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Meeting Notes 
Roseburg District Collaborative Forestry Initiative  

Wednesday, March 31, 2010 
6:30 pm to 8:30 pm 

Roseburg BLM District Office, 777 NW Garden Valley Blvd 
 

Attendees 

Members of the Public Attending: 

Anne Dorsey, Buzz Long, Cindy Haws, David Monnet, DD Bixby, Dennis Morgan, Doug Heiken, 

Francis Eatherington, Glenn Lahti, Grant Ruhlman, Jake Ritter, Janice Reid, Javier Goirigolzarri, 

Joe Laurance, John J. Patrick, Joseph Patrick Quinn, Ken Carloni, Krista Turner, Maxwell 

Wightman, Mike Bormuth, Richard M. Chasm, Rick Sparks, Ron Yockim, Stan Martindale, Stan 

Vejtasa, Stanley Petrowski, Thomas McGregor, Tim Moore 

BLM Employees Attending:  

Jay Carlson, Crag Kintop, Meagan Conry, Jake Winn, Lisa Renan, Abe Wheeler, Liz Gayner, Rex 
McGraw, Ward Fong, Bob Hall, Jonas Parker, Kristen Thompson, Susan Carter 

US Fish and Wildlife Service Employees Attending: 

Jim Thraikill  

Facilitator 
Karen Bolda 

Meeting Ground Rules—Karen Bolda  
 
Karen asked all attendees to introduce themselves and then reaffirmed the following list of 
meeting agreements from previous meetings: 
 

 Cell phones silent or turned off 

 Raise hands before speaking 

 Address the issue and not the person  
 Keep questions and comments brief 

 No side conversations 
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Welcome and Opening Remarks —Jay Carlson  
Jay Carlson welcomed the attendees and then made the following remarks: 

 What we are engaged in is scoping [public outreach] so that we can develop a range of 

alternatives, as required by the National Environmental Planning Act (NEPA).  We are 

not trying to get you all to be natural resource experts.  We have just tried to provide 

you with background information. 

 We have tried to ensure that the project is transparent, via these meetings and the 

information on the web site. 

 I have also spoken at three off-site meetings.  I would prefer that you bring your 

thoughts to this entire group.  However, as a public servant, I won’t turn anyone down.  

That said, I won’t pack anyone’s water.  You will need to bring issues to the group 

yourself. 

 I want to tap the US Fish and Wildlife Service more than in the past and use their 

technical expertise and advice. 

 We have also had “virtual interactions” via e-mail.  Several of you have gotten into a lot 

of issues surrounding what we are interested in.  Some might be uncomfortable with 

this, but I don’t see it this way.  They are doing things in a respectful way.  This is good.   

 After reading through the e-mail exchange, I would remind folds to remember back to 

the article I mentioned, “Fixing Communication Failures,” which stated that people can 

process the same information and arrive at diametrically opposing opinions.  Think 

about all positions, not just where you fall out in this. 

Overview of Tonight’s Meeting—Jay Carlson 
Tonight we want to gather information for the NEPA alternatives.  Two alternatives already peg 

down either side of the spectrum: 

1.  Leave it alone.  This would be the no action alternative.  We would just let the stand grow 

out over time. 

2.  We stick to the Northwest Forest Plan.  The project area is within the Matrix land use 

allocation and also contains Riparian Reserves.  This would lead us to a land management 

scenario that might look like this: 

 Precommercial 

thinning -- 2045 

Commercial 

thinning -- 

2010 

Regen/Thin 

-- 2030 

Commercial 

thin #1 -- 

2070 

Commercial 

thin #2 -- 

2090 

Regen/Thin 

-- 2120 
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This would be the rotation cycle.  But I think that there is fertile ground for ideas between these 
two positions [this Northwest Forest Plan scenario and no action].  We can accomplish the 
acceleration of suitable habitat improvement and produce a substantial supply of timber. 
 

