MASSACHUSETTS FORESTRY COMMITTEE MEETING

Harvard Forest, Petersham

December 21, 2006


Minutes
Attendees
Committee Members: Paul Barten (Water Supply), Jim DiMaio (DCR Ex-Officio), Loring Schwarz (Environmental Organization), Roger Plourde (Consulting Forester), Harry Webb (Forest Landowner), Bernie Bergeron (Primary Wood Using Industry), David Foster (Public at Large)
Others: Bob O’Connor (EOEA), Jim Soper (DCR), Mike Fleming (DCR), Ed Fuller (DCR), Carmine Angeloni (DCR), Bruce Spencer, Tom Anderson, Bill Van Doren, Heidi Ricci, Susan Benoit, Matt Kelty, Joe Zorzin, Mike Leonard, Mike Mauri, Mary Wigmore
*  *  *  *  *  *
Meeting called to order at 1:10 PM.

Handouts: The following were provided to those present.

1. Agenda (p. 1)

2. Draft Minutes from November 16, 2006 committee meeting (pp. 1 - 5)

3. Heidi Ricci on behalf of MACC and Mass Audubon memo re: Forest Cutting Regulations (p. 1)
4. MACC Position Paper on the Forestry Exemption under the MA Wetlands Protection Act (pp. 1 - 4)

5. Executive Summary: Silviculture Committee Report To The Massachusetts Forestry Committee – Pertaining to Ch132 Silvicultural Standards (p. 1)

6. Outline of 11.05(1)(a-g) Standards for Cutting Trees – (draft changes) (p. 1)

7. Outline of 11.05(1)(a-g) Standards for Cutting Trees – (old version) (p. 1) 
8. Forest Cutting Plan [page 5] – form (p. 1)
9. Changes To Regs For Minimum Stocking After Intermediate Cuts (pp. 1 - 2)

10. Rationale for revision to definitions [11.03 Definitions] (pp. 1 – 5)

11. Rationale for revision to forest types [Revised & Original Versions] (pp. 1 - 3)

12. 11.05: Standards [12/21/06 draft] (pp. 1 - 5)
Reviewed Agenda
P. Barten

Review of November Minutes


P. Barten

· November Minutes - Motion made by Harry Webb and seconded by David Foster to accept the October minutes. Motion passed unanimously.
MACC / Mass Audubon memo and MACC Position Statement (see: handouts 3 & 4)
H. Ricci summarized Memo & Position Statement 
· Carmine Angeloni: How would you suggest pre-development cuts be handled?  If outside a resource area how would harvesting be addressed?
· H. Ricci: If the intent of the landowner is to liquidate their timber, but not change the use, I am not sure how this would be addressed.  Some communities have local bylaws to address this. 
· R. Plourde: There is a gap on this issue.
· J. Soper: Provided an ongoing example (simultaneous cutting plan & land use change): Conservation Commission wants DCR to be responsible for a harvesting operation even though it is a land use change & DCR wants the Conservation Commission to be responsible.  Bureau wants to find a way not to have to do Ch 132 oversight on pre-development / land use change harvests.  (…”lands devoted to forest growth”… issue?)
· J. DiMaio: all cuts under forest use need to meet Ch 132 “Standards”.
Overview of Silviculture Subcommittee’s work (see: handouts 5 - 12 above)
P. Barten
Introduction and Summary of  Silviculture Subcommittee work

· R. Plourde: Reviewed handouts

Key points: 

· Silvicultural principles vs. silvicultural methods

· Requires all trees be marked

· Narrative form

· Intermediate vs. regeneration cuts

· Keystone species vs. markets

· M. Leonard: Species issue??? 

Definitions (see: handout 10 above)  
· M. Kelty: Reviewed handout.  New terms and different definitions are in bold type.
· P. Barten: Definitions as presented are a starting point.  Definitions are needed to provide Service Foresters a “tool” for enforcement of Ch 132.
· M. Kelty: Silvicultural system (long-term) vs. silvicultural method (this cut) definitions.
· C. Angeloni: Definitions important to Service Foresters.
· E. Fuller: “High Grading” – focus on the word “solely” for further review.
· R. Plourde: Suggested changing “solely” to “primarily”.
· J. Soper: If not in regulations then no connection to regulations.  Educational only?
· H. Ricci: Change regulations so high grading definition is not an acceptable practice.
· J. Soper: Suggested high grading definition be eliminated. 
· L. Schwarz: Agrees high grading definition should be changed to make not acceptable or eliminate definition.
· J. DiMaio: Group vs. Patch.  Should definition of Group be included?
· M. Kelty: Group vs. Patch discussion.  Size and range of trees that would be cut.
· J. DiMaio: Mark trees. Mark Group or Patches vs. Individual trees.  Add to definitions.
· R. Plourde: Suggest committee ask for consultant input.
· J. Zorzin: Marking is done to tally trees.
· M. Mauri: Trees should be marked.
· R. Plourde: Clear cuts and Large Patches may choose to not mark.
· B. Spencer: Mark up to one acre.
· J. DiMaio: Mark vs. Unmarked in Patch vs. Group – Page 4, suitable diversity and alternative definition.
· R. Plourde: Requested the above be Tabled.
Forest Types (see: handout 10 above)  
· M. Kelty: Reviewed handout.  Mostly cleaning it up for regulations. RM (Red Maple type) was only type substantially modified.
· M. Leonard: Suggested eliminating BM (Grey Birch – Red Maple) type.
· H. Ricci: Proposed removal of CD (Cedar) type.
Break 2:35 PM – 3:00 PM

