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I. Charge to the Task Force

In February 2022, Senate Environment and Energy Committee Chairman Bob Smith convened a
Forest Stewardship Task Force (the “Task Force” whose primary task was to seek and build
consensus around matters related to the stewardship of New Jersey’s public forestlands.
Senator Smith invited four conservation organizations representing divergent views and
perspectives on forests and forest management to co-chair the Task Force. The four
organizations were: NJ Audubon, NJ Conservation Foundation, NJ Forestry Association, and NJ
Sierra Club. Each organization selected a representative to serve as co-chair. The four co-chairs
were: Eileen Murphy from NJ Audubon, Tom Gilbert from NJ Conservation Foundation, Andy
Bennett from NJ Forestry Association, and Anjuli Ramos-Busot from NJ Sierra Club.

Senator Smith asked the co-chairs to gather stakeholders — “anyone with an interest” —
together and identify consensus and non-consensus issues surrounding forest stewardship on
state lands and report on their findings by December 31, 2022. Senator Smith requested that
the report identify actions that the State Legislature should consider to better protect and
manage New Jersey's public forestlands.

Specifically, the charge to the co-chairs from Senator Smith was: "...to study and identify ways
in which the State can best manage its forests in order to fight climate change, prevent forest
fires, improve ecosystems, and protect soil and water quality, among other things."

This report describes the process used by the co-chairs to identify consensus and non-
consensus issues related to the protection and management of public forestlands in New
Jersey. Over the course of the months-long (April through December of 2022) process of
meetings and discussions, the co-chairs came to unanimous agreement and the participants
came to an overall supermajority agreement (as defined as at least two thirds of the total) on
numerous issues which are described in the framework recommendations. The minority
viewpoints have also been documented within this report.
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Il. Co-Chair Statement

Like the Task Force participants, the co-chairs came into this process with very different
backgrounds and perspectives on these issues. However, through many hours of discussion
with the participants, agency, and academic experts, and each other, we reached agreement on
a comprehensive, high-level framework to guide the protection and management of New
Jersey’s public forestlands. Finding common ground was not easy given the passionate and
divergent views on these issues, but through healthy give-and-take, we crafted a framework
that enjoys support from two-thirds of the many organizations and individuals involved. We
are united in our belief that these recommendations, if adequately funded and implemented
effectively through legislation and rulemaking, will result in significant steps being taken toward
better protecting and stewarding our public forestlands. These recommendations acknowledge
the vital role that forests must play as part of the state’s response to the climate crisis while
also recognizing the equally important goals of ecological health, biological diversity, clean air
and water, and recreation opportunities in the most densely populated State in the nation. And
lastly, these recommendations acknowledge the deep intrinsic value of our forests apart from
human use.

I1l. Executive Summary

The extensive process employed to develop the framework recommendations is described in
Section VII. By the end of the Task Force discussions, the co-chairs reached unanimous
agreement and a supermajority (two thirds) of participants supported the final framework
recommendations. In total, 113 responses were recorded from organization representatives
and individuals. There were 49 organizations with formal authorized representatives
responding and 64 individual New Jersey residents responding to the survey. Responses from
organizations and individuals resulted in the same levels of support - 67% supported the
framework while 33% did not.

IV. Conceptual Framework of Recommendations

This framework was developed by the Task Force co-chairs based upon many hours of
discussion among the co-chairs, Task Force participants, and invited speakers. In addition to
Task Force wide meetings with participants, the co-chairs held numerous meetings among
themselves to discuss topics that were raised during the meetings and to evaluate and discuss
submitted proposals. Numerous proposals were submitted and considered; all proposals are
found in Appendix E. The co-chairs developed and reached agreement on these
recommendations through healthy give-and-take and by including ideas that enjoy broad
agreement among diverse Task Force participants. The co-chairs view these recommendations
as a starting point, with many details still to be worked out in legislation and rulemaking.

None of the recommendations are intended to interfere with current approved forest
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management plans and their associated activities.

Statewide Inventory and Planning

Recommendation 1:

The NJDEP should be directed to initiate and conduct a statewide planning and mapping
process for forested public land. Future protection and management of NJ’s public forests
must be based upon a comprehensive planning and mapping process at the landscape level
based upon sound science and data. Additional appropriate inventories of significant biota and
resources, as needed and feasible, should be included. This planning process should be
directed by a science advisory panel* as well as require public participation throughout the
process consistent with other comparable legislative processes in the state of NJ. The process
should focus on state owned lands and then extend to significant forested parcels of county,
municipal, and other lands acquired using state funding (acreage to be determined in the
rulemaking). Throughout the planning process, places with historical, cultural and spiritual

significance for Indigenous People should be identified, characterized, and protected.

*The science advisory panel should consist of experts having appropriate professional and academic qualifications
(such as foresters, ecologists, wildlife biologists and biogeochemists) - the panel should be a new committee of the
NJDEP Science Advisory Board or be modeled similar to the NJ Endangered and Nongame Species Advisory
Committee or NJ Forest Stewardship Advisory Council or similar. There should be no Governor or legislative
approvals needed for appointments to move forward.

Recommendation 2:

The NJDEP should be directed to commence a formal rulemaking process for the
development of forest management plans* on public forests. The rulemaking will be informed
by and consistent with statewide planning and inventory efforts in accordance with the NJ
Administrative Procedures Act. The rulemaking should not take longer than three years to be
adopted.

*Includes Ecological Restoration Plans, Natural Resource Stewardship Plans, or other plans on public forested lands

Recommendation 3:

The NJDEP should be directed to initiate and complete rulemaking to provide interim
guidelines for forest management plans* on public lands. A rulemaking process, separate
from Recommendation 2 and consistent with the NJ Administrative Procedure Act, will be
initiated and completed within one year. This rulemaking will outline interim guidelines to
govern the development of forest management plans* on state lands as well as significant
forested parcels of county or municipal lands acquired with state funding (acreage to be
determined in the rulemaking) until the more comprehensive rulemaking described in
Recommendation 2 is finished. Once the rulemaking process has begun, newly initiated plans
will not be approved for a one-year period or until the rules are adopted, whichever comes
first. If this rulemaking extends beyond one year, those plans can move forward. During this
one-year period, exceptions will be permitted in instances including emergency scenarios, fire

management, or invasive species.
*Includes Ecological Restoration Plans, Natural Resource Stewardship Plans, or other plans on public forested lands
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Recommendation 4:

The NJDEP should be directed to revitalize and implement the existing Natural Areas
Program. The Program needs to be revitalized with increased funding, staffing, and
appointments to fill vacant seats in order to fulfill the original vision and mission of the
program. Implementation of activities within areas already identified with management plans
should start immediately, and areas that are already identified but do not have plans should be
prioritized for plan development. Further, the planning process should identify additional
Natural Areas to be designated on public lands, including Natural Heritage Priority Sites.
Additional resources are needed to fully implement the Natural Areas Program for existing and
new Natural Areas.

Recommendation 5:

The NJDEP should be directed to identify areas where afforestation and reforestation should
occur on public lands. This should be done as part of the inventory and planning process and
should include measures needed to ensure success, consistent with the carbon sequestration
goals identified in the NJDEP Global Warming Response Act 80x50 report,* which pursuant to

that report includes reforestation.

*State climate goals - NJ’s Global Warming Response Act 80x50 Report. pp 153-160.
https://www.nj.gov/dep/climatechange/mitigation/index.html#:~:text=Global%20Warming%20Response %20Act%
20%E2%80%94%20Legislation,below%202006%20levels%20by%202050

Recommendation 6:

The NJDEP should be directed to establish a new program within the agency to designate
carbon reserves, as identified through the planning process, with a primary goal of protecting
mature forests and providing for future old growth forests (as defined by the science advisory
panel*) for their carbon benefit. Carbon reserves should be defined similar to “ecological
reserves” in the Natural Areas Program as areas “managed to allow natural processes to
proceed with little or no habitat manipulation" with the exception that management will occur
only to address ecological or safety threats, as approved by an oversight council** that includes
a mix of NJDEP representatives and private interests representing appropriate expertise. The
council should be appointed by the Commissioner of the Department of Environmental

Protection and have authority similar to the NJ Natural Lands Trust.

*The science advisory panel should consist of experts having appropriate professional and academic qualifications
(such as foresters, ecologists, wildlife biologists and biogeochemists) - the panel should be a new committee of the
NJDEP Science Advisory Board or be modeled similar to the NJ Endangered and Nongame Species Advisory
Committee or NJ Forest Stewardship Advisory Council or similar. There should be no Governor or legislative
approvals needed for appointments to move forward.

** The oversight council should consist of experts having appropriate professional and academic qualifications
(such as foresters, ecologists, wildlife biologists and biogeochemists). There should be no Governor or legislative
approvals needed for appointments to move forward.

Recommendation 7:

The NJDEP should be directed to identify areas where active management is needed to
promote future carbon sequestration, maintain biodiversity, and to address current and
future threats to ecological health. This is consistent with the carbon sequestration goals
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identified in the NJDEP Global Warming Response Act 80x50 report,* which discusses proactive
management for carbon defense including thinning and burning.

*State climate goals - NJ’s Global Warming Response Act 80x50 Report, pp 153-160.
https://www.nj.gov/dep/climatechange/mitigation/index.html#:~:text=Global%20Warming%20Response %20Act%
20%E2%80%94%20Leqislation,below%202006%20levels%20by%202050

Recommendation 8:

The NJDEP must recognize the importance of adaptive management during the inventory and
planning process, whereby planning, inventory, and management approaches are adjusted
over time based upon new data and changing circumstances in our forests. The statewide
planning and inventory should be updated at least every 10 years after completion of the first
Statewide inventory.

Recommendation 9:

The NJDEP must recognize the significant variation in our forests, both on a macro
(landscape) level and micro level as a guiding principle of the planning and rule-making
process. For example, the uniqueness of the Pinelands and other regions of the state should be
acknowledged as well as the variations that occur at a much finer spatial scale within a forest.

Forest Management Planning and Implementation

Recommendation 10:

NJDEP must protect and manage NJ’s public forestlands to maintain and enhance carbon
sequestration and storage as necessary to advance state climate goals* while advancing
equally important goals of ecological health, biological diversity, climate resiliency, and
protection of water and soil resources while providing low-intensity, safe public recreation
opportunities.** Planning and inventories should guide the prioritization of management goals
in specific areas, recognizing that these goals will be achieved across the aggregate of acres
owned by the state rather than on one single acre in any specific area. Meeting these goals
requires multiple management, restoration, and protection approaches which must be guided

by sound science and be consistent with and guided by the inventory and planning process.
*State climate goals - NJ’s Global Warming Response Act 80x50 Report, pp 153-160.
(https.//www.nj.gov/dep/climatechange/mitigation/index.html#:~:text=Global%20Warming%20Response %20Act
%20%E2%80%94%20Legislation,below%202006%20levels%20by%202050)

**Low intensity recreation as defined means non-motorized outdoor, nature-based recreational activities,
including, but not limited to, boating, swimming, fishing, hiking, hunting, trapping, picnicking, nature observation,
photography, horseback riding, tent and shelter camping, cross-country skiing, bicycling, snowshoeing, rock
climbing, ice climbing, and enjoyment of open space.

Recommendation 11:

NJDEP forest management plans on public land must be developed in accordance with the
process established through rulemaking noted in the previous section (Recommendations 2
and 3).
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Recommendation 12:

The NJDEP should continue to use fire as an important management tool based upon sound
science. The most significant action the agency can take on this issue is to fully implement the
Prescribed Burn Act, which outlines processes for the use of prescribed burning as an effective
tool for forest management and public safety. NJDEP should assist other land managers to use
fire as a management tool in accordance with the Act. This assistance includes appropriate
training to land managers to further expand the use of prescribed fire. In addition, the
legislature and NJDEP should identify and address any legal barriers that hinder the use of
prescribed fire by trained land managers.

Recommendation 13:

The NJDEP should be directed to amplify efforts to address the impacts of invasive non-native
species, including insects, animals, plants, pathogens, and microorganisms. These efforts
include re-convening The NJ Invasive Species Council, created in 2004 but currently dormant,
and charging them with updating and implementing a state-wide strategic plan to address the
issue. The NJDEP should develop regional collaborations with neighboring states including
Pennsylvania and New York and other regions that have addressed this issue. See Appendix F
for written testimony to the NJ Senate Environment and Energy Committee in relation to
Senate Bill 2186 that bans the sale of nonnative species in NJ. In addition, the proposals*
approved by Task Force participants include directing the legislature to do the following -
consider passing legislation that establishes and funds a youth conservation corps with a focus
on invasive species removal and increase funding for NJ Dept of Agriculture Alampi Lab to

expand their work on invasive species control.
*Proposals are included in Appendix E.

Recommendation 14:

The NJDEP should be directed to measure and reduce deer densities in our public forestlands
to ecologically sustainable levels, with guidance from the Science Advisory Panel.*
Specifically, the NJDEP should identify and implement new and innovative steps,** such as
establishing a pilot program for commercial sale of venison, exploring the role of natural
predators in deep forests, providing a stable source of funding for hunters helping the hungry,
implementing fertility control (including sterilization), and considering revisions to current
guidelines on baiting and feeding (i.e., food plots). NJDEP should evaluate these and other steps

with public input and report back with recommendations to the legislature within one year.
*The science advisory panel should consist of experts having appropriate professional and academic qualifications
(such as foresters, ecologists, wildlife biologists and biogeochemists) - the panel should be a new committee of the
NJDEP Science Advisory Board or be modeled similar to the NJ Endangered and Nongame Species Advisory
Committee or NJ Forest Stewardship Advisory Council or similar. There should be no Governor or legislative
approvals needed for appointments to move forward.

**Proposals are included in Appendix E.

Recommendation 15:

The NJDEP should not include commercial profit as a goal in any forest management plan* on
public land. Commercial timber management should not be a goal for any forest management
plan on public land. Wood products can be sold in instances where cutting and removal of
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wood is a necessary part of an approved plan with ecological health, climate, or other non-

commercial goals.
*Includes Ecological Restoration Plans, Natural Resource Stewardship Plans or other plans on public forested lands

Recommendation 16:

The legislature and others must identify and implement funding mechanisms to ensure
success of the recommendations in this report. Many elements and goals of this framework
cannot move forward without significant resources and staffing to NJDEP. All recommendations
discussed above require funding in the form of staffing and resources in order to be successful.
Funding should include increased appropriations via the annual state budget, new state funding
sources, external grant programs, and other government entities that can assist the agency in
completing these goals. Specifically and immediately, the legislature/agencies should direct
funding from the federal Inflation Reduction Act to advance the initiatives in this framework.
Proposals* approved related to new funding sources include increased block rate pricing on
water use to recognize the impact of forest protections on availability of clean water; extending
the realty transfer fee progression to sales of homes $1 million and above; reallocation of
Green Acres funding to include management activities; tapping carbon markets including RGGI

funding; and other federal funding sources.
*Proposals are included in Appendix E.

V. Participant Response to Framework Recommendations, Results, and
Commentary

Task Force participants were invited to review three iterations of the framework and to provide
comments on individual sections. For the fourth and final framework, we asked participants to
support or not support the framework in its entirety, even if there might be some aspects that
they do not agree with completely. The co-chairs felt that having one cohesive compilation of
specific recommendations was more meaningful than pieces. While comments were solicited
and reviewed for each individual recommendation in the framework, support was requested
for the framework as a whole.

The survey templates utilized to collect input on the three versions of the framework appear in
Appendix D.

By the end of the Task Force discussions, a supermajority of participants supported the final
framework recommendations. In total, 113 responses were recorded from organization
representatives and individuals. There were 49 organizations with formal authorized
representatives responding and 64 individual New Jersey residents responding to the survey.
Responses from organizations and individuals resulted in the same levels of support - 67%
supported the framework while 33% did not.
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ORGANIZATIONS

(a full listing of organizations appears in Appendix A)

Organizations

49 organizations
33 support framework (67%)
16 do not support framework (33%)

= Organizations supporting = Organizations not supporting

Organizations supporting the framework (67%)

Allegheny Society of American Foresters (NJ NJ Nursery & Landscape Association
Division) NJ Outdoor Alliance PAC

Appalachian Mtn Club NJ State Federation of Sportsmen’s Club
Association of NJ Environmental NJ Tree Farm

Commission Ocean County Dept Parks and Recreation
Beaver Lake Realty Company Pinelands Preservation Alliance

Duke Farms Princeton Environnmental Commission
Friends of Hopewell Valley Open Space Princeton Shade Tree Commission

Great Egg Harbor Watershed Association Raritan Headwaters Association
Hackensack Riverkeeper Raritan Twp. Environmental Commission
Lebanon Township Environmental and Sierra Club, NJ Chapter

Open Space Commission Somerset County Parks

Monmouth County Audubon The Nature Conservancy

Morris County Park Commission The Wildlife Society, NJ Chapter
National Wild Turkey Federation, NJ Tri-County Sustainability

Chapter Union County Parks

NJ Audubon USDA NRCS, NJ State Office

NJ Conservation Foundation UUFaithActionNJ

NJ Forestry Association
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Organizations not supporting the framework (33%)

Animal Protection League of NJ (APLNJ) NJ Forest Watch
Empower NJ NY NJ Trail Conference
Environmental Education Fund Passaic River Coalition
Friends of the Drew Forests Ridgeview Conservancy
Great Swamp Watershed Association Sourland Conservancy
Highlands Coalition Support Roaring Rock Park
League of Humane Voters Thonet Associates
NJ Environmental Lobby Woods and Wayside
INDIVIDUALS

(a full listing of individuals appears in Appendix A)

Individuals

64 individuals:
43 support framework (67%)
21 do not support framework (33%)

m |ndividuals supporting = Individuals not supporting

Individuals supporting the framework (67% of respondents)

Ann M Cahill-Makowsky Elaine Mann
Barbara Cuthbert Gary Thein

Bill Beren James A. Quinn
Bill Honachefsky Jr. James Engel
Clifford Paino Jared Rosenbaum
Constance Katzenbach Jean Montgomerie
Dan Murnick Jeanne M. Fox
Dan Ross Jim Lyons

Daniel P. Duran John Parke
Daniela Shebitz Kenneth Rendall
David Jenkins Kristin A. Ace
Deborah J. McConnell Matthew Olson
Ingro Desvousges Matt Polsky
Douglas Reid-Green Melanie H. McDermott
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Michael J. Monahan
Michael Virgi
Michael W. Shier
Paul Rinear

Peter Delman
Rebecca Canright
Rita M. Alzamora
Salvatore Vaspol

Samantha Hartford
Scott Sillars

Steven Mitchell
Theodore Chase Jr.
Vinh Lang

Wayne Huntington
Wendy Mager

Individuals not supporting the framework (33% of respondents)

Anthony Maciorski
Cynthia Soroka-Dunn
Douglas Meckel
James D. Sabol
Jean Publiee

Joe Attamante

Joe Basralian

John Landau

John Saponara
Kate Krehel
Katherine Evans

Kimi Wei

Larry Baum

Leslie J Sauer
Margaret Wood
Matt Smith
Nicholas Homyak
Robert W Moss
Susan Michniewski
Thomas Conway
Wilma Frey

VI. Summary of supporting and dissenting opinions

The co-chairs accepted all supporting and dissenting opinions and included them in Appendices
B (supporting) and C (dissenting). In some cases, an organization with a formal representative
submitted multiple opinions. For survey purposes, only the authorized representative from an
organization could provide a response representing that organization. But for these opinions,
the co-chairs included all opinions from organization members in addition to the authorized

representative.

Some participants combined submissions under both supporting and dissenting opinions, so
there are some dissenting opinions expressed under supporting opinions, and some supporting
opinions expressed under dissenting opinions. In this section, the co-chairs are attempting to
identify the topics that were raised most frequently.
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Main topics in the supporting opinions
All supporting opinions are presented in Appendix B.

The most common topic from participants who submitted supporting opinions concerned
ensuring adequate funding for resources and staff to NJDEP to carry out the recommendations
in the framework.

Overall, supporting commenters thought the process used by the co-chairs was robust and fair
and, given the large number of participants, the optimal way to identify and categorize
consensus and non-consensus participant opinions about forest protections and forest
management in the state.

Main topics in dissenting opinions
All dissenting opinions are presented in Appendix C.

In summary, the most common topic from participants who submitted dissenting opinions
concerned “logging,” which participants suggest means virtually any removal and sale of wood
products. Some participants opined that logging is occurring on state land and that it should not
be. This topic was raised at every Task Force meeting (in fact, the Task Force dedicated two full
meetings to this topic). Participants who provided dissenting opinions on logging also tended to
report that the only goal for the Task Force to consider for managing state forests was climate
change, specifically carbon sequestration and carbon storage. Biodiversity, wildlife protections,
water quality, building resilience to impacts from climate change, and other ecological goals
were considered subordinate or should not be considered at all alongside carbon sequestration
and storage. A subset of these participants also called for a moratorium on the implementation
of any new or existing forest management plans on state lands and urged that a moratorium be
put in place indefinitely or until the Task Force report was finished.

The Sparta Mountain Forest Management Plan, managed by NJDEP, was mentioned several
times by commenters as an example of the logging concerns noted above. Although individual
management plans were not discussed at Task Force meetings, the plan on Sparta Mountain
was raised frequently by several participants in the dissenting opinions and at Task Force
meetings.

Another common theme in the dissenting opinions focused on process. Some participants
viewed the structure of the Task Force as an expert group that should have provided
opportunity for debate and discussion on the science of forest ecology and management. Some
also felt that formal voting by participants rather than a consensus approach should have been
used in determining topics of majority interest and during the drafting and editing of the
framework. A description of the approach the Task Force chairs agreed to is provided in the
process section of the report.

Several commenters wanted the term “proforestation” to be included in the recommendations.
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Interestingly, several commenters who disagreed with the framework overall and provided
dissenting opinions actually favored all or most of the individual recommendations in the
framework. The rationale for dissenting focused on the perception that there were unnecessary
redundancies within the framework and the use of what they considered to be vague
terminology that needed further definition.

VIl. Overview of the Task Force stakeholder process

As stated in earlier sections, Senator Bob Smith formed the NJ Forest Stewardship Task Force in
February 2022. According to Senator Smith, “The purpose of the Task Force will be to study and
identify ways in which the State can best manage its forests in order to fight climate change,
prevent forest fires, improve ecosystems, and protect soil and water quality, among other
things. The Task Force will take feedback from interested parties and then compile a report on
consensus and non-consensus issues with respect to forest stewardship for submission to the
Committee.”

The Senator invited “anyone with an interest” to participate in the Task Force including experts,
professionals, advocates, and individuals living or working in NJ and having an interest in NJ
public forestlands. After the initial announcement of the formation of the Task Force, the co-
chairs created a Google-based email and shared drive to handle Task Force activities. Within the
first several weeks, nearly 1200 individuals requested to be included in the distribution list and
to be kept apprised of activities of the group. In addition, the co-chairs used the Task Force
Google mail system to send invitations to join the Task Force to multiple email lists related to
forests and forestry; the goal was to spread the net far and wide. As per Senator Smith’s
directive, “anyone with an interest” could participate by sending an email to the Task Force
Gmail account. Over time, the number of active participants decreased but there were regularly
100 or so participants attending meetings throughout the course of the Task Force process.
These email addresses were tracked in google mail.

Early in the discussions, the Task Force co-chairs and participants agreed that representation
from Native American Tribes should be encouraged. Chief Vincent Mann of the Ramapough
Lenape Turtle Clan agreed to participate and was asked to address the Task Force at an early
meeting.

Given the diversity of interested parties, the co-chairs determined that a participant process to
include both expert and nonexpert opinions during the course of discussions would be the
appropriate way to move forward. Generally, task forces are work groups composed of experts
in specified areas of knowledge or practice. They tend to be small groups of people brought
together to accomplish a specific objective, with the expectation that the group will disband
when the objective has been completed. A stakeholder group, on the other hand, is any party
with an interest or concern in a subject and who may be positively or negatively impacted by a
project, initiative, policy, or regulation.
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Because the Senator asked the co-chairs to identify consensus and non-consensus issues, the
co-chairs immediately began researching standards for reaching consensus and evaluated
recommendations from The Consensus Council, Inc., Group Facilitation, The Democracy Project,
and the National Academies of Science, Engineering, and Medicine — The Consensus Study
Process. The co-chairs also met with the co-chairs of another task force that had been formed
by Senator Smith several years earlier (2016) to learn about how that group identified
consensus and non-consensus issues. Conversations were had with the four co-chairs of the
Public Access Task Force to learn from their process. They were: Sara Bluhm, NJ Business &
Industry Association; Tim Dillingham, American Littoral Society; Michael Egenton, NJ State
Chamber; and Debbie Mans, NY/NJ Baykeeper.

Time went into planning the logistics of the public participant process and topic areas to
prioritize. The first step was to prioritize general topic areas that participants thought were
important pertaining to NJ public forests. A survey instrument (Appendix D-4) using Google
Forms was prepared to gather information about what participants considered priority issues in
NJ.

The co-chairs determined that the best mechanism for understanding participants’ priorities
was to invite them to submit their ideas, or proposals, via a survey mechanism (see proposal
template in Appendix E).

On April 28, 2022, the Task Force kicked off its first public meeting (via Zoom) with 410 people
registering (338 actually attending). The group included individuals, experts in forest science,
forestry practitioners, environmental non-profit workers, and representatives from government
agencies such as the NJ Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP). The co-chairs
opened the meeting with a general request for all participants to follow the Rules for
Engagement (Appendix D-1) and discussed the results of the prioritization survey. They also
presented instructions for proposal submission. Collaborations were encouraged, and a
collaboration table (Appendix D-5) was created so participants could share ideas and work
together on their narratives.

Senior staff from NJDEP presented background information at the initial meeting and at several
additional meetings when requested. This was done so that all participants had the same
baseline information about how the regulatory agency responsible for managing public lands
currently implements its authority. NJDEP representatives attended meetings to address any
qguestions about the agency’s role but did not serve as a participant in the Task Force for the
purpose of supporting or not supporting the Framework.

All Task Force meetings were recorded and shared via a shared Google YouTube channel.

During the kick-off meeting and all subsequent Task Force virtual zoom meetings, any Task
Force participant was invited to use the raise hand feature to ask a clarifying question or make
a comment, or they could ask questions or make comments to the co-chairs via the chat
feature. Given that there were regularly over 100 people on anyone meeting call, it was
necessary to have a process whereby participants could be heard but not interrupted.
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Participants who had multiple questions or comments were asked to take turns to maximize
the number of people participating.

In June, two workgroups were formed - an Ecological Health Workgroup and a Climate
Workgroup. The Ecological Health workgroup, co-chaired by Murphy and Gilbert, identified
strategies related to the ecological health of our public forests including matters such as
biodiversity, overabundant deer, invasive species, pests, and pathogens. This workgroup
examined what policy or management decisions are needed on our public forestlands to ensure
their ecological health. The Climate Workgroup, co-chaired by Ramos-Busot and Bennett,
identified strategies related to climate change on our public forests including matters such as
carbon sequestration, climate resilience/adaptation, and the risks of wildfire. This workgroup
aimed to examine what policy or management decisions are needed on our public forestlands
in response to climate change.

One hundred thirty-two proposals were submitted between the two workgroups, each with
references and specific legislative recommendations within the Task Force’s scope. The
proposal topics spanned categories such as invasive species, deer populations, natural areas,
public education, and timber harvesting. The co-chairs developed a set of criteria for accepting
proposals for group discussion (criteria are presented in Appendix E). Proposals that identified a
single recommendation that could be developed into a legislative action were prioritized. Some
proposals partially fulfilled the criteria, but had more than one idea included or needed some
focus. In addition, some proposals were not true proposals but were opinion pieces from
interested participants and were therefore not accepted for discussion. However, due to
fervent requests from several Task Force participants, we include all submitted proposals in
Appendix E.

Every two weeks, the co-chairs hosted two meetings lasting at least two hours each to go over
participant-designed proposals. As mentioned earlier, each meeting included over 100
participants. Upon each discussion, the group would evaluate how to improve these ideas and
express their support or opposition to the proposals. While a voting process was considered,
participants could not agree on how to differentiate between organization voting and individual
voting. The co-chairs determined that use of a consensus approach rather than a voting
approach would work best. Objections raised in conversation or sent as emails were recorded
and reviewed. Informal Zoom polls were used to gauge the status of agreement or
disagreement among participants on proposals.

