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December 31, 2010

David Morman, Director
Forest Resources Planning Program
Oregon Department of Forestry
2600 State Street, Salem, OR  97310

Emailed to:  information@odf.state.or.us. 

RE: Forestry Program for Oregon comments on 10-2-10 Public Review Draft

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Forestry Program for Oregon.  We appreciate that the Program uses a “science-based approach that promotes the compatibility of most forest uses and resources over time and across the landscape.”
 We agree that a science-based approach is the most important approach that the Board of Forestry can take.

Goal A: Promote a sound legal system, adequately fund state programs
We agree that it is important to adequately fund projects, such as “adaptive forest management, monitoring, assessments, systematic evidence reviews, and research.”
 

It is especially important to fund monitoring projects on Oregon’s state forests. Monitoring is the most important component of Adaptive Management, practiced on all of Oregon’s state forests. However, it is dangerous to assume all is well because adaptive management is being used, if its most important component, monitoring, is not funded. 

We were alarmed when we just read in the new draft Elliott State Forest Management Plan that monitoring has been defunded, yet the draft FMP is somehow still based on Adaptive Management which requires monitoring. Under the heading of “State Forests Monitoring Program Strategic Plan”, the 2010 Draft Elliott FMP says (page 6-4):

“The Forest Management Plans for State Forests emphasize the need for adaptive approaches to management, in which the results of management actions are measured and compared to predetermined objectives, and changes are made where necessary. This approach requires a commitment to long-term information gathering and the incorporation of that information into the decision-making process. The state forests research and monitoring program was developed to ensure that the levels of research, monitoring, and technology transfer are adequate to meet the information needs required by these long-range management plans. In fiscal year 2009, the program supported approximately 20 research and monitoring projects and forestry research cooperatives. Starting in fiscal year 2010, which began July 1, 2009, support for research and monitoring projects has been terminated.”

The Board of Forestry should make a commitment to not approve any project that is based on the security of Adaptive Management, if the monitoring component of that management protocol has not been funded. If the State cannot afford monitoring, then projects that depend on monitoring as part of their stated management strategy must also not go forward. For instance, promises to protect endangered species (Goal E) must have a well-funded monitoring program before any harm can be done to their habitat.

Goal A also includes supporting “an effective, science-based, and adaptive Oregon Forest Practices Act”. We fully agree. In fact, there should be an appendix that explains to the public what science is being used to support the OFPA. For instance, what science is used to justify the stream buffer sizes or the science behind determining the environmental impacts of a 40-year rotation length.

Goal A should include a recycling program for wood products. The draft Forestry Program states that: “Oregonians within the next several decades could consume more wood products than are harvested from Oregon’s Forests”, resulting in harvesting from areas with less environmental protections. The Forestry Program should address this problem by encouraging more forest-products conservation. For instance, Oregon should support recycling of building materials, such as occurs at Heartwood, in Winston Oregon. There, contractors can bring in used lumber, doors, cabinets, and other wood products for re-sale. 

Other conservation measures should be encouraged in the Forestry Program for Oregon, such as paper recycling education in Oregon schools. Oregon state should lead by example by having recycle bins at every reasonable location.

Federal Forests:
The draft Forestry Program is unjustly negative of federal forest management. For instance, page 22 states that the endangered species act conflicts with the 1937 O&C and the 1897 Organic Act. No, it doesn’t. The ESA clearly overrides both of those acts. If the Board believes there is a conflict, the final Forestry Program should more clearly document how it comes to that conclusion.

Another mistake in describing federal forest lands is on page 23: “Oregonians have relatively little direct influence on how these forests are managed and used”. In fact, Oregonians have far more influence and opportunity for input on how federal forests are managed than how our own state and private forests are managed. Federal forests use the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA allows to the public to be fully engaged in any federal project, starting from the earliest concept down to the final decision and beyond. Public participation is clearly spelled out in 43CFR 1500 regulations. 

