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Forest Management Advisory Committee Meeting Summary
October 17,2005, Mason Bullding, Lansing

DNR Director Rebecca Humphries welcomed the Forest Management Advisory Com-
mittee (FMAC) and committee members were introduced.

FMAC’s Purpose:
Assist the DNR in balancing environmental, social and economic issues in implement-

ing forest resource responsibilities.

Serve as an advisory committee and provide recommendations (written when appropri-
ate) to the DNR and the Natural Resource Commission (NRC) on forest resource man-
agement issues.

First priority of the FMAC is to develop Generally Accepted Forest Management Prac-
tices (GAMPs).

Top Issues Facing State Forest Resources in the Next 3-5 Years:
Committee identified the following issues:
Fragmentation/parcelization/property taxes

Ecological Services (i.e. carbon sequestration)

Sale of industrial forest lands

Funding (especially long-term)

Protection of biodiversity

Deer overabundance

Invasive species (native and exotic)

Retention of wood utilization (forest based) industry

K-12 forest management principles

Review if current forest inventory data are sufficient to process future opera-
tions inventory needs

Family forest system (role of these ownerships, statewide)
Future of Commercial Forest (CF) lands

Tax equity for private lands

Future roles of non-traditional products

Training needs of DNR personnel

Finite land and increased number of recreational activities
Access to public and private lands

Signage

Management and utilization of private forests

Wood energy

Timber supplies

DNR outreach and communication

Timber Investment Management Organizations (TIMOs)

Expectations of the Committee:
The Committee identified the following expectations:

e Committee listens and be listened to
e Change the way we approach forest management. Need to look at forest sys-
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tem as a whole, not just the backdrop to other natural resource issues. Need to balance ecological,
economic and social aspects.

Open communication

Open and honest forum to discuss issues

Ask questions if you do not understand an issue or a committee member’s position on an issue
Be upfront

Be aware of biases you may be bringing to the meeting.

Think “What can we do about this issue?” when evaluating an issue

Use the committee as a forest clearinghouse to discuss policy issues

Start and end meetings on time

Ability of the committee to tour areas to give a better understanding of forest management issues
Multi-disciplinary approach, big picture, statewide

Commiittee’s Information Needs:

e Lynne Boyd will provide committee with white paper on issues affecting state forest systems in a
global economy.

e Lynne Boyd will provide copy of a presentation given at the recent National Association of State
Foresters meeting.
Provide committee with maps of public and Commercial Forest (CF) lands and forest cover type.
Create a webpage for FMAC, both for public and committee use.
Review of DNR technological resources (i.e. [IFMAP), their capabilities and limitations.

Committee Structure, Process, Logistics:

Chair/Co-Chair

Lynne Boyd was nominated and accepted role of Committee Chair. Bill Cook was nominated and accepted
role as Co-Chair. Each of these positions will serve a three-month term. After three months, the positions
will be reviewed. Subcommittee chairs will be identified and filled as needed.

Co =5, Voting, Quorum, Surrogate members

Most decisions will be made based on consensus (“Can live with...”) of the committee with concerns/issues
of those who disagree to accompany decision.

A quorum of two-thirds (12 out of 19) present and voting members is required to make any decision, con-
sensus or voting. If there are less than 12 members present at a meeting, the meeting can be held, but no
decisions can be made without a quorum.

Should a vote be necessary, ten (10) votes in the affirmative will be required to pass a vote. Those mem-
bers who voted against a decision can provide concerns/issues to accompany decision.

If a committee member is unable to attend a meeting, he/she may send a surrogate. The surrogate may
comment on issues, but is a non-voting member of the committee.

Meeting Summary

Kerry Gray will take notes during the FMAC meetings. Kerry will email a draft meeting summary to com-
mittee members, and members will have one (1) week to provide comments. If no comments are received,
the meeting summary will be considered approved.