After hearing from NJDEP and others on the topic of how New Jersey public forests are
regulated, participants formed a Regulatory subgroup in an effort to develop a common
understanding of what regulations currently apply to forestry on public lands. After several
discussions, the subgroup learned that, unlike for private land, there is not currently a formal
process, established through rule-making that governs review of forest management plans on
public lands. There are exceptions such as in the Pinelands and Natural Areas where some
formal regulations governing forestry exist. No formal rule or guidance for forest management
on public lands outside of these specifically regulated areas exists in law, statute, or regulation.
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The NJDEP explained that it follows the guidelines that are in place for developing plans on
private land for public land. Also, the NJDEP communicated that the agency follows the Land
Management Review process and the 14-step process (NJDEP internal process) for all forest
management plans on public lands. While not formally established by rule (internal operations
of agencies do not go through the rule-making process), staff are required to adhere to the
internal processes, standard operating procedures, policies, and training requirements. The
Regulatory subgroup agreed that a formal rule-making process governing forest management
on public lands should be required and established.

Originally, the agendas for Task Force subgroup meetings highlighted discussion of accepted
proposals. However, stakeholders continued to direct comments and conversation away from
the substance of the proposals and toward specific issues of proforestation, tree cutting and
removal, and the forest management plan at Sparta Mountain. Individuals would not agree to
support any proposals without first discussing these topics.

Consequently, the co-chairs addressed these issues by 1) inviting a panel of national experts to
speak on proforestation (link to webinar here); 2) created an informal survey on participants’
opinions on tree cutting and wood removal (Appendix D-2); and 3) dedicated two full meetings
to the topic of “logging.”

In an effort to hear all views, two two-hour meetings were held to discuss issues surrounding
tree cutting and removal of wood products. The sponsors of proposals related to these issues
were invited to discuss their proposals, and discussion was open to all interested participants.
After hours of discussion, it seemed clear to the co-chairs that consensus among the
participants on the Zoom call would not be reached on these issues no matter how many
additional hours might be spent discussing them. It was unclear what the majority view was. A
survey using Google Forms was created and sent to all Task Force participants to ascertain
participants’ positions on these issues. Results of those surveys can be found on the next two

pages.

The tree cutting survey results showed that a
majority of respondents (83%) supported
allowing the cutting of trees to meet
ecological objectives or other reasons. A
Coning TR minority of participants (14%) indicated that
sommreemiaem - trees should never be cut for any reason,
s while 17% responded that trees can be cut
for any reason including the generation of
revenue. The largest contingent (66%)
supported cutting trees only for ecological

health purposes.
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The wood removal survey results showed
that a majority of respondents (62%)
supported allowing the removal of wood to
meet ecological goals or for other reasons. A
Wood Products  minority of participants (36%) indicated that

= Never permittad

= For Excegca et wood should never be removed for any

T reason, while 20% responded that wood
could be removed for any reason including
revenue generation. The largest contingent
(42%) supported the removal of wood only

for ecological health purposes.

Throughout the time that the Task Force met, opposition continued to be raised about the
implementation of one particular existing forest management plan at Sparta Mountain.
Because the charge of the Task Force was more general than any one individual management
plan, the co-chairs directed discussion away from any individual plan and focused instead on
more general management of all forested public lands in the state. Nonetheless, all four co-
chairs visited Sparta Mountain together in order to observe the various project sites.

Because discussions on proposals were difficult due to continued distraction on the issues
described above, the co-chairs moved away from proposal discussion (since we could not move
forward on these) and opted to create a conceptual framework based on topics where there
seemed to be some broad agreement among participants.

There were three versions of the framework recommendations developed for participant
review and comment (see Appendix D for the surveys for each draft version). The co-chairs
strived to incorporate language that addressed compromises on issues with widely ranging
opinions among participants. Each draft represented an attempt to address participant
comments on the framework.

For the draft frameworks, the co-chairs asked participants to provide input on each individual
recommendation. However, for the final version, the co-chairs asked participants if they could
support the framework as one comprehensive recommendation, rather than 16 separate parts.
The rationale for this was to develop a holistic approach to stewarding New Jersey’s public
forests, rather than 16 specific recommendations found in the framework. This approach also
acknowledged the idea that along the way, as the draft frameworks were being discussed and
refined, compromises were being made on specific recommendations in order to move towards
broad agreement on the full package of recommendations. The four co-chairs worked to be
responsive to and reconcile different perspectives in order to build broad support for the
recommendations. Our hope was that even if participants did not agree with every
recommendation, they could support the holistic package because their priorities were
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included. We understood that some organizations would not support the entire framework
even if one recommendation was not exactly what they wanted.

After discussing the framework, meetings toward the end of the process addressed several
topic areas of interest to participants where there seemed to be some general consensus.
Those who submitted proposals on the topics of the use of fire in forest management, Natural
Areas and Ecological Reserves, invasive species and deer management were invited to present
their proposals to the rest of the Task Force for discussion. Areas of broad agreement from
these discussions were then reflected in the final framework recommendations.

In December, as the Task Force was discussing proposals related to invasive species, a bill was
introduced in the Senate Environment and Energy Committee focused on invasive species. The
co-chairs quickly formed an Invasive Species Subgroup to address the Task Force
recommendations on this topic. A team of seven participants (plus the four co-chairs) prepared
written testimony (Appendix F) in support of Senate Bill 2168, and three subgroup members
provided oral testimony at the Dec 15 public Senate Environment and Energy Committee
hearing. Sixty Task Force participants (in addition to the four co-chairs and the seven subgroup
members) signed in support of the written testimony. Their testimony was covered in the press
(NJ Spotlight News; NJ Monitor).

The final framework was circulated to all Task Force participants in mid-December with an
opportunity to indicate whether they wished to support the recommendations or not support,
and to provide statements for inclusion in the final report. By this time, there were 49
organizations actively participating.

VIII. Appendices

Appendix A: Framework Supporters and Dissenters
Appendix B: Supporting opinions
Appendix C: Dissenting opinions

Appendix D: Forms, Surveys, Documents
Appendix D-1: Rules of Engagement
Appendix D-2: Cutting and wood removal survey
Appendix D-3: Organization Authorization
Appendix D-4 Framework surveys
Appendix D-4a: First Draft Framework Survey — 124 Respondents
Appendix D-4b: Revised Framework Survey — 102 Respondents
Appendix D-4c: Third Revised Framework Survey — 63 Respondents
Appendix D-4d: Final Framework Survey — 111 Respondents
Appendix D-5: Original topic prioritization survey
Appendix D-6: Collaboration Table
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Appendix D-7: Flyer for panel discussion, “Exploring Conservation and Proforestation
options for NJ Forests”

Appendix E: Proposals

Appendix E-1: Blank proposal form

Appendix E-2: Criteria for acceptance for discussion

Appendix E-3: Proposals that were accepted, discussed, and reached consensus. At least
three of four co-chairs agree that the proposal met criteria.

Appendix E-4: Proposals that were accepted and discussed during Task Force meetings, but
consensus not reached. At least three of four co-chairs agree that the
proposal met criteria.

Appendix E-5: Proposals that were accepted but not discussed. At least three of four co-
chairs agree that the proposal met criteria.

Appendix E-6: Proposals that needed revision or co-chairs were split on acceptance (fewer
than three of four co-chairs accepted)

Appendix E-7: Proposals that were not accepted: At least three of four co-chairs agree that
proposal did not meet criteria.

Appendix F: Invasive Species subgroup written testimony to Senate Environment & Energy

Committee

Appendix G: Glossary of terms
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Appendix A: Framework Supporters and Dissenters

Task Force participants were invited to review several iterations of the framework and to provide comments on individual sections. For the final
framework, we asked participants to support or not support the framework in its entirely, even if there might be some aspects that they not
agree with completely. The co-chairs felt that a cohesive support was more meaningful than pieces. While comments were solicited and
reviewed for each individual recommendation in the framework, support was requested for the framework as a whole.

The surveys used to collect input on the three versions of the framework appear in Appendix D.

113 Responses to Framework (after removing duplicates, etc.)

All Respondents — 113
76 support framework (67%)
37 do not support framework (33%)

49 organizations
33 support framework (67%)
16 do not support framework (33%)

64 individuals:
43 support framework (67%)
21 do not support framework (33%)
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Organizations supporting the framework (67%)

Organization (if you are submitting on
behalf of an organization)

Name of Submitter
(point of contact)

Please list any academic credentials and
certifications that you have*

Do you serve on the Board or as a Trus-
tee or decision-maker on any organiza-
tions (include the one you are repre-
senting)? Please list (include the one
you are representing).

Allegheny Society of American Forest-
ers (NJ Division)

Steven Kallesser

Certified Forester

Appalachian Mtn Club

Dawn Riley

Masters in Environmental Science

Association of NJ Environmental Com-
mission

Jennifer Coffey
Executive Director

dual Masters degrees in Environmental
Policy and Environmental Science from
NJIT

Beaver Lake Realty Company

Susan Elizabeth Dor-
ward

Highlands Glacial Lakes Initiative

Duke Farms

Thomas Almendinger

MS in Ecology & Evolution from Rutgers
University, ESA certified ecologist

NJ Invasive Species Strike Team, NJ
Wildlife Society

Friends of Hopewell Valley Open
Space

Michael Van Clef

Ph.D. Ecology

No

Great Egg Harbor Watershed Associa-
tion

Fred Akers

Hackensack Riverkeeper

Hugh M. Carola

EarthShare NJ, Waterspirit

Lebanon Township Environmental and
Open Space Commission

Nancy Roberts-
Lawler

BA Biology University of Pennsylvania

Board Chair PEACE New Jersey

Monmouth County Audubon Soc

Colette R Buchanan

Juris Doctor

Yes

Morris County Park Commission

Kelli Kovacevic

B.S. Natural Resource Mgt - Rutgers, 2002;
M.S. Biology; Montclair University, 2013

| am not on the board but serve as a
department director

National Wild Turkey Federation, NJ
Chapter

Miriam Dunne

B.S. Natural Resources Management (Cook
College, Rutgers University, M.S. Biology
(E. Stroudsburg University)

no

NJ Audubon

Alex Ireland
President and CEO

PhD, Geological and Earth Sciences
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NJ Conservation Foundation

Emile DeVito

Ph.D. Ecology

Pinelands Preservation Alliance (Trus-
tee), NJ Natural Lands Trust (Trustee),
Highlands Coalition Natural Heritage
Committee

NJ Forestry Association

Richard B Kelsky

BSCE; JD; Spotted Lanternfly Permitholder;
Certified Tree Farm Owner; Forest Land-
owner and Operator

NJ Nursery & Landscape Association

Elmer Platz

NJ Outdoor Alliance PAC

Larry Herrighty

B.S. Wildlife M

NJ Hunters Helping Hungry, State Fed-
eration Of Sportsmen's Clubs

NJ State Federation of Sportsmen’s
Club

Frank Virgilio

Chairman, New Jersey, Fish, and Game
Council

New Jersey Wildlife Foundation, New
Jersey Fish and Game Council

NJ Tree Farm

Alex Kelchner

Ocean County Dept Parks and Recrea-
tion

Geoffrey Lohmeyer

Pinelands Preservation Alliance

Jaclyn Rhoads

Doctorate degree in environmental policy

Princeton Environmental Commission

Tammy L Sands

Princeton Shade Tree Commission

Sandra Chen

M.S., Ed.D.

Appointed to Princeton Shade Tree
Commission

Raritan Headwaters Association

William Kibler

J.D.

Raritan Twp Environmental Commis-
sion

Amy S Greene

Certified Senior Ecologist Ecology Society
of American, Professional Wetland Scien-
tist, Bachelors in Biology, Masters in Ecol-
ogy, 48 years professional and volunteer

experience in Environmental Studies and

Permitting

Sierra Club, NJ Chapter

Taylor McFarland

Somerset County Parks

Shauna Moore

Master of Landscape Architecture

The Nature Conservancy

Eric Olsen

The Wildlife Society, NJ Chapter

Brian Kirkpatrick

BS, Certified Wildlife Biologist

Yes




¥ ‘seolpuaddy 414rN

Tri-County Sustainability

Sean Mohen

Yes

Union County Parks

Daniel J. Bernier

USDA NRCS, NJ State Office

Don Donnelly

NJDEP Approved Forester, NJ Licensed
Tree Expert #376

UUFaithActionNJ

Peggy Middaugh

none

New Jersey Tree Foundation
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Organizations not supporting the framework (33%)

Organization (if you are submitting on
behalf of an organization)

Name of Submitter
(point of contact)

Please list any academic credentials and cer-
tifications that you have*

Do you serve on the Board or as a Trustee
or decision-maker on any organizations
(include the one you are representing)?
Please list (include the one you are repre-
senting).

Animal Protection League of NJ (APLNJ)

Angi Metler

League of Humane Voters

Empower NJ

Ken Dolsky

BA in physics

Highlands Coalition Natural Heritage
Committee, VP NJ Forest Watch, Don't
Gas the Meadowlands Coalition

Environmental Education Fund

Erica Cowper

BS in Biology from Drew University

New Jersey Environmental Lobby

Friends of the Drew Forests

Sara Webb

Ph.D., Ecology, M.S. Ecology and Forest Re-
sources

Highlands Coalition Trustee

Great Swamp Watershed Association

Dorothea Stillinger

Degrees from University of Rochester and
Yale

NJ Forest Watch, NJ Highlands Coalition
Natural Heritage Committee

Highlands Coalition

Elliott Ruga

League of Humane Voters

Doris Lin

B.S. in Applied Biological Sciences, MIT
J.D., University of Southern California Law
School

Animal Protection League of NJ

NJ Environmental Lobby

Anne O. Poole

MBA

Environmental Education Fund; Seaside
Apt. Condominium Association.

NJ Forest Watch

Silvia Solaun

MS, Nutrition

NY NJ Trail Conference

Timothy McKenna

25 years as an executive in the paper and
forest product industry

Passaic River Coalition

Laurie Howard

Ridgeview Conservancy

Mitalee Pasricha

Sourland Conservancy

Joe Kazimierczyk

Support Roaring Rock Park

Laura Oltman

NJ Highlands Coalition, Trustee
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NJ Highlands Coalition Natural Heritage
Committee

Thonet Associates

John A. Thonet

BS & MS degrees in Forestry, SUNY College |Association of New Jersey Environmental
of Environmental Science and Forestry; Li- |Commissions, New Jersey Highlands Coa-

censed Professional Engineer and Profes-
sional Planner in New Jersey

lition, and New Jersey Environmental
Lobby

Woods and Wayside

Christopher Barr

BSc (Univ. California, Berkeley); MSc (Cornell
Univ.); 30+ years as professional analyst of
forestry issues globally; Center for Interna-
tional Forestry Research (CIFOR), 1998-2009.

Ridgeview Conservancy
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Individuals supporting the framework (67% of respondents)

Name of Submitter
(point of contact)

Please list any academic credentials and certifications that you
have*

Town of Residence

County of Residence

Ann M Cahill-Makowsky | None that applies. Have a Bachelor of Arts Bordentown Burlington
Barbara Cuthbert Ed.D. Princeton Somerset
Bill Beren Upper Montclair Essex
Bill Honachefsky Jr. Clinton Hunterdon
Clifford Paino LEED Green Associate Lincoln Park Morris
Constance Katzenbach Hopewell township Mercer
Dan Duran B.S, M.S., Ph.D. Mantua Gloucester
Dan Murnick PhD, Professor Emeritus of Applied Physics, Rutgers University Bernardsville Somerset
Dan Ross Long Valley Morris
Daniela Shebitz Ph.D. Ecosystem Science Cranford Union
David Jenkins B.S. Natural Resources - Conservation, Cook College - Rutgers Uni- Milford Hunterdon

versity, 1978. Graduate studies Wildlife Ecology - University of Wis-

consin 1978-1982, Rutgers University non-matric Ecology and Natu-

ral Resources.
Deborah J McConnell BA Communications Whiting Ocean
Desvousges Ingro BA Zoology and ISA Certified Arborist Flemington Hunterdon
Douglas Reid-Green Flemington Hunterdon
Elaine Mann n/a Colts Neck Monmouth
Gary Thein Livingston Essex
James A. Quinn New Brunswick Middlesex
James Engel None Long Valley Morris
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Jared Rosenbaum Pohatcong Warren
Jean Montgomerie Freehold Monmouth
Jeanne Fox BA Douglass College; JD Rutgers Law School; Certificate Harvard JFK New Brunswick Middlesex
School, Former BPU President
Jim Lyons BS, Cook College, Rutgers University; Master of Forestry, Yale School | West Milford Passaic
of the Environment
John Parke senior professional wetland scientist (SWS) Certified Ecologist(ESA), | Independence Warren
BA in Environmental Studies (Ramapo State College of NJ)
Kenneth Rendall BS Business Administration Peapack-Gladstone Somerset
Kristin A Ace BFA / extensive training for Shade Tree Commission work Morristown Morris
Matt Polsky MA, MBA Belvidere Warren
Matthew Olson Ph.D in Forest Resources, UMaine Buena Vista Atlantic
Melanie H. McDermott Ph.D. Environmental Science, Policy & Mgt., UC Berkeley; MSc., For- Highland Park Middlesex
estry, University of Oxford
Michael ) Monahan BS - Business, Fellow Healthcare Financial Management Ramsey Bergen
Michael Virgil NJ Licensed Tree Expert #593 Tree registered business Hackettstown Warren
Michael W Shier Stockton Hunterdon
Paul Rinear AAS Computer Science, BA Physics, MA Math Aberdeen Monmouth
Peter Delman none in this field Jersey City Hudson
Rebecca Canright Asbury Hunterdon
Rita M Alzamora BFA, IT certifications Lk Hiawatha Morris
Salvatore Vaspol BS Natural Sciences Oak Ridge Morris
Samantha Hartford MSc Experimental Archaeology Morristown Morris
Scott Sillars BS in Forestry Princeton Mercer
Steven Mitchell Somerville Somerset
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Theodore Chase Jr Ph.D. (in biochemistry) Franklin Two., Somer- | Somerset
set Co.
Vinh Lang Master of Forestry, Yale University; Bachelor's of Environmental Sci- | Riverside Burlington
ence, Stockton University; NJ State Approved Forester
Wayne Huntington Bridgewater Somerset
Princeton Mercer

Wendy Mager

Law degree
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Individuals not supporting the framework (33% of respondents)

Name of Submitter
(point of contact)

Please list any academic credentials and certifications that you
have*

Town of Residence

County of Residence

Anthony Maciorski Lake Hopatcong Morris
AS Broadcasting Bergen Community College, BA Communications
Cynthia Soroka-Dunn SUNY New Paltz Haworth Bergen
Douglas Meckel Hopewell NJ Mercer
Bachelors Degree, Biological Science, Certified Wildlife Biologist, The
James D. Sabol Wildlife Society Pompton Lakes Passaic
Jean Publiee Flemington Hunterdon
Joe Attamante Morris Township Morris
| have already completed. BA, MBA, Rutgers Environmental Steward,
NYU graduate class in Sustainability, various Rutgers Cooperative Ex-
Joe Basralian tension workshops on nature Chatham Township Morris
Rutgers Environmental Steward, NJ Forestry Association Woodland
Steward, Rutgers GI Champion, UN Convention on Biological Diver-
John Landau sity 10 week MOOC "Ecological Restoration" Morristown Morris
John Saponara PhD in ecology and evolutionary biology from Cornell, 1994 Ringoes Hunterdon
Kate Krehel Princeton Mercer
Employment-NJ Div. Parks & Forestry, Clean Water Action, MA
Katherine Evans Audubon Stockholm Sussex
Kimi Wei Fair Lawn Bergen
Minor in Mathematics; BSc. in Conservation Biology, Biology and Rockaway Morris
Physics; Ph.D. in Theoretical Physics; have been involved with forest
conservation issues since the early 90s; have done extensive reading
on mature and old-growth forests; have grown up in an old forest
and visited many mature and old-growth forests in the region and
Larry Baum across parts of the U.S.
Assoc. prof UPENN, founder emeritus of Andropogon Associates. an | Sergeantsville Hunterdon

Leslie J Sauer

environmental consulting firm, founding partner Society for Ecologi-
cal Restoration
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(1) Bachelors degree in Aerospace Engineering, 1979, Polytechnic In- | West Milford Passaic

stitute of New York, (merged with NYU and now known as New York

University Tandon School of Engineering).

(2) Master's degree in Aerospace Engineering, 1981, from Polytech-

nic University, (merged with NYU and now known as New York Uni-

versity Tandon School of Engineering).

(+) Continued to take additional graduate school courses for 2+ years
Margaret Wood beyond the Masters Degree. (Same University as above).
Matt Smith New Brunswick Middlesex
Nicholas Homyak Lake Hiawatha Morris
Robert W Moss BA Economics Bloomfield Essex
Susan Michniewski NA Hopewell township Mercer
Thomas Conway Ringwood Passaic

MLA (Landscape Architecture) Harvard GSD; MPA- MidCareer, Har- | Tewksbury Township Hunterdon

Wilma Frey

vard Kennedy Sch. Govt.

*Optional — participants were asked to provide any credentials (education, experience) voluntarily. Some provided this information
and others did not. The absence of credentials does not necessarily imply that the participant does not have a degree or experience.




Appendix B. Supporting Opinions

Following the conclusion of workgroup meetings and framework development, participants
were given opportunity to express their final report commentary to be included in this report.

The following comments were submitted by participants and organizations in support of the
final framework. Participants were given 2500 characters.

A total of 35 responses were recorded — 16 were submitted on behalf of organizations and 19
were submitted by individuals representing themselves.

Supporting Opinions of Organizations:

Several organizations designated a Task Force representative to participate on behalf of an
organization’s viewpoint. There are 16 organizations that signed off on a response in support of
the framework.

Ocean County Dept Parks and Recreation
Representative: Geoffrey Lohmeyer, County Park Manager

The framework presented to group is a good start. Before we are able to go in depth on
specific topics | agree with the chairs that we must first agree on the broad topics that would
outline how we breakdown into deeper discussions.

Great Egg Harbor Watershed Association
Representative: Fred Akers, Operations Manager

The process was robust, inclusive, and deliberative. The final Task Force Framework was an
iterative compromise carefully crafted to maximize a consensus for forest managment in NJ.

The Wildlife Society, NJ Chapter
Representative: Brian Kirkpatrick, President

Providing forests in varying stages of succession is critical to maintaining diverse wildlife
populations. With regard to carbon sequestration and storage multiple age structures are
likewise important. General young forests are more efficient at removing carbon from the
atmosphere while older forests contain more carbon storage. At some point time time forests
become net emitters of carbon and other pollutants (e.g., VOCs). Commercial harvest options
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should be considered as viable option for forest management as it provides economic
benefits and potential for reduced fossil fuel consumption and long term storage of carbon in
production of durable products (e.g., lumber)

Friends of Hopewell Valley Open Space
Representative: Michael Van Clef, Stewardship Director

"The co-chairs did an extremely good job synthesizing diverse opinions to create a framework
that has the potential to significantly improve forest stewardship, both in stakeholder/public
perception and stewardship outcomes. The use of expert panels is key to moving forward in a
way that allows the multiple perspectives required to steward public lands for multiple
purposes.

| strongly support the framework and all of its elements. Given my particular
experience/interest on invasive species, | most strongly support this element.”

NJ Audubon
Representative: Alex Ireland, President and CEO

"Overall, the proposed framework represents a balanced approach to mapping resources,
developing plans, and managing publicly owned forests. Inclusion of critical concepts like
scale, variability in forest ecosystems, and application of adaptive management frameworks
make it possible for me to support this framework. | appreciate the inclusion of properly
credentialed science advisory groups as a mechanism to weigh trade-offs and drive thoughtful
decisions.

| have three broad areas of potential concern, which | list below in order of importance.

First, | have some concern that the framework overemphasizes the importance of biological
carbon sequestration and overstates by implication the potential for NJ forests to offset
emissions (all natural sinks only offset ~8% of 2018 emissions within the state,
https://www.nj.gov/dep/climatechange/docs/nj-gwra-80x50-report-2020.pdf). As the state
progresses, it will be critical to maintain focus on habitat and biodiversity needs, managing for
structural and compositional diversity at the landscape-scale. Singular focus on maximizing
biological carbon sequestration could have severe ecological consequences through
simplification while delivering negligible absolute benefits to the global climate system.

Second, | am somewhat concerned that proposed formal rulemaking processes for
management plans could take longer than anticipated and once completed the resulting
administrative burden could further reduce the rate at which scientifically defensible
management actions occur in publicly owned forests.
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Third, the framework of course proposes an aggressive agenda for an already overburdened
agency. While the framework clearly calls for added resources to DEP, the magnitude of the
added charge could well outstrip the willingness of the legislature to provide additional
funding."

Allegheny Society of American Foresters (NJ Division)
Representative: Steven Kallesser, Chair Emeritus

"The New Jersey Division of the Allegheny Society of American Foresters generally supports
the framework, as written. This organization does so, largely as an acceptance of the
compromises made on most -- if not all sides -- of this issue.

Our greatest concern is an issue that was part of the charge of the task force, and therefore
has been treated as out-of-bounds by the co-chairs. Specifically, the task force's
recommendations are to apply to all public lands within the state. Any subsequent action
taken by legislative or executive action must reflect the enormous disparity in resources
between the NJDEP and the average municipality. It is not reasonable to subject a
municipality with no full-time staff relying on a local Boy Scout troop for manpower on a 30
acre property to the same standards as a branch of the NJDEP with a suite of full-time
employee subject matter experts and significant stewardship budget managing a property of
1,500 acres or more. We trust that policymakers will recognize this simple fact.

In general, we still believe that the framework contains too many advisory groups and
recommends hiring too many additional full-time employees, all with too little benefit given
the cost. This cost is not only measured in dollars and cents, but also in NJDEP (and NJDA)
staff time to oversee, and also in dilution of the expertise of the local land manager (be it
State Park Service Superintendent, Forest Service Forester, or Fish & Wildlife Land Manager,
etc.). We trust that policymakers will only implement those parts of this framework that pass a
rudimentary cost/benefit analysis.

Lastly, we believe that a key finding of any legislative or executive action based on this
framework must include the fact that New Jersey's forests are disturbance-dependent
ecosystems. While this is most obvious in the Pinelands, it is also incontrovertibly true
throughout the rest of the state. As such, a decision (or a non-decision) that results in non-
management must be viewed as a management decision that will result in consequences.
While not explicitly stated, the tone of the framework is tilted away from active management.
We trust that policymakers will treat any decision not to manage as a management decision,
subject to all of the analysis demanded of any other management decision. Being pro-active
gives the NJDEP -- acting in accordance with its various legislative mandates -- a fighting
chance of meeting its goals."

New Jersey Forestry Association
Representative: Richard B. Kelsky, Member & Board of Directors
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"The New Jersey Forestry Association (“NJFA") appreciates the opportunity to participate in
the NJ Forest Task Force (“Task Force”) and comment on its “Conceptual Framework of
Recommendations” (“Framework”) for NJ's public forests.

Since the Framework is a “starting point” of “ideas” with the “details still to be worked out in
legislation and rulemaking,” NJFA believes that line-by-line comments would be counter-
productive at this time. Our general comments are below.

1.Framework Support

The NJFA supports the Framework, consistent with this response.

2.Renewed Focus on Public Forests

The NJFA supports a renewed focus on NJ's public forests, which have been overlooked and
under-funded.

3.Forest Management

The NJFA supports planned proactive management of NJ's public forests utilizing recognized
science-based management activities to achieve a broad range of goals.

4.Range of Goals

The NJFA recognizes that forest management goals are broad and diverse, for example, forest
sustainability, ecological health, habitats, diversity, fire-risk management, climate resiliency,
water and soil resources, and recreation.

5.Funding

The NJFA recognizes that responsible forest management of NJ's public forests will require
significant funding and that some funding may come through economic recovery from forest
products removed during approved forest management activities intended to achieve other
primary goals.

6.Legislation and Rulemaking Realities

The NJFA recognizes that the legislative and rulemaking processes will take years, and that in
the interim, proactive forest management must proceed to achieve the broad range of forest

management goals and reduce risks to NJ's public forests and residents.

7.Forest Uniqueness
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The NJFA recognizes that each of NJ's public forests is an individual ecosystem which exists
for various purposes and must be analyzed and managed for the intended results within that
forest taking into consideration the overall goals for NJ's public forests.

8.The 80x50 Report

The NJFA supports implementation of the Carbon Sequestration Pathways identified in NJ's
Global Warming Response Act 80x50 Report - 2020 (pp. 153-156).

Conclusion

The NJFA recognizes the challenges in producing a framework that satisfies most constituents,
while remaining focused on the goal of ensuring sustainability of NJ's public forests. We look
forward to working with the Task Force, Senator Smith, the Legislature, NJDEP and NJ Parks &
Forestry."

NJ Nursery & Landscape Association
Representative: Elmer Platz, Member

NJNLA endorses and supports the opinions provided by NJFA

Raritan Headwaters Association
Representative: William Kibler, Director of Policy

"Re: Recommendation 1: The Science Advisory Panel should be separate from DEP

Re: Recommendation 3: The rulemaking and guidelines for developing forest management
plans on public forests should include the most stringent protections of streams, wetlands,
vernal pools, soil, and steep slopes (including limits on disturbance within buffers); should
prohibit commercial logging; should protect mature and maturing forests and with very few
exceptions allow tree cutting (but not removal) for active, small-scale habitat management and
invasive control. See RHA's proposal to the NJ forest taskforce calling for protection of
forested watershed health."

