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Blanchard Forest Advisory Committee 

Meeting Notes 

December 15, 2010 

Sedro Woolley, WA  

 

Group Attendance:  

Members Present:  Tom Nelson, Scott Chalfant, Bob Rose, Harold Mead, Mike McGlenn, 

Roy Bever, Jon Knechtel, Seth Cool, Molly Doran, Kendra Smith, Mark Herrenkohl 

Members Absent: All members present 

Others Present:  Eric Jacoby - left half-way through the meeting 

DNR Staff Present:  Laurie Bergvall, Jane Chavey, Ben Cleveland, Kevin Killian, Kristen 

Ohlson-Kiehn, Clay Sprague, Christ Thomsen 

1110:  Clay Sprague – NRCA Compensation Mechanism:  Land stays in County Ownership 
status until compensation.  Two mechanisms  - Trust land transfer or budget proviso from the 
legislature.  Trust land transfer – this mechanism won’t work here.  DNR will need to work with 
the legislature to transfer county trust land into NRCA status.  This could be through a budget 
proviso.  Mechanism is to establish a boundary – then get a budget proviso from the legislature 
for both the land and timber value to get replacement lands.  
Mike question – 5 year review.  Does the lawsuit stop the clock?   
Clay – Proposal to move the clock and restart.  With the current budget climate we have – we 
will know if we made it in the governor’s budget today.  Think it will be highly unlikely we will 
make it in the budget – highly likely the 1 million dollars we have remaining will get swept.  It 
seems to make sense to move the clock forward.   
Molly – The budget situation is so bad – it seems there could be two years of no acquisition 
dollars – we could be at the end of two years of the acquisition period.  Want to make sure we 
have a fair enough time to get compensation.   
Clay – Commissioner is very supportive of the 5 year review and extending the time period.   
Seth – Thanks for being frank.  I think we still ought to at least ask.  Work with Senator Ranker.  
We should at least try next year for the supplemental budget.  I am willing to go to Olympia to 
do that.   
Clay – We will continue to ask – we also need the committee to keep asking.   
Bob – Question – one of the concerns is to keep finding replacement lands around Blanchard.  
One of the things that have been reported to us is what the replacement land strategy might be – 
it might not be available in the Burlington Edison School District – that might not be practical.  
How do we balance that equation?   
Clay – Well obviously our first priority is to keep Burlington Edison whole.  But we recognize 
that might not be possible, which is why we set up the tiers.  But with the economy you never 
know.  We might run into a ceiling.   
Kendra – There were three tiers – junior taxing district, then lands at risk of conversion, then 
lands in Skagit County.   

 

