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	Agenda Item
	Decisions
	Assignments/Follow Up

	MFL Risk Assessment Discussion and Q&A
   
Presenter:  R.J. Wickham (DNR), Huffaker, Price

	
	

	R.J. Wickham, DNR Tax Law Section Chief, gave a presentation to the Council on NR46.18 (9) – identified risk in Managed Forest Law (MFL) and answered member questions.  

Council members Ken Price (Valley View Forestry) and Buddy Huffaker (Aldo Leopold Foundation) spoke to the Council on the concerns related to identified risk in MFL. 






                               

	Agenda Item
	Decisions
	Assignments/Follow Up

	WEDC Update on Forestry and Rural Prosperity Work

Presenter:  Kelliann Blazek (Office of Rural Prosperity, WEDC) & David Falk (ND Paper)

	
	

	Kelliann Blazek of WEDC’s Office of Rural Prosperity gave a presentation to the Council on the creation of the Governor’s Blue Ribbon Commission on Rural Prosperity (BRCRP) and the current work being done by the Commission.  She then asked the questions BRCRP is using when interviewing stakeholders to the Council in order to collect their feedback on the challenges, opportunities, and future of rural Wisconsin.
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	Agenda Item
	Decisions
	Assignments/Follow Up

	Committee Updates:
· Transportation – Schienebeck
· Profile – Kerkman/Van Lopik
· Funding – Hoppe
· Utilization – Skiff
· Sound Forestry & Policy – Rissman

	
	

	· Transportation Committee – Schienebeck
The Transportation Committee did not meet since the last Council meeting.  CN Rail has resumed some service to Park Falls.   

· Profile Committee – Kerkman/Van Lopik
The Profile Committee had a discussion with Menominee Tribal Enterprise on how to revitalize Earth Day and met with several legislators.  The committee will bring more information about these items to the Council at an upcoming meeting.  

State statute requires that the Council prepare a biennial report on the status of the state’s forest resources and forestry industry and submit it to the Legislature.  The DNR feels that the existing statute is too restrictive, creating the report requires a large amount of staff time, and much of the information is available in the DNR’s 10-year forest action plan that has a five-year update schedule. The DNR would like to adjust the language of the statute to allow more flexibility and focus on contemporary issues.  

The Council could assist this goal by drafting a letter of support to the DNR Secretary.  The Council can work with a legislator sponsor the revised legislation.  

The Council unanimously approved the changes recommended by the committee.  Diebel and Hittle will investigate if there are other changes that should be made and report to the Profile Committee.  The committee will then draft a support letter to the DNR and bring it to the November Council meeting for approval.  The Profile Committee will also work with Representative Mursau’s office to bring the changes to the Legislature at their January session.  




· Funding Committee – Hoppe/Dallman
[bookmark: _GoBack]The Funding Committee would like to send a letter to the Governor supporting the maintenance of current funding levels for Wisconsin’s forestry programs and to ask for additional spending authority for the Council on Forestry priorities in the 2021-2023 State Budget.  The committee will work with Senator Bewley to draft the letter and will bring it to the November Council meeting for approval.

· Utilization Committee – Skiff
The Utilization Committee had a conference call with DNR’s Forest Products Team and is drafting recommendations for Council including regional markets for raw materials and pulpwood, climate change, what role the Council could play in driving research and promoting wood use in construction.  The Committee is also looking for a guest speaker on one or more of these topics to present to the Council at the November meeting.

· Sound Forestry & Policy Committee – Rissman
The Sound Forestry and Policy Committee met and drafted a letter to urge Governor Evers and the Blue Ribbon Commission on Rural Prosperity to make forests, and the forest economies and rural communities they support, a prominent part of their report.  The letter contains information on how forestry is linked to rural prosperity, identifies forestry issues in the state, and gives recommendations on how to enhance rural economies.

The Council reviewed the letter, made edits, and approved the letter with the edits discussed at the meeting.  The Council also agreed that Tom or Matt could approve any final edits to the letter without Council input. 




	Agenda Item
	Decisions
	Assignments/Follow Up

	Updates from: 
· Legislators
· State Forester – Mike Warnke
· CNNF - Strong

	
	

	· Legislators: Representative Mursau’s office will work with the Council’s Profile Committee to bring the suggested changes to the biennial report to the Legislature at their January session.  

