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INTRODUCTION TO AN ELLIOTT STATE RESEARCH FOREST
a. Vision for an Elliott State Research Forest
b. Land Board Vision and Development of Guiding Principles
c. OSU Commitments to Public Values
If you wish to reference the “Vision for an Elliott State Research Forest” it is included in the documents
provided to the DSL AC in July on p. 3.
The highlighted sections are provided below for review.
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Land Board Vision and Development of Guiding Principles for the ESRF
Recognizing that the Elliott State Forest is incredibly important to the people of Oregon, the Land Board
voted to keep the Elliott State Forest in public ownership in 2017. The Land Board’s collective vision, as
articulated at the May 2017 Land Board meeting, was for a future Elliott State Forest that “maintains
public ownership and access, is decoupled from the Common School Fund, and has a habitat
conservation plan.”1
This collective vision initiated an assessment report conducted by neutral third party Oregon Consensus
in 2018 for the purpose of gathering perspectives and informing a process for finding a path forward for
the Elliott State Forest.3 Following OC’s assessment, at the December 2018 Land Board meeting, the
Land Board directed DSL to work with OSU to explore the feasibility of OSU management of the Elliott
State Forest as a research forest.4
In early 2019, OSU agreed to develop a plan in collaboration with DSL that engaged tribes, local
governments and other stakeholders that is consistent with the “Board Vision.”
● Public ownership and access
● Decoupling from the CSF
● Continue HCP planning
● Maintain a working forest for local and community benefit
OSU began an exploratory process in early 2019 that included public listening sessions, outreach to
stakeholders, and engagement with local tribes around a potential research forest concept. During
public listening sessions, attendees were divided into discussion groups that roughly aligned with public
values the Land Board had articulated as important to consider in the design and management of a
research forest. Listening session discussion groups included: Recreation and Public Access; Research
and Education; Timber, Economy and Forest Management; and Conservation.
As OSU was conducting its exploratory work, holding public listening sessions, and investigating aspects
of transforming the Elliott State Forest for research, DSL formed an Advisory Committee composed of
community leaders and stakeholders to provide insight and input on key elements of an Elliott State
Research Forest proposal.
With the initial Land Board vision and data from the OC assessment report as the foundation, the DSL
Advisory Committee and OSU Elliott project team refined the collaboratively reviewed the input from
the OSU led outreach to develop guiding principles. Each principle is a reflection of stakeholder input
synthesized and reconciled to provide overarching statements of suggested direction for management
of the Elliott State Research Forest in the context of the primary research mission.
Guiding principles were developed for the following areas:
● Forest Governance
● Conservation
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Recreation
Educational Partnerships
Local and Regional Economies

1. May 2017 Land Board Minutes:https://www.oregon.gov/dsl/Board/Documents/slb_may2017_minutes.pdf)
3. OC Assessment Report: http://oregonconsensus.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/OC-ESF-Decoupling-Summary-Report.pdf
4. Dec. 2018 LB Meeting Minutes: https://www.oregon.gov/dsl/Board/Documents/slb_dec2018_minutes.pdf
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OSU Commitments to Public Values
The public, including all of the people it represents, hold multiple values and perspectives for the Elliott
State Forest (ESF) and genuinely care about its future. Currently, the ESF provides various types of
ecosystem goods and services, such as wood production, species habitat, and recreational opportunities
to varying degrees.[1] As one might expect, members of the public carry a variety of expectations
regarding how to manage the ESF and which of the ecosystem goods and services of the ESF are most
important to them.
The proposed research framework for an Elliott State Research Forest (ESRF) is multifaceted, designed
to provide opportunities for the provision and expression of many of the public’s interests. The research
theme, discussed more fully on pages XX of this proposal, is a systems-level understanding of synergies
and trade-offs for conservation, production, and livelihood objectives on a forested landscape within a
changing world. The goal of the ESRF is to conduct research that provides a science-based
understanding of how to sustainably deliver ecosystem goods and services, delivering on multiple
values important to the public, while maintaining the Land Boards vision of a publicly owned and
accessible working forest. However, The ESRF, first and foremost, needs to be a viable research forest.
In this context it is not a preserve or park (although it supports the same or similar ecological, social, and
economic values), but rather it is a working forest—working to achieve multiple values through a
combination of active and passive research-based management approaches.
Recognizing that the success of such a research forest will require broad public support, OSU has
articulated a set of commitments to the diverse public values expressed in each of the five sets of
guiding principles developed by OSU and the DSL Advisory Committee in the process outlined above.
These guiding principles align with direction provided by the State Land Board and will aid decisionmaking on the forest as the research design is implemented and management actions are undertaken
on the forest. These commitments will shape future ESRF planning and management, but they cannot
be carried out by OSU alone. OSU will rely upon partnership engagement for adequate funding and
assistance in meeting many of these commitments.
The following subsections list the DSL Advisory Committee’s guiding principles followed by OSU’s
commitments to the public and the forest based on, and in response to these guiding principles.

FOREST GOVERNANCE
DSL Advisory Committee’s Guiding Principles
● Accountability. The history and unique public nature of the Elliott Forest requires placing a
premium on establishing a governance structure that will provide clear lines of accountability for
forest management decisions that support research programs and articulated public values into
the future. This structure should include formal and informal mechanisms that ensure
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commitments and principles are honored in the context of fiscal and operational management
of the forest over time.
Transparency. Management of the Elliott Forest requires a commitment to transparent
operations and decision making that will maintain and enhance public support for the research
forest over time. This includes clear and defined processes for governance and oversight, clearly
defined pathways for public inquiry and input, and accessible information related to forest
operations.
Representation. An Elliott State Research Forest governance structure should engage and
incorporate multiple interests and partnerships that reflect key public values the forest will
represent over time. Representation of these values in governance of the forest should be
balanced, accountable, and transparent with regard to fiscal and operational management of
the forest to support research programs over time.
Decision Making. Regardless of governance structure, decision-making processes directing the
fiscal and operational management of the Elliott State Research Forest must be accountable,
transparent, and open to input while also empowered to operate the forest efficiently and
effectively to meet identified objectives.

OSU’s Commitments
OSU’s proposed governance structure for the ESRF is described in detail on pages XX in this proposal. It
clearly articulates ownership rights, responsibilities, and accountability, as well as a role for
representatives of public interests in the decision-making process.
● We commit to transparency and accountability in the management and use of the ESRF
through a governance structure that includes meaningful engagement with public interest
groups, local communities, the private sector, Tribes, and others, primarily through an advisory
board that advises ESRF management. The publicly-represented board and committees will
address issues such as revenue generation and economic outcomes, conservation, Tribal
interests and traditional cultural uses, research and monitoring, recreation and education, and
the other myriad ecosystem services benefits provided by the ESRF.
● We commit to owning and managing the ESRF as a public forest and guarantee public access
for recreation, education, and foraging in ways consistent with research objectives and
activities.
● We commit to engaging, coordinating, and promoting research and management partnerships
with local watershed councils and associations, Tribes, conservation NGO’s and other public and
private entities.
● We commit to collaborating with scientists and researchers from other institutions in Oregon,
the USA and globally.
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RECREATION
DSL Advisory Committee’s Guiding Principles
● Ensure Public Access Into the Future. The Elliott State Research Forest (“forest”) will remain
accessible to the public for a variety of uses from multiple established entry points, by both
motorized and non-motorized transportation, but not all places at all times.
● Promote Recreational Access and Use that is Compatible with Research and Ecological
Integrity: Public use of the forest will be supported and managed for different recreational
opportunities consistent with a management plan reflecting stakeholder interests and historical
activities in concert with public safety, ongoing research, harvest, and conservation of at-risk
and historically present species.
● Support and Promote Diverse Recreational Experiences: The Elliott State Research Forest
recreational program will leverage partnerships within the local community and others to
accommodate multiple and diverse recreational uses to provide a range of user experiences
within the context of a working forest landscape. Recreational planning will not favor any one
recreational type over another but will seek to ensure high-quality experiences on the forest by
managing to minimize the potential for conflict between users while safeguarding research and
management objectives, and conservation values.
● Partner with Stakeholders and Manage Locally: Elliott State Research Forest recreation
programs will be managed by local staff who live in the community and work with stakeholders
to enhance and protect the identified values of Elliott recreationists.
● Conduct Research on Sustainable Recreation Practices. An Elliott State Research Forest
recreation program will support relevant research on recreation and eco-based tourism, with
the goal to advance scientific knowledge and inform the general public on the opportunities and
impacts of balancing multiple interests within forested landscapes.
● Cultivate Multi-Generational Respect for the Forest. Utilizing a collaborative approach to
partner with schools, organizations, and volunteer groups recreation planning and management
will seek to create more opportunities for engagement and a more widely informed forest-user
community that is vested in the future of the Elliott State Research Forest.
OSU’s Commitments
The ESRF will remain a publicly owned forest and will continue to be accessible for recreational uses.
Through a direct, transparent and engaging governance structure, we will be held accountable to the
public for their access and use that is consistent and does not conflict with research activities and
outcomes.
● We commit to providing and enhancing public recreation access and use of the Elliott, including
building upon existing partnerships and new ones.
● We commit to collaborating with local stakeholders in developing and implementing a
recreation management plan for the ESRF. The work may build on or integrate with existing
efforts, such as Oregon’s Websites and Watersheds (ORWW), Southwest Oregon Community

