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Clallam County Board of Commissioners 13 January 2017

223 East 4" Street, Suite 4
Port Angeles, WA 98362

Dear Commissioners:

The Trust Lands Advisory Committee (TLAC) was created in late 2015 in accordance with the Board of
Commissioners Resolution 70, 2015. Stakeholders from the community submitted application for participating
in the committee and twenty individuals were accepted. The TLAC has reviewed the issues and concerns

expressed in the resolution and has produced the following report.

The committee met on the third Friday of every month with the exception of March, July and December where
special meetings were scheduled rather than the regular meeting to accommodate the schedules of the
participants and work load. The committee used the first three meetings organizing the work plan and defining
the rules of engagement and their bylaws. The meetings from March through July were spent learning about
how the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) manages the Clallam County Trust Lands and their legal
obligations. From August through December the committee synthesized the information and prepared their

recommendation to the County Commissioners.

The report consists of a list questions the committee answered by a roll call vote which shows the group’s
support for the various opportunities for the management of the trust lands. The appendices include a list of
committee participants, meeting agendas, meeting minutes and minority reports. The minority reports consist

of the following:

18 Nov 2016 — Special Meeting
1. On the Question Regarding Reconveyance - Minority Report submitted by Beauvais, joined by Bell,

Murray, Lea, including Cross, Swanson, and Reaume who were absent at the time of the vote;
2. On Question No. 2 regarding maintain current relationship with DNR, Minority Report submitted by

Sextro;
3. On Question No. 4 regarding a staffer/consultant — Minority Report submitted by Sextro, joined by

Doherty, Thaler, Bork, Scott, and Byrnes;

18 Nov 2016 — Regular Meeting
4. On Question No. 3 regarding a trust accounting — Minority Report submitted by Sextro, joined by

Doherty and Byrnes;
5. On Combined Questions No. 4, 5, 6 regarding new or additional revenues — Minority Report submitted

by Sextro and joined by Bork;



16 Dec 2016 — Special Meeting
6. On Question No. 1 regarding an advisory committee, Minority Report submitted by Scott, joined by
Beauvais, Murray, Fleck, including Reaume who was absent at the time of the vote;

General
7. On the creation and operation of the TLAC, Minority Report submitted by Bork and Scott.

The information presented to the committee from DNR is on file in the commissioner’s office and can be
reviewed on the county’s website at http://www.clallam.net/bocc/trustlands.html.

Please contact me if you need additional information or to schedule another committee meeting to review any
issues that may arise.

Sincerely,
Jopt- K

Joseph F. Murray
TLAC Chairman

J:\public\A22 Committees and Organizations\TLAC Trust Lands Advisory Committee\Agendas and Meeting
Packets\12-29-2016\Letter - amended by Rod.docx
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Trust Lands Advisory Committee

TLAC list of questions voted on at the November 18, 2016 - 9 a.m. meeting
Reconveyance:

1. Should the Board of County Commissioners seek the reconveyance of State Forest Lands
(Clallam County State Forest Board Lands) managed by the Department of Natural
Resources back to Clallam County to be managed by the County?

Vote: Three for, nine against, none abstentions, and eight absent
For: Lea, Beauvais, Murray

Against: Reandeau, Pacheco, Scott, Doherty, Thaler, Fleck, Byrnes, Sextro (for Paul),
Bork

Abstain: None
Absent: Bekkevar, Reaume, Blum, Kelly, Swanson, Cross, Merideth, Wolfe

If not reconveyance, then Recommendations to provide “guidance to ensure continual engagement
with the Department of Natural Resources on how it's promptly and adequately fulfilling its Trust Land
objectives to Clallam County, its taxing districts, and citizenry.” CCBOC Res. No. 70-2015

2. Should Claillam County BOCC continue its current role with DNR management of Forest
Board Transfer Lands, without any changes?

Vote: One for, nine against, two abstentions, and eight absent
For: Sextro (for Paul)
Against: Lea, Reandeau, Beauvais, Pacheco, Murray, Scott, Doherty, Fleck, Byrnes,
Abstain: Thaler, Bork
Absent: Bekkevar, Reaume, Blum, Kelly, Swanson, Cross, Merideth, Wolfe

3. Should BOCC seek to establish via MOU or other means a collaborative means of managing
with the DNR its management of FBTL?

Vote: None for, ten against, two abstentions, and eight absent

For: None

Against: Lea, Reandeau, Beauvais, Pacheco, Scott, Doherty, Fleck, Byrnes, Sextro (for
Paul), Bork

Abstain: Murray, Thaler

Absent: Bekkevar, Reaume, Blum, Kelly, Swanson, Cross, Merideth, Wolfe



Trust Lands Advisory Committee
4. Should the BOCC hire a staffer/consultant with forestry experience to act as a liaison with
DNR in order to monitor, engage, respond, and question DNR management of FBTL?
Vote: Six for, five against, one abstention, and eight absent

For: Lea, Reandeau, Beauvais, Pacheco, Murray, Fleck

Against: Scott, Doherty, Thaler, Sextro (for Paul), Bork

Abstain: Byrnes

Absent: Bekkevar, Reaume, Blum, Kelly, Swanson, Cross, Merideth, Wolfe

5. Should the BOCC establish a representative advisory committee, with some level of staff
support that would advise the BOCC regarding DNRs management of its FBTL?

Vote: Six for, seven against, none abstentions, and seven absent
For: Reandeau, Beauvais, Murray, Scott, Fleck, Bork
Against: Lea, Pacheco, Swanson, Doherty, Thaler, Byrnes, Sextro (for Paul)
Abstain: None
Absent: Bekkevar, Reaume, Blum, Kelly, Cross, Merideth, Wolfe

6. Should the BOCC as a minimum seek from the DNR an accurate and updated, maintained
detailed resource inventory of its FBTL to include all resources with annual updates?

Vote: Twelve for, none against, one abstention, and seven absent.

For: Lea, Reandeau, Beauvais, Pacheco, Murray, Scott, Swanson, Doherty, Thaler, Fleck,
Byrnes, Bork

Against: None
Abstain: Sextro (for Paul)

Absent: Bekkevar, Reaume, Blum, Kelly, Cross, Merideth, Wolfe






Trust Lands Advisory Committee

TLAC list of questions voted on at the November 18, 2016 — 12 p.m. meeting

(These were the Second Block — questions formulated by TLAC for consideration at November meeting
per passed motion.)

1. Should the BOCC establish a means of coordinated, regular and meaningful outreach
with the trust beneficiaries and the public regarding its FBTLs?

Vote: Fifteen for, one against, one abstention, and three absent

For: Bekkevar, Lea, Reandeau, Beauvais, Blum, Pacheco, Murray, Scott, Doherty, Cross,
Fleck, Merideth, Byrnes, Sextro (for Paul), Bork

Against: Swanson
Abstain: Thaler

Absent: Reaume, Kelly, Wolfe

2. Should the BOCC establish a means of overseeing and monitoring the DNR’s revenue
generating methods regarding its FBTLs?

Vote: Three for, fourteen against, none abstentions, and three absent
For: Bekkevar, Beauvais, Murray

Against: Lea, Reandeau, Blum, Pacheco, Scott, Swanson, Doherty, Thaler, Cross, Fleck,
Merideth, Byrnes, Sextro (for Paul), Bork

Abstain: None

Absent: Reaume, Kelly, Wolfe

3. Should the BOCC seek a trust accounting/performance audit of the DNR’s management
of its FBTLs?

Vote: Ten for, five against, two abstentions, and three absent
For: Bekkevar, Lea, Reandeau, Beauvais, Pacheco, Murray, Scott, Swanson, Cross, Fleck
Against: Doherty, Merideth, Byrnes, Sextro (for Paul), Bork
Abstain: Blum, Thaler

Absent: Reaume, Kelly, Wolfe



Trust Lands Advisory Committee

Proposed recommendation combining questions 4, 5 & 6:

4. Should the BOCC seek from the DNR ways to increase revenues from recreational uses on its
FBTLs?

5. Should the BOCC seek from the DNR ways to increase fees from roads use, forest products, etc.,
on its FBTLs?

6. Should the BOCC seek from the DNR a means to secure reoccurring revenues from future
established carbon sequestration markets?

Combined questions 4, 5 & 6:

Should the BOCC seek from the DNR ways to:
a) increase revenues from recreational uses on its FBTLs;
b) increase fees from road use, forest products, etc., on its FBTLs; and,
c) secure reoccurring revenues from future established carbon sequestration markets on

its FBTLs?
Vote: Ten for, six against one abstention, and three absent
For: Reandeau, Beauvais, Murray, Scott, Swanson, Doherty, Thaler, Fleck, Byrnes, Bork
Against: Bekkevar, Lea, Pacheco, Cross, Merideth, Sextro (for Paul)
Abstain: Blum

Absent: Reaume, Kelly, Wolfe

7. Should the BOCC seek other revenue sources for county revenues such as increasing
property taxes?

Vote: Two for, fourteenth against, one abstention, and three absent
For: Cross, Bork

Against: Bekkevar, Lea, Reandeau, Beauvais, Blum, Pacheco, Murray, Scott, Swanson,
Doherty, Thaler, Fleck, Merideth, Sextro (for Paul)

Abstain: Byrnes
Absent: Reaume, Kelly, Wolfe

8. Should the BOCC seek a means of increasing revenue through advocating for a state
income tax?

No Motion



Trust Lands Advisory Committee

9. Should the BOCC reduce county services associated with/tied to DNR revenues when
DNR from its FBTLs decline?

No Motion

10. Should the BOCG, if a liaison is hired, expand the ability of that liaison to utilize
ecosystem services values in reviewing the DNRs management of its FBTLs?

No motion

11. Should the BOCC seek an economic study discussing private and public forest lands that
reviews such items as harvesting, milling, exports, and land conversions in Clallam
County?

No motion

12. Should the BOCC seek from the federal government compensation for lost revenues
associated with how the DNR’s HCP applied to its FBTLs?

Vote: Two for, fifteen against, none abstentions, and three absent
For: Doherty, Cross

Against: Bekkevar, Lea, Reandeau, Beauvais, Blum, Pacheco, Murray, Scott, Swanson,
Thaler, Fleck, Merideth, Byrnes, Sextro (for Paul), Bork

Abstain: None

Absent: Reaume, Kelly, Wolfe

13. Should the BOCC seek that its FBTLs be sold and the proceeds be reinvested?
Vote: None for, seventeen against, none abstentions, and three absent
For: None

Against: Bekkevar, Lea, Reandeau, Beauvais, Blum, Pacheco, Murray, Scott, Swanson,
Doherty, Thaler, Cross, Fleck, Merideth, Byrnes, Sextro (for Paul), Bork

Abstain: None

Absent: Reaume, Kelly, Woilfe






Trust Lands Advisory Committee

TLAC list of questions voted on at the December 16, 2016 — 9 a.m. meeting

1. Should the BOCC establish an advisory committee composed of representatives of all

entities (heeds-clarification/defining) (similar to the Trust Land Advisory Committee) and

an at-large-position with an interest in Clallam County trust lands, to advise both the
public and the staffer/consultant regarding DNR's management of Clallam County trust

land?
Vote: Five for, ten against. one abstention, and four absent
For: Beauvais, Murray, Kelly, Scott, Fleck

Against: Bell (for Bekkevar), Reandeau, Pacheco, Swanson, Grad (for Doherty), Thaler,
Cross, Byrnes

Abstain: Lea

Absent: Reaume, Blum, Merideth, Wolfe

Amendment 1 to question 1:
Vote: Nine for, four against three abstentions, and four absent

For: Bell (for Bekkevar), Beauvais, Pacheco, Murray, Scott, Swanson, Thaler, Fleck,
Byrnes

Against: Reandeau, Kelly, Sextro (for Paul), Bork
Abstain: Lea, Grad (for Doherty), Cross

Absent: Reaume, Blum, Merideth, Wolfe

2. Should the BOCC add integrated resource management to the definition of forestry
experience in employing a staff/consultant?

Vote: Ten for, five against, one abstention, and four absent

For: Reandeau, Beauvais, Pacheco, Scott, Grad (for Doherty), Thaler, Fleck, Byrnes,
Sextro (for Paul), Bork

Against: Bell (for Bekkevar), Murray, Kelly, Swanson, Cross
Abstain: Lea

Absent: Reaume, Blum, Merideth, Wolfe
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Minority Reports
18 Nov 2016 — Special Meeting

1. On the Question Regarding
Reconveyance - Minority Report
submitted by Beauvais, joined by
Bell, Murray, Lea, including Cross,
Swanson, and Reaume who were
absent at the time of the vote;

2. 0n Question No. 2 regarding
maintain current relationship with
DNR, Minority Report submitted by
Sextro;

3.0n Question No. 4 regarding a
staffer/consultant — Minority Report
submitted by Sextro, joined by
Doherty, Thaler, Bork, Scott, and
Byrnes;



Clallam County Commission
223 East 4™ St

Suite 4

Port Angeles, WA 98362-3000

RE: Minority report on reconveyance of State Forest Board Transfer Lands back to Clallam County

Dear Commissioners:

The Trust Land Advisory Committee (TLAC) has spent 2016 discussing the Department of Natural Resources
(DNR) and its management of timberlands in Washington: Trust Lands, which Congress deeded at statehood for
the benefit of specific, enumerated institutions (e.g. schools, hospitals, prisons); and Forest Board Transfer
Lands (FBTL), which were acquired later through tax-delinquency repossession, outright purchase, and other
transactions, and are managed for the benefit of the county in which they reside. The TLAC considered whether
to recommend that approximately 90,000 acres of FBTL lands should be reconveyed to Clallam County, to be
managed by and for the County. Both Trust Lands and FBTL lands are managed according to DNR’s Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP): a contract where DNR agrees to create and maintain habitat for a number of
threatened and endangered species in exchange for an incidental take permit — issued by federal services — in
the event that management activities result in the death of individual animals. The obligations to create and
maintain habitat according to the terms of the HCP will follow FBTL lands should they be reconveyed.

Consider the following information delivered by DNR in the course of the February, March, and April TLAC
meetings. One of the major elements of the HCP is management for the Northern Spotted Owl (NSO), whose
habitat elements are described in detail in the Washington Administrative Code. In its Sustainable Harvest
Calculation (SHC) —a 10-year harvest plan for the fiscal years 2005 through 2014 — DNR planned to create a large
portion of NSO habitat through management of riparian zones within the Olympic Experimental State Forest
(OESF) - roughly 273,000 acres of forest in western Clallam and lefferson Counties that includes FBTL lands.
Riparian zones occupy approximately 40% of the OESF land base. While yielding timber for sale, DNR’s stated
purpose was to create and maintain NSO habitat creation and maintenance over the life of the SHC. The result:
only 10% of the planned action was implemented; that is, 90% of needed NSO habitat was not created or
enhanced. Unfortunately, such a failure was not unpredictable, as DNR revealed reluctantly between the May
and October meetings: DNR does not maintain an inventory that allows it to evaluate NSO habitat? according to
its definition; further, DNR does not track harvested timber®. Stated Plainly, DNR is unable to measure success in
achieving its goals and does not track its progress towards those goals. DNR’s failure to manage these lands for
habitat has had serious negative consequences for the species®>.

1§222.16.085, available online at: http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=222-16-085

2 Motion 61, http://websrv7.cla||am.net/forms/upIoads/2016-12-05_085257_TLACMotionTabIe_11-16.pdf

? Minutes, October 21% meeting

4 Oflikainen, Rob. 2012 “Federal plan to shoot barred owls weighed on Peninsula” Peninsula Daily News. Accessed
12/23/2016 online at: http://archive.peninsuladailynews.com/articIe/20120304/news/303049985/federal-plan-to—shoot—
barred-owls-weighed-on-peninsula

® Barnard, Jeff. 2011. “20-plus years of the northern spotted owl rules: Last-chance effort to save species starts this month”
Peninsula Daily News. Accessed 12/23/2016 online at:
http://archive.peninsuladailynews.com/article/ZOl10213/news/302139981/20—pIus-years-of—the-northern—spotted-owl—

rules-last-chance-effort



Using the same example — active management of riparian zones in the OESF — now consider the economic
consequences to Clallam County schools, hospitals, libraries, and fire departments. DNR promised 391 million
board-feet (MMBF) of timber over the SHC period, of which only 39 MMBF (10%) was delivered. Of the 351
MMBF not harvested, the forgone timber represents $140.4 million dollars in revenue over the SHC planning
period®. After subtracting DNR’s management fee, beneficiaries including Clallam County should have received
$10.2 million annually. Had the timber been harvested evenly over the 10-year period, the 35 million board-feet
of timber would have provided 189 year-round, family-wage jobs’. Additionally, timber harvesters pay 5% of
their receipts in the form of timber-excise taxes, four-fifths of which returns to the county. In this case, excise
taxes would have remitted $560,000 per year to Clallam and Jefferson Counties. Tax remittances carry a special
importance for schools, as they are used exclusively for bond retirement; this allows local districts to approve
bonds and pay them off early, allowing for new bonds to be issued. Districts could pass a bond for $10 million,
and tax payers would only pay for $8 million, with timber excise tax remittances paying the balance. At the state
level, timber harvested on Common School Trust Lands are used for new school construction: a critical element
in implementing Initiative 1351 — the class size initiative requiring the hiring of an estimated 15,000 new
teachers and constructing the classrooms to house them - approved by a majority of Washington voters in 2014.
But due to DNR'’s failure to implement its SHC/HCO plans, none of the jobs, revenues, benefits to local
taxpayers, or implementation of statewide initiatives have been realized.

Upon review of the TLAC meeting minutes and materials, the County Commission will see that reconveyance of
FBTL lands to Clallam County is an affirmation of economic support for county institutions and of the ecologic
goals in the HCP; the two are not mutually exclusive. Had the majority proposed a solution providing adequate
funding of schools, hospitals, libraries, and fire departments that included no active management of FBTL lands,
we, the undersigned, would have supported such a proposal; if there was a plan to fully fund institutions
through sustainable management of FBTL lands alone, we would have supported that; if there had been a
proposal for funding achieved through a combination of sustainable management of FBTL lands and other
sources, we would have supported that, too. However, the majority offered no plan, and instead, some in the
majority have leveraged fear, uncertainty, and doubt to dissuade the TLAC from supporting a proposal for
reconveyance. The County Commission is well-advised to be wary of arguments made by parties that
demonstrate little evidence of support for any action discussed here — creating habitat for endangered species,
funding county institutions, partnering in economic development — but rather adopts any and every strategy
that produces inaction, namely, stopping sustainable timber harvest. Inaction by the Commission on this issue
will have continued negative ecologic and economic consequences on the species managed for under the HCP,
on the hospitals, libraries, and fire departments in Clallam County, and on the citizens who rely on them

MARRY N
’F&‘/%V{ e e
Respectfully, CROSS
” L2
L. Swanser. 20
' . Lecr
Connie Beaoous
Jopi €.
§ Using a stumpage of $400 per MBF e~ Sesevit F. \N\.
7 Every MMBF of timber harvestd su 5.4 FTE ifling, and pulp & paper. So

Underwood, Dan, Cross, Jason. 2012. “Analysis of the Wild Olympics Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 2012:
economic impacts and opportunities.” Report to the Port of Port Angeles. Accessed 12/23/2016 online at:
http://portofpa.com/DocumentCenter/View/20.

Dwin Riaune

AL



MINORITY REPORT
Recommendation: Question #2—Special Meeting of 18 November 2016

Question #2: Should Clallam BOCC continue its current role with DNR management of State
Forest Lands, without any changes?

Vote: Yes-1, Sextro
No-9, Lea, Reandeau, Beauvais, Pacheco, Murray, Scott, Doherty, Fleck, Byrnes
Abstain-2, Thaler, Bork

MINORITY OPINION:

Sierra Club believes that the Clallam BOCC should not change its current role with DNR
regarding DNR’s continued management of our Trust/Forest lands because of 2 primary
factors—1) the TLAC was never formed because of a “mandate” from the public and 2) through
the yearlong meetings of the TLAC, no evidence (only opinions) was presented — much less
evaluated — to show that the DNR is improperly managing our trust lands for income, as
Commissioner Mike Chapman (the longest serving of the current commissioners) has stated
publically many times—the DNR has been a reasonable partner and the county has always
received adequate revenue from them.

1) The outcome of the 2015 charter review commission (CRC) presented a false view of a
citizen mandate in April 2015 with 14 form letters to the CRC signed by Clallam citizens
recommending (or requesting) reconveyance. These petitions were the basis for the claim that
the public was demanding reconveyance. CRC voted to send a letter to the BOCC
recommending the formation of the TLAC. The 2015 BOCC readily agreed in a 2-1 vote
(Chapman voting No). Resolution #70 passed by the BOCC that formed TLAC stated that this
committee should focus on the question of reconveyance. The official TLAC vote on Question
#1 asking the BOCC to seek reconveyance of the state forest lands was Yes-3 and No-9.
Additionally, during the public comment period prior to that vote on 18 November 2016, 62
citizens expressed (either verbally or in writing) a No to reconveyance and only 2 commented
Yes to reconveyance—hardly a public mandate.

2) Sierra Club believes that DNR has the expertise, management and legal resources to
professionally manage our forest trust lands with generational equity for the benefit of our
schools, fire districts, hospitals and other special tax beneficiaries (income mandate). Since no
evidence (only opinions) was presented — much less evaluated —during TLAC meetings to
show that the DNR is improperly managing our trust lands for income and since opinions do not
equal facts, we heard no compelling reason to ask the BOCC to change their role and
interactions with DNR. However, what we also learned from DNR is that their record of
protecting our county’s environment and listed species therein (implementing the Habitat
Conservation Plan—their environmental mandate) is rather spotty. While DNR’s spotty



environmental record is of concern to the Sierra Club it was not addressed and considered by
TLAC so it was not part of the question voted on.

What we also learned from DNR testimony during the TLAC meetings was that there is NO net
arrearage. We specifically asked DNR about the arrearage that was added to the current 10-year
period from the previous 10-year period? DNR responded “that the arrearage carried forward from
the previous 10-year period exceeded the negative arrearage”, hence NO net arrearage rather a
positive outcome. This was contrary to the misleading campaign by the timber industry that
repeatedly claims that arrearage was/is the cause for the loss of jobs, tax revenue and
economic vitality in our county. The real cause for economic malaise in Clallam county is
exports of whole logs. All the local mills that closed down were the result of the export to Asia
of raw logs off private timber lands. Clallam county’s jobs went to China. Additional losses in
timber-related employment were caused by over-harvesting in previous years, mechanization
in the woods, short harvest rotations and modernization of mills.

Finally, it is truly unfortunate that representatives from Grays Harbor county and Skagit county
were not able to either attend a TLAC meeting or call into one to provide us with their insights
and experiences on timber-lands management or DNR interactions (Skagit). These other
county’s officials might have had valuable information and facts regarding the pros and cons of
differing management techniques for our forest lands or that different interactions with DNR
could produce favorable outcomes to Clallam county and the various tax districts while
maintaining consistency with the Habitat Conservation Plan. Since these interactions with other
counties did not happen during the year-long TLAC meetings, again we heard no compelling
reason to ask the BOCC to change their role and interactions with DNR.

Bibliography:
http://portocallpublishing.com/2016/12/twice-told-timber-tales/

http://portocallpublishing.com/2016/10/timber-arrearage-the-real-story-by-john-woolley/

Respectlvely submitted and signed,

C 2k X e 1efes)i

Robert Sextro chair North Olymplc Group (NOG) of the Sierra Club
Josey Paul, representative of NOG of the Sierra Club



MINORITY REPORT
Recommendation: Question #4—Special Meeting of 18 November 2016

Question #4: Should Clallam BOCC hire a staffer/consultant with forestry (December vote added
“integrated resource management”) experience to act as liaison with DNR inorder to monitor, engage,
respond and question DNR management of the State Trust Lands?

Vote: Yes-6, Lea, Reandeau, Beauvais, Pacheco, Murray, Fleck
No-5, Scott, Doherty, Thaler, Sextro, Bork
Abstain-1, Byrnes

Minority Opinion: Scant information and discussion occurred during TLAC meetings on the rationale to
hire such a forestry liaison for Clallam county, including the advantages and disadvantages. Although the
Skagit County model was mentioned, the details of their staff liaison and their interaction and impact on
DNR timber harvest activities were never fully presented and discussed, and representatives of Skagit
county were not invited to present their information, in person or on the phone. Although several
members had opinions supporting a Yes-vote for this question—opinions do not equate to facts—
therefore a NO vote is in the best interest of the public and is the only rational decision.

Members of TLAC learned at the monthly meetings that DNR employs a large, highly trained and
specialized staff. It also operates advanced computer programs to track forest inventory and conditions
and to manage forests for consistent, long-term income. We do not believe that a county forester could
match the DNR’s management expertise. Therefore, the hiring of a liaison is an unnecessary expense
that further exacerbates the county’s budget shortfall and has the potential to complicate management
of the State trust timber lands by DNR.

Also'discussed was that by law, the DNR is required to treat all generations of trust beneficiaries equally
-- a concept called intergenerational equity. They do this through the Sustainable Harvest Calculation
which sets the volume of timber to be scheduled for harvest for the next planning decade. Over time, if
DNR increases sales from the sustained yield, it will illegally favor current generations over future
generations. If it undercuts the sustained-yield harvest, it will illegally favor future generations over
current generations.

The 10-year Sustainable Harvest Calculation is constantly balancing these forces. No county forester can
force the DNR to log more or less than the Sustainable Harvest Calculation for the planning decade. To
do so would be illegal. DNR's compliance with both its trust and public interest obligations using industry
standard inventory and analysis methods would not be improved by county staff/consultant forester."

Bibliography: none

Respeectively submitted and signed, (/’7 L}ZZ‘/’/Zfﬂb
j KAt 121814 ‘s \é&m@” &
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Robert Sextro, chair h,b/lympic Group (NOG) of the Siérra)CIUb - i: .
Josey Paul, representative of NOG of the Sierra Club Qw,u P I . .5"2?"5 /9{,/41 3//9
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Mike Doherty, representative of Clallam Democratic Party
Brian Grad, alternate representative of Clallam County Democratic Party

Toby Thaler, representative of Olympic Forest Coalition (OFCO)
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Minority Reports
18 Nov 2016 — Regular Meeting

4. On Question No. 3 regarding a trust
accounting — Minority Report
submitted by Sextro, joined by
Doherty and Byrnes;

5. On Combined Questions No. 4, 5, 6
regarding new or additional
revenues — Minority Report
submitted by Sextro and joined by
Bork;



MINORITY REPORT
Recommendation: Question #3—Regular Meeting of 18 November 2016

Question #3: Should Clallam BOCC seek a trust accounting/performance audit of the DNR’s
management of its forest board trust lands (FBTLs)?

Vote: Yes-10, Bekkevar, Lea, Reandeau, Beauvais, Pacheco, Murray, Scott, Swanson, Cross, Fleck
No-5, Doherty, Merideth, Byrnes, Sextro, Bork
Abstain-2, Blum, Thaler

Minority Opinion: There was no evidence or detail presented or considered during TLAC meetings
as to whether the DNR was managing our timber lands and performing its fiduciary responsibilities
in an unsatisfactory manner (while there were lots of opinions on DNR’s performance again there
were no negative facts). Also, there was scant information and discussion during TLAC meetings
regarding the cost of such an accounting/audit compared to the benefits or return-on-investment
(ROI) from the outcome (see next paragraph). The discussion leading up to the vote on the question
was fraught with uncertainty as to any real positive outcome to the county plus it was clearly stated
that this type of evaluation was not commonly done or asked for. We are opposed to this because
of the high cost to the county with no clear indication as to the ROI from the outcome and the lack
of facts presented and discussed that could be used to judge DNR’s accounting and performance. So
a NO vote is in the best interest of the public and is the only rational decision.

What was discussed was “inventory” and we learned that DNR tracks its vast tracts of forest using a
computer model. That model predicts future forest conditions and projects habitat conditions into
the future. The DNR spot checks the model by going to individual stands and doing a fine-grained
analysis of forest conditions. The DNR testified that these spot checks have been consistent with the
projections established by the computer model. Therefore, it doesn't need to do a more expensive,
widespread and fine-grained analysis or accounting because it would be wasting the trust
beneficiaries' money while providing no added value. Further, increased detail assists the private
timber interests in their evaluation of additional timberland exchanges, such as that done in 2013
(Foothill Land Exchange between DNR and Green Crow) which in many aspects was not in the best
interests of the public and Clallam county.

Bibliography: none

igned,
11/18/(7

Olympic Group (NOG) of the Sierra Club
Josey Paul, representative NOG of the Sierra Club

Mike Doherty, representative of Clallam County Democratic Party
Brian Grad, alternate representative of Clallam County Democratic Party

Peninsula Audubon Society (OPAS)

nd I\jary Porter-Solberg, co-chairs of Conservation Committee of OPAS
aP



MINORITY REPORT
Recommendation: Questions #4, #5 and #6—Regular Meeting of 18 November 2016

Question #4: Should the BOCC seek from the DNR ways to increase revenues from recreational
uses of its forest board trust lands (FBTLs)?

Question #5: Should the BOCC seek from the DNR ways to increase fees from road use, forest
products, etc. on its FBTLs?

Question #6: Should the BOCC seek from the DNR a means to secure reoccurring revenues
from future established carbon sequestration markets?

For voting purposes all these 3 questions were vote on once as a group.

Vote: Yes-10, Reandeau, Beauvais, Murray, Scott, Swanson, Doherty, Thaler, Fleck, Byrnes,
Bork
No-6, Bekkevar, Lea, Pacheco, Cross, Merideth, Sextro

Minority Opinion: During the discussion on the motion being considered to vote on all 3
questions it was determined that for questions 4 and 5 any additional revenue would go into a
DNR general account such that Clallam county would not be a direct beneficiary of any revenue
increases as any increased revenue would be shared with all other timber counties. A No vote
was the only logical conclusion for these questions.

Additionally, question #6 regarding securing reoccurring revenues from carbon sequestration
was interpreted to mean the types of carbon sequestration outlined in the Consortium on
Research of Renewable Industrial Materials (CORRIM) paper (wood building materials, shorter
timber harvest rotations, etc.) which was the only information provided to TLAC via the timber-
industry controlled TLAC executive committee. The information and conclusions from the
CORRIM studies were just accepted as “fact” and not substantively discussed or analyzed.

Sierra Club voted NO on this type of “sequestration” postulated by the pseudo-science
discussed in CORRIM. This pseudo-sequestration supposedly results from the young, fast
growing trees that act as a “carbon pump” to sequester carbon out of the air and then this
carbon is then stored in a pool of final consumer products, such as wood-built homes. This is
not true, a 10 year old tree may grow faster than a 100 year old tree, but the 100 year old tree
will pull much mare carbon out of the air. The CORRIM work shows that tress cut on a 40-year
rotation will have stored 60 tons of carbon per acre over 120 years. However, since over half of
the carbon stored by standing timber is in the soil and biomass, which is quickly lost back to the
air after trees are harvested, if we DID NOT cut the trees the carbon stored would be in excess
of 200 tons per acre.

When a forest stand is clearcut, there is a loss of carbon in the harvested timber, in the other
aboveground biomass and in the forest soils. Research shows that soils degraded by clearcut
logging lose massive amounts of carbon, and those losses continue for years after the harvest.



According to recent studies in the Pacific Northwest, it takes 15 to 20 years before a replanted
forest begins to store carbon on a net basis. The young trees can’t store carbon fast enough to
offset the continuing losses of carbon from the soil.

Additionally, the CORRIM work proposes an increase in carbon incentives/taxes to support their
version of carbon sequestration, but all this does is further enrich the private timber owners
and companies NOT OUR COMMUNITIES. Below is the better version of carbon sequestration
that preserves our county trust lands as standing timber and critical habitat for birds, salmon
and people while at the same time enriches our county and the communities therein.

The recent Paris climate accords, agreed to by virtually every nation on earth, set in motion
plans to sharply reduce carbon dioxide emissions that are destabilizing the global climate,
acidifying oceans, spreading droughts, sparking forest fires, raising sea levels, destroying crops,
increasing storms and putting the survival of most species of higher life — including people —
at risk.

The science backing the Paris accords acknowledges that reducing carbon dioxide emissions will
not be enough. The United States and the world’s governments have agreed that all nations —
including developed nations — must also begin to set aside forests to absorb excess levels of
carbon dioxide from the atmosphere.

These concerns open the path for Clallam County to redeploy our forests for a higher — and
more profitable purpose — as carbon sinks. Acre for acre, no ecosystem on earth comes close
to the carbon-storing potential of the giant conifer ecosystem that runs along the Pacific Coast
from northern California to southern Alaska. Our forests, when fully mature, can store more
than 1,000 tons of carbon per hectare (2.5 acres) — at least twice as much as any other
ecosystem on earth.®

The DNR’s recent survey of Clallam County’s 92,525 acres of transfer lands found 2.6 billion
board feet of standing timber. Forest stands in this region with that much timber will store
about 200,000 tons of carbon a year in trees, other plants and forest soils. That much carbon
represents the removal of 734,000 tons of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere each year. And
that amount of annual sequestration will increase for hundreds of years.

! See “Potential upper bounds of carbon stores in forests of the Pacific Northwest,” Erica A. H.
Smithwick, Mark E. Harmon, Suzanne M. Remillard, Steve A. Acker, and Jerry F. Franklin;
submitted to Ecological Applications, Ecological Society of America, Ithaca, NY; accepted August
05, 2001. See also J. M Adams, "Estimates of preanthropogenic carbon storage in global
ecosystem types." (2004).



The current corporate market for carbon credits is immature, fragmented and inconsistent, but
generally it pays about $12 a ton for sequestered carbon dioxide. The corporate markets count
only the value of standing timber available for harvest; they do not give credit for storage of
carbon in other biomass or in forest soils. These corporate carbon markets are not likely to
match the timber income Clallam County currently gets, but the new world markets called for
by the Paris accords will likely change the game by offering higher prices and giving credit for all
the carbon a forest sequesters, not just the carbon sequestered in standing timber.

Forest soils typically store as much carbon as all the aboveground biomass. And marketable
timber represents only half of the aboveground stored carbon in forests.

The US government has not yet established a program to use forests to sequester carbon
dioxide from the atmosphere, but it has set a value for sequestered carbon dioxide at $36 a ton
(aka, the social cost of carbon). And it has agreed to use forests for that purpose, raising the
potential for Clallam County to switch its public forests from timber income to carbon income.

If the federal government pays for the full carbon-sequestration potential of our forests —
timber, soils and other biomass — Clallam County would earn more than $26 million a year,
which is a much greater return than the $6 million we now receive.

Using this annual carbon sequestration revenue we could double the income to our schools,
hospitals, libraries, fire districts and other junior taxing districts, and still have nearly $15 million
to offset potential timber job losses even using $50,000 a year for a full-time timber job. That,
plus this additional annual revenue to the county could also be used for a jobs and job-training
program benefitting the entire county.

The carbon income would be steady, predictable and would rise each year as our forests
mature and store more and more carbon. In addition, we’d diversify our economy and restore
the health of our forests and wildlife. We’d have more clean and abundant water. Tourism and
recreational jobs would increase. If the US congress repealed the right of private timber
companies to export our mill jobs to Asia, local employment would climb even higher.

The federal government, under the obligations that it took on in the Paris climate accords, is
one likely source to pay the $36 a ton for sequestered carbon — and it would get good value for
that investment. In addition to the carbon income that forests would provide, independent
studies show that with each ton of sequestered carbon dioxide, our country would gain
hundreds of dollars in benefits from the environmental services that intact, mature forests
provide. In other words, a carbon park is an excellent investment for our future.

Because Clallam County is in the middle of the most productive carbon-storing ecosystem on
earth and because the federal government has already committed itself to this approach, we
have a good chance of winning federal approval — if we pursue this opportunity.



“OFCO voted "Yes" on this combined question and cannot join in the above minority report.
However, we concur that the TLAC did not gather, consider, or discuss the best available
science regarding the use of forests to sequester carbon. The presumption that forest products
produced from short rotation industrial forestry can come close to the sequestration capacity
of longer rotation forestry is based on numerous flawed assumptions, and is not supported by
the credible weight of relevant peer reviewed scientific publications.”

On behalf of Toby Thaler, representative of OFCO

Bibliography:

https://www.nrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/gtr/gtr wo059.pdf, Carbon Storage and Accumulation in US
Forest Ecosystems, in forests roughly 50% of carbon stored in below ground soil and biomass.
https://www.fs.fed.us/nrs/pubs/jrnl/2011/nrs 2011 heath 001.pdf, Carbon Stocks on Forest
Lands of the US, in forests roughly 50% of carbon stored in below ground soil and biomass.
http://www.esd.ornl.gov/projects/qen/carbon3.html, Estimates of Preanthropogenic Carbon
Storage in Earths Ecosystems, shows our region has the highest carbon-storing potential of any
biome on earth.

https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/tiff2png.cgi/910206NF.PNG?-i+-r+75+-
g+7+D%3A%S5CZYFILES%5CINDEX%20DATA%S5C91THRU94%5CTIFF%5C00003037%5C910206NF.
TIF, shows graphically the distribution of carbon storage in US timberland, 31% in the living tree
remainder in the forest soil, floor and biomass.
https://www.nature.nps.gov/socialscience/docs/CarbonSequestration.pdf, Terrestrial Carbon
Sequestration in National Parks, National Park Service publication 2014/880.
http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/47481.html, Trees, the Carbon Storage Experts.
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v455/n7210/full/nature07276.html, Old Growth
Forests as Global Carbon Sinks.

http://www.esd.ornl.gov/projects/qen/carbon2.html, Estimates of Total Carbon Storage in
Various Important Reservoirs.

http://www.esd.ornl.gov/projects/qen/carbon1.html, An Inventory of Data, for Reconstructing
Natural Steady State Carbon Storage in Terrestrial Ecosystems.

Ingerson, Ann L. 2007. U.S. Forest Carbon and Climate Change. Washington, D.C.: The
Wilderness Society.

Ingerson, A. 2009 Wood Products and Carbon Storage: Can Increased Production Help Solve the
Climate Crisis? Washington, D.C.: The Wilderness Society.
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Robert Sextro, chalr Nor lympic Group (NOG) of the Sierra CI
Josey Paul, representative of NOG of the Sierra Club



Minority Report
16 Dec 2016 — Special Meeting

6. On Question No. 1 regarding an
advisory committee, Minority
Report submitted by Scott, joined
by Beauvais, Murray, Fleck,
including Reaume who was absent
at the time of the vote;



Gores, Alanna

“rom: Susanne Scott <infotectives@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 28, 2016 5:32 PM

To: Gores, Alanna; Joseph F. Murray; Rod Fleck; Connie Beauvais; Diana Reaume; Cindy Kelly
Subject: Minority Report for TLAC

e lo Lonnie,
ere s one of the Minority Reports for inc us on in the fina report from TLAC

The ndividua s isted on the emai have a agreed and supported this report and
are prepared to s gn it tomorrow morning at our TLAC meeting

P ease inc ude this for s gnature tomorrow.

Thank you,

Sue

Subject: inority Report for 16 December 2016 orning eet ng, Question 1, as

fo ows: Shou d the BOCC estab sh an advisory committee composed of

representatives of a | ent ties (simi ar to the composit on of TLAC Committee) and

an at- arge-position with an interest n C a lam County Trust Lands, to adv se both

the pub ic and the staffer/consu tant regard ng R's management of Ca am
;ounty Trust Lands?

Vote: For 5
Against 11
bstain 1

ot Present 1

The Charter Review Commission recognized the inadequacies of the DNR in completing its fiduciary
responsibility to the trust beneficiaries and the ensuing detrimental economic effects and the lack of
proper forest management to create healthy forests. It was this recognition that led to the
Commission’s recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners that the TLAC be established
to study and make recommendations regarding the management of Clallam County’s forest board

trust lands.

Throughout the discussion about the County’s trust lands, there was obvious interest in what the DNR

was doing, should be doing, and how the County should engage with the DNR. An advisory

hoard made up of various representative interests that are political, governmental and professional,
uld play a remarkable role in responding to questions from the BOCC, the Citizens, and even DNR

regardlng DNR's proposed harvest plans, silviculture practices, harvest calculations, general

management and regulatory proposals. Further, if the County were to adopt the recommendation of

1



hiring an individual with forestry and integrated resource management experience; an advisory
committee could be a good sounding board for that staffer to engage and weigh the various options

and issues they are addressing.

Clallam County has an established practice of forming Advisory Committees to explore, fact-find and
report back to the County Commissioners. The minutes from the Commissioner's meetings indicate a
budget shortfall and several positions that are critical that need filling. This Minority Report would
encourage the Commissioners to establish an advisory committee very similar to the TLAC for on-
going engagement with DNR regarding the County Trust Lands. This committee represented the
diversity in the County, conducted itself well, and had discussions with DNR and other experts
sharing those discussions with the Commissioners and a very interested public based on the active
participation. This Advisory Committee would be at minimal cost and provide a wealth of information
for the Commissioners and County Residents.

It is important that the elected, trust beneficiaries and the public stay actively engaged in the status of
the County’s forest board trust land management. Establishing a committee/council with a makeup
similar to that of the TLAC could serve as an important communication source to the trust
beneficiaries, the public, the Board of County Commissioners and the recommended county forester

position.
/_@/’7 Gty e T
_ue Scott

"Can music stop a bullet?"
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Minority Report
General

7. On the creation and operation of
the TLAC, Minority Report
submitted by Bork.



The Honorable Mark Ozias, Commissioner December 14, 2016

Clallam County Board of Commissioners RE&:M’EJ

223 E 4th St #4 YEu
Port Angeles, WA 98362 CLALLAM CO. COMMISSIONERS
DEC 16 2016 UL

Dear Mr. Ozias:

Before my involvement with the TLAC, | was oppaseftog nveyance of the management of Clallam
County Trust Lands from the Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to the County itself. |
believed that the proposed action would be expensive to taxpayers, reduce the quality of management,
and result in a political scenario that would make forests even more vulnerable to extractive interests.

I still think re-conveyance is a bad idea. Changing the manager is not the solution to the economic pains
felt by our junior taxing districts. We need to make more money from these lands, but not through
timber harvests. There is no possible way we can harvest our way to an Economic Eden.

Forests are one of the Olympic Peninsula’s finest assets. Forest conditions reflect the attitudes of the
people who live in Clallam County. There is a clear and defining difference between intensively-managed

and native forests. We all can see and feel this difference.

The DNR will strive to meet its fiduciary responsibilities to the County by providing Trustees with as
many funds as possible through its primary means: timber harvest profits. Using this model, the
harvesting actions will pre-empt all other possibilities for generating funds because NOBODY wants to
visit an area that has lost its inherent, biological and aesthetic qualities.

Hence, | believe we can ask the WDNR to meet its fiduciary responsibilities to the County by refocusing
efforts on carbon storage, tourism, scenic byways, visitor center development, recreation amenities,
wildlife/fisheries showcases, special non-timber forest products, enhancing forest health and diversity,
natural resource education centers, and community restoration programs.

I quickly came to realize that the TLAC is heavily comprised of members appointed by the timber
industry. It is difficult, if not impossible, for the TLAC to be a creative think tank for possible alternatives
to the status quo management of trust lands. The TLAC must be guided by a neutral facilitator and will
require a re-assembly of progressive, community-minded citizens with a long-term vision for our trust

lands.

At present, the TLAC playing field is a passive-aggressive confrontation between environmentalists and
the timber company representatives who have re-classified their affiliations. After a year of briefings
about the status of trust lands and management by the DNR, meetings have devolved into chaos and
confusion. Little progress made toward developing sound recommendations for the future sustainable
management of trust lands by the Agency. Recent political elections have not helped the situation.

Trust land forest management will require a new approach to solving many of the physical, social,
economic and biological needs of Clallam County. The DNR will do whatever is asked of them by the
County, however, emphasizing and enhancing values other than timber will require more resource
specialists, planners and organizers. This approach will cost more money. But, in the long run, the
benefits will greatly outweigh those of today’s narrow reliance upon harvesting trees for economic gain
Cynthia Bork

1630 Ozette Street

Forks, Washington 98331
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RESOLUTION 70 . 2015

ESTABLISHING AN AD HOC TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

THE BOARD OF CLALLAM COUNTY COMMISSIONERS finds as follows:

1.

The Washington State Department of Natural Resources manages some 90,000+ acres in trust for
the benefit of Clallam County and the special purpose districts within the County.

Individuals reportedly testified before the Charter Review Commission about whether the
management of these lands was such that the lands provided significant financial contributions to
the County and special purpose districts.

The Charter Review Commission recommended that the Board of Commissioners establish a "Trust
Lands Advisory Committee" to assess the management of those state forest board lands, sometimes
called forest board transfer lands.

The Board of Commissioners reviewed the initial recommendation from the Charter Review
Commission in work session on July 27. Subsequent work sessions were conducted on August 10,
17, 24, 31; and September 8 and 14 and included suggestions from an ad hoc committee of the
Charter Review Commission on developing the proposed advisory committee.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Clallam County Commissioners, in consideration of
the above findings of fact:

1

A Trust Lands Advisory Committee (TLAC) is created for the purposes found below and structured
herein.

The TLAC will review and analyze the following:

a. The history, issues, benefits, challenges and advantages of re-conveyance of trust lands to
Clallam County and if found to be in its best interest, to recommend such action as may be
required to effect this change in the management of these properties.

b. If not in the greater interest of the County to seek re-conveyance, the Committee is tasked to
provide guidance to ensure a continual engagement with the Department of Natural Resources
on how it is promptly and adequately fulfilling its Trust Land objectives to Clallam County, its
taxing districts, and its citizenry.

The Committee will address the following:

a. State Forest Board Lands (County Trust Lands): what they are, how they were obtained, where
they are located, type of land, any restrictions.

b. Trust land management and duties.

c. Trust revenue: How it is generated, received by the County, and disbursed.

d. Habitat Conservation Plan: Its relevance to State Forest Board Lands and impacts on the
question of re-conveyance; etc,

e. Re-conveyance: Requirements, likelihood, obligations County would assume, additional staff
requirements

f.  Next steps if reconveyance is not in the best interest of the County.

The Committee will provide an interim written report by February 15, 2016 and a final written report
no later than December 31, 2016,

The membership shall be as follows:

¢ One person appointed by each Commissioner from their District
e A representative chosen by the Port of Port Angeles

* A representative chosen by the School District Association

da
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e A representative chosen by the Department of Natural Resources

A representative chosen by the junior taxing districts who is familiar with the Department of
Natural Resources trust lands

A representative chosen by the Society of American Foresters

A representative chosen by the granges

A representative chosen by the League of Women Voters

A representative chosen by the Republican Party

A representative chosen by the Democratic Party

A representative chosen by the Olympic Forest Coalition

A representative chosen by the North Olympic Timber Action Committee
A representative chosen by the City of Forks

A representative chosen by the environmental groups

6. County staff will issue a letter of invitation to each organization seeking their recommendation for
appointment by the Board of Commissioners.

7. The Committee will operate under Claliam County Policy 952, Boards and Committees, supported by
staff in the Commissioners’ office, and serve until their report is complete and accepted by the Board
not later than December 31, 2016.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this %L Ww"h day of _S¢pdeundoen 2015

BOARD@F CLALLAM COENTY QEQJVIMISSIONERS

Jim chﬁntire, Chair

Voded no
ATTEST: Mike Chapman
Tzl (b [ o ,:mfg.m{
Trish Holden, CMC, Clerk of the Board Bill Peach /V

j:\public\resolutions\2015\establishing trust lands advisory committee.docx Resolution , 2015



Board of Clallam
County Commissioners

223 East 4™ Street, Suite 4
Port Angeles, WA 98362-3015
360.417.2233 Fax: 360.417.2493

Trust Lands Advisory Committee Members:

District I — David Bekkevar

District IT — Robert Lea

District IIT — Kenneth Reandeau

Port of Port Angeles — Connie Beauvais

School Districts — Diana Reaume

Department of Natural Resources — Kyle Blum

Junior Taxing Districts — Ben Pacheco

Society of American Foresters — Joseph Murray
Granges — Cindy Kelly

League of Women Voters — Susanne Scott

Republican Party — Tom Swanson

Democratic Party — Mike Doherty

Olympic Forest Coalition — Toby Thaler

North Olympic Timber Action Committee — Jason Cross
City of Forks — Rod Fleck

City of Port Angeles — Michael Merideth

Olympic Peninsula Audubon Society — Coleman Byrnes
Olympic Medical Center — Darryl Wolfe

North Olympic Group of the Sierra Club — Josey Paul
Environmental Groups — Cynthia Bork

j:\public\a22 committees and organizations\tlac trust lands advisory committee\tlac member list.docx



TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Meeting agendas for the following dates:

December 18, 2015 at 1:30 p.m.
January 15, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
February 19, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
March 25, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
April 15, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.

May 20, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.

June 17, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.

July 8, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
August 19, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
September 16, 2016 at 8:30 a.m.
October 21, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
November 18, 2016 at 9:00 a.m.
November 18, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
December 16, 2016 at 9:00 a.m.
December 16, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
December 29, 2016 at 9:00 a.m.
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CLALLAM COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

NOTICE OF MEETING - AGENDA

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting
for the purposes and at the time and place as follows:

December 18, 2015
1:30 pm

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4™ Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom, Main Level, Room 160

I CALL TO ORDER

Il PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

11 ROLL CALL

v PUBLIC COMMENT

\"% NOMINATION AND APPOINTMENT OF OFFICERS
A Chair
B. Vice-Chair
C. Secretary

\J REVIEW / REPORTS / DISCUSSION

A. Introduction of Board of Commissioners expectations.
B. Consideration of endorsement of additional committee members.

\l NEXT MEETING DATE / ITEMS

A Consideration of establishing a future meeting schedule / dates.
B. Consideration of topics / draft work plan for future meetings.

Vil  PUBLIC COMMENT

IX ADJOURNMENT

Posted by: @ /jﬁé/é’—"@ Date: =<~ ¥-2ors

/4
Attendees requiring assistance, please contact the Board of Commissioners Office at (360) 417-2233
prior to the meeting.







CLALLAM COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

NOTICE OF MEETING — AGENDA

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting for the
purposes and at the time and place as follows:

January 15, 2016 - 12:00 p.m., noon

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4" Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom. Main Level. Room 160

I CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL

I PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

n Overview by the Clallam County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office of the Washington State
Open Public Meetings Act (OPMA) as applied to local government agencies,
Washington State’s ethics and conflict of interest laws that apply to municipal officers,
and the Washington State Public Records Act (PRA) for local government agencies.

v Minutes of December 18, 2015
\Y PRESENTATION - Kyle Blum, Dept. of Natural Resources
Vi REVIEW - CLALLAM COUNTY TRUST LANDS

Review Maps

Review Forest Inventory

Review Sustained Yield Harvest Levels
Review Different Land Classifications
Discussion

moowz

Vil REVIEW - DNR TRUST MANAGEMENT

A Review Management Cost (fixed and variable)
B. Review Stumpage Values
C. Discussion

VIIl  NEXT MEETING DATE / ITEMS

A. Next meeting: Friday, February 19, 2016, noon
B. Consideration of topics / draft work plan for February meeting

IX PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

X  ADJOURNMENT .
Posted by: @u ZQM Date: - F -4

Attendees requiring assjéfance, please contact the Board of Commissioners Office at (360) 444-2233,.
prior to the mesting.
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CLALLAM COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

NOTICE OF MEETING — AGENDA

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting for the
purposes and at the time and place as follows:

February 19, 2016 - 12:00 p.m., noon

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4™ Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom. Main Level. Room 160

i CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL
il PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

il Minutes of January 15, 2016

v REVIEW - CLALLAM COUNTY TRUST LANDS

A. Environmental constraints associated with DNR management - SEPA, Forest
Practices HCP, ESA/HCP, etc.

V Bylaws and Rules
Vi NEXT MEETING DATE / ITEMS

A Next meeting: Consider changing March meeting from March 18, 2016 to Friday,
March 25, 2016, same time and place.

Vi PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

Vil ADJOURNMENT

/T 27
Posted by: @Mw) Date: oL - I 22/E

Attendees requiring assisﬁe, please contact the Board of Commissioners Office at (360) 417-2233
prior to the meeting.
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C L Cco TRUST DS DVISO CO I E

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a special meeting for the
purposes and at the time and place as follows:

March 25, 2016 — 12 p.m.

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4" Street, Room 160, Port Angeles WA

I CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL - Noon
II PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit) — 12:10 PM

IIT ADMINISTRATIVE - 12:20 PM
A. Adopt Agenda — See Note below
B. Adopt the Minutes of February 19, 2016

IV REVIEW — CLALLAM COUNTY TRUST LANDS

A. DNR Structure — Financial — Review — Kyle Blum, DNR

B. Sustainable Harvest Calculation & Arrearage as seen by DNR

C. Arrearage as seen by four attorneys (10 minutes per speaker, followed by 15
minutes for panel discussion, followed by 20 minutes for TLAC members Q&A)
i. Rod Fleck, City of Forks
ii. Toby Thaler, Olympic Forest Coalition
i~ Ann Forest Burns, American Forest Resource Council
iv Wyatt Golding, Washington Forest Law Center

BREAK

V' FUTURE MEETING AGENDAS AND STRUCTURE
A. Set agenda/focus for the next meeting on April 15, 2016 — possible items
i. Bylaws and rules
ii. Future agendas and overall direction
i HCP implications
B. May agenda suggestions

VI PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)
VII ADJOURNMENT

Posted by: Date:

Attendees requiring assistance, please contact the Board of Commissioners Office at 360.417.2233 prior
to the meeting.

NOTE: As this is a special meeting because it is not being held on the regularly established meeting date,
only those items on the agenda can take place.

j:\public\a22 committees and organizations\tlac trust lands advisory committee\agendas and meeting packets\03-25-
2016\agenda.docx
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_(;LALLAM COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

NOTICE OF MEETING — AGENDA

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting for the
purposes and at the time and place as follows:

April 15, 2016 - 12:00 p.m., noon

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4" Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom. Main Level. Room 160

I CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL
Il PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

11 Minutes of February 19, 2016 and March 25, 2016

v REVIEW - CLALLAM COUNTY TRUST LANDS

A. “A Review of the Endangered Species Act — Tim Romanski, USFWS”

\ Bylaws and Rules
VI NEXT MEETING DATE / ITEMS
A Next meeting:

Vii PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

Vil ADJOURNMENT

Date: L‘} /@//b

Attendees requiring assistance, please contact the Board of Commissioners Office at (360) 417-2233
prior to the meeting.







CLALLAM COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

NOTICE OF MEETING — AGENDA

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting for the

purposes and at the time and place as follows:

May 20, 2016 - 12:00 p.m., noon

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4™ Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom. Main Level. Room 160

CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL
A. Port of Port Angeles Request
PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

Minutes of April 15, 2016 and March 25, 2016

v REVIEW - CLALLAM COUNTY TRUST LANDS
A “A Review of the Endangered Species Act — Tim Romanski, USFWS”
\ Develop questions for Grays Harbor County
VI Update on Data Request from DNR
Vi NEXT MEETING DATE / ITEMS
A Next meeting:
Vil PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)
IX ADJOURNMENT
Posted by: Date:

Attendees requiring assistance, please contact the Board of Commissioners Office at (360) 417-2233
prior to the meeting.
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CLALLAM COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

NOTICE OF MEETING - AGENDA

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting for the
purposes and at the time and place as follows:

June 17, 2016 - 12:00 p.m., noon

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4™ Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom. Main Level. Room 160

I CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL

I PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)
Hi Minutes of April 15, 2016 and March 25, 2016 and May 20, 2016

v REVIEW - CLALLAM COUNTY TRUST LANDS

A. “A Review of the DNR Presentations —Kyle Blum, Department of Natural
Resources
\' Synthesis of Trust Lands Information

Vi Update on Data Request from DNR
Vi NEXT MEETING DATE / ITEMS

A. Next meeting:
VIl PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

IX ADJOURNMENT

Posted by: Date:

Altendees requiring assistance, please contact the Board of Commissioners Office at (360) 417-2233
prior to the meeting.
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING — AGENDA

CLALLAM COUNTY TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a special meeting for the
purposes and at the time and place as follows:

July 8, 2016 — 12 p.m.

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4 Street, Room 160, Port Angeles WA

I CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL

I PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

]| Minutes of May 20, 2016
v REVIEW - CLALLAM COUNTY TRUST LANDS

A. Review the Olympic Experimental Forest
B. Pian a field trip for the committee
\" Discuss Alternatives to Reconveyance

VI NEXT MEETING DATE / ITEMS
A. Next meeting:
Vil PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

Vi ADJOURNMENT

Posted by:O\_@ . (W Date: @\9\4 SQO\@

Altendees requiring assistance, please contact the Board of Commissioners Office at (360) 417-2233
prior to the meeting.
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CLALLAM COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

NOTICE OF MEETING - AGENDA

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting for the
purposes and at the time and place as follows:

August 19, 2016 - 12:00 p.m., noon

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4™ Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom. Main Level. Room 160

[ CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL

Il PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

Il Minutes of June 17, 2016
A4 REVIEW - CLALLAM COUNTY TRUST LANDS

A Plan a field trip for the committee
\ Discuss Alternatives for Final Report
Vi NEXT MEETING DATE / ITEMS
A Next meeting:
VIl PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

Vil ADJOURNMENT

Posted by:(\%. ()WO Date:. K -l-201L

Attendees requiring assistance, please contact the Board of Commissioners Office at (360) 417-2233
prior to the meeting.




MEEI AGEND OR:
September 16 20 6



CLALLAM COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

NOTICE OF MEETING — AGENDA

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting for the
purposes and at the time and place as follows:

September 16, 2016 8:30 AM

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4™ Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom. Main Level. Room 160

| Leave Clallam County Court House 8:30 AM

1] Pick-up Additional Committee Members and DNR Members at West-end of Lake
Crescent 9:30 AM

A. Safety Briefing by DNR
B. Public Comment

11 Field Tour with DNR 9:45 AM to 3:00 PM

A. Lunch in the Field
\Y} Return to West-end of Lake Crescent at 3:30 PM

A. Public Comment
B. Next Meeting /Time

\ Return to Clallam County Court House 4:30 PM

Vi ADJOURNMENT

Posted b% O\(\ [W Date: - 36

Attendees requiring assistance, please contact the Board of Commissioners Office at (360) 417-2233
prior to the meeting.
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CLALLAM COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

NOTICE OF MEETING — AGENDA

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting for the

purposes and at the time and place as follows:

October 21, 2016 - 12:00 p.m., noon

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4™ Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom, Main Level, Room 160

Vi

vil

VI

CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL

PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

Minutes of June 17, 2016 and July 8, 2016

REVIEW - CLALLAM COUNTY TRUST LANDS

A

Discussion of Field Trip

Recommendation to the Board of Commissioners

A

Recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners:

“Should the Board of County Commissioners seek the reconveyance of State Forest Lands
managed by the Department of Natural Resources back to Clallam County to be managed by
the County?” '

i. Discussion

ii.  Voteis scheduled for November

Develop List of Potential Recommendations to provide “guidance to ensure continual
engagement with the Department of Natural Resources on how it's promptly and adequately
fulfilling its Trust Land objectives to Clallam County, its taxing districts, and citizenry.”
CCBOC Res. No. 70-2015

i. Discussion

ii. Voteis scheduled for November

[Develop a list of potential recommendations, each of which has to be noted for consideration
in the November meeting per the TLAC Bylaws, that would be voted on in November. See
TLAC Bylaws, Article VIl.]

i. Discussion

ii. Voteis scheduled for November

NEXT MEETING DATE / ITEMS

A

Next meeting:

PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

ADJOURNMENT
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PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting for the

NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING — AGENDA

CLALLAM COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

purposes and at the time and place as follows:

November 18, 2016 - 9:00 a.m. to 11:30 a.m.

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4" Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom, Main Level, Room 160

\

Vi

CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL
PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

Minutes of September 16, 2016

REVIEW - CLALLAM COUNTY TRUST LANDS
RECOMMENDATION TO THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

A. Recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners:

Vote on attached list of Questions
i. Discussion
ii. Roll Call Vote
PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

ADJOURNMENT




TLAC List of Questions to be voted on at the November meeting

Reconveyance:
1. Should the Board of County Commissioners seek the reconveyance of

State Forest Lands (Clallam County State Forest Board Lands) managed
by the Department of Natural Resources back to Clallam County to be

managed by the County?

If not reconveyance, then Recommendations to provide “guidance to
ensure continual engagement with the Department of Natural

Resources on how it’s promptly and adequately fulfilling its Trust Land
objectives to Clallam County, its taxing districts, and citizenry.” CCBOC

Res. No. 70-2015

2. Should Clallam County BOCC continue its current role with DNR
management of Forest Board Transfer Lands, without any changes?

3. Should BOCC seek to establish via MOU or other means a
collaborative means of managing with the DNR its management of

FBTL?

4. Should the BOCC hire a staffer/consultant with forestry experience to
act as a liaison with DNR in order to monitor, engage, respond, and
question DNR management of FBTL?

5. Should the BOCC establish a representative advisory committee, with
some level of staff support that would advise the BOCC regarding DNRs

management of its FBTL?

6. Should the BOCC as a minimum seek from the DNR an accurate and
updated, maintained detailed resource inventory of its FBTL to include

all resources with annual updates?
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CLALLA-M“COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

NOTICE OF MEETING — AGENDA

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting for the

purposes and at the time and place as follows:

November 18, 2016 - 12:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4™ Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom, Main Level, Room 160

Vi

CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL

PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)
REVIEW QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER DEVELOPMENT (SEE ATTACHED LIST)

A. Continue to Develop List of Potential Recommendations to provide “guidance
to ensure continual engagement with the Department of Natural Resources
on how it's promptly and adequately fulfilling its Trust Land objectives to
Clallam County, its taxing districts, and citizenry.” CCBOC Res. No. 70-2015

B. [Continue to Develop a list of potential recommendations, each of which has
to be noted for consideration in the November December meeting per the
TLAC Bylaws, that would be voted on in November. See TLAC Bylaws,

Article VII.]

C. Discuss the outline and format of final report to the Board of Commissioners

NEXT MEETING DATE / ITEMS
A. Next meeting:
PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

ADJOURNMENT




(These were the Second Block — questions formulated by TLAC for consideration at November

meeting per passed motion.)

Here are the questions for development into “Block Two:”

1. Should the BOCC establish a means of coordinated, regular and meaningful outreach with the trust
beneficiaries and the public regarding its FBTLs?

2. Should the BOCC establish a means of overseeing and monitoring the DNR’s revenue generating
methods regarding its FBTLs?

3. Should the BOCC seek a trust accounting/performance audit of the DNR’s management of its
FBTLs?

4. Should the BOCC seek from the DNR ways to increase revenues from recreational uses on its FBTLs?

5. Should the BOCC seek from the DNR ways to increase fees from roads use, forest products, etc., on
its FBTLs?

6. Should the BOCC seek from the DNR a means to secure reoccurring revenues from future
established carbon sequestration markets?

7. Should the BOCC seek other revenue sources for county revenues such as increasing property

taxes?

8. Should the BOCC seek a means of increasing revenue through advocating for a state income tax?

9. Should the BOCC reduce county services associated with/tied to DNR revenues when DNR from its
FBTLs decline?

10. Should the BOCC, if a liaison is hired, expand the ability of that liaison to utilize ecosystem services
values in reviewing the DNRs management of its FBTLs?

11. Should the BOCC seek an economic study discussing private and public forest lands that reviews
such items as harvesting, milling, exports, and land conversions in Clallam County?

12. Should the BOCC seek from the federal government compensation for lost revenues associated
with how the DNR’s HCP applied to its FBTLs?

13. Should the BOCC seek that its FBTLs be sold and the proceeds be reinvested?
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING — AGENDA

CLALLAM COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting for the

purposes and at the time and place as follows:

December 16, 2016 - 9:00 a.m. to 11:30 a.m.

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4™ Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom, Main Level, Room 160

Vi
Vil

Vil

CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL
PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

Minutes of October 21, 2016
REVIEW - CLALLAM COUNTY TRUST LANDS

RECOMMENDATION TO THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

A. Recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners:

Vote on attached list of Questions
i. Discussion
ii. Roll Call Vote

Final Report Discussion
PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

ADJOURNMENT




1. Should the BOCC establish an advisory committee composed of
representatives of all entities (needs clarification/defining) and an at-large-
position with an interest in Clallam County trust lands, to advise both the
public and the staffer/consultant regarding DNR’s management of Clallam
County trust land?

2. Should the BOCC add integrated resource management to the definition of
forestry experience in employing a staff/consultant?
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CLALLAM COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

NOTICE OF MEETING — AGENDA

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting for the

purposes and at the time and place as follows;

December 16, 2016 - 12:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4™ Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom, Main Level, Room 160

A

CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL

PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)
REVIEW QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER DEVELOPMENT

A. Review decisions on questions and answers

B. Discuss the outline and format of final report to the Board of County
Commissioners

NEXT MEETING DATE / ITEMS
A. Next meeting:
PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

ADJOURNMENT
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING — AGENDA

CLALLAM COUNTY
TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Trust Lands Advisory Committee will hold a meeting for the
purposes and at the time and place as follows:

December 29, 2016 - 9:00 a.m.

Clallam County Courthouse
223 East 4™ Street, Port Angeles WA
Commissioners Boardroom, Main Level, Room 160

I CALL TO ORDER / PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE / ROLL CALL

] PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)
Il Minutes of November 18, 2016 and December 16, 2016
v REVIEW - CLALLAM COUNTY TRUST LANDS

\ RECOMMENDATION TO THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
A. Review Final Report and Sign Minority Reports
Discussion Report
Vi Review and Approve Letter to Presenters
VIl Reflection Session
VI PUBLIC COMMENT (2 minute limit)

IX ADJOURNMENT




1. Should the BOCC establish an advisory committee composed of
representatives of all entities and an at-large-position with an interest in
Clallam County trust lands, to advise both the public and the
staffer/consultant regarding DNR’s management of Clallam County trust
land?

2. Should the BOCC add integrated resource management to the definition of
forestry experience in employing a staff/consultant?



TRUST LANDS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Meeting minutes for the following dates:

December 18, 2015 at 1:30 p.m.
January 15, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
February 19, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
March 25, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
April 15, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.

May 20, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.

June 17, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.

July 8, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
August 19, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
September 16, 2016 at 8:30 a.m.
October 21, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
November 18, 2016 at 9:00 a.m.
November 18, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
December 16, 2016 at 9:00 a.m.
December 16, 2016 at 12:00 p.m.
December 29, 2016 at 9:00 a.m.
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Clallam County Trust Land Advisory Committee
18 Dec 2015

Meeting Minutes
[The following are action minutes — a summary of the two and half hour meeting. The meeting

was recorded by the County in an audio format, and by a citizen in a video format that is
viewable at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IP6-qvJsPxg ]

Meeting was called to order by County Commissioner Bill Peach. Flag salute was rendered.
Roll call was taken, member Susanne Scott was absent as she had indicated to the group earlier
via email. Peach explained that at this meeting that during the public comment period, anyone

could comment.

Toby Thaler asked that the Agenda be reconsidered as he had problems with items on the agenda.
He indicated that he felt that the selection of a chair and vice chair was too early in the process.
He suggested that in moving the process forward that the group designate an interim chair and
then develop the process for the group via email. He indicated that he felt that there should be

co-chairs representing the divergent views.
Commissioner Peach asked for public comment.

Public Comment was received from:

Norma Turner, who indicated that she would comment later. But that at the outset she didn’t
know who was at the table, who they represented, what their affiliations were, etc. So
introductions should be undertaken.

Connie Gallant, President of the Olympic Forest Coalition, asked whether the group would be
considering addition of other organizations to address an imbalance her organization saw in
the committee’s (TLAC) membership.

Ken Reandeau, TLAC member, indicated his want to go around the table and have the members
introduce themselves and their affiliations. Peach indicated that he would ask for
introductions of the members.

Colin Beyerens asked about the inclusion of other organizations associated with fisheries as
forests impact fisheries. He felt that there should be the inclusion of tribal representatives.
Would like members to introduce themselves and state their affiliations.

Ann Seitzer noted that she is a neighboring property owner adjacent downslope to DNR lands
and wants that voice heard as part of the TLAC’s deliberations.