NJ Highlands Coalition
Representative: Elliott Ruga, Policy & Communications Director

"Rec. 1: We agree with the concept of statewide planning and the recommendation overall;
however, the scientific advisory panel should be independent from the NJDEP and must
include a balance of experts from biogeochemistry, ecology, forestry, and wildlife biology such
that no group is overrepresented while maintaining an appropriate span of expertise. Without
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this clarification we will move to a dissenting opinion on this recommendation due to its
potential for greater harm than help.

Rec. 2: We agree with this recommendation.

Rec. 3: We agree with the recommendation only if a moratorium on timber harvesting for the
duration of the one-year interim rule making.

Rec. 4: We agree with this recommendation.

Rec. 5: We agree with this recommendation.

Rec. 6: We agree but with the same stipulation as recommendation 1 for both the science
advisory panel and the oversight council. Additionally, appointments must be made directly
by the DEP Commissioner without delegation.

Rec. 8: We agree but the first sentence should read similar to the following: “... importance of
adjusting ecological goals over time due to new data and changing circumstances in our
forests...". The term adaptive management is a term used in forestry which may include
timber harvesting.

Rec. 9: We agree with this recommendation.

Rec. 10: We agree with this recommendation.

Rec. 11: We agree with the same stipulation as recommendation 3.

Rec. 12: We agree with this recommendation.

Rec. 13: We agree with this recommendation.

Rec. 14: We agree with the same stipulation as recommendation 1.

Rec. 16: We agree with this recommendation."

NJ Tree Farm
Representative: Erica Muller, Member

| support the final framework as written and appreciate the hard work that has been put into
this!

Princeton Shade Tree Commission
Representative: Sandra Chen, Member

The Princeton Shade Tree Commission finds that many of the recommendations in the
Conceptual Framework pertain to State agency matters that lie outside its purview. But we do
appreciate and support the recommendations for State-wide efforts to reduce deer densities,
a ban on the sale of invasive species, and enhancement of the capacity for use of prescribed
burns as an ecological management tool. These measures have the potential to strengthen
our ability to sustain the health of our municipal forestlands.

National Wild Turkey Federation, NJ Chapter
Representative: Miriam Dunne, Advisor

"NJNWTF supports sound management of NJ's forests, and the efforts of the task force to
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consider all goals in the management of public lands. Biodiversity goes hand in hand with
climate considerations, and managing for biodiversity also enables forests to be more resilient
to the expected perturbations that will occur with climate change. Biodiversity is an important
a goal as climate resilience, and management needs to take place on public lands at a scale in
order to benefit imperiled species. We support the points in the framework that promote
prescribed burning, sound scientific-based deer management, and invasive species control.

NJ's forests are valuable to its residents, and the interests in the management of our forests
are substantial and increasing. DEP must be given tools (funding and staff) as well as
autonomy from political control over the direction that forest management takes. We support
the public input process and the addition of councils to help guide DEP’s work, but ultimately
DEP must be the arbiter of any challenges to its science and policies, and it must not be
beholden to the politics of the angry mob. DEP must have the final word on where
management takes place and at what scale.

DEP should be able to use commercial harvesting of wood products as a tool to accomplish
management goals, whether they be primarily forest health or wildlife management goals.
DEP should not be hampered by whether or not a “profit” is realized in the sale of wood
products from state land. The state should not have to apologize for saving the taxpayers a
little money while accomplishing its management goals."

NJ Outdoor Alliance PAC
Representative: Larry Herrighty, Board Trustee

"New Jersey Outdoor Alliance (NJOA) supports the following recommendations:
Recommendation (R) 4. NJOA supports the Natural Areas Program and agrees it needs
adequate funding to accomplish its mission.

R 6. NJOA supports establishment of a Science Advisory Panel provided members are
appointed by the DEP Commissioner and have term limits.

R 8. NJOA supports adaptive management of all forest lands.

R 9. NJOA recognizes there is significant variation in our forests, both at a landscape and
micro level and this should be considered as a guiding principle in forest planning.

R 10. NJOA recognizes forests should be protected and managed to support climate goals
while advancing equally important goals as stated.

R 12. NJOA recognizes the use of fire as an important management tool as practiced by DEP.
R 14. NJOA supports the recommendation to adequately fund NJ Hunters Helping the Hungry
in order to expand their ability them to pay for the processing of donated deer as outlined in
proposal #117.

R 16. NJOA supports increased funding by the legislature in order to implement supported
recommendations.

NJOA has reservations concerning the following recommendations:

R5 & 6. NJOA recognizes that existing old growth or mature forest stands have value that
should be protected and that adaptive management should be practiced in order to preserve
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and enhance their value, including for carbon sequestration. However, we note that the
science on forest management and forest age necessary to optimize carbon sequestration is
unsettled. Therefore, the size and amount of such carbon reserves must be carefully
considered, given the equally important ecological and societal goals that public forests
provide to New Jersey citizens."

NJ Conservation Foundation
Representative: Emile DeVito, Manager of Science and Stewardship

"NJ Conservation is honored to have been among the co-chairs of this effort. We appreciate
the many hours of dialogue and work by our fellow co-chairs and Task Force members. A
consensus process involving a large number of stakeholders with diverse backgrounds will
never be 100% to any participants liking. However, we believe that these recommendations
reflect broad agreement among many participants and, if implemented effectively, will
significantly advance protection and management of NJ's public forestlands.

In particular, we are enthusiastic about the recommendations calling for comprehensive,
science-based planning, formal rules governing forest management plans, revitalization of the
Natural Areas Program, establishment of carbon reserves to protect mature forests, steps to
address invasive species and reduce the deer population, and increased funding to accomplish
these goals.

Many of the recommendations will simply be impossible to implement unless NJ DEP has
significantly increased funding and staffing, including comprehensive planning for public
forestlands, rule-making regarding forest management plans, revitalization of the Natural Areas
Program, and addressing invasive species.

Many of these recommendations will also falter if NJ DEP fails to take new, innovative steps to
reduce the deer population. Our forests will simply fail to regenerate in many areas, and efforts
to increase carbon sequestration through afforestation and reforestation will be frustrated as
well. NJ DEP must have clear direction from the legislature to manage the deer population for
ecological sustainability rather than for recreational purposes.

The recommendation to establish carbon reserves is critical in light of the state’s goal to
maintain and enhance carbon stored in natural lands to help meet emissions targets under the
Global Warming Response Act. Recent science affirms that allowing intact, mature forests to
further mature into old growth forest is an effective sequestration strategy. The forest planning
process should identify significant acreage of mature forest cover for designation as carbon
reserves, including forests not previously cleared for agriculture that can be identified in the
late 1800s C.C. Vermeule forest cover maps and 1930s aerial photography maps. Such forests
tend to be the most ecologically intact and have significant potential for carbon sequestration
and other ecological benefits if allowed to mature into old growth."

Sierra Club, NJ Chapter
Representative: Greg Gorman, Conservation Chair

NJFTF Appendices, 19




The proposed framework is an excellent tool to address the development of appropriate
legislation and regulation for managing NJ forests. The framework promotes a science-based
approach to achieve climate and ecological objectives. We encourage a continuation of an active
stakeholder process to ensure the adequacy of forest stewardship plans and prescription.
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Supporting Opinions of Task Force Individual Participants:
There are 18 individuals that shared a comment in support of the framework.

Name of Submitter: Rebecca Canright
Credentials: B.A. Evergreen State College
County of Residence: Hunterdon
Affiliated Organization:

As a young person, | strongly support the ecological protection goals of the task force. It is
hard to work together and compromise but | feel you have done an excellent job to the best of
your ability. | strongly commend your work to combat invasive species, as well as protect as
much forest as possible, while minimizing logging as much as possible. Yeah | think that in this
time of climate change, forests are an essential resource for sequestering carbon and
protecting biodiversity. New Jersey is a special place of ecological biodiversity, especially our
forests, but all of them deserve protection. Thank you for your time and consideration!

Name of Submitter: Elaine Mann
Small Farm Owner
County of Residence: Monmouth

| fully support

Name of Submitter: Vicki Schwartz
Credentials: PhD, Neuroscience and Behavior, Rutgers
County of Residence: Somerset

This seems like a very responsible plan. I'm especially happy to see that Recommendation 15
states that commercial profit should not be a goal in any plan on public land. | support the
overall goals as well.

Name of Submitter: Matt Olson
Credentials: Ph.D. in Forest Resources
County of Residence: Atlantic

Many thanks to the co-chairs for leading us to this stage. I'm fine with vision and language of
the framework.

Name of Submitter: Gary Thein
Credentials: Master Mechanical Engineering
County of Residence: Essex
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"I congratulate the Co-Chairs for their hard work in developing this framework. Participation
in the stakeholder process has been educational and led me to a number of conclusions
regarding NJ and GHG management. | am indebted to them and Senator Smith for this
opportunity. The ‘broad agreement’ is a form of least common denominator that most of the
participants could accept. | believe it could be improved in the following area.

Carbon sequestration in biomass is the only offset to GHG emissions in the NJDEP emissions
inventory, accounting for nearly 10% of current emissions. As NJ strives to meet its 2050 GHG
goal biomass offsets will become critical. All forestry projects should include a carbon
sequestration impact evaluation as a primary criterion.

The NJ Global warming response Act 80x50 Report referenced by the framework requires a
33% increase in biomass sequestration to meet the 80x50 GHG target, presuming NJ meets all
of the reduction strategies such as removing all gasoline powered light duty vehicles by 2035
and 100% clean energy generation by 2050! It appears obvious to me that additional
sequestration will be necessary to offset shortfalls in these ambitious goals. The report also
states:

‘State government operations should lead by example by expanding the scope of its land
preservation efforts. Executive Order 215 (1989) requires departments, agencies, and
authorities of the state to submit environmental assessments or environmental impact
statements to the DEP for state-funded or state-initiated construction projects greater than $1
million. This Executive Order should be updated to include consideration of climate change
and impacts to natural carbon sinks.’ (page 157)

Carbon sequestration in forests is maximized when trees are mature, typically 80 to 100 years
after sprouting and continues for centuries. Cutting mature or maturing trees has a negative
impact for the remainder of the 21st century. Maintaining the current forested ecosystems is
critical. (For example, upland forests store 81.7 tons carbon per acre and are critical to meeting
this goal.) The framework specifically avoids recommending proforestation, a crucial error.
Afforestation and reforestation projects (Recommendation 10) are admirable but only have
long term impact."

Name of Submitter: Ingro Desvousges
Credentials: BA Zoology and ISA Certified Arborist
County of Residence: Hunterdon

Due to the number of invasive species (stilt grass, olive species, barberry, etc.) forests need
help to maintain the biodiversity of species acclimated to NJ. Without help, the forests will
still look green but the greenery will not be supporting the extent of wildlife it could if
invasives were first controlled. Sparta Mountain work by the NJDEP needs to continue.

Name of Submitter: Clifford Paino
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Credentials: LEED Green Associate
County of Residence: Morris

| support this framework in general. One concern that | have is regarding the funding that is
mentioned throughout the framework. There should be a strong third-party oversight
committee in place, to ensure that tax-payer funds are being utilized properly.

Name of Submitter: Bill Beren
County of Residence: Essex
Affiliated Organizations: Sierra Club, Montclair Bird Club

| generally support the principles as enunciated, particularly the emphasis on complying with
the state's climate goals and the creation of carbon reserves and enhancing carbon
sequestration. | am concerned that Recommendation 12 includes language that prescribed
fires should be expanded and that barriers hindering the use of prescribed burns should be
overcome prior to the publication of the state forest management plan. | would also
strengthen the language in Recommendation 15 - not only should commercial timber
management not be a goal for any plan on public lands, but the sale of wood products should
only be considered when there is no feasible alternative to leaving timber or other plant
materials in place, such as when the plan calls for removing invasive plant or pests or
removing diseased wood.

Name of Submitter: Steven Kallesser

Credentials: CF (Certified Forester?)

County of Residence: Hunterdon

Affiliated Organization: Allegheny Society of American Foresters (NJ Division)

"The New Jersey Division of the Allegheny Society of American Foresters generally supports
the framework, as written. This organization does so, largely as an acceptance of the
compromises made on most -- if not all sides -- of this issue.

Our greatest concern is an issue that was part of the charge of the task force, and therefore
has been treated as out-of-bounds by the co-chairs. Specifically, the task force's
recommendations are to apply to all public lands within the state. Any subsequent action
taken by legislative or executive action must reflect the enormous disparity in resources
between the NJDEP and the average municipality. It is not reasonable to subject a
municipality with no full-time staff relying on a local Boy Scout troop for manpower on a 30
acre property to the same standards as a branch of the NJDEP with a suite of full-time
employee subject matter experts and significant stewardship budget managing a property of
1,500 acres or more. We trust that policymakers will recognize this simple fact.

In general, we still believe that the framework contains too many advisory groups and
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recommends hiring too many additional full-time employees, all with too little benefit given
the cost. This cost is not only measured in dollars and cents, but also in NJDEP (and NJDA)
staff time to oversee, and also in dilution of the expertise of the local land manager (be it
State Park Service Superintendent, Forest Service Forester, or Fish & Wildlife Land Manager,
etc.). We trust that policymakers will only implement those parts of this framework that pass a
rudimentary cost/benefit analysis.

Lastly, we believe that a key finding of any legislative or executive action based on this
framework must include the fact that New Jersey's forests are disturbance-dependent
ecosystems. While this is most obvious in the Pinelands, it is also incontrovertibly true
throughout the rest of the state. As such, a decision (or a non-decision) that results in non-
management must be viewed as a management decision that will result in consequences.
While not explicitly stated, the tone of the framework is tilted away from active management.
We trust that policymakers will treat any decision not to manage as a management decision,
subject to all of the analysis demanded of any other management decision. Being pro-active
gives the NJDEP -- acting in accordance with its various legislative mandates -- a fighting
chance of meeting its goals."

Name of Submitter: Salvatore Vaspol
Credentials: BS Education
County of Residence: Morris

| support the current suggestion as described above

Name of Submitter: Rita M Alzamora

Credentials: BFA, IT certifications

County of Residence: Morris

Affiliated Organization: NJ Historical Garden Foundation (Cross Estate) - not representing

"I am voting for the framework to go forward, yet | do want to voice my opinion on some
reservations.

While this document has some merit, it suffers from ambiguous and subjective language
resulting in lack of clarity in places. Recommendation 1 is really 2 statewide initiatives:
mapping process and planning process, predicated on the assumption that they don't exist
today. Re: ‘mapping’, DEP presentations to NJFTF often contain old data slides and refer to
years old studies. This might point to a lack of centralized information of our state’s current
landscape inventory, history, health, research and analysis regarding the same. Understanding
the data are prerequisites for Regs 4 - 9 and for any planning. And data should be fresh (not
every 10 years! Re: Req 8) especially if the planners have any hope of being adaptive to our
changing environment. My hope is that a focus on methodologies to collect, store, share and
model data will be developed.

Furthermore, in good faith, | am expecting the ‘scientific advisory panel’ to include the diverse
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viewpoints enjoyed in the NJFTF.

| am not sure what issue Req 12 is attempting to solve. The DEP should continue to do a lot of
things, why single out fire? What is meant by ‘fully implement’? Req 15 still leaves a money
incentive for harvesting whether the goal is explicitly stated or not.

Lastly, planning should always keep in mind the objective and an idea of what success looks
like in meeting those objectives. Potential adverse effects should also be documented."

Name of Submitter: Constance Katzenbach
County of Residence: Mercer
Affiliated Organization:

We are generally in support of the Task Force framework. We do have reservations regarding
#13 and the endorsement of proposed Bill S2186 which includes a list of plants to be
prohibited, and an unwieldy and unfunded permitting process. That list erroneously includes
sericea lespedeza, which is valuable and irreplaceable for small ruminant producers. However
these objections do not preclude our overall support.

Name of Submitter: Wendy Mager

Credentials: Law degree

County of Residence: Mercer

Affiliated Organizations: NJCF, Friends of Princeton Open Space, Watershed Institute Advisory
Board

Progress on invasive species, protecting natural areas, outlawing commercial logging and
requiring science-based forest management are all great things.

Name of Submitter: Matt Polsky
Adjunct Professor

County of Residence: Warren
Affiliated Organization: H

"I support the final product of the NJFTF.

They did a very good job, overall, in what was an impossible task, with very different opinions
amongst the participants. They found much more common ground than it often appeared
possible.

| do wish some of my views were considered more than they were, but as someone with very
different ideas, that historically often take years to enter the mainstream, that was not
unexpected. And the group had very fixed topics upon which they wanted to focus. By the
end, at least some of my ideas, at least in indirect form, found their way in, although that
might have happened regardless.

This initiative is very important, even more so than just because of the given topic. It could be
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a precedent for how NJ approaches other difficult issues.

In general, people had a chance to express themselves.

At least once, prominent experts on both sides of a key issue were brought in to discuss their
perspectives.

This was an opportunity for those willing to learn some things.

Some reflection, post-completion, on the process itself, and how even it could be improved,
could be valuable and would make it an even better precedent for other tough issues.

If there is a future effort to build on this work, the issues | wish it would focus more on are:

e Now that afforestation made its way in, what are some creative possibilities for it? Just
because it was established that older, more mature trees are much better at
sequestration, that doesn’'t mean young, newly established trees can't also have
multiple benefits. It's not either-or

e More consideration of environmental justice, green jobs, civic science, research (All
were originally missing, and it looked like they were rejected. But at least indirectly
they came up by the end. However, much more might be possible.)

Using Sustainability as a guiding framework, not just within one recommendation
Allowing space for possible beneficial uses of invasives, especially as environments
change and we may have to re-think thingsWhere possible, and taking advantage of

e the precedent of this process, calls for routine rulemaking should seek to replicate
some of what was done here."

Name of Submitter: Lindsey Kayman

Credentials: Masters Degree: Double Major -Air Pollution Control and Environmental Health
Sciences, Certified Industrial Hygienist

County of Residence: Mercer

Affiliated Organization: NJ Environmental Lobby, Environmental Education Fund (not
authorized rep for either of these organizations)

"l agree with many of the recommendations. However, these recommendations can amount to
secretly expanding the kind of egregious logging being done in Sparta throughout the state.
There is a total lack of transparency with respect to logging. Most people don't know that
logging for ecological health"" means the clear-cutting and extensive thinning of the biggest
trees as has been done in Sparta, NJ. There was never any data presented that this type of
logging has any benefit to biodiversity. In fact, it was discussed that the 10 years of logging in
Sparta failed in its objective of bringing back the golden winged warbler. There was extensive
scientific studies presented that showed the harms of logging. There was never serious
consideration that preserving forests can help sequester carbon and promote biodiversity.
Pro-logging groups were invited to a DEP tour and discussion of unpublished data that were
not made available to the rest of us. Why are we relying on unpublished data to damage our
best control measure against climate change? Also, there are problems with transparency:
the list of people on the task force was never provided but the number of members doubled
in size after the deadline for joining. The framework was relabeled ""recommendations"" that
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the chairs"believe enjoy broad agreement among diverse participants.” This is false. Two
surveys asked for feedback on each framework item but quantitative results were never
provided. There was never concensus -to say that there is consensus about logging and wood
removal is a lie. Logging and wood removal were the only issues that there was disagreement
on and no one changed their point of view. "

Name of Submitter: John Parke

Credentials: Certified Senior Professional Wetland Scientist (SWS), Certified Ecologist (ESA), BA
in Environmental Studies (Ramapo State College of NJ)

County of Residence: Warren

| support this proposal. NJ needs ecologically sound ACTIVE forest management along with
other practices, but active management needs to be able to use all the tools in the tool box to
be effective! We have a responsibility to ensure ecological forest heath for not just climate
related issues, but also for the numerus wildlife and plant species that make NJ special and in
many cases, active management is the right choice, in some cases it may be the only choice. If
a forest advisory council is made down the line, all persons and organization(s) nominated for
it MUST be properly vetted before being appointed, and should be disqualified from serving
on it if found to have, or are related to, an incident connected to being issued a violation,
warning, summons, or N.O.V. associated with any NJDEP Land Use regulations, rules, or code.
If | took anything from participating in this task force, it is sadly in my opinion, how
dysfunctional, Machiavellian (in a real bad way), and out of touch in the science and other
related ecological, social, cultural, and economical considerations that go into these
discussions some of the groups are, or have become. The bully tactics, inflammatory rhetoric
and misinformation campaigns by some in the task force made for a very distrustful and non-
professional atmosphere that was toxic to many who were really trying to work with all to find
consensuses on the issues. Some groups and individuals could not even keep to the basic
ground-rules of the task force and repeatedly broke the rules even when asked to stop. Those
actions in my opinion were not productive, nor helped build trust amongst participants. Their
bully-like actions truly cheapened the intent of why this task force was created. | found these
actions to be undermining the very hope that we could work together for a better outcome
and it ruined any chase for legitimate discussion on some topics. And political figures that
actually entertain their misleading rhetoric, | personally have no use for also at this point. This
exercise to "come to consensus" on something so big that will ultimately shape the future of
our state in so many ways, as well as our natural heritage, clearly showed me that there is no
place for bullies, hypocrites, deceivers, and distrustful manipulating tricksters at the table of
environmental collaboration if we are truly going to make real progress in NJ.

Name of Submitter: Deborah J McConnell

Credentials: BA communications

County of Residence: Ocean

Affiliated Organization: Sierra Club, NJ Chapter Volunteer
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"In 1992, | saw the Devistation in Washington state of the clear cutting of forest land, | came
home from this sight of entire mountains burned, and charred, with a feeling that has never
left me. | have seen in

My own county, the pinelands restored, although | have heard of the burning. To this date, |
am a firm believer in the forests and the good they do."

Name of Submitter: David B. Donnelly

State Park Superintendent (Retired)

Credentials: BS - Natural Resource Management
County of Residence: Ocean

"A thank you first to all who worked on the 'Task Force'; all participants, invited speakers and
especially Co-Chairs. | was originally told this project would be completed in the summer and
here we are still typing in December; so special thanks to everyone for hanging in there!

| support the Task Force framework and | do believe we reached a point that we can move
forward from. My main concern is Recommendation #16. My 27-yrs experience in the DEP
has taught me that nothing gets done without proper resources. The Department has
unfortunately become the under-funded, step-children of NJ Government. It Programs are
used for pretty pictures to attract tourists, but then left to stagnate from exhausted
investments and staffing levels alike. The DEP's original mission and vision has been lost for
many years.

| feel there will be no success on any of the other fifteen recommendations unless elected
officials put NJ's future ahead of their own careers and properly fund the DEP. As a
Superintendent, | often got asked who was my favorite Park visitor. My response was always
the same ""it is an 8-yr old child, born 30 years from now who comes into the Park long after |
am gone and says ""wow, this place is amazingly full of plants and animals and things to do""!
| feel there is still hope as many talented and dedicated DEP staffers are still there who could
pull this off, but the clock is ticking. It will take significant financial resources to get the DEP

back up to speed and save the future of NJ's forests. "

Name of Submitter: Jeanne M. Fox

Adjunct Professor Columbia SIPA & Rutgers Bloustein; former BPU President, DEPE
Commissioner/Deputy Commissioner, EPA Region Il Administrator

Credentials: BA Douglass College; JD Rutgers Law; Harvard JFK School Certificate; Adjunct
Professor Columbia SIPA & Rutgers Bloustein

County of Residence: Middlesex

First and foremost | am grateful that this Task Force was convened due to the existential World
Climate Crisis. New Jersey has long been a leader in this fight for the future. My personal
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purpose is to do my small part in the Climate struggle. | came into this Task Force effort with an
open mind. To me, the prime issue for this Task Force and for the Legislature is how New Jersey
can best mitigate GHG reductions. Clearly, carbon sequestration is a significant part of the
mitigation efforts. So, the question is "how can we best sequester carbon with this existing
public asset - our State forests." | will place more specific comments on that in the "DISSENT"
section.

The final report has much to be commended and to most of it, | concur.

Invasive species that harm trees and other vegetation must be addressed now. The Invasive
Species subgroup has developed an excellent proposal for the Legislature. | have the privilege of
participating with this group of experts and am thrilled with their reasonable recommendations.
The full Task Force concurred with the proposal.

Also, a significant reduction in our huge, destructive deer population must also be a high
priority. In addition to vehicle impacts, they eat new growth in our forests. | also believe there is
agreement on several Pinelands issues, e.g. prescribed burns approved by forest ecologists after
the planning is concluded. A separate plan must be done for our precious and unique Pinelands.
This plan, as with other plans must be based upon scientific peer-reviewed studies as well as
include a robust public participation process. These important topics with recommendations are
included in the final report.

I sincerely thank the Task Force Chairs for all their time and effort dedicated to this important
effort. | am also personally gratified by the keen public interest. | haven't been very vocal during
the Zoom meetings because there are so many participants who need to express their concerns
and ideas. It's marvelous to know that so many New Jerseyans are concerned about this critical
topic.
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Appendix C. Dissenting Opinion

Following the conclusion of workgroup meetings and framework development, participants
were given opportunity to express their final report commentary to be included in this report.

The listed comments are from participants and organizations who disagree with the framework.
Participants were given 2500 characters.

A total of 41 responses for dissenting comments were recorded — 18 opinions from 16
organizations and 23 from individual participants representing themselves.

Dissenting Comments Signed by Organizations:

Many organizations designated a Task Force representative to participate on behalf of an
organization’s viewpoint. The authorized representative participated in surveys and represented
the organization in discussions and in the consensus process. Some of them provided
supporting opinions to the framework. Sixteen organizations provided a dissenting comment.
Some organizations had more than one dissenting opinion — we received 18 dissenting opinions
representing 16 organizations.

Organization: Animal Protection League of NJ (APLNJ)
Representative: Angi Metler
Affiliations with Other Organizations: League of Humane Voters of NJ

We oppose the framework in both the process of its adoption & conclusion. It is the status quo, vague,
and relies on a “scientific advisory panel. Confirmation bias will play a role in adopting any forest policy
using this criterion. Using the DEP rule-making process to dissent is wrong because the DEP adopts rules
even when opposition is high. #15 allows for the sale of wood. This incentivizes cutting trees & removing
wood. There is no ecological need for this, so remove the sale of wood. Increasing funding to the DEP is
premature when the policies are in progress. The statement "all recommendations discussed above
require funding" is untrue when some recommendations are vague, and some (i.e., cessation of deer
feeding plots on state lands) requires no funding. We oppose prescribed burns for climate & health. It
also creates deer habitat, thus growing the deer herd. We reject blaming deer for forest issues because
the destruction is caused by other factorsa€”developers and loggers fragment forests for commercial &
residential expansion. Hunters in sync with the DEP use clearcutting to create edge habitats for deer.
DEP also uses clearcutting & food plots to grow the deer herd. DEP works with private hunting clubs to
plant deer-preferred crops and rewards them when they kill the biggest deer with the largest antlers in
its annual deer classic. APLNJ objects to "None of the recommendations are intended to interfere with
current approved forest management plans and their associated activities." The state should be
reassessing its forest plans, so why wait for those plans to expire before adopting new plans that fight
climate change, sequester carbon, protect trees, and preserve wildlife habitat?
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The co-chairs wrote the framework. Communication was discouraged between members. The co-chairs
decided which proposals would be included in the framework or discussed at meetings. The chat was
disabled during Zoom calls, so the co-chairs controlled the discussion.

- Since members did not communicate, this framework does not represent the views of the NJFTF
members.

- NJFTF deadlines for proposals & commenting on the final framework were limiting. Finalizing
the framework during the December holidays was problematic.

- The voting process was opaque and unjust. While the votes of groups would count more than
individuals is fair, some organizations were given more votes than others based on an unfair assessment
of whether an organization’s members count as “members.”
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Organization: Empower NJ

Representative: Ken Dolsky BA Physics

Affiliations with Other Organizations: Steering Committee EmpowerNJ, VP NJ Forest Watch, Co-leader
Don't Gas the Meadowlands Coalition

The framework was originally separate topics. The decision to compile them into a single document is
greatly distorting readers’ understanding of the positions of participants

This framework is now labeled as Recommendations that the leaders “believe enjoy broad agreement
among diverse participants.” This is false/misleading. Two surveys asked for feedback on each
framework item but quantitative results were never revealed. THERE WAS NEVER ANY FORMAL
CONSENSUS ON ANY ELEMENT OF THIS PROJECT. This allowed the leaders to imply agreement but it was
never proven. We never agreed to call these Recommendations

This report is a consensus of the chairs, not the participants

As proof, consider item 15. The second sentence says it is OK to continue the logging on public forest
land that brought about the task force. While appearing to follow DEP processes and produce beneficial
actions, this is misleading: it is based on false science (regarding true biodiversity objectives and
environmental and climate change impacts of wood removal), incomplete and biased assessment of the
harms/benefits tradeoffs of these activities, revenue generation for private entities (from land
purchased with public funds) and no recognition of the importance of public forests in efforts to
mitigate climate change. It is not based on any experiential evidence demonstrating that cutting and
selling wood products achieves climate goals.