7

DRAFT ELLIOTT STATE RESEARCH FOREST PROPOSAL (Version 1)

●

●

College (SWOCC), hunting organizations, motorized and non-motorized interests, trail groups,
and the amenity sector.
We commit to conducting research on sustainable recreation management practices that
advance knowledge and inform the general public about forested landscapes represented by
the ESRF and as used by locals and visitors.
We commit to principles of diversity, equity, and inclusion associated with recreational access
and use of the ESRF.

EDUCATIONAL PARTNERSHIPS
DSL Advisory Committee’s Guiding Principles
● Seek and Incorporate New Educational Partnerships. An Elliott State Research Forest will offer
opportunities to leverage and integrate existing local and state educational programs and
institutions that support and generate forest-based research and knowledge.
● Expand Accessibility to Forestry Education. An Elliott State Research Forest will provide and
promote a diversity of values, and in doing so will leverage efforts by OSU’s College of Forestry
to engage students with diverse social, economic, ethnic, and cultural backgrounds in forestry
education programs.
● Serve Students at All Levels of Education Through Programs on the Forest. OSU will seek to
foster and establish a programmatic link with K-12, community colleges, informal collaborative
educational initiatives, and educational programs at other universities so that the forest
becomes a resource for students at all educational levels.
● Integrate and Demonstrate Elements of Traditional Knowledge in Educational Programs on
the Forest. Through active partnerships with local Tribal Governments, the Elliott State Research
Forest will seek to provide demonstration areas that use traditional forest management
practices and focus on Traditional Ecological Knowledge outcomes for use in educational
programs.
● Foster Public Awareness and Understanding of Sustainable Forest Management. Management
and research actions on the Elliott State Research Forest will seek to promote broader
understanding and awareness of the role of healthy working forest landscapes to local
economies, resilient ecosystems, innovative competitive products, and healthy communities.
● Develop an Educational Partnerships Plan. The Elliott State Research Forest will work with
stakeholders to develop a plan to foster and implement educational partnerships consistent
with the foregoing principles and will implement it pending available resources.
OSU’s Commitments
The ESRF will remain a publicly owned forest and will continue to be accessible for educational uses.
Through a direct, transparent and engaging governance structure, we will be held accountable to the
public for their access and use that is consistent and does not conflict with research activities and
outcomes.
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We commit to providing and enhancing educational access and use of the Elliott, including
building upon existing partnerships and new ones.
We commit to collaborating with local stakeholders in developing and implementing an
education/outreach plan for the ESRF, including its human and natural history as well as social
and economic research opportunities (in addition to other research relevant to ecological and
management issues). The work will ensure the forest has a continuing connection to providing
benefits to Oregon’s students and educational system. Related to this, we will work to integrate
and build on existing efforts and partnerships, such as ORWW’s historical research relevant to
the Elliott and partnerships with SWOCC and OSU’s Outreach and Extension.
We commit to the ESRF being a showcase and place of learning about the role of healthy
working forest landscapes to local economies, resilient ecosystems, innovative competitive
products, and healthy communities.
We commit to principles of diversity, equity, and inclusion associated with educational access
and use of the ESRF for students of all backgrounds, ages, and levels.

LOCAL AND REGIONAL ECONOMIES
DSL Advisory Committee’s Guiding Principles
● Operate as a Working Forest While Managing for Research. The Elliott State Research Forest
will be owned and managed as a working forest that produces wood supply as a by-product of
research, consistent with the mission of the Institute for Working Forests Landscapes at Oregon
State University College of Forestry.
● Be Financially Self-Sustaining. The financial model of the forest should incorporate traditional
and innovative options for generating revenue to support forest management, and research
programs without requiring continued funding support from outside sources.
● Generate Consistent and High-Quality Timber Harvest. A sustainable supply of wood volume
will be produced over time as a by-product of the research program on the Elliott State Research
Forest. Quality should be prioritized over the quantity of harvest.
● Support Employment Opportunities for Local Communities. The Elliott State Research Forest
should not be managed from a remote location. Management and operation of the forest
should be located in proximity to the forest and promote local partnerships that provide
opportunities to local businesses and residents of Coos and Douglas counties.
● Study and report on the Relationship between the Research Forest and Local Economies. The
connections between OSU, the Elliott State Research Forest, and local economies should be
documented and reported with transparency over time.
OSU’s Commitments
The ESRF, as a working forest, will provide benefits to the economies and communities surrounding it.
There is great potential for positive impacts on local economic sectors associated with timber and other
forest products, research, forest management, infrastructure building, maintenance, restoration,
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education, and recreation activities on or related to the ESRF. We also anticipate that the ESRF will
generate spillover workforce and economic benefits to the broader region, state, and elsewhere.
● We commit to operating the ESRF as a research forest that is self-sustaining based on revenue
generated directly and indirectly from the forest through timber harvesting and other revenuegenerating activities, gifts, and grants/contracts.
● We commit to providing local jobs and other economic values associated with activities on the
ESRF. These include jobs in support of timber production, supplying timber to local mills,
managing and monitoring the forest, recreation, education, and other activities on the ESRF
whenever possible. In addition, recreation and education opportunities may draw people from
outside the local economy who spend money as they recreate and learn.
● We commit to the sustainable production of timber products and growing high-quality trees
by maintaining approximately 19% of the forest in intensive timber production and about 20% in
extensive timber production (we define intensive and extensive management practices on pages
XX of this proposal). The timber production includes the ESRF playing a positive role in providing
wood and research relevant to advancing market opportunities tied to high-quality wood
products. It also consists of the value-added forest products the ESF has supported in the past
and new products pertinent to the health of Oregon’s forest products sector in the future.
● We commit to managing the ESRF locally, including key personnel living in the surrounding
communities as well as building the infrastructure necessary to house researchers, students,
and other stakeholders. Over time, OSU envisions the forest will attract researchers from
around the region, USA, and the world to conduct research that brings significant investments in
housing, food, and research infrastructure to Coos and Douglas counties.
● We commit to advancing financial partnerships tied to recreation, education, research, forest
management, and habitat restoration that individually and collectively improve local economic
and workforce benefits both on and off the forest. While timber harvest revenue will directly
support forest research and management, it will be insufficient to fund all opportunities or
needs on the forest, thus making partnerships and related external funding critical to
achievement of broad public values on an ESRF (e.g., Cougar Pass fire tower restoration, habitat
restoration, road removal, recreation infrastructure development and maintenance, and
educational programming).

CONSERVATION
DSL Advisory Committee’s Guiding Principles
● Improve Conservation Status of At-Risk Species. The Elliott State Research Forest will
undertake studies, research, and associated forest management activities that seek to improve
the conservation status of at-risk species and the ecosystems upon which they depend.
● Implement Science-Based Conservation Efforts to Enhance the Productivity and Conservation
Values of the Research Forest. In adhering to the academic mission of Oregon State University,
and to ensure the sustainability of any management or activity that occurs on the landscape, all
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conservation decisions or proposed projects on the Elliott State Research Forest will be rooted
in the best available scientific Manage for Multiple Conservation Values to Maintain and
Enhance Essential Elements of a Forest Ecosystem. With a holistic, ecological approach,
management of the Elliott State Research Forest will support the protection and enhancement
of at-risk species and preservation of biodiversity, along with promoting improved natural
hydrologic function and opportunities of carbon sequestration.
Preserve and Proactively Steward a Diversity of Forest Structures. Management of the Elliott
State Research Forest will emphasize key ecological areas ranging from early seral to latesuccessional forest structure in the context of the greater landscape. The future growth of the
forest should encompass diverse objectives of biological quality and resilience for future
adaptability.
Collaborate with Local Partners for Monitoring and Restoration of Habitat. Management
planning for the Elliott State Research Forest will partner with local conservation stakeholders to
maintain transparency and mutual trust that protection of sensitive natural values will be
prioritized.
Management Decisions Will Not Be Driven by Potential Financial Returns. The integrity of the
research objectives and conservation values on the Elliott State Research Forest will not be
compromised by the presence of active management and economic influences on the forest.
Conduct Innovative Research on the Intersection of Forest Ecosystems Functions and Climate
Change. The Elliott State Research Forest will provide a unique opportunity to conduct
innovative research on the role that native, mature, and managed forests can play in
ameliorating the impacts of climate change for sensitive species, water quality/retention, and
carbon sequestration.

