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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 May 1, 2017 at the Best Western Sunridge Inn, Baker City, OR from 1:00 to 5:00pm.   DRAFT


	CFF Committee members present:
	Guests: 

	Ed Weber, Chair, Professor of Public Policy at OSU, (Voting)
Evan Smith, Conservation Fund, Environmental Rep. (Voting)
Gilbert Shibley, Master Woodland Mgr., Landowner-At-Large (Voting)
Mike Cloughesy, OFRI Former Ex-Officio, sitting in for Julie Woodward
Brad Siemens, USFS Ex-Officio 
Scott Hayes, Chair of OTFS, Ex-Officio
Bonnie Shumaker, Landowner, NW Rep. (Voting) 
Jim James, Ex-Officio OSWA


	Jason Pettigrew, ODF Stewardship Forester, Klamath Falls
Jana Peterson, ODF Baker City
Logan McCrae, ODF Stewardship Forester, LaGrande
Roje Gootee, Former Eastside CFF rep. and Landowner/Forester
Vic Chuck, Rush Creek Ranch
Jim Kennedy, RLMT 
Alan Guttridge, Rangeland/Timberland owner

         

	Members not in attendance:
	ODF Staff:

	Kyle Abraham, ODF, Deputy Chief Private Forests Division
Evan Barnes, Vice Chair, Landowner, SW Rep. (Voting)
Scott Gray, Industry Rep (Voting)
Rex Storm, AOL Ex-Officio
John Peel, Landowner, Eastern OR Rep (Voting)
Janean Creighton, OSU College of Forestry Extension Ex-Officio

	Ryan Gordon, Family Forestlands Coordinator
Susan Dominique, Committee Administrative Support



Call to Order 1:03 pm

1. Welcome and Review of Agenda 
Ed Weber, Chair of the Committee for Family Forestlands, also Professor in the School for Public Policy at Oregon State University opened the meeting. The agenda included regular housekeeping business. He requested that the discussion on the Annual Report was moved to the end. Ryan Gordon will provide the Private Forests Division update; Roje Gootee and Jim Kennedy attended from the Ritter Land Management Team (RMLT) for an update. Roje gave a quick overview of the workshop scheduled for the next day run by Emily Jane Davis on collaboration. Jana Peterson and Logan McCrae will talk about collaborative forest restoration in NE Oregon. Jana will continue talking about post-fire restoration and seedling availability in NE Oregon. Then members were scheduled to discuss a number of topics, including joint meetings with the Stewardship Coordinating Committee; meeting frequency and the Annual Report.  

2. Introductions and Orientation

Along with member roll call, during the introductions, Brad Siemens USFS State and Private Forestry and acting State liaison announced that his term as liaison is ending. He announced that Ben Hartmann will be the new State liaison for the Forest Service starting May 15th. 

Jim Kennedy, Ritter landowner and RMLT Board member was asked to provide his perspective on the Collaborative’s challenges and successes.  

Quorum was reached. 

3. Approval of the Minutes

Weber asked members to review the minutes from the March 2017 meeting and asked for any changes, and asked for a motion to approve as written. Gilbert Shibley, moved to approve the March minutes as written. Evan Smith seconds the motion. All were in favor. The March 2017 Meeting Minutes were approved. 

4. Public Comment
Comment was invited. None provided. 

5. Annual Report – Discussion moved to end of the agenda. 

6. Private Forest Division Update – Ryan Gordon
Gordon was pleased to report that there hadn’t been any Division organizational changes since the last update. He provided an update on the Legislative Session and bill priorities. 

He noted that April 18th was the deadline by which a bill had to be heard in committee or passed to one of the finance committees to be moved forward in the bill process. That timeline greatly reduced the amount of bills to be tracked by the Division. At this point there was probably only around 20 to 25 bills between the House and Senate for Forestry related issues so things have focused quite a bit. 

He asked that Jim James share OSWA’s priority bill concerns as well. There were a number of tax bills that were of potential concern and all of those at this point are dead. One noted by was a Special Tax Assessment HB 2467 would have impacted all family forestland owners and the committees took out all the natural resources, ag and forestry from the bill language but the bill still exists without us. 

James shared that there was 2466 and 2467 both were holding bills which had a $10/1000 harvest tax. 67 the money would have gone to fire funding.  Again because those go to the Ways and Means Committee those don’t die on April 18th. Anything that has to do with Ways and Means stays alive until the end of the session. Both bills, OSWA is opposed to both bills. They are a $10 tax with no real justification for why you would tax landowners for a harvest tax for those purposes. We had a hearing on 66 and I think the committee clearly understood the challenges with that bill. Our perception is they are not going anywhere, but they are not dead. 

Gordon added that in terms of things staying alive in the Revenue committees there is a bill still in place that maintains funding for our Sudden Oak Death (SOD) Program. And that one is in a Revenue committee.  

James offered to report on OSWA’s view of the ODF Budget review by the Ways and Means Committee: He stated that his perception was that the Ways and Means Committee were listening to our comments and he was optimistic that some of the reductions will be returned. ODF’s budget is still one of OSWA’s highest priorities and the other is the OSU Extension budget. Both programs are critically important to OSWA’s members and he expressed optimism that the legislators were paying attention to the testimony. 