For instance, when a timber sale is being considered, the federal agencies do “scoping”, asking the public what alternative to the proposed action should be included in the environmental analysis. The state forests have never involved the public in alternative development – state forests don’t even do alternatives in timber sale proposals. The federal agencies maintain a list of interested members of the public, and sends notices to anyone who might be interested, like adjoining landowners. The state never does that. The federal agencies even publish opportunities for public input in a local newspaper. The state never involves citizens to that extent.

After federal forests consider public scoping input, they develop alternatives to their proposed action, and again ask the public for input, usually giving 30 or 45 days commenting time. The state does allow public comment on the state logging plans at this point, but the environmental impacts are not nearly as well documented as the federal agencies. State agencies are far more secretive and far less transparent than federal agencies about the impacts of timber sales. 

Federal regulations also require the environmental impact disclosures to be written in plain English. There is no comparable state regulation. The federal regulations require field trips at the request of the public. The state doesn’t do that for the public.

When the federal government makes a final decision on a logging plan, they give the public the opportunity to ask the agency to reconsider
. The state never does that. A final decision seldom includes consideration of any comments, and there certainly is no opportunity for the public to ask for a review. In a federal agency’s final decision, the public comments are addressed directly. The state response to public comments is far inferior and more dismissive. 

For the Forestry Program for Oregon to claim that Oregonians have little influence on how federal forests are managed is simply not true, especially compared to how the state involves the public. This false accusation of federal agencies must either be removed from the final Program, or at least backed up with an explanation of where this assumption comes from.

The draft Forestry Program claims that “People living near federal forests need to be empowered to take part in decisions affecting the forest’s future”.
 Yes, the public should be empowered to take part in the decisions affecting all of the forests that impact their lives, including their household drinking water. However, only on federal land does the public have that opportunity. There is virtually no opportunity to influence the decisions on state forest lands, and none on private industrial lands, even when logging on these lands directly impacts adjoining rural family landowners. The draft Forestry Program has it backwards. The public has little influence on any forest decisions except on federal forests.

The public has so little influence over non-federal lands in Oregon, we actually have to pay a significant fee to just be notified of forestry operations near our homes. And that notification only gives us 15 days to prepare for things like aerial spraying of herbicides near where we live. 

The notification process is full of loopholes and mistakes. Even though families pay for the notification program, ODF has been known to forget to notify them, or to accidently notify them after the activity has been completed, or to forget to include maps and the location of the activity. Additionally, the 15 days notification can be waived by ODF, giving families no notice at all of forestry practices above their home. 

Even if the notice is not waived, ODF does not allow the adjoining landowner to influence forestry practices, such as what chemicals are sprayed, when they are sprayed, method of spray, how soon after spraying the unit is burned even though neighborhood children could breath the pesticide laden smoke. 

The public has no influence at all in forest land management in Oregon, EXCEPT on federal forests. Federal land managers would never impact neighboring families the way private and state lands do, and have shown themselves very open and willing to adapt forest practices in the spirit of good neighborliness.

Perhaps the draft Forestry Program is talking about timber interests wanting the federal agencies to log more, and timber interests have less influence in getting bigger logs off of federal lands. If that is what the draft is talking about, the final document should be clear on this, because the way the draft reads now, it is incorrect.

Another misconception of federal forests is on page 24, where the draft Forestry Program says that “federal forestlands” use a “reserve-based model”, assuming forest management does not take place. However, the “reserved-based model” produces a lot of timber sales and logs to local mills, from the reserves. Since most of the “reserves” were clearcut before they were designated as reserves, density management thinning is used extensively, providing an abundance of logs to local mills, along with forestry jobs for the local economy. 

For example, Coos Bay BLM has produced 150% of their Northwest Forest Plan assigned timber target in the last 4 years, all from non-controversial thinning sales in managed plantations, even though their target was based on the assumption there would be regeneration harvests of mature and old growth forests. Roseburg BLM has likewise met 73% of their target volume, which was set under the same assumptions
. It is a myth that the federal forests are tied up in no-harvest reserves.