· State Forester: Mike Warnke, DNR Forestry Services Deputy Administrator, updated Council on the status of operations in the Forestry Division:



· CNNF: Paul Strong gave the Council an update on the status of operations at the Chequamegon-Nicolet National Forest (see report):
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Frequently Asked Questions 
 


Identifying Risk in MFL Management Plans 
 


A. Why was the rule changed?  


• To operationalize the new withdrawal types under s. 77.88(3k) and (3L) and to reinforce the purpose 
of the Managed Forest Law. 


  


• Identified risk protects the new withdrawal types and prevents parcels that lose productivity due to 
foreseeable forest health or other pre-identified regeneration reasons, at the time of enrollment, from 
qualifying for a withdrawal without tax and fee.  


 


• To provide a consistent and cohesive framework to carry out the requirements of Ch. 77., while 
implementing the Department’s authority to evaluate lands and certify they are eligible, capable, and 
suitable for management with sound forestry practices to produce future forest products.  


 
• Local municipalities forego property tax payments on MFL lands in exchange for an investment in 
future forest products. When MFL lands are withdrawn, the withdrawal taxes go to refund the 
municipality. When an identified risk is added to a management plan, municipalities are refunded their 
investment in MFL if the identified risk is the reason that timber cannot be successfully regenerated and 
reforested throughout the MFL period.  Therefore, if present at the time of enrollment, identified risk 
must be included in the plan, and landowners must sign the plan acknowledging that the identified risks 
listed in the plan could disqualify them for a withdrawal without tax and fee.  
 
• Reduce administrative costs of the Managed Forest Law by limiting productivity withdrawal analysis 
for parcels that lose productivity due to known forest regeneration or forest health concerns at the time 
of enrollment.  
 
• Clearly inform landowners upfront of the known particular high risk that is expected to lead to the land 
being unable to produce forest products and the consequences of enrolling land with this identified risk. 
Armed with knowledge, the landowner can make an informed decision on whether to enroll specific 
stands/acres into MFL.  
 
B. Which forest health and regeneration concerns need to be identified risks to productivity?  


• Identified risk refers to existing, site-specific conditions contributing to evident and obvious forest 
regeneration or health concerns that prevent the use of sound forestry to manage the stand to produce 
future forest products or maintain productivity and eligibility requirements.  
 
• It is a tool to exclude a narrow set of stands affected by severe forest health or regeneration concerns 
from a withdrawal without tax and fee.  
 
• CPWs and TLFS are expected to use sound professional judgement when using the new stand 
productivity categories to identify forest regeneration or health concerns that have foreseeable 
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repercussions on stand productivity. The Department is currently piloting a decision process tool for 
CPWs and TLFS to help determine when an identified risk needs to be included in the management plan. 
This process looks first to identify forest regeneration or health concerns that will prevent the production 
of forest products. If concerns exist, the next step is to consider what mandatory practices or mitigation 
practices can address these concerns. If no practices exist, the concern should be included as an 
identified risk on the management plan.  
 
• In the future, the Tax Law section will evaluate the potential need to provide guidance as to those 
specific forest health concerns and other threats to successful regeneration which must be consistently 
included as identified risk.  
 
C. How will risk be identified in management plans?  


• Risk will only be identified at the time of enrollment or renewal.  


 


• Identified risks will be designated as one of two classifications:  


PRODUCTIVE 80% Productive with Identified Risk.  
This stand has forest regeneration or health concerns with foreseeable repercussions on 
productivity. The identified risk(s) described in the stand conditions cannot be the cause of a 
withdrawal without tax and fee.  


NON-PRODUCTIVE 20% -Trees with Identified Risk  
Landowner has chosen not to manage this stand of trees. This stand has forest regeneration or health 
concerns with foreseeable repercussions on productivity. The identified risk(s) are described in the 
stand conditions. If the landowner later requests that their management plan be amended to place 
this stand into the productive category, the identified risks in this stand cannot be the cause of a 
withdrawal without tax and fee.  


 


• The “stand productivity” field in WisFIRS has been updated to include two new categories (see above) 
and shall be utilized to identify risk. The bolded language in the boxes above are displayed on line 1 of 
the land exam. The description below the bolded language will populate the management plan within 
the “Stand Information” section of the respective stand.  


 
D. Which plans does this rule change affect?  


• The rule became effective March 1, 2020. Thus, identified risk must be addressed in all 2021 and future 
management plans at the time of enrollment.  


• Once enrolled, 2021 plans will not be amended to include identified risk.  


• Plans effective in 2020 and older will not be impacted by this rule change.  


• 2020 and older plans will qualify for productivity analysis to determine eligibility for withdrawal 
without tax and fee.  