The framework fails to address a primary goal of this task force-an effective response to climate change
through forest management. It offers only lip service to climate change filled with loopholes. It offers no
plan to manage logging impacts on carbon storage and sequestration and the leaders refused to include
proforestation, which many of us support and refused to even consider a moratorium on logging despite
many calls for this during the task force meetings.

None of the following key science findings made it into the Framework:

-New insights on carbon sequestration being a function of leaf area (with trees increasing or holding
steady on sequestration for hundreds of years)

-Newly logged areas being net emitters of carbon for decades

-The ecological importance of leaving cut wood on the ground and lack of need to remove wood for any
ecological purpose

Not including any of these scientific principles has deliberately deprived us of the ability to support such
principles and the Framework has many more negative than positive positions.

NJFTF Appendices, 32




Organization: Environmental Education Fund

Representative: Erica Cowper BS in Biology from Drew University
Pursuing MS in Earth & Environmental Science from Lehigh University
Affiliations with Other Organizations: New Jersey Environmental Lobby

This framework seems to be more of a consensus of the chairs, not the participants. The framework fails
to address the primary goal of this task force, to address climate change through forest management. It
does not offer a plan to manage the impacts of logging on carbon storage & sequestration. Many
members of the task force, including myself, called for a moratorium on logging until a (real) consensus
was found, but this was refused by the chairs. Several points, supported by recent science, were left out
of this framework including carbon sequestration as a function of leaf area, newly logged areas being
net emitters of carbon dioxide for decades, and the ecological importance of leaving fallen or cut trees.
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Organization: Friends of the Drew Forests
Representative: Judy Kroll
Affiliations with Other Organizations: Yes. Friends of the Drew Forest

The Friends of Drew Forest (FODF), an all volunteer 501c 3 corporation cannot support the proposed
framework of the NJ Forest Task Force for the following reasons:

- The framework, though thoroughly reviewed and commented upon extensively, fails to protect
NJ public forests, including mature native forests, from current and on-going desecration, including
logging, clearing of tree canopy, egregious destruction of forest floors from heavy machinery and large
vehicles, removal of logs and resulting devastation to wildlife habitat. In fact, the framework contains
the following caveat on page one: “None of the recommendations are intended to interfere with current
approved forest management plans and their associated activities.” FODF’s volunteers joined the Task
Force to try to mitigate these exact practices, and were vocal and consistent about this critical need, so
it is unfortunate that the Task Force Co-Leaders instead chose to codify the status quo.

- Old forests provide the most climate carbon capture, and are critical to mitigation of our
growing climate crisis. Climate change MUST be foremost in any policy making and implementation. To
avoid worsening climate change, our public forest policies must: stop cutting mature native trees, stop
clearing the canopy, and stop removing logs, stop clearing old forests to grow young forest. The
scientific proof for large trees sequestering the most carbon is unquestionable.

- The framework contains far too many vague and undefined terms, leaving many opportunities
for interpretations that will not support the goal NJFTF was given in the first place.
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Organization: Friends of the Drew Forests
Representative: Sara Webb Ph,D. Ecology, M.S. Ecology and Forest Resources
Affiliations with Other Organizations: Trustee Highlands Coalition

This Task Force was created in response to widespread citizen concern about logging of northern NJ's
public forests. This practice steeply depletes climate resilience and sacrifices forest-interior biodiversity,
where deer and invasive species prevent recovery.

Unfortunately, the proposed framework fails to address these concerns. No protection from short-
sighted logging management is called for despite our public forests’ great importance today, both for
climate defense and for the species reliant on unfragmented mature forests. Proforestation, protecting
mature trees for climate defense, was supported by a vast majority of the task force in an early straw
poll.

But logging policy is missing from the Framework and was not voted on, though it is a central issue and
focus of many proposals. Science is clear: logging our most mature, carbon-rich forests sacrifices both
climate defense and biodiversity. Ignoring these concerns in the Framework perpetuates the status quo
of problematic deforestation. The Framework offers loopholes and vague language that permit canopy
clearance, when it should center on canopy protection. Task force participants submitted extensive
research on this subject.

For climate resilience, large trees and mature forests absorb AND store the most planet-warming
carbon, per tree and per acre, far more than young or managed forests. This carbon is stored for
centuries, and sequestration rates and storage increase exponentially with age for 87% of tree species.

Biodiversity in northern NJ is also threatened by today’s logging approach and wood removal, which
deplete habitat and soil organic matter. Forest interior species are far more threatened than those of
New Jersey’s abundant openings and edges, especially as the climate warms. Any creation of young
forest habitat should not carve out century-old forests but use New Jersey’s abundant young invaded
woods and clearings. We support efforts to control deer and invasive species, and emphasize that both
threats are exacerbated by opening the canopy. Canopy clearance and the mechanized transport and
harvest of timber also impact soil, hydrology, water, vernal pools, and the future forest of young trees.
We hope the Task Force report will strongly support ecological stability and restrict intensive
management that impairs biodiversity in this time of a warming climate.
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Organization: Great Swamp Watershed Association
Representative: Dorothea Stillinger
Affiliations with Other Organizations: Great S wamp Watershed Association, NE Forest Watch

Great Swamp Watershed Association's comments on the New Jersey Forest Task Force's final
recommendations

(D.K. Stillinger 12-18-22)

1. Very good. Except: Scientific advisory panel must include a forest ecologist plus research
professionals in a number no less than equal to the number of individuals certified in commercial forest
and timber management.

2. Very good. Except: Until the rule making is complete there has to be a moratorium on logging on
public forests.

3. Very good. Except: The statement should read "newly initiated plans will not be approved until the
interim rule making is complete." It makes no sense to allow unapproved plans to proceed.

4. Excellent. Well done and badly needed.

5. This item is essentially included in Item 1 so is not needed. As written it is vague and poorly worded
and uses jargon. ltem 5 should be a clearly worded outline for how public forests can sequester carbon
plus the addition of broad immediate and long term goals with requirements to publish results annually.
6. Very good. Commendable and needed.

7. Not needed since it is assumed under Item 6. As written Item 7 uses catch phrases that are not
defined and are susceptible to misinterpretation.

8. The first sentence again uses jargon and undefined terms, is implied by other items and should be
eliminated. The second sentence is imperative.

9. Excellent.

10. Eliminate the term "ecological health." It is meaningless unless carefully defined. Otherwise very
good.

11. Redundant and should be eliminated. Included in other items.

12. Good. The use of fire badly needs to be reevaluated.

13. Excellent.

14. Excellent.

15. Eliminate the third sentence. It includes specifics that should be decided within individual plans
rather than in a broad framework. In any event there should be no cutting, removal or sale of wood on
and from public forests without public input, peer-reviewed scientific justification, and adherence to
restrictions in all documents and deeds, Green Acres restrictions, and wetlands restrictions for the
specific tract. Again, the term "ecological health" should not be used unless well defined.

16. Excellent.
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Organization: Highlands Coalition
Representative: Elliott Ruga
Affiliations with Other Organizations: No

Rec. 1: Without additional language and clarification this recommendation has the potential to cause
more harm than good. Specifically, the scientific advisory panel should be independent from the NJDEP
and must include a balance of experts from biology, ecology, forestry, and wildlife biology such that no
group is overrepresented while maintaining an appropriate span of expertise.

Rec. 7: We agree that at times an intervention is necessary, however, we disagree with the
recommendation as stated because active management implies that timber is allowed to be removed
from the forest for the purposes mentioned, which we oppose.

Rec. 15: We disagree. This recommendation is egregiously misleading by seeming to prohibit an activity
that most agree is wrong in publicly owned forests, commercial timber harvesting. Then, the same
activity, timber harvesting, is sanctioned if it is done in service of ecological goals. Today, forest
management plans justify timber harvesting to achieve spurious ecological goals, or for legitimate
ecological goals that could be accomplished with non-harvest alternatives, i.e., alternatives without the
adverse impacts of mechanized harvesting and wood removal. This recommendation upholds the status
qguo and the continued adverse impacts of timber harvesting in our public forests.
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Organization: League of Human Voters of NJ

Representative: Doris Lin B.S. in Applied Biological Sciences, Massachusetts Institute of Technology
J.D., University of Southern California Law School

Affiliations with Other Organizations: Legal Director, League of Humane Voters of NJ, Animal Protection
League

The League of Humane Voters of New Jersey (LOHVNJ) objects to the NJ Forestry Task Force framework
and to the process by which it was adopted.

The framework is vague and leaves too much discretion to a "scientific advisory panel." Science is not
policy.

The reliance on public comments in the rulemaking process is misplaced. NJDEP has a history of
adopting rules despite overwhelming public opposition.

Recommendation 15 creates an incentive to cut trees and remove wood. There is no ecological reason
to remove wood, so allowing the sale should not be recommended at all.

Increasing funding to NJDEP is premature when the policies have not been developed yet. Some
recommendations are vague and others (i.e. ending deer feeding plots) require no funding.

We object to prescribed burns, which create the edge habitat that is preferred by deer.

Furthermore, regarding deer, NJDEP has been managing state wildlife management areas for decades to
increase the deer herd and grow trophy bucks through prescribed burns and clearcutting (to create edge
habitat), food plots for deer and farm leases that require farmers to leave crops standing for deer.
NJDEP partners with hunting clubs to plant food plots for deer, and then gives awards to hunters who
kill bucks with the biggest racks. The sale/donation of venison has nothing to do with reducing the deer
herd when NJDEP keeps the deer herd artificially abundant for hunters.

We object to the statement that the recommendations are not intended to interfere with current forest
management plans. The state should reassess their plans and there is no reason to wait.

LOHVNJ objects to the process of the task force. Task force members (TFMs) could submit proposals, but
were not allowed to communicate with each other and were not allowed to author any part of the
framework.

The entire framework was written by the co-chairs. TFMs were prohibited from emailing all other
members, and chat among members was disabled during the Zoom calls. When a TFM was allowed to
present their proposal, there was no vote on the proposal. The co-chairs decided how, if at all, a
proposal would be included.

Also, the voting process is opaque and unjust, because some groups were given more votes than others
based on an unfair assessment of whether a group’s members count as “members.”

Lastly, we were given unrealistically short deadlines and character limits, over holiday weekends, for
submitting proposals and comments. (abbreviated to 2500 characters)
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Organization: National Wild Turkey Federation, NJ Chapter

Representative: Miriam Dunne B.S. Natural Resource Management (Cook College, Rutgers University,
M.S. Biology (E. Stroudsburg University

Affiliations with Other Organizations: no

Our forests need management, and we cannot wait until a formal rulemaking process is developed for
existing plans to be implemented. Several wildlife species of special conservation concern are on the
brink of requiring listing as threatened or endangered. Further delays in active forest management to
address the needs of these species will result in continued declines in their populations. The state has
expended considerable resources to develop plans for forests and Wildlife Management Areas. These
plans have been vetted internally and externally and represent sound science. All existing plans should
be able to be implemented with no “interim rule making process” to delay their implementation.
Likewise DEP should not be prevented from finishing any plans that are in process while an interim
process is developed. This delay tactic only serves the anti-management factions who don’t believe that
forest management can be beneficial for wildlife. There is, indeed, so little actual management taking
place at present on state land that discussion of a moratorium on management is laughable. DEP needs
to be encouraged to continue management as it has been doing with a robust internal vetting process,
and an outreach effort that informs the public as is appropriate and seeks public input. Getting public
consensus on stewardship plans will be impossible and it will have to be acknowledged that if
biodiversity and forest health is a goal then some trees will have to be cut. It is hoped that the experts at
DEP and other advisory professionals will prevail and enable the state to do the management necessary
to protect biodiversity and ultimately benefit climate.

We do not support expanding the existing Natural Areas Program. Some NA represent unique habitats
but many are designated arbitrarily and are no more unique than their surrounding landscape. Having
more robust mapping for unique plant communities, and increasing communication within DEP between
the NA manager and the program managers in P&F and DFW would be more beneficial to encouraging
sound protection and management of these areas. Likewise we do not support the addition of an
oversight council for old growth/carbon reserves. Since 99% of public land is not managed at present,
there is a huge advantage to future old growth development. The planning process will identify older
stands that can represent future old growth, and indeed define what is meant by old growth.
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Organization: NJ Forest Watch
Representative: Silvia Solaun MS
Affiliations with Other Organizations: Yes

NJ Forest Watch CANNOT Support the Framework. NJ public forests need to be held to HIGHER
Standards. The “Final” framework is biased and not representative of the public stakeholders and has
misleading language of which allows the “status quo” to prevail. -Does not describe a plan to use forests
to mitigate climate change by protecting and setting aside ALL of the 1M acres of public forests for
climate change.-Excludes the concept of Proforestation and it was ridiculous how actual peer-reviewed
science has been ignored. -Excludes the use of a moratorium and allows the foresters and NJ Audubon
to continue to write plans on public lands with no rules or regulations. -Excludes the use of peer-
reviewed science, in particular on carbon sequestration being a function of leaf area (with trees
increasing or holding steady on sequestration for hundreds of years), newly logged areas being net
emitters of carbon for decades, the ecological importance of leaving cut wood on the ground and lack of
need to remove wood for any ecological purpose. -The timeframe for new regulations is too long. We
want forest protections NOW. Public forests, like on Sparta Mtn are being destroyed now. Purposely put
within the framework are buzz words like “ecological health” and these are too vague and allow the
status quo to continue. Instead, NJ should enact a “Forever Wild” component to ALL of the 1 M acres of
public lands as the climate crisis is real and cutting more forests down, is exacerbating the issue.

Now on with the issues with the NJFTF process as stated in our previous comments but worthy of
repetition: More than half of the taskforce chairs & their organizations benefit from the writing,
implementation and “stewardship” of public lands. This demonstrates that the taskforce is represented
by biased, and financially motivated groups. These financial motives of these groups are for “self
preservation” & are not in the best interest of the public! The Taskforce did not use promised
consensus process, but instead only used surveys. There was never a reveal of last 2 rounds of surveys
on the framework. Instead, all participants should have full disclosure of who participated in the
surveys, and NO outside agencies should have been allowed to participate. There was never a debate
process. There was no peer reviewed Science presented, instead it was all SPIN manufactured by the
groups who benefit from the writing and implementation of logging plans throughout the state.
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Organization: NJ Outdoor Alliance PAC

Representative: Larry Herrighty B.S. Wildlife Managment

Affiliations with Other Organizations: New Jersey Outdoor Alliance PAC, Nj Hunters Helping The Hungry,
Nj State Federation Of Sportsmen's Clubs

The New Jersey Outdoor Alliance (NJOA) does not support the following recommendations:
Recommendation (R) 1. NJOA does not believe that DEP needs to be “directed” to initiate statewide
planning and mapping of forest lands. DEP is already conducting these activities but is restrained by a
lack of funding.

R 2. NJOA is satisfied with the 14-step process currently used by DEP to create Forest Management
Plans.

R 3. NJOA does not believe rule-making is necessary for the DEP process of creating forest management
plans and recognizes a thorough public process exists within the existing process.

R 7. NJOA does not believe DEP needs to be “directed” to identify where to practice active forest
management since such management is already practiced to meet stated objectives.

R 11. NJOA believes the current DEP process is adequate and rulemaking is not necessary.

R 13. NJOA does not believe DEP needs to be “directed” to amplify efforts to combat invasive species.
DEP’s efforts are constrained by funding which should be increased to fully implement their effort.

R 14. NJOA does not believe the Science Advisory Panel is needed to guide DEP deer management as a
public process through the Fish and Game Council rulemaking is adequate. Predators such as bobcats,
bears and coyotes prey on deer. However, increasing bear and coyote populations such in order to
manage deer in an undefined “deep forest” puts public safety at risk and is not necessary. The Fish and
Game Council has already adopted regulations to allow fertility control of isolated deer populations.
Fertility control has been proven to be ineffective on deer populations over the general landscape. NJOA
opposes the development of a pilot program for commercial use of deer because it is not needed, it is
inconsistent with the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation, is not cost-effective and no
infrastructure for processing deer commercially exists in NJ or if created, likely not to be profitable. Itis
an inappropriate use of a public resource on public land. Recreational deer hunting is the most cost-
effective means of controlling deer and when conducted on public land and unimpeded, has resulted in
the ability to regenerate forests. The Fish and Game Council has the authority to adjust deer season
length and bag limit if necessary to promote forest health.

R 15. DEP has not made commercial use of forest products as a primary goal in any forest management
plan, therefore R 15 is not needed.
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Organization: NY NJ Trail Conference
Representative: Timothy McKenna 25 years as an executive in the paper and forest product industry
Affiliations with Other Organizations:

While there are a number of valuable recommendations in the NJFTF Frameworka€”particularly the
recommendations that the state DEP develop regulations governing forests and conduct an inventory of
our public forestsa€”the Framework presents a problem for those whose highest goal is to foster and
preserve mature forests on New Jersey’s public lands. Those of us on the conservation side of the issue
believe that the crucial task is to halt current damage to our public forests created by logging and tree
removal. The current framework leaves many of the critical concepts such as active management,
protection and reforestation loosely defined such that they can be interpreted to justify the current
status quo in NJ forests which most Task Force members oppose. Furthermore, the NY-NY Trail
Conference, which | represent, strongly believes that our public forests, in a small, densely populated
state, were set aside for the good of the public and those forests should be allowed to flourish in their
natural state to provide recreation and appreciation of nature for as many as possible. As a former
executive in the forest industry, | fully recognize there is a need for wood products and for cultivating
tree farms that supply those products. However, | am also convinced that in New Jersey in natural areas
set aside for the benefit of the public the highest and best use is to leave the forests in their natural
state. | respectfully submit our comments and am grateful to the leaders and the Senator for
establishing the task force, but | am convinced there is more work to do.
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Organization: Raritan Headwaters Association
Representative: William Kibler J.D.
Affiliations with Other Organizations: Rariatn Headwaters

We support a pause on all new management plan approvals beginning immediately. We support a pause
on current and new forest management projects until the legislative process has been completed and
rules are adopted and implemented consistent with a robust public input process.
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Organization: Ridge and Valley Conservancy
Representative: Christine Hepburn Ph.D. in Psychology (relevant for evaluating scientific papers)
Affiliations with Other Organizations: Ridge and Valley Conservancy, Friends of the Drew Forest

Despite agreeing with many of the Framework’s Recommendations, RVC dissents from the Framework
overall because:

The Framework does not express an overarching rationale or vision for the codification of the
management of New Jersey’s public forests. RVC believes that the primary rationale should be climate
defense. In view of the existential crisis posed by climate change, and the indispensable role that trees
play in carbon storage, all forest management activities should support this role. No activities should
decrease a forest’s contribution to climate mitigation, except for invasive species control. But the
Framework nowhere recommends a prohibition on cutting of large trees and on removal of wood.
Recommendation 10 for managing forests “as necessary to advance state climate goals” is weakened by
the loophole of managing for other “equally important goals,” when fully protecting forests for their
climate-defense capabilities would automatically advance these other goals. The extensive tree cutting
on Sparta Mountain WMA&€”purportedly done to enhance biodiversitya€”is an example of how this
loophole can be exploited. Implementing policies based on climate defense would require DEP to
rethink its approach to forest management, rejecting timber-production forestry methods in favor of
proforestation, which allows for a variety of activities that do not involve significant tree-cutting or
removal of wood. DEP is likely to resist such a paradigm shift and unlikely to effectively implement a
statute that is not clearly based on a vision that demands change.

The Framework is not science-based. All efforts at introducing scientific proforestation concepts and
language to the Framework were rejected. Many proposals for science-based management were never
allowed to be discussed. The Framework’s vague language (e.g., management for “future threats to
ecological health”) sounds good but would allow continuation of the current practice of logging mature
forest timber under the guise, for example, of habitat creation for early successional bird species.

The Framework does not suspend already approved/ongoing logging activities on public forests prior to
completion of rulemaking. The proposed rulemaking processes are welcome, as virtually no rules exist
governing forestry on public lands. But given the 3-year window allowed for DEP rulemaking, this delay
could allow for extensive areas of further logging in public forests, such as on Sparta Mountain WMA.
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Organization: Ridge and Valley Conservancy

Representative: Susi Tilley Executive Director, Ridge and Valley Conservancy

Affiliations with Other Organizations: | am representing Ridge and Valley Conservancy's Board of
Trustees

The Explanatory Statement for No Vote on the Forestry Task Force Conceptual Framework of
Recommendations and the reasons despite agreeing in general with Recommendations 1, 2, 3, 4,5, 9,
11, 12, 13, 14, and 16 in the Conceptual Framework of Recommendations will be emailed separately to
the Task Force because it exceeds the 2500 characters allowed in this Google Form.
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Organization: Sourland Conservancy
Representative: Joe Kazimierczyk
Affiliations with Other Organizations: Sourland Conservancy

Sourland Conservancy has concerns about recommendations regarding the time-frame for
implementation. As currently written, the framework would allow new plans using existing questionable
practices to proceed, if interim rules are not propagated within one year.

Another concern is that allowing the sale of wood products could become a loophole for commercial
logging, and we hope that subsequent rules and legislation will prevent this.

Finally, we hope that the use of "ecological restoration" would not be used as a reason to fragment
existing older growth forests.

Overall the Framework is an improvement over the exiting state of affairs, but we don't think it goes far
enough.
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Organization: Support Roaring Rock Park
Representative: Laura Oltman
Affiliations with Other Organizations: Support Roaring Rock Park, New Jersey Highlands Coalition

My comment on every round of feedback on this framework is that it lacks any statements of goals or
policy to guide management decisions. This is a critical failing no matter what the desired outcome. No
one knows for sure what the management recommendations should accomplish and therefore we have
no assurance they won’t result in damage to our forests. There is too much vague language around tree
removal, leaving the likelihood that the door will be as least as wide open to timber harvesting after all
this deliberation as it was before, and that is pretty wide open. Right now timber harvesting by itself is
being described in logging plans as a conservation purpose to make trees in the forest more healthy. |
strongly disagree with that position.

| strongly support the emphasis in the framework on the need to create regulations for forest
management on public lands but that does not overcome my objections to other aspects of the
framework. | don’t know how regulations can be guided without a clear statement of policy.
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Organization: Thonet Associates

Representative: John Thonet BS & MS degrees in Forestry, SUNY College of Environmental Science and
Forestry; Licensed Professional Engineer and Professional Plannier in New Jersey

Affiliations with Other Organizations: Thonet Associates, Inc.; Association of New Jersey Environmental
Commissions; New Jersey Highlands Coalitions; New Jersey Environmental Lobby.

Thonet Associates does not agree with Recommendations 7, 8, and 15 mostly because the NJFTF has
acknowledged that evaluating "the science" is beyond its capabilities , and yet the NJFTF's
recommendation nos. 7, 8. and 15, require some knowledge of "the science.." without which the NJFTF
does not have an informed basis for making those recommendations.

Nonetheless, Thonet Associates supports Recommendation nods. 1, 2, 3,4, 5,6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14,
and 16, which represent over 80% of the NJFTF's recommendations, and thanks the NJFTF for its efforts
to achieve consensus.

Cynthia Soroka-Dunn
AS Broadcasting Bergen Community College, BA Communications SUNY New Paltz

Feel that this group doesn't consider the opinions of the group. Feel that anything that is said that
doesn't agree with the people that head up this group they ignore. It is very upsetting and don't feel
they are at all what they are supposed to be. They are slanted in their opinion to their own agenda and
not what the people of NJ feel is right.
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Nicholas Homyak
Volunteer in Parks since 1976 officially Member Invasives Strike Force

1: Inventory Planing: It must include terrestrial ecologist, not forester. What would the need of a
forester be on a science advisory panel; especially if means silviculture, or obtaining wood-products. The
Term must be clarified specifically in it's meaning. Forest Manage themselves through the phenomena
of self-organization. Forestry is a form of disturbance, which weakens ecosystem biodiversity, and
spreads invasive species through that disturbance.

2. 3-years is too long. Immediate set asides should be earmarked for all Public Forest Remaining, as
their ecological services, (free of charge) are already working to mitigate climate change due to humans.
Forests are important because they are removing nearly 30% of our emissions annually - the most of any
ecosystem. They also store vast quantities of carbon in the wood of trees and in forest soils. It has been
found that managing forest differently to let more trees reach a large size could store twice as much as
they do.

Current practice of sustainable forestry - if it were practiced everywhere would keep the amount of
carbon in forests forever at the current level. We need to be increasing the carbon stored in forests by
proforestation management- letting more trees grow without harvest. Proforestation somehow has
escaped this Task Force as a management Paradigm; Why?

3. logging or tree removal must not take place. This Recommendation seems unnecessary. The matter
at hand for guidelines should be immediate Public Forest set asides, and a moratorium forbidding
logging, or habitat creation through silviculture guise or ploys. Proforestation.

5. Proforestation as a compliment to afforestation and reforestation is absent.

6. Has loop-holes to continue disturbance activities within the 'ecological reserves", what is an
ecological or safety threat in a forest reserve; especially in the Northern NJ Forest?

15. Is double talk. logging for ecological health, is absurd. The disturbance of ingress and egress and the
required disciplines of any work force will surely injure and further contaminate any public forest
remaining. Any disturbance should be for invasive curtailments and natural enhancements where the
effort and cost would be worth it.

The Task Force overall has slipped away from the major background of it's intention. Climate Change or
the role Forest can and do play in climate mitigation, through their ecological services and powers of
self-organization. Proforestation a must.
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jean publiee
many credits after b.s.

this committe was never fair. it did not listen to the attendees. it had its own agenda that was followed
and was very unamerican in its treatmetn of attendees. in america, everybody is listned to. this group
was determined to never listen to anybody but those it wanted to. the rest were disrespected
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Renee Becker
private citizen

We failed Senator Smith. We were tasked to recommend proposals on how to mitigate the effects of
climate change as our number one priority. However our meetings focused mainly on finding items of
consensus. | commend our co-chairs for their tireless efforts. But the elephant in the room (climate
change) was sidelined.

National Geographic’s Magazine Special Issue “Saving Forests a€“ They're Key to Protecting the Planet,
Now They Need Our Help” contained a wealth of data. In its 144 pages, not one article refers to “clear
cutting” or “creating young forests” as a solution. This magazine, a scientific authority, contained
undisputed evidence that we need to put an end to logging. New Jerseyians deserve better. We need to
create a moratorium to logging of Sparta Mountain and elsewhere in the state.

The American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC) created terms such as “young forests” “healthy
forests” or “clear cutting”. This organization helps provide legislative bills for our congressmen. A major
contributor to this group is David Koch, the owner of “Brawny” and other paper products. Koch is a
proponent of logging. And ALEC promotes these terms. This is a marketing ploy to turn a negative
(logging) into a positive (clear cutting). As a retired advertising executive, | know the jargon. And it
works. Nonsense, don’t let it fool us!

Some people may feel that revenue generated through logging creates opportunities to fund
worthwhile projects. Raising money from commercial logging is short sighted. We need to protect our
assets (our forests) now more than ever. The means does not justify the end. Once our most desirable
trees are harvested they are gone forever. If there is a need to generate revenue, then we should grow
tree farms for the purpose of harvesting timber as being done by the Wawayanda Tree Farm in Vernon.
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Joe Basralian

BA, Cornell University; MBA, NYU; 23 years in financial services; 5 years in nature conservation; Rutgers
Environmental Steward; Rutgers Cooperative Extension environmental coursework; Reader of 80 books
on environmental conservation since 2014

Totally ineffectual wording of Recommendation #15 risks making the rest of the Framework look mostly
like a fancy obfuscation to allow more materials removal for private gain from our public forestland.
Several vocal participants of the NJFTF made it clear that they benefit financially -- personally and
professionally -- from removing material from forests that belong to us taxpayers. At no point did these
participants make formal disclosures of their conflict of interest. | also learned that New Jersey Audubon
gets paid handsomely -- like a private consulting firm would -- for tagging trees for removal; yet NJA
made zero disclosure of the revenue it makes from materials removal our public forests. This is one
example of the conflict of interest evident during the NJFTF process.

Given that NJA and a forester who removes materials for private gain comprised half the members of
the NJFTF, the odds were stacked against the 9 million New Jersey residents who have paid to protect
our *public* forest land. This fundamental problem undermines the NJFTF's call for more stewardship
on public land, reminds that me conflicts of interest are five in Administrative Procedures too
(Recommendation #2, 3, 11), and tells me that any portion of NJ's publicly owned forests that don't
receive additional protections will be left more vulnerable than before to streamlined forest products
removal-for-private-financial-benefit.

