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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 February 6, 2017 in the Tillamook Room, Building C, ODF Headquarters, 2600 State St., Salem, OR
	CFF Committee members present:
	Guests: 

	Ed Weber, Chair, Professor of Public Policy at OSU, (Voting)
Kyle Abraham, ODF, Deputy Chief Private Forests Division
Evan Barnes, Vice Chair, Landowner, SW Rep. (Voting)
Scott Gray, Industry Rep (Voting)
Evan Smith, Conservation Rep. (Voting)
Gilbert Shibley, Master Woodland Mgr., Landowner-At-Large (Voting)
Julie Woodward, OFRI Ex-Officio (phone) 
Meg Mitchell, USFS Ex-Officio
Rex Storm, AOL Ex-Officio
Jim James, Ex-Officio OSWA

	Gary Springer, Starker Forests
Brian Kittler, Pinchot Institute

	Members not in attendance:
	ODF Staff:

	Scott Hayes, OTFS, Ex-Officio
Bonnie Shumaker, Landowner, NW Rep. (Voting)
John Peel, Landowner, Eastern OR Rep (Voting)
Janean Creighton, OSU College of Forestry Extension Ex-Officio

	Lena Tucker, Private Forests Division Chief
Ryan Gordon, Family Forestlands Coordinator
Thomas Whittington, Incentives Field Coordinator
Susan Dominique, Committee Administrative Support
Marganne Allen, Forest Health and Monitoring Manager
Daniel Olson, Monitoring Specialist
Mike Kroon, Private Forests Legislative Coordinator/J.E. Schroeder Seed Orchard Manage



Call to Order 9:00 am

1. Welcome and Review of Agenda Chair Ed Weber, called the meeting to order and reviewed the agenda. Topics included; a Private Forests Division update; introduction to an Eastern Oregon/Siskiyou Region Streamside Protections Review; update on Forest Seedlings; discussion on the potential of shared meetings with the State Stewardship Coordinating Committee; Brian Kittler, Pinchot Institute presentation on Carbon RCPP; a preview of Legislative session; and a work plan review.       

2. Introductions (see attendance recorded above)
 
3. Approval of the November Minutes 
Weber asked members to please review December 2016 drafted minutes for approval. Scott Gray motioned to approve the December minutes as presented. Evan Smith seconded the motion. The Minutes from the December Committee for Family Forestlands meeting were approved unanimously. 

4. Public Comment 
Springer offered that he was ‘speechless’.
 
5. Private Forests Division Update – Kyle Abraham/ Lena Tucker

Abraham referred member to the Private Forests current Organization Chart. He wanted to highlight personnel changes to the Division. 
· Brad Knotts, Field Support Coordinator retirement. 
· Keith Baldwin who has taken an assignment with Nancy Hirsch for Government to Government relations to strengthen our relationships with the tribes. 
· Two developmental opportunities for field staff: Steve Wetmore, filling in behind Keith Baldwin and Dave Kjosness filling in capacity and working on FERNS.  
· Starting in March we will have Jay Walters, Stewardship Forester out of Roseburg, come in and fill a developmental after Dave to gain some experience. 
· The Water Quality Specialist Position within Field Support Unit, is now vacant with Kyle’s promotion to Deputy Chief. 
· A new information management specialist, Michael Lathrop who is working on the SSBT coordination. 
· Ryan Gordon, who is in a new role as the Interim Budget and Planning Manager while also doing his existing work as Family Forestland Coordinator. We are anticipating that to be at least a couple more months while we do a LEAN business review on that Budget Manager position. So we are looking at interactions between Private Forests and Partnership and Planning Unit on any work we can do across programs in that position. 
· Paul Ries is retiring by summer. 
· Kristen Ramstad is going to be the Acting Urban and Community Forest Manager. 

Abraham wanted members to be aware of all the work we’ve been doing to try to get people up to speed and managing a complex program in just a few months and asked for a little bit of patience as we fill out the new roles within the Division.  

Gordon clarified what is happening with the Budget Manager position. That the Partnership and Planning Program is pretty intricately involved in the management of our federal grants and a lot of our external funds. So the Division is looking at what efficiency could be gained by handing some of that work off to Partnership and Planning. This LEAN process is also to identify any duplication of effort. Gordon assured members that he liked his role as Family Forestland Coordinator and had no plans to work as Budget Manager past the interim need. 

Tucker then took the floor to address the Governor’s Recommended Budget and where the Agency stands in it. She referenced a one-pager on the 2017-19 Governor’s Budget which highlights of some of the Policy Option Packages (POPs) as well as reductions that we have received under the Governor’s Budget. She reported that on the Fire side obviously there is a continuation of funding for fire severity. Also some capacity additions, with an Aviation Coordinator. The POP for Rangeland Protection Association support went through, not as fully as we had presented it, it’s been reduced a little bit which provides funding for a coordinator as well as a grant for Associations to procure equipment, training, etc. The Federal Forests Restoration Program is also moving forward under a POP we are doing a lot of work with what we are calling the Partnership and Planning Program led by Chad Davis which is a merger of the old Resources Planning shop which was under Kevin Birch and Partnership Development which is management of all the Federal Grants. They are now merged into one program with Chad as Director. The Federal Forest Restoration Program is also under Chad’s shop as well as all legislative coordination. We are helping to determine what the efficiencies may be between our two programs because we operate with Federal funding a lot within Private Forests. Two Capital Improvement Projects are recommended for funding: State Forester’s Office Building restoration and the West Oregon District, Toledo facility replacement. The Toledo project is a co-locate with ODOT. 

The other part of the budget is some significant reductions to the General Fund (GF). So across our Agency we had to put together an 8% GF reduction and the only places in the agency that receive GF are the Fire program, the Private  Forest Program and Agency Administration through the prorate. In terms of prioritization, Private Forests takes the first 5% reduction then Agency Admin takes a 2.5% reduction, and Fire takes a .8. So for Fire’s portion of the reduction they will be reducing 30 seasonal firefighter positions. They are targeting about 30 seasonal firefighting positions around the state to make up for their portion of the General Fund reduction. Agency Administration basically are the services that support all the other programs, things like Payroll, Purchasing, Procurement, Facilities, and IT. So they will be reducing their Service and Supply Budget which in part reduces their funding for Private Forests and Fire as well. Private Forests does not have a plethora of Service and Supply money to cut before we to get into positions so we have to do this strategically. 

One thing, the Governor has told us that she realizes that reductions are tough, but her priorities are education, health care and jobs; specifically in underserved rural communities. With that in mind Tucker thought we could all make arguments about all the work that Private Forests does serving the rural communities. The Governor says the cuts are unacceptable and we obviously agreed with her, however this budget is what we are working towards until the conversation changes during the legislative session. The Co-Chairs of Ways and Means did release a budget framework and it looks a little different than the Governor’s Budget and she reported an effort to do about six town hall meetings around the state to talk to the public about their budget framework to inform and solicit ideas from local communities to help Ways and Means Chairs build up their budget framework. That public process should be over by the end of March. So we might see another version of a budget from the legislature. 

