


0OSU College of Forestry

McDonald-Dunn Research Forest Faculty Planning Committee Meeting #25
Peavy Forest Science Center or Zoom (Join Zoom Meeting)

18 Oct 2024, 11am-12:30pm

Agenda

Meeting Purpose:
« Share information on recent and upcoming efforts and events
« Discuss results of modeling from Round 2
« Explore ideas on alternative sources of revenue
« Discuss next steps

Start Time | Activity
11:00am Review where we've been and where we're going
11:05am Round 2 modeling
o Recap the new suite of scenarios considered in round 2
o Assess advantages and drawbacks of each scenario
o Discuss how to present to other groups
11:55am Update on writing efforts
o Guidance for Ecosystems of Concern - riparian
o Guidance for Ecosystems of Concern - oak and prairie
o Solo writing
12:05pm Talk through ideas on alternative sources of revenue
12:25pm Summarize anticipated next steps

o Use input from SAC and CIS to develop final recommendations on
land allocation for the Dean
o Explore threshold for maximum ages of trees or stands harvested

12:30pm

Adjourn




| Oregon State College of Forestry
Research Forests

ut COur Forests

i el sty SV L g i 28
- " 5 e ™
LS i i whLT B

MCDONALD-DUNN RESEARCH FOREST PLANNING PROCESS

The OSU College of Forestry is developing a new management plan for the McDonald and Dunn Research Forests, which is anticipated to be ready for implementation in 2025. The new research forest plan will reflect the college's
diverse values, and will position the McDonald-Dunn Research Forest to be @ model example of multiple value forest management. Management decisions and activities on the McDonald-Dunn Research Forest will be driven by
research agendas, education and demonstration opportunities, and considerations of an inclusive balance of forest uses and values. The full intent of the research forests is described in the Vision, Mission, and Goals.

The plan is being crafted with input from diverse voices. Two committees, comprised of 23 individuals total, have been providing input throughout the planning process. One group, the Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) is
rmade up of individuals external to the university with representation from Tribal natural resource managers, state and local agencies, NGOs, private industry, and forest neighbors, and another group, the Faculty Planning
Committee (FPC), has representation from 5 academic departments acrass 05U, providing expertise on all aspects of forest management. Members of the Stakeholder Advisory Committes and Faculty Planning Committes

Research forest staff are not members of the SAC or FPC, but are involved in discussions as needed, as technical resources. They serve in an ex-officio capacity.
The dean of the Callege of Forestry will make all final decisions regarding the new research forest management plan.

0Once a plan has been adopted, a Research Forest Technical Advisory Committee will be formed. This committee will provide an avenue for research forest staff to seek guidance on various forest management issues that arise during
the implementation of the new forest plan, review annual reports, consider exceptions ta land allocation designatians, and work with the dean to appoint additional committees and task forces as needed.

The process of developing the new management plan will involve opportunities for public input, including two Community Listening Sessions to gather information on aspirations and concerns of forest users early in the planning
process, two Community Input Sessions to gather input on forest land allocation decisions late in the planning process, 8 webform through which written comments can be provided, and an email to which written questions can be
sent. We usuzlly respond within 14 days.



UPCOMING MEETINGS & EVENTS

# 0ol 18, 2024, 11:00 &m - 12:30 prn, Faculy Planning Caommittee Meeting fogen 1w Lhe public w listen remotely through Zoom but net comment; video recording will be posted online alter the meeting)
Zoom link: hipsVoreponstate. coom.us811 37250467 pwd-aPYPea 7B ] skUWNIZKT sqhanbd]iaV. 1
s Dl 24, 2024, 1:00 - 3:00 pro, Slakehalder Advisory Cammilles Meeting (open L the public 1@ lislen remolely through Zeam bul nal cemment: vides recording will be posled onling aller the meeting)
= Ol 28, 2024, 6:00 - B:00 priv, Camrmunity Ingul Session, PFSC 117 or Zoom
Zoom link: hllpisesegonatate. coorm.us/ ]/ 80 44 534449 57 poed -y ERoe Y i MU 10y GE3rmwlICp.d.

