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Breakout discussion notes and chat box transcript 

 

Breakout Room 1 
Facilitator: Emily Platt 

Notetaker: Peter Fargo 

 

Notes 
Welcome! The notetaker will record summary bullet points of the conversation here. Please put your 

own comments in the chat pod to the right. 

Please type your name and affiliation in the chat pod to the right. 

Goals:  Listen, be respectful, share air time. This is "pre-NEPA" discussion. 

Question #1: “What did you hear this morning that resonated with you?” – 10 min.  

Public trust is critical; time of all-time low citizen trust in federal agencies. What is the metric of trust 

that the Forest Service looked at to say this is a good time for this project?  A: No specific metric. 

Looking at what has already been done, previous zones of agreement; opening the door with pre-NEPA 

dialogue, so everyone can help us move forward. 

Adapting the 21" rule; wildlife standard is not going away; just looking for a new way to get there; not 

overhauling the end goal. 

The potential for increased flexibility for forests when considering  potential restoration activities.  

Is it important that large logs be processed in E. Oregon?  Logs already go all over the place in the timber 

industry, so this should not be a firm metric for success. Focus on economic activity rather than the 

destination of logs. 

Even if collabs are bought in, the greater public likely will not be - has the FS considered the significant 

political consequences of what will happen if that’s true?  

We need to learn from Big Mosquito Project and consider how to apply it elsewhere. 

Question #2: “What should the amendment include to sustain and promote late and old structure forest 

and increase forest resiliency while maintaining wildlife habitat?” – 40 min.  

One size does not fit all; firm numbers don't work; amendment should increase flexibility and not add 

constraints. 



We need to look at historic range of variability; Eastside Screens intended to protect ponderosa pine 

over 21", but other species have come in; need to protect historic range of variability for all species. 

Current direction for forest plan amendments addresses the deficit of large trees; would like to see the 

standard remain as is. Moist forests have experienced ecological problems after logging. 

Need to look at acres burned and how many >21" trees we have lost to fire. Need a different set of tools 

to reach our goal. 

Industry is always asking for more flexibility; if there is an amendment, we want it to be very clear, 

limited, and considering all of the science. 

How to balance flexibility and accountability? Monitoring is one tool. Are there ideas for what to 

monitor?   

(Ensure that monitoring data is easy to access and understand.   

Q: Is the FS more interested in monitoring late-old structure, or large trees?  A: Looking at how the 

landscape is responding to disturbance; other questions are important too and should be considered for 

monitoring.)   

(I have yet to see a project with good access to data; FOIA data shows that NEPA data is wrong...A: NW 

Forest Plan monitoring approach is helpful.) 

Large structure, even if not the right species, is still important. 

What are the tradeoffs between having a single guideline for six ecologically diverse forests and making 

forest-by-forest amendments?  A: If the issue is similar across the Forests, a larger landscape issue, it 

makes sense to do a regional amendment. 

Amendment should include a focus on stands rather than trees; goals for what the forest stands should 

look like; desired outcomes rather than specific metrics for individual trees. Not about how many trees 

over 21" have been cut. 

Collaborative projects that include harvest over 21" have to seek forest plan amendments, leading to 

litigation. It is better to get litigated at the broader umbrella level than individual forests / projects. 

Think about the outcomes that we are seeking. What do you want the forest to look like? This is in line 

with what our current planning rule asks of us. 

Focus on outcomes, easier for implementation. Plus would like to see more acres treated. 

 21" rule so clear - prevented litigation and controversy, may not be more expedient 

Sale administration is cumbersome with 21" rule 

way to incorporate changing needs of wildlife due to climate change, accommodate how wildlife needs 

may change, knowing needs now and how forests may shift over time, how set up for success so we 

have conditions we need in 20 years, 50 years, etc 

Keep the amendment at 21" 



What we're doing today will influence the future for mills in eastern Oregon. some certainty would allow 

for investments, bring in equipment to do restoration better. partner with industry to make sure we get 

the results we want. come together for middle ground, more certainty, more revenue to get restoration 

work, got to be a win win 

Who will influence this decision?  Will it be local / regional team, DC, etc.?  A: Leadership from Regional 

Forester; Shane Jeffries is delegated decision-maker. 

Chat 
Tiesha Street: Conference line: 888-844-9904, Access: 5536896# 

Peter Fargo, Wallowa-Whitman NF (notetaker): Peter Fargo, Wallowa-Whitman NF (notetaker today) 

Jamie Dawson: Jamie Dawson, Oregon Wild  

Andy Geissler: Andy Geissler-American Forest Resource Council 

Paula Hood: Paula Hood, Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project 

Kevin Vella: Kevin Vella - District Biologist, National Wild Turkey Federation 

Rob Barnhart: Robert Barnhart USFS (Note Taker)  

Eric Johnston: Eric Johnston, FS RO 

Tom Partin 2: Tom Partin American Forest Resource Council  

teri c-s: teri Corning-Sevey Malheur NF 

Ralph Saperstein: Ralph Saperstein Associated Oregon Loggers and Boise Cascade 

Andy Geissler: The FS characterized the amendment as "adapting" the 21" rule  

Kevin Vella: The potential for increased flexibility for forests when considering  potential restoration 

activities. 

Jamie Dawson: Emily, I follow your rationale totally. To clarify, even if there are zones of agreement in 

the collaboratives like the one I participate in, the broader public is viewing significant rollbacks of 

environmental protections across agencies as a continuous attack. So even if collabs are bought in, the 

greater public likely will not be - has the FS considered the significant political consequences of what will 

happen if that’s true?  

Jamie Dawson: I left that in the chat box - there are two folks listed as note takers in the chat box 

Emily Platt: Just scrolled down on my chat, sorry all.  

Kevin Vella: I'd like ot echo Andy's comments.  Greater flexibility that can be applied regarding  specific 

forest conditions to meet restoration goals. 

Emily Platt: Thank you, Kevin 

Devin McMahon: This is Devin McMahon, a back-up notetaker. Thinking about flexibility vs 

accountability, what are the tradeoffs between having a single guideline for six ecologically diverse 



forests and making forest-by-forest amendments? I'm not from this region, so I don't know what makes 

more sense. 

Devin McMahon: Makes sense, thanks. Just need to juggle different levels of trust in different places, 

too.  

Jamie Dawson: For the note takers: I would add to the list of priorities to include large structure, too. 

Even if it’s not the “correct” species as far as HRV or fire resiliency is concerned, those large trees are 

often filling ecological niches and will continue to do so likely until they die. Especially considering the 

low probability of treatments and wildfires interacting.  

Jamie Dawson: Thanks! 

teri c-s: being flexible enough to adjust to special areas like aspen  

Jamie Dawson: I have a question if others don't have additional thoughts 

  



Breakout Room 2 
Facilitator: Barbara Garcia 

Notetaker: Darci Pankratz 

 

Notes 
Welcome! The notetaker will record summary bullet points of the conversation here. Please put your 

own comments in the chat pod to the right. 

Please type your name and affiliation in the chat pod to the right.  Thank you!   

Question #1: “What did you hear this afternoon that resonated with you?” – 10 min.  

a lot of diversity of opinion, as well as ecologically.  he thinks we can come to agreement on this and a 

case by case basis, not a once size fits all on all the 6 forests (King Williams) 

Jacob serves Grant and Baker counties for OSU extension.  only been in position about 8 months, 

wanting to stay informed on what FS is working on. 

