
RECOMMENDATION 
The Board Chair recommends the Board adopts the following proposed resolution: 
 

Item 9 Handout   1 

The Board supports ODF’s efforts to obtain an HCP for the lands it manages and 1 
appreciates the holistic and thoughtful approach that staff has taken in the design of the 2 
draft HCP. 3 
 4 
The Board acknowledges that the draft HCP is a key business decision that allows ODF 5 
to continue to operate on state forestlands in light of current and future species listings 6 
under the federal Endangered Species Act.  7 
 8 
The Board does not desire to incur undue risk to the HCP process thus far. 9 
 10 
The Board also desires to increase potential timber harvest outcomes under the HCP by 11 
potentially increasing HCAs in areas where harvest operations may be more difficult in 12 
the future and commensurately decreasing areas currently designated in HCAs in order 13 
to continue to help support local government services and communities. 14 
 15 
The Board acknowledges that additional modeling and analysis is still being done to 16 
better estimate available harvest under a range of harvest scenarios for the draft FMP. 17 
 18 
The Board understands that there are many factors involved, but wants to ensure that it 19 
has as much flexibility as possible in setting performance targets under a new FMP, 20 
including long-term performance outcomes. 21 
 22 
The Board directs staff to modify the draft HCP with the intent to increase potential 23 
timber harvest outcomes as specifically described here: 24 
 25 
1. The Board understands that these changes will be minor in the overall context of the 26 

draft HCP, with the aim of being well within the bounding alternatives of the draft 27 
EIS and still having a high likelihood of resulting in the issuance of Incidental Take 28 
Permits. 29 

2. It is expected that these changes will likely come from modification of draft Habitat 30 
Conservation Area (HCA) boundaries that remove operable ground from draft 31 
HCAs, but also incorporate other areas of inoperable ground that still contain 32 
observations of covered species or their habitat. To the extent possible, staff should 33 
strive to achieve “no net loss” of HCAs within any HCP geographic area. 34 

3. Conservation actions directly tied to aquatics will not be changed, including, but not 35 
limited to, Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs), steep slopes, and road and trail 36 
standards within RCAs. 37 

4. Any and all modifications made by staff will constitute the draft of the HCP that will 38 
progress into the final phase of the NEPA process and be used to finalize Biological 39 
Opinions issued by the federal services. There is no need for staff to return to the 40 
Board for further direction. 41 

5. If and when Incidental Take Permits are issued to ODF, the Board will meet to decide 42 
whether or not to direct the State Forester to implement the HCP and Incidental Take 43 
Permits. 44 
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Forest Management, Conservation, and Timber Production in 
Oregon 

 

Purpose of this document:  This document makes recommendations to improve 
economic and ecological sustainability of forest management in Oregon based on an 
extensive review of science, news and opinion, policy, and regulations. The Private 
Forest Accord, the July 2023 revision of the Forest Practices Act and the Habitat 
Conservation Plan include greater (than previous forest regulations) protection for water 
quality, fish and amphibian species on both private and public forest lands and are a 
step forward.   

However, there is more that can be done to increase the sustainability of forest 
management in Oregon.  Historically, there has been a choice between production 
forestry (focusing primarily on wood yield) and preserves (areas set aside for 
conservation without active management). The concept of managing forests for multiple 
values existed but was not widely adopted.  This document looks at the value of a 
middle ground where timber harvest and management practices are modified to 
improve ecological and economic sustainability and taxes are restructured to support 
local government services.   
 
Establishing a connected network of intact natural forest reserves remains a priority and 
should follow Oregon and local and/or international guidelines.  The implementation of 
additional sustainable forest practices in working forests can increase conservation of 
biodiversity, carbon sequestration, resilience to threats like pests, diseases, and climate 
change, and still provide sustainable forest products and services (e.g., clean water, 
healthy soil, recreation etc.), and continued employment and benefits to local 
communities. Transition to new business practices is always tough and must be planned 
and financially supported. 
 
Drivers for changing forest management decisions  
 
The World is Changing: The news media still focuses on disasters resulting from 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions and, thankfully, a few developing climate solutions.  
While almost everything we do or produce has a carbon footprint- a measure of our 
impact on GHG, we do more to destroy life on the planet than burn fossil fuels.  Massive 
use and disposal of toxic chemicals and wholesale destruction of natural habitats are 
the evil co-conspirators of climate change.  Growing populations and economic 
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development around the world are exerting unprecedented pressure on the natural 
world.  Our capitalistic economy, built on unsustainable extraction and manufacturing of 
natural resources and disposal of waste, is the primary driver of the biodiversity crisis, 
pollution, and climate change.  
 
Unsustainable extraction of natural resources often results in depletion of the 
resources being harvested as well as considerable damage to the environment that 
affects ecosystem services and emission of greenhouse gases.  Ecosystem services 
play a fundamental role in sustaining life on Earth by providing a wide range of benefits 
to both humans and the natural environment, including clean water, clean air, carbon 
balance/capture, recreation (e.g. hiking, hunting, peace and quiet etc.), cultural 
opportunities, forest products (e.g. pulp, lumber, mushrooms etc.), and supporting 
services (photosynthesis, soil formation, nutrient cycling, and habitat provision that 
enables the growth of vegetation and the maintenance of biodiversity). 

Indiscriminate destruction of life on the planet (extinction): As a result of our 
unsustainable practices life on earth is dying off at a far higher rate than normal, with 
evidence pointing to extinction rates as high as 1,000 times the usual background (pre-
industrial) pace. This is commonly called the biodiversity crisis in which the web of 
species and ecosystems that anchor all life on Earth, including us, is collapsing.  The 
World Wildlife Fund's Living Planet Report 2022 found that species populations have 
declined by an average of 69% since 1970. Up to 2.5% of mammals, fish, reptiles, birds, 
and amphibians have already gone extinct.  It’s not just the loss of iconic species like 
wolves and Marbled murrelets that matters- the life that we can’t see is critical to some 
ecosystem services.  Soil microbes, for instance, are among the smallest, most 
abundant organisms (up to 10 billion/teaspoon of soil) on the planet, but they are critical 
to the fertility of soil and the health of plants, and our unsustainable treatment of the soil 
is killing them off. 
 
Balance of the conservation of forest habitats and the production of 
timber 
 
The timber industry is highly valued (culturally and economically) in Oregon.   So is 
forest conservation.  The outcomes of forest management (choices of how much land to 
allocate to timber production and forest conservation and how land within the timber 
production allocation should be managed) depend on the perspective of the forest 
manager(s) and government policy and regulations.  These perspectives are influenced 
by beliefs shared with socio-economic, cultural, political, scientific, and business 
networks.   
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The polarization of our society is problematic for achieving consensus.  The conflict 
between forest conservation and clearcutting is multifaceted, deeply rooted in different 
value systems, and has real implications for both human societies and the environment. 
Viable solutions lie in finding a balanced approach, considering both ecological 
sustainability and economic viability and sustainability, but the divergence in 
fundamental values and beliefs has made consensus challenging.  The Habitat 
Conservation Plan has been lauded as a successful compromise but there continues to 
be a struggle over how much land should be reserved for Habitat Conservation and how 
much should be dedicated to working forest.   
 
Quick case study of consensus: The timber industry likes to manage the crop trees, 
usually a single species (monoculture), because of higher yields, improved efficiency, 
easier management, and higher earnings.  However, as the forest conservation folks 
point out, monoculture crop management can have negative ecological impacts, 
including reduced soil fertility, reduced biodiversity, lower water quality, increased risk of 
disease and pest outbreaks resulting in increased use of pesticides, reduced carbon 
storage / increased carbon emissions, and loss of pollinators. The forest production 
folks like to point out that solutions for addressing the environmental impacts (e.g., 40% 
retention of larger trees during harvest) lower the yields, lower the efficiency, increase 
management difficulties, and lower earnings.   
 
Cost Accounting:  From the timber industry perspective, the cost accounting of timber 
production drives their decision making.  Cost accounting in timber production is a 
method used by the timber industry to track and analyze the costs associated with 
various stages of timber production, from forest management to processing and 
distribution. It helps timber companies understand their expenses, allocate resources 
efficiently, and make informed decisions to optimize profitability.   BUT THAT 
VALUATION DOES NOT include a comprehensive valuation of the natural capital other 
than the crop trees.   
 
Natural Capital is the stock of natural resources and ecosystems that provide valuable 
services and benefits to humans and the environment. Natural capital provides the 
foundation for human well-being, economic activities, and the functioning of ecological 
systems.   
 
Renewable natural capital (e.g., fish, forests) can offer perpetual value to humanity, but 
only if managed sustainably- ensuring that the underlying natural assets are preserved, 
and humans only consume the generated income. Managing natural capital sustainably 
involves preserving and enhancing the health and productivity of ecosystems to ensure 
that they continue to provide these essential services over the long term.  Recognizing 
and valuing the services that ecosystems provide, including clean air and water, fertile 
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soil, climate regulation, pollination, recreation, and habitat for diverse species is a 
fundamental step toward integrating environmental considerations into economic 
decision-making, promoting responsible resource management, and fostering a more 
resilient and sustainable future.  This represents an alternative to the timber industry 
crop production that can be described as ecological forest management.    

 
Financial considerations 
Timber industrial corporations have the wealth and power to influence government 
policy and legislation and they have.  They have the resources and access to media to 
tell their story as they wish it to be perceived to maximize their influence on logging 
workers and families in order to influence their opinions on forest practices and voting 
for supported candidates.     

This is not unusual.  Lobbying and use of social and news media to promote their 
agenda has been used for many decades by other industrial corporations in Agriculture, 
Fossil Fuels, and Pharma, for instance. While wealthy donors, corporations, and special 
interest groups have long had an outsized influence in elections, that has dramatically 
expanded since the Supreme Court’s Citizens United decision that reversed century-old 
campaign finance restrictions and enabled corporations and other outside groups to 
spend unlimited funds on elections, with negative repercussions for American 
democracy and the fight against corporate and political corruption. 

The following information adds a financial dimension to the debate. It suggests that, 
apart from the ecological considerations, there are also significant economic and tax-
related implications to consider.1 Tax incentives encourage forestry practices at the 
expense of more sustainable and ecological methods.  When integrating these 
considerations into the broader narrative on forest management, conservation, and 
timber production, it highlights the socio-economic dimension of the debate. While 
conservationists might focus on the ecological implications of timber production, local 
governments (counties) and residents are also concerned about the financial 
implications, particularly in the context of reduced revenues from timber harvests. The 
economic concessions given to corporate timber entities (like tax breaks) seem even 
more controversial. Not only are they paying reduced taxes, but their forest 
management practices also appear to be compromising the long-term economic and 
environmental viability of the region. This adds another layer to the narrative of 
balancing conservation, local revenue needs, and timber production.  

 
1 I obtained the following information from the Coast Range Association 
(https://coastrange.org/about-coast-range/) regarding the financial and tax-related 
aspects of large corporate ownership of Oregon's forestland, specifically focusing on the 
newer entities: Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs) and Timber Investment 
Management Organizations (TIMOs).  The primary source was a paper called "A Colony 
Called Oregon".   

https://coastrange.org/about-coast-range/
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Evolution of Forest Ownership Structures: 
• A substantial portion (65% to 90%) of private forestland in Western Oregon is 

controlled by large corporate entities. 
• Over the past two decades, there's been a shift as private forest ownership is now 

largely dominated by Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs) and Timber Investment 
Management Organizations (TIMOs).   

• Weyerhaeuser, a major forest products company, stands out as the largest REIT. 
Meanwhile, Hancock Timber Resource Group is identified as the leading TIMO. 

• This shift was highlighted by events like Weyerhaeuser's transformation into a REIT 
and its acquisition of Plum Creek Timber. 

 
The Modern Timber Industry: 
• The industry is dominated by big corporate players. This domination influences 

forest management practices in the region. Their primary goal is profitability for their 
investors, which comes at the cost of ecological sustainability, given the tax 
advantages they enjoy. 

• The distinct change isn't in the business form but in their tax-exempt status. 
 

Tax Implications of Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs) and Timber Investment 
Management Organizations (TIMOs) called Wall Street forestry in this document: 

• REITs: These corporations receive a federal income tax exemption if they distribute 
90% of their profits to investors. 

• TIMOs: These entities are exempt because the investor directly holds the land title 
and thus claims the income. 

• Due to Oregon's tax laws, which base state income on federal net income, both 
TIMOs and REITs avoid paying state income tax on timber profits. 

• Even when these entities do pay Oregon state income tax, it's minimal due to 
Oregon's relatively low corporate tax rate. 

• Many timber operations' investor profits are taxed at the reduced capital gains rate of 
15%, leading to a curious situation where post-tax profits can be higher than pre-tax 
profits. 

 
Property tax regime in Oregon and its implications for local revenue, especially in 
the context of major timber companies:  

• Low State and Federal Tax Contribution: Large timber companies, which 
dominate the ownership of Oregon's private forests, have minimized their 
contribution to state and federal income taxes. 

• Drastic Reduction: The comparison between 1990-1995 and 2007-2012 reveals an 
84.6% reduction in payments to local governments by corporate timber entities. 
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• Monetary Figures: In the five-year period from 1990 to 1995, corporate timber 
contributed an average of $119.2 million per year (a total of $594.9 million across 
five years). However, between 2007 and 2012, this figure plummeted to an average 
of $18.4 million per year (a total of $91.9 million over the same period). 

• Local Property Tax: The argument is that these companies might offset their low 
state and federal tax contribution by paying a reasonable share of local property 
taxes. However, the evidence presented suggests they are not paying their due 
share of local property taxes either. 

• Financial Strain on Local Governments: Such a drastic reduction has undeniable 
implications for the local governments of Western Oregon. Reduced contributions 
have led to budget constraints, affecting services and infrastructure that these local 
governments could offer to their residents. 

• Tax Law Changes: Between 1990 to 1995 and 2007 to 2012, significant tax law 
changes occurred: 

• Elimination of most harvest tax on cut timber in 1993. 
• Passage of Measure 47 in 1996, which led to the crafting of Measure 50 in 1997. 

Measure 50 froze local property tax rates at 1996 levels. 
• HB 3575 in 1999 phased out the remaining harvest tax and implemented a new 

property valuation scheme. 

• Outcome of the Changes: As a result, timberlands' valuation became highly 
favorable to the timber industry, being assessed at values drastically lower than their 
fair market value. This restructuring led to a reduction in tax revenues contributed by 
the timber industry to local governments. 

Relation to Forest Management, Conservation, and Timber Production: 

• Impact on Public Perception: Understanding these numbers, the public might 
perceive corporate timber entities as prioritizing their profits over community welfare, 
especially given the backdrop of tax law changes that appear to have benefited 
these corporations. 

• Economic Disparity: There's an economic disparity emerging, where the timber 
industry, while profiting from the natural resources of Oregon, appears to be 
contributing less than its fair share to the state's economy, at least in terms of tax 
revenue. 

• Influence of the Timber Industry: The timber industry has exerted influence over 
the political and legislative processes, as evidenced by the changes in tax laws 
which benefit them. This can tilt forest management decisions in their favor, at the 
expense of ecological and local community interests. 
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• Holistic Forest Management Considerations: These numbers reiterate the need 
for a forest management system that not only considers ecological sustainability but 
also the socio-economic impact on local communities. It further emphasizes the 
need for forest management practices that balance not just ecological but also 
economic fairness, ensuring that all stakeholders (including local communities) 
benefit from the state's natural resources. 

• The interplay between forest management, conservation, and timber 
production is deeply intertwined with political, economic, and societal factors. There 
is a pressing need to find a sustainable and equitable approach that benefits both 
the environment and all members of the community. 

 
Critical issues regarding the motivations and consequences of Wall Street forest 
ownership and their approach to forest management: Not only are they paying 
reduced taxes, but their forest management practices also appear to be compromising 
the long-term economic and environmental viability of the region. This adds another 
layer to the narrative of balancing conservation, local revenue needs, and timber 
production. 
 
• Management-for-Return: Wall Street forest owners prioritize their return on 

investment over maximizing timber harvest or annual profits. They aim to maintain a 
specific ratio of profit to forest value. This approach can be economically efficient for 
investors, but it is not ecologically or even long-term economically sustainable. 
 

• Optimal Cutting Cycles: While Wall Street might find a 35 to 50-year cutting cycle 
profitable in terms of return on investment, the forest's optimal timber production for 
quality lumber is achieved at a 65 to 75-year growth cycle. Additionally, forests that 
grow for 100 or more years can even outperform the yearly production of these 
short-rotation corporate forests. 
 

