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Minutes

Committee Members present: Jim Hoppe – WI Council on Forestry; Matt Dallman – The Nature Conservancy; Gary Wyckoff – Plum Creek Timber; Mark Fries – NewPage; Jeff Barkley – WDNR Forestry; Geoff Chandler – USFS; Marshall Pecore – MTE; Neil Paisley – WDNR Wildlife; Ed Moberg – WWOA; Jesse Turk – NRCS; Al Waelchli – Consulting Foresters Association; Tom Lovlien – Wisconsin County Forests Association; 
Technical Team Members present: Allison Hellman; Darrell Zastrow; Eunice Padley; Joe Kovach; Carmen Wagner; Sarah Herrick.
**Not Present: David Mladenoff – UW-Madison Dept of Forest and Wildlife Ecology; Stacey Olson – Olson Bros.; Earl Gustafson – WI Paper Council.

** 3 stakeholder groups were absent and will need to be contacted with regards to their support for the proposed revisions.

Welcome and Updates
Jim Hoppe welcomed Advisory Committee members and recapped the August 26th meeting.  He also provided a summary of the September Council on Forestry meeting where the guidelines were discussed and the Council decided to seek public input before finalizing the guidelines. He reported that the public comment period had taken place during October and November and that the tech team had reviewed and summarized the comments and that he hoped the Advisory Committee could arrive at final guidelines to send to the Council on Forestry for their meeting on December 16.

Allison Hellman summarized the materials that had been sent out to the Advisory Committee ahead of this meeting including a spreadsheet categorizing the comments received, and a document with detailed responses from the tech team to major comment themes, and proposed alternatives to guidelines based on the comments received.  Darrell Zastrow explained the format of the alternatives document and what is meant by recommended and alternative actions.

Gary Wyckoff asked how the tech team had sorted the comments and determined which to use in drafting alternatives.  Darrell explained that all the comments were sorted and assembled word for word into themes within the spreadsheet.  The tech team tried to come up with alternatives based on the principles of their charge for all comments, though for some it was not realistic. The tech team developed proposed alternatives to guidelines when there were a large number of similar comments on the same point, if a change was within the scope of our process.  Ed Moberg asked if there were a large number of comments.  Darrell and Carmen Wagner said it was a fair amount relative to other public comment processes.
Jim Hoppe initiated a discussion on setting a review/revision timeline for the guidelines.  In the past the Advisory Committee had discussed reviewing and possibly revising the guidelines after a 5 year period.  Jim indicated that there was a new proposal from David Donovan of Xcel Energy in conjunction with other industry stakeholders to label the guidelines as “Interim Guidelines” and look at them again after 1 year.
Geoff Chandler asked what commitment the DNR can make to monitoring the implementation and impact of the guidelines because if there is no monitoring program than a timeline doesn’t really matter.  Darrell indicated that, at this time, there is no commitment from the WDNR to monitor any aspect of the guidelines or to provide education and that given current budget constraints resources for new initiatives are unlikely to be forthcoming.