Irene Jerome, consultant, lives in same town as King.  she agrees with King, that we can do this in a case 

by case basis, the new rule will have to be flexible enough to be able to apply on the ground.  need to 

address the economics.  Rural counties used to get a lot of money out of forest products, and that is no 

longer happening at the same rate as in the past.  sustentative comments to move the process along.  

there are 2 vegetation ecologists assigned to this project, one off UMP and one off OKW.  (Kathy Roche) 

Willy Crippen - coordinator with Northern Blues Cohesive Strategy Partnership.  wants to share with 

partnership . how the 21" rule has impacted and will continue to impact this area.  Seems like Big 

Mosquito project was specific to grand fir, wasn't sure - King commented that was the only place that 

agreement could be made, so they started there. with white fir 

Nick Goldstein: listening in to track policy and hear what others have to say. 

Kathleen Roche: worked in this area since 1976, so she's seen the changes as ecologist/botanist and she 

is now retired.  wants to see the FS maintains credibility 

Jean Nelson-Dean is part of our group, but may not be on Adobe connect. 

Question #2: “What should the amendment include to sustain and promote late and old structure forest 

and increase forest resiliency while maintaining wildlife habitat?” – 40 min.                          

everything is on the table right now, what would you like to see in this amendment?  now is the time to 

give us feedback!!   

what we look at should not be species specific, there are a lot of stands that are more than just grand fir.  

King agrees with Willy. 

it needs to be something that - there are so many different conditions across these 6 forests.  there are 

some very arid conditions, and grand fir tend to use more water, where we may have to take ponderosa 



pine.  that might not make some people happy.  need to be able to write it to provide flexibility.  what 

desired future condition do we want?  (Irene) 

a guideline would open it up to more flexibility, but might create more issues legally.  No two stands are 

the same. and changing climate (Jacob)  Willy was about to say the same thing, would it result in legal 

challenges with each project that moves forward vs standard.  King - need to pair guidelines with 

standards.  (Kathy and Willy agree) 

Kathleen S. Roche: Need to pair a standard and a guideline.  Parts need to be subject to standard  to 

build  trust.   Needs to specify monitoring and what will be measured. 

King - when you have special habitats, it is almost impossible.  ecological anomaly - may have to take 

larger trees.  Real reason for guidelines instead of standards.   

Kathleen S. Roche: Great gray owls need both large trees and meadow (aspen) areas  adjacent.  So 

whacking all the larger trees out of aspen would leave them without habitat.  there are (wildlife) species 

that need large trees surrounded by meadows.  in large session, there was a logger that talked about 

falling a large ABGR and it was rotten inside, so had to be left behind.  it is difficult to mark trees. 

Barbara: monitoring plans are often a requirement under forest plans.  Trust factor - how do you know if 

it is working, or not?  What if we put in a standard that you will monitor?    

King - 21" doesn't mean anything, it is the nuances that are important.  some areas we may have to cut 

all the trees, others will not.   

Irene - all good as long as it is feasible.  need to quit dreaming and get to work.  Climate folks are 

panicking and fire folks are panicking.  need to trust the collaboratives and FS to do that.  they don't go 

out and wholesale chop down trees that area important to wildlife.  Can we do what we say we're going 

to do?  It is important?  how many strings attached.   

Willy - good points Irene!  we have done a lot of monitoring, as delegated by law.  what do we do with 

the information that we got from the monitoring, is it making a difference or not?  doesn't want to 

monitor for the sake of monitoring.    

Kathleen S. Roche: Without monitoring, how will we know we have been successful?  We need to know 

how many large trees have been removed and then we need to know how wildlife habitat was affected. 

King - have it based on the diameter of a tree.   

Barbara: would changing this amendment have an effect on snags and down wood?   

Kathy - do we have the science as to where we need to go on that?  she knows they have a lot around 

where she lives.  Yes there is science about snags and down wood. 

Seems that most of what needs to change is lack of fire. Logging does not replace fire as a disturbance 

agent.  dry forests had frequent fire, she wonders how much snags and down wood there was 

historically. 

King:  how much to leave?  contractually they are required to remove a certain number of tons.  

Something that needs to be address, but maybe through guidelines.  It is important.   



Willy: ladder fuels contributing to large stand replacement fires - how limiting the size of trees we 

remove, and what it does to the canopy closure - what that does to the resiliency of the stands.  Stand 

replacing fires don't really accomplish what we're trying to do.   

Kathleen S. Roche: Some forests, groups of forests have done a science synthesis/assessment of snag 

and log data as well as PAG desired conditions to help implement. 

King: by putting a hard/fast rule on size of tree, this results in monocultures - all has to be all small trees, 

and not a lot of diversity.  He sees this a lot, ending up with forests that we will never be able to cut if 

we end up with a 21" rule.  Kathy, was out yesterday and agrees.  

Barbara: what would the social ...be around the wildland/urban interface vs getting further into the 

forest.   

Kathy: that would be justifiable as far as planning.  Irene - to a certain extent we have that latitude now.  

Barbara - comes down to definition.  if there is tension around that - probably what defines the 

interface.   

Willy - back on the phone, got kicked off for a minute.  perhaps look at WUI areas differently than 

general forest.   

Kathleen S. Roche: There is a CFR about identifying wui. All counties were supposed to have that 

completed by now. Separating out WUI is justifiable.   

Barbara: emphasize that everything is on the table - please reach out to us (the FS) the time is now.   

Chat 
Tiesha Street: Conference line: 888-844-9904, Access: 7398094# 

Barbara Garcia: Hello! Barbara Garcia here, I am your facilitator for this breakout session and will be 

joining on the phone here shortly 

Darci Rivers-Pankratz: I have the phone line open!   

King Williams 3: King Williams: Iron Triangle 

Jacob Putney: Jacob Putney, OSU Extension 

Barbara Garcia: Thank U Darci 

Irene Jerome: Irene Jerome, AFRC 

Darci Rivers-Pankratz: Darci Rivers-Pankratz, Regional Office, Natural Resources, Interagency Special 

Status Sensitive Species Program, notetaker for Breakout Room #2 

willy crippen: Willy Crippen - Northern Blues Cohesive Strategy Partnership  

Darci Rivers-Pankratz: are we going to have a 5 min break? 

Barbara Garcia: Barbara Garcia USFS Regional Wildlife Ecologist, one of two wildlife ecologists on Team 

21 

Nick Goldstein: Nick Goldstein, Legislative Affairs Spclst, USFS Region 6.  Listening in.  



Kathleen S. Roche: kathleen Roche, FS retired 

Kathleen S. Roche: Are there vegetation ecologists on this project? 

Barbara Garcia: To get it on record. We have two vegetation ecologists on the core team and a  

Kathleen S. Roche: "Amendment" language has to address the baisc questions of what species, how big, 

when and where. 

Barbara Garcia: several other ecologists the regional biometrician, FIA, GNN and other academics are 

involved as extended 

Barbara Garcia: We have the forest botanists and the regional botanist involved as well  

Darci Rivers-Pankratz: Irene, was that you speaking or Kathy? 

Kathleen S. Roche: Need to pair a standard and a guideline.  Parts need to be subject to standard  to 

build  trust  

Kathleen S. Roche: Needs to specify monitoring and what will be measured. 

Kathleen S. Roche: Great gray owls need both large trees and meadow (aspen) areas  adjacnet.  So 

whacking all the larger trees out of aspen woudlleave them without habitat. 

Darci Rivers-Pankratz: Thanks Kathy!!   