OSU’s Commitments
The ESRF will make meaningful contributions to species persistence and recovery through its research
platform, specific research programs on habitat restoration and enhancement, and broader
commitments below. As a result of a research design that promotes older forests, complex early seral,
and other valuable habitats, and the functions of resilience and resistance in riparian, aquatic, and
terrestrial systems, conservation and biodiversity will be enhanced. The ESRF research design and
commitments outlined below support a goal of conserving and recovering species including coastal coho
salmon, marbled murrelet, the northern spotted owl, and other species of concern, which while
dependent upon actions and actors across a broader landscape, is something to which an ESRF can
positively contribute.
● We commit to conserving, enhancing, and sustaining high-quality habitats for endangered
species and other wildlife through approaches such as placing approximately 60% of the ESRF
into reserves where recurring timber harvests will cease and habitat restoration and protection
would be their primary focus. Doing so creates the largest contiguous reserve networks in the
Oregon Coast Range (detail on pg. XX of proposal). We also will foster the growth of older forest
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stands in the ESRF well beyond current levels and such that there will be a significant gain of
older complex forests relative to today.
We commit to providing and enhancing other habitats beyond older forests, in particular for
complex early seral forests and the multitude of wildlife dependent upon them.
We commit to conserving, enhancing, and sustaining native riparian conditions and vital
ecological processes that influence the aquatic system of the ESRF and connected aquatic
networks. This commitment includes recruitment of instream wood, shading for water quality
and thermal refugia, and active restoration projects (with partners and contingent upon
adequate funding) related to these and other aquatic system attributes.
We commit to conserving, enhancing, and sustaining carbon storage on the forest by increasing
rotation ages in intensively managed stands, retaining older trees in extensively managed
stands, and designating reserves.
We commit to reducing the current road network density and known related adverse impacts
on the ESRF (in particular in the Conservation Research Watersheds), while maintaining and
balancing for necessary access for research, harvesting, management, education, fire protection,
and recreation.
We commit to limiting salvage harvesting and related research to intensive watersheds, and
with further limitations in extensive treatment areas. No salvage logging will occur in reserves
(CRW and other reserve watersheds) when tree mortality is due to natural disturbances
(drought, disease, wind, insects, and fire).
We commit to helping advance a Habitat Conservation Plan that improves the certainty around
OSU’s ability to advance research, while conserving endangered species over an extended
timeframe.
We commit to a working forest approach that, through research and applied project work, is
intentional about better understanding and highlighting the role of coastal pacific forests in
carbon sequestration and climate adaptation, and the impacts of climate change on the diverse
public interests associated with forests.

TRIBAL ENGAGEMENT
Tribal engagement is another area of importance regarding the future of the ESF. In Oregon Consensus’
2018 report, “ELLIOTT STATE FOREST: Next Step Considerations for Decoupling from Oregon’s Common
School Fund,” it is stated that “it is important—irrespective of who owns the forest—for DSL or any
potential owner to further engage all five tribes around any options under consideration. … Additionally,
it was suggested that if the Land Board decides to use an advisory group, all five tribes should be invited
to participate” (page 26). In response, three Tribes chose to participate on the DSL Advisory Committee
based on a formal invitation from DSL. DSL and OSU, jointly and individually, met with Tribal Councils
for several Tribes to discuss the ESRF and future partnerships, and to begin building formal relationships
with them. The COVID-19 pandemic prevented further consultation and engagement with Tribal
Councils, precluding the co-generation of guiding principles and commitments with respect to Tribal
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engagement. Until we are able to continue our collaborations with Tribes, we will express our intent in
doing so here.
We believe that guiding principles for Tribal engagement will revolve around a) a respect for Tribal
sovereignty and government-to-government relationships; b) honoring Tribal knowledge and history; c)
ensuring Tribes’ access to OSU’s educational programs, research, and information resources; d)
developing sustainable partnerships with Tribes; and e) promoting shared generation of knowledge
from activities on and related to the ESRF. A necessary first-step in expressing our commitments to
Tribes, we intend to establish government-to-government MOUs between College of Forestry / Oregon
State University and local Tribal governments that set standards and expectations for sustaining
meaningful and productive partnerships in research, education, and outreach that directly co-benefits
Tribal communities, individuals, and businesses, and OSU.
[transition] In the next section, we describe the research charter and experimental design as a
foundation for watershed allocations and research objectives for an ESRF. OSU’s commitments express
our desire to own and manage the ESRF for the good of science, the land, and the people it sustains.
Our commitments to the public values are enduring in that they are long-term, enabling research to be
conducted over large spatial scales and long temporal scales addressing ecological, social and economic
questions in the context of sustainable forest management, including natural disturbances, changing
climates, and social pressures on these forested systems.
[1] APPENDIX ## (VALUES) introduces and discusses four distinct value domains (instrumental, eudaimonistic,
fundamental, and intrinsic), and relates them to an ecosystem services framework that classifies ecological
functions and ecosystem goods and services as provisioning, regulating, supporting, and cultural. All of these are
bundled into an adaptive management framework that shows feedback loops to both science and values domains
as an iterative process for implementing sustainable forest management practices.
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RESEARCH PLATFORM
d. Research Charter & Overview of the Research Framework
e. Experimental Design
• Descriptions of Upland Research Treatments
• Aquatic and Riparian Research Strategy
• Description of Riparian Treatments
f. Potential Research Projects and Programs

Changes to the Research Platform since the July DSL Advisory Committee
Meeting
There have been a number of changes to the research platform as a direct result of AC member input
and continued conversation with stakeholders. Those changes are summarized below as we believe this
is the most efficient way for the full DSL AC to review the changes. Once an agreement is reached and
there are no more revisions, we will update the various documents that comprise the research platform
(provided to the DSL AC in July) and integrate them into the larger proposal that will be presented at the
December Land Board meeting.
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Reallocation of West Fork Charlotte Creek and Luder Creek Watersheds with no net change in
harvestable area.
Charlotte Creek and Luder Creek watersheds, initially assigned to TRIAD E (60% extensive, 20% intensive,
20% reserve, have been incorporated into the CRW reserve. Upper Dean and Upper Benson watersheds
have been transferred from the CRW reserve into the MRW in the TRIAD E treatment (Figure 1). A full
series of individual watershed maps are provided at the end of this section.

