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MASSACHUSETTS FORESTRY COMMITTEE MEETING

Harvard Forest, Petersham
October 12, 2006
1:00 PM TO 5:00 PM



Minutes
Attendees
Committee Members: Paul Barten (Water Supply), Jim DiMaio (DCR Ex-Officio), Loring Schwarz (Environmental Organization), Richard DeGraaf ( Fisheries & Wildlife), Roger Plourde (Consulting Forester), Harry Webb (Forest Landowner), Bernie Bergeron (Primary Wood Using Industry), John Conkey (Licensed Timber Harvester), David Foster (Public at Large)
Others: Jim Soper (DCR), Mike Fleming (DCR), Ed Fuller (DCR), Dolores Boogdanian (DCR), Bruce Spencer, Mike Leonard, Joe Zorzin, Tom Anderson
*  *  *  *  *  *
Meeting called to order at 1:10 PM.

Handouts: The following were provided to those present.

1. Agenda (p. 1)

2. Public Notice of 10-12-06 meeting (p. 1)

3. Draft Minutes from August 3, 2006 committee meeting (pp. 1 - 5)

4. Massachusetts Association of Professional Foresters letter re: “MAPF vote in the majority that only licensed foresters are qualified to prepare forest cutting plans”. (p. 1)

5. “DRAFT Forest Cutting Practices Regulations Changes 10-12-06

Massachusetts Forestry Committee”. (pp. 1 – 36)
Introductions and Overview

P. Barten

· Those present were asked to introduce themselves.
· August Minutes - Motion made to accept the August minutes made by John Conkey, 2nd by Roger Plourde. Motion passed unanimously.
Agenda
Chapter 132 review / revisions, approach /recommendations 
P. Barten proposed the following:
· November meeting – discuss admin agenda items/themes: administrative updates and revisions.
· December meeting – discuss ad hoc subcommittee agenda items/themes:  permanent crossings, evaluation criteria for non-standard silvicultural systems.
· January meeting – discuss agenda items/themes: appointment of agent & dispute resolution process and procedures.
· D. Foster: Provide Committee with materials two weeks in advance so Committee can properly prepare for each meeting.
· P. Barten: Response: Aware of the need to do this and will work to get materials for Committee in advance.
· L. Schwarz: Recommend moving ad hoc Committee to December meeting to allow time to complete assignment.

· P. Barten: Response: He will look into.
· J. Soper: Earlier handouts for Committee review were intended to be instructive to the Committee and help with making recommendations.
· B. Bergeron: Follow agenda, budget time.
· D. Boogdanian: Section 45 describes purpose of Committee (guidelines & principals).  Task is to develop regulations and form, but if Committee develops principals and guidelines this could assist with development of regulations and forms.
· J. DiMaio: Add item: Violations of regulations, policy and procedures for violations should be addressed.
· D. Boogdanian: First, other items require regulatory changes.
· L. Schwarz: Add item: regeneration requirements. Define or not?

· D. Foster: Useful to have pointer to documents that may be helpful.  Would be helpful if Jim Soper would point committee to those he feels would help with discussion.  Also, input between meetings from others would be useful if it is out there / available.
· J. Conkey: What about the FCP form from last meeting?

· J. DiMaio: Committee may wish to move forward with approval of FCP form and other non-regulatory changes and then deal with regulatory issues.
· B. Bergeron: When, who and how at what point is the policy did the old FCP temp / trial become permanent policy? 

· J. DiMaio: It has not.  Only extended due to committee appointments and other issues that lead to delay.
· P. Barten: Which is more beneficial, 3 months of trial or how difficult does trial make it for form changes?
· L. Schwarz: How long is regulatory review process?
· D. Boogdanian: Response - 30 day public review period, and DCR / EOEA internal review, then published, then another 30 day posting, then final.
· J. Soper: Agricultural impact statement requirement is regulations impact agriculture.

· H. Webb: Once in regulatory process what is likelihood work of committee becomes unraveled, challenged, changed?

· D. Boogdanian: If enough controversy / political will, it could happen, but committee’s approach / process may / should help with limiting this.

· R. Plourde: Most of what has been done to date is not regulatory.
· J. Conkey: Suggested short list of items committee needs to complete (critical ones) by end of the year.  Ask DCR to suggest these.

