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Angus Duncan 
Chair Emeritus, Oregon Global Warming Commission 

2373 NW Johnson Street 
Portland, OR 97210 

 

 

March 2, 2021 

 

 

Chair Cathy Macdonald and Member 

Oregon Global Warming Commission 

 

 RE:   Comments for the OGWC Natural and Working Lands Recommendations to  

  Governor Kate Brown per Executive Order 20-04 

 

Dear Cathy and former Commission colleagues: 

 

As the Commission enters into deliberations on how Oregon’s natural and working lands will 

figure in its climate strategies and responsibilities, I urge Commissioners to bear in mind the 

following four considerations primarily with respect to Oregon largest land-based carbon stores 

found in Oregon’s forests. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

1.  Stewardship of Oregon’s Forest Carbon Stores:  First, and most importantly, we 

need to regard the carbon stores in our lands and vegetation as stewardship 

responsibilities.  The grasslands and forests do not belong to any one or two generations 

of immediate occupants but to the entire planet and the life forms that occupy it.  To 

illustrate this grave and substantial responsibility, consider that Oregon’s westside forests 

are among the most carbon-dense in the world.  The Pacific Coastal rainforest of which 

we are a part, stretching from northern California up to and around the Gulf of Alaska, 

contains approximately as much carbon as the tropical forests of the Indonesian 

archipelago (one of the three primary global tropical carbon stores along with the 

Amazon and Central Africa).  And unlike those tropical forests, ours is still a carbon sink: 

that is, it is acquiring more carbon – some 30 million tons of CO2e every year --  than it 

is releasing to the atmosphere. 

 When we think of our forests and ourselves beyond the boundaries of the state 

and of its narrower environmental and economic values, we can better grasp our larger 

stewardship role compared to, say, the State of Wyoming or the city of Chicago, or 

Mexico.  In addition to the goals we share with these other communities and countries to 
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reduce our fossil fuel-associated carbon footprint, we are also positioned and privileged 

to contribute the immense value of a planet-scale carbon sink to global carbon strategies.   

 Combining our stewardship of our forests and other lands with delivering on our 

carbon emissions reduction goals, Oregon has the potential, by the mid-2030’s, to 

become an overall net carbon sink.  We go from being part of the problem to part of the 

solution.  That’s a goal worthy of this Commission’s setting, and striving for. 

 

2.  Accurate Carbon Accounting.  We can’t execute our responsibilities if we don’t 

know where the carbon is and how it’s moving about.  Oregon is very good at keeping 

track of its fossil-fuel based emissions from power plants, cars and trucks, industrial 

facilities and so on.  We now have pretty reliable numbers for how much carbon is in our 

forests (under all ownerships) and how that carbon moves within the forest, from carbon 

acquisition by live trees and understory plants, to downed timber, soil carbon, and 

releases to the atmosphere.  Carbon stores and flows in other natural and working lands 

(e.g., cultivated lands, grasslands, estuaries, etc.) are known with less precision.  The 

flows and disposition of carbon withdrawn from the land, especially timber converted to 

wood products, can be tracked but is argued over, often in non-constructive exchanges.  

 Oregon needs clarity on these facts in order to have a basis for making, and 

understanding the consequences of, forest and lands management policies.  Fixing the 

lands-based carbon accounting should be high on the Commission’s and state’s agenda 

(see excerpt below from the OGWC 2018 Forest Carbon Accounting Project Report). 

 

3.  Devising State Regulatory and Incentive Tools for Managing Carbon on Private 

Forestlands:  First, the essential data:  

 

• ownership of most of Oregon’s forestlands is divided among federal (+ 60%), 

state and local governments (+4%), private industrial timberlands (+20%) and 

small woodlot ownerships (+14%), and tribal governments (+2%).   

• Ownership of the largest share of carbon-rich westside forests is divided among 

federal and private landowners.   

• Federal forests, 60% of the acreage, contains 73% of the state’s forest carbon and 

is acquiring 79% of carbon additions (79% of 30mm tons/year).   

• Privately-owned and harvested forestlands (34%) contain 28% of forest carbon 

stores.   

• The industrial forestlands are releasing, through harvest (net of sequestration in 

structures) about as much carbon as they are acquiring each year. 

 

 The most carbon-dense forests, from the summit of the Cascades west to the 

ocean, are largely divided up among federal and private forestlands. 

