
McDonald & Dunn Forest 
Management Planning Process
Spring 2022 – End of 2024



Community Input Session Agenda

• 6:00-6:10pm – Introduction, agenda review, & ground rules (Turner O’Dell)

• 6:10-6:40pm – Formal presentation (Holly Ober)

• 6:40-7:00pm – Clarifying questions about the scenarios or modeling

• 7:00-8:00pm – Participant input



Community Input Session Ground Rules

• Speak up – participate and share ideas (that’s why we are here!)

• Make room – for others to do the same (keep within established 
time limits)

• Listen with respect – seek to learn and understand each other’s 
perspectives

• Be civil – OK to be tough on issues, not on people – no personal 
attacks

• Accept that you may disagree – but try to disagree without being 
disagreeable

• Silence cell phones, etc.



OSU College of Forestry 
Research Forests

• 9 forest tracts across the state
• Provide unique opportunities 

available to few other colleges
o Research – living laboratories for discovery
o Teaching – outdoor classroom for learning 

and skill development
o Extension/Outreach – extensive sites for 

real-world demonstration and training

• McDonald Forest + Dunn Forest 
= 11,500 acres in Corvallis

o Management plan was developed in 2005
o We are now creating a new plan









McDonald-Dunn Research Forest Management Planning Process

Phase III: Finalizing (End of 2024)

Draft to FPC for review Draft to SAC for review Draft to public for review
Draft to Dean & Forestry 
Executive Committee for 

review
Forest management plan 

approval by Dean

Phase II: Synthesizing, Modeling, Writing, Refining 
(Fall 2022 – Fall 2024)

Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee (SAC) 

Meetings

Faculty Planning 
Committee (FPC) 

Meetings
Community Listening 

Session II
Academic User 

Listening Session
Community Input 

Sessions I & II
Comment / Question 

Submission

Phase I: Information gathering, Discussions, Assessment of former FMP 
(Spring – Summer 2022)

Initial Interviews Inventory of CoF 
Academic Use

Community Listening 
Session I

Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee (SAC) 

Meetings

Faculty Planning 
Committee (FPC) 

Meetings
Comment / Question 

Submission



McDonald-Dunn Forest Planning Committees

Faculty Planning Committee
• 9 individuals internal to OSU from 5 academic departments
• Wide range of expertise (fire ecology, hydrology, forest policy, forest economics, 

aquatic ecology, avian ecology, wood products, recreation, silviculture)
• Provide technical expertise; serve in a decision-making capacity
• Have met 25 times… over 50 hours of meeting time

Stakeholder Advisory Committee
• 13 individuals external to OSU, with representation from Tribal natural resource 

managers, state and local agencies, NGOs, private industry, and forest neighbors
• Provide input and recommendations; serve in an advisory capacity
• Have met 11 times… over 30 hours of meeting time



Anticipated Steps

Round 2 
modeling

SAC

CISFPC

Writing Dean’s final 
scenario selection

Draft for FPC 
to review

Revisions Draft final plan 
reviewed by Dean

Draft for SAC 
to review

Public review 
(30 days)

Final plan released and 
implementation begins

1 or more scenario 
recommendations 

to the Dean

Revisions

Revisions



The intent of a Forest Plan:

Thoughtful documentation of past 
and current forest conditions, 
desired future conditions, and 

a roadmap/timeline to get there



What conditions do we 
want to create on the 

McDonald-Dunn Forest?



What conditions do we 
want to create on the 

McDonald-Dunn Forest?



The Basics of a Forest Management Plan
Components

o Site description (geography, soils, vegetation communities, 
wildlife & fish, cultural resources, history)

o Goals and objectives
o Management activities/prescriptions
o Description of areas and resources needing special 

consideration 
o Projections (growth and yield)
o Monitoring efforts



5 ‘Forest Management Strategies’ for the new plan

A. Even-aged, short rotation

B. Even-aged, long rotation

C. Multi-aged, multi-species

D. Managed reserves 

E. Ecosystems of concern (oak woodlands, meadows, riparian)





Modeling is being used to 
make decisions regarding land 
allocations during the forest 

planning process 



The intent of a Forest Plan:

Thoughtful documentation of past 
and current forest conditions, 
desired future conditions, and 

a roadmap/timeline to get there



The basics of harvest schedule modeling
• Mathematical planning tools assist in determining when to manage 

each forest stand [Woodstock]

• The model attempts to find “optimal” solutions by 
assigning stands to management strategies 

Input:
•GIS layers
•Forest growth
•Costs
•Revenue Model Report

Model settings:
•Objective function(s)
•Constraint(s)



