Cedarlands Scout Reservation Draft Forest Management Plan
Comments and report offered by Mark Miller
Since this projects inception, starting with the drafting of the original “Forest Management Plan Solicitation” in December 2005, through the selection process that followed and resulted with the signing of an agreement; and throughout the process of working with the forester as the plan was developed, it has always been with best of intentions, to follow a simple vision and a formula of a few, broadly stated goals. The vision and goals are as follows…

Vision…”to produce the most comprehensive plan that offers the greatest benefit”…

Goals…

· Create a plan that would protect and enhance the soils, water and forest cover
· Create a plan that would protect and enhance  the plant and animal populations

· Create a plan that would protect and enhance the scenic quality and recreational uses of the property
· Create a plan that would protect and increase the value of the property asset
· Create a plan that would produce and perpetuate a monetary benefit for our Council, to help perpetuate Scouting and our programs
With the above stated “vision and goals” in mind as I review the draft plan in hand, I can honestly state that the original intentions of the vision and goals, have been met.
In addition and of equal importance, were the criteria bound with in the original solicitation and made part of the agreement between LandVest and the Revolutionary Trails Council to produce a Forest Management Plan. The criteria and all terms of the agreement have been met or exceeded, thus far, with the delivery of the “draft plan”.
The contents of the draft plan have been reviewed. The know facts and physical descriptions offered and cited with in the draft have been determined to be accurate. The suggested prescriptions and narratives of actions contained in the draft are considered relative to the conditions that exist. The related harvest revenue projections and estimates offered are, as requested, intentionally “conservative”. The related real or possible, estimates of expenses are, as requested, both “all encompassing and conservative”. 
Notes and Explanations concerning Projected Cash Flow, Expenses and Activities found and referenced on Page 25 of the Draft Plan.
Line Item
Notes / Comments
1. Timber Sales values are “conservative” projections (estimates). No anticipated inflation or market fluctuations are included. The responsibilities of engaged management service would include more precise projections, for each years expected revenue based on current market pricing, offered on an annual basis, prior to the year of planned harvest. Increased early years harvest projections (frontload noticed), are intended to establish initial regeneration pattern and plan, which is actually a full 15 year cycle for harvesting all stands delineated on the property. This cycle will establish, maintain and perpetuate the balanced income expected. In the current market, that range, is expected to be “conservatively speaking”, an absolute minimum of 35K +, on an annual basis and could approach being double the value indicated, especially when premium residuals are realized and factored.
3.
Timber Sale Administration Fees are the actual costs for retaining and employing a forest management firm. Their duties will include, but not be limited to, annual plan analysis and evaluation, projection of harvest yields and values, harvest planning, permitting and administration, harvest marketing and all reporting related. The 10% “stumpage” based rate offered by LandVest and included is not negotiable, and accurately reflects the relative “standard” of the industry, regardless of the firm employed. 
4.

Timber Marking Fees are projected costs of field work related to 



preparing stands for each year’s harvest. This cost is negotiable and may 


be eliminated, in whole or in part, for the initial harvest regimen. The final 

determination will be made each year of harvest, dependant on individual 


forest stand descriptions and prescriptions. Selective harvesting, in later 


years, may increase the need for timber marking or it may be employed 


where pockets of above average value or different stem species are 


identified with in the stand.
6.

Survey & Boundary Maintenance costs, while not a necessity, are of   


extreme benefit. Much of the Council’s current property boundary line is 


currently unidentifiable or is wholly dependent on the boundaries 



established by adjacent landowners. Once established the boundaries can 


be easily maintained and posted. This is a one time, non-reoccurring cost. 


Again, while this action and cost is not a necessity and remains negotiable 


or may be eliminated entirely, its benefit, at this time, is of extreme 


importance.
7. 