With the PF reductions anticipated we will be looking at reducing Stewardship Foresters, targeting nine positions around the State, 4 in Southern Oregon, 3 in NW Oregon and 2 in Eastern Oregon. And at this point, we are keeping vacant any Stewardship positions that are currently unfilled just in case this comes to fruition. So currently there are 5 of those 9 vacant. So that makes it a little easier in terms of mitigating impacts to people if we get into a layoff process. As workload capacity for the rest of this fiscal year is pretty high, the District Foresters are using developmental assignments or temporaries to fill the gap with those vacancies. Same here in Salem, with staff positions. If we have vacant positions we are mandated to keep them open for 60 days as per the Governor’s direction but we are also looking at longer term strategy in terms of holding our vacant positions going toward the budget reduction process. Program work taking reductions would be the Biomass program with one position, the Sudden Oak Death (SOD) Treatment Program down in Curry County with two SOD Foresters. But those General Funds also leverage a lot of Federal Funds, so if we reduce the GF we will have to see how it plays out on the Federal side. Our Invasive Species Program is also supported by General Fund, however there are quite a few robust Federal Grants and Project work on that side so we are thinking that program can continue with Federal funding. Our Monitoring program is all General Fund/Harvest Tax supported so currently we have two vacancies in there now and we are going to eliminate those positions and reduce down our Monitoring program. We will remove one of our Field Support Coordinator positions the Family Forestlands Incentives Coordinator, Thomas Whittington’s position. So we’re are reducing the General Fund out of that and hoping that we can find some Federal dollars to backfill that gap. We do make payments to the Watershed Research Coop for the Trask Watershed Study, and that is a pure General Fund payment, so we will be eliminating that. We’ll be reducing our Compliance Audit to one audit every two years, rather than annually. And then every time we take away a position we reduce the associated amount of S&S. And so that makes up our 5% target. So, pretty deep cuts for 5% to the Program. 

The landowner community, the environmental community are both very concerned about the loss of Stewardship Foresters which are our boots-on-the-ground technical support. If anyone needs information, factual information to help you in your outreach please let us know. We are also doing outreach to elected officials on what our Program really does and what these cuts will mean. And as all of our positions support the Fire militia concept so any reductions in the PF Division affect Fire as well. As mentioned, the Co-Chairs Budget, currently does not mention Stewardship Forester reductions in it. The only thing it mentions for the Private Forests Division is the SOD Program and the Oregon Plan for Salmon and Watersheds. And I am hoping that it’s just a reduction in Service & Supply and not funding for positions but at this point we don’t know. Tucker went on to explain that this reduction is being asked of all Natural Resource agencies. We are gearing up to do our Ways and Means presentation likely mid-April. In the past, we’ve had Chairs from the Committee for Family Forestlands provide testimony for the Agency so I will keep you posted as those plans come together. If you so choose to, we would appreciate your support. 

Action Item: Send out the Ways and Means Public Comment Budget Outreach meeting schedule. 

James committed OSWA to testify at those public comment events.  

Tucker offered that she does have quite a bit of high level information on these budget items we ran through for reduction, a high level narrative over the role of the Stewardship Foresters or the role of the Invasive Species Program. High level talking points that she was happy to provide created for our Ways and Means narrative about the work that is done by each of these functions.

The Board will get a more specific update on the budget reductions at their March meeting. 

Shibley noted that as Stewardship Foresters busy season is also fire season and those two efforts happening simultaneously will make capacity losses even worse.   

Tucker agreed a lot of our Stewardship Foresters are key members to our Fire Teams or supporting initial attack at the Districts and so we are talking often about what this impact will mean to the agency’s ability to staff fire teams and just overall capacity. She reported that the State Forests Program is also looking hard at their financial viability. They will also be keeping probably 20 or so positions that they have vacant, will be kept vacant to incur cost savings to kind of help them as they look at their overall bottom line. State Forests doesn’t have enough funding as it is for their staff and they also contribute to the Fire militia. 

Smith appreciated the anguished position the Department has with every budget cycle. And the Department’s intention of being direct and proactive with folks so they can plan if there is a chance that their position is going to be eliminated. 

Tucker shared that if there are reductions the program will look for any funded ‘landing’ spots that might meet the employee’s skill sets. The work that they would do obviously would change but we could help keep them employed. 
	
Mitchell shared that the Feds go through these kind of cyclical cuts as well, things go up and down in government programs all the time. She mentioned this because so many of the programs depend on both Federal as well as State. On the Federal side you currently have a hiring freeze. But there may be ways of creating partnerships for the next couple of years or a year or whatever, how ever long this thing lasts that we can help each other out. As we have critical programs that we can only fill temporarily, and yet if there are cuts to the State, not just ODF, but also other State Agencies. We work with about 13 Natural Resource agencies that have something to do with what we have to deal with so there are some creative possibilities there. She thought that those could really be seen as developmental and a cool opportunity to see how we each do business. 

Gordon wanted to add an update on our working relationships with NRCS as a tie in with Meg’s statement. Our Statewide Agreement with NRCS is to provide technical assistance to private landowners primarily in support of their EQIP programs. We are currently working on a new agreement with them that would significantly expand the funding available for that work. Which is potentially a positive moving into to this uncertain budget outlook as it may be an opportunity to try to backfill some of the capacity that may be lost in the field. The caveat of course being that, in order for us to do that work the work first has to be there. It’s kind of a demand driven model. And it’s a model that is cranking along really well on the eastside of the state and in In the last couple of months we have leveraged some extra money left in this biennium to bring on a couple of developmental positions. One of them on the NW Oregon Area and one in the Southern Oregon area to help jump start some of the working relationship between ODF and NRCS as well as helping to bring more landowners into those EQIP cost-share programs.
  
6. Eastern Oregon/Siskiyou Region Streamside Protections Review – Marganne Allen/Daniel Olson
	
Allen wanted to begin with a quick review for folks about what the staff were asked to do by the Board in November; where we are in the Adaptive Management Cycle; what we have completed to date on the project;  next steps and emphasizing how the Committee can participate. 

In November the Board asked us to review areas outside the current rulemaking focusing on the Siskiyou and Eastern Oregon georegions. This came out as part of the discussion on the Monitoring Strategy. The Board approved our Strategy but gave us direction at that time about implementing the Strategy by starting on this project. Specific content in their direction was to work with stakeholders and to propose one or more monitoring questions to address in this project. We are to come up with a list of potential questions and a proposed method and timeline to answer said questions and provide that information to the Board in July of this year. So we are currently in the Planning Stage where we are selecting the question. The rest of the project will be refining the question; doing an assessment of the state of information and then what we would propose in response to that question or questions.

So to collect a wide range of information we have sent out a survey. (Which was sent to the Committee members and other stakeholders). We are trying to get a broad range of perspectives, landowners large and small, tribes, conservation and watershed councils, you name it. We’ve been to academia, trying to get a broad representation across the state. Along with that Marganne shared that at the same time we are trying to frontload some of the contextual information so the Board enters into this with an understanding of who owns what streams out there; what kind of activities are they generally proposing to do; what kind of voluntary measures? What we will do in response to the information we collect is basically doing what we are calling an ‘information inventory’. How much information do we have to potentially sink our teeth into? In response to that, then we can start proposing how we can inform the  answer. 