Public Comments

Public citizens can ask to be placed on the agenda to provide comments on an issue for an upcoming FMAC
meeting up to one week prior to the meeting. If public citizens are placed on the agenda, they will have a
maximum of five minutes to provide comment. Public citizens may also provide comment on the day of
the FMAC meeting by filling out a card, they will receive a maximum of three minutes to provide com-
ment. Public comment period will be during the meeting, prior to any decisions the Committee is sched-
uled to make.
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SALE OF FORMER MEADWESTVACO TIMBERLANDS IN THE U.P.
Plum Crook te Buy Timheriand in Michigan

Oct. 3, 2005 (Press Release) - Plum Creek Timber Company, Inc. today announced that it has signed a de-
finitive agreement to purchase approximately 650,000 acres of timberland in the Upper Peninsula of Michi-
gan from Escanaba Timber LLC. The transaction, valued at approximately $345 million, is subject to cus-
tomary closing conditions. The transaction is expected to close in the fourth quarter of 2005.

The forestlands, which have been certified to the Sustainable Forestry Initiative® (SFI) standard,
contain an attractive mix of timber species and age profiles including mature mixed hardwood stands and
conifer plantations. Plum Creek will continue to manage these forests to the SFI standard, as it does all of
its timberlands. With the addition of this land, the company will own and manage approximately 1.2 million
acres of productive forests in northern Wisconsin and the Upper Peninsula of Michigan.

Plum Creek will sell a significant portion of the pulpwood harvested from these lands to the New-
Page Corporation Escanaba, Mich., pulp and paper mill under the continuation of an existing long-term
supply agreement. "This acquisition is consistent with Plum Creek's strategy of making accretive timber-
land purchases," said Rick Holley, president and chief executive officer. "The addition of these well-
managed lands expands our participation in attractive hardwood timber markets and complements our cur-
rent ownership in the region."

Plum Creek will finance the transaction using a combination of 1031 like-kind exchange funds and
debt. Plum Creek is one of the largest private timberland owners in the nation, with approximately 8 million
acres of timberlands in major timber producing regions of the United States and 10 wood products manu-
facturing facilities in the Northwest.

SOURCE: Plum Creek Timber Company, Inc.

Smurfit-Stene te make permanent clesures at three Nerth American milis

CHICAGO, Ill., Aug. 4, 2005 (Press Release) - Smurfit-Stone Container Corporation today announced
plans to permanently close production capacity at three North American containerboard mills as part of the
company's ongoing assessment and restructuring efforts. Smurfit-Stone plans to permanently close:

-the #2 paper machine at its Fernandina Beach, Florida, linerboard mill;

-its New Richmond, Quebec, linerboard mill; and

-its Bathurst, New Brunswick, medium mill.

Smurfit-Stone's total containerboard manufacturing capacity will be reduced by approximately 700,000
tons. The rationalization process will result in a workforce reduction of approximately 565 employees.

The company expects to take a pre-tax charge of approximately $302 million during the third quar-
ter 2005, nearly $260 million of which is non-cash, as a result of these closings. These charges are estimates
and will be finalized during the third quarter. "These actions, while extremely difficult, are necessary to ad-
dress the market realities facing Smurfit-Stone, in particular, the declining growth rate for containerboard
and oversupply in the northeastern portion of North America," said Patrick J. Moore, Smurfit-Stone chair-
man, president and chief executive officer. "As with any decision of this magnitude, key considerations in-
cluded operating costs, long-term strategic fit, system contribution, and our ability to provide our customers
with the highest quality products and services.

"This difficult decision in no way reflects on the hard work and dedication of our employees at these
mills. It is our intent to work closely with government authorities, local communities and unions as we
make that difficult transition,” added Moore.