This can be avoided if Recommendation #15 is re-worded to be given meaning. The current wording
imposes absolutely no restriction on forest products removal for private gain. The word "should"
invalidates the entire Recommendation (since it doesn't say "must"). The qualifier "as a goal" also
invalidates the entire Recommendation because any actor can say, "that's not our goal".
Recommendation #15 ought to say, "As a condition to any updated public forest management rules, the
NJDEP must prohibit sale or trade of forest materials

on public land." Anything other than strong, clear wording like that opens up more of our public forests
to private gain, even as the Framework may add additional rationale for protecting a portion of public
land.

| believe that an unconflicted version of the NJFTF would have further developed and expanded
recommendations #16, 14, 13, 12. Let us urge the Legislature to take these up with gusto.
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John Miraglia
none

Great recommendations are included in this Framework. CONGRATS to its contributors and authors. In
several of the the recommendations carbon sequestration is consistently featured first as a benefit and
goal. However, for many consumptive and non-consumptive users of NJ's forests other goals might have
a higher priority, biodiversity for example. Given that the recommendations will require NJ citizen
support to be funded & implemented, | have 2 recommendations: 1. rotate featuring other goals in the
Framework, 2. while professionals in related fields should dominate execution of the recommendations,
a greater variety of user groups interested in NJ forests should be included in developing &
implementing the Framework's plans. Notably absent from the Framework sponsors are organizations
representing non-commercial consumptive users of our forests...hunters and anglers.

On a related note, deer are the only animals specifically noted in the Framework. But NJ has
issues/interests in other species: decline of several upland bird and none game species for example. Any
action (or non-action) taken in our forests will have positive or negative impacts on different species.
Recommendations or impacts on those threatened species should be included in any forest plan also.

NJFTF Appendices, 53




Ken Dolsky
BA Physics

The framework was originally separate topics. The decision to compile them into a single document is
greatly distorting readers’ understanding of the positions of participants

This framework is now labeled as Recommendations that the leaders “believe enjoy broad agreement
among diverse participants.” This is false/misleading. Two surveys asked for feedback on each
framework item but quantitative results were never revealed. THERE WAS NEVER ANY FORMAL
CONSENSUS ON ANY ELEMENT OF THIS PROJECT. This allowed the leaders to imply agreement but it was
never proven. We never agreed to call these Recommendations

This report is a consensus of the chairs, not the participants

As proof, consider item 15. The second sentence says it is OK to continue the logging on public forest
land that brought about the task force. While appearing to follow DEP processes and produce beneficial
actions, this is misleading: it is based on false science (regarding true biodiversity objectives and
environmental and climate change impacts of wood removal), incomplete and biased assessment of the
harms/benefits tradeoffs of these activities, revenue generation for private entities (from land
purchased with public funds) and no recognition of the importance of public forests in efforts to
mitigate climate change. It is not based on any experiential evidence demonstrating that cutting and
selling wood products achieves climate goals.

The framework fails to address a primary goal of this task force-an effective response to climate change
through forest management. It offers only lip service to climate change filled with loopholes. It offers no
plan to manage logging impacts on carbon storage and sequestration and the leaders refused to include
proforestation, which many of us support and refused to even consider a moratorium on logging despite
many calls for this during the task force meetings.

None of the following key science findings made it into the Framework:

-New insights on carbon sequestration being a function of leaf area (with trees increasing or holding
steady on sequestration for hundreds of years)

-Newly logged areas being net emitters of carbon for decades

-The ecological importance of leaving cut wood on the ground and lack of need to remove wood for any
ecological purpose

Not including any of these scientific principles has deliberately deprived us of the ability to support such
principles and the Framework has many more negative than positive positions.
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Ally Karanikas

The NJ Student Sustainability Coalition does not approve of the framework and report.
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John Thonet

BS & MS degrees in Forestry, SUNY College of Environmental Science and Forestry; Licensed Professional
Engineer and Professional Plannier in New Jersey

Thonet Associates does not agree with Recommendations 7, 8, and 15 mostly because the NJFTF has
acknowledged that evaluating "the science" is beyond its capabilities , and yet the NJFTF's
recommendation nos. 7, 8. and 15, require some knowledge of "the science.." without which the NJFTF
does not have an informed basis for making those recommendations.

Nonetheless, Thonet Associates supports Recommendation nods. 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14,
and 16, which represent over 80% of the NJFTF's recommendations, and thanks the NJFTF for its efforts
to achieve consensus.
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susan michniewski
NA

There are many things to like about the framework, including the proposals for deer and invasive
species management. However, the framework does not go far enough in changing the current
practices of logging on our public lands. Regulations are needed which put proforestation as the goal for
managing public forests. The framework proposes rules be adopted within 3 years, which is reasonable.
However, the proposed interim plan is not adequate as it allows for the current policies to continue if
interim regulations are not adopted within 1 year. Having interim rules adopted in 1 year is highly
unlikely due to the need to formulate those regulations, go through internal review, and then public
review. | believe that a moratorium is needed to prevent the approval of plans that allow for
mechanized logging until such time that formal rules are adopted which prioritize proforestation as the
goal. No large native trees or mature forests should be logged, such as being done at Sparta Mountain.
No large trees or mature forests should be cut to create "young forest". Climate mitigation and the
ecological benefit of mature forests should be our priority.
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Laura Oltman

My comment on every round of feedback on this framework is that it lacks any statements of goals or
policy to guide management decisions. This is a critical failing no matter what the desired outcome. No
one knows for sure what the management recommendations should accomplish and therefore we have
no assurance they won'’t result in damage to our forests. There is too much vague language around tree
removal, leaving the likelihood that the door will be as least as wide open to timber harvesting after all
this deliberation as it was before, and that is pretty wide open. Right now timber harvesting by itself is
being described in logging plans as a conservation purpose to make trees in the forest more healthy. |
strongly disagree with that position.

| strongly support the emphasis in the framework on the need to create regulations for forest
management on public lands but that does not overcome my objections to other aspects of the
framework. | don’t know how regulations can be guided without a clear statement of policy.
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Kate Krehel

While | can support some of the individual recommendations, | feel that the framework is too broad to
support overall. | think it needs to go further to fully and adequately respond to our extremely pressing
climate crisis. There is global scientific consensus that forests are our best defense against climate
change, and so it should ensure the protection of our forests to a greater degree in order to stray from
the status quo and effectively respond to this climate crisis and help prevent species extinction.

NJFTF Appendices, 59




Timothy McKenna
25 years as an executive in the paper and forest product industry

While there are a number of valuable recommendations in the NJFTF Frameworka€”particularly the
recommendations that the state DEP develop regulations governing forests and conduct an inventory of
our public forestsa€”the Framework presents a problem for those whose highest goal is to foster and
preserve mature forests on New Jersey’s public lands. Those of us on the conservation side of the issue
believe that the crucial task is to halt current damage to our public forests created by logging and tree
removal. The current framework leaves many of the critical concepts such as active management,
protection and reforestation loosely defined such that they can be interpreted to justify the current
status quo in NJ forests which most Task Force members oppose. Furthermore, the NY-NY Trail
Conference, which | represent, strongly believes that our public forests, in a small, densely populated
state, were set aside for the good of the public and those forests should be allowed to flourish in their
natural state to provide recreation and appreciation of nature for as many as possible. As a former
executive in the forest industry, | fully recognize there is a need for wood products and for cultivating
tree farms that supply those products. However, | am also convinced that in New Jersey in natural areas
set aside for the benefit of the public the highest and best use is to leave the forests in their natural
state. | respectfully submit our comments and am grateful to the leaders and the Senator for
establishing the task force, but | am convinced there is more work to do.

NJFTF Appendices, 60




Erica Cowper
BS in Biology from Drew University
Pursuing MS in Earth & Environmental Science from Lehigh University

This framework seems to be more of a consensus of the chairs, not the participants. The framework fails
to address the primary goal of this task force, to address climate change through forest management. It
does not offer a plan to manage the impacts of logging on carbon storage & sequestration. Many
members of the task force, including myself, called for a moratorium on logging until a (real) consensus
was found, but this was refused by the chairs. Several points, supported by recent science, were left out
of this framework including carbon sequestration as a function of leaf area, newly logged areas being
net emitters of carbon dioxide for decades, and the ecological importance of leaving fallen or cut trees.
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Dorothea Stillinger

Great Swamp Watershed Association's comments on the New Jersey Forest Task Force's final
recommendations

(D.K. Stillinger 12-18-22)

1. Very good. Except: Scientific advisory panel must include a forest ecologist plus research
professionals in a number no less than equal to the number of individuals certified in commercial forest
and timber management.

2. Very good. Except: Until the rule making is complete there has to be a moratorium on logging on
public forests.

3. Very good. Except: The statement should read "newly initiated plans will not be approved until the
interim rule making is complete." It makes no sense to allow unapproved plans to proceed.

4. Excellent. Well done and badly needed.

5. This item is essentially included in Item 1 so is not needed. As written it is vague and poorly worded
and uses jargon. Item 5 should be a clearly worded outline for how public forests can sequester carbon
plus the addition of broad immediate and long term goals with requirements to publish results annually.
6. Very good. Commendable and needed.

7. Not needed since it is assumed under Item 6. As written Item 7 uses catch phrases that are not
defined and are susceptible to misinterpretation.

8. The first sentence again uses jargon and undefined terms, is implied by other items and should be
eliminated. The second sentence is imperative.

9. Excellent.

10. Eliminate the term "ecological health." It is meaningless unless carefully defined. Otherwise very
good.

11. Redundant and should be eliminated. Included in other items.

12. Good. The use of fire badly needs to be reevaluated.

13. Excellent.

14. Excellent.

15. Eliminate the third sentence. It includes specifics that should be decided within individual plans
rather than in a broad framework. In any event there should be no cutting, removal or sale of wood on
and from public forests without public input, peer-reviewed scientific justification, and adherence to
restrictions in all documents and deeds, Green Acres restrictions, and wetlands restrictions for the
specific tract. Again, the term "ecological health" should not be used unless well defined.

16. Excellent.
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joe attamante

| have attended and participated in every “Ecological Health” session of the task force.

| have previously messaged the chairs of my disappointment that the task force only considered and
discussed fewer than half of the submitted proposals, some were not deemed acceptable for discussion
or submission to the DEP, while several of those that were presented were only given cursory
discussion. Moreover, there was never a yea or nay vote on them, nor, particularly egregiously, was
there a vote on whether we should recommend a moratorium on logging and wood removal until the
legislature and the DEP had time to consider and decide how best to manage our remaining public
forests.

The only proposals on which | saw substantial agreement, amounting to consensus, and with which the
chairs concurred, were those that addressed the necessity to mitigate the deer problem and the
proliferation of invasive plant species.

There was much good that came out of these meetings: the recommendation that a science panel be
established and empowered to evaluate all DEP recommendations vis-A -vis forest management, and
that certain portions of the remaining forested lands be set aside for their special ecological, cultural
value, as well as for carbon sequestration. In addition, a key recommendation was to revitalize and
implement the moribund “Natural Areas Program”.

The chairs had the daunting task of managing 100+ participants with diverse views and positions, and
were charged to recommend changes in legislation and policy to address the need to maintain and
enhance our remaining forested lands and to propose specific management means to achieve those
ends. Unfortunately, the current framework and recommendations, though including many that are
worthy of implementation, nevertheless omit many sound proposals and their principal
recommendations, such as those addressing pro-forestation and banning logging in all public forests.
The Framework does not reflect a consensus of the participants as votes were not officially taken.

For the above reasons the framework does not adequately satisfy Senator Smith’s charge and goals.
Additionally, the Framework's second sentence that "None of the recommendations are intended to
interfere with current approved forest management plans and their associated activities", says that
ongoing, problematic plans such as at Sparta Mountain WMA are grandfathered in, OK and may
continue business as usual.

| cannot support the current framework.
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William Kibler
J.D.

We support a pause on all new management plan approvals beginning immediately. We support a pause
on current and new forest management projects until the legislative process has been completed and
rules are adopted and implemented consistent with a robust public input process.
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Judy Kroll

The Friends of Drew Forest (FODF), an all volunteer 501c 3 corporation cannot support the proposed
framework of the NJ Forest Task Force for the following reasons:

- The framework, though thoroughly reviewed and commented upon extensively, fails to protect
NJ public forests, including mature native forests, from current and on-going desecration, including
logging, clearing of tree canopy, egregious destruction of forest floors from heavy machinery and large
vehicles, removal of logs and resulting devastation to wildlife habitat. In fact, the framework contains
the following caveat on page one: “None of the recommendations are intended to interfere with current
approved forest management plans and their associated activities.” FODF’s volunteers joined the Task
Force to try to mitigate these exact practices, and were vocal and consistent about this critical need, so
it is unfortunate that the Task Force Co-Leaders instead chose to codify the status quo.

- Old forests provide the most climate carbon capture, and are critical to mitigation of our
growing climate crisis. Climate change MUST be foremost in any policy making and implementation. To
avoid worsening climate change, our public forest policies must: stop cutting mature native trees, stop
clearing the canopy, and stop removing logs, stop clearing old forests to grow young forest. The
scientific proof for large trees sequestering the most carbon is unquestionable.

- The framework contains far too many vague and undefined terms, leaving many opportunities
for interpretations that will not support the goal NJFTF was given in the first place.

NJFTF Appendices, 65




Elliott Ruga

Rec. 1: Without additional language and clarification this recommendation has the potential to cause
more harm than good. Specifically, the scientific advisory panel should be independent from the NJDEP
and must include a balance of experts from biology, ecology, forestry, and wildlife biology such that no
group is overrepresented while maintaining an appropriate span of expertise.

Rec. 7: We agree that at times an intervention is necessary, however, we disagree with the
recommendation as stated because active management implies that timber is allowed to be removed
from the forest for the purposes mentioned, which we oppose.

Rec. 15: We disagree. This recommendation is egregiously misleading by seeming to prohibit an activity
that most agree is wrong in publicly owned forests, commercial timber harvesting. Then, the same
activity, timber harvesting, is sanctioned if it is done in service of ecological goals. Today, forest
management plans justify timber harvesting to achieve spurious ecological goals, or for legitimate
ecological goals that could be accomplished with non-harvest alternatives, i.e., alternatives without the
adverse impacts of mechanized harvesting and wood removal. This recommendation upholds the status
guo and the continued adverse impacts of timber harvesting in our public forests.
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John Landau
Rutgers Environmental Steward, NJ Forestry Association Woodland Steward, Rutgers GI Champion. UN
Convention on Biological Diversity 10 week MOOC "Ecological Restoration"

| regret that | cannot support this Framework of Recommendations, which includes good work but in
general lacks the firm bones to build sustainable legislation and policy upon. More work is needed to
build upon this to get to recommendations.

In my opinion a Public Forests Management Framework should be built upon two pillars (ie needs more
specificity re framework recommendations 1 and 2):

1. A planning pillar that requires all public forest lands to be subject to a sound two-level land use
governance structure.

A. An ongoing inventory-based Master Plan which requires public land to explicitly and only be
managed for balanced public ecosystem service objectives: carbon storage, water management,
biodiversity, cultural, recreational and educational services.

i. The Highlands RMP and the Pinelands Comprehensive Master Plan should approve and govern Public
Forest MPs in their regions.

ii. A similarly independent group should be accountable for Forest MPs elsewhere in the state.

B. Individual local public forestry management applications from the land manager (NJFW, a County
Parks Commission, etc) must conform to the locally appropriate Master Plan. (not unlike development
site applications).

i. Each Forestry Management plan must assess its positive and negative impacts on each of ecosystem
services objectives in its relevant MP.

ii. Management plan approval should belong to the Highlands Council, The Pinelands Commission, or a
neutral NJ governance body for other regions in the state.

2. A policy rules and practices pillar (perhaps a Forestry Management Council similar to the requested
Invasive Species Council) that defines top-level rulemaking policy and best practices for public forest
management planning and implementations.

a. This council should be “of-but-not-in” NJDEP and include a breadth of qualified private and academic
professionals and key conservation stakeholders.

b. This council would develop and continuously improve the policy and best practices for deer
management, prescribed burns, invasive species management, active management and other public
forest treatments that may be needed to meet the ecosystem services objectives.

c. More responsible and accountable than the "Science Advisory Panel"

Lastly, the one element that | STRONGLY OPPOSE is recommendation 6 “to designate carbon reserves”.
This is not impactful and will unnecessarily waste resources.

EVERY NJ public forest is a public carbon reserve.
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Susi Tilley
Executive Director, Ridge and Valley Conservancy

The Explanatory Statement for No Vote on the Forestry Task Force Conceptual Framework of
Recommendations and the reasons despite agreeing in general with Recommendations 1, 2, 3, 4,5, 9,
11, 12, 13, 14, and 16 in the Conceptual Framework of Recommendations will be emailed separately to
the Task Force because it exceeds the 2500 characters allowed in this Google Form.
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Douglas Meckel

There are many things to like about the framework, | see the carbon reserve, reforestation, afforestation
and taking Native American concerns into account as areas of great progress. However, the framework
does not go far enough in changing the current practices of allowing logging on our public lands.
Regulations are needed which put proforestation as the goal for managing public forests. The allowance
of the sale of timber as long as profit is not the primary reason behind the harvest is seen as a large
loophole. The framework proposes rules be adopted within 3 years, which is reasonable. However, the
proposed interim plan is not adequate as it allows for the current policies to continue if interim
regulations are not adopted within 1 year. Having interim rules adopted in 1 year is highly unlikely due
to the need to formulate those regulations, go through internal review, and then public review. | believe
that a moratorium is needed to prevent the approval of plans until such time that formal rules are
adopted. The plan includes a loophole which would allow projects such as Sparta mountain to continue
as long as the stated goal was ecological restoration. Given that the whole impetus for this Task force
was Sparta mountain any plan that would allow another Sparta mountain type Project is seen as a
nonstarter . No large trees or mature forests should be cut to create "young forest". Climate mitigation
and the ecological benefit of mature forests should be our priority. Additionally, the invasive species
response is much improved but just “ looking at food plots and baiting”as suggested in the framework is
not enough. The fact that we can’t agree to stop requiring farm leaseholders to feed deer while
simultaneously trying to extirpate them from the landscaper shows we have not gone far enough. As
you are aware food availability controls fertility & Population densities .

NJFTF Appendices, 69




john saponara
phd in ecology and evolutionary biology from Cornell, 1994

The NJFTF framework will not prevent more Sparta Mountain projects, but more importantly, is not
guided by the overarching importance of forests in climate mitigation. "Ecological health, biological
diversity, and climate resiliency" are not "equally important" next to carbon sequestration and storage.
Storing carbon as forests is by far the single most cost-effective tool we have in the climate struggle.
Without effective climate mitigation, all of our climate resiliency measures will be overwhelmed.
Moreover, unmitigated climate change will become the biggest threat to forest ecological health and
biodiversity. Biodiversity is of course critical, but can be met without cutting trees (eg by controlling
deer and managing powerline corridors). The gathering tsunami of climate will eventually cure us all of
the illusion that any other objective is "equally important", but after Sandy and Ida, and as we lose our
hemlocks, isn't it already evident? As 1.5 Celsius slips out of our grasp and we begin to come to grips
with the even more monumental challenges of 2.0 Celsius, the droughts and heat waves and fires will
continue to worsen, and forests will become vulnerable to new threats. Will climate change leave us
with any forests to argue about? Would we today even recognize those climate-ravaged future forests?
If as blue and wealthy and educated a state as New Jersey fails to lead on climate, who will?
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Sara Webb
Ph,D. Ecology, M.S. Ecology and Forest Resources

This Task Force was created in response to widespread citizen concern about logging of northern NJ's
public forests. This practice steeply depletes climate resilience and sacrifices forest-interior biodiversity,
where deer and invasive species prevent recovery.

Unfortunately, the proposed framework fails to address these concerns. No protection from short-
sighted logging management is called for despite our public forests’ great importance today, both for
climate defense and for the species reliant on unfragmented mature forests. Proforestation, protecting
mature trees for climate defense, was supported by a vast majority of the task force in an early straw
poll.

But logging policy is missing from the Framework and was not voted on, though it is a central issue and
focus of many proposals. Science is clear: logging our most mature, carbon-rich forests sacrifices both
climate defense and biodiversity. Ignoring these concerns in the Framework perpetuates the status quo
of problematic deforestation. The Framework offers loopholes and vague language that permit canopy
clearance, when it should center on canopy protection. Task force participants submitted extensive
research on this subject.

For climate resilience, large trees and mature forests absorb AND store the most planet-warming
carbon, per tree and per acre, far more than young or managed forests. This carbon is stored for
centuries, and sequestration rates and storage increase exponentially with age for 87% of tree species.

Biodiversity in northern NJ is also threatened by today’s logging approach and wood removal, which
deplete habitat and soil organic matter. Forest interior species are far more threatened than those of
New Jersey’s abundant openings and edges, especially as the climate warms. Any creation of young
forest habitat should not carve out century-old forests but use New Jersey’s abundant young invaded
woods and clearings. We support efforts to control deer and invasive species, and emphasize that both
threats are exacerbated by opening the canopy. Canopy clearance and the mechanized transport and
harvest of timber also impact soil, hydrology, water, vernal pools, and the future forest of young trees.
We hope the Task Force report will strongly support ecological stability and restrict intensive
management that impairs biodiversity in this time of a warming climate.
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Steve Opresnick

Removal of trees should NOT be allowed science and supporting data should be cited for all decisions,
especially when removal trees is recommended. Heavy equipment should be limited or not allows due
to the ecological impact.
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Leslie J Sauer
Assoc prof. UPenn for 20 years, restoration practitioner 45 years

| do not support these recommendations due to their failure to address a primary goal of this task force-
an effective response to climate change and forest management. | believe that Senator Smith wanted to
be a leader in addressing climate change. These recommendations amount to maintaining the status
quo for at least three of the critical few years we have left to act. State-level climate planning has
ignored the most effective climate defense-protecting public forests from logging and wood removal.
Most of the proposals protecting public forests were not reviewed. The relationship between logging
and climate was avoided. While many of the recommendations are worthwhile such as increasing deer
and exotics management, delaying protection until inventories are complete is unacceptable.

It is not clear that there will be any effective climate management with these recommendations. There
are no climate goals such as the importance of saving larger trees or how much of our forest should be
designated as carbon reserves.

The language for the carbon reserves is fuzzy and manages to include logging without stating so- “to
maintain and enhance carbon sequestration and storage as necessary to advance state climate goals
while advancing equally important goals of ecological health, biological diversity, climate resiliency, and
protection of water and soil resources while providing low-intensity, safe public recreation
opportunities.” Where active management is needed the report also refers to the 80x50 report,* which
discusses proactive management for carbon defense including thinning and burning but ignoring
protecting existing forests from logging. The associated impacts of logging are ignored altogether such
as soil damage and carbon loss. The statement that wood removal is OK when a necessary part of an
approved plan is another meaningless loophole that Sparta would slip thorough.

This report is a consensus of the chairs, not the participants. It reflects their bias, apparent from the
outset. When 84% of the participants supported proforestation in an informal poll it was not good
enough for consensus.

Debate was squashed. Time was consumed by DEP presentations, such as the inaccurate statements
about how well deer are managed in public forests. Too much time diverted to the consensus ballot with
no real revisions ever made. Meetings were cancelled. Proposals were never posted.
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Lindsey Kayman
Masters Degree: Double Major -Air Pollution Control and Environmental Health Sciences, Certified
Industrial Hygienist

| agree with many of the recommendations. However, these recommendations can amount to secretly
expanding the kind of egregious logging being done in Sparta throughout the state. There is a total lack
of transparency with respect to logging. Most people don't know that "logging for ecological health"
means the clear-cutting and extensive thinning of the biggest trees as has been done in Sparta, NJ.
There was never any data presented that this type of logging has any benefit to biodiversity. In fact, it
was discussed that the 10 years of logging in Sparta failed in its objective of bringing back the golden
winged warbler. There was extensive scientific studies presented that showed the harms of logging.
There was never serious consideration that preserving forests can help sequester carbon and promote
biodiversity. Pro-logging groups were invited to a DEP tour and discussion of unpublished data that
were not made available to the rest of us. Why are we relying on unpublished data to damage our best
control measure against climate change? Also, there are problems with transparency: the list of
people on the task force was never provided but the number of members doubled in size after the
deadline for joining. The framework was relabeled "recommendations" that the chairs”believe enjoy
broad agreement among diverse participants.” This is false. Two surveys asked for feedback on each
framework item but quantitative results were never provided. There was never concensus -to say that
there is consensus about logging and wood removal is a lie. Logging and wood removal were the only
issues that there was disagreement on and no one changed their point of view.
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Lisa Leone
B.A

The proposed framework fails to mention anything regarding a logging policy. Logging of our mature,
biodiverse forests negatively impacts biodiversity and climate resilience. The framework fails to address
loopholes regarding logging and canopy clearance
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Wilma Frey
MLA (Landscape Architecture) Harvard Grad. School of Design, MPA-Mid-Career (Public Administration)
Harvard Kennedy School of Government

Regretfully, | cannot support the Framework Recommendations because they do not clearly and
purposefully address Sen. Smith's charge to the Task Force to "study and identify ways in which the
State can best manage its forests in order to fight climate change...." Climate change was named first on
his list in the directive. This was not, | think, accidental, strongly suggesting that addressing climate
change should be the top priority. Itis not, however, treated as top priority in the Framework.

It appears to me that, in order to meet its stated carbon sequestration climate defense goals, New
Jersey needs to manage ALL of its mature and maturing public forest lands using the "proforestation”
management model, which entails no cutting of mature trees, and, for ecological and carbon storage
reasons, no removal of logs or other vegetative forest material from the forest site. To meet NJ climate
defense goals, management of New Jersey's mature public forests should be proforestation. | would
urge that Recommendation #6 be extended to be the default designation for the vast majority of the
state's mature public forests.

| support Recommendation #5: There is a need for afforestation - planting new forests on lands that may
have been agricultural in the past. There is also a need for reforestation, of lands that were formerly
forested. Both of these categories will need planning and design and planting and care and
maintenance to shepherd them into maturity - much more maintenance than existing mature forests
managed with proforestation principles.

| guestion Recommendation #12, as | am not convinced that the use of fire should be greatly increased.
| am strongly opposed to Recommendation #15, whose second sentence would continue to authorize
and permit the kind of management/logging activities that have created devastation at sites in the
Sparta Mountain WMA. The logging projects there have all been described as fostering wildlife habitat
goals. They should never have taken place. Recommendation #15 is a continuation of the status quo,
and is a deal-breaker with regard to the Task Force recommendations.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Wilma Frey
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Larry Baum

minor in mathematics; BSc. in conservation biology, biology and physics; Ph.D. in Theoretical Physics (&
worked with forest conservation since the early 90s; read and studied lots on mature and old-growth
forest issues; talked with leading eastern old-gro

Need more space(2500chars(not even words!)absurd limit2seriouslydiscuss anything&not even
enough4full rant)&time(holiday season).lt's especially galling considering many proposals were never
presented&most meetings were half propaganda speeches from DEP (were not even supposed to have
part in).All framework does is provide more green washing cover4current abuses&does notlthing to
protect our forests, not even maturels,not even ancient 1s,as they will now try to claim broad
conservation group support (1 hopes NJ Sierra Club under new leadership remains last true
group&refuses to sign off on this).See nothing but gifts for NJAudubon/DEP&Forestry industry here but
not even the most basic proposals from NJCons.or Sierra in framework!It will allow4total violation of
public trust/Green Acres charter&violations of intent&law of the Highlands Protection Act.It provides
more ways4 profiteers to get more taxSto abuse our forests4personal profit while letting them now
claim that things like proforestation are controversial,never mind came closer to consensus than active
management (almost universally so, were those withSconflicts of interest discounted;press kept out in

worse than questionable implications for it's use elsewhere in the state).A few good bits on invasive
species.Otherwise, it's toothless or worse.lt ask4 more tax $ for plan writing&destructive make work to
line the pockets of 0.00001%of the state&subsidize a long gone industry in the state.Says no commercial
logging but allows4selling timber!Naive joke to think that allowing sales from 'conservation oriented'
projects means anything less than anything goes.We already see it at work in NJ.Say only if follows
science but this taskforce didn't even follow what little science was allowed to be presented!USFS/USDA
plan2loglof greatest remaining ancient forests in WVa. as part of a 'conservation' goal for (yet) more
young forest (when ancient forests is the rarest of all and mature forest the next most rare). Look at the
history of forest conservation&such things are proven beyond meaningless.Anything can be called for
some conservation goal.Say you have a goal for a clearing,then anything goes, log over a vernal
stream,log a 100, a 200, a 400 year old forest,a steep slope, whatever, it fulfills a goal of a clearing.See
what happened under cover of local Audubon groups in MA, PA, WI, Ml already.