Q. With No Action then nothing would then nothing would ever happen? 
A. Yes, that is the assumption. 
 
Q. In the alternatives developed in this process what would the actions be over time? 
A. That is yet to be determined, but we have received alternatives from some of you.  One 
proposes a heavy thinning followed by monitoring, which then might lead to another a future 
action.  Another proposal suggests that we leave some areas that already have habitat 
attributes alone, should apply differential thinning [varied density], replant the heaviest cut 
areas, and after that the stand should be left alone and not re-entered.   
 
Q. Does this group decide the long-term future of this stand after the initial treatment? 
A. The simple answer is “No,” because we currently are operating under the Northwest Forest 
Plan [which calls for continued entries into area in the Matrix land use allocation].  However, 
our discussion here will lead to a broader discussion that could influence future land 
management planning efforts.   
 
Q. Should we assume that regardless of the prescription from this process, the stand will be 
clear cut at 80 years of age? 
A. Not necessarily.  This process might lead to something else. 
 
Follow up from audience member: The stand might not be clear cut at 80 years.  Could be as 
long as 100 years, which is very different from 80 years and affects what I would want to do.  
For example, if I wanted to maximize revenue, I would clear cut it today [40 year old stand].  If I 
wanted to maximize diameter, I would thin heavily today. 
 
A.  Let’s not get hung up on when to conduct a regeneration harvest.  Lets look at elements that 
we want.  We want to hear what you are looking for.   
 

Group Input for Alternatives—all attendees 
Jay Carlson asked the audience to help answer four questions (similar to those asked at the 

previous meeting).  He said the input from the previous meeting didn’t provide enough the 

specific detail that BLM staff needs to construct alternatives.  He provided all attendees with a 

list of your questions (see Attachment 1 for the complete handout):  

Question 1. How would you create/enhance structural components of suitable habitat for 

spotted owls and marbled murrelets? 
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[Note: the comments are attributed to specific individuals as much as possible] 

Glenn Lahti: We don’t need to get caught up in all the details of the silvicultural prescription.   

We need to define the objectives.  This is a long term process.  Let’s avoid too much detail.  The 

BLM has the expertise to deal with this.  As far as harvest is concerned, we can create habitat if 

we have time. 

Stan Vejtasa: It is important to talk about the details in order to educate the community.  For 

example, I learned that to get big limbs then we must thin heavily early [in the stand’s age].  A 

light thinning won’t get us there.  I want to understand details like this. 

Tim Moore: We should create a dominant overstory with large limbs, leave the big trees that 

weren’t taken during the first harvest, conduct different treatments across the unit, and 

introduce native species.  Also, leave some snags and wood and maybe create some. 

Richard Chasm: We are managing for spotted owl and marbled murrelet.  The forest is a web of 

life and plant and animal communities.  Patches of BLM old growth are critical habitat, natural 

gems, sanctuaries that people need.  Each place is unique.  We have to look on the ground at 

each place.  For example, we need to look at the roads.  New roads should be avoided 

whenever possible.  That said—after reading the e-mail string and seeing all the 

disagreement—we should look at the Partnership for the Umpqua Rivers.  It has demonstrated 

that collaboration can work even though fighting dominated the first several years after it 

formed. 

Doug Heiken:   We have heard [from the BLM] that thinning can create large trees with large 

limbs, multi-layers and multi-species canopies, and structural diversity throughout the stand.  

But I haven’t heard how it can create snags and downed wood.  Therefore we need consider 

how much to leave.  And the short term effect is important to consider for the health of the 

owl—not just the long term effects of the thinning. 

Javier Goirigolzarri: Nothing about active management precludes us from creating snags and 

logs.   

Doug Heiken: That’s an opinion and needs to be examined.  

Javier Goirigolzarri: By actively thinning, we can create snags and down wood. 

Cindy Haws: I would like to add a clarification.  You can get snags, but it can take time.  You can 

create it as you go.  But I have another problem with the project.  Let’s find different units.  

These stands have some elements in them that owls use.  Our proposed units are adjacent to 

old growth and, if you look at the pattern, these adjacent stands are important to support the 
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old growth.  Let’s look to other stands that won’t have this effect.  This area has less than 40% 

suitable habitat currently.  We should do nothing in this stand. 

