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[bookmark: _GoBack]Pursuant to public notice made by news release with statewide distribution, a committee meeting of the Committee for Family Forestlands [an advisory body to the Oregon Board of Forestry with authority established in Oregon Revised Statute 527.650] was held on Nov. 15, 2018 at the BW Mill Creek Inn, 325 Ryan Drive SE, Salem, OregonApproved



	CFF Committee members participating:
	ODF Staff:

	Kyle Abraham, ODF, Deputy Chief Private Forests Division
Glenn Ahrens, OSU College of Forestry Extension Ex-Officio
Evan Barnes, Acting Chair, SW Landowner Rep. (Voting) 
John Peel, EO Rep. (Voting) 
Rex Storm, AOL/OTFS Ex-Officio Forest Operators
S. Mark Vroman, Industry Rep. (Voting) Hampton Family Forests
Julie Woodward, OFRI Ex-Officio
Gilbert Shibley, Landowner-At-Large (Voting)
Jim James, Ex-Officio OSWA, Executive Director
Bonnie Shumaker, Landowner, NW Rep. (Voting)
Brad Siemens, USFS State & Private Forestry Ex-Officio

	Lena Tucker, Private Forests Division Chief 
Susan Dominique, Committee Administrative Support
Sarah Navarro, Pathologist
Danny Norlander, Forest Health Survey & Monitoring Specialist/Food Plot Rule Process Coordinator
Thomas Whittington, Water Quality Specialist
Jim Gersbach, Public Affairs

	Members not attending:
	Guests:

	
	 


Call to Order 9:05 am

1. Welcome and Review of Agenda – Evan Barnes, Chair
The Chairman called the meeting to order and went over the agenda noting there will be some shifting around some of the items to accommodate those arriving later. Subjects to be reported and discussed: Orientation of new and potential CFF members. Approval of the September minutes and Public Comment. There was a Private Forests Division update. The Additional Dwelling Allowance legislative concept. An Incentives Update and discussion of Seedling Availability and end with reporting on Sudden Oak Death and a decision on future meeting dates. 

2. Introductions/Roll Call 			
(See participant list above) 

3. Approval of the Minutes
Barnes asked for any comments or modifications to the September minutes and noted that they have quorum for the vote. Dominique added that she did get some minor edits from John Peel and incorporated those in the draft copies given to the members. Peel Moved to Approve the Minutes as presented from the September meeting. Shibley seconded that motion. All members present voted in favor of approving the minutes, the Motion carried. 
 
4. Public Comment 
(None was offered.)  

5. Private Forests Division Update -  Kyle Abraham
Abraham began by noting that Kaola Swanson, Pacific Resource Trust has been chosen to fill the Conservation representative spot on the Committee (vacated by Evan Smith), but hasn’t been formally appointed by the Board yet. But at the November meeting the Board approved Evan Barnes as the new Committee Chair, and John Peel was reinstated for a second term as Eastern Oregon Representative to the Committee. Also, Glenn Ahrens is Janean’s replacement for the OSU Extension ex-officio. He noted that there is still a vacancy on the Committee for a ‘Public At Large’ representative.              Abraham continued that there has been a restructuring of the Executive Team as Nancy Hirsch retired at the end of August. She will be transitioning into a part-time role as our Emergency Fire Cost Coordinator. So we will no longer have a Deputy State Forester, but reorganizing to appoint a Deputy Director of Operations and a Deputy Director of Administration. Travis Medema is serving as the interim Deputy Director for Operations and that recruitment closes in a few weeks or so, with the intent to have a person in that position early in 2019. So under the new structure, Bill Herber is the Deputy Director of Administration. Jonathan Herman, HR Director retired and Heidi Steiner is Acting HR Director until the position is filled. Ryan Gordon has been Acting Public Affairs Director while a recruitment is open for that position. Danny Norlander is back filling Ryan’s Family Forestland Coordinator role until Ryan returns which should be around the first of the year. [Note: A request for the ‘reverse’ (field side) of the Executive organizational chart be sent out.]  Tucker shared that while Travis Medema, EOA Director is stepping in as the interim Deputy Director of Operations he will be staying into June to provide consistency through the upcoming Legislative Session. There was a question regarding Mike Cafferata’s status as Forest Grove District Forester. Abraham explained that Cafferata is on a developmental assignment in Salem working on the Workforce Futuring Project for State Forests reviewing their organizational structure and implementing a blue print reorganization of State Forest’s field staff. While Mike is on that assignment Kelly Niles is Acting District Forester in Forest Grove. Another shift in assignments, Nick Hennemann, Public Affairs representative to Private Forests is on a two-year sabbatical and Jim Gersbach has been assigned as Public Affairs rep for the Division.   
  
Continuing with the update Kyle touched just a little bit on fire season. All ODF Districts are officially out of fire season as of October 28th. There have been a few fires on the landscape since then the majority of which have been re-kindled slash burns so he asked members to be aware that there are significant east wind events coming and landowners need to be cognizant of the fire potential still out there and that ODF has answered calls from California and Florida for the significant fire events and Hurricane Michael support. The Department was happy to fill Florida’s request as their teams came to help us out as well. Doug Grafe and Ron Graham gave a thorough fire update to the Board at the November meeting and thanks to some new work in Public Affairs that material is now available on YouTube if members are interested in the fire stats and numbers. [Send out the link.]  