Lena Tucker, Private Forest Division Chief asked Gordon specifically to thank the Chair for his support and testimony at the Ways and Means Hearing for our budget. And as mentioned by Jim James there were so many folks that showed up to testify they actually added an extra day of testimony. State Forester Daugherty commented at the Board of Forestry meeting last week that he really felt like the presentation went well and that folks were really receptive to the message there. He expressed that everybody recognizes the challenges that the budget does have for the Department and in particular for the Private Forests Program.  Members had questions on the impacts and consequences of cuts to the Division and Department as a whole, particularly the fire program. 

Hayes shared that from Tree Farms perspective, those Stewardship Foresters also are key to the Fire Protection Program and initial attack and the extended attack with teams. We are concerned about not being able to put a Team together which could cost millions. 

Gordon continued that a hiring freeze is in effect through the end of the fiscal year and even if it were to continue into the next fiscal year, we’d likely be able to hire some essential positions because of their fire responsibilities. He reported that May 16th is the deadline for the Revenue forecasts which will be the baseline upon which the budget is built for the next fiscal year.  

Jim James fielded most of the questions that members asked on specific bills and initiatives. 

Gordon reported that the Salmon, Steelhead and Bull Trout Riparian Area rules were approved at the last BOF meeting. Those rules will go into effect on July 1st. The next step is to begin external landowner training. We have already done some training sessions for Stewardship Foresters and so now our local district offices are going to be putting on some training for the general public foresters and landowners. According to the current talking points there is training May 9th in Clatsop County; May 18th in Columbia County; May 24th in Coos and May 25th in Curry Counties. Again those rules are only effective west of the Cascades, north of the Siskiyou region.  

Cloughesy shared that OFRI is going to be updating the FPA Illustrated Manual with the new rules and asked who would be leading that support effort as liaison to OFRI from the Division to ensure rule language as summarized in the Manual is reviewed for accuracy. Gordon had responded to Woodward that he could be put down as the point of contact for now.  
 
      Gordon also announced that the Bald Eagle Rulemaking Public Comment Process is now open until May 15th. 

He quoted that “Proposed rule changes would reflect science by rescinding the rules for Bald Eagle Roosting Sites and Foraging Perches while continuing to protect Bald Eagle Nesting Sites with modified habitat buffers around nests and protect nest sites from forest management and aircraft disturbances.” It also contained a provision to remove vacant nest sites unused over at least 5 years.  

Marbled Murrelets are also on our radar, as you are aware. The Division gave an update to the Board at the last meeting on the Marbled Murrelet review that staff is going to have about 18 to 24 months to identify resource sites and that is going to be a variable process depending on our staffing as we are moving into the new fiscal year and new budget. We are partnering with ODFW, USFWS and OSU on that.  

He referenced Brad Siemens help on reporting out on Federal funding. On the Forest Service side, it seems like in the short term looks pretty good with some extra funds due to be released with backlogged money from ‘no year’ funds which may have been appropriated earlier years but not used. Although their probably is some uncertainty around the budget, but there is a continuing resolution now through the end of September according to the news. He was optimistic that we will at least be status quo with the budget which will help us both on the Forest Service side and on the NRCS side where we are working to negotiate a new larger agreement for our statewide working relationship with them.  

7. Ritter Land Management Team Updates – Roje Gootee & Jim Kennedy

Roje Gootee, former CFF member and Ritter landowner was pleased to announce that the Ritter Land Management Team (RMLT), has become a very functional, independent entity. It is now being run by the landowners for the landowners she thought we ought to be hearing directly from landowners. She and Jim Kennedy came to share some lessons learned that she believed would be pertinent to consider if CFF were to ever go forward starting another collaborative. She wanted to begin with some of the things that CFF experienced in the early design phases of the grant and then turn it over to Kennedy to share lessons learned in terms of the nuts and bolts of running the collaborative.  
She identified some of the unique challenges in this extremely rural part of eastern Oregon. Ritter is really rural, so the challenges to landowners are somewhat universal, but a bit exaggerated because of the remote location. Challenges noted were: 

· Contractor availability had become extremely challenging because of the long distances involved in hauling that increased costs beyond any notion of profitability to do so. It became clear that those costs could at least be reduced if the landowners were collaborating together more actively and pooling projects to attract grant funding and contractors. And they began to consider the possibility of value-added operations that would transform the wood from logs into something that was a more valuable payload on the truck and to help defray those transportation costs. 

· And a second piece was the unique ecology of the area. The John Day River is one of the longest undammed free-flowing river systems in the lower 48. And was historically one of the most important of the inland salmonid fisheries which since then has been considerably impacted by all the dams along the Columbia and fish passage through in order to get into the John Day River system. But also by management impacts within the John Day Basin itself. 

· Third, was there were already some already fairly large scale multi-party collaborative efforts going on in the area. One of them just upstream from Ritter. The Oxbow Project, which has become a very important restoration effort. So, the idea of starting a collaborative in the Ritter area had several strong elements supporting it. 