• Carbon Storage: Short cutting cycles prevent forests from reaching their full 
potential as carbon sinks. Older, mature forests store more carbon, which is 
beneficial in the fight against climate change. 
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• Loss of Productive Potential: Managing forests for short-term return on investment 
rather than long-term sustainability and growth results in a loss of the forest's 
productive potential. This could mean less high-quality timber in the long run and a 
decrease in the forest's overall health and biodiversity.  It is important to note that 
this increase in harvest does not result from increasing the harvested area but from 
increasing the productivity of existing working forests. 
• Between 1990 and 1994, Oregon's Westside timber production was 13.5 billion 

board foot (bf). 
• Potential production, if forests were managed for optimal growth instead of short-

term returns, could have been 20.7 billion bf. 
• This equates to a loss of 7.2 billion bf over five years or 1.4 billion bf annually. 

 
• Public Awareness and Political Involvement: There's a lack of public discourse 

and political acknowledgment about these issues. 
 
Implications & Relevance: 

• Environmental: Short rotation cycles can lead to decreased biodiversity, soil 
degradation, and reduced carbon storage. In the face of the global climate crisis, the 
ability of forests to sequester carbon is paramount. 
 

• Conservation Balance: While the Habitat Conservation Plan aims to strike a 
balance between timber production and environmental conservation, the corporate 
lands managed by Wall Street seem to prioritize neither optimal timber production 
nor conservation. This represents a missed opportunity on both fronts. 
 

• Economic: While short-term returns might be maximized, the long-term economic 
potential of the forest is compromised. Quality timber, which fetches higher prices, is 
best harvested from older trees. The lost production thus equates to lost economic 
opportunities for the region, which might further strain local economies, especially in 
areas heavily dependent on timber.   
 

• Human Impact: Lost Jobs in the Timber Industry: The timber industry is often 
presented as a significant source of employment in many regions, and Oregon is no 
exception. The lost potential production due to Wall Street management translates 
into lost employment opportunities in logging, milling, transportation, and related 
sectors. Specifically: 

• Lost Jobs: With the given data, it's mentioned that nearly three thousand logging 
jobs have been lost due to Wall Street ownership practices. This is significant, 
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especially for local communities that are highly dependent on the timber industry for 
their livelihoods. 
 

• Shift in Blame: The political discourse, as presented, focuses on the job losses due 
to conservation measures on federal lands, often calling for more harvesting of 
primary forests to combat these job losses. Yet, the losses stemming from Wall 
Street forest management practices are not part of this conversation, despite them 
being quantitatively larger. 
 

• Opportunity Cost for Communities: These lost jobs represent families with 
decreased incomes, local businesses suffering from reduced patronage, and 
communities potentially facing declining services due to decreased tax revenues. It's 
not just an economic number; it's a tangible human cost. 
 

• Mistranslation of Problem and Solution: By emphasizing job losses from 
conservation on federal lands and not addressing the more substantial job losses 
from corporate management practices, the proposed solutions (like cutting more 
primary forests on federal and state lands) won’t effectively address the root 
problem. Such an approach would lead to environmental degradation. 
 

• Societal: Counties and local areas that rely on timber as a primary source of 
revenue might find themselves facing diminishing returns in the long run. This could 
lead to economic hardships and increased tensions between corporate interests and 
local communities. 
 

• Policy Implications: There's a clear call for policy interventions that could ensure 
more sustainable and long-term profitable forest management practices. This 
includes potentially revisiting tax incentives, regulations regarding cutting cycles, 
retention of legacy structure and biodiversity, and initiatives to raise public 
awareness. 
 

• Public Discourse and Policy Focus: The discourse is disproportionately focused 
on federal management shortcomings, as represented by the Northwest Forest Plan, 
while the more significant losses from corporate land management are not 
addressed. This misdirection could be intentional or simply a result of powerful 
corporate interests overshadowing public ones. The lack of public discourse and 
political action on the significant timber loss from Wall Street forest management 
indicates the power and influence of large corporate interests in shaping the 
narrative and policy landscape. 
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• Need for Comprehensive Oversight: There is a need for a holistic view of timber 
management in Oregon, rather than focusing only on public land management. 
There is an apparent double standard in the narrative surrounding timber production 
in Oregon. There's focus on the underproduction from federal lands under the 
Northwest Forest Plan, but the significant loss of timber production from corporate 
lands under Wall Street forest management is overlooked.   
 
There's a clear case for scrutinizing how corporate lands are managed.  For a 
comprehensive and effective approach to forest management, conservation, and 
timber production in Oregon, it's vital to address not only public lands but also those 
controlled by corporate entities.  This emphasizes the importance of having a 
holistic, transparent, and data-driven conversation about timber management in 
Oregon. By accounting for all sources of job losses and production inefficiencies, a 
more effective and balanced approach to forest management and conservation can 
be developed. 

 

The Potential of Ecological Forest Management (EFM)2 
I recognize that some Oregon forest practices do comply with EFM, and they are 
making efforts to improve them in an era of intense and effective corporate lobbying (for 
the timber industry), and contentious stakeholders.  This section provides a quick 
summary of relevant EFM guidance and identifies some take-home recommended 
practices in EFM that would improve the sustainable management of Oregon forests.  
The recommended improvements are at the end of the document. 

Ecological Forest Management offers a more balanced and sustainable approach 
compared to the Wall Street oriented forest management practices in Oregon identified 
above. Implementing EFM principles addresses many concerns related to taxation, job 
losses, ecological impacts, and lost production potential, outlined above. Wall Street 
forestry views forests primarily as a capital resource to be optimized for financial 
returns. The cutting cycle is determined by the best profit ratio, not ecological or 
sustainable considerations. EFM recommends against efforts to maximize a single good 
or service (like timber production), as it can result in sidelining other vital ecosystem 
services.  In contrast, EFM emphasizes forests as ecosystems that provide a range of 
valuable services. EFM challenges the idea of forests purely as financial capital. 

 
2 The following information is derived from: Franklin, Jerry F.; Johnson, K. Norman; Johnson, Debora L., Ecological 
Forest Management, Part V, Chapter 21- Potential Contributions of Ecological Forest Management (pg. 595-607) 
Potential Contributions of Ecological Forest Management (EFM). I use AI to summarize the content and edited that to 
localize and clarify it. 
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The silvicultural activities in EFM focus on the active management of forest 
stands with the goals of maintaining and enhancing the ecological integrity and 
functionality of forest ecosystems and producing sustainable timber profits: 

• Ecosystem-based Vision of Silviculture: EFM views silviculture through an 
ecosystem-based lens, which contrasts sharply with the existing forest practices 
which focus on clearcutting, replanting single species as if it an agricultural crop, and 
manage towards simplified forest structure.  The focus of EFM on the dynamics and 
natural history of forests ensures the preservation of ecological functions and 
services that forests provide. 

• Forest Dynamics and Variability: EFM recognizes and leverages the natural 
variability and dynamics of forest stands, ensuring continuity and enhancing 
biodiversity and resilience. Silvicultural Principles at the Stand Level: 

• Continuity Between Generations: EFM emphasizes continuity in biological 
richness, functional capabilities, and structure. The concept of biological legacies 
– leaving elements of the pre-harvest forest – contrasts with the clear-cutting 
practices that disrupt the ecological fabric. 
 

• Complexity and Biological Richness: The focus is on ensuring structural 
diversity and biological richness, promoting a more resilient and diverse 
ecosystem that can support a broader range of wildlife and plant species. 

 

• Ecologically Grounded Interventions: EFM dictates interventions that are 
based on ecological needs rather than solely on economic drivers. However, the 
approach also recognizes the importance of economic and social considerations. 

 
• Broader Spatial Context: EFM suggests managing individual stands within the 

broader context of the entire landscape. This offers a layered approach that 
considers the interdependencies between different parts of the forest, ensuring 
holistic health and resilience. 
 

• Silvicultural Principles at Landscape and Larger Spatial Scales: 

• Landscape Heterogeneity: This underscores the importance of creating diverse 
forest environments, ensuring different forest conditions to support broader 
biodiversity and ecosystem functions. 

• Protection of Exceptional Areas: Recognizing areas of unique ecological or 
cultural value ensures that they are managed carefully to preserve their 
significance. This highlights the importance of conserving special habitats or 
areas that have historical, cultural, or unique ecological attributes. 

• Accommodating Landscape Thresholds: Managing against specific 
thresholds ensures that certain activities do not disrupt landscape-level 
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ecological functions. This can mean avoiding certain activities or ensuring certain 
conditions exist in the landscape. 

• "Shades-of-Green" Landscapes: The goal is to ensure that every part of the 
forested landscape contributes to overall ecological functionality, facilitating 
biodiversity and movement of organisms. 

In Summary: EFM approaches silviculture and planning from a comprehensive 
perspective, emphasizing ecological health, inclusivity, adaptability, and sustainability. 
These principles, both at the stand level and in broader planning contexts, prioritize the 
long-term health and functionality of the forest, and they emphasize a balance between 
ecological, economic, and social objectives. By understanding and implementing these 
principles, forest managers can better achieve harmonious, sustainable outcomes. 

Ecosystem Forest Management (EFM): An Overview of its Contributions to Major 
Issues 

• Maintaining Biodiversity in Forest Landscapes: Ecosystem Forest Management 
(EFM) plays a vital role in preserving the richness of species and ecosystems. The 
focus isn't only on individual species but also on maintaining biotic processes and 
relationships among species. 

• Importance of Ecosystem-Based Approach: Reserves and preserves are 
essential, but they alone can't sustain global biodiversity. The presence of biota 
in managed lands is vital as they offer ecological services and products on which 
human society relies. EFM emphasizes the need to incorporate biodiversity 
objectives into the management of most global forests. 

• Strategies of EFM to Sustain Biodiversity: EFM adopts a three-pronged 
approach to ensure the continued richness of forest landscapes: 

• Recognizing and preserving vital specialized habitats in managed 
landscapes. 

• Ensuring the presence of a full range of developmental stages in 
landscapes, including preforest stages. 

• Establishing and sustaining structurally complex and biologically 
diverse managed stands. 

These strategies are not just about conserving species; they're also about 
safeguarding processes like pollination and symbiotic relationships. 

• EFM and Endangered Species: Legally protected species, such as those under 
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in the US, often serve as barometers of 
endangered and degraded ecosystems. Their declining numbers or habitats 
often signal larger environmental issues. EFM practices can aid the restoration of 
threatened species. Such practices not only create habitats for these species but 
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also further environmental, economic, and social goals. The philosophy is that 
what benefits the entire ecosystem will likely benefit individual species within it. 
However, problems arise when the focus narrows down to managing habitats for 
a single species without considering the broader ecosystem. 

To truly conserve biodiversity, the management of endangered species should 
align with the maintenance of the broader ecosystem's integrity. When this isn't 
the case, the broader objectives of conservation might be compromised. 

• Supporting Rural and Small-Town Communities: EFM's multi-faceted approach 
promotes sustainable forestry that can support local economies and provide 
livelihoods without compromising forest health. 
 

• Providing an Alternative to the Choice of Reserves or Plantations: EFM 
presents an integrative approach, aiming to balance conservation and economic 
goals. It suggests a nuanced model that doesn't strictly segregate forests as either 
reserves or plantations but manages them to achieve multiple objectives. 

In Summary: EFM presents a comprehensive and ecologically grounded approach to 
forest management. It views forests not just as timber resources but as complex 
ecosystems that need to be managed with a focus on biodiversity, ecosystem health, 
and human well-being. It challenges the conventional paradigms of forest management 
and promotes practices that can serve ecological, economic, and social goals 
simultaneously. 

Mitigating and Adapting to Climate Change through EFM 

Ecosystem Forest Management (EFM) provides a holistic approach to forest 
conservation, with a strong emphasis on the importance of maintaining forest resilience, 
especially in the face of climate change. The main objectives of EFM in this context can 
be summarized as follows: 

• Enhancing Forest Resilience: 

• Scientific Consensus: According to several studies, enhancing the resilience of 
ecosystems is critical in a changing environment. Extreme climatic events, loss of 
ecosystem services, and abrupt ecosystem changes are anticipated, which 
emphasizes the need for resilient systems. 

• Principles for Resilience: Strategies for resilience include maintaining diversity, 
ensuring connectivity between ecosystems, and monitoring gradual 
environmental changes. Diversity plays a crucial role because it allows a variety 
of responses to environmental disturbances. For example, having diverse 
species and structural composition is pivotal for a resilient ecosystem. 

•  Role of EFM: EFM works towards reducing risks and enhancing resilience by: 
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• Promoting species diversity, including varied tree species within a 
stand. 

• Ensuring diversity at the landscape level by fostering stands with 
varied structure and composition. 

• Structural Diversity and Resilience: 

• Frequent-fire Forests: These forests present unique challenges and 
opportunities. The ideal strategy for resilience in these landscapes involves: 

• Establishing forests with low tree density, comprising primarily 
larger and older trees of fire-resistant species.  Maintaining lower-
density forests to minimize losses from droughts or pest infestations. 

• Focusing on structure to enhance resistance.  Ensuring patches of 
denser forests to cater to specific species' needs. Even though these 
dense patches may be prone to intense fires, having them within a 
resilient landscape increases their chances of enduring longer periods. 

• Carbon Sequestration: EFM plays a role in carbon sequestration by maintaining 
healthy forest landscapes that capture and store carbon dioxide, thereby reducing 
the greenhouse effect. 

In Summary: EFM, with its focus on resilience and diversity, offers a strategic approach 
to mitigate and adapt to the challenges posed by climate change. By fostering 
biologically rich and structurally varied forest landscapes, EFM helps forests better cope 
with changing climatic conditions and the disturbances associated with it. 

Increasing Carbon Sequestration through EFM 

Ecosystem Forest Management (EFM) offers a strategic approach to amplify carbon 
sequestration in forests, thereby acting as a potential solution to carbon imbalances. 
The approach emphasizes: 

• Retention and Longer Rotations: EFM underscores the importance of retaining 
more trees and wood during harvesting, as well as adopting extended periods 
between major harvest operations. 

• Timber Harvesting: Under EFM, logging consistently involves significant retention 
of existing live trees, snags, and logs, leading to higher carbon levels than 
clearcutting practices. 

• Carbon Debt: Sites managed with EFM principles incur a reduced on-site carbon 
debt post-harvest compared to those under even-aged systems. 

• Longevity of Carbon Storage: Extending the period between timber harvests 
provides several carbon storage benefits. Notably, many forests continue 
accumulating high levels of carbon for centuries. 
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• Protection of Ecologically Important Areas: EFM designates specific areas, 
including older forests and aquatic ecosystems, that will be conserved for their 
ecological values, and these areas typically have substantial stocks of sequestered 
carbon. 

EFM's Role in Supporting Rural and Small-Town Communities 

Local communities play a vital role in the success of EFM due to their deep connection 
with, knowledge of, and dependence on forests. 

• Economic Dependence: Rural communities offer the workforce required for forest 
management. They bring specialized skills, training, and passion to the table. Local 
manufacturing facilities, in turn, provide a market for timber harvested, creating an 
economic ecosystem. 

• Financial Support for Stewardship: Public lands rarely receive adequate 
legislative financial backing. The revenues generated from selling forest products 
often fund essential forest stewardship activities. 

• Societal Benefits: EFM delivers various societal benefits to local communities, from 
economic benefits through job opportunities to the preservation of cherished forest 
values. The holistic approach of EFM can stabilize local economies and prevent 
fluctuations. 

• Stakeholder Engagement: EFM accentuates the importance of including local 
populations in decision-making processes, especially for public lands. Local 
communities possess unique insights, historical knowledge, and a personal 
connection to the forests, making their input invaluable. 

• Adaptive Management: Residents can actively participate in monitoring and 
managing their local forests, turning these processes into educational opportunities, 
and deepening their bond with the environment. 

• Advocacy for Forests: As society becomes increasingly urbanized, those who live 
close to or within forests can serve as crucial advocates for the continued 
stewardship and conservation of public forestlands. 

In Summary: EFM not only addresses the crucial issue of carbon sequestration but 
also integrates and uplifts local communities, ensuring their well-being and creating a 
synergistic relationship between forests and their neighboring societies. 

• Implications for Small Landowners: 

• EFM is especially beneficial for small landowners, offering both ecological and 
economic advantages. 