The Chair commented that he felt that obviously fire seasons are getting hotter, longer, drier and more deadly and moving north. He suggested more attention be paid in communities to plan for going on the offensive by doing heavy thinning including brush management around these communities. Build fire lines and fire breaks ahead of those hazards and proactively plan some serious thinning. Not really thinning but brush management around these communities. And I think I may take out my whole east side, because I am exposed on a pretty good flank where I am. I think we will see this marching north and I don’t think there is anything that we can do. I think we have the defensive part but on the offensive begin to build fire lines and fire breaks and thin as much as possible, not just timber, but the brush. He shared that southern Oregon has a heck of a lot of exposure. He wasn’t sure what they can do as a Committee but individually maybe there are things. Barnes is the coordinator of his FireWise Community. He described the community of more than 62 dwellings, all areas of 5 to 20 acres mostly of madrone and oak, but some timber but there is no real cutting done because of the residential nature of the community which make it hard to do any real thinning because there are improvements, buildings, fences, barns and power lines. He was disappointed that only 4 residents attended the FireWise meeting. He thought the deadly consequences of these fires give us fuel to move forward. 

Another suggestion was to work through things like My Southern Oregon Woodlands’ like was done for ‘My Blue Mountain’. Douglas County just put in for the Joint Chiefs grant and he believed that the Committee could have written a letter of support as they are trying to get bigger dollars for some of this work. Woodward shared that they have more people that want to do things than they have foresters available right now. So she thought there is a lot of activity happening that provides opportunity to provide support or get more agency engagement. 

Norlander shared that there is a good paper Daniel Leavell, OSU Extension, has come out with on the Warner/Greater La Pine restoration efforts which lays out the steps that need to take place to get community involvement and cross-agency work done. A Forestry Extension publication. Ahrens confirmed that Extension has continuing outreach efforts to get more property owners on board and more neighborhood level cooperation. It’s a large effort to get people signed up and find those neighborhood leaders. [Ahrens to email that link to the Committee]. The publication documents a very successful process for getting All Hands/All Lands 30,000 acre Landscape Planning blocks and moving forward and they are looking to do that everywhere they can. 

Siemens explained that the Joint Chiefs Grant refers to the Forest Service partnering with NRCS looking at shared landscapes including private landowners and the National Forests System to address critical issues on the landscape. It’s been a competitive process nationally but more recently the Forest Service is pushing shared stewardship which is really trying to do the same things without the millions of dollars that might come with the Joint Chiefs Grant.  

Storm noted that it would be appropriate for the Committee to weigh in on these forward looking landscape scale efforts. The Protection Division of the Department has put together a lot of work on this, with the Agency Initiative Budget Request sent to the Governor. The significant ask is for the ability of the Department to expand the organizational capacity to supporting fire efforts. And this very issue is one of those things that 55 additional people and $25 million dollars would be expended towards. Because right now the Department really doesn’t have the band width to do more than it’s currently been doing. It’s not a new issue, but we need to adjust our organizations, our capacities and our priorities towards how we work together towards addressing this in a meaningful matter. [James requested an Executive Summary of Daniel Leavell’s work to post to OSWA’s February Newsletter to promote that.]  

Abraham continued that the Department recognizes that fire seasons are getting longer and more intense in Oregon. And ODF did submit that Agency Request Budget at the end of August, so the next step for will be to see what is in the Governor’s Recommended Budget coming out later this month or early in December. As was mentioned earlier, Travis will really be the one that will spearhead efforts to put that in front of the Legislature and showcase that as part of our Agency Policy Option Package for all of the Divisions within ODF. 

Abraham then reported that at the November Board Meeting there was a full 7 member Board, with the 3 new appointments. The new members are Brenda McComb, Jim Kelley, and Joe Justice. One of the topics Private Forests had in front of the Board was seeking recommendation to move forward with drafting rule language on Wildlife Food Plots. Danny has presented some of those concepts and ideas to this committee and CFF will be the Rule Advisory Committee.  Norlander continues his work with ODF&W and field staff drafting the rule language which the Department staff will bring to Committee members at the next meeting and continuing into the spring. They plan to have the draft language completed by May. He didn’t anticipate any problems as the statute was pretty prescriptive and there was guidance drafted that will help narrow down the rule. Norlander offered that the rules will be broad, relying on tech notes for specifics. 
So on other topics before the Board, Abraham shared that Mike Kroon and Don Kaczmarek from J.E. Schroder Seed Orchard gave a presentation on the work that they do there to provide seed for many industrial landowners and maintaining the Seed Bank that helps to support family forestland owners. Jennifer Weikel and Lena also provided the Board with a Marbled Murrelet Rule Analysis Update. Over the last summer they convened an Expert Review Group to the Technical Report and they were asked to provide us input specifically on if we were missing any key topics or missing science in the Tech Report. Reviewers’ recommended 33 citations be added to the draft Technical Report, just a couple of those are new. Some of them were from publications we already used but not in the Tech Report. And also some added content related to topics that had already come to the Board. I think the big takeaway as you can imagine is the reviewers also didn’t agree on some of the science and explanation of the science. There are some significant gaps that we all recognized in terms of what we know and don’t know and those would be some significant discussions before the Board after this stage is completed. Tucker shared the staff has been providing the new Board members some intensive orientation on State Forests and Private Forestry.  

Abraham announced that at the January Board Meeting Dr. Jim Rivers from OSU will present on the current research they are doing on Marbled Murrelets. Staff are also on the agenda for an update of the Siskiyou Streamside Protection Review. Abraham offered there would be an opportunity to provide testimony then or later in the spring. Analysis of the science will help them determine what the rules are doing or not doing or if there is more study needed. But we are still in the analysis and information gathering phase. Our work plan has the Board making a decision in April. So January with an update and then decision on what to do next in April. 