Carol Johnson, North Olympic Timber Action Committee, indicated that the make up of the

committee was broader than some would think and the focus was County trust lands. She
wanted the TLAC to look at past, present, and future management of DNR lands.

TLAC Meeting Minutes — Dec 2015 1



Bob Sextro, President of the Sierra Club Clallam County Chapter, noted that his group had 450
members w/i Clallam County and wanted to have the TLAC consider adding his organization

to its membership.

Mike Doherty, TLAC member, indicated that the group needed to undertake introductions, that it
needed to have bylaws considered at the next meeting and the County had a generic form of
those, that telephonic attendance should also be considered. In addition alternates should be

considered.

Following this the TLAC members introduced themselves and gave their affiliations. Joe
Murray asked if individuals could also include if they lived in Clallam County. Peach
encouraged those in attendance to read County Resolution No 70 as a means of learning
more about the Committee.

¢ Diana Reaume, Superintendent of the Quillayute Valley School District. County resident
for ten years and represents the school’s trust lands.

e Kenneth Reandeau lifetime resident of Port Angeles. Educated at PenCol worked for
Crown Zellerbach and then Nippon. Forest owner and interested in forests as more than
monoculture and forests as diverse uses.

e Toby Thaler member of board of Olympic Forest Coalition. After law school worked for
Skokomish Tribe and then others. Lives in Seattle and interested in sustainability for
schools and local governments but not at expense of ecological values.

e Rod Fleck, City Attorney with City of Forks and representing City of Forks.
Representing City, but also member of Green Crow Board of Directors and other
organizations and history in issue from time w/ King County Democrats.

e Dave Bekkevar from East end of Clallam County and was born and raised in Clallam
County. Family has been in the County for 150 years and owns a logging company and
ranch.

e Jason Cross works for as a mathematician and silvaculturalist with the University of
Washington, but not representing the UW in any capacity, rather asked to serve on behalf
of the North Olympic Timber Action Committee

¢ Ben Pacheco, Commissioner of Fire District No. 4 and resident of Clallam County for
twelve years and representing junior taxing district. Has a degree in wildlife biology and
believes in the good for all. Also understands the importance of sale of county timber.

¢ Cindy Kelly, representing the Granges of Clallam County and member for 30+ years.
Manager of Dry Creek Water Association and worked on WRIA processes. Has a history
of employment with government entities. Serves on the Port Angeles School District and
also on the State School Board Association.

e Kyle Blum, lives in Seattle, works for the DNR as the Executive for oversight
responsibility for trust lands and the primary liaison to the Board of Natural Resources.

e Jesse Waknitz with the Port of Port Angeles and works as the environmental manager for
the Port and has been with the Port for seven years. First

e Bob Lea, retired and not representing any entity. Appointed by Commissioner Chapman,
and noted that his son was a graduate of the University of Montana. Has spent a lot of
time with Ted Spoelstra and Curtis Winney and history with DNR timber sales. Noted

TLAC Meeting Minutes — Dec 2015 2



that a large segment does not trust government and is interested in seeing how committee
will work.

Mike Doherty appointed by the Democrats. Raised in Clallam County and raised family
in Clallam County. Former instructor in business law and American Government in
PenCol. County Commissioner and active on the timberlands commission with active
letter writing on those issues. Active in lobbying legislature regarding alternative energy.
Tom Swanson and Republic Part representative. Born and raised in Western NY, in PA
since 1985 and worked for Green Crow since 1989. Deep belief in sustainable forest
management and strong proponent of education.

Cynthia Bork lives in Forks, Washington. Works for USFS, but does not represent them
in this capacity. Work for USFS for 37 years, 18 of which as public affairs officer for
Colville. Works for Chief Information Office which is the IT division of USFS. Lived in
Forks for 10 years and graduate of University of Montana. Endorsed by Forest
Employees for Environmental Ethics.

Joe Murray lived in Clallam County since 1971 and working in forestry with background
in silvaculture and forest policy. Pioneered silvaculture in red cedar. Interested in forest
management of DNR trust lands.

Upon the conclusion of the introductions, the TLAC tumned to the agenda items associated with
the convening call.

Commissioner Peach opened the issue of nominations for officers.

Toby Thaler raised the issue of the officer structure. He reiterated his belief that there should be
co-chairs to ensure a diversity of interests. He also felt that there was a need to increase the
size of the Committee, but noted that that was on the agenda for later. He renewed his sense
that the TLAC should have co-chairs rather than that which was proposed.

Commissioner Peach followed the agenda.

For the position of Chair of the TLAC, Robert Lea and Joe Murray were nominated. In the
voting for Chair, Murray received eight votes, Lea received six. Murray was elected Chair.
Commissioner Peach turned the meeting over to Murray.

Murray called for nominations for Vice Chair and Robert Lea was nominated. He was
unanimously elected.

Murray called for nominations for Secretary. Rod Fleck volunteered and was unanimously
elected.

Commissioner Peach then shared the expectations of the Commissioners associated with the
TLAC. He noted that there would be staff resources made available to help the Committee
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with its operations. He emphasized the want for a transparent process with public access. He
expected that the TLAC reports and documents could be available on the County’s website.
Further, that all meetings would be recorded and would be compliant with the Open Public
Meetings Act (OPMA). He asked as to whether all were familiar with the OPMA and after
some had indicated that they were not, he noted that there was a video from the Washington
Attorney General’s Office for that training online. The County Prosecutor would also be
asked about such training. Finally, he noted that the Committee members’ were to be
reimbursed for their mileage in attending the meetings.

Murray indicated that folks would need to turn in mileage to Secretary. Fleck noted he
would ask for forms and have them at the next meeting. Clarification was asked about
whether that would include field meetings, and Peach noted that there could be county
vehicles arranged for such activities.

Additional Committee Members

The TLAC turned its attention to the request by four groups to be included in its membership.
These were the Sierra Club, Audubon Society, City of Port Angeles, and Olympic Medical
Center (OMC).

Thaler suggested that the audience be asked about their interest. Fleck objected as the
resolution created the membership and that he was only familiar with three groups requesting
membership. Peach noted that the City of Port Angeles wanted to participate as well.
Reandeau felt that the committee needed to be more inclusive of its membership.

Murray asked about the process to amend the membership and asked if that would require the
Commissioners to take action to amend the resolution. Peach agreed with that.

Reandeau indicated that the positions of the Commissioners may have voiced positions that
may indicate a decision on some issues.

Bork asked for a bit more background on the number of individuals on the Committee.
Believed that the public would look at effort more favorably if more voices were included.

Cindy Kelly noted that the current membership was rather broad and representative of the
whole county.

Fleck explained that the Charter Review Commission had made a recommendation to the
Commissioners to create a committee of twelve representatives of organizations. Objective
of Commission group that worked on the recommendation was to indicate groups that had
been involved and engaged in DNR related issues. Environmental position was left open
when groups did not respond. If adding the four was decided, need to end adding.

Diana Reaume noted that the resolution stated the number. It was noted that the committee
would be making a recommendation to the Commissioners to amend the earlier resolution to
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increase the membership if that was the decision. Motions would be needed to make such
recommendations to the Commissioners.

Murray indicated that he felt that 16 people was a rather large body and inclusive.

Thaler asked why OMC and it was clarified that OMC is a public, special purpose/junior
taxing district receiving DNR revenue.

Lea questioned whether Tribal nations such as the Hoh and Quileute should be included as
there are issues of water quality associated with forestry. He noted that the Quileute and the
United States Forest Service have done significant restoration and that the Quileute have a
broad area.

Murray clarified that the issue before the TLAC was not to redo the structure. Nor was the
TLAC convened to address water quality or forest practices. There are existing habitat
conservation plans addressing management. Focus was on Clallam County trust lands and

their management.

Thaler asked the TLAC if all of those interested should be included? He also asked if there
would be interest in adding tribal representation and the City of Port Angeles.

Fleck made a motion, seconded by Blum, to recommend to the Commissioners that the
Committee be increased to include the City of Port Angeles, OMC, Audubon, and the Sierra
Club. Motion passed with eleven votes in favor, two against, and the Chair abstaining.

Question was raised to Commissioner Peach if a formal letter would be needed by the
Commissioners to amend the resolution that created the TLAC? Peach felt that the
discussion was part of the oral record and could take that to the Commissioners. He noted
that the positions would require public notice, advertized and then be appointed. The
organizations would be asked to appoint a representative and forward that to the
Commissioners. It was hoped that all of this could occur before the next meeting of the

TLAC.

Doherty asked about bylaws for the group. He recommended that Trish Holden had a
generic version. Fleck noted that they could ask for those and circulate those as possibly for
the next meeting. Thaler asked about a reference to an executive committee made by
Doherty. Doherty explained that he assumed that an executive committee would develop a
draft set of by-laws utilizing those for later consideration.

Executive Committee

Motion was made by Doherty, seconded by Lea, that the three elected officers be appointed
as the executive committee responsible for the administration of the TLAC. Kyle Blum

asked if it would be considered a friendly amendment to include himself as he expected the
DNR to be asked for information that having advance notice could be beneficial. This was
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considered a friendly amendment and accepted as an amendment to the motion. Thaler asked
about the Executive Committee setting agenda for future meetings. Murray indicated that the
agendas should be developed by the Committee as a whole with involvement from executive
committee. Thaler asked that beginning of each meeting include a review of the agenda.
Fleck noted that with the Charter Review Commission, the agenda went out a week prior to
the meeting. During the meeting, a list was created for items on the next agenda. Adding to
that list was by a majority. Thaler withdrew his interest on being on the committee, however,
maintained a desire to be engaged in the creation of the agendas.

Reaume suggested that an opportunity be made to request agenda topics through the chair
and to include this into the bylaws. Lea noted that discussion should focus on the drafting of
agendas and materials for the TLAC. The motion to form an executive committee consisting
of the three elected officers and Blum passed on a vote of 14-0.

Fleck explained the explanation for dates for meetings. The third Friday was one of the dates
that the Commissioners’ Board room was available. Blum did agree that starting earlier
could easily be accommodated. Motion to hold the meetings on the Third Friday of each
month was made by Reaume and seconded by Thaler. The motion passed by a vote of 13-0
with one abstention (Kelly as the date may conflict with another state board she serves on).

It was noted that the Commissioner’s Chambers allowed for telephone participation and is
the best for audience participation and recording. Murray inquired as to whether
participation by various technological means were available and it was explained that some

means were available.

Motion was made to allow alternates to be designated by the members of the TLAC. Motion
was made by Thaler, seconded by Kelly, that TLAC members could designate an alternate
provided that the designation occurred in writing to the Chatir, prior to the absence, with the
same individual being the alternate. Motion carried.

Time for the meetings was considered next. A motion was made by Reandeau, seconded by
Thaler, to start the meetings at noon. This carried on a vote of 13-1.

TLAC Work Plan

Murray asked the TLAC to consider the draft work plan. Fleck explained that he had offered
to develop some type of starting point document for the TLAC as part of the effort associated
with the creation of the TLAC. He indicated that this was an attempt to address the six
things in Resolution No.70, assuming monthly meetings, to address the requirement for an
interim report in February, and then a final report in the Fall. The draft attempted to address
specific topics or elements for a report, potential needed participations, outcome from each
such meeting, and work product from that meeting. He noted that if reconveyance was the
decided recommendation, the draft did not project how to proceed.
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Blum asked about the expectation regarding the February 2016 intermediate report to the
Commissioner? Peach indicated that there was flexibility regarding that report. If
reconveyance was the recommendation, the Commissioners would need time to discuss that
topic and the process of putting that question on the ballot.

Thaler asked what issue could be a ballot issue? Peach noted that the original request to the
Charter Review Commission was to put the question to the voters. The voters could
undertake a county advisory vote, but that the issue would be one for the State Legislature to
consider. Peach noted that the Charter Review Commission recommended that this be taken
to an advisory committee. Thaler affirmed that such a decision would need to be determined
by August to be placed on a general election ballot.

Thaler noted that there were issues missing. Cross asked about the need for a motion and the
utilization of the spreadsheet and its boxes. Murray noted that this was more of a format for
a schedule for meetings. A schedule similar to this would be beneficial to the group. Motion
by Cross, seconded by Thaler, to use as a concept the elements and components within the
draft work plan without agreeing to any specific element.

Doherty raised significant concerns with the TLAC’s purpose and formation. He asked that
the work plan needed to be delayed for at least a month. He noted that there was by the
forest products industry to rush the question of conveyance without a broad base of support
through the use of form letters and emails. He felt that this was a manufactured form of
public support. He felt that an optional field trip should be added to get out into the timber
stands. There is also a need to discuss things such as arrearage, and hear more about that
from DNR. He expressed the concerns about rushing to reconveyance, this indicated a
manufactured effort about this point. He also raised concerns with subcommittee of the
Charter Review Commission that met. In addition, he raised his concerns with the fact that
Fleck sits on the Board of Directors for a timber company and that Fleck had produced much
of the materials associate with this committee. He also was concerned about Fleck stating
that he briefed two commissioners outside of any public meeting. He also felt that an
optional field trip with the USFS and the DNR may be helpful.

Fleck responded regarding Doherty’s insinuation regarding Green Crow and this issue. Fleck
noted that he felt Doherty was wrong and his approach was incorrect. Fleck noted that he
had prepared documents that were reviewed and that are clearly labeled draft. Fleck noted
the many steps needed to even get to reconveyance. He clarified that the subcommittee
actually didn’t agree to place this on the ballot, but rather create a means of studying and
educating the public on this. He refuted the concept of a rush to reconveyance. Fleck did
talk to two of the commissioners over time, in a manner similar to what Doherty had done
and did as a Commissioner. The details of even the topic of reconveyance were laid out in
various forms.

Murray asked all members to return to the issue at hand which is the topic of the motion
before the Committee. Cross felt that the background that Doherty raised probably should be
the part of the agenda for the next meeting that would have to be decided to have. Cross
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noted that at best the duty of the Committee was to make a report to the Commissioners in
about a year.

Thaler felt that the vote was simply on the framework for a work plan. The motion passed
without dissent.

Murray turned members attention to what is in the boxes. Thaler suggested that the issues be
thrown out and that the Executive Committee work on developing the topics. Thaler noted
that a key, missing piece and that the work plan should include a sustainable income flow
discussion as there was a need for a reliable flow of wood for the local economy. He felt that
issues should include the source of timber for value added products, revenue data, alternative
sources of revenue discussed, and the issue of arrearage should be included. Arrearage is a
complaint about not enough timber flowing and that this raises the discussions about
alternative forms of revenue to address some of those issues.

Lea asked if the discussion would include how land were obtained from the federal
government. It was clarified that only the lands associated with the County trust lands,
associated with forfeiture in lieu of taxes, were being discussed by the TLAC.

Cross made a motion, with affirmation by Reandeau, that the January meeting needed to
focus on the trust lands associated with the Clallam County, history on how we got those and
those associated with the federally granted lands, etc.

Swanson noted that the issue was looking at a public policy business case and it would be
nice to have a short course on DNR trust land management to present to the group a level
playing field to start from.

Cynthia Beck felt that the discussion needed to include an understanding of the whole range
of values to include values at risk, transportation issues, wildlife issues, recreational,
restoration and associated investments, and ecological values. Blum agreed to help bring
information and individuals to aid and discuss some of these issues.

Murray felt that to have an education on the forest trust lands managed by DNR for the
January meeting would be a significant focus of discussion. He indicated his want to have
inventory data and maps of the lands being discussed.

Doherty indicated that some may want a deeper background than others in these matters. He
felt that the materials prepared by Phil Kitchel should be made available, as well as other
information such as a 1999 study on trust lands. He also felt that the TLAC needed to have a
longer period to review materials, as the deadlines were way too rigorous, and that there was
a rush, a sense of a big hurry to review this issue by some.

Peach spoke up and noted that the information gathered could be made available and set up
as part of the County’s website. He noted that what was known should be posted. He said

that the County could post what was known and what had been collected, but warned that it
was a lot of information. He also indicated that he had undertaken a calculation of the
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arrearage by junior taxing district that he created in response to a fire district asking him why
their revenue was no longer arriving. It was noted that the DNR Trust Lands annual reports

could be of value as well.

Thaler noted that he felt that the arrearage statute was ambiguous and not as clear as some
might think. He felt that it might be good to get DNR’s position on the statute.

Cross asked if the motion was to have January focus on the topic of trust lands? He also
noted that he had specific data requests for DNR.

Murray asked that the discussion be finished on the motion regarding the January meeting
topic.

Dobherty stated that indicating what the problems were in the minds of the people. He felt
that a relatively small minority manufactured a record that others on the Charter Review
Commission had this issue manufactured and that that was a fundamental flaw to the TLAC.

Murray asked that the TLAC return to the motion at hand.
Reandeau asked that the motion be voted on.

Blum noted that the felt that the January and February suggested topics in the work plan were
the right thing to discuss and critical to many of the other questions being considered.

Bork felt that since these lands do not exist isolated alone, she felt that the continuum of the
land base should be understood as those lands may be connected with the DNR lands. She
felt that the TLAC could not just focus on those lands.

Motion passed 13 — 0, one abstention.

Reandeau asked if DNR could provide a map of the DNR lands. Blum affirmed that that
could be provided

Thaler noted that other benefits needed to be considered that could be monetized such things
as carbon benefits for revenue.

Cross made a data request to Blum. He asked that DNR provide the TLAC with a map;
volume of timber harvests promised by the sustainable harvest calculation by trust and
polygon; the OESF and Clallam County harvest projects and realized volumes; sales bid
packets to include sales delayed and not sold. He also asked for FPA numbers of sales sold
and also documents as to why sales designed were not sold. He gave examples of reasons for
sales not realized — road washout, events. Finally, he asked for the volumes promised,
harvested, and volume removed by buyer.
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Doherty asked for an optional field trip that would explain the limitations and restrictions
within the field to illustrate what is on base or what is taken off base (steep slopes, etc.).
Blum noted that such a trip would have to be in March or April.

Murray asked Blum for additional data to include:

Complete set of maps for the trust lands in question;

Shape/polygon files;

Inventory by stand;

Summary of Age class;

Acreages in non forest activities such as roads, commercial forests, non-forests

(rivers, set asides, etc.);

Estimate of discount from the federal HCP which causes a certain amount of BF to

left on acreage. He gave an example of a harvest unit on 112 where a significant

amount of timber was retained to address rules. Blum noted that polygons were 100a

or so in size and that the discussion of set asides and stream acres could be provided.

7. Clarification on how the data is accumulated was it field data? Extrapolated?
Inventory based? Any particular sale plot has been cruised at that time and then after.
Murray indicated that he would like the actual inventory information, which Blum
noted could be provided.

8. Sustainable Harvest Calculation data related to County trust lands.

0 3= oo [omn=

o

Fleck suggested that February’s meeting be focused on the Habitat Conservation Plan, the
environmental regulations, SEPA, etc., on DNR as their restraints are different from others.
Thaler asked if this could include arrearage as it is a driver for much of what is happening.
Blum asked that that be the next meeting. Fleck noted that there were three or four attorneys
have positions on this topic that could be asked to give their perspectives in a meeting.
Doherty asked that such power points could be added to the website as a means of providing
additional information. Cross noted that the February meeting should focus on restraints, and
March should be focused on what issues would arise if the County did manage their lands.
Motion made by Cross, seconded by Blum to focus the February meeting on the constraints
on trust lands with the March meeting being focused on legal and trust parameters with some
inclusion of Grays Harbor’s approach. Reaume agreed understanding the Grays Harbor
model was important to this discussion. Blum also noted in the March meeting he would
include issues regarding approaches to management that are different from the HCP. Motion

passed.

Dobherty asked that the discussion of reconveyance also include economic impacts to Forks,
management requirements of the County, charge for improvements and investments made,
costs for reconveyance, and addressing wildfire response. Cross felt asking Grays Harbor
how these are addressed would also be worth discussing. Murray noted that the management
fees addressed the investment questions.

Motion regarding February and March passed without dissent.

It was suggested that in future meetings that each member have a name “tent” identifying
who they are as it would help everyone.
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Blum noted that the first three meetings were significant in weight and that there be no
additional work on the draft work plan. Kelly felt that the Committee needed to ask the
County now that there would need to be more time before rendering an interim report.
Swanson agreed that the 15 February requirement was too soon. Swanson made a motion to
inform the County Commissioners that the interim report be moved to 15 April which was
seconded by Reaume. Motion carried.

Public Comment

Stephenie Noblin. Clallam County Public Eye, Kitchel report and discussion by Board of
Commissioners is available on line and is at the end of 12/14 Board Session. That video
is time stamped with links to specific agenda items. She asked that TLAC members speak
up to ensure they are being heard by people sitting in the back. In addition, members
should speak to the camera for emphasis and spell out acronyms.

Norma Turner stated that she had three issues: Charter Review Commission, Kitchel Report,
and Grays Harbor County. She felt, as one of the four no votes against this
recommendation, the Charter Review Commission had little substantive discussion about
the topic before the TLAC. She was amazed at the quotes that the Commission said X or
Y. She had a private discussion with one of the members that worked on the Charter on
this and that woman said that the Charter was used to create a non-partisan basis. She
asked that folks take with a grain of salt what the Charter Commission did or did not say.
She noted that the argument for reconveyance was to improve economics and that
comparison to Grays Harbor is often made. She shared economic data she found. For
example, the populations of the two counties were almost equal. That Grays Harbor had
a negative population growth of 2.7% and Clallam County had a 1% growth. People
living in poverty was 19% in Grays Harbor and Clallam County was less. 2014
unemployment numbers for Grays Harbor was 7.5% and for Clallam County 7%. These
numbers indicate that the management of the timber lands was not the economic boon
that many said it would be. So the TLAC needs to look at both counties. Further, Board
of Commissioners did receive Kitchel’s report. She was dismayed though as there were a
large amount of numbers but no overlay, and Chapman took Kitchel to task on this point.
The default argument in Kitchel’s explanation was that the decisions were political. The
DNR elected land commissioners agreed to set aside old growth and no reason other than
political rather than give detailed reasons. She urged diligence in reviewing that report a
she was disappointed in that report.

Coleman Burns, Joyce, noted that he was interested in the subject. He asked if maps and
information obtained by the TLAC would be available to public. He asked how the
presenters could be asked questions. It was noted that those questions should be raised in
the public comment period, Thaler indicated that notes could be passed to TLAC
members. Fleck noted that the notes would be a public record.
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Tim McNulty felt that the TLAC should consider Doherty’s request that it proceed very
slowly. He noted that the Elwha Citizens Advisory Committee changed its approach over
time and found that it was worth taking that issue slowly.

Bob Sextro, Sequim, appreciated the openness to expand the TLAC to 20 members and asked
Peach the schedule for inclusion. Peach noted that he hoped to discuss it at the next
Board meeting on Tuesday and have the members be in place by January meeting.

Gabe Rygaard appreciated the Boards attention to the maters and felt that it dd represent the
people within Clallam County That the issue could address the lack of funds for school
districts ad hospitals in Clallam County. He reminded folks that the County designated
the DNR as the manager of those lands trust lands for the people of Clallam County.

Commissioner Peach thanked everyone for their time and participation.

Motion by Thaler, seconded by Kelly, to adjourn. Passed unanimously, and the meeting
adjourned at 3:58 p.m.

Approved: January 15, 2016
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new l.txt

12/18/2015
Request for DNR data RE: Clallam Co. TLAC

1. Location of clallam County FBTP ('Trust') lands.

2. volume of timber promised in previous DNR SHC by location in (1), or by most
appropriate management unit/polygon (i.e. RIU/FMU)

3. For the volume of timber promised and not harvested ('arrearage'), the bid
packages / FPA numbers corresponding to sales that were developed but not
implemented, by location described in (2).

4. For the arrearage volume without FPA numbers, any documentation as to why nothing
happened in those Jocations.

5. For the volume of timber promised and_harvested, the FPA numbers associated with
those sales and Tocations; and the actual volume removed by the buyer, by sale.

Page 1



G ES FOR



Clallam County Trust Land Advisory Committee

15 Jan 2016
Meeting Minutes

1. Call to Order

Meeting called to order by Chairman Joe Murray. Pledge of Allegiance was followed by Secretary
Fleck calling the roll. It was noted that Cindy Kelly was absent, as she indicated the previous
month, Mike Doherty was participating by conference call. Darryl Wolfe was absent, but his
alternate Bobby Beeman was in attendance. Mayor Patrick Downie was in attendance for the City

of Port Angeles.

Agenda modified to allow the new Trust Land Advisory Committee (TLAC) members to introduce
themselves to the participants. Agenda items VI. and VIl. were clarified by Blum. Mileage form was
sent around to members.

1. Public Comment

Carol Johnson, NOTAC — provided a copy of DNR timber sales by the Olympic Region (attached) that
she found in her materials and provided it to the members. Asked if DNR could update this.
This raised a discussion issue amongst TLAC about how audience could ask questions of
presenters. Murray noted that the audience could not ask questions during regular meeting,
but could during public comment. Blum noted his intent to have DNR fulfill Johnson request.

Christina Nelson-Gross provided a brief overview of the Open Public Meetings Act and Public
Records Act as they apply to the TLAC. Staff provided the following handouts courtesy of Municipal
Research Services Center (MRSC):

a. Open Public Meetings Act (OPMA);
b. Ethics and Conflicts of Interest; and,
c. Public Records Act {PRA).

TLAC communications, including documents on personal phones and computers are public records.
Under the PRA, there a strict liability standard that does not take into account inadvertent mistakes
which can result in fines and costs. Under the OPMA, a majority of the members together
constitutes a meeting. The PRA applies to each individual within the TLAC and to the TLAC as a
whole. Records have a retention requirement as well, and the County can provide more information
on that point if needed. When a request for records is made, the County would reach out to the
members asking for records that after a good faith effort should be provided to the County
regarding the request. A question was raised about notes taken by the members, and while those
would be relevant to a request, the members can take notes and take the notes with them. How
long those records should be retained depends upon their type. Clarification was provided about
the difference between documents associated with TLAC, the items that people might review and
look at, and then ones brought into meetings. When data is analyzed with proprietary software, the
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report would be disclosable, the software coding may be, but one would not have to provide access
and use of the software utilized. For example, DNR provides shapefiles, but not the ARCGis software
that may be needed to utilize those files. Formulas in a spreadsheet would be disclosable, but the
program used to create the formula may not.

Regarding TLAC needs for legal advice/opinions, if a majority of the Committee makes a request that
is forwarded from staff to County Prosecutor, those will be answered in a reasonable period of time.

V. Minytes
Fleck introduced minutes for consideration and explained process used to generate them. Susanne
Scott asked for her name to be corrected. Thaler also asked that the minutes clarify that he did
intend for his want to be involved with the setting of the agenda.

Motion by Kyle Blum, seconded by Diana Reaume to adopt the minutes as amended. Motion
passed.

Discussion ensued about the format of future minutes. Ken Reandeau suggested that the a list of
motions made and passed be created to help find decision points. Fleck noted he would try to
create it. The discussion centered on the use of a summary form of meeting minutes, unless a
greater deal of detail is asked for during the meeting. With an audio recording, and a private video
recording (www.youtube.com Clallam Public Eye), it was felt that a summary was more efficient and

effective.

V. Presentation (12:46")

Blum presented information on the DNR’s state forest board lands within Clalam County. A copy of
the corrected presentation was made available to participants, along with a handout of the maps
from that 20 page presentation.

DNR manages 160,702 acres of state trust lands located within Clallam County. As a manager of
trust lands, DNR has a legal fidicuary responsibility to the beneficiaries of the trust with specific
obligations and duties. These include, but are not limited to:

e Duty to generate revenue and other benefits for each trust in perpetuity;
e Duty to preserve the corpus of the trust;

e Duty to exercise reasonable care and skill in the management of the trust;
e Duty to maintain undivided loyalty to the beneficiaries;

e Duty to act impartially with respect to current and future beneficiaries.

These obligations were reviewed by both the State Supreme Court, Skamania v. State (102 Wn. 2d
27, (1984)), and the Attorney General’s Office in AGO 1996, No. 11.

There are numerous beneficiaries associated with the lands managed by the DNR. Blum noted that
when the DNR is reviewing management decisions, if there were 21 beneficiaries, and one of those
would be harmed, the DNR may not be able to proceed with that decision impacting that one

! This reflects the actual time, not the time on the recording.
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beneficiary. Some of the guiding policies associated with DNR’s management can be found within
the DNR's

The lands located in Clallam County fall within two trust classifications. State Lands are those lands
received by the State from the Federal government at the time of statehood through the Enabling
Act primarily for the funding of colleges and schools. State Forest Lands (CC-SFL) are lands that were
acquired by the county through tax foreclosures and then transferred to the State to be managed.

DNRs management includes addressing needs for salmonids, environmental requirements, etc. DNR
utilizes the sustainable harvest calculation to determine how to maximize volume while meeting
these requirements. Both the PSF and the sustainable harvest calculation modeling process are
used to review and determine management actions. The sustainable harvest calculation model
provides information to the Department on how to meet its trust obligations. Thaler noted that
there was a difference in the DNR trusts as they are to maximize net present value versus value of

the balance of the trust.

DNR also has to manage the trust in accordance with statutes, regulations, environmental policies
and agreements, such as the DNR’s Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). These requirements are
factored into the development of the harvest model. Jason Cross shared how the state forest lands
came to the county through tax foreclosures arising out of industry responses at the time to
statutory requirements. He asked if both sets of lands were managed under the same set of trust

duties? Blum stated that they were.

The Skamania court case addressed a situation where numerous sales were under contract at a
high value, but the market price had dropped, so companies asked the legislature to adjust the
contract price or forgive the contracts in the best interest of the state and its industries. However,
Skamania challenged this and the Court affirmed the trust obligations overturning the legislature’s
actions. The 1996 AGO was requested by the Legislature in association with the development of
the HCP. That AGO undertook a detailed review of the trust obligations and duties associated with

the lands.
1:07 - Slide 6

There are two sets of lands that make up the 160,720 acres in Clallam County. 68,195 acres are
those obtained from the federal government at the time of statehood. 92,525 acres were obtained
from the County to be managed by the predecessor to the DNR. These were lands associated with
tax foreclosure. Timber harvested from these lands are what creates revenues for the numerous
beneficiaries who receive a share of the sale revenue in the same manner that property taxes are
distributed. A portion of the sales price is retained by DNR for management purposes. This is
currently set at 25% of the sale value. In 2014, $7,736,877.37 in timber revenue was distributed to
the various special purpose districts in Clallam County. (Slide 10) It was noted that regarding
schools, the M&O funds were received by the applicable districts, but then deducted by the State.
Revenue is received by districts for school capital construction projects only if a bond is passed for
such projects. There are other sources of revenue including agriculture, special forest products,
communication sites, etc.

TLAC Jan 2016 Meeting Minutes 3



Slide 12 showed the relationship between volume harvested on CC-SFLs and revenue realized from
those harvests. It was noted that the past five years had seen a decline in value that reflected a
harvest restriction arising out of a settiement agreement on the OESF requiring equal harvest by
thinning per acre to regeneration harvests.

Cynthia Bork asked if there was any equalization factor for all trustees across the entire managed
acres. Blum noted that that was not a requirement.

Slide14 - 1:50

Blum turned the discussion to the DNR’s management fees. These are the fees obtained by DNR
from the gross sale price of a timber sale. The fee differed depending upon the type of trust lands.
For the state lands associated with the Enabling Act, these are associated with the Resource
Management Cost Account (RMCA) and the DNR retains 27% of the sales price realized. For the CC-
SFL, the DNR retains 25% of the sales price realized in the Forest Development Account (FDA).
These management fees are used to fund DNR timber management operations across the state. In
developing timber sales, the DNR may require the purchaser to make improvements as part of the
sale. These improvements are paid for by the purchaser and are not paid for from the management
fees. Nor are these improvements paid for from the Access Road Revolving Fund which is used to
repair some of the 10,000 miles of roads on DNR lands. The ARRF is allocated via a planning basis
with focus on prioritized projects.

Slide 15— 2:05

Examples of the uses for the DNR management fees were given and cover everything from growing
seedlings to pre-commercial thinning to timber sales management. In addition, DNR pays into a
fires suppression/response fund. It was noted that the DNR’s management costs were different
from the private sector as DNR has to also comply with SEPA, the PRA, a higher public engagement,
recreation use, and those costs are all part of the management fee. The management fee is an “all
in” fee addressing nearly all costs associated with the DNR’s management of trust lands. Scott asked
if a list could be made of what would be required of the County if the County were to take these
lands for management? It was thought that this was needed information.

The Forest Development Account (FDA) has changed over time in the past eight years. However, the
obligations remained the same. A discussion on the need for pre-commercial thinning (PCT), in
relationship to future sales value, occurred. It was noted that the PCT was a treatment responding
to the manner of planting harvested units.

Slide 17 - 2:25

46% of the CC-SFL are located within the Olympic Experimental State Forest (OESF). The OESF
utilizes different set of management rules and objectives. It is to “integrate revenue production and
ecological values across state trust lands.” Slide 18. The idea for the OESF arose in the 1980s out of
the Old Growth Commission that recommended the creation of both the OESF and the Olympic
Natural Resources Center. The idea was to have an unzoned forest that balanced habitat with
production. This was codified in the HCP. This was also the origins for the deferment of 15,000

acres of old growth.
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2:42

At his conclusion, Blum asked for questions. All complemented him on his presentation and
information provided. Coleman Byrnes asked for additional information regarding fish habitat,
unstable slopes, etc. Blum noted that those issues would be the topic in next month’s meeting.
Discussion also included a request for information about harvest levels in relationship to the chart

provided by Johnson of NOTAC.

a. Kyle Presnts to Board in 2015;
b. Subcommittee Report;

TLAC Jan 2016 Meeting Minutes

The TLAC then discussed the
agenda items VI, VIl to clarify the
type of information or data
wanted. Blum noted that he
would bring this data back to the
TLAC in the next few meetings.
Fleck recorded the clarifications
and requests and a copy of that is
provided:

First Column

Under
Maps/Data/Table/Narratives
County (State Forest Lands Only)

1. Map to drive
to parcels or areas;

2. Map and table
showing stand age (detailed);

3. Site Class by
decade;

4. GreenUp
Map — map & table {The green up
map showing areas deferred by
deferment type by OESF, Non
OESF for SFLs)

5. “Health of
Riparian Zones” map that Josey
Paul noted had exited;

6. Back/Fwd
Harvest Plans — in relationship to
“options removal of polygons.”

7. 1994-2004
Arrearage Components as related
to County;

8. Arrearage



9. FPRAT — Public Access (J. Paul)?
10. OESF Harvest within Riparian Zones:
e Desired future condition?
e Allowable entry into RPZ (bid packets)?
e (Statewide 390mmbf available, only harvested 35mmbf)

2" Column

Total Volume of Standing Timber — reserve and n-res
OESF — Land Plan

Other request made to Kyle included:

Thaler asked if information could be provided regarding the stumpage values over time of Douglas fir
and Hemlock that could be shown over time. He inquired if there was a relationship between values

and harvest.

February would address the restrictions/constraints that DNR operates under. Bork asked if it would be
possible to have also a brief overview of the DNR investments, assets (buildings, vehicles, engines, etc.),
and professional staff (specialists, numbers, etc.) as part of the next DNR presentation. Blum thought he
could give out expenditure break downs. Blum indicated he would need to also discuss with staff the
level of detail for this request. Swanson also asked if the presentation couid also include what DNR
does, how it is organized, etc. Robert Lea asked if the NOTAC chart update could also be correlated to
the Federal Reserve’s interest rate as he felt there was a clear connection.

March’s meeting would be focused on the sustainable harvest, how it is developed, what it was, and
that would address the arrearage questions. This meeting would also include the legal panel on the

different perspectives.

VII. N ing D i

A. February Meeting. In addition to the above, Murray noted that the proposed bylaws would be a
discussion/action item at the next meeting. Fleck explained that these were created from the
Charter Review Commission’s bylaws. Comments were request by 29 Jan 2015 and to be sent to
staff (Cindy). Thaler asked if it could be sent out as a MS Word document. Meeting was 19 Feb

’ From: Josey Paul [mailto:thegreatstream@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 5:37 PM

To: LoPiccolo, Lucinda

Subject: Re: FW: Jan. 15 Clallam TLAC

Hey Cindy:

Could you forward this to Kyle Blum? | don't have his email.

He was not tracking my request for access to the DNR's FPRAT.

FPRAT is the DNR's Forest Practices Risk Assessment Mapping Tool (FPRAT)
Thanks,

losey
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2015 at noon. Blum included that DNR will address organization and how DNR operates under
the Forest Practices Act, various environmental rules, HCP’s role, F&W would then present on
how to comply with the ESA if HCP was not to be followed.

B. Paul asked if a fishery biologist from the trip should be included, Murray noted that this
committee was not addressing regulations. Kitchel documents on line were raised as advocating
reconveyance by Paul. There was some discussion that while Kitchel may have advocated a
position, the TLAC was not at the point of making a decision. Alse-neted-thatKitchelwasnet
partofthe FLACprocess: Kitchel's materials are available and relevant to the TLAC, but he is not
a member of the committee. Reandeau noted that in Kitchel’s report there was advocacy for
increased logging and logging in old growth.

IX. Public Comment
There was no public comment

X. Adjournment

At 3:44 p.m., a motion by Cross, seconded by Scott to adjourn was adopted without dissent. Meeting
was adjourned.
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Clallam County Trust Land Advisory Committee

19 Feb 2016
Meeting Minutes

https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=tnfvtSnwo8s

Times that appear next to items reflect the actual time and are provided as a guide for those utilizing the Clallam

Public Eye video.

I

1.

Call to Order

Meeting was called to order by Chairman Joe Murray. The meeting started with the Pledge of Allegiance and
was followed by introductions in lieu of the roll call. Absent were: David Bekkevar, Kyle Blum, Ben Pacheco,
and Darryl Wolfe. All had indicated their absence in advance. Angus Brodie was present for Kyle Blum.
Donna Buck was present for Ben Pacheco.

Pyblic Comment
Ann Seiter - Port Angeles - Address bylaws and provided a copy of her recommendation regarding minority
report. Her recommendation is as follows:

Proposed addition to the Bylaws:
Article IX: Adoption of Recommendations to the Board by the TLAC
Section 2: [Regarding the adoption of formal recommendation]

New Section regarding the inclusion of a minority report:

c. The minority of the TLAC, consisting of those voting against a formal recommendation that was been
adopted by the TLAC, shall have the opportunity to submit a minority report on each
recommendation. The TLAC's final set of recommendations to the county commissioners shall include
the minority report for each contested recommendation within the main body of the document.

She noted that she felt that the minority report should be integrated into the body of the final report and not
made an appendix to that report.

Ed Bowen - Clallam Bay - County Treasurer's report provided to the TLAC is a very dynamic report. What he
felt was missing was the "cumulative effects of timber harvest” such as the impact of USFS, PILT, Secure Rural
Schools, it doesn't address the loss of timber harvest from the USFS and does not reflect the impact of the loss

of timber harvest on the County.

He also noted that he had come before the Charter Review Commission asking that the Commission put to a
vote to return all resources to the County. As a compromise, the TLAC was what was agreed to. He asked
that the TLAC consider the issue of sustainability of the county and at not putting the burden of the County on
the taxpayers and property owners all of the time in the form of levies. He asked that the TLAC also consider
the direct effect of fiduciary interests of the junior taxing districts. He noted that if that was not done, he was
going to demand that the voters of the County take up this.
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-, Nl. Meeting Minutes

Toby Thaler raised concern with page 7 at the top regarding the Kitchel documents. Thaler noted that there
was a contract with Phil Kitchel that was done for the Commissioners. This should be clarified. Fleck noted
that the statement was that Kitchel was involved as the chair or staff to the committee, and he was not.

Josey Paul noted that he was raising an issue with regard to the impacts of logging and its impacts. He noted
that the Chair had indicated that the TLAC was not going to be addressing environmental regulations. He
noted that Kitchel filed his initial report at the end of the December. He also felt that there were a lot of
documents filed by Kitchel with the Commissioners that did indicate a change to environmental policies. Paul
noted that Kitchel's contract was to assist the committee. He felt that some of the issues raised by Kitchel in
Kitchel's report should be discussed by the TLAC. He felt that if there was a change in the management of the
lands that could be outside of the HCP and that would result in changes to the environmental regulations

applicable to the lands.

Thaler raised the issue that the County hired Kitchel to work on issues regarding the County trust lands. Paul
noted that Kitchel's report was submitted to the County in relationship to this process. Fleck noted that the
minutes as worded were technically correct in that Kitchel is no different than any other member of the
public. Murray noted that Kitchel was not a member of the Committee.

Thaler and Fleck developed the following amendment to VII B, fourth sentence which would be replaced with
the following:

Kitchel's materials are relevant to the TLAC, but he is not a member of the committee.

Jose Paul raised concerns with the Chair ruling Paul out of order regarding the issues of environmental
regulations not being discussed by the TLAC. He felt that was another issue in error in the minutes.

Cross noted that the TLAC was not changing any of the laws relegated to forest practices. The management
may be different, but that the regulations of the state would not be changed or altered by anything the TLAC

could recommend.

Paul disagreed. He felt that the change in management possibly coud result in changes in regulations. Cross
disagreed with this by saying that the TLAC has no power to change the laws of the State. Paul noted by
moving the management of the trust lands, that probably would change to a more lax set of rules and
regulations that would have consequences to the community.*

Tom Swanson responded that he agreed with Cross, yet understood the concern being expressed by Paul.
Swanson noted, however, that there was no proposal discussed to remove the lands from the HCP. He noted
that it was unclear whether these lands, if reconveyed, would or would not be removed from the HCP.

Cross also argued against Paul's use of the word "lax" regarding the regulations in relationship to and the
implication that those rules were detrimental to fish stocks. Cross noted that the rules that govern harvest
around and in riparian zones have been determined by law, by the legislature, to be sufficient to protect fish.
While Paul may feel differently, Cross felt that changing management would not change the law.

Kelly asked that the TLAC members return to the resolution by the Commissioners that was adopted. She felt
that this would ensure that the TLAC remain focused on those issues.

! See email from Josey Paul dated 28 Apr 2016.
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Paul reiterated that the regulations regarding the HCP and the Forest & Fish laws are very different
management regimes especially regarding type 4 and 5 streams. He felt that the issue of reconveyance needs
to address how that change in management would impact environmental regulations.

Murray noted at this point, with no decision as to whether a change in management would or would not be
under the HCP.

Thaler noted that there was a need to discuss the distinction of the impacts associated with the change in
management. Murray noted that the TLAC was to make a recommendation as to the best means of managing

these lands.

Thaler asked about the Table of Motions/Actions provided by Rod Fleck and if those were going to be part of
the minutes. Fleck said that these are based upon the minutes, and also noted that Paul did not make a

motion to address this.

Thaler asked that everyone should acknowledge the impacts associated with change in management. Fleck
quoted aloud the Commissioner's resolution, specifically Paragraph 3d (Resolution 70-2015), which reads:

"Habitat Conservation Plan: Its relevance to State Forest Board Lands and impacts on the question of

reconveyance, etc."

Fleck felt that "d" puts some bookends on the discussion regarding the management. Paul asked Fleck as to
whether the TLAC could discuss the increasing of harvest, the movement of trust lands into a different
regulatory environment, but that the TLAC cannot discuss environmental matters that would flow out of
those. Fleck disagreed with that statement as not being what he said, rather he noted the resolution
discussed the HCP and reconveyance without assuming an outcome from any reconveyance. Thaler
suggested that the issue of the HCP needed to be addressed at a future date.

The amendment to minutes noted above was read again.

Page 7, VII, B strike the sentence that starts "Also noted... "The Kitchel materials are relevant to the
discussion of the committee, but Mr. Kitchel is not part of the committee."

Paul then raised his concern that the minutes codified the Chair's ruling that the TLAC could not discuss
environmental regulations. He did not agree with this. He felt that the HCP was just one set of regulations
and the private timber companies do not follow that.

Fleck objected to that statement, and specifically the assumption that reconveyance would somehow be
conveyed to private companies. Paul noted that he thought that this was a likely thing. Fleck noted that the
minutes reflect what was said. Paul did not dispute the minutes being accurate. Fleck raised the issue of
what happened versus Paul's want to have the minutes reflect what he wanted to happen. Clarification
between issues occurred. Fleck pointed out that the HCP was on the draft work plan as a specific issue.
Thaler noted that the work plan was not adopted.

Ken Reandeau indicated that the assessment of the rules that would come into effect if there was a change of
management was part of what the TLAC needed to review. Cynthia Bork indicated her feeling that the
Chairman was remiss in not calling for a specific action when Paul raised his concern. She would like to see all
comments needing a motion be made at the time and not after that time. Paul raised issues with the
originally proposed draft work plan as only one meeting was associated with the environmental regulations.
He wanted to ensure a fish biologist talk about what occurred in the 1970s. Murray had said that they were
not to discuss regulations.
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Fleck clarified that the TLAC did not adopt the work plan, but did set up agenda topics. The HCP discussion
had not been scheduled, but Fleck suggested that April may be a valid time to discuss this. Paul indicated he
felt that a fisheries biologist would be needed as part of that discussion.

Thaler noted that the agenda had not been adopted and that there should be an item regarding dates and
items for future meetings.

Paul then raised a question about the adoption of the December minutes as amended. But, they were not
amended regarding Commissioner Peach's chairing of the meeting and the motion regarding the co-chair to
ensure a balance. Peach ruled this out of order, but without any reference to authority and Paul asked that
those minutes be amended to show that. Fleck and Kelly noted that they were adopted. Fleck noted that the
minutes reflect what happened. Paul wanted this discussion reflected in the minutes.

Thaler moved the adoption of the amended minutes from January, Byrnes seconded. Motion passed 18-1.

Agenda

Thaler noted that the March agenda was developed. But that there was no schedule for April. He felt that
that should be an agenda item.

Reandeau raised the issue of an April report and when that was due. A motion had been at the prior meeting,
and Commissioner Peach accepted the fact that the report could be TLAC is still working on these issues, and
that they were still be worked, with a copy of the minutes. Fleck asked for clarification. Kelly noted that the
resolution was not practical. The motion was made and adopted.

Cross recalled that by the end of the March meeting, the TLAC would indicate what paths were being pursued
regarding a recommendation to the Commissioners. From that position, the remaining meetings could be
scheduled. Susanne Scott indicated that one of the choices could also be that the TLAC was not ready to
indicate any choice. There was agreement that that was also an option.

Diana Reaume asked that the agenda carve out time to determine what the topics would be for future agenda

items.

A. Stephen Bernath - DNR Deputy Supervisor for Forest Practices

(12:34)

The following is a summary of the presentation by Mr. Bernath regarding Forest Practices in the state [see
presentation materials provided and shared with the TLAC]

Laws apply to all non-federal/non-tribal land owners harvest timber. Laws originate as early as the 1920s,
but the forest practices act was enacted in 1974. This created the Forest Practices Board with its 13
members representing a wide spectrum of interests. Members are appointed by the Governor, in most
cases. They are responsible for the adoption of rules, and developing guidance, found in the Washington
Administrative Code (WAC Title 222). DNR implements those rules, with appeals being handled by
another body, Pollution Control Hearings Board - created as a consolidated body.
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The main goal of the Act is to protect public resources: Water, Fish, Wildlife, and Capital Improvements
while maintaining a viable timber industry in Washington.

(12:40)
Forest and Fish

This arose out of the Timber, Fish and Wildlife Agreement and a collaborative effort between the timber
industry, state agencies, environmental organizations, and the tribes. [t created a means of utilizing
adaptive management and collaboration for timber management. Out of this came the Forest and Fish
Agreement in 1999, HB 2091 in 1999, that was adopted by the State Legislature.

Emergency rules were adopted in 2000, and permanent rules in 2001. The rules were adopted in light of
fish listings, water quality concerns, watershed analysis indicated challenges in riparian and steep slope
areas. In addition, 10,000 points of data from tribal governments was provided regarding fish upstream
protections. This was originally part of the Governor's Salmon Recovery Plan, called the Forestry Module,
that became the Forest and Fish Report. This changed rules and created the basis for the Forest Practices
HCP that covers ~9m acres across the whole state. It is less than the original 12m acres as there are other
HCPs covering those other acres.

The whole premise is if you follow the rules, especially around aquatic resources, you will not be in
violation of the Endangered Species Act or the Clean Water Act.

(12:44)

DNR operates out of six regions across the state. The DNR website provides the rules and a lot of
information.

A Forest Practice is "any activity conducted on or directly pertaining to forest land and relating to growing,
harvesting, processing timber, or removing forest biomass..." The latter was added recently to address
owners removing slash off of the land for use in cogen plants.

Forest land is "...all land which is capable of supporting a merchantable stand of timber and is not being
actively used for a use which is incompatible with timber growing." Harvesting timber to convert land
into houses is a conversion that is regulated by the DNR, but that is a change in land use and triggers a
SEPA review. That allows the local government review.

Rules apply to State, Private, Local Government, and non-federal tribal lands. What is covered? Timber
harvest, precommercial thinning to encourage remainders to grow faster and taller, road construction
and this is important regarding water quality and is associated with culvert installation/replacement.
Under the HCP, the land owners were required to bring their roads and culverts up to date by 2016. Also,
covered is pesticide applications. In addition, tree replanting is not only required, but regulated.

Forest Practices are classified into four different classes. Class | does not require any permit as there is no
direct potential damage to a public resource. Class Il requires five days notification to the DNR, but this is
small activities without any significant road needs, and flat simple ground.

Class IV Special is a harvest that involves sensitive activities. It could involve steep slopes, riparian areas,
habitat for sensitive species, etc. and this harvest activity requires compliance with the Act, as well as the
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).

Class IV General are those conversions of forest lands.
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Class Ill - Non-SEPA, but may involve proximity to water features, etc. These are the majority of
applications. It could involve buffers for riparian and wetlands.

(12:50)

Most of the rules focus on the protection of water, particularly under the Forest Practices HCP. This is
different than the way DNR state lands handles things under its HCP. Stream typing is important and sets
the standards for proscriptions in buffers for streams and fish bearing streams.

Riparian zones in fish bearing streams has an inner zone, and then a core zone. A landowner could
harvest in the inner zone, but they have to do a 100% inventory and then undertake a desired future
condition analysis to determine if it is fully stocked. Only then can things be removed. The outer zone
requires the owner to leave 20 trees per acre and the zones can range in size and width.

Examples of non-fish bearing stream and fish-bearing stream were reviewed. Sensitive areas were
explained with specific definitions noted.

Unstable slopes is a major issue. After the OSO land slide of March 2014, this raised focus on harvesting
near or on unstable slopes.

The goal of the rule is to not increase any risk arising from the action that would contribute to a landslide.
They cannot be stopped, but want to ensure that actions do not contribute.

Further, DNR wants to ensure that actions do not impact the public safety. Most landowers choose to
avoid unstable slopes as this requires SEPA compliance, including a geotech report, to show that the
action will not result in additional impacts. This application has a significant amount of review by DNR

and the public.

Forest chemical rules is also regulated. Goal are to eliminate indirect entry of chemicals into the water.
Also, goal is to minimize the amount of chemical entry into riparian zones, wetlands, etc. These areas are
associated with tribal cultural resources and want to reduce interactions.

(1:00)
Spotted owl discussion. The Hoh Clear Water Spotted Owl Special Emphasis Area (SOSEA) was discussed.

Management started with circles around spotted owl sites. The permanent rules for spotted owls
identified SOSEA for management of habitat within those areas.

What was important to support owl habitat? What lands needed to support the federal owl objectives.
This SOSEA is in western Clallam and Jefferson counties, but discussion focused on the County's state
forest lands. Harvest of timber in these areas limits triggers a Class IV Special if involving habitat. There is
not a lot of opportunity to harvest in these areas. Outside of SOSEAs, there are restrictions as well.
Under the Forest Practices HCP, there is no permitted ESA take allowed.

Swanson - do you know the population of owis that occupy those SOSEAs? That is known by DFW. Thaler
noted that there was a status review in October 2015 of the Northern Spotted Owl, it may be in there.

NSO population is still in decline.
(1:07)

Murrelet protections are triggered by suitable habitat standards. It is much more wide ranging and covers
all of Clallam County. Bigger trees with big limbs, landing platforms for the murrelet, within a contiguous
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stand that is seven acres in size is considered occupied, unless surveyed. A survey takes two to three
years and must meet specific standards. Regulations require disturbance avoidance within 1/4 mile of an
occupied site and limits activities during nesting periods.

Questions

Byrnes - If one does the three year survey does not find murrelets is the site loggable? Yes, if the survey
does not find any presence or occupation then there is a reason to classify it as occupied, the site may be

loggable.
Byrnes - How do you create future habitat then?

Swanson responded that the site is presumed to be habitat and occupied if a bird flies over it. So the vast
majority of occupied habitat is on public land. Specific aspects of what is considered occupied was

discussed.

Reandeau - What is the percent of forest that is associated with conversion? There are quite a few acres
that are being converted and the DNR is concerned about the conversion of working forest lands to other
uses. Murray noted that across all uses (Ag, Forestry, etc.) that he has heard the number 50,000 acres a

year are co nverted.

Paul - A bird flying over would have to exhibit a specific type of behavior right? Yes, circling, flying over
and entering the stand, calling, etc.

Paul - how many acres are treated every year? In responding to a Senate report, in the last five years
1,540 permits have been issued for chemical spraying in the last five years. However, unsure how many
acres associated with that. Seven violations were issued in the past five years. Pesticide applications are
highly regulated. DNR regulations buffers, RMZs, water sites, and incorporates operational constraints.
State Ag registers all of the chemicals in the state and licenses all of the applicators.

Applicators have to track the use of chemicals. Dept of Health looks at the workers and the public. L&1
also regulates the impacts to workers. Improper use will result in a large level of oversight. Most of the
complaints arise with the public.

Cross - So for lands in Clallam County, do all lands meet murrelet habitat? It depends upon having all of
the components for habitat and if you do it is presumed to be occupied.

Thaler - How many Class IV S permits were filed, clarified to be non-DNR lands, last year? Don't have with
me, but it is very small.

Thaler - Clean Water Act issues?

Robert Lea - What does the tax payer pay for these regulations? FP divisions has 125+ staff working on
these regulations. Budget numbers coming in the future.

Thaler - Clean Water Act? FP HCP is unique in that if you follow the rules, you addressed ESA and the
Clean Water Act. FPA is intended to meet all federal and state requirements. Clean Water is address in
various ways. DOE Director sits on the board [Forest Practices Board], and DOE must agree to the rule.
Forest and Fish Report obtained agreement that this was the way to address water quality impaired
streams across the state. Clean water assurances were built into rules. TMDLs arise when a stream is
listed as impaired. Total Maximum Daily Load is set by DOE and would trigger a water clean up plan. This
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process assumes that the rule was implemented, and then the adaptive management approach would
update the rule. This created a statewide plan to address water quality.

Thaler - was there any change since the 2009 document? Adaptive management system would have ten
years to show if the rules were effective. When we got to 2009, not all of those studies were underway.
So a 2009, Mark Hicks document signed by DOE Director, identified a list of things that would have to be
addressed to ensure compliance. It also triggered the science studies to get underway.

Thaler - how much money is being spent on those studies? There was $6m appropriated in the last
biennium for water quality work.

Paul - regarding pesticides, what is the monitoring program associated with pesticides entry into the
water table? Since this is so highly regulated, this is not an area of DNR research. Paul noted that in his
area, the spraying of roadsides is common, but does this require permits? No, this is not required for
roadside spraying and so that would not be included in the number of issued of permits.

Paul - On the issue of landslides, how common is that? This winter was pretty active, with the significant
rainfall. When we hear about these, we send a geologist out to inspect and to determine if the slide is
associated with forest management. Paul noted that he had called DNR about a landslide with impacts to
road and river, but DNR didn't respond. He was told to call the regional office.

Break was taken.
B. Angus Brodie, DNR, Presented on Trust Land Management in Clallam County (1:38)

Division Manager of the Forest Resources provided an overview of some of the policy areas that affect
DNR's land management. Any detailed questions on silvaculture would need to be another presentation,
as this is to be on the "constraints of management." Brodie's presentation consisted of 12 pages with 11

maps.
Focus will be on two documents:

Policy for Sustainable Forests (PSF), a guiding document for all State Lands regarding forest management
across the state. Adopted by BNR in 2006 that was a continuation of a series of policy documents
adopted as early as the 1950s. The first sustainable harvest was run in the 1960s and involved Chuck
Chambers at that time. The Forest Land Management Plan process arose in the 1980s, and two were
adopted in response to challenges to timber sales.

This gave rise to land management planning, as well as the DNR undertaking SEPA on all of its timber
sales. Prior to the PSF, was the 1992 Forest Resource Plan and the PSF replaced that document. Blum will
discuss issues within the PSF regarding sustainable harvest, planning, etc.

Habitat Conservation Plan {HCP) was adopted by the BNR in 1997. This is the contractual agreement with
the US Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA that allows for an incidental take permit under the Endangered
Species Act. This was created to address multiple species under the ESA. The strategies within the HCP
have a nexus with the earlier presentation. If not associated with the HCP, then the DNR follows the FPA.
The HCP covers the range of the Northern Spotted Owl, which is some 1.6m acres of land managed by the
DNR, situated in all of Western Washington and some lands in Eastern Washington.
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(1:44)

Returning to the PSF, the policies that affect the DNR's on the ground management. There are four main
ones that affect land management:

1. Old Growth. DNR adopted a policy in 2006 that said the DNR would not harvest Old Growth as
defined by stand size (5 acres or more) and age - natural originating prior to 1850. They were
then identified. There are two processes to screen their inventory: model index, Old Growth
Index; and, trained staff who are trained to review on the ground to determine if the stand is old
growth or not. When found and meet the definition, those are set aside. When larger acreage is
found, the land is then proposed for the State's trust land transfer program and those lands are
moved out of trust land management and into other programs.

2. Special Ecological Features. Protect state or globally rare species or habitats using the natural
heritage protocols to score and assess. These are then transferred out of timber management. A
nexus exists with this and forest certification programs. DNR is part of both of those, SFl is the
one applied to all lands. This policy helps meet the SFI certification requirements.

3. Gene Pool Reserves. Natural stands that are in situ genetic conservation for seed program. With
harvesting 20-24,000 acres a year, DNR collects and produces its own seedlings. These reserves,
as well as others, are used to develop the seedlings. These stands are about 3,000 acres and are

not available for harvest.

4. Research Plots. DNR engages in research and these stands are used to test thinning regimes, as
well as other topics, and these are deferred from general management to protect the research

efforts.

in relationship to State Forest Board Lands, some 8,000 acres are associated with these policies. Some of
the old growth stands are noted, but have not been reviewed by staff.

Paul - gene pool locations appear to be from higher elevations and may not be as adaptive to lower
elevations? Brodie noted that the collection strategy is very locally specific with set protocols. Seeds
collected could also be exchanged within a seed cooperative, and there are also seed orchards that are

utilized.
Paul - do you try to match the microclimates associated with the seed needed? Yes.

Reandeau - percentage left in old growth stands? Did not break it down as to percentage of SFLs in each
of these categories, but can provide that at a later date. Cross noted that it appears that 8% of the lands
are associated with these categories.

(1:53) HCP

An HCP is permitted under Section 10 of the ESA that allows a land owner to submit a plan to the federal
services as a means to request an incidental take permit. By seeking such a permit, the DNR requested to
undertake its management in an agreed upon manner that addresses mitigation of take. The DNR's State
Trust Lands HCP is a multi-species plan, built around four main concepts/strategies:

1. Riparian/Salmonid Strategy;

2. Northern Spotted Owi;
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3. Marbled Murrelet Strategy that was interim, with a long term strategy under development now;

4, Other species or habitats such as caves, etc.

Two other elements: An adaptive management clause, that if learning that strategies are or are not
effect, new science can change strategies during the 70 year period. No surprises clause, in that the
Services are not able to come back to add to requirements beyond the HCP.

Riparian, Unstable Slopes - 28,080 acres associated. Unstable slopes are managed pursuant to the FPA.
Licensed geologists on staff are experts under the FPA who provide review and guidance of all timber
sales. Review can be either remote or field, or both. Sales boundaries are adjusted according to reports

of geologists.

Riparian is similar to the FPA in the big picture, but the type of buffers established are under the HCP
using the older characteristic designations (1-5, 1-3 designations buffers are based upon site specific tree
heights, 4s have 100'). OESF has a different set of strategies. East county SFLs buffers have slightly
different widths, but have a heightened level of management to meet desired future conditions
proscribed as late successional or old growth forests. These stands may have one or two entries to get
stands moving on the trajectories to reach those conditions. Thinning activities have to put riparian stand

on projection.

Murphy - only one entry into the stand? Yes, possibly, two entries. But once entered and treated, those
lands come off of management, but for the OESF portions.

Cross on the Type 4 or 5 streams, do you have an estimate on the proportion of those that would be
similar to the NP, or NPS type streams. Type 5 streams in the HCP do not have specific buffer protections,
however, many aspects of the Type 5 may have protections under other strategies.

Lea - out of the 28,080 acres how many of these acres will not be entered or managed at any time?
Brodie, in 50 or more years, all 28,080 of these lands would not be available for harvest in the future.

Murray - buffers are on each side, so number given is for one side, right? Yes. Regarding the OESF, the
riparian strategy is based upon physical conditions and biological conditions of the watershed. A
watershed analysis is used to determine the condition and how that condition would or would not be

affected by actions within that watershed.

The buffers are then developed for that watershed. In effect, each watershed has its conditions set by the
modeling process. Most of the types 1 and 2 will have a 100’ buffers, and the 3 and 4 will have buffers
between 100-150'. Level of management within those is different than non-OESF areas. The focus is on

the health of the watershed.

Murray - do you consider all lands within the watershed or just DNR lands? Just DNR lands. This is a
different approach to conservation as agreed upon within the HCP.

Cross - how often are you taking riparian actions within the OESF? Don't know but will be provided.
When HCP was adopted there was no riparian strategy, so that was adopted in 2006/7, whereas the OESF
had riparian activities since the implementation of the HCP.

(2:07)

The second strategy is the NSO and there needs to be a discussion of the two sections - eastern Clallam
County, and then the OESF. Map showed 7,589 acres associated with the NSO. Under the HCP, areas
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determined to be in the range of the NSO would be subject to conservation. Prior to the HCP, there were
designated owl circles across Western Washington, and the DNR developed a mitigation strategy to not
continue management per circles or 4d Rules and so developed a strategy for NSO conservation on the
foothills of the Cascades. The strategy on the Olympic would be focused on the OESF, and then there are
no specific strategies within the eastern portion of Clallam County. However, portions of habitat that
were Status 1 Reproductive Owl circles are being protected pursuant to a settlement agreement arising
from a lawsuit post the 2004 sustainable harvest calculation. This agreement maintains these protections
until such time as the BNR adopts a new sustainable harvest. Everything within the OESF remains.

Cross - does the definition for NSO differ, or how do they differ, from the WAC definition for other forest
land owners? The definitions are similar. Two types - higher quality known as old forest, and the lower
known as young forest marginal. There is a third definition known as suitable habitat, but it is also similar
to DNR's. These stands designated in Eastern Clallam would fit with the young forest marginal definition.

Cross - do you use the six criteria and then the stand number? DNR HCP definitions are very similar and

use similar criteria.

Paul - How do these islands of habitat remain genetically viable? This is habitat, not necessarily where
owls are actually at, but rather stands that meet the definition of habitat of young forest marginal. These
at one time were within a circle. Cross noted that the strategy does not require owls to be present, but
rather if you build the habitat the owls will come. Swanson noted that the DNR is part of the landscape
and that the DNR lands should not be looked at in isolation. DNR's role is demographic support to the
Services providing lands for owls.

Within the OESF, there are landscapes (11) that would have 40% of the DNR land base would be in a
habitat condition, and then half of that would be targeted to get to an older forest condition. Cross so if
you have 20% of each of the habitat, then that would have a weighted old growth score, then those
would be moved permanently off base? NO, those would not have originated in stands naturally prior to
1850. The deferral policy must have that origination requirement.

The next strategy is for marbled murrelets. This strategy is in development and there is an interim
strategy in place. 15,211 acres are identified as being marbled murrelet habitat.

When the HCP was agreed upon there was not enough information about murrelets. So, it was agreed to
develop a process to identify the habitat and research the relationship to what the bird were using.

Then DNR would survey those lands across its ownership. The Straits and the OESF are the two units with
two different habitat models that were applied against the inventory. Those stands that had a low
probability of being habitat were released for management. Those that may indicate habitat were
surveyed using the Pacific Seabird group's protocols. Where evidence was found, habitat was designated.
In the Straits, surveys were finished. In the OESF they were not.

Swanson, were these occupied sights? Not necessarily, but a commitment was made to protect half of
the sites until the long term strategy was established. This arose out of an agreement to not foreclose
future options while a long term strategy was developed. Services asked for this and it was agreed to by

DNR.

Byrnes do the colored units represent the habitat being protected? Yes, until a long term agreement with
a new strategy is in place.
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Fleck - so you said that it has taken twenty years to develop that strategy, but didn't you just start about
three years ago this long term strategy? Yes. Wasn't there some determination by the services that the
Straits did not need to provide support for owls or murrelets? There is none for the NSO, but for the
murrelets, this is still being assessed and reviewed. Under the murrelet proposals there are two areas

along the straits that are being reviewed.

Reaume - In the OESF surveys were not completed? They were not completed, so there was no
opportunity to release any of those lands. All of that habitat was released. There is no plan to finish the
survey, per an agreement with the services, that there is enough information to develop the long term
strategy. Once complete, these lands will be included for murrelet conservation or will not.

Murray - your inclusion or exclusion is based upon modeling and not surveying? Yes, surveying was used
to develop the models.

Lea noted that he works within this area, and area around Sappho is one with steep terrain, so are there
areas that will never be harvested and have they been identified? Yes.

Paul - is this just murrelet habitat on state forest lands, not all lands? Yes, only the murrelet habitat on
state forest lands within Clallam County.

Fleck - isn't the state's murrelet population a very small portion of the total population - state's habitat is
9-10% of the total habitat. The population is smaller than that. Presentations to the BNR will be made

available.

Fleck - where on the Straits side when surveyed, and release occurred, half of that was kept though for
long term strategy. In the OESF, the lands were identified and kept that way for 20 years, for a
generation. Surveys were never completed in this area.

Swanson - is it fair to ask why those surveys were never completed? Two reasons - three planning units -
OESF, North Puget, and South Puget. In the OESF, a lot of effort spent on surveying and most of the
stands identified were found to be occupied. So with the high success of the survey affirming the
occupation of modeled stands, it was determined that many met the criteria. North Puget and South
Puget, there were fewer areas where a model could be built.

Murray - did you do a comparison between the costs of surveys in relationship to the acres being
released? Do not believe that DNR did that.

(2:30)
Uncommon habitat, species of concerns. There are very few areas in this category. Most of these are

related to a butterfly, not listed but because of its unique nature this is about to be petitioned to be
added to the HCP.

Fleck - 8.5% is old growth, 30.4% riparian/unstable, 8.2% NSO, 16.4% is murrelet - but are these
overlapped with each other? Yes, which is explained in the land classification system DNR uses, which is

next part of presentation.

Murray - about a third is set aside? There is a level of overlap in these various strategies. Some though
are set aside and could not be logged. So DNR developed an internal classification that is used within the
modeling used.
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(2:36)
Land Classifications

Deferrals - areas where management is not likely to be done. Short term and long term. Long term would
be an old growth stand. Short term may be a stand where an easement is not readily available.

Riparian - while focused on the riparian needs of salmonids, it is combined with other protections that
gave the ability for the HCP to cover multi-species.

Uplands with Specific Objectives - unstable slopes. NSO habitat, eventually some NSO habitat could be
replaced with that grown later.

General Ecological Management - leave trees, and other aspects of harvest.

Pie chart. Overlaps addressed. 60% of SFLs are open to General Ecological Management; 12% Riparian -
but portions of the riparian fall within the deferrals for unstable slopes, habitat. 29% deferred.

Cross - what proportion of the riparian and deferrals are off base due to DNR internal policy instead of
FPA requirements? DNR would have to do an analysis of that question. How much is not known.

Scott - Is there an overlap between deferrals and riparian? Yes, there is. A deferral is the highest priority
for conservation, then riparian. Chance of the 58% getting bigger is slim or none? Yes.