One of the major long-term issues confronting Smurfit-Stone's packaging operations is the slowing
demand for packaging in North America, as manufacturing is being shifted overseas. "We are in a mature
industry that has struggled to achieve adequate returns,”" Moore said. "We have been unable to pass along
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(Continued from page 7)

The Commercial Forest Program (CFP), which
is Part 511 of the Natural Resources and Environ-
mental Protection Act of 1994, offers landowners
of at least 40 continuous acres a significant tax
break. In return landowners are required to manage
their properties for commercial timber production.
CFP landowners are also required to allow access
by the public for hunting and fishing. CFP is a vol-
untary program; owners are free to leave the pro-
gram at any time by simply paying a withdrawal
penalty. Therefore it offers minimal protection
against parcelization or development.

It is difficult to make generalized statements
about conservation easements because each one is
unique and is tailored to a property’s natural re-
sources and the wishes of the landowners. A com-
mon easement restriction is that the property cannot
be subdivided. Easements may allow for some de-
velopment but greatly restrict how much and where
it may occur. Many easements do allow for the
commercial harvest of forest products, although
some silvicultural systems such as clearcutting may
be restricted. An important difference with the
Commercial Forest Program is that most conserva-
tion easements on property held by individuals do
not include public access. Conservation easements
also do not guarantee a property tax break. How-
ever, because conservation easements are perpetual
they are far better than the Commercial Forest Pro-
gram at protecting our forests from parcelization
and development.

While it is true that some conservation ease-
ments may not allow timber harvesting, those few
restrictive easements are not as great a threat to our
commercial wood supply as parcelization. Owners
of smaller tracts of forestland tend to be less likely
to harvest timber than owners with larger holdings.

The idea of placing permanent restrictions on
private property is certainly not for everyone. But
conservation easements can be compatible with the
Commercial Forest Program so long as timber man-
agement is allowed and public access is not re-
stricted. By working together these two programs
can be important tools in maintaining our supply of
timber, public access to outdoor recreation, and pri-
vate ownership of our precious forest resources.

—FErnie Houghton, Escanaba, Michigan

Dear Editor:

I am writing in response to last issue’s
“Viewpoints™ article, “Conservation Easements on
Michigan Commercial Forest Lands”. Author
Tolksdorf makes a number of incorrect statements
that would lead readers to believe that conservation
easements have no place in forest management. I
strongly disagree. In fact, over time, I believe that
lands placed under conservation easements may
supply more commercial wood products than those
not under easement.

Tolksdorf states, “The (conservation) easements
can prohibit road construction, residential and com-
mercial building, timber harvesting...” The key

" word is “can”. Sure, conservation easements CAN

be written to prohibit most any activity that goes
against the grain of conservation. The basis of a
conservation easement is to restrict development
rights. The owner of the land and the holder of the
easement will cooperatively determine what, if any,
additional restrictions will be included in an ease-
ment. Many easements allow sustainable forestry
practices to be carried out. Some require it.

The Viewpoints article goes on to imply that
lands enrolled under the Commercial Forest Act in
Michigan could not have conservation easements
placed on them, and vice versa. This is not the
case. In talking with one of the DNR’s Service
Foresters, I was told that land holdings with conser-
vation easements could be enrolled in the Commer-
cial Forest Reserve, so long as the easement al-
lowed sustainable timber harvesting and public ac-
cess for hunting and fishing, as required by the act.
(Of course, the land would also have to meet CFR
requirements of productivity, etc.)

Tolksdorf also states, “Most conservation ease-
ments have been promoted by environmental or-
ganizations for permanent preservation on private,
commercial, industrial, city, township, state and
federal forest lands.” As mentioned above, ease-
ments are written cooperatively by the owner and
the easement holder. No landowner is forced into
an easement that is contrary to his or her wishes.
And, what constitutes “most”? Does that mean the
greatest number of easements? The greatest acres
involved? The following paragraphs describe a

(Continued on page 10)
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(Continued from page 9)

very large conservation easement project, covering
many (most?) acres that will be protected against
development, but will continue to be sustainably
managed for forest products, providing jobs in the
U.P. and contributing to our economy.