Goal B: Forest outputs
Goal B holds up 1986 harvest as ideal, and laments the decline of harvest levels since 1986. “Recovery from these losses will be very difficult.”
 We suggest that the Board not strive to attain 1986 logging levels without examining if they were too high and unsustainable. One result of the potential over-harvesting in the 80’s is the “lack of mature timber on private lands”
 now. Unless the Forestry Program can fully assure the public that the levels of harvest in 1986 were sustainable, 1986 should not be what current volumes are compared with for Goal B.

Goal B also considers Public Safety concerning forest landslides. The draft Forestry Program only describes “shared responsibilities among homeowners, road users, forest land owners, and state and local governments to reduce the number of persons living in or driving through locations prone to” landslides.

The draft forgot to ask timber operators to share that public safety responsibility. Most homes situated below industrial timber land have been there for decades, some are original homesteads, there for over a century, built before the intense forest practices of today denuded the hillsides above them with the help of modern technology. ODF has found that clearcutting doubles the incidence of landslides. The Public Review Draft puts all the responsibility for public safety on the people living under industrial forest lands, or driving through these areas. Instead, the timber industry should also be held responsible for keeping their soil on their land and not allow it to trespass into streams or onto homes below.

Goal C: Productive capacity to improve the economic well-being of Oregon’s communities.
Goal C has some confusing and conflicting figures in the draft Forestry Program. It says: “Private harvest levels have been between 82 percent and 107 percent of sustainable levels…”
 Isn’t 107 percent overcutting? The last five years averaged 98 percent of sustainable levels. Isn’t that pretty good, pretty close to sustainable? What is the problem with that? 

The draft Forestry Program says, “Public harvest are well below levels considered to be sustainable”
. However, it fails to note that public forests have multiple uses in addition to timber targets. For instance, only on public lands can endangered species be protected. 

The draft Forestry Program states “… federal forests have not recovered from their record 2001 lows…”. We disagree, and have already detailed above (page 4) the high percent of timber targets met by Roseburg and Coos Bay BLM, 73% and 150% respectively. 

The draft Forest Program fails to recognize that federal lands are sustained for more than just growing fiber farms. Federal lands sustain more public recreation, more water quality protections, more wildlife protections, more carbon storage, etc. Public lands might be harvesting approximately 11 percent of their potential for growing timber but they are sustaining virtually 100% of endangered spotted owls and marbled murrelets and fully functioning ecosystems. The draft should make that clear, instead of just being negative about the level of cutting on federal lands.

Goal D: Protect soil and water resources

The number one objective under Goal D is to “Use the Forest Practices Act as the primary means to protect soil productivity and water quality on non-federal forestlands.”
 We agree it is important to make sure the Oregon Forest Practices Act (OFPA) is “science-based”. The final Program should provide adequate references to the statement that the OFPA is science based and adequate to protect soil productivity and water quality. 

As you are aware, the NMFS felt the stream protections offered by the ODF in the Elliott State Forest were inadequate to protect water quality for salmon
, and the 2010 Independent Multidisciplinary Science Team (IMST) agreed with NMFS analysis
. And yet those unsatisfactory stream protections offered by ODF on the Elliott are far superior to those in the Oregon Forest Practices Act. Therefore, the Forestry Program should explain the jump from the scientifically based critique that stream buffers on the Elliott are inadequate, to suggesting that inferior stream buffers under the OFPA are somehow scientifically supported.

The OFPA has been found to be one of the weakest forestry acts on the west coast, offering far fewer protections for wildlife and water than Washington state or California. And because of budget constraints, the OFPA is mostly a voluntary program, with little state oversight. With no monitoring, it is impossible for the Board to determine if even the weak OFPA protections are being met, much less use the Forest Practices Act as the primary means to protect soil productivity and water quality.

Goal E: Conservation of plant and animal populations and habitats.

We fully support the intent of Goal E, and hope that the Board will be able to implement the goals in addition to the more prominent timber target goals.

The board restricts this goal to looking at non-regulatory and market-based approaches to provide public benefits.
 The final Forestry Program should not place this limitation on the Board. Sometimes market-based, profits-driven approaches cannot meet conservation goals. Sometimes, endangered species and ecosystems need to be protected for their intrinsic value instead of requiring them to raise funds for their own survival.