James asked a question regarding the amount of science available, and whether if there are gaps in the available science if it would be appropriate for the Committee to recommend the Board not to take action until an adequate amount of scientific information is available to inform their decision. Kyle affirmed that it could be within the Committee’s purview to do that. Peel emphasized that the members would like a chance to review the Summary Report on the science prior to any recommendation. Abraham explained that the Summary wouldn’t be completed in January, and they are looking for an April decision on the adequacy of the rules, so the earlier they make their recommendation or provide testimony the more effective it would be for Board consideration by April. Peel requested perhaps some interim documentation (from Marganne Allen) so members have a sense of what’s going on prior to testifying. Tucker reported that they are currently putting together staff materials for the update at the January Board meeting. Those materials will be available prior to the meeting when finished.  

6. Additional Dwelling Allowance 

Shumaker began the discussion with a summary of their intent and efforts so far. She explained the basis of the concept was that family forestland owners on the average are getting older but it’s difficult to pass along the guidance of that and previous generations when there is no opportunity to live on the land itself and aging parents need assistance managing the land to keep it going for the next generation. There is nothing in place for forestland where you would have the option of having a second dwelling within the same plot for a family member. This is an option on agricultural land if the owner needs help on the land or the management of the land. The main emphasis being on the importance of transition to the next generation. So that began work on this as a legislative concept through OSWA. She recognized that the Department wouldn’t have authority for this and would have to stay neutral. State Forester Peter Daugherty and Board Chair Tom Imeson did attend a spring CFF meeting and entered into discussion on this topic. In July CFF members presented this concept to the Board hoping for their neutrality or support. She was pleased that they showed interest in the concept and felt encouraged to move forward with it as a concept. Although it’s not something the BOF can decide, but with the support of the Board it may be considered. There are still many details needed to adequately support the issue such as how many parcels would qualify for this? Would the 2nd dwelling be on the same lot? Within 200 feet of the main residence? The family member that moves in doesn’t own the land, it remains under the original ownership. Just an additional dwelling for the next generation to be learning and loving the land so there can be successional planning.

James continued on some of the details so far. OSWA has a Legislative Concept 1111 drafted in line with their perception of what this Committee has been proposing. They did include language that the new dwelling had to be within 200’ of the existing dwelling. He shared that there are still opportunities to adjust the language as long as the primary concepts within the submitted bill don’t change. They adopted language from the Agricultural exemption that the second dwelling should be no greater than 200’away from the first. But Ag requires a certain amount of revenue annually to qualify. Forestland doesn’t necessarily provide revenue on a regular basis which makes that kind of requirement difficult. The family member would be involved in harvesting, replanting, and forest product operations but there needs to be a way of documenting the work taking place, some evidence that the relative would assist the landowner to do those things. Acreage requirements were also a question BOF members were interested in. James assumed that as the minimum 80 contiguous acres. (ORS 215.780) When this was put together any laws already in place that this concept could modify were identified by ORS and didn’t include the complete Statute language. This concept would preclude all forestland zoning less than 80 acres, so wouldn’t be applied to let’s say a 20 acre woodland. Getting back to the concept process, the OSWA lobbyist Roger Beyer has a Representative and Senator who would be willing to propose this language. But OSWA is still weighing the approach for the biggest opportunity. Perhaps two bills, one for the House and one for the Senate. Tucker explained that even though you are the Committee for Family Forestlands, you are an advisory committee to the Board and as such unless the Governor’s Office gives us an exemption, staff and volunteers have to stay neutral on legislative concepts. The Board can advocate. But not state employees. She advised them to actually write a letter to the Board including your draft concept to keep them informed going forward.  

The discussion continued regarding data available that might help provide how many parcels are out there with a single family dwelling over 80 acres that could be eligible if this legislation passed. Abraham suggested that they could come up with parcel sizes but not whether those had a dwelling on them. Also they would need to filter out industrial lands. No one data source was seen as providing all the data that they would have liked. Tax information would have residences noted but each County has their own interpretations and it would be very much a manual process to define those. 

 



Norlander observed that acreage size and landowner name and address is not the difficult part but it’s when you getting to dwelling history. We can identify there is a structure but not to whether it is an established dwelling or not and that’s what we need but it just doesn’t exist database wise. James concurred that if that data doesn’t exist they shouldn’t be chasing it.    
So then for lobbying you would have to make some assumptions what is the right number. And there could be rationale for making the argument it there’s 80+ acres (up to 5000 for a family forestland) there could be an assumption that a dwelling is present or could be permitted at some point and then could be eligible for a second dwelling. OSWA has identified this concept as LC1111. The process involves getting a legislator to introduce the concept and get it into the system. Then there is lobbying to convince other legislators it is a viable concept. 

Members then discussed proactively reaching out to potential opponents to the concept. One influential party is 1000 Friends of Oregon. James committed to contacting that organization to invite a representative to attend the next CFF meeting to gauge their potential concern or opposition to the concept hoping for at least a neutral reaction when the concept gets to legislative committees. Shumaker didn’t expect all eligible parcels to take advantage of the concept especially as the relative would not be the owner of record for the second dwelling. But she emphasized that what they need to sell is the intergenerational transfer aspect. As maintaining family forestland as working lands it is important to have a generation of personal investment and forest stewardship to pass on.   

Barnes asked the members for a quick roundtable survey of where members stand on this concept.  

· Gersbach began the roundtable that from a communications standpoint the intention of family forestland inheritance is a great concept. But there will be an entry place for critics questioning how use of that dwelling will continue after the ownership transfer. Fire issues will come up as questions pretty early in the process. So having good answers for how you would amend it to make it palatable to local fire departments might be wise as well. The Oregon State Fire Marshall being one that has to protect structures specifically so they would be a critical player in this as well as ODF.

· Storm voiced his support and thought the concept had merit. He thought there were probably 3 challenges that revolve around how to make it a compelling request. The strongest challenge is having equity with agricultural land use, who already have an ability to request a second dwelling to help with farm duties. The farm exemption uses a financial test of continuity to determine the need of the second dwelling as a valid part of the ownership. So some kind of eligibility measure would need to be developed. Possibly a forest management plan.  The third challenge to frame is fire resiliency. That the ownership would be proactive in managing for fire. 