Fleck - in the OESF that may not be the case. The OESF allows flexibility that is not being managed with
that flexibility in practice? DNR may not be able to move some areas from deferrals to other

classifications.

Brodie noted that a map does show some of the levels of overlap between classifications?

Reaume - does the pie chart apply to OESF? Half of the general management probably is associated with
the 20/40 rule.

Murray - how do you address the leave tree which are trees of a higher value in the pie chart? No those
are not factored into the land classifications. Within the general category there are things that do affect
the overall yield that Kyle Blum will be sharing.

Swanson - so with an RPZ and a buffer that is 200' wide, and you can do some management in those
areas, where is that in the pie chart? The 12% captures those, but eventually those will be meeting the
desired future condition and then be deferred.

Cross - the cost for DNR to achieve objectives within the HCP are those lands are being sacrificed for the
larger state objectives? Land that could be managed actively if it were not part of the DNR's HCP, some of
the deferrals are self-imposed under HCP that would not be required of any other land owner.

Scott - seems that the overlap is such that there is probably not much that could be added to the general
management provisions that are not a pot of gold to solve budget problems.

Bork - is the State being asked to assess its lands regarding climatic changes such as carbon storage as well
as other things being developed in the form of revenue? DNR is always looking at means of increasing
revenue and the return of investment.
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Thaler - What has been the impact of Commissioner's legislative authorization for the sale of biomass?
Swanson noted that this was de minimus, about$1/ton with residual for cogen use. Brodie acknowledged
that it was small. Fleck noted that biomass would be a sort that would be paid for by the harvester and
those dollars would be realized in the value of the stumpage. Swanson reemphasized the de minimus
value realized from this. DNR noted that antidotal information indicated approximately $1/ton for
residual harvest materials within the working zone of the biomass facility.

Thaler- Regarding the reallocation of the land classifications, has the DNR not been sued over time
regarding such things? Wasn't that what gave rise to the HCP.

Paul - Regarding the species of concern, are there success stories regarding how these strategies have
saved species or addressed the decline. DNR noted that it is not the task of the HCP, nor the DNR, to
recover the species, but rather to meet the obligations within the plan and in doing so support the federal

services obligations.

Murray - there is monitoring on the HCP? Yes, three levels. HCP implementation monitoring which looks
at whether DNR is doing what it said it was doing. HCP effectiveness monitoring that looks at how things
like habitat thinning and whether they are creating the habitat that was intended. Validation monitoring
that is associated with the OESF and this has been started looking at salmonid response to DNR strategy.
WDFW and tribes, as well as services, also do monitoring.

Byrnes - There has been conversations outside of these meetings that seem to indicate a belief that if the
properties were to go back to the County, those properties would not be restrained by the ESA and the
HCP, is that true? No, that is not the case, nor does there seem to be and hidden pot of gold.

Bork - Is there any way to find out the bottom line, what is the cost to the state for the management of
these lands in all facets in the level of quality, being high, and what would it take to duplicate that at this
level? Who would bear the burden of that cost and would it be the tax paper? Clarification was asked for
what would be rebuilt as it is currently paid for by the public.

Scott asked for clarification as some of the information was priority. Cross noted that the DNR would
share that with the public and has done so. Would there be additional information on the harvest
schedules and queried information that would be shared?

Bork asked for clarification on the assumption that the "data is right there?" Cross explained that the SFL
and the information is available. Bork questioned about the skills and management skills necessary to
manage the lands? Cross articulated that Clallam has ample number of professionals that can provide
those skills. Bork asked about how that would be paid for since those costs are born by all of the tax
payers in the state. Cross and Murray disagreed and noted that those costs are actually paid for from the
management fees retained from timber sales. Forest Practices compliance would remain and that is part
of DNR's obligations as they handle other land owners.

Swanson reminded the TLAC that 25% of the timber sale revenue is retained by DNR for the management,
overhead, expenses, fixed and variable costs, etc. If lands were managed by the county, the county would
have a budgetary process to forecast timber sales activities and determine overhead costs not too
different from what a private sector manager would have to do for the management of 92,500 acres.

Thaler did note that Blum indicated that the division of some functions of DNR was difficult to split out, so
the 25% needs further review. Murray noted that the management process would be managing these
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lands to meet the rules and regulations while meeting the obligations of the trust. Murray believed that
understanding those costs could be developed relatively easily and in a short period of time.

Fleck - Couldn't the total harvest values received on SFLs in any given year, the 25% being a set
management fee, couldn't that amount be reviewed to determine whether the management of these
92,000 acres on the 1.5-2.5m/yr? Fleck noted that either the State HCP, or the FPA HCP, would have to
apply. But, the unknown is whether you can use those funds to manage these 92,000 acres?

Scott also asked about whether there would be local jobs created or lost? In addition, Scott raised a
question as to whether the funds received from the harvest, by DNR or the County, would have to be
distributed to the junior taxing districts in a set manner? Fleck adamantly disagreed with the fact that
there was a perception that the funds from the sale are subject to different distribution mechanisms. He
noted that statutorily the funds have to be distributed in the same manner as property taxes received are
and that the myth that counties could do otherwise was a false one former Commissioner Belcher

repeatedly stated.

Thaler aren't you potentially opening up the statute with the request to reconveyance that could in effect
change all of this? Fleck noted it was an interesting question. Murray noted that the TLAC needed to
focus on questions for DNR.

Vice Chair Lea thanked both DNR speakers for their excellent presentations which the TLAC and audience
echoed with applause.

Fleck asked for that percent of the 92,500 that is constrained? There is no final number that was given.
Brodie noted that this is data that is coming with Blum in the next month.

Doherty asked for a brief summary of the Oso Litigation and since there are projects for a much warmer
and wetter winter would this result in additional problems. Doherty objected to Murray's statement that
the question was not associated with these issues. DNR would not comment on the on-going litigation
and suggested that Doherty look at articles available on that topic. It was noted again by DNR that
landslides are a natural phenomena that DNR manages for. DNR referenced the Chehalis Flood in 2006/7
when the state had a 300 year flood that weekend, and when there is a record precipitation there will be
a record flood. That then has you look at activities in relationship to those types of events. That resulted
in landslides where they were not expected. DNR initiated an adaptive management review of unstable

slopes and rules.

Reandeau noted that the 25% management fee moved over time, could DNR discuss this with the TLAC as
that fee has not been fixed and it has varied over time.

(3:12)

Thaler raised a point of order regarding the agenda and noted that the next item to be discussed was the
bylaws and rules. Therein is a proposed rule that the meetings shall not exceed three hours. He wanted
that noted, it was also noted that those had not been adopted yet.

Murray and Brodie noted that sets of DNR maps are available for folks. Digital versions are also available.

Murray asked about the bylaws and rules. Fleck pointed out that the draft was created using the Charter
Review Commission's draft that also had a host of members. There were new additions such as the
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position of secretary. In the comments received by Bork, it was asked if we were incorporating a public
comment. In addition, there was in Article 4 in italics regarding parliamentarian, Charter had one and it is
highlighted here to ask if that was needed here. Counsel and research staff was also highlighted for
review. Recommendation proposal was highlighted as this is slightly different than what the Charter had.
No other changes were received, then one was received today from the public.

Thaler noted that he had a list of comments that he had haoped to print off and did not. It was asked if he
could go through quickly.

Cindy Kelly made a motion to table this to the next meeting. Cross seconded that motion. Discussion
noted that these could take a considerable amount of time and we may need to adjust the next meeting
accordingly in light of Blum and the attorney presentations. Comments are to be sent to Fleck, who noted
that Scott also provided a comment that she didn't have comments.

Motion passed unanimously.

Next Meeting and Topics

Next meeting is to be 25 March 2016 and this would be a special meeting to accommodate DNR staff.
Motion by Thaler to set the next meeting for 25 Mar 2016, seconded by Scott, passed unanimously.

The March meeting was discussed. Blum will be discussing the harvest calculation, values, volumes and
lands on base. This will also be when Blum brings some of the data request. Brodie affirmed that Blum
will be discussing the sustainable harvest, what portion of the land will be available for harvest. Paul
asked if things could be available earlier, Fleck noted that everyone was trying to get things out a week
prior. The remainder of the March meeting will be discussing arrearage and trust obligations from four
different perspectives from four different lawyers.

Bylaws would also be discussed in March. There was a want to try to get these done in March, and if
those were not addressed, then they could be continued.

April meeting was discussed. The discussion focused on having the HCP and the FPA to be reviewed in
relationship to reconveyance.

Further, if reconveyance were to occur what would be the impact upon the incidental take permit, the
remaining corpus of the DNR's lands, and what would be the expectations of the Services. The incidental
take permit had an assumption regarding the land base.

Fleck and Thaler agreed that they would work to develop a series of questions that would need to be
asked and involved.

Swanson noted that the HCP provides long term assurances regarding flora, fauna, and species as such
has an intrinsic value that needs to be discussed. Murray noted that there were two questions that need
to be assessed: What would be done if the HCP does come into play with reconveyance; what are the
legal issues that do come into play?

Fleck said if reconveyance were to occur the question is the HCP and the impact of removing 92,000 acres
from DNR management in relationship with that agreement? If reconveyance were to occur, and the
acreage fell within the FPA HCP, what would be the impact of that change on the DNR's remaining land
and management? The FPA or the HCP are the two options that apply to lands reconveyed. DNR would
need to understand what would reconveyance of 92,500 acres from their management do to the DNR
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incidental take permit? Fleck and Thaler agreed to work on a list of questions for further review and
discussion at the April meeting.

The issue of the Resolution's requirement for an April report to the Commissioners was discussed.
Commissioner Peach, being in attendance, was asked for clarification regarding the final report. Peach
noted that the Commissioners are interested in a response that is reasonable and would like a report that

is appropriate.

The Commissioners would like to be briefed on the issues and where the TLAC is at, and then clarification
where the TLAC will be at the end of the year. He noted that a briefing on the issues being worked on and
how they are being reviewed would be helpful.

For the April meeting, it was noted that Blum would be asked to invite the applicable services experts on
the HCP for the April meeting. Motion by Kelly, seconded by Scott, that Blum be asked to make those

invites passed unanimously.

Public Comment

Phil Kitchel - Sequim - After three hours of meeting, he thanked everyone for participating in this effort.
First, he responded to issues by Paul on the scope of work of his contract with the County. He
noted that his contracted ended on 31 Dec 2015. The contract did have a line in it that stated he was

to "provide information and support to the TLAC as directed by the Clallam County Board of
Commissioners.” Contract ended on 31 Dec and he had not been directed to so provide. He did
provide materials to the Board of Commissioners on 14 Dec and that presentation was recorded by
Clallam Public Eye.

Second, he asked about the presentation by Angus Brodie and referenced the DNR annual
reports. He noted that in those reports for 2006, the County had ~24,000a in long term deferrals
while Grays Harbor had 46 acres; in 2014, 25,967a were reported; and, using the math presented
today with 58% on base, that leaves some 38,000a listed in long term deferrals. The County has gone
from 24,000 to 38,000a and there is a troubling trend when looking at revenue to the trust
beneficiaries and the County.

Third, regarding the questions on the management fee, he shared that in response to SB 5574 in
1996 (reconveyance authorization), there was a JLARC (Joint Legislative Audit and Review Committee)
Study - 96-5 - that compared management costs between DNR, unnamed timber, and Grays Harbor
County. That study found that Grays Harbor's costs were $26/acre compared to DNRs $30/acre.
There is a lot of pertinent information in that study and he recommended its review to the TLAC.

Fourth, regarding the BNR's ability to impact these issues, he had asked the BNR if it would be
worth considering removing all of the County's state forest lands (43,000a) from the OESF and put
into one consistent management regime. There would be pros and cons, but worth discussing.

Fifth, regarding arrearage, there was an informal AG's opinion letter done in 2000. He noted that
Fleck had a copy that he could make available (Fleck would provide for next meeting). It included
duties of the DNR and also the Legislature.

Ed Bowen - Clallam Bay - He noted that he was videotaping the meeting and was doing so as part of
Stephanie's Clallam Public Eye youtube.com efforts.
He made one observation about Class IV Special and he wanted to draw attention to the
accumulative effects of DNR doing this and his belief that it could lead to federal jurisdiction
expansion. Specifically, Class IV-S became a big issue with in relationship to the accumulative affect
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upon all in the county.
Regarding the 25% take from DNR, he recalls that from three or four quarters back in DNR's

reporting, there was discussion with the legislature to raise this. So it may go up higher than 25%.
Finally, he wanted to share that when the report goes to the Commissioners, he is going to be

asking the Commissioners is, "what are you going to be doing with it?" He would like to have the

TLAC address is the litigation issue, and he is overwhelmed by the litigation issue and would like to see

this as part of the report.

Murray noted that Ann Seiter had passed a recommendation to the TLAC regarding the bylaws and asked
Fleck if he had received that. Fleck noted that he had a copy of what she provided and would try not to

loose it.

Adjournment

Motion to adjourn by Kelly, seconded by Swanson. Passed unanimously.

From: Josey Paul [mailto:thegreatstream@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2016 9:06 AM

To: Rod Fleck <rodf.forks@forkswashington.org>
Subject: Minutes

Hey Rod:
I did look at the video from the February 19, 2016 meeting.

On page 2 of the minutes, there are references that | said reconveyance "would" change environmental

regulations.

I had asked you to say that | said reconveyance "could" change environmental regulations. And you had Jason
"refuting" my comment, which means he proved me wrong.

On the tape, which is difficult to hear, | said reconveyance "possibly could” and "probably would"” change
regulations. This is at 9:00 on the CPE tape.

At the last meeting, we established that reconveyance could indeed change environmental regulations under
which the trust lands are managed, which is what | had said in February. So Jason could not have "refuted" what |

say, although he could disagree.

Josey
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Clallam County Trust Land Advisory Committee
25 Mar 2016
Meeting Minutes
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=P azR8clowk

Times that appear next to items reflect the actual time and are provided as a guide for those utilizing the
Clallam Public Eye video. Please note that the video started shortly after Ann Seiter’s comments. It
appears that there is about a four or five minute difference between the times below and the video.
Further, this meeting went four hours and twenty minutes.

I. Call to Order (12:02)
Meeting called to order by Chair Joe Murray and opened with the Pledge of Allegiance. Roll was
called. David Bekkevar was absent. Councilwoman Sissi Bruch was attending for Councilmember

Michael Merideth. '
Il. Public Comment

Bill Peach — Commissioner Peach noted that he had a conversation with his fellow commissioners
regarding the Committee’s requirement to deliver a report at this point. He noted that the Chair
would be asked to participate in a work session and provide a quarterly update regarding the
Committee’s process. He also noted that with regard to member’s mileage, the County was working
through it. It was expected that members would receive mileage for meetings up to June in late
June or July, and then the remaining mileage owed following the end of the Committee’s term. He
also noted that alternates/subs need to be designated to the Chair.

Ann Seiter — Palo Alto First, she asked that all members of the Committee publicly disclose all
affiliations particularly those associated with the timber industry, an agency, or beneficiary and to
have those be part of the final report. Second, who was the east end at large representative. She
believed it was Bekkevar, she noted that he had been absent for two meetings and if he was not
hearing the presentations, he should not be voting.

Joe Murray — Stepped to the podium and provided a comment in response to the letter received by
the Committee from Thaler, et. af (attached), and noted that he felt that the suggestions would
obstruct and not facilitate the desired effort. He provided a personal, written response that was
distributed to the members (also attached).

Mike Doherty asked how inquires would be handled like Ms. Seiters. Murray noted that as a special

meeting the issues could not be addressed as agenda items. Doherty felt that based upon the
information by the County Prosecutor, there should be some response.

lll. Administrative
A. Adoption of the Agenda

On a motion by Cindy Kelly, seconded by Kyle Blum, the agenda was adopted unanimously.
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B. Adoption of Meeting Minutes

Fleck introduced the meeting minutes from the February meeting. He noted that the length was
an effort to address the concerns and issues raised by Josey Paul. Fleck made a motion to
approve. Request to correct the minutes by Ken Reandeau on page 3 regarding best means of
management. He asked that this be clarified as to the assessment of the management by
Resolution No. 70.

Josey Paul asked if it was possible to send in his comments due to the time they arrived. It was
noted that the Committee could continue the adoption of these minutes. Comments could be
sent in advance.

Thaler moved that the meeting minutes be considered on the second month following the
meeting. Seconded by Bork. Cross asked for clarification as to whether the motion would
mean that there would be a two month delay between the meeting and the acceptance of the
minutes. Motion passed 11 —5.

(12:16)
IV. Review — Clallam County Trust Lands
A. DNR Structure - Financial — Review — Kyle Blum, DNR

Blum’s presentation was provided. He noted that he was presenting information to explain
where funds are allocated within the DNR for the management of state forest lands. The
second part of his presentation would address the sustainable harvest levels and DNR’s
performance. He would leave up to the visiting lawyers the issues of arrearage beyond the
materials presented in his materials.

He noted that there were four division managers within his division. He has three peers
responsible for the following divisions: (1) Aquatics & Geology; (2) Wildfire &
Administration; and, (3) Forest Practices. In addition, there are six regional offices and the
Olympic Region is managed by Sue Trettevik with offices in Forks and Port Angeles.

(12:22) DNR expenditures on State Uplands were provided in Slide 5 which shows the
categories for FY 13-15. Of that $67.8m, 83% from is associated with management, while
17% represents expenditures from the Access Revolving Road Fund. Fleck asked about the
$67.8m in relationship to acres. Cross asked for an explanation about “other programs?”
Blum noted that Slides 6 & 7 provides a list of those other items. Murray asked about the
legal affairs portion as to whether that covers all legal issues? Blum noted that the AGO
staff assigned are covered by the funds from those trust lands for that budget. This includes
litigation, lease review, and other legal services. Paul asked if aquatics was just salt water?
Blum noted that it was both tidelands and bedlands below high water. Paul asked who
monitors the affects on these lands? Blum noted that DNR for activities, but it is another
division. Derelict vessels were overseen by DNR, and stormwater issues were addressed by
DOE. Blum noted that the additional programs including things like the Natural Heritage
program that also ensures that DNR meet its SFI certification requirements regarding rare

Trust Land Advisory Committee — 25 Mar 2016 Minutes Page | 2



plants/ecosystems. Murray asked about the IT portion noted on Slide 7 as to whether it
covers GIS, cell phones, radios? Blum confirmed that it did.

Fleck asked about the economies of scale and as to whether the total of $66m/2.1ma is
applicable for $31.40/a in management costs? Cross asked whether Access Revolving Road
Fund (ARRF) should be pulled out thereby resulting in a number between $25-32/a? Murray
asked if the $66m/2.1ma really should reflect that 58% of the land is being managed, so
really the per acre cost for management should be higher? Susanne Scott noted that those
other lands would still need to be accessed and managed. Blum noted that this line of
discussion was applicable but cautioned about going down too far into that

(12:40) Blum then provided information on the Sustainable Harvest Calculation (SHC) as a
means to avoid aggressive management and to prevent overharvesting to the degree that
expected volume and review would not be there. In Western WA, the SHC is associated
with the 1.4m acres west of the Cascade crest. The ~700,000 acres associated with Eastern
WA falls within a different SHC program. The SHC is associated with four main statutes
provided in Slide 10 (RCW 79.10.310-340). Paul asked if the sustainable harvest and yield
are associated with different rotations, and what was the basis for the period utilized?
Blume noted that Slide 11 provided further explanation as to the role of the Policy for
Sustainable Forests (PSF) that provided the definition for sustainability and how the SHC was
to be done. He noted that the PSF designated the harvest units; flow controls; fluctuation
over time; addressed the maximization between value and volume; etc.

Murray asked about the 20 units. Blum noted that each county has trust lands and those a
SHC is developed for each trust unit with an even flow condition. in the past, these lands
were treated as one big unit which resulted in large fluctuations. The OESF’s 270,000 acres
is done as one unit and contains both State Forest Lands (SFLs/Counties) and Federal Grant
Lands (FGLs/Common School; UW; Prison; State Capital). Murray asked if the OESF SHC
would include both, Blum noted that it would and compared it to the Capital Forest. Fleck
noted the different between the Capital Forest and the Capital FGLs which provide money to
the State Capital. Blum noted that the FGLs provide funding for K-12; UW & WSU; Normal
Schools; etc., and can have wide variations within those holdings.

Bruch asked which provided funding for Port Angeles High School? Blum noted that those
would be the SFLs; however, in the following discussion by Kelly, Cross, and Reaume, it was
noted that funding only comes to districts that have levies or bonds outstanding. At Scott’s
request, Blum clarified the identified lands on the map. Common school lands generate
revenue that is distributed by the Superintendent of Public Lands based upon construction
needs, student populations, and complex distribution formula.

(12:55) Blum noted that the SHC could be recalculated at any time now, but the BNR has
determined to wait until the murrelet issues have been addressed. Slide 15 provided
information on the location of the 20 units associated with the SHC: 17 counties, OESF,
Capital Forest, and the FGLs. Thaler asked about FGL land exchanges and whether the trust
status follows those lands? Blum noted that they did. There are also constraints on how
land is bought, sold, traded, swapped. However, the land that is sold/exchanged is tracked
with the proceeds used to acquire new lands for that trust associated with the
sale/exchange. The PFS does not have guidelines, but there are underlying trust obligations.
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This requires tracking of the proceeds and how those proceeds are utilized in acquiring new
lands for the original trust. Such sales must be approved by the BNR. Land exchanges
involving SFL fall under a different statutory provision and more information can be
provided.

Bork asked about what was included in the term sustainable forest and whether that
included species, site index, age class, and if those were going to be briefed by Blum to the
group? Blum noted that there were major constraints within the model made up of such
pieces Bork mentioned that are highly relevant and found within the model. in addition, the
BNR has a policy that there cannot be a fluctuation of more than 25% from the adopted
number. Also, as noted in Slide 17, the policy is to optimize the value of the forest stands
and timber production over time.

Bork asked if the trend line shows age classes increasing? Blum noted that age classes are
really scattered across the spectrum. Fluctuation has more to do with age class variation.
Cross asked if that SHC includes assumptions to meet all constraints including the 20/40
rule? The SHC includes that and if that is achieved at a later date, more land becomes
available for harvest. Bruch asked if the model addresses acreage over time and the quality
of the forest on those acres? The model will know the number of acres, site class, and site
class is used to indicate quality. Changes in acreage are addressed in the DNR’s annual

reports.

Murray asked Blum to explain site index. Cross provided a explanation regarding this. Site
index is used to address quality with a higher site number having more resources for trees
to grow faster; a site with a lower site index will take longer for the trees to grow. The
maps, including a Site Class Map, that can provide further explanation with a 1 being the
best number, etc. Murray asked about the site age used, Murray noted that the industry
utilizes a 50 year site age. Kelly asked about how changes are addressed in the case of
forest fires. Blum noted that an inventory team, or local knowledge will reassign
characteristics to that impacted polygon and that then changes the model.

Bork asked about whether these costs are part of the silviculture costs. Blum noted that
those costs for that work is associated with the infomatics costs shared earlier. Silviculture
costs are associated with planting, thinning, etc. The five percent of costs associated with
infomatics is where these costs are paid for by DNR.

(1:05) The PSF notes that the SHC can fluctuate +/- 25% over the previous decade number
versus a true even flow constraint. This allows more fluctuation, but the model is able to
make more choices and is allowed to maximize over time. A more constrained model would
result in less performance. The constrained model helps to provide predictability to
revenue recipients.

Thaler asked about the discount rate being used within the model. Blum noted that a 4.5%
and that it will choose different stands as it is all about time value of money over time.
Blum noted that optimizing value does not mean that additional harvest occurs if the value
of the timber declines. Bruch asked if other uses, such as a zip line that produces more
money, are part of the equation. These are not part of the SHC, but are part of the
economic decisions made by the BNR. Fleck noted that the require is to address volume,

Trust Land Advisory Committee — 25 Mar 2016 Minutes Page | 4



and value, and Blum noted that this constrains the actions of the model. The flow
constraint is a volume constraint. Cross noted that folks should keep in mind that the BNR
adopts the decisions associated with the model. He noted that all models are bad, some are
useful. But, the purpose of the model is to help the BNR adopt a decision.

(1:12) Arrearage is defined by statute (RCW 79.10.300; and, RCW 79.10.330). Slide 21
shows the SHC performance based upon a decadal harvest of 5.5 bbf (2005-2014) with 550
mmbf/yr target. The slide denotes the overage (blue) and arrearage (red). Murray asked if
the Clallam County number is for the lands outside of the OESF, and Blum confirmed that
and noted a slide later on would explain that. As noted in Slide 22, there are then two
possible numbers for the arrearage: 702mmbf versus 462mmbf. The question is whether
the overage reduces the arrearage. In the Olympic Region, regarding SFLs, there is a
92mmbf arrearage with 27mmbf for lands outside the OESF, and 65mmbf for SFLs within
the OESF. Revenue is distributed to the trust associated with the lands. Revenue could not
be sent to someone else, but the SFLs within the OESF will have a greater potential for
fluctuations. Blum noted that there were a lot of different opinions on this issue, but that
he was presenting the DNR’s position on these issues.

Cross noted that 10 years ago the Department adopted a number to provide that amount of
volume to Clallam County. Is that amount promised and not delivered associated with
timber sales that were withdrawn; the model over predicting volume; how is that arrearage
accounted for? Scott asked if in the potential transfer of management would the transfer
include the lands within the OESF? Blum noted they would. Swanson asked what the
harvest amount was in relationship to the 568mmbf target? Blum noted that the number
was reached was 58% of that goal.

Reaume commented on the number and noted that this number was for the last decade,
and the previous decade there was a similar pattern. This causes challenges for developing
budgets for taxpayers. Further, if the harvest is not reached that resuits in the loss of
families and the loss of mills that causes additional challenges. Fleck noted that there was
some number associated with the SFLs within the OESF which was about 20mmbf/year, and
the City did track that closely and during the decade the DNR averaged around 12mmbf/yr.
Swanson noted that in the BNR’s subcommittee work, there is a slide that highlights the
arrearage in relationship from 1990s to present is closer to 2+ bbf and the decade show is
just a fraction. Brynes asked if economic ups and downs affect the arrearage? Blum noted
that they do noting that the recession that started in 2008 saw a significant drop in the
value of hemlock in relationship to logging costs resulting in sales that barely penciled. So
staff moved into Douglas Fir stands near I-5 corridor to focus on those higher paying
markets. Blum did not believe that the recession was the highest contributor to the
arrearage in the Olympic Region.

Bruch asked if there was a silver lining in the arrearage — could there be a higher value
obtained when sold? Blum noted that it would depend upon the nature of the arrearage. If
the reason was market, then yes. If it was a model noting that there was not a riparian area,
but in fact there was, then no. Cross noted that there was a want to sell the volume when
there are mills, because if the mills are gone, the value of the timber decreases as the costs
to bring to market increase. Paul asked for clarification on the actual numbers in the slides
including Slide 23. Blum noted that it was 92mmbf for the County’s SFLs.
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(1:32) Blum continued after an inquiry by Murray regarding the need for a break. Blum
then turned to the slide regarding the causes for arrearage on Clallam County SFLs. Three
issues: Marbled Murrelet; Riparian; Staffing levels.

Murrelet strategy used in the SHC for the past decade assumed that half way through the
decade the DNR would complete the long term murrelet strategy with an occupied sites
only approach. This would protect murrelets at sites and then buffer those sites with all of
the other conservation strategies would be sufficient for the murrelet. However, at about
the same time, Commissioner Sutherland conveyed a science team to develop a report that
in Sep 2008 released its report and its draft recommendations. That team recommended
large swaths of land within SW Washington and in the OESF as the primary conservation
tool for murrelets. DNR then continued to protect the interim strategy sites, but also the
other sites. While harvests continued in those large swaths of land, but since 2011 in
response to letters of concern from USFWS regarding harvests in those areas, the
department has only had a few sales, all litigated, that occurred in those identified swaths of
lands (marbled murrelet management areas). The DNR made a choice to avoid these lands
until the murrelet strategy is adopted. Scott asked if the model has been rerun with those
constraints to determine the target? Blum noted that it had not been done, but that there
have been numerous discussions regarding this factor within and without the DNR about
this. The question is very valid. Such a recalculation would have readjusted assumptions
and expectations, she noted.

Riparian areas. The model made assumptions about volume. There was no approved
riparian strategies and so the model assumed that roughly 8% (393mmbf) of the total
volume would come out of these areas over the course of the decade with a substantial
portion from the OESF. The OESF HCP permits a different approach within the riparian
areas. Lea asked for an explanation. Blum noted that the other five areas, non-OESF, have a
very fixed buffer strategy. The OESF has a far less restrictive approach, as it focused on eco
systems. Cross offered a further explanation for the difference noting that the OESF was to
provide a place for intentional learning which would argue against constraints on the
experiments that could be conducted within the OESF. Fleck also explained the site based
explanation within the OESF portion of the HCP allows for a customization of buffers relating
to the stream’s habitat/function and management activities. Blum noted that there were a
lot of different explanations for what occurred within the riparian harvest issues. With the
OESF complications, the foresters are choosing to focus on the uplands to avoid the
extensive additional staff working on these issues. Fleck noted that antidotal information
exists about sale issues in riparian areas, but at no time did the DNR signal to the
beneficiaries the nature of this problem in the OESF to the beneficiaries until very late.

(1:45) Murray asked if there was no riparian harvest, and focus was on the uplands, was the
riparian harvest then just bypassed. Blum indicated that that was the case with a few

exceptions.

Thaler noted that a data point was needed that showed the SHC from the first time it was
established. Blum thought that this information may be in chart Swanson showed that was
from the BNR Arrearage Subcommittee. (See Attached).
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Scott asked if the OESF was a research project? Blum noted that there were two things
associated with the OESF. One was the learning to occur there and then export that
learning elsewhere. The other was the forest is an experiment to not zone a forest. Scott
asked if the benefit of the research was everyone, why was only Clallam County paying for
it? Blum noted that the same advisory board that recommended the OESF also created the
Olympic Natural Resource Center and deferred the harvest of old growth. The OESF and the
deferral were codified in 1997 in the HCP. Blum noted that this is a great question.

Reaume asked for additional information regarding the sales not sold due to staffing. Blum
noted that there were some sales that were developed by foresters that DNR leadership
determined not to offer for sale due to murrelet issues. There are sales that get offered but
do not get bids, but those are evaluated, repackaged and usually sell. He was unaware of a
sale that was offered, no bids, and then DNR didn’t do anything with the sale. There was a
salvage sale outside of the OESF that did not get reworked due to the nature of the wood.

Murray asked if the DNR used a minimum bid in their offerings. Blum noted that they did
based upon a DNR cruise. This sets a minimum appraised bid value and the highest qualified
bidder above the minimum sale obtains the sale.

Scott asked if there were sales outside of the OESF that lacked staff support? Blum clarified
that if the question was were there was a lack of people on the ground to put up sales.
Outside of Clallam County there were sales that were not put forward. In Clallam County
where there sales that did not occur due to a lack of staff. When asked if those could be
quantified, Blum noted that those could be quantified.

Cross asked if there was any work on the issue of the amount of volume removed, over
cruise estimate, in relationship with arrearage. How does DNR interpret the agency’s ability
to use models to establish targets? He noted that based upon past practice it was a
question as to how the agency would meet their future goals and action plans. Bruch noted
that the models do create a perception of expectations. So wouldn’t it have been better for
the DNR to update the model? Blum noted that changes require compliance with SEPA and
those changes result in litigation and challenges.

Paul asked about the arrearage in the SW part of the state was in part due to murrelet
issues. Would the arrearage be reduced in the future? Blum said only if the target number
was lowered. If the target is adjusted, then the arrearage would be smaller, but the volume
offered would be roughly the same. Blum noted that the amount harvested would remain
relatively consistent. Three things affect volume: (1) number of staff putting up the sales;
(2) efficiency of those staff; and, (3) lands available for harvest. These do not change if the
manager changes. DNR has had challenges, and also opportunities, in all three of these

dareas.

Doherty asked if there were any written materials associated with the ancillary values? For
example, in a drier climate you may log those areas left, but there are other values
regarding the volume left that provided sanctuary from litigation. But, there could be a way
to quantify the values about this. Is there some independent group determining the values?
In addition, the issue of exports results in jobs being exported out of our area. The
discussion of exports needs to be brought to the table as well. The discussion of
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sustainability is one that is needed to be discussed for the long term benefit of the County.
But, there are needs to discuss within the public the consideration of a bigger picture
associated with delays in harvest, longer rotations, litigation protection.

Blum discussed staffing levels in the Olympic Region (Slide 25). He explained the categories
used. He noted that in 2011-2012 there was an increase in staffing. This corresponded to
the issue of noted arrearage within the OESF, and the Region raised the concern that they
were not adequately staffed to meet the harvest level. Swanson articulated that the chart
seems to indicate a problem with management. Fleck noted that issues were raised by a
host of people, but HQ never sought full funding of the needed staff.

(2:07) Arrearage options addressed by Blum. BNR created a subcommittee to review this
issue. Former County Commission Mcintire and UW’s Tom Deluca looked at four options to
address the arrearage. These were, in addition to the new harvest calculation:

1. 702mmbf harvested during the first five years;

2. 462mmbf harvested over the next ten years with a particular focus on ecological

treatments in the uplands;
3. 462mmbf is rolled into the inventory and let the model to determine when it would

optimize the harvesting of this volume; and,
4. 462mmbf would be harvested in the first year of a new decadal harvest, and then
harvest the base calculation in the following nine years.

Bruch asked if the number would go down? Blum noted that the number would not go
down. That the resolution of some issues would bring land on base; the riparian approach
needs to be reviewed and redrafted; and, staff experience is an issue. 83% of the field
foresters have less than three years of experience. More experienced staff equates to a
more efficient staff.

Murray asked about the land base’s growth rate and the permanent restrictions are the first
key points of a SHC. Staff can be adjusted by DNR. Blum noted there are some lands where
staff is needed to address thinning sales, etc.

Swanson asked if the PCT costs are part of the management fee?

Doherty asked if there was enough experience from a collaborative model that brings about
extra sales without staff? If both sides could agree to this, and if there is experience that it
works, then would that help? Legislature could create a fund to help with this? Blum noted
that there were three legislators that really understand the trust obligations, with one
retiring. Doherty asked if a project collaborative could be a means of attracting temporary
assistance or as a strategy?

Cross asked if there was any indication of the staff that would cost of $1/acre? Blum noted
that he figured that it would be 21 people with fully loaded salaries, benefits, taxes, etc. The
DNR’s challenge is that the work their foresters do is directly transferable to the private
sector. DNR has staff recruited away after two or three years by the private sector which
can pay more and offer more in benefits.
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Lea noted that some of the consequences are associated with the loss of big money and
companies such as ITT, Crown Zellerbach, Bohemia, etc. When asked why they closed their
operations, he was told that they could make more money doing something else with their
investment with a greater return on investment. Thaler noted that in Seattle there is
significant investment in construction in the down towns of major locations. Swanson noted
that there is a flight of capital, but there is a segment of the investment community willing
to accept a lower rate of return. However, with the County trust lands those will not go

away.

Scott asked if volunteers could be used? Or interns? Blum noted that an internship
program is being implemented, in part for recruiting, with twenty slots.

Bork asked if there was any preferred alternative? Blum noted that there was not such a
preference, rather the analysis would be done on all four in relationship to the SHC and the
Murrelet efforts.

Break ended at 2:45
B. Arrearage Presentations

1. Fleck (presentation materials provided to members)
Noted his presentation was part of a larger presentation available if anyone wanted it.
His presentation would focus on the statutes which Blum discussed. An arrearage is the
timber authorized to be sold, that should have been sold by the DNR, and was not sold.
There is a JLARC report that provides a similar definition. Default sales are extremely
rare due to the impacts upon that company’s inability in the future to buy timber. DNR
manages a trust with specific obligations to produce revenue to specific beneficiaries
within an environmental requirements. It is a different entity and operation from the

USFS, for example.

Fleck provided the legislative history of the arrearage statute. The events associated
with the legislature taking specific action to adopt the language. Included were the
DNR'’s response in 1986 to the legislature asking for information on how to address
arrearage. In 1987, the arrearage statute is adopted and DNR is told to sell the
arrearage, but changes arose where DNR was required to analyze the economic and
environmental impacts. Final bill adopted the language in law today that was to try to
address issues of flexibility. In the mid 1990s, DNR was going to redo the SHC, and the
issue of arrearage was going to be reviewed later. DNR said it would come back to BNR,
legislature said you need to do the analysis. However, DNR didn’t do that due to a
perception that the arrearage is a figment of the planning process per an email shared
with the Arrearage Subcommittee. Inthe 2004-2007 period, City of Forks, NOTAC, and
others raised the issue again. However, no analysis was not done.

The numbers — 702mmb or 462 mmbf is the arrearage number of which 247 mmbf is in
the Olympic Region and of that there is 92mmbf in arrears on Clallam County. This
volume represents jobs, revenue to the beneficiaries roughly $65m in total, and an
obligation. DNR OLY only hit their budget target of 100mmbf, average was about
85mmbf. Their SHC was 120mmbf. Quarterly meetings in the West end focus on
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volume, the money, and delivery. Distribution of funds is contingent upon the statutes
that address distribution of general taxes. Fleck noted that Commissioner Belcher
created a mythology about the Counties having the discretion to distribute the funds
received from DNR. Instead, the statute determines the distribution in a manner
identical to distribution of property taxes.

Looking at the four options, the 702mmbf option is probably the one that could
withstand challenge. The challenge would be that it takes some 15-18 months to bring
sales forwards. The 462mmbf lacks a legal authority and policy in light of management.
The ability to offset the arrearage by the overage of harvest in other counties does not
comport with various practices and other statutes. Treating all of the counties’ lands as
one giant trust after the fact, is problematic. Statutory issues with distribution of
proceeds also exist. Blum noted that looking at the two different numbers, the BNR was
looking at the resolution that established the original number was the “one rolled up
number of all of the units” and that is the logic for the 462mmbf. Fleck went forward
with the other options proposed by DNR and issues he saw regarding each of those.

Lea asked about the issue of litigation regarding options. Fleck noted that in the 1986
report it was noted that “folding arrearage” into inventory, or just raising the
percentage, would be in violation of the law. Fleck saw both of these options, then or
now, would be challenged in court. Intergenerational equity issues still remain.

2. Thaler (Presentation provided to participants)

Thaler noted that the lawyer presentations were not shared beforehand. While a lot of
agreement, there area of differences are in the conclusions. Arrearage is linked to the
SHC and cannot be separated from that effort. The SHC arose out of a series of timber
sales and litigation on those including Classic U sale on Whidbey Island which then
established a requirement to comply with SEPA. In 1979, in response to this suit, the
DNR adopted its first plan. There was the 2.1m acres v. Cole that then arose from the
DNR’s first plan. This litigation resulted in a harvest number that started this SHC
process in 1983. In 1992, another plan is adopted. Four years later the DNR adopts a
number, with some odd responses from the AGO about the role of the statute.

Legislature had intervened earlier. This arose out of the report to the legislature in 1986
and that report noted that the revenue then was unable to meet the funding needs of
the recipients. In addition, the staffing was not sufficient to meet the harvest level
associated with the arrearage. Further, the report noted environmental concerns from
harvesting the arrearage at that time. The statute then was adopted by the Legislature.

The issues noted in the current arrearage are the same issues raised in the original, pre
statute report. As a side note, regarding Skamania, the beneficiaries and the timber
purchasers do not have the same interests. The Court was outraged at the actions of
the legislature for letting the mills off of the hook on the default sales at the time. The
Court was adamant about its position that that was a violation.

Thaler noted that the arrearage statute really should be looked at as an analysis on what
is the best long term interest of the trusts. This would include rotation age, discount
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rate, the issues of sustainability, etc. The best interests are really a decision by the BNR,
that would then be reviewed by the Court as to what that in fact may actually be. He
noted that the requirements should be highlighted regarding the need for the analysis.
This was one of the most important, up front requirements.

He then passed out Wyatt’s Golding’s letter, attorney with the Washington Forest Law
Center, who could not be in attendance due to a death in the family. He summarized
the letter, attached at the end of these minutes, as noting that: (1) the statute has
ambiguities, (2) it is difficult to interpret subject to litigation, (3) the analysis requires
economic and environmental aspects that include the murrelet plans, the OESF plans,
etc. Thaler concluded that the bottom line was that it is not unreasonable to expect an
increase in staffing, but until the economic and environmental impact analysis are
completed, the ability to sell more timber has to wait.

Bruch asked if the current trust lands are able to do what they are supposed to do?
Thaler noted it depends upon what you think they are supposed to do. The Legislature
noted that purpose of the lands was to generate revenue. The theories behind the
lands revenue have decreased over time. In King County, the impacts are smaller, while
in rural areas they are much higher. He felt that the forests are not capable to meet all
of the financial needs. Blum noted that in the 1970s, the harvests provided about 50%
of the funds, while today less than 20%. Thaler noted that there is a lobbyist proposing
to undertake a bond issue of the state to purchase more land. Bruch noted that the
original purpose was to use these lands and their revenue to support schools. Thaler
noted of the many Western states, Washington is lucky in that it has kept more of these
lands, while many other states sold these off. Thaler noted that there was a unity of
interest to have land in industrial forestry than have it subdivided. Swanson, Fleck, and
others noted their appreciation of this statement.

Cross noted that the lands were never envisioned as the source of funding, bur rather a
source of funding. He noted that the needs would outstrip any scheme to provide
revenue. There is an ever increasing demand for funding. The UW has a large 26,000
acre block within the OESF, and the UW has never been concerned about the return of
these lands, due to their land holdings in downtown Seattle. As the need for money
increases, they would be interested.

Lea asked, in light of statements about the condition of Port Angeles High School, how it
was going to be replaced? The discussion included ideas of diverting more urban funds
to rural areas. Lea noted that the needs of the high school for replacement is a
significant issue.

Kelly noted as a school board director, Fairview needs to be sold, and should be sold at
the amount it is appraised. However, the bigger issue is that many folks are under a
misconception that timber and other things pay for schools. Schools are funded in part
by bonds and levies. Bonds build things, levies provide for operations. They are very
different and many people do not understand that. Grant trust lands were provided by
Congress 3m acres of trust lands for revenue to various institutions. The State Forest
Lands 620,000 acres were provided to the State to provide revenue for the operations
of counties and other operations. She offered a document called the History of Federal
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Lands to Provide Public Schools. She also noted that the age of the buildings within the
various districts, and their significant use, all play on the need to replace buildings.
Bruch reiterated the need for revenue to address the need for buildings. Fleck noted
that in order to get revenue from the DNR timber lands, you have to have a passed levy
or passed bond to obtain funds. Fleck noted that in the distant past, there was an
investment trust associated with timber revenue. Those revenues were placed into this
account, the interest was then paid out from that account for school construction. Fleck
noted in a meeting he and others had years ago with former Governor Dan Evans on this
subject, Evans noted that he had one major regret which was the change in the law in
the 70s to distribute the corpus of the trust for school construction. The lands also
provide revenues for hospitals, fire trucks, etc. If those revenues are not there, then
the tax payer will be asked to for the full authorized levy/bond amount. Further, lack of
meeting standards by fire and school districts, impact us all.

3. Wyatt letter from Forest Law Center (attached).

4. Ann Forest Burns, American Forest Resource Council (presentation provided) (3:15)

“Cut the arrearage, it's the law” was the intro to her presentation. The statute requires
that the first issue is a determination if there is an arrearage. As noted today, all agree
there is one, there is a dispute about what that number is. The statute then requires an
analysis of alternatives to determine a course of action. The DNR is a couple of years
behind on the requirement of taking an action. The goal is to provide the greatest
return to the trusts based upon economic conditions, existing and forecasted, as well as
the impact to the environment of harvesting the arrearage.

There is an informal AGO, given out in the packet, regarding the language in the statute
Does this statute impose an obligation on DNR if there is an arrearage? Yes, DNR has to
perform an analysis to determine if it was in the best interest to the trusts to sell all or
part of the arrearage.

So the trust? Go back to Skamania, and she noted she was on the losing side of that
case as she represented mill owners, the Court said that these are real trusts. They are
not public trusts, the public trust doctrine is not what is being discussed, and these are
common law trusts. The restatement of trusts, consisting of four volumes, apply to
these lands. These are long developed common law regarding the management of
trusts. Sitting at the TLAC table are experts hired by trusts to determine how to best
utilize such assets to maximize the return on the trust assets for the beneficiaries. She
noted that in her opinion, there was no where in the state where there was more
expertise on how to properly manage forest lands for the benefit of the beneficiaries. It
is an art, DNR needs help.

Certain duties of note. DNR, as a trust manager with the Legislature as the trustee, has
a duty of undivided loyalty to the beneficiaries. In Skamania, the trustee/legislature
attempted to aid the timber purchasers and mills relief for a sudden change in the
market conditions. They argued that having mills was in the best interest of the trusts
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to have purchasers so provide relief. Court said that the duty of undivided loyalty
required the striking down of the relief statute. The trustee is to manage the assets as if
they were dealing with his or her own property. In 1996, the AGO also addressed issues
that also addressed impartiality amongst the trusts, could prevent the crediting of one
county against another.

DNR, when looking at arrearage, needs to look at things like the price of timber,
projected prices, market impacts, calculate long term revenue, environmental affects,
and combinations of those factors. Other ideas could be species, volumes, timing
impacts, economic needs of beneficiaries, riparian needs, risk aversion of the DNR, need
of funds for the managers. If the manager needs more money, beneficiaries need to
know about this, and really understand the implications of that. Would you rather get
75 cents of one dollar, or 50% of two dollars? There could be situations where spending
more money, could return more money and that needs to be reviewed. She noted that
Thaler was right, the beneficiaries are the ones that need to raise these issues not the
purchasers. The purchasers buy timber, make lumber, create jobs. The beneficiaries
need to be engaged in the DNR’s needs.

The statute also talks about the impacts upon the environment for harvesting the
additional harvest. She noted that these have been thoroughly examined. The SHC was
reviewed at a much higher harvest level under SEPA, and if the impact of harvesting
additional timber must be analyzed, those were done in the original SHC. What has not
been asked is what is the impact of not harvest the designated timber? Bruch asked if
the new information regarding murrelets is not taken into account in the 2004 SEPA
assessment. Burns noted that the EIS on the SHC is for a much larger harvest level. In
addition, what is the need for the frequency of analysis/reanalysis goes to an issue of
continuity and predictability. To obtain investment in infrastructure, and municipalities
need information, you need that SHC number. The information within the environment
has not changed drastically. Blum noted that the 2008 science team report is not a new
environmental impact, but rather the team articulated a different perspective on how
much DNR would have to conserve to achieve their murrelet objectives. Bruch asked if
that report should have changed the SHC analysis?

Scott asked if this should have been part of a new assessment. Burns and Blum noted
that these are decadal efforts and there should be one in 2014. Scott asked how long
does it take to do an SHC? Burns noted that it took two years to do the 2004 SHC.
Burns noted that in 2013, DNR announced that there was a proposal to do a new
decadal harvest in six to nine months. Blum noted that the BNR took a different
approach, as a result this increased transparency and interaction.

Lea asked about the earlier DNR presentation and the Clean Water Act;’s role in DNR’s
environmental regulations. Blum noted that the CWA was taken into account within the
HCPs (DNRs and Forest Practices}. Washington State’s Forest Practices Act, including
DNR, addresses the CWA. Murray noted that the DOE has enforcement provisions
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under the CWA. Fleck noted that regarding the 2008 report, the DNR noted that the
Science Team never looked at the trust obligations. The team ignored, and clearly
stated that in their report, those trust obligations. The report was a recommendation
outside of the framework outside of the DNR’s other legal obligations. Fleck noted that
in 2009, there was a collective argument by many to ask the DNR to address the
murrelet strategy. DNR then froze the lands noted within the science report thinking
that the DNR would have completed the long term strategy sooner. Blum noted that
USFWS provided some additional efforts to provide relief with an amended
conservation strategy, but DNR got sued on that approach and lost.

Thaler raised an issue with Skamnia from his perspective. He felt that the description of
a private, fiduciary trust language has been eroded to a public trust. AGO 96-11 clearly
articulates that the environmental obligations do apply. Unlike a private trust, DNR has
to utilize SEPA and other aspects. Thaler argued that in the Superior Court decision of
2006, the decision was made not to pursue an appeal and so the various participants
negotiated a settlement. Blum noted that DNR had received a notice of intent to sue
the DNR by the Law Center under the CWA.

Cross noted that it took two years to develop a plan that missed the harvest level by
40% in this region with wildly different interpretations on what DNR should do to
achieve its objectives. TLAC has to determine what is best to determine what is in the
County’s best interests, but with such wildly different perspectives on trusts, how is that
in the best interest of the County.

Lea asked if there is anyone proud of County management? City Council? Port
Commission? Lea noted those are questions to ask.

Swanson put things into perspective about purchasing more lands for timber or
environmental needs. Swanson noted that 92,000 acres are worth some $300m, or one
building in Seattle. With $300m you could purchase a bond that provides some 3% that
would return $9m/year. However, here the DNR’s return is $3-7m/year, but they
provide revenue to taxing districts.

Fleck noted that there was only two ways to resolve these disagreements: Court or
AGO. Thaler argued that a third result was a negotiated solution on how to interpret
this statute. Fleck noted that this would require a broader group of participants,
particularly on the side of the beneficiaries.

Iv. Meeting Agendas and Structure

Fleck reminded the TLAC that there had been discussion to have April's meeting be about the
HCP and the ESA. In addition, there was to be discussion about the bylaws. The executive
committee realized that the bylaws discussion would take much longer than allotted. With April
being focused on the HCP, there were questions about how this impacts the HCP. Thaler and
Fleck have to develop just a list of questions about the HCP reconveyance. The questions would
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be shared with the TLAC in advance of that meeting. Blum noted that he has asked the
Washington Field Office of the USFWS to provide a broader perspective of the ESA in
relationship with forest management. The idea would be what are the other choices of the
92,000 acres outside of the DNR HCP. What would the world of take avoidance, safe harbors,
etc. would look like if reconveyance occurred? Blum would also try to develop the discussion
about the impact upon DNR as well. Blum also noted that there would be a need to discuss the
statute of reconveyance having to be amended and the process to do that. Fleck noted that this
was a proposed topic in the proposed work schedule. This could include lobbyist from the
schools, counties, etc., to talk about how the political realities have changed since the 1990-s
issue on reconveyance. This could result in the TLAC having to focus on the second question in
the TLACs charter from the County.

Paul noted that he felt that there was a need to have a broader discussion about the views of
the timber industry, economics, social aspects. This would include the discussion about the
export of timber out of the Port that has created a third world structure. He felt that these
issues need to be addressed.

Bruch noted that in the April meeting that the discussion of full disclosure of interests raised by
the public should be included. Murray noted that everyone had to share this. However, it was
suggested that maybe this could be done at the start of each meeting. Also the issue of the East
End representative. Fleck noted that Bekkavar noted that he was going to be traveling for some
time and would miss a set of meetings. He did not think Bekkavar appointed an alternate.

Fleck suggested that April could be ESA compliance and bylaws. May would be HCP compliance
and Bill Change issues. Fleck noted that there is a new county staffer and it has really taken a lot
of work to put together the meeting with a new staff and volunteers. Blum noted that there is a
need to know about the ESA. In addition, there is the need to have a practical discussion about
how to actually achieve the idea of reconveyance. A meeting needs to be to on the synthesis of
information, general discussions, as well as what is missing from the information presented so
far. It was felt that this discussion needed its own meeting. Developing a list of advantages,
disadvantages, and impacts. Kelly noted that the TLAC really needed to keep focused on the
County’s resolution developing the TLAC.

Doherty thought that the TLAC needed to look beyond the resolution. For example, the issues
of climate change and the impacts upon timber. Doherty also asked about the repayment of the
infrastructure investment and how those issues would be addressed. He raised issues with
Murray’s response to the Thaler et al letter. In addition, there are issues raised in OSO and how
the liability of such things would flow to Counties. There are issues also about exports and the
large number of jobs going overseas. All of his life there has been this issue of sustainability for
decades ahead for the use of those lands. In a bad economy, there is a want to export, in a good
economy there is a need to get more timber from public lands.

Doherty stated that there has been a rush to get the issue of reconveyance brought forward.
That the manner in which the TLAC was created needed to be addressed, as it arose out of
certain interests put in draft membership lists, rules, letters outside of the public arena. He felt
these were conflicts and violations that needed to be discussed, but there are certain people
pushing this agenda of reconveyance. When asked about who those people were, Doherty
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stated to look at who was holding meetings, including at Green Crow, and Fleck was on a
corporate board that was not disclosed.

Fleck noted that Doherty was wrong on that fact. Fleck’s PDC disclosed his involvement and
that there was a separate hearing on one aspect of his PDC disclosure that was also public.

Doherty then noted that there were briefings of commissioners on these issues. He noted that
he did not have all the facts, but had suspicions about these issues. In addition, there was
climate change issues, exports, etc.

Murray asked Doherty to write up his concerns and submit them to the committee like Murray
had done in response to Thaler et al's letter. Murray stated he wrote his letter as his response
to Thaler’s letter. Others could respond to that letter.

Lea complemented the DNR and Blum on the excellent presentations. He noted that Fleck made
a comment about people on the committee making a statement of where people were on.

Fleck noted that he kept trying to lay out an administrative process where if a meeting was held,
what is the purpose, who needs to be there, what needs to be talked about, what is the
outcome. The executive committee keeps trying to do this. April — EDC and bylaws. May — ESA
and how the law is changed. June could be a meeting to discuss issues. Lea asked about tribal
involvement and the issues of water quality, and the CWA. He felt that the issues with the CWA
and the issues being addressed by the TLAC. Blum noted that whoever manages the land,
compliance with the CWA will remain the same. Thaler noted that there is always a way for
lawyers to bring up issues.

Bork stated that there was really never a choice between either DNR or Clallam County, but
rather there should be a way to work together. She praised the DNR for its work and that there
has to be a way to design a different approach to these issues. DNR needs to be actively
involved with its skills, abilities and history. Instead of disassembling, we need to build up what
the DNR is doing.

Paul asked that the next meeting needs to address bylaws and also these underlying issues. He
asked that an open meeting be scheduled on where we are, where we are going, and how we
got there. Murray noted that an invitation was extended to USFWS and that that was part of
the fact finding. Murray suggested that the general discussion be held after the USFWS. Paul
made a motion to set the April meeting as an open meeting to discuss where the TLAC as, where
it was going, and how it got there. Seconded by Lea. Scott asked for clarification as to the date,
and this would be in April and USFWS be cancelled. Fleck noted that he was going to vote no.
He felt that there was a need to have USFWS there as part of the puzzile, and that the bylaws
need to be adopted. If the resolution adopted by the Commissioners need to be talked about as
needing a change, that should be a separate discussion. He felt that the charter did not have a
lot of flexibility as it created an advisory committee with a specific charge. Paul noted that
nothing in his motion changes the resolution.

Byrnes noted that meeting schedule should be contingent upon the USFWS visit. Discussion
followed about the fact that there was an outstanding invitation. Reandeau noted that the
bylaw discussion would need to be addressed as soon as possible in light of the issues raised in
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the letters received. Thaler noted that the delay consideration from February and March is
what caused he and others to bring forward the letter. TLAC is operating without any formal
structure. Cross disagreed as at the first meeting there was an election for the group which
created the structure. Thaler specifically suggested a co-chair structure to accommodate the
needs of the interests that was dismissed outright as if tossed out the door by a chair that would
not accommodate that discussion. Murray noted he was not the chair. Vote on Paul motion
was 6 in favor, 8 against, and 3 abstentions.

Fleck made a motion that the April meeting consist of the USFWS ESA compliance and the
bylaws ; the May meeting being on the issues of County management under what conditions
and process of amending the statute; and, June meeting be on a discussion on synthesis and
open discussion. A friendly amendment offered by Blum that the April meeting be on ESA
compliance, and the May meeting be on HCP related issues. Seconded by Lea. Motion passed
14 for, 1 against, and 1 abstain.

Thaler raised a point of information. Doing that agenda means we will be here until 4:30 p.m.?
it was noted it could, but if the bylaws were adopted then a time limit on the meeting would
exist. Murray noted that the meeting cost about $2,000/hour when all of the participants time
and efforts were valued. There was some discussion about how he reached this number.

V. Public Comment

Rod Fleck — Forks. Ann Seiter raised the issue of association and noted he had disclosed every
association he was associated. This was at the first meeting in response to a comment by
Doherty. He noted that the same standard had not been applied to the members of the
TLAC's environmental caucus which has three members that are all members of one of the
groups represented, with two of those three serving on its board of directors. In addition,
one or two individuals have not disclosed their past involvement in these issues. He noted
that folks listen to the testimony of Ed Bowen from the last meeting and how in that
testimony Bowne noted he was the first to testify at the Charter Review Commission about
the issue of arrearage. Fleck noted that he had challenged this presumption at the same
meeting that he refuted this. Fleck challenged the statement of a “rush to conveyance.” He
encouraged Doherty to read the resolution and particularly the second question in the
resolution.

Carol Johnson — NOTAC. Today was one of the best, most informative agendas that the
committee has had so far absent the last 45 minutes. Arrearage started us in this direction.
This is not to attack the DNR, or anyone else, albeit a kindergarten class could offer the
volume that the USFS offers. The resolution is what should be used to evaluate and make
recommendations to the Commissioners. Private timber lands and federal timber lands are
not part of the discussion. The federal timber lands are in worse shape from not harvesting
lands unlike the DNR. Arrearage has been around for thirty years. When the SHC was put in
place 12-13 years ago, there was an arrearage that was folded in at that time. This is
affecting the funds coming to our community. Our schools were always funding by our
communities. Clallam County has lost a lot of jobs and that should be considered.

Trust Land Advisory Committee — 25 Mar 2016 Minutes Page | 17



Toby Thaler — Disclosure issue is legitimate on all sides. He was happy to list all of the board he
sits on. His suggestion was to make a suggested edit to the bylaws. Having that as a link on
the website could be another way. As to the federal lands, they are taking the brunt for the
ESA listings. If it wasn’t for the federal lands, one could not imagine the litigation

Tom Swanson — Noted he had lived in Claltam County since 1985, worked for Green Crow since
1989, and that the company had not purchased public timber since 1991. The company
owned Green Creek Timber on the ridge, that purchased larger, higher quality timber and it
was barred from purchasing public, federal timber as it would conflict with export issues.
Interest on being on the board is the community’s interest, it is not interest for Green Crow
or any quarterly profits for that company. Interests based upon his family’s connection to
schools, community. Proud of community. He has worked with folks on the west end and is
interested in doing the best with the asset under question and doing what is in best interest
of community. Swanson noted that the export issue was not germane to the charter from
the Commissioners. The work he does with the private company is very involved in exports
and that market shifts. The issue has been around for some time.

Gabe Rygaard — Local business here, family owned logging company that has been ontv. A
couple of things, he worked directly with the state and brokered state timber. 60% of his
work comes from state managed lands. A lot of times statements about timber being
advertised, a lot of time they are unable to match the cruise level in the state’s
advertisement of a sale. He felt that there was not a number that would offset the
arrearage. 92mmbf of arrearage in Clallam County, ask this question, if we had had that
arrearage would we have had those jobs that we lost. Skip all of those other concerns,
environmental and otherwise, and realize that there are a lot of folks out of jobs. Think
about this, it is hard to survive in an industry with a noose wrapped around its neck.

Coleman Byrnes — noted that he is involved in many organizations and sits on the board of two
environmental organizations. He is representing the Audubon Society and is not
representing any other organization.

Connie Beauvais — Served on the last Charter Review Commission. She thanked everyone for
the work they were doing on this topic. There were over thirty issues brought to the
Charter. Enlightened that this was a huge subject that really affects the County. Much
larger an issue than the Subcommittee could address, so made a recommendation that the
Commissioners created a committee to study this topic. In this period of openness, it is
wonderful getting this out to the public so a lot of people can learn about this issue. She
noted that we may not need to take the lands back ourselves, but that we needed to
understand how they are managed and that the way they are managed affects our county.
She thanked everyone for keeping an open mind and reviewing this issue in the best interest

of the County.

Bill Peach — He thanked everyone very much for working on a very tough issue. He reminded
the Committee that the resolution created the standing committee and if looking at issues
to do so in relationship to the resolution. The committee’s life is finite ending in December.
He sees that there are some areas that could limit the committee being where they want to
be by the end of the year.
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Kelly noted she was going to be absent at the next meeting.

Motion by Kelly, seconded by Blum to adjourn. Passed unanimously.

5.
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Draff Memarandum on Amearape: Lepal Analysis

To: Clallam County Trust Lands Advisory Committee
From: Wratt Golding, Wachington Ferest Law Center
RE: The Department of Natural Resources’ Arrearage Responsibifities

This mema briefly provides my legal analysis of the Department of Natwal Fesources” s@tutery
abligations when arrearage occurs. The views expressed in this meano are draft analysis, subject
1o change, and do not represent the legal positions of any client organizations. This memo does
oot analyze the imterplay between DNR's common law trust oblizations and the apency's
statutory mandates.

Under the Public Lands Act, the Department of Natura! Resoarces must prepare a sustainable
harvest calculation every o years. RCW 7¢.10.324;: RCW 79.10.300(3). The Pubiic Lands Act
defimes arrearage a; “the summation of the ammeal sustamable harvest timber volume since July
1. 1979 _less the suen of state timber salss contract default volume and the state timber sales
volume deficit since fudy 1. 1979.7 RCW 79.10.300(1). Default refers w0 purchased sales that
went unlogged due to the purchaser’s fatlure v complete the contract, and deficit mwams “the
summartion of the difference between the department’s anmual plamned sales program vokume and
the actoal imber volume sold.” RCW 79.10.300(3). The Stase Legizlature passed the arearage
statute in the cootext of an economic recession, the resuit of which was that timber that was

available for loggmg m a plannmg decade went uniogzed.

The arrearage defmition refierences a plaming decade starting in 1979 and does not apply by its
piain terms in the year 2014, However, the Public Lands Act also states that ~Ji]f an amearage
exists at the end of any plarming decade, the departmernt shall conduct an analysis of alternatives
fo determine the course of action regarding the arrearage which provides the preatest retwm to
the trusts based upon economic conditions then existing and forecast, as well as impacis on the
environment of harvesting the additenal timber. ™ FICW 7¢.10.330 (emphasis added). Rexi
together, the two statutes appear wo amvision CNE calculating ammearage every decade. However,
the mture of that cairulation is ambiguous. For example, the definitions in RCW 79.10.300 are
nmduronwh!:ha,hnrdermbecalrulmdinﬂwmg,mlmmmmﬂybephnmd
far sai or merely part of the past decade’s SHC. That ambiguity makes a big difference for
matters ;uch as marbled murelet management. where areas prajected to be available for logging
in the SHC were never mchxled in any planmed sales. because the anticipated development of a
“long-term conservation strategy  never ocoumed. Another ambiguity is that the arearage statute
specifically requires considering envinommental snpacts when determining how to calculate the
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Clallam County Trust Land Advisory Committee
15 Apr 2016
Meeting Minutes

Times that appear next to items reflect the actual time and are provided as a guide for those utilizing the
Clallam Public Eye video.

I. Call to Order
Meeting called to order by Chair Joe Murray and opened with the Pledge of Allegiance. Roll was

called. Cindy Kelly, Ben Pacheco were absent. Darryl Wolfe arrived later and Diana Reaume had
indicated she would be late due to a personal matter, however she did not attend the meeting.

ll. Public Comment

Ann Seiter — Palo Alto. First, she asked that the TLAC include a minority report as part of the final
report. She asked that this be on a recommendation by recommendation in fairness to the people
participating. Her second point was regarding interest and affiliations of people on the committee
should review those affiliations and be part of the final report. Her third point was regarding where
the TLAC was doing estimates regarding costs for management if the County were to take on
management of the trust lands. She noted her experience as a natural resource management in
natural management gave her the experience with budgets and finding funding was not easy. The
costs associated with enforcement was one are of difficulty finding money. The costs were more
than just foresters and the need would include hydrologists, geologists, GIS specialists, legal,
enforcement. She asked that somewhere in the deliberations that these expenses also be laid out.

Norma Turner — First, she provided four copies of things for the records. First of those was a
presentation of a December presentation comparing Grays Harbor and Clailam County. Second, as
Grays Harbor was repeatedly mentioned during the Charter Review discussion, and there has been a
permeation within the local culture of this belief that Grays Harbor’s approach is such a good thing
that it even came up following the defeat of the Sequim School Bond. In looking at actual numbers,
she noted that Grays Harbor did receive more money per student but education results not positive.
Grays Harbor has the lowest graduation rate, lowest reading rate, lowest math proficiency, highest
free and reduced lunch rate, lowest percent of population over 25 with high school education,
poverty rate is higher, growth rate was in the negative. She felt that there are all types of numbers
that seem to indicate that Grays Harbor is not as good. There are two other things for TLAC review
including the County profile. The fourth piece was from the US Census and submitted. In addition,
she noted that two minutes was not a long time and three minutes would be better. Materials were
submitted to Rod Fleck and he would ask that Ms. Gores distribute those to the TLAC members

(done by email).

lll. Minutes (8:55)
A. Adoption of 19 Feb 2016 minutes

Proposed amendments were provided by Reandeau and Thaler. Discussion followed. Motion
by Blum, seconded by Scott, to adopt the 19 Feb 2015 minutes as amended. Motion passed.
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B. 25 Mar 2016
(12:35)
Fleck noted these minutes were still needing to be developed. Discussion followed regarding
the choices of words used in the minutes, possibility of utilizing a court reporter, and the want
to further explain aspects of topics found within the minutes. Also discussed were how to
integrate public comments raised at the start of the meeting, the letter from Thaler et al., and

the response by Murray.
IV. Review — Clallam County Trust Lands

A. Presentation by Tim Romanski, USFWS did not occur due to his having to respond to time
sensitive demands. Questions about the ESA and the HCP developed by Fleck and Thaler would
be shared with the Committee once they were finished with their homework assignment. (done
by email, comments added to it by members).

B. DNR materials provided

In the absence of a presentation, Blum having provided copies of an “Overview of Forest
Practices (Statewide), about which Thaler asked for an explanation. Blume noted that this was
his effort to respond to the data requests from the Committee. He provided the forest practices
biennial budget for 2015-2017 to the TLAC and highlighted the DNR’s incredible commitment to
research ($15m) as n unusually high number. He noted that started in late 2011 when the DNR
received a notice of intent to litigate on the HCP and as part of the settlement of that matter,
there was an agreement to accelerate the adaptive management program. He indicated that he
expected the investment amount to remain for one more biennium at that level, and that it
could decline after that. Discussion on this topic included issues regarding the focus on finishing
research projects and project types: basil area (trees per acre), monitoring buffers, shade, large
woody debris, and unstable slopes. Blum explained that the $15m, while it had four staff
associated with it, most of the funds were paid out in contracts to researchers, in addition to a
significant amount of volunteer work as well. Thaler reminded the TLAC that in thinking of the
structure associated with its issues, it was important to remember that the Forest Practices HCP
is not the same as the 1997 DNR HCP. The issue of reconveyance raises a complexity of issues

that could be added.

Blum then noted that implementation of the HCP consists of staff on the ground. Compliance
efforts continue two to three years after harvest. This occurs after a permit is sought for the
harvest that undergoes a full review to ensure compliance with forest practice rules. Murray
commented that many forest practice applications (FPAs) are looked at by DNR before formally
submitted for a permit, so in many cases the activity is looked at twice. Blum noted that there
was additional resources also available for small forest landowners.

Regarding riparian treatments between 2004-2016, the material provided list the name, acres,
presumptions regarding percentage of expected removals. Acres noted were those proposed
for activities within the riparian management zones. Swanson asked for clarification regarding
the fact that some 500 acres are covered in this chart, and only 55mmbg was reported as being
harvested. Blum noted that the SHC had a target of 390mmbf for riparian related harvests and
only 35mmbf was realized with most of that unrealized amount in the OESF.
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Regarding aerial spraying in Clallam County, Blum provided additional information on the
number of FPAs issues for aerial spray both fertilizer and pesticides and the acreage covered by
both. Paul raised a question about the numbers as he indicated he was aware of three
applications associated with some 15,000 acres in Clallam and Jefferson Counties. Blum asked
Paul to follow up with him about that information so he could review it with his staff.