· Fourth was the fact that the collaborative capacity in this area was just extraordinarily high. Collaborative capacity is the way of estimating the readiness of a community to work together effectively, or to perceive a need of such urgency that people are ready to take a different approach to forest or natural resource management in general. This capacity was building in Ritter partly because the landowner base was recognizing the fact that they were working with this quite unique ecosystem. 

· The other thing that is quite different about Ritter is the fact that the absentee or part-time landowners and the long term multigenerational family landowners know one another well, work together and are not segregated the way they are in many communities. And oddly enough, one of the things that knit the community together was cattle. This is historically cattle ranching country. Most of the newcomers chose not to own a cattle herd but were very interested in working properties, so they were very receptive to the idea of having their lands grazed. So it was a good deal for everyone and people began talking and working together in a way that one oftentimes does not see in rural communities with a large number of relative newcomers.  

Roje thanked the Committee for both the opportunity to report on the collaborative, Ritter Land Management Team (RLMT) and for making this collaborative possible. The Committee’s confidence in our community, the resources that you brought to it, your support, your vision and also your efforts to secure funding are greatly appreciated by the entire community. She provided a handout, on their major accomplishments to date. 

· Landowner participation has exceeded our original expectations;
· Discovery Tools completed for 27 landowners on 60,000 acres. Approximately, 2/3rds of our acreage is participating, which we think is a significant achievement. 
· A completed Strategic Action Plan in October of 2016. 
· Obtained funding for the Rush Creek Projects. 
· We became a FireWise Community. 
  
Kennedy started off by adding: 

· They have organized the Ritter Land Management Team as a non-profit corporation and entered into a Cooperative Agreement with the Oregon Department of Forestry which passes administrative responsibilities to our non-profit. 

· Completion of a feasibility study for a proposed juniper sawmill. 

· Organized Ritter Forest Products, LLC which is a for-profit subsidiary of our non-profit. 

· The Rush Creek Project, which is a multi-landowner project totaling about $412,000 in funding from the OWEB; Grant Soil and Water Conservation District; ODFW; Title II in which participating landowners designed riparian fencing, upland water developments, weed control and juniper treatment. Grant County SWCD submitted the funding application. The project approach is ridge top to ridge top within each of four watershed sub-basins. Another project was submitted Granite Creek but was unsuccessful. They do plan on resubmitting with some changes for next year. 

The landowner Discovery Tools showed juniper encroachment to be our highest management priority, this led to the concept of a proposed sawmill to treat our juniper. The proposed juniper sawmill would utilize a twenty year supply of highly desirable and marketable juniper. A twenty year supply prediction is based on harvesting on slopes of 35% or less and in stands with high juniper concentrations. Ritter Forest Products, LLC is a for-profit wholly owned subsidiary of the non-profit, would end up conducting the sawmill operations. It is currently pursuing funding for capital investment, working capital. The feasibility study for the proposed sawmill was funded by Business Oregon at a total cost of $59,000 with an additional 10% match from our non-profit. The feasibility study concluded that each of the sawmill and the harvesting operation would generate a 15% internal rate of return. Ritter Forest Products, LLC has applied to Business Oregon with the assistance from Sustainable NW for a low interest forgivable loan for $100,000 to purchase sawmill equipment. They are also working with Sustainable NW to obtain additional funding from other sources for equipment and working capital. He stated that the problem is they need to raise funding for the required 10% match. Their current problem is that the original funding runs out soon and can only be used on the Project Coordinator who is Patti Hudson. Funds cannot be used for payment of operating expenses. The ODF Cooperative Agreement did give Ritter Land Management Team a 10% Admin of approximately $3300 to help us with the non-profit startup costs. He shared in all seriousness, this funding challenge is a very significant constraint on our operations. It is imperative that we obtain capacity funding. 

In terms of future funding, our non-profit status has given us much more freedom to pursue both capacity and project funding. We have recently applied for a $500,000 grant from the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, so called NFWF for timber stand improvements, juniper removal, aspen restoration, riparian protections and community outreach. That’s been done in partnership with Sustainable NW. We’ve also applied for a capacity grant from Meyer Memorial Trust recently for $150,000 after a series of meetings with them to assess our needs. Other potential funders are: OWEB; Ford Family Foundation; Collins Foundation; and Oregon Community Foundation. NRCS is also a potential funder, but at this point there is low probability for a capacity grant until our non-profit develops more of an operating history. They have entered into a MOU with John Day Basin Partnership, which is a consortium of 28 public agencies, tribal entities and non-profit organizations within the John Day Basin that share common goals of restoring and maintaining watersheds to maximize their ecological, economic, social and cultural benefits. The John Day Basin Partnership is finishing its Strategic Action Plan and the purpose of the partnership is to help fund projects in the Basin, but the Partnership is also hoping to get funding that it can allot to its participants. RMLT benefits from participating in the Basin Partnership because of its potential for funding, and also it gives us great networking opportunities. Another very important partner has been Grant SWCD. We have worked very closely with them on our Strategic Action Plan and continue to rely on them for mapping, database information, grant writing and technical support. Likewise Monument SWCD is an important partner as well and provides us with monitoring, grant partnerships, technical support and outreach assistance. He believed that the collaborative has four primary strengths:
 
1. A very talented, experienced, respected and tireless Project Coordinator, Patti Hudson, who lives in the local community. She has extensive expertise in non-profit and natural resource management. 
2. We have tremendous community resources. These include: grant writing, forestry expertise, legal and transactional expertise, website design, local knowledge and non-profit and natural resource management.  
3. The third strength is an unusually cohesive group of landowners. The working relationships and trust between the long term multi-generational ranchers and the new landowners, The social networking knowledge and trust in working relationships are really almost unprecedented for a community of our type.  
4. The collaborative is respected and accepted by the local community and beyond, this includes governmental agencies, natural resource community and landowners outside the collaborative. 