· Ahrens still questioned how it would affect real estate transactions and thought more research of what happens on Ag lands could address these questions. When the property is sold what happens to the second dwelling?
 
· Shibley acknowledged support for it but also the hurtles of the concept actually making it into committee. He suggested that if the data is difficult to access perhaps volunteers from local OSWA chapters could actually contact people and arrange those answers as a scientific sampling to inform the question of how many landowners would be likely to take advantage of this concept.  
 
· The Chair questioned what checks there could be scrutinizing who occupies the second dwelling on an annual basis? What if it is not a family member? He assumed that the enforcement would be county by county. And so counties have a lot of clout in the conversation and may interpret it differently. 

· Dominique cautioned that she didn’t think that the second dwelling should be limited in use to a family member as landowners age it could be a forest manager where the need should be tied to operational needs with the aging landowners. That would eliminate confusions and county capacity needs to monitor residents.   

· Whittington concurred that in granting forest tax deferrals, every county is unique to its own political landscape. So his concern was one of consistency across the state in implementing this exemption if it came to pass.  

· Abraham was officially neutral to this concept but did think it a reasonable concept to consider. He wondered a bit about where this puts the DLCD in terms of regulation and how the DLCD would provide direction to the counties and how the concept would fit in with the current land use tests and whether it would supersede that process. And shared he thought that there ought to be a discussion about how this interacts with the Template test. 

· Barnes saw the potential Template test conflict even though there is an original home site if a second dwelling is permitted, that may change the results of a Template test for neighboring properties. But Shumaker noted that the Template test looks at dwellings built prior to 1996 on surrounding lands. So would only be looking at the established residence dating back to 1996 records.   
 
· Tucker commended the members for working this concept over the past year as it would be meaningful to short and long term landowner goals. She intends to take the concept up at a meeting with DLCD and keep them in the loop. As well as making sure that the Exec Team including Chad Davis and John Tokarczyk are kept informed as well. 

· Abraham shared that there is another accessory dwelling allowance being looked at for ‘tiny homes’ by the real estate group. They are referred to as ADUs. He noted that would have some connection to this CFF concept. But staff noted that effort is currently in urban settings.  

· Peel supported the idea but also shared concerns for its success if only specified for relatives. As an example, suppose that the land is left in trust or there is a Conservation Easement, so perhaps the forest will not be harvested or only have limited commercial potential. If in a trust, suppose the landowner wanted to hire someone to come in and learn the ropes. So in essence you are hiring a caretaker and this is the caretakers dwelling. Having it restricted to relatives is, for certain classes of landowner and certain successional models, the relative question is just not going to work. James countered that the focus on it being a relative is for succession planning and making that connection he felt would be a sellable story.  

· Vroman agreed it should be supported. He added that some of the eligibility criteria would be providing evidence of a management plan, fire plan, a business, receipts and investments that can be verified. The County could look at that to establish intent. Something similar where there is a consulting forester that works with the management plan, files a fire plan at the rural departments so they are aware of equipment on site and our procedures, something that can be audited. There are processes for medical hardship exemptions but they do require those to be of a temporary nature. But he knew of a lot of secondary dwellings that are now rentals and the same with farm buildings with 2nd floor apartments that are outside code.

· Shibley noted that on his property for looking into the long term they formed an LLC so that way we could pass on the ownership without changing the size of any parcel. To me that’s our family’s first step for intergenerational transfer of ownership. Norlander commented that within an analysis that if zoned as an LLC it pushes that ownership into the industrial category, so it would be onerous and pretty much impossible to sort out the LLC that are family forestlands versus the LLCs that are industrial. Shibley clarified his point that being an LLC could be evidence of long term goals for intergenerational transfer.  

· Woodward also identified that she needed to remain neutral. But stated that OFRI supports keeping forests as forestland and we know that engaged landowners are good stewards of the land. So active management within generational transfer has always been an important topic for keeping forests managed and good stewardship. As something that is done on agricultural resource lands, we need to tell a good story about why they need it. She suggested having information for County Commissioners or just thinking about the fact sheet or story behind it with some good information so people know where this is coming from would be really useful. They have the Woodland Owners Survey and some of that information could be used. 
James appreciated the feedback and thought those were all good concepts that they can continue to work on. So, as to process, OSWA has a governmental advisory committee and we run all this through them and then they advise the OSWA Board on how to proceed.

Norlander wanted to note the possible conflict if landowner goals are providing ecosystem services not commercial harvesting.  That’s just another category, if you want to restrict it to people who are going to be harvesting that may throw a bunch out. And then depending upon where the carbon conversation goes that may through another wrench into it. 
Tucker agreed that on smaller forestlands they might do a little bit of harvesting but not enough to provide regular income but wildlife habitat, restoration planning and water protection are valid goals. And she thought that in itself has value as part of the story. By default there will always be some actual management like brush control, fire prevention and suppression activities.  

Siemens lauded the members for initiating an interesting policy problem and was impressed with the progress that the committee has made. He shared from his viewpoint that any tools that help keep forests as forests and particularly working forests as working forests as something the Forest Service is supportive of.  

Gersbach suggested that the legislature that might be skeptical about whether it’s just a back door to development. But the main point is that this is going to preserve forestland if we get family members to come on in a second home. Along that line possibly surveying the OSWA members about their interest in this proposal. Having some evidence like that would be useful. It’s great to have one antidote but I think if you could say, I have a dozen families that have already said they would take advantage of this law if it was to pass would be helpful to your cause. James agreed that their Government Advisory Board thought we should query the members because it is a hot button issue in their organization, a topic that comes up regularly. 