The McDonald-Dunn Forest is complex

• The McDonald-Dunn Forest is comprised of 386 stands
• There are 11 silvicultural options

o Even-aged (short, long, extra-long rotations)
o Uneven-aged (group selection, individual-tree selection, two-storied, variable retention)
o Other (oak savanna, meadow, riparian, managed reserve)

• All costs associated with management and maintenance must be accounted for
o Harvest, site prep, planting, interplanting, chemical release, subsequent thinning
o Must consider type of harvest, as dictated by slope (e.g., ground, cable)
o Also, many fixed costs associated with maintaining the forest

• There are ~90 stands devoted to long-standing research that cannot be 
compromised

• The model makes hundreds of thousands of decisions so we can understand 
the ramifications of land allocation decisions



5 ‘Forest Management Strategies’ for the new plan

A. Even-aged, short rotation

B. Even-aged, long rotation

C. Multi-aged, multi-species

D. Managed reserves 

E. Ecosystems of concern (oak woodlands, meadows, riparian)



5 initial scenarios assessed to evaluate tradeoffs

Management Strategies Scenario A 
(baseline)

Scenario B 
(high EASR)

Scenario C 
(high EALR)

Scenario D 
(high MAMS)

Scenario E 
(high MR & EOC)

Even-aged, short rotation (EASR) 25% 39% 15% 10% 15%

Even-aged, long rotation (EALR) 27% 15% 39% 10% 15%

Multi-aged, multi-species (MAMS) 20% 10% 10% 39% 15%

Managed reserve (MR) 4% 10% 10% 15% 19%

Ecosystems of concern (EOC) 6% 10% 10% 10% 19%

Long term learning + non-forest * 17% 17% 17% 17% 17%

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* long-term learning + non-forest = acreage 
unavailable for allocation because held for 
long-term research or roads, powerlines, 
lake, quarry, etc.
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Forest Value What are we trying to measure?

Biodiversity Habitat suitability of focal taxa (bees, early successional birds, late 
successional birds, red tree voles, ungulates, amphibians)

Forest carbon Amount of carbon in forest vegetation (in stems, branches, foliage, 
roots, but not soil) 

Forest products Volume of timber harvested

Recreation 
acceptability

Perceptions of recreationists of aesthetic acceptability

Resilience -   
density

Resilience as related to tree density and stand conditions

Resilience - 
composition

Resilience as related to degree of dominance of Douglas-fir

Revenue - net Total revenue derived from timber less operational expenses

Wildfire 
resistance

Degree of resistance to wildfire

How will we assess tradeoffs among scenarios?
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Modeling Steps & Timeline

Round 1 
modeling

SAC

CISFPC

May 30

June 3

June 5

Round 
1v2 

modeling

SAC

FPC
Sept 16

Sept 25

Round 2 
modeling

SAC

CISFPC
Oct 18

Oct 24

Oct 28

Model edits:
• Increased precision of multi-aged, multi species
• Increased precision of wildfire resistance
• Adjusted harvest age for even-aged, short rotation
• Adjusted log prices

Benchmarking



Scenarios that maximize each forest value
Long-term learning              Multi-aged, multi species (MAMS) 

    Even-aged, short rotation (EASR)          Ecosystems of concern (EOC)
    Even-aged, long rotation (EALR)          Managed reserves (MR)



New scenarios modeled to assist in evaluating tradeoffs 
(ordered from high to low EALR)

Scenario K 
(high EALR)

Scenario M 
(high EALR & 

MAMS, low EASR)

Scenario G 
(high EALR & MAMS, 

moderate EASR)

Scenario N
(equal EALR & 

MAMS, high EOC)

Scenario H 
(equal EALR & 

MAMS, high MR)

Scenario L 
(high MAMS & 

EALR, equal others)

Scenario J
(high MAMS)

Even-aged, short rotation (EASR) 8% 5% 14% 9% 10% 10% 8%

Even-aged, long rotation (EALR) 50% 35% 35% 25% 24% 20% 8%

Multi-aged/multi-species (MAMS) 8% 25% 20% 26% 24% 33% 50%

Managed reserve (MR) 8% 9% 8% 8% 15% 10% 8%

Ecosystems of concern (EOC) 8% 9% 6% 14% 10% 10% 8%

Long term learning + non-forest * 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 17%

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* long-term learning + non-forest = acreage 
unavailable for allocation because held for 
long-term research or roads, powerlines, 
lake, quarry, etc.

more even-aged long rotation less even-aged long rotation



Results - comparison with the baseline (scenario A)

• Color-coded to facilitate relative comparisons with the 
baseline (scenario A - current conditions, in white)

• Font is red if less than the baseline (scenario A)