Regarding the issue of landslides in Clallam County, the ones reported were not deep seeded
land slides. Fleck noted that such a deep seeded, natural slide is developing in the upper
portions of the Calawah. Swanson noted that these were reported ones. Some happen and go
unreported or noticed.

Regarding riparian management, an explanation about the strategies in the OESF and the Straits
was provided. Thaler noted that the narrative is limited by what is referred to as riparian,
headwaters are not treated the same. Blum noted that the State Lands HCP uses different
approaches; fish streams are called Type 1-3, and Type 5 are non-fish waters and include
headwaters.

Paul asked about the rotation length and if it was still 60 years? Blum noted that the rotation
length was about 62 years, however, there is not an established policy on that. Cross
commented that regarding protections on Type 4 and 5 waters, that these many times are
associated with areas protected for slides, so protections for geological needs exist.

Blum also shared with the TLAC the news that Commissioner Peter Goldmark would not be
running for reelection. As a result, there will be a tremendous leadership change in the
Department in 2017. He expected that he would keep his tenure with the TLAC, but wanted to
point out that a leadership transition would be coming over the next year.

Cross reiterated his request for tax reports from the Department and the Department of
Revenue for state lands for the last two years of the previous 10 year SHC period. Murray also
reminded Blum of his request for inventory information. Blum indicated he would follow up
with his staff. Doherty asked for a 10 year record for exports, and Blum noted that that was in
materials provided to the BNR. Others suggested that numbers from the Port would be helpful
and Waknitz indicated he would send those to the TLAC.! Fleck asked if the TLAC could get any
outstanding data requests to him and Blum so they could work on them to ensure those were
being worked on, or determine if they may have already been fulfilled.

Doherty asked about information associated with the sustainability of the industry regarding
conversions within Clallam County. Cross noted that this information is available from the UW.
It was clarified that that information was part of the UW’s Rural Technology Initiative. Cross
directed folks to search for “Washington State Forest Lands Data Base and that people at the
UW could be reached about this program. Fleck noted that since SEPA was required for such
conversions, the County’s DCD should also have information about this and might be easier
place to obtain that information. Doherty asked about the conversion of lands to the National
Forest/National Park where working forests were converted to non-working forests. DNR would

 Waknitz did send out a chart via email that is attached to these minutes. Members of the TLAC then responded
all to that information and began to discuss the document provided. That discussion was ended to comport
the TLAC's activities with the OPMA. Those emails are attached to this set of minutes.
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only have information on what DNR had bought, sold, or exchanged. Doherty reiterated the
importance to look at the conversion of lands to the National Forest/National Park. ‘=

(1:07 — 1:12 Break)
V. Bylaws and Rules

After the distribution of copies of the suggested amendment by Ann Seiter, Murray asked if the group
was wanting to address the bylaws as a whole or article by article. Scott asked if some questions could
be addressed first. Thaler noted that he had a line by line review of the bylaws that he could share,
however, technical challenges arose that did not allow for its distribution.

Paul stated that the issue of a facilitator versus a chairperson was one that needed to be addressed. If
the group determined to have a facilitator, that would change the proposed bylaws. Cross asked what
authority the TLAC had regarding that proposal. Fleck noted that hiring a facilitator would probably take
six weeks under contracting requirements and have budgetary costs. Thaler suggested that maybe the
County could use the hearing examiner structure, but he realized that the County was still under
consultation on that position. Doherty and Thaler indicated that such costs could be upwards of
$1,000/meeting. Murray indicated that that would have to be something that the TLAC would have to
request. At the request of Blum, Murray returned the discussion to the bylaws and indicated that the
TLAC would address each article one at a time. Fleck asked that the amendments received prior to the
meeting should be considered first.

A. Motion to amend Article IX, Sec 2, adding paragraph C, as proposed by Ann Seiter regarding
minority reports was made by Fleck, seconded by Blum. Discussion on the motion noted that
there was nothing that prohibited this from already occurring, but that it wasn’t required either.
Clarification of issues regarding the wording of minority reports was discussed. Also the
realization of the different opinions regarding aspects of the report could lead to individuals
indicating their agreement or disagreement. Motion passed unanimously.

B. Question by Scott and discussion by Paul regarding the place to utilize a facilitator.

C. Motion to adopt Article | as written without “marks was made by Cross, seconded by Blum, and
passed unanimously.

D. Thaler asked about the make-up of the executive committee. His concern was regarding a
balance of interests to include the environmental caucus. Motion to amend Article II, Sec 2,
paragraphs describing duties be added as follows: “b. Oversee the activities of assigned county
staff; and, d. create meeting agendas” was made by Thaler, seconded by Scott, and was passed

unanimously.

E. Fleck made a motion to amend Article II, Sec 2 to read ..”an Executive Committee shall be made
up of the Chair, Vice Chair, Secretary, the DNR representative to the TLAC, and an additional
member approved by a majority of the TLAC.” This was by Thaler. It was clarified that the words
“appointed by the chair” were being stricken as part of this proposed amendment. Scott asked
about someone not being able to attend whether an alternate could be appointed. It was
explained that the Executive Committee had not met other than by email.

Lea noted that he wanted to note that the presentations made by the DNR have been as good as
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he had ever seen. Why were people talking about the bylaws rather that presentations? The
motion was adopted unanimously.

Paul raised a concern about the independence of the committee in relationship to dispensing
with a major asset to the County. This process has been dominated from the start with
Individuals involved have financial interests and with particular expected outcome. There
should be a group of independent, well balanced set of people working on this with an
independent facilitator. He did not see getting to a point of making an educated, well informed
opinion on reconveyance. There should be someone independent to run these meetings,
establish the agendas, and come up with a final report.

Swanson replied that he had a lot better things to do on Fridays than sit and rehash the same
accusations month after month. He stated he resented having a financial interest, and his
interest was that of Clallam County. He noted that there was no discussion of dispensing of the
asset, but a discussion on a change in management. He felt people needed to see beyond the
level of distrust being raised. Dave Bekkevar stated that the did not appreciate being slapped in
the face. He has been in business for 40 years and run a successful business. People in the
room can get this done. Paul asked for a clarification as to what was the slap in the face, and
Bekkevar said it was Paul’s statement that there were not adequate people to deal with this.
Paul felt that there was an appearance of a conflict of interest that could be dispensed with if
independent, unbiased people were running the committee. Cross noted that Paul had asserted
values into people’s heart for being here. If there was a financial interest that someone would
benefit from the County managing these lands, Paul needs to say who and what he meant.
Cross noted that Paul asserted that there was a cabal that had organized this effort. Cross noted
that Paul’s organization, the Sierra Club, had an annual budget that was triple Clallam County’s
and so it could be raised that Paul had the most vested interest at the table since he had a single

interest in mind.

F. Motion to adopt Article Il, Sec 1 as written in its entirety was made by Fleck. Scott raised the
issue of moving forward, and noted that there were not the resources to choose an alternative
structure. If there are not resources to change the structure, then we need to move forward.
Cross seconded the motion. Fleck also raised the issue about the accusation about bias, and
bias in the agenda as those are set based upon the decision of the members. Further, a couple
of members keep raising the issues outside of the resolution. Fleck felt it was wrong to state
that there was not a diverse interests in the TLAC. Thaler noted that in his group’s letter it was
trying to make clear the objectives of concern. Things overlap. Thaler suggest that the interests
of the members be raised in a later article. Lea asked if this was an amendment, Thaler said it
was not. Blum asked for clarification on the motion. Bork asked for additional information
regarding the discussion of minutes, their distribution, etc. She suggested a separate section be
added for minutes. It was clarified that the motion was only Article Il, Section 1 was the subject
of the motion. The motion was passed by a vote of 14-2-0.

G. Motion to adopt Article Il as amended was made by Cross, seconded by Blum and the motion
was adopted by a vote of 15-1.

H. Motion to adopt Article Ill as proposed was made by Fleck, seconded by Cross. After the
motions found in | and J below, the TLAC returned to the main motion which was passed

unanimously.
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I. Motion to amend the original motion by amending it with regard to Article lll, Sec 7 to read: “If
a need arises, after giving notice to the Chair, ...” was made by Thaler. Thaler noted that the
ability to attend by phone needed to be something that didn’t require asking the chair. Fleck
accepted it as a friendly amendment, but Cross did not accept this as a friendly motion to {H)
above. Cross noted that he felt that the visual nature of the materials lent themselves to in
person. Fleck then seconded Thaler's motion. Alternates can attend. Bork disagreed with
Cross’ presentation as she has significant experience with on-line meetings. Attending by phone
can be satisfactory as an alternative. Thaler noted his amendment would create a self-
regulating manner for TLAC meetings. Fleck noted that County staff assist the TLAC with
distribution of materials, equipment, etc. This amendment to the main motion passed by a

vote of 15-1.

A question about meeting locations associated with field visits or site visits in relationship to
public attendance. Efforts would be made to accommodate the public’s
attendance/participation in such meetings.

J.  Motion to amend the main motion by adding a new section to Article Ili regarding meeting
minutes by Bork, seconded by Thaler. The motion was to specifically add a new section to
Article lll regarding: Meeting Minutes.

a. Will be created by the Secretary through a review of recordings of the meeting;

b. A draft will be sent to the TLAC via email no less than three weeks prior to consideration by
the TLAC; and,

c. Minutes will be reviewed and addressed two months after the occurrence of the meeting
for which the minutes were created.

Murray explained that to date minutes have been distributed, corrections made, and then the
minutes are posted. Cross noted that in the past Fleck had brought the minutes to the group in
advance of the meeting, then were considered there. Fleck noted that the goal is to have these
done three weeks prior. Discussion occurred on the preferences to distribute minutes regarding
electronic or paper copies. Scott asked if with the recordings a word by word discussion was
needed for the minutes. Fleck noted he would like to get to action minutes, but a few members
want to have their perspectives adequately reflected. After a discussion of meeting logistics, the
TLAC determined that this motion was considered friendly and incorporated into the motion H

above.

Doherty raised the issue of referencing the state statutes regarding the Open Public Meeting
Act, ethics, laws, rules that he felt could be addressed with issues that had been raised as to the
compliance with those rules. He noted that these were raised by never discussed. As these
have not been resolved, and as a serious aspect of the creation of this group. He noted that he
felt that there were subgroup meetings, briefings and activities that questioned to him the
foundation of how this group was created. This foundation issue could be raised, in his opinion,
as a means of challenging the work of the TLAC. He felt that there should be references.

K. Motion to remove the sentence regarding a parliamentarian in Article IV and adopt said article
as amended was made by Cross, seconded by Fleck. The motion was made without regard to
the parliamentarian, Thaler asked that this be removed. This was considered as a friendly
amendment by Cross and Fleck. This motion passed unanimously.
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L. Blum made a motion to adopt Article V, with a proposed amendment to Section 4 allowing TLAC
members may designate an alternate in writing and advise the Chair and the committee. The
alternate shall be the same for all meetings that the member cannot attend. This was seconded
by Lea. Murray raised a question about the alternate needing to be the same member, and the
motion was clarified by Blum as intending that. The motion passed unanimously.

M. Motion to strike Article VI was made by Thaler, seconded by Cross. Fleck noted that this was a
legacy from the template being used. Scott noted that the Prosecutor’s Office did indicate their
willingness to help. Motion to strike was made by Thaler, seconded by Cross, and passed

unanimously.

N. Fleck made a motion to adopt Article Vil that was seconded by Blum with only the first sentence
of the proposed Article being that which would be adopted. The second sentence was a
remnant from the template used for the draft bylaws. It was agreed that the numbers proposed
would be used for amendments and adoption with those being changed in the final document.
The motion passed unanimously.

O. Fleck moved the adoption of Article VIl as written, this was seconded by Scott with a needed
period. Motion passed unanimously.

P. Motion to adopt Article IX, as amended with “Section 2” being removed in paragraph one,
earlier amendments also included, and to include a new paragraph d in Article X, Sec 2,
regarding adding affiliations to the TLAC report to read:

The final recommendation/report of the TLAC to the County Commissioners shall include a list
of all voting members of the TLAC, the organizations that they were appointed to represent, and
any additional affiliations of the members relevant to the work of the TLAC.

The motion was proposed by Blum, seconded by Thaler, and adopted unanimously.

Q. A motion was made by Blum, seconded by Fleck, to adopt Article X-XIV, with Article XV being
removed. Lea asked about clarification about public statements and how long does that apply to
the TLAC members? It was understood that members could, after the end of the TLAC term,
make statements regarding the TLAC. Paul asked about the comment made by Lea. Blum
noted that the public statements about TLAC actions are those from the TLAC, but individual
positions could be stated without being a spokesperson for the TLAC. Individuals cannot speak
for the TLAC, unless the TLAC.

R. Blum made a motion to adopt the proposed bylaws as amended in their entirety that was
seconded by Fleck. Motion passed on a vote of 14-1. Murray asked for clarification as to
Doherty’s nay, and Doherty noted he was voting no as the issues regarding the ethics, meeting
compliance issues have not been addressed again.

(2:43)

Regarding the issue of rules, those needed to be copied. Blum asked Doherty’s concerns about

abiding by the State and County rules and his allegations regarding the non-compliance with those.

The issue of the OPMA has been referenced. Thaler raised a question about the proposed rules and
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if they were actually needed? Thaler made a motion to table the rules indefinitely, Fleck seconded
the motion. After clarifying the issues of public comment, the motion carried.

Scott asked for clarification on two items. First, there are some who keep arguing that the issue
before the TLAC is only reconveyance or not. The County’s resolution has additional requirements
and those are going to be discussed. Second, when Commissioner Peach was visiting earlier, there
was a discussion about what is going to be reported to the Commissioners. She had heard that the
Chair was going to come and give an oral report. However, the report should be in writing, and the
presentation by the Chair would be ephemeral. Murray noted that he had been asked to come to
the meeting on Monday. He planned to recap what was done: (1) bylaws; (2) DNR explaining their
management, the type of trusts, etc.; (3) collecting information on the issues; and, (4) no path has
been developed to go forward at this point as that was still occurring. Cross raised concerns about
the expectation of within the Resolution, and asked that Murray ask the Commissioners if they
would allow the presentation to meet the resolution requirement. Thaler asked if it is possible for
Murray to email to the group his notes for his presentation.

VI. Agenda

Commissioner Peach had requested a moment to speak to the TLAC. Murray yielded the floor to the
Commissioner. He had stopped by the Assessor’s Office regarding the data generating the
information on land conversions. There is a person, Daniel Childress, could be asked to help. The
data set that would be accessed goes to 2009, earlier data sets would be available from IT through
Jan Weiss who can access the AS 400 system. If someone is interested in working with the
Commissioner, they could try to find that information through the Assessor’s Office. Blum asked for
clarification and the issue was associated with conversion in the type of tax assessments would
indicate ownership changes as well. Doherty volunteered to work with Peach on this matter.

Thaler noted that with regard to the USFWS presentation, questions would be sent out to everyone.
Additional questions would/could be added by members of the Committee. He also felt that there
was a need to have people from Grays Harbor be present to discuss their budget, revenue, FTE,
compliance, etc. Cross noted that Ft. Lewis operates 55,000 acres of timber, not the same, but it
could be a similar set of questions. Bangor NB could be another similar organization, if Grays Harbor
could not come to present. Blum noted that neither of these operate under the FPA HCP. Thaler
raised the issue regarding the Clean Water Act, the FPA, and considering having a DOE/NOAA
fisheries discussion. Blum asked if there really was an expected difference between: (1) DNR and
County compliance; (2} HCP v. FPA regarding CWA assurances. Thaler felt that there was a potential
area of litigation with differences and liability exposures different from ESA.

Cross asked that May be focused on ESA, with June being focused on Grays Harbor the manner in
which those lands are operated and revenue/costs shared. Bork agreed with this approach and
suggested that June be used to look at other options that could exist. Cross and Scott added to the
outline ideas for the meetings. Murray noted that the TLAC may have to generalize in some of these
areas, as there are many details that could not be fully developed and explored. Thaler also asked
about NOAA's engagement and possible presentation before the TLAC, but with the Ozette Sockeye
they may not be as critical to have at the table.

A. May
ESA discussions with USFWS. Two individual from the Lacey Office, plus the Acting Manager.
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The purpose would be looking at the Act, its structure, compliance requirements. Address
issues of take avoidance, safe harbors, HCPs, etc.

Blum noted that this would not be a conversation addressing the biology of the various species.
Presenters will not be addressing the big question of whether to manage under the State HCP,
or under the FPA HCP? This is an issue that would have to be addressed elsewhere. Swanson
felt that the TLAC should consider assuming that the State HCP would run with the land, as it
would be unlikely that the Services could provide a definitive answer as to all of the issues
associated with switching HCPs. Conservative approach with this assumption then is built into
the analysis. Cross asked would the presentation be able to address whether there is any critical
habitat existing within the SFLs 92,500 acres. Blum said that would have to be reviewed. Paul
asked for a fisheries expert knowledgeable about the effects of large landscape changes on
landscapes. Specifically, with the challenges on the chinook, coho, steelhead, etc., populations
and extremely low run sizes that he attributed to logging. Bekkevar also asked about the role of
tribal netting. Blum asked that ESA would be the topic, he would reach out to NOAA to see if
there would be anything beyond the fisheries addressed within the HCP. If group assumes that
State HCP runs with the land, that addresses all listed species beyond NSO, Murrelet, etc. Blum
offered to assist Paul in accessing an expert to address his concerns. Thaler asked about the
legal question about the State HCP running with the land and how would that be addressed. A
variation of this question was provided with USFWS, but it is highly unlikely that this would be
answered by Washington Office field staff.

B. June
* Grays Harbor discussion: budget, revenue, FTE, compliance, etc.
* Other alternatives within, regarding, or associated with reconveyance. How the management
aspects are addressed, staffing needs, etc.

C. luly
* Work session on fewest costs, most benefits;
* Expand embroider on how to use unique assets with the OESF and see if this could come up
with an alternative to reconveyance. OESF being unique, could that be used to benefit the

County.
Vil. Public Comment

Carol Johnson — NOTC. Reminded the TLAC members to read County Resolution No. 70 and
particularly items two and three therein. She felt that the issue raised about logging exports
needs to be connected to the relevance to public lands. She also questioned the efforts by
earlier commentator to connect Grays Harbor's timber management with the socic-economic
issues. Those are not related to any particular timber harvest, but rather to the overall socio-
economic aspects of the community. If there were more jobs, that would improve the socio-
economic aspects. However, the harvest by Grays Harbor should not be connected. The more
jobs, the better the income, and the better the socio-economic situation.

Ed Bown —Clallam Bay. Today’'s meeting answered a lot of his questions. Stated his interest is
based within the State’s Constitution. He has not consented to the state’s creation of an
arrearage on these trust lands. As noted within the Declaration of Independence, if government
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is not functioning, then the people need to take actions to change that. He wants the County to
be sustainable. He was wanting additional information on how the Committee was going to
have the Chair do regarding the meeting with the Commissioners. He was comfortable with the
information about the Committee that will be presented on Monday/Tuesday.

Bill Peach — Beaver. Next Monday, at 10 a.m., the Commissioners have on the agenda during its
work session an update from the TLAC. This is less formal, and members are welcome to
participate. He has reached out to Grays Harbor Commissioner Frank Gordon, District 2, and
inquired about their participating in a future meeting. There is some possibility to utilize a new
on-line meeting function within the room to facilitate that presence. He expressed his gratitude
to the members as this is a messy process, but thanked folks for sharing their views.

Norma Turner — Port Angeles. There should be an approval of the agenda as this ensures all to buy
into the agenda. Please make that a pro forma part. Missed an opportunity on the minutes as
to what the group wants. The group accepting these two months afterwards, may be a reason
to give Fleck guidance on what he should produce. She encouraged the TLAC to adopt those
every month as the public does not see those until they are approved. Focus on this issue at
your next meeting. As to the raw emotion about who represents what, she suggested that
everyone look at signing specific conflict of interest statements or ethics forms used by the local
nonprofits. This could stop the accusations being made as they would be part of the record.
She appreciated the time spent on this complex issue.

VIIl.  Adjournment

Motion by Blum, seconded by Thaler to adjourn. This was passed unanimously.

(Email exchange is attached)
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Rod Eleck
ISR

From: Waendt, Brian <bwendt@coclallamwaus>
Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 3:29 PM

To: Rod Fieck; Susanne Scoly

Lc: Gores, Alanna

Subject: RE: Port of PA

Ms. Scott,

While | have bean monitoring the email traffic on the periphery, | agree with Mr. Fleck’s cautions. It is important that
any discussion that the group may have comply with the Open Public Meetings Act, chapter 42,30, Thus, commitiee
discussion must occur in 2 gublic sphere, where the public can attend and observe {uniess there is a reason {o convene
an “executive session” per a specific statutory basis fwhich | do not see at this time)). In the past, cowris have Found that
email discussions have vialaled the OPMA. Thus, Mr. Fleck’s cattions are on the mark, This would be true regardless of

whether the county provided county-emails to the TLAL members.

Sincerely,
Brian Wendt

B3rinn Wend:

Dleputy Proseculing Allormey
Clallans County Prosecuting Allorney
223 Cast 4th Stree. Suile 11

Porl Angeles, WA 98362-3015

CONFIDENTEALITY NOTICE: This e-muil message (and any attaclunenls accompranying L) nyay contain itfarmation, isciuding
inlarmation prolected by atlomey-clienl prvilege. The information is intended only for the use of the intended recipients}, Delivery
ol"this message 1 anyone oler than the inlended rewipiom(s) is ol miended (o waive any privilege or othepwise detract from the
confidentality of the message. 1 vou are ol twe intendued reeipient, ar 3 this message has been addiessed to vou in @rror, do net read,
disctase, reproduce, distribule, disseminate or otiierwise use s transmission; rater, please promgsly notify the seader by repiy o-
imail, o then destroy all copies of the message and its attachoients, iany.

From: Rod Fieck [malito:rodf.forks@forkswashington.org]

Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 11:54 AM

To: Susanne Scott

T Gores, Alanna; Wendt, Brian

Subjact: RE: Part of PA

Sue,

I 'wanted to answer this and | have to say | am avoiding sending this ta the entire graup because of the real underlying
issue..,

We were having a meeting — the entire committee was included, there was a discussion between members about a
substantive issue, and that discussion was relevant to the purpose and facus of the committee. When we have a
mesgting, even an electronic discussion, we have to give the public notice and the ability to participate which would
mean listen and see in some public manner.  Sa, with that in mind, and not being legal counsel for the County — but 1
have included one that is — et me turn to your guestions:

1. Yes, the TLAC probably could be given County emaits for county business
2. No, those could not he used then ta cantinue en the discussion because that wouid still be a public mesting
that would require compliance with the notice and public opportunity to be involved,



{am hoping that this clear. [ am trying to o a few different things loday to play calch up. So, if there is something not
making sense, give me a call here at the office.

Take care and enjoy the weakend
Rad

William R. Fleck

City Attomey/Planner
50D Easl DRivision Streel
Forks, WA 98331

ro

360/ 374-5412

sl Fovrditovet Siqad

From: Susanne Scott { i

Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2016 12:10 PM

To: Rod Flack <rodf forks@forks >

Cc: Jusey Paul < S ; Joseph F. Murray <abies@olypen.com>; Jesse
Waknitz »; Gores, Alanna <agore JA5>; Ben Pacheco

< > ; Cindy Kelly <ctkelly@olypen.com>; Coleman Byrnes

< »: Cynthia Bork < > Darryl Wolfe <dwolfe@olym >; David
Bekkevar < >; Diana Reaume < »; Jason Cross < >;
Kenneth Reandeau < , Kyle Blum < =; Michaet Merideth

< a.us>; Mike Doherty <dcherty_mike@yahoo.com>; Robert Lea <rgh >; Toby
Thaler < »; Tom Swanson < >; Peach, Bill < >

Subject: Ra: Port of PA

My apologtes, [ asked the 1nitiad question. Rod vou are absofutely right.
I do, hawever, have a request as a resalt of this. Coukt each of us have a County email address and conduct this
conversation through the County website where the public could follow along?

Thanks,
Sue
On Tue, Apr 19, 2016 at 9:50 AM, Rod Fleck shingfon.org> wrote:

&xpl

Good moraing. | would ask if we could please refrain from the continued discuss of this matter at this point. Please
read the above link for an explanation as to my cautionary concern. Thanks.

Take care,

William R Fleck



Cily Attorney/ Planner
300 Hast Division Street

Forks, WA U833t

360 /374.5412

et Forrriie St

From: Susanne Scott [mailto: m}
Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2016 9:39 AM

Cc: Ipseph F. Murray < >; lesse Waknitz < »; Gores, Alanna

<BBO >; Ben Pacheco < Lo, red.org; Cindy Kelly

<ctkelly@olypen, com>; Coleman Byrnes < >; Cynthia Bork <cbork@fs.fed.us> Darryl Wolfe
< »; David Bekkevar < >; Diana Reaume

< wschools.org>; Jason Cross <crossco@gmail.coms; Kenneth Reandeau <k =

Kyle Blum < > Michae! Merideth  meridet 4 Mike Dohertty

< Lom>; Rohert Lea < com>; Rod Fleck < >;
Toby Thaler < »; Tom Swanson < >: Peach, Bill < >

Subject: Re: Port of PA

That niight be beyond the scope of our commitiee

On Tue, Apr 19, 2016 at 9:36 AM, Josey Paul - > Wrolc

Congress passed a law in 1990 that gave private companics the right 1o export raw lops, but denied thal same
right to public timberlands. Even if a private company ook over management of our trust lands, our fops
could not be exported. They would fiave 10 be soid at the lower demeslic price.

To save mill jobs and create more income for schools and other taxing districts, we'd need to repeal the cxpost
Jaw and require all logs to be processed here. Wood processing is where most of the timber jobs are created,
not logging. If we repealed the export law, we could sell finished lumber and other wood products o foreign
markets, with both public and private timbertands competing on an even playing ficld and being able to take
advantage of export prices.

Josey



Y

So if a private company managed the public Frust Lands would there be more sustainable income for the
schools ete.? Or would the rute that this lumber could not be exported still he in place? Could it be stated in a
management contact that these fogs must be mifled locally? Ts there a way to make this work lor a logging

community?

What opporiunities are there for employment and benciit to the logging commanity as a whole? - no bolds
barred in that question.

Thanks,

Sue

On Tue, Apr 19, 2016 at 9:19 AM, Jusey Paul <thegreatstreami@email com= wiote:

| didn't actually request the port data, but | do think il is impertant o Qur mission.

The TLAC grew cut of a lobbying effort led by Green Crow. There was a regular speaking campaign to persuade
commuanity and business groups that arrearage was the cause of declining employment at mills and the loss of tax
receipts for schools and other taxing districts.

Through its officers and proxies, Green Crow took the arrearage issue to the Chartetr Review Commission, where it
was turned into a recommendation to form the TLAC, under conditions and membership drafted by the company.

But in reality, it is exports, not arrearage, that cost the communify johs and money to support schoels, hospitals and
other public institutions. With the expart of raw logs, timber companies gain. Timber communities lase,

Timber companies are nat the same as timber communities. Timber companies, especially as reorganized as
Timberand Investment Manzgement Qrganizations {TiMOs} or Raal Estate Investment Trusts (REITs), have been
garning high rates of returns for the last couple decades. Between 1287 and 2008, a dollar invested in timbar grew to
nearéy thres times the amount of a dallar invested in the average stock of the S&P 500, a1l while taking (ess risk:

A dollar invested in tha National Councit of Real Estate Envestment Fiduciaries' Timberand Index then [3987] was
worth nearly 821 al the end of 2009, a compounded annual return of more than 14%. That same dofiar invested in the
Standard & Paor's 500-stock index was, with dividends included, worth $7.83, a return of abiowt 8.4% 2 year. Wajl

Street Journal, May 1, 2010

But imber communities have not done as weall. Empioyment is down and mills are clozing. The printiple causes are:

1 Exports
2 Qver-cutting in the *70s, "80s and '90s.
3 Mechanization and medernization

As a resull, eémployment has fallen even when harvest levels have risen.

The big preblem today for timbher communities is exports of raw iogs. Those logs are heading mestly to Asia -- China,
Japan and Karea, where they provide employment for workers in Asian mills and raw materials for finished gocds

made ny Asian companies,



By comparison, arrearage is refatively small, and the trees that are no! cut are not lost, they just grow larger and more
valuatle. The annual arrearage in western Washington averaged 42 MMBF from 2805 to 2014, That's for aE of
western Washington. [n Clallam County, the average arnual arrearage is § MMBF. But in 2014, the Port of Port
Angeles alone exported more than 94 MMBF of raw Iogs to Asiz {DNR estimate, the port's estimate is even higher].
Those logs went to mills in China, Kerea and Japan, where they provided employment and a source of raw matefials

far goods shipped back to the US at a profit.
Statewide, annual raw-iog exports have risen from 573 MMBF in 2005 to 1,150 MMEE in 2014,

Meanwhile, logging no longer provides the same job suppant as it onge did. An Oregon stucy by the Oregen Dept. of
Forestry found emptoyment in the timber industry was mare than 12 jobs per MMBF in the late '90s. i's now just

2bove 6 jobs per MMBF and falling,

The US Bureau of Labor Statistics projects overafl employment in all occupations (o rise by 7 percent frorm 2014 1o
2024; hut during that same period, logging jobs will decline by 4 percent.

Waorse, for jacal communities, is that exparts unfairly retuce income to schools, hospitais and other public institutionsa.
Congress, in 199, in response to the heavy lo3s of jobs being exporled {0 Asia by the timber industry, banned the
export of raw togs from public lands. Afer 1990, only private companies had the right to export raw logs. Schools
could not expart their logs and thus were required by Jaw to earn iess meney. The export market varies with market
conditions, but it typically pays 25 to 50 percent more for raw logs than focal mills.

As a rasult, exparts have cut local jobs, driven local mills out of business and reduced tax income for sshools and
other public institutions. This is obviousiy unfair. Timber companies gain whie timber communities suffer.

One ecal timber company that mestly manages timbedand for private investors, boasts of making 20 percent annual
retwrns for thase investars, A 20 percent return means investors double their money every 3.5 years.

The big profits from timber activities are ingreasingly sent to investors back east, while lacal communities suffer with
fost jobs, [ost revenue and a damaged environment.

Josey

On Tue, Apr 19, 2016 at 8:57 AM, Susanne Scoll <inloteetives@ientail.com™ wrote:

Thauk you Jesse,

Wautd the person who reguested the information please share how they see this connected 1o owr decision”?
Thanks,

Sue

Cn Tue, Apr 19, 2016 at 4:08 AM, Joseph F. Murray <abicsféolypen.com™ wrolc:

Thank You.
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Sent: Monday, Aprit 18, 201G 2:51 PM

To: Gores, Alanna <apgo Llallaptwa.us™: Ben Pacheco < [ypen.coms:
station 1 @clallamiired ore; Cindy Kelly <¢thel e com=; Coleman Bymes

< >; Cynthia Bork <cbayki@fs, fed.uss; Daoryl Wolle

< al.org>; David Bekkevar <blirishi@olypen.comv=; Diang Reaume

>; Tason Cross <¢rgs
; Josey Paul <thegreatstreamidgigmail, com™; Kenneth Reandeuu
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> Kyle Blum <kyi rava.eov>; Michael Merideth
= Mike Doherty <doherty mik hoo.com™; Rabert Lew
; Rod Fleck < gnLore>; Susanne Scoli
>, Toby Thaler . Tom Swanson <tomia: =
Ce: Peach, Bill <bpeac =

Subject: Portof PA

Fellow Commitiee Members,

At Jast Fridays TLAC meeting the volume of logs exported aeross the Port of Port Angeles terminal was
requested. Below is that data per year. It should be noted this is only a tally of togs that moved across the
Port’s terminal.,



Port of Port Angeles Log Ship Volumes

Year Volume {BF)

2006™ 0
2010 19,453,750
2011 78,871,520
2012 65,855,800
2013 81,654,040
2814 107,805,650
2015 69,705,700
20868 15,642,010

Notew: ¥ No log export 32 POPAfrom 2001 o 2008
ve 2016 data is through March, Budget estimate for 2016 is 72 mifiion hoard feet of log exgorts

Jesse Waknitz
Port of Port Angeles
{Celli 360-460-136:4

(Fax) 360-952-3959

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
WWww.avast.com




Sue Seatt
Beine Wholehearted is about being Real:

"You become, 13 takes o long tme. That's whiv it dogsn't alten happen o peepie wiis huve sherp ediges. or
who Junve 1o be carefally kepl. Generally. by the thne vou ore Reals most al vour Lain has been foved of 1.
andd vour cves drop oat, and vou get laose it the Joints and very shabby. 8ot these things der't matter atadl
bacause oiee veu are Real, you can'l be ugle, exeepl o peaple whe don't

witlerstand.” The Velveween Rabbit™ by Macjoric Wiilimns

"When yvou wake up in the morning. 1ell yoursel The people | dead with today wili be medddling,
wngratelul. arrogant, dishonest jeatous, and surly. They wre like this because they vt el good Jranz evil.
Bt | hove seen the beauts of pood, and the ugliness ol evil sl have recognized that ihe wrongdoes has o
mre celaed g my owen - nol ol the simse biaed or birth. ol the sane mind, il possessing o shove i
the divine. And se zone of them canchurt me, No one con implicate me mogliness, Nov e 3 leel angrs
my relazive, or hawe T, We were bon o wark tegeiher like feets hasds. and eyes, Ble the iwe ows of
teeth, wpper and lower, To shstruet cach other is onnatierad, To feel anger st somcone, Wt your baek o

[1i11: these are obstrucions.” Marcus Aurclius

Suc Scot
Being Whoichearted is ahout being Real:

"You become, It takes a lonp time. That's why it docsn't often happen to people who bave sharp edges, or
who have o be carefidly kepl. Generally, by the time you are Real, most of your hair has been loved off, awl
your eves drop out, and vou get loose in the joints anct very shabby. But these things don't matter at atl,
because once you are Real, you can't be ugly, exeept 1o people who don'

urdersiand.” "Fhe Velveteen Rabbit" by Marjorie Williams

"When you wake up in the morning, tell voursells The people T deal with today wilk be medding, ungrateful,
atropant, dishoncst, jeatous, and surly. They arc fike this because they can’t tell good from evil, But T have
seen (e beauty of good, and the ugliness of evil, and have recognized that the wrongdoer has a nature related
Lo my own — not of the same blood o birth, but of the same mind, and possessing a share of the divine. And
so none of them can hurt me. No one can implicate me in ugliness. Nor can I feef angry at my refative, or
hate hi. We were bort to work 1ogether like feet, hands, and eyes, like the two rows of teeth, upper and
lower, To obstruct each other is unnatural. To feel anger at someone, to tuen your back on him: these are
obstructions.” Marcus Aurelius



Sue Seolt
Being Wholehearted is about being Real:

“You become, It takes a fong time. That's why it doesn't oftenr happen to people who have sharp edges, or who
have to be carefully kept, Generally, by the time you are Real, most of your haiy has been foved off, and your
eyes drop out, and you pet loose in the joints and very shabby. But these things don't matter at afl, because
enee vou are Real, you can't be uply, excepl 1o people who don’t inderstand.” " e
Velveteen Rabbit” by Marjoric Witliams

"When you wake up in the moring, telt voussetl: The people E deal with today will be meddling, ungraiedul,
arrogant, dishonest, jealous, and surly. They are hke ttis beeause (hey can't tell good from evil. But ] have
seen the beawty of pood, and the ugliness of evil, anl have recognized that the wrongdoer has 4 nature relatecd
to my own — not ol the same blood or birth, bul of the same mind, and possessing a share of the divine, And
50 none of them can hurt me, No one can implicate me in ugliness. Nor can [ feel angry at my relative, or hate
kim. We were Born to work together like feet, hands, and eyes, ke the two rows of teeth, upper wnd lower. To
obstruet each other is uonatural. To feel anger at someone, 10 turn your back on him: thesc are obstructions."”
Marcus Aurelius

Sue Scolt
Being Wholehearted is about being Real:

"You beconte. {t takes a long time. That's why it docsn't often happen 1o people who have sharp edges, or who
have to be carefully kept. Generally, by the lime vou are Real, most of your hatr has been loved off, and your
eyes drop out, and you get foose i the joints and very shabby, But these things don't matier at all, beeause once
vou are Real, you can'l be ugly, excep! to people who don't understand." “The
Velveteen Rabbit” by Marjoric Williams

"When you wake up in the moraing, tefl yourself: The people [ deal with today will be meddling, ungrateful,

arrogant, dishonest, jealous, and surly. They are like this because they can’t tell sood from cvil. But | have scen

the beauty of good, and the uglincss of cvil, and have recogmzed that the wrongdoer has a nature related w my

own -~ nod of the same Bload or birth, but of the same mind, and possessing a share of the divine. And se none

of them can huet me. No ane can implicate me in ugliness. Nov can [ feel angry al miy relative, or kate him, We
9
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were born 10 work together hke feel, hands, and eyes, like the two rows of teeth, upper and tower. To obstruct
cach other is unpatural. To feet anper at someone, 10 tum your back on him: these are obstructions. Marcus
Aurelius
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Clallam County Trust Land Advisory Committee
20 May 2016
Meeting Minutes

Times that appear next to items reflect the actual time and are provided as a guide for those utilizing the
Clallam Public Eye video.

I Call to Order /Pledge of Allegiance/Roll Call

Chairman Joe Murray called the meeting to order and asked Secretary Rod Fleck to call the roll.
Ken Reandeau asked if the new member could include information on their affiliations. Connie
Beauvais noted that she was the new representative for the Port of Port Angeles due to staff being
strained with other tasks. She noted that she was: a former member of the Charter Review
Commission; on the subcommittee that made the recommendation to create the TLAC; manager
of the Crescent Valley Water Association, and a Port of Port Angeles Commissioner. All members
were in attendance, except for Jesse Waknitz who was replaced by Beauvais, Michael Merideth,

and Tom Swanson.

I Public Comment

There was no one signed up for public comment. Guests from the USFWS were introduced to
include Eric Rickersand and Tim Romanski.

lll.  Minutes of April and March

Fleck noted that the TLAC will have to wait until June per the bylaws adopted at the last meeting.
He provided a copy of Action Minutes for April and noted that their length reflected the many
motions passed by the TLAC. He also asked for corrections from members.

IV.  Review - Clallam County Trust Lands — Presentation by USFWS

(See the presentation for specifics within the slides provided by USFWS staff)

Tim introduced himself and Eric Rickersand with both having decades with the USFWS. He noted
that there are 22 habitat conservation plans (HCPs) in place. These HCPs arise out of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). The ESA was adopted in 1973 arising from the impacts of economic
growth and issues with that growth on the environment. A simple summary of the ESA is that it
prohibits the take of listed species and empowers the USFWS and the National Marines Fisheries
Services (NMFS). “Take” is defined in such a way as to include harm, harass, wound, kill, etc. (slide
4). Originally, the focus was only on federal agencies who had an obligation to consult with
USFWS and NMFS to ensure their projects would not adversely impact listed species. Prior to
1982, there was no way for private landowners having projects with a federal nexus to comply
other than to avoid take. Further, without a federal nexus, there was no consultation process
available and the agencies could not issue to private individuals incidental take permits.

In 1982, the ESA was amended to provide for a pathway to comply with the act while permitting
incidental take in exchange for implementing mitigating conservation measures. Proponents
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could create a (HCP}. The applicant creates the HCP and there are specific steps required by the
Services on the applicant, including a requirement that the applicant comply with all other
statutes, regulations, etc. HCPs are authorized within ESA 10(a)(2)(A) which allows the Secretary
to permit incidental takes when the impact is addressed. There is a five-point policy that must
have each aspect addressed in a proposed HCP. These include:

1. Biological goals and objectives;

Monitoring;

Adaptive management;

Permit duration; and,

Public participation.

e

These policies, and the applicant’s adequate addressing these components, then are used to
justify the length of the term associated with the HCP. More recently efforts are being made to
address uncertainty, for example with climate change, by shortening the length of the take
permit. Fleck asked about how do you address the HCPs that were in place, and then there are
new issues regarding uncertainty and climate change? This will be addressed later.

Under ESA 10(a)(2)(B), the Secretary has to find that the take being permitted would be incidental
and that the applicant has to the maximum extent possible reduced and mitigated their impacts.
If the Secretary can make that finding, they are required to issue the incidental take permit on the

accepted HCP.

Murray asked what is a “federal nexus?” A federal nexus is where there is involvement from a
federal agency in the funding, permitting, construction, ownership, etc. If the NPS or NFS were to
undertake an activity that would have a clear federal nexus and it would require the acting agency
to consult with the Services. That consultation would create a biological opinion regarding the
proposed action. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) ensures that the federal agency
analyzes and describes its impacts upon the human and environmental condition.

Toby Thaler noted that the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) was more substantive, whereas
NEPA was more procedural in nature. Murray asked how this would play out in the case of
thinning cut on USFS property. Section 7 consultation would be required, however, if the the USFS
determined through NEPA that there was no effect, they would document that through NEPA and
move forward with the harvest. If there would be an impact, the USFS would consult with the
Services and then the Services would issue a biological opinion (bio op) regarding the proposed
activity. Activities could be batched together. Further, an agency could develop various HCPs, but
DNR for example decided it was better to develop one HCP for all of their managed lands.

Susanne Scott asked if a best and worst case scenario about what would occur if the County were
to take back its trust lands. It suggested to table that question.

Robert Lea asked who enforces on a daily basis? For example, say there is a bridge on Dickey
Lake, and the Dickey River then turns muddy. Does that trigger the ESA if species are threatened?
If there was a federal agency involved, the Services would have analyzed those effects and would
have issued an opinion at the time of the agency’s involvement. If what occurred is what is
expected, then no enforcement action. If exceeded, then the applicant may have to come back
and address issues. Lea followed up asking what would be the case in an unusual event, say a
three inch rain and this was during the construction period? DOE or USACE would have to
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address, not necessarily an ESA issue. If not addressed, a third party could sue under the theory
that the bio op standards were not followed, or the agency did not response.

Cross mentioned that the DNR would not come to the Services on a harvest level unit, but on
larger decisions what is the turnaround period on a Biop and HCPs amendment? Length of the
time to complete an HCP? This isn’t something one would want to do every month, rather you
would want to scale your approach to the need? There are mandatory comment periods, scoping,
cooling off periods, etc. It is best to measure this process in months. A medium complex HCP
might take 12-18 months for the Services portion of that from the applicant’s engagement with a
well-developed plan. Some applicants have taken 3-5 years. It is probably that it would take no

less than two years.

Blum noted that the state’s acreage has taken close to five years to address murrelet issues and
that is still not done.

Services would meet with an applicant and explain the time, costs, consultants needed to
undertake an HCP. They would also work with the applicant to make it really clear about what is
needed by the applicant to address in their HCP application. This process also requires compliance
with NEPA and that includes comment periods ranging from 60-150 days. Also compliance with
the National Historic Preservation Act is required, and this involves a level of consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Office and the affected tribes. In addition, the Services need to provide
a BiOp and make the necessary findings associated with this process. There is also other levels of
coordination required as the HCP has to comply with all other state and local laws, and that
requirement could require additional analysis and time.

(12:40)

The benefit of the HCP is the “no surprises” assurances. This means that if the applicant properly
manage their actions, the agencies will not intervene if a decline in the species continues. This
means the agencies cannot ask for more mitigation or additional requirements from the applicant.

Fleck asked for a clarification with the DNR situation regarding the marbled murrelet. Blum
explained that the DNR HCP did include the no surprises assurances and that the situation with
the murrelet was not to be a work around of those assurances. Rather, this a reflection of
everyone not knowing much about murrelets and the 70 years of HCP coverage. DNR did not
know enough and so the Services and DNR committed to the interim strategy with DNR
undertaking studies and monitoring. The Long Term strategy pegged from the Interim strategy is
not appropriate and the LTS is not intended to be benched off of the short term strategy.

Coleman Byrnes asked if the “No Surprises” and “Adaptive Management” were at odds? It was
noted that yes, to some degree, knowledge may not be enough to issue the incidental take and so
adaptive management is the way to address uncertainties.

Thaler asked if there was a way to avoid the no surprises assurances. The species is jeopardized
with extinction and all other resources have to be expended before the Services could come back
to the Applicant. However, the activity of the Applicant at that point had to be jeopardizing the
species. Thaler followed up and asked then how the Services deal with programmatic HCPs for
forest lands if problem of jeopardy arises, and how is that dealt with? The Services would first go
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to the federal agencies and then look the nexus and risks of ESA violations. In addition, there
would be a jeopardy analysis looking at how is the action impacting the species as a whole? In
addition, they would look at the project area and loak at the allowable take.

Cross asked that with the northern spotted owl at the local level at jeopardy, but across the area
of the North West Forest Plan doing ok how is that looked at. So, the Services would look at this
issue when the USFS undertakes an update of the forest plan, then consultation will arise.

Lea asked about the PDN articles on river closures, would that affect permits from the Services? If
the land manager is operating under an HCP, the Services cannot go back and ask for addition
concessions from the manager.

Scott asked if an HCP proposal was not what the Services wanted, could the Services ask for more
response from the applicant? Yes, there are ways to address uncertainties: (1) shorter time
periods; (2) incremental changes; (3) build ways to address information. The more information
that is known allows the Services to address in the HCP process.

Bork asked for a clarifying how the Services address cumulative effects of the ITA over time? This
addressed through NEPA, the BiOp and talking about the species at various levels within the BiOp

Paul asked that with salmonids declining, and getting worse, and DNR is locked into a 70 year HPC,
what is done if nothing is helping salmon? In the HCP, the Services proscribed riparian buffers
under BAS for buffer management to address sediment, shade, wood in streams. Over time this
will address large woody debris, spawning gravels, etc. This will not address other impacts fishing;
ocean; culverts (but this was done within the Washington HCP). Services do not expect an instant
response, and they attempt to schedule and address things within the applicant’s control.

Paul followed up that in his opinion heaving logging has resulted in heavy reduction in salmon
populations. So, how do we get salmon back? F&F HCP addresses fish and amphibians for
riparian responses which has only been in place for ten years. This will take time, and it was
expected by the Services to take time. Paul then asked about a case where 1-2m pounds of large
woody debris was put in place, but as soon as the DNR lands were logged up stream, the placed
debris was blown out, removing the work, the runs, etc. No fish found at all but for chum. So, can
these logging practices be sanctioned under the HCP? Cross asked Paul for peer reviewed
research that links harvests to the drop in salmon populations? Cross indicated that this has not
been done. Paul stated that this is why he felt the TLAC should bring a fisheries biologist into the
discussion. Murray asked to return to the presentation.

Romanski reviewed the concept diagrams in the presentation (HCP Concept) noting that the
Services look at the issues of the species listed, the projected decline, and the impact of the
proposed action on that decline +/-. The objective is to protect and avoid the decline, to minimize
the impacts as best as can be done to avoid impacts to the species. This could mean a change in
the project’s timing, change in the design, etc. Fleck asked if in such cases would the mitigation
remain similar or look the same? This would trigger an EIS with a public comment period and the
trades would have already been worked out in preparing the EIS.

(1:05)
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Blum noted that the question was more of where the emphasis is to be made. So in that case, the
mitigation would address the project’s impacts and look at the project decline of the species and
look at means of raising it. The goal is to protect and preserve to the point of recovery.

Bork asked if the movement could only be made by habitat improvement, then what? Or, if the
project with mitigation will not improve the decline, so does the applicant have to make
improvements and expend those costs? Yes, the issue then is looking at the scale of the impact
and determine what can be done to avoid impacts and mitigate them.

Cross asked regarding the protect and preserve —how does doing nothing or doing something
impact the decision? Doing nothing on the West Olympic Peninsula will not do anything for the
NSO? 20 years of evidence that is clear and convincing that doing nothing will do nothing for the
NSO. Inresponse, it was noted that there is a constant tension between the Services and property

owners wanting to do something.

Fleck asked if in a subsequent application, could the conditions become more restrictive? Yes, for
example ripariain areas with 100" no cut buffers could be increased in a subsequent application.
Murray asked if the argument was that a bigger buffer was a better buffer? It was noted that this
was what the science requirement in the F&F HCP was tasked with reviewing.

USFWS does not care about who the ownership of the land subject to an HCP. Agencies, local
communities, private owners, develop HCPs to look at a larger scale approach for a greater
benefit. This approach incorporates efficiency and addresses a collective approach to the species.
It also provides long term certainty to operate, if operating under an HCP.

HCPs in Washington over the last 20 years cover some 12m acres
e F&F-9.1m
State DNR — 1.4m (1.8 for NSO)
Private Companies
e Municipalities

A question was asked about the issue associated with the transfer of lands subject to an HCP
Plum Creek is an example where its HCP conditions followed with the lands as Weyerhauser
purchased all of the lands associated with that HCP. Another example is where Sierra Pacific
purchased a whole block of land covered by an HCP.

Bork asked with some 71m acres in Washington, how are the rest addressed? If there are listed
species, then the ESA may apply to any action that would impact that species. An HCP is
inherently flexible as it is applicant driven, voluntary that creates a durable legal certainty under

ESA.
{(1:20)

Safe Harbors usually are front loaded, and the take occurs at the end of the period. The idea is to
increase habitat while reducing threat, thereby promoting recovery. So, one looks at the “net
conservation benefit.” This requires a different level of findings and also terms. The Services
would look at how the actions affect the baseline projection of the species of concern. What is
not covered in this approach are new activities or changes? The goal is to utilize the cumulative
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benefits of the SHA activities to increase the species numbers and population. Look at how does
the approach change the trend line.

A few of these have been done with about 130,000 acres covered mainly in relationship to spotted
owls, and murrelets. Blum noted that the SHA could permit cutting of trees at 35 years, otherwise
that stand would be allowed to grow and become habitat creating a level of mutual benefit.

(Break — 1:42 back in session)

One of the main questions is the what would occur with the reconveyance of the lands from the
state to the county? Couple avenues to different results. For example if reconveyance occurs, the
permit could transfer with those lands if it was set that the lands would be managed under the
HCP with the same measures. Transfers before with Sierra Pacific and Plum Creek were different
in that all of the lands. Scott noted that with Clallam County, however, it has not managed lands
like these so would the Services be looking at a detailed plan? Yes, but this was speculating as to
what they would do, with public comment and assurances that the County would and could
implement the HCP. Commissioners would need to do that. Would there be a need for a new

HCP? No.

The other option is if the 92,500 acres is withdrawn from the 1.8m HCP. However, this has not
really been thought of by the Services. The DNR HCP did envision smaller transactions that would
result in land exchanges. The question would be are these 92,500 acres significant? This level of a
w/d was not contemplated at the time of the DNR HCP, so it would be a significant change. It was
questioned how that would be significant in that the lands would shift from the DNR HCP to the
F&F HCP. One of the big areas of difference would be with the coverage. The DNR HCP is more
comprehensive, covers more species, including ones that could be added at a later date.
However, the F&F HCP was primarily aimed at mature fish, stream amphibians, etc.

In this situation, the work would be analyzing the differential of the that change and the impact
upon the species. That would include: (a) the impact upon the DNR HCP; and, (2) the County
meeting the requirements within the F&F. This would trigger a degree of negotiation and would
also require how it would comply with the F&FA, address Class 4 Special harvests, and also the
change would clearly loose the ITA coverage. One of the biggest questions associated with this
scenario is what is the impact of untangling these 92,000+ acres from the other DNR managed

acres?

Murray asked how the issue of undivided loyalty was addressed with offsetting issues? Blum
responded that one had to look at the issues from a mid 1990s perspective. Then it was
determined that the certainty gained was worth the various trade offs with each beneficiary
benefiting from that certainty. The HCP affects the land base, and the land base affects the SHC.
While that is the case, millions were being spent on owl surveys, sales were being litigated and
challenged, so the certainty was seen as valuable. Fleck asked what would the DNR provided
regarding the murrelet discussions and the trade offs therein? Blum noted that the DNR would be
providing a detailed analysis with the economic aspects showing those.

Lea asked about the HCP and the transfer of the permit, how would that impact the OESF? That

was seen as one of the unknowns in such a discussion as there were objectives for research and
monitoring that were to be carried out by the DNR and FS.
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(2:00)

Thaler noted that with the Plum Creek transfer the conditions followed. Here though the
language allowed for transfers that were considered to be minor. This would be a large transfer
so there would be a need to meet and talk about that. It could be considered a major amendment
requiring NEPA on the action. There would be a need to check the trigger within the HCP.
Unforeseen circumstances would be triggered with the change of the lands from DNR
management into County’s management under the terms of the exsiting HCP. There would be a
need to discuss the impacts and issues within the HCP. Blum agreed with the unforeseen
circumstance if the acres were withdrawn from the DNR. There would be a need to analyze the
impacts of the County management within the State HCP, but that that analysis would not be the
same as the w/d analysis which .

Scott asked then if there is an opportunity to work with the DNR in a more active role? Blum
noted that the TLAC resolution’s second part drives at this question.

Cross raised the question of whether come November the practicle reality of some of these issues
would change. Yes was the response.

Thaler asked for clarification on the unforeseen circumstances and whether that is seen within
Washington or the Nation? Not sure as the issue is relevance and this was something brought into

later HCPs.

Fleck asked if there are issues not being addressed what is done then? The services work to bring
the applicant back into compliance. Look at the models for the strategy and then other
approaches regarding letters requesting a delay of additional actions.

Murray asked about the compliance with all laws/rules? This is the responsibility of DNR to
address, not on the services regarding not affecting take.

Scott asked if the DNR was quizzed by the County about the lack of management on the OESF?
Blum noted that it was primarily the City of Forks raising issues regarding the OESF.

Bork asked if there were incentives for the permittee if they do not maximize their take? No,
there is no such incentives. Rather there is an analysis of the level of take, and if the applicant
does not maximize their take, the Services will not intervene. An example is the City of Tacoma
who has lands where they could cut 40 acres and thin 120 acres, but they did not cut any of it.
Bork then asked if the species benefited, how is that incentivized?

Beauvais asked if the species continues to decline as a result of no action of the owner and the
agency, can you return to the base line? Yes, that is what the no surprises provisions of the HCP

provide.

Byrnes raised a question about the no surprises clause in cases where the species are headed
towards extinction, isn’t that a surprise? He further asked if the salmon could disappear on DNR
lands and would that mean that there was no recourse under the ESA? It was raised that it would
be hard to say that DNR’s proscriptions caused the lack of salmon
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Doherty asked how climate change was incorporated with the institutional anticipation of impacts
from that? Services use shorter HCP times, undertake or require science team analysis, and have
legal counsel look at this in the BiOps. Specifically what are the legal cases that apply. Doherty
asked about how is better enforcement of compliance obtained? If the applicant is out of
compliance, the applicant has to address enforcement and compliance. The Services are not the
first source of enforcement. Local citizenry or 3™ party raises issues and then there is a need to
determine is the non-compliance accidental, mapping related, egregious, or intentional? In such a
situation, where is the liability for over cut? That remains with the permit holder. DNR responds
with permit holder being penalized and having to offset the damage. OFCO has complained about
a gray area in the riparian areas being overcut. it was noted that the DNR and the Services

disagree with that position/compliant.

Scott asked for additional information on the OESF with regard to the current status, the
agreements, and projected activities that might be focused on the deficits within the OESF? Blum
noted that this was something that the DNR could present on at a future date and there was an
interest in that information. This is by agreement, and has a concurrent status in that both state
forest lands and federal forest lands managed by DNR are intermingled. It could be worth DNR
considering what would be needed to address reconveyance questions within the OESF.

Byrnes asked if the no surprises clauses have been challenged in court? Yes, they have been
challenged and upheld. So while not unchallengeable, the precedent is that they will be upheld.
Regarding the Safe Harbor Agreements are these patches of land looked at for their effectiveness
of providing for the species? Yes, and what is looked at is how they complement other habitat.

Byrnes asked about efforts by the DNR to try to obtain conservations easements on other lands in
that the DNR has patches of lands. There are efforts to enhance or complement that habitat.
Blum noted that there were efforts to address the NSO and this is associated with the FPA rules as

well.
(2:35)
V. Develop Questions for Grays Harbor County

Focused turned to developing questions for a prospective presentation by Grays Harbor
representatives who may come to one of the upcoming TLAC meetings. There was not
confirmation as to which meeting, but the idea was to prepare questions beforehand for their use.
It was noted that Grays Harbor manages about 40,000 acres of trust lands. So the list of questions
developed in the course of the discussion included:

a) Total acres;

b) Staffing;

c) HPAs

d) % of set asides/off base

e) Regulations used, including potential county regulations used

f) Rotation lengths? Specific management plans? How are those developed by the county
and then how are those plans used by Grays Harbor? How are is the rotation decided?
What documents associated with this?

g} Acreages
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h) Budget —costs, cost per acre/year

i} How do they deal with issues of NSO, MM, and fish habitat

j) Harvest volume

k) Roads and road usage

I) Fire —services are done by DNR? What agreements do they have with other entities?

m) Markets — mills and the bidding climate for volume?

n) Recreation costs, land acquisition and rights of way

o) Planning processes used

p) Reports created

q) Silvicultural Inventory information developed and used

A summary of this list was reviewed by Murray. During the discussion of these questions, there
were a few comments raised. Those were:

Lea raised a concern that the DNR lands are not managed the same as the Grays Harbor lands.
Cross noted that these were the same type of lands as the Clallam County state forest lands, but
that Grays Harbor kept those lands and did not remit them to the State. Fleck explained about
the history associated with the acquiring of trust lands for the benefit of the County occurred.
Grays Harbor did not convey their lands, had not signed over the lands to the State, and they
manage some 40,000 acres of such land. Lea felt that if they were being managed differently,
he did not think you could compare them.

Thaler noted that the GH lands are scattered and not blocked like Clallam County. He suggested
that people take a look at the maps associated with those lands.

Lea asked who and what qualifications are associated with the manager of the Grays Harbor
lands and their permits.

(2:50)
Vl. Update on Data Requests

Murray noted that he got some of the data on the Wednesday prior to the TLAC meeting. This
was modeled data. He had not had a significant time to analyze that data set, but did note a few
things of concern:
a) The age seemed to be off by five (5) years;
b} Volume given was high;
c) Does not have volume by species, trees per acre, or heights that the stand tables used
by private industry would have for modeling;

Cross noted that it did not have where the volume went when harvested. So how do you
answer the question of where does the public timber go? DNR does not track the cut out to
cruise difference. Scott asked if that could be obtained? Yes, under a FOIA/PRA request to the
Department of Revenue. Aggregate volume stand data would be useful, if there is not one that
would be useful to know as well. Cross also asked how many inventory plots had actually been
visited by a cruiser that is associated with the 92,000+ acres.
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Paul asked if the data Murray received would be shared with the group. It can be, however, a
person needs to have the program and capacity to manipulate and use the data sets. Murray
noted that a summation of the data will be time consuming and it would have to be divided out

regarding the zones versus stands.

Blum noted that there may be a way with the data request to refine it to permit general sharing.
Blum would send the data to Loni and then it can be distributed wider. Murray asked if we
should include a section on the agenda to address data requests. Blum agreed that this could be

a standing agenda item.

VII. Next Meeting Topics

Next meeting would be 17 Jun. Fleck noted that people should turn to page 5 of the April
meeting and suggested a review of previous meeting suggestions. June was to be alternatives,
July was looked at being about the OESF and the alternatives to reconveyance. Bork thought
that alternatives in general need to be discussed. Discussion turned to setting up agendas for
June or July, with the understanding that the Grays Harbor discussion would dominate what

meeting they are able to attend.

Murray asked about moving the date of the July meeting and if it could be moved to the 8?
Cross asked if it could be moved later. Murray noted he was going to be out of town after the
14™. Fleck noted that if the meeting date was changed, that would be a special meeting, and as
such the agenda is restricted to what is published. There may not be enough time to approve
the meeting minutes in such a case. Murray noted that there could be benefit to have a whole
meeting to discuss what we know and what the data gaps are before discussing the issues of
reconveyance. June meeting would be either the Grays Harbor presentation, or the group’s
summary of what it knows. Then the July meeting would be the other.

Bork raised a concern about overlap discussions between meetings and asked if short, concise,
elaborate descriptions could be defined and presented in the July meeting. These are needed
and should be presented by the appropriate individuals. Blum thought that the June meeting
would be devoted to the Grays Harbor presentation, and the July would be about what we have
learned and what we know.

August would be the meeting to discuss the issues regarding alternatives to reconveyance.
Blum noted that there were really only three options: (1) CC takes lands back and take outside
of the State HCP; (2) CC takes lands back and manages under State HCP; and, (3) DNR continues
to manage the lands. The latter then raises the issues within the second question of the
resolution. This would not be status quo, as this would require a different level of interaction.
Bork refined this as a question as to whether this is “business as usual” or different “focus on
forest health” or such things. She noted that most hoped for better returns and that that would
require a change in focus and emphasis. Also, are there ways to make more money from doing
things differently such as carbon credits, recreation usage, etc. Fleck questioned whether it was
realistic to expect presentations, and suggested that the group develop a collective “pros v.
cons” on each of the three areas noted above.

Swanson asked about where arrearage would come in under these three options under DNR
management? Fleck noted that option one was current DNR, option two DNR do more, and

TLAC — May 2016 Meeting Minutes pg 10



then DNR more creative. Cross questioned about what that really meant with regard to DNR
and its operations. Thaler questioned whether one could say, just maximize the revenue. Cross
felt that the DNR needed to meet their obligations. Bork felt that there could be creative means
of raising revenue and those should be included. Cross felt that those were things that DNR
should be doing. Fleck noted that there seemed to be an assumption that Clallam County was at
the table demanding that DNR meet their obligation. Rather, he would argue that the County
was relatively silent during that period. County could under the second question create a set of
policies or practices to address the revenue issues, how DNR is meeting sales targets, etc. This
would be a different model from what things have occurred. Also there probably is a need to
look at the way DNR reports information and how that is used.

Thaler indicate that his caucus would be willing to present details about alternative ways of
producing incoming and issues associated with off base lands. Thaler noted that there was a
linkage between shorter rotations and increased harvest. This will have more environmental
impacts and this needs to be presented. This would be of help for the discussion of
reconveyance. Fleck asked if they could have this paper done in advance of the meeting in
August? Bork noted that this paper was a paradigm shift but it was not the TLACs duty to tell
the DNR how to manage the resources. Rather, it was the TLAC's duty to articulate what the
desired outcomes are of the County.

Lea raised the issue of subcommittees. As there are different opinions within the groups. Have
some of the groups prepare options for review within August. This would require
subcommittees maybe on industrial and environmental groups. This question is a bit of a
Pandora’s box with it not being a simple thing. Murray noted that he thought there was some
benefit to functioning as a whole. Blum noted that individuals could share ideas offline and
prepare for full group discussions at a later date. Date of the Grays Harbor presentation would
shift the dates for some of these discussions.

If Grays Harbor is not there in June, Blum thought there should be a continuation of the
alternatives being discussed. Murray felt that the synthesis was needed prior to discussing
alternatives. Blum offered a synopsis of everything presented, and then the remainder of the
meeting could be focused on what we have learned, and what we still need to know. Fleck
asked for Blum to include the changes that they have been making for the last 18 months that
have shifted the working approach of the DNR. Also, what were some of the drivers to make
these adjustments?

Bork noted that the USFS stopped using targets and changed to areas of focus. She felt that
there were other ways to look at benefits. Thaler noted that issues on the limits and benefits
needed to be addressed as well, in addition to looking at new revenue ideas for example with
carbon credits. He agreed that the environmental caucus would work on a paper for the TLAC

on these issues.

Kelly raised concern with members wanting information where everyone should be doing their
homework. There is a lot of information on the website about what was presented. She didn’t
think people should ask Blum to redo everything. One area where additional information was
deemed warranted was the costs, and the details associated with those.
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Lea asked how population was being addressed by Thaler’s paper. Thaler asked in what sense?
The discussion focused on the fact that the State and region were projected to see significant
increases in population. With that growing population there are going to be recreation wants.
Urban area looks at the Peninsula differently than we do. How that cultural change is addressed
is part of the revenue picture. It could be seen as being beyond the purview of the Committee.

Doherty noted that a change in the operating resolution can be changed with two County
Commissioners. They may request a much larger review of than the resolution that was used to
create this. Doherty noted that there were selective people working on this, meetings held in
secret, etc. With the change of just one person in the Commission, this all could be changed to

include a bigger view.
Vill. Public Comment

Rod Fleck testified about the history of the TLAC and provided “cut and pasted” copies of the
Charter Review Commission’s meeting minutes. Fleck said that these refuted Doherty’s
constant statements about a few people controlled by one timber company pushing the issue of
reconveyance. Fleck also noted that in a summary of his position, the issue of “rushing to
reconveyance” was misleading, false, and not supported by the record. Finally, Fleck noted that
it appeared to him that Doherty purposely made efforts to discredit individuals and entities that
have expertise in these areas in an effort to avoid a few simple questions. One of which is how
did the largest portion of the DNR’s total arrearage arise in the former District 3 Commissioner’s
district during his tenure in office?

Cindy Kelly shared a note about the resolution and adopting under policies under County Policy
952. Assuch, she serves on many boards and that includes the Port Angeles School District and
the WSSD Association’s task force. The Chimacum SB is watching this issue and is concerned
about the issues of timber within Clallam County. A subcommittee is meeting and looking at the
issues of school finance and would like to dove tail its actions with the WSSDA task force. It
developed a resolution on these issues. WSSDA Board, nor the Task Force, has taken any
position on these issues. The resolution from Chimacum was provided to the TLAC.

Ed Bowen noted that he is very interested in the upcoming Grays Harbor presentation. He
would like Grays Harbor to bring to the table what are the issues associated with the land use?
What arises with multi-use issues? How do those lands interact with their municipal

watersheds?

Phil Kitchel thanked everyone for their attention to all of these things which are complex. He
noted that he had over twenty years of engagement in these issues. He raised a discrepancy
between the DNR annual reports that showed that there were 23-24,000 acres in long term
deferrals and then in the most presentation by Angus Brodie this number is 38,000 acres. Was
this a discrepancy? Was this an error and if so how does it affect all of the 1.8m acres being
managed? Is there more off base, or in long term deferrals than what is listed in the annual
report. He also noted that the drop off in revenue currently was very real. In the mid to late
1990s, when he was County Commissioner pushing these issues the revenues were $13m,
$21m, $9.8m, $13m to the Count and happened to be during his term as commissioner.
However, in the past four years the revenues to the County were $5.6m (2012), $5m (2013),
$7.7m (2014), and $3.7 in 2015. He also expressed, as he went over time, that in 1998 there
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was a lawsuit involving Lewis and Clallam County against the DNR that was suspended focusing
on the issues of revenues and the impact to the counties by the HCP.

Toby Thaler noted that he lives in the populated heart of the most gentrified urban core of the
state that is the most left voting. As such, the issues being raised here really emphasize the
need for a state wide progressive tax system. In addition, McCleary will not be solved by
harvesting timber. Only a change to the tax structure will address those issues.

Meeting was adjourned by unanimous consent at 3:54 p.m.

IX. Adjournment
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Clallam County Trust Land Advisory Committee

17 Jun2016
Meeting Minutes
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BIXKBxM6sUM

Times that appear next to items reflect the actual time and are provided as a guide for those utilizing the
Clallam Public Eye video.

Call to Order /Pledge of Allegiance/Roll Call

Chairman Joe Murray called the meeting to order, and following the Pledge of Allegiance, and
asked Secretary Rod Fleck to call the roll. Absent from the meeting were Darryl Wolfe; Michael
Merideth; and Connie Beauvais. (Three members arrived late).

Murry noted Grays Harbor he would give an update on what he had learned from Grays Harbor.
He had received notice that Beauvais was participating in the interviews and it was clarified this
was for Port Director.

Public Comment

Ann Seider — small forest landowner from Sequim, not Port Angeles as noted in earlier minutes.
Raised procedural questions/concerns. She obtained a copy of a hand out that Rod Fleck
distributed at the last TLAC meeting. She felt that the website should post the handouts
individually and provide the information regarding the author, who it was addressed to, and the
date it was provided so public could follow along. She also asked about the process and how it
could include the public asking questions in light of the public comment periods at the beginning
and at the end of the meeting. Those don’t allow for the public to ask questions. For the agenda
for the next meeting, there is a need for a substantive discussion of many issues. At the next
meeting there are issues to be discussed that include regarding the HCP and the substantive
question whether it is directly transferrable. Also other questions, who will manage these acres if
not DNR? Is the County planning to build the infrastructure for forest management? Would it be
private contractors? Would it be one of the contractors on the Committee? Where would the
expertise come from for soils, slopes, etc.? Who would be liable for damages? What are the costs
in relationship to the gains from the transfer?