Ahrens suggested delving into what we have already put together for Ties to the Land and why we needed that program and if its existence serves as proof of the need to preserve working forests. 

Gersbach continued that it would be good to tap into the voices of the next generation. Another generation of foresters that would like to be on the land of their parents/grandparents own. Costs of landownership are frequently too high for younger families. The rural communities don’t have that vibrancy than they did when there were more working families on the land. They would be able to send their kids to the rural schools and bringing back that vibrancy and raise another generation with ties to the land.  

James offered to ask Jen Rains at OSWA to provide at least a breakdown of forestland owners by parcel size. But it would be a sample not necessarily statewide, only the counties that are covered mostly west side. 

Norlander suggested one other group would be interested to discuss this is the County Assessors because they are the ones that would be dealing with it. Getting their support for that might help. The biggest beef is that forestland doesn’t have enough tax base and they would like to get a way to get more money from forestlands deferral and there would be more value to tax plus any accompanying fees. Also, potentially the Fire Marshall or fire department for structural protection.

BREAK

7. Seedlings Availability – 
Storm began the discussion acknowledging the work done on the four page Seed and Seedling Availability paper as a good starting point. He thought to start off he wanted to emphasize that reforestation is really a foundational component of sustainable forest management over the long term. And the success of reforestation is the foundation for all the successes that happen for the next 40 to 80 years of a forest. But he doesn’t see the same priority as for other FPA rules like water quality, harvesting, wildlife, fish etc.…He considered that for the future as we move on we need to maybe re-double our efforts towards reforestation success in terms of the quality of sustainable forestry in Oregon. The reason he stressing this is because for small woodlands it’s the most difficult part of owning and managing the land. Admittedly by definition the small family forestland owner doesn’t harvest frequently enough to understand or know how to be successful. They rely on the system or somebody else or they take it for granted that it will just happen. He asked the members to pay particular attention towards elevating the seed and seedling availability and reforestation activities. He predicted that through the upcoming Compliance Audit focusing only on re-planting we might find out that the small landowner community doesn’t do as good a job as they would like to do in reforestation in terms of success, free-to-grow sustainable forestry. He finds it unfortunate that systemically family forestland owners struggling just to find seedlings to plant, the very product necessary for reforestation success. There are lots of reasons for that which the issue paper notes as a problem. And hopes the Committee will continue with it on future agendas till some solutions are found.  

Abraham was curious as to the priority this topic has as determined by the Committee and if there are any key issues that the Committee has for for staff assistance in terms of engagement? Shumaker emphasized that it is a big issue for this planting season because there has been a huge amount of harvest going on in her area. The Washington County Small Woodlands chapter has a seedling program and they were sold out in June and usually don’t send out the message until August so they have just been turning people away.

Norlander had discussed this with the State Forest Program’s seedling person. The spec lots minimum is approx. 50,000 at a time, but the industrial companies will send multiple people and they will basically camp out the night before they go on sale and they just cycle through and they buy 50,000 every time they can walk someone through. He shared that it used to be that you could go and they would produce a few more rows just to have extras to sell, or some went bad. The last couple of years those have been gone within a day. 

Vroman noted that more indicative of what the situation is, there are fewer nurseries growing for public sale. Weyerhaeuser does their own nurseries and Phipps is gone. IFA has also reduced another nursery that won’t be operating. But me as an industrial guy I’m scrambling for as much bed space as I can which is really pushing out the small woodland opportunities. 

Shumaker recalled that IFA’s Mike Taylor was working on an online order system where he could combine the small orders into 20,000 minimums. http://www.mysaplings.com/. (Mike left IFA and moved away but the site still is up and looks to be functional.) It also links to Forest Seedling Network page (FSN).  		

Barnes shared that when he completed his harvest there he didn’t get any paperwork or any printed information about requiring reforestation, the time frames or planning concerns. He suggested a bigger effort to inform small landowners of the waiting time and importance of planning seedling purchases early. DFPA said there were 3100 harvest notifications in Douglas County and there usually are half of that. We don’t have enough space growing trees. 

Storm thought the paper was a great starting point for identifying gaps and problems. He considers this a very real and significant problem statewide. He looks at it as a FPA compliance situation core to the Private Forest’s Division business. There just aren’t sufficient tools for those woodland communities to have reforestation success right now. Abraham shared that he has to weigh the actual impacts as he is not hearing from the Stewardship Foresters that they are having reforestation compliance issues. But that’s something we can certainly talk to our folks about and see if that is how we are handling that from the field perspective. Storm added that for all intents and purposes compliance from planting to free-to-grow is six to seven years. And he can see where capacity-wise some field staff may not make a determination of compliance until the 6th year. By then the problem has been building, we just haven’t seen evidence of it yet. 

Vroman went on speculating that less engaged landowners don’t necessarily have the same tools or perspective as those that harvest regularly so they get way behind the curve when the reduction in nursery capacity makes it difficult to get trees. People call regularly for seedlings and he used to have an ability to provide small woodland seedlings on a regular and routine basis but that is just drying up. The trees aren’t there. Whittington agreed that the speculative market essentially has gone away. The supply if there is any extra capacity is long gone which is creating a supply pinch. The nursery industry works in a volatile market and planting more spec lots is taking a big risk. 
 
Ahrens offered that because of this perfect storm of nursery closures, and the recession, the seedling supply is going down and with drought there is more mortality and need to replant. The thing we are missing is we don’t really know how big it is. How many landowners are uninformed or not quite up to speed? That is only going to get worse with all the changes in ownership, new people buying land and assuming the trees will take care of themselves. And the fact that the woodland harvest doubles or goes up, and is so volatile and the amount of harvesting done in the last couple of years with the good markets while we know that nursery capacity has gone down and so I think there are millions of seedlings missing from the pipeline that should be going in the ground to meet the needs. So he reiterated that he sees the need for better outreach and reporting. To know how to remedy the situation. It’s not only the seedling issue it’s the overall landowner understanding as we get smaller parcels, new landowners, more fragmented forests, less people are calling ODF or Extension, fewer people are calling to understand what it takes to succeed in reforestation. He predicted that we are looking at a big deficit in the millions of seedlings that aren’t going in the ground and ought to be. Or if they are going into the ground they are not surviving because they are not getting managed well enough.  