He reported that they are now getting beyond the entire process of the Discovery Tools Strategic Action Plan and organizational work and actually producing tangible results for all of our participating landowners. We really need to find a way to sustain the organization on a long term basis. Capacity funding which is essential, is more difficult to find than start up project funding. Gordon agreed that Capacity funding is the most difficult thing to achieve for any non-profit, particularly one that kind of serves a coordinating role in natural resources and larger funders like to know the organizations that they are funding and the people involved. Kennedy admitted that they are fortunate in that regard that the Chair of the Trust is a longtime friend. 

The final challenge relates to attracting more participating landowners. He had mentioned that 2/3rds of the area within our collaborative boundaries is participating, however that amounts to only 1/3 of the landowners. Demography has been a challenge as we are a community of old people and getting older by the day. The younger people have moved out to find other opportunities. That is why this proposed sawmill is very attractive to us and also to potential funders because it brings employment opportunities back into the community and the community is excited about the sawmill in that respect. 

Kennedy went on to try and capture some of the positives and negatives they had experienced through the organizational and startup phase. He wanted to take the opportunity to give Committee members his candid observations about what alternative steps might have taken to make us more successful by this stage.  

· First, there was too much process. Early on there was too much talk and not enough action. While the Strategic Action Plan was necessary, that process consumed way too much time and money. We had Discovery Tools that were, that a lot of people in the community were very cumbersome. It would have saved an awful lot of money that really could have been used productively elsewhere.
 
· We lost landowners because of the perception that the approach was too bureaucratic. We are in the process of trying to recover from those initial perceptions. 

· Funding problems. In retrospect it would have been helpful if the original grant could have included some funding for on the ground projects. We now recognize the importance for all participating landowners to receive some initial benefit so you can build trust and patience on their behalf. 

· We also needed more early planning about how to continue beyond our original funding.  

· The outreach efforts really should have come from our non-profit and less from outside sources. A lot of our partners initially provided very good technical information but they lacked a local perspective with respect to such things as landowner needs, resources, knowledge and availability. 

· The importance of selecting the right Project Coordinator. The hiring criteria for the Project Coordinator should have put a much stronger emphasis on grant writing and we feel the Project Coordinator should have been locally based.  

· The importance of strong leadership from the top. We found that the best approach was a top down approach with strong leadership and an engaged Board that could bring the community along. We started early on with a bottom up consensual approach. And that really ended up failing because it wasted valuable time and delayed action and tangible benefits to the landowners. 

· The need to respect landowner knowledge. Landowners lacked project funding not knowledge. And so there should have been more funding to help participating landowners achieve goals rather than teaching them. 

· The importance of community-building. Community-building we think comes from projects that bring everyone together for a common objective. Community-building is also important because it enhances governance results and local content and control; creates mutual respect, fairness and communication. Without the cohesive community that we have I don’t think there is any prospect that our collaborative could have succeeded. 

· The need for a mentor. Other collaboratives should create some organizational mentorship at the beginning, like our relationship with Sustainable NW. Mentorship creates networking opportunities, and brings in fresh outside perspectives and instills outside confidence and respect for the collaborative. 

On behalf of RMLT he shared that they are very hopeful the collaborative can become a center of excellence for eastern Oregon. We have a lot of vision, a lot of talent, resources and we are willing to work hard to become successful. We also hope that we can help other communities through what we experienced in our process to gain some traction with respect to their own futures.  

Weber asked who emerged as leaders or influencers in the collaborative efforts. Was it pushed by any particular demographic set in the community?

Kennedy responded that in terms of this top down approach you really need to have people who have some background with respect to the Collaborative’s needs, have some leadership capability and are highly respected in the community. Kennedy expressed frustration in respect to initial project coordination based in John Day. 

Cloughesy provided that the funding was coming from the USFS a process-oriented organization channeled through ODF. Funding was provided given some deliverable goals, like development of the Strategic Action Plan and use of the Woodland Discovery Tool, but to be balanced with local decision-making. 

Kennedy conceded that the world operates with processes and bureaucracy, but people living in Ritter may chose not to deal with that level of complexity. Simplicity has helped them in terms of communicating. 

Gordon simplified it by saying that from his view, the challenge was there from the start as nobody knew what was going to happen or what it was going to look like. There was just a concept and the group wanted to fund it. And the only way you do that is to produce some deliverables that sell the project. So he noted the challenge is now in finding a funding source, for pure capacity. As the Collaborative grew and really became much more than the original grant contemplated, it became more challenging from a process side to wrangle the funds and keep up with that growth and keep it funded.  