Geoff wondered what would change in 1 year.  Carmen indicated that there were some research projects going on but results would not be ready in 1 year. Eunice Padley referenced Mike Demchik’s work and Darrell mentioned that MN was in the process of integrating monitoring efforts into their guideline program. Geoff stated that 1 year won’t make a difference; the review period needs to be long enough for some research or new information to become available – he does not believe that we will be in a better position in just 1 year.  
Gary Wyckoff commented that 5 years is too long, the guidelines will become entrenched and then they will be hard to change even if new information is available.  He also commented that if there were significant investment in biomass harvesting during the 5 years and then the guidelines were tightened – there would be significant impacts to the businesses who had invested in biomass.  Darrell proposed doing a check-in at 3 years – research findings are likely to be available in 5 years, not much will be available in 1 year.  Jim Hoppe added that if some information that could drastically change the guidelines were to come to light, an appeal to the Council prior to the 3 or 5 years would be appropriate.
Geoff Chandler commented that the Council should direct the State Forester to adjust priorities to include monitoring of the guidelines.  Matt Dallman added that monitoring is one of the Nature Conservancy’s primary concerns with the guidelines.  There were several references to the success of the Water Quality BMP monitoring process, but Carmen cautioned against drawing parallels since the EPA provides support for the BMP monitoring program.
Marshall Pecore agreed that the AC should recommend monitoring. He commented that science will never provide all the answers that we are looking for, but that we should still be able to move forward – bringing in new information as it becomes available, but at least doing something despite uncertainty. Jim Hoppe asked Eunice how long it would take to set up a monitoring program.  Eunice indicated that implementation monitoring would be fairly easy, but that monitoring sustainability would be more difficult to set up and it could take several years to get initial results.  Darrell added that he supports a recommendation to the Council that the forestry community address guideline monitoring.
Everyone agreed that there should be a review period for the guidelines.  Darrell commented that by making a commitment to revisit the guidelines some stakeholders may feel more comfortable. Matt Dallman wondered about the implications of labeling the guidelines interim. He stressed that economic concerns are just one aspect of the guidelines – ecological concerns are equally important.  Gary Wyckoff commented that there is too much uncertainty within the guidelines and that they may limit investment especially if the review period is too long (5 years). Marshall Pecore added that the investor has to assume some of the risk – fit the mill to the resource; don’t try to fit the resource to the mill.  Jeff Barkley wondered if the guidelines really constrain biomass – seems like there is quite a bit available. Several Advisory Committee members agree that they don’t like the term interim attached to the guidelines.

Jeff Barkley commented that 3 years seems like a good compromise; research may not be fully available, but at least the forestry community will have a better idea of whether biomass is taking off or not.  Jim Hoppe added that the revision process could be started at 3 years and be completed by 5 years.  Matt Dallman wondered what it would take to change the guidelines. He is concerned that if the review period is too long, industry will be entrenched and even if new information shows that harvest levels are detrimental, there will be a lot of resistance to change.  Gary asked why people favored a 3 year time table – a funding issue?  Darrell asked what new info could come to the table in 1 year? Gary commented that a lot of the research could be very long term and that Industry stakeholders are concerned about operational issues with a much shorter time frame. Many Advisory members agreed that 3 years could be ideal to address operational issues and preferable to 1 year with regard to new technical information being available.
Jim Hoppe indicated that some of the questions posed in a recent letter from a group of energy companies and forestry interests may be addressed by the new draft of the guidelines based on the public review and proposed tabling the review period discussion until after the Advisory Committee has discussed the new draft.  Advisory Committee members agreed to proceed to the new draft guidelines and revisit the timetable discussion later in the day.

General Exception
There were many public comments on the general exception, primarily expressing concern about the recommendation to document deviations from the guidelines.  The technical team recommended removing the general exception or alternately removing just the sentence recommending documentation for deviations but keeping the list of examples.
Jeff Barkley commented that for public lands and certified lands, auditors will want to see documentation if the guidelines are deviated from. Darrell added that this recommendation was based on certification and that many people were interpreting it as being regulatory – DNR could deal with documentation in an internal handbook.  Ed Moberg indicated that documentation could help evaluate what aspects of the guidelines are working and where they are not.  Geoff Chandler expressed concern that if the entire exception including examples is removed it is no longer clear that there are exceptions – cited fuels clean up in wildland-urban interface areas. Darrell pointed out that Geoff’s concern is addressed by the alternative action keeping the examples.  Joe Kovach added that the list of examples is not exhaustive and that if you deviate you just need to be able to explain why if asked.  Jeff Barkley indicated that the county forests had appreciated the examples.  Joe pointed out that many of the WCFA comments wanted the documentation language removed.  Jim Hoppe added that the scope does not address certification.  Marshall Pecore added that the biggest exceptions in forestry are site prep and forest WUI operations.
Decision: The Advisory Committee accepted the alternative action. The general exception will now read:

“The Guidelines may be modified for specific site conditions, for specific operational issues, or to meet specific management objectives. Examples of where a modification may be warranted include site preparation to facilitate tree regeneration operations, control of invasive or exotic species, fuel reduction treatments, barrens/savanna restoration, or prescribed fire.”
Guideline 1.A
This guideline received quite a lot of comment. It is repeated in the Silviculture Handbook which created some angst and confusion from commenters.  The guideline is not biomass specific.  The technical team recommends removing the guideline or as an alternative action removing the guideline but including a reference to the marking guidelines in the silviculture handbook.
Matt Dallman indicated that he supports the alternative – including a reference. Darrell added that in his written comments David Mladenoff also supported including a reference. Marshall Pecore indicated his support for the alternative action and added that the Silviculture Handbook is a driving document; the guidelines will be a small piece of forest management.  Most Advisory Committee members express support for the alternative action. Gary Wyckoff expressed concern with the strength of the recommendation.  He did not want he reference to say “follow” but rather “refer to” or “for guidance see….” 
Decision: The Advisory Committee accepted the alternative action. Guidelines 1.A will be removed and the guidelines will contain the following reference to the silviculture handbook:

“Reminder: For tree and snag retention guidelines, refer to WDNR Silviculture Handbook, Chapter 24.”

Guideline 2.A
There were not a lot of comments concerning this guideline.  The technical team recommended action was to keep the guidelines as is with an alternative action to remove the guideline and include elsewhere (e.g. Silviculture Handbook, FMGs).

Marshall Pecore commented that the direction to retain CWD is correct and he supports the recommended action to keep the guidelines as is. Geoff Chandler indicated that he supported 2.A before but now he has concerns about WUI operations.  Darrell indicated that these operations are still covered under the general exception and that there is not a lot of controversy surrounding CWD retention.

Decision: The Advisory Committee accepted the recommended action to keep Guideline 2.A as is.  Guideline 2.A will continue to read:

2.A  Retain and limit disturbance to down coarse woody debris (CWD) already present, except on skid trails and landings.

Exception: For complete salvage operations, follow Guideline 2.B.

Guideline 4.A
There were not a lot of comments concerning this guideline.  The technical team recommended action is to keep the guideline as is.
Decision: The Advisory Committee accepted the recommended action to keep Guideline 4.A as is.  Guideline 4.A will continue to read:

4.A  Do not remove the forest litter layer, stumps, and/or root systems. 
Guideline 3.A
There were a lot of comments concerning the tons/acre approach and how this would be implemented in the field.  The technical team recommended action is to revise 3.A as follows:

3.A.  Retain fine woody debris (FWD) on site following harvest.

· Retain FWD resulting from incidental breakage of tops and limbs in the general harvest area.

· Retain and scatter tops and limbs (<4 inches diameter) from 10% of trees harvested in the general harvest area (e.g. one average-sized tree out of every 10 trees harvested).

As an alternative action 3.A could also be revised as follows:
3.A.  Retain fine woody debris (FWD) on site following harvest.

· Retain FWD resulting from incidental breakage of tops and limbs in the general harvest area.

OR

3.A.  Retain fine woody debris (FWD) on site following harvest.

· Retain FWD resulting from incidental breakage of tops and limbs in the general harvest area.

· Retain and scatter tops and limbs (<4 inches diameter) from 20% of trees harvested in the general harvest area (e.g. one average-sized tree out of every 5 trees harvested).