Minutes of April and March

Fleck noted that the May minutes were distributed recently, but only the March and April meeting
minutes were the ones that could be adopted. Motion by Kyle Blum, seconded by Ben Pacheco to
adopt the meeting minutes for March and April.

Review - Clallam County Trust Lands — Presentation by Kyle Blum
(See the presentation for specifics within the slides provided by Blum — 12 slides)

Blum noted that none of these slides were new. These were picked out of the hundred slides or
so that were presented earlier by DNR.
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DNR manages 92,525 acres in Clallam County that are state forest lands (e.g., County trust lands)
46% (42,457) of those acres are located within the Olympic Experimental State Forest (OESF). The
management units are the OESF and the Straits.

These lands came to the County in the 1920s and 1930s and were transferred to the state to be
managed per a legislative mandate. The lands are managed as a statutory trust versus the federal
grant lands trust, but the management approach is the same for both trusts. There are numerous
trust law mandates and one is the duty to act prudently to reduce the “risk of loss” and that may
include managing to avoid future listing of species to avoid impacts. This would be argued to be
prudent management.

They are managed for a collection of beneficiaries with the distribution of funds done per statute.
Lea asked when those funds were distributed. Blum noted that budgeting is done differently by
the different types of beneficiaries. Some rely upon those monies as a part of the operating
budgets and others use the funds for special projects. Bob Lea asked about the comparison
between 2015 in volume versus 2016. DNR finished above the 100mmbf target for the region.
Tom Swanson cautioned about the difference between stumpage and volume. There were three
no sales, and the last set of sales had thinning operations that had a larger volume that was below
$200/m. The fact that there were no bids for some sales was discussed regarding the appraisal,
minimum bid and timing issues. The commercial thinning volume has been a significant portion of
the last few years. Ken Reandeau noted that he has attended the bid openings and the discussion
reflects the thinning issue. Discussion then took place regarding the thinning requirements that
the Olympic Region has had to operate under as part of market conditions, legal obligations, and
need to catch up. Blum noted that the recession (2009-2012) played a significant role in the DNR
now having to offer those sales to meet that required ratio.

Susanne Scott asked if the problem regarding thinning was due to a lack of previous management,
or would this be on-going? Blum noted that there were two types of thinning. Pre-commercial
thinning that has a very tight window to do that work, and if missed you cannot go back and do
those without exposing the stand to windfall. Blum noted that the discussion here was about
commercial thinning that is done at a later age 30-40 years, though occasionally done in older
stands that are 60-75 yrs old, and are done to open the stand and reduce competition for
nutrients thereby encouraging growth. The need to catch up to that required number was the

driver.

Scott asked if this way was the best way to do this. Blum noted that the 1:1 requirement in the
OESF was not a law, rather it arose out of litigation from the Sustainable Harvest Calculation and
the DNR committed to a 1:1 ratio in the settlement of that litigation. This is required to be met
until the new SHC is completed. A new SHC will result in this no longer being required. A draft
plan with draft alternatives and a DEIS should be out at the end of this calendar year. Toby Thaler
emphasized that the 1:1 was not a law and arose solely out of the settiement agreement.
Swanson, was this met? Blum noted that the DNR is now caught up and the issues associated
sales really focuses on the DNR’s ecological, financial and aesthetic requirements.

Scott asked if there was a fiduciary duty to undertake thinning, and Blum noted it was done to
ensure the quality of trees for future harvest and sale. When asked why the SHC was not done, he
noted that it was a question of staffing resources with the same people working on that project
who are also working on the OESF plan and the Long Term Marbled Murrelet (LTMM) strategy.
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Lea asked if there was a market for commercial thinned logs. Blum noted that there was, but that
market is subject to price fluctuations and that CT logs are lower scale products within the stand.
Cross commented that with an objective of improving habitat which is having larger trees, the
proscription is used to try to enhance growth. Thinning is not guaranteed, so if you cannot sell it,
you cannot meet your other objectives. Further, there is a loss in revenue and a loss in future
habitat. Murray noted that while you may be able to do a later age thinning, the trees are less
responsive that prescription.

Blum returned to the presentation and noted that the various planning efforts (OESF, SHC, LTMM,
etc.) are large documents that have to be written with the assumption that they are going to be
litigated which doubles or triples the time commitment needed to complete those types of
documents. This also increases the costs. These documents require analysis and resources to be
allocated to them. In addition, the response to the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
comments which could be a thousand pages is also very time consuming. There is a collective
frustration with the time needed to complete these efforts.

Cynthia Bork asked if across the state with small dbh timber are there any aggressive efforts by
industry to retool to meet product coming from the forests? Swanson noted that private capital
goes to where returns are the highest. So, Sierra Pacific in Shelton is an example of a mill being
constructed to take advantage of wood that is coming or will come on line. So, is the issue an
inability to sell such timber? Timber policies have been a source for the flight of capital from mill
infrastructure as it requires an available, reliable supply of competitively priced timber. The SP{
mill will have a potential to be there for decades with new tech to use small dia. wood if the
supply is there. Further, on the Peninsula the amalgamation of policy conflicts has resulted in
capital not being available. Bork asked if there were some grants for the construction of the mill
infrastructure.

Fleck noted that regarding grants these mills cost between $8-20m and there is no grant available
for that. There are ways to offset the sales tax on mill construction, tax deferrals, etc. Usually
these do not make the decision, but what we are repeatedly hearing from mill owners, former mill
owners, industry bankers, is what is the stable supply stream for the mill that you are wanting?
What also is the market for the products being made? If the supply is costing mare than the
market would pay for the product then there is no basis for making the investment. In the midst
of the Spotted Owil crisis there were some grants that did help with the construction of the
InterFor mill in Forks. However, those funds are no longer available.

Murray noted that there needs to be a vested interest in the mill and its operation. Investment
ensures that. Swanson noted that transportation is also a huge factor and there are no rail sits
within Clallam County.

Blum returned to the presentation and the slide regarding the various policy documents
associated with the DNR’s management. These include the Policy for Sustainable Forests and the
HCP. The lands themselves fall within three types of categories: 58% GEM; 29% deferred; and,

12% riparian.

Blum noted that the lands are subject to a sustainable harvest calculation and from that the issue
of arrearage arises. Thaler noted that he felt that the arrearage was a result of the process that
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set the number too high. Murray stated that he did not think it was too high. Josey Paul asked
about what happened with the arrearage from the prior decade? Blum noted that it was all put
into the inventory so there was no carry over in the last decade. Paul then asked how did the DNR
know what the real or actual arrearage was then? Scott also asked how do you distribute the
faulty estimate of the arrearage? Is that done equally? Thaler felt that the larger number was a
bit hard to get accurate. Blum noted that the DNR did numbers for the 20 planning units and
those were rolled up into the number used. Yet, environmental issues, law suits, and a confluence
of factors to include the recession and the hemlock market collapse play roles in the development
of the arrearage. In addition, there were shifts in transportation costs and the DNR focused
during the recession on Douglas fir sales along the I-5 corridor. Scott asked then how was that
managing equally to the benefit of the various beneficiaries with regard to costs, benefits, etc.

She questioned if this was achieving the trust mandate. Blum noted that Lewis County was upset
with the fact that the DNR was harvesting and selling timber in a down market. So, the DNR finds
itself many times between a rock and hard place. He noted that the picture also does not describe
the issues as there is a narrow view regarding the age, and over time there are other pictures that
explain some of these issues. For example, during the Bert Cole administration the area of the
OESF in the 1950s and 1960s produced significant portions of the state’s volume.

Swanson noted that if this was explained, the issue would also be a focus on cutting budgets to
address market issues. But, in the end, the DNR was only cutting about 30% of the growth in the

same time period.

Paul noted that the 92mmbf over the past decade, however, we don’t know how much was folded
in, so there may have been a gain more than before? Blum explained that if a manager had a total
of 100a to cut each year, but only cut 90 acres, then the next decade they could proceed with
110a in annual harvests (100a + 10a in arrears). Legally, there is an obligation to go get if it is
available for harvest. The issue requires a review of the stand inventory. Paul asked if the
arrearage was then offset in the previous decade? Blum noted that it was not. The previous SHC
was for the period of 1995-2004, and then the recently completed one was for the 2005-2014
period. In the recently completed SHC, the BNR at the time adopting the SHC did not deal with
the issue of arrearage. It said it was going to do so, but did not.

Scott asked if the SHC then is something like a guess? Cross said that yes it was a projection based
upon a model to create a number and then model is tweaked.

(1:06)

Lea asked about the statutory demand regarding the arrearage and whether the arrearage must
be sold or not? Blum noted that historically, the arrearage was just folded in and not highlighted
or differentiated. Commissioner Goldmark has worked with the BNR and many others to make
this a better calculation and review process.

Murray noted that if each year the harvest was the same, but not all the same age class, wouldn’t
this reset the age class? Coleman noted that with the arrearage trees not sold would increase
over ten years. So you would have more volume. However, others cautioned that there were
issues of lost opportunity costs, lost opportunity to purchase equipment, needed operations of
the beneficiaries. Arrearage calculated in volume not money. As a result there are multipliers
associated with that volume such as trucking, jobs, and agencies making plans with those funds.
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Cross noted that there were issues with assuming that arrearage volume would be available in
future generations. There are budgeting issues created with the arrearage that impacts the junior
taxing districts. Reaume noted that those funds could be used to address bonded debts and
many times this is a guessing game. Fleck noted that Commissioner Goldmark and staff deserve a
huge amount of praise of undertaking the analysis of arrearage. This has not been done by any
other Commissioner. What has been revealed is that the DNR’s volume is short. He used the
example of giving $100k to a trust manager, and being told that we are going to get $110k at the
end of the decade. If there are issues that arise along that decade, and that is shared, then you
can make adjustments. But, only a few folks in Clallam County have been engaged in these
conversations. Sales numbers were dropping, volume numbers were dropping too, and Forks
raised issues. But, now we are looking at the potential of having a SHC for the next decade plus
the arrearage available. The arrearage and its sale addresses issues of intergenerational equity
and shifting that arrearage volume to some future period benefits the future at the expense of the
current generation.

Murray raised a process of how these volumes are addressed. He asked that Kyle finish and the
discussion continue after that. Blum noted that the BNR set up an arrearage subcommittee and it
reviewed the various aspects of the arrearage creating four options for the Department to
analyze. Murray noted that when the markets are poor, the private sector will cut back on
harvesting, but regardless of that, the issue of when to cut will not go away.

BREAK (1:30)

Thaler asked for a clarification regarding the arrearage as it relates to proportion of the total. Paul
noted that at the last meeting it was said that the DNR increased harvest as relative to political
process. Blum noted that the increase was in thinning harvest that did impact volume. This was
to affirm the 1:1 commitment which was less likely to allow the DNR to meet their volume target;
and, there would be a need to increase staff within the OESF to put up additional sales. Staff was
also low during the recession and the demands to meet the 1:1 in the settlement agreement took
additional time. Blum noted that there has been an effort across the board to increase staff
performance across all regions and not just in the Olympic Region.

Lea asked for further clarification of Slide 12 and its chart. He noted that in 2009 interest rates
were down and prior to that there were higher interest rates, and lower stumpage. Cost of
borrowing money is as low as it has ever been and usually there is a correlation between low
interest rates and increased demand for wood products. Swanson noted that while that was the
case for 50 years, this recession saw wage stagnation, wealth concentration, and globalization.
Add to that the changes in household debt, student loan debt, and housing stock there was not
the expected demand. Lea noted that the forest did not stand within a vacuum and that things
such as the Columbus Day Storm, fires, etc., could all affect the market and are beyond control.

Murray noted that less wood is used in our day to day lives than 50 years ago. First Federal’s staff
had shared with him that first time home loans are going for want of people due to lack of living
wages. Further, school grads are not making what was mind in the 1980s. Doherty noted that the
highest employment growth was in the tech sector with higher wages and highest employment.
Lea noted that in the past monetary and fiscal policy worked within the system of availability, but
obviously there have been changes in investment. Byrnes asked about the trust land transfer
numbers as that was part of the data request. Scott also asked about the OESF and having
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additional information on that. What was the different relationship it has with the DNR?
Reandeau noted that the staffing reflected major changes. Blum explained that shift.

Murray started the discussion and noted that he had made a list of various aspects of what was
learned, alternatives, reconveyance, and even the idea of selling the lands. He felt that the
options really are in these categories:

e Do Nothing;
e DNR management with County Forester more engaged with DNR;
e Reconveyance; or

Seek the sale of the lands.

Bork felt that the public interest was such that there were significant issues remaining. First,
reconveyance would have the County manage the lands. While there had been a great deal of
time studying the DNR, there was not any time looking at who in the County would be responsible
if reconveyance were to occur. Second, there is really no other place doing this at this magnitude.
Scott asked how reconveyance could work without a plan? Cross felt that the committee would
be making a recommendation, then the County would have to marshal the support seeking
reconveyance. He also felt that with the number of people in the Region, and the number that
would possibly be lost in the reconveyance from the Region that those 25 people would be
available to undertake the work for the County. He noted that Green Crow had no interest in
managing these lands. Scott felt that there was no information, no qualifications, simply
speculation as to how the County could proceed. One of the key questions not answered is,
County are you going to be able to do this?

Swanson felt that that was underselling human adaptability. There are people who do this every
day in this specific industry dealing with difficult, complex issues. People will want to manage
these lands. Scott felt that the question was whether such people would manage them better
than the DNR. Cross felt that it could be done starting with a plan and that it could be done for
less money. Problems would be solved and folks could do that.

Murray questioned if there would be a need for that plan as all that was being changed was the
management, the County could adopt the available plans. Paul felt that there was no evidence for
reconveyance and making that recommendation was a mistake,

Thaler raised three points. First, add a fifth option to Murray’s list which was find other revenue
solutions and streams. Second, Paul is correct in that there was no evidence regarding making
such a recommendation. If you would take 25 people out of DNR, change the management of
92,000a then you would shift costs from the state to the County while potentially impacting other
beneficiaries. This would have political fallout and economic impacts. The resolution does not
spell out what problems are being addressed? What is the problem being solved? Not getting
even flow of money. Not getting certainty. But would the recommendation solve this problem.
Third, what are the alternatives to reconveyance? Industry under global stressers not able to
bring in the money needed by the beneficiaries. Less and less likely over time to be providing
revenue needs that you may want. Carbon market may be an option to monetize growth. Inslee
tried to make this happen and there could be ways to get greater support. The 40% growth is not
being monetarized over time of the SHC planning period. Rural communities could push for tax
reform, while aspirational, this could change the political discussions. Grange in 1932 pushed the
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income taxes in the 1930s and that came from rural Washington. 5" option other revenue
solutions to address problems beneficiaries are raising.

Fleck argued that if looking at reconveyance, is that under the HCP or State HCP? If not looking at
reconveyance are we then looking at DNR only doing things, or are we looking at some structure
within the County that is by charter charged with the duties of watching these issues? When this
issue was arose at the Charter, there was a group that wanted to put this instantly on the ballot. A
few of us asked, do you really know what you are asking? A group of us asked about studying,
reviewing this, etc. Forks has a long history in this, as does QVSD, and there is a long history on
these issues. Reconveyance would take some 20 some steps to get through Olympia. How do you
get the bill together? How do you get the bill to the first hearing? How do you get through that to
passing one chamber? Fleck noted he could not get there. In the 1990s there was a very real
possibility that this could happen. But that was a fixed period in time and it didn’t happen, and it
probably won’t ever happen in the future. DNR will be the manager of these fands and there is an
obligation to the County to produce revenue. DNR HQ doesn’t have a method to track their
projection against the what they sold. It shouldn’t be the City of Forks or the QVSD trying to raise
this issue to DNR. It should be every tax payer in Clallam County that is asking why are you not
meeting your requirements? It should not be why is the DNR harvest level for the region at
120mmbf, but funded at best at 100 mmbf, and it shouldn’t be the City raising this as a problem.
The Mayors of Forks have regardless of party asked about this issue. One Mayor was looking aty
mortgaging their home to challenge the terms of the settlement like the 1:1. But, City was told
this was just a guideline, in reality it became control on DNR. Reconveyance would require a
monumental political involvement, take years, and take substantial efforts. Better, the County
should be able to turn to ways to monitor future DNR staff what are you doing. Selinda’s report is
a good example that filled a gap that use to be met by Ruth Gerdon. Questions about sort sales,
thin sales, and the impacts upon revenue in relationship to the beneficiaries’ fiscal year versus
state year. Purchasing of things like fire trucks is impact by this, and the fire truck’s equipment
affects your insurance rates. How do we ensure that someone at DNR gives a flying frig about
what was promised to be sold versus what was sold under the most stringent regulations in the
nation per the Seattle Times?

Reandeau felt that there was a question as to starting from a position of a strong liaison working
with the DNR within the County every day? Murray felt that there were people who know the
land and have the wits out there to do that. Byrnes noted that looking at the map, there were a
lot of scattered parcels which would create a nightmarish situation with road use and
infrastructure needs during sales. Swanson noted that the industry works with road easements,
road permits, and the like to address that and the process by all users is to pay for use. That
process exists now. Byrnes asked if the money collected in a district was kept within the district
that is then used. The issue of road maintenance is usually addressed as part of an additional
payment associated with the sale of timber. DNR collects that as a whole into one account and
then distributes $8m/year that to make improvements on the road network where the needs

arise.

Cross raised the fact that there would have to be a method to watchdog the DNR. In order to do
that, there would have to be a clear understanding that the County is entitled to reports,
information, etc., that the previous administrations of the DNR would not agree to provide. He
asked Fleck about the issue of feeling entitled to reports and information that previous years in
the DNR, the DNR felt it was not obligated to provide that.

TLAC —June 2016 Meeting Minutes pg. 7



Fleck not that there was a time in previous DNR administrations where it was argued that the
information being discussed here was deemed proprietary and not provided to those requesting
it. So, the City and others began asking for legislative inquiries and requests for data. They also
developed a series of work arounds to obtain the information needed. Cross asked if that was the
case, then how does the TLAC develop systems within the County to address that? Without
knowing the future administrations, how do you address this and how would DNR deal with 17
counties asking for this? Wahkiakum and Pacific are asking to be bought out and reflects what
each County has to address this. Some here may question about the values, other benefits, etc.
Cross noted that if people feel reconveyance is low, what is the probability of creating something
that would ensure oversight does this. Thaler felt that if the environmental community was
supporting it would make it easier. In addition, Fleck noted that there are times where the County
has to be more concerned about the interests of the tax payers in Clallam County than in the past
where those raising those questions were told they were not playing politically nice.

Blum questioned how such information could not be provided to a county. Blum felt that the logic
behind those arguments is associated with an argument that the duty is to the County, but not to
the junior taxing district as the trust beneficiary is seen as the County. Cross asked if some of the
people who used this argument are still there, and are they being told to respond. Fleck noted
that Commissioner Goldmark made a huge effort to engage the beneficiaries as the recipient of
the funds and that the County is basically an escrow agent for the dollars flowing through.
Previous Commissioners argued they only had to deal with the County. He noted that this
concept, Bruce Mackie concept, is not supported in the law and that is an area here that needs to
be looked at and how the County can argue that. The County and the junior taxing districts are
the beneficiaries here. The fact that folks had to go to the citizenry to bring up the issues to
address the funding mechanism when DNR failed to meet their obligation is a problem. Thaler
noted that this had been an issue at the State and that there may be continued benefit in a liaison
position which would be the point of contact and response.

Reandeau asked if the County created a liaison position, what would the response be from the
DNR? Blum noted that he could answer this based upon current staff. It would depend upon the
Commissioner and the person in that liaison role. Commissioner Goldmark has made it clear to
work with the beneficiaries to get information to them. He has that expectation and the staff
works to meet that. Bork inquired as to whether anyone else was doing that? Is this something
that could be done at the Executive committee level with the County? Blum noted that where
counties have a relationship to DNR, the DNR wants to maintain that relationship of service to the
beneficiaries. Wahkiakum has a long standing relationship to discuss and shape the issues
affecting them. They have a much higher dependence on these dollars and the DNR has a long
history giving regular presentations to the Commissioners on targets, revenue, etc.

Cindy Kelly noted that there are a lot of existing committees. One example she shared was the
Washington State School Directors Association and its Trust Lands Task Force, of which she is a
member, which started four years ago meeting monthly with the Commissioner. From those
meetings, the task force is able to go back and tell what is going. This is an example of what could
be formed for the County beneficiaries with a committee that has the ability to go back to the
entities and share inform, concerns, etc. WSSDA saw impacts of an active committee and saw

results.
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Bork felt there was a need to discuss a deeper flow of involvement. Also there is a need of a
greater executive to see what’s, going on; how is it going; DNR maintains managed with a lot of
input by all counties and interests.

Murray suggested that a forester with intimate knowledge of what is on the ground. That
knowledge would allow more fine-tuned solutions. Scott felt that there needs to be a good
working relationship with the DNR. Also need to address the unique situations and creative
options within the OESF. This would allow for asking why more exciting things were not being
done there. Byrnes asked for further detail from Murray on his idea of a forester. Murray noted
that the County Forester would probably be a single employee with a small staff of contractors
who could provide information as needed. Fleck noted that you need one person at the County
that can read the documents, make the calls, ask for information, and provide responses.

Lea asked why these issues could not be handled by Commissioner Peach who is now sitting on
the Board of Natural Resources. It was noted that the BNR is a policy body providing policy
oversight over the Department and undertake things such as the sustainable harvest calculation
(SHC) which the BNR adopts, and the long term marbled murrelet strategy. Lea felt that Peach
may be the most qualified individual regarding timber management in Clallam County, but
understood that the role on the BNR was different. Scott felt that an independent person is
needed to address these issues and not Peach.

Doherty noted that there are always a series of risks. If the County were to hire a forest, there
would be risks associated with that. There are 21 timber counties that have a cluster within the
Washington State Association of Counties. They select one member to serve on the BNR and that
member met with the timber counties. Further, they were able to have field trips to sites, have
staff narrow topics, discuss finance issues, and educate County Commissioners. While there are
21 counties, 12 actively participate. However, the interest at the state level is not as strong as
other industries (aerospace, software, etc.) have grown and those are the big dogs with economic
impacts at a state level. He had asked about OFM'’s interest and there was a lack of interests in
this area. The County did have a county forester, Mel Sun was the last person to hold that
position. He addressed things like forest taxation, etc. School districts and others are concerned
about harvest revenues as all revenues get tight, and it’s just not timber at issue but other
revenues. The timber counties approach may work in that when they wanted a meeting with the
DNR, have field trips, etc., the Department met with them.

Murray noted that the resolution really only focused on the issue of trust lands. Doherty felt that
the resolution for the TLAC was crafted by a few people for a narrow purpose in what was not an
open process. In bad markets, there are want for more public timber. It is a big part of the
political reality. The Bert Cole years was a period of overcutting and this did not address the issue
of a sustainable yield. Local companies in the industry need to find a way to contribute to the
sustainability of the market for the long term. Further, other revenue streams need to be
pursued, for example carbon markets and initiative 1-732. Thaler noted that most environmental
organizations are against this. He felt that there were bigger questions that need to also be
addressed as part of this discussion.

Lea shared that the history showed a race to get to the park boundaries to get timber harvested.

This created a “them v. us” situation that lost a lot of people. Too many young people are falling
through the cracks. While the resolution was a narrow approach to things, there should be means
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of using Peach. Murray noted that Peach is really a full time County Commissioner who also
serves on the BNR, and having a level of engagement and oversight of the DNR may be a full time

job on its own.

Scott asked if it would be worth going back to the Commissioners and ask what the problem was
that was being asked to be solved. Thaler noted that if Fleck and others are not pushing
reconveyance, then don’t need to say what should be done. Scott again asked what the problem
was that was trying to be solved. Swanson felt that the feel in the room was such that a
substantive vote on reconveyance would be needed. Grays Harbor would tell us a lot, but
reconveyance issue is a gauntlet that was not likely to succeed. Bork asked if Grays Harbor was n
example for what was here in Clallam County. Swanson felt it would be interesting, but the lands
are different and the magnitude of the issues were different too.

Byrnes shared his reluctance on seeking reconveyance. Cross made a motion, seconded by Kelly,
to advise the County Commissioners to seek reconveyance of the 92,525 acres of County Forest
Board Transfer Lands (State Forest Lands) to Clallam County. On a voice vote, the motion failed 1-
14 with Blum and Murray abstaining.

Murray gave an update on his request to Grays Harbor. Grays Harbor was sent several inquiries.
But, there had been no response and so he was not sure they will be coming. Murray shared that
Grays Harbor manages ~39,000 acres with an average age of 36 years. There are two foresters
with 20+ years with the county. They do all of the work and hire consultants as needed. The lands
could yield 20-30 mmbf per year, but probably closer to 20 mmbf. Roughly 500-700 acres a year
being harvested in relationship to market needs. Roughly $6-7m/year in revenue would be
generated. Paul noted that the volumes by County by source are available on line. Swanson
asked if this was in the State’s Annual Timber Harvest Report and it was confirmed that it was with
the previous year’s harvest by Grays Harbor being 23 mmbf.

Bork asked if the TLAC could think about other alternatives such as management emphasis areas?
Also things like carbon credits as a revenue source for the junior taxing districts? The Nisqually
Land Trust undertook an arrangement that resufted in it being paid for carbon credits. Thaler felt
that that example was worth looking at, while Murray felt that it was a bit of a shell game. Paul
noted that in the Paris Accords there was a proposal to develop carbon parks. That if the price of
$36/ton was funded and paid, this could generate $26m/year. While the carbon credit market
was not established, it was being developed and formed. The County could benefit from that.

Doherty felt that there was a need to look at all of those details in relationship to the land base.
Some lands may be worth looking at for one issue, then other lands could be looked at for other
issues. Private timber needed to share in addressing the bad markets and needed to share that
pain. Murray felt that there was a sharing of the pain.

Bork felt that a big issue was diversification and as such could things such as health, recreation,
and other benefits be pursued? She felt that there was a need to look at having more than one
means of generating revenue from these lands. Swanson noted that if one could get paid for
setting the lands aside as mentioned, that could be great, but there is a need to see a model that
shows that that would be a greater benefit?? Thaler suggested that the group might be interested
in a presentation by Dr. Paula Swadine on these markets.
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Vil

Update on Data Requests from DNR

Blum shared information on the trust land transfer program. He explained that this is a program
that is budgeted by the State with funds from the State Capital Bond. Much of the lands
associated with this are Common School lands. The chart provided covers the period from 1989-
2016 and this does not apply to CC State Forest Lands.

Lea asked for clarification regarding the value shown was the appraised value and id that sum is
the amount that changed hands. Blum noted that the values represent $3.9m in land value and
$24.8m in timber value. The $24.8m was placed within the common school construction account,
the land value is used to purchase replacement lands for the common school trust.

Byrne asked about the transfer of such lands and if in the transfer the loss of revenue was
something that DNR had to make up? Blum noted that the DNR treats the transfer as a virtual
harvest with the beneficiaries paid for the value of the timber at the time of the transfer. Then
with the proceeds for the land’s value, new lands are purchased and future revenue would be

generated from those new lands.
Blum also provided a five page technical paper explaining the DNR’s inventory

Next Meeting Topics

Murray turned the TLAC's attention to the next meeting. There were questions regarding the
date of the meeting and also the topic. Murray again noted that no response had come from
Grays Harbor and that that was hoped to be the topic. Reandeau noted that the OESF and the
issues to be raised in the second part of the resolution made the most sense for agenda items.

The TLAC discussed dates and on a motion by Kelly, seconded by Bekkevar the motion was
approved with Thaler commenting prior to the vote that it would be ok if the topic was the
OESF. There was one vote opposed to the motion.

Fleck asked the TLAC members to consider writing up the basis for their votes on the issue of
reconveyance as that would be important to the drafting of the final reports. If there are no
explanations provided, then the minutes would have to suffice. He noted that he would provide

his explanation at a later meeting.

Thaler asked that it be placed on the agenda the issues to raise in exploring the second part of
the resolution. There was a discussion about the phrase of if not in the best interests of the
county. Also, the resolution at Section 3f and 2b have slightly different terms and those may
need to be discussed.

For the next meeting, there should be discussion of a possible field tour with discussion of the
location and the purpose/topics to be part of that. Reandeau asked that the tour discussion
include site issues; operations; understanding of costs, and also roads.

Kelly reminded members of the rules associated with a special meeting and specifically the fact
that it requires 24 hours notice, notice has to be posted, and the TLAC can only discuss what is

TLAC —June 2016 Meeting Minutes pg 11



specifically on the agenda. Lea asked for clarification as to whether a public meeting is different
from other groups and clubs in this regard, and it was explained that it was.

Vill. Public Comment

Carol Johnson —Port Angeles — NOTAC - commented that by taking the reconveyance vote, this
was all about getting answers and people need to know the information. She noted that the
cost of preservation was great to the area with lots of promises made. Regarding the marbled
murrelet long term conservation strategy alternatives, she noted that alternative B had the least
acres set aside. The DNR study says that the proposed strategies will have little impact upon the
murrelet populations. She questioned the costs of increased set asides upon the beneficiaries.
She asked that the TLAC consider the questions of the lack of revenue and the preservation of
lands. She also felt that the carbon discussion is great to know that there is potential of
obtaining money, but what about the impacts associated with the lack of jobs.

Jim Stoeffer — Sequim School District and a member of WSSDA Trust Lands Task Force. He asked
about how are schools funded and how are the monies used. State until recently took out these
funds, and that they funds are not really a large pot of money. However, the voters think that
schools have the large pot of money coming from timber so they vote against proposed bonds.
If the bond had been passed, then the District would have received funds from DNR timber
sales. This meeting has provided more information that can be taken back to the District’s
constituents. McCleary task force is also talking about the trust land revenues. One of the
questions that remains unanswered is what would the schools get if from whoever manages the

lands?

Phil Kitchel testified that the issue goes back to 1985. In the early 1990s, there were 30 old
growth sales removed by Commissioner Boyle. Belcher put in a dbh (32”) prohibition within the
HCP and there was no baseline analysis done. Sutherlands policies took this further. Monitoring
by the County to ensure that it receives more revenue has not happened. Unless there is an
increase in available acres, then it is hard to maximize those revenues. There needs to be
changes in policies.

IX. Adjournment

Meeting adjourned on a motion by Thaler, seconded by Kelly, that passed by unanimous consent
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Clallam County Trust Land Advisory Committee

8 Jul2016
Meeting Minutes
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=grSNXv5QVos

Times that appear next to items reflect the actual time and are provided as a guide for those utilizing the
Clallam Public Eye video.

V.

Call to Order /Pledge of Allegiance/Roll Call

Meeting was called to order at noon by Chair Joe Murray. Prior to the meeting, the members had
been given a copy of a letter from Harry Bell regarding the Washington State Society of American
Foresters letter on carbon sequestration.

Bell was attending as the alternate for Tom Swanson. Bell introduced himself to the group and is
associated with the Society for American Foresters. He provided the SAF position paper on
working forests. He highlighted specific parts of this document. Carol Johnson was attending as

the alternate for Jason Cross.

Roll was called. David Bekkevar was absent; Carol Johnson was the alternate for Jason Cross;
Harry Bell was the alternate for Tom Swanson.

Ed Bowen — Clallam Bay — Raised a point of order regarding the motion by Cross on reconveyance

at the previous meeting. He noted that the TLAC did not adhere to its by-laws, specifically Section
7, in that it did not provide the public written notice of the motion seven days in advance.

Pledge was then taken, Murray having realized he skipped the order of the agenda.
Public Comment
See above.

Minutes of May 20 2016

Minutes were passed on a motion by Pacheco, seconded by Brynes. Motion passed.

Review — Clallam County Trust Lands
a. Review the Olympic Experimental Forest

Drew Rosenbaum, Assistant Regional Manager for State Lands introduced himself. He has
worked for the DNR for nearly 30+ years and has been working in the Olympic Region since
1987. He presented information from a presentation on the Olympic Experimental State
Forest (OESF).

The OESF consists of lands managed by the DNR from Deep Creek in the east to the Coast and
from the northern boundary of the Quinault Nation to the Straits. It consists of 11 landscape

units.
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The OESF arouse out of a recommendation by the Commission on Old Growth in 1989 and was
incorporated in the HCP. The vision of the OESF is to be:

“a more productive, healthier, biologically diverse, and structurally complex forest that
supports native wildlife species and provides a perpetual source of revenue for public
schools, universities, local hospitals, library districts and other trust beneficiaries. “

The mission for the OESF is:

“the integration of revenue production and ecological values across as much of state trust
lands in the OESF as possible to meet DNR’s vision for the OESF.”

The difference in management is that the OESF is to be an unzoned forest that would allow for
“the full land base to be used” rather than setting aside lands within the forest for specific
purposes used in the 1980s. The approach was to be more holistic and see if a there was a
way to focus on what was kept and what was being removed. In addition, the DNR would
move the various stands throughout various life conditions which would move the habitat
available for species throughout the OESF.

One of the focal points is on the Northern Spotted Owl. Murray asked about the age objective
of stands? 80+ years but stands are defined by habitat conditions: two canopy layers; 15-75
trees per acre; 3 snags per acre; certain amount of downed wood; a specific Curtis Relative
Density; etc. The goal of taking this approach was to create and regain a higher degree of
complexity with the forest stands. As part of this objective, there would be an attempt to
create and retain various stand conditions. Most of the OESF young forests were 30+ plus and
most were planted in second growth DR with a natural infusion of hemlock.

Bell asked if the objective was to provide some old conditions, manage the submarginal
forests in the expectation of cutting? Yes, that was one of the objectives.

Lea asked what did complexity mean? Did it mean Diversity? Yes, in part it does. Older trees,
canopies, downed wood, 20% of other species. The advantage of having such complexity is
that it would allow the DNR to achieve its ecological goals.

In 1989, and in the early 1990s, the initial OESF Management Plan developed some high level
concepts around commercial forests. This included:

e Greater number of leave trees;
Address the forest canopy;

e Maintain snags;

® Keep LWD that will stay on the ground longer;
The DNR would utilized harvest prescriptions to further the diversity of the forest stands. This
would create rotation age at various different levels. Scott asked about one of the goals/
questions was “How to ensure the complexity doesn’t unreasonably compromise the
production capacity?” This is addressed when assessing costs.

L]

A key to that approach was the development of the 20/40 rule. 40% of the landscape was to
be Young Forest and 20% would be held within the Old Forest Habitat over time. Reade Hill
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meets these requirements now. Seiku is one of the last units that would meet this
requirement. Once these are exceeded, the HCP allows the harvest of the surplus. Riparian
zones were to be managed in a different approach that had a specific multi-step process to
determine the best means of harvesting in the riparian area. In addition, a wind model would
be utilized to determine where to leave trees and develop the tree edge.

Murray asked if this was 60% or 40%? No, the 20% was to be part of the 40%. Do the riparian
set asides count? Yes, if they meet the stand conditions and many do. Fleck asked about
acomment that once a unit exceed those 20/40 standards action can be taken on the older
age. But, doesn’t the HCP say you can harvest that that exceeds that amount? Blum noted
that there was a rule that could allow for harvest if certain conditions were met. Fleck noted
that the option exists, but the DNR has imposed an internal rule that has removed the
flexibility within the HCP. Fleck noted that the HCP actually expected that some of the older
forest could be harvested during the first phase of the HCP and is talked about within the HCP
at pages V. 89-91 or about there.

The subforest was to utilize a density index of 48 and not be below 115 stems/acre. There
was the ability to sell wood really well with an excellent response. A few sales had to be
redone due to road costs. In addition, the industry tended to like the size of log being offered.
Beck asked about the basil area number used and how NSO was monitored. Rosenbaum
noted that the DNR managed its land for habitat, not populations of NSOs, and the focus was
to ensure a place for NSOs to live. Blum noted that there are survey sites on the DNR lands,
but that they don’t run monitoring for NSO. Byrnes asked who did that monitoring, and it was
believed that it was the USFS.

Bell asked that with commercial thinning in young forest marginal, are there issues with cable
logging versus ground logging as to the costs? So far, it’s been ok, looking at ground base
logging and are able to find viable stands. Some 10,000 acres have been managed in this way
within the last three years. Cable operations are tough with only three operators on the west
end. So cable operation required sales see a drop in price. Bell asked if the inventory can help
drive that. Rosenbaum noted it was both inventory and on the ground knowledge. The
planning forester also would go into each forest.

Murray asked about the stumpage prices realized. He noted that DNR received about
$300/1,000 and asked with commercial thinning what was the $/1000? About $60/1,000 and
with cable it was about $10/1,000. The Region’s volume dropped by 2/3rds with the
requirement to meet the settlement requirements for 1:1 harvests. The DNR had 2-3 years to
get through that requirement and these were very low revenue sales.

Riparian Zone. This was to be an unzoned approach to riparian areas. There would be no set
width like other areas that have a 150’-175’ set width. Harvest is allowed and if the OESF plan
is signed, there more options available to the land managers. There is also a 12 step process
to evaluate harvests within riparian zones. Six steps come from the watershed analysis
process — these are some 300 pages plus appendixes. The six other steps include things such
as shade, downed woody debris, sediment, etc. Once the OESF Plan is signed then the 12 step
process is no longer required. Rather the assessment for each basin is done by the DNR
Division to determine the riparian zone. This includes the assessment of the interior core +
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(12:45)

the flood plain, wetlands, and steep slopes. There is not a “cookie cutter” width for a riparian
buffer within the OESF

Wind buffers within the riparian zone are another issue. The DNR utilizes a wind model. If it is
determined to be a red zone, they leave a wind buffer which is 80’ at the outer edge of the
interior core buffer. Data is provided by Division for each subbasin taking into account specific
on the ground conditions. The +80’ is to this interior buffer. Yellow or green may result in
change of angles of the cut edge, development of pockets of trees within the unit all to
address the buffer. Murray asked if there had been follow reviews of the model results. DNR
has not used the model yet, as it would be used the year following the signing of the plan.

Bell asked what was being used by DNR whether it was the 100 year flood plain versus the
bank full width. DNR utilizes a variable buffer that is best seen by folks on the ground. The
model is a toll and the Region has been working with the modelers for three years to
development the model and to make adjustments. Bell followed up with asking which was
being used. What the science and trust responsibility dictates. DNR is still utilizing the old
rules for stream typing.

Scott asked about the Wind model and where had it been used? The model was developed by
UBC originally with feedback from region. In addition to the model there is the ability to
utilize local knowledge of foresters. Scott asked about how was it to update? DNR can easily
update the model and can do so frequently. Though the model would not be used until the
plan was adopted which should be occurring very soon. Harvest modeling has been a good
example of interaction with the model and field verification. BUT, it is important to note that
the model is a tool. Foresters cannot over rely upon the model.

Brynes asked about changes within the zones and will there be monitoring by the DNR of
species of concerns? Yes. The DNR works with a lot of partners in such monitoring to include
Quileute Nature Resources and the Hoh Natural Resources. Murray asked about riparian or
stream monitoring? DNR undertakes instream monitoring now and for the last two years.
Byrnes asked if this data would be released to the public. DNR plans to release the date when
there is sufficient data to be released.

Regarding the Marbled Murrelet, the DNR is in the process of developing the long term
murrelet strategy (LTMS). The Olympic Region is waiting for the plan. Blum noted that the
BNR would soon have the harvest out puts associated with that. Bell asked about the
differences between the alternatives. Blum noted that there were differences. Questions
that were being reviewed were how those differences play out over the next 100 years. Also
there will be analysis of the alternatives trust by trust. Right now there are maps with
designated habitat. DNR stays away from that. Blum noted that this is a conservative
approach with a no touch strategy to identified lands to ensure that options available under

the LTMS can be adopted.

What are the objectives of the OESF?
(1) Learning in a commercial forest?
(2) Balancing of ecological and economic values?
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(3) Not a demonstrative forest.
Murray asked how the DNR was building resiliency. Look at wind stands; root rot pockets —
use gaps and plant with resistance trees to get rot out of the soil; and, building into harvest

units wind stands.

Bell asked how economic benefits and ecological benefits? This is done by complying with the
fiduciary obligations. The HCP was adopted by the BNR to comply with ESA requirements.

The OESF was made part of that with adaptive management being a key component. The plan
will be the answer to the question of how do we implement a chapter within the HCP.

Thaler noted that the DNR trust is not a private trust. Scott asked about the 27" of June
report, and the analysis with the County opportunity what would be the impact of the OESF
on that trust. Blum noted that this was done in 1997 so those impacts were address. Scott
followed up with regard to the arrearage? Blum noted that: (1) Analysis of the harvest model
by BNR in 1997 — so the BNR determined that certainty for increased sales was important;
and, (2) 20 years of data on delivery versus targets. That does not address the question that
some have raised whether the tradeoff was worth it? Scott noted that there was flexibility
and changing conditions, but the management has not changed. Is this a correct statement?
(1) The OESF is different — but the management has not been all that different, but the hope is
that we will get closer to those objectives; (2) Performance and management has been taking
place in a world of existing uncertainty; and, (3) the Plan will allow management activities to
take place in stands that are 50+ years of age and within riparian zones. However, the LTMS
remains a big issue and it will affect the OESF.

Bork noted that with learning being a significant aspect of the OESF, is the DNR improving its
public outreach program? Also, on the issue of forest health, given that there are a variety of
problems and the DNR can utilize various solutions has this resulted in improved logging
techniques? Yes for many years. DNR has limited the type of equipment used and also
employed various types of silvicultural treatments. Reliance on the local knowledge of the
region and the region’s foresters is important to this. Bork asked about data gaps and how
the modeling is used to address those? Modeling tools can be used. Questions that have to
be answered are: (1) what data do we collect? (2) Disconnect between sales mapping to
protect areas verses converting that into GIS mapping. Murray noted that studies are starting
on unstable slopes and that will be of benefit to all land owners.

Rosenbaum noted that there were ways to update DNR maps, but those are also lagging
behind. Looking at GIS specialists and also ways for the foresters to update the maps. Bork
asked whether this was because of staffing or funding? It’s actually because of both. In
addition, there are the questions of how to do this, and what do you need to do this? For
example, should DNR define and map the riparian areas specifically? There is also studies on
these questions and how is that study work incorporated? Murray felt that the State should
map the riparian areas. Bell also noted that the USFS is looking at issues of compaction in
some long term studies that could also be used by the DNR.

Lea asked whether a system existed to collect this relevant info? Does DNR have an
established measure of how the ESA and the CWA affect the number of days of operation?
DNR can operate between 218-230 days a year. The issue of the CWA on operations were
really more significant in the first year of addressing compliance. DNR has seen that folks have
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adapted and found ways to address and beat the sediment issues. All of these things do
impact the ability of DNR to meet its deliverables.

DNR has an adaptive management objective for the OESF. Procedures are in place and a key
associated component of the OESF is the research and monitoring. This is focused on riparian
monitoring. A gap study in Queets to look at how such gaps impact regrowth and edge
effects. There is also the Bigly study with control plots in PCT. Another study site is in the
Goodman. Drew noted that he was glad to see this. Operational trials are also a component
with a framework for these. If a proponent wants to try something, then they are required to
write this up, bring it to the DNR and see how that proposal could be deployed. These are
expected to be small operations. Questions remain about how to obtain the data and how the
results would be reported.

The OESF is a big job and its success will depend upon partnerships. While over time there
was a drifting for a little bit, but now the focus is bringing efforts closer to the OESF. The
partners include the ONRC, local governments, tribes and others. Outreach is a component of
this and Sue Trettevik got a solid building block started for this. Murray asked why private
lands were not listed. Rosenbaum noted that private companies and organizations are also
interested such as AFRC. Lea asked for additional information on the outreach plan.
Rosenbaum noted that the DNR has to work to get the message out. This includes
information on what DNR is doing and what are the results of DNR’s activities. Form could be

in newsletters, maps, etc.

Scott asked about the roadmap DNR has for outreach and R&D. She noted that she had
concerns about other areas, but that OESF has a significant portion of our trust lands. If the
DNR fails, we suffer. So, how does the beneficiaries of these lands get compensated for this?
This shouldn’t be done at the expense of the trust beneficiaries. Rosenbaum noted that the
Department watches at a field level for $ to the trusts, but that this is a valid concern that they

discuss.

Bell asked about the DNR’s RMAP status for the OESF. RMAP stands for “road maintenance
and abandonment plan” and it is focused on addressing the needs for fish habitat. Some
extensions have been obtained, but most RMAP obligations are addressed with the ability to
finish early. There are huge differences in how these requirements were addressed. The big
rain events are the pineapple express or a rain on snow event. In those events, staff drive and
monitor culverts, there is a triage approach to improvements, and then there is a repair phase
associated with blown out areas or slides. There have been situations where two old side cast
failures resulted in slides. A side cast road usually is built out of unconsolidated fill that on the
side of a hill. A relief culvert is along the road to move ditch water into the forest floor. The
focus on the RMAP is to address salmonids. An RMAP project is one that is “right sizing”
culverts, but there is also a need by DNR to discussion “right sizing” the road network as well.
This will come over the next few years as DNR transitions from RMAP pipe projects to
maintenance of roads. Thaler asked about the percentage of pipes that were the subject of an
earlier junction and how many of those are repaired/addressed? Rosenbaum noted it was 92-
93% within the OESF. Fleck noted that the DNR has worked diligently on their culverts, where
DOT has not. Blum noted that the difference was DOT has a larger number and bigger
projects.
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OESF Forest Land Plan. This has really been driven to completion by Commissioner Goldmark
and Blum. There has been an excellent level of communication on how this plan has been
developed. Final EIS will be published in August with a signing of the plan in Late
September/Early October.

(1:41)

Group reconvened for questions. What was meant about “right sizing roads?” Mainlines
would remain, but the DNR needs to review the spurs and look at where the DNR will not be
going back to work. Also, look at roads prone to failure within the network of roads.

Fleck asked for an explanation about the concept of “right sizing.” He noted that on the West
End the road networking is used by a large number of folks that use these roads. There is
another agency that has done such “right sizing” and has done so ignoring the interests of
stake holders and user groups. He asked how this would be done. Rosenbaum noted that the
mainlines would not be abandoned. That there would be areas where there are roads with a
high risk of failure and those may need to be abandoned. He noted that this was in the
preliminary stages. Fleck noted that this is something that the public needs to be engaged in
early. The USFS in Fleck’s opinion completely failed here and efforts to address afterwards in
the Calawah River plan still remain unaddressed five years later. He asked the DNR to avoid

the failure of that other agency.

Murray asked about potential closures and what would be the manner of review? Examples
could be where water structures have been pulled out to allow the handling of water. Also
pull side casts, and pull backs, and then those roads where the DNR could just walk away from
that specific area. With 2700 miles of roadway, the DNR wili need to start engaging the public
very early in this process.

Doherty asked about if the DNR was addressing climate change impacts? No, the OESF is not
addressing those. There are a couple of processes within the DNR being discussed and
strategies for some areas such as transactions associated with acquisition/purchase and also
the water portfolio. The BNR debated adding to the Policy for Sustainable Forest on climate
change. Itis expected that after the OESF, the SHC, and the LTMS that the BNR may return to
that discussion for a specific policy to be added to the PSF.

b. Plan a field trip for the Committee

The TLAC turned to the issue of planning the proposed future field trip agenda. Murray noted
that he had a list of some of the items people had discussed earlier:
e The forest mosaic within the Sol Duc Valley;
Carbon in relationship to stands that are new, 40 yo, 80 yo;

e Riparian areas;

e Harvest unit — look at the description and layout, the unit’s goal, and then how that
was managed/harvested.

e Example of silvicultural regimes — PCT; CT; Harvest; Planting; Brushing; Burning;
Compaction.
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Fleck asked how long people wanted to be out in the field as that dictates how far away from
where people were living and traveling from. In the past, there were field trips undertaken
that had things like a trip up to Klahonie Peak to see the mosaic landscape. These trips were
started around 9:30 a.m. at the back end of the lake (west end), and there is one site for
riparian areas that is above the Oxbow bridge. This has four different units by a stream that
shows four different treatments. It is off a main line and shows how DNR looks at riparian
areas. Blum asked for a list of topics and then those could be triaged. Murray noted that the
peak overview allows the ability to see specific examples of land ownership, management,
approaches in the past and present. He felt there were a few places in the Sol Duc valley.
Scott felt this may be of great interest. Thaler felt that there was a need to see riparian areas
Also, areas that might illustrate carbon sequestration in riparian areas. Also areas to see
various age classes. Murray also noted that there could be areas where estimates could be
made versus modeling of carbon sequestration. Fleck noted that a trip could start in that
Klahonie area, have lunch in the middle, and the one riparian area could be seen with four
different approaches. It's a commonly used site on the site. Bork asked if a visit could be to a
recently harvested stand where the proscriptions could be explained as well as the goals for
the harvest. Bork asked about how things were done and how that can be reviewed on site.
Bell noted that the goal was not to evaluate whether the rules were working, but rather how
well the DNR is doing its job. The TLAC was not to change policy, but how well the DNR was
doing their job. The trip should pick one or two units that show what the DNR did, how they
met the challenges there, and what were the issues within that harvest. Murray felt there
should be some discussion of the silvicultural regimes, the harvest methods, and the forest
management approach. This could include thinning regimes, plantings, slash, compaction, etc

Scott asked if clarification could be provided on Hemlock and if those were good trees? They
are good trees but the values fell during the Great Recession. Reandeau noted that hemlock is
used at the mill. It has less pitch, and straight hemlock has specific values, also hemlock chips
are used at the mills. Bell noted that the markets change and prices for species change.
Silviculturally, hemlock does well with rain and shade. It seeds 1,000s of trees/acre and it
must be PCTed. Grows in forest duff and rotted wood better than Douglas Fir.

Thaler asked about the scheduling of the trip and suggested that maybe it should be on the
Thursday before the Friday meeting; or, replace the August meeting with that field trip. It was
suggested that Loni be asked to email the TLAC with potential dates. Discussion then followed
on replacing the August meeting with the trip. The agenda would be the stops on and focus of
each stop. Doherty asked if the Hermann Bros. chipping operation could be added as it would
be worth seeing how that was done.

Scott asked about the AFRC letter from Matt Comisky distributed before the meeting. Murray
noted that it was not on the agenda, so not a topic for discussion, but rather should be placed
on the next agenda allowing folks to look at the website.

V. Discuss Alternatives to Reconveyance

The initial discussion was how to talk about this within the limited amount of time of the meeting
and be able to leave by 3 p.m. It was suggested that a generally discussion to the alternatives to
reconveyance.
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Thaler noted that the environmental caucus had discussed the issue of carbon, however, those
thoughts and discussions were not in an outline form yet.

Bork asked about the decision on how to proceed with that discussion? Bell responded that there
were two ways to ask the question: Would the County do better? If not, should the County be
more invalved? This latter question would be focused on how to interact with DNR for a better
understanding of what, how, and why things are getting done or not getting done? Scott asked
for more information on the Skagit as an alternative. How do they do things? It was shared that
they have an active committee with a contract policy person and that the committee is not a
hands off approach. Scott asked if the letter addressing the way Skagit County does business
could be an alternative to reconveyance. Skagit County has a different approach than Grays
Harbor with an active committee that feeds the County commissions

Bell said he was familiar with that Committee. It has a much broader focus at all forestry issues
Good idea would be to have an advisory committee.

Fleck noted that Skagit County as an alternative. Way to look at this issue is: (1) Commissioners
assigned with this topic; (2) advisory committee that talks to the Commissioners; and, (3} staffer
or contractor undertaking the detailed information gathering. He felt that there needed to be an
established means of delineating how things should be done and by who rather than taking the
passive approach of if we are getting money, then everything is ok. The next six to eight months
in his opinion are pretty important with the OESF Plan, LTMS, SHC, and other such things. In
Skagit, the continuity of the staffer has been very beneficial.

Scott felt that the community needs to be involved and people who live here need to know about
these issues.

Lea noted that he has a friend who retired from the NPS and works with DNR. That friend asked
that if the TLAC voted against reconveyance, why does the committee need to exist? That friend
felt that we should leave DNR alone and was against the County working with DNR. Bell
responded that when a group does something it engages in public input.

Thaler recommended that actions to Commissioners across the spectrum could be discussed like
the issues like those raised by Matt Comisky. However, the current model is too narrow. Interests
are much broader than just financial duties. An advisory committee needs to be similar to this
with beneficiaries, producers, political issues, etc. OESF includes Jefferson County so it probably
should be included. Bell agreed with the fact that everyone should be at the table within a
structure that has a defined set of attendees representing a broad group. Someone at the County
should oversee what the DNR does and bring that back to the group. The group could then make
recommendations to the Commissioners. This would require a mission, goals, etc. Question is
whether you go down to specific units and talk about what is in and what is out, what sold? Why

or why not?

Murray noted that staff or a contractor could interface with DNR on a trust level priority. The SHC
on trust lands could be a topic where there is monitoring. Also, how to move forward with good
forest management. Participation in those discussions by County staff.
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Beauvais felt that there was no mistake that DNR is meeting the harvest levels. She felt that one
of the reasons was the establishment of this committee. As a result a committee could be
beneficial weighted towards the taxing districts. Need to oversee that the harvest level set is in
fact met. Very important and that should not be left to just one person. A committee would do a
better job with that. Murray felt that a forester with a technical background could bring
information back to a committee. Thaler asked about the whether the Skagit County staffer
shows up at the DNR? Blum responded that Kendra Smith is the staffer and she is very engaged.
Sale issues and she speaks on the importance of that revenue. SHC and she indicates that she
cares about. He noted that she plays a role similar to Fleck’s appearance at the BNR.

Bell asked whether she did this for the County Commissioners or independently? Blum suggested
that Wagner be called and asked. He recommended that she be asked on how she interacts with
DNR on things like laying out a sale to reporting to the Commissioners. He suspected that her role
depends upon the issues before the BNR.

Kelly noted that having just one person like Wagner from Skagit County is an option, but there
may be other options to. Wagner is seen as the face usually representing interests there, but
there are others like the school districts. As a representative of the Grange here, Kelly noted that
she is not in favor of paying someone. There is a lot of pressure put on the DNR by the School
Board Directors. They pushed to get better interactions with the Commissioner and have seen
impacts. She felt that there was a need to capitalize on efforts at the state level.

Bello noted that he was not paying to be on the committee. But pay someone to look at DNR’s
actions and issues made sense. Disagreed with the belief that the committee could do this.

(2:45)

Bork felt that the discussion should focus on the management options for DNR to take to
maximize revenue to the County and that the argument has been focused on revenue. She would
love to hear DNR talk about maximizing:
1. Non-timber values;
2. Carbon;
3. Recreation with investment;
4. Partnerships to take advantage of other values:
a. Anything to participate with the County?
b. Volunteer opportunities?
5. Forest health and taking steps to see how to increase revenue in that way.
She felt that the discussion should be focused on how to diversity DNR and succeed in that

manner.

Thaler noted that if the problem was a lack of adequate income, then the alternatives are not
limited to the trust corpus. So, the need is to deal with the funding problem. If rural school folks
get with urban folks, together they can solve the issues with tax issues. Recommend the County
Commissioners take action on this front.

Doherty raised his belief that this germinated with a commissioner meeting with one group to go

after the DNR to get at public timber. Other avenues exist, for example quarterly meetings that
anyone can attend. They will get the ability to answer questions. Timber Counties would meet
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with the Commissioner of Public Land and talk with him. He felt there was a need to get more
counties involved in and be involved with all counties. When DNR staff explained issues, it’s
difficult task for DNR to address. They develop compromises and strategies that represent trade
offs. Just a week ago, timber was shipped out of county. How many jobs were shipped out with
that? There are other ways to have impacts. For example, look at the sweetheart deals
associated with land conversions.

Murray asked for a time check. The TLAC continued its discussion.

Lea questioned Doherty and asked if Peach was on the BNR and if he was, what does he do?
Doherty noted that the County representatives to the Timber counties committee met quarterly
with the Lands Commissioner. He expressed and explained the constraints and the threats about
potential litigation. Lea noted that he has a friend familiar with the mill shut down noted that one
of the issues was the ability to staffing. Another friend who retired from the Park Service was one
respected and his position should also be respected. He had strong feelings that the DNR was
doing a very good job.

Bell noted that the DNR has to make decisions. What he recommended was ensuring that those
real time decisions were transparent to the public and that everyone knows what occurred. There
should not be a wait for ten years about the arrearage. This should be looked at annually. So
Doherty and others could plan and look at other incremental sources of revenue.

Doherty noted that in the next year there will be a new Commissioner elected and comingin. He
asked if there was a list of good ideas that could be shared with and undertaken by the new
Commissioner of Public Lands. This could help with predictability and economic development. It
is an opportune time to ask that person what “What new ideas would you and your staff

propose?”

Murray noted that the list of alternative ideas he had collected from the discussion about how the
County could interface and interact with the DNR:
1. Local advisory committee;
Active role with the DNR;
Staff member to a committee or contractor;
Outreach functions;
Oversee DNR on sales and similar activities;
Pay no one, all by volunteers;
Have on the ground foresters involved;
Find other ways to help DNR with funds;
. School funding by an income tax;
10. Public meetings with DNR;
11. DNR’s ideas;
12. OESF should join with Jefferson County Commissioners.

CENDG A WN

Doherty asked how can you get community timber companies to put into efforts to keep the
industry in place? He felt that they should cut back on high profits and on export sales.

Lea asked what does DNR want from the County? Blum noted that it was more of what the
County wanted from DNR. Reandeau noted that the question should be what does the County
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VI.

VII.

and the Junior Taxing Districts who are asking more of the DNR want and can we meet that? He
felt that there seemed to be a strong want for predictability and accountability. Murray’s list was

added.

Fleck noted that for the September meeting the issue voted on should be docketed and a public
hearing held with another vote. In the September meeting, he suggested that these items be
discussed within a “committee of the whole” to avoid the problem that arose.

Bell felt that there needed to be an inventory with a purpose. He noted that things were working,
but there is a need to look at the way DNR was working. There needs to be a robust discussion of
the inventory DNR has and can it do what people want it to do regarding the SHC?

Public Comment

Ed Bowen — Clallam Bay — Noted that he was disappointed that reconveyance is no longer an
option. He understands that there are barriers to reconveyance. Reconveyance is a gauntlet, but
it is that gauntlet that is why we have these issues. He asked the TLAC to consider one of the
barriers before the DNR: (1) DNR got an extension on RMAP issues and will that crate a fiduciary
issue? (2) on the Field Trip he asked the TLAC to look at the HCP and the 20/40 rule. Are there
challenges to DNR that could be demonstrated on a site visit? Those should that be reviewed?

Toby Thaler — Regarding the SAF handout, he felt there was a lot of those issues he could support.
An example would be the no net loss of working forests. DNR exchanges need to be looked at
when they occur. He objected to the position regarding carbon. He felt that there was a fallacious
analysis of carbon sequestration and carbon analysis regarding industrial forests being credited for
carbon sequestration. In a carbon budget it is unquestionable that industrial forestry sequesters
less carbon.

Peter Vanderhof — Salt Creek — Appreciated the issues raised. The 10-15 people he has spoken to
recently were overwhelmingly congratulatory on the fact that reconveyance was not cost effect or

efficient for the County.

Adjournment

Motion to adjourn by Kelly, seconded by Reaume. Passed unanimously.
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Clallam County Trust Land Advisory Committee
19 Aug 2016
Meeting Minutes

[NOTE: This is one of the first meetings where there is no video link available. The minutes were created from
listening to a set of recordings made by the County’s recorder, but the last few minutes of the meeting were
captured by Ed Bowen’s recording. |

l. Call to Order/Pledge of Allegiance/Roll Call

Joe Murray called meeting to order. People were asked to sign in and then the Pledge of Allegiance was
given.

Il. Public Comment

Ed Bowen - Hoko - Two items regarding the agenda: (1) field trip; and, (2) recommendations. He made a
recommendation regarding a specific field trip site that would allow individuals to see many of issues
addressed. He gave a specific copy of a site sale from the DNR. Regarding the TLAC’s recommendations the
issue of litigation is significant and has had an impact upon residents of the County. Also the politics of the
Commissioner need to be addressed as part of the recommendations as the politics are such that can affect
management of the lands.

Jim McEntire - Sequim - Member of the PABA spoke to address a copy of the paper from the PABA that was
provided to the TLAC. He noted that it is a white paper to the governments and junior taxing districts in
Clallam County. The paper is provided in hopes of addressing the recommendations adopted by TLAC.

lll. Minutes — June 2016.

Quorum was asked about, and it was determined that there were 14 in attendance. Quorum per the bylaws
was established with the attendance of 11 members. The meeting had a quorum.

Meeting minutes. Fleck apologized June meeting minutes were not completed due to an absence. There
will be three months of meeting minutes at the next actual meeting.

Murray noted that the vote on the reconveyance issue would be scheduled for a later meeting to ensure
that there is proper notification per the bylaws. There was a request to place it on the September agenda,
however, that may be when the field trip would be occurring and so the vote may not be appropriate on
that field trip.

IV. Review — Clallam County Trust Lands

A. Field Trip Plan

Regarding the field trip, Bowen's recommendation was circulated to the group and would be passed on to
DNR. Due to scheduling challenges, the field trip was not able to be put together for the August meeting.
DNR is looking at a trip in September with the location being part of the Claliam Block which is in the OESF.
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Biggest challenge was trying to determine when DNR staff could be in attendance. Field trip would be
tentatively scheduled for regular TLAC meeting date - 16 Sep 2016.

Could DNR be asked to show a parcel that was scheduled for harvest and then for whatever reason was not
harvested. It was suggested to see the Puckerbrush Timber Sale. Also it was suggested that there be
examples of what may have caused the arrearage. It was requested that sales materials be provided in
advance so participants could understand issues with the specific sites being visited.

Mike Doherty asked if there might be areas that while driving past that could be highlighted in the east end
of the Sol Duc that could be shared with lay folks. Also, he asked if there was a site where Hermann Bros.
were engaged in biomass chipping so participants could see those types of operations. Concern was raised
about whether the operations were taking place on DNR managed lands, however, if there were sites that
could be driven by that could be used to illustrate locations. This request would help bring non-foresters up
to speed and/or illustrate various silvicultural proscriptions used by land owners.

Murray felt that trip should look at things across the landscape to include different operations, different age
classes, active operation sites, management approaches. Also, there should be sites to talk about road
construction, maintenance, and RMAPs which all land owners are required by law to address, if no extension

is obtained.

It was asked what is the purpose of chipping materials at the log site? Hog fuel is used for energy. Now this
is being created at the landing from limbs and materials not suitable for lumber. Hog fuel or chips is also
used for biomass boilers as a fuel stock. This takes logs and materials not for lumber production is converted
into hog fuel or chips. A location where Hermann Bros. was active on Monroe Road was shared with the
group. People should be careful when traveling in that area and near an active logging operation. Safety on
the tour was highlighted.

Thaler agreed with the want to see a chipping and hog fuel operation. If it was closer to other stands or
older clear cut where the slash was not used in that manner. He indicated a want to see Type 3-Riparian
buffers (fish) areas in addition to the RMAP issues. Cross noted that there could be value to seeing riparian
areas that were scheduled to be harvested in the past decade, but wasn't and then discuss why this was not
harvested. Comparing that to one that is scheduled to be harvested or thinned in the next decade would be
worth seeing and discussing. He noted that there was a significant reliance within the DNR to thin stands,
including hemlock. Looking at these types of stands and having DNR explain the opportunities and
challenges could be helpful.

It was asked if the DNR have any contacts for converting slash debris to hog fuel? This was something to
discussion with DNR. Murray thought that in the past there was some interactions with slash post-timber

sale.

He asked if there would be an value in comparing the DNR HCP and the Forest Practice HCP buffers? Cross
noted that there was no value as the County would be utilizing the DNR HCP. Byrnes asked if there was any
way to see how habitat is being managed for Northern Spotted Owis and Murrelets.

List

16 Sep - Regular meeting date.
Stands in general

Land for harvested but not
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Background information about why there are stops, what we will be seeing, and why its relevant,
Request to see other management

Operations

Biomass grinding/hog fuel

Management for Owls and Murrelets.

Doherty asked that if there was a majority leaving from PA, he would be interested to have a loop through
SR 112 and SR 101 the ride in the van could be used to learn more about M&R, issues within the valley, etc.
There will be two foresters in the van to discuss things and there will be DNR foresters at each site.

Also, DNR will be asked for a potential follow up contact for members to discuss issues or questions after the
field trip. Susanne Scott noted that if there are questions that could be submitted before the meeting, or
afterwards. Murray asked that everyone comply with the Open Public Meeting Act as well. Doherty asked if
the DNR handouts could be provided or shared before hand. Murray noted that on the DNR website that
there is information regarding the Forest Practices HCP with the rules that have to be followed. It doesn't
address the DNR HCP. It is not easy to find on the website, but Swanson and Murray noted that they would

share the link.

Buffer rules were updated in 2006 in response to the adaptive management process. Basil area was also
addressed in the update. Murray gave examples of how these calculations are done and how the rules are
to be complied with. Who is coming with Kyle? Murray felt that Kyle would be working with local DNR staff.
Bork asked if specialists could come like a forest entomologist. There could be others such as hydrologist,
fisheries biologist, etc. that could come with Kyle. Another that might be worth having on the trip would be

Angus Brodie.
(34:36)
V. Discuss Alternatives for Final Report

TLAC moved on to Discussion of Alternatives for Final Report. Murray felt that the main task was to develop
alternatives to the issue of reconveyance. He did not think that there was a drive to solve all problems that
have been raised to date. He felt that there were numerous approaches to addressing the different means
of working with DNR. With the report being due in December, the need is to focus on getting information
done. He did not feel the need to extend the committee's activities beyond December, especially in light of
a new lands commissioner and potential staff changes. Thaler recalled a rough list of options and asked if
that was available. Murray had the list, but felt that it was a stream of consciousness. There was a request
to have a draft of a list so folks could have a visual representation. Murray asked for assistance from staff

with typing that list. A recess was taken.
(39:00 - mic was left on though for about a minute. Meeting resumed at 40:09)

Murray asked for the TLAC to reconvene. The TLAC utilized a list of alternatives developed that was
projected upon the screen for attendees to see.

The first alternative is reconveyance and the TLAC had already decided it was not in favor of that.

The alternatives to reconveyance discussed were:
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1. Nochange and continue management with DNR.

2. Clallam County cooperatively manages trust assets with DNR. DNR would take direction from County.
This would take active management role with DNR. County hire a forester that would take advice from

County Advisory Board and Commissioners.

This was Combination of several comments. Josey Paul asked how this was different from
reconveyance? He felt that this was very similar with DNR. Cross noted that this was not the same as
the reconveyance, DNR would take its cut and you would have a new position. Paul saw this as DNR
taking orders from the County. Murray noted that the DNR would still manage under HCP. Paul felt that
the DNR would be taking orders from the County under this proposal. Swanson noted that this was
dramatically different from reconveyance. Under current system, the County gets a report from the
DNR every month or quarter. In effect, the County Commissioners are passive managers/overseers.
DNR is under trust mandate discussed by Kyle Blum. This adds another layer of oversight and guidance
funded by the County. Disagreement may occur about whether that position should be funded as an
employee or contractor. Nothing is changing at the DNR. Paul noted that the way this was worded with
the DNR taking direction from the County. Scott noted that the "take direction” was a bit strong and
that it uses "DNR taking direction from the County in all operations." How is that a cooperative? Diana
Reaume noted that there was a discussion about a county person taking a more active involved role.
Toby Thaler noted that DNR cannot change, give up, or alter its role. The use of cooperative
management and taking direction do not comport with the law and would require legislative change.
Also, the wording shows that these concepts are at odd. Murray noted that the TLAC could make a

proposal to make legislative changes.

Cross noted that there would be a difficulty with saying the County should insert itself into the
management of the lands at the same level. He noted that a person could be available to be involved, be
very vocal in issues, and engaged. Murray wrote what was from what everyone said. This is a chance to

rewrite these concepts. Scott felt that this alternative is not what Skagit County does. Bob Leah asked
that all of the list be read and then go into a discussion about them.