This goal advocates that “local collaborative groups define and delineate the amount and characteristics of older forests that should be conserved and re-established on federal lands…”
 Just on federal lands? Why not on the public state lands also? The Forestry Program should also explain the conflict between having a goal of “science-based” management, verses having local collaborative groups determine the amount and characteristics of endangered species habitat.

Goal F: Protect the health of forest ecosystems:

We agree that fire protection for homes in the forestland urban interface is important. The Board should also note that scientific studies have found young tree plantations increase fire hazard, while mature forests decrease the intensity of fire and rate of spread.

Goal F finds that “reduced vegetation management on federal lands in recent years, has produced forests that are… more susceptible to catastrophic fire and insect and disease problems.”
 This is another example of the Forestry Program’s biased, negative attitude to federal-forest management. It is clearly established that the extensive and roaded plantations on private lands are far more prone to fire starts, increased fire spread and diseases like swiss needle cast, than the remaining, less roaded, more diverse mature forests on federal lands. 

Native, unlogged “moist forests”, like those in the Elliott State Forest, are not more susceptible to catastrophic fire than before European settlement. The final Forestry Program should correct this misstatement. These forests have not yet missed a fire-return interval
. When moist forests burn, it will not be an unnatural catastrophic burn, but a natural-like stand-replacing event in the coast range. If the Forest Program for Oregon is to be science-based, then inflammatory statements against federal forest management and incorrect assumptions about fire behavior in the coast range should be reexamined.

Goal F continues on with the federal-forest bashing. It blames “reduced federal agency budgets” for “a lack of trust between stakeholders and federal forestland management and regulatory agencies”. The final Forestry Program should give an example of this. From our point of view, there is a bigger problem with reduced state budgets, even causing the state to suspend monitoring for adaptive management and enforcement of the OFPA. And doesn’t the ODF have a far greater distrust of regulatory agencies than the federal land managers?  For instance, ODF did not trust the NMFS assessment of the proposed stream buffers on the Elliott, and sought an IMST review to refute the regulatory agencies findings. As stakeholders ourselves, we do not experience ODF as more trustworthy than the federal agencies.

Goal F continues: “Current federal forest management policies are currently ineffective in improving the resiliency of federal forests to unwanted disturbance. Accelerated forest restoration work is needed.”
 While we agree that accelerated forest restoration work is needed, we disagree that it is only needed on federal lands. We also disagree that federal forest management policies are worse than state land policies. The Forestry Program for Oregon should give examples, even if it is an appendix, to back up the consistent and unjustified criticism of federal forest management.

Goal F finds that “Forest restoration could result in biomass byproducts” because “converting these fuels to energy under controlled conditions lessens the release of greenhouse gasses and other pollutants.”
 The Board should explore these assumptions further. For instance, the distance a truck has to drive to bring the biomass into the converting plant could use more fossil fuels than the energy saved, thus increasing, not decreasing greenhouse gasses from fossil fuels. Forest fires, on the other hand, only release from 3 to 17% of the forests carbon into the atmosphere. Most carbon stored in a forest remains in the burnt forest after a fire.

Goal G: Enhance carbon storage

The Oregon Department of Forestry has documented
 that the capacity to store carbon in Pacific Northwest forests is among the highest in the world. In fact, it is even greater, per acre, than tropical rainforests. Carbon is still increasing in stands over 600 years old in Oregon. This gives Oregon the unique opportunity to help mitigate a global problem.

Because of our global importance, Goal G is essential to protecting Oregon forests and our climate. We appreciate that the Board has spent the time and effort to include Goal G. This is in line with the Oregon Global Warming Commission’s Forestry Roadmap to 2020: “Oregon State forestlands should be managed to increase carbon stores over time…”

However, the first step to enhancing carbon storage and reducing carbon emissions is missing from the draft Forestry Program for Oregon plan. Measuring carbon resources with a peer-reviewed measuring technique and interpretation must be a top priority.

Information presented at the November 2010 Board of Forestry meeting addresses this. The Oregon Global Warming Commission Forestry Roadmap to 2020 says:

“Carbon Inventory: Establish a carbon inventory for all Oregon forests. This will require a collaborative effort to define and develop an agreed upon approach for developing and maintaining a carbon inventory system. Based on these data, establish baselines and both long-term and intermediate goals for carbon storage, for different forests types and ownerships, including overall storage gains in public forests.”