• 2020 and older plans will not be updated to identify risk using the productivity fields.  
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E. Were any rule changes designed to make it easier to enroll non-productive land, if it is capable of 
timber production?  


• Yes, updates to the rule have made it easier to enroll land bare of any trees if there is a plan to meet 
acceptable density standards.  
 
Appendix: Statutory references  


Section 77.88 (2m) and (4m), which directs the Department to establish by rule the process for 
completing restorations of MFL land damaged by natural disasters.  
(a) If a parcel of managed forest land has been damaged by a natural disaster, the owner of the parcel 
may notify the department, and the department shall establish a period of time that the owner of the 
parcel will have to restore the productivity of the land so that it meets the requirements under s. 77.82 
(1) (a) 2.  
(b) If the owner fails to complete the restoration in the applicable period of time, the owner may request 
that the department withdraw all or part of the land in accordance with sub. (3), (3k), or (3L), or the 
department may proceed with a withdrawal by department order under sub. (1).  
(c) The department may promulgate a rule that establishes criteria to be used by the department for 
determining the length of time that an owner shall have to complete the restoration.  
 
77.81(4m) (4m) “Natural disaster" means fire, ice, snow, wind, flooding, insects, drought, or disease.  
Section 77.88 (3k), which provides landowners with an opportunity to withdraw land from MFL 
without tax and fee if the department determines that the parcel is unable to produce merchantable 
timber.  
 
Section 77.88 (3L), which provides landowners with an opportunity to withdraw land from MFL 
without tax and fee if the department determines that the parcel is unsuitable for the production of 
merchantable timber due to environmental, ecological, or economic concerns or factors.  
 
Appendix: NR 46 References  


NR 46.18(9) Identified risk. Forest regeneration or health concerns that have foreseeable repercussions 
on stand productivity shall be identified in the management plan. These identified risks to lands enrolled 
that are identified in the management plan may not be the cause for an analysis under s. NR 46.215.  
 
NR 46.215 Productivity.  
NR 46.215(1) The department may require that an owner of managed forest land attempt to restore 
non-productive lands if it determines that all of the following conditions are met:  
NR 46.215(1)(a) The managed forest land parcel is not 80% productive as provided for in s. 77.82 (1) (a) 
2., Stats., or land that is part of the 80% productive portion of the parcel does not meet density standards 
established in s. NR 46.17 (1) (c) 1.  
NR 46.215(1)(b) It is reasonably possible for the land to be restored so the parcel resumes compliance 
within a reasonable timeframe, based on guidelines specific to Wisconsin cover types.  
NR 46.215(1)(c) The estimated cost of restoration is less than the estimated withdrawal tax for the 
withdrawal of the minimum number of acres under s. NR 46.22 (1). To determine the estimated cost of 
restoration the department shall use data obtained through the administration of subch. VII of ch. NR 
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47 and may take into consideration any pertinent state grants available. Owners may dispute restoration 
cost estimates determined in this subdivision by obtaining and submitting to the department 3 quotes 
for the practices. Owners may be required to obtain quotes if the department has insufficient data from 
the administration of subch. VII of ch. NR 47.  
NR 46.215(2) If restoration is required under sub. (1), the management plan on file with the department 
shall be amended to include restoration practices that are agreed upon by the owner and the 
department.  
NR 46.215(2)(a) The department may order a withdrawal under s. 77.88 (1), Stats., if an owner chooses 
not to adopt adequate restoration practices or if the department determines that the owner has not 
sufficiently attempted the restoration practices adopted in the management plan.  
 
NR 46.215(2)(b) The department may order a withdrawal under s. 77.88 (3k) or (3L), Stats., of the 
minimum number of whole acres needed to be withdrawn for the parcel to resume compliance with 
productivity requirements if restoration practices are adopted into the management plan and the 
restoration is sufficiently attempted, as determined by the department, but is not successful within the 
timeframe established in the management plan. If determined appropriate, the department and the 
owner may agree to extend the timeframe of the restoration.  
 
