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ThePrivate Forests Program

e Vision:
ThePrivate Forests Program
providesvalueto citizens of Oregon
through the protection of public
benefits by assisting private
forestland to be successful.




ThePrivate Forests Program

e ThreeMain Goals/ Roles:

—L ead the State of Oregon in developing
new areasto make privateforestry
successful in Oregon

—Provide valueto landownersthrough
provision of services

—Maintain the social licenseto practice
forestry in Oregon by ensuring
effective and efficient forest practices
that protect public benefits




Developing New Areas

e Biomass utilization
e Carbon credits

* Ecosystem services
e Certification




Providing Services

raditional management planning
Cost share administration
Education / assistance

| ncentive Programs




Maintaining Social License

e Efficient, fair, and consistent
administration of Forest Practices
Act

* Protection of public benefit
e Education and Engineering
o Effectiveness monitoring

« Compliance auditing




Challenges

* Resources and Funding

Caveat. what isthe difference
between a puppy and a bureaucr at
talking about budgets?

Eventually the puppy stops whining




Federal Funding

 Changesin Federal priorities
—Increased emphasison fire
—Decreased funding for traditional state

and privateforestry

 Changesin Federal accountability
Redesign of State and Private Forestry
ncrease in competitive allocation
ncrease in monitoring and reporting




State Funding

e Stabilization in State funding

—07-09 Increases partially offset
previous state budget cutsin
stewardship foresters

e Shift In emphasis?
—Havelost most state resour ces for
traditional serviceforestry

—Increasesin new areas. biomass,
sudden oak death, Eastern Oregon
monitoring




Challenges

e Decreased support for gover nment
expenditures

e Government viewed as inefficient

e Reliance on privatization and non-
gover nmental organizations

e Greater number of organization
competing for fewer resources




Challenges

e Addition issuesto address

— Efficient and effective regulations
nvasive Species
nadequate Federal land management
_and Conversion and Fragmentation




Regulations

e Policy
—to encour age economically

efficient forest practicesthat
ensur e the continuous growing
and harvesting of forest tree
species and the maintenance of
forestland for such purposes as
theleading use on privatey
owned land




Regulatory Challenge

Move away from one sizefitsall
regulations

Encourage voluntary methods with
Incentives

| ncrease flexibility
Keep regulations/ rulessimple




Federal Management

 Thefederal government holds 57
percent of total land base

 Harvested about as much asthe
state, which has 3 percent of total

land base (396 vs 341 M M bf)

Federal Timber Harvests: actual, planned, and potential

396 1 Billion+- 3 Billion

¢ O

Actual Planned Potential




Result of Federal M anagement

Fire Condition Class
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Oregon Fire Condition Class
For High Frequency Low Severity Forest Types

Created by, P.J. Daugherty
2003/10/01

Source: USDA GTR RMRS-87

Class3
4,912,455
1,230,091
6,151,441

Class 2
4,020,652
753,671
4,822,014

Total

9,062,343

1,983,762
11,102,692

% class 3
54.2
62.0
55.4
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L and Conversion and Fragmentation

Evolution of Primary Challenges To Healthy, Working For est

1970s — 2000s 2000s — 7?7?

Mid-1800s — 1920s 1920s— 1970s Envi r Onmental Fr agmentatl on
Wildfire Defor estation Awar eness & Development

(ODF Response: (ODF Response: (ODF Response: (ODF Response:

Fire Protection) Refor estation) y Forest ?2??)
anagement : . :
Fire Patrol Associations 1924 Clark-McNary Act BMgPs) Drivers. increasing land

1913 Legislation 1929 Reforestation Law value; changing

Forest practice Act ownership interest;
Federal ESA ballot measure 37

OR Population: 413,536 1.5 million 2.6 million 3.4 million 6 million??
Urban/Rural: 32%/68% 54% /46% 68%/32% 79%/21% ??7%/17?7?%




L and Converson and
Fragmentation

e |n partsof central Oregon, 60% of forest
Industry land has shifted from forest

Industry to non-industrial ownership

 Therearenow 3timesas many dwellings
In nonfederal wildland forest in eastern
Oregon asin 1975




What happens when forestland
“developed?”

e Reduced L evels of:
—Harvest

— | nvestment

—Water Quality

— Carbon storage
—Wildlife habitat

—Forest Industry relevancy




Opportunities

 Merger of Forest Practices and
Service Forestry

— Efficiency gains

—Integrated delivery of services
« Emerging areasin forestry

—Blomass

— Ecosystem services — conservation
easements

— Carbon market




Opportunities

 Addressing Family Forestland Owners
Needs:

—Five main issues and potential
solutions identified at the second
family forestland symposium:

Looking Forward I, Oregon Families
and Ther Forestlands: What'’s at Stake




Family Forestland Owners Needs

. Compensation for ecosystem services
and other societal benefits

. Takeadvantage of opportunities
presented by global climate change

. Addressthe conflict of values, reach out
to thewider community

. Improvethedeivery of stewardship
information to family forestland owners

. Expand marketsfor locally harvested
forest products




1. Ecosystem Services Compensation

o Solutions proposed at the symposium:

— Develop financial incentives (cost-share
Orograms, others) for maintaining and
enhancing environmental values and services

— Develop and increase access to mar ket for
car bon sequestration

— Enact “hold harmless’ agreements protecting
landowner s from trespasser liability lawsuits

— Createa “green credit” forest fund to pay for
conservation easements on family forestlands




Ecosystem Benefits

 Arethegoodsand servicesthrough which
ecosystems, and the species which make
them up, sustain and fulfill human life

Includes the production of ecosystem
goods, such asforage, timber, and biomass
fuels, ...

|n addition to the production of goods,
ecosystem services are the actual life-
support functions, such as cleansing,
recycling, and renewal ...(Daily 1977)




Ecosystem Benefits
|

Use values

Direct use Indirect use/
values Ecol function
values

Outputs Benefits Benefits

--water --water quality  --future uses
--timber --flood contr ol --genes
--recreation --nutrient --medicine
--property cycling
values --0xygen
--waste
assimilation

Non-use values

Existence

Benefits Benefits

--value from --alturistic
knowing that --value from
I esour ce exist knowing that
(nouseis resour ce
contemplated) will exist
--e.g. ancient forest for future
gener ations

Adapted from: Barbier 1991, Young 1992, and OECD 1995.




Ecosystem Benefits

 How does one encour age mar ket
development for ecosystem services?

—Creating scarcity —what istheinitial
allocation of credits?

—Assignment of ownership / property
rights

—Baseline and additionality
— M easur ement and accounting
—Equity




M ar ket Difficulties

e EXistence of scarcity

 Many servicesarenon-rival, I.e.,
consumption of service by one does

not exclude consumption by another,
e.d., climate mitigation

 |nitial scarcity often created by
gover nment action, e.g., ho net 10ss
of wetlands




Property Rights Regimes

* Property rightsregimes are bundles
of rightsand responsibilities
assigned by society to individuals or
groups of individuals

e Not discrete, but rather a continuum
-from open access, to private, to
commons, to state, to feder al

o Assignment of rights affect who
should pay for ecosystem services




M ar ket Difficulties

e Property rights—some servicesare
not exclusively owned or clearly
transferable

* Property right regimes ar e often

non-congr uent with ecosystems —
e.g., right to clean water

o Often leadsto minimum standards
approaches and regulatory
approaches




Policy | ssues
Baseline and Additionality

 Another major issuein carbon trading is
“additionality,” meaning that buyers of
carbon credits need assurancethat thar

Investment 1S not supporting business
practices as usual (LaRocco and
Vickerman 2007)




Policy | ssues
Baseline and Additionality

« OSWA isalready working with partners at
both the national and regional level to
develop economic incentivesto promote
retention of certified forestlands. These
Incentives are designed to reward the

andowner swho have supplied many of the

oublic goods and servicesfor free overtime
out are now faced with pressuresto convert

to other uses (OSWA 2007).




Additionality: Opposing Views

« Efficiency:

— Why pay for anything that is already

required?
* Equity:

— Regulationsvary by use, therefor e paying
one agent (farmer) while reqguiring agent
(forestland owner) to provide same service
for free




Additionality: Opposing Views

e Thisdifferencein view led to theremoval
of an ecosystem services program from
legislation that would have built upon the
Forest Resource Trust’scurrent rolein
secur ing car bon offset funds

* Replaced with ODF In role of assisting
landowner s in securing payments for
ecosystem services




Ecosystem Services Efforts

e Symposium proposed solution

— Develop financial incentives (cost-share
programs, others) for maintaining and
enhancing environmental values and services

e Private Forests Program prevented from
developing cost-share program as part of
Forest Resource Trust
— Will continueto look for opportunitiesto

develop programsin conjunction with
stakeholders as appropriate




Ecosystem Services Efforts

e Symposium proposed solution
— Enact “hold harmless’ agreements protecting
landowner s from trespasser liability lawsuits

* Private Forests Program efforts

— Expanded the Stewar dship Agreement
program to define a benefit of “regulatory
certainty” at both the state and federal level

— provided a public records exemption for
required stewardship plans




Ecosystem Services Efforts

e Symposium proposed solution

— Createa“green credit” forest fund to pay for
conservation easements on family forestlands

* Private Forests Program efforts
— Expand the Legacy Forests Program to be

applicable statewide — updating assessment of
need to reflect current circumstances