PAST MEETINGS & EVENTS

Stakeholder Advisory Commitbee (SAC): This commitles engages & broad and diverse airay of voices and perspectives in the planning process. The primary role of the SAC i 1o provide recommendations regarding Lhe balance of farest used, values and management praclices and helps 1o ensure Lhat broader
stakeholder and public nput i understood and reflecied. SAC members are requested Lo share concerns and aspirations regarding the management of the farests Lo contribule Lo communily expeciations being underslood by College of Forestry leaders and will be reflected in the alternative scenarios 1o be
developed and evaluated during the management planning process. The SAC is not 3 decision-making body, but will wark in Landem with the FPC ta inform the developrment of & new management plan that will ultimately be reviewed and approved by the College of Forestry [xecutive Committee and Dean,

» Sepd 25, 2024, SAC Meeting (3
& June 3, 2024, SAC Meeting (agenda, presentation, video recordi
& Jan. 30, 2024, SAC Meeting (agenda, presentation)

& Apw. 13, 2023, SAC Meating [agenda, presentation 1, presantalion 2, vides récarding, mesling summary]
= Mar. 27, 2023, SAC and FPC Joint Field Tour

= Mar. 1, 2023, SAC Meeling [agenda, presentation, vided recordis 1aryh

« Fub. 25, 2023, SAC and FPC point Field Tour

= Jan. 18, 2023, SAC Meeting (agenda, presentatior
& Dec. 13, 2022, SAC Meeting [agenda, video recarding
= Dec. 5, 2022, SAC Meeting (agenda, presentalion, wided recordin

da, presantalion, video recordingh

, el

® June 14, 2022, SAC and FPC Jeint KickolT Meeting (2

Faculty Planning Commiteee [FPC): This cormmilles provides technical input related o the forest management plan, Members will help develag the new dralt plan, independently assess modeled management scenarias, review various pertions of the drafl plan, belg contritale w public input being evaluated and
considerad in the forest management planning process, and provide input on the implementation approsch and communication sirategies for lang-Lesm engagement and accountabilivy.

« Qe 3, 2024, FPC Meeting (agenda, presentation, video recarding]
= Sept 16, 2024, FPC Meeting (agenda, presenlat
May 30, 2024, FPC Meeting [apenda, ¢
Feb. 22, 2024, FPC Meeling [apenda, ¢
Jan. 25, 2024, FPC Meeling {agenda,
Dec. 12, 2023, FPC meeting (agenda, presentation,
NWov. 28, 2023, FPC meeting (agenda, presentation, vi
Wawe. 14, 2023, FPC meeting (2 a3, presenation,
& Do 31, 2023, FPC mieeting (age . presentalion,
Ol 17, 2023, FPC meeting (agenda, presentali

June 12, 2023, FPC Meeting (agenda, presentation, video recordi

video recor MEeeLing surmmaryh
wideno recording, meeling sun

ESEn LAl

eLenLalion, vided recarding, mesng ui

20 recddding,

ihelinl Surniary)

den recarding, mesling Surmnacy)

1, video recording, mesting summary)

& Apr. 17, 2023, FPC Meeting (apenda, presen
Mar. 27, 2023, SAC and FPC Joint Field Tour
Mar. 20, 2023, FPC Meeting (agenda, prasentalio
Mar. 6, 2023, FPC Meeting (g2 presentation, video recarding, nesling sumrmaiy)
Feb. 25, 2023, SAC and FPC peint Field Tour

Fehb. 20, 2023, FPC Meeting [agenda, preseniation, video recording, meeting sume
Feh. 6, 2023, FRC Meeting [agenda, presenlation, wided recordg, maeling Sl

iden recording, mesling Summary)

Dec. 6, 2022, FPC Meeting (apenda, precentation, video recs i 1] - Rermarks made by an individual during the Dec, & Facully Planning Commitiee mesting do not reflect the values of the university ar the Callege of Forestry, or our shared commitrment 1o respectiul discussion and
engagerment. The College apprecises all input being provided in planning the future of the McDonald-Dunn Research Forests and is committed Lo listening o and considering all perspectives with respect. An apalogy for these remarks was made during the Stakeholder Advisory Cammitlee meeting on Dec 13,
& New. 22, 0232, FPC Meeting (agenda, presentalion, wided recording, meeling surmmary)

» 0ol 35, 2022, FPC Meeting (agenda, predents LU mary)