Abraham reported that the Monitoring team are getting ready to begin a contract for the new Compliance Audit which will be narrowly focused on the whether the two year replanting was done or not and some component piece of daily application records. But not the free-to-grow at this point. 

Ahrens noted everyone seemed to be in consensus that there is a significant issue and he advocates surveying the nurseries to find out the volume they been putting out and compare that to an estimate of how many acres need to be planted and get a ballpark estimate of the gap we are looking at. We need to emphasize the need for this effort and seek some funding to pursue it. 

Woodward suggested that there needs to be assurance that the landowners are committed and have the money to front the nursery costs. She thought that the Department may look at their own District’s efforts coordinating seedling orders in Eastern Oregon. Could the Small Woodland Associations help do that as they do in Washington County? She offered that the key is getting someone in each county that landowners start knowing that they can call and get on the ordering list. I think the numbers are important but also having a system to coordinate smaller lots is really a key part that this Committee could talk about. Nurseries are not going to do it without money up front.  

Ahrens provided an example that in Clackamas County Small Woodlands Association we grow 40,000 to 50,000 seedlings/year that are just eaten up by a handful of woodland owners. There are 250 woodland owners in our OSWA chapter and there’s 8,000 woodland owners on the ground. So, we don’t know what the real demand is. We definitely need that ability to advertise to this much bigger population. 

Dominique suggested that part of the solution was finding a way of minimizing the risk for nurseries to add bed space. Some kind of funding. Members suggested looking into what NRCS might have. FSA with EFRP and various rural development grants, and low interest loans with a willing nursery partner.  

Ahrens followed that the economics of it the reason they went out of business is the reason that they are not going to start up again until they know they have a customer for the next 2 million trees. And that’s where I’m not sure how we are connecting the dots. Where’s the mismatch because the nursery business is so risky, there are reasons why they stopped growing on spec. Connecting with the landowners that need the seedlings with the nurseries that are going to grow them as well as coordinating small lot orders. He liked the work that Mark Taylor was doing so perhaps we keep working with that model so we could start to know what that new demand is that needs to be met.  

Siemens offered that the USFS has resources and Diane Hossey is their Nursery Specialist across the west. Also to look at the dynamics of this situation in other states which she might be able to provide. Others suggested the ODF Guide to Reforestation in NW Oregon; OFRI’s Guide to Establishing and Managing Forests in Western Oregon and the KnowYourForest website as outreach resources.  

Abraham’s reason for putting this issue on the agenda was to find out from the collective group where this topic sits in terms of priority. So it’s pretty clear that this is a big issue. The Board does obviously have some ability to decide where we spend our money. He agreed that this is a core business function but do have other business funded by grants and so that could be a viable solution. And bringing back together the Seed and Seedlings Working Group. And include nursery people. 

 

LUNCH

Barnes called for another roundtable of introductions for those who arrived before lunch. Kaola Swanson, Pacific Forest Trust introduced herself and shared that she works for a land trust that also does some policy work on forest conservation. They work with private forestland owners to keep private land in private hands and to put easements that guide the management of the property for different outcomes, whatever the folks are interested in. Usually looking at wildlife and water and climate benefits from forest management activities. She was attending to meet the members as she was chosen to replace Evan Smith as the environmental representative to the Committee, but her formal appointment by the Board of Forestry will be a consent agenda item at the January meeting. Those present identified themselves and their Committee roles as members or ex-officios on the committee.

8. Incentives Update – Thomas Whittington
Whittington former Incentives Coordinator promoted into the Water Quality Specialist position. The Program will hire a new Incentives Coordinator who will have Thomas’ help through the transition. He reported a bit on the developmental role he took in the NRCS State Office. With the Department’s cooperative agreement they asked for some additional capacity temporarily to fill in as their State Forester until they were able to recruit for the position. One of his tasks was streamlining the process for landowners to receive cost-share funding for forest management activities under the Federal policy that “require a forest management plan”.  Also making guidance or new policy to allow for a streamlined plan and what the requirements would be. There was a new policy that took in effect on October 1 allowing the NRCS to accept a smaller plan for a landowner to allow them to do these forest management activities under the EQIP program, which is the Environmental Quality Incentives Program. EQIP is also the main funding mechanism that ODF works under in the agreement to provide technical assistance to forestland owners. Another project was working with Sarah Navarro and the SOD Team to get some more funds available for folks down in Curry County with NRCS being able to fund treatment activities. The big part was drafting a CIS, which is a Conservation Implementation Strategy. So they are working right now using the early version of that draft. So all our Stewardship Foresters across the State are able to go out and do the technical part, the layout, the planning and certification on the practices that NRCS is funding. So that really is a great agreement. He hoped that they will find a successful applicant for the job so we can continue that conversation between NRCS and ODF on continuing that partnership moving forward. He reported some significant figures. In 2017 Federal fiscal year from October 1 to Sept. 30th of 2017 we did 5,564 acres of new plans. But in 2018, we had a fairly large increase, and had 18,600 acres for new plans. That’s the stewardship aspect helping landowners get the 75% cost-share that we are funding with the money from the Forest Service to help get those plans done. Another number was that we had 741 requests for foresters this year for one-on-one onsite technical assistance.  