These changes resulted in a net loss of 859 acres in the MRW. and since the agreement was that the
change in allocation would not result in a net loss of area available for harvest we needed to look at the
best options for making up the difference. All of the young stands (LT 65)in the partial MRW watersheds
are currently allocated to intensive and extensive so there are no additional acres in this portion of the
ESF to balance the acres removed from the MRW in the most recent adjustments. All of the GT 65 year
old stands in the MRW partial watersheds are allocated to reserve. To make up the difference the
reduction of acres in the MRW, partial watersheds #67 and #59 were transferred from the CRW to the
MRW (Table 2.) and several stands in the MRW partial watersheds LT65 were placed in Intensive
allocation.
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All of these changes result in a net decrease of ~910 acres in extensive treatments (of which 819 acres
was GT65), with an increase of 973 acres in intensive treatments, all of which are LT65 year old forests.
GT65 old forests on the Elliott are currently allocated as follows, 12,579 acres MRW reserves, 19,120
acres CRW reserves, 146 acres GT152 in extensive reserves and 3,514 acres in extensive. Any stand that
is potentially GT152 years old and have been put into extensive reserve to honor OSU’s commitment to
avoid, to the best of our ability, harvesting stands that predated the 1868 fire.
Table 2. Estimated net changes in the ESRF allocations after adding partial watersheds 67 and 59 to
the MRW and increasing the number of intensive harvests in the partial watersheds in addition to
incorporating Luder and Wfk Charlotte Creeks to the CRW and incorporating Upper Benson and Upper
Dean creeks into the MRW relative to June 2020 allocation. Aug 2020.
Swap of 2 watersheds and adding partial Watersheds 67 and 59
to MRW

Change from June

Allocation

Acres

MRW Reserve

14,512.9

907.6

MRW Intensive

14,597.1

973.6

MRW Extensive

13,769.2

-910.2

MRW Total

42,879.3

971.0

CRW Reserve

30,441.4

-1,117.0

Extensive Reserve (GT152)

146.0

146.0

GRMA

9,061.5

0.0

Grand Total

82,528.1

0.0
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Mountain Beaver Control:
Given the experimental nature of the forest, stand development on known trajectories is important for
the long-term scientific studies that will come from the regeneration of harvested stands. With this, we
cannot commit to specific control or mitigation practices, whether lethal or non-lethal, until we have
better understanding of the potential impact of mountain beavers on forest development. If we find we
do need to control mountain beavers to ensure regeneration, we commit not to use poisons. Trapping
will only be used if the mountain beaver seedling consumption exceeds acceptable thresholds. We
sought input on mountain beaver management options from Jimmy Taylor, his input is available upon
request.
Application of Herbicides:
Aerial application of herbicides has changed the way intensive forestry is practiced in the Oregon Coast
Range and beyond. It has ensured regeneration success without using ground-based equipment to
expose bare soil or broadcast burning. Today’s intensive forest practices rely heavily on the application
of herbicides, and like many new practices, not all unintended consequences are fully understood. We
hope to bring further understanding to current practices and challenge assumptions through our
research.
There will be no applications of herbicides in the Reserves and Riparian Conservation Areas except in
the case of invasive species. The Reserves and RCAs make up almost 70% of the total area with no
herbicide use. There will be no aerial application with fixed wing planes or helicopters of herbicides in
the Extensive treatments. Targeted application of herbicides will be used in extensive if regeneration is
not successful. This category (not including RCA) makes up approximately 15% of the area. If this
deviation from the general rule becomes the case based on regeneration concerns, OSU will engage the
governance body to further address this issue.
Finally, we commit to minimizing aerial spraying of herbicides in the Intensive managed stands which
makes up the remaining 15% of the ESRF, and aerial spraying will be only when necessary and other
types of herbicide application are operationally impractical. Over a 60-year period, an intensively
treated stand could potentially receive 1-2 applications of herbicide. We need to conduct research using
broadly applicable practices so our work can extend beyond the borders of the ESRF. In addition, we are
committed to transparency in our herbicide applications and monitoring of them. OSU will engage in
monitoring water quality in areas where aerial spraying takes place. Should any evidence be found that
herbicide applications in specific target areas are adversely affecting nearby aquatic areas, the practice
will be changed in that area.
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Responses to additional questions and feedback
During and following the Advisory Committee meeting, questions and feedback were raised which
College of Forestry staff have worked to address. We have included responses to questions here and
have bolded the key takeaways.
Will OSU commit to no harvesting of trees greater than 150 yrs. Old?
We have considered setting an age limit, but ultimately have decided we cannot in good faith commit
to an age cap for several reasons. Foremost, aging large trees is not precise enough to specify an age to
the year. Even with increment cores, determining tree age is not an exact science, especially when some
of the oldest trees do not always “look” their age. There are obvious discrete stands and individuals that
are very old and we make a commitment to not harvest these.
We reiterate our commitment to protecting trees and stands that pre-date the 1868 fire, while using
means other than an age-cap to implement that commitment. We are also committed to working with
the conservation community to achieve that commitment as part of further planning and project-level
implementation of the research platform. Our intent is that an adaptive management approach to
implementation of our research will alleviate concerns. The adaptive management approach calls for the
development of a list of criteria or “trigger points” that would trigger changes in experimental protocols.
The adaptive management approach will be inclusive and will include representatives from industry and
those with operational experience along with representatives from environmental, recreational, and
cultural interests.
Timber within managed watershed stands will mature over time. For all intensive and extensive
treatments it must be recognized that the timber that eventually matures to be over 150 years will be
available for harvest as a part of future treatments in accord with the research platform. This practice
has been described as the “don’t blame the forester” clause and would be applied to all managed stands
in the Elliott and would follow the guidance specified in the research platform for those watersheds.
We recognize that we are asking the stakeholders to place an enormous amount of trust in OSU in
managing the ESF as a research forest, which we do not take lightly. We do this with knowledge of how
research has fueled conservation success and thus a partnership in increasing the impact of
conservation activities around the region and beyond. As we have detailed, we have specific plans for
mitigating situations that may challenge our commitments to conservation. Throughout our ongoing
planning, we will continue to strategize how to best achieve all of our goals. Please do not hesitate to
reach out with questions regarding our collective response to these requests.
Additional explanation on the process for aging stands and decision not to set an age cap can be found
on page 29.
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Why is a 200ft Site Potential Tree Height (SPTH) listed in the Research Platform Riparian Strategy instead
of 220ft as cited by BLM literature?
Deanne Carlson addressed SPTH in her white paper documenting SPTH for riparian analysis on the
Elliott. She estimated an average site-potential-tree-height on the Elliott of 240 feet. For analysis in GIS,
which is based on orthographic projections and horizontal and vertical measures of distance, this
produces a slope-adjusted value of 200-feet. The 200-foot value for slope-adjusted SPTH is measured
as horizontal distance; the use of slope distance in the draft document was incorrect. This 200-foot,
slope-adjusted value is used for planning purposes and the analysis of potential wood recruitment,
though we anticipate that more site-specific values will be available as research proceeds and additional
information is gathered.
Request for more information on steep slope and road strategies for resource protection:
Putting these issues into context is key. If you add up the area proposed for the CRW reserve, the
reserves in the MRW and the riparian conservation areas (RCA) approximately 65% of the Elliott will be
placed in reserves or highly protected status. Many of these reserve areas will provide additional
protection to steep slopes since, aside from some initial restoration thinning in the plantations being
converted to reserves, there will be no harvesting. The riparian strategy is focused on increasing
protections to sites with steep slopes which contain streams most likely to deliver wood to fish bearing
streams. (see answers to Q4 and Q6 below). In the approximately 20% of the land base in extensive
harvests, there will be longer intervals between regeneration harvests and high levels of retention from
20-80% during harvest entries thereby reducing logging-based disturbance on steep slopes. In the
remaining 19% of the land in intensive regeneration harvests we will follow the OFPA rules related to
steep slopes that include reports on risk level. The Tyee formation has special limits for harvest
operations on steep slopes. Side slopes greater than 75% and head walls greater than 65% require
special consideration related to ground disturbance during timber harvests. The combination of largescale reserves, RCAs and extensive harvests will provide significant resource protection on 81% of the
Elliott.
Reducing Roads in the ESF
We have addressed this in the new section of the ESRF proposal that outlines OSU’s commitments to
public values for the Elliott, “We commit to reducing the current road network density and known
related adverse impacts on the ESRF (in particular in the Conservation Research Watersheds), while
maintaining and balancing for necessary access for research, harvesting, management, education, fire
protection, and recreation.”
Clearly Stated Management Goals for Coho:
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The Elliott state forests will be managed as a research forest. However, there is recognition of goals that
extend beyond the research mission. One of these goals is to contribute to the recovery of imperiled
species on the lands contained within the ESRF. We will contribute by: (1) conducting research that
expands our knowledge and understanding of aquatic ecosystems and the ecological processes that
influence them in coastal Oregon; (2) conveying findings to land-managers and other interested parties
to improve management and conservation of aquatic ecosystems in coastal Oregon and elsewhere; and
(3) by restoring key ecological attributes and processes that affect habitat for Oregon Coast Coho
Salmon ESU (OCCS) in streams of the ESRF. The ESRF is dominated by steep streams and narrow valleys
limiting the potential to provide productive habitat for coho salmon. However, the areas in the lower
portions of watersheds that originate on the ESRF, but that are surrounded by private lands downstream
of the ESRF, have some of the greatest capacity to provide freshwater habitat for coho salmon within
the range of the OCCS ESU. The ESRF can contribute to the recovery of OCCS by providing wood,
sediment, high quality water, nutrients, and food to the lower portions of watersheds that are outside
of the ESRF, where the potential for productive habitats is greatest. Thus, the ESRF is the foundation
for developing comprehensive recovery and conservation efforts for the three independent coho
populations that it supports (Lower Umpqua, Tenmile, and Coos).
Revised Example of Wood Recruitment (incorrect figure was included in draft Research Platform
documents)
Below is an updated figure and a table representing a potential analysis of wood recruitment. The
figures (A-C) are intended to illustrate the concept that different stream buffer configurations can be
used to protect a desired amount of potential wood recruitment to fish-bearing streams (in this example
70% of potential wood recruitment). We are not formally proposing the application of any of these
alternatives here, or a specific wood recruitment target. We expect that the actual stream protection
strategies employed will vary greatly across the Management Research Watersheds, depending on
physical and ecological context, research objectives, taxa present, and stakeholder concerns. Here are
some key points that help interpret this figure:
1) “Potential wood recruitment” in the table below refers to full-potential wood recruitment.
For analysis and discussion, we specify the percentage of full-potential wood recruitment
that might be protected by a given stream buffer strategy – for example: “70% potential
wood recruitment.”
2) The buffer scenarios contain both a width and length component, which are shown in the
tables below. The full length of fish-bearing (FB) streams (237 miles in this example) are
buffered in all scenarios, but not all non-fish-bearing (NFB) streams are buffered. On NFB
streams it is important that the length of stream be considered along with the buffer width.
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3) We employ an expanded stream channel network in our analysis to facilitate the
identification of headwater areas susceptible to debris flow. In the scientific literature these
extended headwater channels are often referred to as “zero-order basins.” Figure A-C show
the complete modeled stream network in black (2,099 miles), which is about 3 times the
length of the stream network defined by ODF (702 miles) and by the National
Hydrography Dataset (747 miles) as represented in the table below. Values in parentheses
pertain to the entire forest, not just the focal area in the figure below.
4) Alternatives A-C demonstrate that with only the most recruitment-productive streams
buffered it is possible to achieve the 70-percent recruitment objective. Thus, illustrating
that many NFB streams contribute little or no potential wood recruitment toward the wood
recruitment objective (though they may have other ecological values as discussed below).
5) We recognize that the use of potential wood recruitment does not necessarily serve as a
proxy for all ecological functions associated with NFB streams. However, large wood in the
NFB streams that are part of reserves and within RCAs will promote several other key
ecological processes such as storage and processing of organic material, habitat for
amphibian and other aquatic macroinvertebrates, and synchronized pulses of delivery of
large wood and sediments to fish-bearing streams. Ecological functions that exist on NFB
streams not identified as a source of large wood recruitment to fish-bearing streams are
partially protected where the terrestrial reserve network (65% of the Elliott) overlays NFB
streams and the reserve network can be integrated with other goals such as conservation,
wood production and recreation within watersheds to protect key streams as they are
identified.
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237
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50