At this point in the project we are creating the ‘interview’ packets; outlining the GIS analysis; conducting some Board interviews; creating GIS layers and are really heavy into stakeholder meetings. We’ve crafted and posted a survey through Survey Monkey. We’ve done a selected outreach to 100 organizations and individuals and then that’s been forwarded, we can tell by looking at the results already that it is getting sent out amongst different groups. It’s been a diverse outreach that we have been trying to get to and in addition to that we have followed up with different organizations to do meetings, webinars or conference calls, asking them or if they have contacted us if they want to hear more. Like yourselves, the Regional Forest Practices Committees are another group that we are targeting as well as tribes, as examples. 

At this point, we are looking at Eastern Oregon and the Siskiyou regions separately but have been struggling with the region borders. Our georegions are based off the EPA Ecoregions so we are revisiting those and trying to work on what would be logical boundaries.   

In addition to that Terry Frueh has been working on a draft of the information analysis templates. How to search for and characterize the information we want to quantify. We are going to show statewide how different patterns are falling out. So I think that will be compelling for the Board to look at. Again, we are just in the Planning phase, and haven’t lifted a scientific finger as it were. We are heading into, finalizing the collection of input but soon will be moving to summarize that information and develop questions around that. Heading into February to April completing our GIS analyses and getting actual calculations with that information analysis. Then getting into proposed methods from February through April. What are we going to do in response to said questions and the body of information that is available? Getting into drafting Board materials in the spring and the July Board meeting being the target for our next presentation. So what happens after July? The Board could make a decision about directing us to select one or more questions to conduct a review; with any of those possible outcomes being attached to that. Or a mixture of all of the above, depending on the question. Or, maybe there will be no decision, which will mean they need more time. Or more information to make a decision. We’ve already been talking internally, we are going to be throwing a lot of information out to them in July. It’s on our radar that perhaps they will need more time simply to digest everything and have a good deliberative process. But we still haven’t established a final decision as to whether or not it will be an Action Item or Informational Item at that meeting. 

Again, here are two things that I am concerned about: One, that I continue to receive some input that the Board or we, are looking for a problem that doesn’t exist or are inferring that there is a problem when we don’t know that there is. We don’t know if a problem exists. We go out with a question, gather information and say what we saw, and then determine if there is a problem and do our best to put that in an appropriate context. The conclusion may be that everything is fine. That would be a clear declaration that we did a review and we are very happy with how things are going. Maybe there is something that is not clear in the rules calling for better implementation, which would be a response as well. It could be that more information is needed. Or it could call for change and that could be anything from regulatory to voluntary. It could be an expansion of rules is needed, or a reduction of rules. How does the Committee want to be represented in July? What message do you want to send directly to the Board? We do want your input on potential questions by the end of February. Again, after July we are just at the beginning of the process. There will be plenty of time for additional engagement after that time.  

Member comments: 
· Smith offered a suggestion on the question question is that the Department doesn’t constrain itself to only one factor but look at fish habitat quality, overall population information. He thought staff are going to have to look more broadly than at just temperature as it’s not necessarily consistent across basins. 

· James concurred and expressed OSWA’s position on this topic, that we need to follow the science and find out what we know about riparian health. And if there is a problem identified, then we need to fix it. But we need to be open-minded, and I think using fish as a surrogate for stream health is where all the science is now. 

· Weber expressed his frustration with taking the survey because of the interconnections in the environment and if you isolate one thing, what you get is an answer that works very well for that narrow slice of a much larger interconnected problem. He suspected the problem you’re going to have is finding enough science that actually attacks the real problem holistically. To reduce it to something simple and tangible, we are probably not going to get it right. He commented that he was well aware as an academic that studies, rules, regulations, and bureaucracies tend to go that direction because that tends to give us more certainty. But I also think it also gives us false certainty.  

· Shibley agreed that as a biologist, that’s the way I see the world too. He agreed that the bureaucracy tends to narrow down results to specific parameters to provide some assurance of valid results.   

Allen replied that a narrow parameter approach has its strengths and weaknesses. One of the strengths is that it sets a very clear hypothesis and boundaries around the data and the question we are working with. We can come to a clean conclusion. The other side she argued, would be moving away from a test of effectiveness. If you change the question to ‘Are the rules working for fish?’ that is not an effectiveness question. That’s an assumptive question. That’s saying you are challenging the core assumptions. Because right now the core assumptions is we have rules, and if you implement the rules as they are written they will create good stream temperature, good habitat for fish and wildlife, good water quality. Those are the assumptions right now. To change the assumption would be a different kind of question. She had concerns about keeping the scope wide open and didn’t want to see a committee or a group go through a lot of years of work to have no closure. We need to produce a strong affirmation that it’s great, or a strong affirmation we need to change, or strong affirmation we need to do education and outreach, whatever but we need to close the loop.  

Storm suggested considering the science that the Oregon forest community is invested in very deeply in and that’s the Watershed Research Cooperative and that research, those three Paired Watershed Studies were the very thing you are talking about being maybe problematic. What do the conclusions tell us about our rules? I would think that would be a valid question because that science is not totally completed yet, but it’s pending. If we are going to measure how RMAs are dynamic, how nature really performs and how we are affecting nature, we need to look at things differently than RipStream did. Natural ecosystems have scale and across a watershed, 5000 acre area, a sub-watershed, so we have more of a landscape scale rather than a specific treatment unit. He also wanted staff to consider that the breadth of temporal changes in the ecosystems form over time and evolves to moderate the effect. Last, is the very dynamic nature of the ecosystem, that if you affect one piece then there are ten other things that adjust accordingly to that one piece of change. 

Allen continued that it was important to know that the Board didn’t want to extrapolate into the other georegions. That’s why these were left out. Using the RipStream or Paired Watershed data would say westside information is acceptable to bring into Siskiyou and Eastern Oregon. Those concerns are perfectly valid and that’s what the Board has to decide about how it’s going to proceed.

Gray commented that to him it’s really important to determine the effects of temperature, the effects of the buffer size and creating Large Woody Debris. He was in agreement that we should see all around what the FPA rules do to protect the riparian functions and to judge that against what happens to fish populations.  

Weber saw that if we really don’t have very much science in these two regions, there will be a large uncertainty factor and trying to go big and build that model might actually be the opportunity to go out potentially improve the way to think about these things. Try to get a new improved interconnected holistic version, assuming that its possible given the dynamism, given the complexity if that is possible. Whatever the model we have to be careful, it’s not going to capture all the complexity, no matter which direction we would go. But if you don’t have the science let’s go out and use this as an opportunity to try to build a new and improved mousetrap. 

Allen asked how the Committee wanted to engage. 

James suggested maybe a sub-committee of this group might want to collect some ideas and provide them to her by February 28th. OSWA has already started some process to provide input and would be happy to share it with anyone on this committee to provide something to Marganne. His personal opinion was that this committee has a role to play, certainly that would be one of those roles. Basically, what we talked about today, summarizing that in some kind of a recommendation that could be shipped around to the rest of the committee and voted on, I think it would be a valuable thing for this committee to do. 

Action Item: Weber suggested that Scott, and Evan should together with him to put some ideas together?  Even a half page to a page of good solid statement. James added that for those that are interested, at lunch they will pick a date for a conference call we can use OSWA’s conference call line, we can do it this week

Allen asked if members could be clear in the geographic scope of their response, are we talking Eastern Oregon or Siskiyou?   