Break 2:15 PM – 2:47 PM
Discussion: Ad hoc subcommittee
R. Plourde
· Included representatives from UMass / Silviculture

· Asked for suggestions of other potential members.
· Purpose: to provide support for Service Foresters in enforcement of Chapter 132.
· P. Barten: Suggested carmine Angeloni and Bruce Spencer.

· J. Conkey: Clarify Committee purpose.
· R. Plourde: Harvests need to be based on silvicultural principals.  Fairness in system. Look at regeneration.  Look at flaws in regulations.
· D. Boogdanian: Meet to review existing standards and work on development of an evaluation criteria.
· R. Plourde: Look at long-term / short-term criteria.  Should this be reviewed?
· J. DiMaio: Is ad hoc subcommittee looking only at supply of wood fiber in silvicultural standards, or all of the Chapter132 purposes/interests? Holistic view, multiple uses, tie into landowners objectives.

· R. Plourde: Response - All will be reviewed.

· J. Soper: Landowners have a choice.  Standard systems or other based on silvicultural principals.  Also, for plan preparer and landowner, not just Service Foresters.
· P. Barten: Semantics issue. Silvicultural principals vs. systems?  There needs to be a reasonable explanation that regeneration will result from the harvest.
· P. Barten: Ad hoc subcommittee members suggested: Bruce Spencer, Matt Kelty, Tom Anderson, Carmine Angeloni, Roger Plourde, Mike Mauri
· Jim DiMaio: At Fred Hayes request Jim passed on Fred’s name as a possibility to serve on the ad hoc subcommittee.
Motion: to convene an ad hoc subcommittee to advise the MFC on the development and establishment of evaluation criteria for silvicultural prescriptions and / or standards which include the consideration of all Chapter 132 purposes and interests by Roger Plourde and seconded by Paul Barten.  Passed unanimously. 
Discussion: Qualifications on Plan Preparer and Agent
· D. Boogdanian: Suggested Committee consider a distinction between the Agent and the Plan Preparer. Who can file and / or prepare a FCP?
· B. Bergeron: Additional obstacles are not needed by industry. Original intent of Law was not to require a FCP to be filled out by a Licensed Forester. 
· J. DiMaio: Currently no qualifications listed as to who can serve as agent. Should there be some skills and abilities listed to qualify as Agent? 
· D. Boogdanian: What kind of criteria?

· D. Foster: Do we need licensing or verification of one or both (plan preparer and agent)? 

Discussion: Conversion loophole / Ch 132 for lands devoted to forest growth, not for land planned for development.
· P. Barten: Closing conversion loophole is an issue

· J. DiMaio: Number of recommendations by DCR to the Committee (see DRAFT Forest Cutting Practices Regulations Changes 10-12-06 Massachusetts Forestry Committee”. (pp. 1 – 36))
· J. Soper: Perception is that Chapter 132 is being used to circumvent development permitting.
· R. Plourde: Can Service Foresters assist municipalities with non 132 development cuts / fee based? 
· J. DiMaio: Response - Would not want to see Bureau Staff working on land that will be developed.  Should devote resources to maintaining forests.
· D. Boogdanian: Suggested Committee clarify what is meant by “Land devoted to Forest Growth”.  Committee may want to define / clarify.

Discussion: Permanent Crossings
P. Barten
· Current Study (Scott Jackson) shows problems with culverts

· Provide alternative regulations to place / permit permanent crossings

Public Comments

· M. Leonard: Current FCP good, just needs edits, just eliminate short-term harvests.  Provide for hybrid silvicultural alternatives.  List desirable species vs. undesirable species.
· B. Bergeron: As written the law would not allow for only Licensed Foresters to prepare FCPs.  Landowners should have a choice.

· B. Spencer: Landowners are required to hire “Licensed Timber harvesters” so too should they be required to hire a “Licensed Forester”.

· T. Anderson: Landowners should have the right to choose.
· B. Spencer: Can a landowner commercially harvest on own property?

· J. DiMaio: Response - No, they need a license.

· J. Zorzin: Small percentage under forest management. Why can’t we get the percentage of landowners under management to increase? Key issue! Importance of economics!
Next meeting – Harvard Forest / Petersham / November 16, 2006
December meeting – Harvard Forest / Petersham / December 21, 2006
Public Meeting Law - Reminder from Dolores Boogdanian, DCR Legal Council – all committee and subcommittee meetings and discussions subject to Public Meeting Law.

Action Item - Roger Plourde was asked to notify DCR when and where subcommittee will meet. 

Meeting adjourned at 4:58 P.M.
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