Contributor unknown: In a post WOPR environment, is old growth off the table? 

Jay Carlson: If we are sticking to the Northwest Forest Plan strictly then “no.”  But in working 

with the Fish and Wildlife Service we have determined that we should retain this habitat [for 

the northern spotted owl].  So the practical answer is “yes.” 

Jim Thraikill (US Fish and Wildlife Service): I would like to add a clarification about the 

statement regarding adjacent stands.  The body of evidence shows that harvest in adjacent 

stands can affect spotted owls, but this is not a cause and effect relationship.  It’s just a 

correlation.  Recovery action 32 (from the Northern Spotted Owl Recovery Plan) recommends 

that we maintain as much of this as possible in the short term.   

 

Javier Goirigolzarri: So, to clarify, the results are mixed on whether or not harvesting a 50 year 

old stand adjacent to old growth.  

Richard Chasm: [Under the Northwest Forest Plan] If old growth was to be harvested would it 

be a clear cut? 

Jay Carlson: It could be.  The old growth by the project area could be, under the Northwest 

Forest Plan.  Remember [from previous meeting] that the owl site at this location is not 

currently occupied.   

Cindy Haws:  Just because owls haven’t been detected there, it [the owl site] is not shown to be 

unoccupied.  There are studies on adjacency and effects of harvest.  Lastly, a paper from Cary 

(sp?), 1999, recommends variable density thinning with resulting in the following densities 

[trees per acre] left in the stand: 247, 123, and 90.  Also, another piece, fifteen percent cover of 

dead wood—as large as possible—should be left. 

Stand Petrowski: I am passionate about the three goals: owls, jobs, and community stability.  

But first, do no harm.  I hear ambiguity about the science.  Are there stands we can go into 

where there is not any ambiguity? 

Joe Laurence: I would suggest that that is what is happening here. 

Stan Petrowski: I am hearing that there are people in the group that think there would be 

places we could go [that wouldn’t have ambiguity].   

Stan Martindale: What is the life expectancy of the northern spotted owl? 
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Jim Thraikill: on average 7.5 to 8 years and up to 20 years.  But Janice might have better 

information that that. 

Janice Reid: Based on my experience, on average it is 8 to 9 years and up to 22 years. 

 

Break 

Group Input for Alternatives—all attendees—(continued)  
Karen reviewed the ground rules again and reminded the attendees to focus the discussion on 

the questions provided by the BLM. 

Question 2. How would you manage the near-stream forest stands? 

Mike Bormuth: Don’t manage it as a no-touch area.  It should be more blended in with the 

surroundings. 

Richard Chasm: I have the same sentiment.  We should put wood in the stream when doing this 

[harvesting trees].  Each site should be evaluated for this. 

Doug Heiken: The near-stream areas could be open to some management.  But need to be 

treated in special ways.  I have the same concern about snags as in other areas.  Thinning takes 

potential mortality away. 

Stan Petrowski: A suggested approach would be to fan the density to promote large woody 

debris for the streams in the future. 

Grant Ruhlman: This is a big topic and we could spend the whole time on this.  Maybe we 

should just focus on the terrestrial issues. 

Ken Carloni: Hardwoods create cavities for northern spotted owl prey.  Those hardwoods are 

important.  We shouldn’t ignore these near streams and beyond.  They provide some of the 

habitat for prey.  We should also pull trees into streams so that the root wads remain attached. 

Francis Eatherington: Why are you saying “near stream” and not “Riparian Reserves?”  We 

know that these areas we can’t cut in the future.  Rather than thinning in Riparian Reserves, the 

largest trees should be kept for future snags.  Far more should be left in these stands than in 

the Matrix.  You could do a non-commercial thinning—just kill the trees slowly.  In both Matrix 

and Riparian Reserves, individual tree density is important.  BLM has taken one of two trees 

that could grow together.  Any two trees less than three feet apart should be treated as one.   
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David Monnet: I was one of the guys that logged across riparian areas.  We used to pull it [large 

wood] out of streams; now we put it in.  We should manage these areas. 