Bob – Clay and I were involved in the forestry forum – judgment call if you can really manage 
lands at risk of conversion – more than forestry and threatened – practicality question.  
 Kendra – We have had that discussion on our forest advisory board – size question.   
Clay – Look at targeting lands at risk of conversion and look at lands we could manage –  
Bob – What have you viewed as feasible lands are as far as being size feasible?   
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Kendra and Tom – 5 acres.  The logs don’t know how big the acres are where they are being 
cut.  As you go to a smaller parcel – the higher the cost.   
Tom – My function is to look at the original agreement – no net loss of original acreage and 
function.  To me taking this money and already buying lands that are being managed for forestry 
is a net loss.  Buying lands that are at risk is a net gain.   
Molly – Blanchard will be a core and more working forest.  I do think that is an interesting 
solution – high value property but the money doesn’t go as far.   
Bob – Do the acquisitions have to be adjacent to Blanchard?  If you don’t have any willing 
sellers next to Blanchard – then what?   
Tom – You are into a whole different problem now – if you are in Skagit County then that 
maybe is ok.  Seth – I don’t think that is what DNR is looking for –  
Tom – I always assumed the lands we acquired would be lands that weren’t producing any kinds 
of forestry amenities.  
Seth – But is it safe to assume lands being managed for forestry will always be managed for 
forestry?  Tom – You are going to pay residential home values for it for lands around Blanchard.   
Bob – Where do we go to find replacement lands for Blanchard?  Reproduction forest lands are 
going for $3,000-$6,000 per acre.   
Tom – If you look right around Blanchard – you won’t find lands to buy.  I am sure that is what 
DNR has been doing looking around the County.   
Molly – If it goes into the NRCA status – is there now an option that money could buy 
conservation easements?   
Clay – Well one of the points was to buy land to produce revenue for the beneficiaries.  I think 
in the original group we talked about how can we leverage that money to address some of the 
issues Tom is talking about.  HBU value versus forest investment value, i.e. where the HBU 
value exceeds 30%.  There are strategies to spread the money around to buy the development 
rights.   
Tom – Can we have an easement for the forestry?   
Bob – Within Blanchard already zone forestry so that shouldn’t be a priority for Blanchard.  
Secondary forestry ground – higher risk of conversion – but they are being managed.  Feasible 
for acquisition – this would be a gain.  This is a buyer’s market – amount of speculation on forest 
land is down.   
Clay – We went out and took a look at the large pieces that are anchored by trust lands – if these 
large private lands were to convert what kind of threat is that to DNR’s management.  We looked 
beyond current zoning regulations and the impact that would to our management if it were 
converted.  Unless DNR manages it, the zoning can change.   
Molly – There are a lot of small forest land owners – if we could turn the tone of the 
conversation to manage their forest and instead of not doing anything we could bring more wood 
to the mill.  
Seth – Update on the Finney.  Out of the way, island of national forest.  Not popular for 
recreation – colder and wetter – less of WH zone, more PSF.  About 90,000 acres.  About 40% 
of it was harvested 40-60 years ago.  About 30,000-40,000 acres of young managed stands.  
Most of the area is young adaptive managed area in late successional reserve.  The USFS is 
supposed to manage those in a creative manner with the interest of the community and learning.  
After forests are about 80 years of age the USFS is not supposed to manage the forest.  The clock 
is ticking – what they have proposed to do is some limited science experiment with relation to 
the PSF – there are some gaps in knowledge in the PSF.  The scale is about 800 acres – which 
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will not provide much volume.   
Tom – I don’t see how this is supposed to make up for the logging on state lands? 
Bob – Well, they are starting to log when and where they haven’t been.  
Seth – I think if we don’t do anything it’s just going to sit there.   
Molly – We want to make sure there is something coming to the mills.  We want to get the 
message out there that restoration forestry isn’t bad. 
Tom – Well if you do something you are supposed to be do anyway, that is the part I have a 
problem with.  Just tying it to Blanchard is another net loss, because it’s something they are 
supposed to already be doing.  
Kristen – Summary:  Clay described compensation – legislative appropriation.  Target lands at 
risk of conversation – 5 acres, agriculture, rural reserve, and not necessarily industrial forest.  
Finney – support the effort here.  BFAC has interest in getting small forest land owners to do 
restoration forestry.   
Time Frame – proposed starting the time frame from when the committee convened.  The 
committee voted on restarting the clock to when the committee convened. This was a unanimous 
vote.   
Also the committee noted that the first timber sale Blue Comet was approved by the BFAC by 
unanimous vote.   

 

1220 – Kristen reviewed the packet. 

Meeting notes from October 26
th
, 2010 – all committee members present voted in support of 

approving the meeting minutes. (Mark absent at this point) 

 

Meeting notes from November 2
nd
, 2010 – all committee members present voted in support of 

approving the meeting minutes. (Mark absent at this point) 

 

Blue Comet recommendations – showed the committee the recommendations – the committee 
liked the look of the recommendations. 
 
On page 19 – of the packet under recommendation #1 add the statement “before it becomes an 
NRCA…” 
 

Remove 6 and change the recommendation to – “The BFAC supports DNR initiating the 5 

year compensation timeline at the point that the DNR was able to implement the strategies, 

which was at the first meeting of the BFAC on September 30, 2010.”  The committee voted 

by consensus decision, with Mark Herrenkohl abstaining, because he was absent for the 

discussion earlier.   

 

Inventory information is in the packet.  There is a map in the packet.   

 

Christ has included a letter for the NOVA applications – requesting the committee to sign 

the letter.  Committee agreed to sign the letter. 

