Amador-Calaveras Consensus Group

Meeting Notes – July 21st, 2010 


Attendees:

-Robert Smith

-Charles Jonard

-Doug Barber

-Jan Bray

-Bill Haigh

-Katherine Evatt

-Nerissa Rujaraved

-Warren Alford

-Susan Skalski

-Pablo Garza

-Jim Carroll

-Karen Glaze

-Pat McGreevy

-Rick Breeze-Martin

-Mark Stanley

-Kim Carr

-Dick McCleery

-Christopher Post

-Cathy Koos Breazedl

-Addie Jacobson

-John Romena

-Lisa Newman-Wise

-John Heissenbuttel
-Teresa McClung

-Elissa Brown

-Steve Wilensky

Welcome and New Introductions

Welcome to Nerissa and Lisa, the news intern from the Sierra Forest Legacy and Sustainable Conservation.
Memorandum of Agreement

The MOA covers who are we and how we make decisions.  This will frame the activities that come out of the group.  We have one more session scheduled on this agreement, then we move to identifying goals and what we want to accomplish (the beginnings of a strategic plan).  This MOA document will not contain all of the information.  It is a framework for making decisions.

Area of influence - We are not currently defining the sphere of influence (in the upper Moklumne River Watershed and the lands immediately adjacent.  That is not being more specifically defined.  

The ‘Principals and Policies’ starting on page 2 are from the working group.   The work group took the comments from the last group meeting and crafted them into these principals.  There was a question as to whether these principals are intended for the internal working of ACCG or if they are intended to be principals for economic, environmental, etc.  sustainability.  Initially these sustainability principals were management principals meant to be applied by partner groups, but they got merged into the issues of how ACCG operates.  Maybe we should reformat and separate these out.   The work group could try to do this.  
Specific discussion notes:

Pages 2-3:

-Mission statement – using the work ‘works to create’.  Is this group ‘creating’, or are we assisting the partners in creating…  Change to…’that promotes fire safe communities….’  

-page 3 – ‘reduce the threat of ‘unnaturally’ destructive fires.  Leave the word ‘unnaturally’ out.   Substitute ‘unmanageble’ or ‘unmanaged’?  Some think that the term ‘catastrophic’ has been overused.   How about ‘destructive?’  A naturally caused fire that changes the landscape is not being destructive in the overall scheme of things.  This isn’t about a management decision, whether or not we are going to manage it.  But ‘destructive’ is also in the eyes of the beholder.  How about ‘undesired’ fires?  This was referred to the work group, they’ll keep working on it.  The Forest Service should be a part of this.  How about ‘ecologically destructive fires’.  How about ‘ecologically, socially or economically destructive’?  From CalFire standpoint it depends on where the fire is, whether its on an SRA (state responsibility area).    It might be easier if you leave out the adjectives.  Use ‘Ecologically destructive’ while the work group continues to work on it.
-How about ‘prevent’ instead of ‘reduce’.  

-Under ‘communities’, Promote (add) ‘defensible space’, fire safe communities.

Pages 4-5 – okay

Pages 6-7 – comment - Four standing committees seems overly bureaucratic.  Response - having a larger administrative footprint increases involvement and provides room to grow into.  Each of these group has long term things to work on during the year, you want to spread out these tasks.  This allows people to move to the places where their interests and skills lie.  
-Questions about having a specific number of people to each committee, as opposed to ‘at least #’.  Setting the least amount of participants assures representation but setting it as the lower level allows more people to become involved.  This was agreed.  These groups don’t have to be active as of today, the group will step into them.
-General administration comment -  membership is determined by attending meetings regularly.  This is not defined.  How do we know if people are members or not?  This could hold up having a quorum.  The signatory does not have to be the people attending the meeting.  The distribution list has two types of people: (a)want to participate, and (b)send me your materials, I’d like to stay in touch with what you’re doing. We can put rules in later on to determine what regular attendance is and put mechanisms in place.  The administrative working group could tackle this as one of their guidelines.  

-Suggestion, descriptions of the group could be organized to make them easier to read (like a chart).  Put the purpose of the group up front, then structure and duties.  

-Note – there were some changes in the signatories – e-mail these to Rick.  Note that the person who signs on behalf of an organization will rarely be the person who comes to the meeting.  More than one staff person from any agency can come to the meeting, this represents a wide range of resources that might be available in the agency.

-Take out the ‘policy guideline’ bullets out of the MOA, make it a separate document.

-Glossary – ‘sustainable’ – should be referred back to the work group.  Send in thoughts.  