Smith suggested that there is probably more data and study in the Siskiyou Region. And we can argue more urgency and public pressure. So, I would be inclined to make a recommendation to split it and decouple it from Eastern Oregon. And try and tackle the Siskiyou first…Weber believed he would use the same reasoning and flip it to Eastern Oregon. 

	BREAK

7. Forest Seedling Update – Ryan Gordon

[bookmark: _GoBack]Gordon began with a caveat that as he has doubled his workload his progress has been slow on this issue. He wanted to have some discussion about the role that the Committee would like to play on  moving forward. He did convene a larger group of folks to dive into this issue from this committee and others. He noted his charge has been to  come up with a formal problem statement, action steps, tasks and priorities to distribute to all electronically for review. 

When that work group got together they identified ongoing outreach and education necessary for the set of landowners that are regularly harvesting and need to be connected with seedlings. That would be one area of focus, the other part of that discussion is focusing on Seedling availability for emergency response and wildfire. Those are being considered as two separate problem statements. But for both of those one thing that was seen as needed was a statewide analysis of the resources available in different regions as the need around the state varies. He emphasized that there is a need to take stock of the resources that are already in existence and think about what models are working where and replicate some of those models in other parts of the state. The challenge is that takes time, resources and funding. He reported that the Department has submitted a grant proposal for the last two years to the Western States Competitive Grant through Forest Service, State and Private. Unfortunately we haven’t been able to get it funded. So have considered where we need to go, but we don’t have the funding and resources to get there right now. 

So, what can we focus on? The easy stuff is we have an communication opportunity through the E-Notification System. Currently, when folks file a Notification they are going to get an automated letter that explains the reforestation requirement and helps to connect them with some resources that are available to locate seedlings. In addition we are trying to get an information on our public website to include a number of those resources. But on the statewide assessment piece, I’m not sure what resources are available to tackle that. A statewide analysis is a relatively involved chunk of time and although limited, but it is something that someone would need to focus on for a period of time. 


James pointed out that you want to have seedlings available if there is a catastrophe but you don’t know when you are going to need them until you need them. But costs for speculative planting is so excessive that’s not an answer, so maybe instead of a solution we perhaps create a process for dealing with it. Whittington offered that the Department could do that by extending timelines and there are processes in place now to do that. Currently, James is referring landowners to the Forest Seedling Network. FSN is a for-profit program to match buyers and sellers. Gordon responded that they have that link up on the public page and also planning on including a link to the mysaplings.com page set up by Mike Taylor of IFA to bunch small orders into minimums to meet small landowner need. 


Gordon mentioned he was talking with Don Kaczmarek last week and Don mentioned that he has sold more seed than he ever has out of the Seed Bank this year. And there are at least one maybe two industry nurseries that have been sold and are coming into private ownership and operation. Gordon shared that one of the questions was finding a way to support the speculative market by providing more information on potential demand trends, possibly making use of the E-Notification data on harvests. With the upcoming subscriber functionality to FERNS online, nurseries could potentially subscribe and get information about notifications of course with the caveat that notifications are not proof of harvest. Whittington agreed that it might be able to track trends, and that would be useful.  James thought a better way would be to look at market conditions for logs.  
 
Another part of the sub-group’s discussion was about bringing more folks in from the private sector to join the discussion. Someone to represent consulting foresters, maybe someone who could represent nurseries as a whole to try to talk around those tools and strategies that might be there to help them better predict the market and find out the information that they might need and how we could connect them with it. We also talked about creating some more training opportunities, with a Train-the-Trainer as well, collectively recognizing that it has been awhile since we had done any training of Stewardship Foresters, or Extension Foresters or even Consulting Foresters to bring them up to speed about what resources are available right now. What role would the Committee like to play as this kind of moves forward? He suggested possibly bringing some of the folks from the work group to the CFF meetings to bounce some ideas around, to construct something moving forward. Seed collection is another topic for some areas like the Blue Mountains and around Klamath Lake seed zones. 

Storm thought that the best solution to inoculate the system to be able to handle emergency demands is to have strong data, week to week, year to year assisting a strong base program. Whether the Committee should be involved? It would make sense for the Committee to have an ongoing relationship with this issue. He emphasized how important this issue was as in being able to grow and harvest trees is to have an effective ability to reforest. 

Gordon again said that landowner planning is a key piece so it is vital to this effort that people understand how important forest management planning is.  

Woodward inquired whether the data could be gathered by the Department on how many people are not meeting the FPA Reforestation laws because of a lack of seedling availability. Ryan noted that there are certainly a number of folks that are getting extensions because they waited too long to procure their seedlings. And again, that comes back to the planning and education and that’s where we can work with OFRI and OSU Extension and with OSWA to maybe give this issue a little bit more attention than it’s been getting. We need to figure out what would be more effective than the mechanisms we are using right now. We can certainly try to get some data, and agreed with that good suggestion. 

James referred back to the idea of sending out an automated letter when a notification is first entered regarding the reforestation requirements and planning rather than when keyed to the conclusion of the harvest. Abraham agreed to consider that on the list of potential solutions.  

Storm’s view was that if he received a fancy brochure that talked about the timeliness of reforestation and brush competition and why it’s important to sustain Oregon’s forests, to me that would catch his attention. Reforestation is a core part of our business that we should be paramount in communicating. He noted that there are between 10,000 and 20,000 notifications per year. Not all of those are harvests, some are road construction or herbicide applications but there are a lot of people to reach. James asked if we do program a electronic notification response letter it would be valuable to family woodland owners to remind them that there are Industrial Fire regulations. Storm, a member of the Industrial Precautions workgoup indicated that they were already working on improving communications to all landowners. 


8. Potential Shared Meetings – Kyle Abraham/Ryan Gordon

Gordon explained his opening up a discussion on sharing a meeting platform between CFF and the State Stewardship Coordinating Committee. The SSCC also meets regularly here. As background he described that the SSCC was set up in the 90’s through the Forest Service State and Private related to our Stewardship Program to provide some oversight, and guidance and insight on how those programs were managed and where the resources were distributed. As the Farm Bill changed and progressed a lot of that funding has gone away and now most of the funding that we have is coming through NRCS in particular through their EQIP and other conservation-related cost-share that they offer. So at this point the Stewardship Coordinating Committee is focused primarily on the Forest Legacy Program and a little bit on the Community Forest programs. Both of those are funded by the Forest Service State and Private. The Forest Legacy Program in particular provides funding for easements and acquisitions keeping forestlands working lands. 

This committee is made up of representatives of a lot of different State and Federal Agencies as well as some NGOs. It’s actually a really broad and pretty deep group. The SSCC is also a sub-committee of OTAC. The Oregon Technical Advisory Committee. OTAC is a committee that is jointly convened by NRCS (Natural Resources Conservation Service) and the FSA (Farm Services Agency). That group that meets quarterly and provides as a sounding board for NRCS and FSA for their landowner programs. So that background was to give members an idea of the SSCC who they are and what they do. Collectively, Private Forests managers have been talking and see a lot of potential synergy between the SSCC and CFF. The two committees focus on a lot of the same issues and thought that collectively you all have a lot of good information and wisdom to bring to bear on some of these problems. This committee in particular, helps represent more of the landowner perspective, that committee has a pretty good command of the various programs that are available to help serve landowners. The seedling topic is a really good place to start, if we could have a joint work session with them there would be some real value to that. Some of the obstacles that we may encounter is that you are a standing sub-committee of the Board of Forestry and you have some voting members and your charge is to report back to the BOF. The SSCC being comprised primarily of agency representatives who are not in that role but have responsibility in terms of reviewing and providing recommendations for applications we receive to our Forest Legacy Program, etc. So, the point of all this is to say members of both committees would benefit from getting together on some issues. If you would be interested and willing to accept that concept, we can arrange a joint meeting.    