• Instead of a clear-cutting approach, small landowners can selectively manage 
their forests, ensuring they support biodiversity while also generating revenue. 
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• Incentives like tax breaks, conservation easements, and carbon credits can 
further support landowners in adopting EFM practices. 

• Implications for Public Lands: 

• Public opinion generally opposes both the clear-cutting of public forests and the 
complete reservation of these lands. 

• With a growing emphasis on ecosystem resilience, there's a clear trend towards 
understanding the benefits of management activities that merge ecological and 
restorative goals. 

• EFM offers a comprehensive management strategy that could be more widely 
acceptable to diverse stakeholders. 

Ecological Forest Management In Summary: EFM emerges as a promising 
alternative in the complex world of forest management, bridging the divide between 
preservation and plantation. EFM offers a nuanced and balanced approach to forest 
management, marrying economic, ecological, and social objectives. It steers away from 
the age-old ‘preserve or produce’ narrative, emphasizing the importance of adaptive and 
integrated forest management. By aligning policies, practices, and stakeholder interests, 
EFM has the potential to reshape the future of Oregon forestry.  EFM isn’t a one-size-
fits-all solution but instead offers a wide array of adaptive management strategies 
tailored to various forests, goals, and regulatory frameworks. It stresses the importance 
of maintaining and enhancing the ecological integrity of forests, prioritizing protection of 
high-value ecological and cultural areas, retaining biological legacies post-harvest, and 
assessing watershed impacts.  EFM encourages policies that value natural processes, 
maintaining biodiversity and forest structure over generations. 

A Way Forward: Integrated Recommendations for Improving Forest Sustainability 
in Oregon  

The discussion of financial considerations and ecological forest management in this 
paper has exposed some benefits and weaknesses of forest management in Oregon.  
Implementing the following recommendations would benefit our economy and the 
preservation of forest habitats and ecosystem services:   

• Change the taxing of forest harvesting to ensure they are paying their fair share 
and increase revenue to county services. 
 

• Increase the rotation length to increase timber production and profit, ecosystem 
services, and funding of county services.  It should be noted that the timber industry 
continues to push for increased production by increasing the acres of timber sales 
but has reduced the rotation length to increase corporate profits at the expense of 
local community and state shares, environmental impacts, and production. 
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• Increase the retention of legacy components during harvest to maintain 
biodiversity and forest structure continuity. The current policies seem restrictive, 
hindering the natural progression of post-harvest forests. Incorporate traditional 
ecological knowledge, especially from indigenous communities, which often 
emphasizes the importance of various forest stages and the interconnectedness of 
forest ecosystems.  While timber production is vital for economic reasons, it should 
be balanced with the preservation of natural ecosystems. focus on recognizing the 
importance of the preforest stage, especially its biodiversity.  

 
• Change existing policies promoting quick re-establishment of commercial 

species post-harvest. Reduce or eliminate the use of herbicides during site prep 
and free-to-grow requirements. 

• Integrate policies and practices that recognize the value of younger forest 
stages and find ways to manage them in a manner that promotes biodiversity, soil 
health, and overall ecological resilience.  On federal forests the Northwest Forest 
Plan (NWFP) focuses predominantly on mature and old forests. This narrow 
viewpoint misses out on the potential benefits of younger, more dynamic 
ecosystems.  

• Invest in educational campaigns that not only highlight the economic value of 
forests but also their ecological, cultural, and recreational significance. This 
can help build broader public support for sustainable forest management practices. 

• Continue to identify and designate high value areas for forest conservation. 
 

 



From: Steve Albrechtsen
To: FORESTRY Boardof * ODF
Subject: HCP
Date: Monday, September 18, 2023 8:59:23 PM

Dear Chair Kelly and Board of Forestry Members: 

As the Neah-Kah-Nie High School forestry teacher and   Future Natural Resource Leaders
(FNRL) advisor, I am writing to express concerns with the Oregon Department of Forestry’s
(ODF) draft Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). It is concerning that the ODF drafted a plan that
would reduce timber harvests on state forestlands, where the annual harvest is about half of
what it grows each year.   The concern of me and my school district is less funding for staff,
and increased hardships for many local families who work in the forest products sector. 

The Neah-Kah-Nie school district has around 850 students in our district and around 120 staff. 
Of those 850 students around 50% are at their reading grade level and 33% are at grade level
for math.  You can see we need every penny to support those students who are behind.  We
have been partially funded by timber revenue for over 25  years, which has done great things
to offset the struggles of small rural schools.

Our students that participate in FNRL hope to one day be part of the forest sector. Arbitrary
reductions in state timber harvest indicate to them that their futures don’t matter, not to
mention other indirect impacts that our community will face with fewer jobs and revenue to
fund public services besides schools. 

We ask state policymakers to increase timber harvests and revenues for local schools. Our
students, their families, and surrounding communities desperately need the state to strike a
better balance of the economic, environmental, and social values these forests support. 
Sustainability for environmental, economic and social social benefits are met within the
current harvest levels.   Conservation is important.   ODF forest current harvest levels along
with the Private Forest Accords new regulations accomplish this goal of conservation. 

Thank you for considering our concerns and our students’ futures.   

Sincerely,

Stephen Albrechtsen  
Neah-Kah-Nie High School teacher
-- 
Neah-Kah-Nie HS & MS teacher
Arts: drawing/painting, ceramics, photography
Science: forestry and environmental science

mailto:BoardofForestry@odf.oregon.gov


      Associated Oregon Loggers, Inc.
PO Box 12339      Salem, Oregon 97309-0339      (503) 364-1330

Fax: (503) 364-0836        aol@oregonloggers.org

“Growing service & voice for loggers and forest operators since 1969”
www.oregonloggers.org

Date: Sept. 7, 2023
To: Board of Forestry
From: Amanda Sullivan-Astor, Forest Policy Manager

Associated Oregon Loggers

Topic: Agenda Item #9 – Chair Proposed Resolution on the draft Western Oregon State Forests Habitat 
Conservation Plan

Good morning, Chair Kelly, State Forester Mukumoto and members of the Board,

For the record, my name is Amanda Sullivan-Astor. I am the forest policy manager for Associated Oregon 
Loggers.

I come before you today with a deep appreciation for the intricacies of the Habitat Conservation Plan and 
the Resolution currently under your consideration.

In the pursuit of balance between wildlife and socioeconomic interests, I'm reminded of a timeless quote 
from Gifford Pinchot: "The vast possibilities of our great future will become realities only if we make 
ourselves responsible for that future." 

The Resolution before you today, begins to recognize that responsibility and represents an opportunity to 
take ownership of the future. It's a responsibility that AOL recognizes you all take seriously.

In the spirit of Gifford Pinchot's words, I ask that you consider whether the Resolution sincerely addresses 
the concerns that continue to be voiced by the hard-working men and women stewarding the Board’s 
entrusted resources; your fellow citizens that rely on the responsible management of public and private 
forests for their livelihoods.

Gandhi once said, “You must be the change you wish to see in the world.” If the Board truly wishes to 
make a meaningful impact and earnestly attempts to decrease the negative externalities of the HCP and 
FMP on small family forest businesses, local safety, children’s education and community wellbeing, then 
the Resolution before you today may not be enough.  However noble in intent, we are afraid it will result 
in simple lip service. 

We hope humanity shines through in the end as the Board safeguards the purpose and identity of those who 
get to work in the woods every day.  In the end we believe upholding the HCP’s fundamental principle of 
protecting listed species while removing the necessity of take avoidance should be measured against GPV 
through ensuring no net loss of forest sector jobs and that rural communities can continue to thrive.     

Sincerely,

Amanda Sullivan-Astor
Associated Oregon Loggers
Forest Policy Manager
aastor@oregonloggers.org

Sincerely,























































































































































































































































September 7, 2023 

Oregon Department of Forestry Board 
Salem, Oregon 

Re: State Forest Habitat Conservation Plan 

Dear ODF Board, 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. My name is Ted Chu. I am a full time 
resident and property tax payer of Tillamook County. My culinary water comes 
from a watershed that is primarily state forest. 

This is my third in person appearance before the board to advocate for the 
original Alternative 3 of the State Forest Habitat Conservation Plan. You are 
probably getting as tired of seeing me as I am of traveling around the state to 
give testimony. I remain a strong proponent of Alternative 3 and cannot support 
any resolution to weaken it. Alternative 3 is already a sound compromise that 
balances the needs of the timber industry, the commercial and indigenous 
fishers, watersheds and the needs of species of concern. 

I believe Alternative 3 will satisfy the US Fish and Wildlife Service's requirements 
for species recovery. Alternative 3 will best support Oregon's commitment to 
combat the causes of climate change. It will protect the most valuable yield of 
state forests, clean cold water for our homes, dairies and valuable anadromous 
fish populations. 

I worked 30 years for a state natural resource agency. One thing I learned 
repeatedly is regardless how many contortions you go through you cannot 
appease everyone. In many cases you can't please even half the people. Here 
you are considering three alternatives of forest management change. If 30% of 
the people like Alternative 1, 30% like Alternative 2, 40% favor Alternative 3 and 
you adopt Alternative 3, 60% of the people will be unhappy and will accuse you 
of not listening to them. It's an unavoidable no win scenario. 

Significantly altering or weakening Alternative 3 would result in more debate and 
more hearings. Implementing Alternative 3 is exactly the right thing to do at 
exactly the right time, for water, for salmon, for the timber industry, for the climate 
and for forest management stability and planning. I recognize this is a difficult 
controversial decision for the board but you signed up to make tough decisions. 
For the benefit of everyone involved please do not drag this out any longer. 

Ted Chu 
�M-CL41400 Anderson Rd�/ /J t:i 

Nehalem, Or 97131 



Submitted for the September 7, 2023 meeting 
 
From: Cheryl Conway, Astoria resident 
Re: HCP---Your Legacy? 
  
My name is Cheryl Conway. I am a resident of Clatsop County. 
  
Thank you, members of the Oregon Board of Forestry, for holding this hearing today. I 
appreciate the opportunity to speak and appreciate the time and effort you have given 
as members of this board. 
  
It is obvious that the years of friction and conflict have slowly eroded everyone’s 
resilience, those of you on the board supporting a strong HCP and those of us publicly 
supporting you at every hearing. I cannot imagine how exhausting this work must be for 
you or how strong the pressure for this to end must be. While your attempts to build 
consensus are admirable, every concession you have made over the course of 
developing this HCP has not satisfied opponents and only resulted in delays and 
demands for more.  Opponents have successfully chipped and chiseled the proposed 
HCP to the point that any more weakening will jeopardize its fulfillment of federal 
mandates for species protection. You are taking a significant risk that our HCP will be 
rejected if you remove thousands of acres more from the proposed protected areas. 
Can you really withstand a repeat of this process you have suffered through if we have 
to start all over again? 
  
Remember this HCP is your legacy. As we near the final decision, please find the 
fortitude to hang on and resist further delays and demands. Remain steadfast in 
supporting a science-based habitat conservation plan. 
  
Thank you for listening. 
  
Cheryl Conway 
1006 Grand Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103 
 



Addendum to the testimony of Harriet Cooke, MD, MPH 

Dear Chair Kelly and Board, 

  I much appreciated the opportunity to hear and give testimony on the HCP and 
proposed resolution to open up more state land for timber harvest.  

    I also appreciated hearing Chair Kelly speak at the end about his proposed 
resolution not being about political pressure, but balancing best available science 
and the economic effects of our decisions.  

     In my closing statement I urged you all to “Look at the numbers and health of 
our salmon and steelhead. They are a key indicator of the health of our forests” 
and all of the services they provide (replenishing aquifers, sequestering carbon, 
providing essential shade and cooling of land and streams. My original testimony is 
at the end of this addendum).  

 In 2015 I read Naomi Klein’s book, This Changes Everything, Capitalism vs 
Climate. It is a brilliantly researched documentation of how our economic system 
has created and contributed to the climate crisis, and how we absolutely must 
develop alternative economic solutions to our extraction economic paradigm. 

 Forest business as usual is part of this entrenched problem and I urge you to 
finalize a plan based on the best available ecological science, and work with Gov. 
Kotek and the State of Oregon to create alternative solutions to the economic gap 
that is feared.  

 The best available ecological science not only helps protect wildlife, it 
helps protect PEOPLE! The effects of climate change are devastating as we see 
from the megafires inflamed by the hotter, drier conditions and more extreme 
weather patterns.  

 Forests, globally, are under enormous threat from both over extraction and 
megafires. We absolutely need sustainable forest products for housing. And the key 
word is sustainable. HCP Alt. 3 is the best compromise for minimal needs to recover 
our salmon populations from their projected extinction. And by protecting them, we 
will be minimally doing our part in protecting our water supplies and sequestering 
carbon. 

 Thank you for the opportunity to reflect on chair Kelly’s final comment on  

Sept. 7th. 

Sincerely, 

Harriet Cooke, MD, MPH 

Original testimony below- see highlighted points at the end:  

 



Thank you chair Kelly and Board members for the opportunity to speak to you 
again. 
 My name is Dr. Harriet Cooke, we met in Sisters.  
 
 State forests are not the only forests being overharvested and clearcut. I am 
here to support Habitat Conservation Plan Alternative 3,  a plan that I understand is 
the minimum necessary that is backed by Forest ecology science, wildlife science 
and the realities of climate science that begs us to sustain and grow  mature forest 
canopy for cooling our streams and lands and helping to prevent the most 
devastating megafires.   

 
 

• I’m commenting in opposition to the proposed resolution to weaken the 
Habitat Conservation Plan…” . I understand it would reduce habitat for 
critically endangered Salmon and wildlife, and result in thousands of acres of 
industrial scale clearcuts on state forests . 
 

• I urge you to finalize HCP Alternative 3, which provides better protection 
for salmon by preventing logging along tributary streams and around 
landslide-prone areas. This balanced forest management plan also includes 
sustainable timber harvests that do not further compromise our dwindling 
fish and wildlife. 
 

We need you to finalize a plan that results in no net loss of habitat, that your 
decisions are based in science . I understand that Finalizing Alternative 3 HCP will 
support logging the backlog of timber sales held up by wildlife concerns . 
 
We need a bare minimum of mature forests to sequester carbon and cool our lands 
and streams and purify our water. 40 year old trees and clearcuts do not meet these 
needs. 
 
  I am grateful for those timber companies working to sustainably harvest timber 
through sustainable practices. Our forest communities must be supported to 
develop sustainable forest economies rather than unsustainable over extraction of 
our remaining mature forests and forests that protect critical habitat, clean 
sufficient water supply, and sequester carbon AND water.  
 
Look at the numbers and health of our salmon and steelhead . They are a key 
indicator of the health of our forests and waters.  

 This isn’t about wildlife vs. people. It is about being able to critically 
recognize that the way we have treated our forests, particularly mature 
forests,  has contributed to our current climate, water, and salmon crises. 

Thank you. 

Harriet Cooke  



Dear Chair Kelly and Board of Forestry Members please do not adopt the proposed 
resolution given in agenda item 9, Sep 7, 2023 meeting.  While I have great respect for 
Chair Kelly and the Board as well as ODF Staff, I know that if adopted this resolution will 
begin the unravelling of a balanced and responsible plan for meeting the requirements 
of the Endangered Species Act.  The tactics of those who oppose managing our State 
Forests consistent with the Greatest Permanent Value and instead wish the forests to 
be managed for the greatest revenue and short-term gains to timber corporations are 
transparent, self-serving, and should be ignored.  The tactics used are to wait until a 
plan is almost complete and then ask (or demand) that the planning start all over.  The 
tactics are to delay and to chip away at thoughtful, scientifically based, complex, 
balanced planning and implementation of predictable forest management 
practices.  The people of Oregon have waited long enough for changing forestry 
practices to improve our forests while more species teeter on the edge of 
extinction.  Forests are more than a place where trucks piled high in logs leave to go to 
processing plants and mills.  Forests belong to all Oregonians and should provide 
places of solitude, recreation, wildlife habitat, clean water, wild food, carbon 
sequestration, economic benefits of tourism, and more.  Please approve the Draft HCP 
as written with alternative 3 as the appropriate balance to achieve GPV for all people of 
Oregon. 
 
Thank You for Your Consideration. 
Respectfully Yours, 
 
Chrsitopher Farrar 
Astoria Oregon 
 
 
Please include this email message and the attached letter to the record of the Sep 6-7, 
2023 BOF meeting. 
 