Kathleen S. Roche: Without monitoring, how will we know we have been successful?  We need to know 

how many large trees have been removed and then we need to know how wildlife habitat was affected. 

Kathleen S. Roche: Seems that most of what needs to chnage is lack of fire. Logging does not replace fire 

as a disturbance agent. 

Kathleen S. Roche: Yes there is science about snags and down wood. 

Kathleen S. Roche: Some forests, groups of forests have done a science synthesis/assessment of snag an 

dlog data as well as PAG desired conditions to help implement. 

Darci Rivers-Pankratz: 10 minutes! 

Kathleen S. Roche: There is a CFR about identifying wui. All counties were supposed to have that 

completed by now. 

Kathleen S. Roche: Separating out WUI is justifiable. 

willy crippen: CFR? 

Darci Rivers-Pankratz: CFR: code of federal regulations.   

Darci Rivers-Pankratz: rejoin main group at 3:37 

willy crippen: thanks all for participating - good discussion appreciate it 

Darci Rivers-Pankratz: I apologize if I've put the wrong names with comments... please let me know! 

Barbara Garcia: Thank you so much to everyone. You were pleasure. 



Breakout Room 3 
Facilitator: Carrie Spradlin  

Notetaker: Darcy Weseman 

 

Notes 
Welcome! The notetaker will record summary bullet points of the conversation here. Please put your 

own comments in the chat pod to the right. 

Please type your name and affiliation in the chat pod to the right. 

Question #1: “What did you hear this morning that resonated with you?” – 10 min.  

Widespread support across Oregon for maintenance of large old trees. 

Lack of support and controversial nature of this process. Speed and timing of process seems 

inappropriate, given what we have seen. 

Why now in the middle of COVID-19. Had Eastside screens since 1995, so don't see urgency. 

21" rule has been gold standard to keep large old trees on landscape for environmental groups. 

Concerned will be a free-for-all and lack of trust that those large trees will be retained. 

Science presentations really illustrated how departed forest structure, composition and spatial pattern is 

today from historic and resilient conditions. Considering climate change impacts, shows urgency of 

restoring forests. 

every time original goal of Eastside Screens been brought up, has not been completed yet. Important 

when talking about amending it. 

Monday presentations- comment that Bev Law, Chad Hanson (Ph D. John Muir Project Director and 

Principal Ecologist) and Dr. Dominic DeLaSalla's (Chief Scientist) science wasn't up to par and wouldn't 

be considered, raised as concern.  

Appreciate FS asking how promote late/old structure, not just maintain. 

Question #2: “What should the amendment include to sustain and promote late and old structure forest 

and increase forest resiliency while maintaining wildlife habitat?” – 40 min.  

Every wildlife biologist for each NF should be consulted and have their voice heard also. Don't think 2 

wildlife biologists for this process is sufficient in order to address microclimates on different forests. 

The frame of these questions is pretty leading. It assumes we think that an amendment could improve 

upon the existing rules. It’s clear that not everyone believes that. And it’s seems the USFS has pretty 

clearly gone into this with the idea that the review is a revision. 

 Perhaps we should go to the initial science recommendations of protecting all trees over 20” and over 

150 years old. 

Any change should be clear, limited, narrow and ecologically based. 



 It should take into account what the screens were meant to do and what they’ve done (so not just 

wildlife but also carbon, hydrology, soils, etc.), Wildlife should not just TES/MIS) 

The screens were temporary - but as a placeholder until a more holistic solution. The "narrow" but 

incredibly consequential scope is inappropriate. 

 Leave materials on site not all big trees need to go to the mill if this is truly scientifically driven with 

ecological goals. 

It shouldn't be done during this political environment, a pandemic, done “rapidly”, or until trust in the 

USFS is rebuilt 

Larch should be dropped completely from screens for ever being cut. 

We should lower diameter limit from 21" to 18" 

definitions of HRV should be expanded to include species composition 

Would like final result account for differences between frequent fire forests and those with longer fire 

return intervals. Clear distinction of how understand when in 1 forest type over YCurrent wildlife 

standard how to operate when in situation when no legitimate old growth and situations where is 

legitimate old growth, but out of balance. Look at proportional relationship (how much OFMS and OFSS 

should exist in relationship to each other). Easier to create OFMS than OFSS in current situation. 

Direction on how to operate in those different environments and how being considered.  

Whatever large structure is actually standing should be left for wildlife habitat.  More birds and 

mammals actually use larger diameter fir than ppine, even if the large structure is young fir. 

Language in sub 1 not very clear, would love to wipe it out and FS to come up with something better. 

Original screens were more than 21" diameter limits, often get framed around diameter limits. Often 

confusion around sub 1 and sub 2. Hope team looks at what text says and not way been implemented. 

Don't put up screens as "straw man", but appreciate way tying ecosystem standard to wildlife standard. 

include P&N of Eastside Screens to conserve existing old forests and allow treatments that move toward 

HRV. Hope would get more clarity in screens about protecting all old trees (including small old trees), 

which are not clearly protected in current screens. 

HRV- more info in past 25 years on what looks like. Considering species in HRV and spatial pattern as 

part of rule would be helpful. 

Scope needs to be changed. If trying to accomplish those goals, need to address root causes, rather than 

symptoms (where agreed upon where problems are). I.e. if agree fire suppression and lack of fire 

problem, then we need fire use plans before we start cutting trees, think about processes and functions. 

FS talks about social license and public trust and this process seems to be undermining that. 

Make it clear what you need to show in order to be able to do these sorts of things. It would be helpful 

for opportunity for public to look at specific place and see on the ground in order to promote long term 

durability.  



Could the revision be structured to provide for something similar to a site specific forest plan 

amendment, which have been effective in building collaborative support. The ecosystem standard does 

this to some extent. Provide a clear standard of evidence for the new rule.  

Site specific forest plan amendment bridges gap between hard and fast rule, flexibility and public trust. 

 Please keep the wildlife's needs are front and center when designing this amendment.  Please speak for 

the animals. 

Often times best way reduce conflict is when everyone knows where the sideboards and rules are. 

That's where site-specific amendment allows us to find where actually makes sense. In lack of that 

agreement, understanding of where those sideboards/rules are. Reason/times/place for doing it need to 

be clearly there so can't be abused. Have a clear, limited, justifiable, enforceable sideboards will be 

superior (standards as opposed to guidelines). Social license will disappear without those sideboards, 

which has allowed collaborative processes to happen. 

Chat 
Tiesha Street: Conference line: 888-844-9904, Access: 4190733# 

Carrie Spradlin 2: Welcome! I'll be your facilitator today. 

Sara-ODFW: Hi Carrie! 

Carrie Spradlin 2: Go ahead and type your name and orgianization into the chat box. 

Sara-ODFW: Its Sara Gregory 

Darcy Weseman: Darcy Weseman, Umatilla National Forest. Notetaker today 

Bryce Kellogg: Bryce Kellogg- The Nature Conservancy 

Cooper Rodgers, BMBP: Cooper Rodgers, Blue Mountain Biodiversity Project  

R. Klavins 2: Rob Klavins - Oregon Wild 

Pam Hardy: Pam Hardy, Western Env. Law Center 

Pam Hardy: I'm having a hard time getting through on the phone. 

Marilyn Miller: Marilyn Miller, Miller Conservation Consulting.  I have been on the steering committee of 

the Deschutes Collaborative Forest Project since the beginning 

Joshua Chapman: Josh Chapman, Forest Service, just listening in as I was not needed as a facilitator. 

