MASSACHUSETTS FORESTRY COMMITTEE MEETING

HARVARD FOREST - PETERSHAM, MA

April 10, 2006
1:00 PM TO 5:00 PM



Minutes
Attendees
Committee Members: Paul Barten (Water Supply), Jim DiMaio (DCR Ex-Officio), John Conkey (Licensed Timber Harvester), Loring Schwarz (Environmental Organization), Richard DeGraaf ( Fisheries & Wildlife), Roger Plourde (Consulting Forester), Harry Webb (Landowner)
Others: Jim Soper (DCR), Mike Fleming (DCR), Ed Fuller (DCR), Bob O’Connor (EOEA), Bruce Spencer, Leo Garneau, Howard Mason, Greg Cox, Heidi Ricci, Elisa Campbell, Joe Zorzin, Bernie Bergeron, Bob Perschel, Sue Benoit, Mike Leonard, Tom Anderson, Bill Van Doren, Doug Hutchenson
*  *  *  *  *  *
Meeting called to order at 1:07 PM.

Introductions / Agenda / Minutes
Paul Barton - Those present were asked to introduce themselves.
Paul Barton - The minutes of the last committee meeting (January 30, 2006) were reviewed.

Motion: To accept the January 30, 2006 minutes as presented, made by Harry Webb, and seconded by John Conkey.  A vote to accept passed unanimously.

Paul Barton - The agenda and handouts (2) were reviewed.
Handouts: DCR Approved / State Forestry Committee recommendations (green sheet) & DCR/Bureau recommended changes to Ch. 132 regulations (yellow sheet).
Item 1: Chief Forester’s report on earlier MFC recommendations (Jim DiMaio)
· Reviewed DCR Adopted MFC recommendations (handout/green sheet)
Decision #1: Appointment of Agent Form and Acknowledgement and Certification of Standards Form Recommendations

Decision #2: Other (OT) Harvesting Category Recommendation

Decision #3: MFC Monitoring of “Cutting Plans”

Reviewed the Goals, Ground Rules, and Timing of Public Comments for the remainder of the meeting (Paul Barten)

Item 2: Landowner’s Forest Management Objectives Recommendations (Jim DiMaio)
J. Soper - Discussed the Service Forester review process and recommendations/alternatives
P. Barten - Discussed 3 page handout developed through MFC (1st draft) and J. DiMaio, J. Soper and P. Barten (2nd draft) process.
H. Webb (question) - What is the purpose of the FCP?

J. Soper (response) - Goal is to help landowners describe their objectives. It is part consumer protection, part education, part regulatory requirements.

MFC Discussion:
· Underlined text in 2nd paragraph of page 1 of the FCP handout – Every Cutting Plan is reviewed by a Service Forester was supported.

· Suggestion made to make a BOLD link to DCR “Forestry” web site for accessing additional information.
· Concern expressed re: “Wildlife Habitat Mgt. Descriptions”.  It was suggested that reference documents like “Landowner’s Guide to Wildlife Habitat”, DeGraaf, Richard M., et al 2005. be provided (possibly as a link to where it can be acquired?).
· Suggestion made to Include “Silvicultural Principles” in the Preamble.

· Suggestion made to emphasize the need for landowners to seek professional services.

· The FCP is not the appropriate vehicle to educate landowners.  Other methods of outreach are needed to reach landowners.

· Suggestion made to for there to be a two year trial period after implementation of FCP changes.

R. Plourde / J. Soper – Discussed alternative FCP handout.

Public Comments/Discussion:

· Concerns expressed over “Wildlife Habitat (after harvest)” Management Objectives…  Suggest numbers (diameters?) be left out of descriptions.  Better descriptions needed.  

· Question: Will the handout pages being reviewed today be included on the FCP? Response: Yes, they will be included as part of the FCP.
· Suggestion made to include the language “Encourage wildlife habitat with emphasis on…” be added to the “Wildlife Habitat (after harvest) block.  Suggestion made that a “Narrative” be used for all descriptions (different stands?).

· P. Barton asked E. Fuller for his reaction on the discussion. Response: We may be trying to turn the FCP into a Forest Management Plan.  If a landowner already has a Mgt. Plan they can reference it in the FCP.

· Concern was expressed over choosing from a list or being able to have multiple choices to choose from.

· Suggestion made to include an upfront educational statement o the FCP.

· Concern expressed over contact procedures (SF to Landowners?).  Difference explained between contact procedures for an incomplete FCP vs. a disapproved FCP. 

· Concern expressed over page 2 (2nd check-off) of the FCP/MFC handout (“future forest management”).

· Concern expressed over page 3 of the FCP/MFC handout (Landowner Responsibilities), 2nd paragraph, “Volumes and values…”  Replace have with will before NOT.
· Concern expressed over page 3 of the FCP/MFC handout (Forest Management Planning Resources), 2nd sentence, “This plan can be prepared by….”  Replace can with must.
· Question: Is Bureau staff currently looking at defining “Silvicultural Principles”?  Response: Yes, staff is also looking more closely at definition of “Land devoted to Forest Growth”…
· Suggestion was made to provide for the landowner’s signature right after the landowner objectives.
· Suggestion was made to include a Water Quality statement above the required landowner signature(s).
· Suggestion made for a page 4: “The DCR recommends that only decisions about harvesting trees, including the development of a Forest Cutting Plan, be developed within a framework of a long-term forest management plan.” (from note provided by Bob Perschel at the meeting).