To: Oregon Board of Forestry 5 September 2023 

Comment on Agenda Item 9, Chair's Proposed Resolution on the Draft Western Oregon State Forests 

HCP, September 6-7, 2023 BOF meeting 

From: Christopher Farrar, Clatsop County Resident 

I am a small forest land owner in opposition to the Chair's Resolution as presented in the meeting 

agenda packet for the following reasons. 

Endangered Species Need Protection Now: 

The Draft HCP should be implemented now, in fact a similar plan should have be in place decades ago. 

Any further delay is intolerable and irresponsible and inconsistent with the BOF's obligation to the 

people of Oregon to uphold and give priority to ensuring the people's State Forests are managed for the 

Greatest Permanent Value. 

The Draft HCP took years of study, data analysis, complex modeling, meetings, public participation and 

testimony, and cost taxpayers significant expense. All sides were invited to participate and did. The 

draft HCP is a sound and fair plan. The plan is a compromise that, if implemented, will increase 

protection of endangered species through habitat restoration and preservation while continuing to 

accommodate substantial annual timber harvests for the next 70 years. 

Draft HCP Will Facilitate Timber Harvesting For Revenue: 

The current draft plan if implemented will allow issuing Incidental Take Permits that will avoid costly and 

time consuming legal battles over minor loss of ESA listed species in harvest areas but will balance these 

losses by increasing Habitat Conservation Areas where listed species may thrive. This balanced 

approach will help the recovery of ESA species over the long haul and will provide greater certainty of 

revenue to ODF and timber to contracted timber companies. 

The HCP Is Ready To Go Now - Don't Derail the Years-Long Process: 

I ask the Board of Forestry to not be moved by the delaying tactics of some who wish to derail 

implementing the HCP process but instead adopt a final HCP plan with the strongest conservation 

alternative as quickly as the process allows. Interrupting a process that has taken years of Staff, Board, 

and interested parties time as well as the expense of Staff time and Contractors risks all that has been 

invested because either the plan will need to be started over from scratch or the modified version will 

not be accepted under the National Environmental Policy Act. The taxpayers have spent enough already 

and have waited too long already. Please stop "fiddling" with the plan. Instead move expeditiously to 

implement Alternative 3 of the Draft HCP. 

Sincerely, 







Submitted: Wed 9/6/2023 7:07 PM 

Subject: Written comments to BoF re HCP Alternative 3

Message: 

September 6, 2022 

Good morning, Chair Kelly and members of the Board of Forestry. My name is Steve 

Griffiths. I live in Lincoln City. 
I am speaking today in opposition to the resolution to weaken the Habitat Conservation 

Plan for state forests in western Oregon. 
As a full-time resident of the Oregon Coast, I have hiked to the summits of Kings 

Mountain, Saddle Mountain, and Mt. Hebo. 
Looking out and seeing snow-covered Cascade peaks in the distance has been an 

unforgettable experience. 
However, looking down and seeing coastal forests fractured by clearcut logging has 

been an unpleasant reminder that extensive logging in the Coast Range has damaged 
habitat for many avian and terrestrial species, and led to increased sedimentation in rivers 
and streams, threatening the long-term survival of iconic salmon populations. 

The resolution would open up thousands of acres within proposed riparian areas of the 
HCP, further reducing habitat for endangered fish and wildlife and causing still more 
delays in finalizing an HCP for state forests in western Oregon. 

Please get back on track and support -- and ultimately approve -- HCP Alternative 3 which 
is based on the best available science. Alt. 3 would: 

o Provide sufficient habitat for endangered wildlife.
o Reduce sedimentation by increasing forested buffers along tributary streams and

areas prone to landslides, and
o Help ensure sufficient drinking water supplies for more than 500,000 Oregonians.

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Steve Griffiths 

Lincoln City, Oregon 



September 7 Board Meeting Input 

State Forester, ODF Board members and staff: 
 
My name is Jay Haladay.   Our family owns a home in unincorporated Clatsop County 
between Arch Cape and Cannon Beach.  I represent 20 families in our neighborhood 
who, like us, are not members of any established water district.  We call ourselves the 
“Friends of Hug Point”. 
 
I provided live testimony to the Board in 2019.  It was to provide testimony on ODF’s 
attempt to execute a timber sale on property where we and our neighbors hold state-
granted water rights.  This 77 acre forested area, known locally as Norriston Heights, is 
our only source of drinking water.  We believed that ODF did not following its published 
process for this transaction and we challenged the potential sale in this forum.  The 
Board and staff agreed that the process was improper and the sale of Norriston Heights 
timber was postponed ‘indefinitely’.  While this decision provided short term relief to our 
concerns, our neighborhood that relies on water from this local watershed remained 
nervous about the longer-term certainty of our drinking water. 
 
In the 4+ years since my last testimony, we have had a change in governor, a different 
state forester and a change in the composition of ODF board members.  During this 
period, we also saw considerable work done on the Forest Management Plan and 
corresponding Habitat Conservation Plan.  Our group provided input to the different 
organizations, like ODF and NOAA, as this work progressed.  Unfortunately nothing has 
appeared to eliminate our fears of losing the watershed that provides us drinking water. 
 
And at this time, divisions in though remain. 
 
Our neighborhood of 20+ families on the Oregon Coast between Cannon Beach and 
Arch Cape, and thousands of other Oregonians who are not part of an organized water 
district, have become increasingly nervous about our sources of drinking 
water.  Sensible plans for forest management and water supply protection are put 
forward then politicized.  That hardly makes us comfortable that our water supplies are 
safe 
 
The last 12-18 months has also taught us that climate change is real.  This makes it 
more urgent that having forest management guidelines in our state reflect the needs of 
all of its constituencies. 
 
Yes, timber is an important source of revenue for our state.  But Oregon residents 
deserve the right to a safe drinking water supply.  We can do both, and we look to this 
Board to make common sense decisions that reflect the needs of all Oregonians.  Poor 
decisions could lead to short term damage that on our forests that may take lifetimes to 
correct…if they are correctable at all. 



 
You are part of an important leadership structure in Oregon.  On a micro level, we ask 
ODF to adopt forest management policies that protect the water supplies of our 
neighborhood that come from the watershed of Norriston Heights.  Include this parcel 
within Forest Management Plan and HCP protection.  At the macro level, we ask ODF to 
adopt policies that balance the needs of the people and habitat of Oregon with the 
needs of the forest industry. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide this testimony in person. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Jay Haladay 
Friends of Hug Point 



Submitted: 09/21/2023  

Subject: Supplemental record for September 7, 2023, remote testimony 

from Kristin Rasmussen, Hampton Lumber Company. 

Agenda Topic: Item #9 

Message:  

Video title “Community members raise concerns over proposed State Forest 

Habitat Conservation Plan” 

Video link https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zsps7wyp5yw 

Individuals featured in the video are: 

- Warrenton Mayor Henry Balensifer 
- Lane County Commissioner David Loveall 

- Dave Kunert  
- David Wells 

- Adam Hopkes  
- Stephen Albrechtsen  

 

KRISTIN RASMUSSEN 
 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.youtube.com%2Fwatch%3Fv%3Dzsps7wyp5yw&data=05%7C01%7CHilary.Olivos-rood%40stateoforegon.mail.onmicrosoft.com%7C9beb0ec01e814a948c6408dbbaee5469%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C638309305019165172%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=UEGrwDmFieCWRRFCiERsmA3nb0gx05vJGf6lwB6B2zI%3D&reserved=0


Jane Heisler 

2731 SE Harrison St.  

Portland, OR 98214 

503-720-2187 

 

September 1, 2023 

 

 

Oregon Board of Forestry  

Sent Via Email boardofforestry@odf.oregon.gov  

RE: In Support of HCP and Opposition to Resolution  

 

Dear Chair Kelly and Members of the Board of Forestry:  

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Habitat Conservation Plan. I strongly believe 

that Alternative 3, the Conservation Alternative, provides for the “greatest permanent value” of 

our state forests.  Also, given that the intent of the HCP is to preserve and recover listed species 

and provide operational certainty to the Department of Forestry in planning for long term 

sustainable harvest from state forests, I must also argue against the Commission’s resolution to 

modify the boundaries of the HCA areas to allow harvest.  Given the dire climate impacts on our 

planet and the fact that trees will help mitigate those impacts, any changes to the HCP must be 

based on the best available science and have no net loss of habitat for covered species.    

 Sincerely, 

 

Jane Heisler 



Board Meeting 9/7/23 Decision Item #9 
 
Chair Kelly and Members of the Board, 
 
I have lived in Oregon since I was a child and have spent much of my time in the forests 
and on the rivers of our amazing state lands, rarely tempted to travel beyond its 
borders. I have eaten the salmon, breathed the air and drank the water that comes from 
our State Forests, property that we as Oregonians hold in common and that are legally 
mandated to be managed so that they provide the greatest value to ALL our citizens.  
 
In early June I made the mid week trek from Portland to Sisters to attend the Board 
meeting and support the strongest HCP possible, one that is grounded in science, as 
state law mandates, and addresses the current realities we are facing as climate 
change accelerates into a climate emergency. I am writing today to ask again that the 
Board move forward with HCP Alternative 3 or stronger. This will also support the 
implementation of the Climate Change and Forest Carbon Plan that the Board of 
Forestry adopted in 2021.  
 
Thank you for considering my comments, Heather Ikeler 
 





Dear Members Forestry, 
 
Dear Oregon Board of Forestry Member: 
 
On behalf of Georgia-Pacific, I write to request the Board carefully consider the 
development of a Habitat Conservation Plan for State Forests.  The Board needs to 
consider an alternative that balances both economic and social values in conjunction 
with the sustainability of the Habitat Conservation Plan. 
 
Unless the Department changes course, Oregon’s state forests will go the way of the 
state’s federal forests – becoming unmanaged, overstocked forests infested with insects 
and disease, further contributing to the state’s wildfire crisis while worsening timber-
dependent rural counties’ ability to provide essential services.  We’ve learned from the 
past that significant reductions in public timber harvests subject surrounding 
communities to poverty and decline. 
 
In addition, the reduction will negatively impact counties and taxing districts that receive 
timber revenues.  Even if other public monies could be diverted to supplement state and 
local budgets, that doesn’t make up for the loss in jobs and economic activities tied to 
logging, hauling, and milling timber from state forests.  Sawmills residuals are also used 
by plywood and pulp and paper facilities.  Thus, this isn’t just about primary 
manufacturers, it’s about an entire forest products industry. 
 
Oregonians need a more balanced approach that won’t decimate ODF’s budget and 
rural communities at the same time. 
 
I am writing you today in regards to the Western Oregon Habitat Conservation Plan 
(HCP) for State Forests, currently under development by the Oregon Department of 
Forestry. As currently drafted, the proposed HCP is overly restrictive and too costly for 
the state, local communities, businesses, and families who depend on state forest 
timber harvests and revenues. 
 
I appreciate that the Board of Forestry has recognized that improvements can and 
should be made to the plan. You must now hold the Oregon Department of Forestry 
accountable and ensure the plan is amended in meaningful ways that increase harvest 
volume and revenue for local communities. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Casey Kramer 
1400 SE Butler Bridge Rd 
Toledo, OR 97391 
casey.kramer@gapac.com 



For the Board of Forestry - RE: Thursday's vote 
 
Hello ~ 

I understand that you'll be voting on the Habitat Conservation Plan on Thursday.  It is 
critical that we work hard to continue efforts toward habitat conservation!  You life is on 
the line and so is mine!  We have to move beyond the dated thinking that ignores the 
critical role forest health and species diversity plays in sustaining all life on earth. 

We've already decimated most of our forests.  Species are disappearing from the earth 
daily.  The responsible approach is to use the best science available, wait for the 
coming report and protect habitat to the greatest degree possible.  

Please reject the resolution and focus instead on protection of stream habitat, buffer 
zones and aquatic life. 

 

Thank you ~ 

Cheri Lovre 

Silverton, OR 



Dear Chair Kelly and Members of the Board for the record my name is Mary Jo Mann.  Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment today on the HCP.  A�er listening to the comments today, I 
beter appreciated the challenges of your jobs and I thank you for your �me and effort on this 
important work.   

I s�ll believe the HCP is cri�cal work and hope that you will reach a consensus and finalize a plan 
in the not-too-distant future.  However, I can’t help but think that the pressures on foresters and 
�mber communi�es are rooted in history.  I get a sense that because we have had the fortune 
of living in a �mber-rich part of the world and have expecta�ons that there will always be trees 
enough to support �mber coun�es and �mber jobs at the same levels as we have experienced 
in the past, we are stuck.   

I submit to you, that we can not con�nue to manage forests as we have in the past or have the 
same expecta�ons.  As I said in my statement, I have lived here all of my life, but I no longer 
recognize my state.  I am wondering if it is possible in this �me of increasing popula�on, and 
warming climate, to expect our forests to provide at the same level as they have in the 
past?  Perhaps changing our expecta�ons is a way to preserve forestry and forests for 
future genera�ons?  I believe that it is possible to set standards for logging and forest 
management that can accomplish that.  However, in our current environment where forestry is 
driven by investment companies that are only looking at how much money they can earn for 
their clients, the way forward is not an easy one. 

I feel for our �mber communi�es and hope they con�nue working in the forests.  However, is it 
unreasonable to expect that �mber money is going to con�nue to support them going forward 
as it has in the past?  I think it’s �me to consider new ways to earn revenue for these coun�es.    

My final thought is that once we lose our fish and wildlife, and contaminate our water, there is 
no guarantee that we will get that back.   

Thank you for your �me, considera�on, and efforts on our behalf. 

  

Sincerely, 

Mary Jo Mann 

Portland, Oregon 97214 

  

P.S. 

My statement made earlier today is below. 

  



I’m commen�ng today in opposi�on to the last- minute proposal that would weaken the 
Habitat Conserva�on Plan.   

  

I have lived in Oregon all of my life and grew up experiencing the incredible beauty of the 
forests and streams that our state is blessed with.   This place means a lot to me and because of 
that, I urge you to move forward and adopt HCP Alterna�ve 3 which preserves and protects our 
forests and rivers and is grounded in our best available science.   

Please do not jeopardize the work that has been done in good faith over the last several years 
by making a last-minute deal that will weaken this plan and put aqua�c species and watersheds 
at risk.  I have witnessed the devasta�on of our forest lands as a result of clear-cuts and know 
that many communi�es’ watersheds have been impacted by logging that is focused only on the 
botom line.  The HCP must protect habitat for threatened salmon and wildlife and buffer 
against the effects of climate change.   

I urge you to consider forest management for the greatest permanent value for all Oregonians, 
per the court’s mandate.  We cannot reduce our forests, waters, and wildlife to a simple 
monetary value.  This is our home, and we should honor and preserve it for the enjoyment and 
benefit of future genera�ons. 

 



29 August 2023

TO: Oregon Board of Forestry
FROM: Ernie Niemi, President
SUBJECT: BOARD OF FORESTRY MEETING, SEPTEMBER 7, 2023

ITEM 9 CHAIR PROPOSED RESOLUTION ON THE DRAFT WESTERN OREGON FORESTS 
HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (HCP)

Thank you for this opportunity to provide you with a summary of scientific data and research I 
believe is relevant and important to your decision-making on this item. I am Ernie Niemi, 
President of Natural Resource Economics, an international consultancy in Dexter Oregon. I have 
studied the economics of forest management in Oregon for more than 40 years, on behalf of the 
timber industry, the State of Oregon, local communities, the US Forest Service, the Bureau of 
Land Management, and community organizations. I am Co-Director of the Forest Carbon 
Coalition, which advocates for climate-smart management of US forests on behalf of scientific, 
conservation, and environmental organizations, including 18 in Oregon. I am a Native 
Oregonian and live near Dexter, Oregon, adjacent to private and public forestlands.

The information, below, demonstrates that the Board should anticipate and let Oregonians 
know that increased log production will have severe, negative economic repercussions:

A. Economic Costs Imposed on Oregonians Will Far, Far Exceed the Value of the Logs
and ODF’s Revenues. Costs imposed on Oregonians by the negative impacts of logging 
on the climate crisis and the ecosystem/biodiversity crisis will exceed the value of the 
logs produced by more than 18-to-1.

B. The Costs from Increased Logging Will Involve Loss of Life, Health, Quality of Life,
Jobs, Incomes, Tax Revenues, Public Services, and Species Across Oregon. These costs 
will persist and multiply long after the logging is completed, suppressing good things 
throughout Oregon.