Dennis Morgan.  We should bunch areas together near suitable habitat that are skips [not 

treated]. 

Mike Bormuth:  What can you do within Riparian Reserves?   

Jonas Parker: The Northwest Forest Plan has the following requirements: buffers two tree-

heights (of a site potential tree) wide on fish bearing streams and one tree height wide on non-

fish-bearing streams.  In addition, we leave no touch buffers near streams (often 35 feet wide) 

to prevent sediment from being transported into the stream. 

Question 3: How would you provide for timber volume in an economically viable way? 

Grant Ruhlman: Instead of regeneration harvest and even aged management, the stand could 

be converted to uneven-aged, like I have seen done in the eastern United States.  This would be 

good in the long term and could help meet the Federal mandate to cut timber.   

Frances Eatherington: Riparian Reserve volume does not contribute to the ASQ [Allowable Sale 

Quantity under the Northwest Forest Plan].  It’s a by-product of restoration.  This is a good 

opportunity to practice more non-commercial restoration.  For the vast majority of the Riparian 

Reserves there shouldn’t be any commercial treatments. 

Joe Laurance (Douglas County Commissioner): Read from a letter to the BLM from the 

Association of O & C Counties pointing out that timber is the dominant use on O & C lands 

under the O & C Act of 1937 (the letter as available at 

http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/roseburg/plans/collab_forestry/contact.php under 

“comments for the week of 3/21).  Joe then pointed out that in 2007 Douglas County received 

$29 million from the safety net vs. $4 million it would have received from timber receipts.  

Therefore it is essential that BLM work to maintain a higher level of harvest.  The county views 

the O & C lands should be managed for people more than for wildlife.  Just look at your 

neighbors to see the need. 

Doug Heiken: The price of timber off of public lands doesn’t take into account many other costs 

caused by timber production. 

Richard Chasm: I worked for many years in reforestation.  Economic viability – the way BLM 

thinks of it is to get logs to the mill.  It is really to create jobs and habitat. 

Cindy Haws: There are lots of economically viable models.  One of them is to harvest in a 

stewardship manner, working in a non-commercial manner. 

http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/roseburg/plans/collab_forestry/contact.php
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Stan Petrowski: I would like to see low impact logging.  It doesn’t have to mean damaging the 

[natural] web. 

Glenn Lahti: We have to consider cost of logging versus value of timber. 

Ken Carloni: Keep the roads on the ridges and light the fire in October.  Then let it show you 

where to go.  

Mike Bormuth:  You should go a one-time heavy thinning and the leave it alone for some time. 

Frances: The BLM should figure out the carbon cost and gain for every sale and this should be in 

the environmental analysis. 

David Monnet: We should cut all the second growth.  You’ve got to have volume to generate 

money. 

John Patrick: By the way, this carbon stuff is a crock.  If you want from timber, regen [harvest] it 

now and plant at a wide spacing. 

Thomas McGregor: We should use logging styles with less impact, which would lead to less 

litigation and therefore more money. 

Joe Laurance: The county would not want to see stewardship only, because it doesn’t generate 

any receipts for the county.  Also, no treatment could lead to large wildfires and then lots of 

CO2 in the air.   

Dennis Morgan: What about other ways of making money like selling mushrooms and taking 

people on tours to owl sites. 

Closing Remarks and Next Steps—Jay  
Jay made the following remarks: 

 We have lots to chew on and not a strong sense of closure, but we do have a good set of 

elements. 

 The ID Team will work with this range of material [you have developed tonight] to 

develop alternatives.  You won’t find all of them in the alternatives.  We will have to 

make some decisions. 

 In our next round—moving from a moist site to a dry site and an older stand—I have 

heard the warnings and seen the lines in the sand.  But I want to remind you that we are 

using these sites to bring up the concerns.  The conversation is valuable for this.   
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 I see this group still occupying definitive positions, not moving to the center.  That’s OK.  

We don’t have a preconceived decision.  Instead, we will have a range of alternatives.  

Meeting Adjourned  
 