 The same forest types and locations are producing dramatically different carbon 

outcomes.  There are many reasons for this, most having to do with different aspects of 

harvest:  rotation cycles, land productivity, management and financial goals and so on.  In 

particular, harvest rotations on private industrial forestlands have, over the last half 

century or so, been shortened from + 120 years to + 45 years or shorter (depending on 
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species; per Law et al 2018).  By one illustrative estimate1 “if harvest cycles were 

lengthened to 80 years on private lands and harvested area was reduced 50% of public 

lands, state-level carbon stocks would increase by 17%” from current levels of 

acquisition and sequestration. 

 The question for the Commission to ponder is this:  Why is the state developing 

emissions reduction requirements on industrial emitters – cement plants, paper mills, 

microprocessor fabrication – and not on industrial forestlands?  Both are industrial 

activities.  The atmospheric effects – fewer emissions released in the first case, more 

carbon captured and sequestered in the second – are exactly the same ton for ton.  Altered 

forest management practices that just doubled rotation periods (still remain shorter than 

historical practices) would result in a significant increase in sequestered carbon.  This 

would affect cash flow for the industrial forest owners but also increase the value of their 

standing timber resources.  The impacts would arguably be less than requiring a cement 

plant to retrofit its equipment and processes to lower emissions. 

 Oregon could elect to treat small woodlot owners differently than industrial 

operations, offering carbon retention incentives and perhaps cash flow insurance against 

emergency family needs (education; health care) to extend rotations on these lands. 

  

4.  Revisit Oregon’s Forest Practices Rules.  Knowledgeable observers have noted 

that Oregon’s forest practices rules are more accommodating than those of our 

neighboring states to the north and south.  Many practices that support healthier forest 

ecosystems – stream/riparian buffers, soil disturbance limits, selective (vs. clear-cut) 

harvest – may also have a beneficial effect on carbon capture and retention.  The 

Commission could recommend the Board of Forestry, advised by a stakeholder 

committee that included ecological, climate and public health interests along 

representatives from owners and affected communities, undertake a review of Oregon’s 

forest practices.  The Governor’s charge should include both traditional economic and 

jobs values, and the broader community values brought to the table by others whose 

interests are at stake in the outcomes.  

 

  

 
1 Community Land Model is a collaborative land model developed by scientists at the National Center for 

Atmospheric Research and other parties; at https://www.cesm.ucar.edu/models/clm/ 

 

https://www.cesm.ucar.edu/models/clm/
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Carbon Stored in Wood Products” from Forest Carbon Accounting Project Report 
2018, Oregon Global Warming Commission, pp. 17-18,  

“. . . an accounting of carbon in a wood products pool should include the following:  

1. Count carbon loss associated with in-forest harvest where roots, stumps and branches 
are stripped from stems and burned or left to decompose and release their carbon back 
to the atmosphere (estimated at 35 percent of total contained carbon in a tree, per 
Harmon 2018f22). Duration of forest carbon deficit for the harvested forest tract should 
be calculated. 

2. Count carbon emissions associated with operation of extraction, transportation and 
milling equipment.  

3. Account for carbon associated with residue from milling stems into marketable wood 
products, depending on how the residue is disposed of. For example, bark and chipped 
residues may be burned for energy or marketed as mulch or ground covering. 
Combustion results in immediate carbon return to the atmosphere, while for other uses 
decomposition and carbon return may take place over months or years (see Table 13a 
referenced above).  

4. Net carbon in products entering the wood products pool against substitution and/or 
leakage effects.  

5. Net end-of-cycle wood products carbon emissions released from the wood products 
pool (through decomposition or combustion) against beginning-of-cycle carbon deposits 
into the pool. Durable wood products add carbon stores to the wood products pool 
where they endure for varied lengths of time. Simultaneously with carbon entering the 
pool in this way, carbon is leaving the pool as structures are demolished and materials 
disposed of. Well-designed and operated landfills may contain some part of these 
carbon stores for additional decades before materials decompose and return carbon to 
the atmosphere, while less durable forms of disposition will result in earlier such carbon 
returns.  

21 101.66 million tons co2e out of 199.71 million tons CO2e from 2001-2015 (Table S4, Law et al. 2018) 
22 Personal Email Communication from Dr. Mark Harmon to Angus Duncan, Chair of the Oregon Global 
Warming Commission, May 29, 2018  

 



March 2nd, 2021 
 
Via electronic mail 
 
Oregon Global Warming Commission 
Oregon Department of Energy  
550 Capitol St NE Salem, Oregon 97301  
Oregon.GWC@oregon.gov 
 
Re: Comments for Oregon Global Warming Commission Virtual Meeting on March 5th 
 
Dear Commission members: 
 
On behalf of the Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center (KS Wild), we are pleased to submit 
comments to the Oregon Global Warming Commission regarding the natural and working land 
goal for EO 20-04. KS Wild is an environmental advocacy non-profit dedicated to protecting, 
defending, and restoring wild nature in southwest Oregon and northwest California. We 
represent approximately 10,000 members and supporters across Oregon and beyond. We have 
a climate program that is focused on increasing carbon storage in natural and working lands 
through climate smart conservation approaches.  
 
