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Meeting Minutes 
December 14, 2011 
10:00am – 1:00pm 

 
Attending: 

NSOIT: Bridget Moran, Shawn Cantrell, David Whipple, Kevin Godbout and Bettina von Hagen 
(by phone)  
Technical Team: Karl Halupka, Elaine Rybak, Joe Buchanan, Tony Melchiors, Kara Whittaker, and 
Ernie Niemi. By phone: Gina King, James Pittman, and Sarah Kruse. 
Others Present: Ken Berg, Cindy Mitchell, Robert Meier, and Paula Swedeen (by phone) 
Staff: Andy Hayes and Lauren Burnes  

 
Call Meeting to Order  
Meeting called to order at 10:05am.  
 
Review Draft Agenda  
No adjustments to the draft agenda. 
 
Approve October Meeting Minutes  
David requested a minor adjustment to a paraphrased quote of his, this change was accepted.  
[Minutes Approved] 
 
Report from Chair 
Bridget welcomed the NSOIT and Technical Team to the first joint NSOIT/Technical Team meeting and 
encouraged the Technical Team members to provide input as the meeting progresses.  
 
Technical Team Discussion 
Members introduced themselves and provided background information on their technical expertise. 
During the discussion, Lauren presented a PowerPoint regarding the Technical Team goals, expectations, 
and a draft timeline as developed by the NSOIT, its supporting participants, and NSOIT staff. Each slide 
was based off of a component of the draft Technical Team Charter which included: (1) Introduction; (2) 
Mission; (3) Purpose; (4) Tasks; (5) Membership and Commitment; (6) Expectations; (7) Deliverables; (8) 
Initial Process / Timeline; and (9) Ground Rules. Bridget requested that Technical Team members offer 
technical feedback on the draft charter components as necessary, and to email their edits to Lauren.  
 
In accordance with the February 10, 2010 Forest Practices Board Motion, the Technical Team is to 
“assess spatial and temporal allocation of conservation efforts on non-federal lands using best available 
science.” The NSOIT explained that this will be the mission of the Technical Team. Bridget said that the 
Recovery Plan points to this group to help put the owl on a better trajectory and asked how we can 
incentivize landowners to do more than take avoidance.  
 
Main themes discussed include: 

 Whether it was appropriate for the technical team to offer edits to the underlying direction 
provided by the NSOIT to the Technical Team. Bridget clarified that this was a carefully 



constructed document and that we were looking for edits that reflected technical inaccuracies 
or improvements to the charter, not substantive.   

 On the marriage between biological and economic considerations, there was discussion on 
process (biology then economics, or a more integrated approach). Generally there was 
agreement that the biology and economics needed to be integrated, but that there was some 
role for the biologists to consider biological factors in their own right.  

o Bridget clarified that we are hoping the biologists will tell us where to put conservation 
efforts, and that the economists will help us understand how to achieve those 
outcomes.  

o Kevin clarified that it was important that this exercise ultimately marries the two- that 
we don’t want the biologically pure and economically unattainable.  

o Paula said that biology will drive the technical team process. Bettina and Paula felt that 
we want to have the economists weighing in as the biologists are looking at landscape 
allocations; the biologists need to consider the tools the economists have at their 
disposal.  

o James said that there is a separation between economic and biological issues, but how 
to incentivize always includes where. 

o Shawn emphasized that the Forest Practices Board asked us to identify where and when 
to apply conservation for owls, but didn’t ask us to use economists in this exercise; the 
NSOIT felt that economists would benefit the discussion, so we included them in the 
Technical Team.  

o Paula and Shawn expressed a desire to see the biological questions (the where and 
when) looked at as broadly as possible, not limiting the identification of lands to only 
where we perceive that incentives are possible today. 

 What is the context for these incentives?  Ernie asked if incentives means that we are just trying 
to encourage voluntary actions, or does it imply there is a regulatory hammer out there to 
encourage action. Kevin expressed that we are trying to explore what would encourage 
landowners to do what they would otherwise not do. This leads us to an “if-then” approach to 
the analysis; “if your goals are abc, then you would take an xyz approach.”  Bridget confirmed 
that the Board’s sentiment was to get out of the take avoidance dynamic that provides a 
disincentive to grown habitat – they’d like to see what we can achieve in a voluntary incentive 
environment. Ken asked for clarification of whether we were emphasizing inside or outside 
SOSEAs, and Kevin indicated that we are interested in both. 

 Kevin requested that the technical team be as explicit as possible in their deliverables. Ernie 
asked if the NSOIT was looking for programmatic recommendations rather than site specific, and 
Bridget responded that programmatic recommendations that were as specific as possible would 
be most useful. 

 Cindy expressed her desire to see recognition that conservation efforts are not just about 
habitat.  Bridget responded by clarifying that the technical team’s work was primarily about the 
where and when. Kevin pointed out that we can’t ignore the context of landscapes with no owls 
at all due to the presence of barred owls. 

 Joe asked for clarification on what “consensus” meant in the document- unanimity or the 
majority of participants.  Bridget clarified that it means the former – unanimity – meaning that 
everyone can live with a recommendation.  They may not love any given recommendation, but 
they will not get in the way of it being brought forward. 

 



Bridget mentioned that they were also trying to get interaction between the FWS Critical Habitat 
modeling team and our team; she would like the Technical Team to be well versed in the FWS modeling 
effort, data and capabilities.  

 Elaine said that the public release of the economic report is due this April.  

 Karl and Tony mentioned that there’s a modeling workshop next Monday at the OR FWS 
Portland office at 9am and invited technical team members to consider attending if they would 
like more information on the federal model.  

 Members recognized the importance of learning about the model and expressed a desire to 
meet with Brian Woodbridge to go over technical specifics of the model at a later date.  

 Karl emphasized the need to get familiar with the model and its capabilities to determine to 
what extent/how (if at all) the model will help us answer technical questions. 

 Kevin expressed interest in looking at a variety of “if-then” scenarios that describe a variety of 
possible futures. 

 Ernie said that it would be most helpful for the economists if we look at how different 
landowner groups will respond to different scenarios. 

 Bridget committed to get to the technical team the work done to date on incentives by Bettina 
and Cindy. 

 
It was clarified by Bridget and other NSOIT members that this was not a stakeholder group, and 
therefore representatives on the Technical Team were not there to represent specific constituencies in a 
negotiation- each was chosen for their technical background and it was expected that a variety of 
technical perspectives would be represented around the table of the technical team.  Bridget asked that 
technical team folks keep their organizations informed of the group’s progress. 
 
Next Steps 
 
Technical Team biologists will use the time before the next joint meeting in January to develop a draft 
guiding principles document and to begin preliminary scoping of potential landscapes and information 
to consider for their task. Joe described the guiding principles as needed to establish the parameters of 
the analysis/inquiry; it’s a framing exercise that defines the assumptions and sideboards that will form 
the underpinnings of subsequent discussions by the team. The technical team will discuss their findings 
with the NSOIT in January. In February, Ken Berg and his staff will give a presentation to the NSOIT and 
Technical Team regarding the draft Critical Habitat release. Bridget agreed to get back to the group with 
some clarification on the applicability of the Open Public Meetings Act (OPMA) to the technical team’s 
work. 
 