 

 

1245 – Boundary Discussion – Kristen Ohlson-Kiehn 

Today is the last day we have for coming up with the boundary discussion.  Time and time 
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again, the Department has heard that Blanchard is very special to this community, which is 
comprised of numerous people value Blanchard for a variety of reasons.  In this community, we 
have heard that we have tens of thousands of hikers, horseback riders, cyclists, hang gliders, and 
other recreationalists that participate in their activities on Blanchard.  We know that in this 
community, we have sawmill operators that view Blanchard as one of the remaining areas of 
timber in a diminishing base of working forest that can provide wood to mills, therefore 
providing much needed jobs, wood and lumber products that an enormous number of people rely 
upon.  In this community, we have those who look to the habitat Blanchard provides for 
endangered species such as the marbled murrelet, species of concern, such as the Townsends’ 
Big-Eared Bat, and other species that rely upon common and uncommon habitats which can be 
found on Blanchard.  Much of this community that views Blanchard as a special place resides in 
Skagit County, an agency which relies upon revenue from Blanchard for essential services, such 
as schools, hospitals, law enforcement, emergency services. And finally this community is 
comprised of people who own or manage land that sits adjacent (or in close proximity) to 
Blanchard and look to the stewards of Blanchard to employ practices of a good neighbor.  
 
You, the Blanchard Forest Advisory Committee, are representatives of this diverse committee.  
The Department of Natural Resources is looking to you negotiate with one another in order to 
strike a balance among and between your interests to come up with a recommendation on where 
to place the boundary.  The other piece of this is that you are an implementation committee, 
which means that the recommendations that you make to the DNR and that the Department 
decides to adopt have very real, material results.  That’s the exciting news.  This also means that 
it is completely appropriate for you to be looking at these smaller acreage pieces, getting into the 
nitty gritty details and making decisions on what you think DNR should do with them.  That is 
exactly what DNR is asking this committee to do.   
 
In order to achieve consensus, not everyone will get everything they want.  As one committee 
member stated we should end up with “a big compromise whereby no one gets all they wanted 
but all are OK with the final ‘deal.’  We have to be prepared to give and take on each decision.”  
So, please, consider the things that are important to you, think about the acres each of these areas 
represents, but also realize that if by 4:20 today if this group achieves consensus, they are 
sending a compelling message to the DNR on how to set up this Conservation Area.  On the 
other hand, if you cannot, you are essentially asking DNR to come up with a way to how to 
strike this balance. 
Mike – Not just Skagit County that is impacted by our decisions that we make today.   
Bob – Can I make one point?  Those of us who were on the Strategies Committee – language 
that was in the strategies was 1600 acres.  If we can agree on plus or minus on some acres – then 
I think at least we have a target we are shooting for.  There are lots of margins for error.  
Molly – I totally agree –  
Mike – I totally agree –  
Kristen – There is a motion on the table to discuss what the range around the acreage that is ok 
is?  
Tom – Talking about losing the revenue – more complicated than that.  Rocks versus timber –  
Mark – Might all work out – I suggest we just table it.   
Kristen – Everybody recognizes we can’t get right to 1600 – does that work for everyone? 
Kendra – We were looking at 1600- we talked about compensation for 1600 acres – it makes it 
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difficult to say – I would hope it was within 10%.   
Bob – Not just productivity but operability as well.   
Kristen – So we are comfortable that 1600 is not precise.  We are going to talk about 
productivity as well as operability.   
Mark – About half of these we are not – and about half we aren’t.  I was wondering if maybe it 
would make sense to start with polygon 9 since that is the most contentious.  Since it seems like 
polygon 9 is the most contentious.  .   
Kristen – Let me start with a counterproposal.  I think we may need to walk through this a little 
bit.  Go through the polygons.  Then see what our acreage is.  Then go through the other 
polygons.  Is that ok with everyone?  So, Carol put up these hiking trails.  DNR trails – non-
maintained and maintained.   
Mike – Answering the question for what is the goal of the trail in the NW corner – (Mike is 
answering ) Chuckanut trail plan wanted and approved a connection across Blanchard to come 
out on California Street.  There is a way to do it – I have not done it.  There is a rough way 
through there.  Whether that is where the trail should be is another question.  It is in the long 
range plan for the Chuckanut Range.   
Molly – I would guess that trail is not going to be able to go through old –growth habitat.   
Bob – When thinking about that trail, can it go through a pristine area or a managed area? 
Scott – It can definitely go through a managed area.   
Bob –It is definitely an isolated area.  Ecologically it is more important area than a recreation 
area.   
Mike – There are both hiker and biker trails that go through managed forests. 
Scott – That was one of the main things about the Chuckanut forest was to get trails through 
managed forest.   
Christ – Trails through managed area – we do it all the time.  That is not a problem – it is 
something we do.  One of the challenges it provides.  When you go in and put in trail 
infrastructure – that is an asset.  We work through it.  That is one impact.  We lose trail tread that 
needs to be re-constructed, but we do work through it.  I just wanted you to have the information.  
More concerned with the corridor and where it could be.   
Kristen – So those are the trails – Carol can you turn on the core and the proposed NRCA?  The 
green outline is what the DNR has proposed to the committee for the actual proposed NRCA 
boundary.   
Each polygon has a number and acreage associated with them.  These polygons represent the 
gaps between the core and the NRCA boundary.  So what we are going to do with the 
recommendation – we are going to edit the purple line according to what the committee agrees 
on.  If we do and we agree that we do, Carol is going to move the line and that will record where 
we are at.  The other thing that we will do is as she adjusts that line is going to change. That will 
tell us where we are at in terms of where the recommendation is at.  In summary, there are 
basically three colors you want to keep track of.  We are going to start out with the areas we 
appear to have consensus on.  
Bob – The stuff on the northern area – do you have agreements with Bloedel for access? 
Roy – Yes. 
Kristen – Polygon 4 – discussion at length. 
 