Coleman Byrnes asked about the nature of the list. Murray explained he didn't write down names
behind comments, but just wrote down what individuals had said. It was agreed that Murray would
read through the list and then a discussion would occur.

3. County should look at other sources of revenue from trust lands such as recreation passes, carbon
credits, etc.?

4. County should increase taxes to offset revenue from trust lands. Such as increase property taxes and
advocate for an income tax.

5. County should increase fees to look for revenue such as toll roads for example.
6. County should seek compensation from the federal services for lost revenue from the DNR HCP.
7. County should reduce service.

8. County trust lands should be sold and the money reinvested.
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Scott added the Skagit County Model to the list. Thaler felt this was a subset of one of the items on the list
Doherty noted that there was a Natural Resources person. Fleck noted that the person interacted with the

DNR and the USFS on forest issues.
(53:25)

Thaler suggested regarding number six, the issue was one of replacing or buttressing the revenue flowing to
the beneficiaries and increasing the property tax is one option. Members of the environmental community
feel that monetarizing carbon sequestration. That was incorporated into one of the other responses, but
the feeling was this could apply in a group of these. Reaume asked a question about PILT (payment in lieu of
taxes) as if there were other such examples.

Byrnes asked about the interaction between the County and DNR under this and specifically who would
authorized the timber harvest level under that option. Murray felt that it would be something that would
have to be developed by the County. Murray noted that the inventory seemed to be based on LiDAR data
and so he was uncertain about the sustainable yield process. He raised questions about inventory DNR has,
how the inventory is developed and collected, how habitat was designated, etc. More people on the ground
would be important to various stakeholders. Industry does substantially more plots in developing
inventories than the DNR.

Leah asked about #2 with specific regard to a 22 Apr 2016 Letter Goldmark to Chapman about the amount
of money generated in the first quarter of 2016. The letter slipped by the TLAC. Is the County receiving
money from the DNR at this time? Fleck noted yes the county receives maney on almost a monthly basis.
The letter is part of the quarterly update/report by the DNR to the Commissioners and others. This letter
tells the County when it has received money from sold sales, and when it will likely receive funds in the
future. Leah asked Fleck to clarify that the Quillayute School system is receiving money from the DNR

timber sales.

Leah asked about the loss of the current Commissioner of Public Lands and whether the revenue would
continue? Doherty indicated that this is required by legislation. Leah understood the problem to be one of
the DNR not doing this because they haven't been selling timber. Fleck said that was not correct, rather
DNR has not been selling what they have indicated that they will sell. Leah asked if the Port could count on
getting their money for their budget. Doherty noted that there was a host of variables. Fleck noted that the
first variable is whether or not the DNR hit their harvest target of 57mmbf on western Clallam County trust
lands. Port receives a portion of the sales from such volume. If the harvest projection was that the Port was
to get $500,000 from the total sales volume; but, DNR only sold 22-25 mmbf, then the answer is no, they

would not.

Leah asked if the system without any changes is working or isn't? If it is not, what are the likelihood of the
next public lands commissioner continuing with those. Murray noted that it wasn't a matter of whether or
not it was or wasn't working, but rather is it possible that it could be working better. Fleck felt it was
comparable to a student getting a B, C-, C and it was known that they could get a B or B+. Thaler noted that
it worked on the assumption of what was the beneficiary's goal? If there was an assumption about the
volume sold and market prices received, is that a fair assumption? Thaler felt that regarding the two
candidates, it really didn't matter between them as there is an amount of inertia within the process that
there won't be a lot of change for years.
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Scott noted that from her understanding the last Commissioner was doing well, but now he is leaving.
Thaler noted that doing well is up to perspective. Thaler felt that the current Commissioner has been more
transparent and forth coming with the current Commissioner. Murray noted that the SHC was done every
ten years. Fleck noted that Commissioner Sutherland undertook the last SHC. That sets the direction of the
Department, but it's the Board's adoption of the target for the Department's sales program. Scott noted
that DNR shared a lot of the faults with the adoption of the SHC. Thaler also noted that there were issues
with overestimating sales volumes that hit the market reality. Fleck noted that the sales department never
put up the volume that was targeted. Why is no one within the DNR tracking the sales volumes? Thaler and
Fleck agreed on the need for this. DNR did share that that 2016 they met their projections.

Bork noted that the measure for desired outcomes is volume sold rather than a subjective resource
management qualitative approach regarding forest health, species, etc. She would like to add that
management focused on forest health and other qualitative issues than harvest volume. Murray noted that
the way the SHC was calculated was in light of all of those requirements. Bork noted that in her experience if
the objectives are such as this, the objective is driving the management of these lands and she felt it was
outdated. There were other values to these lands other than timber volume. She felt DNR was missing the
mark and had yet to see that a species is doing better under DNR management regarding forest health and
silvicuture. DNR does not have the funding and money to do the monitoring. She expressed her anger
about the focus on a level of greed by focusing on volume.

Leah noted that Nippon paper is for sale, 163 jobs are on the line. His associates are not going to vote to
replace the PA High School because it cannot be afforded. Someone needs to think about the future of Port
Angeles. Brilliant people leave PAHS and very few ever come back. Doherty noted that people didn't think
that way decades ago. There are millionaires’ grandkids who cannot get jobs. There was overcutting in the
past on DNR and USFS. There is sediment in the streams and now there are jobs and investments in
restoring those streams. That is not brought into the equation and discussion about the use of these lands.
He felt that there were much bigger issues and getting out the cut is an older way of thinking. Congress and
others set up other approaches to address when the revenue was set with the harvest volume.

Fleck noted that there was a significant effort to protect and ensure habitat needs with these lands within
the HCP. However, the economic obligation of these lands seem to be given less and less merit to address
the ecological wants for those lands. Reaume noted that there was only one paper mill left and that mill is
in decline as the product is in decline. Newsprint and phone books are no longer in demand. Efforts have
been made to find other markets. That is the real reason for the Nippon mill sale. There is an effort by the
owners to recovery on that mill/investment. Was there an effort to look at alternative products? Efforts
were made to change processes used at the mill from mechanical processing to chemical processing. That
prohibits the mill from changing to another product. Thaler asked if the issue was the need to recapitalize

the mill.

Paul noted that there was not a need to give up ecological values for economical values. The amount
received from those lands per year could be well exceeded by looking at the carbon being created that could
be saved. This would have a value of $26m as set by the feds. That could rise over $100m/year. This could
provide more money to the schools, and end cyclical employment. If we went after the carbon we would
put all of the system work for us and create more revenue. Murray noted that the issue of selling carbon
credits is that one pays another so that payer can pollute. The issue is associated with a signed treaty (Paris
Agreement). Scott noted that carbon sequestration should be looked at a very specific separate alternative
on the list as it was buried into one of the other recommendations. Fleck agreed it should be looked at as an
emerging potential market and he questioned if the values would actually be realized. Paul noted that this

TLAC Meeting Minutes 19 Aug 2016 Page |6



was discussed in the recently signed Paris Agreement and now has to be setup. This allows a way of putting
money into the social fabric of the community. The feds will be working to set up these markets and the
question is should we be engaged in this, or ignore it. Scott felt that the OESF would be a good place to
review and see if this approach could be established.

Beauvais noted that she was a bit confused about the market that Paul was talking about and asked for
additional information. Is this a revenue producing market? Paul noted that in the Paris Accords 195+
countries agreed that there is a need to sequester carbon in our forests. The best place to do this is right
here. She asked what is the actual market? Paul felt we should go to the feds and be engaged in this
discussion. Beauvais noted that this is not a revenue generator. Paul felt that the feds agreed to do this and
that the money is actually there. Doherty noted that in California there was an example of $391m was given
to CalTrans from the carbon market based upon a fledgling report. There is a $3b in revenue hefore the
legislature on how to divide that. California and BC could be studied to understand the revenue. Beauvais
asked why would you let a tree go beyond its life period when it no longer sequesters carbon.

Swanson felt that the emerging market does have relevance. But, is it the duty of the committee to learn
how to engage in this. Others are working on this and is that really the purpose of the committee? These
discussions could be footnotes or subsets of the discussions. Thaler noted that the BAS notes that
sequestration of carbon in these forests continues long after the second century of life. There is a lot of
discussion about converting forests into lumber and that role in carbon sequestration. Cross asked about
the science about the second century. He questioned this. Byrnes noted that the youngest forest has a
much higher conversion rate, but the older forests have a much more sequestered. Cross noted that deep
soil carbon is a big issue being discussed. The removal of carbon is discussed and being measured by the
UW and others to study this issue. Harvesting at the inflection point of your growth rate is how you take the
most carbon out of your system. Thaler agreed to share his information. It was suggested that there may
be a need of a subcommittee on this particular issue. At Forks there was a presentation at the ONRC
regarding rotation rates and such. It could be a source of information for people interested in that. Doherty
had asked if Frank Hanson could video tape that presentation. Reandeau noted that there has been a
displacement of long term businesses associated with issues of non-harvesting. Murray felt there was not
enough time to evaluate all of these alternatives. He felt that the statements would be we support this
alternative because of XX. Then a more developed approach would need to be created. Scott asked that it
be noted that there was a need for a mix of opportunities and approach to ensure that there is not a
dependency on any single source. There is a need for flexibility in management to prepare revenues.

Murray noted that this list may need to be developed and raised. Doherty raised a few other items. The
drafting of this recommendation was focused on getting wood to the mills. BUT, there is no discussion of
the money leaving through the port and it is not helping the public. Clarification was asked about whether
he was asked for the cash flow that was leaving the community. Murray noted that Clallam County timber
was not being exported. Doherty noted that the Port exports need to be reviewed in relationship to logs
leaving through the port. There is a value there and the public needs to know what that is. There may be a
way for Private and Public to get together and address that delta. When the market is bad, public timber is
needed. When market is good, privates cut more and that does not ensure a predictable job security for the

community. Could this group recommend other ideas?

Scott asked for clarification as to whether Doherty was asking for an economic model of private and public
timber sales. He noted that was part of it. He also felt that there needed to be a discussion of conversion of
timber lands for non-timber purpose - residential use. This would be good public information for the benefit
of the long term economy of Clallam County. Scott asked if there was also another picture on how land use
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is related to jobs. Doherty noted that there was also the issue of fire potential. He felt here the issue was
converting lands from working public forests to residential parcels (20 acres). Scott noted that development
does occur in problematic areas where it is difficult to address fire. Doherty noted that landslide issues,
salmon recovery, flood management are examples of development that occurred where it should not.
Murray asked folks to focus back on the issue of County Trust lands. County trust lands are not subject to
exporting, so not seeing how that this would be reviewed by the County Commissioners.

Doherty noted that a log from a private entity could be shipped out. He felt that the private owners should
be able to provide the volume that you need for local mills. Several folks in the 1960s and 1970s visited the
forests when they are overcut. The matter in Doherty's position was whether there is a need to look at a
longer range perspective. Private companies do pay taxes on the logs cut and those go to governments.
There was a discussion about export taxes versus property taxes. Doherty felt that the County should look
at forest management across the board. Swanson raised a concern about the discussion as it relates to the
free market economy of private property owners. Paul noted that the discussion was lost jobs and lost mills
and the relationship to arrearage. He felt that arrearage was not part of that as the arrearage was basically
zero. All of the logs shifted to foreign countries were losses to the community. The law that prohibited
exports of county logs limited funding to schools and other entities. That issue is one that cannot be
changed at the County. However, the County could look at opportunities to address economic issues.
Murray asked if that a recommendation would be the development of an economic analysis of the timber
industry in Clallam County. If folks would like that on the list, it can be discussed but it may costs a lot more.

Thaler raised a process observation. He felt that there was a lot of direct personal conflict on these issues.
The process will generate a report, some will be unanimous, and some won’t. There will be a process to
create a minority report that can be included. The objective of everyone would be to create
recommendations that have the most votes. He also raised cautions regarding the lack of revenue for
carbon sequestration was connected to the need to push for such policies. He noted he had raised the idea
that Clallam County should work with the urban core to develop an income tax or a capital gains tax.
Murray noted such an item was on the list. Thaler felt that there was a need for unity on these issues.
Cynthia Bork noted that if there are several goals, those should be written down. For example, one is to
optimize economic gain in relationship to the beneficiaries. Another goal is to optimize forest health and
that would be part of this larger matrix. The question is how do we do this analysis? Bork noted that some
matrix could be used with each of these being measured against a set of criteria. Murray noted that these
options would be proposed with the County having to undertake the next course of action.

Bork did not mean that there had to be detailed analysis where estimates could be made. Scott indicated
such details may not be appropriate as the recommendations should be ideas to go forward. Bork noted
that many of these items are really wants with a need to see these elements being optimized. As part of the
management, integrated resource management depends upon neighboring activities. Also, there could be a
way to ask how all of these recommendations meet the want to see various things optimized. These could
be ranked good, medium, low. Solid alternatives could be judged against these criteria in a critical fashion.

(1:48)

[Break was taken, but the County tape was not restarted. Ed Bowen also had a recording. That was used for
the latter portion of the meeting. That was utilized for another ten minutes.]

Leah noted that Belcher and Cole had a lot of power within the DNR and would it be possible to invite the
candidates for land commissioner to our October meeting so they could hear what we are trying to do? This
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would allow the elected person to use this effort. Murray noted that an invitation could be sent out. Leah
felt that knowing where the candidates are coming from is important. Swanson felt this was worthwhile.
Invite them, they may not participate, but it is hopeful that they may be interested. There was interest by
the TLAC in extending the invitation from the Committee and other entities associated with the TLAC. Leah
also noted that he was impressed with the Committee and that people should be proud with the committee
working really well. All of the points were legitimate and worth discussion.

VII. Public Comment.

Ed Bowen - Hoko - Didn't see in the alternatives a means addressing the "sue and settle concept/threat."
TLAC should recommend to the Commissioners that the fiduciaries should be involved in the settlements

associated with these lands.

Ann Seiter - 1. Process - reiterated that all of the notes and handouts need to be part of the public record.
Need to be posted promptly. 2. She agreed that the Committee was a good committee and diverse. The
Chairman, however, needs to stop responding to suggestions out of hand. The discussion needs to
continue. 3. Alternatives. Carbon sequestration needs to be discussed and needs to be included for further
investigation and discussion. 4. Also supports looking at the relationship of exports to timber economy and
jobs. It's important information for people to understand as part of a bigger picture beyond trust lands and

jobs.

Harry Bell - Commented on behalf of the Port Angeles Business Association. Document handed out was a
white paper aimed at characterizing the duties of the Board of Natural Resources and the Legislature. It's
made available fora better understanding by the public. Comments on that send to him. Wearing his North
Olympic Timber Action Committee hat, the Committee is off task regarding fire, health, other revenue
sources, exports, etc. Mission of TLAC is to determine how the County can better oversee the DNR and ho w
it manages those lands. It's not the goal of changing how those goals should be changed, those are really
the purview of the BNR.

No other public comment. Murray asked for any other comments.

Leah motion to adjourn and it was agreed to by unanimous consent.
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Clallam County Trust Land Advisory Committee
16 Sep 2016
Meeting Minutes

A field trip was held that was hosted by DNR with the following attendees:

DAVID BEKKEVAR
HARRY BELL
KENNETH REANDEAU
KYLE BLUM

BEN PACHECO

JOE MURRAY
SUSANNE SCOTT
TOM SWANSON
MIKE DOHERTY
TOBY THALER
COLEMAN BYRNES
MARY PORTER-SOLBERG

A field safety briefing was provided at the meet point by DNR staff. A field trip itinerary and
materials were provided. Eight specific sites were visited by participants — see field material
itinerary for specifics regarding times and locations.

No members of the public provided public comment. Discussions about specific sites,
silvicultural management, stand information, ecological and environmental responses and
obligations, were discussed during the course of the field trip. No actions were taken by the

TLAC members present.



TRUST LAND ADVISORY COMMITTEE TOUR
September 16, 2016
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TIAC TOUR AGENDA
SEPT. 16, 2016

° 0915 Meet at Fairholm with introductions and Safety
¢ 0930 - 101S Travel to First Stop

e 1015-1040
o Clallam Scatter Timber Sale recent harvest, temp type 3 stream crassing between Units

1 and 2. Discuss Type 3 RMZ buffer.
o 1040 - 1045 Travel to Stop ¥2

o 1045-1110
a Leyh Up Sorts Timber Sale. Discuss Sort Sale new road construction and road

deactivation. Possible Feller Buncher on site.
* 1110-1120 Travel to Stop #3

¢ 1120-1145
0 Leyh Low Timber Sale. Discuss VDT of NSO Structural Habitat, combo thinning / VRH

sale
e 1145-1150 Travel to Stop #4

e 1150-1210
o P-1400 U1 Timber Sale. Discuss site prep, planting, and stocking surveys.
e 1210-121S Travel to Stop #5
e 1215-1255
o Occupied MM stand (conservation days site) restroom break / lunch. Discuss deferred
habitat
e 1255 - 1300 Travel to Stop #6
* 1300-1320
o RMAP pipe removal site. Work done with Clallam Combined VOT
¢ 1320-1330 Travel to Stop #7

e 1330~ 1400
O Ridges Timber Sale. Look at overview of ownership including private lands. Discuss pct

of Little Clallam units.
s 1400~ 1410 Travel to Stop #8

° 1410-1430
o Blowder Ridge U1 with view of Blowder Creek U1 and overview of Straits, Prison, Private

lands.
1430 ~ 1530 Travel back to Fairholm

All sales visited provided revenue for 01 county trust.
Discussion of type 4 and 5 stream buffers can occur at all sites.



STOP ONE
CLALLAM SCATTER TIMBER SALE

e RECENT HARVEST

* TEMPORARY TYPE 3 STREAM CROSSING

e TYPE 3 RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT ZONE

e DISCUSS TYPE 3, 4 AND 5 RIPARIAN ZONES
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STOP TWO
LEYH UP SORTS TIMBER SALE

DISCUSS SORT SALES

NEW ROAD CONSTRUCTION
ROAD DEACTIVATION
FELLER BUNCHER ON SITE
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STOP THREE
LEYH LOW TIMBER SALE

* VARIABLE DENSITY THINNING OF NORTHERN
SPOTTED OWL HABITAT

e COMBINATION OF VARIABLE DENSITY THINNING
AND VARIABLE RETENTION HARVEST



TIMBER SALE MAP
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STOP FOUR
P-1400 TIMBER SALE

e SITE PREP
® PLANTING
® STOCKING SURVEYS



Site Prep, Veg Mgt, Pest Mgt, Fertilization Details

Site Prep, Veg Mgt, Pest Mgt, Fertilization Details
12 Sep 2016 11:05:30

FMU Name: P-1400 Ul FMU Acres: 51
FMUID: 76132 FMU Status: CURRENT

Page | of 1

Completion Acres Rate / Total
Activity Technigue Date Traated Crew Material Acre Quantity uoMm
SITE GROUND
PREP HERS 8/17/2011 51 CONTRACT ACCORD 413 2448 274
ousT
EXTRA 4 204 0z
CHOPPER 24 1224 oz
Objective Reduce existing ground vegetation to aliow more suniight, molisture, and nutriants for tree
seedlings to be planted.
Mt St Helens Reforestation Contractor, w/ craw of 15
Weather was overcast
Alligare product line was used.
Gyphosate 5.4
Commenss Rotnry 25L
SFM Extra
Phase-Adjuvant
Compliance and input by Albert Hugging 8/17/2011
9/12/2016

http://dnrreports/DNR_Reports/rdPage.aspx?rdReport=PNT_COMP_ACT_MISC&RMU ...



Regeneration Details Page 1 of |

Regeneration Details
08 Sep 2016 02:52:25

FMU Name: P-1400 Ul FMU Acres: 51
FMUID: 76132 FMU Status: CURRENT

FMU Certificatlon
Stocking Stacking Stocking Certification Certification Cartification Origin
Year Parcant TPA Year Percant TPA Date
2013 90 300 1/10/2012
REGEN Activity
Complats Acres Survival Stock Saed Total
Technlque “nete  Treated ™™  Treatment SPecles o0 Tip Acres TPA o
HAND DOUGLAS
PLANT 1/31/2012 S1 CAMP NONE fIR 1+1 S1 240 12240
SITKA
SPRUCE P+0 51 86 4386
Objective

Completed by Camp
Planted by Kerschner, Pearson, Keesee
105% Performance Rating
Weather: Day 1 Rain, Day 2,3 Clear
TPA: 445 ? TTP: 16,630 Unit callad for 20,400
Comments Nursery Stock Codes Used;
DF 1+1 OL10-498 (12,225) 1st cycle DNR DF breeding program
5S P+0(10) OLLL-767 (4,405) BC weavil resistant woods run seed

Information was collected from Plotcards and Camp Tree Cooler checkout shests
Huggins

@ @

http://dnrreports/DNR _Reports/rdPage.aspx?rdReport=PNT_COMP_ACT REGEN&RMU... 9/8/2016



Survey Details

Survey Details

08 Sep 2016 02:52:23

FMU Name: P-1400 Ul FMU Acres: Sl

Page | of 2

FMUID: 76132 FMU Status: CURRENT
FMU Certification
Stocking Stocking Stacking Certification Certification Certification Origin
Year Percent TPA Year Parcent ™ Data
2013 90 300 1/10/2012
Completed Survey
| Purpose Complets Date Acres Treated Crew I
[INITIAL SRVL 10/25/2012 51 DNR |
e
Stocked Trees: DF - 240 TPA, S5 - 93 TPA
Nastural Regen.: WH - 70 TPA
Completed Total: 403 TPA
Comments Low Veg. Comp. cansisting of salmon berry, fox glove, deer farn, sword farn, elderberry, trailing
blackberry
Stocked DF ~2 feat, stocked SS ~1 foot; good vigor.
Minor browse was observed on stocked trees.
Pre-Survey
Notes &
Remarks
TPA Specles Damage |
240 DOUGLAS FIR BROWSE |
93 i SITKA SPRUCE BROWSE |
70 IIw HEMLOCK || BROWSE |
Pur, Complate Date Acres Treated Craw
VEG COMP 6/20/2013 51 DNR
Unit was site prepped on 8/17/11 and continues to remain almost void of veg comp with lots of
Completed healthy conifer stock observed. There are small clumps of salmonberry, elderberry, foxglove and
Commaents swordfern beginning to bacome established in the unit but no treakment Is needed at this time.
Ins
Pre-Survey
Notes &
Remarks
[_I TPA Il Specles Il Damage |
| Pu Compiete Date Acres Treatad Crew
STOCKING 12/23/2014 51 DNR
1456 TPA Includeing 11 red alder TPA, Trees are healthy and have good form. Heights ranged from
1-7° for DF and WH and 1-5' far SS. Respective average helghts were measured at 5', 3', and 4',
Completed The unit consists of areas with dense patches of WH rageneration which Is In some cases |
Comg'mnts outcompeting planting stock. VEG COMP comprises approximately 60% ground cover and consists
of grass, foxglove, elderberry, deerfern, and salal. NO ACTION required at this time.
PERRY
[ lI3vr [

http://dnrreports/DNR _Reports/rdPage.aspx?rdReport=PNT_COMP_ACT SURVEY&RM... 9/8/2016



Survey Details

Page 2 of 2

Pre-Survey
Notes &

1 Remarks

| ™A Spacles Damags |
303 DOUGLAS FIR ]

fr————

144 |[STTkA SPRUCE |
1009 J[w meMLOCK ]

@@

http://dnrreports/DNR _Reports/rdPage.aspx?edReport=PNT_COMP_ACT_SURVEY&RM... 9/8/2016



STOP FIVE
OCCUPIED MARBLED MURRELET HABITAT
e DISCUSS DEFFERED HABITAT
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STOP SIX
RMAPS

e PIPE REMOVAL- CLALLAM COMBINED TIMBER SALE
e DISCUSS RMAPS WITHIN OLYMPIC REGION



P-1430 Station 78+40 Culvert Removal: Plan View
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Revised June 2011
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Clallam Combined CT Timber Sale
Contract No, 30-087237



P-1430 Stotion 78+40 Culvert Removal: Cross Section View
Lookng Upstream
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Clallam Combined CT Timber Sale
Contract No. 30-087237



P-1430 Station 78+40 Culvert Removal: Profile View
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Clallam Combined CT Timber Sale
Contract No. 30-087237



STOP 7
RIDGES TIMBER SALE

e SITE PROVIDES OVER VIEW OF DNR AND PRIVATE
TIMBER LANDS

e DISCUSS PCT OF LITTLE CLALLAM UNITS
e DISCUSS RMZ’S AS VIEWED ON LANDSCAPE



TIMBER SALE MAP

SALE NAME: RIDGES CLEAN-UP REGION: Olympic Region
AGREEMENTS; 30-0856141 COUNTY(S): CLALLAM
TOWNSHIP(S): TIIRI3W ELEVATION RGE: 693-1361
TRUST(S): State Forest Transfar(1)
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SECTION II-A: UNIT DESCRIPTION

PRECOMMERCIAL THINNING CONTRACT No 1587 Unit Description Summary Table

Uy UNIT NAME FMUSs | ACRES | LEGAL DESCRIPTION | SSUmated | Estmated | ooy, | o enacETPA COMMENTS
NUMBER Origin YR TPA SPACING | AFTER PCY

i CABIN FEVER L1 16577 T T31N R12W 58 2002 4034 12x12 303 Gate

2 CABIN FEVER (/2 16578 14 | TIINRI12WS18,17 | 2002 1150 12x12 303 Gate

3 CABIN FEVER U3 16580 3 | TAINR12WS16,17 | 2002 699 12x12 303 Adjoine Cabin Fever U2, Gale

4 CABIN FEVER U4 16581 45 | TIINRI2WS16,17 | 2002 2400 12x12 303 Gale, Mised aider/conifer siand

5 LITTLE CLALLAM UA 5828 9 T31N R13W 512 2002 1850 1212 303 Mixed zidericonifer stand

6 LITTLE CLALLAM U2 5829 5 | TIINRI3WS11,12 | 2002 300 12%12 303 Mixed aideticonifer stand

7 LITTLE CLALLAM U3 5824 | ¢ | T '5":‘:5'2' B 1 2002 2631 12x12 203 Mixed aidesiconifer stand

8 LITTLE CLALLAM US 5830 a2 T31N R13W S14 2002 1447 12012 303 Pariial Unl, Pink fiagging

9 UTTLE CLALLAM U6 5826 28 | TINRIWS14, 15 | 2002 2875 12X12 303 NEAS) Sidemconiier simt

10 UITTLE CLALLAM U7 5825 28 | TIINR13WS11,14 | 2002 3025 12X12 303 Mired aidericonifer stand

11 UTTLE CLALLAM U3 18500 px] T31N R1IW 511 2002 2187 12x12 303 Mixed aidericoniler siand

12 LITTLE CLALLAM U9 5823 52 TIINR1IW 511 2002 2859 12X12 203 Mixed aidesiconiier siand

13 BEDROCK U1 19058 T6 | T2ONR12WS9, 10 | 2002 2760 12x12 303 Mixed aidericonifer stand

14 BEAR CUB U1 5868 4 T30N R12W S26 2000 1800 12x12 303 Partial Unit, Pirk agging, Gale

15 NE BREEZE 30639 18 | TISNR12ZW S15,18 | 2002 925 1212 303 Gate

16 MULE PACKER 5814 54 T21N ROW 516 2001 1190 12X12 303 Gate

17 PROMISED 8300 U-2 19701 82 T21N R10W 518 2001 1025 12X12 303 2 Rayonier Gates

18 POLSON REMAINS U1 5821 44 T20N R10W S36 2000 654 12X12 303

19 DEVIL'S RIDGE U2 18006 3% | T2INR2w S25,38 | 2003 1097 11X11 360 Gale

20 DEVIL'S RIDGE U3 18007 27 T27N R2W S36 2003 914 1MX11 380 Gate

21 WHITNEY POINT U1 94369 185 T26N R2wW §12 2009 va 1MX11 380 Significant Hardwood presence

2 OVEREASY U1 16107 52 T28N R1W S16 2000 750 1MX11 360 Gale

23 | SCRAMBLED EGG 20560 | 47 T29N RIW S36 2004 849 1X11 360 ﬁg“m”mmﬁa

24 TAYLOR RANCH U2 36180 24 T26N R2W 518 2005 656 11X11 360 Signiicant Hardwood Presence

25 | WEST JACOB MILLER 24663 | 50 T30N R1W 58 2005 890 11X11 %0 i B e e

wmmwafwnm-wmmuum-mp 180f75




STOP 8
BLOWDER RIDGE TIMBER SALE

* VIEW OF BLOWDER CK. TIMBER SALE AND RMZ
e VIEW OF DNR AND PRIVATE TIMBER LANDS
e DISCUSS RMZ’S AS VIEWED ON LANDSCAPE



TIMBER SALE MAP

SALE NAME: BLOWDER CREEK REGION: Olympic Region
AGREEMENT#: 30-086783 COUNTY(S): CLALLAM
TOWNSHIP(S): TIINR1ZW, TI2N1ZW, T3IN 13W ELEVATION RGE: 398-891
TRUST{9): Siate Forast Transfer(1)
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TIMBER SALE MAP

SALE NAME: BLOWDER CREEK REGION: Olympic Region
AGREEMENTS: 30-088753 COUNTY(8): CLALLAM
TOWNSHIP(3): TIINRI2W. TI2N12W, TIIN 13W ELEVATION RGE: 380891
TRUST(S): Slate Forest Transfer(1)
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TIMBER SALE MAP

SALE NAME: BLOWDER RIDGE REGION; OLYMPIC
AGREEMENT#: 30-083194 COUNTY(S):  CLALLAM
TOWNSHIP(S): T31IN - {3WIN-12W ELEVATION RGE: 500 - 1,000 FEET
TRUST(S):  FOREST BOARD TRANSFER (01)
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DRIVING MAP

SALE MAME: BLOWDER RIDGE REGION: OLYMPIC
AGREEMENTS: 20003104 COUNTY(S): CLALLAM
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THANK YOU TO THE TRUST LAND ADVISORY COMMITTEE
FOR JOINING US ON THIS TOUR. IF YOU HAVE MORE
QUESTIONS OR COMMENTS PLEASE CONTACT DREW
ROSANBALM AT 360-374-2807 OR BY EMAIL AT
DREW.ROSANBALM@DNR.WA.GOV




T G
Octo er2l1 2



Meeting Minutes
21 Oct 2016
Trust Land Advisory Committee

Meeting was called to order by Joe Murray. Roll was taken and a quorum was present with 14
participating. Jill Silver was attending on behalf of Toby Thaler.

Public Comment

Jim Stoffer - Sequim SB District 3; WSSDA Trust Lands Task Force member. Commented that he had
found the issue to be complex. He was puzzled by the forecast regarding the arrearage and the
amount owed to Sequim being small. Sequim's budget is $32m/year the small amount shown is not
a significant loss to the SSD at $400k/10 years. Community has said that the School Board needs to
do more and he has been attending TLAC meetings, BNR meetings, WSDA Task Force, and Candidate
debates. Neither a D nor R - ran as required by law as nonpartisan and a retired USCG officer of over
31 years. Speaks with elected officials often. Excited about the Sequim v. PA football game later
that evening and encouraged folks to attend.

Ann Seiter - Small Forest Land Owner on Palo Alto Road. Disappointed that the vote on
recommendation regarding reconveyance was put off till after the election. TLAC started as a
political effort that morphed into an educational effort. She is concerned that it will go to back to
being political. She felt a framework regarding the issues was needed and spent time developing an
approach towards that. She provided a copy of a matrix she created to help the TLAC. Copies were
shared with the TLAC.

Minutes

Fleck noted that the August meeting minutes were based upon the audio recordings which consisted of
a partial recording by the County and two recordings by Ed Bowen. He suspects that there was some
time missing from the recordings. Motion by Pachecho, seconded by Byrnes to adopt the June, July, and
August meeting minutes as provided. It was noted that the footer on the August meeting minutes was
wrong. Fleck indicated a change had been made. Minutes were approved.

Field Trip Discussion

List of participants was given to Loni, she will provide to Fleck for inclusion in the minutes. [See below.]
TLAC COMMITTEE MEMBERS

ATTENDING TOUR:
DAVID BEKKEVAR
HARRY BELL
KENNETH REANDEAU
KYLE BLUM

BEN PACHECO

TLAC Meeting Minutes — Oct 2016 Page |1



JOE MURRAYSUSANNE SCOTT
TOM SWANSON

MIKE DOHERTY

TOBY THALER

COLEMAN BYRNES

MARY PORTER-SOLBERG

Murray asked for individuals thoughts following the trip. Thaler noted his name was spelled wrong in
the attached September summary.

Ken Reandeau talked with DNR staff and the public lands are treated different from private lands. For
example, on private lands if you access those and are asked to leave you have to leave. Public lands are
different. Surprised at the forested areas not natural converted to commercial use. Also the 1000 Area
near Clallam Bay looked like a plantation. This is very different from his own 10 acres.

Byrnes requested to see the list of attendees. Felt that DNR did a good job with the tour. The
Committee should send a thank you.

Scott felt that the tour was good.

Doherty felt that the itinerary and the exchange was good. The difference between private and public
lands was interesting when the private timber companies and DNR discussed their differences. He also
appreciated the DNR's ability to explain on the ground the differences.

Swanson felt that the DNR was missing opportunities to get more volume. They are not very aggressive.
They have the opportunity to harvest within the buffer to a limited degree, but have chosen not to
harvest. Rationale is not consistent with variable retention harvest justification. Harvest within the RMZ
= blow down; however, uplands buffer is needed to benefit the NSO, so this is inconsistent.

Scott asked if this is really an issue of discretion? Swanson felt that it was and DNR was not utilizing
their full authority. Jill Silver asked if the difference was thinning vs. even age harvest within the RPZ.

Doherty was asked by a member of the public for a copy of the hand out - 2 pgs on the science of forest
management - from a website could be shared. Also information as to the website and other such
sources. The DNR website has other materials on the issue of silvicultural management. He also asked if
there were other sources for the best available science on these issues. Murray will look into that.

Murray shared his discussions with Blum. Murray noted that he felt that the inventory that the DNR had
was not sufficient to tell what wood was available within the RPZ. The inventory was not stratified by
species and had room for improvement. PCT accomplished in areas and the estimate of PCT appeared
to be overstated in relationship to growth models. Not a good means appears to track this.
Improvement of that is needed. Roads are very good, but the DNR may need to remove those that are
not used. There did not appear to be stocking numbers of trees per acre in the inventory. Information
for the RPZ need to be separated from the uplands. The stand tables did not include species, DBH,
height, volume estimates, etc. Scott asked if this should be in the inventory.

TLAC Meeting Minutes — Oct 2016 Page |2



Murray felt that the inventory needed to be more detailed in order to meet the DNR mandates. Fleck
asked for clarification as efforts have been made to try to get information asked for and specifically
inventory information. Murray noted that what he received is what DNR has and that it lacked details in
the inventory already discussed. A further example of the lack of information is that there is no details
between Douglas fir and hemlock in an inventory stand. Scott asked for a clarification. Murray felt that
there was just not that much detail that he is used to seeing for inventories. Regarding the RPZs, those
acres should be their own separate type, polygon, unit, or stand. Murray explained the level of detail
that he was used to seeing from an industry perspective that he found missing from what he was given
by DNR. The unit would then have information about that unit to include species, dbh, age, estimates of
growth, estimates of change over time, soil types, type of area such as RPZ, commercial or non
commercial. Fleck noted that DNR used the term "polygon," and Murray noted that this was a new
term utilized in digitizing information.

Bork asked if the inventory that Murray was given was the same that DNR used on all types of managed
lands? Murray indicated that it was the same inventory. Murray explained how the inventory
information was put together from the original December request for that information. Scott felt that
more information was needed about the inventory information. She noted that in the Skagit model, the
County representative may have asked for more detailed information. Cross noted that the DNR uses
FRIST and that was updated in 2009 by on the ground test sites. This would not allow for additions of
information by individuals outside of DNR. 2009 update was created from individuals obtaining
information and then DNR uses models for projections of the current inventory have been made since
then. What that does is create a set of assumptions that if you had so many acres of X, then you also
have so many acres of Y.

Bork - CFI? not sure? Required? Not sure? She felt it was a requirement for an actual field counting of
trees as part of the inventory, as this was the standard in the Eastern USA. Murray noted that each
polygon is measured but that there are various extrapolations from that based upon growth estimates,
etc. It appears that there are extrapolations of like polygons. Scott noted that this could increase the
likelihood of error.

Fleck noted that the DNR had provided the members with a memo dated 13 Jul 2016 regarding the
manner in which the inventory is developed and maintained. Murray noted that the inventory provided
was not what he was familiar with in the forest industry. He noted that there were fundamental
components to forest inventories that the DNR materials did not have.

Doherty asked if there was a guess as to the cost to develop such an inventory with all of the elements
Murray had referenced. Would the costs be affordable or too high and that could be a concern to the
various districts. Scott asked about the cost as well noting that in order to track the return on the
investment. If the inventory is much more accurate, would that result in a more accurate sales forecast
that would ensure there were not inventory discrepancies, then there is a loss of revenue.

Swanson noted that the cost to maintain an inventory is trivial in comparison to the value of the
resource. He felt it was a rather minor cost per acre. He asked how much was it to appraise a house for
($10s/acre). If you live in a $250,000 home and it costs $500 to appraise that is a minor cost to getting
the mortgage. For tax purposes and noted that the County undertakes that effort on a regular basis.
Murray noted that this cost was a regular cost of doing business.
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Reandeau recalled he had heard that retaining personnel is an issue, especially with junior level staffing,
and that keeping people is a need. How does that go into a more detailed investigation of value? That
issue has to be factored into the analysis. Murray agreed that this was a factor, that the person who is
familiar with the land longer has a better understanding of that inventory. Swanson noted that
purchasers evaluate sales and that that process is different from the inventory of the land base. DNR
does a very professional job of advertising, permitting, and awarding a timber sale. Scott asked if
anyone would be an investor that simply turned their money over without paying attention to that
investment.

Skagit County seemed to have done it where they have some engagement, Clallam County has the
potential to step up to the plate. Fleck has noted that Forks has had a concern for 30 years, and recently
DNR has raised their management fee from 22% to 25% with a potential of raising it to 28%. This is
leading some to believe that the DNR should be asked for an accounting or performance audit regarding
the inventory. He noted that Scott was correct in asking about what the beneficiaries of another trust
would expect in the way of not only market condition updates, but the value of and inventory of the
assets being managed. It would be wonderful to have this information.

Cross stated that the ability to evaluate things on stands not being harvested. If not taking an inventory
of those key elements such as the number of trees per acre, and the DBH, then there is an inability to
undertake such an evaluation of whether those standards are meeting the requirements of canopy
cover, downed wood, etc., for owl habitat. An objective inventory is necessary to track the conditions
for the HCP required protections. Scott asked if the inventory was complete like what was being
discussed, would you need all of those aspects.

Cross questioned if without such an inventory can you say the stand will accelerate to the required owl
habitat? Scott felt that a complete inventory would have all of these factors within it. Can you ensure
meeting marbled murrelet habitat where a requirement is a platform off of the forest floor and there is
no way to know if DNR is actually making that required habitat. He felt that the sole purpose of the HCP
should be evaluated with data from a detailed inventory. Failure to have this inventory may result in
setting aside more harvestable land for meeting habitat obligations. Scott felt that the DNR inventory
should allow this verification to be done as Cross was discussing. Paul noted that DNR does spot checks
to verify their models, and those indicated that the models were accurate enough.

Cross stated that you have to spot check and verify your models, but at the same time note that there
are very few nesting pairs on the Peninsula. Paul noted that the questions associated with is the HCP is
doing what is required to do was a question not really in the purview of the committee? Cross felt that
the HCP worked on the principal of if you build the habitat, then the northern spotted owl and marbled
murrelet will come. Paul felt that these species need more than habitat. Paul expressed that we are
whiping out salmon from logging practices. There is not enough high energy level food out in the near
shore that the murrelets can use. Cross stated that DNR is not equal to the task they are being assigned

DNR is not collecting the data to evaluate the problem. Paul noted that the TLAC had asked about it and
was told that it was not their function as they are relying upon USFWS to do certain monitoring. Murray
noted that DNR stated that the monitoring program is approved by the USFWS. Scott asked if the laws
and rules to set aside lands do not do what they should, what would DNR do.

Bork noted that the TLAC was discussing the making of a recommendation that a detailed inventory
update could be done on a rotating basis and could include multi-use factors. If the cost of updating the
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inventory was between $1-5/acre and there are 280,000a, then you could do 28,000a a year and budget
for those costs. This may not be a stocking survey. Murray felt that all of the information DNR places
within their system. Cross noted that the inventory for Sierra Pacific was reported to cost $16/20 per
four acres, so S4/acre may be a realistic estimate.

Bork asked if we could make that as a recommendation? Murray noted that this could be a
recommendation that would be "other things" for consideration. Murray noted that if the lands were
reconveyed, you would start with that detailed inventory. If we maintain the DNR management, then
we need to ask about this. But there are also some areas where we cannot make recommendations for
management fees. Fleck felt that we could make a recommendation that the Commissioners could ask
for a more detailed information. Fleck also felt that an accounting could be asked for - what is ours,
what have you done with ours, and what is the status. He noted that the County lands were 92,500
acres and if you did this for 10,000 acres a year, then the costs could be about $40k/yr.

Murray felt that if this was a car you would be researching more about the car and what it was doing.
Bork was uncertain about the costs, but if it was $40k, that was less than a person. Swanson felt that it
was reasonable to expend $100k on a $300m investment. Murray noted his concern was with the
Clallam County Trust Lands and that there should be a good inventory of those lands, while other
beneficiaries can worry about their lands. Doherty felt that there should be a look at the whole system,
since DNR will be asked by other counties who will want the same thing if not already done. Scott
wanted to know if DNR was already doing this for some entities.

V. Recommendations
A. Discussion on Reconveyance

Murray noted it was his fault on not being able to docket the vote on the recommendation at the
October meetingregarding reconveyance. Changes were made to the agenda, but he lost power and the
changed agenda was not actually sent to Loni within the time needed for the County's notice
requirements. Fleck explained that requirement from the bylaws was such that we have to give proper
notice, including the issue that would be considered by the TLAC. The proposed question found in the
agenda was such that it would allow for a yes/no vote. The first question is the reconveyance issue.
Then the resolution then asks for recommendations.

Scott felt that the question of reconveyance was the clearest way to bring forward, and that the options
discussed in the resolution are more difficult to develop. These can be laid out in various amounts of
detail and in very different ways. The August meeting minutes did lay out some of these questions.
Murray asked about a document on the screen, Fleck noted that he never got that document, but he put
together what he could from the tape. Doherty noted that Loni sent out a document that is called
alternatives and was in the packet for the meeting today. Doherty noted that this was sent out in
September by email. Murray noted there was also a memo from Thaler on alternatives as well.

Paul asked if there still would be a vote on the issue reconveyance, and Murray answered yes it would
just have to be at the next meeting.
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(51:25)

Murray explained that the question would have to be published seven (7) days prior to the next meeting
to allow public notice of issue before TLAC regarding a recommendation. The other questions/motions
would then be considered. Scott asked if the question was a "yes/no" question. Fleck read the by-laws
regarding formal recommendations and the "proposed recommendation."

The precise wording expected by participants has been used to prepare to comply with the resolution.
Fleck read the proposed question on the agenda for the current meeting. There was a question by Silver
about the process as to whether there would there would be just a yes/no vote without any discussion,
or discussion of the alternatives. Fleck disagreed. Fleck read Resolution 70-2015 and noted that there
were two parts, reconveyance, and then "guidance" on the continued engagement by the County with
the DNR. Fleck noted that the question, which was read aloud, was also in the agenda for the present
meeting. Scott felt that this question had to be answered first, before discussing alternatives to
reconveyance.

(55:30)

Scott moved that the question at 5a in the agenda be moved as the first question for the TLAC to
consider in November. Fleck seconded the motion. Murray asked if "Clallam County State Forest Lands"
could be inserted before State Forest Lands. Silver asked if it could be inserted as State Forest Lands in
Clallam County. Fleck wanted to ask Blum, who was not present, as the term State Forest Lands is a
legal term of art. Cross asked that the older term, Forest Board Transfer Lands, be used as the term has
been legally updated, the older term is clearly understood. Fleck suggested that after State Forest Lands
insert the following: "(Clallam County Forest Board Transfer Lands)." Scott and Fleck accepted this
proposed change.

(57:01)

Voice vote - Murray said all in favor signify by saying aye, numerous AYE votes heard; all opposed same
sign. There was silence. Motion passed.

Fleck suggested that a group of alternatives be developed under topic areas, not to be voted on as a
block, but topics such as: management alternatives, other things to consider (e.g., increase property
tax), etc. Scott suggested that looking at the format provided by Ann Seiter in her public comment
period. Silver suggested that Thaler's comments should also be reviewed. Seiter's was noted that it was
very visual. Fleck noted that some of the items should be an individual question. Fleck noted that what
Seiter had done for a matrix suggested by Bork was difficult to visualize, but Seiter did a remarkable job.
Listening to the August meeting Fleck noted that it was really challenging to determine the various
threads to separate into specific questions for potential recommendations. Scott noted that there may
be a shift on individual's perspective on things based upon the way the information is put forward.

(1:00)
Silver noted the complexity can expand rapidly. Seiter had testified earlier to the benefit of including

ecosystem services and how that can be a base valuation that includes water, carbon, ecological
benefits, etc.
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Silver felt that the question was more complicated than "keeping those trees standing” for example with
use in a carbon tax. Use of simplistic models could conflict with other models assessing values.

Murray felt that those were the next steps by the BOCC. Scott felt that there should be a chart on
alternatives and those can be wordsmithed within the next two meetings. Doherty felt that an
extension could be sought as there were complex issues such as climate change, fire prevention, etc.
Scott felt that proposing suggestions would require a follow on effort to develop the proposals into
more detailed actions. Murray felt that the recommendations should reflect that the issues being
recommended were complex/complicated processes that could be initiated by saying to the BOCC that
they should look at this issue and analyze those. Scott felt that the areas needing additional effort to be
examined should be noted and called out as part of the recommendation.

Swanson asked to look at the list of things on Thaler's proposal, he felt that Question No. 11 regarding
export logs was outside group's charter. Questions 8-10 were other issues that should be noted.

Fleck suggested that things could be put on the "other things" list and then people could vote on those.
This would address the tension that has arisen about other things that were talked about. A majority
vote saying no, would then mean that that would not be a recommendation from the TLAC to the
Commissioners.

Discussions on minority report followed.
{1:08)

Byrnes noted that Thaler's number four is about reconveyance, but Fleck noted that there were other
variations of what the role of the county with DNR. The conversation was rather fluid. Thaler's item
four was noted by Murray as requiring legislative action.

Paul questioned whether the proposed questions could in fact be gotten through within a meeting.
Fleck noted that questions have to be published seven days prior and need to be published by the 8th of
November. Paul asked if there was a way to get other questions added and published, and then every
member could add an item for the next agenda. This would then allow for a vote on each of these to be
passed on to the BOCC. He questioned if there was a way to discuss these issues in one meeting.

(1:12)

Fleck noted that the executive committee is asking what it you want on the list is. The TLAC needs to
start roughing out that list and bring that back to the group for November. Fleck noted that using the
format: "Should Clallam County do blah-blah-blah." These should be similar to yes/no ballot questions.

There was a general discussion about the proposed second question. Paul asked if this second question
would even be voted for and should the TLAC just move on to other items. Swanson noted that an
argument could be made that the current oversight may be more effective. The question is "without
any changes" and the discussion noted minor or major changes in the relationship. Swanson noted that
the annual review process would result in changes. Scott felt that this was a question that needs to be
asked and answered. If we say yes, that is the question; if no, then go on to the next question. Murray
noted that we were simply making a recommendation.
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Silver asked if the pro-reconveyance would be interested in discussing some changes to DNR forest
management that would improve revenue, harvest volume, and incorporate alternative values such as
carbon and paying for water, recreation, etc., rather than just managing the timber lands for timber.
Cross noted that he was the sole vote, on behalf of NOTAC (not OFCO), for reconveyance at the earlier
meeting. He noted his goal is to obtain an appropriate review with the Hospital, School, and Fire
Department. The problem is that DNR is not competent to get revenue on all of things being suggested.
20 years of arrearage is there and how is that being handled for the beneficiaries, Cross asked. Murray
clarified that selling water He wanted to see the lands be used to achieve their specific purpose
associated with those lands. Murray noted that neither DNR nor individuals can sell water. Silver
understood that it was not paying for a gallon of water, but paying for what is associated with water.

Paul raised a concern with the motion in that there would be no change without considering of the
other ideas? He felt that there was not enough time to come up with a list of ideas. He noted he
wanted to have all of the TLAC add each person’s list to a list to be considered that the county should be
doing. Everyone could all vote and attach their names to as many or as few as they would like.

(1:20:45)

Scott asked how do you create yes/no questions with three options? These need to be written as baliot
questions.

It appeared that this question was more of a continuance of the DNR status quo. Paul felt that the
question was on reconveyance. Timber people want to add a county forester, so you could ask should
the County hire a forester to act as a liaison with the DNR? Yes/No? Paul felt that the Yes or No was
really only on reconveyance. Byrnes agreed with Paul and there were a lot of questions that needed to
be voted on and there may be some that get no votes, others that would. Fleck reiterated that the
reason for making the list, as noted in the bylaws, was to make sure the public knew what was going to
be voted upon. That requires precision and makes it difficult to be flexible. Paul asked if the questions
came in time, wouldn't that meet the bylaws. Fleck noted that if everyone put in three items you would
have upwards of 49-50 questions. Under Paul's suggestion there was no way to weed out those items.
Murray asked if the TLAC voted on the question that was written down, then that would be the question
presented to the County Commissioners with the votes noted. This was different than just proposed
individual questions. Silver felt that the group could develop a list and it probably would not be as many
as Fleck suggested.

(1:25:20)

Fleck made a motion for consideration at the next meeting of: "Should Clallam County BOCC continue its
current role with DNR management of Forest Board Transfer Lands, without any changes?" This was
seconded by Beauvais.

Motion passed.

(Group took a break)

Meeting reconveyned with the a review of the adopted motion.
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Fleck tabled a motion for the third question for consideration at the next meeting of: "Should the BOCC
seek the ability to give DNR direction in all aspects of management of FBTL, to include silviculture

and forest inventory, pursuant to the DNR HCP?" Scott asked that this question be more specific about
the County's responsibilities and that as a minimum the County maintain a detailed inventory of the
County's investment.

Silver asked about the management aspect. Fleck noted that this was a different intent. He then tried
to capture that question for one on the list being developed. Scott repeated her proposed question and
clarified her suggested question. Fleck explained his use of the term co-manager in his question in
comparison with Scott's discussion of a collaborative manager. This was an attempt to capture the want
someone wanted of a strong management oversight.

Paul asked how this would work and Fleck explained that it would have to be approved by the
legislature for the legal authority to pursue that. Question is an attempt to capture other interests
voiced in previous meeting.

Scott felt that there was a need for the County to maintain an accurate inventory on these lands. Fleck
felt that breaking these into questions could aliow for clearer votes. Murray added accurate and
updated inventory. Cross asked about Scott's question about how this inventory would be paid for, and
he argued that DNR should pay for this. She felt that the County needed to consider this as like one's
personal investment and whether you just turn that over and do nothing. Or, do you undertake some
effort and costs to monitor what is going on with the investment. Bork raised a point of order on the
discussion and the nature of the question before the group. Fleck said most may say no, but the goal
was to have the TLAC vote on these questions at the future meeting. With ballot titles, the public can
vote on a set that might conflict and others have to sort those out. Fleck noted that he was trying to
capture the degree of involvement members of the TLAC had voiced in the past. Bork noted that there
was no indication of hierarchy or layout that shows where these fall in relationship to others. So far
there are just two questions, reconveyance, or DNR management with no changes, and both failed.
Those that failed may not get to the BOCC, but of the list including Scott's question that may be
something that gets passed.

Fleck's motion was seconded by Beauvais. Scott felt that co-manager should be more defined. Cross
felt that this was a word that should be defined by the legislature. Fleck noted that this was defined as
an active management by the DNR where the DNR would taking direction from the County under this
proposal. Paul questioned which question was being referenced. Fleck noted that this was from the
TLAC's meeting minutes and the various documents being referenced in that meeting. Paul felt that
there was questions developed and agreed to, Fleck noted that there was no such votes taken.
Reandeau asked Blum about this and DNR would said no this wouldn't be the approach.

Murray noted that Thaler's letter and Fleck noted that this would take action by the legislature.

Reandeau noted that there is a good structure with the DNR and that there are ways to get the results
people are wanting.
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The question is what type of revenue do the recipients want and then approach the DNR asking them
can you make this. Murray felt that this was the next question.

Reandeau felt that the effort should be at the local level. Get a complete inventory and that may
involve the County taking action. Asking for reports more frequently. Cross cannot speak for
beneficiaries and having attended quarterly meetings it could be said that those folks want DNR to
deliver what they say they are going to do. He suggested that DNR should guarantee their efforts. This
would probably mean that you would get projects closer to what beneficiaries were getting.

Cross could not know how the County employee could direct DNR in things to do. He was concerned
also about paying for an inventory and the DNR not doing things. Bork noted that the DNR was a state
public agency that is receptive to public input. The DNR does not say we are not going to do something
because we don't care. Rather, the DNR would respond to direct requests for addressing tourism
efforts, forest health efforts, etc. DNR has an immense amount to do, she disagreed with Cross' premise
that DNR won't do things, cannot do things, or DNR is not competent to do things. With pressure, DNR
can and would respond. Approaching DNR with a "let's work with them.

By answering no to reconveyance, we can provide input to DNR to direct them with the public oversight
measuring their outputs. Those need to be prioritized by importance. She felt that the alternatives to
reconveyance are really confusion and that raises concerns. She felt that working with DNR provides
some assurances, but handing over the lands to someone else is disconcerting. Cross felt that the issue
of DNR doing the job they were asked to do is a question raised by what DNR hasn't done. Arrearage is
an example of not meeting clear objectives already spelled out. He questioned if one county could
make that degree of impact in light of all that DNR has to do. Incompetence is not being used to deal
with character, but rather with what the DNR has not done in the requirements they are required to
meet. DNR's duties are well defined and they need to be addressed. Murray asked for people to keep
in mind that these questions are all different proposed solutions. TLAC needs to make a list of proposed
options for further investigation by the BOCC.

Silver noted that Cross' 20 years of experience with the OESF that there is a conflict between the volume
objectives and other requirements under the HCP that hinders DNR in meeting their objectives. DNR
does not get money from legislature to manage these lands. All of DNR's money comes from the
extraction and sale of wood.

Inventory needed, which OFCO would agree is needed, has to come from revenue from the ground
Very complicated situation. She also raised an issue noted by Thaler.

Lea asked about the role of experts like Harry Bell and others who have an expertise? He noted that the
Port O Call article raised issues between the discussion between Harry Bell and the individual from the
Sierra Club. Bell recommended things to the TLAC. He asked about the purpose of what is being done in
relationship to Resolution 70. Bell's recommendation should be voted on up or down.

It was noted that there is a new regional manager for DNR and that now is a good time to express that
there is a need for better reporting, inventories, meeting harvest objectives. As a field person, she is
more interested in these details and could be very advantageous. Murray noted he had talked to her
twice.
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Fleck noted that there is a motion on the floor and he had developed a list of questions from the August
meeting. Murray felt a vote was needed. Motion was restated. Bork asked about cooperation element.
Fleck noted that he had two pages of questions and they were exclusive of each other. Scott noted this
question was one further down on the list in August, but Fleck noted that he never got that list so was
trying to capture those questions. Vote was called for on this question. Clarifications were asked for.

(1:58:27)
Motion failed 3 — 13.

Fleck tabled a motion for consideration at the next meeting, seconded by Beauvais: "Should the BOCC
seek the ability to give DNR direction in all aspects of FBTL management including silvicultural and forest
inventory pursuant to the DNR HCP?"

Discussion on the wording occurred being shown on the screen. Murray suggested adding "and forest
inventory" and was accepted as friendly by Fleck and Beauvais. Fleck noted that the TLAC was trying to
develop a list of things to advertise to the public what was going to be voted on at the next meeting.
Murray felt that silvicultural and forest inventory were different. Bork asked if other things should be
included. Beauvais noted she was not voting on whether that was what she wanted to do, but rather
she was developing questions for consideration. If these are adopted, then other things can come from
those recommendations. She felt these were good questions to put on the table for discussion and
consideration. Motion failed 3-13.

(2:04)

Bork suggested that the BOCC seek the ability to influence the DNR. Lea asked if the motion passed or
failed. It was noted that it failed.

Fleck tabled a motion for consideration at the next meeting, seconded by Beauvais, of: "Should BOCC
seek to establish via MOU or other means a collaborative means of managing with the DNR its FBTL?"
MOU was defined as a memorandum of understanding typically used between governments. There was
a question as to whether DNR would actually sign such a thing. Motion passed 11-4.

Fleck tabled a motion for consideration at the next meeting, seconded by Beauvais, of: "Should the
BOCC hire a staffer/consultant with forestry experience to act as a liaison with DNR in order to monitor,
engage, respond, and question DNR management of its FBTL?"

Silver asked about the amount of funding that the County is asking for and what is the amount of an
updated inventory would cost. Where is the analysis that the services funding can come from the
forest? If the liaison is only talking to DNR, what is the liaison trying to do for the County? Fleck noted
he was simply pulling questions from meeting minutes. Reandeau said if this was passed, it would be up
to the BOCC to define the hours, roles, purposes, etc. Commissioners could decide at what level of
compensation, allocation of funds and duties. Scott asked if the question of inventory was appropriate
here. Fleck noted that this was a separate question that he had done for later. Murray asked if it should
read staffer or consultant. Fleck and Beauvais felt this was friendly. Silver asked if this person would
report back to the TLAC? If not to whom?
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Motion passed 15-1.
{2:10:50)
Murray asked if Bowen's notes could be cleaned up.

Fleck tabled a motion for consideration at the next meeting, seconded by Kelly, of: "Should the BOCC
establish a representative advisory committee, with some level of staff support that would advise the
BOCC regarding DNR's management of its FBTL?"

Scott asked if the term "ecosystem services values" should be used instead. Beauvais asked for a
rereading of the current motion. Cross asked in light of the beneficiaries and County receiving
information already, is this formularization of getting together those recipients or something different?
Fleck noted that this was a variation of the Skagit County model. Bork felt that forestry was the wrong
word, and that resource advisory, forest lands, trust lands advisory should be used instead. Lea noted
that the DNR has very specific duties about what their duties. He read that “the Trustee must act with
undivided loyalty to the trust beneficiaries to the exclusion to all other interests. It may not sacrifice this
goal to pursue any other objective not matter how laudable those other objectives may be. The trust is
established to raise revenue and not address recreation. Cross noted that if that had been done, the
TLAC would not be meeting and discussing these issues.

Silver was adding wording that was broader. Doherty noted that he was voting no on this. He was for
the concept, but if it was looked at the origins of this committee and the Port's committee with nearly
all timber industry representatives. Carbon sequestration could be an important value and if focused
only on money is not always the best. This is too specific based upon the history of this committee and
the primary focus of industry. These are public timber lands and these issues are not as simple as Cross
and others say. He felt that there needed to be included the phrase "a balanced committee."

Fleck as Doherty to turn about and look at what was written to see if the membership was even there.
Doherty noted that that was not in the motion. But the ability for two commissioners to set up the
membership, that was too risky. He felt that there was a need for a balanced committee. Beauvais
noted that this was a concept for comment from the public and to be locked at as a broad question. If
voted at the next meeting, this could be refined by BOCC. This is a question as to whether or not this
should be answered.

Scott asked if there was willingness to include the concept of a "balanced membership." Doherty felt
that TLAC should be asking for an extension and also ask the BOCC for advice on how this committee
could be created.

Scott felt clarifying the advisory committee was needed. Fleck noted that there is nothing in the motion
about the membership. He noted that one member continued to bemoan the TLAC's creation and
representation. Fleck noted he was tired of Doherty's fantasy world. If the motion needs to say a
representative advisory board, he would be willing to accept it. Balance would not be appropriate.
Reandeau asked if this was necessary in light of the professional liaison. Fleck noted these were
different ideas to be considered. Kelly accepted the inclusion of a "representative” before the phrase
advisory committee.
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Bork asked if Fleck would admit that he could write these questions as a leading question. Fleck noted
that he was trained to do this and has done so for 22 plus years. Fleck asked Bork to do the work and
put the effort into writing some question which she had not done for the past two meetings. Scott
asked to look at the words.

Motion passed 12-4.
(2:24:28)

Fleck tabled a motion for consideration at the next meeting, seconded by Kelly, of: "Should the BOCC as
a minimum seek from the DNR an accurate and updated, maintained detailed resource inventory of its
FBTL to include all resources with annual updates?" Motion passed 13-3.

Scott asked about the need to refine the words to ensure it addressed the want for details. Swanson
suggested detailed resource inventory. Silver asked if this should use landscape? Paul felt that there
was a complete inventory within the economic needs of the beneficiaries.

Fleck noted that a group of beneficiaries would question this. Paul said that the DNR explained that the
DNR utilizes models, goes out and spot check those models' accuracy, and then reviews the model again
at the time of sale at a stand specific scale. He stated the DNR utilizes a system that makes economic
sense for the beneficiaries, and to increase the details of the inventory would have little to no benefit to
the beneficiaries. Cross disagreed and said that the inventory should be able to answer other questions
that do not just focus on a timber sale. So, the inventory needs to also address habitat. Paul said that
Cross did not object or raise questions about the inventory. Cross disagreed. He raised questions with
Angus Brodie and Kyle Blum. With regarding to the marbled murrelet the DNR cannot determine what
areas exactly meet the DNR's habitat information. They require to do additional surveys and
evaluations. Paul felt that this was addressed without much disagreement. DNR did spot inventories
and there was not a need to do additional inventory work. He noted that the DNR did not get
guestioned or criticized on these points earlier. Cross disagreed.

Scott noted that she felt that there was additional detail. Paul asked what level of detail was needed?
Scott felt that this was something that required additional work such as habitat, stand height, stands by
species, etc. Cross noted that the definition of Northern Spotted Owl habitat is defined in WAC 226-16-
085 defines habitat with six hurdles that have to be met. He felt that there was a need to evaluate the
inventory for compliance with this. Additional information within the inventory would allow to review
this. Murray asked to focus on the general recommendation. Details will need to be worked out. Scott
asked if examples could be included to help explain the aspects of the inventory. She suggested that the
inventory needed to include such things habitat, stand tables, type, location, size of species as examples.
Murray asked if this should be included?

Bork noted that there was a want for suitable data, analytical tools for decision makers to have to allow
them to make the right decisions. This requires data collection, storage, security and then have the right
analytical processes to come up with the needed information. This is information management. The
discussion seems to be looking at how to make better decision making. This is a large realm of stuff that
needs to be incorporated into the want for a higher level of quality for information management.

TLAC Meeting Minutes — Oct 2016 Page |13



Scott asked if there was a way to get more specific than this? Murray clarified details and also noted
that updating the inventory once a year can also increase accuracy. Paul felt that in order to vote on
this there is a need to understand the cost implications of this recommendation compared to the
benefits. Swanson was not sure if DNR didn't have what was being discussed, but what was received
wasn't this. There may be a need to update, add to, or modify. He felt that there was a need to be able
to get more detailed information from that inventory. Swanson referred to Cross' issue on definitions for
habitat. Paul noted that he had testified to the need for more specificity. He was told that this was a
cost not to the benefit of the beneficiaries. Scott felt that this issue was important and one that needed
to be clarified. Murray noted that the inventory that was given to the TLAC which he reviewed and
evaluated was not the same as hat used by industry. Byrnes felt that the information for meeting the
definition may be in DNR's possession. Scott asked how we incorporate the level of detail into the
question itself.

Fleck made a suggested revised version of the motion based upon the conversation: Should the BOCC as
a minimum seek from the DNR an accurate, updated, maintained and detailed resource inventory of its
FBTL to include all resources with annual updates? Scott asked about habitat definition, details
regarding stands, etc. Murray noted that what was being described was a resource inventory. Silver
noted that if you didn't incorporate these other resources, you are only getting a timber inventory.
Swanson felt that DNR does a great job of cataloging all of the non-harvestable aspect of the landscape.
Silver felt that additional information was needed for example the word species covers a large aspect of
things. Murray suggested adding "all resources" to capture these issues. Silver felt that this was
expansive. Cross suggested that it read "resources to be managed pursuant to the HCP." Bork felt that
inventory work has a specific standard and this is what should be done. Others questioned the
standard.

Silver noted that carbon storage was a function of the landscape that was not being incorporated into

this definition. Swanson felt that the carbon aspect includes more details. Silver felt that OFCO would
want to have this spelled out. The HCP was not broad enough as the HCP was written in the 1990s and
more information exists now. Suggested "for all resources to be managed pursuant to the HCP?"

Lea asked what the original motion was on the table? Cross asked Silver if there was a way to develop a
question to help add additional explanations to the issue of resources. Cross noted that HCP was a
limiting factor. Silver read the information within Thaler's discussion on inventory in relationship to
ecosystem services definition. This was much broader and not limited to the HCP. Cross suggested that
Silver and others develop this into another question.

Fleck read a proposed question on ecosystem management in relationship to the current question. Paul
suggested that this be scrapped and the new forestry advisory committee develop this. Silver noted
that the TLAC was trying to develop the questions for the community to respond to in the future.
Murray felt that this was something that the BOCC could and would develop.

Scott felt that additional information was needed. But, the HCP language suggested was a limiting
factor. It was noted that the inventory could cost about $20/plot, but Murray said that the question was
what was being collected. Swanson felt that the ecosystem services may include things that do not
include actual values. Silver questioned this. Swanson read some aspects of a definition and questioned
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if that did in fact include economic aspects. Silver explained some of the terms used and what they
include. Murray asked if a vate could occur on the question before the group.

(2:51:09)

Murray read the question. Should the BOCC as a minimum seek from the DNR an accurate, updated,
maintained, and detailed resource inventory of its FBTL to include all resources with annual updates?
Motion passed by 13-3.

Fleck noted that so far there were six questions adopted, but that these were not all of the questions
being discussed by the TLAC for consideration. He read through a list of questions that he had been
writing regarding the various issues. There were 22 of these.

Swanson felt that those that were associated with revenue streams, recreation, etc., were such that
they could be combined into one question. Murray asked if we are going to continue on with these
items and discuss how to proceed.

Motion to end meeting and allow each TLAC member to send their questions by 8 November to
Secretary for compilation was made by Cross and seconded by Paul. Scott asked about the questions
already submitted. Cross felt that individuals should submit their questions by the 8th to Fleck and they
would just be listed for a vote at the next meeting. Murray noted that an earlier motion was voting on
whether the TLAC was going to make the list. Fleck asked for clarification and was told that any
questions received were just going to be put on a list. Scott was concerned about the impact to Fleck
about that. Paul noted that this was similar to his earlier suggestion. Fleck appreciated Scott's
acknowledgement of the staff work needed to do this.

Byrnes noted he would like to just continue to proceed to develop the list for the public. Murray noted

that the questions were going to be voted on as a yes or no as a recommendation to the BOCC. Others

indicated a willingness to stay. The motion was restated to the TLAC. Beauvais indicated her not voting
for the motion due to the effort to establish the questions. Lea agreed with Beauvais. Motion failed 5-

9-1.

Motion by Kelly to end the meeting now and continue this on the 18th. Seconded by Cross. Motion
failed.

Motion to have the TLAC seek an extension from the BOCC to continue its efforts until 31 Mar 2017 was
made by Kelly, seconded by Cross and failed on a tied vote 8 to 8.