Marilyn Miller: Carrie:  Who are you the silverculturist for? 

Carrie Spradlin 2: Hi! I work in region 6 in planning for the Forest Service.  

Carrie Spradlin 2: I'm on team 21 (this project) and Northwest Forest Plan modernization 

R. Klavins 2: I'd add to Marilyn's good comment - "meaningfully" included. Not just considered and 

dismissed 

Darcy Weseman: Marilyn, could you repeat the names so I can add that to the notes? 



Marilyn Miller: Chad Hanson and Dominic DeLaSalla.  I might have spelled it incorrectly 

Darcy Weseman: Thank you! 

R. Klavins 2: I think Bev Law was int here too 

Darcy Weseman: Thanks Rob 

Marilyn Miller: Chad Hanson Ph.D. John Muir Project. Director and Principal Ecologist 

Darcy Weseman: Thank you, got it  

Marilyn Miller: Dr. Dominick A. DellaSala .  Chief Scientist  

Darcy Weseman: ok made that addition as well 

Joshua Chapman: Barbara Garcia did have a conference call with all of the Blue Mountain Forest 

Biologists, including Lauri and Monty. The discussion was last month. 

R. Klavins 2: From my notes (sorry Darcy): 

R. Klavins 2: The frame of these questions is pretty leading. It assumes we think that an amendment 

could improve upon the existing rules. It’s clear that not everyone believes that. And it’s seems the USFS 

has pretty clearly gone into this with the idea that the review is a revision. 

R. Klavins 2: Perhaps we should go to the initial science recommendations of protecting all trees over 

20” and over 150 years old. 

R. Klavins 2: Any change should be clear, limited, narrow and ecologically based. 

Darcy Weseman: No problem Rob, I appreciate that you have notes!  

R. Klavins 2: It should take into account what the screens were meant to do and what they’ve done (so 

not just wildlife but also carbon, hydrology, soils, etc.), Wildlife should not just TES/MIS) 

R. Klavins 2: The screens were temporary - but as a placeholder until a more holistic solution. The 

"narrow" but incredibly consequential scope is inappropriate. 

R. Klavins 2: Leave materials on site not all big trees need to go to the mill if this is truly scientifically 

driven with ecological goals. 

R. Klavins 2: It shouldn't be done during this political environment, a pandemic, done “rapidly”, or until 

trust in the USFS is rebuilt 

R. Klavins 2: (and I was listening, thank you Carrie) 

Marilyn Miller: Another thing that should be included is that whatever large structure is actually 

standing should be left for wildlife habitat.  More birds and mammals actually use larger diameter fir 

than ppine 

R. Klavins 2: Well done Darcy! 

Darcy Weseman: whew! :) 



Darcy Weseman: Marilyn, would you like me to add that to the notes? 

Marilyn Miller: Yes please. Its not coherent but I hope you understand my point 

Darcy Weseman: Yes i think so. You got it! 

Marilyn Miller: Add even if the large structure is young fir 

Darcy Weseman: Added 

Marilyn Miller: Thank you 

Darcy Weseman: You bet! 

R. Klavins 2: What you just said on the phone I definitely understood...and support 

Marilyn Miller: Glaze Meadow near Sisters had as small as ten inch diameter ponderosa pine trees were 

over 200 years old 

R. Klavins 2: Our position has long been - protect the largest trees regardless of age and the oldest trees 

regardless of size. 

Marilyn Miller: Rob, yes. 

R. Klavins 2: I do think there are some concerns about the assumptions used in HRV departure analysis. 

Marilyn Miller: I don't think HRV should be used blindly in all cases.  What is actually  currently  on the 

land should be taken into account first 

Marilyn Miller: Question:  What are the metrics FS used to consider "trust" and that there was support 

for removing over 21 dbh for grand/white fir? 

R. Klavins 2: Friendly ammendment Darcy -  

R. Klavins 2: if agree fire suppression and lack of fire problem then we need fire use plans before we 

start cutting trees, think about processes and functions. 

Darcy Weseman: Amendments welcome! 

R. Klavins 2: FS talks about social license and public trust and this process seems to be undermining that. 

R. Klavins 2: Thank you! 

Darcy Weseman: Ok i think I got them 

Marilyn Miller: Go Bryce! 

Marilyn Miller: Question for ID team:  Is ODFW being consulted? 

Darcy Weseman: Bryce you may need to provide me a summary of what you said if possible  

Sara-ODFW: We were invited to these workshops. Otherwise we have yet to participate from the Bend 

office. 

Darcy Weseman: Thank you for sharing that Rob 



Marilyn Miller: I also have concerns for all Social Justice issues!! 

Marilyn Miller: Please reach out to Tribes and keep them safe from Covid-19 

Bryce Kellogg: Could the revsion be strucutred to provide for something similar to a site specific forest 

plan amendment, which have been effective in building collaborative support. The ecosystem standard 

does this to some extent. Provide a clear standard of evidence for the new rule.  

Darcy Weseman: Thank you Bryce! 

Marilyn Miller: Sorry.  Lol.  I have a lot of opinions on forest management 

R. Klavins 2: Ha!  

Marilyn Miller: Add to notes:  Please keep the wildlife's needs are front and center when designing this 

amendment.  Please speak for the animals! 

Darcy Weseman: You got it 

Marilyn Miller: I second Rob's comments on the written clear sideboards 

Marilyn Miller: Are the chat comments being kept? 

R. Klavins 2: And Carrie...you are missed out here in NE Oregon! 

  



Breakout Room 4 
Facilitator: Summer Kemp-Jennings 

Notetaker: Shawna Clark 

 

Notes 
Welcome! The notetaker will record summary bullet points of the conversation here. Please put your 

own comments in the chat pod to the right. 

Please type your name and affiliation in the chat pod to the right. 

Question #1: “What did you hear this morning that resonated with you?” – 10 min.     *   Are we worried 

that projects in the future will be viable with limited restrictions?  Something we should be considering 

and weighing 

        -Necessity for a durable revision.  There is an economist doing analysis 

    *   Not clearly defined goals for project. Need more parameters to be more productive.  

         -purpose of these sessions to gain feedback.  Alternatives and analysis for moving forward.  

    *   Appreciates understanding the various conditions that the systems depend on, including stressers.  

Forests are diverse.   

Question #2: “What should the amendment include to sustain and promote late and old structure forest 

and increase forest resiliency while maintaining wildlife habitat?” – 40 min.  

    Change the question to align better with the intent.   

    Be more clear with being outcome and veg specific  

    Hopes that the amendment process dives into the standard, to provide what we haven't seen.  What 

has the rule given us? 

    Hopes that the environmental analysis can delve into what the change would mean.  

    Hope the amendment includes for the successful collaborations we have already have had.  Puts in a 

standard that would protect forest and wildlife in some form.  Without a limitation have seen failure in 

courtrooms and with collaboration.  Strong standards and enforceable.   

    A lot of the collaborative success has been enforceable with the 21' rule.  Whatever the new 

amendment rule is clear at every level.  

    Appreciate the acknowledgement of the collaboratives and the amendments that have had to do.  It is 

a balance.   

    Monitoring has been very critical, especially when there is an environmental stance. Planning and 

monitoring to ensure that what is agreed to and were followed.  Side boards are really important.  The 

Malheur has moved away from the 21" rule due to change in science and through collaboration.  



    There is a lot of support to move away from the 21' rule with many side boards to ensure we meet the 

needs.   