Considerable increase (>50% increase)

Moderate increase (10-50% increase)

Little change (10% increase – 10% decrease)

Moderate decrease (10-50% decrease)

Considerable decrease (>50% decrease)



Assessing tradeoffs among land allocation scenarios
- Relative comparison with baseline scenario, showing raw numbers & color-coded % change, ordered high to low EALR

Forest Value
Scenario 

A
Scenario 

K 
Scenario 

C
Scenario 

M
Scenario 

G
Scenario 

N
Scenario 

H 
Scenario 

L 
Scenario 

E
Scenario 

B
Scenario 

D
Scenario 

J

Biodiversity (avg across all taxa) 1.80 1.78 1.83 1.96 1.87 1.98 2.01 2.03 2.01 1.86 2.13 2.13

Forest carbon (in Tons) 770,133 836,376 885,224 915,267 839,433 964,565 1,004,417 961,854 1,117,992 946,926 1,039,536 962,094

Forest products (per year) 5.5MMBF 5.5MMBF 5.1MMBF 5.1MMBF 5.4MMBF 4.8MMBF 4.5MMBF 4.7MMBF 3.8MMBF 4.1MMBF 4.2MMBF 4.7MMBF

Direct/indirect jobs sustained (per year) ~62 jobs ~62 jobs ~58 jobs ~58 jobs ~61 jobs ~55 jobs ~50 jobs ~53 jobs ~43 jobs ~46 jobs ~48 jobs ~53 jobs

Net revenue (per year) $1.0M $966K $812K $896K $966K $780K $627K $757K $307K $426K $550K $779K

Recreation acceptability 3.42 3.47 3.48 3.44 3.47 3.44 3.55 3.52 3.60 3.44 3.58 3.55

Resilience - density 2.87 2.64 2.59 2.73 2.79 2.61 2.56 2.74 2.21 2.46 2.68 2.94

Resilience - composition 2.58 2.56 2.54 2.49 2.51 2.59 2.57 2.58 2.66 2.71 2.65 2.62

Wildfire resistance 2.43 2.43 2.43 2.50 2.47 2.50 2.49 2.54 2.44 2.42 2.57 2.62

bees 0.76 0.76 0.80 0.76 0.75 0.84 0.77 0.79 0.87 0.79 0.77 0.76 
early seral birds 1.16 1.08 1.09 1.04 1.10 1.01 1.00 1.02 0.95 1.11 0.99 1.03 
late seral birds 2.42 2.38 2.49 2.87 2.60 2.96 3.02 3.07 3.05 2.54 3.33 3.34 
red tree voles 0.65 0.81 0.92 0.81 0.81 0.78 1.01 0.86 1.08 1.06 0.97 0.72 
amphibians 2.93 2.91 2.98 3.19 3.05 3.26 3.29 3.32 3.29 2.96 3.46 3.46 
ungulates 2.90 2.74 2.71 3.09 2.92 3.05 3.00 3.15 2.81 2.68 3.25 3.48 

Considerable 
increase 
(>50% increase)

Moderate increase 
(10-50% increase)

Little change (10% 
increase – 10% 
decrease)

Moderate decrease 
(10-50% decrease)

Considerable 
decrease 
(>50% decrease)

MANAGEMENT STRATEGY A K C M G N H L E B D J
Even-aged, short rotation (EASR) 25% 8% 15% 5% 14% 9% 10% 10% 15% 39% 10% 8%
Even-aged, long rotation (EALR) 27% 50% 39% 35% 35% 25% 24% 20% 15% 15% 10% 8%
Multi-aged/multi-species (MAMS) 20% 8% 10% 25% 20% 26% 24% 33% 15% 10% 39% 50%
Managed reserve (MR) 4% 8% 10% 9% 8% 8% 15% 10% 19% 10% 15% 8%
Ecosystems of concern (EOC) 6% 8% 10% 9% 6% 14% 10% 10% 19% 10% 10% 8%

more even-aged long rotation less even-aged long rotation



Moving to Final Recommendations on Land Allocation

1.Which scenario do you find most preferable for the 
McDonald-Dunn Research Forest, and why?

2.Which scenario you find least preferable for the McDonald-
Dunn Research Forest, and why? 