11.05: Standards (see: handout 12 above) & Minimum Stocking After Intermediate Cuts (see: handout 9 above)
· R. Plourde: Reviewed 12/21/06 draft of Standards. See bold text in handout.
· M. Kelty: Reviewed “Minimum Stocking After Intermediate Cuts” handout.  A line B line documentation support discussion. Research will refine where B line is on stocking chart.  Explanation given what A, B, & C lines are.  Crown (canopy) to Basal Area relationship.  Explanation given where the 100, 80, & 60 ft2/ac came from.
· J. DiMaio: Appropriateness for use in small diameter stands such as in potential future biomass operations?
· B. Bergeron: How does this impact to the “High Grading issue?
· J. DiMaio: Suggested this be Tabled to latter date due to time constraints.
· Existing Conditions (now)

· Post conditions (after cut)

· Desired conditions (future /expected) 5+ years out

· D. Foster: Impact of deer & Moose on regeneration issue.
· J. Soper: What about ferns?
· R. Plourde: Invasive species problem issue?  Regeneration issue – instances where there is a question of the “desired / expected” regeneration to occur.
· M. Mauri: Consider landowners whose land has been subjected to outside forces (deer, moose, invasives).
· L. Schwarz: Regeneration is important.
· J. Zorzin: Landowners do not want regeneration harvests.
· C. Angeloni: Most Ch 132 submittals are regeneration cuts.

· H. Ricci: Can not see where the regulations should impact landowners for regeneration issues (like deer).

· M. Mauri: Suggested minimum treatments for regeneration created to meet regeneration requirements should include:

· Scarification
· Do intermediate cuts instead of regeneration cuts

· Grape vines

· R. Plourde: Intermediate cuts (structure of Narrative)?  “Suitable diversity” in 11.05: Standards (1) (a) 3. b. & e. (i) needs definition.
· M. Kelty: When regeneration is > 2ft high it demonstrates there are good root systems. 
· J. DiMaio: Remove “predominately” in 11.05: Standards (1) (a) 3. d..  Definition needed for “Area Control” consistent with age class.
· B. Spencer: “Patch Selection” definition needed. How many patches can be made at any one time? (Area Control).
· M. Wigmore: Size of patch vs. clearcut? 
Forest Cutting Plan “Narrative” form (see: handout 8 above)
· C. Angeloni: “Descriptions of all OTs used on page 3 & 4” will be changed.

· J. Soper: There may be a need for a 2 page Narrative, one page for Silviculture and one page for BMPs (Best Management Practices).

· M. Leonard: Suggested “IM” #2 be listed in order of prominence.

· C. Angeloni: “Regeneration Method” may be changed to a different array / matrix than that in the handout, but will address all items listed.  Input would be appreciated.
Public Comments

P. Barten asked those present if there were any comments.
· M. Leonard: Silvicultural Subcommittee Report Executive Summary 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence, “These minimum standards require an understanding of silviculture to properly file a cutting plan”… This committee needs to address who is qualified to file a plan given the need to understand silviculture.
· J. Soper: Statutory requirements of MFC are to focus on Ch 132 “Standards”.  Procedural work is responsibility of DCR.
· M. Wigmore: Is this an issue being addressed by the MFC (re: only Licensed Foresters can file FCP)?
· P. Barten: Issue has been tabled by MFC to-date.
· D. Foster: The work of the MFC has raised the standards required to file a FCP and may lead to a better direction in the future.
· B. Bergeron: Stated that the majority of Cutting Plans are filed by Licensed Foresters.
· M. Fleming: Suggested the silvicultural subcommittee define (provide guidance) what …“tree species well suited to growing on the site”… found in 11.05: Standards, 3. e. (i), (ii), & (iii) means in the regulations. This would provide Service Foresters with the guidance needed to enforce the regulations.
Jim DiMaio complemented the work of the Silvicultural Subcommittee.
Next meeting – Harvard Forest / Petersham / January 18, 2006
Meeting adjourned at 4:48 P.M.
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