James acknowledged that he was on the SSCC as well as is Scott Hayes. There are other names that the family woodland owners would recognize. Jon Weck, Gary Jensen, Clint Bentz are also on that committee. He admitted that the committee is struggling to have enough things to do. But there is enough important things so the committee needs to continue to function. James was one of the advocates for some kind of a joint meeting. He thought there is some real sharing that could be of value to both groups.  

Gordon suggested as a format for the first meeting it would be a Committee for Family Forestland meeting which any SSCC members would be invited to join and we could conduct some shared business through the day. In a similar discussion with the SSCC one of the things they are interested in, is our Federal Forest Restoration Program and we have some really cool stuff going on in the Klamath Lake District right now with a lot of different opportunities coming together. He thought another agenda item would be a roundtable where everybody could talk a little bit about who they are and what they do and what they think they bring to the table. They said they were interested in the Ag Heritage program, you guys just had a presentation on that. In terms of a first meeting, we get everybody together and structure the agenda in a way that maybe the first hour or so is a meet and greet, get to know each other, maybe dive into some regular business of your own so they can get a sense of who you are and then take time in the afternoon to talk about seedlings and the Federal Forest Restoration Program and some of the good work that is going on in KLD. 

Members voiced agreement in this concept and Weber concluded that the idea was a go for a joint spring meeting. 

Gordon shared the agency roster of members: the Forest Service, NRCS, USFS, FSA, ODFW, Nature Conservancy, OSU Extension, Trust for Public Lands, Coalition of Oregon Land Trusts, Consulting foresters, landowners, USFW Service, Oregon Community Trees, OSWA/Tree Farm, OWEB, OFIC, ACF and SWCD.  A big group. Gordon emphasized the potential gains from cross-conversations is you’ve got all those agencies seated in the room and they know the resources that they have access to and the folks they are regularly working with and some really great ideas can come out of that

Gordon then provided a quick update on the Ritter Collaborative. He had just finished the agreement with the Ritter Collaborative, they are a 501c3 now. The Department just allocated the final amount of money left in that grant to them. They are going to use the last of the grant to ferry their own management through the rest of this year. 

Emily Jane Davis, OSU is working on a Private Lands Collaborative Peer Learning Workshop in LaGrande on May 2nd. It should be a good event bringing folks together from three private lands collaboratives in the NEO Area to swap stories, share and learn from each other. 

James wanted to note for newer members that the Ritter Cooperative is a huge success story. And this group should be proud of this Committee’s part.  

Weber commited personally to being there if possible for the workshop. He thought it important to find out if there are some things the Committee might do to facilitate more of these efforts in the future. 

Gordon suggested having a meeting out there in conjunction with that workshop. 

LUNCH

9. Carbon RCPP – Brian Kittler, Pinchot Institute 

Gordon introduced Brian Kittler of the Pinchot Institute. He described the Pinchot Institute as a entity finding creative solutions to some different conservation issues. Kittler is their Western Region Director and works in their office in Portland. Gordon asked him to come and discuss the potential for small landowners in the carbon market. At the last meeting, we started looking at ecosystem services with Nicole Maness from the Willamette Partnership so this was a continuation of ecosystem incentives.  

Kittler began his own description of the Institute’s mission. The Institute has been around since 1963 and was established to carry on the conservation legacy of Gifford Pinchot. Pinchot is really known for establishing our system of public lands, but we also started the State and Private Forests Division and a lot of what we do as an organization is to carry on that conservation legacy. Quoting Aldo Leopold he said, “you can build conservation, buy it or you can ban activities leading to a loss of conservation.” So, their work is on working with landowners to build stewardship towards conservation. Oregon’s family forestlands hold a lot of carbon. At the moment however, carbon markets are pretty much inaccessible for some. So, the Institute staff started down a path to figure out ways to connect family forestland owners with carbon markets. That started with a lot of interviews around management practices, management objectives, and intergenerational transfer of lands, as carbon is inherently a long term proposition. We needed to include multi-generational situations to determine how to structure a long term carbon program. Oregon family forestlands continue to bank a lot of carbon. Data from Forest Inventory and Analysis from the USDA between 2001 and 2015, it shows gross loss and gross gain of forest carbon. Basically, we increased about 4 million tons over that timeframe. That’s just happening, not driven by anything other than the objectives of landowners. So, is there a potential opportunity for landowners to access those carbon markets? 

Family forestland owners are influenced by a number of things. Financial pressures, taxes, and medical expenses were significant for some families. And at that point when those financial pressures hit, or when a transition of ownership from generation to generation is happening, that’s when carbon can be lost on a family forest. Another example is there are a lot of family forestlands on the edges of the urban boundaries. As populations grow, our communities expand to those areas closest to them. We want to find other incentives to conserve family forestland.  

Kittler explained that there is a market created by compliance with regulatory measures to reduce emissions and carbon offsets can do that. Or the market created by branding corporate social responsibility. They want to look good to the public so they purchase carbon offsets. Essentially, for a landowner it’s a long term commitment to conserve those carbon stocks and facilitate the growth of those stocks over time in exchange for that financial gain. It’s not going to work for everybody but for some it’s a really good fit. And so a lot of our work is identifying those folks that it may be a match for and trying to work out those interactions. The market rules are complex, people may go so far as assessing their potential, and doing a carbon inventory and then realize that they can’t make that long term commitment. The market really wasn’t developed with small landowners in mind. If you look at most of the transactions to date they are 10,000 acres and larger. So, we are trying to find ways of scaling down to the smaller acreages. His theory is that cost-share programs through the Farm Bill or Stewardship program and upcoming technology could change the dynamic. 

The price of carbon transacted varies pretty widely. But typically it’s about 4 to 6 dollars per ton. One example is the American Carbon Registry which is a program that we were initially looking at pretty heavily. They offer two 20 year carbon periods back to back. So the landowner signs up and is receiving carbon payments over a 20 year cycle for the carbon they are storing. You think about carbon, a carbon credit, is basically the comparison of a baseline forest management scenario against a future forest management scenario and the difference between the two becomes a difference in the carbon credit. The price of carbon is right around $9.60 per ton right now. It’s been around $10 per ton the last few years too. If a landowner agrees, signs a contract and enters into a carbon program through California, its 25 years worth of carbon storage, but then there is an additional 100 years of monitoring after that, just to make sure that those carbon stocks are actually still on site. The other difference between the compliance market and the voluntary market is that it’s basically the comparison is with the regional baseline, so it’s the average stocking of forest carbon across all private forestlands in a region. So if you have above that stocking you would have potential money to gain, because you are technically a ‘better actor’ from the carbon perspective. This is how the market thinks about it. And the market is growing. There are different groups certifying the carbon standard. BCS is one voluntary program. EcoTrust sold some carbon out on the coast using that standard. ACR (American Carbon Registry) is another. We’ve looked at both, then ARB (Air Resources Board) in California which is the protocol that is in the Compliance Market. 