Polygon 1 – Not included in the original core – by the Samish Overlook - at the time of the field 
trip most members expressed support for removing the polygon.  Group supported removing part 
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of this polygon.  Consensus 
Polygon 2 – Group ok with removing 2.  Consensus 
Polygon 3 – Group ok with removing 3.  Consensus 
Polygon 5 – The committee is ok with adding it to the core.  Consensus.  
Polygon 6 –High site and shelterwood below the road.  Adjust to the creek and the original core 
boundary.  The committee is ok with removing from the core.  Consensus.  
Polygon 13 – Not included in the original core.  Group ok with removing polygon 13.  
Consensus 
Polygon 8 – The committee is ok with removing the boundary of 8 and moving the boundary up 
to the stream.  Consensus 
Polygon 10 – The committee is ok with including polygon 10 in the core.  Consensus 
Polygon 11 – The committee is ok with including polygon 11 in the core.  Consensus  
Polygon 12 – The committee is ok with removing ~6 acres of polygon 12 for the consistency of 
unstable slopes.  Consensus 
Polygon 7 - Ecological and trail corridor for visuals.  Support keeping it in the NRCA.  Cutting 
line versus NRCA Boundary.  Group voted to keep in the NRCA.  Consensus 
Polygon 4 - The committee voted to keep polygon 4 as is on the map.  This does not affect the 
map acreage.  Consensus. 
Polygon 9 - Discussion follows below: 
Kendra - issues - ecological value.  Argument for keeping it out - value to the trust and operable.  
Kendra read the letter from David Wilderman - reminding the committee of ranking G4 - 4 being 
apparently secure.   
Tom - Very valuable - 7 million board feet.  Cut on Blanchard is only 1.2 million board feet a 
year.  What is the ecological significance?   
Clay - Original strategies group would have had the same discussion.   
Seth - I can’t understand how you can say this is not a unique ecological stand - this is extremely 
high volume and valuable forest. This stand has very tall trees with big crowns.  These are much 
more mature than other stands. 
Tom - But what does a big tree have to do with ecological?  What does a 100 year old big tree 
have to do with being ecological? 
Seth - Old growth structure.  Large structure.  Creates large snags. 
Molly - Core area has balds, cliffs, recreational value - this would be one of the few places that 
would have ecological significance. 
Tom - If this has 120,000 board feet to the acre I don’t know why you would want to thin this? 
Molly - Well, I don’t think you would, that is not what I am saying. 
Kristen - There are two areas - the original areas CC and JJ that were in the NRCA - that could 
be thinned.  
Mark - I would like to agree on the core area that we have for now.  We have covered the area 
we have for now - and then do minority/majority report. 
Bob - There is also a dollar question for polygon 9. 
Tom - It isn’t just a dollar question - if you take a piece like polygon 9 out of it there is also the 
question of the allowable cut and DNR’s ability to meet that.  
 
 

Recommendations: 

Kristen - Ok let’s vote on the polygons representing the rest of the boundary with the exception 
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of Polygon 9.  The committee is in favor of this by consensus. 
 
Mark, Molly, and Seth feel like if polygon 9 is not included, they would add polygon 6 back into 
the NRCA. 
 
Seth, Mark, and Molly want Polygon 9, but recognize the importance of having the NRCA at 
1600 acres and are willing to trade out of other areas to get to that original 1600 acres to mitigate 
the impacts to the sustainable harvest.   
 