721

1,862 2,099

702

747

70%

16.5%

B
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151
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70%

10.8%

C

80

237

237
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747

70%

14.8%
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Clearer commitments on working with the local watershed council to prioritize restoration and
mitigation projects.
OSU is committed to working with the local watershed councils to restore and improve the ecological
condition of streams on the ESRF. OSU will ensure that the work of these groups continues by: (1)
supporting their efforts to secure funds from OWEB and other sources; (2) attempting to integrate
restoration efforts into the research design; and (3) providing data for and input into the restoration
work of the various watershed groups. The councils should be able to use the establishment of the ESRF
as the foundation for developing a comprehensive watershed recovery program for each of the
independent populations that occur on the ESRF. The councils will be briefed on research activities and
findings on regular basis once the ESRF is established.
Protection of debris torrent initiation sites, which are sometimes at a distance from the torrent channel.
Our riparian protection strategy is integrated with shallow translational landslide probabilities in nonchannel areas and is conceptually based on identifying and prioritizing for protection those slopes and
stream channels most likely to initiate and sustain a debris torrent that delivers large wood to fishbearing streams. Potential debris torrent initiation sites and debris torrent channels are a component of
the evaluation of large wood recruitment potential that we are employing in our riparian strategy. As a
key part of our debris torrent and wood recruitment modeling methodology, delineated stream
channels are extended far upslope and into headwall areas that are not identified as stream channels in
existing stream inventories, which is approximately three times the length of the channel network
identified by the Oregon Department of Forestry and in the National Hydrographic Dataset (NHD). This
network includes areas that may be susceptible to debris flow initiation and, to the extent possible with
the available data and research methodologies, identifies these areas as potential sources of large wood
to fish-bearing streams. Additionally, our modeling identifies areas on slopes not identified as stream
channels that have a high probability of initiating shallow translational landslides that evolve into a
debris flows that deliver large wood to fish-bearing streams. Riparian buffers will extend to these highprobability areas.
Understanding how vegetation management affects the stability of steep slopes is a topic of importance
to the timber industry, regulatory agencies, and the conservation community. As stated earlier, after the
restoration thinning is complete, harvest on all slopes in the Conservation Research Watersheds, which
is about 37% of the ESRF, will cease. In the Management Research Watersheds, attempts will be made,
where possible, to include steep slopes in the reserves of the intensive, TRIAD E and TRIAD I sub
watershed treatments. Research designed to understand the effect of vegetation management on
steep slopes will be limited to portions of watersheds and their stream network that have low habitat
intrinsic potential for coho salmon and that are not tightly coupled to fish-bearing streams.
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There is concern about harvest in the Riparian Conservation Research Areas (fear that thinning could be
excessive or inconsistent with coho recovery).
The management of vegetation in riparian areas is a much-debated subject and one that merits
examination on the ESRF. Previous research has been equivocal – some studies showing effects on such
things as water temperature and wood recruitment while others finding no effects. Studies on
manipulation of riparian vegetation will be conducted throughout the ESRF. In the CRWs, thinning in
some Riparian Conservation Areas will occur in the first 10 – 20 years after the ESRF is established and
will be limited to previously managed riparian areas and to trees less than 65 years of age (as of 2020).
In the RCAs that are dominated by overstocked plantations or dense young alder, with an absence of
large conifers or hardwoods, any tree cut in the RCA will be left on site and no wood removed from
RCAs.
Studies in the MRWs are expected to commence as part of the initial research effort and will initially be
restricted to portions of the stream network that do not influence high intrinsic potential habitat for
coho salmon. Like the CRW, manipulations will be limited to over-stocked plantations and segments
with an absence of large conifers or hardwoods. The thinning of conifers will focus on stands and trees
that are less than 65 years of age (as of 2020) that are in plantations. Trees that are cut down in the RCA
will remain on site although some may be removed from the immediate vicinity depending on the
specifics of the particular research study. A detailed study plan will be submitted to the advisory board
for the ESRF (the structure and operation of this in not complete at this time) for approval before the
study is initiated. There may be some studies, such as those that examine the effects of additional light
reaching the stream by reducing canopy density in the riparian area, that may require the felling or
girdling of trees over 65 years of age when there are a large number of these trees in the experimental
area. In such cases, only trees that predate the 1868 fire may be considered for felling or girdling, and
only after the study plan is reviewed and approved by the advisory board.
A key objective of research treatments is to provide the opportunity for the development of very large
conifers that become “key” pieces (Root et al. 2000) when recruited to the stream channel. Key pieces
are ecologically important, helping form wood jams and influencing channel configuration and are the
focus of much restoration work. They originate from close to the stream (Poage and Tappenier 2002),
develop under low stocking densities (Poage and Tappenier 2002), and are generally recruited by bank
undercutting during floods (Acker et al. 2003, Benda et al. 2003). Improving our understanding of how
trees that become key pieces develop will be a focus of the research agenda for the ESRF. Thus,
management will occur within the entire designated riparian area, including close to the channel.
The definition of stream types in Research Platform documents seems to limit fish-bearing streams to
streams with “game” fish. Why wouldn’t fish-bearing streams include all fish?
OSU used the regulatory definition of fish-bearing streams, which encompasses the upper limit of
coastal cutthroat trout in stream networks. Cutthroat trout presence generally extends further into the
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headwaters of stream networks than any other fish species, even higher than non-game fish such as
sculpin. We have defined fish bearing streams as those with a gradient of 20% or less, which is based
on eDNA data for resident cutthroat trout and provides a fish-bearing stream network approximately
30% longer than that employed by ODF on the Elliott State Forest.
Additional watershed swap maps and info:
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Profile of WS #26 Upper Dean Creek - See Maps Below
● Size: 900 acres
● ~ 30 acres of identified MAMU habitat associated with stands GT65
● There are no NSO nests or core areas in or adjacent to the watershed
● 46% older forest (mostly 140-145yrs), younger forests are primarily 30yrs old
● TRIAD E Allocation:
o 180ac Reserves
o 180ac Intensive
o 540 ac Extensive.
● The Extensive stand-level treatments would be 306ac LT 65 and 234ac GT65.
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Profile of WS #52 Upper Benson Creek - See Maps Below
● Size: 1217 acres
● ~ 120 acres of identified MAMU habitat associated with stands GT65
● There are no NSO nests or core areas in or adjacent to the watershed
● 40% older forest (mostly 120-140yrs), younger forests are primarily 30-40yrs old
● TRIAD E Allocation:
○ o 214ac Reserves
○ o 214ac Intensive
○ o 643ac Extensive.
■ The Extensive stand-level treatments would be 370ac LT 65 and 273ac GT65.
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Ability to detect stands and individual trees with estimated ages greater than 153 yo
Forests that regenerated after the 1868 fire are 152yrs or younger in 2020 (2020-1868 is 152yrs).
Therefore, forests or stands 153yrs and older would have survived the 1868 fire. This would also be the