So, there’s a term “additionality” that’s used. And ‘improved forest management’ is another term. The ways you get to additionality is through improved forest management. And again that’s looking at baseline carbon stocking and that comparison with any additional carbon that is being stored through the management activities of a given owner. The change in management as compared to that baseline scenario that’s where the landowner is getting there carbon credits. Management activities that promote carbon storage could be: extended rotations, less intensive harvesting and thinning, shelter wood, group selection things like that. 

So, why we look at family forestland? Because, a lot of folks are already doing those things and as long as the long term nature of the proposition jives with what their interests are there is potential money on the table. 

The Institute’s work has looked at a couple of different phases. Going through the feasibility work with an interview process. And transitioning to a pilot with a group of landowners in Columbia and Washington Counties that we are just wrapping up. We’ve got 8 landowners with whom we’ve done inventories with. Full carbon inventories and modeling. We have about 3 of the landowners that have moved ahead with signing a contract, one is going to be dropping out. And then the others are kind of still deciding. So that’s the first phase, in that we looked at the American Carbon Registry and trying to aggregate landowners and the inventory of the lands to treat multiple owners as essentially one and moving that forward as a project. There are some potential challenges in making that sort of model work and with the price of carbon in the voluntary market doesn’t really pencil out. When the projects aren’t large enough, there are some challenges. Efficiencies and the use of templates and technologies would lower the costs, also using cost-share money from NRCS for instance, through EQIP to pay for a lot of those up front expenses going out. Doing a carbon inventory is very expensive, it’s essentially a natural resources assessment. But if you get natural resource information to landowners you can have a more informed conversation, to see if there is actually potential there, supply and demand will start to come together. That’s at least the theory. We are also trying to link those in with forest management planning. If a standard plan template for the State of Oregon, has a section related to Ecosystem Services, our effort is to try to inform that section. We work with foresters, we work with the landowners to actually have something to say about ‘my carbon stocks are such and such and this is what they will be in the future”.   

In terms of the longer term management implications of signing a carbon contract, one of the big things that landowners always ask is, ‘Am I going to be able to manage? Am I going to be able to deal with sanitation issues, blow down, that kind of thing? So, the answer to that is yes, as long as your carbon stocks are continuing to increase and you are not dipping below your baseline. So, we are coming up with a case study example illustrating the type of volume that landowners can be harvesting under a carbon contract in the out years. That kind of template management plan using the NRCS EQIP funds for doing the actual inventories. 

Gordon interjected a question about providing an overview of the Regional Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP).  

Kittler explained that RCPP is basically a way for NRCS to partner with States, Conservation Districts, non-profits to leverage resources and expertise to get more conservation on the ground through their programs. Gordon added that it is a competitive grant program that was created in the last version of the Farm Bill which allows, NRCS authority under the Farm Bill to put cost-share on the ground. EQIP is one example of that, the Environmental Quality Incentives Program. There is a Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP), and others and these are all cost-share programs that are aimed at helping to move the dial on a particular resource issue. So RCPP has three different levels, the State Level, the Regional Level and a National Level that you can apply to and compete within. And typically, in order to get one of these you are bringing together a broad partnership to address a high priority resource issue that NRCS has kind of identified in their process. In this case the Pinchot Institute is making use of EQIP funding to be able to fund these initial assessments and getting a stewardship plan together. RCPP or a Joint Chiefs Projects bring additional dollars into the State above and beyond that initial pool. So, this particular project that Brian is talking about is one of those projects funded under that program. 

In this case, in addition to the Pinchot Institute, NRCS, NW Natural Resource Group ,ODF, OSU Extension and EcoTrust are providing some support with direct technical consultations with landowners. We are available in those 4 counties to talk to anyone and provide as much information as they are interested in receiving. Our goal in addition to providing the management plan resources it’s to find those landowners interested in carbon to help get them a management plan and inventory.  Pinchot is using those initial assessments as screening tool to say, ‘this is a landowner who’s probably good to invest the inventory dollars in’ so we will know both if there is potential for additionality and actual potential for them moving forward and doing something.   

So to do these initial credit assessments, it’s pretty easy with the tools we have developed. You just have to have a rough breakout of the stands, stand age on average, dominant species, whether it is a plantation monoculture or a mixed species forest stand and then site class and then have some general idea on whether or not the forest has been thinned or will be thinned in the future. We then enter this information into a calculator tool that we have developed, have a conversation with the landowners about future management scenarios, modify that tool and get a rough estimate of how many carbon credits they could potentially be generating. Because inventorying carbon is expensive, we are working with a group in California that has developed an interesting sampling methodology and data collection system using photographic imagery. Photogramy is the technical term for deriving measurement from pictures. So it’s a smart phone with a laser range finder and a whole process of what you are actually measuring out in the forest. One example is the device takes you to a plot center, you swing around and take photos of every single tree over 5” record species and record diameter. Then it picks out one tree in that plot and you do some additional measurements using the device taking photos all the way up the bole. And all that information is geo-referenced, every single picture has a string of geographic information having all the measurement data everything and that gets downloaded onto a computer some additional analysis that goes on basically recreates that forest, back at the lab and a at the end of that you have carbon inventory with all the data that you need. The nice thing about this too is because these plots are almost a continuous inventory plot, you are going to go back to that in five years and measure again. That’s all tagged in the device and it takes you right back to that plot and you measure those same trees. There is a paper trail to all of this. It is very systematized process and because all of this gets verified by a third party it’s very important that we have all that information recorded. There is no cost to the landowners participating in our program for this, but there may be a rental fee for the device. If you sign up with Forest Carbon Works, the developer we are working with, there is an additional cost to actually getting a project developed through them. A lot of the landowners we are working with can take the measurements. So that’s going to bring down the cost.  

Barnes asked about how the contract is handled when the property changes hands.  

Kittler answered that it becomes a lien on the property. So if landowners decide to sell there is still a carbon credit cash to that property. Inherently its a long term thing. There is really no firm risk of commitment for the landowners until the project gets listed even under contract. I wouldn’t recommend that any landowners to move towards a contract unless they are 100% committed. So we’ve been very transparent and very open with all the requirements and everything involved with the folks we work with. We think that is extremely important. 

When landownership changes and you have a company that is paying for these credits and they go out of business what happens to that contract? 

Smith shared that it depends on the strength of the contract. If you’re a landowner and trusting a carbon project developer to manage the program for you, one of the questions that landowners should ask is, ‘how do I know that you are going to be around? Because the obligations will stay with the land, whether or not someone will be there to manage all of the paperwork, Smith thought that landowners should be prepared to figure this out on their own or find new consultants to handle it in ten years or whatever. 

Kittler clarified that their role is not of a developer, they want to get a model going where you can use this technology and use cost-share programs to overcome some of those transaction costs to actually scale the market down. But it is important to work with a credible developer but most aren’t interested in working with that demographic. The contract a developer would essentially do all the service work, the modeling, data management and reporting, coordinating verification, third party audit, listing the credits and the work with buyers. That’s kind of where the Institute would step away, as a non-profit, we don’t have an interest in developing the transaction but want to make the market come together. 