Summary / Paul Barten:

Recommended revisions to the 2 Handouts (to include in the next Draft)
· Preamble – include Howard Mason’s suggestion
· Page 1 Narrative – Roger Plourde version
· Include “Educational Resources” (Web Resources?) between above and below bullets
· Step 1 Paul Barten/MFC version
· Page 3 – narrative (RP version)
· Step 2 – PB/MFC version (Matrix)
1. revisit Wildlife Habitat, appropriate diameters/ranges?

2. diameter adjustment on habitat priority of fg?

3. narrative?

· Page 3 – PB/MFC version

1. narrative (Rogers version)

2. Landowner’s Responsibility
3. Comment on competitive bid

4. “Have Not” stays

5. This Management Plan “Must” be prepared by…
· Landowner Signature [Block] on FCP – add NHESP & BMP (Water Quality) statements above signatures

1. initial twice and sign once? or, more than one signature?

2. keep at end of FCP

· Landowner initials of “Objective” check-offs
Motion: Roger Plourde made a motion to recommend the changes discussed today, to the first 3 pages of the FCP, to the Commissioner of DCR.
Loring Schwartz seconded the motion.
Work will be completed on the above and provided to the MFC before the next meeting.

Break 3:40 PM – 3:55 PM

Item 3: Revising Forest Cutting Practices Act Regulations Assessment and Needs

Paul Barten  - referred everyone to the handout (yellow sheet) “Department of Conservation & Recreation, Bureau of Forest Fire Control & Forestry, Recommended Changes to the Ch. 132 Regulations, March 14, 2006”
Jim Soper & Jim DiMaio - reviewed the yellow sheet recommended changes to the regulations
· Agency name change?

· Authority Director/Bureau Chief (Div. of Forestry?), consider new Division?

· Agent of Director (Assignment Schedule)?

· Regional Director / Stop Order signatures?

· Definitions – add “High Grading” and others?

Comments/Discussion:
· Land Conservation Issue – subdivision plan?
· Harvesting for a house lot in conjunction with woodland of current owner?

· River Front Act change since last 132 revisions?

· Temporary vs. Permanent Crossings Issue?

· MEPA Thresholds? NHESP? ACECs, Crossing within 1000ft of PWS, new CMPs

· Appeal Procedures?

· FCP Approval Procedures?

· FCP Violation Procedures?

· Appointment of Agent (Qualifications?)?

· Designation of trees to be harvested or left after cutting (do trees need to be painted?)

· State Forestry Committee Regulatory decisions?

· Define “Silvicultural Principals”?
· Issue re: licensed foresters should only file FCP?

1. Statute and or regulations?

2. Maine?  All cutting plans by licensed foresters.

3. Ch. 61 and Stewardship Plans require licensed forester by regulation, why not cutting plans? Done by policy not regulation or statute.
4. MOU issue? MOU is still in place.
Minutes taken by M. Fleming up to this point: 4:30 PM

Minutes taken by J. Soper from 4;30 PM,  picked up with discussion on conservation restrictions.
P. Barten – need to address legal issues pertaining to CRs.

Public Comments

Question was asked if the committee will address silvicultural principles.

M. Leonard  - Service Foresters should not inspect Ch. 61 Plans – leave that responsibility to the licensed forester. They should focus on Ch. 132 cutting plans.

J. Zorzin echoed M. Leonard’s sentiment.

B. Purcell – Does the statute need to be changed to have only licensed foresters prepare cutting plans?

Agenda for next meeting 

Elisa Campbell- The public need to better understand what is going on with the filing procedures and inspection process.  Forestry has a worse reputation than it should have.

J. Zorzin – Demonstrations of good forestry practices are needed to enhance public perception and understanding.

M. Leonard – Volume threshold for filing under Ch. 132 needs to be changed from 25 MBF to 10 MBF.

Filed Trip for State Forestry Committee

R. Plourde – The committee should visit operations that represent high, low and on the fence scenarios and include water and wetland conditions and should get participation by the landowner and the forester.

J. DiMaio recommended visiting the Berkshires, being on site by 9:00 A.M. and devoting the morning to look at three sites.  reconvening the regular meeting at 1:00 P.M. at a nearby site to be determined.

J. Zorzin – Do you need permission of the landowner?  The committee believed yes.

M. Leonard – DCR and MACC should get together to facilitate permanent crossings for land under long term management.

J. Conkey – Echoed M. Leonard’s sentiment.

Greg Cox  - it is reasonable to address permanent crossings.

P. Barten – new technology particularly with open bottom culverts that suggest permanent crossings should be addressed.

H. Ricci – Expressed concern that permanent crossings would open the door for development.

G. Cox – You shouldn’t have to have a hearing to address maintenance issues.  Rather you should be able to address maintenance on a 10 year basis consistent with Ch. 61 certification process.

L. Garneau – You should be able to upgrade the management plan to incorporate permanent roads.

B. Bergeron – Regulations for development are more stringent than they are for Ch. 132 so local jurisdiction is not lost.

Meeting adjourned at 5:00 P.M.
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