The “Northern Great Lakes Forest Project” is a
unique partnership between The Nature Conser-
vancy, the State of Michigan, The Forestland
Group, and many foundations and private individu-
als. It places 248,000 acres under a working forest
conservation easement. That means the land will
continue to be owned by The Forestland Group, it
will remain on local tax rolls, it will allow sustain-
able forestry to continue, but it will have restricted
future development. Another 23,338 acres will be
owned by TNC; these acres will also continue to be
sustainably managed for forest products.

How can this be a bad thing for the forest in-
dustry or residents of the U.P.??7?? The only real
restriction is that the land cannot be developed.
Responsible, sustainable forestry will continue on
these acres of forestland.

This brings up another point. Conservation
Easements aim to restrict development. Develop-
ment and associated parcelization would truly have
negative impacts on the forest industry and associ-
ated economies. Once land is broken into smaller
and smaller parcels, it becomes more difficult to
manage. This brings us back to my earlier predic-
tion that in time, lands under conservation ease-
ments will produce more forest products because
those will be the lands that CAN be managed for
forest products.

Sincerely,
Lauri LaBumbard, Forester

Private Lands Need a Higher Management Prierity

Forests are a major feature of our Michigan
landscape. The fact is, only four other states have
greater acreages in forest cover than Michigan.
They are: Georgia, Oregon, Alabama and North
Carolina. All totaled, approximately 19 million
acres of forestland exist in Michigan covering a
little more than half of the state. These forests are
located primarily in the northern 2/3 of the state.

The largest forest ownership category in Michi-
gan is held by more than 320,000 private individu-
als. More recently these owners have been referred
to as family owned forests. Collectively these peo-
ple control nearly 53% or about 8.5 million acres of
the state’s forest land. These non-public lands pro-
vide a large range of environmental and economic
benefits to the state of Michigan.

These owners hold large acreages of high qual-
ity timber. They currently contribute more than half
of the annual timber supply needs. In addition, their
lands provide us with numerous recreational oppor-
tunities such as hunting, fishing, camping, and hik-
ing just to name a few. Their contribution to our
tourism industry is difficult to quantify yet it’s sig-
nificant. They contribute to cleaning our air and
water; and they play a tremendous role in the over-
all welfare of all of our wildlife species.

The movement toward reliance on private lands
in meeting the needs of society has never been
greater and this trend shows no signs of reversing.
As more and more restrictions are placed on how
we are to use and manage our public land re-
sources, the onerous will be placed on the family
owned forest to meet society’s needs.

Over the years, many studies and surveys have
been conducted on this ownership category. One of
the underlying focuses of these studies was to learn
more about these individuals. How did they acquire
their land? Do they live on the land? How much
land do they own? What is the single most impor-
tant reason they own their land? What motivates
them to be active stewards? Where do they get in-
formation to guide their decision making for the
land? These are among a few of the many inquiries
made as a part of these studies.

Some of the findings weren’t surprising, some
were. Among the findings that raise concern is the
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fact that only a small percentage (about 20%) of
private forest landowners received any professional
assistance, whether governmental or from the pri-
vate sector prior to engaging in activities such as
harvesting. What this likely means is that a lot of
private landowners are making important decisions
for their forests without being fully aware of the
impacts of their decisions. Furthermore, it’s likely
any discussion regarding viable options for man-
agement were missing from the equation.

Another finding showed that only about 5% of
current forest owners have a purposeful, written
plan in place that sets out how they want their for-
ests to be managed. The
operative word here is
managed verses being cut.
Although many private
forest owners initially ex-
press little interest in cut-
ting trees on their land,
ultimately most do. How,
when and where they
have it done and how
much they are willing to
reinvest in stewardship of
their land is almost al-
ways a function of
whether they’ve planned
ahead. The most satisfied
landowners tend to be
those who’ve planned
ahead and the inverse is the least satisfied tend to
be those who didn’t.

Additional studies confirm the number of pri-
vate land owners to be on a steady increase. It may
sound trite, but we’re not making any more land.
More owners equates to smaller parcels. The im-
portance of this fact is, as the average parcel size
declines, owners are less likely to actively manage
their forests for sustainable timber and non-timber
benefits. Small forest parcels produce less timber,
which can force heavier cutting in the short-term to
meet landowner financial needs.

