MASSACHUSETTS FORESTRY COMMITTEE MEETING

HARVARD FOREST - PETERSHAM, MA

November 2, 2005

2:00 PM TO 5 PM


Minutes
Attendees
Committee Members: Paul Barten (Water Supply), Jim DiMaio (DCR Ex-Officio), John Conkey (Licensed Timber Harvester), David Foster (Public at Large), Loring Schwarz (Environmental Organization), Richard DeGraaf ( Fisheries & Wildlife), Harry Webb (Forest Landowner), Roger Plourde (Consulting Forester)
Others: Dolores Boogdanian (DCR Legal Counsel), Jim Soper (DCR), Mike Fleming (DCR), Jennifer Fish (DCR), Carmine Angeloni (DCR), Bob O’Connor (EOEA), Bruce Spencer (DCR), Gordon Boyce (DCR), John O’Keefe, Sue Benoit, Mike Mauri, Helen Johnson, Glen Freden, Mike Leonard, Joe Zorzin Bob Perschel
*  *  *  *  *  *
Meeting called to order at 2:05 PM with eight committee members present.

Introductions / Agenda / Purpose / Minutes (Paul Barton)
Those present were asked to introduce themselves.
Those present were informed that Lenny Roberts (Primary Wood Using Industry Representative on the Committee) had resigned.
The overall purpose of the committee was briefly reviewed.

The agenda was reviewed.

The minutes of the last committee meeting (September 7, 2005) were reviewed.

An amendment was offered stating that the intent of Mike Mauri’s comments in the minutes was for the State Forestry Committee to focus on Chapter 132.

Motion made by John Conkey to adopt the amendment to the minutes, seconded by Loring Swartz.

Motion passed with a unanimous vote.

Discussion with DCR Legal Council (Dolores Boogdanian)
Communications among the committee members. If a discussion among committee members involves a quorum (4 or more members) the discussion must be open to the public. This includes e-mail communications among committee members. This was addressed in a handout provided at the September 7, 2005 committee meeting.  
Conflict of Interest.  Subject has been further discussed with David Wilson (State Ethics Committee).  It was conveyed that the best policy is for committee members to call the State Ethics Committee and discuss any specific concerns about any potential conflict and what to avoid.
Action
Suggestion was made to request that someone (Carol Carson, Ethics Committee Education Rep.) from the State Ethics Committee attend the next State Forestry Committee Meeting so questions can be bought up and discussed.

Action

It was suggested that each committee member should provide a list of potential questions, which could be provided to the Ethics Committee before the next committee meeting.

DCR Forest Cutting Practices Act

DCR Interpretation by section (Jim Soper)
Discussion ensued after a review and explanation of the information in the following handout provided by DCR / Bureau of Forest Fire Control and Forestry:

·  “Section By Section Commentary on the Forest Cutting Practices Act, M.G.L. CH 132 S. 40-46”, 10/12/05, pp. 6 (plus 3 page excerpt from the “CH. 132 Guidance Document”, Effective: January 1, 2004). 
Cutting Plan Data and Lessons Learned (Carmine Angeloni)
Discussion ensued after a review and explanation of the data in the following handout provided by DCR / Bureau of Forest Fire Control and Forestry:
· “Ch. 132 Cutting Plans 1/1/04 – 10/3/05 Revised 10/14/05”, pp. 1
Break 3:50 PM – 4:15 PM

DCR Forest Cutting Practices Act (continued)

Initial Review of Cutting Plan Alternatives (Jim Soper)

Discussion ensued after a review and explanation of the information in the following handout provided by DCR / Bureau of Forest Fire Control and Forestry:
· “Cutting Plan Language Alternatives as Commissioned by the Massachusetts Forestry Committee”, November 2, 2005, pp. 3.  The text in italics print is the DCR / Bureau of Forest Fire Control and Forestry interpretation.

Action

Paul Barten asked committee members do 2 things that would help with the development of Ch. 132 recommendations:

1. Go through “Alternatives” and,

2. Look at other suggestions

Summary of Public Comments and Questions (Paul Barten opened up the discussion)
Glen Freden: Discussed MAPF (Massachusetts Association of Professional Foresters) letter.  Requested a section be added to the Cutting Plan?  Stated “Regeneration” and “Future Conditions” sections do not conform to standards (Treatments / sections A – F).  “Silvicultural Justification” should be included in the Cutting Plan Requirements.
David Foster: Who is the plan for?

Jim Soper: It is for the landowner and DCR Service Forester.

Roger Plourde: Ch. 132 forms are not overly burdensome.

John Conkey: High Grading is defined in the regulations.

Joe Zorzin: re: Long-term / Short Term – “Economic Cut” is inappropriate to use when describing “high grading” for Short-term harvests.

Bob Perschel: re: Short-term – this is producing short term income (having in form).  We do not state that Short-term can hurt the economics over the Long-term.
Jim DiMaio: We need represent as many constituents and needs as possible.

Bob Perschel: Regulations need to express good forestry.  Shot-term allows for forestry that may not be good.

Jim DiMaio: Intent is to have SFC deal with regulations that meet “minimum standards”.
Bob Perschel: Extend the meaning of the term “Good Forestry”. If high grading is allowed, how do we discourage it?  Have we done enough (education?).  Use visuals, web sites, etc…

Helen Johnson: How much use is there of High grading?

Jim Soper: Not much. “Diameter Limit” used more than “High Grading”.

Helen Johnson:  Can we get “Cutting Plan” on web site?

Jim DiMaio: Discussions are underway to look into web based cutting plans.

Helen Johnson: Board Feet and acres should be lower (spreadsheet handout?) for Short-term than for Long-term, but that is not the case. Statistics should show the percent difference of acres and volume for Long-term vs. Short-term.

Bob O’Connor: Should try and get data on why landowners check-off what they did (Short-term?).

David Foster: Does the landowner feel that they got what they wanted after the cut is completed?

Dolores Boogdanian: How do we define landowner objectives? How do we distinguish between 2 and 3? (See item “H” on the Alternatives handout)
Mike Leonard: There is evidence of High Grading going on. Why is there a difference between the data (Lower Worcester Plateau Ecoregional Assessment and the Jim Rassman data? (Read a statement on this subject.)

Jennifer Fish: “Improvement of Conditions”. What do we get out of this?  Will everything we do have an affect?
Dick DeGraaf: The USDA Forest Service has studied the question: “Why do people own land”? 

Loring Swartz: Wildlife needs to be thought of broadly.

Bruce Spencer: Supports Glen Freden re: Silviculture being the basis for Cutting Plans.  Expressed concern with MOU (DEP/Wetlands) status, due to Cutting Plan being used to cut lots that are really “change of use” projects.

Jim DiMaio: How do we (DCR/Service Foresters) determine if it is going to be a “change of use”?

Sue Benoit: Asked how are verification of volumes on the cutting plan determined?

Jim Soper: Explained current process.

Sue Benoit: Why is the landowner not asked to supply “real” volumes?

Dolores Boogdanian: DCR can go after the landowner and harvester for misrepresenting the volumes on the Cutting Plan.
Sue Benoit: If in contract signing process what happens to the contract if a cutting plan is disapproved?

Jim Soper: This has come up before. It is a legal issue.

Jim DiMaio: Agent Disclosure Forms are possible positive change that could be made to assist landowners.
Confirm December meeting date and Adjourn (Paul Barten)

Next Meeting: Harvard Forest on December 14, 2005 from 1 – 5 PM.

Action
Roger Plourde, Jim DiMaio, and Paul Barten will draft an agenda for next meeting and pass out to committee members for review.
Meeting adjourned at 5:39 PM
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