Easement Administration cost is negotiable and may be eliminated. This 

cost represents administration services as may be required or determine as 


necessary, working directly with the NYS/DEC, with in the dictates of the 


Council’s Easement Agreement with NYS. There is no current 



requirement cited with in the body of the agreement, which requires NYS 


be a party to the forest management of this property. The only right 


currently cited and reserved is that the NYS/DEC review and approve the 


final form of the Forest Management Plan, before implementation.
8. Road Construction is a necessary expense to facilitate the expected harvests. Amounts cited are best estimates of actual costs based on existing road conditions, capacities and anticipated needs. They are dependent on locations and proximities of stands to be harvested each year, size and terrain of each stand, anticipated stream crossings and multiple or remote egress points. This cost is entirely negotiable on a year by year, stand by stand basis. In fact, a recent trend in the logging industry that is apparent has the logging companies willingly absorbing the cost and responsibility of road construction as a competitive benefit. While new road construction along with enhancements of existing roads to support the harvest activities may be realized at no or little cost, it is the burden of long term seasonal maintenance expenses on primary roads, that we use, that is sought, coupled with the “other improvements” cited below and included in the projection that will be of lasting multiple benefit.   
9. Other Improvements includes site drainage work that may or may not be directly related to roads. Repair, replacement or the installation of culverts and/or drainage swales are included. Along with the installation, repair or enhancement of foot trails. This cost is negotiable and may be eliminated, but may be necessary and can be defined on an “as needed” basis.
11. 
Management-LV represents an elective cost for an annual “service 

agreement”. The agreement would employ the forest manager to conduct 

annual early season inspections of designated areas (areas of primary 

summer camp operation) for winter storm damage or “widow makers”, to 
arrange for and insure the removal of damaged trees to eliminate any 
occupancy risks that may be associated. This would also be extended as an 
“on call” basis. This cost is negotiable and may be eliminated as not 
necessary.
12.

Management – Others is another elective cost estimate that includes the 


direct employment by the Council of an audit, bookkeeping or records 


service. Just as finance audits are conducted, quite often a forest owner 


will engage another forest manager to conduct an independent audit of the 


forest management, harvests and value of receipts. This is recommended 


on a random basis or at least, on the larger tracts to be harvested and 


should 
provide the Council with a sound level of benefit assurance. This is 

a recommended elective, in which the cost although related to forest 


management, would be born directly by the Council. This may also reflect 


costs of bookkeeping or records management that may be incurred in-


house that are 
related to forest management income and reports generated.
13. 
Forest Maintenance is an elective cost for another level of on-site service 
that could be provided and performed by a management firm. Loosely 

defined, it could include grounds keeping, gate maintenance and 


installation, property posting, signage installation and repair, etc. This is 
entirely an elective that could be negotiated or eliminated.
14. 
Miscellaneous – no explanation needed. This is simply a “contingency 

fund” that should be included in any plan.

A description of the suggested process of further review and approval, along with the steps to initiate action…

The Review and Approval Process…to date, the draft distribution has been limited to, and a request for review comments has been made to, the Council Executive Committee membership and several other individuals that have either an interest in forest management, were directly involved with the drafting of the management solicitation and the review of the original proposals received or possess a keen knowledge of the lands of the Cedarlands property. The distribution and process of review began on May 21st, with comments requested to be submitted by June 2nd. Thus far, few comments have been received or at least openly shared. 
In addition, in accordance with the terms of Cedarlands Easement Agreement with the State of New York, a copy of the Draft Forest Management Plan has been shared and submitted on June 6th, to the Ray Brook office of the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation. An acknowledgement of receipt was received on June 8th with advice that their review comments would be provided with in approximately 30 days.

I would suggest, based on the above knowledge, that comment period for all current parties be extended to July 9th; that at that time, all collected comments be shared and reviewed with LandVest and that any subsequent changes, determined at that time, based on the comments received, be incorporated into a final draft that could be acted upon and formally approved by the Council Executive Committee at their scheduled July meeting and then submitted to the NYS/DEC for their final approval.
All should note that until formal action is taken by the Council, to approve and pay fully for the plan, the draft plan and accompanying maps remain the property of LandVest and are not available for use, further distribution or wider publication. 
OK let’s say the Plan is Approved…What’s Next? ...approving the plan does not put the plan into action. Nor, does it serve to engage any firm or Council entity to take further action. The projected benefits of harvesting timber have been identified but, to truly realize the benefit further decisions must be made and actions taken. This is what we should be considering now and here are the options that should be discussed.
· Elect to shoulder the burden of forest management ourselves. Many have offered that we could engage any one of the loggers or foresters they know, or have indicated interest in logging the property. I have already been approached by a half dozen loggers that want a chance. A few have offered that they know firms that are interested in the timber for the raw materials they need for the products their firms produce, and they would be happy to be involved and help. 