NJFTF Appendices, 77




Sharon Wander
B.S. (Wildlife Management) Cook College; Ph.D. (Ecology) Rutgers University

| agree with many of the Framework recommendations, including instituting rulemaking, conducting
inventories to inform a planning process, creating a scientific advisory board, improving control of deer
and invasive species, protecting the values of Indigenous peoples, and adequately funding the entire
endeavor. Nevertheless, in my opinion the Framework does not adequately protect NJ’s public forests. It
does not recognize their critical importance (through carbon sequestration and storage) in defending
our densely populated state against the ongoing damage of climate change. These (free!) services
demand the utmost protectiona€”by prohibiting cutting of large trees and removal of wooda€”but the
Framework fails include such a recommendation. The discussion of scientific proforestation concepts,
and of proposals based on them, was largely denied to Task Force participants. The Framework makes
no mention of proforestation, but rather includes vague language such as managing to “address threats
to ecological health” or to “maintain biodiversity,” or the use of “multiple management approaches.”
All such terms are simply ways of leaving the door open to continuation of traditional timber harvesting
such as is currently ravaging Sparta Mountain WMA, where the century-old habitat of Endangered and
Threatened forest birds is being sacrificed (in the name of biodiversity) to “create habitat” for young-
forest birdsa€”when other WMAs include thousands of acres of open fields better suited to
accommodating these species. Since the Framework as written will not protect New Jersey’s public
forests from industries, agencies, organizations, and individuals who seek to profit from them or misuse
them, | cannot support it.
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Christine Hepburn
Ph.D. in Psychology (relevant for evaluating scientific papers)

Despite agreeing with many of the Framework’s Recommendations, RVC dissents from the Framework
overall because:

The Framework does not express an overarching rationale or vision for the codification of the
management of New Jersey’s public forests. RVC believes that the primary rationale should be climate
defense. In view of the existential crisis posed by climate change, and the indispensable role that trees
play in carbon storage, all forest management activities should support this role. No activities should
decrease a forest’s contribution to climate mitigation, except for invasive species control. But the
Framework nowhere recommends a prohibition on cutting of large trees and on removal of wood.
Recommendation 10 for managing forests “as necessary to advance state climate goals” is weakened by
the loophole of managing for other “equally important goals,” when fully protecting forests for their
climate-defense capabilities would automatically advance these other goals. The extensive tree cutting
on Sparta Mountain WMA&€”purportedly done to enhance biodiversitya€”is an example of how this
loophole can be exploited. Implementing policies based on climate defense would require DEP to
rethink its approach to forest management, rejecting timber-production forestry methods in favor of
proforestation, which allows for a variety of activities that do not involve significant tree-cutting or
removal of wood. DEP is likely to resist such a paradigm shift and unlikely to effectively implement a
statute that is not clearly based on a vision that demands change.

The Framework is not science-based. All efforts at introducing scientific proforestation concepts and
language to the Framework were rejected. Many proposals for science-based management were never
allowed to be discussed. The Framework’s vague language (e.g., management for “future threats to
ecological health”) sounds good but would allow continuation of the current practice of logging mature
forest timber under the guise, for example, of habitat creation for early successional bird species.

The Framework does not suspend already approved/ongoing logging activities on public forests prior to
completion of rulemaking. The proposed rulemaking processes are welcome, as virtually no rules exist
governing forestry on public lands. But given the 3-year window allowed for DEP rulemaking, this delay
could allow for extensive areas of further logging in public forests, such as on Sparta Mountain WMA.
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Joe Kazimierczyk

Sourland Conservancy has concerns about recommendations regarding the time-frame for
implementation. As currently written, the framework would allow new plans using existing questionable
practices to proceed, if interim rules are not propagated within one year.

Another concern is that allowing the sale of wood products could become a loophole for commercial
logging, and we hope that subsequent rules and legislation will prevent this.

Finally, we hope that the use of "ecological restoration" would not be used as a reason to fragment
existing older growth forests.

Overall the Framework is an improvement over the exiting state of affairs, but we don't think it goes far
enough.
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Miriam Dunne
B.S. Natural Resource Management (Cook College, Rutgers University, M.S. Biology (E. Stroudsburg
University

Our forests need management, and we cannot wait until a formal rulemaking process is developed for
existing plans to be implemented. Several wildlife species of special conservation concern are on the
brink of requiring listing as threatened or endangered. Further delays in active forest management to
address the needs of these species will result in continued declines in their populations. The state has
expended considerable resources to develop plans for forests and Wildlife Management Areas. These
plans have been vetted internally and externally and represent sound science. All existing plans should
be able to be implemented with no “interim rule making process” to delay their implementation.
Likewise DEP should not be prevented from finishing any plans that are in process while an interim
process is developed. This delay tactic only serves the anti-management factions who don’t believe that
forest management can be beneficial for wildlife. There is, indeed, so little actual management taking
place at present on state land that discussion of a moratorium on management is laughable. DEP needs
to be encouraged to continue management as it has been doing with a robust internal vetting process,
and an outreach effort that informs the public as is appropriate and seeks public input. Getting public
consensus on stewardship plans will be impossible and it will have to be acknowledged that if
biodiversity and forest health is a goal then some trees will have to be cut. It is hoped that the experts at
DEP and other advisory professionals will prevail and enable the state to do the management necessary
to protect biodiversity and ultimately benefit climate.

We do not support expanding the existing Natural Areas Program. Some NA represent unique habitats
but many are designated arbitrarily and are no more unique than their surrounding landscape. Having
more robust mapping for unique plant communities, and increasing communication within DEP between
the NA manager and the program managers in P&F and DFW would be more beneficial to encouraging
sound protection and management of these areas. Likewise we do not support the addition of an
oversight council for old growth/carbon reserves. Since 99% of public land is not managed at present,
there is a huge advantage to future old growth development. The planning process will identify older
stands that can represent future old growth, and indeed define what is meant by old growth.
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Larry Herrighty
B.S. Wildlife Managment

The New Jersey Outdoor Alliance (NJOA) does not support the following recommendations:
Recommendation (R) 1. NJOA does not believe that DEP needs to be “directed” to initiate statewide
planning and mapping of forest lands. DEP is already conducting these activities but is restrained by a
lack of funding.

R 2. NJOA is satisfied with the 14-step process currently used by DEP to create Forest Management
Plans.

R 3. NJOA does not believe rule-making is necessary for the DEP process of creating forest management
plans and recognizes a thorough public process exists within the existing process.

R 7. NJOA does not believe DEP needs to be “directed” to identify where to practice active forest
management since such management is already practiced to meet stated objectives.

R 11. NJOA believes the current DEP process is adequate and rulemaking is not necessary.

R 13. NJOA does not believe DEP needs to be “directed” to amplify efforts to combat invasive species.
DEP’s efforts are constrained by funding which should be increased to fully implement their effort.

R 14. NJOA does not believe the Science Advisory Panel is needed to guide DEP deer management as a
public process through the Fish and Game Council rulemaking is adequate. Predators such as bobcats,
bears and coyotes prey on deer. However, increasing bear and coyote populations such in order to
manage deer in an undefined “deep forest” puts public safety at risk and is not necessary. The Fish and
Game Council has already adopted regulations to allow fertility control of isolated deer populations.
Fertility control has been proven to be ineffective on deer populations over the general landscape. NJOA
opposes the development of a pilot program for commercial use of deer because it is not needed, it is
inconsistent with the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation, is not cost-effective and no
infrastructure for processing deer commercially exists in NJ or if created, likely not to be profitable. Itis
an inappropriate use of a public resource on public land. Recreational deer hunting is the most cost-
effective means of controlling deer and when conducted on public land and unimpeded, has resulted in
the ability to regenerate forests. The Fish and Game Council has the authority to adjust deer season
length and bag limit if necessary to promote forest health.

R 15. DEP has not made commercial use of forest products as a primary goal in any forest management
plan, therefore R 15 is not needed.

NJFTF Appendices, 82




Margaret Wood

- Master's Degree in Aerospace Engineering, Polytechnic University (merged with NYU)

- Bachelor's Degree in Aerospace Engineering, Polytechnic Institute of Technology (merged with NYU)
- Completed an additional 2+ years of graduate courses beyond the MS d

NJFTF Conceptual Framework: “The 'Co-Chairs' reached agreement on these recommendations.... and
'believe' that the framework includes ideas that enjoy 'broad' agreement among diverse Task Force
participants.” (emphasis mine)

Upon registering with the NJFTF, a screen appeared defining the 'Charge to the Workgroup'. It said,
“Provide a set of recommendations to the Senate Environment and Energy Chair Senator Bob Smith and
members of the Senate Environment and Energy committee that include (1) consent and (2)
nonconsent items (which can include majority and minority reports) by Dec 31, 2022 regarding
management of forested public lands.”

| signed up under the premise that | and my fellow participants were to provide recommendations to
the SE&E, not the Co-Chairs.

We worked hard! We used the proposal system described on 6/6/22. We researched facts, used
scientific papers, and wrote proposals to achieve solutions. The proposals with the most votes were
supposed to be submitted to Senator Smith as recommendations.

Only a few proposals were heard, 'hand-selected' by the Co-Chairs. The 'Co-Chairs' dropped the others
and created their own 'Framework' to be reviewed by Senator Smith. Our proposals were shunted to the
Appendix in the back, which no one ever reads.

The Co-Chairs claim they 'believe' their Framework reflects the work of the participants. 'Belief' is NOT
'fact'! Factual evidence of proposal consensus requires a vote. The Co-Chairs never allowed a vote. We
were only allowed to vote on the Framework authored by the Co-Chairs. The Framework never got
consensus. We had a large voting block who consistently voted against it.

The Co-Chairs claim the framework represents “broad” agreement of the participants. “Broad” is
subjective, NOT factual. Is broad 95%? 51%? We were not allowed to see the final vote tally. Perhaps
“broad” is just the 4 votes of the Co-Chairs.

The number of participants drops each month as they become fed-up with the co-opting of the process
by the Co-Chairs.

This process was changed/'fixed', to keep the status quo. The Framework does NOT reflect our
proposals. We were adamant about removing loop-holes. The Co-Chairs added more loop-holes with
each draft. Our efforts and time were wasted. We were cheated. The Co-Chairs stole our opportunity to
be heard, appropriated it, turned it into an opportunity to achieve their own agendas of maintaining the
status quo.

Global warming climatologists are needed on your panels of experts.
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Mark Lohbauer
BA, Rider University; JD, Rutgers University

While | do agree with some of the provisions of the framework regarding invasive species and control of
the deer population, | disagree with the central premise of the framework regarding forestry on public
lands. We are now in an era of climate crisis and healthy forests represent our best defense in mitigation
of that crisis. The framework allows for logging on public lands: specifically, it allows for the cutting and
the removal of wood material from forests on public lands. It purports to do so in the name of healthy
forest management, promotion of biodiversity, and even for wildfire suppressiona€”yet none of those
goals are consistent with the primary goal of carbon sequestration; further, none of those goals were
proven to be supported by scientific data in our debates at NJFTF sessions. Rather, our forestry policy for
public lands should be proforestation which allows for limited cutting (for example, to fell dead or
diseased trees for pest or disease control) and no removal of wood material from the forest. This issue
was central to our mission at the NJFTF, and not only does the framework fail to recognize it, our entire
meeting and discussion process over the past year failed to give fair consideration to the proforestation
concept. From the outset, a process that defined “consensus” as not a simple majority, but rather as
near 100% of the group was doomed to fail in its effort to reach consensus. As a result, controversial
discussions were blocked and avoided rather than heard. The public lands belong to all of the people of
New Jersey, both for today as well as future generations. Our forestry policy should embrace the goal of
preservation without qualification. That policy should be nothing less than proforestation, which the
framework has not allowed. This is a fundamental failure of our charge from Senator Smith, so | register
this dissent to the framework.

NJFTF Appendices, 84




Doris Lin
B.S. in Applied Biological Sciences, Massachusetts Institute of Technology
J.D., University of Southern California Law School

The League of Humane Voters of New Jersey (LOHVNJ) objects to the NJ Forestry Task Force framework
and to the process by which it was adopted.

The framework is vague and leaves too much discretion to a "scientific advisory panel." Science is not
policy.

The reliance on public comments in the rulemaking process is misplaced. NJDEP has a history of
adopting rules despite overwhelming public opposition.

Recommendation 15 creates an incentive to cut trees and remove wood. There is no ecological reason
to remove wood, so allowing the sale should not be recommended at all.

Increasing funding to NJDEP is premature when the policies have not been developed yet. Some
recommendations are vague and others (i.e. ending deer feeding plots) require no funding.

We object to prescribed burns, which create the edge habitat that is preferred by deer.

Furthermore, regarding deer, NJDEP has been managing state wildlife management areas for decades to
increase the deer herd and grow trophy bucks through prescribed burns and clearcutting (to create edge
habitat), food plots for deer and farm leases that require farmers to leave crops standing for deer.
NJDEP partners with hunting clubs to plant food plots for deer, and then gives awards to hunters who
kill bucks with the biggest racks. The sale/donation of venison has nothing to do with reducing the deer
herd when NJDEP keeps the deer herd artificially abundant for hunters.

We object to the statement that the recommendations are not intended to interfere with current forest
management plans. The state should reassess their plans and there is no reason to wait.

LOHVNJ objects to the process of the task force. Task force members (TFMs) could submit proposals, but
were not allowed to communicate with each other and were not allowed to author any part of the
framework.

The entire framework was written by the co-chairs. TFMs were prohibited from emailing all other
members, and chat among members was disabled during the Zoom calls. When a TFM was allowed to
present their proposal, there was no vote on the proposal. The co-chairs decided how, if at all, a
proposal would be included.

Also, the voting process is opaque and unjust, because some groups were given more votes than others
based on an unfair assessment of whether a group’s members count as “members.”

Lastly, we were given unrealistically short deadlines and character limits, over holiday weekends, for
submitting proposals and comments. (abbreviated to 2500 characters)
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Angi Metler

We oppose the framework in both the process of its adoption & conclusion. It is the status quo, vague,
and relies on a “scientific advisory panel.” Confirmation bias will play a role in adopting any forest policy
using this criterion. Using the DEP rule-making process to dissent is wrong because the DEP adopts rules
even when opposition is high. #15 allows for the sale of wood. This incentivizes cutting trees & removing
wood. There is no ecological need for this, so remove the sale of wood. Increasing funding to the DEP is
premature when the policies are in progress. The statement "all recommendations discussed above
require funding" is untrue when some recommendations are vague, and some (i.e., cessation of deer
feeding plots on state lands) requires no funding. We oppose prescribed burns for climate & health. It
also creates deer habitat, thus growing the deer herd. We reject blaming deer for forest issues because
the destruction is caused by other factorsa€”developers and loggers fragment forests for commercial &
residential expansion. Hunters in sync with the DEP use clearcutting to create edge habitats for deer.
DEP also uses clearcutting & food plots to grow the deer herd. DEP works with private hunting clubs to
plant deer-preferred crops and rewards them when they kill the biggest deer with the largest antlers in
its annual deer classic. APLNJ objects to "None of the recommendations are intended to interfere with
current approved forest management plans and their associated activities." The state should be
reassessing its forest plans, so why wait for those plans to expire before adopting new plans that fight
climate change, sequester carbon, protect trees, and preserve wildlife habitat?

The co-chairs wrote the framework. Communication was discouraged between members. The co-chairs
decided which proposals would be included in the framework or discussed at meetings. The chat was
disabled during Zoom calls, so the co-chairs controlled the discussion.

- Since members did not communicate, this framework does not represent the views of the NJFTF
members.

- NJFTF deadlines for proposals & commenting on the final framework were limiting. Finalizing
the framework during the December holidays was problematic.

- The voting process was opaque and unjust. While the votes of groups would count more than
individuals is fair, some organizations were given more votes than others based on an unfair assessment
of whether an organization’s members count as “members.”
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Silvia Solaun
MS

NJ Forest Watch CANNOT Support the Framework. NJ public forests need to be held to HIGHER
Standards. The “Final” framework is biased and not representative of the public stakeholders and has
misleading language of which allows the “status quo” to prevail. -Does not describe a plan to use forests
to mitigate climate change by protecting and setting aside ALL of the 1M acres of public forests for
climate change.-Excludes the concept of Proforestation and it was ridiculous how actual peer-reviewed
science has been ignored. -Excludes the use of a moratorium and allows the foresters and NJ Audubon
to continue to write plans on public lands with no rules or regulations. -Excludes the use of peer-
reviewed science, in particular on carbon sequestration being a function of leaf area (with trees
increasing or holding steady on sequestration for hundreds of years), newly logged areas being net
emitters of carbon for decades, the ecological importance of leaving cut wood on the ground and lack of
need to remove wood for any ecological purpose. -The timeframe for new regulations is too long. We
want forest protections NOW. Public forests, like on Sparta Mtn are being destroyed now. Purposely put
within the framework are buzz words like “ecological health” and these are too vague and allow the
status quo to continue. Instead, NJ should enact a “Forever Wild” component to ALL of the 1 M acres of
public lands as the climate crisis is real and cutting more forests down, is exacerbating the issue.

Now on with the issues with the NJFTF process as stated in our previous comments but worthy of
repetition: More than half of the taskforce chairs & their organizations benefit from the writing,
implementation and “stewardship” of public lands. This demonstrates that the taskforce is represented
by biased, and financially motivated groups. These financial motives of these groups are for “self
preservation” & are not in the best interest of the public! The Taskforce did not use promised
consensus process, but instead only used surveys. There was never a reveal of last 2 rounds of surveys
on the framework. Instead, all participants should have full disclosure of who participated in the
surveys, and NO outside agencies should have been allowed to participate. There was never a debate
process. There was no peer reviewed Science presented, instead it was all SPIN manufactured by the
groups who benefit from the writing and implementation of logging plans throughout the state.
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Hilary Persky

| complement the framers on this attempt. My concerns are to do with a framework that maintains a
DEP status quo that contributes to ecologically unsound logging in a time of climate crisis.
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Jeanne Fox
Former BPU President

| thank the four Task Force leaders for your time, effort and commitment to this important topic. | also
am grateful to the many forest experts and concerned citizens for their dedication to this effort.

| believe that the Chairs did gather a general consensus on most topics, such as the critical topics of
invasive species; deer management; the necessity for establishing a good process for public
comment/input; and a true rule-making with a one year deadline. The establishment of a diverse expert
panel is a good step forward. | appreciate other changes made by the Chairs such as adding in
Recommendation #6 “a primary goal of protecting mature forests and providing for future old growth
forests (as defined by the science advisory panel) for their carbon benefit.” Old trees retain large
amounts of carbon which is a necessity at this time. | also agree with most of the other
Recommendations though | did wish for clarifications regarding some of them but | certainly do not have
enough knowledge to object in any way.

At least in the near term (probably 20 years), mitigating the Climate Crisis must be THE priority goal in
forest management. In fact, | believe that Recommendation 7 is misleading when stating “active
management is needed to promote future carbon sequestration, maintain biodiversity, and to address
current and future threats to ecological health.” Recommendation 7 cites consistency with the NJ Global
Response Act 80X50 Report’s “carbon sequestration goals” “which discusses proactive management for
carbon defense including thinning and burning." pp 153-160. So, | went to that section which speaks
clearly to carbon sequestration’s 5 pathways: #1)reforestation, #2)avoided conversion of natural lands,
#3)salt marsh and seagrass restoration and enhancement, #4)conservation management of agricultural
lands, and 5)proactive forest management. Only Pathway #5 - pro-active forest management discusses
“active forest management through thinning and selective burning.” The intent is to lessen the risks of
severe wildfires and pest infestations. However, that pathway concludes that “additional analysis is
needed, however, to fully understand the carbon gain potential (or avoided emissions) from carbon
defense strategies such as active forest management through thinning and selective burning.” Thus, |
urge that, until that critical analysis is done, crown separation and tree thinning not be permitted in old
growth forests.
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Appendix D. Forms, Surveys, Documents

Appendix D-1: Rules of Engagement
Appendix D-2: Cutting and wood removal survey - 127 Respondents
Appendix D-3: Organization Authorization
Appendix D-4: Framework surveys
Appendix D-4a: First Draft Framework Survey — 124 Respondents
Appendix D-4b: Revised Framework Survey — 102 Respondents
Appendix D-4c: Third Revised Framework Survey — 63 Respondents
Appendix D-4d: Final Framework Survey — 111 Respondents
Appendix D-5: Original topic prioritization survey - 413 Respondents
Appendix D-6: Collaboration Table

Appendix D-7: Flyer for “Exploring Conservation and Proforestation Options for NJ Forests”

panel webinar
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Appendix D-1: Rules of Engagement

@NJFA 3 SIERRACLUB (™ sy I
Erld b R - 4 NEW JERSEY CHAPTER wwwnjaudubon.org NewJerseyCllnservatmn

FOUNDATI ON

NJ Forest Task Force

Rules of Engagement

Guidance to Task Force co-Chairs

e Act as primary points of contact for the Task Force.

e Manage workgroups in accordance with the shared values and make everyone feel welcome and
exhibit healthy conflict resolution

e (Collaborate and communicate with fellow co-chair(s) in a true partnership, including developing
agendas and workflow for the Task Force.

e Facilitate discussion of topics to ensure accuracy of information and general consensus around
recommendations presented.

e Provide guidance to workgroup co-chairs and participants.

e |f a participating organization or individual is maligned, another co-chair should weigh in.

Guidance to Task Force Workgroup Co-Chairs

e Act as primary points of contact for workgroup to the Task Force.

e Manage workgroups in accordance with the shared values and make everyone feel welcome and
exhibit healthy conflict resolution

e  Assign tasks to workgroup members and monitor. Be aware of deadlines for materials and
communicate that to workgroup members.

e Facilitate workgroup review materials to ensure accuracy of information and general consensus
around recommendations presented.

e Participate in meetings and stay up to date on issues, representing all viewpoints and considerations
discussed in workgroup.

e Provide guidance to workgroup participants. Ensure clear roles and responsibilities.

e Identify conflicts and work through them

Guidance to Participants

e Behave in a professional and respectful manner.

e Actively create space for the voices of all.

e Focus on the issues.

e Be open to other perspectives, opinions, and ideas.
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e Arrive prepared and on time for all meetings.
e Review materials for accuracy and credibility.

Email etiquette

e Do not misrepresent your email as coming from the NJ Forest Task Force. Only email from
“NJForestTaskForce@gmail.com” represent communications from the co-chairs.

e Do not send mass emails to the entire workgroup.

o Refrain from sending “reply all” responses to task-force-wide emails. Limit any replies to emails
to those who need to know or to whom you are collaborating

e Do not forward workgroup emails to contacts outside the workgroup.

o Do not send attachments or information via email unless requested. Material submitted in
support of a proposal should be submitted with the proposal. Any material submitted outside
that process will not be reviewed or considered.

Zoom Guidelines
e Please do not share zoom links with external parties. These are unique to workgroup members
for participation in working meetings.
e We expect your full attention and participations on all meetings. Please avoid external
conversations or distractions.

Removal of Participants

Wanton or repeated violation of these expectations is grounds for remove from the working group
. Removal will be determined by the task force co-chairs.
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Appendix D-2: Cutting and wood removal survey

NJFTF Survey - timber harvest/commercial logging

As it relates to the stewardship and care of our state

forests, please indicate your agreement/disagreement with the following
statements by choosing agree or disagree. For the purpose of this

exercise cutting will mean just that (cutting trees to the ground) and removal
will mean just that (removing the trees from the woods).

* Required

1. Email *

2. Your Name *

3. Who you represent *

Mark only one oval.
Self

Organization

Government entity

4. If you represent an organization or government entity, please name. *

5. Please select the ONE answer that best describes your position about cutting trees. *

Mark only one oval.

Cutting trees should never be permitted

Cutting trees is an activity and/or tool that can only be used as part of an approved plan so long as the objective
pertains to the overall ecological health (current & future) of that particular forest.

Cutting trees is an activity and/or tool that can be used as part of an approved plan for a variety of objectives, including
the generation of revenue for the NJDEP.

Abstain
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6. Please select the ONE answer that best describes your position about wood products. *

Mark only one oval.

The removal of wood products should never be permitted.

The removal of wood products is an activity and/or tool that can only be used as part of an approved plan so long as
the objective pertains to the overall ecological health (current & future) of that particular forest (and therefore, the removal
of the product is required to meet said ecological goal)

The removal of wood products is an activity and/or to tool that can be used as part of an approved plan for a variety of
objectives, including the generation of revenue for the NJDEP.

Abstain

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

Google Forms
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https://www.google.com/forms/about/?utm_source=product&utm_medium=forms_logo&utm_campaign=forms

2/21/23, 11:22 AM Organization Authorization

Organization Authorization

Participating organizations should identify one person who will formally
represent the organization on the NJ Forest Task Force. There is no limit
on how many individuals may participate in discussions or submit
proposals, but only one individual will represent the organization when
seeking consensus or voting.

* Required
1. Name*
2. Date*

3. Name of organization *

4. Address of organization headquarters *
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2/21/23, 11:22 AM Organization Authorization

5. Name of President, Executive Director, or otherwise named *
leader of organization

6. Number of staff at organization *

/7. Number of members in organization *

8. If your organization has a board, how many people serve on the *
board?

9. Name of Authorizing Individual - Climate Workgroup *
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2/21/23, 11:22 AM Organization Authorization

10. Is this your primary representative for the Task Force? *

Mark only one oval.

Yes

No

11. Name of Authorizing Individual - Ecological Health Workgroup *

12. Is this your primary representative for the Task Force? *

Mark only one oval.

Yes

No

13. Title of Authorizing Individual *

NJFTF Appendices, 97
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2/21/23, 11:22 AM Organization Authorization

14. Is the person(s) named herein authorized to represent the
organization in the NJ Forest Task Force.

Mark only one oval.

Yes

No

15. Authorizing letter on organization letterhead

Files submitted:
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Appendix D-4a: First Draft Framework Survey — 124 Respondents

NJFTF Conceptual Framework for Public
Forests in NJ

Please indicate your level of support for the bullets listed as well as the two broad sections,
and overall conceptual framework. Where appropriate, note your comments for the individual
bullets. Comment only on bullets where you are suggesting revisions or additions.

NOTE: The goal is consensus.

Please complete by

Monday, October 10th.

Introduction
from Senator Smith

“Forests are critical to the environmental welfare of our

State. They can play a major role in mitigating climate change by sequestering

carbon dioxide; providing habitats for endangered wildlife; helping clean and

protect drinking water sources; and stabilizing soils. Proper management of

forests is also necessary for preventing wildfires which are becoming more

frequent and intense. For decades, we

have been debating what proper management of the State’s forests should look

like, and what the State’s policies for forest stewardship should be. We've assembled this task
force in order to

NJFTF Appendices, 99



identify and debate the major issues and ultimately develop consensus solutions
which could form the basis for future legislation.”

Mission
of the Task Force

The purpose of the task

force will be to study and identify ways in which the State, counties, municipalities and other
entities responsible for land acquired through public sources can best manage its

forests in order to fight climate change, prevent forest fires, improve

ecosystems, and protect soil and water quality, among other things. The task

force will take feedback from interested parties and then compile a report on

consensus and non-consensus issues with respect to forest stewardship for

submission to the Committee.

* Required

1. Your Name *

2. Please indicate if you are the authorized representative of an organization and the *
name of that organization.

3. Level of support for overall framework. *

Mark only one oval.

Agree/support
Likely to support with some revisions
Not likely to support without significant revisions

Disagree/not support
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4. Comment on overall framework

5. Level of support for Statewide Planning and Inventory section *
Mark only one oval.
Agree/support
Likely to support with some revisions

Note likely to support without significant revisions

Disagree/not support

6. Comment on Statewide Planning and Inventory section

7. Level of support for Forest Management and Implementation section *

Mark only one oval.

Agree/support
Likely to support with some revisions
Note likely to support without significant revisions

Disagree/not support

8. Comment on Forest Management Planning and Implementation section
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10.

11.

12.

13.

1. Statewide Planning and Inventory: Protection and management of NJ's public
forests must be based upon a comprehensive planning and mapping process at the
landscape level based upon sound science and data including appropriate
inventories of all biota. This planning process should include a scientific advisory
panel, as well as require robust public participation throughout the process.

2. Statewide Planning and Inventory: A formal rulemaking process, in

accordance with Administrative Procedures Act, is needed to guide the
development of forest management plans on public lands including consistency
with statewide planning and inventory efforts.

3. Statewide Planning and Inventory: The planning process must identify

additional areas that should be designated as natural areas. Toward this end, the
Natural Areas Program at NJDEP should be updated and expanded.