= Ot 11, 2022, FPC Meeting (agenda, presentalion, yvdea recording,
« Sep 16, 2022, FPC Meeting (agenda, precentalion, mes F
& June 14, 2022, SAC and FPC Jeint KickolT Meeting (aeendas, vides,

1, wided recording,

R ELing Sum mary)
1

eLirng Surr

Community Input and Listening Sessions

® June 5, 2024, Cammunily Inpul Session (prasentation, video recording, addilional materiall - Thark pow for pour comients and fesdback & e Comoaiily Mipot Session. A Q&A inckeding the queshions redéived dunivg the S£2550n is av, fhave,
« Mar. 21 & 22, 2023, Acadernic User Listening Sessions (open lorams)
& Naow. 7, 2022, Commamily Listening Session (ggenda, presentation, video recaordin

& Aug. 31, 2022, Cormmunity Listening Session {agenda, presentation, meeting surm

MESLng summary)
aryl

SLIBMIT YOUR COMMENTS SUBMIT YOUR QUESTIONS STAY CONMNECTED

READ PUBLIC COMMENTS HETORIC BOCUMENTS - MCDOMNALD-DLU NN RESEARCH FOREST PLANMING 2004-FRESENT FAQ ABDUT THE RESEARCH FORESTS




McDonald-Dunn Research Forest Management Planning Process

Phase |: Information gathering, Discussions, Assessment of former FMP

Inventory of CoF Community Listening Stakeholder Advisory Faculty Planning Comment / Question

Fifife] e Academic Use Session | Committee Meetings ~ Committee Meetings Submission

Phase lI: Synthesizing, Modeling, Writing, Refining

Stakeholder Advisory Faculty Planning Community Listening Academic User Community Input Comment / Question
Committee Meetings Committee Meetings Session |l Listening Session Sessions | & I Submission

Phase lll: Finalizing

Draft to Dean & Forestry
Draft to FPC for review Draft to SAC for review Draft to public for review Executive Committee for ForzztpTO?/r;?%?rBeergnplan

review
|



What conditions do we intend
to create on the forest?



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)




How will the modeling results
help us make decisions?



Modeling of 5 Scenarios to Evaluate Tradeoffs

Proportion

Even-aged, short rotation

3 =
¥
T3 L

Even-aged, long rotation 27%

Multi-aged/multi-species 20%

Managed reserve 4%

Ecosystems of concern 6%

Long term learning + non-forest * 17%

2024
Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C Scenario D Scenario E
(baseline) (lots of EASR) (lots of EALR) (lots of MAMS) (lots of MR & EOC)
15% 39% 10% 15%
10% 10% 39% 15%
10% 10% 15% 19%
10% 10% 10% 19%
17% 17% 17% 17%
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.

m Even-aged, short rotation
m Even-aged, long rotation
m Multi-agedmulti-species
N Managed resernve

N Ecosystems of concem

® Long term learning *

i

O

-

)
J
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0
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How will we assess tradeoffs among scenarios?

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

P L N

Biodiversity

\el

Forest carbon

Amount of forest carbon (live & dead trees, shrubs, herbs, litter)

Forest products % Volume of timber harvested

Resilience as related to degree of dominance of Douglas-fir

-

composition

Recreation e -
. 'ﬁ Perceptions of recreationists of aesthetic acceptability y —n
acceptability W
Resilience - ~J
, AAAA Resilience as related to tree density and stand conditions D>
density P S
Resili y .
esliience -
e
[e]

Revenue - net Total revenue derived from timber less operational expenses

0
o

Wildfire .
) /‘Q&m\ Degree of resistance to wildfire
resistance ‘A‘




Tentative FPC ideas and SAC input
on additional scenarios to model

R
Scenario F Scenario G Scenario H Scenario | Scenario J Scenario K Scenario L Scenario M

(mix of (another mix.  (lots of MR, equal (equal EASR, (lots of (lots of (another mix (no EASR)
C&D) of C&D) EALR & MAMS) EALR, MAMS) MAMS) EALR)

Multi-aged/multi-species

Managed reserve

Ecosystems of concern

Long term learning + non-
forest *

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




Final decision on new scenarios to model

Scenario G Scenario H ScenarioJ Scenario K Scenario L ScenarioM Scenario N
(mix of C&D, (lots of MR, equal (lots of (lots of (mix of C&D, equal (high EALR, moderate (lots of EOC, equal

moderate EALR)  EALR & MAMS) MAMS) EALR) EASR & MR & EOC)  MAMS, low EASR) EALR & MAMS)

10% 8% 8% 10% 9%

@ 8% 50% ﬁ'm/\ @ @
W (o) 8% \33% / vs// QG%}

Even-aged, short rotation

Multi-aged/multi-species

Managed reserve GS‘@ 8% 8% 10% 9% 8%

Ecosystems of concern 1?% 8% 8% 10% 9% @
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.