C. Nearby Communities Likely Will Experience Higher Poverty and Social Distress. The 
Board should be confident that increased logging will “help support local government 
services and communities,” as stated in the Staff Report. Instead, research shows it likely 
will sustain patterns of behavior through which logging promotes higher levels of 
poverty and social distress in nearby communities, and depresses the development

A. Economic Costs Imposed on Oregonians Will Far, Far Exceed the Value of the Logs and
ODF Revenues

Current industrial logging practices generate large increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide.1
These increases come from the timber industry’s combustion of fossil fuels and biomass. The 
release into the atmosphere of most of the carbon stored in the forest befoe logging occurs, and 
when killing trees prevents them from continuing to grow and sequester carbon.2

June 14, 2012

Mr. John Doe
123 Main St.
Eugene, OR 97401

Dear Mr. John Doe,

Is et expera voluptiscit quid ullorum nobis dolor restrum venis eaquia as volorit, 
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la ne vit unt et occus rempeles utempor itissit aditatur, exceribea ipiet lam soluptate 
nisitis imporro berchil iquasitatur?

Namedo, quo at Catquon supiesime nost fur que consultoratu voltoret iam eorum 
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Sincerely,

Ernie Niemi
PRESIDENT

1430 Willamette St. #553  |  Eugene, OR 97401  |  541-937-3644  |  www.nreconomics.com

Phone  • +1 541-505-2704
www.nreconomics.com

ernie.niemi@nreconomics.com
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In 2016, researchers for the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) documented the increases in 
atmospheric carbon dioxide that result from logging. They then applied an estimate of the 
economic damage expected to result from each additional ton. This estimate, called the social 
cost of carbon dioxide, represents the economic cost to human society as each ton added to the 
atmosphere alters multiple dimensions of the climate and thereby increases the frequency and 
intensity of harmful events: heatwaves, storms, droughts, floods, insect and disease outbreaks, 
wildfires, and so much more. In 2016, the BLM’s researchers used an estimate of the social cost 
of carbon dioxide that showed logging on BLM lands in western Oregon would yield climate-
related economic damage of at least $5,000 per truckload.3 Last year, the Environmental 
Protection Administration (EPA) updated the analysis, producing three estimates of the social 
cost of carbon dioxide. I recommend the Board apply the highest of these estimates, $340 per 
ton of carbon dioxide, because the actual social cost is larger than all three of the estimates (the 
EPA considered only five types of damage from atmospheric carbon dioxide, ignoring costs, 
such as morbidity from heat waves and impacts on ocean resources).  EPA’s analysis to include 
only five types of damage from atmospheric carbon dioxide and because ethe other two 
estimates represent discount rates that do not apply in these circumstances.4 This estimate 
indicates that the climate-related economic damage resulting from each truckload of logs will be 
at least $34,000.  

The price of logs can vary across species and location. But, a generally representative price is 
$500 per thousand board feet (mbf). A loaded log truck carries about 5 mbf of logs. So, the value 
of a truckload of logs is about $2,500.  

Thus, if the Board actions result in higher logging levels, the climate-related costs imposed 
on Oregonians will outweigh the value of the logs by more than 14–to–1. 

This ratio increases to more than 18–to–1 when the calculation also includes the costs increased 
logging will impose on Oregonians through its negative impacts on the ecosystem/biodiversity 
crisis. This crisis has received much less attention than climate, but it is also severe and 
existential to human life as we know it.5 The biodiversity/ecosystem crisis is already severe and 
getting worse in Oregon, and past and current forest-management practices have played a large 
role. A recent publication of research findings stated:6 

…the Pacific Northwest has a large amount of forest area that should be high priority for protection 
by 2030 and 2050. Yet, Oregon has the lowest percentage (10%) of its forest area permanently 
protected in the eleven western US states.  

Moreover, the researchers concluded that, to meet widely accepts biodiversity targets, Oregon 
must extend meaningful protection to additional lands. 

Research around the globe suggests it would be prudent for the Board to expect that the costs 
imposed on society by the negative impacts from increased logging on biodiversity and 
ecosystem services will be greater than the value of the logs produced. A recent review, for 
example, reached these conclusions: 

“Our analysis shows that both conservation and ecological restoration bring considerable net benefits 
in terms of public goods and common pool resources, regardless of the habitat or type of ecosystem 
state change being considered. … [O]ur findings do suggest that, within the broad habitat and 
geographic range present in our data, we have typically passed the point where the benefits of 
further change from nature towards human-modified uses exceed the costs to society.”7 [bold 
emphasis added] 
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Research in the Pacific Northwest confirms this conclusion. For example, after comparing two 
alternatives—one that would allow logging on state lands to proceed, and another that would 
restrict logging to protect potential nesting sites for Northern Spotted Owls—Washington’s 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) concluded that the benefits of protecting the habitat 
can be 5 times the benefits from logging.8  

These findings are in line with those of a landmark, global assessment.9 Commissioned by the 
UK government, it found that, in the future, if instead of managing lands to extract timber and 
other materials, lands were managed to restore and conserve healthy ecosystems, the net 
economic benefits to society as a whole would be 5 times larger, or more. These findings arise 
because human actions “have degraded the biosphere to the point where the demands we make 
of [ecosystem] goods and services far exceed its ability to meet them on a sustainable basis.”  

Combined, these numbers indicate that it would be prudent for the Board to adopt a default 
assumption that, through its negative impacts on ecosystems and biodiversity, increased 
logging will impose on Oregonians economic costs at least 5 times the value of the logs. Per 
truckload of logs, the costs will exceed $12,500.  

Adding this amount to the climate-related costs, described above, raises the total costs 
logging will impose on Oregonians to $46,500 per truckload of logs. This amount means 
that, if the Board approves the resolution, the costs imposed on Oregonians by increased 
logging will outweigh the value of the logs by more than 18–to–1.  

Note that these numbers have utility for the Board whatever its decision regarding future 
logging levels. If it decides to increase logging, as indicated in the proposed resolution, then the 
Board should explicitly and clearly let Oregonians the full extent of the costs that the Board will 
impose on them as a result. If, however, it decides not to increase logging levels, i.e., to move 
forward with just the base level of logging currently planned, then the Board should describe 
the cost savings resulting from the forgone increase in logging.  

B. The Costs from Increased Logging Will Involve Loss of Life, Health, Quality of Life, Jobs, 
Incomes, Tax Revenues, Public Services, and Species Across Oregon 

Describing the negative impacts of increased logging solely in monetary terms likely will not 
fully convey the implications for many Oregonians. Expressing the costs from logging in huge 
numbers will be too abstract to satisfy the Board’s obligation to inform the public of the 
consequences of its actions. Hence, the Board should provide an explicit and clear description of 
the various ways in which the logging-related costs will materialize. For example, it might 
inform Oregonians that its decision to increase logging will increase the frequency and severity 
of heat waves. Drawing on recent memories, the Board might inform Oregonians that its 
decision to increase logging will increase the likelihood of another heat dome event, such as the 
one in summer, 2021, that killed dozens, made hundreds or more ill, created hazardous 
conditions for many workers, damaged infrastructure, caused local governments to divert 
funding and other resources to provide emergency care, and so forth.  

The Board also should provide with a comprehensive description of the increases in risks that 
would follow from increased logging. For example, it should provide Oregonians with a full 
discussion of the likelihood that increased logging will increase the risks to Oregon’s salmon. 
This presentation should be unbiased and present views influenced by the timber industry’s 
political clout, for example the assessment by the National Marine Fisheries Service of the 



Natural Resource Economics, Inc. Comments on Item 9 HCP Resolution 4 
 

connection between logging and risks to coho salmon.10 The Board also should explain that the 
negative consequences, expressed in economic terms, of increased risks to species can outweigh 
the value of logs and the revenues to the Board from increased logging. For example, findings 
by researchers at Oregon State University indicate that, if increased logging were to depress the 
average number of adult coho salmon returning to Oregon each year, the economic loss could 
be $5,000 per adult, or twice the value of a truckload of logs.11 

C. Nearby Communities Likely Will Experience Higher Poverty and Social Distress 

It is common for advocates to assert that increased logging will have positive economic effects 
on workers and communities, by generating logging-related jobs and revenue. For example, the 
Staff Report for this agenda item asserts that an “increase in potential harvest outcomes [will] 
help support local government services and communities.” Contrary to such perceptions, 
though, the facts show that industrial timber production, for many decades, has had deep, 
negative impacts on workers, families, and communities. Some of the impacts occur directly, as 
the industry persistently eliminates jobs, with correlative impacts on the number of families 
living in poverty and other indicators of social distress. Others occur indirectly, as the 
industry’s legacy and influence distract communities from pursuing opportunities that have 
greater potential to strengthen local economies. Giving greater emphasis to managing state 
lands for conservation and restoration would bolster powerful forces that have to potential to 
create more jobs, raise incomes, and strengthen local economies.  

Figure 1 shows that the number of jobs per million board feet (mmbf) of logs removed from 
Oregon’s forests declined by about 50 percent between the mid 1990s and 2012, with a sharp 
decline occurring during the Great Recession (2007-09). Overall, between 1990 and 2017, just 
prior to the pandemic, Oregon’s timber industry eliminated about 23,000 jobs.12 During this 
period, the average annual wage in the industry was about $50,000.13 In other words, these 
numbers indicate that over the past 25 years or so, timber-corporation managers have 
eliminated jobs for about 23,000 Oregonians. Each laid-off Oregonian lost earnings of about 
$50,000 per year. Overall, these actions reduced the wages timber workers received—and 
increased the amount available for corporate managers and shareholders—by about $1.1 billion 
per year. Workers in rural counties were hit hardest: more than one-half of the timber jobs 
eliminated were located in these counties.14  

The top graph in Figure 2 shows that, 
during the Great Recession, Oregon’s 
timber harvest declined (gray bars), and 
the bottom graph shows that the number 
of timber jobs also dropped.15 By 2013, 
though, timber harvest fully recovered, to 
about 4 billion board feet (bbf) per year, 
but employment did not: about 10,000 jobs 
were eliminated. This number, multiplied 
times an average wage of about $50,000 
says that the cost to workers has been 
about $500 million per year.  

Figure 1. Timber Jobs per Log Have been Declining 
Steadily 
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Strong downward pressure on jobs stems directly 
from decisions by timber corporations. As the 
number of jobs declines, less of the income 
generated by logging and the conversion of logs 
into paper and wood products flows to workers 
and, through them, to local communities. Instead, 
this income leaves the local area and flows to the 
investors and managers of the industry’s 
corporations. 

The negative economic impacts of timber 
production extend beyond timber-industry 
workers to the communities where the industry 
and its workers reside. Extensive research has 
documented the industry’s negative impacts on 
local communities. Much of this research 
occurred in response to the decline in logging on 
federal lands in the Pacific Northwest during the 
1990s. A summary of this research, compiled by 
the National Research Council and shown in 
Figure 3, concluded that a higher concentration of 
timber-related activity “seemed to hurt rather 
than help communities.”16 Much of this “hurt” 
comes as eliminating timber jobs has ripple effects 
that increase unemployment and the incidence of 
families in poverty in the local community. These 
outcomes can diminish activity within the local economy and tax revenues for local 
communities, and stimulate communities to divert resources from other programs to provide 
public services to the affected families. The evidence shows that, over the years, the negative 
impacts of increased logging have overwhelmed the “support” from logging revenues, asserted 
in the Staff Report. Note that, although the research underlying Figure 3 comes from the 1990s, 
when logging on federal lands declined, most of the jobs eliminated, shown in Figure 1, 
occurred afterward and reflect industry’s protracted determination to reduce labor costs. 
 

Figure 3. Summary of Research Findings Regarding the Timber 
Industry’s Influence on Community Well-Being 

 

 

Figure 8. Harvest Levels Recovered After the Great 
Recession…But the Industry Eliminated 10,000 Jobs  

 

“In most cases, timber dependency seemed to hurt rather than 
help communities” 

– Higher unemployment – Lower income 
– More poverty – Less education 
– Lower birth rates – Higher death rates 
– Higher infant mortality – Poorer health care 
– Fewer churches  – More arrests 
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In sum, substantial evidence, from decades of research, indicates that many of Oregon’s 
communities would have a far brighter economic outlook if forests were managed, not to 
produce logs, but with an emphasis on conservation and restoration.   

The negative relationship between timber and the social health of communities was reaffirmed 
by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), which examined the relationship between log 
production and local economies. It found that the timber industry is among the world’s most 
volatile, and this volatility has negative spillover impacts on local communities. As a result, the 
BLM concluded that proposed increases in log production likely would destabilize, rather than 
stabilize, the economy of nearby rural communities.17 

Additional evidence comes from research that found proximity to conserved forestlands 
typically correlates with faster growth in community wealth.  Specifically, communities within 
10 miles of land designated for species protection “experienced higher growth in community 
wealth than communities more than 10 miles from…protected land, even among those that 
were dependent upon logging.”18  

Two major factors underlie the likelihood that forest conservation would stimulate an increase 
in jobs and community prosperity, relative to what communities have experienced and can 
anticipate with current industrial timber-production practices. One is the outdoor 
recreation/tourism industry; the other is the movement of families and businesses to 
communities with attractive amenities. The outdoor recreation/tourism industry is huge—
nationally it is larger than the motor vehicle manufacturing industry, the motion picture 
industry, and many other economic heavyweights—and it has been growing doggedly and 
rapidly—about 5 percent annually between 2005 and 2011, a period that includes a major 
recession and contraction for most industries.19 Many of Oregon’s communities must forgo 
activity in this industry, however, because industrial logging ugly stumps and degrade water 
supplies. Relative to timber, this industry can pay lower average wages. But, for many workers 
and families, an industry that can deliver 5 percent growth in jobs, even with lower wages, is 
preferable to one that promises more layoffs, higher unemployment, and greater social distress. 

Communities forgo other economic opportunities when industrial logging practices make them 
unattractive to workers, families, and businesses. This outcome has had and will have powerful, 
negative impacts. In-migrants often have higher levels of skill and incomes, new families 
typically have higher incomes to spend in local shops, and new businesses generally have the 
ability to grow more rapidly than long-established businesses. All of these factors can 
contribute to a more robust and sustainable local economy, generating economic opportunities 
for communities near healthy, conserved forestlands, and resources to strengthen the support 
for schools, healthcare, and other services.  

A recent analysis quantified to potential economic boost for counties with more public land 
protected from logging and other extractive activities. After statistically controlling for the 
influence of other factors, the researchers found that, on average, a western county with 10,000 
additional acres of protected public land exhibited higher average per capita income, faster 
growth in per capita income, and faster growth in non-labor per capita income.20 

An even more recently completed review of this phenomenon found that it has been 
transforming the economies of communities across the West: 
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“A major impetus for economic restructuring in the Western U.S. … has been amenity migration, a 
phenomenon in which people relocate to communities for physical and social amenities derived from 
an abundance of desired ecosystem services as opposed to simply following employment opportunities. 
These amenity migrants include footloose entrepreneurs, retirees, and people willing to trade income 
for a higher quality of life. … [P]ublic lands have consistently been shown to play a role in attracting 
amenity migrants.”21 [Citations omitted] 

Combined, the evidence in this section shines a bright light on the deception embedded in the 
happy-talk from industry advocates about how increased logging on state lands would provide 
a solid economic foundation for rural communities. In reality, the industry punishes these 
communities. It takes from them more than it gives. It has not provided expanded job 
opportunities for rural workers. Instead, it routinely and persistently kills jobs. It does this by 
laying off timber workers. And it compounds the harm by making a mess of the environmental 
and social ecosystem, thereby precluding the development of job opportunities in industries 
that, absent logging, would be attracted to the amenities of communities of unlogged forests.  

D.  Conclusions 

If the Board approves the proposed resolution, it should fully explain the consequences. This 
explanation should extend beyond a narrow timber-focused description: it should describe 
more than just the additional acres logged, logs produced, and revenues from the sale of logs. 
The evidence summarized above shows that the additional logging will impose substantial, 
real, harms on all Oregonians. (And there is much more evidence, not included in the preceding 
paragraphs, that support this conclusion.) The Board should not downplay, much less hide 
these harms from the people. 

More broadly, the evidence presented above strongly indicates that the Board should 
anticipate that any logging proposal will have multiple, complex economic consequences, 
with a high likelihood that, overall, the harms imposed on Oregonians will outweigh the 
positive impacts from logging revenues.  