Pros: This sounds great and we’d save the expense (10% stumpage) that would be paid out to hire a management firm. We’d be able to take care of our friends, who are possibly involved in Scouting, and they’d take care of us. We’d be able to build better relationships that could lead to more FOS dollars on top of the dollars we’d get for the timber.

Cons: Who then will insure that the “best management practices” recommended for timber harvesting are utilized and followed? Who will be held responsible for the management of our asset? Who will insure that the prescriptions of our approved plan are being followed? Who is going to be charged with the responsibility of selecting the firm or individual that is going to do the logging? If it happens to be a friend…what are you going to tell the others that are clamoring at the door, for “a chance at a piece of the pie”? 
I’d suggest that this option, ultimately, is not Forest Management. This shows no sign of protecting our asset and overlooks the goal of increasing the value of our asset or perpetuating its benefit. Sure, if we had individuals (volunteers) knowledgeable enough and willing to give of their time to do the leg work for the foreseeable future, we could possibly reap a greater benefit in dollars, but at what cost? This option would put the Council in a precarious position in many ways and would put at risk, our responsibility and reputation for good stewardship of our natural resources. 

· Elect to engage and hire a Forest Management firm. A firm that would report  directly to the Council and be charged, under contract, with responsibilities that would include, but not be limited to…timber marketing and sales, managing timber harvests, improving the forest stand and insuring that “best management practices” are utilized during harvests.


Pros: Employing knowledgeable, effective and responsible, professional management, will further our goals as a landowner, and meet our obligation for good stewardship of the renewable resource. Employing professional management has a proven benefit of better overall, and increasing, financial returns.

Cons: There is a fee to employ a management firm.


This is the best option and in my view, the only acceptable alternative. It takes the weight of responsibility for following our Forest Management Plan and places it in professional hands that would be under contact to the Council; and as such, responsive to the Council’s needs.
How then do we complete the process of selecting a Forest Management firm?in many ways, the process of selection can be considered as having been already completed.
Nearly a year and a half ago our Council sought and utilized the advise of NYS Department of Conservation representatives while formulating the Forest Management Plan Solicitation. With their aid we were able to identify 15 different Forest Management firms or individual foresters that both possessed the appropriate credentials and provided service with in the regional area that our Cedarlands property exists. Each of those firms were sent solicitation requests and invited to submit proposals. The result of the solicitation was successful and 7 proposals were received. Over the ensuing several weeks, each proposal, along with each submitting firm were reviewed using criteria generally recommended by the NYS/DEC for “selecting a cooperating forester”. Those criteria are the same now, as we consider employing a firm to carry out the prescripts of our Forest Management Plan. Those review criteria included, but were not limited to…

· Affiliations with professional organizations
· Types, history and duration of experience in the forestry field
· Educational background and affiliations of involved personnel

· Reliability though available references
· Ability to provide insurances stipulated

· Reliable availability throughout the project

· Attitude beneficial to a sound working relationship

· Willingness to listen to and understand our objectives

· Availability of flexible fee structures 

· Availability of specialized skills or support
· Cost estimate

Each of the original firms that provided proposals, also provide information they had available to best address the criteria considered or submitted additional information as was requested. Of the original 7 firms, that submitted proposals, only 4 were able to provide sufficient and complete information that was used to weigh each topic of the criteria mentioned above. In the final round of consideration only 2 firms remained in contention and the difference between them amounted to the availability of specialized skills or support. LandVest was selected due to their available, “in-house” manpower resources, technology resources and mapping skills.   
Thus far, after nearly a year of working with the staff of LandVest, during each step of the work that has been involved producing the draft plan, I can honestly say it was a good decision that was made to use their firm and a great experience for me personally. I’ve found the staff to be very knowledgeable and accommodating. They possess a clear understanding of our vision and ultimate goals and they have been very patient, listening to and answering, my occasional outbursts of “peppered” questions. For the record, I’ve learned much more than I had ever imagined, about forest management or the forest industry.