Norlander reported that the cost-share funding for Bark Beetle treatments has declined to $35,000 dollars in assistance this year. So that has been split up between Southwest and Central Oregon. We also are working on a project with AFF who is providing funds through NRCS for us to write management plans in line with NRCS programs and targeting areas that have established histories of need. He reported that AFF has come out with a thing called ‘Woods Camp’ an online tool for landowners get a report on their property based upon spatial layers. Those go into a database to be called or contacted by either someone from AFF, a peer mentor or stewardship forester depending on where they are in the landscape. If they are within a NRCS CIS (Conservation Implementation Strategy) they might get a call from a stewardship forester saying, this is in your area, would you be interested in participating? That’s being rolled out with MyBlueMountains work which is northeast and soon to be in the Forest Grove area with the eventual plan to go statewide. There is some concern that it will overwhelm our capacity but that is to be seen. CISs are areas where there are specific needs identified such as for salmon health, wildfire risk and a new one for Sudden Oak Death. Whittington shared that in his role at NRCS the state office had to review those CISs and quite a few were forest-related. So those are an area that has been identified with certain resource concerns where they can identify what practices are, like a watershed or a large area. [Norlander will send a link to Susan to send the members that show the CIS mapped locations.] There was a question whether the CISs link at all with the OWEB Focused Investment Partnership Areas (FIP). Whittington thought that they could but didn’t necessarily have to coincide. So the more partners the better it works for them in the review. To promote forestry projects landowners and foresters have to attend the local working group meetings, if there are enough forestry concerns voiced it will help our efforts and requests rise to the top. NRCS usually schedules those meetings late in December through January and February. At those meetings are an opportunity for landowners and partners come to those to talk about resource concerns. Whittington said those meeting dates are posted on their website https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/or/people/partners/?cid=nrcseprd1426414
  
9. Sudden Oak Death – Sarah Navarro
Navarro introduced herself, the Statewide Forest Pathologist for the Oregon Dept. of Forestry. But presently most of her efforts is spent on Sudden Oak Death (SOD). She then provided some history of its introduction in 2001 in Curry County. And since then ODF has been working collaboratively with the USFS, BLM, OSU, ODA and most recently the Assoc. of Oregon Counties with the formation of a Sudden Oak Death Task Force. SOD is the disease and caused by Phytophthora ramorum a genus of plant pathogens. In Greek Phytophthora means plant destroyer. Another important forest disease that we have in Oregon, Port Orford Cedar Root Disease is caused by a Phytophthora which is actually the sister species to Phytophthora ramorum. It’s a non-native invasive pathogen and we don’t know its origin. We suspect Southeast Asia and there have been some recent collections in Vietnam that suggest that. In Oregon forests, tanoak is the key host species for SOD and is killed by Phytophthora ramorum. It sporulates on tanoak and that is how it’s spread throughout the landscape. So the organism infects the tree canopies, it forms its tiny spores in the tree canopy. Those tiny spores get moved around through wind and rain events and get dispersed up to five miles in one dispersal event. Spores dripping along the bowl of the tree causes stem girdling cankers that eventually kills tanoak. It will also cause local intensification on other plant species native to our Oregon forests. Phytophthora ramorum has a host list of over 100 known plant species. Many of our native shrubs and conifers are on that list. So, evergreen, huckleberry, rhododendron, coast redwood, grand fir, Douglas fir are all on the host list for Phytophthora ramorum. Also Oregon myrtle. Since then we have had two other introductions. We know this from molecular work done by Oregon State University. Another introduction was near Cape Sebastian. 12 miles from any know infestation. A third introduction of a new European lineage to the Oregon forests occurred in 2015. And all of these introductions have most likely come from infected nursery stock in the area.

So in Oregon we only have SOD in Curry County and only a portion of it is quarantined. In California there have 15 counties quarantined from SOD there ranging from Humboldt to Trinity County down to Monterey County. The first introductions to California were in the Santa Cruz region and Marin County in the mid-90s. The Oregon infestation did come from introductions in California but we don’t know how it got there. The same organism has caused destruction internationally. She then explained the 3 methods that they use for detection: Aerial survey, ground and stream surveys. If detected we ask landowners permission to go in and test the trees. So there are 5 parts of the ODF SOD Program:
1. Survey and Detection for SOD 
2. Delimitation of infected sites
3. Treatment of those infected sites
4. Regulation and Education
5. Monitoring and Research  
Ground surveys are costly but the most effective. It takes a two person crew one day to do 40 acres. So aerial survey we can do 500,000 acres over the course of the 4 helicopter flights so that is way more cost effective.  So in Oregon the goal of our Program is to slow the spread of the disease. We are past the point of trying to eradicate the disease on the landscape. The amount of the disease versus the funding that we have, and even though we are surpassing the funding we had in 2010 we had to adopt a generally infested area where treatment is no longer required. So at this point we are trying to slow the spread of the disease and contain it to a certain portion of Curry County. She then went into more specifics on how they treat new infestations at the leading edge of the disease. Treatment is removal of all host species within a specified buffer of 300’ which equates to about 6 acres on the ground. To do that we treat new infestations at the leading edge of the disease and our treatment exists of host removal within specified buffers. As it’s very expensive, costing $3000 to $5000/acre depending on the amount of tanoak is there. At this point, ODF has paid for the treatments on private land. The Forest Service and BLM treat on their lands the same. And although we pay for the treatment there is no compensation given to landowners for the loss. Since the beginning of the program we have treated 6300 acres. 25% of those acres have been on BLM. Smaller portion on USFS the rest has been on private ownerships. As I mentioned we have an area just north of Brookings that we see as a “generally infested area” where the disease outstripped our funding.   