Polygon 9 - Including - 6 vote to include - Molly, Seth, Scott, Harold, Bob, Mark:  More than 
100 years old, ecological value, contiguous with other older forest, opportunity for trail 
connection, diversity of species, consistency with the Strategy objectives specific to the last 
bullet, public relations, promotes acceleration of the core towards old-growth conditions, new 
information.   
 
Polygon 9 - Excluding - 5 vote to exclude - Tom, Jon, Mike, Roy, Kendra:  Not significant 
ecologically, not an equitable balance for compensation, and not unique. 
 
Next steps:  presented the letter from the public.  Thanked the committee for their work.  Will get 
the committee their recommendations and the meeting minutes from the December 15th meeting. 
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BLANCHARD FOREST ADVISORY COMMITTEE  

RECOMMENDATIONS ON 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES  

PROPOSED NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION AREA BOUNDARY ON BLANCHARD 

MOUNTAIN 

 
December 15, 2010 

 

PROPOSAL DESCRIPTION: 

 

Proposal Part I & II.  DNR proposes to change the designation of the core management zone 
into a Natural Resource Conservation Area, (Proposal Part I) and to adjust the boundaries of that 
area in several places, for a variety of purposes, to total 1,674 acres (Proposal Part II).  The core 
management zone is an area defined in the Management Strategies for Blanchard Forest State 
Trust Lands.  Before the NRCA boundary designation was proposed, the strategies contained a 
“core zone,” the boundaries of which are defined on the “Preliminary Map of Blanchard Forest 
Management Zones.”   The strategies state that it is the intent of the Department of Natural 
Resources to create a core zone that is approximately 1,600 acres.  They also state that DNR will 
develop a final map, for review and use with the future Blanchard Forest Advisory Committee.  
Finalizing this map would involve delineating the core “on the ground.”  In lieu of delineating 
the core area, the DNR delineated a proposed NRCA, which involved boundary adjustments.   
 
The majority of boundary shifts take place in the northwestern section of the core, in order to 
enlarge the proposed area so that it completely contains the potential “Larrabee connection trail.”    
Another adjustment occurred when the GPS coordinates for the trails on Blanchard were 
collected.  The map that depicts the original core boundaries relied upon inaccurate GPS data for 
the hiking trails.  The southeastern edge of the core was delineated around hiking trails, making 
that stretch of the boundary inaccurate as well.  Once the actual data points were collected, the 
location of the trail, in particular Max’s shortcut trail, shifted approximately 500 feet east, 
making the core boundary shift accordingly.  The remaining adjustments were made to follow 
logical boundaries in the field, for example cut lines, streams and roads.   
 
Part III. In the process of delineating the NRCA, Kevin (local unit forester) identified a stand of 
100-year-old Douglas fir trees on the northern-central edge of the proposed NRCA.  DNR has 
now proposed this area, comprising 55 acres, to the Advisory Committee for their consideration 
in coming up with recommendations for the proposed NRCA.  
 

FINDINGS: 

1. On February 15, 2008, the Department of Natural Resources signed an MOU with the 

Blanchard Forest Strategies Group committing to adopt the Management Strategies for 

Blanchard Forest State Trust Lands. 

2. The Management Strategies for Blanchard Forest State Trust Lands state that “It is the 

intent of the Washington State Department of Natural Resources to create a core zone 

that is approximately 1,600 acres in size.” 

3. On February 24, 2010, Commissioner of Public Lands announced his intention of 

establishing a new Natural Resources Conservation Area at Blanchard Mountain.  
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4. The Department of Natural Resources proposed to designate the core management zone 

in Blanchard Forest as a Natural Resources Conservation Area and presented the 

Blanchard Forest Advisory Committee with a proposed boundary for the Natural 

Resource Conservation Area at the Blanchard Forest Advisory Committee’s September 

30, 2010 meeting (Proposal Parts I & II). 

5. The Department of Natural Resources presented the Blanchard Forest Advisory 

Committee with an additional 55-acres 100-year-old, Douglas-fir for consideration of 

adding into the proposed NRCA (Proposal Part III) at the Blanchard Forest Advisory 

Committee’s October 26, 2010 meeting.   