Results are presented 2 ways

1. Comparison of values across the 7

Scenario A Scenario G Scenario H Scenario | Scenario K Scenario L Scenario M Scenario N

Forest Value

= Biodiversity (avg across all taxa) 1.80 1.87 2.01 2.13 1.78 2.03 1.96 1.98
n e W S C e n a r I O S ) CO I O r- CO d e d to Forest carbon 770,133T | 839,433T | 1,004,417T | 962,094T 836,376T 961,854T | 915,267T | 964,565T
Forest products (per 1-yr period) 5.5 MMBF | 5.4MMBF 4,5MMBF 4. 7MMBF 5.5MMBF 4.7MMBF | 5.1MMBF | 4.8MMBF
e 2 O Q Direct/indirect jobs sustained (per 1-yr period)| 62 jobs ~61 jobs ~50 jobs ~53 jobs ~62 jobs ~53 jobs ~58 jobs ~55 jobs
facilitate relative com parisons With  [Rereene e Y S I 0 O
Recreation acceptability 3.42 3.47 3.55 3.55 3.47 3.52 3.44 3.44
. . Resilience - density 2.87 2.79 2.56 2.94 2.64 2.74 2.73 2.61
t h e b a S e I | n e (S C e n a r | O A = C u r re nt Resilience - composition 2.58 2.51 2.57 2.62 2.56 2.58 2.49 2.59
\Wildfire resistance 2.43 2.47 2.49 2.62 2.43 2.54 2.50 2.50

conditions)

2. Comparison of values across the 7

s | 1s7 | 201 [RFEE 178 2.03 196 198
pr{BEEIMN 839,433T [WRUZWEba) 962,004T | 836,376T | 961,854T | 915,267T | 964,565T

5.5 MMBF CEANNI  4.7MMBF LR 4.7MMBF | 5.1MMBF | 4.8MMBF

Biodiversity (avg across all taxa)

new scenarios, color-coded to

Forest products (per 1-yr period)

. 35 ° Direct/indirect jobs sustained (per 1-yr period) ~53 jobs ~62 jobs ~53 jobs ~58 jobs ~55 jobs
h Ig h I Ig h t Iowe st a n d h Ig h est Va I u e S Net revenue (per 1-yr period) $1.0M $966K $627K $779K $966 $757 4896 $780K
Recreation acceptability 3.42 3.47 3.55 3.47 3.52 3.44 3.44

Resilience - density

for each forest characteristic Restience —ompesition

2.87 2.56 2.64 2.74

2.58

2.73 2.61

2.51 2.56 2.58
247 | 249




Assessing tradeoffs among land allocation scenarios

- Relative comparison with baseline scenario, showing raw numbers & color-coded % change, ordered

alphabetically (the order in which they were developed by the FPC and SAC)

Forest Value

Scenario
A

Scenario
G

Scenario
H

Scenario
J

Scenario
K

Scenario
L

Scenario
M

Modest increase (10-50%
increase)

Little change (10% increase
—10% decrease)

Modest decrease (10-50%
decrease)