same for individual trees that survived the fire.
To assess the prevalence of and assigned treatments of all the stands that survived the 1868 fire we
accessed the stand-level forest age data provided by DSL. To determine the appropriate use of the stand
age data we also obtained records from DSL that describe how the stand age data was collected. To
summarize, a small number (typically 5) trees were cored per stand in a subset of stands on the Elliott.
Notes were made in some of the records that the increment borer used was often too short to reach the
center of larger trees, therefore age was estimated based on the number of rings per inch at the most
interior part of the core. For example, to estimate the age of a 38” dbh tree, you need an increment
borer that can reach the center (approximately 19”) of the tree. If you only have a 16” increment corer,
you have to estimate the number of rings in the 3” (19-16) you could not sample. Keep in mind, the age
sample per stand is only 5 out of the thousands of trees in the stand and even of the 5 trees cored, only
some of them are aged accurately by reaching the very center of the tree. Estimated stand ages from
the sampled stands are then assigned to the unsampled stands on the Elliott based on similarities in
other attributes such as average tree diameter and site characteristics. These estimated stand ages were
collected to be used for large scale planning purposes where precise ages are not essential. Thus, these
data are less precise when used for planning at an individual stand and tree level. Data collected for
larger scale planning purposes are often followed up with more thorough sampling before stand or
individual tree level forest management ensues. Please keep the level of certainty we have in assigned
stand ages as we move forward in this analysis and that we have no data on individual tree age within a
stand.
First, we located all of the stands in the MRW that are estimated to be 153yrs or older; almost allo of
these stands are in riparian conservation areas (RCA) 893 acres and reserves (1968 acres). The remaining
146 acres are located in 3 sub watersheds; #90-72ac, #91-61ac and #8 -12ac; all of which are in the
Extensive sub watershed treatment. Since there are no “reserve” acres in Extensive sub watersheds the
initial stand allocations to reserve did not occur; it does appear that some older stands in these
watersheds did fall within RCA however. The stands in the Extensive stand treatments range in age from
153 to 169yrs old (Figure 1). Given our desire to keep all remaining stands that predate the 1868 fire we
removed these 146 acres from the acreage available for Extensive stand treatments and assigned them
to reserves. The current age class allocation in Extensive is in Figures 2a. and 2b.
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Following this adjustment 3433-146=3287acres in GT65 Extensive are now all estimated to be 152 years
or younger. However, we need to keep in mind that some of the stands estimated to be 153 years old
or more may actually be younger or older than the age assigned and that some of the stands
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estimated to be 152 years or less may be older or younger than the age assigned. And all of the stands
may contain individual trees that are older or younger than the average stand age. Thus, we will need to
make adjustments as additional data is collected and we can more precisely estimate stand age and the
level of confidence we have in the estimate. We agree that the oldest cohort of trees and stands on the
Elliott State Forest that predate the 1868 fire require additional protection. They are windows into the
past that cannot be recreated if these trees are lost. Too many of these oldest trees had their role in the
ecosystem prematurely ended due to logging, salvage following wind storms, and wildfire followed by
snag removal. The value is contained not only in the oldest living individual trees and stands but also in
the future snags they will create.
To ensure we do not encroach on these oldest forests, we have consistently focused treatments
involving tree harvests on the youngest of the older stands. Tree age was one of our primary criteria for
identifying which of the Triad prescriptions will be applied to each of the sub-watersheds and the
allocation of treatments at the stand level within each sub watershed. Even within young stands, we
will preferentially retain the individual oldest trees (outwardly likely to be greater than 153 years old),
should they occur. However, we may need to reevaluate older trees that are safety hazards in
campsites, logging operations, and other unforeseen circumstances. In those cases, if possible, older
trees will be retained for ecosystem function.
The monitoring protocols on a future ESRF would be built around the established trigger points allowing
us to adapt experimental protocols as needed. For example, soil or water quality could be used as an
important trigger for changes in herbicide use. We are very interested in creating a database where the
oldest stands and individual trees are located and monitored and we would set triggers to help us
identify and protect the oldest trees on an ESRF.
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ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT APPROACH & PHASED RESEARCH IMPLEMENTATION
*Currently this information is embedded in the Research Platform documentation. OSU will be working
on pulling out this information and refining it in subsequent drafts. *
a. Adaptive Management
b. Phased Implementation and Monitoring Protocols
c. Forest Management Plan
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GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE FOR THE ELLIOTT STATE RESEARCH FOREST
OSU directly manages and operates the Elliott State Research Forest (ESRF). This structure is simple and
direct in its lines of decision-making authority. It allows for public access and accountability through
representation on an ESRF Advisory Board and active communication and engagement with the COF
Dean and ESRF Executive Director. This structure also provides OSU with the highest level of control
over the forest through research, management, operations, access and use.

State Land Board
The State Land Board decouples the Elliott State Forest from its legal and fiduciary
responsibilities to the Common School Fund. The forest is then transferred by legislative
statute1 and fee simple title to Oregon State University via the OSU Board of Trustees to
become the Elliott State Research Forest.
OSU Board of Trustees
The OSU Board of Trustees / OSU is an instrumentality of the state, wherein the ESRF would remain a
public resource property of the State of Oregon. OSU, however, is enabled to exercise all the attributes
of forest ownership through existing or new legislative statutes.
●

●

The OSU Board of Trustees, or through legislative statute, charges the College of Forestry’s Dean
as CEO of the ESRF with full authority to make all ESRF management decisions and provide
necessary statutory exemptions that promote sustainability in research and management,
subject to the statutory oversight authority of OSU’s Board of Trustees and the OSU president.
The OSU Board of Trustees will establish an internal financial firewall between general OSU
operations and the ESRF in terms of revenue and expenses.
○ A key foundation of this intended structure is that the forest is self-sustaining as a
research forest. Revenue generated through the operations of the ESRF are intended to
advance the mission and vision of the ESRF2.
○ Should expenses exceed revenue, a mechanism will be established to ensure that
university resources are not redirected to cover shortcomings.
○ Should revenue exceed expenses, a mechanism will be established to ensure excess
revenue is prioritized and invested in support of the long-term feasibility and
sustainability of the ESRF. This may be through the establishment of and allocations of
excess revenue towards an ESRF interest-bearing endowment whose principal will be
maintained in perpetuity (with a termination clause should the ESRF become infeasible

1 This legislative statute could provide the OSU Board of Trustees / COF Dean with additional decision-making

authority as well as statutory exemptions.
2 While this may allow for funding of activity completed by the college on other lands or across systems (e.g.,
wood quality work, migratory bird studies, TEK), ESRF-generated revenue is not intended to fund core expenses
related to operation of the College of Forestry. Annual financial reports will be presented to the Advisory Board.
Note that remote teaching by ESRF-based faculty would not count as core College of Forestry expenses.