6. Blanchard Forest Advisory Committee reviewed boundaries and the additional stand 

during the November 2, 2010 field trip. 
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RECOMMENDATION #1 (Made on October 26th, 2010): Blanchard Forest Advisory 
Committee recommends that DNR designate the core management zone in Blanchard Forest as a 
Natural Resource Conservation Area only if the designation and activities within the proposed 
area meet the spirit and intent of the Management Strategies for Blanchard Forest State Trust 
Lands – specifically the recreational intent, compensation values and time limits stated in the 
Strategies.   
 

Background:  

1. If approved by the Commissioner of Public Lands, once land within proposal has been 

compensated and designated as an NRCA, DNR stated in 09/30/10 meeting that agency 

will use the “Statewide Natural Resource Conservation Management Plan” to manage the 

future Blanchard NRCA in lieu of a management plan specifically for the Blanchard 

NRCA. 

2. DNR will develop a management plan for the future Blanchard NRCA.   

3. As a part of the process to develop a management plan for the future Blanchard Mountain 

NRCA, it is critical to Blanchard Forest Advisory Committee that this NRCA continue to 

allow all recreational uses that were allowed in the core zone of the Management 

Strategies for Blanchard Forest State Trust Lands.  These include non-motorized, low 

impact recreation such as horseback riding, hiking, mountain biking and hang gliding.  

4. The Blanchard Forest Advisory Committee wants to ensure that Skagit County is 

compensated for the full value of revenues that otherwise would be lost, and/or land 

value, from the area designated either as a core management zone, or as a Natural 

Resource Conservation Area.  As stated in the strategies, the Advisory Committee 

encourages DNR to work with Skagit County to “develop strategies to fully compensate 

the Skagit County State Forest Trust including the junior taxing districts that currently 

receive revenue from Blanchard forest, to replace revenues that would otherwise be lost 

from the core management zone.” 

5. The Blanchard Forest Advisory Committee wants to ensure that Skagit County is 

compensated in a similar time frame as stated in the Management Strategies, “Develop 

contingency strategies for the core zone if milestones for compensation cannot be reached 

within 5 years.” 

6. The Blanchard Forest Advisory Committee wants to ensure that the same options are 

made available to the DNR and BFAC, if compensation has not been achieved in five 

years.  As stated in the Memorandum of Understanding between the members of the 

Blanchard Forest Strategies Group Regarding Principles and Objectives for the 

Management of Blanchard Forest was signed on February 15, 2008,  “Five years from the 

date of this agreement, if any portion of the core has not been compensated for, then 

DNR, in collaboration with the BFAC, will review those areas to determine if: a) 

additional funding is likely, warranting continued inclusion in the core; b) the area should 

come out of the core and placed in the general management zone; or (c) the area should 

remain in the core with removal of other equal value areas from the core to compensate.” 
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7. Implementation of the strategies was not possible due to litigation that began on 
September 12, 2007.  The Court of Appeals of Washington State, Division One, issued an 
opinion on May 24, 2010 that ruled in favor of the DNR and issued an order denying a 
motion for reconsideration of that opinion on November 16, 2010.   
 

 

VOTE: Support Oppose Absent 

Roy Bever X   

Scott Chalfant X   

Seth Cool X   

Molly Doran   X 

Mark Herrenkohl X   

Jon Knechtel X   

Michael McGlenn X   

Harold Mead X   

Tom Nelson X   

Bob Rose X   

Kendra Smith X   

TOTAL 10 0 1 
 

RECOMMENDATION #2 (Made on December 15, 2010): Blanchard Forest Advisory 
Committee supports DNR initiating the five-year compensation timeline, stated in the 
Memorandum of Understanding Between The members of the Blanchard Forest Strategies 
Group Regarding Principles and Objectives for the Management of Blanchard Forest was signed 
on February 15, 2008, at the point that the DNR is able to implement the Strategies for 
Blanchard Forest State Trust Lands, which was at the first meeting of the Blanchard Forest 
Advisory Committee on September 30, 2010. 
 

VOTE: Support Oppose Absent Abstain 

Roy Bever X    

Scott Chalfant X    

Seth Cool  X    

Molly Doran  X    

Mark Herrenkohl    X 

Jon Knechtel X    

Michael McGlenn X    

Harold Mead X    

Tom Nelson X    

Bob Rose X    

Kendra Smith X    

TOTAL 10 0 0 1 

 
RECOMMENDATION #3 (Made on December 15, 2010): The Blanchard Forest Advisory 
Committee recommends that DNR’s NRCA follow the boundary depicted in the attached map 
entitled “Blanchard Forest Advisory Committee NRCA Boundary Recommendations (Made on 
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December 15, 2010).”  The Advisory Committee’s recommended boundary (represented by this 
recommendation) totals 1,594 acres and does not include the area labeled polygon #9.   
 

