
Northern Spotted Owl Implementation Team (NSOIT) 
Meeting Minutes 
January 9, 2012 

10:00am – 12:00pm 
 

Attending: 
NSOIT: Bridget Moran, David Whipple, and Kevin Godbout. By phone: Shawn Cantrell and 
Bettina von Hagen. Technical Team: Karl Halupka, Elaine Rybak, Joe Buchanan and Kara 
Whittaker. By phone:

 

 David Ervin, Ernie Niemi, Gina King and Sarah Kruse. Others Present: AJ 
Kroll and Robert Meier. Staff: Andy Hayes and Lauren Burnes. 

Meeting called to order at 10:08am.  
Call Meeting to Order  

 

No adjustments to the draft agenda. 
Review Draft Agenda  

 

Bridget reminded the Technical Team members that they were selected for their technical expertise, not 
to weigh in on policy, and explained that the NSOIT would like to keep the Technical Team out of policy 
discussions.  

Report from Chair 

 

Phil Ferester provided the NSOIT and Technical Team with an overview of the Open Public Meetings Act 
and the Public Records Act.  He also invited members to contact him should they have any legal 
questions related to the NSOIT and Technical Team processes.  

OPMA Presentation by Phil Ferester 

 

The biologists presented their draft Guiding Principles document (to assist in scoping their work) and 
sought clarification from the NSOIT regarding the goals and expectations of the TT process. Draft 
components included: guiding principles; key landscapes to consider; and key information to consider. 

Technical Team Discussion 

 
Joe: There seems to be two different perspectives regarding the task at hand; should we identify 
landscapes on which incentives could feasibly be applied or

Bridget/David W: Let’s start broad and identify all landscapes important for conservation, and 
then bring in economists shortly afterward to discuss how/where to apply incentives. 

 should we identify all landscapes important 
for NSO conservation with the idea that a subset would have value for voluntary incentives? The 
difference between these two proposals hasn’t been resolved by the technical team. 

David E: It would be beneficial if the economists were involved from the start – this will help 
them to understand biophysical constraints, etc. being considered by the biologists. 
Ernie: Where can we bring the most biological change, and where would it be most economical?  
Kevin: Our efforts should supplement federal efforts; focus on existing management first and 
use federal lands as backbone for additional conservation efforts. We can’t ignore the current 
management context. 
Shawn: we need to know where critical areas are, regardless of where we think we can apply 
incentives today. 
Bridget: in the charter, we state that we are charged with looking at conservation efforts on 
non-federal lands that build upon existing conservation on federal lands. 



Kevin: Perhaps we can look at all lands and prioritize 1st, 2nd and 3rd tier lands, in terms of their 
importance to conservation. 

Karl: Is it up to the Technical Team to decide the temporal scale- i.e., how we balance short- and long-
term considerations?  

Bridget: We need to do something for 10 years and also have a long-term strategy. We’d like to 
know: (1) what the long-term strategy is; and (2) on what &where should we focus in the next 
10 years for conservation. 
Kevin: We have to keep in mind private landowners – we work on shorter time cycles. Long-
term opportunities may not be best for a landowner, but short-term may be more helpful. 
Regarding climate change and forest health, we need to find ways to address forest health 
issues for landowners.  
Andy: It’s a case of prioritization, a question of where to invest first. 
Bridget: Private landowners’ actions (now) need conservation tools relevant to their timeframe. 

Ernie: Perhaps we should be looking at a with/without analysis. What would it look like if you didn’t 
make any changes on non-federal lands? 

Kara: I can see at least two sets of modeling assumptions: (1) model 1, status quo; and (2) model 
2, Technical Team recommendations. I can see us having a whole set of short term and long 
term recommendations. 
Ernie: We will need to know what these marginal benefits are before we calculate our costs. 

Karl: Is it possible to create a SharePoint-like shared resources area? 
 Lauren will develop external Technical Team SharePoint site.  

Kevin: I wonder if it would be helpful to have a discussion on the industry perspective on the economics 
of specific land management decisions? It might be helpful to the economists. Information to consider: 
economic data and industry management plans, discussions on silvicultural economics, how we can 
artificially grow habitat faster than the natural process, etc. It would help provide a basic understanding 
for the economic tools that all industry folks operate under. 

David W: That’d be helpful information. 
Bridget: Let’s bring that to the table at the appropriate time in the process. 

Bridget: Does the technical team feel they can organize themselves or would it help to have a DNR 
person help organize your group, plan meetings, etc.? 

Elaine: It would be helpful to have DNR staff assistance. 
 Lauren will provide staff support to team. 

 

Next Steps 
 Bridget recommended that the Guiding Principles include input from the economists as well, 

and gave the Technical Team two weeks to develop a finalized Guiding Principles document. In 
addition, she recommended that the Technical Team begin developing a Work Plan to guide 
their work.  

• The Technical Team will meet in two weeks to finalize their Guiding Principles document and 
begin the development of a work plan.  

• The court-ordered draft Critical Habitat (DCH) release date is January 17, 2012. The NSOIT and 
Technical Team will meet in mid-February for a presentation from Ken Berg and technical staff 
regarding DCH results. (NOTE: it was later announced that the DCH results would be released by 
the end of February 2012.) 

 

Adjournment 
Meeting adjourned at 11:53am.  