    There is a great deal of trust and relationships going forward.  Important that the original idea of the 

east side screens is still valid.  Should also be analyzing the costs.  Including fire, removing large trees, 

and more that have left the landscape in a different state that they would not have had without past 

intervention.  Important to keep the original idea in mind when moving forward.  

    Seems to be a disconnect between historical ecosystems and past management.  How can we improve 

the HRV in the future?   

    Large trees are not necessarily an old tree.  There is no easy rule to protect all aspects.  

    We are narrowly focused on the wildlife standard.   

    What would some of the sideboards look like, that folks would like to see? 

    How would this enhance wildlife habitat across different types?   

    Been so focused on veg is because it does deal with wildlife.  

    on the Malheur has a range of environments and wildlife.   Pileated and Marten are focus species, if 

we are looking at more varied wildlife some may lose habitat but others may gain habitat.  Would be a 

good thing to look at for a sideboard.  

    Identify where the old trees are.   

    Van Pelt guide for age.  James Johnson might be another guide.  

    Not sure how to find a standard for age for trees.  What would be the best standard to work with?  Is 

there one?  

    Depending on the type of forest it may have a differencing percentage of the age or size of the tree.   

    Include species composition is very critical.  Build in species composition somehow.  

    There is a link between the wildlife standard and the HRV analysis.  There may be a different set of 

rules.  

    Malheur used association groups.  Need to look at what disturbance will look like down the road.  

Include historic disturbance regime.  

    How does this treatment move us toward desired conditions? 

    How does this impact wildlife?  does it reduce habitat or increase sensitive habitat.  Look at the full 

range of wildlife not just what they are managing for.  

    Front load monitoring with funding to make sure it happens. 

    Size/age look at status and trends at trees with a value to have a better scale at looking at 

sustainability.  Some sort of data set to help sustain the diversity of age. 



Chat 
Tiesha Street: Conference line: 888-844-9904, Access: 3583407# 

Summer Kemp-Jennings: Summer Kemp-Jennings, USFS 

Mark Webb: Mark Webb, Blue Mountains Forest Partners 

Nick Cady: Nick Cady, Cascadia Wildlands 

Rory Isbell: Rory Isbell, Central Oregon LandWatch 

Pete Caligiuri: Hi everyone. Pete Caligiuri, Forest Ecologist with The Nature Conservancy based in Bend 

Cherilyn Ashmead: Cherilyn Ashmead, Humboldt State University 

Maia Enzer: Maia Enzer, USFS, ID Team Communications and Engagement lead 

Shawna Clark: Shawna Clark- note taker 

Mark Webb: I'm concerned Question 2 as stated assumes promoting late and old structure forest and 

forest resilience is at odds with maintaining wildlife habitat.  So I'd suggesting thinking about it in terms 

of how should the amendment be modified to ensure the historical range and distribution of wildlife 

habitat that is available across the landscape and resilient.  Including desired outcomes sensitive to the 

historical range of species type, basal area, stand structure for the landscape being worked in. 

Shawna Clark: I have been booted out of the call.  J 

Summer Kemp-Jennings: Ok, I can take the notes 

Shawna Clark: Thank you.  It is not letting me call back in.   

Shawna Clark: Still trying 

Summer Kemp-Jennings: No worries. Thanks Shawna. Sorry about that 

Shawna Clark: back in finally.  Sorry about that 

Rory Isbell: Final thought: would like to see a project alternative that strengthens the wildlife standard 

to less than 21". Maybe 18", or 20" as the standard was initially envisioned. 

  



Breakout Room 5 
Facilitator: James Dickinson  

Notetaker: Marcy Anderson 

 

Notes 
Welcome! The notetaker will record summary bullet points of the conversation here. Please put your 

own comments in the chat pod to the right. 

Please type your name and affiliation in the chat pod to the right. 

Question #1: “What did you hear this morning that resonated with you?” – 10 min.  

Questions regarding "minority science" and disagreement about interpretation of current science - 

important to highlight recent studies from eastern and central Oregon that deal with fire frequency, and 

important to address variability of vegetation conditions across the landscape. 

Will be important to come up with implementation guidelines that allow for protection of large, old 

trees in a way that can satisfy organizations that are concerned about changing current direction. 

Request clarification of term "minority science." (Answer - term refers to science that is in the minority 

of the current body of science. However, it's important to note that the entire body of science will be 

considered and applied to the best of the ability of the ID team). 

There is a perception that the term "minority science" may not reflect the entirety of the body of 

current research; it's important to consider the bigger picture of available research and information. 

Appreciate diversity of perspectives; it's important for the process to be reflective of this diversity as 

well as the multiple scientific perspectives. 

Striking how much the social aspects are at the forefront of the conversation. 

Conflicting perspectives that the amendment is small (narrowly focused on only one aspect of the 

Screens) but actually very large and impactful, given number of Forest Plans affected and extent on the 

landscape. 

Question #2: “What should the amendment include to sustain and promote late and old structure forest 

and increase forest resiliency while maintaining wildlife habitat?” – 40 min.  

Reminder that there is no proposed action yet; this is an opportunity to provide perspectives for the FS 

to consider. 

Would like to see an amendment that allows flexibility to do the right thing on the ground and work 

toward resilience on the landscape; current direction hinders ability to do the right thing. 

21" rule was seemingly not consistent with the science that was available at the time that it was 

developed; appeared to have been a social concession.  



Important to remember that FS lands are intended for multiple uses; many diverse perspectives 

especially in rural Oregon that may not be completely heard. 

Need ways to manage for resilient landscapes especially in the face of climate change. 

Question: can thinning/reduction of canopy increase soil temp and increase drying of ground fuels which 

can lead to an increase in fire risk?  (answer - in short, yes, there are consequences for all actions and 

effects need to be considered in a number of contexts) 

Important to recognize all the different values that are at the table; for instance, many people believe 

that large wildfires are acceptable and natural, while others believe that recent wildfires have been 

uncharacteristically large and/or intense. 

In terms of landscape resilience and protection of large, old trees, preferred strategies range from do 

nothing and let nature take its course to intense management; there will be a need to find a middle 

ground that will work; definition of "resilient" may be very different for different people. 

General consensus that promoting/protecting LOS and increasing resiliency are important (priority) 

objectives. 

Existing uniform standard can result in cutting old but smaller (and fire-resistant) trees while retaining 

younger, larger, less resilient trees; need better linkage between ecological desired conditions and HRV 

analysis.  

Trust-building will be very important - consensus will be very difficult to achieve. Would be good to 

come to common understanding of important terminology (such as "resilient"); working from a common 

vocabulary would help work toward collaboration. 

Resilience needs to be considered from a social and economic perspective as well as ecological. 

Because of our environment, fire is often a main topic of conversation - it's important to keep in mind 

that fire resistance is not necessarily an objective that makes sense; fire will be part of our world.  

Resilience to fire (and other changes) is important. 

National Forest System was established to produce timber and maintain clean water; important to 

remember the multiple use objectives of our forests; economics is an important consideration. 

Easy to understand the lack of trust in FS and federal govt in general; bar is set very high to gain and 

keep public trust, especially in today's world.  Coming to the table with integrity and being prepared to 

really listen to one another will be important as this process moves forward.  

Appreciate discussion; noted that amendment must balance flexibility with accountability, and that 

guidelines must be able to evolve as we learn more. 

Conversations like this one are so important. 

Funding is limited; site-specific information (monitoring and research) will benefit ability to work 

efficiently 

Need to reconcile the notion that this is a minor amendment with the actual breadth of its effects. 