35

DRAFT ELLIOTT STATE RESEARCH FOREST PROPOSAL (Version 1)

●

as a research forest in the future), or some other revenue sharing model with the State
of Oregon yet to be determined.
○ Reversion of the property to the State of Oregon will be enabled through an article in
the transfer of the property to OSU.
The OSU Board of Trustees appoints and charges an internal OSU Leadership Advisory Team
with periodically (every 5-7 years) assessing the operations, direction, and mission of the ESRF
to ensure that it continues to meet its goals, objectives, and commitments as set forth in the
OSU ESRF Proposal and supporting documents (e.g., OSU public commitments and research
design platform), the goals and objectives of future specific plan commitments OSU has made
(i.e., a forest management plan, recreation management plan, and education and outreach
plan), as well as fiduciary responsibilities to the ESRF and OSU. Public input will be obtained in
this process, as well as engaging directly with the ESRF Advisory Board. The Leadership Advisory
Team members are appointed by the OSU Board of Trustees, in consultation with the OSU
President and COF Dean, and will consist of a balance between experts who are internal and
external to OSU.

College of Forestry’s Dean
The COF Dean is vested by the OSU Board of Trustees with full authority to make all ESRF management
decisions, subject only to the statutory oversight authority of OSU’s Board of Trustees and the OSU
president, and in compliance with the research design and commitments to the public, management
plans, and with relevant and applicable state and federal laws as well as a Habitat Conservation Plan.
●
●
●

The COF Dean appoints an Executive Director for the ESRF.
The COF Dean appoints an external Advisory Board.
The COF Dean may appoint additional advisory committees, including the use of the Advisory
Board for the Institute for Working Forest Landscapes3.

ESRF Executive Director
The ESRF Executive Director leads long-term strategic planning, implements research and other
allowable activities (e.g., timber harvesting, recreation, conservation, and education/outreach)
activities, oversees forest management and operations, and engages the public.
●
●

The Executive Director is an OSU employee who reports directly to the Dean of the College of
Forestry.
The Executive Director is stationed at the ESRF (i.e., lives in the surrounding community).

3 The Institute for Working Forest Landscapes’ goal is “to provide innovative approaches to enhancing people’s

lives while also improving the health of our lands, businesses and vital ecosystems, and to do so collaboratively
with active involvement of multiple partners with different perspectives.” This Institute may be a viable platform
for extending the research outcomes and value-added production of multiple ecosystem services and goods on the
ESRF for informing sustainable management of forests elsewhere in the context of a changing climate and growing
human demands.
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●
●

●

The Executive Director directly supervises research and management/operations staff who are
also stationed at the ESRF.
The Executive Director shall appoint and charge, in collaboration with the Advisory Board, ad
hoc committees formed for a specific purpose, such as assisting with the development of a
forest management plan, recreation management plan, or education and outreach plan.
Committees would be disbanded after their charge is fulfilled.
The Executive Director shall regularly engage with the public and communicate about proposed
actions and intended outcomes on the ESRF.

ESRF Advisory Board
An ESRF Advisory Board is established and appointed by the COF Dean. The purpose of the ESRF
Advisory Board is to advise the COF Dean and ESRF Executive Director at a pre-decision level regarding
nearly all aspects of research and operations activities on the forest, among other responsibilities
detailed below. ESRF Advisory Board members must broadly represent the various interests concerned
with the ESRF, including local governments, recreation groups, environmental/conservation groups,
local communities, educational interests, timber / forest product sector, and Tribes.
● ESRF Advisory Board members serve at the discretion of the COF Dean for four-year terms and
are eligible for reappointment. The board will consist of balanced representation among
interest groups and have no more than 15 members total. While appointed by the COF Dean,
nominations will be sought to ensure fair representation of respective interest groups. This
Board would function similarly as the DSL Advisory Committee in co-creating an ESRF proposal
and additionally sustains the continuation of transparency and collaboration between public and
private entities, OSU and the State of Oregon.
○ The Board will meet regularly throughout each year, with the expectations that
meetings will be more frequent during the first several years of implementing the
research design on the forest and developing plans for forest management, recreation
management, and education and outreach activities.
○ The Board will have two regular meetings a year to 1) review the ESRF’s budget, and 2)
review planned operations activities on the forest.
○ Board members serve without compensation, but actual reasonable travel expenses
incurred in connection with direct services to the ESRF may be reimbursed from funds
generated by activities on the forest and in accordance with OSU’s travel
reimbursement requirements.
○ Any conflicts of interest would be identified, minimized, and taken into consideration
during the board member appointment process and disclosed, if they exist, during any
board deliberations on specific ESRF projects or efforts.
○ Board members may be removed by the COF Dean for cause and with majority support
from the ESRF Advisory Board and from the OSU Board of Trustees.
● The ESRF Advisory Board members shall elect a chairperson who convenes the group, reports
directly to the COF Dean, and annually represents the board at an OSU Board of Trustees
meeting.
● The ESRF Advisory Board annually submits a report of their activities to the OSU Board of
Trustees.
● ESRF Advisory Board members may participate at pre-decision points, provide feedback to the
Leadership Advisory Team on how well the forest is meeting its goals and purposes as defined
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●

●

●

by agreements and governing documents, participate in fundraising to assist with the selfsufficiency of the forest, and provide feedback on performance of the ESRF Executive Director.
Pre-decisional engagement by the ESRF Advisory Board will occur on matters associated with
research direction, public information and outreach, financial integrity of the budget, annual
operations management decisions, reviewing and advising on forest management plan /
recreation management plan / education and outreach plan, and other matters at the direction
of the COF Dean.
ESRF Advisory Board members would perform duties and undertake responsibilities relevant to
serving the ESRF and the public, including but not limited to
○ serve as communication liaisons between the ESRF and communities they represent and
serve;
○ advise on types of research implemented under the Triad design and may review
research proposals;
○ advise on the management treatments, recreation, and educational projects proposed
to be conducted on the ESRF consistent with relevant plans;
○ provide feedback relevant to adaptive management considerations that arise as a result
of research, monitoring, or lessons learned from ESRF project work;
○ identify and / or facilitate collaborations / partnerships between OSU, the local
communities, and other organizations / entities;
○ participate on or lead ad hoc committees for the purpose of developing plans (forest,
recreation, education and outreach);
○ advise on maintaining a balance for the public interests associated with the ESRF; and
○ aid with dispute resolution.
ESRF Advisory Board is a non-decision-making body and is not subject to the Oregon public
meetings laws because it makes recommendations to a single OSU employee, i.e., to the COF
Dean. Nevertheless, OSU may allow public observation (not necessarily participation), in all or
part of Advisory Board meetings.4
ESRF Advisory Board records are subject to the Oregon public records laws.

Public Engagement
The ESRF, as an important natural asset for the State of Oregon, remains in public ownership that
guarantees public access for recreational and educational purposes, among other allowable uses.
Therefore, it is important that the public be empowered to provide input and influence on the overall
operations of the ESRF in a transparent and meaningful way. There are several ways for the public to
provide input about the ESRF.
● The public is directly represented on the ESRF Advisory Board.
● Public comments are solicited by the COF Dean or ESRF Executive Director regarding proposed
management decisions or activities, and outcomes (e.g., temporarily closing public access due to

There will be opportunities for public engagement on research and management (forest,
recreation, education) decisions through appointed representation on the ESRF Advisory Board.
The general public may be engaged through targeted outreach and / or public meetings for the
purpose of sharing information (i.e., annual reporting) or gathering general public input.
However, this input will be non-binding on the Dean or Executive Director.
4
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●

●

safety or protecting research integrity, or banning certain types of activities that are not
compatible with the goals of the ESRF).
The ESRF develops campaigns that raise public awareness about issues on the ESRF, and solicits
public input on proposed management decisions. These may be informative about changes on
the forest, or consultative in identifying and assessing alternative solutions to defined problems
(e.g., user conflicts).
The public may be directly involved in activities in the forest, including recreation, education,
research, and monitoring.
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Figure 1. Governance structure for the Elliott State Research Forest
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FINANCING MANAGEMENT AND RESEARCH ON THE ESRF
*This section will provide an overview of the financing needed to manage and operate research programs
on an ESRF. OSU is currently working on modeling harvest revenues with the updated research design,
investigating potential carbon revenues, and preparing information on additional expenses (facilities,
monitoring equipment, research personnel) needed to transform the Elliott into a research forest. We
anticipate having a draft of this information for review in late October*
d. Financial Overview
e. Revenues
• Harvest Modeling
• Monetizing Carbon Sequestration
f. Expenses
• Research Instrumentation & Monitoring
• Facilities & Infrastructure (ESRF Research Station)
• Forest Management & Operations
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SUMMARY & NEXT STEPS
*This is currently a placeholder to summarize collaborative work with DSL and others on elements of the
ESRF not covered in this proposal (public comment, decoupling, HCP) and provide concluding thoughts
and next steps.*