4. Statewide Planning_and Inventory: The planning process must create a new

designation to be identified as ecological reserves (i.e., set-asides with
management as necessary to address ecological threats and as determined by an
oversight council) whose primary function is to promote maturing forests where
possible and to provide for future old growth forests.

5. Statewide Planning_and Inventory: The planning process must also identify
areas where more active management is needed to address current and future
threats to ecological health or to address goals as identified in the planning
process.
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

6. Statewide Planning and Inventory: The planning process must recognize the
importance of adaptive management, whereby management approaches are
adjusted over time based upon new data and changing circumstances in our
forests.

7. Statewide Planning and Inventory: The planning process must consider the

significant variation in our forests, such as the uniqueness of the Pinelands.

8. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: NJ’s public forestlands

must be protected and managed to maintain and enhance carbon sequestration
and storage as necessary to meet state climate goals while meeting equally
important goals of ecological health, biological diversity, climate resiliency, and
protection of water and soil resources while providing low-intensity, safe public
recreation opportunities. Planning and inventories should guide the prioritization of
management goals in different areas.

9. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: All forest management

plans must be reviewed in accordance with the process established through
rulemaking noted in the previous section and guided by statewide planning and
inventory.

10. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: Meeting these goals
requires multiple tools and approaches all of which should be guided by sound
science consistent with and guided by the inventory and planning process.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

11. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: Prescribed burns are a
necessary management tool to reduce the catastrophic fire risk in ecosystems like
the Pine Barrens and to meet other critical ecological objectives throughout the
state.

12. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: A more intensive effort

is needed to address the impacts of invasive species. The NJ Invasive Species
Council, created in 2004 but currently dormant, should re-convene and be charged
with developing a state-wide strategic plan to address the issue.

13. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: Steps are needed to
reduce deer densities in our public forestlands to ecologically sustainable levels to
enable our forests to regenerate.

14. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: Increased funding and
staff to NJDEP is necessary to carry out these activities and address these goals.

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.
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Appendix D-4b: Revised Framework Survey — 102 Respondents

Revised Framework

Changes from the original framework narrative appear underlined in the following sections.

* Required

1. Name *

2. Please indicate if you are the authorized representative of an organization and the *
name of that organization.

3. Level of support for overall framework. *

Mark only one oval.

Agree/support
Likely to support with some revisions
Not likely to support without significant revisions

Disagree/not support

4. Comment on overall framework

NJFTF Appendices, 105



5. Level of support for Statewide Planning and Inventory section *
Mark only one oval.
Agree/support
Likely to support with some revisions

Note likely to support without significant revisions

Disagree/not support

6. Comment on Statewide Planning and Inventory section

7. Level of support for Forest Management and Implementation section *

Mark only one oval.

Agree/support
Likely to support with some revisions
Note likely to support without significant revisions

Disagree/not support

8. Comment on Forest Management Planning and Implementation section
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9. 1. Statewide Planning and Inventory: Protection and management of NJ’s public *
forests must be based upon a comprehensive planning and mapping process at
the landscape level based upon sound science and data including appropriate
inventories of specific biota, as determined by the scientific advisory panel.* This
planning process should include a scientific advisory panel as well as require
robust public participation throughout the process. Initial inventory and planning_
process should focus on state owned lands and then extend to county, municipal
and other lands acquired using_state funding.

* Science advisory panel should consist of experts having appropriate professional
and academic qualifications (such as foresters, ecologists, wildlife biologists and
biogeochemists)

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

10. 1. What would bring you to "agree/support?"

11. 2. Statewide Planning and Inventory: A formal rulemaking process for the *
development of Forest Stewardship Plans, Ecological Restoration Plans and
other plans on public forested lands will be conducted in parallel with the
inventory and planning_process and in accordance with Administrative Procedures
Act._The rulemaking_ will be informed by and consistent with statewide planning
and inventory efforts.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

12. 2. What would bring you to "agree/support?"

NJFTF Appendices, 107



13. 3. Statewide Planning and Inventory: A separate rulemaking_process based on *
and starting with the internal NJDEP 14 step stakeholder process, developed in
2014, will be initiated and completed within one year. No newly initiated plans will
be approved during_this one year timeframe (except for necessary fire
management activities or emergency scenarios like natural disasters). New
modifications to approved plans shall be subject to the current NJDEP 14 step_
process while the rulemaking_is being completed.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

14. 3. What would bring you to "agree/support?"
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15.

16.

4. Statewide Planning and Inventory:_The planning_process should identify_
areas to be set aside through designations including_ecological reserves and/or
protected natural areas (as defined by the Natural Areas Program in NJ) which
will act as set-asides with management as necessary to address ecological
threats and as determined by an oversight council.* A primary goal for these
areas is to promote growth of maturing forests and to provide for future old growth
forests for their carbon and ecological benefits. In planning_for set-asides, the
national initiative to protect 30% of the land base by 2030** should be considered
in evaluating what percentage of public lands should be designated.

This may be accomplished through an overhaul and expansion of the current
Natural Areas Program. Or, a new program and entity could be established for
this purpose.

* Oversight council should consist of experts having appropriate professional and
academic qualifications (such as foresters, ecologists, wildlife biologists and
biogeochemists)

** America the Beautiful Initiative

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

4. What would bring you to "agree/support?"
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17. 5. Statewide Planning and Inventory: The planning process must identify areas *
where active management is needed to address current and future threats to
ecological health, such as invasive species proliferation, or to address goals as
identified in the planning process.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

18. 5. What would bring you to "agree/support?"

19. 6. Statewide Planning and Inventory: The planning process must recognize the *
importance of adaptive management, whereby planning,_inventory, and

management approaches are adjusted over time based upon new data and
changing circumstances in our forests. The statewide planning and inventory_

should be updated at least every 10 years after completion of the first Statewide

inventory.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

20. 6. What would bring you to "agree/support?"”
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21. 7. Statewide Planning and Inventory: One guiding principle of the planning *
process must be to consider the significant variation in our forests, both on a
macro (landscape) level and micro level. For example, the uniqueness of the
entire Pinelands ecosystem compared to other regions of the state should be
acknowledged as well as the variations that occur at a much finer spatial scale
within a forest.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

22. 7. What would bring you to "agree/support?"
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23. 8. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: NJ’s public forestlands
must be protected and managed to maintain and enhance carbon sequestration
and storage as necessary to meet state climate goals* while meeting equally
important goals of ecological health, biological diversity, climate resiliency, and
protection of water and soil resources while providing low-intensity, safe public
recreation opportunities.**_ Planning and inventories should guide the
prioritization of management goals in specific areas, recognizing that these goals
will be achieved across the aggregate of acres owned by the state rather than on
one single acre in any specific area. Areas having_historical, cultural and spiritual
significance for Indigenous People should be characterized and protected.

* State climate goals - NJ’s Global Warming Response Act 80x50 Report

** low intensity recreation as defined as means non-motorized outdoor, nature-
based recreational activities, including, but not limited to, boating, swimming,
fishing, hiking, hunting, trapping, picnicking, nature observation, photography,
horseback riding, tent and shelter camping, cross-country skiing, bicycling,
snowshoeing, rock climbing, ice climbing, and enjoyment of open space.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

24. 8. What would bring you to "agree/support?"

NJFTF Appendices, 112


https://www.nj.gov/dep/climatechange/mitigation/index.html#:~:text=Global%20Warming%20Response%20Act%20%E2%80%94%20Legislation,below%202006%20levels%20by%202050
https://www.lawinsider.com/dictionary/low-intensity-outdoor-recreation

25.

26.

27.

28.

9. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: All forest management
plans on public land must be developed in accordance with the process
established through rulemaking noted in the previous section (bullets #2 and #3)_
and continuously guided by the statewide planning and inventory as it is
developed.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

9. What would bring you to "agree/support?"

10. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: Meeting these goals
requires multiple tools and approaches be guided by sound science as well as
being consistent with and guided by the inventory and planning process.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

10. What would bring you to "agree/support?"
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29.

30.

31.

32.

11. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: Prescribed burns are a
necessary management tool to reduce the catastrophic fire risk in ecosystems like
the Pine Barrens. Additionally, prescribed burns should be deployed in order to
meet other critical ecological objectives throughout the state. The current rules
related to burn plans and the use of fire should be revisited and revised in order to
make this management tool one that can be more successfully utilized by the NJ
Forest Fire Service and other trained experts.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

11. What would bring you to "agree/support?"

12. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: A more intensive effort *
is needed to address the impacts of invasive non-native species. Efforts to
address invasives must address insects, animals,_plants, pathogens, and

microorganisms. One approach is to re-convene The NJ Invasive Species

Council, created in 2004 but currently dormant, and charge them with_updating_
and implementing_the state-wide strategic plan to address the issue.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

12. What would bring you to "agree/support?"
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33.

34.

35.

36.

13. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: NJ DEP should be
directed to identify and implement steps to measure and reduce deer densities in

our public forestlands to ecologically sustainable levels to enable our forests to
regenerate.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

13. What would bring you to "agree/support?"

14. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: Increased funding
and staff to NJDEP is necessary to carry out these activities and address these
goals. Funding_can include increased funding_through the annual budget, new

state funding_sources such as those identified in Task Force proposals, external

grant programs and other government entities (such as funding_through the

Inflation Reduction Act)_that can assist the agency in completing_these goals.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support
Disagree

14. What would bring you to "agree/support?"

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

Google Forms

NJFTF Appendices, 115


https://www.google.com/forms/about/?utm_source=product&utm_medium=forms_logo&utm_campaign=forms

Oppendix D-4c¢: Third Revised Framework Survey — 63 Respondents

THIRD Survey - NJFTF Conceptual
Framework

This THIRD Revision of the Framework. Here are some highlights of changes we made
based upon input received:

¢ We removed the reference to the NJDEP 14-step process as the
basis for the initial rule-making governing forest management plans.

¢ We removed the reference to the federal 30x30 initiative under
ecological reserves and instead refer to a significant percentage of set-asides
to be determined by the inventory and planning process.

¢ We added mention of identifying areas for afforestation and
reforestation to advance carbon sequestration. (Suggested by Sen. Smith during a
recent update. We agree.)

e We added language clarifying that commercial timber
management should not be a goal of forest management plans on public land, but
that wood products can be sold when cutting and removal is a necessary part of
an approved plan to achieve ecological, climate or other non-commercial goals.

We believe that these changes clarify and strengthen the framework, address issues that
have been raised, and reflect areas of broad agreement.

* Required

1. Name*

2. Please indicate if you are the authorized representative of an organization and the
name of that organization.
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3. Level of support for overall framework. *
Mark only one oval.
Agree/support

Likely to support with some revisions

Not likely to support without significant revisions

Disagree/not support

4. What would bring you to "agree/support?”

5. Level of support for Statewide Planning and Inventory section *

Mark only one oval.

Agree/support
Likely to support with some revisions
Note likely to support without significant revisions

Disagree/not support

6. What would bring you to "agree/support?”
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7. Level of support for Forest Management and Implementation section *

Mark only one oval.

Agree/support
Likely to support with some revisions
Note likely to support without significant revisions

Disagree/not support

8. Comment on Forest Management Planning and Implementation section

9. 1. Statewide Planning and Inventory: Statewide Planning and Inventory: Protection *
and management of NJ’s public forests must be based upon a comprehensive
planning and mapping process at the landscape level based upon sound science
and data. Additional appropriate inventories of significant biota and resources, as
needed and feasible, should be included. This planning process should be directed
by a scientific advisory panel* as well as require robust public participation
throughout the process. Initial inventory and planning process should focus on
state owned lands and then extend to significant forested parcels of county,
municipal and other lands acquired using state funding (acreage to be determined
in the rulemaking).

* The science advisory panel should consist of experts having appropriate
professional and academic qualifications (such as foresters, ecologists, wildlife
biologists and biogeochemists) - the panel should be a new committee of the NJDEP
Science Advisory Board or be modeled similar to the NJ Endangered and Non-Game
Species Advisory Committee or NJ Forest Stewardship Advisory Council or similar.
There should be no Governor or legislative approvals needed for appointments to
move forward.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree
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10.

11.

12.

13.

1. What would bring you to "agree/support?”

2. Statewide Planning and Inventory: A formal rulemaking process for the
development of Forest Stewardship Plans, Ecological Restoration Plans, Natural
Resource Stewardship Plans, and other plans on public forested lands will be
conducted in parallel with the inventory and planning process and in accordance
with Administrative Procedures Act. The rulemaking will be informed by and
consistent with statewide planning and inventory efforts. The rulemaking should
not take longer than three years to be adopted.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree

2. What would bring you to "agree/support?”

Revised to:

3. Statewide Planning and Inventory: A separate rulemaking process, consistent
with the Administrative Procedures Act, will be initiated and completed within one
year to govern the development of forest stewardship, ecological restoration,
natural resource stewardship or other forest management plans on state as well
as significant forested parcels of county or municipal lands acquired with state
funding (acreage to be determined in the rulemaking). No newly initiated plans
will be approved for one year after rulemaking begins (except for necessary fire
management activities or emergency scenarios like natural disasters).

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree
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14. 3. What would bring you to "agree/support?”

15. 4. Statewide Planning and Inventory: The planning process should identify areas *
to be set aside through designations including ecological reserves and/or
protected natural areas (as defined by the Natural Areas Program in NJ) which
will act as set-asides with limited management except as necessary to address
ecological threats and as determined by an oversight council.* One of the primary
goals for these areas is to promote growth of maturing forests and to provide for
future old growth forests for their carbon and ecological benefits. While we
anticipate that a significant percentage of public forest lands should be set aside
for these purposes, the specific acreage and location of these lands should be
determined through the inventory and planning process.

This may be accomplished through an overhaul and expansion of the current
Natural Areas Program. Or, a new program and entity could be established for
this purpose.

The planning process should identify areas where afforestation and reforestation
should occur on public lands, and measures needed to ensure success,
consistent with the carbon sequestration goals identified in the NJDEP Global
Warming Response Act 80x50 report.**

* The oversight council should consist of experts having appropriate professional

and academic qualifications (such as foresters, ecologists, wildlife biologists and

biogeochemists). There should be no Governor or legislative approvals needed for
appointments to move forward.

** State climate goals - NJ's Global Warming Response Act 80x50 Report

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree

16. 4. What would bring you to "agree/support?”
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17. 5. Statewide Planning and Inventory: The planning process must identify areas
where active management is needed to address current and future threats to
ecological health, such as invasive species proliferation, or to address goals as
identified in the planning process.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree

18. 5. What would bring you to "agree/support?”

19. 6. Statewide Planning and Inventory: The planning process must recognize the
importance of adaptive management, whereby planning, inventory, and
management approaches are adjusted over time based upon new data and
changing circumstances in our forests. The statewide planning and inventory
should be updated at least every 10 years after completion of the first Statewide
inventory.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree

20. 6. What would bring you to "agree/support?"
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21. 7. Statewide Planning and Inventory: One guiding principle of the planningand  *
rule-making process must be to consider the significant variation in our forests,
both on a macro (landscape) level and micro level. For example, the uniqueness
of the entire Pinelands ecosystem compared to other regions of the state should
be acknowledged as well as the variations that occur at a much finer spatial scale
within a forest.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree

22. 7. What would bring you to "agree/support?"

23. 8. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: NJ’s public forestlands *
must be protected and managed to maintain and enhance carbon sequestration
and storage as necessary to advance state climate goals* while advancing
equally important goals of ecological health, biological diversity, climate
resiliency, and protection of water and soil resources while providing low-intensity,
safe public recreation opportunities.** Planning and inventories should guide the
prioritization of management goals in specific areas, recognizing that these goals
will be achieved across the aggregate of acres owned by the state rather than on
one single acre in any specific area. Areas having historical, cultural and spiritual
significance for Indigenous People should be characterized and protected.

* State climate goals - NJ's Global Warming Response Act 80x50 Report

*** low intensity recreation as defined means non-motorized outdoor, nature-based
recreational activities, including, but not limited to, boating, swimming, fishing,
hiking, hunting, trapping, picnicking, nature observation, photography, horseback
riding, tent and shelter camping, cross-country skiing, bicycling, snowshoeing, rock
climbing, ice climbing, and enjoyment of open space.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

8. What would bring you to "agree/support?"

9. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: All forest management
plans (forest stewardship, ecological restoration, natural resource stewardship
etc,) on public land must be developed in accordance with the process
established through rulemaking noted in the previous section (bullets #2 and #3)
and continuously guided by the statewide planning and inventory as it is

developed.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree

9. What would bring you to "agree/support?”

*

10. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: Meeting these goals
requires multiple management, restoration and protection approaches that should
be guided by sound science and be consistent with and guided by the inventory

and planning process.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree

10. What would bring you to "agree/support?"
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29.

30.

31.

32.

11. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: Prescribed burns are a
necessary management tool to reduce risk of catastrophic fires in ecosystems like
the Pine Barrens. Additionally, prescribed burns should be deployed in order to meet
other critical ecological objectives throughout the state. The current rules related to
burn plans and the use of fire should be revisited and revised in order to make this
management tool one that can be more successfully utilized by the NJ Forest Fire
Service and other trained experts.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree

11. What would bring you to "agree/support?"

12. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: A more intensive effortis *
needed to address the impacts of invasive non-native species. Efforts to address
invasives must address insects, animals, plants, pathogens, and microorganisms.
One approach is to re-convene The NJ Invasive Species Council, created in 2004
but currently dormant, and charge them with updating and implementing a state-
wide strategic plan to address the issue.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree

12. What would bring you to "agree/support?"
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33.

34.

35.

36.

13. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: NJ DEP should be
directed to identify and implement new and innovative steps to measure and
reduce deer densities as necessary in our public forestlands to ecologically
sustainable levels to enable our forests to regenerate.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree

13. What would bring you to "agree/support?"

14. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: Commercial timber
management should never be the goal for any forest plan on public land. Wood
products can be sold in instances where cutting and removal of wood is a
necessary part of an approved plan with ecological health, climate or other
noncommercial goals.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree

14. What would bring you to "agree/support?"
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37.

38.

15. Forest Management Planning and Implementation: Increased funding and
staff to NJDEP is necessary to carry out these activities and address these goals.
Funding can include increased funding through the annual budget, new state
funding sources* external grant programs and other government entities (such as
funding through the Inflation Reduction Act) that can assist the agency in
completing these goals.

* Potential ideas to be detailed in the final report.

Check all that apply.

Agree/Support

Disagree

15. What would bring you to "agree/support?"
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Appendix D-4d: Final Framework Survey — 111 Respondents

NJFTF - Final Framework Sign-on

Please use this form to support or not support the nal framework overall.

The four

co-chairs have worked hard to nd common ground, which has required some
give-and-take. We hope that Task Force participants will do the same and
consider supporting the framework if you believe that on balance it includes
signi cant steps forward on important issues, rather than judging it on the
basis of whether you agree with every single recommendation and the way it is
worded. Your endorsement of the overall framework does not imply that that
you support every detail of the framework. Rather, it is a broad consensus on
general topics on which we can agree.

DUE: December 27, 2022

If you are submitting on behalf of an organization, please ensure that your organization has
reviewed and approved the submission.

* Required

1. Name of Submitter (point of contact) *

2. Please list any academic credentials and certifications that you have

3. Town of Residence *
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4. County of Residence *

Mark only one oval.

Atlantic
Bergen
Burlington
Camden
Cape May
Cumberland
Essex
Gloucester
Hudson
Hunterdon
Mercer
Middlesex
Monmouth
Morris
Ocean
Passaic
Salem
Somerset
Sussex
Union

Warren
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5. Do you serve on the Board or as a Trustee or decision-maker on any organizations
(include the one you are representing)? Please list (include the one you are
representing).
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6. Organization (if you are submitting on behalf of an organization)

Mark only one oval.

Allegheny Society of American Foresters (NJ Division)
Animal Protection League of NJ (APLNJ)
Appalachian Mtn Club

Beaver Lake Realty Company

Coalition to Ban Unsafe Qil Trains

Duke Farms

Empower NJ

Environmental Education Fund

Friends of Hopewell Valley Open Space
Friends of the Drew Forests

Great Egg Harbor Watershed Association
Great Swamp Watershed Association
Hackensack Riverkeeper

Highland Park Shade Tree Commission
Highlands Coalition

Highlands Commission

League of Humane Voters of NJ

Lebanon Township Environmental and Open Space Commission
Monmouth County Audubon Soc

Morris County Park Commission

National Wild Turkey Federation, NJ Chapter
NJ Audubon

NJ Conservation Foundation

NJ Environmental Lobby

NJ Forest Watch

NJ Forestry Association

NJ Nursery & Landscape Association

NJ Outdoor Alliance PAC

NJ State Federation of Sportsmen’s Club
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Norwood Environmental Comm

NY NJ Trail Conference

Ocean County Dept Parks and Recreation
Passaic River Coalition

Pinelands Commission

Pinelands Preservation Alliance
Princeton Environmental Commission
Princeton Shade Tree Commission
Raritan Headwaters Association
Raritan Twp Environmental Commission
Ridge and Valley Conservancy
Ridgeview Conservancy

Save Barnegat Bay

Sierra Club, NJ Chapter

Somerset County Parks

Sourland Conservancy

Support Roaring Rock Park

The Nature Conservancy, NJ Chapter
The Watershed Institute

The Wildlife Society, NJ Chapter
Thonet Associates

Tri-County Sustainability

Turtle Can

Union County Parks

UUFaithActionNJ

Woods and Wayside

Other

7. Your position with the organization
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8. Do you sign-off on the framework? *

Mark only one oval.

C) Yes
D No

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

Google Forms
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* Required

1.

2.

NJ Forest Task Force

Test

Appendix D-5: Original topic prioritization survey

Please rank the topics in order of priority for NJ (1 is the top priority) *

Mark only one oval per row.

1 - Most
Important

Economics

O

Tree harvest/timber
management

Passive
management/protect
ed areas

Fire

Carbon
storage/sequestratio
n

0 0] O |0

0 10} 0 |00
0 |0 O |0 |0
0 |0 O |0 |0
0 0] 0 010
0 |0 O |00
0 |0 O |00

Climate change
mitigation and
adaptation

Invasive species,
pests, pathogens

lllegal/Recreational
use of off-road
vehicles

Species biodiversity
and habitat

Loss of private
forestlands

Deer

Other

o|0j0 0] 0 10| 0

0|0j010] 0 |00

o|0jc 0] 0 |0]0

0|00 j0] 0 |0 |0

0|0j010] 0 |00

o|0jg 0] 00| 0

o|0j0 0] 0 |0]0

Are you interested in serving on a subcommittee? *

Mark only one oval.

C) Yes
I No
() Listen only
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3. Do you represent *
Mark only one oval.

C A nonprofit organization
C) A government entity
@ Private resident

@ Press

C) Homeowners association

4. Would you like to receive updates from the NJ Forest Task Force? *

Check all that apply.

D Yes
[ INo

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

Google Forms
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Appendix D-6: Collaboration Table

NJ Forest Task Force Proposal Topics

Purpose: This page

and connect with other

contact information

NI Forest Task Force.
this page.

Share your your project idea below

deer, fire, / other
Project Idea (brief summary) Workgrou | Project area of interest* Geographic | Additional information you'd like to share Name. Organizaiton Position | Email
p (Climate Focus
or Ecol (statewide,
Health) north, central,
south, other)
Execuive
catastrophic wildires in the Climate _|Fire Soun Firstand Last |ABC Commission | Director__|First.
Aropesato sonty seas e R par o e s el
Heath _|invasives North Firstand Lastname | ABC University Professor_|Professor@abcuniv.edu
‘Statewide ] e sl jocate | makunik52@yahoo.com
raises uprmost 10 pounds. and Parsippany Green
e the air. *Soil Loss: Team
mater f vater per acre!
Removal of low
imnlcations_esneciahyin fiand.
Cimate Cimate change. Preventing Statevide, Looking for experts on LNG 2 3 Rerospace
by Hydraulc Facturing trough New Jersey forests by rail, using any rail accidents Northern NJ forest) | Engineer
infrastructure, old, current, of new. (NOT DONE) | an out of tme to suflcaion of s sl rygen st Heforrs for
Instead, . Prevenion of ination of surface water,
moratorium on all new fossil fuel infrastructure in NJ. (See #9 instead.) oenerand ol ona maseve scne
3 Ciimate climate change: Statevide Looking for ibomb. hazards, 3 Margaret Wood | Resident (who Ives in | Aerospace | margaretan@opumum net
forests by rail, using any rail infrasructure, okl current, or new. fires. Preventon of 3 accidents Northern NJ forest) | Engineer
(CHANGED) o
e Highads n Hunerdo, | FaLg . ok be o hard 5t . So1
Prentre o5 s s eetere e was e evhon. Trem!
s fuels_inomE
Forst: oresse NI |Ecological = “above 10/sq-m. Statevide (PETA & Ani-gun media [ Rerospace 3
e H the |Heath residents Northern N forest) | Engineer
charity can hoid fund-raising ciners sem.g venison, Afer expenses, lands.
profis are used to buy food for the tate ads shoud run factory farmed animals,
{eacing h bk h b o door arodaion romets g,
oromote eating hunted ver
Ecological [ invasives. Statevide Gov. Sersey 2010, New Jersey. (Rerospace @
Erponered Govermmenta Eniy (SONE) Healh is losing the var Northern N forest) | Engineer
P “There are mod nd tooks
qoal particpation of al of us,
eradicators must come from the general publc. The public must pariiipate strongly. (There
problem,
Ecological Statevide Currently | am tinking of ¥ Rerospace 3
invasives, as part of the Earth Day celebration. Award prizes for Healh year on 3 acres The pla Northern N forest) | Engineer
Those “Aprlshowers”. They are
landscapers) are put in a separate category due to their unfair advantage| often found along roacides o the forest edges.
over lay people. This can be simiar to the *Adopt a Road” road clean-up
the roadsides,
rash, Businesses, tions, and
cleaned up,fo free adveriizing. Winning indviduals can get their name
in the ocal paper for thir civic-service, pus a prize. (DONE)
Proposal for orrline (0ols and on-phone apps (0 help New Jersians Ecological Statevide egel Rerospace
identiy pants, shrubs, trees, insects, woodiand animals This shoud | Health Northern N3 forest) | Engineer
include ALL types: native, culivated, invasive, aggressive, imported. The e garden Inthe case o inasie g e il page shou descre means 1 report
on-ine them or eradicate ther
fnk:
(DONE)
Ciimate Statevide 3 who. Macchione & Founder.
from the market for conservation Sustainabit | iates.com
¥ Consutant
A proposal for the state (0 require environmental impact studies before | Cimate. Statewide, 3 Ciff Paino Gpaino@optonine net
any large buiding development projects can proceed. wo years ke off
buldings, etc.) On the surface, tis sounds . especialy
9
- et “The problemis, as
the popuation of the state grows, our natural resources, ike New Jersey forests and the
P under oad. Besides
New. 3
escape for ddtionaly,
in New J
impervious surfaces, resuling n the loss of ainwater.
Proposal o fund school groups n studying forest heall-for example, 1o | Ecological | Education of the Nexl Generation Statewide der (o establsh | Paula Jakowew | PANCelon HS. Portculure | pavkakowew@princetonki2.o
study the impact of deer on jvenik rees and shiubs, the impact of tealth o elomad <erey it o supon e it o oo pesb by s r
invasive species on soil erosion biokogical
Pl They. sciences
the charge of tis progr
Ttrest g o Green Amendmen ogalpotetors or arests, | Ecaogeal State. regional, |1 can provide GIS, research support, student engagement Tisa Jordan Resident Teaching | jordan@drewedu
wiite ey oriocal Professar
S Ar Ecological | Revenue. ‘Statevide, New. op: Joe Basraian Chatham Township, | Chairof | bbasralian@gmail.com
biggest single-family houseold water users Health of L wnitfor N Chatham
water, 1ge has i Tounship
usage. This New. Open space|
itis Advisory
“This vl Commitee,
i s bk ey o o pronn N5 e ten ac0logun The
Commitiee
Aproposal o nt of state parks_|Clmate | Equiy Statevide Macchione & Founder,
tend the Realty Transfer Fee rate progression!o sales of homes | Cimate | Revenue Stateide New Jersey can raise funds (0 p by_|Joe Basralian Chatham Township, _| Chair of | bbasralian@gmail.com
Im looking to wor asives and__| Ecological Statevide Disturbancel vasive Species: Disturbancel nvasive Species Kistin Ace Morristown B@verizonnet
verytime in the past Please sign this flem._Mear here? Eg, has there been an effort 0
roposalfor Climate Employment, & il Statewide Cameron WeKenze | Resident, Northern | Master of
i-urban zones: Increase it_Abow_| Ecological Statevide Farmers Rather Resi [Aerospace
Tile Change: as has oceured in the past for 12 tmes for New Jersey | Workgroup | Profect area of interest™ Geographic | AT umber Nicholas Homyak | NJ Highiands. Advocate | Please ad an enal vert o
Diision of Parks and Foresty to NIDEP/Deptment of Proforestation & | (Climate or Areal Norther vithout a' [ Complete oaktion INYNJ Trail | Laborer | message y
Climate Sustainaby / Invasive Species Task Force. Take Poltics out | Ecol Healh) AllPublc wansparency, and public media expostre a must. Conference Invasive
fut Slrce . o exanplr ) FOREST SERVICE Mssion Remaining Plant /Liter/Trash
Develop and Implement the Management St rest. tements; Pyray
Based on e nveniory anass, one o more managerne Mountain. Volutger
s t tha deveiped 2 acheve 1 oveeren Sofaches National Parks
Trashimasives
organizationall feasible, and uhat is socially Walpack, NJ region
o (over 46 years)
mate: Consensus. Publc Forest are not L
LRI ChAROING STATONS N SELECT STATE Foers | Cossmer | Easirto provet s Cre™ Ban i Swewde, [, JGCUBQUNEGP = 3PC_[Master of _|moniperson@gmalcom
he Green Economy in J's Public_| Cimate Green Jobs Statevide While or_[MattPoisky ong time_| innovator3 @hotmailcom
of science at NJFS. Both climate | Transparency at NJFS Statevide Task force propasals are o unaffiate into sciencs
ns fimate | (not actually a proposal, forgive mel) ot real a proposal, but: Showk e ask force be 50 bol as o urher queston the unaffiate ino science
Statewde performed shou unaffiate ino science
of concern Statewide threatened ESOs (early o unaffiate into science
Watershed protections on public forestands cological statewide rector of | kmacdon
New Jersey Widiands & Ol Forrest Protection Act cological | Forrest Protection statevide Setasi the elired | vortexg51@ickoud.com
Funding for the planning, pe nforesis | Cimate rban areas at isiand effects n cilies. | Anne S00s Princeton
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Appendix D-7: Flyer for “Exploring Conservation and Proforestation Options for NJ Forests” panel webinar

Exploring Conservation and
Proforestation Options for NJ Forests

NEW JERSEY Forest Task Force
June 30, 2022 10 AM

William Moomaw, PhD: Wwilliam Moomaw is Professor Emeritus, Tufts University and Distinguished
Visiting Scientist at Woodwell Climate Research Center. He holds a PhD from MIT and previously taught
chemistry and was Director of Environmental Studies at Williams College. He is a physical chemist who
helped develop the first ozone layer protection legislation while working for

the U.S. Senate and has been a lead author of five Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

(IPCC) Reports including the 2007 report that shared the Nobel Peace Prize. He has published
extensively on technical solutions to reduce climate altering emissions. He is currently working
internationally and nationally to identify and implement Natural Climate Solutions that accumulate
additional atmospheric carbon out of the atmosphere in forests, wetlands, and soils. In 2019, he

was elected a Fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science for his
"contributions to our understanding of climate change and its global impacts and to the work of

the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change."