Chat 
Tiesha Street: Conference line: 888-844-9904, Access: 8540405# 

James Dickinson: For Audio in this breakout room:888-844-9904 8540405# 

Brian Ratcliffe: Brian Ratcliffe - US Forest Service, Washington D.C. Office 

Zach Williams: Zach Williams, Iron Triangle LLC 

Kerry Kemp: Kerry Kemp, The Nature Conservancy 

Tom Casselman: Tom Casselman OFRC 

Marcy Anderson: Marcy Anderson, USFS R6 

Maren Peterson: Maren Peterson, Greater Hells Canyon Council 

Oliver Stiefel: Oliver Stiefel, Crag Law Center 

craig 2: The Nature Conservancy 

Marcy Anderson: I just had a lot of background noise (dogs and teens) so if I missed an important point 

of the last 5 minutes please type it in this chat pod.  =) 

Maren Peterson: Just to correct my statement. USFS Best practices were to do a more stringent 

analyses. And the 21 inch rule seemed to be a concession not based on USFS scientist's advice. 

  



Breakout Room 6 
Facilitator: Jordan Larson 

Notetaker: Cat Caruso 

 

Notes 
Welcome! The notetaker will record summary bullet points of the conversation here. Please put your 

own comments in the chat pod to the right. 

Please type your name and affiliation in the chat pod to the right. 

Question #1: “What did you hear this morning that resonated with you?” – 10 min.  

Question #2: “What should the amendment include to sustain and promote late and old structure forest 

and increase forest resiliency while maintaining wildlife habitat?” – 40 min.  

*** 

Jordan - Makes introductions, explains focus for session, his role, format 

Gayle - Gayle Casselman, Ochoco Forest Restoration Collaborative for 4 yrs, also a woodland landowner.  

Nikola - Nikola Smith, Forest Service - Pacific NW Region partnership coordinator. Here to listen and 

learn about partner interests 

Tom - Tom Montoya, Wallowa Whitman National Forest supervisor. Here for the dialogue. Eastern 

Oregon - this has been part of forest plan revision and forest project-level 

Mike B - Mike Billman Oregon Department of Forester in La Grande, also a collaborative member and 

here to track the kinds of questions being asked 

Veronica - Veronica Warnoc, Greater Hells Canyon Community Collaborative. Interested in management 

of public lands, large and old trees. This issue has greater implications, such as carbon storage and also 

from a wildlife/habitat perspective. This is very important and this is a spectacular place we all love, but, 

this planning area on the eastern side of the Cascades is a critical part of connecting larger ecosystems 

and org is very engaged and interested in participating in it 

Cat - Catherine Caruso, US Forest Service Pacific NW Region communications team (and notetaker) 

Dan - Dan Shively, Natural Resources Director, US Forest Service Pacific NW Region 

Mike A - Mike Anderson, Wilderness Society and Lakeview Stewardship Group collaborative. White fir 

mgt. and other stewardship issues have been a frequent topic with the collaborative and on the 

Fremont-Winema National Forest 

Jordan - The intent is to be inclusive, share time, and give everyone a chance to share their thoughts. We 

are not looking to build consensus but to identify tension points and invite respectful discussion about 

these. The ID team wants to use these tension points to inform future discussion 

Question: What did you hear this morning that resonated with you? 



Mike A - I thought it was a sound conclusion and reassuring to me as a conservationist that the current 

science, decades later, there is still support for protecting old growth trees and the science is still finding 

ecological values in old growth, especially with Ponderosa Pine and fire resistance in large pine trees. Re: 

White Fir, he saw there is room for discussion and compromise regarding how to manage those large 

trees in different circumstances. 

Dan - My preference is to hear from non- Forest Service folks, I'm here to listen 

Veronica - I'd like to echo what Mike Anderson said, there does seem to be a lot of controversy about 

management of Grand Fir, and I think that will be a challenge as this process moves forward. 

Mike B - Manipulating our latitude to manage trees in order to ensure a desired result 

Tom - I am going to try to listen to the dialogue. To reflect on the last panel, that was great work by the 

many members of that collaborative to find solutions, it was inspiring to hear those stories. 

Nikola - Similar to Dan, I am here mostly to listen and appreciate the social and ecological complexities 

of these issues. 

Gayle  - Notes are in chat, due to audio issues 

Jordan - Gayle shared that she appreciates the 21" rule is being reconsidered, in light of the great  need 

for significant restoration in virtually all of our forests 

What should the amendment include to sustain and promote late and old structure forest and increase 

forest resiliency while maintaining wildlife habitat?  

Mike B - I don't want to speak to what I think should be in this amendment, but it would not surprise me 

if it didn't mirror agreements put in place in various collaboratives, which had many similarities re: what 

trees are allowed to be taken.  

Veronica - On the Umatilla and Wallowa Whitman, there are no agreements among our local 

collaboratives re: the Eastside Screens. I am not aware of Oregon Wild BMBP and other conservation 

groups as being part of other agreements struck. I would caution against relying on those as models 

without more discussion, I don't think they reflect consensus by any means. Would like to see clear 

standards guidelines are insufficient. There are not enough of these trees on the landscape and the 

importance of this for many, many reasons. A clear standard of measure and robust monitoring of 

whatever standard is put in place is important. We're in an early very phase of this conversation, and 

there are no specific proposals on the table, but despite all the info presented in the technical workshop 

on Monday, there doesn't seem to be a very clear picture of what historical conditions existed. It 

seemed biased to one type of forest, and North/South Blues and East Cascades reflect a lot of 

variability/differences. The 21" rule is a wildlife standard, so the benefit to wildlife should be prioritized. 

Jordan - Gayle shared: I think it's critical that LOS are protected, b/c they provide so much benefit to 

other species as well. Next, using the best current science we need to prioritize other tree and 

understory species, as well as wildlife, towards sustainability but in a manner appropriate to the local 

ecosystem(s). Then of course, there's the challenge of climate change to be factored in. Obviously, this is 

all a "very big order." 



Mike A - We came together on the need for common ground in conifer management on the Fremont, 

and I think we've had great success. One key ingredient to our success was using sideboards, we were 

able to do this with no appeals and objections. The sawmill adapting to small diameter trees gave us 

capacity to get restoration work done on that unit as well. (We restored nearly the entire Lakeview unit 

during my time there). We had some removals of large white fir, but maintaining a sideboard of nothing 

over 150 years, the idea being some white fir came onto the landscape due to fire suppression and was 

not reflective of historical conditions. Scientifically, that's what our consensus came to. We struggled 

with, and did not fully resolve, salvage and very large trees - my understanding is the 21" rule does not 

apply to Salvage, but even dead/dying larch and snags, there is newer science regarding how best to 

manage a fire-killed forest on the eastside, and I did not hear any mention of salvage and what to do 

about trees in a large fire landscape. That would be helpful to the Lakeview collaborative going forward, 

if it could provide that additional clarity and the science of fire salvage. 

What would success look like, to you - ecologically, socially or economically? 

Veronica - The scientific panel and recommendations were in there, they weren't included with the 

recommendations we have in the Eastside Screens because they were intended to be replaced with a 

more comprehensive set of conditions. The rule does not apply to trees deemed to be dying. That is 

something that needs to be addressed from an ecological perspective. Large and old structure ... the 

original recommendations were to preserve large and old structure. If we are going to update, we need 

to do it comprehensively so we can put in really good sideboards and see more success because our 

priorities are clear re: what we want to achieve and where, work more efficiently, and get more work 

done more quickly with less discussion across the many stakeholders. Using the science, using what we 

know and what we need to protect to have functioning ecosystems will allow us to be more effective 

and efficient with less controversy, objections, litigation, etc. Socially, I think this process is being rushed 

during the global pandemic, the way that this is being done is eroding public trust. We need to slow 

down to have the conversations needed to do this the right way. 