Fleck made a motion, seconded by Beauvais, to use the following approach for the November meeting:
Place on agenda for consideration/vote at the November meeting the first block of questions adopted
by TLAC; Place on the agenda for consideration/vote at the November meeting, after review and editing
by the Executive Committee, the other questions Fleck captured from discussions; and, Place on the
agenda for consideration/vote at the December meeting those questions members bring forward in a
similar format for submission at the November meeting.
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Paul asked how this would work with the requirement to have a report. Murray felt that the report
could consist of the questions and the votes of the TLAC. Paul asked about how the vote would occur.
Beauvais noted that the questions approved today would be ones that are published and voted on. She
thought the second set of questions could prove to be irrelevant. Murray clarified that the six questions
brought up today could be voted on. In addition, the others would be on the list too. However, a
question doesn't have to be voted on at all. The motion was clarified by Fleck in the manner noted
above. Scott asked if the subsequent questions would receive the same review as the first six. Fleck
noted that under this motion, the new questions would only be reviewed by the Executive Committee.
Scott felt that the first six should go quickly and then the next set would be ones to be discussed. Cross
noted that anyone wanting another to be reviewed would have to bring those to the meeting in
November.

Clarification on discussion was provided, the TLAC would be able to discuss the questions. Scott asked if
the list of questions could be consolidated? Fleck noted that there may be people wanting to discuss
some items separately. Murray noted that there would be the opportunity to torture every word if
necessary. Paul asked for clarification on the process of the development of the questions. Paul
questioned about the expectation that the voting could be completed in November. Murray noted only
the questions that passed will be on the list.

The other questions noted will be in the second block as a yes/no question and will be docketed for the
next meeting. Paul felt that there was a need to review and discuss these issues. Paul felt that there
was a consistent approach of putting more and more on the agenda. Fleck noted that there was an
effort early on a means of laying out a task approach to address that concern. He recalled that the
opposition to this was that the approach was driving the committee to a conclusion.

Lea questioned this. He felt that Fleck's behavior was inappropriate and that Mr. Doherty deserved
respect from Fleck. He stated that Fleck's behavior was out of line and inappropriate.

Beauvais suggested that there be schedule a second meeting in either November or December. Paul
questioned this. Beauvais noted that she was just trying to address Paul's concern of not having enough
time to address things. Murray felt that there was a need to vote on the motion.

Bork asked if there was any effort to prioritize these questions. She asked Fleck if the TLAC would really
go through these. Fleck noted that this is what the TLAC wanted to do. Bork noted that, but asked if
there was a way to prioritize these issues. She felt that these exceeded the ability of some to remember
what the issues were. She felt there was a need for fewer questions to ensure everyone could
remember the issues. Fleck felt it was difficult to ask him to cut down the questions that everyone had
raised as what they wanted to discuss.

Scott felt that the proposal would reduce the list. Bork felt that the process of editing, discussing, and
review really did not allow for things to be prioritized.

Scott asked that this motion not be tied to the November or December meeting. Silver asked about the
motion in relationship to the seven that had been voted on and discussed. It was clarified and the vote

was taken.

The motion passed by a vote of 11-3.
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(2:20:25)

Kelly asked about the meeting on the 18th. She was not going to be available and asked how to call in.
Reaume and Kelly would be at a conference.

Public Comment

Jim Stoffer provided notes that were read by Ann Seiter - provided a document from the Washington
State School District Association Trust Land Task Force. He noted that the focus of that was on the
common school trust lands for sustainable revenue had been the permanent position of WSSDA
since the 1960s. He wanted this conveyed to the group.

Ann Seiter - raised concerns about the difference between implementation and issues. Felt that there
was a need for broad questions regarding broad management decisions and place the options under

those.

Ed Bowen - shared his disappointment with the earlier vote against reconveyance and was not clear why
that was the position taken. He felt that the legislation for reconveyance could be expanded, and
there was an example of that with the Blue Mountain reconveyance. He noted that the trust lands
could also be reconveyed for park purposes. Legislation does exist on the books to do reconveyance.
He felt that the report should explain or detail the reason why not to seek reconveyance.

Murray asked about the next meeting. Scott suggested that there as discussion about the extra
meeting. Murray asked about that. Silver warned about the holidays and the difficulty in adding an
extra meeting. Doherty noted that an option the TLAC could continue the meeting to another date once
started. Murray asked about the TLAC just meeting for the entire day. Scott asked for clarification and
Murray proposed two meetings. One in the morning, a break, and then one in the afternoon.

Motion to start the meeting at 9 a.m. in November, and end later if needed, was made by Swanson,
seconded by Lea and passed 9-5-1.

Doherty asked about the issue of converting from regular timberlands. He noted Peach offered to share
information. Reandeau noted that statewide there was some 50,000 acres are converted from

commercial forests. While hard to believe, Murray suggested individuals look about I-5. Murray
indicated he would ask Peach about that request.

Motion to adjourn was made by Kelly, seconded by Byrnes, and passed unanimously.

TLAC Meeting Minutes — Oct 2016 Page |17



G ES FO



Trust Land Advisory Committee

Minutes of the
18 Nov 2016
Special Meeting

Special meeting was called to order at shortly after 9 a.m. by Joe Murray. Mike Doherty asked about
**%* Murray noted that as a special meeting the TLAC could only address those things advertised on
the agenda. Roll call was taken and seven of the members were not present at the start of the meeting.
Swanson came into the meeting midway into it. Absent were: Bekkevar; Reaume; Blum; Kelly; Cross;
Merideth; and, Wolfe. Bob Sextro was the seated alternate for Josey Paul.

Il. Public Comment — A packet of written comments were proved to each member of the TLAC.

Doherty asked about amending the agenda and asking if in the regular meeting the agenda could be
reviewed and he could add a few things for consideration later. Murray noted that as a special meeting
that things needed to be as on the agenda. Doherty felt that that was a ruling and there was a
difference of opinion.

Brian Grad — Sequim. Mr. Grad read the following:

1 am opposed to reconveyance of our Public Trust Lands because of the exposure to liability for the
County. The potential liability for forest fires, landslides, environmental damage affecting clean
water, spawning habitat and bodily hard could have catastrophic impact Clallam County finances
and local economy at large. Why should the citizens of our County be asked to bear the burden of
such responsibility? Our Trust Lands are already managed appropriately by the DNR and the State is
better prepared to deal with those issues which we cannot afford to do. We pay enough already,
don’t ask us to be on the hook for something we cannot afford.

Jane Marx — Port Angeles. Mrs. Marx read the following:

You should be reaffirming the earlier vote of NO on reconveyance. It will cost the County
Commissioners a great deal of time, effort and money to pursue reconveyance with little guarantee
of success.

Instead you should be considering how to heavily tax log exports to compensate the timber counties
for their loses. Log Exports have cost Clallam County a loss of tax income due to unemployment and
business closures.

Ann Seiter — Palo Alto Road. Noted that she had attended the meetings many times and had provided
written comments that were included in the packet provided to the TLAC. First, she urged the TLAC
to vote no again on the issue of reconveyance. She felt that was an honest vote on the information
at hand and any changes in votes needed to be explained. Second, the second question needs to be
worded better. “Don’t make any changes” prevents a need to better improve communications
between the County and DNR. She asked members of the TLAC to also read through Question Six.
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Ed Bowen — Clallam Bay. He felt that question sneed to be addressed. Question 3 is a very valid point.
The fiduciary responsibility seems to be open to change. There needs to be a formal understanding
and the TLAC should consider a formal MOU to review these alternatives to reconveyance.

Tim McNulty — Sequim. Expressed that the TLAC had done good work and had a good vote in June.
DNR has the expertise, serve the beneficiaries, and comply with environmental laws. CC lacks the
expertise and has no means of taking on the management of those lands.

Ed Chadd — P.A. Expressed concern about no substantive discussion on the issue of reconveyance. He
underscored what Ann said. If the vote changed, why? Discussion occurred in depth when making
the earlier decision. He was concerned about liabilities of the County taking over responsibility for
these lands. Climate change was another issue as it impacts wild fire, erosion, and landslides. There
runs a real risk of major lawsuits. These issues are of huge concern to him.

Marc Sullivan — Dungeness. TLAC should reconfirm that the County should not pursue reconveyance
It’s not going to happen and he could not image the legislature, the Governor, nor the Lands
Commissioner supporting or signing such a bill.

Elizabeth Oaks — Ramhill Road. Saw the notice for the meeting in the newspaper. Native Texan who
moved to Clallam County in '98. She owned an environmental consulting company that worked
with the USACE. Seas are up due to climate change over the past 71 years and there is more
dramatic change in the last 30-40 years. Already there have been two 500 year flood events on the
Braze’s River in a six week period. Nothing like it in written history. Flood plan was over a mile
wide. Climate change is a concern.

Norma Turner — P.A. Provided written comments to the TLAC. Wanted to add that the members should
reaffirm their votes. The County has issues with juvenile services, roads, homelessness and it
doesn’t need to add this to its various issues. Comments about looking at Grays Harbor. Grays
Harbor does not come ahead as a result of managing its own trust lands. So not an economic
stability issue. Work on policy to keep logs here rather than exporting them.

Peter Vanderhoof — Salt Creek. If there were to be a change in the vote on reconveyance, those that
change their vote need to explain why. He has attended most of the meetings, but unable to attend
all. He felt that there was no clear good reason that Clallam County could more cost effectively
manage lands for the beneficiaries. He urged members to vote no on reconveyance of trust lands.

Jane Vanderhoof — Salt Creek. Also hoped that the TLAC does not vote to reconvey these lands. DNR
lands cannot be sold to China. Timber company can make the sale and this is inconsistent. This
issue amounts to a money grab for someone.

lll. Minutes
Motion to approve the minutes made by Ben Pacheco, seconded by Coleman Byrnes. Motion

passed 8-0-3. Toby Thaler noted his name was spelled incorrectly in the list of attendees. Motion to
amend the minutes adopted to correctly spell Thaler’s name was made by Thaler, seconded by
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Scott. Also there was information provided regarding a sheet on carbon sequestration from
CORRUM UW handed out by Harry Bell. Motion carried 8-0-3.

IV. Review Clallam County Trust Lands

Murray read Clallam County Board of Commissioners Resolution No. 70-2015 to the TLAC. Fleck
noted that he would need to county votes and that they would be taken via a roll call per the
bylaws. Thaler asked if a quorum was present. After a brief discussion, Fleck confirmed that a
quorum was present.

V. Recommendations to the Board of Commissioners

A. Question No. 1 —Should the Board of County Commissioners seek the reconveyance of State
Forest Board Lands (Clallam County State Forest Board Lands) managed by the Department of
Natural Resources back to Clallam County to be managed by the County?

Motion by Byrnes, seconded by Fleck. Thaler asked for a clarification about the voting. A vote
yes was for the question, a vote no was against.

Connie Beauvais noted that the Port has been and continues to be concerned about the
economic loss to the County. This loss includes the direct and indirect jobs lost due to DNR’s
problems with its decadal harvest. Over the past ten years, the Port did not receive an
estimated $599,000 dollars. There are concerns about what the other junior taxing districts did
not receive. They did not receive their money; and, they may have had to pursue additional
taxes to pay for schools and fire district needs. She did not feel that addressing export limits on
private industry was the job of the Port.

Thaler fell all of that was accurate. Comments today indicated clear data, but not complete in
the information. Arrearage figure from DNR did not take into account the substantial impact of
the Foothills Land Exchange where mature timber was traded for younger stock. He was not
sure what the impact of that was as a percentage of the arrearage and it had to have been a
contributing factor. Murray asked where that exchange was located. Thaler indicated it was
about the Peninsula and in the Ozette drainage, the Straits, and Shelton. Thaler noted he had
asked Kyle Blum for a breakout, but that that had not been produced yet.

Fleck noted that he voted no in the Summer and would vote no again. There are some 22 steps
to get a bill passed. When it was originally proposed, as Beauvais can attest, there were a few
asking that this needed to be reviewed and discussed. There is a need to have engagement by
the junior taxing districts beyond the City of Forks and the Quillayute Valley School District.
There needs to be issues addressed with the inventory. The issue with arrearage mentioned by
Thaler is a bit of a red herring in that the Settlement Partners raised issues with Blum’s
predecessors regarding the growing arrearage in this issue. Other issues such as litigation by
certain entities that played a significant role in the matter as well. There is a significant
arrearage of 702mmbf with 247 mmbf in the Olympic Region with 92mmbf of that owed to
Clallam County. That represents monies that did not go to a list of junior taxing districts.
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Suzanne Scott noted that an ordinary person would never budget on what they didn’t get.
Rather they would hope for the best income. She felt that in some ways the issue with the
arrearage was betting on something that was not a sure thing. She felt there was no reason why
any public entity would be counting on that.

Cynthia Bork asked for clarification on the process. She then supported the public concerns, but
also noted the concerns of the junior taxing districts. She felt that they could not expect the
burden of their funding needs coming from timber resources and timber harvests. She felt that
there was a need to look at a broader means of generating revenue from such things as tourism.
This would create investment in the County by taking advantage of the systems that will bring
funds into the County. This does not prohibit harvest for forest health. But recreation tourism
captures money from tourists. DNR should consider other means for providing revenue to the
junior taxing districts and the County.

Coleman Byrnes noted that the population of Washington had doubled in his life time. That
means there are more school children. It is unrealistic to look at DNR for significant tax base.
Population grows and DNR is unable to support the funding needs.

Ken Reandeau noted that both sales and lodging tax revenues are up. Urban areas want to
come here. People are coming earlier and staying longer. Also, there are some 50,000 acres a
year state wide being converted to other purposes, so there is a need to use these lands wisely.
He felt that there was a need for a proper inventory and the County did not seem to be getting
that. Port forced its own committee around timber issues with highly qualified members. He
noted that the public was against reconveyance and so was he.

Mike Doherty noted that he agreed with the number of topics mentioned. He felt that other
issues should be included on the agenda to include:

1. Climate change impacts and felt that there were many ways to discuss this issue later in
the day. He felt that there was room within the Resolution that could allow the discussion of
these matters. That would result in a better a means of discussing these issues

2. He felt that there were studies done in August 2013 and October 2015 on climate
change. The County is not using, nor disclosing to people, the 2013 Wildfire Risk Study. He
asked how many had read and used that? Section by section of the County was covered in
the study showing risk by month. He felt that Clallam County had an obligation to respond
to that study. He felt that there was a liability being placed on the user and this should be
noted and follow the sale of the parcels. The study notes that Clallam County has the highest
existing risk of catastrophic losses within all of Washington and the 5™ highest risk within the
Western USA.

(43:30)

He also felt that with climate change there were noticeable changes in moisture content,
increasing winds, etc. that lead to an increased risk of forest fire. He felt that the DNR has
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additional duties under the HCP and that the County would face a huge risk associated with
reconveyance. For example, the OSO Landslide study indicated a significant risk and something
similar could have the County at risk for millions. Commercial sellers of lands being converted
from forestry uses need to have this information disclosed. Further, there is the potential for
the rise in sea levels, wildlife risks that also need to be considered.

Murray noted that Doherty had asked about conversion of forest lands to residential use within
Clallam County. Bill Peach shared with Murray that unfortunately to pull the various files would
take one FTE 30 days to get that information. Murray suggested that people utilize aerial
photography.

Roll call vote was taken on Question No. 1:

Should the Board of County Commissioners seek the reconveyance of State Forest Lands (Clallam County
State Forest Board Lands) managed by the Department of Natural Resources back to Clallam County to be
managed by the County?

The motion failed by a vote of 3 —9—0. (Yea — Nay — Abstain)

TLAC turned to the proposed second recommendation to the BOCC identified as Question No. 2
which was placed before the group by a motion by Beauvais, seconded by Fleck:

Should Clallam County BOCC continue its current role with DNR management of Forest Board
Transfer Lands, without any changes?

Thaler noted that he would say yes to this question, all others later on the list are implied. He
noted that courts are inconsistent in some of these issues. However, encouraged people to vote
knowing that Questions 3, 4 and 5 are significant and totally different than this question. Scott
highlighted the importance of the last three words of the question. Thaler felt that the question
as it ended was rather stark and made a motion to strike the last three words. Murray
intervened and asked if that would be a substantial change, as this was an advertised question
associated with a special meeting. Fleck felt that it would be a substantial change. Reandeau
noted that change is happening regularly and with new elections there would be additional
change in a role that is dynamic within that change. Murray suggested that members vote no
and then move on to the other questions.

Bob Sextro noted that if the group was happy with the status quo, this would be a yes vote.
Happy with the management on behalf of the tax districts, then yes. Last three words were not
set to circumvent management style. He felt that there was a need to allow for other
interactions. He noted that the personal were not in this matter or other questions. He
suspected that DNR would continue to work in the same manner. He felt the TLAC should vote
on the question. If it was not adopted, the TLAC can then focus on the other questions.

Reandeau encouraged members to vote No and that the question was vague. To set it aside,
vote no. Byrnes asked if these were only recommendations. Murray affirmed that the TLAC was
only advisory, so any recommendation would be to the BOCC and it would be up to the BOCC to
accept or ignore the recommendation.
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Beauvais noted that she had been working on the issues involving the DNR for more than a year.
The issue arose out of a lack of communication and understanding on a lot of issues by people.
Arrearage and revenue could be lost if the County just rolled over and she hoped that the
County could do more. Lea asked if each question would be open to all members of the TLAC to
vote. Murray explained that each member could vote on each question.

Roll call vote was taken on Question No. 2:
Should Clallam County BOCC continue its current role with DNR management of Forest Board
Transfer Lands, without any changes?

The motion failed by a vote of 1-9-2.
(1:00)

The TLAC then considered Question No. 3 as a recommendation to the BOCC upon a motion by
Beauvais, seconded by Fleck which read:

Should BOCC seek to establish via MOU or other means a collaborative means of managing with
the DNR its management of FBTL?

Fleck noted he would be voting no on this. DNR is going to be the manager and an MOU would
be problematic. There are other more beneficial means for the County to engage the DNR. This
would create a duality that would not be in the best interest of the County.

Scott asked if this question was how the Skagit County model was being proposed? Fleck noted
that that was Question No. 5 docketed later in the agenda. She noted that an MOU was
unlikely. Also, Skagit County has a different way of working with the DNR. She felt the Skagit
County model was worth considering. Bork felt that with an interest in government, the DNR is
open to involvement and public opinion. An MOU throws the relationship into an unnecessary
category. Also, DNR is already doing this. Beauvais disagreed and felt that things move and
change. An MOU would tie the DNR to things during more fluid times.

Roll call vote was taken on Question No. 3:

Should BOCC seek to establish via MOU or other mans a collaborative means of managing with
the DNR its management of FBTL?

The motion failed by a vote of 0-10-2.

(1:05)

The TLAC considered Question No. 4 as a recommendation to the BOCC upon a motion by
Pacheco, seconded by Beauvais which read:

Should the BOCC hire a staffer/consultant with forestry experience to act as a liaison with DNR in
order to monitor, engage, respond, and question DNR management of FBTL?

TLAC — 18 Nov Special Meeting Page | 6



Scott noted that the County already has problems with money. She felt that this a was not
really an option based upon the reality of County finances. Reandeau felt that the question was
one of risk versus reward. It could be argued that yes this was needed and point to the
Commissioners the fact that the inventory, and assets were not well defined. County did have a
person who interacted with DNR. Discussion within the group was about the need to have a
professional so engaged in that effort.

Fleck felt that there was a lot that DNR does in their public documents that need specific focus
and that individual departments could help in hiring individuals with the expertise. The BOCC
could work this issue out.

Scott liked the idea of having more involvement, but felt that there were 11 staff vacancies at
present and the County cannot fun those. She felt that the TLAC needed to be realistic and that
this was not the only option. Murray felt that this would be an investment by the BOCC. He felt
that they could hire a firm that specializes in this to look at very specific questions. Reandeau
noted that it was budget time for the County being it was December. He felt that now was a
good time to get this out there for consideration and to have this before the BOCC

Doherty felt that there were different ways to address these issues. Assessor had a forester to
help with tax matters. That person had an impact upon timber tax law. Another way, instead of
each county having a lobbyist, WASC hired someone to deal with the system itself. DNR will also
ask for an increase. There will be a new BOCC, with noted conflicts, that will need to work with
other counties. Tom Robinson who was a former DNR employee was hired by WASC. He came
back to the counties with pros — cons on the various issues. He was able to use his experience
and testify to legislation.

Ben Pacheco explained he was with Fire District No. 4 and that it was a volunteer organization.
While the district does not budget for these funds, nor expecting a lot, they do hope for those
funds. Realistically, he believed that the TLAC should vote yes on this question. He did not think
that the position would need to be a 40 hrs/week full time position, but if the person could look
at alternatives suggested by Sierra Club, etc.

Bork felt that as written, consisted of a staffer with forestry experience. She felt that this was
extremely narrow and did not include ecosystems or public engagement experience to address
the various interests involved should be included. A forester is limited and broader level of
experience was needed, but that that was not even said. Murray felt that foresters were also
ecologists.

Beauvais felt that forestry background and expertise was needed to look at timber cuts and
harvests. Also, she wanted the advisory committee and would like to see this person work with
the advisory committee. Murray noted that that was the next question. Scott felt that the
question needed a rewrite. Byrnes felt that the question did not include fishery issues. As a
result, he felt that the question needed to be changed and tabled, or needs to be defined better
Murray felt that a forester would have to look at all issues to include fish and habitat issues.

TLAC — 18 Nov Special Meeting Page | 7



Sextro felt that the question should be tabled or clarified. He suggested that the question be
broadened and returned in December to include more ecological or more holistic approach. As
written it takes different directions, and so it should be tabled and redone for consideration in
December. Bork suggested that the phrase “natural resource management” be considered
instead of “forestry.” Fleck noted that it would be cleaner to propose a different question to
clarify this at the next meeting than try to amend a published question.

Thaler argued that members should vote no. He felt that Question No. 5 got to the same place
and that this question injects political mischief into the system. Doherty felt that with the
change in the administration and at Clallam County, hopefully, there will be a lot of discussions.
He supported the TLAC asking for an extension to continue its efforts until March/April. He felt
that would allow for communicating with the DNR in light of these new changes. He also felt
that with 21 timber counties, that might be a better approach than hitting DNR with these issues
alone.

Beauvais felt that the effort was really one of ensuring a level of stability with what happens. A
staffer could maintain consistency. She would be voting yes and recommend also that such a
person have experience in environmental resources.

Doherty asked about clarification of the motion. Murray reminded that people were voting for
or against making the recommendation to the BOCC. There were items noted for the December
agenda

A roll call vote was taken on Question 4.
Should the BOCC hire a staffer/consultant with forestry experience to act as a liaison with DNR in
order to monitor, engage, respond, and question DNR management of FBTL?

Motion passed by a vote of 6-5-1.
(Break)
(1:25:45)

After the break, the TLAC reconvened to consider Question No. 5 as a recommendation to the
BOCC upon a motion by Fleck, seconded by Thaler which read:

Should the BOCC establish a representative advisory committee, with some level of staff support
that would advise the BOCC regarding DNRs management of its FBTL?

After some general discussion, the meeting continued. Beauvais noted that the Port found it
important to have a timber advisory committee that helps the Port’s engagement. Here there
needs to be folks close to government, but also folks from all different areas. Scott felt it was
critical to bring in all views and then take those to the street. By doing so, you involve people
and increase learning. Thaler noted that such an effort would provide a forum for an urban lefty
to come to and engage.
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Doherty felt that a stacked committee would equate to no public support. Fair representation
was required. There could be no secret emails or meetings such as what occurred with the
formation of the TLAC from the Charter Review Committee. Thaler suggested that this
statement be part of the report from the Committee. Bork noted that the question could stand,
or might need to be embellished to explain what was being suggested. She felt there was a
need to develop the recommendation. The group would need a facilitator as an essential aspect
of it. Doherty disagreed with the Chair about the Chair's comment that amending the question
would be improper, and Doherty felt that there were ways to discuss such things in spite of the
Chair’s position.

Reandeau felt that the word “representative” in the question was key to the discussion. He
noted that the TLAC did not have members of the younger generation on it and that they need
to be included. He felt that there was a need to be conservative with the use of these lands
much like he is with his own lands. Byrnes noted he was ambivalent with the question. He
asked what did representative mean. He hoped that such a committee would have tribal,
recreation, fish and wildlife interests. So what does that mean for this question?

(1:33:10)

Scott felt that there was a need flush out the question more. Fleck noted that it could be done
in the report on this recommendation with reference to the discussion in the meeting minutes.
Murray felt that a vote on this question would then determine if another question was needed.
Thaler noted that he would be voting yes, but that it was relying upon the foundation of Doherty
and Byrnes comments on the need for broad membership. Bork noted that the question was
developed at the last meeting during the latter part of the day when most were exhausted. She
asked if there could be a discussion that allowed for a consensus revision. Fleck noted that the
bylaws required an advertised public notice on the question to be considered. There was
agreement that maybe more work on the details of the questions may have been warranted
prior to the publication of the notice.

Reandeau felt based upon his years in attending Commissioner’s meetings that this should not
be made longer than it is. Commissioners make decisions with input from staff and the public.
Beauvais noted that she had faith in the Commissioners to address the representative nature of
a committee. They did well with the creation of the TLAC and expanded it to include more
groups. The BOCC would do the same with the formation of such a group.

Swanson arrived. Fleck felt a committee was needed. He hoped that a committee would
continue with some of the educational components that the TLAC has undertaken. There has
been a constant need to educate the public on the unique role that these lands play. The issues
with these lands are not simple, nor easy. Further, understanding the management processes
used by the DNR are not easy to quickly understand either. Having a group engaged in these
issues can help significantly.
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Doherty felt that the Port of PA stacked it on their committee with one side of the issue very
heavily. Such efforts, and others like those by McEntire and Kitchel, are not great examples.
Commissioner of Public Lands recommended to add two positions to this committee and the
BOCC did not do so. Beauvais disagreed and noted that the Port’s committee was created for a
specific purpose.

Sextro felt that the recommendation was terribly undermining public involvement. Issues come
to the BOCC in private, in meetings, and in public comment. If the BOCC established another
committee regarding DNR and trust lands, how would the public know who to go to?
Commissioner could send the person to the standing committee. People should be able to go
to the BOCC. Question No. 4 passed so there was no need for a committee as that person
would be the liaison between the BOCC and the DNR. He felt that this was not needed, and it
would be silly to do so.

Reandeau felt that people could come and testify. Some concerns might be behind scenes, but
Commissioners will tell you what is going on. After six years observing people coming to the
BOCC, he has seen people telling the BOCC to its face what they think. If you are concerned,
come to the BOCC. Sextro noted that he did that, but the question isn’t right in that it would
create another layer of bureaucracy. If committee is advisory, then there is another layer to
deal with as a member of the public. Public then has limited direct access. Swanson agreed. He
felt that the BOCC was open to criticism based upon the experience of this group. If the BOCC
hired the right person, and select someone from outside of the area, there would be less
suspicion. Byrnes was skeptical as to what the committee would do.

Scott felt that there was a lot of interaction with the DNR and that there needed to be a broad
group to respond to that. She felt that there was a clear call for something else. The committee
creates an opportunity to be interactive, and there was nothing to stop a person from going to
the BOCC. She felt that the committee would be a positive resource. Thaler noted he was
leaning towards a no vote. He was concerned about redundancy and the unlikelihood for broad
representation. He noted that the conservation community cannot be well represented over
time. Other have the ability to be there more often.

Doherty noted that he favored public involvement. Maybe after the BOCC could reinstate this
or expand this body which has a fairly balanced committee. The Port was not that way. Also the
EDC once had a cluster for the purpose of addressing some of these issues. However, he noted
he would be voting against the question. Scott questioned this as she felt he had said he was for
public involvement.

A roll call vote was taken on Question No. 5:
Should the BOCC establish a representative advisory committee, with some level of staff support

that would advise the BOCC regarding DNRs management of its FBTL?

Motion failed by a vote of 6-7-0.
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The TLAC considered Question No. 6 as a recommendation to the BOCC upon a motion by Fleck,
seconded by Beauvais which read:

Should the BOCC as a minimum seek from the DNR an accurate and updated, maintained
detailed resource inventory of its FBTL to include all resources with annual updates?

Thaler noted that DNR would be changing its inventory structure and that some aspects of the
guestion may be inappropriate. He questioned if the inventory was inaccurate and not current.
Scott felt that the TLAC should hope for the best in that it should recommend the best option,
regardless if that is fulfilled or not.

Fleck moved the question for considered, Beauvais seconded. Fleck noted that in his listening of
the meetings for typing the minutes, there was a discussion about the inventory was
commented on by Murray, Swanson, and others as having information missing from specific
polygons. He expressed a concern about the inventory and felt an accounting was necessary. If
anyone was managing a trust, if he was for his nieces and nephews, he would want an
accounting. The costs are such that should be paid as essential aspect of the management.
When people ask about the arrearage and the trees not being there, then that implies that part
of the asset has been lost. That raises significant concerns. The inventory should meet the best
industry standard. Thaler asked about the cost Fleck noted ($500m). Fleck noted that the
individuals commented on a cost of $4-58/acre x 92,500. Could that be reviewed over a ten
years.

(1:55:00)

Swanson noted that the FBTLs have a value of about $300m and that an inventory as being
discussed would cost between $350-750K. He felt that it was a fundamental requirement for
the trust to know what the asset is, its value, and its inventory. They cannot do this. Update to
the inventory to the industry standard is reasonable. DNR is managing for habitat and so it can
update this. Murray felt that DNR needed to put various things into its inventory, but it needed
fundamental metrics.

Byrnes asked about how the inventory addressed riparian set asides, unstable slopes, etc.
Swanson felt that DNR needed to get more boots on the ground and in doing so would get more
accurate information.

A roll call vote was taken on Question No. 6:

Should the BOCC as a minimum seek from the DNR an accurate and updated, maintained
detailed resource inventory of its FBTL to include all resources with annual updates?

Motion passed by a vote of 12-0-1.

IV. Public Comment

Ed Bowen — Clallam Bay. Shared that he was disappointed in the decision on reconveyance and
the no vote. He felt that the Services need to be consulted if the agency not living up to its
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fiduciary burden, then the lands need to be brought back under local control. Further, the
threat of litigation is not being addressed as an item that he was interested in. He felt
groups were continuing go forward with those issues.

Brian Grad — Sequim. Thanked the TLAC for its tenacity, patience and commitment to deal with
“the commons” and the represented interests of the public at large. Presumption that the
DNR is not performing. What is their requirement to manage trust lands? Statutory? WAC?
Then if DNR was not satisfying its role, how do you engage? Legislature?

Peter Vanderhoof — PA. Thanked the committee for its hard work and was happy to see the
previous vote upheld. Those that changed their vote, he asked them to please explain the
change. Arrearage keeps coming up, but it is based upon a model. It's not the real world. If
timber harvest doesn’t happen, it doesn’t vanish. Unless there is a 1921 blow, but if not cut
the timber is worth more over time. Not quite proper to say it disappears.

Toby Thaler — Seattle. Appreciated the conversation. Where conflicts arise, it was a pleasure to
get to know the basis for different opinions. Couple of occasions he had advocated that
rural communities and their governments need better revenue. The election results
emphasize that the red-blue divide is even more apparent. Blue is coming to this you in this
area. Order for CC governments critical find allies in urban areas to revise state tax
structure. Not done fighting until that happens.

The special meeting was adjourned by unanimous consent based upon a motion by Beauvais,
seconded by Pacheco.

(2:06:52)
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Trust Land Advisory Committee

Minutes of the
18 Nov 2016
Regular Meeting

[Meeting recording starts this meeting at 2:07:00]
I. Call to Order/Pledge of Allegiance/Roll Call

Chairman Joe Murray called the meeting to order, the Pledge of Allegiance was done, and the roll was
called. Seventeen members were in attendance.

ll. Public Comment
Rod Fleck — Forks.

Ed Bowen — Hoko. He felt that there was a need for an advisory committee. He emphasized the need for
representation that must include a citizen at large on such a committee.

Brian Graf — Sequim. Felt that there were other questions that needed to be added to the second block.
The new Lands Commissioner be extended an invite to speak with the group. It would allow to confer
with her on emerging policies for example, clean air, carbon banking, and carbon sequestration. She will
have an effect upon those. Further study and review is needed on more than one of the questions being
considered.

Peter Vanderhoof — P.A. He noted that Kyle Blum made clear that there were a whole host of reasons why
the model was not met — people; environment; market crash. He congratulated the DNR for not making
its mandatory cut. He stated that the arrearage was a fake cause because the trees do not go away.
Worth more in the future than when sold in a low market.

lll. Minutes
IV. Review of Clallam County Trust Lands

Mike Doherty noted that there was now a 140 page report on the future management of the Olympic
Experimental State Forest that should be reviewed and thoughts shared by the TLAC and others. He also felt
that the County should look at the Climate Action efforts, particularly Step Three (3) of the five (5) step plan.
Process to develop working with forestry in our rural county. Climate Action Plan is valuable in that it
relates to getting points on grant applications. The County needs to show progress on these efforts for
those grants. He also renewed the want for more detailed information on the conversation of private lands
to residential development. It was noted that 50,000 acres were converted on a yearly basis. If thereis a
want for working forest, this needs to be discussed in relationship to GMA Comp Plans and WRIA plans.
There was also a clear public concern on the issue of exports that was within the public opinion in the
packet. That should also be discussed. He questioned the balance of the research shared by CORUM in that
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there is info that shows different outcomes on carbon sinks, timber rotation, etc. He noted that someone
offered at the last meeting to bring that additional information and raised it again. He expressed concern
that regarding arrearage and the PABA White Paper by McEntire, Kitchel and Bell was getting traction in the
public, but there was no other opinion getting traction.

(2:20:45)

Joe Murray asked if there were other questions. Susanne Scott asked about the timing of things. Would
there be a way that Doherty could put these thoughts together in a way that would allow them to be
discussed in December and then the TLAC could focus on the remainder of the questions before the TLAC.
Doherty felt that there was a need to ask for an extension for additional time to consider these matters and
get some of the science behind these matters. Murray suggested that that could be something Doherty
brings forward for consideration at the next meeting.

Murray read Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) Resolution No. 70 that chartered the TLAC and
articulated its purpose.

Connie Beauvais offered a motion for consideration in December that was introduced as follows:

Unlike the Port’s timber advisory committee which has a narrowly-defined mission, have a motion
reading:

“Should the Board of County Commissioners establish an advisory committee composed of
representatives of all entities with an interest in Clallam County trust lands to advise both the public and
the staffer/consultant regarding DNR’s management of Clallam County trust lands?”

Motion by Beauvais, seconded by Cynthia Bork.

Tom Swanson noted that we elect and hire people to do a job. Any more bureaucracy leads to inaction.
What is needed is to send a message to DNR to do its job.

Beauvais felt that there was a need to do something to get people engaged into the discussion. Jason Cross
felt that such a group could not be productive composed of all interests. David Bekkevar thought that the
TLAC was the way to make things happen. Should not have to cost taxpayers more to tell DNR to do its job.
This would just add to bureaucracy. He noted he was disappointed with what recommendations had been
made.

Scott disagreed and felt it was amazing what the TLAC had gotten done. She noted that democracy is not a
spectator sport. One way is to get citizens involved. This is so beneficial and the cost is minimal for the
information that we generated. Commissioners limited the time of this committee. This committee is made
up of passionate, diverse views. This has been an amazing and exciting process. Bork felt that the DNR was
getting the job done. This is not saying though how to get it done. Also, she did ask what does that entail.
Currently, DNR is doing the job with constraints. DNR could do other things to bring in revenue. This
proposal would help the DNR get the right job done.
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Sextro felt that this motion was rehashing the advisory committee recommendation which was voted down
earlier. The TLAC approved Question No. 4, [hiring staff/consultant], that person will interact with the DNR.
He felt that a committee was a silly waste of effort.

Fleck noted that in the past meeting minutes there was a huge amount of time regarding the Skagit County
model. He felt that reconsidering Question 5 was warranted and hoped that that would come forward for
discussion and comment in December.

Motion to place on the December docket the Beauvais/Bork question passed by a vote of 10-7-0.

A motion was made by Beauvais, seconded by Bork to consider adding to the adopted recommendation
regarding the hiring of a staff/consultant the following:

* Should the BOCC add integrated resource management to the definition of forestry experience in
employing a staff/consultant?

Kyle Blum noted that this phrase is not a defined term and there needed to be some definition developed or
applied to this to ensure it is understood as to what is meant. Bork felt that it was not undefined. Rather it
requires a consideration of all resources and how they relate to each other in relationship to the decision
being made. Blum felt that IRM was the consideration of a lot of factors and how broad that goes is the
issue he was raising. He noted that the group seemed to be looking at someone to align resource and forest
management with issues such as climate change, forest health, etc. Swanson felt that it should be left to the
DNR and professionals to consider what resources should be considered. Thaler noted that this was
addressing the position that “forestry” was too narrow. He had voted no on that as he wanted to have the
focus to be broader.

Jason Cross noted that forestry delivers revenues. DNR has a job to do. He felt that IRM was addressed by
the HCP as it was doing that. Revenue to the County is DNR’s duty, it needs to be doing that with experts. It
should be focusing on how the FBTLs deliver revenue to the beneficiaries. Scott questioned whether DNR
should only be focused on revenue from trees, especially when there are shifts in markets? She felt that the
DNR needed to consider other ways to derive income. Swanson agreed that there were shifts in the market.
But, he questioned about the DNR being able to obtain funds from carbon within the OESF. He would love
to know where, when, how long would be associated with changing harvest schedules for those funds. He
felt that there was really no existing market for such things.

Scott felt that carbon sequestration was not the only thing that could be looked at for revenue. The
definition right now only addresses trees and the inclusion of IRM would broaden that to consider
recreation, carbon, etc. All of which could help produce more revenue for what we are looking at which are
the fire departments, hospitals/medical, and schools. Cross felt that these additional things do not bring in
money presently. He also felt that these were beyond DNR’s legal authority and mechanisms to consider
doing these things. Scott questioned the wisdom of not considering something because one was not seeing
revenue now.

Bork noted that IRM was a process and she read a definition she had found on Wikipedia for IRM. She felt
that this was a clear explanation of the term. Swanson felt that such issues were not questioned or

TLAC Regular Meeting — 18 Nov 2016 Page |3



precluded, rather that it was implicit within an RFQ for this position. Robert Lea asked if this
staff/consultant would only be focused on DNR trust lands? Yes, as currently written. Beauvais felt that
when one read Question No. 4 there was a want to ensure that the forestry experience also includes IRM.
Hoping that the BOCC would look for this as a component of a broad background. Murray noted that
foresters manage beyond just trees. He felt that Question No. 4 does not preclude a broader set of
considerations. Coleman Byrnes noted that he would like to have IRM explicitly included in the
recommendation to the BOCC.

The motion to docket the addition to the adopted recommendation, Question No. 4, was approved on a 16-
1-0 vote.

(12:40 p.m./2:45:50)
V. Recommendation to the Board of Commissioners
The TLAC turned to the questions advertised for consideration during this meeting.

A. The TLAC then considered Question No. 1 as a recommendation to the BOCC upon a motion by Blum,
seconded by Fleck which read:
Question No. 1 — Should the BOCC establish a means of coordinated, regular and meaningful outreach
with the trust beneficiaries and the public regarding its Forest Board Transfer Lands?

Blum noted that there was a need to do this within the County and the TLAC was doing that at present.
The County has the ability to do outreach to other junior taxing districts. This would not be off loading
the DNR’s objectives, but aiding in that. Fleck noted that outreach to those other beneficiaries is
relatively new and could be tied to Blum’s employment. Bruce Mackie use to say that those were just
part of the County. Forks does a quarterly meeting and tries to invite as many as possible to that
meeting which has been going on for about 20 years. It is questionable as to whether this was the City’s
function, but the Region has engaged in those and used it to help nip things in the bud. Yes the County
should do this, not sure how best to do it.

Bork noted that she did not know what “regular and meaningful” meant as it was being used. Blum felt
that this was not for DNR to do, but something to let the County do. Scott felt that this would not
change allowing the taxing districts from going directly to DNR, the BOCC, or other avenues to express
their needs. Murray felt that the TLAC was unable to do exactly this in its meetings. This would provide
direction on what may be worthwhile for the County to do.

Doherty noted that the BOCC publishes their quarterly meeting with the DNR on the calendar.
Commissioners can add notice to others and the DNR, the Treasurer, etc. can sit in on those discussions.
In this day and age, it might be better for these meetings to be captured on a more robust website, and
DNR could do that as well. Thaler felt that the wording was such that it really should say that the
Commissioners “continue and improve” as necessary such outreach.
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Beauvais felt that just publishing notice of the meeting was not good enough. Rather, the BOCC should
send an invite via email to these various groups. Further, there should be more specific outreach that
includes talking to those groups that cannot meet at the table.

Roll call vote was taken on Question No. 1:
Should the BOCC establish a means of coordinated, regular and meaningful outreach with the trust
beneficiaries and the public regarding its Forest Board Transfer Lands?

The motion passed by a vote of 15-1-1

B. The TLAC then considered Question No. 2 as a recommendation to the BOCC upon a motion by Fleck,
seconded by Beauvais which read: —Should the BOCC establish a means of overseeing and monitoring
the DNR’s revenue generating methods regarding its FBTLs?

Fleck noted that this would be something for the BOCC to create a means of overseeing the projected
revenue, and the revenue received. Fleck noted that this can be a challenge. The City utilizes a form to
do this, but there are various reports used by the DNR, but there are challenges. The City’s tracking is
off, and DNR and the City go back and forth. Scott asked how does this address that issue. Fleck noted
that the BOCC would say we want to establish a means to do this and utilizes that means to track that.

Lea asked if this question and Question 2 were in fact being done by what was recommended in the
earlier meeting’s Question 4 [staff/consultant]? Blum felt that this could be a task that would be given
to that person recommended in Question 4. Scott also felt that the BOCC would not implement all of
the recommendations made by the TLAC. She felt that the earlier recommendations were the highest
ones, and then these help break down those into more detailed elements. She asked if there were
other ways to address a need that Fleck identified. Blum felt that there could be other ways of engaging
on these matters. Lea felt that this was redundant and that the focus should be talking about revenue
from these lands. If the revenue was coming from these lands, would the TLAC be in existence?

Scott noted that this was consistent and recommended the report used by the County. There are a
variety of reports and at items they tell different results. There is a need to have a consistent and
reliable that is understandable. That needs to be seen as reliable, consistent to understand the role of
these lands. Lea raised the question of how does the community replace the Port Angeles High School
which needs to be replaced and the role these lands play in that discussion.

Scott expressed the position that the trust lands are there for revenue and specifically, in part, for the
construction of buildings. Cross noted, however, the state passed an initiative a requirement to reduce
class size, but did not fund the building of rooms for those classes. There will be a need for additional
money for school construction. Blum noted that historically, DNR timber related revenues provided 75%
of the construction costs, but for the past few decades, the DNR revenues are at about 25% of the
construction costs. The need for construction dollars is greater than the revenue available, plus there
are significantly more students today than in the earlier periods of DNR management. Scott feit that it
was a situation where DNR never covered all aspects of such budgets. Swanson agreed and noted that it
was a component of the budget for such projects. In order to get those dollars, however, the
community has to pass a construction bond to get the funds. Doherty also felt that the issue of the Port
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Angeles High School and its replacement was complex. He felt that there were a lot of issues with that
effort. Thaler noted that he agreed with Lea in that this question was such that it

Roll call vote was taken on Question No. 2:
Should the BOCC establish a means of overseeing and monitoring the DNR’s revenue generating methods
regarding its FBTLs?

The motion failed by a vote of 3-14-0.
(3:05:58)

C. The TLAC then considered Question No. 3 as a recommendation to the BOCC upon a motion by Fleck,
seconded by Cross which read: Should the BOCC seek a trust accounting/performance audit of the DNR’s
management of its FBTLs?

Cross asked who would pay for it? Fleck said that the Department would. The accounting concept is
one that goes back thousands of years. The Legislature could do this; performance audits by the State
Auditor could do this, but the legislature does not fund those any more. Tis is for the County’s trust
lands, so the acreage is smaller and the County could fund that. There are questions about assets on
base, off base, on base and passed over. He also questioned the issue of arrearage as trees still being
there when the ability to access those trees no longer exists. The auditee then has to address the issues
raised in the audit. In the Policy for Sustainable Forestry notes that the DNR is required to track the
harvest volumes. But his high school intern noted and asked, who was supposed to do this. Cross noted
that there may be a willing ability to pay with funds maybe even pay for better inventory. The motion
doesn’t say who pays, and this could be a good use of county funds. The county could pay for it as the
best means of getting this done.

Scott felt that such an approach would provide a picture of the trust within its history. She felt that
there was no way to change the past actions and need to go forward. She asked how do you make any
decision if you don’t know what you have available to you. Thaler asked about the means of
undertaking such an audit?

Blum noted that there were different ways to undertake such an effort: (1) contract with a third party;
(2) DNR undertake it as an internal operation; and, (3) JLARC (Joint Legislative Audit and Review
Committee). Swanson noted that this was a fundamental part of the inventory requirement adopted
earlier. He felt it was a fundamental duty to what DNR is doing with these lands. Lea asked doesn’t the
County audit itself? He felt that there was already a statutory process where the state audits the
government. Doherty noted that the State Auditor chooses risk areas when they do those audits. The
County also has a check and balance system over its own expenditures. Cross noted that the JLARC
option usually has a limited jurisdiction over its review. Blum said that the proponents would have to
work with the Legislature.

Doherty noted that such a proposal is a process that needs to be worked through. He wondered if there
was a way to address this need/concern while looking at all issues. He also asked if there was a way to
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ask for this level of detail while reducing the costs associated with such an effort. Murray felt that
maybe the BOCC would limit the nature and aspect of the requested review. Sextro asked if the County
had ever asked for such an accounting. No. He felt that there may be other timber counties that would
be interested in such an effort. Blum felt that a performance audit would be one that would include
looking at the investment, staff constraints, the beneficiaries associated with the trust, the role of the
trust land manager, etc. Do this in relationship to others. You would also ask about the costs v. revenue
received by the beneficiaries?

Scott felt that with DNR being the only trust lands manager of state lands, it would also look at costs in
relationship to expenditures over time. Blum said others have not asked for this.

Fleck said you look at the investments, the assets, and the way management generated those revenues.
There would be a need to look at the costs, and also decision factors to not meet your revenues. Scott
noted that there needs to be an understanding of the clear expectations of the parties and also what did
in fact occur with the investment over time.

Roll call vote on Question 3 was taken. Should the BOCC seek a trust accounting/performance audit of
the DNR’s management of its FBTLs?

Motion passed 10-5-2.

D. The TLAC then considered Question No. 4, which was a combination of proposed Questions 4-6, as a
recommendation to the BOCC upon a motion by Scott, seconded by Bork which read: Should the BOCC
seek from the DNR ways to:

a) increase revenues from recreational uses on its FBTLS;

b) increase fees from road use, forest products, etc., on its FBTLs; and,

¢) secure reoccurring revenues from future established carbon sequestration markets on its
FBTLs?

Swanson asked if these could be combined into one question. Thaler felt that if the substantive drift of
these were not being changed, but you could combine those. Blum agreed. After some discussion,
Scott felt that Questions No. 4, 5, and 6 could be combined as written as they were all addressing
increasing revenue. She made such a motion which was seconded by Bork after a brief discussion that
such an approach would not violate the bylaws or notice requirements as these were simply being made
into a list.

Thaler noted that there was a need to push the Trustee/Trust Manager to increase revenues for the
trust corpus as time moves on in a way that is not just timber based. Cross felt that it would be nice to
consider recreation as a separate question for the TLAC to vote upon. He felt that recreation was a poor
revenue generator in relationship to the costs demanded for such access. Murray cautioned everyone
to understand that if DNR raised its road use fees, all other land owners may do the same.

Swanson noted that the question uses the word “seek” and does not require specific actions. Bork noted
that there was a wide spectrum of society that comes to enjoy this region and there were ways to
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expand upon that. She did not necessarily see the recreation discussion focused on recreation fees, but
rather through the promotion of recreational use and activities there would be additional benefits to
hotels, motels, restaurants, etc. In addition, currently there is not much to bring people here and that
there could be trails and other things that could attract people and their money into the area that
leverages outdoor usage.

Cross said he agreed noting that there are one million acres within the NPS and 660,000 at the USFS, but
for the DNR these things do not generate much in the way of direct revenue. Bork felt that the
recreation options were a means of supplementing revenues. Bork shared that DNR’s recreational lands
are where roads and access are available. Swanson noted that he felt that his position lied between
Cross and Bork regarding the potential for revenue and asked what percentage did the DNR receive
from the NW Forest Pass/Discover Pass. Blum noted that for every pass sold, DNR received $2.40 which
amounts to about $1m/yr. Swanson noted that you could grow that, but that it would not be a huge
revenue source. He noted that there was a positive to this effort.

Blum also noted that currently DNR spends more money on its law enforcement efforts than it receives
from this income stream. Swanson noted that in many cases though the law enforcement is already a
committed obligation. Timber theft is a big issue. Cross noted that the more people in the woods
require more individuals to be out and monitoring activities. Murray mentioned that one of the big
challenges is garbage and littering. Blum shared that there was a case where there was 50 bags of
asbestos left on DNR lands. Bekkevar noted that not all recreational users were nice. He explained a
situation where his company’s equipment was vandalized and noted that the gates help protect
equipment. Those gates also help with keeping operators and recreation users safe. Cross noted that
the recommendation uses the word seek and not do. He felt that the proposed hiree [Question No. 4
staff/contractee] would have a full deck and that this should not be added to it.

Beauvais noted that the question was focusing on generating revenue for our county. The question is
whether recreation dollars would come into our county versus a larger part of the role of these lands.
Blum felt that it depended on how this was developed. For example, there is the Discovery Pass and the
attraction/day use models. Yet, the public does not have a high tolerance to changes for access. There
is a strong negative response to even paying $30/yr to access 5m+ acres of state owned land. Scott
asked if there are destination attractions or uses who manages those activities. Blum noted it depends.
For example, the Darrington Mountain Bike facility was developed with DNR and the Evergreen
Mountain Bike Association who received some State Capital funds for the project. Sextro asked for
clarification about these fees and those from road usage. Blum noted that those were different and
confirmed Sextro’s understanding that the road usage fees were very specific.

Sextro was concerned that these revenues could end up in the general fund. He felt that the element
that was Question No. 6 regarding carbon markets and carbon sequestration could be a means of
securing revenues as those payments would be associated with the specific land use. Bork felt that
there could be a way to develop in a comprehensive planning process that looks at recreation uses. She
felt that there were others looking at this issue and that it shouldn’t be looked at isolated from those
other efforts. Scott noted that the way the question was worded, the objective was to generate
revenue for the County. Thaler said that this was inherited from the role of the FBTLs and that too
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needed to be reviewed and discussed. Doherty noted that the use of the “etc.” allowed for further
expansive review. DNR does a good job cooperating with others, as does the local timber companies.
Murray and Merrill Ring helped with the Scenic Byway efforts on SR 112. Green Crow helped with the
development of the Olympic Discovery Trail. DNR has found ways to increase revenue through use of
sort sales, cedar salvage, etc. This should be seen as a way of encouraging partnerships. He recalls that
there were pushes to shut down the County’s parks, but in reality those tend to be self-sufficient and
the money provided maintains those facilities. They also attract users which brings additional money
into the community.

Roll call vote on the modified Question 4 was taken.

Should the BOCC seek from the DNR ways to:

a) increase revenues from recreational uses on its FBTLs;

b) increase fees from road use, forest products, etc., on its FBTLs; and,

¢) secure reoccurring revenues from future established carbon sequestration markets on its
FBTLs?

Motion passed by a vote of 10-6-1.
BREAK (1:45/3:41:10)

E. The TLAC returned from a break to consider Question No. 7 as a recommendation to the BOCC upon a
motion by Cross, seconded by Pacheco which read:
Should the BOCC seek other revenue sources for county revenues such as increasing property taxes?

Thaler felt no one should vote for this and this was absurd. While he noted he discussed this issue, he
felt it was not relevant. There was a series of side discussions about the relevance of this question to
the TLAC’s mission. Murray noted that this list came from this group for at least consideration. As this
was being discussed in the meetings, there was a belief was that there was a need to at least review this
guestion and vote on it.

Cross noted that he would move this for consideration of this question because the focus should be
getting money from these timber lands. If that is not going to be a source for revenue, then we will have
to fund the County’s operations. He felt that he did not want to live a county with less opportunities
and offerings as King County. As a result, we have to find ways to pay for these things. He wanted to
ensure that we had the finest schools, the finest hospitals. He did not think this was the way to do that,
but it needed to be discussed. He felt it was relevant to funding county institutions and if not using
those instruments established to do so, then this has to be discussed.

Swanson noted that all of the County’s residents pay less in property taxes as a result of the timber
revenues coming from these lands. He noted that already there is a silent creep in the increasing of
property taxes as the revenues decrease, there is an increase in property taxes collected. Scott felt that
the question does not explain that this would be for other usages and that the state receives a portion
of the property taxes. Pacheco seconded the motion for similar reasons expressed by Cross and felt that
this should be discussed and considered.
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Sextro noted he was voting no and encouraged others to do so as this was outside of the TLAC's
purview. Doherty also noted he was voting no as there are some 21 hardship counties for economic
development that is called the opportunity fund. This was developed in the good years and this can be
done to help develop those counties.

Bork asked if there were State equivalents of “Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT)” and particularly for the
natural resource conservation areas and open space areas? It was clarified that the federal program did
not have a real equivalent at the state level.

Roll call vote on the modified Question 7 was taken.
Should the BOCC seek other revenue sources for county revenues such as increasing property taxes?
The motion failed on a vote of 2-14-1.

F. The TLAC considered Question No. 8 as a recommendation to the BOCC which read:
Should the BOCC seek a means of increasing revenue through advocating for a state income tax?
Thaler argued that this was the single best, most progressive way of deal with the issue of needed
revenues in the state. He felt that the question was totally outside of the scope of the TLAC and was
irrelevant to the Resolution

Lea noted that at the Port Angeles Business Association meeting Commissioner-elect Hillary Franz
floated the idea of uncoupling timber revenues from schools and she mentioned an income tax. He was
very much against an income tax and noted that in his readings some 87% do not trust government.
Many remember how the lottery was created to fund education in Washington. Now its revenues go to
the general fund. He and others are not voting to increased taxes until Olympia begins to listen.
Olympia will decide where they would spend those dollars. Needs to be trust in Olympia first. Doherty
noted that there were other ways to address tax issues such as the capital gains tax.

Murray asked if there was a motion to consider this question. The question died from lack of motion
and second to proceed with it.

G. The TLAC considered Question No. 9 as a recommendation to the BOCC which read:
Should the BOCC reduce county services associated with/tied to DNR when revenues from its FBTLs
decline?

Both Scott and Thaler felt that the question was poorly worded. Doherty felt that in reading the various
reports about how the DNR Timber dollars are used, you find that those dollars are placed into the
County’s reserves. Most of the time, this type of approach doesn’t apply as these funds are placed in
reserves. He felt there were other ways to discuss and consider the issue. Reandeau agreed that this
was not an issue for Clallam County.

Murray asked if there was a motion to consider this question. The question died from lack of motion
and second to proceed with it.
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H. The TLAC considered Question No. 10 as a recommendation to the BOCC which read:
Should the BOCC, if a liaison is hired, expand the ability of that liaison to utilize ecosystem services values
in reviewing the DNRs management of its FBTLs?

It was questioned whether this was just a rewrite of the IRM question that will be considered in
December. Doherty felt that there was a trend to target set asides and also the need to do intense
analysis. He felt that this could help in critically targeting specific questions and issues and so supports
of this should not give up. Swanson felt that the question was already being considered and that
forestry places values on these elements as part of their efforts. There was a concern that this could
help giving up less land, but there was a need to prove that. Scott asked if this wasn’t similar to the IRM
and should be considered then. Fleck also noted that there was an argument that this was already
considered as an element of the HCP.

Murray asked if there was a motion to consider this question. The question died from lack of motion
and second to proceed with it.

I.  The TLAC considered Question No. 11 as a recommendation to the BOCC which read:
Should the BOCC seek an economic study discussing private and public forest lands that reviews such
items as harvesting, milling, exports, and land conversions in Clallam County?

Scott felt that the focus should be on the inventory as discussed earlier. Thaler noted that this raises a
whole bag of political and other issues. Scott asked if this pertained to the resolution, and Murray
expressed his opinion that it did not. Doherty disagreed and noted that these issues were part of a
sustainable economy. He felt that the TLAC needed to consider the comments on the issue of exports as
it is in people’s minds. These are issues that have been raised in the past and the issue of conversion is
also one that needs to be reviewed. He felt that this could be adopted. Scott felt that an economic
study was not the right term that should be used in this recommendation. She suggested that Doherty
rewrite this as something that could be considered in December. Doherty felt it could be discussed in
December if reworded.

Murray asked if there was a motion to consider this question. The question died from lack of motion
and second to proceed with it.

J.  The TLAC considered Question No. 12 upon a motion by Cross, seconded by Beauvais as a
recommendation to the BOCC which read:
Should the BOCC seek from the federal government compensation for lost revenues associated with how
the DNR’s HCP applied to its FBTLs?

Blum cautioned people as there was no legal mechanism to do this. It would require a change in laws.
He also explained that this was a voluntary, optional undertaking by the Department to enter into the
HCP. He felt it a bit odd to seek compensation from the federal government to create a means of
addressing the impacts from the utilization of a carve out within the Endangered Species Act. Doherty
noted that it also done to avoid litigation.
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A roll call vote was taken on the question of:
Should the BOCC seek from the federal government compensation for lost revenues associated with how
the DNR’s HCP applied to its FBTLs?

The motion failed by a vote of 2-15-0.

K. The TLAC considered Question No. 13 upon a motion by Swanson, seconded by Reandeau as a
recommendation to the BOCC which read:
Should the BOCC seek that its FBTLs be sold and the proceeds be reinvested?

Blum noted that there is no legal mechanism to undertake this. The legislature would have to permit
this. The reconveyance statute would create a deed restriction on the land that would devalue the asset
substantially. Swanson noted that these lands use to be in private hands and in theory that could work
with private lands, so there should be something similar here. Thaler noted that there was a contract on
them with US Fish and Wildlife Service. Cross felt that there was a need to seek money for the various
impacted institutions. UW has a lot of the lands impacted by this. Yet, the UW has a tract of land in
Downtown Seattle that produces more revenue for the UW than all of its timber lands. While it may be
painful to go through the effort, it may result in additional money.

Scott asked for clarification about how money could be obtained. She also asked about the land in
Downtown Seattle. It was explained that this was the former UW tract that the Fairmount Hotel is
located on today. Thaler noted that using Swanson’s estimate that the 92,500 acres would have a value
of $350m so there should be a way to do this. Blum said he understood the argument but that it would
require a change in the law. Fleck noted that this was far fetched, but he noted that this was talked
about in the past by WSU, UW and both Pacific and Wahkiakum Counties. He felt it was not in the best
interest of Clallam County to do this. If you were focused on just revenue, then an argument could be
made. He felt that there was a lot of danger to the County’s economic well-being from Neah Bay to the
Dungeness that would be harmed in such an action. It is talked about a lot by a range of people over the
years.

Lea noted that he kept hearing that timber revenues were not sustainable from these lands? How does
one explain that? Scott replied that the revenue over time was consistently decreasing. It was
explained that this was due to regulations, markets, etc. Sextro felt there was a need to consider
intergenerational equity and consider climate change. Half of the lands could be lost in a fire. 50 years
out, there may not be such impacts which would provide for a level of sustainability not seen in the last
ten years. Murray felt that the most dramatic change in the past ten years was regulations. Lea felt that
based upon examples such as Abner Weed buying lands in Northern California there was a history of
investing small amounts in timber that resulted in increased values over time from both land and
timber. Timber increases in value over time. Cross agreed with that concept, but noted that that only
held true so long as you could harvest those lands. Lea felt folks don’t get the fact that you can’t
manage a public resource if it was constantly being over regulated so much that we have decreased its
value. Murray noted at 42% of the FBTLs were off limits from such harvests. Cross noted that in the
past, never has DNR been sued to go out and harvest timber, rather the litigation has been used to stop
all action. However, litigation had not been used to get the promised habitat created or developed.
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Swanson asked Blum for clarification as to the sustainability when looking at the last 20 years and
forecasts going out. On an annual basis, it appeared that DNR generated from all revenue sources some
$200-225m/yr being generated with some ups and downs based upon market. Swanson felt that this
was a good demonstration of sustainability. Blum noted that since the signing of the HCP the DNR has
had a harvest level of 450-475 state wide. The target was always more than that. Revenue has been
reasonably consist with slight increases, but down when adjusted for inflation.

Reandeau asked about whether the State could buy out the land. Blum feit based upon things occurring
in Olympia it was not likely and that other smaller counties had asked about the same thing. Thaler
questioned whether such an approach to remove the assets would be in the long term best interest. He
felt that the Asian markets would not continue to be as heavily an influencer in these markets. He also
felt that as the global economy cooled, there could be more available for local demand.

Blum also noted that a longer rotation did not necessarily mean a more valuable product. Because if
there is a lack of product, that then results in the loss of the infrastructure. Further, when the product
does come on market, it may not be of the optimum size for the infrastructure that remains. Cross
noted that logs could then pass out of obtaining the expected maximum value for that timber. Blum
said that the historic model was one where the value increased with larger DBH, but not the case now.
Murray noted that the market actually pays less for big logs.

Bork asked about whether the mills were retooling? There is a strong incentive to match the mil
infrastructure to the available resource. The former Interfor mill was seeking in 2011 means of
supplying mill with wood. There were efforts to secure financing for a retrofit that would have cost
$25m to update its technology. If there was a commitment to wood supply, the Board was willing to
make that investment for the update. However, DNR was unable to show harvests that far out, and the
past history of DNR was such that it was uncertain. Also, the private sales were higher in value.
However, the mill closed and it was sold for salvage. Murray noted that mills have moved away from
larger logs to a maximum of 18” dbh. Beauvais asked that the vote be taken on the motion.

A roll call vote was called on the question:

Should the BOCC seek that its FBTLs be sold and the proceeds be reinvested?
The motion failed by a vote of 0-17.

(4:25:11)

VI. Next meeting

Discussion focused on the next meeting. After a brief discussion, a motion was made by Byrnes, seconded
by Lea to hold two meetings on Dec 16", one starting at 9 am and one at Noon, with another meeting
scheduled for Dec 29". Motion passed on a 16-1 vote.

Bork asked if this list could be developed in a way to help to explain how it would work; or, how would it be
implemented? Scott asked if Doherty could email this information out so that members have the ability to
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look at it and review it. Cross shared that there was information in the Washington Forest Parcel Database
that can also be accessed to get information about forest lands conversations. Another source that fooks at
the conversion issue is WDFW.,

Murray asked about the content of the report and asked for ideas based upon his approach of utilizing a
brief letter to the BOCC. This letter would list the questions with the votes. He did not want to include a lot
of time developing a narrative that would require editorial work by the committee. The concern was that
there could be a want by some to elaborate on such a narrative which would require discussion that was not
readily available.

Scott asked about who would write and in what manner would they write the minority reports. Murray
asked that for the inclination of the group. Scott asked if there was to be a group review. Murray
questioned if this would be efficient and even comprehensible. Scott asked that notice be given to everyone
how that was going to be done and include that in the next meeting. Beauvais asked how detailed were the
minutes going to be on the questions’ discussions and votes. Fleck indicated that the meeting minutes could
be attached to the cover letter. Cross noted that given the time that the TLAC had, the majority voted for
specific questions. Comments could be included. The minority position can add to those issues, but it was
not up to the minority as to what that report should say. He felt that the majority report should hold to the
recommendations, the comments in the meeting minutes, coupled with the votes recorded.

Murray noted as an example there is the recommendation regarding the BOCC hiring a staffer/consultant.
He would include the question, the vote tally, and a reference to the meeting minutes and the minority
report. Cross felt that the positions taken by people for and against shows the breadth and depth of debate.
This would be the final word, and the minority would submit its position which would be included and
submitted to the BOCC. He did not see it being feasible to develop a universal report. Thaler agreed with
this. Sextro felt that the votes from this set of meetings would be needed. This would allow the minority
voters to address their positions. Murray felt that anyone writing a minority report could write what they
needed. Thaler asked for a copy of the administrative record of the motions and all of the materials. Fleck
noted he could try to schedule coming into a meeting with Loni to see if all of the documents are on the
County’s website. Fleck gave an example of a handout that he had part of, but not sure he had all of it.
Murray also felt he had every document. Lea asked if this all could be done by the 31%.

Bork felt that there needed to be a clear report with the information, opinion, feedback and organized in
similar sections. The public input needed to be acknowledged and incorporated into the report. Additional
information should be included where it is available. Fleck noted that the meeting minutes attempted to
get the statements of those providing public comment. Murray understood the want.

Murray discussed the next meeting. There was a motion by Byrnes, seconded by Pacheco to have a meeting
on the 16" with a special meeting at 9 a.m., and the regular meeting at noon. Motion passed with one nay.

Scott asked whether there should be a determination to schedule a meeting on the 29" or 30". Doherty
noted that he was not available on the 29"™. Fleck suggested that the meeting be scheduled for noon.

However, it was suggested 9 to 11 be used. Bork asked if there was a set format for these reports. Fleck
noted that Murray was using a letter format for these reports. What is a bit awkward is that the minority
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report has to be within that portion of the report and question. Doherty asked if Trish or Loni could be
available that day to also help with this effort.

Scott noted that Doherty had asked about certain things, and she asked if there were reports that could be
reviewed. Doherty noted that he was asking about some things to see if others shared his interest and

concern.

He felt that articles and materials could be shared before the 16™ meeting. Blum noted that he was going to
get the OESF land plan out to everyone. Scott noted that there was a fire safety report and it was discussed.
Doherty noted he could make those available. Doherty offered to go through the list again and did so.
Murray asked if these were going to be recommendations, or items that are shared for the next meeting.

Doherty felt that the OESF Plan should be known, there may be interests that would be worth discussing.
The BOCC also needs a climate action plan. This was dropped three or four years ago. It was dropped a few
years ago. This allows for planning for emergency response. That process allows for the development of
strategies. There will be asks about this for funding in the future during grant applications with the
Centennial Clean Water grant. The Public Trust Fund is another grant source that requires this information.
Scott asked if there was a link? Doherty noted it was on the County website. He asked if Loni could send
out that link. Bork noted that Doherty was wanting to have these items rolled into the recommendations.
Scott noted that there was a need to look at these first, before telling the BOCC to do something. Doherty
will ask Loni to send these. There was the need to look at conversion of timber lands and Blum/Cross noted
that there was a site with this information developed by the UW. Murray asked Doherty if these are going
to be recommendations or items of discussion. He suggested that Doherty’s list should be developed into
questions that could be considered at a meeting in December.

(4:58:52)
VIl. Public Comment

Bob Sextro — Sequim. Now sitting in for Josey Paul. Thanked everyone for the opportunity to participate.
He said it was a pleasure to meet and interact with everyone.

Ed Bowen — Clallam Bay. Felt that one didn’t harvest more value at a future date. Rather, the arrearage
represents a debt on the books. This was devaluing the trust. He felt that it would be worth asking for
payment in gold from DNR. While humorous, gold keeps its values. Also, by not harvesting those
expected trees, does that play into further litigation as you now have larger trees. The TLAC thanked
Bowen for his help with the meetings and note taking. He noted he would not be at the next meeting
and he suggested others help out in the same manner he had helped.

Meeting adjourned on a motion by Beauvais, seconded by Byrnes and adopted by unanimous consent.

'The TLAC used this term as a short hand for those State Forest Lands managed by the DNR on behalf of the trust
beneficiaries of Clallam County.
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Trust Land Advisory Committee

Minutes of the
16 Dec 2016
Special Meeting

I. Call to Order/Pledge of Allegiance/Roll Call
Joe Murray called the meeting to order at 9 a.m. Harry Bell was attending for David Bekkevar; Brian Grad
was attending for Mike Doherty, with Doherty on the phone at the start of the meeting; and Bob Sextro was
attending for Josey Paul. A quorum was present.

Il. Public Comment. There was no public comment.

lll. Minutes.
This was moved to the end of the meeting in order to give people the opportunity to review those
minutes from the October meeting. There were a few typos raised by Reandeau, Thaler and Beauvais.
There was a discussion about what would occur if Fleck was unable to finish meeting minutes prior to
the end of the TLAC. Fleck noted that he would finish them and they would be left as draft minutes
only. Comments about those minutes could be attached via email he thought. Coleman Byrnes asked if
the September meeting minutes had been approved. Rod Fleck noted that the very truncated minutes
had been approved for that field trip.