Scenario
[\

Biodiversity (avg across all taxa) 1.80 1.87 2.01 2.13 1.78 2.03 1.96 1.98
Forest carbon 770,133T 839,433T | 1,004,417T | 962,094T 836,376T 961,854T | 915,267T | 964,565T
Forest products (per 1-yr period) 5.5 MMBF | 5.4MMBF | 4.5MMBF | 4.7MMBF | 5.5MMBF | 4.7MMBF | 5.1MMBF | 4.8MMBF
Direct/indirect jobs sustained (per 1-yr period) ~62 jobs ~61 jobs ~50 jobs ~53 jobs ~62 jobs ~53 jobs ~58 jobs ~55 jobs
Net revenue (per 1-yr period) $1.0M $966K $627K $779K $966 $757 $896 $780K
Recreation acceptability 3.42 3.47 3.55 3.55 3.47 3.52 3.44 3.44
Resilience - density 2.87 2.79 2.56 2.94 2.64 2.74 2.73 2.61
Resilience - composition 2.58 2.51 2.57 2.62 2.56 2.58 2.49 2.59
Wildfire resistance 2.43 2.47 2.49 2.62 2.43 2.54 2.50 2.50
bees 0.76 0.75 0.77 0.76 0.76 0.79 0.76 0.84
early seral birds 1.16 1.10 1.00 1.03 1.08 1.02 1.04 1.01
late seral birds 2.42 2.60 3.02 3.34 2.38 3.07 2.87 2.96
red tree voles 0.65 0.81 _ 0.72 0.81 0.86 0.81 0.78
amphibians 2.93 3.05 3.29 3.46 291 3.32 3.19 3.26
ungulates 2.90 2.92 3.00 3.48 2.74 3.15 3.09 3.05




Assessing tradeoffs among land allocation scenarios

= Relative comparison with baseline scenario, showing raw numbers & color-coded % change, ordered alphabetically

Forest Value
Biodiversity (avg across all taxa)

Scenario
A

Forest carbon

Scenario
G

Scenario
H

770,133T

Forest products (per 1-yr period)

5.5 MMBF

Direct/indirect jobs sustained (per 1-yr period)

Net revenue (per 1-yr period)

$1.0M

Recreation acceptability

3.42

Resilience - density

Resilience - composition

2.58

Wildfire resistance

bees

early seral birds

late seral birds

Scenario
J

Scenario
K

Scenario
L

Scenario
M

Highest
Lowest

Scenario
N

red tree voles

amphibians

ungulates

1.87 | 201 [FEE 1.78 2.03 1.96 1.98
839,433T [h W Ebasl 962,094T | 836,376T | 961,854T | 915267T | 964,565T
5.4MMBF [ERIVIV:I3M 4.7MMBF m 4.7MMBF | 5.1MMBF | 4.8MMBF

~61 jobs m ~53 jobs ~62 jobs ~53 jobs ~58 jobs ~55 jobs
$966K $627K $779K $966 $757 $896 $780K

3.47 3.55 3.47 3.52 3.44 3.44

2.79 2.56 2.64 2.74 2.73 2.61

2.51 2.56 258 [EXCH 259

2.47 2.49 2.54 2.50 2.50

0.79 0.76
1.02 1.04 1.01
3.07 2.87 2.96
0.86 0.81 0.78
3.32 3.19 3.26
3.15 3.09 3.05




Assessing tradeoffs among land allocation scenarios

- Relative comparison with baseline scenario, showing raw numbers & color-coded % change, ordered high to low EALR

Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario

Forest Value A K M G \ H L J

Biodiversity (avg across all taxa) 1.80 1.78 1.96 1.87 1.98 2.01 2.03 2.13 -
|Forest carbon 770,133T | 836,376T | 915,267T | 839,433T | 964,565T |1,004,417T| 961,854T | 962,094T
Modest i 10-
Forest products (per year) 5.5 MMBF | 5.5MMBF | 5.1MMBF | 5.4MMBF | 4.8MMBF | 4.5MMBF | 4.7MMBF | 4.7MMBF | | 50 neroses)
Direct/indirect jobs sustained (per year) | ~62 jobs ~62 jobs ~58 jobs ~61 jobs ~55 jobs ~50 jobs ~53 jobs ~53 jobs Little change (10%
Net revenue (per year) $1.0M $966 $896 $966K | $780K | $627K $757 STTK | | sorremey
|Recreation acceptability 3.42 3.47 3.44 3.47 3.44 3.55 3.52 3.55 Modest decrease (10-
Resilience - density 2.87 2.64 2.73 2.79 2.61 2.56 2.74 2.94 50% decrease)
Resilience - composition 2.58 2.56 2.49 2.51 2.59 2.57 2.58 2.62 -
Wildfire resistance 2.43 2.43 2.50 2.47 2.50 2.49 2.54 2.62
bees 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.75 0.84 0.77 0.79 0.76
early seral birds 1.16 1.08 1.04 1.10 1.01 1.00 1.02 1.03
late seral birds 2.42 2.38 2.87 2.60 2.96 3.02 3.07 3.34
red tree voles 0.65 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.7 |DINEOI  o0.86 0.72
amphibians 2.93 2.91 3.19 3.05 3.26 3.29 3.32 3.46
ungulates 2.90 2.74 3.09 2.92 3.05 3.00 3.15 3.48
MANAGEMENT STRATEGY A K M G N H L J
Even-aged, short rotation 25% 8% 5% 14% 9% 10% 10% 8%
27%
Multi-aged/multi-species
Managed reserve 1% 8% 9% 8% 8% 15% 10% 8%
Ecosystems of concern 6% 8% 9% 6% 14% 10% 10% 8%