Mike B - Success would look like what was accomplished on Big Mosquito. I believe that was a successful 

project with well thought out, well executed guidelines. 

Mike A - I would take a need for change approach, what really needs changing here. From my Lakeview 

perspective, I don't think there's a whole lot that needs to change. First rule is do no harm. We don't 

want to remove sideboards that allow us to focus on small diameter trees, reduce density, and restore 

large trees. From a collaborative standpoint, we're not looking for any big changes in Lakeview, we want 

to maintain the regulatory environment that we are accustomed to and it would be detrimental to the 

collaboration if the Eastside Screens were amended in a way that gave the Forest Service more 

discretion in how to manage trees for restoration. It would be much more difficult, create more 

controversy, and would be harder to keep environmental interests at the table and industry 

representatives, local govt., with a revenue-generating perspective... it could go bad. I prefer to see a 

fine tuning, not big change. I'd like to see change from a science based standpoint, with some removal 

of white pine... we support that locally, we know there is regional variance, so, we want to keep that 

focus and not have to start over with a whole new set of rules. 

Jordan, for Gayle - I think that when the >21" rule is utilized, it needs to be done stringently, meaning 

LOS are always exempted. Then next, there should be "if, then" action steps to categorize which trees 

are more beneficially harvested over others. I don't have this all thought out yet as to 'best practices' ... 



but my concern is that the largest and oldest, as well as most healthy (seed) trees are left in the forest, 

for their legacy. 

Mike A - we don't have . would like tribal participation (in our collab) 

Chat 
Tiesha Street: Conference line: 888-844-9904, Access:2360966# 

Jordan Larson: Jordan Larson  

Gayle Casselman: Gayle Casselman 

Nikola Smith: USFS Regional Partnership Coordinator (listening/learning) 

Tom Montoya: Tom Montoya, Wallowa-Whitman NF 

Mike Billman: Oregon Department of Forestry 

Gary Bell, WA Dept of Fish & Wildlife: My apologies folks but I have to exit the webinar.  Have a great 

weekend! 

Cat Caruso, R6 OCCE (notetaker): Cat Caruso 

Veronica Warnock: Veronica Warnock, GHCC 

Cat Caruso, R6 OCCE (notetaker): Sorry - Forest Service, PNW region  

Dan Shively: Dan Shively, USFS, PNW Region, Natural Resources Director 

Gayle Casselman: Sorry, I forgot to include my 'affiliation': Ochoco Forest Restoration Collaborative, and 

private citizen 

Mike Anderson: Mike Anderson, Wilderness Society and Lakeview Stewardship Group 

Gayle Casselman: I appreciate that the 21" rule is being strongly reconsidered, in light of the great need 

for significant restoration in virtually all of our forests. 

Gayle Casselman: The reason I typed my reply is that my husband in in the same room (here physically), 

and I didin't want his verbal conversation to overlap into our breakroom. Thanks. 

Gayle Casselman: First, I think it's critical that LOS are protected, b/c they provide so much benefit to 

other species as well. Next, using the best current science we need to prioritize other tree and 

understory species, as well as wildlife, towards sustainability but in a manner appropriate to the local 

ecosystem(s). Then of course, there's the challenge of climate change to be factored in. Obviously, this is 

all a "very big order." 

Veronica Warnock: I'm not sure how to correct in chat pod. No need too be verbatium but some of 

notes are not reflective of wha t I said 

Cat Caruso, R6 OCCE (notetaker): Hi Veronica - you can retype here in the chat pod. If you type over the 

notes pod, my cursor jumps around and I can't capture the enxt comment 



Cat Caruso, R6 OCCE (notetaker): Would it be helpful for me to copy over what's there so you can see it 

here? 

Gayle Casselman: I think that when the >21" rule is utilized, it needs to be done stringently, meaning LOS 

are always exempted. Then next, there should be "if, then" action steps to categorize which trees are 

more beneficially harvested over others. I don't have this all thought out yet as to 'best practices' ... but 

my concern is that the largest and oldest, as well as most healthy (seed) trees are left in the forest, for 

their legacy. 

Veronica Warnock: A lot of nusiance is lost in the note taking e.g. I said original recommendation were 

to maintain large and old live and dead trees. I'm not sure now to edit in chat pod. For the record the 

notes do not capture exactly what was said 

Cat Caruso, R6 OCCE (notetaker): All - The note pod has run out of characters. 

Cat Caruso, R6 OCCE (notetaker): Veronica - Agrees tribal perspective is important, and has been lacking 

in tribes her group works with (Nez Perce) 

Cat Caruso, R6 OCCE (notetaker): (shifting to adding notes to chat pod) 

Cat Caruso, R6 OCCE (notetaker): Mike A - Does not have tribes in his collaborative, would like more 

tribal involvement 

Gayle Casselman: From the macro-view, my biggest goal for forest restoration is that we all find (and 

agree upon) ways to actually get things done, restoration-wise, in the most efficient, cost-effective, and 

scientific manner. I feel we simply cannot afford to  continue such a slow pace  of  getting our forests  

back to health.  

Mike Anderson: Concerned that meaningful tribal involvement in this process may be difficult during the 

pandemic. 

Cat Caruso, R6 OCCE (notetaker): Jordan: Today's conversation does not produce standing, please stay 

engaged in formal NEPA process if you are interested in formal objections or comments later in the 

process 

Cat Caruso, R6 OCCE (notetaker): Tom: Re. the tribes question, we had been in contact with all the tribes 

we work with in Eastern Oregon to facilitate, however we can, this workaround forest plan amendment. 

We did have some join us for the intergovernmental peice, but it was a national holiday and I want to 

make sure people knnow we are doing due dliligence with our tribes across eastern Oregon with this 

effort 

  



Breakout Room 7 
Facilitator: Judy Suing 

Notetaker: Andrea Dolbear 

 

Notes 
Welcome! The notetaker will record summary bullet points of the conversation here. Please put your 

own comments in the chat pod to the right. 

Please type your name and affiliation in the chat pod to the right. 

Question #1: “What did you hear this morning that resonated with you?” – 10 min. 

Bill-Blanket rules have unintended consequences (species).  Difficult to manage the trajectory to fire 

resilience with a 21 inch standard in place.  Sometimes we need to take out one big tree to save a legacy 

tree/stand.  Manage competition. 

Brandon-Desire for natural processes including fire (natural ignitions) to be used in the Blue Mountains. 

Audrey-Zones of Agreement for most collaboratives include natural processes as well. 

Doug-Big Mosquito project didn't require removal of many large trees.  We could reach our goals 

without the amendment. 

Question #2: “What should the amendment include to sustain and promote late and old structure forest 

and increase forest resiliency while maintaining wildlife habitat?” – 40 min.  