Roje Gootee noted that CFF, because of its strong landowner base, actually did a fairly good job of predicting some of these potential problems. The landowner’s on the Committee were very forthright about their recommendation that this needed to be an action-oriented collaborative from the beginning. It became difficult to translate those recommendations into action on the ground for a variety of different reasons. 

Gootee continued on some of the internal challenges that the CFF faced in working with this project. The Committee is not an administrative or action organization. The Committee has to hand these things off to other parties and other realities came into play like the lack of a more locally based Project Coordinator and the hiring criteria for the Project Coordinator should have put stronger focus on grant writing. As she reflected back that is where things started to fall apart. It became difficult despite repeated recommendations from CFF to re-emphasize and re-think this grant writing piece. Recommendations made from the CFF didn’t always move forward. The reality is that this was a really complex project, there were a whole lot of moving parts but when the CFF handed off the project, there was a fairly tightly committed matrix of 11 organizational partners to provide the organizational mentorship. But without active dirt being turned interest dissipated and now RMLT is facing the need to re-gather that early energy. It appears on the way to doing that because this sawmill project is certainly a captivating concept to a rural community.

Kennedy and Gootee continued with the discussion discussing leadership and visioning. They ended by praising the excellent and talented mix of landowners that make up the Board of Directors going in to the future.    

 
8. Private Landowner Collaborative Workshop Overview – Roje Gootee

Roje began by reminding members that the Collaborative workshop on Private Forestlands in Eastern Oregon is actually a deliverable in the original grant. It is sponsored by ODF, OSU Extension, American Forest Foundation, Wallowa Resources, and OFRI. The original grant included a provision for sharing lessons forward and the idea that everyone landed on at the end was this idea of sharing lessons forward in a way that would more directly reach more landowners, rather than writing a scholarly article, etc.… So, probably one of the most important things for this committee to learn about the workshop is that it is part of a deliverable from that initial grant. Members discussed the workshop agenda and format of the discussions.  

[Weber wanted to provide time for some additional discussion regarding the lessons learned in Ritter to ensure that those are included in the meeting record. He turned the floor to Gootee.]  

· She thought that the single most important lesson learned from her perspective is that great things are possible. This project is already providing significant both social and ecological uplift. None of that would have been possible without the CFF’s early vision and commitment to this project. 

· Also that this was conceived as a pilot project which might be transferrable to help other communities with similar types of efforts and I think it’s important to note that transfer of these ideas has not yet been tested and RMLT can provide a significant amount of helpful information to other groups which may be trying this kind of experiment. So, I would consider the project to have been at least a preliminary success, in terms of transferability. 
· Third lesson is that if CFF choses to go forward and locate new projects in different parts of the State, she wanted to strongly emphasize the importance of that collaborative capacity element. If that isn’t present, I would recommend either moving on to a different project, or recognizing that is going to be necessary to take the time to develop that capacity before really trying to develop the project. 

· Also to remember that in these very rural settings, projects need to feel both local and grassroots. And it can be surprising how narrowly landowners can define ‘local’ and we may need to plan to develop local talent to fill some of these key leadership roles in other areas. 

· Collaboration is messy. People have very diverse perspectives and it is helpful to have some coaching as to how to have a constructive argument that does not become unconstructive and we build stronger relationships out of the basis of that conflict. 

She wanted to share some specific lessons to the CFF members. The fact that the CFF is by nature an advisory board. It is not an administrative organization, it’s not an operational organization. And this presents some very unique opportunities and benefits for the Committee but it also presents some very special challenges if the Committee is trying to undertake an action-oriented project. 

One of the benefits is the fact that CFF is largely unknown to the general public, so it’s necessary perhaps to do some explaining in the beginning, trying to orient people to the role of the committee within the State. What we found in Ritter is that once people began to get familiar with the Committee, they tended to view it in a relatively positive way. 

Another thing that was just extremely important was that CFF is an incredible talent pool. The diversity of perspectives, the genuine landowner knowledge, grant writing experience. All of the sorts of in house talents that are needed to start a collaborative tend to be available within this committee. Or within the near networks of the members. This is a committee that is unusually well-suited to this type of effort. 

Challenges to that are the responsibility, having little or no authority. And that, from her perspective has been the biggest challenge for the Committee. It is necessary to hand the administration of these projects off at a very early stage so CFF becomes dependent on the cooperative willingness of those organizational partners to keep the CFF in the communication and decision-making mode. That created some problems for the CFF because there were members of the public who recognized CFF as the originator of the project and they wanted to hold CFF accountable for results but someone else was producing those results. Partnering organizations oftentimes were not aware of the extent of that early work. So she strongly recommended that going forward, there should be some much more careful MOUs with much more carefully designed communication protocols.  

She wanted to conclude on the point that spearheading a project like this requires a vast amount of time and energy contributed by CFF members to the early development of this project. It’s important to recognize whether time spent is really a good fit for the members who are encouraged to do this. It’s also very important to be sensitive to the issue that a lot of these agencies and organizations do not provide support or any type of protections for people who are not in their own employ. A CFF member is not always given the protection they would give to an employee of their own. She suggested something like Director’s insurance, something like that, would be an appropriate step to consider so that as CFF members needing to answer to other organizations and to the public, are able to do so from a basis of some authority rather than just being a volunteer voice.  