Clearly, the Forestry Program for Oregon is the place to do this.

Measuring carbon storage in Oregon’s forests, over time, and over land management activities, must be a part of Goal G. While Goal G includes broad, general statements, there is no clear path presented to implement or monitor Goal G without first knowing how much we have, how much we gain, and how much we loose over time.

This year, the ODF measured the carbon loss and gained, over one year, in the Elliott State Forests 2011 AOP.
 If ODF can do it for the Elliott, ODF can do it for other places. 

The first step in reaching Goal G, enhancing carbon storage, is to measure how much you have now. ODF will never know how much carbon storage is enhanced without this base-line information, even if it is just an estimate. Next, the ODF should measure carbon changes over time as different activities are implemented. State forests annual operation plans (AOPs) are the right place to disclose this measurement for state lands.

Potential carbon credits should not be the only reason to measure our carbon footprints. These days everybody is looking at ways to reduce their carbon footprint. Goal G strives to do this also, it just leaves out the measurement goals.

All Oregon BLM districts now do a carbon calculation on their activities. Every timber sale environmental assessment uses a formula to determine how much carbon is released into the atmosphere through tree removal, soil disturbance, and fossil fuels used in growing and logging the forest. The BLM’s calculation includes allowances for carbon stored in wood products and prorated over time to account for increased growth of retention trees and planted trees. It results in a relative number for public land projects, and a good estimation of carbon lost or gain. In this way, the carbon impacts of forestry is opened up for public discussion, scientific reviews and opportunities to look at ways to reduce carbon loss, or increase sequestration. Using BLM’s established methods for carbon measurement, or another peer-reviewed method, would provide a pathway to monitor Goal G.

The Oregon Global Warming Commission also recommends carbon accounting for forest lands. “All timber management planning and public forest transactions (e.g., timber sales, offset sales) should include net impact on Oregon’s carbon account.”

In 2009, the Oregon Global Warming Commission released their first Report to the Legislature.
 Their document reported: 

“Oregon Department of Forestry has become increasingly involved with carbon issues, with respect to risks (larger, more intense forest fires) and mitigation (examining the interaction between Oregon forest health and carbon sequestration).”

So far, though, we have seen little involvement from ODF in carbon issues. The Forestry Program for Oregon appears to address that shortcoming with the inclusion of Goal G.

The State of Oregon has determined that:

“Global warming is not just another environmental issue. Absent decisive actions across the globe of the sort proposed in this report, the warming already underway is expected to lead to changes in the earth’s physical and biological systems that would be extremely adverse to human beings…. Our failure to return atmospheric accumulations of greenhouse gases (GHG) back to levels that will sustain historic climate patterns may lead to an Earth that is dramatically altered and far less habitable within only a few generations.”

Therefore, the Board of Forestry was correct to include Goal G to “consider greenhouse gas effects”.  But to really bring meaning to this goal, Oregon must have some numbers behind it, even if the numbers are just an estimate of carbon sequestration and the impacts of forest management. Please include the requirement to measure carbon sequestration and carbon loss in every state forest Annual Operation Plan, starting with the 2012 AOPs. Also, try to find ways to estimate carbon impacts from private land impacts as well. Since we already have carbon impacts considered in all federal projects, the state’s measurements used to monitor Goal G would give us a fuller picture of how we are doing.

Once the state puts in place a scientifically sound measuring methodology, the state can begin to share this methodology with landowners who want to voluntarily measure their carbon footprint on their private land. Encouraging private landowners to measure their carbon footprint will further promote accomplishing Goal G.

Goal G suggests that increasing rotation length is another tool that can be used to reduce carbon emissions. Therefore, this should be considered on State Forests. We understand that it cannot be mandated on private forests, but it could be utilized on state forests.

Reuse and Recycle to conserve carbon in Oregon. The Forestry program for Oregon should include a program to reuse and recycle forest products. In fact, this is a strategy recommended by the Oregon Global Warming Commission Forestry Roadmap to 2020.