As is the case with so many things in life, tim-
ing is everything. Perhaps now is the time to place
a higher priority on the management of our private
land forests before it is too late. Private lands have
been labeled as being the least managed and most

under utilized ownership category in the state. It is
not likely this trend will reverse itself as long as
they continue to be the most underserved owner-
ship category in the state.

Providing family forest owners with oppor-
tunities for education and assistance may offer the
best prospects for future generations. The ultimate
goal for any assistance program should be to help
the family forest owner to make the same manage-
ment decisions they would make if he or she had a
technical background in natural resource manage-
ment.

The one common denominator in every natural
resource issue or concern
across all ownerships is
the human factor.
Knowledgeable landown-
ers and informed citizens,
those who use natural re-
source professionals when
making decisions and
gathering facts, tend to
make decisions more con-
sistent with principles of
sustainable resource man-
agement.

The unique aspects and
contributions of our fam-
ily owned forests must
not continue to be over
looked. Michigan is
blessed with a wealth of natural resources found on
all ownerships lending to the quality of life of its
citizens. By coming together and recognizing all
the land as one provides us with the greatest gift to
the future for conservation on the land.

—Rick A. Lucas, Conservation District Forester
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ELECTION OF McCLAIN B. SMITH AS AN SAF FELLOW

SAF President John Helms has notified the Michigan SAF of the election of Mac Smith as SAF Fel-
low. The election as "Fellow" is the finest formal respect we, as a society, can bestow upon a colleague,
friend, and forester. Most of our membership has probably met Mac over the many years of service that he
has provided to the forestry profession. He serves as an excellent role model for all foresters, both young
and old. Mac has been an SAF member for 45 years and is currently the Executive Director of the Michi-
gan Forest Association.

As stated by President Helms in his letter to Mac; ". . . this is an exceptional recognition bestowed
upon you by your peers for outstanding service to the Society and to the profession. It is an honor that few
receive and one that you richly deserve."”

What is a “Fellow,” anyway?

Fellows are members of the SAF who have rendered outstanding service
to forestry and the Society and demonstrated (1) a strong continuing commit-
ment through direct SAF volunteer activities, and (2) exemplary action, sus-
tained leadership, and advancement of the forestry profession at the local, re-
gional, national or international level in at least one of the following areas (a)
application of forestry, or (b) education, or (c) research, or (d) technology trans-
fer.

Lewer Peninsula Chapter Mosting
4 March 2006
MSU Campus (East Lansing), Natural Resources Building, Room 183 (“Polar Bear Room”™)

The Lower Peninsula Chapter will host a rare get-together during MSU’s Agriculture and Natural Re-
sources Week on Saturday, March 4th from 9:30am-3:30pm. This meeting will be held jointly with the
Walnut Council. The first half of the day will be spent discussing hardwood resource markets in the Lower
Peninsula, and the second half will explore the science and politics behind deer habitat impacts, and reach-
ing population balances. For more information, contact Collin Burnett (734-604-4278) or Georgia Peterson
(petersog@msu.edu or 517-335-7383).

Seciety of American Feresters 2006 Natienal Convention
25-29 October 2006
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

“In 2006, the national convention theme is “Our Woods: Wild and Working.” we
believe that forests can remain an important part of our social and ecological land-
scape, producing both ecological and economic services. If we fail to capture both
the wild and working components of forests, society’s demand and new land-use
patterns will surely change the landscape so that it no longer meets our nation’s
needs and its ecological and social values will decline. Therefore, we encourage you f |
to think about your role in helping to meet a set of services and to continue to do so
in sustainable ways... We invite you to come and tell your story.”