Bell asked as to whether the meeting for the 29" was still an open question. Murray noted that it was
contingent upon this meeting and the one that starts at noon. Ken Reandeau asked about the email
comments from Bekkevar in relationship to his proxy attending the meeting. It was noted that a proxy
can vote as the proxy deems appropriate. The note from Bekkevar about how he would vote was just a
comment.

IV. Review — Clallam County Trust Lands. There were no comments.
V. Recommendation to the Board of Commissioners (BOCC)

A. Murray read the question as it was advertised which would be Question No. 1 to be considered by the
TLAC, upon a motion by Fleck, seconded by Connie Beauvais:
Should the BOCC establish an advisory committee composed of representatives of all entities (needs
clarification/defining) and an at-large position with an interest in Clallam County trust lands, to advise
both the public and the staffer/consultant regarding the DNR’s management of Clallam County trust
land?

Murray noted that the question was advertised as needing clarification or defining as to how to address
“all entities.” As a result, the TLAC could make adopt an amendment to clarify that specific aspect of the
advertised question. Beauvais indicated that this should be left to the BOCC to decide how to clarify
that section. Susanne Scott noted that it could be changed to read all interested parties. Harry Bell felt
that it should be removed as it was leading the BOCC. Fleck noted that this was advertised as needing
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clarification and defining, this was done in advance in order to address this issue. Three people worked
on this and left it to the Executive Board to define, and they declined to do so.

Tom Swanson felt that using the TLAC membership would be the basis for such an advisory board. The
wording should use the TLAC membership as an example. Reandeau noted that there was a citizen at
large position that was already included. Scott felt that the question should be left and referred to the
BOCC for them to work out who should be there. Coleman Byrnes felt that there should be tribal
representation on any such advisory board. Bell felt that this should be left up to the BOCC to define
and decide on. There was a broad mission noted versus simply maximizing revenue per the trust
mandate.

Toby Thaler was opposed to this recommendation creating an advisory committee. He felt that if the
BOCC wanted to establish such a committee, it could do so on its own and we should not be
recommending that they do so. Bob Sextro noted that a similar recommendation had been voted down
in November with a seven to six vote with seven voting no and six voting yes. He felt this was redundant
and already considered. With the passing of the recommendation on Question No. 4
(staffer/contractee), this recommendation was not needed.

Scott disagreed. She felt that this was something that the County needed to have and could pay for.
The proposal factors into the issue the citizens who are concerned about monies to schools, fire
districts, etc. Citizens need to be represented and involved. Brian Grad noted that Cross felt that there
was a limited role on the ability to influence DNR what would this do the change the efficacy or ability to
bring about changes of policy. He felt that there was a need for substantive proof of such influence
before recommending such a committee. Byrnes felt that Skagit County model was attempting to do
this, but he felt that it was really not that efficient and was just keeping people busy. Scott noted that as
a small county it is possible to be ignored in the political process. This committee was a mechanism to
be visible and not be ignored. She felt that there was discussions indicating that in Skagit County their
activities had influenced decisions in their favor. Bell felt that this was presumptive about the budget
issues. The question should be left to the BOCC. As there was not changes to policy as those are found
within the HCP, he felt that this was a question of whether there could be changes in policies that build
upon those.

Cynthia Bork noted that the US Forest Service has very formal Resource Advisory Councils. Those are
maintained by the USFS with people coming to advise the USFS regarding the use of funds with
payments to counties. Such entities need to have life and be lasting to be effective. She felt that the
BOCC could look at the USFS RAC for a model for such a committee.

Fleck noted that Skagit County and Kendra Wagoner is very effective. She shows up, comments, and
you see DNR tact differently in response. Going through his mind, he is not sure who within the County
itself commented on the OESF Plan, he couldn’t recall anyone commenting. There is also the SCH and
the Long Term Marbled Murrelet Strategy out for comment and he hoped that there could be
comments from the County. In his 22 years at the City, the County has for the most part not been
engaged but for occasional flashed in a pan. In a committee proposed, there is a way to include other
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participants. The role the dollars play down to the junior taxing districts warrants a more engaged group
and the advisory committee is a way to do this.

Bell felt that there were previous comments on providing oversight on DNR’s activities regarding timber
sales within the HCP. The County does need someone to respond to the DNR’s actions. He felt it was
extremely difficulty opportunity to administer Clallam County’s trust lands on decisions impacting trust
land management. He felt that what Fleck was describing was different than the way the question was
presented. Scott felt that the issue was not just oversight. Rather it was engaging and maintaining
interests by the parties such as the schools and fire districts. As mentioned in the past, the DNR does
make different decisions based upon who is paying attention. This is an investment benefiting the
County and people who have investments just don’t turn over their portfolio without any guidance or
involvement. It's an area of concern and a possibility to bring about changes.

Murray noted that such a committee could provide both technical and policy oversight. Such a group
would be able to develop comments on SEPA EIS documents. Committee could have oversight with
what the BNR is suggesting for policy changes. A forester could go and look at revenue efforts with the
DNR and bring that back to the Committee. He did not believe that there should be a means of filtering
that group. Cross asked about the role Kendra Wagner played on behalf of Skagit County. Fleck noted
that the comments were applied at DNR meetings, SEPA documents, etc. There are components of the
DNR with the BNR as the policy decision makers, then HQ staff, local staff. There are examples of groups
like OFCO meeting with DNR regional staff that have changed approaches in the management. When an
advisory group asks for an explanation, this is broader than just the six or seven people who have a
history of interacting with the agency.

Grad felt that this there was an underlying suggestion or implication regarding the role of the County.
The issue of standing was prima facia exists for having a committee to submit responses and that
doesn’t necessary ensure the efficacy for such a committee. This committee could be better served to
ask for modifications by Olympia to the statutes associated with the DNR. If that was not able to bring a
response from DNR, then litigation may need to be utilized. However, everyone needs to understand
that not only does Clallam County have interests in these broad issues, but so does Franklin County and
other counties. Arrearage being a major issue, you are asking DNR to apply various interpretations and
methodologies where the DNR is not obligated to listen to any of that. He felt that it was wrong to
assume the way things would operate. Murray noted that this was just a recommendation to the
Commissioners and not telling the Commissioners what to do. Fleck disagreed with Grad based upon 25
years of dealing with DNR issues, trust law, and regulatory requirements. Franklin County’s interest is
different in that those are agricultural lands. There are the restatement of trusts, there are court cases
and AGOs about the nature of these trusts. This is a public process and there are state interests that are
overriding, but DNR is responsive to those counties that are more active and engaged. Fleck also
disagreed about the issue of standing, the junior taxing districts do have standing and the briefs are
available for that. DNR has obligations to them as a result of the nature of the trust.

Beauvais felt that the TLAC had already recommended the establishment of a paid position. It was

important to stay engaged and watch what was happening. She felt that this was something that would
allow the County and others to stay engaged and involved. She suggested that the recommendation use
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the phrase “similar to the Trust Land Advisory Committee” and made that a motion which was seconded
by Fleck.

Thaler responded to Fleck’s statement on the trust issues and actions. There is a contrary position.
Thaler noted that Skamania discussion on duties and obligations is considered dicta. Very little has
been decided on the nature of the trust obligations. AGO 96-11 clarifies to some degree the law and
status on those obligations.

Cross noted that DNR had presented on the OESF and in the planning of the SHC indicating that there
was an expectation for additional volume coming from the riparian zones. They build the model used
for the SHC and from that some 394mmbf were to come from riparian harvests, yet DNR only harvested
39mmbf from those areas. Their model was off by 90%. This recommendation misses the boat. Timber
sales layout was not why this was missed. The Model was bad. If the focus is only on implementation
level, you need to have a focus on the BNR. The region implements what the BNR adopts and what it
gets comments on. He felt it was preferable to get the DNR back on track to meet its actual levels. The
Committee should focus on the plans themselves. Why was the last one so bad? Only DNR could get
away with that and come back again in the next ten years to do it again. The question then becomes is
there enough wood in any one timber sale to make up this volume lost?

Bell agreed with Jason and felt that there were separate things being considered. He felt that the TLAC
had recommended to hire or contract with someone to oversee DNR timber sales and related matters.
This committee could do something similar with all of those matters.

Bork recommended that instead of an advisory committee to the BOCC, that there be one to the DNR
instead where the DNR runs it, operates it, and listens to it. These are not easy to establish, and are
expensive to operate. It could also be that the person hired by the County could sit on such a
committee. Cross appreciated the idea. But, he felt that there would be less success if DNR was asked
to do it. Bork noted that some of the most intelligent folks work for DNR, her husband included. They
are used to such things, so she felt that Cross was in error. She saw this proposed committee
functioning like ones similar to the USFS. She invited Cross to consider serving on such a committee.
Reports would be made to the Commissioners with the flexibility to make changes.

Thaler felt that the DNR was not setting policies within the plans. Rather that is done by the statutory
entity empowered to do that which is the BNR which is a political body. They establish the parameters
that are used to create the plans. He felt that there should be a stop to blaming the DNR per se for
these issues. Cross noted that the meat of the models are the definitions of habitat, volume based upon
inventory that doesn’t exist, etc. All things are built on those aspects for the model. Poorly based, or
lacking data, so how can you get to where the projections are made and used by the BNR? He didn’t
mean to implement the plan are the problem. It is the people in the room building the models that are
based upon no up to date data. Scott noted that all of these problems can be successfully influenced
into how there is management of trust lands. Yet there seems to be a refusal to acknowledge that
approach. Cross felt that the objective should be getting money back to the trusts and the question to
him was one of throwing good money after bad based upon years of evidence. Scott felt that there was
a lack of oversight and interest by the County that allowed for some of these issues to occur. Bell asked
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a question that Fleck raised about the Skagit County Committee. They do provide good testimony, but
they also have a broader mandate. Is it reasonable to have a committee like this to understand the
internal working of the DNR. Cross did not thing that a committee like this would have the ability to
understand the works of DNR.

Cross felt that the best way to address these issues was to seek to have the lands reconveyed. Rather
than be victimized, let’s have the County take them back. USN employs foresters to manage their
acreage. JBLM has 40,000a and eight foresters to manage those forests for a complex set of
requirements. He felt that there was a need to get the lands back, regain control, and quit being
victimized. Grad noted that there appeared to be a high degree of concern about mismanagement. He
felt that there may be value in exploring a lawsuit to address the manner in which the county is being
harmed. Debating the shortcomings will not do more for you, explore a lawsuit.

FLECK

Byrnes asked about the makeup of the Skagit County committee. Fleck did not know that but noted that
there was a letter from ARFC about that committee that was submitted to the TLAC in the Spring. Bork
felt that we can’t be a victim as we are a participant in the process. If the County pays more, it needs to
make sure that there is a thorough and intensive need to be cooperative partners. Implicit county
involvement in these issues, so lawsuit will not address this.

Bell noted that Fleck outlined a specific role that would make sure the DNR is fulfilling its timber sales
program. He could see that being useful and narrow the role of the forester. BOCC should decide on
how to do this. He is not sure that it should be done by an advisory committee. Doherty noted that the
County has engaged on these issues. There have been people going to the BNR to make arguments
about policy decisions. Also, there is the Timber County Association that has Scot Swanson working for
them that gives reports on what the BNR is doing, as well as providing information to the BNR. He felt
that there was a need to focus on other suggestions and whether there was a need for the committee
was a separate issue.

Vote was called on the proposed amendment. The Amendment to the original question was adopted by
a vote of 9-4-3.

Discussion turned to the original question as amended.

Bell felt that this is more specific than what we need to do. He asked to look at the proposal first. Cross
asked if this could be considered at the special meeting in order to see how the BOCC would interpret
this.

Murray read the question as amended.

Should the BOCC establish an advisory committee composed of representatives of all entities (similar to
the Trust Lands Advisory Committee) and an at-large position with an interest in Clallam County trust
lands, to advise both the public and the staffer/consultant regarding the DNR’s management of Clallam
County trust land?
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Roll call vote was taken on Question No. 1 as amended. The motion failed by a vote of 5-10-1.

[BREAK]

B. The TLAC returned from its break to consider Question No. 2 as a recommendation to the BOCC upon a
motion by Fleck, seconded by Beauvais which read:
Should the BOCC add integrated resource management to the definition of forestry experience in
employing a staff/consultant?

Bell asked for a definition and Cross noted that it was not forestry. Bork and others disagreed and said
that was it forestry and beyond just that. Thaler felt that forestry only was a constraint on the
management of these lands. Cross noted that the purpose of those lands were to generate money and
that in many cases it was suits by the environmental community that had constrained those lands.
Thaler objected to the notion being said over and over again about litigation. He was tired of being
blamed for the problems within the region’s economy. Grad noted that while not directly related, the
TLAC adopted Question No. 6 back in November regarding carbon sequestration as a revenue source so
is that directed at “integrated resource management? (IRM)”

Scott felt that this was left open to define issues not included in use of the land for timber only. The
definition was discussed at the last meeting. Grad asked if the issue was one of having things limited to
just revenue. Scott and others felt that IRM ensured that there was a broader agenda than just that.
Bell noted that the HCP addressed the economic benefits balanced against the ecological benefits. He
heard that same issue within this term. There is value in the lands if DNR gets the benefit of the wood
products within the harvest. This also requires a focus on things other than getting a big tree. All
restreams of revenue should be considered by DNR to maximize the money it receives. Grad felt that
there have been successful efforts to address forest health and ecosystems as part of grant
requirements addressing clean water requirements and efforts. Murray felt that the HCP addresses all
species needs and it also addresses water needs.

Cross felt that all of that was far away from the details of the specific contracts in place and adopted.
Scope appears to be to focus on new means of capturing for the trusts revenue, which will be rather
slim. There should be focus on the policies already adopted. Scott noted that Cross had supported
reconveyance with no direction as to what needs to be changed. Cross felt that the person envisioned
would be challenged to tell the DNR about where carbon markets may or may not exist and DNR would
not be able to respond. Scott noted that with the OESF, there was a change to do experiments, so that
might be the location for that. Cross noted that one would still need a contract, and DNR would still
need authority to enter into such an agreement. Scott felt that this was inherent to the OESF and the
bargain being made where Clallam County would bear the burden and costs of those efforts for not only
its benefit, but all of the state’s forests. Bell noted that there were concepts being discussed on how to
be paid for ecological benefits. These include things like how are land owners paid for ensuring clean
water. He felt that these were conversations where DNR needed to be active and engaged. The OESF
was a way to look at alternative land management approaches. The OESF Plan does include such
innovative research ideas.
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Bork noted that the definition could be found on Google. The goal was to broaden the qualifications of
the person in this position. The inclusion of IRM was to ensure that there was a well-rounded, full
capable individual that would be looking at all resources. They would be looking at development, roads,
not just timber focused. The goal would to be to balance the needs of the ecological parameters and
this was the best way to say this versus just focusing on the harvest methods. Fleck that the group was
trying to develop additional aspects to the position adopted earlier. An element felt that forestry
experience was too narrow. He noted that management was more than just timber sales, it was also
the implementation of BNR policies. It is understanding how things work. Fleck reads forestry broadly
and that comes from his grandfather’s explanation that forestry is more than cutting trees. Yet, some in
the TLAC felt that this needed to be broader to address their concerns. IRM was a catch all phrase as a
new innovative way to engage in resource discussions that could have value to the County. Bell noted
that the Society of American Foresters are having talked about this specific issue in the policy document
on working forests. That notes that forests are managed for their ecological, economic and social
values. This comes from their position paper and that is much more focused than IRM which seems to
indicate we are managing for everything.

Lea noted that the U.S. Speaker of the House was quoted as saying that there would be relief for the
loggers of the PNW from regulation. Yet, he heard that the new Commissioner of Public Lands wanted
to decouple revenues from timber from school construction. Constant said once that the ONF would be
the region’s wood basket. In Hoquiam, you no longer have some of the big mills that once were there.
He felt that there was a lack of direction. Hearing Thaler talk, one could look at the conflict that may be
coming. While prosperity has occurred elsewhere, there needs to be an effort to come together and
compromise on these issues. He was unsure, however, if that would occur at a federal or state level.

Grad gave the example of the State’s clean water revolving fund where credit was given to forest
projects. Organizations provided access to forests to help with obtaining those grants.

Roll call vote was taken on Question No. 2.

Should the BOCC add integrated resource management to the definition of forestry experience in
employing a staff/consultant?

Motion passed by a vote of 10-5-1.

Thaler wanted to provide a more temperate response to his early one regarding litigation. He noted that
consistently accused as being part of the problem because OFCO files appeals on ecological resource issues
when not being adequately addressed. He really disliked the all of the war related language used earlier. In
a democratic society, non-violent dispute resolution is key. Courts are ways to avoid the violence seen in
Northern California and Oakland. That is avoid within this region. OFCO is not the only ones who litigate.
Skamania was brought by the County, not environmental groups. 1950s cases were brought by the timber
companies. OFCO was sitting at the table to use diplomatic approaches to resolving these issues.

TLAC returned to the postponed minutes. A motion was made by Fleck, seconded by Beauvais to adopt the

minutes subject to them being corrected with the typos found by Thaler, Reandeau, and Beauvais. Motion
passed with one abstention.
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VI. Final Report Discussion

Murray started by noting that the draft of his letter was a straw dog for the final report. He asked for the
TLAC’s thoughts on that.

Scott felt that the letter was non-controversial. Cross noted that the first question was on reconveyance,
and he will be offering a dissent to that. He felt that it should be attached versus being placed with Murray’s
proposed letter to allow for readability. So he would like to offer the minority report on that matter as a
separate letter. Murray asked if other minority reports would be by letter. Cross felt that explaining his
position was going to take more than a few paragraphs. Cross was unable to be at the official vote but he
was planning on writing a minority report. Three people voted for reconveyance — Murray, Lea and
Beauvais. Cross wanted to be part of that, but he could send a copy of his thoughts to the other three. That
is not a majority and would not trigger a public meeting. Bell noted that Bekkevar was absent at the meeting
but had indicated that he agreed with the minority. Fleck discussed how that could be addressed. For
example, if you were not voting, could you be listed as absent in agreement? Cross noted that he would
send out what he was planning to write to Fleck for a copy. Fleck said the minority group can write it the
way they want. One could author it and explain why they voted why they did. The majority report needs to
say, see the attached letter. If people agreed with Cross, feel free to sign on. This is not the minority report,
but rather a minority report.

Sextro agreed with Fleck that you couldn’t be the listed author of the opinion if you didn’t vote. The
minority could of course determine who they were going to have to ghost write their position paper. Cross
will be writing a response and providing it. Swanson felt that not much should be made on this, as whoever
signs on to this position, a minority agrees to it and signs on to it. There were 15-16 items voted on and in
every case there were winners and losers. In every case, would there be the opportunity to develop a
minority opinion? Yes, based upon the roll call votes. Sextro noted that the Sierra Club was the minority on
some votes, so then they would have the latitude to write a minority position. Would five that voted in the
minority could write five separate positions. Fleck shared Art. VI, Sec. 2 of the by-laws that discussed the
minority report options. Thaler commented on the structure that that implied. He felt that if Murray was
developing a cover letter document that said, this report consists of the following recommendations from
the attached list of questions, then you could have the recommendations followed by the questions
followed by the minority report. He didn’t have an issue per se, but was just wanting to clarify the approach
to the report.

Swanson felt that the first question was such that it was the bigger issue that makes moot all other aspects
of the lesser details. Cross noted that he would be proposing a statement on the first issue. Scott noted
that there was an opportunity to write a minority report on each of the recommendations being voted
upon. Bork felt that the report needed to be substantive followed by research methodologies with each
issue, objectives, alternatives, etc. In addition, there needed to be a consistency of format so everyone was
able to look at the issue in the same way. She felt that there needed to be a definition of the problem
associated with the social experiment that had taken place here. That should include findings. Without
such a structure, the report could look like a chaotic mess.
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Grad felt that the approach was appropriate to the way that the committee operated. Incorporating the
minutes into that report would be appropriate. In the appendixes, that needs to incorporate fact sheets and
materials. Murray did not intend to do that. Grad suggested a bibliography to all of the materials. The
bylaws noted that minutes would be include. Fleck noted that in January he and Loni would go through
materials to see what was received. Grad felt that if the report was citing a discussion, it needed to
reference that via bibliography, footnote, or something to show the context. Bell suggested that there be a
cover letter, a list of the decisions, the minority reports, and attach all of the minutes. This would allow
people to access the minutes. As to the handouts and materials, he suggested sticking all of that into an
appendix. Murray suggested changing the last paragraph regarding committee participants. Bork felt that if
the minority report was multiple pages, it would give short suit to the majority report. There needs to be a
standardized approach to this report. Thaler noted that based upon the content of materials, developing
that into such a report would take time that does not really exist. The ability of all groups being able to
review and edit this over the holidays was not attractive. Murray noted that the resources are just not
available.

Fleck noted that a more detailed report may have been a goal, but over time that is not available. Fleck also
noted that the amount of time spent upon this was equivalent to a five credit course on DNR. Before this
effort, there was only a handful of people that could talk about these issues in the detail that this
committee’s members can now do. That is vital to allow people to know about the DNR. The materials and
the on-line videos allow for people to access this. He hoped people could save that and attach it to digital
media that can be accessed in the future. It is an interesting social experiment that covered a great deal of
meaty stuff.

Murray noted that his approach would create a very basic document. Swanson felt that there was a lot that
could be done with such a letter. If there was interest, readers could familiarize themselves with the issues,
law, and details by going through the meeting materials. Scott felt that the details were important. This
issue is not the first time it was raised. This record and the video history of the questions needs to be
included as part of the materials. Grad felt that as people step through each question there should be a way
to explain how those were addressed.

Fleck noted he was almost through the first part of the November special meeting. But the process takes
time. The motions are clearly identified, followed by the discussion, followed by the question again, and
finally the vote on that question. He noted that maybe he should consider doing a table of contents for the
November meeting. It makes sense, but it will take time to sort through to do that. Murray felt that tabs to
organize this report.

The 29" would be the day to get the reports into the TLAC. The meeting would be to adopt meeting
minutes and going forward with the report. Murray noted that there would be no discussion of the minority
reports, rather they would be included into the document. Bork noted that this could be a long rambling
message, a letter, or a few lines. Yes, they could be that. Fleck noted that the group is out of time and there
was a suggestion about developing a more detailed report, but that was no longer an option. Grad aske
about the format, would it be in a PDF form. He also asked about the file to be provided. Reports should be
sent to Joe, Fleck and Loni. Grad ask if it was possible to make a statement regarding the sense of the
committee. He said he was impressed with the scope and breadth of the discussion that is defined by the
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regulatory role of an agency. He felt there was a good counsel and advice being given and that there was
still hope for improved revenues. Murray felt that the agenda would be rather limited, but discussion could

take place on issues.

Motion to adjourn was unanimously agreed to by the TLAC.
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Trust Land Advisory Committee

Minutes of the
16 Dec 2016
Regular Meeting

I. Call to Order/Pledge of Allegiance/Roll Call
Joe Murray called the meeting to order. Pledge of Allegiance was made. Roll call occurred. Angus
Brodie was attending for Kyle Blum; Harry Bell for David Bekkevar; Brian Grad for Mike Doherty; Bob

Sextro for Josey Paul.
ll. Public Comment. There was no public comment received

lll. Review of Questions for Further Development — Discussion of the Report

Rod Fleck passed out copies of the tally sheets that were used during the roll call votes. He
explained that for questions 4-6 which were combined the vote is found in the column for Question
No. 4. For Question No. 7, the vote is found in the column for Question No. 5 and that arrow at the
top to column seven is trying to explain that. Also he noted that the December votes were written
into that page and the slant was a problem. Murray felt that it was helpful to have this original
document. He hoped that there should be a way to have a cleaner version of this. It was great to
have the actual tally sheet. Bowen’s tally sheet helped Fleck to clarify the official sheet.

Murray noted that there were votes on the questions this morning. There was then a discussion
about what the report to the BOCC was going to look like. There was also a beginning discussion of
the record followed by a break for lunch. He felt that there was a discussion about a format for the
minority reports.

Bork noted that she would hate to see the effort made lost in a hastily written or quickly tossed
together report. She suggested that the TLAC ask for a reprieve just for the development of the
report. Murray asked if that was a motion, she said she was just wanting to discuss this. Everyone is
busy, there are the holidays, and it seemed unfair to try to figure out how to get the report done.
There was a motion to accept the cover letter made by Grad, seconded by Connie Beauvais.

Sextro felt that this would include the effort to develop the layout discussed earlier including the
minority reports. Murray would add two things. One would be the inclusion of the minority reports
as a noted section. Second, he would check with Loni to make sure that the documents are
available and on file. He felt that there should be a reference to the website that holds all of this.

Fleck noted that Bork had talked to him about the value of having a similar format for the minority
report. There may be a want to sketch out a template for that. He did not think he could develop
that due to the holidays. But, that framework could be of value for this. Scott asked if there wasn’t
a frame work for the questions that could be used. The questions were developed as yes/no. If
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there was a letter, how would this be put into a format. Scott felt that there should be a reference
at the top to the specific question that report is referring to as well as indicating that it is a minority
report. Bork felt that we need to do this for the readership and the consumer. If the reader can find
things in the same place, they can easily make linkages and not have to scramble through the
document.

Vote on the motion to accept the draft letter as an outline with the edits and the changes noted
above. The motion was approved unanimously.

Murray noted that with this as an outline, were there suggestions about how the minority and
majority would like to have the information put into the document. Thaler noted that votes needed
to be included. If the committee was note going to be extended then there needed to be a way to
explain what the positions were. Scott suggested using this format:

Minority Report: Question No. , meeting date
Repeat the question
Body, and she suggested that the report be one page

Cross disagreed and felt that the majority should not be telling the minority how to do this. Scott
noted that she probably should not be considered to be the majority. Grad felt that there was value
in having the same format for consistency. It would be nice to have a link to the minutes associated
with that question. Scott noted that there would be a way to note “See Minority Report.” Cross
explained that this would be for the first question on reconveyance. There will be a statement of
the question, the vote, and a reference to See Minority Report. Then after that there would be the
next questions. Scott asked why would you change the format and not keep it consistent within the
document. Cross felt question one set a condition that the others were depending upon a no vote
on the first. If others want to write a report on those other questions, then maybe that could be
inserted into the letter. If people were going to write longer portions, then maybe use the same
approach. Cross was prepping folks tht on the dissent on the reconveyance question was going to
be lengthy that having that in the body of Murray’s letter would be too long. For ease of reading,
having that separately would make for ease of reading. Cross felt that those other questions would
not develop enough content for a lengthy response.

Bork felt that people were talking about how to present the question, the vote, and the information
that could include references. This would allow the reader to not have to go through the materials.
If a person wants to write twenty pages, there should be a summary at the end, or abstract at the
beginning, that makes it easier for the reader. Murray felt that there would be two steps. The letter
providing the question, and if there was a minority report, the letter would reference that. If
everyone used that same format, it would be able to create a section for each minority report in
relationship to specific questions.

Fleck asked for clarification on the appendix concept discussed earlier. The first question is one that

the TLAC would have to answer. He thought that there would be a statement of the question, what
the vote was, who voted how, and a reference to the minority report authored by, joined by, and
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joined by those that were absent. This would then reference a tab. The minority report should say
Minority Report, Question No. X, Meeting on XX, and the vote. This would then note have to
develop which date, which meeting, etc. Make the reports allow someone to quickly recapture the
discussion in a brief amount of time. If the group wants to write a novel, or four sentences, then
that allows for that. He felt that making a reference to the meeting minute page numbers made
sense.

Beauvais asked if all of the questions would be included. Fleck noted that there were some 19-20
questions. There were six questions voted on in the morning, in the afternoon there were votes on
others and not all of those passed. Beauvais thought that there would be value to show the list of
questions that were discussed, voted on, etc. Murray noted that there were two steps. Some of the
items voted on for consideration, were not moved forward as they died for lack of a motion and
second. She felt there was a need for the questions voted upon. It could be divided into what was
passed, what failed, etc. Scott noted that she was making a reference to the date, meeting type,
and the question number. Scott noted that this would create a fairly lengthy header.

Murray noted that copies of all of the minutes would be included. Those approved to date would be
included as such. Those not approved would be noted as draft. Scott asked about the minority
report process, if there was contact to others would that be a problem. Fleck noted that people
should only contact those in the minority. If the group suddenly becomes the majority, that violates
the PRA. Count, and if you have more than eight people, double count. Just adding people to
include them for information could violate the PRA. 11 people on the message would be a violation
of the PRA. Examples of what to avoid were given.

IV. Next Meeting Date/Items

A. The discussion turned to the next meeting. The idea was discussed of having the reports
available by 9 a.m. allowing people time to sign onto minority reports. Then a discussion of the
final report. Bork asked if there could be an after action review, similar to those done on fires or
major incidents, as a means of sharing what people learned and experienced in this process.

Also the agenda would have approving the minutes of the November and December
meeting allowing those to be voted upon if they are in fact completed.

B. Grad noted that the issue of Climate Change was not brought up in the recommendations. But,
what should be DNR’s policies regarding the impacts of that; related infestations; fire issues
such as those seen at Ft. McMurry; etc? Is there a DNR policy? Are those subjects worth
contemplating?

Murray said yes, but that those subjects were not within the confines of the resolution. Things
like what can be reviewed to reduce the risk of fire, etc. Reandeau noted that a minority report
could tie this into its comments if linked to the recommendations. Murray asked how that
would relate to which question considered and Reandeau noted it would be up to the person
who is writing that response. Bell noted that there are a lot of discussions regarding how to
respond to Climate Change. There is a whole amount of interesting responses, research efforts,
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addressing climate change, infestation, fire, etc. Scott asked if these were online. Connie
Beauvais noted that the North Olympic Peninsula Resource Conservation District as a report
regarding these issues within this region on its website and it discusses fire issues as well. Grad
asked if there were recommendations regarding prophylactic measures? Could there be an ask
to DNR for a presentation on these issues.

Angus Brodie, DNR, noted that there were two subjects being discussed. One is regarding
addressing Climate Change, and another is regarding Catastrophic Events. The latter is straight
forward as the RCW requires salvage of valuable materials. In 2007 with the Coastal Storm that
hit SW WA, the DNR developed a salvage response using an incident command structure. An
emergency was declared for that area and the salvage operations were undertaken as a result of
there being value.

On the Eastside with some fires, there is an assessment about the economic valuation and the
financial costs, and then would that value be returned to the trusts. If there answer was no,
then there would be no salvage undertaken. If the answer was yes, then the salvage was
undertaken. The issues include whether there were markets for the salvage materials. Each
incident is considered on its own. The evaluation is done as to what is in the best financial
interests of the trust. Grad asked about rehabilitation of those areas lost to catastrophic events.
Brodie noted that there is a need to look at this in both the short and long term. The
Department uses net present value to determine its response. By looking that this, usually on
the Westside the evaluation will show a positive NPV and so with a return to the trust the
salvage is undertaken. On the Eastside that is not always the case. Reforesting also is one
where the DNR utilizes the NPV to determine the best action as to whether to replant or let it
naturally return. Other issues to consider include the growth index of the site, the discount rate
of NPV, and how the land will respond under natural processes.

Bell noted that if the mills were closing as on the Eastside then there is no market, then there is
no NPV. This is now starting to occur on the Westside. Bell also discussed what occurs if climate
changes occur rapidly, which may prevent adaptation to that change in any given area. Bell
shared with the group that the DNR has an extensive genetic program that is part of research
coops that are testing seed stock under potential future climate changes.

Brodie shared that the DNR is participating in the Seed Source Movement trial undertaken by
the PNW Lab of the USFS. They are trying to see how Douglas Fir from Northern California
responds to the climate of Western Washington. These seed efforts look at a wide variety of
growing conditions from Northern CA through BC. There are similar trials for other species.
Murray asked about how the tests were done of the seeds to determine how they adapt to
various changings from being moved Northward. Brodie noted this was a long term guessing
game to some degree as the tree species are usually ones with a 40-80 year rotation. Most
foresters are rather conservative about trees. So, these studies look at diversity of seed stock,
the site locations, and density as a measure of structure. There is no secret recipe to date for a
specific seed mix.
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Murray asked if any of the trials were looking at hemlock density and its tolerance to shade over
Douglas fir? Brodie noted that most of the studies were only looking at Douglas Fir and Lodge
Pole that he was aware of. Bell noted that there is a Hemlock Cooperative which is interesting
stuff within their seed programs and seed orchards. Foresters have been worrying about
Climate Change for some time and looking at seed programs as means of doing this. DNR is
doing interesting things within the cooperative looking at seed site, locations, etc.

Grad asked about how the DNR dealt with diversity of the species, its genetics. Brodie noted
that the DNR maintains various sites that are healthy controls and the DNR invests space,
resources, and staff to maintain and study those sites.

Lea asked about the article regarding DNR and Commissioner Peach being in the room regarding
the tax revenues derived from timber sales. Lea asked if the TLAC could get copies of the report
that shows how much money has been derived from the DNR lands. Peach offered to get Lea
that report.

Bork noted that she hoped the next meeting’s after action review could be on where people
could also think back as to who made presentations and the TLAC thank these people in some
manner. She also said it would behoove the group to invite the Peninsula Daily News regarding
this effort. They could interview people about what were the issues and responses. Murray
noted that he would invite them. Fleck noted that they also watch the meeting. The reporter
then shows up at the end to double check things and did that when the TLAC was voting to
double check the vote. Bork felt there should also be comments from the Chair about this
experience. Brodie asked about the meeting minutes that discussed the issue of inventory in
the past. Fleck noted that they could get those to Brodie, but he felt that the October meeting
minutes had that discussion.

Murray expressed his thanks to everyone on the TLAC for their time and involvement. He also
gave a special note of thanks to Fleck for the work he did.

V. Public Comment. There were no members signed up for public comment.

Vi. Motion to adjourn by Scott, seconded by Sextro. Meeting was adjourned by unanimous consent.
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Trust Land Advisory Committee

Minutes of the
29 Dec 2016
Special Meeting

I. Call to Order/Pledge of Allegiance/Roll Call

Joe Murray called the special meeting to order and asked Rod Fleck to call the roll after Toby Thaler was
brought on line via telephone. Harry Bell was attending for David Bekkevar. Brian Grad was attending
for Mike Doherty. Others in attendance were Robert Lea, Connie Beauvais, Ben Pacheco, Tom Swanson,
Jason Cross, Cynthia Bork, Coleman Byrnes, Diana Reaume, and Susanne Scott. Quorum was
established.

Il. Public Comment

There were no members of the public signed up to give public comment, nor were there anyone
wanting to do so that had not signed up.

lll. Minutes

Fleck noted that the minutes included the regular meeting for November, special meeting for
November, the regular meeting for December and the special meeting for December. It was determined
that the TLAC did not have one copy of the draft meeting minutes. Those were being permitted.
Discussion occurred with the request for the minutes to be considered later in the meeting to permit
some members of the TLAC to review them before taking action.

IV. Report

Murray asked if there were any concerns about including the questions and results of the voting as the
first part of the report followed by the minority report. He noticed a few things about the questions and
their numbering was associated with the meetings. The minority reports may not use the same number.
Also there were a few questions where there was no motion to consider those. Should they be included
in the report?

Beauvais felt that only those questions that were being voted upon should be included. Scott noted that
there was significant documentation in the minutes about those issues and if someone was interested,
they could consult the minutes. There was consensus that the report would only include those
questions that were voted upon. Bell suggested and asked for a one page document with the questions
and the votes taken. Cross suggested that the motion table be consulted for that information. Cross
noted that on the draft of the TLAC list of questions voted upon, the intro for the special meeting
needed to be moved before paragraph No. 2. This should be moved down five lines and as an
introductory paragraph it was not part of the actual motion. Murray agreed.

Murray recapped the discussion on his draft letter which would be the report. He asked if it should be
added to. Beauvais felt that the shorter the documents, the better with the substantive record. Scott
suggested that on the summary prepared by Loni that it might be easier to indicate the vote count.

Beauvais agreed that formatting would make it easier to read. The report would have those questions
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with no actual votes removed. The minority report needed to be referenced within the report of the
Committee which was the proposed one+ page letter drafted by Murray. Cross noted that in the
previous meeting there was text on the screen that proposed how the minority reports should be
headed. In addition, there was a discussion about the signatory line of the reports. There were
concerns that with some of the minority reports the voting would be lost. Swanson asked how many
minority reports there were. Thaler had signed on to the Sierra Club’s submitted reports, Bork and
Cross also had submitted reports as well. Discussion occurred about the fact that the copies of the
reports were being printed by Loni. Fleck noted that in the body of the letter, in the third paragraph,
the reports should be noted and referenced. Bell asked if there was a means of providing another
minority report. This would comply with the by-laws requirement that the minority report be included in
the body of the majority report. Fleck noted that the signature on the minority report discussed before
would require people to sign on to the minority report.

Bell asked how the TLAC would handle the situation where the person who voted in the majority, but
did not provide a minority report. Individuals would have to sign on to the report, but it would be

minority report explains the background for Grad’s report on Paul’s abstention. Grad explained he has
an email that Paul was against a position, but abstained from voting. Fleck noted that there were
minority reports and these were signed by the primary member, alternates, and in at least one occasion
individuals not participating.

Bell asked if he could submit his minority report. Scott noted that the deadline was 9 a.m. for those.
Fleck explained that this was to permit those to come in and allow for copying. The deadline was not
within the bylaws and so the body could address. Scott noted that it was rude to provide so much at the

last hour.

Motion by Thaler, seconded by Byrnes to permit Bell to submit his minority report for Bekkevar
Motion passed on a vote of 11-2-1.

(36:30)

There were questions about how the review of the reports were going to occur. Bork asked if there was
a way to name and number the reports to allow for a quick reference. Murray noted that the reports
were using a format that allowed for that. Bork asked if there could be a name and number used to
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identify the reports. Cross noted that the report he wrote referenced the question that was voted upon
and used the format. Fleck noted that all of the reports are similar enough in their format that should

use that.

Cross asked if the bylaws required a person to be in the minority to sign on to the minority report.
Murray felt that that was the case but it may not have been followed. Fleck consulted the bylaws. He
read Article Seven, Section Two regarding the minority report. The minority voting against the motion
may submit the report, so long as the person who was submitting the report was in the minority then it
met the bylaws. The others could join on it in the manner noted above. Cross noted that someone
could switch their position and sign on to a minority report. Fleck noted his confusion on the question.
Sextro was proxy for Paul, Paul abstained and Grad wrote the report. The seat that abstained was trying
to filing a minority report. Fleck felt it could be permitted, but it really should be considered what they
were doing, and some familiar with government may ask “what the bloody hell” was going on. He noted
that it was odd. Bell asked if the purpose was to show how the decision was reached.

(Recording continued while the reports were laid out for the committee to consider working as a
Committee of the Whole).

TLAC reconvened at the request of Murray. It should be noted that Bell’s minority report was
withdrawn.

Murray asked the group about the background information or additions to the minority report. He felt
that these were not well documented. Murray said that he felt it was highly opinionated. Bork asked if
this was his opinion. Murray said yes, it was. This is material provided in addition to the minority
report. Bell asked if the report by a consortium of universities regarding carbon storage within products,
not trees, was included and if not should it be added. Murray felt that it was too late to add additional
materials. Fleck if it was not attached to a report. That was given out at a meeting and should be in the
materials that in theory the TLAC has in its files. The minority were to write reports. There was no
reference in the bylaws regarding attachments. He felt that the readers would weigh the reports and
the credibility of the sources attached from research reports to Port o Call articles. People can judge the
report on the merits of the materials and the attachments to it.
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Pacheco felt that it was important to have the minority reports and that the additional materials were a
lot to go over with the information that was in there. Grad noted that regarding Bell's comments and
the CORRUM documentation was submitted regarding the sequestration of carbon within products.
Bell noted that it was a question as to how you want to address this as it was not connected to minority
reports. The research materials attached are they part of the minority report.

Fleck noted that the minority reports came in and they were simply laid out for signature. They were
not edited and earlier discussions were that the minority report could be submitted by someone who
voted in the minority. These reports could be joined by others. Those letters are noted within the draft
revised letter that was the proposed majority report. The formatting of the submission, support and
agreement. There would be a majority report, Murray’s letter, then the specific reports. Bork’s did not
reference a specific question but the process. He argued whatever the minority gave is what they gave
regardless of his thoughts on it.

Bell noted that all of these research documents are they included in the reports? Fleck noted that at
least one report references those and lists those. Bell was wondering if there were other research
materials that were part of the meetings and if those were going to be attached. Fleck said 'thé,"y were
just part of the

Murray asked about process. It was noted that the TLAC would reconvened at 10:30. Fleck raised a
point of order. The bylaws note that the minority report could be submitted by a member in the
minority, if a committee member supported they could join. If individuals were absent, they could sign
and support. Fleck asked the TLAC who Robert Phreaner and Mary Porter-Solberg were? [See Minority
Report on Question 3, Regular Meeting of 18 Nov 2016 re: trust accounting/audit]. Fleck noted that he
has no record of their attending a meeting, nor a member identified. Fleck raised this as a point of order
as they were not members of the TLAC, they did not vote, and they should not be included. Cross noted
that there was an issue with Doherty and Grad also as they represent one seat.

Scott asked if all of the folks did speak or sit for Byrnes. Byrnes noted that he had been at all meetings.
Scott asked if this should be stricken. Fleck raised the fact that he simply felt that their names should be
stricken from the report. Thaler noted that Porter-Solberg was with the Audubon and would be an
alternative to Byrnes. Byrnes agreed that he attended all of the meetings and had agreed to sign onto
the report. Murray felt that something should be addressed with Doherty and Grad. It was noted that
Grad was the alternative. Cross noted that there were two votes reflected in a document that was not
there. Fleck noted that if in this situation if anyone listed Matt Comisky or Ann Forest Burns on a
minority report were listed that would cause significant problems with those environmental groups.
Thaler noted that would be the case. Cross felt that this was falsely inflating the support for these
positions. Scott felt that as listed, it shows two people voted for that position when only one did.
Pacheco felt that the TLAC should stick to the 20 votes and that there should not be more than that.
Scott noted that without any explanation it looked like there were two votes, when Robert Sextro signed
but Paul had voted. Thaler noted that Sextro replaced Paul and was the one who had drafted the
report. Cross asked if there was a motion needed. Fleck suggested that while Chair could make a ruling,
the noted that Sextro signed on to reports and that there was a report by Thaler and Sextro who
replaced Paul. Motion made by Reaume that either the alternate or the original member be the only
one signature for the minority report. Seconded by Lea. Motion passed 14-0-0.
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Murray noted that all of the information attached could be included as an attachment. He felt that it
should not be included. Cross moved that only the minority report be included in the report. Beauvais
seconded.

Fleck noted that he would probably vote no. The bylaws were argued that the minority report was to be
accepted whole cloth without any real review or edits to what was in it. He felt the motion goes against
that intent within the bylaws. However, he noted that it was inconceivable to the point of bewildering
what was being included. Some of which was false and in his opinion slanderous, however, he felt that
it spoke volumes regarding those that signed onto the report. Swanson felt that the TLAC should grant
the Commissioners the acumen to sensor out garbage within the materials. Bell asked if that would
mean not including the research materials including the scientific reports. Cross noted that on the third
page within the packet that it would be included, then the bibliography would be included. However,
the attachment of the actual Port o’ Call material would not be included. The document is referenced
and his motion did not mean to edit what was written. The report should reference materials, if it was
done then he had was not supportive of that. Bell asked if the concern was that the materials attached

or included were cherry picked? Cross actually that
port with the amount of the materials may
noted that the atta ppendix. C k that
as were n ared with orto
orrules documents and
fact part of the mmissioners need not
as it is simply
a friendly a me to amend the
the report to the Commissioners. Cross felt it
would be great to let the commissioners read these materials as it go the credibility of t
group. However, the reality is that the minority report would not be the same review

did accepted Byrnes proposed amendment as friend. Scott asked for clarification and under this
amendment all of the attachments would be provided. Grad asked if that was the same for all
submitted documents. Byrnes noted that yes, however, he would not have used the Port o’ Call as a
supporting documentation. Grad asked about the CORRUM report. Fleck noted that the report was
Murray’s letter of a page plus that had been shared for months. Bork asked that there be an electronic
version of the entire document. She asked if there was an electronic set of links that could be given
instead when the digital item was provided. Cross simply noted that he is just wanting to separate the
materials from the individual minority reports. Fleck noted that there probably would be a PDF of the
documents. Motion as amended passed 12-2-0.

Fleck asked the TLAC to look at the minority reports listed in the draft. After explaining the formatting,
but in the draft before the TLAC on item seven he provided a description of the minority report.
[Minority report written by Grad for Paul who was represented by Sextro.] Bork asked for clarification.
Fleck explained that Grad submitted the report on behalf of Paul who abstained but is now represented
by Sextro. Fleck noted this challenged his approach to government. Murray asked if Grad was at the
November meeting. Fleck noted that Sextro was at the 18" meeting, and Sextro was representing for
Paul. Cross asked if Grad was there. Fleck said just leave it as it spoke volumes about those involved.
Cross noted that Sextro abstained, so only the minority member could vote and submit a report. Grad
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noted that he was there at the meeting in the audience. Cross noted that earlier the TLAC said you had
to be a voting member of the minority, or an abstainer, to submit a report. So under that position only
Sextro, or others voting in the minority, could submit a report. However, only Sextro abstained. Scott
not that the person usually attending had a representative who did not vote the way he had hoped and
how do you do that? Cross noted that maybe that member should have had his ducks in order and that
there are rules. There are ways to register dissent from writing letters to wearing a sandwich board.
Scott asked if this could be submitted as public comment. Cross moved that the offered minority report
by Grad be removed from the report as it did not meet the bylaw requirement. Seconded by Swanson.
Motion passed 12-1-1.

Cross raised an issue with the Bork minority report. He noted that this report was not regarding a
specific question voted upon. He asked if it was associated with a specific question? She noted it was
more about the first question, the difference of the opinion on the issues of the committee, she felt that
she was uncertain where it would be placed. Murray felt that maybe it should, like Grad’s be placed into
public comment. Bork withdrew the letter as a minority report and said she would place it as public

the
to
rts

Meeting Minutes

Murray asked for a motion to approve the meeting minutes of the November and December meetings
Bell noted that he had read through some of the items but did not see the minutes for the regular
meeting of 16 Dec. Specifically looking for the discussion and comments that supported the
reconveyance vote. Swanson noted that he did not arrange to have a proxy so not included in the
minutes. However, the signatories to the minority report are significant.

Beauvais made a motion, seconded by Scott, to approve the minutes of the 18 Nov 2016 meetings. This
was clarified to include the minutes for the both special and regular meeting on that day. Motion

passed 14-0-0.

Beauvais made a motion, seconded by Byrnes, to approve both of the meeting minutes from the
meetings on 16 Dec 2016. Motion passed 14-0-0.
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V. Reflection Discussion

Murray opened the floor to members of the TLAC to discuss and share their thoughts on this effort. This
was a suggestion made by Bork and he included that on the agenda. She asked if this was the after
action review she asked about. He said it was.

Bork noted that she felt it was a privilege and honor to sit in the chair and meet everyone regardiess of
their interests. She felt that this was a fabulous group that’s been open, and at times argumentative.
She enjoyed being a part of the effort. The decision made was a good one. She felt that there was a
need to go more in detail as to the future of these trust lands their management. She is very much in
support of finding additional sources of income from the County lands from a variety of alternatives and
uses from the uplands. This is hard because it is a change but we need to be change advocates today.
There is a little short sightedness in some of the things done. This is very complex and very hard to put
in a report. This committee showed real valor in representing the best foot forward on these issues.
Thank you for allowing me to be here. She noted she had made new friends. There were no safety

ith

ded

it was when people like Bill
Peach, Randy Johnson, Harry Bell, Joe Murray and himself are implied to have no interest in the
environment. He asked how many of the TLAC had worked outside in three inches of rain. He noted
that we need to manage the resources we are harvesting. There were mistakes that damaged the
environment but they were told to do so. In the 70s, there was the last decade of unlimited harvest.
What ITT did to Rayonier was criminal. The articles read here are bothersome. He felt that this matter
would have to be settled in the Legislature. He noted that there will be continued automation in
agriculture and timber. He wished everyone a belated Merry Christmas & Happy New Year. He that
they should be given credit for having enough brains to know that when you harvest a tree you have to
plant others in its place.

Beauvais applauded the Commissioners for creating a broad and diverse group that brought 20 people
together. She felt that this was the way of the future and was similar to Kilmer’s collaborative. People
agreed on common goals and yet worked out approaches to those. She felt that the way the group
worked today shows what we can get done. She thanked Joe for his work as the Chair and Rod for his
work on minutes and materials. Everyone is busy, and all took time out to work on this. These our trust
lands and it behooves us to watch these issues. Great effort.

Bell followed up on what Lea said. He did hart time at Rayonier. Was “the scientist’ called on to work
on buffers. Going to Olympia and argued how to write good water policy. Good policy is written on
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good science and analysis. Glad to see that in the minority reports. Doesn’t do any good for policy if
you cherry pick to meet your position. Not sure if that is the case here. Next few months major policy
efforts by BNR. The draft EIS are out and they are the science used to make a decision. There needs to
be an effort to undertake critical evaluations. There is a need to make sure that the science is not cherry

picked.

Fleck noted that he commented on the amount of work by everyone. There is a group that continues to
believe that this going to be a small group to work on this issue. But the Charter Review argued that it
should be larger and broader. A few argued that it was complex. He noted that in the 1990s
reconveyance might have been able to occur. But, two decades later with the HCP and all of these
issues, he is not convinced it could occur. The TLAC gave the County a good set of suggestions on how
the County could be engaged rather than relying upon the City of Forks, Quillayute Valley School District,
Quillayute Valley Park and Recreation District, and the Forks Community to carry the County’s water. Of
his 22 years, he felt that that had been occurring for about 17-18 of those for the benefit of the citizens
of Clallam County and it reduced your taxes. Those lands have purpose, they have value and specific

an
for

Joe

his

Be

session of the Commissioners. Murray will have 15 minutes to present the information and overview
Loni will be asked to send notice of that to everyone.

VI. Public Comment

Brian Grad — Sequim. Submitted written comments to the TLAC regarding the issue of enhanced
inventory.

Cynthia Bork — Forks. Submitted written comments to the TLAC regarding the overall organization,
function, and operations.

Motion to adjourn was made by Beauvais, seconded by Swanson. Motion passed 13-1-0
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The Honorable Mark Ozias, Commissioner December 14, 2016

Clallam County Board of Commissioners REC:’EWF{?
223 E 4th St #4 CLALLAM . ﬁ“" .
Port Angeles, WA 98362 CO. COMMISSIONERS

DEC 1 g 2015 C

Dear Mr. Ozias: 6 TL’P‘

Before my involvement with the TLAC, | was oppaseftoge—&.nyeyance of the management of Clallam
County Trust Lands from the Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to the County itself. |
believed that the proposed action would be expensive to taxpayers, reduce the quality of management,
and result in a political scenario that would make forests even more vulnerable to extractive interests.

I still think re-conveyance is a bad idea. Changing the manager is not the solution to the economic pains
felt by our junior taxing districts. We need to make more money from these lands, but not through
timber harvests. There is no possible way we can harvest our way.to an Economic Eden.

Forests are one of the Olympic Peninsula’s finest assets. Forest conditions reflect the attitudes of the
people who live in Clallam County. There is a clear and defining difference between intensively-managed

and native forests. We all can see and feel this difference.

The DNR will strive to meet its fiduciary responsibilities to the County by providing Trustees with as
many funds as possible through its primary means: timber harvest profits. Using this model, the
harvesting actions will pre-empt all other possibilities for generating funds because NOBODY wants to
visit an area that has lost its inherent, biological and aesthetic gualities.

Hence, | believe we can ask the WDNR to meet its fiduciary responsibilities to the County by refocusing
efforts on carbon storage, tourism, scenic byways, visitor center development, recreation amenities,
wildlife/fisheries showcases, special non-timber forest products, enhancing forest health and diversity,
natural resource education centers, and community restoration programs.

I quickly came to realize that the TLAC is heavily comprised of members appointed by the timber
industry. It is difficult, if not impossible, for the TLAC to be a creative think tank for possible alternatives
to the status quo management of trust lands. The TLAC must be guided by a neutral facilitator and will
require a re-assembly of progressive, community-minded citizens with a long-term vision for our trust

lands.

At present, the TLAC playing field is a passive-aggressive confrontation between environmentalists and
the timber company representatives who have re-classified their affiliations. After a year of briefings
about the status of trust lands and management by the DNR, meetings have devolved into chaos and
confusion. Little progress made toward developing sound recommendations for the future sustainable
management of trust lands by the Agency. Recent political elections have not helped the situation.

Trust land forest management will require a new approach to solving many of the physical, social,
economic and biological needs of Clallam County. The DNR will do whatever is asked of them by the
County, however, emphasizing and enhancing values other than timber will require more resource
specialists, planners and organizers. This approach will cost more money. But, in the long run, the
benefits will greatly outweigh those of today’s narrow reliance upon harvesting trees for economic gain.

Cynthia Bork
1630 Ozette Street

Forks, Washington 98331



The Minutes ovember 18™ meeting recorded the
Question #6 Yes 12 Le ler,
B
Abstain 1; as )

The Questions intent is to ascertain enhanced data for the purpose of ensuring that
DNR meets its’ fiduciary responsibility to the County. A major consideration of that includes managing
the FBTL for “generational equity”, the ten year harvest plan must determine what is a sustainable
yield to avoid “shorting” future revenue for the taxing districts. This statement underscores a
fundamental difference in the perception of the function and purpose of the DNR inventory.
“Murray noted that the inventory seemed to be based on LiDAR data and so he was uncertain about the
sustainable yield process. He raised questions about inventory DNR has, how the inventory is
developed and collected, how habitat was designated, etc. More people on the ground would be
important to various stakeholders. Industry does substantially more plots in developing inventories than
the DNR”.c1) Yes Industry does things differently and for a different purpose. They are not constrained
by the legislative mandates which govern DNR. The methodology and modeling which the agency
employs will differ from the industry standard because it must include planning for environmental
considerations under the HCP. Working together with the USFS the State includes observation of the
habitat criteria for endangered species including the Northern Spotted Owl and Marbled Murrelet.
Timber companies on private lands do not build inventories with those requirements. The notion of
inserting criteria which is not consistent with DNR’s mission and purpose would be a costly and
unnecessary undertaking. At a recent TLAC meeting “Fleck noted that the sales department never put
up the volume that was targeted. Why is no one within the DNR tracking the sales volumes?(.). This
comment demonstrates a marked preference for requesting a greater detailed inventory, a preference
based on the goals and desires of the Timber Industry not entirely consistent with the stewardship of the
DNR. Again this is reflected in this comment, “Fleck noted that the DNR had provided the members
with a memo dated 13 Jul 2016 regarding the manner in which the inventory is developed and
maintained. Murray noted that the inventory provided was not what he was familiar with in the forest
industry. He noted that there were fundamental components to forest inventories that the DNR
materials did not have “. That comment is consistent with the observation by Timber company
representatives that DNR inventory is not focused on the primary business considerations which drive
the performance of a private enterprise. A major advantage to such an enterprise in having a more
detailed inventory, one which meets their purposes, is being able to identify forest lands they can
determine would make profitable candidates for future land swaps with the DNR. The Foothills Land
Exchange is an example of the type of transaction which Timber companies would like to see more of.
That exchange transferred mostly raw land and stumps in exchange for mature timber. The values were
the same, DNR acquired more land but the logs represented a windfall profit since they were sold for
export, a significant delta from what the timber was valued at when exchanged. The County essentially
lost money because those logs from public land were not milled locally, jobs were lost, taxes lost,
revenue not collected for the taxing districts and since that timber was removed from auction that



created arrearage. Planned sales that were foregone in favor of more timber land that would produce
more income in the future. Such a detailed inventory would be costly to the County although “Murray
noted that this cost was a regular cost of doing business.” (3.). Perhaps that’s true for a Timber company
but not relevant for the DNR. There is a disconnect between what the Timber company representatives
believe DNR needs to do to successfully manage the Trust Lands and their understanding and
acceptance of established performance based on DNR’s metrics and sustainable yields. “Fleck felt that
we could make a recommendation that the Commissioners could ask for a more detailed information.
Fleck also felt that an accounting could be asked for - what is ours, what have you done with ours, and
what is the status. He noted that the County lands were 92,500 acres and if you did this for 10,000 acres
a year, then the costs could be about $40k/yr” ). Those costs will be borne by the County for a dubious
purpose and outcome. This will essentially be a subsidized buyers guide enabling Timber companies to
use this data for their business interests to the exclusion of benefit for the County. Coupled with the
cost of hiring a forester/consultant the bill could be in excess of S100k per year. The benefit to the
County is speculative at best and not to be recommended.

Respectfully Submitted, Brian Grad
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1. No change and continue management with DNR

2. Clallam County cooperatively manages trust assets with DNR. DNR would take direction from County.
This would take active management role with DNR. County hire a forester that would take advice from
County Advisory Board and Commissioners.

This was Combination of several comments. Josey Paul asked how this was different from
reconveyance? He felt that this was very similar with DNR. Cross noted that this was not the same as
the reconveyance, DNR would take its cut and you would have a new position. Paul saw this as DNR
taking orders from the County. Murray noted that the DNR would still manage under HCP. Paul felt that
the DNR would be taking orders from the County under this proposal. Swanson noted that this was
dramatically different from reconveyance. Under current system, the County gets a report from the
DNR every month or quarter. In effect, the County Commissioners are passive managers/overseers.
DNR is under trust mandate discussed by Kyle Blum. This adds another layer of oversight and guidance
funded by the County. Disagreement may occur about whether that position should be funded as an
employee or contractor. Nothing is changing at the DNR. Paul noted that the way this was worded with
the DNR taking direction from the County. Scott noted that the "take direction" was a bit strong and
that it uses "DNR taking direction from the County in all operations.” How is that a cooperative? Diana
Reaume noted that there was a discussion about a county person taking a more active involved role.
Toby Thaler noted that DNR cannot change, give up, or alter its role. The use of cooperative
management and taking direction do not comport with the law and would require legislative change.
Also, the wording shows that these concepts are at odd. Murray noted that the TLAC could make a
proposal to make legislative changes.

Cross noted that there would be a difficulty with saying the County should insert itself into the
management of the lands at the same level. He noted that a person could be available to be involved, be
very vocal in issues, and engaged. Murray wrote what was from what everyone said. This is a chance to

rewrite these concepts. Scott felt that this alternative is not what Skagit County does. Bob Leah asked
that all of the list be read and then go into a discussion about them.

Coleman Byrnes asked about the nature of the list. Murray explained he didn't write down names
behind comments, but just wrote down what individuals had said. It was agreed that Murray would
read through the list and then a discussion would occur.

3. County should look at other sources of revenue from trust lands such as recreation passes, carbon
credits, etc.?

4. County should increase taxes to offset revenue from trust lands. Such as increase property taxes and
advocate for an income tax.

5. County should increase fees to look for revenue such as toll roads for example
6. County should seek compensation from the federal services for lost revenue from the DNR HCP
7 County should reduce service

8 County trust lands should be sold and the money reinvested
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Murray felt that the inventory needed to be more detailed in order to meet the DNR mandates. Fleck
asled for clarification as efforts have been made to try to get information asked for and specifically
inventory information. Murray noted that what he received is what DNR has and that it lacked details in
the inventory already discussed. A further example of the lack of information is that there is no details
between Douglas fir and hemlock in an inventary stand. Scott asked for a clarification. Murray felt that
there was just not that much detail that he is used to seeing for inventories. Regarding the RPZs, those
acres should be their own separate type, polygon, unit, or stand. Murray explained the level of detail
that he was used to seeing from an industry perspective that he found missing from what he was given
by DNR. The unit would then have information about that unit to include species, dbh, age, estimates of
growth, estimates of change over time, soil types, type of area such as RPZ, commercial or non
commercial. Fleck noted that DNR used the term "polygon," and Murray noted that this was a new
term utilized in digitizing information.

Bork asked if the inventory that Murray was given was the same that DNR used on all types of managed
lands? Murray indicated that it was the same inventory. Murray explained how the inventory
information was put together from the original December request for that information. Scott felt that
more information was needed about the inventory information. She noted that in the Skagit model, the
County representative may have asked for more detailed information. Cross noted that the DNR uses
FRIST and that was updated in 2009 by on the ground test sites. This would not allow for additions of
infarmation by individuals outside of DNR. 2009 update was created from individuals obtaining
information and then DNR uses models for projections of the current inventory have been made since
then. What that does is create a set of assumptions that if you had so many acres of X, then you also
have so many acres of Y.

Bork - CFI? not sure? Required? Not sure? She felt it was a requirement for an actual field counting of
trees as part of the inventory, as this was the standard in the Eastern USA. Murray noted that each
polygon is measured but that there are various extrapolations from that based upon growth estimates,
etc. It appears that there are extrapolations of like polygons. Scott noted that this could increase the
likelihood of error.

Fleck noted that the DNR had provided the members with a memo dated 13 Jul 2016 regarding the
manner in which the inventory is developed and maintained, Murray noted that the inventory provided
was not what he was familiar with in the forest industry. He noted that there were fundamental
components to forest inventories that the DNR materials did not have.

Doherty asked if there was a guess as to the cost to develop such an inventory with all of the elements
Murray had referenced. Would the costs be affordable or too high and that could be a concern to the
various districts. Scott asked about the cost as well noting that in order to track the return on the
investment. If the inventory is much more accurate, would that result in a more accurate sales forecast
that would ensure there were not inventory discrepancies, then there is a loss of revenue.

Swanson noted that the cost to maintain an inventory is trivial in comparison to the value of the
resource. He felt it was a rather minor cost per acre. He asked how much was it to appraise a house for
($10s/acre). If you live in a $250,000 home and it costs $500 to appraise that is a minor cost to getting
the mortgage. For tax purposes and noted that the County undertakes that effort on a regular basis.
Murray noted that this cost was a regular cost of doing business.
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Scott added the Skagit County Model to the list. Thaler felt this was a subset of one of the items on the list
Doherty noted that there was a Natural Resources person. Fleck noted that the person interacted with the
DNR and the USFS on forest issues.

(53:25)

Thaler suggested regarding number six, the issue was one of replacing or buttressing the revenue flowing to
the beneficiaries and increasing the property tax is one option. Members of the environmental community
feel that monetarizing carbon sequestration. That was incorporated into one of the other responses, but
the feeling was this could apply in a group of these. Reaume asked a question about PILT (payment in lieu of
taxes) as if there were other such examples.

Byrnes asked about the interaction between the County and DNR under this and specifically who would
authorized the timber harvest level under that option. Murray felt that it would be something that would
have to be developed by the County. Murray noted that the inventory seemed to be based on LiDAR data
and so he was uncertain about the sustainable yield process. He raised questions about inventory DNR has,
how the inventory is developed and collected, how habitat was designated, etc. More people on the ground
would be important to various stakeholders. Industry does substantially more plots in developing
inventories than the DNR.

Leah asked about #2 with specific regard to a 22 Apr 2016 Letter Goldmark to Chapman about the amount
of money generated in the first quarter of 2016. The letter slipped by the TLAC. Is the County receiving
money from the DNR at this time? Fleck noted yes the county receives money on almost a monthly basis.
The letter is part of the quarterly update/report by the DNR to the Commissioners and others. This letter
tells the County when it has received money from sold sales, and when it will likely receive funds in the
future. Leah asked Fleck to clarify that the Quillayute School system is receiving money from the DNR

timber sales.

Leah asked about the loss of the current Commissioner of Public Lands and whether the revenue would
continue? Doherty indicated that this is required by legislation. Leah understood the problem to be one of
the DNR not doing this because they haven't been selling timber. Fleck said that was not correct, rather
DNR has not been selling what they have indicated that they will sell. Leah asked if the Port could count on
getting their money for their budget. Doherty noted that there was a host of variables. Fleck noted that the
first variable is whether or not the DNR hit their harvest target of 57mmbf on western Clallam County trust
Jands. Port receives a portion of the sales from such volume. If the harvest projection was that the Port was
to get $500,000 from the total sales volume; but, DNR only sold 22-25 mmbf, then the answer is no, they

would not.

Leah asked if the system without any changes is working or isn't? If itis not, what are the likelihood of the
next public lands commissioner continuing with those. Murray noted that it wasn't a matter of whether or
not it was or wasn't working, but rather is it possible that it could be working better. Fleck felt it was
comparable to a student getting a D, C-, C and it was known that they could get a B or B+. Thaler noted that
it worked on the assumption of what was the beneficiary's goal? If there was an assumption about the
volume sold and market prices received, is that a fair assumption? Thaler felt that regarding the two
candidates, it really didn't matter between them as there is an amount of inertia within the process that
there won't be a lot of change for years.
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O = Organizational; M = Membership; R = Recommendation; F = function/operational

Clallam County Trust Lands Advisory Committee

Table of Motions/Actions

Motion

Nominated Robert Lea and Joe
Murray for Chair

Nominated Robert Lea for Vice Chair
Nominated Rod Fleck for Secretary
Recommend to BOCC to Increase
TLAC to include City of PA, OMC,
Audubon, and Sierra Club

Creation of Executive Committee
Meeting day — 3" Friday of each
month

Allow designated alternates
Meeting time — noon

Use of work plan frame work
January meeting focus — County
trust lands

February meeting focus — restraints
(SEPA, HCP, etc.); March legal trust
and arrearage

Recommendation to BOCC - interim
report in April 2016

Adjournment

Adopt meeting minutes as amended
Adjournment

Adopt amended meeting minutes
Table discussion on bylaws/rules

Move next meeting to 25 Mar 16
Blum to make invites to Services
experts on HCP for April meeting
Adjournment

Adopt agenda of 25 Mar 16

Adopt meeting minutes on the
second month following the
meeting

Motion to set April meeting as an
open discussion meeting
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Fleck

Doherty
Reaume

Thaler
Reandeau
Cross
Cross
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Blum
Cross
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Paul

1/13/2017

Second
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Lea
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Thaler
Thaler
Reandeau

Blum

Reaume

Kelly
Reaume
Scott
Byrnes
Cross

Scott
Scott

Swanson
Blum

Bork

Lea

Vote
F/Ag/Ab
Murray-8
Lea-6
Unanimous
Unanimous
11-2-1
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13-0-1

Unanimous
131
Unanimous
13-0-1

Unanimous

Unanimous

Unanimous
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Unanimous
18-1
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Date
18 Dec 15

18 Dec 15
18 Dec 15
18 Dec 15

18 Dec 15
18 Dec 15

18 Dec 15
18 Dec 15
18 Dec 15
18 Dec 15

18 Dec 15

18 Dec 15

18 Dec 15

19 Jan 2016
19 Jan 2016
19 Feb 2016
19 Feb 2016

19 Feb 2016
19 Feb 2016

19 Feb 2016
25 Mar
2016

25 Mar
2016

25 Mar
2016
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31.

32.

33

O = Organizational; M = Membership; R = Recommendation; F = function/operational

Clallam County Trust Lands Advisory Committee

Table of Motions/Actions

Motion

Motion that the April meeting
consist of the USFWS ESA
compliance and the bylaws ; the
May meeting being on the issues of
County management under what
conditions and process of amending
the statute; and, June meeting be on
a discussion on synthesis and open
discussion. A friendly amendment
offered by Blum that the April
meeting be on ESA compliance, and
the May meeting be on HCP related
issues.

Motion to adjourn

Motion to adopt amended meeting
minutes from 19 Feb 2016

Motion to amend Article IX, Sec 2,
adding paragraph c as proposed by
Ann Seiter regarding minority
reports

Motion to adopt Article | as written
without “ marks.

Motion to amend Article Il, Sec 2,
paragraph b. Oversee the activities
of assigned county staff; and, d.
Create agendas.

Motion to amend Article Il, Sec 2 to
read ..”an Executive Committee shall
be made up of the Chair, Vice Chair,
Secretary, the DNR representative
to the TLAC, and an additional
member approved by a majority of
the TLAC.”

Motion to adopt Article I, Sec 1 as
written in its entirely.

Motion to adopt Article Il as
amended.

Motion to adopt Article lll as written
and proposed. Subsequently
amended as noted in 34 and 35.

TLAC Table of Motions
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Fleck
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Fleck
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