Darrell added that the technical team believes that 10% equates to the table.  Joe Kovach commented that the technical team still believes that the tons/acre approach is the most accurate, but that the revised guideline was created to address operational concerns. Darrell added that in his written commented David Mladenoff supported the tons/acre approach.  There was some discussion of FWM vs FWD.  These terms are defined in the glossary. Tom Lovlien commented that Jane [Severt] had had a conversation with MN and indicated that they had had trouble with %.  She supports retaining 1 in 10 crowns, but not a percentage. Joe Kovach added that MN guidelines say “1 average size crown in 10”. 
Matt Dallman asked the technical team to explain how 1 in 10 tops correspond to 5 tons/acre in the table.  Eunice explained that the average site contains around 3 ODT/acre of pre-existing FWD and that based on the range of FWM available in crowns and an average breakage rate of 10%, breakage results in an additional 1 to 2 ODT/acre of FWD.  For many sites pre-existing FWD plus breakage would result in about 5 ODT/acre being retained.  However, for some site (especially pine thinnings) it may be necessary to leave 1 in 9 or 10 crowns to achieve the 5 ODT/acre.  The 1 in 10 standard in the proposed revision would ensure that at least 5 ODT/acre FWD are retained for most forest types. Darrell highlighted the relationship between guideline 3.A and guidelines 3.B, 4.B, and 5.B.  MN took a different approach prescribing 20% retention for all sites and not specifically addressing nutrient poor sites. Our approach has been more specific; for most forest types 1 in 10 average size crowns gets at the 5 tons/acre. Matt added that he is not in favor of taking more from richer sites in order to not harvest on poor sites.  Darrell asked if he was alright with tops vs. tons.  Matt indicated that he is if it is more operational, but that monitoring will be even more important.
Gary Wyckoff commented that there is too much uncertainty from a soil nutrient perspective to justify leaving this much wood on the ground.  Geoff Chandler indicated he is comfortable with 1 in 10 crowns if there is going to be a monitoring program; otherwise he agrees with David Mladenoff and favors a tons/acre approach.  Jeff Barkley agrees with the technical team that we need to work towards making a tons/acre approach viable, but right now the 1 in 10 approach is reasonable.  Mark Fries indicated that he supports the 1 in 10 approach since his biggest concern has been implementation.  Ed Moberg indicated that WWOA is in agreement with the 1 in 10 approach.  Matt Dallman noted that he wants to be sure that the guideline says 1 out of 10 “average size tops” so as to prevent creative interpretation and commented that the guidelines should err on the side of caution and not take everything until there is a problem – he sees 1 in 10 as the bare minimum. Al Waelchli stated that Don Peterson recommends retaining FWD and incidental breakage, but can buy in to 1 out of 10.
Gary Wyckoff asked why resource managers should have to rely on natural nutrient inputs rather than correct any limitation that may develop through fertilization or other means.  He added that it is not logical to expect managers not to use science and the tools available. Allison Hellman asked if fertilization could be a general exception.  Darrell indicated that fertilization is not common in Wisconsin so it doesn’t rise to the level of a general guideline.  Marshall added that the guideline addresses more than just nutrient concerns, there are wildlife and other ecological concerns. Other Committee members agree that the guideline addresses more than just nutrient concerns. Gary reiterated that his concern is leaving wood on the ground to address nutrient issues when fertilization is available.  Jesse Turk commented that if the guideline were based solely on nutrient concerns it would have a sliding scale because there are so many borderline soils. He feels that the guideline addresses more than just nutrient issues.

Darrell asked for a show of hands supporting the recommended action to revise 3.A to retention of 1 in 10 tops.  Present advisory members support the revision 10 to 1.  Gary indicated he would rather see tonnage plus incidental breakage and that he does not want the amount above incidental breakage defined.  Matt commented that tonnage is a unit of measurement that no one is familiar enough with, in time the guidelines should switch to tonnage.
Jim Hoppe asked if there would be an issue with fertilization. Allison noted that most AC members feel the guideline protects more than just nutrients.  Darrell indicated it may be an exception.  Gary commented that you would only fertilize a stand if there were a reason – a demonstrated negative impact.  He did not want to see fertilization taken off the table.  Jeff Barkley asked if it would be appropriate to discuss fertilization at a 3 year review.  Joe Kovach stated that fertilization will never be used in Wisconsin - the cost benefit analysis doesn’t work – leave 1 top out of 10 tops behind or fertilize the stand which requires additional work and costs. Geoff doesn’t think fertilization is going to become common practice so he doesn’t mind if it is an exception.  Marshall thought fertilization belongs in a discussion of general forest management.  Jim Hopped pointed out that the guidelines are broad and not all exceptions are specifically listed.  Fertilization is not off the table and can be specifically addressed if necessary after the interim period. Darrell agreed that the guidelines are silent on fertilization; it is not prohibited or endorsed.  Gary indicated that it should be included as an exception – it would only be used if needed.  Matt Dallman indicated that he accepts the recommended action but only with a recommendation to the council that a monitoring program be developed.
Decision: 10 out of 11* present Advisory Committee members accept the recommended action to revise Guideline 3.A as follows:  

2.A  Retain down fine woody debris (FWD) on site following harvest. 

· Retain down FWD already present (before cutting), except on skid trails and landings, to the extent feasible.