Decades of scientific study — including research from world leaders in forest climate science 
from Oregon State University — clearly demonstrate the need for climate action. While some 
climate-smart opportunities will be more challenging and time consuming to fully implement, the 
Commission  has the authority to act quickly on other fronts even as it continues to facilitate 
further research. KS Wild recommends the following policy changes for Oregon’s agencies to 
prioritize actions that reduce GHG emissions in a cost-effective manner, and prioritize actions 
that will help vulnerable populations and impacted communities adapt to climate change 
impacts as directed in EO 20-04. 
 

1. Establish a new Diversity, Equity and Inclusion (DEI) office within ODF. 
Climate-smart forest policy should also account for diversity, equity, and inclusion across 
all decisions the Board and ODF makes. A dedicated staff person will help ensure this 
need is met. We encourage a policy that establishes a DEI and Climate Policy office 
in ODF.  
 

2. Establish new partnerships with Tribes, indigenous communities, and tribal 
climate activists. Incorporate tribal climate mitigation and adaptation practices that can 
support increased carbon storage and sequestration in Oregon’s forests, and seek to 
build bridges between western (conventional) and indigenous practices, including 
through use of prescribed fire in Oregon’s eastern and southern forests. We encourage 
a policy that establishes widespread, tribal led use of prescribed fire in fire 
adapted forests.  
 

mailto:Oregon.GWC@oregon.gov


3. Lengthen logging rotations. The best available science clearly demonstrates that short 
rotation logging rotations minimizes forest carbon storage. When trees grow longer, 
more carbon is stored. Studies suggest that rotations of 80 years in Coastal Douglas fir 
may provide optimal carbon storage benefit. We encourage a policy that lengthens 
logging rotations.  

 
4. Increase green tree retention on the land during harvest and promote diversity of 

species as opposed to monoculture plantations. Greater retention of standing trees 
(especially bigger and older trees) after logging will keep more carbon in the forest, help 
to make regrowing forests more resilient to natural disturbance, increase availability of 
native seed stock for future restoration efforts, and provide for more higher-quality 
habitat for native species. We encourage a policy that retains more green trees in 
logging operations.  

 
5. Eliminate logging in biologically significant, carbon-rich mature and old growth 

forests, and in forests with the highest carbon sequestration potential. Mature and 
old growth forests store and sequester immense amounts of carbon. Wherever native 
stands of large trees exist, they should be protected as climate reserves. Further, 
decision makers should work to identify additional areas of the highest carbon storage 
potential that should also be protected as part of this carbon reserve. We encourage a 
policy that protects old forests.  
 

6. Manage forests for clean water as a climate adaptation tool. Healthy forests protect 
clean water resources for people and wildlife. Clearcuts increase the risk of mudslides 
and sediment runoff, negatively impacting Oregon’s rivers and streams. Further, 
pesticide spraying can also pose a risk to local communities. As the impacts of climate 
change worsen (including drought, heat waves, and more extreme precipitation events), 
Oregon’s forests need to also be managed for clean water quality and quantity, and 
flood prevention as an adaptation tool. We encourage a policy that retains more 
green trees in logging operations.  
 

7. Elevate best practices in post-disturbance recovery efforts, focused on ecological 
restoration (EO 20-04, s. 3.C(2)). 

a. Reduce aerial and ground pesticide spraying. Longer rotations, greater tree 
retention and promoting biodiverse tree species are practices that will 
immediately reduce the need for chemical-based vegetation management and 
will help maintain the groundcover needed to retain soil carbon. 

b. Ensure post-fire salvage logging is focused on trees that pose a high risk to 
infrastructure, such as power lines and roadways. 

c. Reduce slash burning in industrial timber lands and increase R&D investment 
into alternatives to slash burning. Slash burning immediately releases carbon to 
the atmosphere and puts significant quantities of smoke into local airsheds, 
exposing nearby residents to fine particulate matter and air toxics for multiple 
days. Incentivize projects to turn slash into biochar or soil nutrients 