-Questions on how we come to consensus.  If you can’t get full consensus you can offload it to a workgroup that tries to craft consensus.   Some issues were that people could vote on issues (like the official signatory) that aren’t actually coming to the meetings.  The ‘supermajoriy’ is a failure of reaching consensus, maybe we should just strike it and try to reach consensus.  But sometimes there are people who want to be obstructionists.  Having some way to keep these people from having control would be good.  Or, stick with consensus and see how it works.  If there are problems, modify the MOA.  And have group members take responsibility for trying to influence the behavior of ‘problem people’. Rick will take the ‘supermajority vote’ section out.

-Better define ‘members’ and ‘signatories’.  Could use ‘a signatory or their designated representative’.  

Rick will make changes and bring it back to the group in August.  Then the group will move onto identifying the goals of the ACCG.
Forest Principles Workgroup Report

This was incorporated into the last discussion
Sierra Nevada Forest and Community Initiative

Kim’s presentation – Last month Brandon presented the SNFCI Initiative.  We’re also asking the groups to formally sign the resolution.  The gist of this is the signatories will move forward and address issues that are aligned with the Initiative in a collaborative, transparent way.  We’re trying to get key stakeholders actually to sign on.  Kim is asking the Consensus group to sign, and also all the organizations represented here.  We’re working on a ‘top down’ basis with the state and federal agencies.
As of now, Calaveras and 4 other counties have signed on.  There are about 20 other signatories to date.   We hope to have all 22 Counties by September.
It was suggested that the member organizations review the resolution and documents, then put this on the agenda for the August meeting.  The groups can look at this and join on-line, even before the August meeting.

Individual sign-ons – If you are affiliated with an organization we would rather have the organization sign on.  If individuals are not affiliated to a group but are interested in these issues, they can sign on as individuals.

Sierra Forest Legacy is going to sign on.  In the water bond the SNC got less money than a 3-acre park in LA.  If we want to increase our ability to get funding and address policies and research, this is a compelling opportunity to do that.   The Coordinating Council will help promote state and national issues. 
Mokelumne River Environmental Markets

Kim Carr made this presentation.  The SNC is in the preliminary stages of launching an evaluation of the opportunity for environmental markets in the Mokelumne River watershed.  This will be a partnership of the Sierra Nevada Conservancy (SNC), the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) and Sustainable Conservation (works with agricultural communities).  The SNC brings knowledge of the region, the other partners bring information about various mechanisms for environemental markets.  We’re looking at the watershed and all the way down to the end-user.  So much of the water from this watershed goes to one purveyor.  This makes it easier to try to get a simple way to represent the ecosystem services.
The process includes an evaluation of the opportunities in the upper and the lower watersheds.  In the upper watershed we have a lot of forests that provide carbon sequestration, water, etc.  In the lower watershed there are different benefits.  We’re trying to find a specific measuring tool to quantify these benefits.

We are looking for examples in other areas where investment in the watershed had good cost-benefit for all service recipients.  We’re approaching this holistically across the landscape.  We’re not just jumping to carbon, we’re evaluating what makes sense.  There may be a couple of different markets (types of benefits), especially because the upper and lower watershed provide different benefits.  We want to make sure that the metrics are politically viable.  We’re asking key stakeholders to contribute their perspective, data, etc.

Stakeholder involvement is very important to this initiative.  The SNC will come back and make regular presentations.  If you want to be more involved, contact Kim.  This watershed was selected because it is very well organized (ACCG), and this has been discussed for a while.  This is also a degraded watershed, a lot of restoration is needed and this could provide a revenue sources.  There is also a straightforward relation between the water supply and end user.  

Progress to date – Sierra Forest Legacy has donated an intern (Nerissa) who is working from UC Davis, doing research on current conditions of the watershed – what do we know, what are the disturbances.  Lisa is an intern with Sustainable Conservation, her focus is the economic side.  (What’s the cost of fire response and control, what is the cost of prevention, etc.) EDF has donated $25,000.  They are contracting with Environmental Incentives, a consulting firm in Tahoe.