3.3. Oregon Department of Forestry, Department of Environmental Quality, and stakeholders, in collaboration with the Oregon University System and identified experts, should develop a strategy for use and reuse of durable forest products, along with carbon sequestration/gain values that may accrue. 

Some counties in Oregon have government supported re-use centers for wood products, such as Heartwood in Winston, Douglas County. The potential to re-use construction items not only helps sequester carbon in wood products longer, it helps to provide lower-income families with affordable access to building materials. The Board of Forestry should help organize a state-wide reuse-recycle program for wood products, like Douglas County has, to help further Goal G.

Conclusion: 

We found it interesting that the draft Forestry Program disclosed “there is evidence Oregon’s forests, in total, are not currently being managed sustainable”.
 In the Final Program, the Board should further explain this problem and provide suggestions for addressing it. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the public review draft of the Forestry Program for Oregon. We look forward to working with the Board on this program in the future.

Francis Eatherington
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Conservation Director

Cascadia Wildlands

P.O. Box 10455

Eugene, OR  97440

541-643-1309   francis at cascwild .org
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� Called a “protest” for BLM projects, and an “appeal” for Forest Service projects.
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� Draft Forestry Program for Oregon. 10-2-10. page 39.


� Draft Forestry Program for Oregon. 10-2-10. page 42


� Letter from NMFS, July 21, 2009, to Jim Young, Coos District Forester, “RE: Elliott State Forest Habitat Conservation Plan.”


� See the IMST Review of the Draft Elliott State Forest Habitat Conservation Plan. Released on October 6, 2010. � HYPERLINK "Elliott_SF-HCP&DEIS%20Review-2010.pdf" ��Elliott_SF-HCP&DEIS Review-2010.pdf�


� Draft Forestry Program for Oregon. 10-2-10. page 47.


� Draft Forestry Program for Oregon. 10-2-10. page 48.


� Wildfire Effects Evaluation Project (WEEP) report. Umpqua National Forest. March 2003. page 4. “The young vegetation, including plantations, experienced a disproportionately high amount of stand-replacement mortality caused by crown fires as compared to older, unmanaged forests… Plantations had a tendency to increase the rate of fire spread and increased the overall area of stand-replacement fire effects by spreading to neighboring stands.”


� Draft Forestry Program for Oregon. 10-2-10. page 52.


� Restoration of Federal Forests in the Pacific Northwest: Strategies and Management Implications. Dr. Norman Johnson and Dr. Jerry Franklin. August 15, 2009. “Moist Forests were characteristically subject to stand-replacement disturbances at intervals of one to several hundred years.”


� Draft Forestry Program for Oregon. 10-2-10. page 55.


� Draft Forestry Program for Oregon. 10-2-10. page 55.


� See Campbell et al. 2007 for the 3% reference. See  Management and Carbon Storage. State of the Science Report. June, 2010 for the 17% reference.


� Management and Carbon Storage. State of the Science Report. June, 2010.


� Oregon Global Warming Commission Forestry Roadmap to 2020. Page 11. Agenda Item 9 at November 2010 Board of Forestry Meeting. Attachment 1.


� Oregon Global Warming Commission Forestry Roadmap to 2020. Page 6. Agenda Item 9 at November 2010 Board of Forestry Meeting. Attachment 1.


� See ODF memorandum to Cascadia Wildlands, dated June 28, 2010. Available upon request.


� Oregon Global Warming Commission Forestry Roadmap to 2020. Page 9. Agenda Item 9 at November 2010 Board of Forestry Meeting. Attachment 1.


� Report to the Legislature. Global Warming Commission. January 2009. http://www.keeporegoncool.org/view/ogwc-reports


� Report to the Legislature. Page 15.


� Report to the Legislature. Global Warming Commission. January 2009. page i.


� Oregon Global Warming Commission Forestry Roadmap to 2020. Page 7. Agenda Item 9 at November 2010 Board of Forestry Meeting. Attachment 1.


� October 2, 2010 Public Review Draft Forestry Program for Oregon. Page 6.
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