Assessing tradeoffs among land allocation scenarios

- Relative comparison with baseline scenario, showing raw numbers & color-coded % change, ordered high to low EALR

Forest Value
Biodiversity (avg across all taxa)

Scenario

A

|Forest carbon

770,133T

Forest products (per year)

5.5 MMBF 5.5MMBF

Direct/indirect jobs sustained (per year) m

Net revenue (per year)

$1.0M

|Recreation acceptability

3.42

|Resi|ience - density

Scenario
K

1.78

Scenario
M

1.96

Scenario
G

1.87

Scenario Scenario
N H

1.98

Scenario
L

Scenario
J

2.13

3.44

3.47

Resilience - composition

Wildfire resistance

2.73
2.49
2.50

2.79

2.51

2.59

836,376T | 915,267T | 839,433T | 964,565T % 5val 961,854T | 962,094T
5.1MMBF | 5.4AMMBF | 4.8MMBF REN:N 4.7MMBF | 4.7MMBF
~62 jobs ~58 jobs ~61 jobs ~55 jobs ~53 jobs ~53 jobs
$966 $896 $966K $780K $757 $779K

2.47

2.50

bees

0.76

early seral birds

late seral birds

red tree voles

amphibians

0.76

0.76

1.04

2.87

0.81

ungulates

3.19

MANAGEMENT STRATEGY
Even-aged, short rotation

25%

3.09

8%

M
5%

14%

9% 10%

Multi-aged/multi-species
Managed reserve

27%

4%

8%

9%

8%

8% 15%

Ecosystems of concern

6%

8%

9%

6%

14%




Moving to Final Recommendations on Land Allocation

* Three questions:
1. Which of the scenarios do you find most preferable, and why?
2. Which of the scenarios you find least preferable, and why?
2. What additional information is needed to develop a final land
allocation recommendation?




Next Steps



Anticipated Steps

modeling

Round
I 0 I o
modeling

FPC CIS

Round 1
l!!!!i!!
/ \

Draft for SAC _ Draft for FPC Writing Degn's ﬁnall
e to review scenario selection

Public review l . ) Draft final plan Final plan released and
period REvISions reviewed by Dean implementation begins




Tentative timeline for
events & milestones

Thurs, Oct 3 — FPC mtg #24 to finalize
decision on what to model in Round Il

Oct 4-11 — Round Il modeling

Oct 18 — FPC mtg #25 to discuss Round Il
results and weigh in on preferred scenario

Oct 24 — SAC mtg #11 to discuss Round Il
results and weigh in on preferred scenario

Oct 28 — 29 CIS to discuss preferences
among scenarios and weigh in on preferred
scenario

Nov 4 — FPC mtg #26 to finalize land
allocation recommendation(s) for the Dean

OCTOBER 2024

SUN

MON

TUE

WED

THU

FRI

SAT

1

2

3

FPC

4

5

¥

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18
FPC

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

CIS

29

30

31

NOVEMBER 2024

SUN

MON

TUE

WED

THU

FRI

SAT

1

2

FPC

8

9

10

"

12

13

14

15

16

1

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30




FPC Writing — anticipated completion dates?

1. Subgroup work
e gsuidelines for managing riparian Ecosystems of Concern
e guidelines for managing oak and prairie Ecosystems of Concern

2. Solo work
* Cristina & Brent
 Fitz, Brent, & Carli
e Mark
* Jenna

3. Review and refine the document
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