Feedback – There is no way to do the restoration work we have talked about in a sustainable way through the agency budgets.  We need a relationship between the people using the resources and the stewards (us).  We need the science and quantification in order to make an effective pitch.  The Central Sierra RC&D will take this to watershed councils.  CalFire folks would like to see this – what is the degradation and the proposed restoration projects and their benefits.    They can bring this to the Fires Safe community.  Bill from BLM – would like to be directly involved.  Anything that can be done to benefit private landowners would be a terrific benefit – more incentive to keep forests as forests.  Ranchers need to see some benefit so they can stay in ranching.  Sierra Forest Legacy has been interested in this for a long time, particularly ways to benefit private landowners.  They want to be involved.  Rick B-M – we need good metrics going forward.  But try not to have these scopes of work be fragmented.  Make sure we frame the work of the interns to look at the triple bottom line – environmental, economic, social.  
SNC is looking for additional funding.  They are talking to Nature Conservancy, also National Forest Foundation and National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.  

It was recommended that this group do a watershed tour to look at the different projects that are being planned.  This could even be built into the scope of the project.  This suggests the need for an aerial perspective as well.

Partner Updates

RC&D meeting – remarkable meeting with representatives from forests, RC&D, etc.   Federal land stewardship agreement was the topic.  The group Forest Service, BLM, County, CSRC&D will be looking at the Trinity County (Weaverville Community Forest) RCD which is running a successful stewardship agreement.  Looking for suggested areas and parameters.  The FS is trying to get a variety of partners come together and do work within a defined boundary, with a central coordinating group that manages the project within that area.  Through the Stewardship Agreement the FS and other groups can put money in.  The Coordinating group can create the contract and oversee the work.  Stewardship contracts have been in place for a while, but haven’t been to the advantage of local contractors.  This is an alternative mechanism to get this going.  This is a multi-year agreement based on 10-year plans.  This creates a secure source of wood products for local producers.  The ACCG group would supply members of the project steering committee.  The key is having a strong partner agency.  In Weaverville they have an area-wide NEPA team, they said that cut years off their process.  There was a request that someone post these documents on the web site – Brandon may have already done this.
USFS (Stanislaus)  The Forest looking at what might go in the stewardship agreement, might also look at stewardship contracts.  340 acres of plantation thinning.
Motherload Job Training is doing a new training for local tribal youth and unemployed youth.

Buena Vista Biomass Power LLC  They are still in administrative review of draft EIR.  Before it goes to the public this needs to be completed, then the EIR goes out to the public for review.
CalFire - 
-BLM, the Forest Service and SPI are in the process of developing a strong relationship so they can speak with a unified voice.
-CWPP process is moving where it needs to be, community-driven.

-BLM connecting fuel break to the river is in the NEPA process, Tiger Creek South.  This is in the works.  This is the single big project that is in its initial phases.  Request that the scoping meeting take place up here.
Contractor cooperative – Rick is interviewing contractors and will develop an MOA for a cooperative joint venture.  The initial draft is expected in early August.  Suggestion that Rick may look into anti-trust issues.  
Community Wildfire Protection Project for Glencoe – walkthrough site last week.  NEPA should be finished first week of August.  BLM will be in a position to give a go/no go order by the second week in August.   Motherload job training and CHIPS will also be involved with that.

Funding Opportunities  - Elissa Brown from the SNC presented about the RBEG grant, RBOG grant and EDA grant.  The RBEG (Rural Business Enterprise Grant) application was developed after meeting with the ACCG and consultation with Steve Wilensky.  It provides $90,000 for technical assistance to biomass processing businesses or biomass sort yards.  Technical assistance will probably be available as of September, 2010.
A Rural Business Opportunity Grant (RBOG) application was submitted to do a detailed analysis about the sustainable supply of biomass materials over the next 5 years.

The SNC is considering applying for an EDA Economic Adjustment grant to create a marketing analysis and marketing study for biomass value-added projects.  This would be for the Central Sierra EDD region, which includes Alpine, Amador, Calaveras, Tuolumne and (maybe) Mariposa Counties.  The ACCG group was asked for feedback.
Feedback 
– Look at other value added, small wood utilization, not just woody biomass.  Furniture, post and pole, stakes.  Animal bedding, firewood, small forest products that were previously submerchantable.  

-Look at the White Mountain Project – this is a key part of their effort.  

-Focus on the product yard in Wilseyville – animal bedding, firewood, post and pole, contractors coop.  

-This would help fill in the blanks.  Highest and best use of fuel so you get the best value added.  

-Moving the biomass becomes that most costly part of the project.  Look at being able to move equipment instead.  Example – small pelletizer.  Then you can have a smaller market.  Having good marketing advice for all the businesses would be valuable.

-Look at SGC for environmental markets.  

Next Meeting  The next meeting will take place at Wednesday 8/18 in Amador County at 9:30.    Arrangements will be made.  