· Retain FWD resulting from incidental breakage of tops and limbs in the general harvest area.

· Retain and scatter tops and limbs (<4” diameter) from 10% of trees in the general harvest area (e.g. one average-sized tree out of every 10 trees harvested).
· Fine woody debris (FWD) on site following harvest is a combination of pre-existing down FWD, along with wood that was cut or broken during harvest operations and left on the ground.   
Considerations:

· Some forests lack woody debris because of past management; consider retaining additional amounts of FWD and/or CWD in these areas.

· If possible, leave most of the FWD well-distributed throughout the site to maintain nutrient cycles. Retaining some small slash piles may benefit some animals and plants. 
Guideline 5.A
Several comments were received regarding this guideline.  There were concerns this was a general guideline, not biomass specific and it was confusing to users. The technical team’s recommended action is to remove the guideline and include it elsewhere in BMPs or FMGs.  An alternative action is to keep the guideline as is.

Darrell noted that the 3% figure for permanent roads and landings is not currently in the FMGs and that the Water Quality BMP Advisory Committee could consider it.  Marshall commented that when biomass is collected the configuration of roads and landings will be different.  Al Waelchli supports the recommendation to remove the guidelines.  Darrell pointed out that the Water Quality AC could consider this at their December 10th meeting.  Gary asked what this would do in the BMPs that is not already covered.  Carmen described the BMP process and indicated she is not sure what the BMP AC would do with this recommendation.
Decision: The Advisory Committee accepted the recommended action. Guideline 5.A will be removed and possibly included in the Water Quality BMPs or FMGs.

Guideline 1.B
There were some comments on this guideline mostly asking for clarification on terms etc.  Technical teams recommended action is to keep the guideline as is. An alternative action is to remove guideline and recommend possible inclusion in the FMGs.

Darrell pointed out that the Advisory committee already discussed and revised this guideline extensively and that committee members were in consensus on the guideline after the last meeting. Ed Moberg noted that WWOA was concerned about the term “old forest” which is a new term outside of DNR. Joe Kovach indicated it was in the glossary.  Darrell reiterated that the Advisory Committee has already done a lot of work on this guideline and that there doesn’t seem to be a reason to change it now.
Decision: The Advisory Committee accepted the recommended action to keep Guideline 1.B as is.  Guideline 1.B will continue to read:

1.B  Protect and sustainably manage species of greatest conservation need and sensitive ecosystems.

· Do not harvest fine woody material from sites where Federal or State Endangered or Threatened Species are known to exist or are discovered during operations.

· Exception: If harvests of fine woody material have been demonstrated to maintain or improve habitat for the species present, then follow appropriate management guidelines to sustain the occurrence or condition. Limit, to the extent possible, the establishment of landings and roads in these areas.
· Before harvesting woody biomass, determine the presence (and location) of and potential impacts on:

· State Special Concern Species and Species of Greatest Conservation Need (those not listed as Federal or State Endangered or Threatened)

· Element Occurrences (EO) of Wisconsin Natural Heritage Inventory (WNHI) Community Types

· Designated High Conservation Value Forests (HCVF)

· Communities demonstrating exceptional composition or structure, and sensitive sites (those not listed as WNHI EO or HCVF), including: 

· Relict forests, old-growth forests, old forests, large bogs, vernal pools, seeps, cliffs, rock outcrops, ravines, and caves

Follow management strategies to protect and conserve species of greatest conservation need and sensitive ecosystems. Limit, to the extent possible, the establishment of landings and roads in these areas.
· Consult specialists, management guides, and databases to assess occurrence, habitat requirements, community characteristics, potential impacts of proposed management activities, and management alternatives and recommendations.

· Specialists are those who have in-depth knowledge regarding conservation and management of the species or ecosystem of concern, and may include wildlife biologist, conservation biologist, community ecologist, and forest ecologist.

Guideline 2.B
There were not many comments on this guideline. The technical teams recommended action is to revise guideline 2.B as follows:

2.B  For complete salvage operations, following severe disturbance (e.g. crown fire or complete blowdown), implemented on areas >10 acres under one ownership that include the harvest of fine woody material:

· Retain at least 5% of area in unsalvaged (no harvest) patches 0.1-2 acres in size. These should include large diameter reserve trees, mast trees, cavity trees, snags, and down coarse woody debris if present.