42

DRAFT ELLIOTT STATE RESEARCH FOREST PROPOSAL (Version 1)

APPENDIX
*There are many appendices in the draft full proposal currently, most of which are related to
the Research Platform and were included in documents provided in July. We anticipate with the
integration of these documents, many of those will change and have included only the
additions since July. The below appendix pertains to the OSU commitments to public values
section and was removed from the main section and moved into an appendix during the editing
process.*
APPENDIX X – Value Domains
Public interests for the ESF are complex and emanate from distinct value and moral domains, including
(a) instrumental or use values, (b) eudaimonistic or concepts of a good human life values, (c)
fundamental or systemic values, and (d) intrinsic or inherent values (Jax et al., 2013). People may hold
these values to varying degrees, leading them to emphasize different aspects and attributes when
describing their desires for the ESF. These form the basis of the different public perspectives we want to
collaborate and engage with in managing the ESF as a research forest.
The use or instrumental value domain is based on the concept of a means to an end, the end ultimately
being human satisfaction (i.e., anthropocentric). Instrumental values often have market prices
associated with them as expressions of their worth relative to something else or value in exchange (e.g.,
timber converted into lumber or other forest products that are used to build the houses that we value).
The eudaimonistic value domain encompass those ‘value-added’ aspects of nature through perceptions
of reverence and awe toward nature (i.e., what defines living a good life—a life worthy of a human
being). An example of eudiamonistic values is provided by Jax et al. (2013; 263): “the old oak tree in my
garden is not an instrument to produce wood or sequester carbon – even if it can be used for that goal –
instead it bears a deeper meaning for my life and cannot be simply replaced by something else.” This
expresses an affinity many people have for older trees as cultural representations of what is good and
the history that they have borne witness to.
The fundamental, or systemic value domain is an intentional recognition of the interdependencies
between natural, cultural and social systems. At a basic level, natural systems sustain the basic
necessities for life, and as such, cultural and social systems have a fundamental dependency on them.
Water, under conditions of scarcity, is a classic example of this fundamental value. When water is
abundant, it has an instrumental value expressed by a price, but as it becomes scarcer, its price rises
rapidly because it becomes more equivalent to the value of life itself (i.e., fundamental to human
survival).

43

DRAFT ELLIOTT STATE RESEARCH FOREST PROPOSAL (Version 1)
All of the above value domains are expressions of relationships humans have with nature and natural
systems, and as such, nature and natural systems can only influence management decisions through
their relationships with humans, and not for themselves. Extending our moral responsibilities to include
nature requires another type of value be expressed for nature as an end in and of itself worthy of our
moral and ethical commitment. This is the inherent or intrinsic value domain. Expressions of this kind of
value as being held by nature (e.g., the health of coho salmon, marbled murrelets or broader
biodiversity) gives them standing in our moral and ethical responsibilities toward humans and nature.
The Endangered Species Act elevated concerns for imperiled species by creating legal requirements that
must be expressed in management decisions, and often with greater weight than the relative worth of
actions that might be detrimental to their persistence.

Arguably the strongest lived, simultaneous expression of all of these values is through Traditional
Ecological Knowledge (TEK) of indigenous societies. TEK is comprised of the understandings and
practices of indigenous communities learned over generations that enable populations (including
human) to flourish and live sustainably within the natural world—it is a world view with ethical
prescriptions that are often lacking in western scientific perceptions of the world. Therefore, indigenous
communities are often seen as living in a system of interdependent relationships between ecological,
cultural and social dimensions of life.
Ecosystem Services Classification
A contemporary, western science framework has emerged as an expression of three5 of these value
domains (instrumental, fundamental, and eudaimonistic) that will help guide our understanding of
human-nature relationships relevant to the ESF and the ecosystem goods and services it provides and/or
sustains. How these three value domains are captured in an ecosystem service framework depends on
how they are implemented in management decisions and outcomes.
The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005) classified ecosystem services into four types: provisioning
services, regulating services, supporting services, and cultural services. Table 1 provides two
classification systems with examples of each type of ecosystem service. What follows is a description of
how these services relate to the above-described value domains.
Provisioning services are primarily instrumental values in that these are the goods (e.g., timber, forage,
water) produced by an ecosystem. These goods are often intermediate goods that are combined with
human and built capital to produce final goods (like houses, food, and drinking water). Note that these

5

The fourth value domain, intrinsic, is not grounded in anthropocentric concepts of nature, and
therefore stands alone as a value expression some people may hold regarding the ESF.
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ecosystem goods may be replaced by human produced goods (like steel, agriculturally produced food,
and reclaimed waste water).
Regulating services are primarily instrumental values in that these are the ecosystem processes, as
intermediate services, that lead to ends that are valued. Examples of regulating services are climate
regulation, water regulation, waste treatment, and pollination. These services are considered
intermediate because they result in final goods or conditions such as clean air, clean water, flood
mitigation, and food production. Humans also often work to replicate or replace these regulatory
services otherwise provided by nature through combinations of human and built capital, such as levees
for flood control, waste treatment plants, and carbon scrubbers.
Supporting services are primarily fundamental values. These ecosystem services compose basic
ecosystem processes that support life in general, and sustain ecological processes and functions that
are necessary for provisioning, regulating, and cultural services to exist. Examples include soil
formation, nutrient cycling and habitat.
Cultural services are primarily eudaimonistic values, providing value-additions to the quality of human
lives. Examples here include recreation, aesthetic appreciation, sense of place, cultural identity, and
science. These services help define living a good human life that cannot be manufactured through
cultural, social or built capital.
The ESF as an Elliott State Research Forest (ESRF) provides for scientific discovery and knowledge
generation associated with all of the ecosystem services through a combination of active and passive
management and interventions. Thus, the ESRF is an opportunity to learn about how to enhance and
sustain ecosystem services on the Elliott State Forest, as well as the associated human values derived
from them.
Figure 1 provides an illustration of how the research platform and values are integrated in the ESRF.
Knowledge about ecosystem services on the ESRF influences research outcomes, conservation targets,
and markets, which in turn directly and indirectly affect policies and incentives, and education and
outreach. Feedback loops to the research platform (via a science advisory board) and values (via a
public/stakeholder advisory board) will inform their integration as an adaptive management approach.
And the full research / values system informs society about conservation and sustainable use of forests
and the management for ecosystem services on the ESRF and beyond.
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Table 1. Two ecosystem services classification systems used worldwide and their differences and
similarities.
Costanza et al., 1997
Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment, 2005
Provisioning
Food production
Food
Water supply
Fresh water
Raw materials

Fibre, etc.

Genetic resources

Ornamental resources
Genetic resources
Biochemicals and natural
medicines

Regulating

Supporting

Gas regulation
Climate regulation

Air quality regulation
Climate regulation

Disturbance regulation (storm
protection & flood control)
Water regulation (e.g. natural
irrigation & drought prevention)
Waste treatment

Natural hazard regulation

Erosion control & sediment
retention
Soil formation

Erosion regulation

Pollination

Pollination

Biological control

Regulation of pests & human
diseases
Nutrient cycling & photosynthesis,
primary production

Nutrient cycling
Refugia (nursery, migration habitat)

Water regulation
Water purification and waste
treatment

Soil formation [supporting service]

‘Biodiversity’
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Cultural

Recreation (incl. eco-tourism &
outdoor activities)
Cultural (incl. aesthetic, artistic,
spiritual, education, & science)

Recreation & eco-tourism
Aesthetic values
Cultural diversity
Spiritual & religious values
Knowledge systems
Educational values

Adapted from Costanza et al. (2017).
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Research Platform

Values

Land Designations
(CRW / MRW / RA) &
Research Treatments

Instrumental /
Fundamental /
Eudaimonistic

Knowledge of Ecosystem Services
Research
Outcomes

Conservatio
n Targets

Policies &
Incentives

Market Supply
& Demand

Education
&
Outreach

Management for Ecosystem Services
Conservation & Sustainable Use

Figure 1. Conceptual framework illustrating the role of science, values, and knowledge, with adaptive
feedback loops, on the management of ecosystem services for conservation and sustainable use
(adapted from Kremen & Ostfeld, 2005).
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