As for the process of selecting the management firm that we wish to ultimately employ, I would suggest that there are several options available to us and some additional observations that should be shared. First the observations…
· The review of the draft plan is still incomplete from 2 perspectives. I am a bit disappointed that we (those that have been included in the draft distribution) have not been able to generate more conversation, comments or questions concerning the proposed forest plan. To date, few it seems, have offered any perspective, although the feedback that has been received, is genuine. Thus far, none of the questions or comments received would suggest that revisions of the draft plan are, or will be, required. However, we have yet to hear from the NYS/DEC and it is their perspective and feedback that I anxiously await. They may very well request revisions and that is fine. We do need to satisfy our “easement agreement” requiring their “approval”; however, their suggestions remain “non-binding”. Their suggestions or feedback will be reviewed and weighed upon receipt. LandVest stands ready to reply to any and all questions or comments that we accumulate and forward. Additionally, they are most willing and ready to make revisions and produce final drafts for review and/or approval. I currently believe, that as stated previously, all reviews should be completed and comments accumulated, including those of the DEC, by July 9th. With time allowed for any revision and additional review necessary, I would certainly expect the final form of the plan to be ready for approval shortly thereafter. 

· From a “plan” standpoint, time is not on our side if we are going to engage a firm this year and realize revenue that was budgeted, with in this fiscal year end. The stand regime and prescriptions contained with in the current draft management plan dictate that timber harvests would commence this fall, before winter cover, for greatest impact in those (base camp) areas determined in need of active techniques for regeneration to occur.  
· Forest Management firms all operate similarly. The fees for management from one firm to another are nearly identical, as are the services they offer. It is also no surprise that they are all profit driven businesses. The greater the value they are able to aggressively extract from their % fee that is agreed, the greater the return we as a Council will realize and receive. In the end the determining factor is whom we are more comfortable working with. Regardless, the optimum agreement with any firm, should be only for a (1) one year, renewable management contract.
The options, as they occur to me now, are varied and in some regard may seem extreme…

· Option 1: Let the review process and the consideration of means for implementing the plan take their “due course”, regardless. Even if to delay the plan implementation and the accompanying realization of revenues, until next year. May be it is necessary, to allow the Council more time to digest the plan and the long range implications that it presents, especially in a financial regard.
· Option 2: Seek to conclude the review and approval process in July, or even in August, at the latest and need be. This action would finalize the Council “ownership” of the plan and allow implementation. Immediately after approval, negotiate and enter in to a 1 year, renewable agreement with LandVest for Forest Management services. I would not hesitate suggesting this in all honesty, due to the knowledge and comfort I possess, having worked with them; and the integrity they have displayed thus far. This option would keep the Council on track to begin realizing the benefits of the plan this year.

· Option 3: Similar to Option 2, complete the review and approval process to gain “ownership” of the plan. However, once ownership is established, disseminated appropriate parts of the plan along with a formal solicitation for proposals for Forest Management Services. This could be accomplished and distributed accordingly, but a somewhat hastened timeline for receipt and review of proposals would be recommended, to insure that the opportunity of benefits could begin this year. 
· Option 4: Same as Option 3, except agree to forego benefits this year and instead allow the solicitation and proposal review process, to take their course at a slower pace. This would allow the Council and the firm selected, more time to digest the Forest Management Plan and prepare for implementation next year.  
I openly invite and urge further comment or questions on what has been offered with in the Draft Forest Management Plan that has been distributed or on the contents of the narrative contained above. Maintaining an open dialog and offering valued feedback is too important, to be lost, during the process of review that continues…