On the positive side however, this volunteer piece is a gift. What a blessing to have the opportunity to do something that really matters and to create a project to help be involved in the creation and development of something that can actually transform a landscape and revitalize a community.  

BREAK

9. Collaborative Forest Restoration in NE Oregon – Jana Peterson and Logan McCrae

Peterson was invited to present the issue of collaborative forestry in NE Oregon. Specifically the agency partnership with the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) in Baker. She followed that with a quick update on post-fire reforestation seedling availability. 

For NRCS forestry there are three forestry projects we are involved in. Those are general EQIP, RCPP and Joint Chiefs Projects. We have 3 general EQIP projects right now, a couple of them are in the getting funded stage and one of them is in the contracting phase. Blue Mountain Fire and Fuels Project is spread across Union, Umatilla and Wallowa Counties. The Keating Mule Deer Initiative in the Burnt River Range or here in Baker County. The Blue Mountain Fire and Fuels Project is about 5,850 acres in those three counties, it is centered around expired Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) ground that has had a lot of Ponderosa Pine trees naturally regenerate on it and we are planning on doing some thinning and slash treatment to prevent beetle outbreaks and reduce risk of fire. And this one, we submitted the CIS last month, in April, and we are hopeful it will be funded. 

[Peterson showed a map of the area’s expired CRP ground.] We are expecting there will be more ground available by the end of this year. 

Gordon provided some background on the CRP and why some of those lands are available for projects.   

Peterson went on to describe the projects in more detail. Most included thinning, slash treatments, habitat improvements, fencing and spring development. She added there is more talk regarding prescribed fire as well. The Burnt River Range project would be in conjunction with several BLM timber sales and fuels reduction projects.  

We have roughly 10,000 private non-industrial forestland acres that need treatment. And we are hoping to get funding for about half of that. So there’s a need for more work here in the future, and so far the landowners have been more than willing to get on board. NRCS is also including juniper removal in it.  

Gordon then explained the Conservation Implementation Strategy (CIS). So in the State of Oregon, NRCS has made a decision to invest their funds strategically in particular resource concerns and specific geographic areas to address criticism that we often just do a shotgun approach to restoration across the landscape. So here in Oregon in order for funding to come from the State NRCS Office to a local District to a County they have to put together a CIS which basically describes a resource concern and ties that to a specific geographic area and has a plan about how the funds will be invested usually over a period of 3 to 5 years to address the resource concerns there. It’s kind of a competitive process so those CISs are developed locally and then sent up to the State office in Portland where they are reviewed by NRCS leadership and funded as funds are available. 

Peterson explained that the ideas come from the NRCS local working groups and local landowners. One of the things that they are trying to work into that agreement is the ability to recover more of our costs associated with helping to plan. And that comes into the writing of CISs; putting together these Regional Conservation Partnership Programs. We are not actually implementing the project ODF’s role is to come in and do that initial inventory to help develop a prescription and then come back to confirm that the work was done according to the specification. And the landowner has the option of working with a consultant to do all the other pieces of that as they move through. 

James added that on the westside one of the challenges is the landowners aren’t that familiar with NRCS programs.  Family forestland owners don’t show up at the meetings that determine what the projects are going to be. The eastside landowners were ag/ranching and forestland combined so that jumping in with timber projects was a natural fit. That created the relationship early on. Shibley affirmed that it’s on the landowners with forest issues to be sure the county committees pay attention.  

Peterson continued by describing the next group of programs, the RCPP projects. The list of cooperators in these projects is fairly long: NRCS, Grande Ronde/Wallowa Watershed, FSA, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla, ODFW, ODF and of course our private landowners. There are a lot of objectives including: eliminating fish passage barriers; riparian habitat; grazing; water developments; fencing; water use efficiency; and the one we all care about, the 1700 acres of fuels reduction/forest health improvement. She described the Alder Slope Project and the Wallowa Front Project in Wallowa County. They are hoping to get a ‘rind’ around the Wallowa Valley treated the between the Forest Service and the valley floor.  

Gordon explained that the Joint Chiefs Projects are about the NRCS and Forest Service Chiefs coming together and deciding they are going to invest dollars in a project both on the public land side and the private land side. Typically what happens is that the Forest Service has dollars that they can spend to treat on the federal side of the line and NRCS has cost-share for landowners on the private side plus they add to that pot of technical assistance that helps to pay for some of our time to be involved. But more and more what we are finding is the Forest Service State and Private is also chipping in money on the private lands side as well. And that comes directly to ODF and we are able to run that cost-share program where we have a direct relationship with the landowner for the work on their land. ODF is the technical service provider (TSP) the financial relationship is between the landowner and NRCS. And so having those Forest Service dollars that sometimes come to us through the Joint Chiefs project, it gives us a little more leverage and the opportunity to create some different circumstances with folks who might not fit well in the NRCS model.  

Peterson emphasized that from the ground up, it’s all about the relationships. The relationships we have with our NRCS counterparts, our USFS folks here locally and FSA now too. Communication is key. With East Face, it was phone calls, text messages, and conference calls, whatever it took. Gordon noted what a big deal it was and that it got attention nationwide when that project landed here.  