—2006 Convention Program Committee
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(Continued from page 1)
determine if any changes are necessary.

e A shared responsibility will be established be-
tween the national vice-president and the imme-
diate past president for oversight of national
committees and task forces.

e The idea of a web-based “Ask the Expert” pro-
gram was scuttled. Instead, SAF staff is produc-
ing a “Roots of Forestry” directory on the na-
tional web site that will provide back issues of
the Journal of Forestry to members.

e The responsibilities of the Investment Commit-
tee and the Gift Acceptance Committee have
been consolidated into the new charter of the
Finance Committee.

e HSD recommended several ways that student
members could be brought into the decision-
making structure of SAF, both at the local and
national level. Council passed these recommen-
dations on to a subcommittee for further delib-
eration.

There was one part of the VOS report that eve-
ryone agreed with—the Forward. There the prob-
lems confronting SAF were clearly laid out, espe-
cially waning membership. SAF clearly cannot
continue on its present path, shedding members
every year. HSD recommended that Council en-
gage the membership from the grassroots up to
evaluate the scope and operation of SAF. Council
directed the current SAF president and vice-
president to bring to Council sometime in 2006
their suggestions for how to engage the member-
ship. HSD also presented to Council a list of 50
suggestions on how to more effectively support
state and chapter societies.

Many HSD representatives expressed concern
that no Forester’s Fund grants were given in 2005
and that investments of Forester’s Fund monies
have performed miserably. As a result of HSD ac-
tions, a report from the new Finance Committee
will be made available each year to the membership
that will detail the investment instruments, distribu-
tions, earnings, and balances of the Forester’s
Fund. Council voted to authorize $4000 in For-
ester’s Fund grants for 2006.

Some members of the Association of Consult-
ing Foresters (ACF) are unhappy with the SAF
Code of Ethics, and some have actually quit SAF.

The issue apparently is over wording in the ethics
Preamble and Principle and Pledges 1 and 2, spe-
cifically—in the view of some ACF members—
undo emphasis on service and responsibility to so-
ciety vs. landowner rights. A motion was passed by
HSD to direct the SAF Ethics Committee to discuss
with the ACF Ethics Committee possible ways to
resolve this issue. (I voted against the motion be-
cause I didn’t like the idea of few members repre-
senting an organization outside SAF calling into
question a code of ethics that was, after much de-
liberation, voted into effect by our membership.) A
member of Council who also belongs to ACF will
discuss these concerns at this year’s ACF National
Convention. The chair of the SAF Ethics Commit-
tee also will pursue resolution of the conflict.

HSD also moved that the SAF bylaws be
amended to remove the percentage limitation on
fellows and the limitation on the number of indi-
viduals that may be nominated for fellow. Council
passed a change in the bylaws that establishes a
District Fellows Committee—made up of at least
five fellows, one from each state or multi-state so-
ciety—that is appointed by the district council rep-
resentative. This committee will forward fellow
nominees to the district representative, who will
carry them to Council for action.

Finally, Michael Goergen, Executive Vice-
President and CEO, presented to HSD the 2004 an-
nual report. This report is nicely done and available
on the national SAF web site. [ recommend you
take a look at it. We also received a draft of a new
Communications Handbook, which should be out
some time early in 2006. This handbook will be
excellent, covering small and large group commu-
nications, as well as working with news media and
local and state governments. I believe this hand-
book also will be available on the web site.

I have enjoyed serving this past year as state
chair, and I hope that I have at the least kept us on
course. | look forward to being engaged in the soci-
ety for years to come. The best to you all in the
coming year.

—Don Dickmann, Michigan SAF Chair & 2005
Retired Forester of the Year
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DON'T FORGET to renew your annual
Michigan SAF membership.

SAF offers a wide variety of opportunities to volunteer and assist in making this the best profes-
sional organization around. Take advantage of the benefits you receive from SAF. One easy avenue is to
help with the publication of the Michigan Forester. Become a reporter, a photographer or simply help
review the content. Contact Georgia Peterson or any other member of the executive team to learn how

you can help SAF today.

Deadline for the next issue is February 28th!

Non-profit Organization
U.S. Postage
PAID
Iron, River, Ml 49935
Permit No. 11
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