VOTE: Support Oppose Absent 

Roy Bever X   

Scott Chalfant X   

Seth Cool  X   

Molly Doran  X   

Mark Herrenkohl X   

Jon Knechtel X   

Michael McGlenn X   

Harold Mead X   

Tom Nelson X   

Bob Rose X   

Kendra Smith X   

TOTAL 11 0 0 

 

RECOMMENDATION #4 (Made on December 15, 2010): Blanchard Forest Advisory 
Committee members recommend including the area labeled polygon #9 in the proposed NRCA. 
This area would add approximately 55 acres to the area included in Recommendation #3 (above), 
making the proposed NRCA total 1,649 acres.   
 

VOTE: Support Oppose Absent 

Roy Bever  X  

Scott Chalfant X   

Seth Cool  X   

Molly Doran  X   

Mark Herrenkohl X   

Jon Knechtel  X  

Michael McGlenn  X  

Harold Mead X   

Tom Nelson  X  

Bob Rose X   

Kendra Smith  X  

TOTAL 6 5 0 

 

Majority Report:   

Six members of the committee support including the area labeled polygon #9 in the NRCA 
boundary.  They argue that in the hierarchy of making choices, the NRCA boundary 
determination should be driven by ecological considerations rather than recreational ones.  They 
state that the stand has high ecological value because it is over one hundred years old and the 
interpret David Wilderman’s, DNR’s Natural Areas Scientist, statement in his November 4, 2010 
memo regarding Blanchard Mt. forest stand visited on 11/2/10 that “The stand has higher 
ecological value compared with much of the forest currently included within the draft boundary 
due to its older age and more complex structure”, as supporting their position. In addition, they 
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argue that habitat quality is correlated to the size of trees, which are large, creating better 
opportunities for coarse woody debris recruitment, as well as higher densities of large snags.  
(The approximate volume of stand based on DNR’s FRIS inventory is 120 thousand board feet to 
the acre). The stand is also located approximately 1,600 feet east of another old growth stand (as 
defined by DNR’s Policy for Sustainable Forests) providing opportunity for contiguity of 
wildlife habitat and a forested area to place future trails.  They also argue that their consideration 
of this stand and interest in including it into the Natural Resource Conservation Area is 
consistent with the Blanchard Strategies, in particular, “In consultation with the Blanchard Forest 
Advisory Committee, the department will make changes in forest, ecosystem and recreational 
management strategies based on new information or changing circumstances.” Adding this stand 
would also be consistent with another element of the strategies, which state that the “Intent [of 
the ecological management inside the core zone] is to hasten the development of late succession 
conifer forest without roads.” Since this stand is closer to late successional stage, they argue that 
adding it to the NRCA will bring the overall NRCA closer to that goal.  Finally, they stated that 
the Natural Resource Conservation Area designation represents an effective public relations tool 
for the DNR and the strategies.   
 

Minority Report: 

Five members of the committee oppose including the area labeled polygon #9 in the NRCA 
boundary.  They state that the stand is not unique, especially with its proximity to Larrabee State 
Park which is comprised of 2,683 acres of land at a similar elevation and species type. They 
argue that the stand is not significant ecologically, as it is comprised of Douglas-fir and sword 
fern.  They interpret David Wilderman’s November 4, 2010 memo regarding Blanchard Mt. 
forest stand visited on 11/2/10 to state that the stand is not vulnerable, quoting “Based on these 
status rankings, the Blanchard Mt. stand would be considered “apparently secure” at the global 
level (G4)…” There is another stand already included in the proposed NRCA which is old 
growth and the remainder of the core zone is going to reach the old growth stage as well.  They 
are also concerned that adding it into the NRCA does not represent an equitable compensation 
balance for the trust beneficiaries.  They could only agree to this addition if an equivalent 54-
acre stand of Douglas-fir is recommended for removal from the original core zone and full 
timber management would be supported.   They believe adding this stand to the proposed NRCA 
is inconsistent with the strategies commitment to providing Skagit County trust compensation for 
the timber value and because it was never included in the original core zone.  In addition, they 
argue that adding this stand to the NRCA would remove the overall area available for DNR to 
harvest and compromise DNR’s ability to meet its timber volume and revenue targets.   
 

 