So in Oregon unlike California we have had a robust treatment program and so the USDA AHPHIS allows us to have a partial county quarantine for SOD. This partial quarantine limits the movement of tanoak out of the quarantine from known infested areas. It requires treatment on private lands and if you do want to harvest tanoak within your stand it requires that you get a special permit from Oregon Department of Agriculture to do that, who can certify that it is disease-free and we are not spreading the disease. 
The newly formed Sudden Oak Death Taskforce was established in 2016 through a block grant given to the Association of Oregon Counties and it is co-convened by U.S. Senator Merkley and State Representative David Brock-Smith. Both have joined forces to work on both the State funding and the Federal funding side to get more money for SOD and get the information out there to everyone. We have seen an increase in both state and federal funding since the beginning of the task force. Navarro is part of a Core Science Team which includes the pathologist from the USFS, and pathologist from OSU. Also included in this taskforce is an All Lands sub-committee, who wrote an MOU to be signed by all members of the task force which is over 30 organizations. This this year she successfully applied for Farm Bill funding and awarded a grant to start a Citizens Science Project where we can teach people to do stream baiting on their own properties. And they’ve been working with the University of Kentucky on a mobile app for people to identify a resistant looking tree for us to go and test to develop resistant stock for tanoak. Tanoak is not an economically important tree species but it is an ecologically important species and trying to breed resistance into that species is real important to tribes as well as a lot of the local landowners. ODF is currently funding an economic impact analysis. Then consideration for resources that can be provided to landowners within generally infested areas so they can adapt to living with the disease? 

She reported on the new strain of SOD detected in Curry County, a European strain. This has been an alarming turn of events since they’ve seen what the European strain does in the United Kingdom. Japanese Larch which is grown plantation style in the UK is highly susceptible to Phytophthora ramorum and they have felled 30,000 acres. No compensation is given to landowners and landowners must pay for those treatments. They’ve also seen that Douglas-fir, Western Hemlock and Western Red Cedar and Port Orford Cedar grown in close proximity to those Japanese Larch plantations all are susceptible to the EU1. So this is alarming to us in Oregon as Doug-fir is one of our prized trees. So since the detection of EU1 strain in 2015 we have been aggressive in treating all the European infestations that we have in Curry County. All strains were most likely introduced from a close nursery about ½ mile south of the first infestation.  
All our Oregon nurseries have been regulated for Phytophthora ramorum since 2003 when it was first introduced. She went on to describe the regulatory checks nurseries undergo. You now see those nurseries getting away from growing host plants like rhododendrons and viburnum. She emphasized that it’s really important to buy clean nursery stock. 

Next year we hope to rewrite the CIS to include some portion of the funding be available to landowners within the generally infested area. There is a funding opportunity for the Forest Protection Association down there to apply for funds to mitigate some of the hazard trees. ODF applied for a Western Competitive Grant last year for a hazard tree reduction in the generally infested areas but were not awarded. Ahrens asked given that tanoak and maybe Myrtle are the primary sporulation hosts, and we don’t have tanoak elsewhere in Oregon what are the chances of it becoming a problem outside of the tanoak zone? What is the outlook for the rest of the state, how could it escape? Navarro responded that it thrives in that coastal environment, the fog belt and she didn’t see it moving into the Willamette Valley or moving into Doug-fir plantations unless there is tanoak present and they have not seen active sporulation on conifer tree species. But we need to slow the spread to mitigate it spreading east where Eastern Oaks aren’t resistant, and are plentiful. 

Storm brought up the question of future economic impact. The county to the north has the International Port of Coos Bay and there is a concern by folks that exporting products in and out of the Port of Coos Bay is under threat of having those products being quarantined regardless of what those products are. Navarro replied that is something we are looking at under the analysis. And there are bans on products from the quarantined area. She noted Japan, Korea and China have export bans unless products are kiln dried. Those are fears shared with a lot of the other taskforce members. Woodward strongly suggested the Committee keep do what they can to support SOD program funding a priority.

10. Next Meetings; Agenda Topics

Abraham opened the floor to get some consensus on next meeting dates and topics for the next agenda. 

Barnes emphasized keeping on the seedling topic but possibly convening a smaller work group, but the summary paper could be re-worked and given to the Board. The other issue is the pending LC1111 on Secondary Forest Dwelling Exemption and what the Committee needs to do on that for the legislative session. James appreciated the conversation and thought the feedback really helpful. He will move this on to their Governmental Advisory Committee to get the bill introduced. He suggested that the time for this Committee to be engaged will be in outreach, if ODF has to remain neutral he thought ideally the BOF might take a supportive or at least neutral position and the Committee may be able to advise on that. He views the next step is to reach out to 1000 Friends of Oregon to answer any concerns that they may have to better prepare where there are conflicts.  

Dates for the next few meetings were decided. January 22nd, February 12th and March 19th. 

Barnes asked Rex Storm to lead off convening the Seedling Task Force. James suggested including Bob McNitt, FSN who is fully engaged in this topic. Ryan Gordon was really coordinating that and we can contact him to find out who was part of that group so we can at least get back to those people in case they are still interested in participating. Woodward added it would be good to find someone to represent the nurseries as well perhaps from the Oregon Association of Nurseries who would be familiar with tree seedlings. Perhaps looking to split up the Seedling effort into an educational component with OFRI and OSU outreach and then the nursery question of getting enough seedlings planted and an ordering system. Vroman thought he could speak to Steve Akers at IFA who works with landowners and specific nursery stock. 

· James to reach out to 1000 Friends (Hopefully we could convince them to come.) 
· Additional Dwelling Allowance again on the agenda. 
· Seed and Seedling discussion
· Updates on the Murrelet and Siskiyou
· Legislative update?
· Food Plots
· Update on the Carbon group tasks
· Update on Woods Camp
· Climate change legislation

Barnes adjourned the meeting at 2:30pm. 
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