This complexity is the reality of today and all foreseeable tomorrows. The Board should be 
totally skeptical of unsubstantiated, simplistic assertions that increased logging will “support” 
communities, public services, jobs, and other good things. Instead, it should insist on providing 
Oregonians with a full explanation of how any proposed logging will interact with the climate 
crisis, the ecosystem/biodiversity crisis, and an economy that has evolved far beyond the 
timber-dependence of the past.  
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1 See, for example, Law, B.E., et al. 2018. Land Use Strategies to Mitigate Climate Change in Carbon Dense Temperate 
Forests; and Center for Sustainable Economy (CSE). 2017. Oregon Forest Carbon Policy: Scientific and Technical Brief 
to Guide Legislative Interventions. 
2 Ingerson, A. 2007. U.S. Forest Carbon and Climate Change. 
3 The BLM showed that future logging on BLM lands in western Oregon would result in substantial increases in 
atmospheric CO2, and the economic costs resulting from the increases would exceed the value of the logs produced 
(estimated to be about $250 per mbf) by a ratio of more than 4-to-1. [BLM. 2016. Proposed Resource Management 
Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement: Western Oregon. p. 657.] The BLM also estimated that the market price 
of logs would be about $250 per mbf, so a truckload of 5 mbf would have a market value of about $1,250, and the 
accompanying social cost would be at least 4 times this amount, or $5,000+. 
4 EPA’s estimates of the social cost of carbon dioxide include damage to coastal communities from sea level rise, net 
changes in mortality from increased temperatures, reductions in labor productivity from increased temperatures, 
reductions in production of major crops, and increased expenditure on electricity and other sources of energy for 
cooling in response to higher temperatures. EPA. 2022. EPA External Review Draft of Report on the Social Cost of 
Greenhouse Gases: Estimates Incorporating Recent Scientific Advances. The estimates do not include numerous other 
categories of economic damages from climate pollution, including, but not limited to these: 

More frequent, intense weather 
Increases in psych-social trauma 
Reduced productivity marine ecosystems 
Reduced productivity terrestrial ecosystems 
Reduced productivity aquatic ecosystems 
Degradation of infrastructure from higher temperatures 
Increased variability in weather conditions 
Increases in violence and conflict 

Irrigation water shortages for livestock and crops 
Increases in agricultural pests and diseases 
Increased incidence of human diseases 
Increased stress on at-risk species 
Accelerated spread of undesirable invasive species 
Increases in fish and wildlife diseases 
Increased migration 
Reduced opportunities for outdoor recreation 

In addition, $340 per ton is appropriate in this context because it represents the smallest discount rate applied by the 
EPA, and, hence, is closest to the conclusions of research that shows that, when evaluating the costs from activities 
that generate pollution that causes environmental deterioration, it is appropriate to use low discount rates, or even 
negative rates. 
5 A just-published peer-reviewed report from a panel of 50 of the world’s leading biodiversity and climate experts 
states: “Biodiversity loss and climate change are both driven by human economic activities and mutually reinforce 
each other. Neither will be successfully resolved unless both are tackled together.” [Bold emphasis added.] 
6 Law, B.E. L.T. Berner, D.J. Midrexler, and others. 2022. Strategic Reserves in Oregon’s Forests for Biodiversity, 
Water, and Carbon to Mitigate and Adapt to Climate Change.  
7 Bradbury, R.B., S.H.M. Butchart, B. Fisher, and others. 2021. The Economic Consequences of Conserving or 
Restoring Sites for Nature. 
8 Krug, D., 2007. Preliminary Economic Analysis: Forest Practices Rulemaking Affecting Northern Spotted Owl 
Conservation. Olympia, WA: Department of Natural Resources. 
9 Dasgupta, P. 2021, The Economics of Biodiversity: The Dasgupta Review. (London: HM Treasury) 
10 See, for example, National Marine Fisheries Service, West Coast Region. 2016. Final ESA Recovery Plan for Oregon 
Coast Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch). 
11 Lewis, D.J., S.J. Dundas, D.M. Kling, and others, 2019. The Non-Market Benefits of Early and Partial Gains in 
Managing Threatened Salmon. 
12 Rogoway, M. 2019. Oregon Insight: Wood Products’ Decline Was Steep–But It Remains Vital in Rural Counties. 
13 Lehner, J. 2019. Historical Look at Oregon’s Wood product Industry. 
14 Jaquiss, N. 2019. Layoffs at Stimson Lumber Are Part of a Wrenching Shift in How Oregonians Work in the Forest. 
15 Oregon Forest Resources Institute. 2018. Oregon Forest Facts: 2017-18 Edition; 2019. Oregon Forest Facts: 2018-2019 
Edition.   
16 National Research Council. 2000. Environmental Issues in Pacific Northwest Forest Management. Washington, DC: 
The National Academies Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/4983.  
17 Bureau of Land Management, 2014. Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Resource Management 
Plan for Western Oregon, page 702. Portland, OR: USDI Bureau of Land Management, Oregon State Office. 
18 Weber, Bruce, and Yong Chen. 2012. “Federal Forest Policy and Community Prosperity in the Pacific Northwest.” 
Choices. 27(1). 
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19 Outdoor Industry Association. 2021. The Outdoor Recreation Economy. 
20 Rasker, R., Gude P.H., and Delorey, M., 2013. The Effect of Protected Federal Lands on Economic Prosperity in the 
Non-Metropolitan West. 
21 Hjerpe, E., A. Hussain, and T. Holmes. 2020. Amenity Migration and Public Lands: Rise of the Protected Areas. 



Please accept and transmit to the Board in a timely manner this amendment to the comments I 
submitted on August 29th. The amendment specifically addresses Item 9 of the agenda for the 
Board’s September 7 meeting: Chair proposed Resolution on the Draft Western Oregon Forest 
Habitat Conservation Plan. 
 

Based on the facts regarding the climate-related costs associated with logging, the original 
comments concluded (p. 2): 

Thus, if the Board actions result in higher logging levels, the climate-related costs 
imposed on Oregonians will outweigh the value of the logs by more than 14–to–1. 

The comments then presented facts regarding the ecosystem/biodiversity crisis, estimated the 
cost that will be imposed on Oregonians by the negative impacts of logging on ecosystems and 
biodiversity, and concluded (p. 3): 

Adding this amount to the climate-related costs, described above, raises the total costs 
logging will impose on Oregonians to $46,500 per truckload of logs. This amount 
means that, if the Board approves the resolution, the costs imposed on Oregonians by 
increased logging will outweigh the value of the logs by more than 18–to–1. 

 
AMENDMENT 
 
Recently published research findings show that the social cost resulting from additional carbon 
dioxide in the atmosphere have increased by a factor of 4 over the past ten years. It would be 
reasonable for the Board to anticipate that this trend will continue, even accelerate in the 
future. Hence: 
 
Thus, if the Board actions result in higher logging levels, by 2033, the climate-related 
costs imposed on Oregonians will outweigh the value of the logs by more than 56–to–1.  
 
And, insofar as the two crises are closely linked, it would be reasonable for the Board to 
anticipate that the ecosystem/biodiveresity costs imposed on Oregonians from increased 
logging also will increase by a factor of 4 in the next ten years, to $50,000 per truckload. Hence: 
 
Adding this amount to the climate-related costs raises the total costs, in 2033, that 
logging will impose on Oregonians to $186,000 per truckload of logs. This amount 
means that, if the Board approves the resolution, the costs imposed on Oregonians in 
2033 by increased logging will outweigh the value of the logs by more than 72–to–1. 
 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please let me know. 
 
Thank you. 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.nature.com%2Farticles%2Fs41558-023-01680-x&data=05%7C01%7CBoardOf.Forestry%40stateoforegon.mail.onmicrosoft.com%7Cd3c72248ae294076625908dbab212e58%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C638291931262992733%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=%2FGLRh0zhUZlfBboZEYQXDM4J%2BBtMVP4WteINyRP4228%3D&reserved=0


 
Ernie Niemi 
President, Natural Resource Economics 



13 September 2023

TO: Oregon Board of Forestry
FROM: Ernie Niemi, President
SUBJECT: FOLLOW-UP TO BOARD OF FORESTRY MEETING, SEPTEMBER 6 AND 7, 2023

During the meeting, you heard—and some of you expressed—declarations that there are
unavoidable tradeoffs between conservation and the economy. You and Oregon must choose:
state forests can provide healthy habitat or they can provide jobs, government revenues, and 
vibrant rural communities, but they can’t provide both. 

Wow! As I and others who lived through those times listened to these statements, it was a time-
machine throwback to the 1980s and 1990s. Back then, federal agencies considered proposals to 
reduce logging and increase conservation, not unlike what faces the Board today, and 
Oregonians were surrounded by the owls-vs.-jobs challenge: forests can provide habitat for 
owls or they can provide jobs, government revenues, and vibrant communities, but they can’t 
provide both. Business and community leaders associated with the timber industry promised 
that increasing habitat protections for the northern spotted owl and other species would cripple 
the economy: one-half of the state’s jobs would disappear overnight, was a common refrain.

Of course, the reality since then has disproved these dire warnings. Oregon has enjoyed both 
more habitat and more jobs, and broad research shows the latter have materialized not in spite 
of but because of the former. Of course, some jobs were lost and I don’t diminish concern about 
the impacts on the affected workers and their families. But the evidence is clear: not protecting 
habitat would have deprived far more Oregonians of far more job opportunities and far higher 
incomes. This reality applies even more strongly today. In the following paragraphs, I present 
some of the evidence. 

In the information I provided the Board prior to the 7 September meeting, I described the 
economic costs to Oregonians that would result if the Board approved a proposal to increase 
logging and reduce habitat conservation on state lands. Current estimates of these costs—from 
negative impacts on the climate crisis and 
the biodiversity/ecosystem crisis—show 
they would exceed the value of the logs 
by more than 18-to-1. Within ten years, if 
recent trends continue, the ratio will grow 
four-fold, to more than 70-to-1. 

To illustrate the connection between 
habitat and economy, please consider this 
slide, from your meeting in September 
last year. It shows state lands store 24.2 
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fewer US tons of carbon, per acre, than federal lands, or about 43 million metric tons of carbon 
dioxide, total. Each of the declarations that call on you to discount the economic importance of 
this differential would have you ignore the increasingly desperate messages about the 
importance—the imperative—of acting quickly to moderate the climate crisis and the 
biodiversity crisis. For example, researchers today published findings that show humans have 
stressed Nature to well beyond “the safe operating space for humanity.” This follows a report 
last Friday by the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change that provides a desperate call 
for immediate, transformational change in every arena—including land use—to reduce global 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 43% by 2030 and by 60% by 2035 relative to 2019. Everyone 
with the ability to contribute toward these goals has a responsibility to do so. I understand that 
these findings apply to everyone, including the Oregon Board of Forestry. 

More immediately relevant are the costs the Board of Forestry imposes on Oregonians by 
managing state forests in a manner that adds 43 million tons of carbon dioxide to the 
atmosphere. In my earlier memo to the Board, I summarized analyses that support estimates of 
the economic damage that will result from the negative impacts of increases in atmospheric 
carbon dioxide on climate and on ecosystems/biodiversity. The current estimate is more than 
$465 per metric ton, and recent trends indicate this amount will more quadruple within the next 
decade, to $1,860 per ton. And, because data limitations prevent measuring all types of damage, 
these numbers represent just a fraction of the actual damage. Nonetheless, the numbers indicate 
that the total economic damage from the current carbon-storage deficit on state lands, relative to 
federal lands, is currently more than $20 billion. By 2033, the damage will total more than $80 
billion. 

Stated differently: the amount of carbon stored in forests on state lands is a valuable asset. Past 
actions by the Board have depleted this asset by more than $20 billion, relative to what would 
exist if it had matched forest-carbon levels on federal lands. If the Board now fails to reverse this 
deficit, the asset depletion likely will grow to more than $80 billion within ten years. These 
reductions in asset value represent a loss per household of more than $12,000 now, and more 
than $48,000 by 2033. 

If you still prefer logging over conservation, or believe (as was expressed at the September 2022 
meeting) that managing state forests to store more carbon is not worth the Board’s time and 
effort, I recommend you look beyond these numbers, to see the real, tangible harms resulting 
from the Board’s actions. Please do not look away: increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide 
resulting from your actions will kill people, injure others, destroy private and public property, 
increase child hunger, increase violence, eliminate jobs, and much, much more. If you act to 
reduce atmospheric carbon dioxide, you will diminish these effects. To better understand the 
significance of the Board’s actions, it might be useful to conduct the following thought exercises: 

• Assume that the increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide from the Board’s actions 
somehow do nothing more than increase the risk of human death, and that the economic 
harm is $10 million per person (the figure commonly used by federal agencies). The 
result: past decisions by the Board to store less carbon dioxide, relative to federal lands, 
result in the death of more than 2,000 lives. If the Board now decides not to reverse this 
deficit on carbon storage, by 2033 the number of deaths will rise to more than 8,000. 

• Alternatively, assume that the increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide from the Board’s 
actions somehow do nothing more than eliminate jobs, and that each job loss reduces the 
economy by $80,000 (the average wage-plus-benefits for Oregon workers). The result: 
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past decisions by the Board to store less carbon dioxide, relative to federal lands, result 
in the loss of 250,000 jobs. If the Board now decides not to reverse this deficit on carbon 
storage, by 2033 the number of lost jobs will rise to more than 1,000,000. 

In sum: Oregon does not face a tradeoff between conservation and the economy. Instead, 
conservation will make real, substantial contributions to the social, economic, and 
environmental well-being of the people of Oregon. Storing more carbon on state forests will 
increase the value of the state’s resource assets and decrease the frequency and intensity of 
events that kill, destroy, create hunger and violence, and impoverish Oregonians. Failure to do 
so will have the opposite effect. Whatever your actions, there will be positive and negative 
outcomes. For actions that quickly and emphatically promote conservation, the positives will 
far, far outweigh the negatives. For actions that don’t, Oregonians as a whole will be far, far 
worse off. 

Having been a student of these issues for many years, I confidently encourage you to anticipate 
that, in future meetings, the Board will hear more and more evidence supporting these 
conclusions. And, if the Board fails to take meaningful action to increase forest carbon on state 
lands, you should anticipate more and more Oregonians will demand accountability.  

I hope you find this information useful. If you have any questions, please let me know.  

 

I am President of Natural Resource Economics, an international consultancy. I have studied the 
economics of forest management in Oregon for more than 40 years, on behalf of the timber 
industry, the State of Oregon, local communities, the US Forest Service, the Bureau of Land 
Management, and community organizations. I am Co-Director of the Forest Carbon Coalition, 
which advocates for climate-smart management of U.S. forests on behalf of scientific, 
conservation, and environmental organizations, including 18 in Oregon. I am a Native 
Oregonian and live near Dexter, Oregon, adjacent to private and public forestlands. 

 

 

 







To: Chair Jim Kelly and Oregon Board of Forestry members
Re: Comment on Habitat Conservation Plan

September 18, 2023

Chair Kelly and members of the Board,

On behalf of the more than 74.000 members and supporters of the Oregon
Chapter Sierra Club, we offer these comments regarding the Western State Forests
Habitat Conservation Plan (agenda item 8, public comment).

The Oregon Chapter Sierra Club opposes any resolution that would alter the
boundaries for Habitat Conservation Areas in the Habitat Conservation Plan. We
urge you to support passage of HCP Alternative 3, which contains science-based
HCA boundaries based on a lengthy public process. This alternative is already a
compromise between timber extraction and habitat protection. Please keep in
mind that more than two years of careful planning has gone into establishing an
HCP, with many diverse stakeholders involved with phase one, Initiation and
Scoping, and phase two, Negotiation Strategies.

The resolution discussed at the September 7 Board of Forestry meeting is in
conflict with Oregon law, which requires all Board decisions to be supported by the
best available science. Its adoption would cause delay in finalizing the HCP—at a
time when endangered species are threatened by climate change impacts that can
be mitigated by a protective HCP.

Too many of our members and supporters have experienced the impacts of
clearcut logging on the water quality and quantity in their watersheds and the
ensuing hotter microclimates that harm fish. Allowing thousands of acres of
clearcuts within proposed Habitat Conservation Areas would threaten water
resources for wildlife, fish and communities. A strong HCP will provide significant
conservation in important salmon and steelhead strongholds: the Wilson,
Salmonberry, Nehalem, Miami,Trask, and Kilchis Rivers.