— Beginning discussion with Bonneville Power
Administration and Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife on availability of

conservation easement for family forestland
owners




Conservation Easements
Challenges

e Relatively new to Oregon

 Holding conservation easements
represents anew liability for the
Department

e Fundsfor administering and
monitoring easements




Ecosystem Services Efforts

e Symposium proposed solution
— Develop and increase access to mar ket for
car bon sequestration

* Private Forests Program efforts

— Restructurethe Forests Resource Trust
Program
* Improved loan process
o Added cost-share capability
o Attracting new funds




2. Global climate change

Solutions proposed at the symposium:

— Reduce carbon output of forestry; increase carbon
storagein forests

— Createjobs and business opportunitiesthat improve
economic conditions and the environment

— Demonstrate how management practices align with
societal values

— Stimulate synergy between environmental groups,
treefarmers, manufacturers, and consumers

— Reconnect urban and rural Oregoniansthrough the
marketplace




The State of Carbon M ar ket

Figure 6: Asset Classes of CDM projects.

Carbon assets from Land

Cther
123%

Use, Land-use Change

Q ) and Forestry (LULUCF)

S ... remain at 1% of volumes
-' 3%

N0

2%

cesruets, regulatory complexity

9%

=== Other Renewables tran%cted % far. Thelr

and limited market
st Wastd 7S T access to the EU islikely

2%

As a share of volumes contracted in 2006 tO I | m|t thel r demand

State and Trends of the Carbon Market 2007. Karan Capoor, Sustainable Development
Operations, World Bank; Philippe Ambrosi, Development Economics Resear ch Group,
World Bank




Barriersto Use of Forestsin
Carbon Markets

 Why forestry creditsare so different?
—Risk of “non-permanence”
—Interrelated property law issues

— Competing values

 Theseissuesegual greater risk —and
this hasto be managed by contracts




|mplicationsfor Contracts

e Purchase And Delivery

—How much of the sequestration of
the project isbeng purchased?

—How will it be managed?
—How will It measured?




|mplicationsfor Contracts

e Liabilities And Remedies
—Who will beliable?

—How will force majeureissues be
addr essed?

—What will bethe scope of the
remedies?




Outlook for Forest Carbon

e Still emerging, often overstated in
potential

e Probably will remain limited for

sometime

e Restricted to land use change —
afforestation, rather than
management changes




3. Conflict of Values

e Addressconflict of values, reach out to wider
community, and build on common ground.
Solutions proposed at the symposium:

— Develop moreintensive public education on forestry
and family landowner issues

— Organize more family forest toursfor the public and

school children

— Increase capacity of family forestland ownersto
engage the wider community and elected officials

— Partner with NGOsto find funding, provide
training, develop educational material, and build
solutions

— Reach out torural property ownerswith diverging
views




Conflict of Values

 Department’sefforts:

— ODF haslimited authority and resour ces for
education

— Examining our rolein education efforts—

want to develop an integrated public
education program to improve Oregonian's
understanding of forests and forestry and
Increase knowledgeable public input

regarding the uses and benefits of Oregon’s
forestlands and resour ces




4. Improved Delivery of | nfor mation

 Improvetheddivery of stewardship
Information to family forestland owners,

targeting particularly those who are not
now being reached. Solutions proposed at

the symposium:

— Train foresterswho interact with family
forestland ownersto talk to them about the
Tiesto the Land family succession program

— UsetheTiestothe Land program to engage
landowner swho are not now being reached
by any forestry stewardship programs

— Build new coalitions among public agencies,
private citizens, and industry




Delivery Challenges

Resour ce constraint limit effectiveness of
traditional one-on-one delivery of technical
assistance

L ost training coordinator position
Number of family forestland ownersincreasing

60,000
17,700 — 44,100 (150% increase)

# of (10 -100 acres)
Family
Forests 5,300 — 5,700 (7.5% increase)

(100 — 500 acres)
5,000 d

1994 2006




Delivery of Information

* Private Forests Program efforts

— Trying to eiminate duplicate management
planning efforts (e.g., stewardship, tree
farm, NRCS, ...)

— Working with NRCSto improve accessto
EQUIP fundsfor forestry

— Beginning to re-institute our Stewardship
Training program

— Re-examining our overall communication
and delivery approach




5. Expand Marketsfor locally
Harvested Forest Products

e Symposium proposed solution
—Develop local farmer’s market-style
marketsfor wood products

—Build awareness of and pridein using
locally grown wood and other products

— I mprove marketing and public
relations efforts on behalf of local wood
products




Marketsfor Forest Products

e Private Forests Program efforts

—Beginning effort for group certification
of family forestlandsthrough tree
farm’sthird party group certification
pProcess

— Expanding effortsto facilitate woody
biomass mar ket expansion

—Working to pilot stewardship
contracting on federal forest land




2Questions?

What did | miss?
What did | not explain?