Assessing tradeoffs among land allocation scenarios
- Relative comparison with baseline scenario, showing raw numbers & color-coded % change, ordered high to low EALR

Forest Value
Scenario 

A
Scenario 

K 
Scenario 

C
Scenario 

M
Scenario 

G
Scenario 

N
Scenario 

H 
Scenario 

L 
Scenario 

E
Scenario 

B
Scenario 

D
Scenario 

J

Biodiversity (avg across all taxa) 1.80 1.78 1.83 1.96 1.87 1.98 2.01 2.03 2.01 1.86 2.13 2.13

Forest carbon (in Tons) 770,133 836,376 885,224 915,267 839,433 964,565 1,004,417 961,854 1,117,992 946,926 1,039,536 962,094

Forest products (per year) 5.5MMBF 5.5MMBF 5.1MMBF 5.1MMBF 5.4MMBF 4.8MMBF 4.5MMBF 4.7MMBF 3.8MMBF 4.1MMBF 4.2MMBF 4.7MMBF

Direct/indirect jobs sustained (per year) ~62 jobs ~62 jobs ~58 jobs ~58 jobs ~61 jobs ~55 jobs ~50 jobs ~53 jobs ~43 jobs ~46 jobs ~48 jobs ~53 jobs

Net revenue (per year) $1.0M $966K $812K $896K $966K $780K $627K $757K $307K $426K $550K $779K

Recreation acceptability 3.42 3.47 3.48 3.44 3.47 3.44 3.55 3.52 3.60 3.44 3.58 3.55

Resilience - density 2.87 2.64 2.59 2.73 2.79 2.61 2.56 2.74 2.21 2.46 2.68 2.94

Resilience - composition 2.58 2.56 2.54 2.49 2.51 2.59 2.57 2.58 2.66 2.71 2.65 2.62

Wildfire resistance 2.43 2.43 2.43 2.50 2.47 2.50 2.49 2.54 2.44 2.42 2.57 2.62

bees 0.76 0.76 0.80 0.76 0.75 0.84 0.77 0.79 0.87 0.79 0.77 0.76 
early seral birds 1.16 1.08 1.09 1.04 1.10 1.01 1.00 1.02 0.95 1.11 0.99 1.03 
late seral birds 2.42 2.38 2.49 2.87 2.60 2.96 3.02 3.07 3.05 2.54 3.33 3.34 
red tree voles 0.65 0.81 0.92 0.81 0.81 0.78 1.01 0.86 1.08 1.06 0.97 0.72 
amphibians 2.93 2.91 2.98 3.19 3.05 3.26 3.29 3.32 3.29 2.96 3.46 3.46 
ungulates 2.90 2.74 2.71 3.09 2.92 3.05 3.00 3.15 2.81 2.68 3.25 3.48 

Considerable 
increase 
(>50% increase)

Modest increase 
(10-50% increase)

Little change (10% 
increase – 10% 
decrease)

Modest decrease 
(10-50% decrease)

Considerable 
decrease 
(>50% decrease)

MANAGEMENT STRATEGY A K C M G N H L E B D J
Even-aged, short rotation (EASR) 25% 8% 15% 5% 14% 9% 10% 10% 15% 39% 10% 8%
Even-aged, long rotation (EALR) 27% 50% 39% 35% 35% 25% 24% 20% 15% 15% 10% 8%
Multi-aged/multi-species (MAMS) 20% 8% 10% 25% 20% 26% 24% 33% 15% 10% 39% 50%
Managed reserve (MR) 4% 8% 10% 9% 8% 8% 15% 10% 19% 10% 15% 8%
Ecosystems of concern (EOC) 6% 8% 10% 9% 6% 14% 10% 10% 19% 10% 10% 8%

more even-aged long rotation less even-aged long rotation



Tentative suggestions for land allocation scenarios from 
the FPC, subject to change based upon input received…

MANAGEMENT STRATEGY A (baseline) X Y Z
Even-aged, short rotation (EASR) 25% 10% 10% 10%

Even-aged, long rotation (EALR) 27% 30% 26.5% 23%

Multi-aged/multi-species (MAMS) 20% 23% 26.5% 30%

Managed reserve (MR) 4% 10% 10% 10%

Ecosystems of concern (EOC) 6% 10% 10% 10%

Long-term research + non-forest 17% 17% 17% 17%



Anticipated Steps

Round 2 
modeling

SAC

CISFPC

Writing Dean’s final 
scenario selection

Draft for FPC 
to review

Revisions Draft final plan 
reviewed by Dean

Round 1 
modeling

SAC

CISFPC

Round 
1v2 

modeling

SAC

FPC

Draft for SAC 
to review

Public review 
(30 days)

Final plan released and 
implementation begins

1 or more scenario 
recommendations 

to the Dean

Revisions

Revisions



Moving to Final Recommendations on Land Allocation

1.Which scenario do you find most preferable for the 
McDonald-Dunn Research Forest, and why?

2.Which scenario you find least preferable for the McDonald-
Dunn Research Forest, and why? 



Questions?

Input?
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