Kittler talked about the potential for initial restrictions around harvesting for a certain window of time. After that there would be a detailed management plan informed by modeling on what sort of removals you can do and I still be keeping within the contract. 

Abraham asked what the difference between reporting and monitoring? Reporting for 25 years but monitoring for 100 what’s the difference between those two?

Reporting is basically paperwork around your ‘yes, my forest is still there, if I did some removals, this is what the volume was, here are the load tickets, and that kind of thing. There is annual requirements on reporting related to volume of carbon credits produced in that period between a project developer and the State of California. Monitoring, has some uncertainty going forward is what would be required. Everyone is assuming that would be a type of remote sensing to show that the forest is still there. NRCS is interested in trying to integrate the carbon assessment inventory elsewhere. 

Gordon clarified that NRCS would cost-share creation of a plan, so you could get cost-share to do a similar thing outside of this project. The difference though, this project has resources specifically dedicated around this and so the projects that are part of the RCPP rank higher. So it’s a competitive process when working with NRCS program. Put an application together and you are competing against other folks in your area who have applied. Folks who are participating in the RCPP there is already a pool of funding there, so it’s covered in their end. It’s actually, the point of the project is the carbon piece, but at the same time you are able to offer folks a free inventory and a free plan for their property. 

Kittler cautioned that the downside on the inventory is that it’s designed for carbon, so he wouldn’t put confidence in  some of the timber numbers. It’s not actually a traditional timber cruise. 

Smith added it’s a lot easier to go from a carbon cruise to a board foot report, than to go from a traditional timber cruise to a carbon level. The ability to go back in and verify plots for example. Most of the time for timber cruising it’s a temporary plot, it’s not designed to have an auditor come back in 5 years and be able to find it and re-measure.  

Kittler shared that the Institute is looking at conservation solutions that will have the biggest effect across the landscape. He didn’t know if the carbon market will be that for family forestlands. But unless some of the rules change or the price goes up dramatically for carbon, it’s going to be fairly nichey I think. 

Smith thought, participating through this program and having everything run through the filter of the institute would be very valuable for the landowner and the forest. 

 
10. Legislative Preview – Mike Kroon

Abraham introduced this topic by saying that we have a different process this year for our legislative bill coordination. In year’s past we have had individual program bill managers interact with Chad Davis is our Agency Coordinator for Legislative Activities and it became a difficult thing for one person to track all of the legislative interest that ODF gets. So, it was suggested that each Division have it’s own Division Coordinator. All of the Bill Manager’s duties stay the same, reviewing and determining if bills would have an impact to ODF or if there are any conflicts with our Statutes. But then that information would be coordinated through our Division Coordinator, who is Mike Kroon and then Mike gets to interact directly with Chad on where things are headed. Mike’s role is to bring all that information up to a higher level so we can have coordination during the legislative ‘fire season’ as we are calling it. (We work well in emergencies.) He clarified that Bill Managers are the people who are the experts, like Jennifer Weikel, and Kyle has a few, so when the Bill comes in we look at the bill and determine who should review it and provide analysis. He invited Jim James an opportunity to mention any bills that OSWA is tracking. 

James described some of OSWA concerns. There were a couple of Harvest Tax bills they are opposed to and a Trapping Bill which would effect mitigation of bear damage eliminating the potential of trapping and relocating bears. SB 6 was the Trap change requirements. It doesn’t have as big an impact on Private Forests but will have an impact on State Forests. So they are tracking it. 

Abraham emphasized that the Agency must remain neutral on all the bills except those with a direct connection to the Department’s business.

Kroon reported that there are two bills which ODF has proposed, one of them is our budget and the other is a Capital Improvements. The State Forester will be the face of ODF to the legislature and if he needs help from specialists they will testify when needed. There were 2000 bills that have gone to the legislature. Private Forests is interested and tracking almost 30 bills right now. Kroon is coordinating the analysis with the bill managers. To summarize there are 4 bills that deal with Biomass, a couple are extending the sunset on the Biomass tax credit . There are HB 2072, HB 2124, SB 168, SB 339 are all dealing with biomass. We are keeping an eye on it, to regulate our workloads as needed. The Harvest Tax HB 2467 one of those is going to impact ODF significantly.

James continued that one bill eliminates all the Harvest Tax except for Fire (2467) that takes the 40% that landowners pay for the Private Forestry Division away and also takes away dollars for OFRI, and takes away the money that goes to OSU Research. A .10 cents/1000 tax that helps wildlife research at Oregon State and eliminates all those programs. And then the $10 is supposed to go to things unrelated to forestland, and counties would get a lot of the money. And then there is another tax of $10/1000 that leaves most of those programs in place but, right now, landowners pay about $3.50/1000 or somewhere in that ballpark. So takes the extra money and divvies it up to other players.  Springer added that mostly the language is related to fire, and that is 2466 and 2467. Both of them sponsored Rep. Paul Holvey. 

HB 2282 we are just watching right now goes over defining animals under farm use. HB 2669 Modifies requirement of local community’s right to know about regulatory programs regarding toxic and harmful substances. Gordon reported that the chief sponsors of  HB 2669 are Rep. Rob Nosse, Senator Kathleen Taylor and Rep. Alissa Keny-Guyer. And the regular sponsors; Rep. Ken Helm, Rep. Karin A. Power and Rep. Tawna D. Sanchez. If that’s helpful to anybody.

James reported that there is a Right-to-Farm-and-Forest, which applies to all forest and farmland. There are efforts by counties to regulate forestry or agriculture which violate that law, so it’s called an ‘exemption law’. It protects our right to do what we do. He think that’s the bill that takes out the exception for aerial application of herbicides on forestland so that would no longer would be included in the Right to Farm and Forest. They disguise it with a bunch of health language, but that’s what it is all about. So we are adamantly opposed. It will pertain only to forestry application of herbicide, and did not include farm application. A direct attack on forestlands.

Kroon added the one you are talking about is SB 499 and SB 500, it might be SB 500, and we are watching them because of the related cause. There is also HB 2366, which refers to the Forest Resource Trust Program, we are seeing where that goes for now. There are several, at least 2 recreational immunity bills that he brought to the members attention. The two are lined up to work with one another and they speak about recreational immunity for employees and agents. It gives landowners liability immunity so you can let someone on your property to cut firewood, hike and so on. There is a third one that has come out which is SB 504, I believe which actually goes the opposite direction and is not aligned with the other two. I think it has to do with the landowner being liable for any injury that occurs to a person recreating on your property which will mean forest gates shut and locked on private land.

Gordon explained that right now in statute there are limits on liability if you invite someone on your property to do certain activities, and you have limits on your liability as long as you don’t charge more than $75 bucks for a cord of wood and $10 for a permit to recreate. These particular bills add provisions to extend those protections to agents or people that work for you or other owners of the property. That’s why the move to change the statute to include employees, agents and other owners. 

Smith shared that there is an array of support to make sure that definition is broad. Coalition of Oregon Land Trusts has been active on this because Land Trust doesn’t want their employees to be personally liable. And most sportsman’s groups don’t want to see the limitations on liability end and restrict access. 