Peterson continued to say that the Cohesive Wildlife Strategy Pilot Project, had already started and one of the goals of it was to implement management across all ownerships to work towards landscapes that are resilient to fire related disturbances. The East Face provided a catalyst for all agencies to work together for that cross-boundary work. Ongoing work on private lands gives the Forest Service the leverage to carry out active management on their lands.  

Operators and landowners, we couldn’t have done East Face without them. Landowners were the foundation of East Face. Operators coordinated with us and NRCS to prioritize their work and stay within their deadlines. There is a lot of acres within that area that had been treated, the boundary of East Face just filled in those gaps. And then, landowners were really eager to participate. So from a field forester perspective there were a lot of wins and a few challenges too. One was working across separate NRCS districts and counties, changing personnel, and working with multiple District Conservationists. 

Peterson wanted to note that some things she learned with a project this size, is a lot of times the stats we throw out supporting the success of these projects, but more than how many acres were treated, there is a lot of indirect benefits.  We have improved a lot of roads through East Face to access properties when fighting fire. We’ve engaged, unengaged landowners started new relationships. It strengthened our relationships with our traditional partners and emphasized that trust and communication between the agencies are key. We couldn’t have done it without it.  

 
10. Post-Fire Restoration and Seedling Availability in NE Oregon – Jana Peterson

Peterson reported that 2015 was an historic fire season for Baker County and NEO. It had the most ODF protected acres burnt in one year in NEO was 54,000 acres, ODF Protected acres. 225 private landowners were impacted and the largest of those fires was Cornet-Windy, we lost 63 structures that year 10 of which were primary houses. Evacuated hundreds more, we had 5 highways, a railroad closed. We had 7 project fires in or around the district. And 3 were FEMA and Conflagration Act fires. Our big fires: Philips Creek, out of Elgin; Cornet-Windy, Eagle and Eldorado up here in Baker and Grizzly up in Wallowa and Dry Gulch here in Baker. So, our big one Cornet-Windy was 103,823 acres, was actually three fires that all eventually merged together. One was never named, but Cornet-Windy were the two big ones that came together. 42,609 acres of ODF Protected land and its where most of the seedlings will be planted in NEO post-fire reforestation. So, about $500,000 worth of site prep and planting and follow up vegetation control comes out to 1800 acres. Over 19 landowners and we will be planting about 362,000 seedlings. And all of that is cost-shared through FSA’s Emergency Forest Restoration Program. It will take about 3 years to finish all this, we started last year.  

Grizzly Fire is another we are doing some planting on up in Wallowa. About 3 landowners up there, about 84 acres, 21,000 seedlings. And also funded by EFRP, ODF is also helping coordinate the planting on the Winaha Wildlife Area where it burnt. 

She entered into the topic of seedling availability. She explained that the original estimates of need they had were high. They made the assumption that every landowner was going to plant as much as they absolutely had that was plantable. A lot of the ground in Cornet-Windy burnt in 1980s and a lot of landowners chose not to replant that ground, because they already planted it once, in some cases one guy planted twice and three times was too many. All of our seedlings are coming through the PLFN in LaGrande, the Private Lands Forest Network. Jamie Knight is getting seedlings from a few different nurseries, we are up to 3 or 4 so far that she has trees growing at. The PLFN has been instrumental in obtaining seedlings. Jamie’s been working day and night to get trees. (Seedy deals!) It fortunately provides a one-stop-shop for owners looking for seedlings, it reduces the hassle for them, and they don’t have to directly contact a nursery. They don’t have to figure out where they are going to get the seed. Or figure out how the trees are going to get from the nursery to them, all they have to do is wait for a phone call from Jamie, saying ‘your trees are in LaGrande.’ So, you know, a lot of landowners we have talked to since Cornet-Windy, they have never planted a tree before. So their first question is how do we get a hold of trees? So, we give them Jamie’s number and say call her and they get trees, which is great. Which is really the reason we are planting about 200,000 seedlings in Baker County this year. Why has it taken 3 years? Nurseries don’t grow on speculation, typically private non-industrial forest landowners in NEO across Union, Umatilla, Wallowa and Baker Counties plant about 35,000 trees a year. So to go from needing 35,000 to over 350,000 it’s a big bump up in demand. The seed needs to be collected. Jamie collected a bunch of Western Larch and Douglas-fir seed with an OWEB grant because we drained the seed bank for Baker County seed. And this demand for seedlings is unprecedented. We obviously weren’t planning on burning up that many acres. 

One thing that has come out of it, because of the continued big fires, is we are working more in our ODF/FSA partnership. FSA wasn’t prevalent before those fires, now I am talking with them on a daily or weekly basis. They are paying 75% on the site prep, planting and vegetation control for these landowners. She hoped that through this experience we can build a model that will work for future natural disasters that we have to cost-share on.  