Ed Faison, PhD: Senior Ecologist, Highstead Foundation. Ed’s work focuses on long-term forest
change, deer-forest interactions, the ecology of wildlands, and natural climate solutions. Ed also advises
conservation groups, educators, and land trusts about stewardship and forest monitoring. He holds
master’s degrees from the University of Vermont (Botany-Field Naturalist) and Harvard (Forest Science),
and a PhD from the University of Massachusetts, Amherst (Dept. of Environmental Conservation).

Tony D'Amato, PhD: Professor of Silviculture and Applied Forest Ecology and Director of the
Forestry Program at the University of Vermont. He received his B.S. in Forest Ecosystem Science
from the University of Maine, M.S. in Forest Science from Oregon State University, and PhD in
Forest Resources from University of Massachusetts. He was a faculty member for seven years at
the University of Minnesota and Bullard Fellow at Harvard University’s Harvard Forest prior to
joining the University of Vermont in January 2015. His research focuses on long-term forest
dynamics, disturbance effects on ecosystem structure and function, and silvicultural strategies for
conferring adaptation potential within the context of global change, including introduced insects
and diseases.

William Keeton, PhD: Professor of Forest Ecology and Forestry at the University of Vermont’s
(UVM) Rubenstein School of Environment and Natural Resources. At UVM he directs the Carbon
Dynamics Laboratory and is a Fellow in the Gund Institute for Environment. He also serves as Chair of
the IUFRO (International Union of Forest Research Organizations) Working Group on Old-growth
Forests and Reserves. His research focuses on forest disturbance dynamics, riparian ecology, forest
carbon, old-growth forests, ecological silviculture, and sustainable forest management in the U.S.
Northeast and Pacific Northwest, but also takes him frequently to Central and Eastern Europe where he
serves on the board for Science for the Carpathians and is currently a Fulbright Scholar. He has on-going
research also in Chilean Patagonia and Bhutan related to wildfires and forest-stream interactions. In the
U.S. he serves on the Board of Trustees for the Vermont Land Trust and on the science advisory
committee for the Forest Ecosystem Monitoring Cooperative. His new co-edited book is entitled
“Ecology and Recovery of Eastern Old-Growth Forests,” published by Island Press. He holds a B.S. in
Natural Resources from Cornell University (’90), a Masters in Conservation Biology and Policy from Yale

University (’94), and a Ph.D. in Forest Ecology from the University of Washington (2000).
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Appendix E
Proposals

Appendix E-1: Blank proposal form
Appendix E-2: Criteria for acceptance for discussion

Appendix E-3: Proposals that were accepted, discussed, and reached consensus. At least three of four
co-chairs agree that proposal met criteria.

Appendix E-4: Proposals that were accepted and discussed during task force meetings but consensus not
reached. At least three of four co-chairs agree that proposal met criteria.

Appendix E-5: Proposals that were accepted but not discussed. At least three of four co-chairs agree that
proposal met criteria.

Appendix E-6: Proposals that needed revision or co-chairs were split on acceptance (fewer than three of
four co-chairs accepted)

Appendix E-7: Proposals that were not accepted: At least three of four co-chairs agree that proposal did
not meet criteria.

NJFTF Appendices, 137



Appendix E-1: Blank proposal form

NJFTF Proposal Submission

Please use this form to submit your proposal for discussion and consideration by
participants in your workgroup. Statements and data should be validated by cited literature -
please provide documents or links of material that support your ideas. You can upload up to
10 documents here. Please include links in your narrative section. If you have trouble, please
contact your workgroup co-chair.

Submit a proposal for one specific recommendation that could be included in state
legislation related to protection or management of our public forestlands. If you have
multiple recommendations, please submit separate proposals for each one.

DUE: JULY 5, 2022

If you are submitting a proposal on behalf of an organization, please ensure that your
organization has reviewed and approved the submission.

Please indicate if more than one individual or more than one organization is submitting the
proposal. Collaborative work is encouraged.

Please label your file uploads using this format:
Workgroup.YourlLastName.Filename

For example:
EcolHIth.Smith.DeerManagement|
EcolHIth.Smith.DeerManagement2
Climate.Smith.DeerManagement|
Climate.Smith.Deer Management2

Be mindful of copyrighted material. There are search engines where you can find publicly
available (open access) material such as:

PubMed.gov - https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/

DOAJ - https://doaj.org/

Elsevier - https://www.elsevier.com/open-access/open-access-journals

CORE - https://core.ac.uk/

* Required
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I.  Name of Submitter (point of contact) *

2. Name(s) of additional submitters *

3. Organization (point of contact) *

4. Additional organizations *
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5.

Has your organization signed off on this submission? *

Mark only one oval.

Q Yes
Q No

Workgroup *

Check all that apply.

|:| Climate
|:| Ecological Health

General Topic Area *

Mark only one oval.

Q Biodiversity

Q Climate

Q Deer

O Fire

Q Funding/economics
Q Habitat

O Invasives

C) Passive management
@ Recreation

Q Stewardship/management
C} Timber Harvest

Q Water Quality
O Other:
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8. Proposal Title *

9. Proposal Narrative (please cite your sources in the following section) - 2500
characters

10. References, Peer-Reviewed (please upload materials cited here)

Files submitted:

I'l. Other References (please upload materials cited here)

Files submitted:

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

Google Forms
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Appendix E-2: Criteria for acceptance for discussion

2 SIERRA CLUB RUDUBON

NEW JERSEY CHAPTER www.njaudubon.org Nanersey [Innservatmn

NJ Forest Task Force

@NJFA

NEW JERSEY FORESTRY ASSOCIATION

Criteria s for accepting, rejecting, or revising a proposal.

Acceptance:
e Proposal addresses a NJ forest topic
e Addresses public lands in NJ
e Proposal presents a single, clear recommendation that can be addressed through legislative action
e Recommended action is within the purview of the task force charge
e Provides documentation for statistics, data, or literature cited

e Multiple ideas in one proposal (revise to include one idea per proposal)

e Not a proposal

e Noclear idea presented

e No clear recommendation presented
e Does not address the topics

Possible questions to address in proposals that were sent to participants:
Some questions to be discussed include (but are not limited to):
What policy or management changes are needed on our public forests in response to climate change?

How should our public forests be cared for through management, restoration work, and protection in view of
climate change?

What steps should be taken to increase the overall health and resiliency of our public forests in relation to
climate change?

In view of climate change, should certain actions be taken to address carbon sequestration and carbon storage?

Are additional steps needed to protect against potential catastrophic wildfires, similar to those we see in other
states?

How might these initiatives be funded?
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What role should harvesting trees play to help achieve climate objectives on our public forests?
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Appendix E-3
Proposals that were accepted, discussed, and reached consensus

Proposals that were submitted and accepted by the co-chairs as aligning with the criteria for
acceptance. At least three of four co-chairs agree that proposal met criteria. These proposals were
discussed by workgroup participants and consensus was reached to approve the ideas presented. There
were 26 proposals in this category.

Narratives were limited to 2500 characters. Proposal sponsors were invited to also submit references,
which are not included here due to space limitations but are available using the sponsor’s citation(s)
when provided. Footnotes in the proposals indicate a reference to an article, file, memo, or other
document. Note that references submitted ranged from unpublished opinions, magazine and news
articles, webinars, and journal articles (some peer-reviewed and some not peer reviewed).

Chris Hepburn, Ph.D.

Push Legislation (S-2186) that Limits Invasive Plants

"There is wide agreement that invasive plants are a problem for New Jersey forests. The New Jersey
State Forest Action Plan lists Invasive plants as a DCA (Damage Causing Agent) and notes that invasive
plants are becoming much more prevalent within our forest understories and are causing a variety of
negative ecological effects.1 Invasive plants reduce wildlife habitat diversity and quality even at low
densities and also reduce forest productivity.2

The New Jersey Invasive Species Strike Team has completed 4000 eradications of invasive plant
populations, yet in 2021 listed 48 plant species as widespread and causing significant harm in natural
areas.3 Their work has been supported by the NJDEP Division of Fish & Wildlife and many other
nonprofit entities.4

And yet, at the same time that funds go toward eradicating invasive plants, many of the invasive plants
that invade New Jersey forests are still for sale. The Strike Team's website contains a list of over 90
invasive or potentially invasive plant species that are commonly available for purchase.5 It is hard to
believe, but while land stewards are spending time and money to control Barberry, for just one glaring
example, stores are offering Barberry for sale!

This is despite it being known for decades that the ornamental plant trade is the primary means
through which invasive plants enter the U.S. 6 And, while state regulations have been found to work to
reduce sales of invasive plants, their effectiveness is decreased when neighboring states still sell the
invasive plants. 6

New Jersey lags behind nearby states. As reported in 2016, New York, Connecticut, Massachusetts and
New Hampshire have banned the cultivation, sale or use of [popular invasive species]”.7 Not only do
those four states limit the sale of select invasive plants8, but Maryland, Delaware, and Virginia all have
recently voted to set similar limits (Virginia is in the study phase).9

In March, NJ Senators Bob Smith and Linda R. Greenstein introduced bill S-2186 that “Prohibits sale,
distribution, or propagation of certain invasive plant species without permit from Department of
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Agriculture.” 10 It won’t be easy for New Jersey’s plant growers to adjust but it is necessary and this bill
gives them two years to do so.

While passing this bill may not fall under 'management activities' for public forestlands, it is
fundamental to protecting forest health. Invasive plants that are grown in the state or planted in private
gardens are invading New Jersey forests, so the Forest Task Force should ensure that this bill is enacted
as soon as possible.

Constance Katzenbach

Deer population management proposal

We ask that the NJ Forest Task Force consider a proposal to change the current NJDEP DFW regulations
to create a pilot program with a new category of deer hunting license, a commercial deer harvest license
(CDHL). Infrastructure for the regulated commercial harvest of wildlife (furbearers, fish) already exists.
That the current level of deer population in NJ is deleterious to forest health is well documented. It is
also evident that population control measures by NJ DEP DFW are inadequate in meeting this challenge
in the face of declining hunter enrollment. A CDHL pilot program could be monitored closely, relying on
research based data, to targeted areas. A CDHL program may provide a cost effective “green” tool in
returning deer population to sustainable levels. The citations attached, by K.C Van Cauteren, et.al.,
(2011) outline the proposal most succinctly. Additional citations on recent (2019) deer population
surveys by the NJ Farm Bureau and a comprehensive overview of the effect of increasing deer
population on forest ecology from the 1970s to the present by J.Kelly (2019) are included.

Greg Gorman

Study the impacts of forest management techniques on New Jersey’s aquifers and water supplies.
Considering the importance of New Jersey’s aquifers to our drinking water supply and quality, any
discussion of forest management should include an analysis of the impact of management techniques
on New Jersey’s aquifers. (See Climate.Gorman.WaterQualityl-Map of NJ Aquifers). Management
techniques cover a wide range of methods, including tree thinning, prescribed burns, harvesting of
mature tree stands and logging. Of most importance are the Kirkland-Cohancy Aquifer and the
Highlands.

From the BC (British Columbia) Journal of Ecosystems and Management, there was acknowledgement
that land degradation will have a major impact on carbon capture, recharge rates and forest vitality. But
much is unknown. For example, there was also an admission in the study that effects of canopy
openness are under-studied (Climate.Gorman.WaterQuality2-Bart Muys et. al. 2021). Forest
management techniques may also have an impact on water table elevation, a vital consideration for
New Jersey’s management of its drinking water supplies (Climate.Gorman.WaterQuality3-Brian D.
Smerdon et. al. 2009).

Different forest management techniques, such as thinning the forest or prescribed burns, will likely have
differing impacts to our water ecosystems with significant and possibly adverse consequences for
generations to come. Studies of the impact of forest management should highlight protection of vital
watersheds where the state’s major population centers, such as Newark and Camden, get their water
from.

In summary, any discussion of how we keep New Jersey’s forests resilient in the face of climate change
should consider the implications to our aquifers and the availability of plentiful, clean water. It is
recommended that any legislation allocate funds for the monitoring and analysis of forest management
and its impacts on water supply and quality.
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Jaclyn Rhoads

Ecological Community Conservation Plans

The Department should develop conservation plans designed to promote the recovery or maintenance
of ecological communities based on the best scientific information available. This includes a
multifaceted approach to evaluating the health of the system including all aspects of the ecosystem -
water, plants, trees, and animals. Using this plan, land owners or organizations interested in helping to
manage and/or steward the ecological community can propose management actions. These actions may
include a specific forest stewardship plan or rare plant action plan, but a comprehensive evaluation
must come first.

Additional details can be found in the other references section. | have also included three websites of
examples and supporting research.

Joe Basralian
Forest to Faucet Block Rate Water Billing
It is widely accepted in peer-reviewed literature that healthy forests help purify water.

New Jersey can raise funds to pay for additional forest health initiatives by charging a small number of
New Jersey’s largest single-family home water users a little bit more per unit for water, after their usage
has breached a threshold set far above the average resident’s water usage. This is called increasing block
rate pricing. New Jersey should move from its uniform rate structure to an increasing block rate
structure. It is already very common in states, including Massachusetts, North Carolina, Georgia, Arizona
and others. [Attachment 1]

Average NJ household water bill per month is approximately $60, inclusive of base rate service charges
and per-unit charges. [2-2a]

The average American uses around 88 gallons per day per person. Average family of four would use
around 10,500 gallons in a 30-day period, according to the U.S. EPA. An example of block rate pricing is
shown mid-way down the attached page. A more detailed example is toward the bottom of the page. [3]
Further discussion of block rate pricing is shown in [4].

Simplistic Example: If a single-family home pays $2.00 per thousand gallons of water, and uses 30,000
gallons of water in a month, it would pay $60 per month for water use (not including base rate service
charges). That user has a large swimming pool and regularly uses its sprinkler system to water an
expansive lawn, even when it rains. If the water rate after the first 20,000 gallons used rises to $2.50 per
thousand gallons, the single-family home’s total bill would rise by S5 per month to $65. This is a very
small amount additional to pay for someone who has substantial means and has probably given little
thought to water conservation.

Benefits of block rate pricing for water:

e Will raise funding for New Jersey’s additional monitoring and managing of forests’ ecological function.
¢ Only single-family households with the greatest means will pay a little more.

e Encourages conservation by the most inefficient users of water. Researchers saw 17% reduction in
attached example. [5]

e Research shows that people are willing to pay for ecological functions. [6]

e Less water use reduces the utilities’ costs of providing water and of treating wastewater.

e Less water use leaves more water upstream for use by the environment and in drought emergencies.
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e Pertinency to forest conservation because healthy forests help purify water. All proceeds from the
block rate pricing increment will be used for forest conservation, in service of clean water production.

Joe Basralian

Extend the Realty Transfer Fee progression to sales of homes $1.5 million and above

Stewarding New Jersey’s forests to increase carbon sequestration may require raising more money for
NJDEP.

To meet this need, it is logical to extend New Jersey’s progressive Realty Transfer Fee rate to new
breakpoints above $1 million.

BACKGROUND: New Jersey’s Realty Transfer Fees (RTFs) are paid by nearly all sellers of real estate in
New Jersey. The fees were instituted in 1968 to cover the cost of recording the transactions in deed
books. By 2021, New Jersey’s RTFs had become a major revenue source, raising $526 million
[Attachment 1, p5 of PDF] out of total State revenue of $47 billion [Attachment 1, p10]. In 2022, RTFs
are expected to raise $626 million [Attachment 1, p5].

PROGRESSIVE FEES: The fees are charged to sellers upon the sale of their home at a rate that starts at
$2.90 (per $500 of home value) for homes sold for $150,000 and less, and rise to $6.05 (per $500 home
value) on homes sold for $1,000,000 or more. [Attachment 2, Page 2] The break-points for the rising fee
rates are at $150,000, $200,000, $550,000, $850,000 and $1,000,000. In addition, buyers of homes of
$1,000,000+ pay a 1% RTF. [Attachment 3] At current rates, a seller of a $1 million home pays $9,575 in
RTF. The fees are collected at closing, and remitted to the State of New Jersey.

RECOMMENDATION -- EXTEND THE PROGRESSIVE FEE STRUCTURE: The highest rate paid by sellers is
$6.05 (on home sales of $S1 million or more). This proposal suggests new break points be added at
$1,500,000 and $2,000,000, at rates above $6.05. There were 60,000 NJ homes estimated to be worth
more than $1 million in 2018. [4] There were 1,874 homes listed for sale at $1.5 million+, of which 1,106
were listed at $2 million+ on 6/22/22. [5] The wealthiest sellers would pay a little bit more.

CURRENT USES OF RTF FUNDS: RTF funds are used by the state for investments such as neighborhood
revitalization, shore protection and the state’s general fund. Counties also obtain a disbursement of
these funds. [6]

DEDICATE FUNDING FROM THE RTF TO FOREST CARBON SEQUESTRATION STRATEGIES: NJDEP has over
70 programs that receive Dedicated Funds. [Attachment 1, p12-13] New DEP programs for Forest
Carbon Sequestration should also receive dedicated funding.

RELEVANCE OF RTF TO FOREST CARBON SEQUESTRATION. It takes more than 100 full-grown Douglas Fir
trees to build a 5,000 sq ft home. [7] Home size correlates with home price, so sellers of such homes —
which are responsible for the removal of more trees from the landscape -- would logically contribute at
a higher rate to forest carbon sequestration programs. The new RTF would apply to residential (“Class
2”) homes only, not commercial properties.

John Landau
Invasive Species Management Regional Collaboration
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NJDEP and/or a NJ Invasive Species Council shall establish formal and regular regional group and peer-
state Invasive Species Management (ISM) relationships. Collaboration to build coordinated ISM
strategies, shared knowledge bases, joint best management practices and reusable educational
outreach materials will generate economies of scale that enable more efficient and effective invasives
management to better protect our public forests.

Background:

1. NJ ISM challenges are not unique to NJ. Nearly all invasive diseases, flora, and fauna are detected first
outside of NJ . NJ spotted lantern fly and emerald ash borer responses are examples of individual
programs that gained considerable value from collaboration. But on a broader scale the data shows
considerable disconnection and inconsistency between neighboring states.

(1) Bradley et al, “Breaking down barriers to consistent,

climate-smart risk assessments of invasive plants: a case study of US

Northeast states”, 2022, Ecosphere, https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.4014

(2) Beaury et al (2021) “Invasive plant regulations in the United States are reactive and
inconsistent”,Journal of Applied Ecology

2. Invasive species succeed within an ecoregion, so peer state invasives species management
coordination within an ecoregion that crosses the state border (eg Northern NJ and southern NY;
Central NJ and SE PA) can be more important than coordination across ecoregions (eg The Pinelands and
the Highlands).

3. Climate change facilitates both the migration of invasive species from warmer climes and the
awakening of “sleeper” species that are already in NJ and are likely to become invasive as NJ conditions
for propagation and growth become more favorable. This is a common threat to Mid-Atlantic and
Northeast states.

(3) Prioritizing Range Shifting Invasives

(4) Are You Sleeping?

Methodology:
1. NJDEP and/or a NJ Invasives Species Council shall designate liaisons to participate in the Northeast
Invasive Species Councils Work Group and symposia sponsored by the Northeast Regional Invasives

Species and Climate Change Council (NE RISCC)

(5) Summary of 11-5 IPCs Working Group Meeting
(6) RISCC+Symposium+2022+Summary_Final.pdf

2. NJDEP and/or a NJ Invasives Species Council shall formally pursue peer-wise collaborations with
neighboring states including PA, NY, DE and MD

3. NJDEP and/or a NJ Invasives Species Council shall annually summarize collaborative Invasives Species
Management programs and propose continued improvements for further collaboration.
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NJDEP and/or a NJ Invasive Species Council shall establish formal and regular regional group and peer-
state Invasive Species Management (ISM) relationships. Collaboration to build coordinated ISM
strategies, shared knowledge bases, joint best management practices and reusable educational
outreach materials will generate economies of scale that enable more efficient and effective invasives
management to better protect our public forests.

[(N)=EcolHIth.Landau.ISMcollab. N citations attached]

Background:

1. NJ ISM challenges are not unique to NJ. Nearly all invasive diseases, flora, and fauna are detected first
outside of NJ . NJ spotted lantern fly and emerald ash borer responses are examples of individual
programs that gained considerable value from collaboration. But on a broader scale the data shows
considerable disconnection and inconsistency between neighboring states.

(1) Bradley et al, “Breaking down barriers to consistent,

climate-smart risk assessments of invasive plants: a case study of US

Northeast states”, 2022, Ecosphere, https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.4014

(2) Beaury et al (2021) “Invasive plant regulations in the United States are reactive and
inconsistent”,Journal of Applied Ecology

2. Invasive species succeed within an ecoregion, so peer state invasives species management
coordination within an ecoregion that crosses the state border (eg Northern NJ and southern NY;
Central NJ and SE PA) can be more important than coordination across ecoregions (eg The Pinelands and
the Highlands).

3. Climate change facilitates both the migration of invasive species from warmer climes and the
awakening of “sleeper” species that are already in NJ and are likely to become invasive as NJ conditions
for propagation and growth become more favorable. This is a common threat to Mid-Atlantic and
Northeast states.

(3) Prioritizing Range Shifting Invasives

(4) Are You Sleeping?

Methodology:
1. NJDEP and/or a NJ Invasives Species Council shall designate liaisons to participate in the Northeast
Invasive Species Councils Work Group and symposia sponsored by the Northeast Regional Invasives

Species and Climate Change Council (NE RISCC)

(5) Summary of 11-5 IPCs Working Group Meeting
(6) RISCC+Symposium+2022+Summary_Final.pdf

2. NJDEP and/or a NJ Invasives Species Council shall formally pursue peer-wise collaborations with
neighboring states including PA, NY, DE and MD
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3. NJDEP and/or a NJ Invasives Species Council shall annually summarize collaborative Invasives Species
Management programs and propose continued improvements for further collaboration.

John Landau

Public Forest Watershed Services Protection

Conservation of NJ Public Forests Infrastructure services for flood mitigation and drinking water shall be
a major objective within NJ public forest management policy and individual public forest management
plans.

Public Forest Watershed services analyses shall be created using green infrastructure water quantity and
quality assessment best practices and NJDEP Extreme Precipitation Projections.

Background:

Flood control and drinking water for much of New Jersey require protection from the effects of climate
change. Extreme precipitation events are getting worse. The watershed services provided by public
forests are critical to mitigate increased risks and costs to the developed areas of NJ.

1. “...there is a high likelihood that precipitation intensity will increase into mid and late century in all
parts of the state...

...projections suggest that the amount of precipitation associated with the 100-year, 24-hour storm will
increase, on average, by 20% to 25% above published values in northern NJ counties. ...a 17% chance
that precipitations will increase by as much as 45% to 50% ...in some counties.”
https://njprojectedprecipitationchanges.com/ and (1)

a. NJDEP is updating stormwater management rules to require development projects to manage to
these projected extreme rainfall projections.

b. A 100 year, 24 hour storm has a 1% probability to occur in any one year but a 39.5% probability of
occurring at least once in any 50 year planning period. (2)

2. Public forests are the catchment area for 25% of rainfall (3) in densely populated NJ (4).Every county
in NJ is classified by the US OMB as urban. (5)

a. Healthy NJ forests provide critical pluvial (surface water) and fluvial (riverine) flood risk mitigation and
drinking water sourcing for most of NJ. (eg the NJ Highlands Water Protection and Planning Act)

b. Healthy forests provide very significant rainfall interception, infiltration and evapotranspiration
services that impact their extended watershed (6)

c. eg Evapotranspiration services typically return about 50% of annual precipitation back into the
atmosphere, water that does not add to downstream flow. (7)

Methodology:
1. An advisory council of NJDEP and private watershed experts shall be created to define practices to

assess and manage the watershed services of NJ Public Forests. The assessment shall include an
estimate of the economic value.(eg https://landscape.itreetools.org/maps/)
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2. The defined practices shall be consistent wherever appropriate with the NJDEP practices for
development. (8) (9)

Conservation of NJ Public Forests Infrastructure services for flood mitigation and drinking water shall be
a major objective within NJ public forest management policy and individual public forest management
plans.

Public Forest Watershed services analyses shall be created using green infrastructure water quantity and
quality assessment best practices and NJDEP Extreme Precipitation Projections.

Kristi MacDonald

Establishing NJ Forest Ecoreserves to preserve and protect large forest tracts for their roles in
supporting Biodiversity, Watersheds, Climate Resilience, Research and Passive Recreational uses.In
the early 1700s, there were 4.7 million acres of forestland in NJ (NJDEP 2010); by 2015, about 1.5 million
acres remained (Lathrop et al. 2020). Given this large-scale historic loss and the continuing threat of
loss, fragmentation, and degradation, we propose that all large (> 500-1,000 acre) forests remaining in
the state be permanently protected as ecological reserves. Large forest tracts serve critical ecosystem
functions necessary for biodiversity conservation, sustainable water resources, carbon sequestration,
and human health. Incompatible uses should be prohibited within ecological reserves including timber
harvesting, removal of dead or damaged trees (salvage harvesting), commercial mining and excavation.
While smaller forests have significant ecological value and should also be protected, large, intact forests
are ecologically more effective than many smaller isolated forest patches at supporting critical
ecosystem functions. There is a rich literature on forest fragmentation impacts on biodiversity (eg.,
Fahrig 2003). The forest-interior of large forests experience less impact from “edge effects” including
human disturbance, invasive species, high sunlight, and wind-borne drift from herbicides and pesticides
(see reviews in Murcia 1995). Larger forests support larger populations of species, which may be less at
risk of extinction from “catastrophic” events; they support area-sensitive, forest-interior, wide ranging,
edge-avoiding, and rare species (Wilson and MacArthur 1967); they support a greater genetic diversity
within species (for eg. Bacles and Jump 2010); allow for movement, migration and range expansions of
species due to climate change and support a greater variety of habitats (Hannah 2008; Thomas and
Gillingha