Presently, using the strict prohibitions defined in Section 9 of the ESA, parties can
sue for non-compliance. An HCP will instead provide regulatory assurances, and
ODF can increase the predictability of its costs related to listed species. An HCP
will assure a more predictable rate of timber harvest over a 70-year permit and
reduce costs compared to the current site-by-site approach to ESA compliance. We
urge you to move forward quickly with a strong HCP to preserve high quality
habitat for threatened Coho, Chinook, Steelhead, Chum, three salamander
species, Coastal Martin, Red Tree Vole, Marbled Murrelet, and Northern Spotted
Owl.

Climate change is bringing increased drought and heat to Western Oregon. An HCP
Alternative 3 will help buffer against the effects of climate change and help protect
water sources for Northwest Oregon communities. Oregonians overwhelmingly
support our State Forests being managed to prioritize abundant habitat for fish
and wildlife and clean water for communities. A recent survey shows that
Oregonians are united in their concern about future access to clean water. As one
survey respondent said, “Without the environment, there is no economy.”

An HCP is in keeping with managing Oregon’s forests for the “Greatest Permanent
Value,” providing social and environmental benefits, as well as economic benefits,
to the people of Oregon.

Thank you for your service on the Board of Forestry and your consideration of
these comments as you weigh the important decisions ahead on behalf of the
human and ecological communities of Oregon.

Sincerely,

Carol Valentine
Forest Team Coordinator, Conservation Committee Secretary
Oregon Chapter Sierra Club






September 7, 2023


Chair Kelly and Members of the Board,


The Oregon Hunters Association (OHA) is Oregon’s largest state-centric hunter conservation 
organization, representing over 11,000 sportsmen and women throughout 26 chapters in the 
state. Our mission statement is ‘to protect Oregon’s wildlife, habitat, and hunting heritage’ and 
we have a strong history of advocating for science-based wildlife management.


Throughout the HCP process, OHA has continually advocated for a management approach to 
state forest lands which would produce a broad spectrum habitat beneficial to all native wildlife 
species equally. Under Greatest Permanent Value (GPV), ODF’s strategies for wildlife is 
governed by an overarching goal to protect, maintain, and enhanced habitat for native wildlife 
species. However, the outcome of the proposed HCP disproportionally favors later seral habitat 
users instead of including all native wildlife species equally. 


Under the HCP, half of the state forests will be transitioned to late seral habitat conditions with 
the remaining half managed for a range of stand types and forest conditions. The result is a 
small portion of state forest lands in early seral habitat conditions at any one point in time and 
a negative effect on early seral habitat users. OHA agrees with the language in the HCP which 
states that “high-quality, complex early seral habitat” is important and assert that the quantity 
of such habitat is equally as important. 


OHA supports active management of state forests for greater recreation potential for outdoor 
enthusiasts. Hunting is noted in the HCP as a form of recreation, however the quality of a 
hunting experience is related to the herd composition and healthy, sustainable wildlife 
populations; the reduction of early seral habitat works directly against this. 


In addition to greater recreation potential and beneficial wildlife habitat, active management of 
Oregon’s state forest lands supports local communities and economies. It is imperative that the 
HCP, and the FMP to follow, sustain communities and economies that are tied to timber 
harvest outcomes. 


OHA supports working forests and active management of our state forest lands. We urge both 
the Board of Forestry and the agency to adjust the HCP harvest levels to ensure sustainability 
in local communities and economies while also providing habitat that more equitably benefits 
all native wildlife species. 


Thank you,

Amy Patrick

OHA Policy Director 





































































































































































































































































Chair Kelly and members of the board, for the record my name is Nora Sherwood and I 
represent the Audubon Society of Lincoln City. I am supporting the implementation of 
Alternative 3 of the HCP, and I’m opposed to the proposed resolution to weaken it.  
  
I care about this issue because I continue to rue the conditions of the forests that I see here on 
the Oregon coast where I live. For example, one practice I see here, patchwork clearcutting, 
destroys forest ecosystems, increases the risk of soil erosion, and pollutes drinking water 
sources. I’m astounded that Oregon still allows this type of harvest on private land. 
  
Having listened to the testimony yesterday, I am quite amazed at how many people believe 
forest fires are caused by a lack of logging. The increased quantity and intensity of forest fires 
the entire world is experiencing right now is not due to decreased timber extraction, but rather to 
global warming. Simply put, warmer and drier conditions are causing the increase in forest fires, 
not a lack of timber extraction. To look at an example that’s in the news recently, Canada had 
record forest fires this year, and they’re only getting worse year over year. However, levels of 
logging activity have not changed significantly. Although the rate has been a bit more some 
years and a bit less other years, the annual harvest in 2020, approximately 150 million cubic 
meters of wood, was about the same as it was in 1990, 30 years ago. If a lack of logging was 
the issue, we’d expect different results in Canada.  
  
I am also dismayed by the false choice in parts of Oregon between modest protections of 
forests vs funding schools and other critical public services. Folks, other places don’t fund 
schools this way, and it’s not necessary that we do it here either. Setting up a conflict of interest 
between the welfare of schoolchildren and modest protections of forests is a ridiculous way to 
conduct business. With some political will, we can do better. 
  
Please make your decision based on the best available science, and not on political pressure. 
Alternative 3 is the minimum of what we should be doing. Thank you again for your time. 
 

 

Nora Sherwood  
Science Illustration and Wildlife Art  

541-283-5949  |  www.norasherwood.com 
nsherwood4art@gmail.com  |  Lincoln City, OR 
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https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.norasherwood.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7CHilary.Olivos-rood%40stateoforegon.mail.onmicrosoft.com%7C5bf3b46384614e95768d08dbafb77f2e%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C638296974888153968%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=xDSrX5U1p%2Fpt09Er5sG6PA4u2E6%2FXUyuoc6OTAn6MlI%3D&reserved=0
mailto:nsherwood4art@gmail.com
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmaps.google.com%2F%3Fq%3DLincoln%2520City%2C%2520OR&data=05%7C01%7CHilary.Olivos-rood%40stateoforegon.mail.onmicrosoft.com%7C5bf3b46384614e95768d08dbafb77f2e%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C638296974888153968%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=euEVByjMXHfiAJJrf84oClC4WCrCCoAMLHNkXh%2BBr2I%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.instagram.com%2Fnorasherwood_science_art%2F&data=05%7C01%7CHilary.Olivos-rood%40stateoforegon.mail.onmicrosoft.com%7C5bf3b46384614e95768d08dbafb77f2e%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C638296974888153968%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ByY3woMAepwQGFDFsf0rSq6mu6a4PIASrpOIw1RruQY%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2FNoraSherwoodArtandScienceIllustration&data=05%7C01%7CHilary.Olivos-rood%40stateoforegon.mail.onmicrosoft.com%7C5bf3b46384614e95768d08dbafb77f2e%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C638296974888153968%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=OwlHyXphwzgoqBoCEz4hj%2FApTCCba%2FAyDJB0nQf0MjY%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.linkedin.com%2Fpub%2Fnora-sherwood-gisp%2F0%2Fab1%2Faab&data=05%7C01%7CHilary.Olivos-rood%40stateoforegon.mail.onmicrosoft.com%7C5bf3b46384614e95768d08dbafb77f2e%7Caa3f6932fa7c47b4a0cea598cad161cf%7C0%7C0%7C638296974888153968%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qv4EfplPFIL0VenvuI84UNN0pDf2lVA4lf5eo2Stcig%3D&reserved=0


Submitted: 09/20/2023 at 1:11 p.m.  

Subject: Transmit message to State Board of Forestry September 6-7 

meeting regarding the draft Habitat Conservation Plan 

Agenda Topic: Item #9 

Message:  

Please help protect our environment by voting for a strong habitat 

conservation plan. 

 

Jan Siebert Warmond & Wes Warmond 

Residents of Cannon Beach, OR 97110  

 

 



Greetings, 
 
 
Please oppose the resolution to amend boundaries of the Habitat Conservation Areas 
(HCAs), because changing the HCA boundaries is not based on the best available 
science. Changing the HCA boundaries conflicts with Oregon law since all Board 
decisions need to be supported by the best available science. 
 
 
Please also support the passage of the State Forest Habitat Conservation Plan 
Alternative 3.  The existing HCP already contains science-based HCA boundaries that 
are based on a multi-year public process compromise between timber extraction and 
habitat protection.   
 
 
This is critical to the health of our forests, already at peril due to changing climate. They 
need our protection and we need theirs. 
 
 
Thank you, 
Nancy A. Smith 
 



 

Alan R.P. Journet Ph.D. 

Cofacilitator 

Southern Oregon Climate Action Now 

alan@socan.eco 

541-500-2331 

September 5th 2023 

 

 

Chair Kelly and members of the Oregon Board of Forestry  

Reference: Efforts to undermine the Habitat Conservation Plan 

I write as cofacilitator of Southern Oregon Climate Action Now (SOCAN https://socan.eco ), an 

organization of over 2,000 rural Southern Oregonians who are concerned about the climate 

crisis and urge statewide action to address it. The mission of SOCAN is to promote awareness 

and understanding of the science of global warming and its climate chaos consequences and 

stimulate individual and collective action to address it. Since rural Oregonians occupy the 

frontlines in experiencing the impact of the drought, shrinking snowpack, wildfires and extreme 

weather that the climate crisis imposes, we are strongly committed to statewide action.  

It is in this context that we watched the developing the Private Forest Accord and consequent 

Habitat Conservation Plan with great interest.   

The Habitat Conservation Plan was developed (PFA 2022) to assure habitat for:   

● All native salmon and trout (Oncorhynchus spp.)  

● Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus)  

● Mountain whitefish (Prosopium williamsoni)  

● Pacific eulachon/smelt (Thaleichthys pacificus)  

● Green sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris)  

● Columbia torrent salamander (Rhyacotriton kezeri)  

● Southern torrent salamander (Rhyacotriton variegatus)  

● Coastal giant salamander (Dicamptodon tenebrosus)  

● Cope’s giant salamander (Dicamptodon copei)  

● Coastal tailed frog (Ascaphus truei) 

The planning process, undertaken by the Oregon Department of Forestry, combined best 

available science with extensive public input producing a plan that served the defined goals.  It is 

unfortunate that once developed, in an effort to increase timber harvest, the plan has fallen 

prey to timber industry criticism and efforts to undermine it by appeals to the Governor and the 

Board.  

mailto:alan@socan.eco
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According to statute the Greatest Permanent Value for managing Oregon’s forests includes an 

array of goals in ORS 530.050 (ORS undated):   

Management of lands acquired; powers of forester; rules, Oregon’s forests should be managed 

for their Greatest Permanent Value.  This comprises: 

(1) Protect the lands from fire, disease and insect pests, cooperate with the counties and with 

persons owning lands within the state in the protection of the lands and enter into all 

agreements necessary or convenient for the protection of the lands. 

(2) Sell forest products from the lands, and execute mining leases and contracts as provided for 

in ORS 273.551. 

(3) Enter into and administer contracts for the sale of timber from lands owned or managed by 

the State Board of Forestry and the State Forestry Department. 

 (4) Enter into and administer contracts for activities necessary or convenient for the sale of 

timber under subsection (3) of this section, either separately from or in conjunction with 

contracts for the sale of timber, including but not limited to activities such as timber harvesting 

and sorting, transporting, gravel pit development or operation, and road construction, 

maintenance or improvement. 

(5) Permit the use of the lands for other purposes, including but not limited to forage and 

browse for domestic livestock, fish and wildlife environment, landscape effect, protection 

against floods and erosion, recreation, and protection of water supplies when, in the opinion of 

the board, the use is not detrimental to the best interest of the state. 

(6) Grant easements, permits and licenses over, through and across the lands. The State 

Forester may require and collect reasonable fees or charges relating to the location and 

establishment of easements, permits and licenses granted by the state over the lands. The fees 

and charges collected shall be used exclusively for the expenses of locating and establishing the 

easements, permits and licenses under this subsection and shall be placed in the State Forestry 

Department Account. 

 (7) Require and collect fees or charges for the use of state forest roads. The fees or charges 

collected shall be used exclusively for the purposes of maintenance and improvements of the 

roads and shall be placed in the State Forestry Department Account. 

(8) Reforest the lands and cooperate with the counties, and with persons owning timberlands 

within the state, in the reforestation, and make all agreements necessary or convenient for the 

reforestation. 

(9) Require such undertakings as in the opinion of the board are necessary or convenient to 

secure performance of any contract entered into under the terms of this section or ORS 

273.551. 



(10) Sell rock, sand, gravel, pumice and other such materials from the lands. The sale may be 

negotiated without bidding, provided the appraised value of the materials does not exceed 

$2,500. 

(11) Enter into agreements, each for not more than 10 years duration, for the production of 

minor forest products. 

(12) Establish a forestry carbon offset program to market, register, transfer or sell forestry 

carbon offsets. In establishing the program, the forester may: 

(a) Execute any contracts or agreements necessary to create opportunities for the 

creation of forestry carbon offsets; and 

(b) Negotiate prices that are at, or greater than, fair market value for the transfer or sale 

of forestry carbon offsets. 

It is important to note that the Greatest Permanent Value is not restricted to providing timber 

products, but includes serving an array of service, recreational and forest health benefits.  We 

note particularly that item 12 establishes a carbon offset program.  Clearly, the Greatest 

Permanent Value acknowledges the critical role our forests play in sequestering carbon, a reality 

also reflected in the passage during the 2023 Oregon Legislative Session of SB530, the natural 

climate solutions bill (Olis 2023a), as part of the climate package, HB3409 (Olis 2023b). That 

substantial carbon is stored in Oregon’s forests is recognized almost universally (e.g., OFRI 2020, 

Oregon Wild 2019, Christensen et al. 2019, Law et al. 2022). 

What seems to be less widely recognized, however, is the role forest logging operations play in 

the emissions of carbon. Indeed, evidence suggests that emissions from logging are actually 

greater than those resulting from transportation.  That the impacts of logging are not reported 

in the DEQ data (e.g., DEQ 2022) on greenhouse gas emissions (Hudiburg et al. 2019) is 

presumably a function of DEQ’s lack of authority to measure this sector.  

Evidence that logging operations constitute a threat to Oregon’s environment was discussed by 

Schick 2017) in relation to water concerns. That some forestry operators are guilty of violating 

air quality standards was reported more recently by Bonham (2023). Law et al. 2018 reported 

that during the period 2011-2015 carbon dioxide emissions from “net wood product emissions 

were 34.45 million tCO2e and almost 10-fold fire emissions…” Notably, during this same period, 

emissions from the largest sector reported by DEQ (transportation) fluctuated around 21-22 

million tCO2e (OGWC 2017). Emissions from forestry operations are some 1.5 times the worst 

sector reported by DEQ.  

Since the focus of SOCAN is on the climate crisis and the carbon balance in our forests, we are 

particularly concerned about any proposal that promotes an increase in logging which seems to 

be exactly what the proposed modifications to the HCP seek.  Not only does the logging of 

mature trees eliminate the ability of those trees to sequester further carbon, the logging and 

processing of that timber also emits substantial greenhouse gas (Law et al. 2018).  In defense of 



logging, proponents often argue that considerable carbon is stored in wood products, but this is 

simply untrue.  While certainly some carbon is stored, this is a very small percentage of the 

carbon either in the harvested tree or the harvested ecosystem. Thus, Ingerson (2007) reports 

results from Smith et al. (2006) and Gower et al. (2006) that indicate that the percentage of 

carbon ending up in forest products following harvest and processing, and allowing for emissions 

from this and product transportation, amounts to a scant 15%. Meanwhile, Hudiburg et al. 

(2019) report: “In just over 100 years, Oregon has removed the equivalent of all live trees in the 

state’s Coast Range forests (Law et al. 2018) and returned 65% to the atmosphere and 

transferred 16% to landfills.” This leaves just 19% of the harvested ecosystem carbon that is 

stored in wood products. In short, while some carbon is assuredly retained in wood products, 

the vast majority is not and is simply consigned to the atmosphere.   

Another argument of proponents of logging is that the newly planted trees sequester carbon 

rapidly to replace that which was harvested and compensate for the compromised potential for 

ongoing sequestration of harvested trees. Regrettably, however, it takes decades for a seedling 

to reach the storage capacity of a harvested tree or the rate of sequestration of that harvested 

mature tree. Douglas fir, for example, at 5 years captures 0.0005 pounds of carbon, while at 50 

years, this climbs to 0.1763 pounds. Then, at 100 years this reaches 0.7658 pounds while at 200 

years, it becomes 2.0714 pounds and at 300 years 5.6028 pounds (Treeplantation 2023). 

