current and if those barriers are breached then you would change to managing back into historical reaches, but I don’t think you have to manage those reaches right now. 

Gray re-stated Motion that we limit the considerations to the SSBT current habitat of the ODFW database. Jon Stewart Seconded the Motion.

Barnes: Vote by NW Committee, all agreed.  Vote by SW Committee, all agreed. Motion Passed unanimously.  


NWSW RFPC Meeting - January 22, 2015 
Item #5 – Review of Information Requests from RFPC Members 
 

Responding to a question regarding Azimuth and Aspect (Handout: RipStream Azimuth and Aspect) in the RipStream analysis, the Valley Azimuth was a line drawn between the upstream and downstream ends of the treatment reach. As far as the Aspect, when taking the shade photographs they were all oriented south. In that way we captured aspect with our own shade measurements. The actual shade measurements turned out to be more important than aspect. 

Item 6 – Prescription Development Discussion: How to Meet the PCW criterion to the Maximum Extent Practicable 

The members went through each of the RipStream Study site’s photographs. 
Comments/Observations: 
· Maybe RMA should be based upon canopy width rather than on boles width. 
· Valley width? With a wide valley the low angle sun is still reaching the stream. So sun angle and topography matter. 
· Gaps may be an issue, the solution could be basal area or tree count for shorter stream reach rather than going out 1000’. 
· Decrease diameter to 6” and above for basal area calculations on conifers and hardwoods. 
· Shade is important no matter where it comes from so if you have streams in a deep canyon the topography provides shade as well as canopy. 
· If on an E-W double-sided buffer we want to weigh more of the basal area to the south side of the stream. 
· If the intent is to increase shade on the south side. If the stream is running N-S then maybe the buffers should be equal. The over-arching intent is more important than the distances and basal area targets. We just need to show what we are trying to do to increase shade. 
· There need for simple alternatives as well as more complex opportunities to meet the intent. 
· If outcome-based it might simplify the whole process. Maybe shade would be the way to define that. 
· I would object to a shade target as a measurement, as it’s an unrepeatable process and so not something that can be regulated.  
· Idea was proposed that for channel gradient and aspect if azimuth was less than or equal to 25 degrees on an east/west line then there could be an alternate prescription that allows the landowner to move 50% of the north basal area or default buffer width to the south side. 

Item 7 – Prescription Development Discussion (cont’d) 

Other ideas regarding, channel gradient, aspect, and gaps. 
RMA based on canopy width versus bole area. 
Proposal on the aspect to consider. If the overall azimuth was less than or equal to 25 degrees on from EW direction giving an alternate prescription allowing the landowner to move 50% of the north side’s buffer to basal area or default buffer width to south side. 
The more the orientation of the stream runs east-west you would skew more of the shade producing basal area to the south side of the stream. 
Should the RMA be based on canopy width rather than counting boles of trees? A different count of basal area. 

NW&SW RFPC Meeting - March 12, 2015 
Item 6 – Riparian Rules Discussion

[Economic Impact Analysis Discussion]

Any rule in Oregon requires an economic impact analysis. Any forestry rule under 714 requires a more detailed economic analysis including a survey of non-industrial landowners in order to provide additional information for the Secretary of State Impact analysis. We are working with OSU to develop that information. For the change in value for acres, if I encumber an acre of your land, that acre has value for continuous growing and harvesting of trees. There is one part of that value, called soil expectation value. That’s the value of that land if starting with bare ground and planted trees and went through a harvest cycle in perpetuity. Also there is the value of the standing volume. If the stand is ready for harvest it is pretty straight forward. I would take the stumpage value of those trees and add that to the soil expectation value as well today. That would be the approach. Bringing it back to the current value of the standing timber and the future value that would result from the soil capacity. 

· Member: So what do you do with different timber types for value? 

Daugherty: Soil expectation is a lot easier because the Department of Revenue calculates that every year for all those site index classes. What will be more challenging is the standing volume and getting a fair comparison. In talking to OSWA about this, we would see real differences between industrial and non-industrial because of rotation ages. I need to work through that with the landowner community come up with some reasonable expectation as far as species mix. Beyond that if I use the same method across all prescriptions, the relative difference between the prescriptions will be correct. The real driver of the economic cost is the change in encumbered acres. 

Item 7 – Riparian Rules Discussion (cont’d)

· Alternate Practice could address, azimuth, aspect, other certain things and perhaps getting voluntary practices through. 
a) If stream is more than 45 degrees from North as the valley azimuth then you can shift 50% of basal area to south side. 

NW&SW RFPC Meeting – April 9, 2015
Item #6 Riparian Rules Discussion

Members’ discussion/decision points:
· Harvesting should not create any area of 250’ that has less than 10 ft. of basal area. 
· Harvest activity shall not result in gaps. 

Jeff Light was asked to share information on aspect creating shade.  One option considering aspect was the notion of taking half of the north side basal area and put it on the south side. What you are left with was the notion of unit boundaries 45 degrees off the North/South line would qualify it as an East/West flowing stream. It is a broad interpretation. In a little narrower field like a bowtie, 30 degrees off an east/west-oriented stream applied in the field objectively. Ways you could determine aspect are: 

· Valley trend in an east/west direction. 
· Harvest unit scale (use upstream point straight line to downstream point from RipStream).  
· Break into 250 to 500 ft. segments and calculate the 2-sided units of what could be brought to the South side. It would be easy to justify segment orientation. 
· Anything outside the 30 degree arc would not qualify. 
· The notion of SSBT streams in the Coast geo-region will have a lot of east/west trending streams. So you could use this prescription a lot on the Coast Geo-Region. 

Item# 7 – Riparian Issues Discussion Continued.


Allen: Option A targets up to 80 sq. ft., if using Alternative Prescription, no minimum reach length, 30 degree bowtie, up to 40 north side, 100 south side, still has to meet minimum requirements. 

Kjos Motioned to accept that as Option C as read by Allen. Fugate seconded the Motion. All in favor, Motion passed. 

Allen started with a revisit of the Systematic Review. We don’t have reportable data on minimizing gaps or green up periods and sun-sided buffers. We are showing the range of outcomes from studies that showed sun-sided buffers, which were close to meeting PCW. The goal here is to be able to show you more than just what was in the model but include other literature. Allen wanted to emphasize that this modeling doesn’t get into aspect, minimizing gaps, all of those things. Conceptually, those things should benefit shade but were not looked at under the RipStream Study. 

Hillman made a Motion to Accept the SSBT stream reach only to current use. Gray seconded the Motion. All in favor. Motion passed. 

Overarching Committee Decisions are as follows:

· Protection measures apply only to stream reaches noted in the ODFW Fish Habitat Distribution GIS layer as current use for salmon, steelhead and bull trout. 

NW&SW RFPC Meeting July 7, 2015

Item 4 – Riparian Rules – Preparation for July BOF Meeting
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