· Exceptions: 

· Retention is deemed a threat to human health and safety

· Retention would interfere with effective sanitation methods to control pathogen outbreaks

An alternative action is to keep the guideline as is.

Darrell pointed out the only major change to this guideline is to insert a minimum acreage size to address the concern that this would unfairly impact small landowners.  Jeff Barkley commented that the revision is consistent with the catastrophic provision in tax law.  Al Waelchli had a question about how the recommended retention relates to assessing severance.  Ed Moberg thought the guidelines would take [precedence over any charges.  Darrell indicated that there would be a prescription to leave residual which would deal with it. Jeff Barkley pointed out the landowners would not be billed severance for green tree retention.
Marshall Pecore asked how you determine where to leave unsalvaged areas.  Joe Kovach indicated it could be anywhere you want. Marshall pointed to the benefits of leaving some legacies in higher elevations, not just inaccessible areas and swamps.  Geoff Chandler thought that the recommendation to leave unsalvaged patches 0.1 to 2 acres in size was unrealistic in a large catastrophic situation – set minimum but no maximum. Others agree.

Decision: The Advisory Committee accepted the recommended action to revise Guideline 2.B as follows:  

2.B  For complete salvage operations, following severe disturbance (e.g. crown fire or complete blowdown), implemented on areas >10 acres under one ownership, that include the harvest of fine woody material:

· Retain at least 5% of area in unsalvaged (no harvest) patches at least 0.1acres in size. These should include large diameter reserve trees, mast trees, cavity trees, snags, and down coarse woody debris if present.

Guideline 3.B
There were not many comments on this guideline. Most of the comments received were from southwest WI and the Door Peninsula where these soils are located.  The technical teams recommended action is to keep guideline 3.B as is. An alternative action is to revise the guideline to remove restrictions on soils where nutrient content may be higher (e.g. limestone bedrock).  NRCS analysis would be needed.
Eunice commented that the alternative action would require significant additional work including the reconvening of the soils subcommittee.  Jesse Turk commented that soil maps for SW WI are pretty detailed but that the soil survey is constantly being refined and some soils are being found to be more than 20” in depth.  He indicated that the list of soil map units in Appendix 2 should be periodically updated as the soil survey is – the list should evolve. Matt Dallman asked why, for some areas, the appendix 2 indicates that harvest is limited to partially limited.  Eunice explained that because of the jack pine exception and map units that contain complexes some areas are “partially limited”.
Decision: The Advisory Committee accepted the recommended action to keep Guideline 3.B as is.  Guideline 3.B will continue to read:

3.B  Do not harvest fine woody material on shallow soils where bedrock is within 20 inches of the surface.

· Areas with shallow soils are identified by using soil survey maps produced by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). A list of soil map units appears in Appendix 2. See the Web Soil Survey for soil maps: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/
Guideline 5.B
There were no comments on guideline 5.B.  The technical team recommends keeping guideline 5.B as is.

Decision: The Advisory Committee accepted the recommended action to keep Guideline 5.B as is.  Guideline 5.B will continue to read:

5.B  Do not harvest fine woody material on soils classified as dysic Histosols. These are wetland soils with at least 16 inches of organic material that are nutrient-poor with a low pH. 

· Areas with dysic Histosols are identified by using soil survey maps produced by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). A list of soil map units appears in Appendix 2. See the Web Soil Survey for soil maps: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/
Guideline 4.B
There were lots of comments on this guideline especially from areas of the state (NW & central) with nutrient poor soils where some whole-tree harvesting is already being done.  The technical teams recommended action is to keep the guideline as is.

Darrell summarized the work of the soils subcommittee on this guideline and pointed out that the Advisory Committee has consensus on this guideline after their last meeting,  Gary Wyckoff commented that this is where the fertilization issue may come into play and that while the AC had had consensus fertilization was not part of the sub-committee discussion – it might change things.  Eunice explained that the sub-committee has operated under the premise that fertilization was not a generally accepted forestry practice in WI and thus outside the scope. She also noted that were fertilization to become part of the guidelines, further expertise would be needed to develop the guideline. Darrell asked the committee if fertilization would be a generally accepted approach in WI.  Most indicated it would not be, some said it could be if it was economical. Darrell asked if the guidelines should include a general guidelines on fertilization.  Gary indicated that he thought this was outside the scope of this committee – he just doesn’t want to see fertilization taken off the table. Darrell did not think it would be off the table even if it was not specifically mentioned by the guidelines. 