 
8. Ensure better incentives for small family forest owners to implement 

climate-smart forestry on their lands (EO 20-04 s. 3.C(1)). 
a. Agencies should prioritize promoting stronger incentives and market 

development for small family forest owners willing to implement climate-smart 
forest management on their lands (such as protection of larger stream buffers 
and late successional characteristics), including better state incentives for the 
production of FSC certified wood products.  

b. Small family forest owners should be allowed to aggregate small acreage into 
larger more impactful projects.  

c. Agencies should develop accountability standards to ensure incentives are 
awarded to forest owners who are currently practicing verifiable climate-smart 
forestry or will adopt verifiable, high standards of climate-smart forestry. 

 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on this important effort. Please contact us 
with any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Joseph Vaile, Climate Program Director 
Alexi Lovechio, National Forest Organizer 
Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center 
PO Box 102 
Ashland, OR 97520 
541-488-5789 
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March 3, 2021 
 

Comments on Natural and Working Lands Goal Development 
 

Submitted by: Amelia Porterfield, Senior Policy Advisor 
 

 

Chair Macdonald and Members of the Oregon Global Warming Commission:  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments as the Commission works to develop a Natural and 
Working Lands goal as directed in Governor Brown’s Executive Order 20-04. 
 
The Nature Conservancy in Oregon is a non-partisan, science-based organization that works in 
communities across the state, manages lands and waters in varied ecosystems, and partners with 
ranchers, farmers, fishers, timber and environmental interests on some of the most challenging 
conservation issues facing people and nature. We strongly believe that Oregonians have a responsibility 
to enact policies to address our contributions and enable the necessary responses to climate change. 
The way we manage our natural and working lands is a critical component of our overall response to 
climate mitigation and adaptation. 
 
We appreciate the Commission for wrestling with some important questions as you develop your 
recommendation and creating the space for public input and dialogue on this important body of work. 
We would like to share the following responses and suggestions to the questions posed in the 
Commission’s memo: 
 
(1) What is the purpose for the land sector goal?    

The land sector goal should help evaluate the effectiveness of investment, program, and policy 
decisions. Though this may require greater upfront investment in developing the inventory, it seems 
an important component of Oregon’s success in developing a climate mitigation program that 
incorporates natural and working lands. An overly simple land sector goal and inventory system 
would limit Oregon’s ability to developed effective, targeted investments, programs, and policy 
decisions. 

 
(2) What type of goal should we recommend?  

We ask that the commission craft an emissions reduction / sequestration goal. An activity goal 
would be a step towards emissions reduction / sequestration. 

 
(3) How detailed do we want the land sector goal to be?  

Individual goals for each major type of natural and working lands are critical to the objective of 
Natural and Working Lands providing benefit and engagement opportunities for communities across 
rural Oregon. If the commission were to adopt a single goal for the entire land sector, it could be 
dominated by westside forest considerations, and we believe Oregon’s varied lands and waters, 
including agricultural lands, should be considered for their own opportunities to advance our overall 
climate resilience.  
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(4) How shall we treat emissions from anthropogenic activities versus emissions from natural 
causes like wildfire and pests and pathogens?  
Similarly, we believe that anthropogenic versus emissions from natural causes need to be 
accounted for separately. Otherwise, it will be difficult to appropriately target and manage 
interventions.  

 
(5) What is the relationship between the land sector goal and the state’s existing emission 

reduction goals?   
The state’s Natural and Working Lands goal must be additive to the goals for other sectors. 
Meeting the global climate crisis first and foremost requires reductions in fossil fuel emissions. 
Our state’s forests, lands and waters are providing a benefit by sequestering and storing carbon, 
but we can enhance our current practices to ensure our land sector activities work hand in hand 
with fossil fuel reductions to reach net-zero emissions. 

 
(6) How frequently should we update the goal and the inventory and what criteria should we use 

to inform any such change?  
We don’t have a specific recommendation for updating this goal and inventory. However, we 
urge the state to consider the amount of greenhouse gas emissions mitigation that needs to 
happen this decade and develop a timeline accordingly. 

 
(7) What are the consequences of not meeting the land sector goal?   

Requiring an examination of past investments, programs, and policies would be appropriate as 
the commission builds this goal, and in the future when evaluating whether the state is meeting 
it. We recommend strong metrics be built into the goal so evaluation can be conducted 
objectively, and successes and shortcomings addressed in an informed manner. 

 
 
Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. We look forward to continuing discussions 
with the commission as you forward this important work.  