Doug-Science forum pointed out that large dead trees are also valuable.  Maybe the amendment should 

include dead trees.  Flexibility may be counter productive (quote Franklin). Amend in a way to provide 

clarity.  Alternative that considers smaller diameter limit for ppine (16 inches) and larger for shade 

tolerant species (24 inches).  Human decision doesn't equal good ecological restoration.  Re: 

VanPelt...may not be specific to all regions and there is room for "funny business" and can be exploited 

to manipulate outcomes.  In 1995 21 inches was easier than age.  Trees in direct competition is 

agreeable, but limited.  Don't trust process.  We can accomplish goals cutting small trees.  One size fits 

all is okay (55 mph speed limit).  Flexibility exists in how we manage small trees.  Credible snag 

standards don't exist.  Need a backstop for snag habitat if we do this amendment.  Submitted comments 

today that includes snag science.  Need to balance pros and cons for removing the tree.   

Bill-Provide flexibility for adaptive management.  Mosquito used the ability sparingly.  Flexibility was not 

abused.  Species diversity...to keep pine and larch, other species need to be managed.  Blanket rule 

hinders ability to restore rare stands (aspen).  Slope, aspect, past management all play into the current 

condition.  Collaborative input is important at the project level.  Course correction needs to happen 

before we can use fire as a tool.  Individual forest managers need to be able to make decisions and 

Oregon Wild should still be involved at that level.  Guideline or goal with collaboration would be a good 

tool. Consider pre-settlement conditions and the frame of reference for the restoration. Being able to 

put fire on the landscape considering setting. Manage viewpoints so you can set a goal and a reference 

point.  Appreciates this forum and opportunities other than collaboratives. 



Judy-Analysis at the project level.  How can we amend the standard to incorporate the flexibility?  

Guideline or goal with collaboration requirement?  What does success look like on the ground? 

Brandon-Would like ID Teams to be able to use best available science.  Age or physiological 

characteristics would be better than a diameter limit.  This is a struggle internally so we have field trips 

before, during, and after implementation to promote trust.  Success doesn't always look the same to 

everyone.  Encourage the agency to outreach to the local communities.   

Chat 
Tiesha Street: Conference line: 888-844-9904, Access: 4768403# 

Audrey Maclennan: Audrey Maclennan, Forest Service 

Brandon Houck: Brandon  Houck, Umatilla National Forest 

Kassidy: Hi there, Kassidy Kern, Public Affairs Specialist on the Deschutes Naitonal FOrest 

Bill Richardson: Bill Richardson, RMEF 

Judy Suing: Judy Suing, Forest Service 

Doug H: Doug Heiken, Oregon Wild 

Jonathan: im just here to listen and learn more  

Audrey Maclennan: Hi Kassidy, were you able to join us on the phone? 

Kassidy: Nope whoops 

Audrey Maclennan: You'll need to hang up the phone and redial Conference line: 888-844-9904, Access: 

4768403# 

Kassidy: Just looking at what number to call--tje 4768403 access code? 

Audrey Maclennan: Yes, that's right! 

Audrey Maclennan: You'll have to hang up first if you are still onthe main conference line. 

Kassidy: GOt it, thank you! 

Kassidy: on it, thanks for the prompt Audrey 

Brandon Houck: Natural 'ignitions' 

Andrea: sorry Brandon 

Brandon Houck: No worries- you're doing great! 

Andrea: Doug, please let me know if I am catching your thoughts correctly. 

Doug H: You mean in the notes? I have not been paying attention to that box. 

Andrea: Yes, the notes 

  



Breakout Room 8 
Facilitator: Julia Riber 

Notetaker: Karin Wolken 

 

Notes 
Welcome! The notetaker will record summary bullet points of the conversation here. Please put your 

own comments in the chat pod to the right. 

Please type your name and affiliation in the chat pod to the right. 

Question #1: “What did you hear this morning that resonated with you?” – 10 min.  

confusion between affects of small grand fir density & large grand fir (along with other large species). On 

the ground, we see an excess of small grand fir (growing in, etc) as an issue, but there is not an excess of 

large grand fir. 

a large variety of local opinions about how much of an issue the 21-inch limit is, from a population 

around a forest encompassing many ecotones 

focus on 21 inches as a surrogate for age, but the screens don't specifically address old trees with 

smaller diameters or younger trees (grand fir) that pass the 21-inch diameter limit. We want the 21-inch 

rule to be consistent with ecology (distribution of age classes and structure and how to make the 

distribution represented on the landscape). Could there be amendments to effectively protect trees 

>150 years old? Emphasis on protecting legacy trees. 

       Response: in order to focus on age, we would need to core: 21-inch rule avoids this. Wildlife also 

selects based on size (e.g. diameter) rather than age, including grand fir forests. 

Especially under climate change, the lack of old tree structure is very concerning. We need to protect 

this structure class to maximize carbon storage, as a part of climate change mitigation. Old tree 

structure is key to multiple use values (scenic/recreation). 

Question #2: “What should the amendment include to sustain and promote late and old structure forest 

and increase forest resiliency while maintaining wildlife habitat?” – 40 min.  

We need to take a site-specific approach. The rules need to be flexible to be adapted based on on-the-

ground observations. (for example, Big Mosquito was very unique with many large trees, which made it 

even challenging to reach BA targets) 

This question is biased - we should ask if an amendment should even be done. There are a lot less large 

grand fir & other species than there used to be. Field evidence shows a deficit of large tree structure 

across the board. This amendment is strongly apposed to support promotion of large tree structure (fire 

resistance of larger trees, stream protection, etc). Large tree structure is needed in more area than 

currently under climate change and other current concerns. 

Management rules are challenging to build that are applicable everywhere forever. There are limitations 

to this rule now, despite its usefulness in the 1990's. We aren't protecting the smaller old trees. 



Discussion of structure across the landscape is key (proportion of structural types & species within these 

types). We need more large old tree structure (trees 25-40 inches in diameter) - allows for natural fires 

(low intensity and high frequency). It's not just about structure, but species composition - the right 

species composition in each structure category. Shortage of single strata, abundance of multistrata. 

Emphasis throughout conversation on the issue of having one specific rule apply to a large, diverse 

landscape. 25 years is long enough to gain enough information to reassess the rigidity of the initial rule, 

as applied across the landscape. 

Malheur has done a lot of work adjusting old tree multi strata to single strata. Most of the trees logged 

on the site weren't 21 inches - it is quite possible to change multi- to single-strata without logging old 

trees. 

We are still in a fire deficit (landscapes used to have much more fire). Under climate change, we will 

start to see soon where grand fir will be viable (it will die off where it is not). Advocating for large trees, 

and smaller old growth trees. The 21 inch rule is still necessary. The logging isn't site specific at all - it is 

based off of forest-wide concerns. Large grand fir exists where they weren't logged or historically 

existed. Only in highly productive sites might there be young grand fir that is over 21 inches - this is rare. 

Looking at research defining the structure and species composition, the role of large grand fir wasn't as 

important historically as it has become. We may want to have low intensity landscapes across the 

landscape. The options to harvest trees >21 inches if certain conditions are no longer applied as they 

might be, since they have been commonly contested. 

Please consider the science from the science forum. There are a lot of scientists who suggest there is no 

need to cut large trees, as it does not support our priorities. 

Chat 
Tiesha Street: Conference line: 888-844-9904, Access: 5257953# 

Shane Jeffries: Shane Jeffries. Ochoco NF & Crooked River NG 

Patrick Lair_Ochoco National Forest: Patrick Lair, Ochoco National Forest & Crooked River National 

Grassland 

Amanda Lindsay: Amanda Lindsay, Malheur National Forest 

Mark Stern: Mark Stern, The Nature Conservancy 

Karin Wolken: Karin Wolken, USFS RO R6 Biometrics 

Kendall Cikanek: Kendall Cikanek, District Ranger, Whitman RD 