Hayes inquired about similar efforts on the west side with NRCS. Gordon responded that it’s not quite to the scale they have in NEO. He recalled a “Structural Diversity CIS” that covers 5 Northwest Oregon counties that is providing cost-share for landowners that live in that area. Gordon continued that the only place on the westside where you see activity that is somewhat similar to what is being done out here is down in southwest Oregon. ODF is a key player but Lomakatsi Restoration is also a primary technical service provider in SW Oregon for a lot of the oak-related, oak savannah and woodland restoration work that is going on. ODF has had two developmental positions in SOA and the NWOA the last six months working specifically to build the ODF/NRCS relationship. But it’s a different ballgame, because the traditional relationship in the northwest between ODF and NRCS is different, a lot of east side traditional NRCS customers were already ODF customers, right because they are doing both ag and timber management. Peterson didn’t think the model will look the same on the west side as it does in NEO.  

Peterson reported that there was quite a bit of salvage logging going on, a lot of private land, Forest Service and then Hancock owned ground as well that they salvaged too. McCrae added that they salvaged about 7 to 8 million bf and on private non-industrial ground it was about the same, 8 to 9 million. There could have been more but that is a lot of marginal forest ground to begin with. You’re on the edge of heading into the desert down there, so a lot of areas are rocky, nasty areas that will have trees grown into them eventually but you’d have to bring in a bucket of dirt to plant a tree there.  

11. Discussion – CFF Charter and Meeting Frequency; Joint Meeting with SSCC – Ed Weber

The Chair and members discussed the official role of the Committee in meeting frequency and the history of that to make an informed decision about next year’s schedule and consider the earlier concept of having some shared meetings with the State Stewardship Coordinating Committee. Gordon offered that the SSCC typically meets in January, May, September and October but most of those dates are based around that Committee’s function with respect to the Forest Legacy Program. Their application cycle is generally kicked off at their May meeting. At the September meeting the Forest Legacy Projects are presented to the group for feedback and to answer the member’s questions to improve their application. The decisions are made in October about which projects we would move forward to the National competition. That’s typically just a conference call at that October meeting.

Gordon sensed a lot of interest in the room in some shared purpose for getting together. The nexus is that the CFF really focuses on the landowner piece and SSCC has a lot of the agency folks in the room who have access to the resources and knowledge of the programs that really help to serve the causes of this Committee. Part of the value in meeting together is efficiency in staff time in providing updates and guest speakers jointly. Staff wants to make sure that these meetings are impactful and making good use of everybody’s time.  

Regarding meeting schedules James offered that if the Board of Forestry is going to be making some choices or decisions and this is an Advisory Group to the BOF, it would make sense that we always meet well enough in advance of that to offer the Board some advice or opinions on their decision.

Smith thought we have a mix of sort of responsive and proactive. He voted for more of a power packed quarterly meeting approach and look to do it in conjunction with another committee or OSWA or OTFS meetings. Benefiting from participation with other landowner groups. He also suggested the use of conference/video calls to keep us updated. 

Cloughesy thought fewer meetings would make recruiting easier when looking for new membership.  
 
Gordon summarized what he heard was for the CFF to meet five times through the year, one of them joint with the SSCC in January. The two groups can get together at the start of the year and think about their work plans and generate some ideas about places where there might be some synergy to work together. Also consider check-in’s by phone occasionally as necessary as business requires it.  

Members decided to have a conference call September 25th; Friday, October 20th in conjunction with the OTFS Annual meeting on the 21st at the Oregon Gardens in Silverton. They considered an early December meeting if needed. 

Shumaker offered for the record that her main concern in protecting family forest lands is enabling families to stay on the land. To allow the same considerations to forest landowners as agricultural landowner in allowing multiple family dwellings. She asked that the committee strongly consider what ways we can influence intergenerational transfers.  
James added that on Ag land you have to have an economic rationale of why the family member needs to live there. But on forestland the revenue doesn’t match up with that requirement. Shumaker said the relevance of Ties to the Land is that people be on the land to steward it and the feeling of personal investment people get for the land by being there.  Action Item: Bonnie to come up with some language to get to Susan for that.  

Agenda Item: Smith suggested it be a Tier I issue and bring in speakers that can help us brainstorm what a solution would look like. Cloughesy suggested perhaps Russ Hoeflich, Director, Thousand Friends of Oregon.  
 
Members then discussed edits to the Annual Report Draft for 2017. Edit suggestions included:
· The use of the issue title “Sensitive Resource Sites” which would encompass, Bald Eagles, Marbled Murrelets and other species that becomes part of the BOF agendas. 
· Also, use the phrasing “Division Updates” to encompass Fire Season Updates, Legislative Updates, Private Forest Updates, Other Divisions, Budgets, etc.…

· Weber offered that he didn’t see the need to report on any of the Division updates as the Board members would have knowledge of these issues already. 

Weber asked for volunteers with specific knowledge on the work plan topics to look over the draft language and cut it in half as he considered the length of the report onerous for the Board. Assignments: Shumaker – Seedling Availability; Hayes – Ecosystem Services; Gordon – the All Lands/WUII information and Shared meetings. Shibley volunteered to review ‘Riparian Rules’ and had considered the language as presented as complete and he was confident to say the information provided was enough for the Board.  

Gordon reminded members of the timeline for documents to the Board meeting in July. Members were advised to get their changes to Weber no later than May 15th for his final draft. Action Item: Susan to get the May Minutes drafted and back out to the members with a week.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]Meeting is adjourned. Interested members will meet in the morning to attend the Collaborative Workshop. 
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