Marshall Pecore commented that the guidelines should take a conservative approach on dry sites because there may be other things going on. Jesse Turk added that these areas are not just nutrient poor but also droughty and that FWD may impact water holding capacity among other things. Marshall agrees that the discussion should not be limited to nutrients, as there are other reason to restrict harvest on these sites.  Geoff Chandler proposed that there be some language in the exception to the effect of “do not harvest unless there is some site specific mitigation that will not negatively impact resources.” Jesse pointed out that fertilizer is not going to stay put on sandy soils anyway. Jim Hoppe indicated he considers fertilization an exception like WUI fuel reduction operations. Joe Kovach thought that if the guidelines are going to address fertilization, they should be addressed systematically. Jim indicated that fertilization could be addressed after the interim period and that it could be addressed as an exception for now.
Many members express the desire to be consistent with soil terminology. Darrell asked whether the term “nutrient poor” is too narrow. The committee considered other terms. Proposals are xeric, dry nutrient poor sandy soils, low available water capacity and droughty sands. 

Decision:  “Nutrient poor soils” will be changed to “Dry nutrient poor sandy soils”
Tom Lovlien brought up an issue that several of the counties are concerned about.  Some counties that have a lot of nutrient poor sites also do a fair amount of whole tree chipping.  Some of these counties would like to propose allowing biomass harvest every 2nd  or 3rd rotation on these sites. Tom indicated that Jane Severt feels that there is little evidence of an impact.  Darrell acknowledged that these concerns were represented at the listening sessions.  Jeff Barkley indicated that it might be fair to the heavily impacted counties to focus research and training on these areas in order to discover where exceptions may be warranted. He also commented that some may struggle to implement because of the soil survey. Jesse Turk commented that if the guidelines were approved, NRCS would be developing better tools to help foresters determine if their site is restricted.  Jeff asked about using habitat classes instead. Eunice explained that using map units is the most minimal approach because some borderline soils are excluded, and that using habitat class would result in more areas being restricted.
The Committee discussed the following exception: “harvesting every other rotation can be considered until research can demonstrate it is detrimental”.  Matt Dallman expressed concern that this was contrary to what the best available science was telling us about nutrient deficits on these sites. Eunice agreed that current best available information indicates enough nutrients for two 40 year rotations. Darrell asked how the subcommittee would respond.  Jesse Turk responded that the subcommittee identified a range of soils to be included; some were on one end of the spectrum and some on the other.  Some of the better nutrient poor soils probably could sustain a biomass harvest every other rotation.  Eunice noted that this is not a huge issue statewide – 3% of above ground biomass would be restricted.  Geoff asked if these few counties are harvesting now.  Tom indicated that they were, and Jeff added that in the Bayfield sands they are whole tree chipping pin oak. Matt Dallman and Geoff Chandler do not agree with the exception.  Six other committee members are in favor. 
Geoff commented that the exception allows for everything to be harvested now, none later. Matt asked why we would abandon using best available science now. Jeff Barkley added that from a certification perspective the guideline with this exception would not fly with auditors.  Gary indicated that he is does not think the science is as clear as has been presented. Jeff expressed that best available shows negative nutrient balance.  Tom Lovlien added that the counties do not want to deplete their forests but there needs to be some research priorities or some concession to the heavily impacted counties. Eunice indicated that it may be possible to refine the soil map units to allow for whole tree harvesting on  more areas. Jesse stated that some of the better nutrient poor soils may be able to sustain some level of FWM harvest.  Jim Hoppe wondered if, since bolewood harvest is allowed, harvest down to 1” or 2” could be allowed on these sites.  Eunice indicated that there is no way to calculate the nutrients down to these sizes. 
Geoff Chandler reiterated his concern that as worded the exception would allow everything to be harvested now and nothing later, and wants staggered harvest.  Jim Hoppe agreed that as worded the exception was a violation of the scope because it is contrary to the best available science.  Matt Dallman wondered if this would cause the entire document to be rejected.  Darrell responded that it is only 2 or 3 counties where this is a big issue. Jeff Barkley proposed keeping the guideline as is with respect to the every other harvest exception but making research on these sites a priority.
Decision:  Advisory Committee decided not to include the proposed exception: “harvesting every other rotation can be considered until research can demonstrate it is detrimental.” 
The Committee discussed another proposed exception: “Fertilization can be considered if productivity decreases.”  Al Waelchli commented that the exception should be interpreted as if you do whole tree harvesting on these sites then you do fertilization as a mitigation at each harvest. Matt Dallman agreed you can’t harvest FWM from these sites and then expect that fertilization is going to take place in 50 years – many ownerships will change before negative impacts will be evident. Many members expressed concern that the exception is too wide open, and that some type of timeline is needed to ensure that fertilization takes place before ownership changes complicate matters. Geoff Chandler asked if this says to the counties if you whole tree harvest then you need to fertilize.  Gary Wyckoff commented that fertilization would only take place if necessary - if detrimental impacts were observed.  Many members expressed concern that property owners who harvested FWM on poor sites would no longer own the property by the time detrimental impacts became apparent unless the exception contained some time line. 
Decision:  Advisory Committee decided not to include the proposed exception: “Fertilization can be considered if productivity decreases.”
Decision: The Advisory Committee accepted the recommended action to keep Guideline 4.B with small changes.  Guideline 4.B will now read:

4.B  Do not harvest fine woody material on dry nutrient-poor sandy soils. 

· Dry nutrient-poor sandy soils are components of soil map units that meet certain criteria, such as low clay content. See Appendix 2 for a complete list of criteria.  

· Areas with dry nutrient-poor sandy soils are identified by using soil survey maps produced by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). A list of soil map units appears in Appendix 2. See the Web Soil Survey for soil maps: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/
Exception:  Jack pine stands may be harvested for woody biomass at rotations of 40 years or longer.

The committee revisited the discussion of a review period.  Proposals include 1year, 3 years, and 5 years.  Most Committee members favor 3 years. Gary indicated he favored the 1 year timeline as spelled out by David Donovan’s letter of behalf of some industrial stakeholders.  Matt Dallman asked whether this meant that the guidelines will be reviewed periodically every three years, not just once in three years from now.  Committee discussed the need to set up a regular review schedule.  Jim Hoppe reiterated that if something important came to light before the review period was up an appeal to the Council on Forestry would be appropriate.
Decision:  Advisory Committee decided to review guidelines in 3 years, revise them if necessary, and set a time frame for the next revision.

The Committee discussed their recommendations to the Council of Forestry.  The Advisory Committee agreed to recommend the approval and adoption of the guidelines to the Council contingent upon the following:

1) Review of guidelines in 3 years and revision if necessary

2) Research to address priority areas, especially:

a. Impacts of fine woody debris on sustainability

b. Research on dry nutrient poor sandy soils to better understand impacts of harvesting and to refine which soils are restricted

3) Effectiveness and operational issues monitoring

4) Implementation of a training and education effort 

5) Research, monitoring, and education be the responsibility of the entire forestry community – possibly with agencies in a leadership role

The approved guidelines and Advisory Committee recommendations will be presented to the Council on forestry at their December 16, 2008 meeting.

Action Items:

1) Post response document and comment spreadsheet on COF website

2) Draft a letter of Advisory Committee recommendations to the Council on Forestry 
3) Revise guidelines with changes from 12/3 Advisory Committee meeting
4) Send following materials to the Advisory Committee ASAP:
a. draft letter to council

b. clean final draft of guidelines with all changes 

c. final draft of guidelines with track changes

d. draft minutes of 12/3 meeting

5) Send the following materials to the Council on Forestry by 12/8/08:
a. final draft of guidelines with all changes

b. excel spreadsheet of all comments received with responses

c. word document that summarizes comments received by theme with technical team responses

d. final letter with Advisory Committee recommendations
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