HB 2494 is a watch for our program because if it does pass, will have implications for an additional work load for us. It speaks about allowing 5 years to satisfy stocking level requirements after salvage operations after a wildfire. And the workload there is working with a changing of the FPA. Then there’s, a few water rights bills, HB 2739 which talks about GMOs (Genetically Engineered Organisms) which has come up again. The interesting thing about this one is that the way you read the bill it is about government, state lands. But Don Kaczmarek thought it was all lands, private and public. But if someone were to come along and find a GMO plant on your property they would come up and tell you that you need to remove it. And if you don’t they come back and sue you for having this GMO plant on your property, that is the way I read this bill. I flagged it. Not that we are doing GMO here at forestry, I don’t even think it has to do with trees that are planted. 

James talked about a bill that mandates a certain harvest level between 1 and 2%. It was sponsored by someone in Coos County who was concerned that the Elliot State Forest might be bought to ensure some harvest would take place. But it would restrict that for all landowners. We think it’s a terrible idea that the government regulates how much you harvest. It’s none of their business. We will be adamantly opposed to that one. Then there is also a Diesel Bill that would require you to upgrade your diesel equipment to the new standards, which would basically put all logging equipment in the scrap yard. No one that uses that equipment today, including farmers, could afford to replace it. It would be devastating to agriculture and forestry community. Storm agreed that although tangential the use of diesel power in the growing and harvesting of trees is pretty significant. Not just in the growing and harvesting but transport of all of the above from the forests to the market. There will be a couple of bills that have to do with California emission standards and those sorts of things…it is hard to do a carve out for forestry applications because there is a lot of diesel powered equipment in forestry than is used in many other applications.

Kroon added there was the SB 633, it establishes tax credit for reforestation of commercial forestlands caused by catastrophic fire. OSWA is certainly in support of that. 

Gordon said additionally that SB 436 is a concept that has been around for a while last few sessions that speaks to the general perception that the County Tax Rolls are hurting because of the land that’s taken off the tax rolls for conservation purposes. In the past local ordinances that would require, you could pass a local ordinance that would say if you are going to take some land off of the tax rolls for a conservation purpose you have to put an equal amount of land onto the tax roll. It potentially creates a disincentive for folks to participate in tax-based incentive programs. I would think from the State Forests perspective could potentially be concerning limiting the State’s ability to expand State Forests.  

James offered that as an OSWA member we have a GAC conference call every other week, you are invited to participate, we will go over that same list. 

Abraham assured the committee that ODF does plan to bring bill updates to their meetings throughout the session. 

The co-chair gave the floor to Meg Mitchell for an announcement.

Mitchell informed the group that she would be doing a four month assignment for the Washington D.C. office and so, Brad Siemens is going to be filling in. Brad is with State and Private Forestry, some of you know him from other meetings, and he is going to be a really great asset to this committee. Gordon has had ongoing correspondence with Siemens as he is our program representative for the Stewardship Program and I work with him on pretty much all of our State and Federal grants that come through State and Private. 


11. Work plan Review – Evan Barnes

Barnes led the members through a review of the current work plan to help focus our meeting priorities. There was discussion of each item. Some items were removed or moved up or down in priority, combined or added to the plan. The current plan is shown below and followed by the Updated Plan as proposed.  


[Work Plan as created in spring of 2016 is below]									
2016-2017 Work Plan Outline
The Committee’s Work Plan for 2016-2017 prioritizes and directs CFF efforts for the coming year.
Tier 1 Issues 
1.1 	Water Quality
1.2 	Ecosystem Services
1.3 	Ritter Land Management Team Collaborative Project
1.4 	Forest Health
1.5 	Fire 
· Landowner Readiness and Capacity
· Prevention and Risk Reduction
· Prescribed Fire Liability
1.6	Forest Chemical Use
1.7 	Seed/Seedling Availability
1. 8	BOF Directed Issues
· Riparian Rules
· Bald Eagle Rules
· Wildlife Food Plots
· Monitoring Strategy
· Landowner Viability
Tier 2 Issues 
2.1 	Forest Taxes and Forest Business
2. 2	Educational needs for family forestland owners/engagement
2. 3 	E-Notification
2.4	OWEB Focused Investment Program/NRCS RCCP
2.5 	Inter-generational issues
2.6 	Wildland – Urban Interface (WUI)/All Lands Approach
· Good Neighbor Authority
· ODF Federal Forest Restoration Program
2.7 	Climate Change
Tier 3 Issues 
3.1 	Entry/Barriers to Forest Ownership
3.2 	Conservation Easements
3.3 	Land Use
Standing Topics (Ongoing current issue reporting)
4.1 	Legislative Updates
4.2 	Board of Forestry standing invitations to members
4.3 	Agency Budgets	
4.4 	Fire Season Updates
4.5 	Compliance Audit Reporting/Support

														

[Changes discussed at this meeting have been applied to this updated Work Plan.]
2016-2017 Work Plan Outline Update
The Committee’s Work Plan for 2016-2017 prioritizes and directs CFF efforts for the coming year.
Tier 1 Issues 
1.1 Water Quality
1.2 BOF Directed Issues
· Eastside Riparian Rules project
· Riparian Rulemaking (west side)
· Marbled Murrelets
· Monitoring Strategy
· Landowner Viability (to be closed after reporting done.)
1.3 Forest Health
1.4 	Fire 
· Landowner Readiness and Capacity
· Prevention and Risk Reduction
· Prescribed Fire Liability/Smoke Management
1.5 Forest Chemical Use
1.6 Seed/Seedling Availability
Tier 2 Issues 
2.1 	Forest Taxes and Forest Business/Succession
2.2	Educational needs for family forestland owners/engagement
2.3 E-Notification (schedule Subscriber module update)
2.4 	Inter-generational issues/Barriers to Forestland Ownership
2.5 	Climate Change
2.6 Ecosystem Services
2.7 Entry/Barriers to Forest Ownership/Landowner Viability
2.8 Conversion of eastside forestland
2.9 Bald Eagle Rules
2.10 Wildlife Food Plots

Reporting on Ongoing Issues 
· Legislative Updates
· Board of Forestry standing invitations to members
· Agency Budgets	
· Fire Season Updates
· Compliance Audit Reporting/Support
· Ritter Land Management Team Collaborative Project
· Incentive Opportunities/Conservation Easements
· OSU Extension Updates
· Private and Federal Interface/WUI

														

Abraham began a conversation around meeting dates. The next meeting is scheduled for March 14th.  

Gordon reminded the group of the potential for having a combined meeting with the SSCC. Also the opportunity to perhaps schedule the May meeting around the Peer Learning Workshop in LaGrande in May and not meet in April.

James agreed that the advantage of doing something over there would give members an excuse to participate in the Tuesday afternoon activities which could be relatively informative. How you collaborate to get things done and where the opportunities are to get the information they need for whatever it is they are trying to accomplish. 

Gordon suggested that CFF meet the day before the workshop possibly in Baker and spend the night, then attend the workshop in LaGrande the next day. He proposed this committee would meet in the afternoon of May 1st so people could travel in the morning and spend the night and go to the workshop the next day and then return home after the workshop.   

James suggested The Sunridge Inn has some nice places to stay, and probably could accommodate our meeting nicely. 

Action Item: Dominique will sent an email out to see who wants to go and will need reservations. 


12. Action Items; Adjourn

Barnes: I move for adjournment at 2:55.
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