Koberstein and Applegate (2019) identify the trends in aging forest stands as follows: “While 

young forests tend to absorb more carbon overall because trees can be crowded together when 

they’re small, a tree’s carbon absorption rate accelerates as it ages. This means that forests 

comprised of tall, old trees – like the temperate rainforests of North America’s Pacific coast – are 

some of the planet’s biggest carbon storehouses.” Griscom et al. 2017., considering the benefits 

of Natural Climate Solutions, argue that they “provide a comprehensive analysis of options to 

mitigate climate change by increasing carbon sequestration and reducing emissions of carbon 

and other greenhouse gases through conservation, restoration, and improved management 

practices in forest, wetland, and grassland biomes.” They further suggest that “While some 

activities can be implemented without reducing wood yield (e.g., reduced-impact logging), other 

activities (e.g., extended harvest cycles) would result in reduced near-term yields.” It seems that 

those engaged in natural resource management have to make decisions regarding priorities: is it 

more important to harvest forests or manage them for carbon sequestration to protect our 

climate and life on the planet as we know it? A vote for logging as opposed to habitat protection 

and carbon sequestration constitutes a vote against the conservation of life as we know it. 

Meanwhile, Ameray et al. 2021 report: “the old-growth forest conservation strategy results in 

greater carbon storage in soils than do extensive and intensive forest management.” If Oregon’s 

forests are to be managed for carbon sequestration, as suggested in SB530 (Olis 2023a), 

increasing logging is not the optimal route. 

Studies have suggested how future climate conditions might affect the viability of critical 

western tree species (Crookston and Radtke 2023, CBI undated). These analyses explore the 

current climate where western tree species thrive and compared these to future climate 



conditions given a variety of greenhouse gas emissions scenarios. They have clearly indicated 

that the viability and distribution of many ecologically and commercially important tree species 

will be compromised by anticipated climate change. Yet, the timber industry continues to resist 

efforts to curtail the underlying causes of the climate crisis that will threaten their industry. 

Instead, they petition for continued logging and continued greenhouse gas emissions, 

compounding the problem they will inevitably face through the century absent substantial effort 

to curtail emissions.  

After years of apparent good faith negotiations, the conservation groups and the timber industry 

arrived at an agreement that resulted in the Habitat Conservation Plan.  Instead of abiding by 

the agreement reached during this discussion, the timber industry petitioned for an exception to 

allow increased logging and increased greenhouse gas emissions. As Oregon and our state 

agencies grapple with the problem of addressing climate change, time and again corporations 

engage in the process claiming good faith and a commitment to addressing the climate crisis and 

reducing emissions. Yet, once agreements have been reached and programs have been 

developed, these same corporations launch efforts either through rulemaking or through judicial 

action to undermine the agreements that they were involved in developing.  This occurred with 

the Climate Protection Program where fossil fuel corporations now seek weakening of the 

program endorsed by the Environmental Quality Commission. This occurs despite the fact that 

the program resulted from rulemaking discussions in which they engaged. Now, we see the 

timber industry reneging on the agreement that they accepted and trying to undermine it by 

appeals to the Governor and Board of Forestry.  This corporate track record suggests that 

conservation and climate activists should be wary of future negotiations that demand the 

acceptance of good faith efforts on the part of corporations.  

In the case of the Forest Accord and associated Habitat Conservation Plan, which were 

developed as a means to avoid an expensive ballot measure dispute, the message here is 

unfortunate. It suggests that conservation groups should return to the ballot measure as a 

means of curtailing the overharvesting and environmental destruction that seem to be the 

modus operandi of the timber industry. 

The time surely has arrived when all of us in our personal and professional lives should do 

whatever we can to address the climate crisis.  We therefore urge the Board of Forestry to reject 

the proposed increase in logging and return to the HCA accepted by conservation groups and the 

timber industry. Failure to reject the proposed amendment will send a clear message to 

conservation and climate organizations that the Board of Forestry cannot be trusted to abide by 

agreements.  

As evident, since the focus for Southern Oregon Climate Action Now is addressing the climate 

crisis by promoting carbon sequestration in our forests, this is the arena in which our comments 

focus. While we understand the concerns expressed by conservation groups regarding the 

proposed abridgment of the HCP, we will leave them to comment on that aspect of this effort by 

the timber industry to torpedo agreements. 
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September 1, 2023

Oregon Board of Forestry
2600 State Street
Salem, Oregon 97310

RE: Comments on the resolution to delay and weaken the State Forest Habitat
Conservation Plan

Dear Chair Kelly and Members of the Board of Forestry:

The undersigned groups are very concerned by the resolution to direct staff to review the
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and withdraw habitat from proposed Habitat Conservation
Areas (HCA) for the purpose of providing more timber harvest over the duration of the HCP. Our
groups oppose the proposed resolution and ask that you reject it for the following reasons:

1. The proposed resolution will cause unnecessary delays. According to the latest
estimates by your staff, the release of the final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
and the Biological Opinion have been delayed until late spring, 2024. Opening up the
HCP to reduce habitat and increase timber harvest would cause more unnecessary
delays and may compromise the viability of the HCP.

Recommendation: Reject the proposed resolution.

2. The proposed resolution does not rely on the best available science. Instead, it instructs
the staff to reduce habitat in Habitat Conservation Areas (HCA) for the purpose of
increasing timber harvest, encouraging the continuation of the same flawed
management practices that contributed to the listing or likely listing of the 17 species
covered under the HCP.

State law (OAR 629.035.010 and 030) requires decisions on state forest management to
be consistent with the best science available. Assuming that the composition of the
current HCAs was based on the best available science, the resolution would direct staff
to unlawfully depart from this requirement. If there is new scientific information available
supporting the reexamination of the HCA boundaries to allow for increased timber



harvest, then the Board should make it available to the public. As drafted, the resolution
is not based on the best available science. It is based on political pressure from the
timber industry and local politicians.

Recommendation: Reject the resolution. If the Board insists on proceeding with the
resolution, amend it to require compliance with rules requiring management decisions to
be supported by the best science available.

3. The proposed resolution would result in a net decrease in habitat for species covered by
the HCP on state forests, result in more risks to the survival of listed species in state
forests, and likely fail to result in the issuance of Incidental Take Permits.

The resolution contains aspirational language for no net loss of habitat in the HCAs, but
this language is vague and unenforceable, and there have been no specific areas
proposed be taken off the table for timber harvest that can justify this “no net loss”. The
resolution says, “To the extent possible staff should strive to achieve “no net loss” of
HCAs within any HCP geographic area.” [emphasis added] As drafted, the resolution
would result in a net loss of habitat in HCAs and on state forests as a whole by swapping
“operable” areas within HCAs with “inoperable” areas outside of the HCA boundaries.

State forests have historically been over-harvested, creating the need to expeditiously
implement a robust HCP. For example, in 2011 the Board and the legislature began
implementing a Key Performance Measure (KPM) requiring 30% of North Coast state
forests to be composed of layered, complex forest structure. The ODF reported in 2011
that 13% of these forests possessed this habitat structure.

In 2023, after 12 years of attempting to implement this KPM, management in state
forests had reduced this habitat to 11.2%, and 8% in the Tillamook State Forest. The
failure to implement this KPM is a direct result of over-harvesting state forests, and has
contributed to the decline of the 17 species covered under the HCP. Sacrificing habitat
for threatened species for the purpose of squeezing more timber out of over-harvested
public forests would jeopardize the integrity of the HCP and the survival of listed species
covered by the HCP.

Recommendation: Reject the resolution. If the Board wishes to move forward with the
resolution, we recommend amending it to require no net loss of habitat quality, quantity
and continuity for HCAs.

4. There is already a backlog of timber sales from state forests that have yet to be
harvested. The ODF staff estimates that the current backlog of timber sales is around
308 million board feet. This backlog is estimated to have a value of $140 million. When
added to current and future timber sales over the next few years, it should provide ample
revenue for county services for at least the next three years. According to State Forester
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Mukumoto, the effects of the HCP (if any) should not be felt until 2027. There is no
urgency to open up the HCP to make more timber available for harvest.

5. The staff is currently preparing updated timber harvest estimates, which will not be
completed until October. It makes no sense to open up the HCP now, prior to the release
of the revised harvest estimates under the HCP.

In addition to the concerns raised above, our groups continue to support Alternative 3, which
provides additional needed protections for aquatic species, and likely some benefits to terrestrial
species, by improving stream buffers on tributary streams and establishing buffers on steep
slopes with moderate landslide potential.

Our understanding of the difference in acres protected by stream buffers in the Preferred
Alternative (Alt. 2) compared to Alternative 3 is approximately 4,000 acres. If the Board chooses
not to reject the proposed resolution, then it should amend the resolution to require enhanced
buffers for tributary streams and landslide prone areas. Please refer to the stream buffer
comparison between the Preferred Alternative 2 and the Conservation Alternative 3, below.

Source: ODF, 11.2022

Recommendation: Direct staff to include Alternative 3’s enhanced conservation measures on
tributary streams and landslide prone areas in the HCP.

Thank you for considering these comments and recommendations.
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Sincerely,

Brenna Bell
Forest Climate Manager
350PDX

Joseph Youren
Audubon Society of Lincoln City

Grace Brahler
Wildlands Director
Cascadia Wildlands

Chuck Willer
Executive Director
Coast Range Association

Darlene Chirman
Great Old Broads for Wilderness
Cascade-Volcanoes Chapter

Rand Schenck
Forestry and Working Lands Leads
MCAT, Metro Climate Action Team

Bob Rees
Executive Director
Northwest Guides and Anglers Association

Julia DeGraw
Coalition Director
Oregon League of Conservation Voters

Casey Kulla
State Forest Policy Coordinator
Oregon Wild

Joe Liebezeit
Assistant Director, Statewide Conservation
Portland Audubon

Debra Higbee
Conservation Committee Chair
Oregon Chapter Sierra Club

Michael Lang
Senior Policy Manager
Wild Salmon Center
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TO: Oregon Board of Forestry  

FROM: Trygve Steen, Ph.D. Re�red Professor of Environmental Science and Management  

SUBJECT: BOARD OF FORESTRY MEETING, SEPTEMBER 7, 2023; ITEM 9 CHAIR PROPOSED 
RESOLUTION ON THE DRAFT WESTERN OREGON FORESTS HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (HCP)  

Dear Chair Kelly and Members of the Oregon Board of Forestry: While I appreciate Chair Kelly’s 
and the Board of Forestry’s efforts to find modifica�ons of the Dra� Habitat Conserva�on Plan 
that would increase the volume of �mber available for harvest, I am deeply concerned that the 
effort to make a larger volume of �mber available for logging will dispropor�onately impact the 
large tree volume available on Oregon’s State Forest lands. At this point, large trees have special 
value in rela�on to habitat for the Northern Spoted Owl and the Marbled Murrelet, as well as 
riparian protec�ons for aqua�c species. Therefore, changing the dra� plan in the manner being 
proposed is likely to result in a plan with a lower probability of passing Federal Review. Although 
the focus of the HCP is species protec�ons and the goal of preven�ng endangered species 
lis�ngs from interfering with future logging plans, it is essen�al to also atend to the role that 
large trees and mature forests play in carbon fixa�on. The role of Oregon’s State Forests is 
especially essen�al for climate change mi�ga�on, because private forests are being logged on 
such short rota�ons that they are net contributors to climate change gas increases. Therefore, 
carbon dioxide fixa�on in older (more than 90 year old trees) is an essen�al func�on that can be 
uniquely shouldered by Oregon’s State Forests. The issue of climate change impacts of forest 
management policy cannot be separated from the cri�cally important biodiversity impacts of 
Habitat Conserva�on Plan development. Both involve significant crises. Un�l private forests are 
managed with a beter focus on carbon dioxide fixa�on, this leaves that responsibility to the 
Board of Forestry and the Oregon Department of Forestry. Unfortunately, climate change is a 
life or death situa�on for all of the people of Oregon. I am especially concerned about the 
specific goal in the current effort “to modify the dra� HCP with the intent to increase poten�al 
�mber harvest outcomes as specifically described here:. . . . .” and in par�cular the following: 
“modifica�on of dra� Habitat Conserva�on Area (HCA) boundaries that remove operable 
ground from dra� HCAs, but also incorporate other areas of inoperable ground” While the 
above approach is likely to be a source for larger volumes of �mber available to be logged, I am 
deeply concerned that inoperable ground will dispropor�onately contain smaller trees and less 
mature forest. Isn’t that the essen�al characteris�c of “inoperable ground”? This will result in 
impaired ability to meet the climate change goals for our state forests (in addi�on to the 
poten�al for generally lowered quality of species and biodiversity protec�ons as well as quality 
water produc�on). These factors represent an especially high price to pay for an increased 
volume of �mber being logged. I would direct your aten�on to the detailed and superb 
economic analysis of Ernie Niemi, which demonstrates the high costs from not atending to the 
climate change variable, as we atempt to deal with planning for an HCA plan for Oregon’s 
forests. I quote the following from Ernie Niemi’s analysis dated 29 August 2023: “The 
informa�on, below, demonstrates that the Board should an�cipate and let Oregonians know 



that increased log produc�on will have severe, nega�ve economic repercussions: . . . . “Based 
on the facts regarding the climate-related costs associated with logging, the original comments 
concluded (p. 2): Thus, if the Board ac�ons result in higher logging levels, the climate-related 
costs imposed on Oregonians will outweigh the value of the logs by more than 14–to–1. The 
comments then presented facts regarding the ecosystem/biodiversity crisis, es�mated the cost 
that will be imposed on Oregonians by the nega�ve impacts of logging on ecosystems and 
biodiversity, and concluded (p. 3): Adding this amount to the climate-related costs, described 
above, raises the total costs logging will impose on Oregonians to $46,500 per truckload of logs. 
This amount means that, if the Board approves the resolu�on, the costs imposed on Oregonians 
by increased logging will outweigh the value of the logs by more than 18–to–1. and from Earnie 
Niemi’s AMENDMENT Recently published research findings show that the social cost resul�ng 
from addi�onal carbon dioxide in the atmosphere have increased by a factor of 4 over the past 
ten years. It would be reasonable for the Board to an�cipate that this trend will con�nue, even 
accelerate in the future. Hence: Thus, if the Board ac�ons result in higher logging levels, by 
2033, the climate-related costs imposed on Oregonians will outweigh the value of the logs by 
more than 56–to–1. And, insofar as the two crises are closely linked, it would be reasonable for 
the Board to an�cipate that the ecosystem/biodiveresity costs imposed on Oregonians from 
increased logging also will increase by a factor of 4 in the next ten years, to $50,000 per 
truckload. Hence: Adding this amount to the climate-related costs raises the total costs, in 2033, 
that logging will impose on Oregonians to $186,000 per truckload of logs. This amount means 
that, if the Board approves the resolu�on, the costs imposed on Oregonians in 2033 by 
increased logging will outweigh the value of the logs by more than 72–to–1.” Therefore, as 
should be clear from the above, I strongly support con�nuing with the present dra� HCP 
process. I feel the Department of Forestry has already done a commendable and significant 
body of work. I am deeply concerned that atemp�ng to change that process - - especially in the 
mater of changing HCA areas from operable to inoperable lands - - as having dispropor�onately 
adverse impacts on climate change responsibili�es of Oregon’s State Forests.  

Thank you for your aten�on  

Trygve Steen, Ph.D.  

Re�red Professor of Environmental Science and Management 





Hello, Board of Forestry members 
 
I am writing to ask you to uphold Oregon's habitat protections for wildlife and salmon. As 
you consider changes to current Habitat Conservation Areas (HCA), please bear in mind 
that changes would both undermine the Habitat Conservation Plan and violate Oregon law 
that requires all Board decisions be supported by the best available science. Changing the 
HCA boundaries is not based on the best available science in any way. 
 
The existing HCP already contains science-based HCA boundaries based on a multi-year 
public process compromise between timber extraction and habitat protection.     
 

In light of this, I urge the Board of Forestry to oppose the resolution to amend the 
boundaries of the HCA and support the passage of the State Forest Habitat Conservation 

Plan Alternative 3.   
 

 

Thank you, 
Heather  
 

 

Heather McMahon Wadia 
14712 NW Forestel Loop  
Beaverton, OR 97006 
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