NR 46.22(4) VOLUNTARY WITHDRAWAL; PRODUCTIVITY; SUSTAINABILITY. Upon the request of an 
owner of managed forest land to withdraw part of a parcel under s. 77.88 (3k) or (3L), Stats., the 
department shall order withdrawal of the minimum number of whole acres that is necessary for the 
parcel to resume productivity requirements established in s. 77.82 (1), Stats., if all of the following apply:  
NR 46.22(4)(a) The department determines that the likely cause of the inability to meet productivity 
standards was a significant change in environmental or ecological condition that has occurred since the 
time of enrollment and the owner is not required to attempt restoration due to economic or other 
conditions as provided for in s. NR 46.215; or the department determines that the parcel does not meet 
productivity standards as a result of a land conveyance as described in s. NR 46.23.  
NR 46.22(4)(b) The anticipated cause of the change in suitability of the parcel is not due to owner 
noncompliance with the program as established in this chapter and subch. VI of ch. 77, Stats., or 
noncompliance with management guidance to address forest regeneration or health concerns that have 
foreseeable repercussions on stand productivity. For the purposes of this paragraph, areas cleared under 
an easement for a public road or railroad or utility right-of-way are considered outside of owner control 
and not an issue of compliance. 
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Identified Risk Decision Flow Process 


At the time of enrollment, the Department must ensure lands are; ELIGIBLE, CAPABLE and 


managed with SOUND FORESTRY PRACTICES, to PRODUCE FUTURE FOREST PRODUCTS.  


Forest regeneration or health concerns that have foreseeable repercussions on stand productivity shall 


be identified in the management plan; s. 46.18(9), Wis. Admin Code. The following decision process 


should be utilized by plan writers and plan reviewers in determining if risk must be identified. If 


applicable, the Productivity Field in WisFIRS must be used to identify risk.   


1. Did you use the MFL Plan Review Checklist?  


No –  Review the plan using the MFL Plan Review Checklist.  


Yes –  Continue to 2 


 


2. Do the management objectives (line 17 of Land Exam) and/or prescriptions promote 


timber production?  


No –  TLFS: Return the plan.  


CPW change management to promote timber production.   


Yes –  Continue to 3 


 


3. Are there existing conditions contributing to forest regeneration or health concerns that 


prevent the use of sound forestry to sustainably manage the stand to produce future forest 


products or maintain productivity requirements? 


No –   No need to identify risk using the Productivity Field 


Yes –   Continue to 4 


 


4. Are there any generally accepted practices to mitigate the forest regeneration or health 


concerns?   


No –  Continue to 6  


Yes –  Continue to 5 


 


5. Does the plan prescribe mandatory practices that will successfully address or mitigate the 


forest regeneration or health concerns? 


No –  TLFS require mitigation practices.  


If mitigation practices are added, no need to identify risk using the 


Productivity Field.      


Yes –  No need to identify risk using the Productivity Field. 


  


 


6. Forest regeneration or health concerns with foreseeable repercussions on productivity are 


present and the Productivity Field must be used to Identify Risk.  Stand conditions must 


include further explanation of the identified risk.   


 







1. Did you use the MFL Plan Review 
Checklist?


Review the plan using the MFL Plan 
Review Checklist


2. Do the management objectives (line 17 
of Land Exam) and/or prescriptions 


promote timber production?


3. Are there existing conditions 
contributing to forest regeneration or 


health concerns that prevent the use of 
sound forestry to sustainably manage the 
stand to produce future forest products or 


maintain productivity requirements?


No


Yes Yes


TLFS returns plan. CPW change 
management to promote timber 


production.


No


4. Are there any generally accepted 
practices to mitigate the forest regeneration 


or health concerns?


No need to identify risk using the 
Productivity FieldNo


Yes
5. Does the plan prescribe mandatory 


practices that will successfully address or 
mitigate the forest regeneration or health 


concerns?


Yes


Forest regeneration or health concerns with 
foreseeable repercussions on productivity 


are present and the Productivity Field must 
be used to Identify Risk. Stand conditions 


must include further explanation of the 
identified risk.


No


TLFS require mitigation practices. If 
mitigation practices are added, no need to 
identify risk using the Productivity Field.


No


Yes
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WI COF Meeting – 9-17-20 


I have been asked to comment on the issue of foreseeable risk on MFL plans from the perspective of 


consulting foresters and specifically CPW’s. Let me first say that there are a lot of consulting foresters 


with many different perspectives and I will do my best to represent them but am human and unable to 


completely remove my own personal bias and opinion. 


I will start with a quick background on how, from my perspective, we as CPW’s were brought to 


foreseeable risk.  


As you all likely know, the MFL program is designed and intended to support the timber industry in 


Wisconsin by supporting and promoting sustainable forest management. This fundamentally relies on 


ensuring the establishment of sufficient regeneration for future management.  


There have always been many challenges to forest management and development of regeneration in 


particular. Things such as seedling damage from deer browse, seed consumption by foragers, 


competition from invasive plants, and mortality from invasive insect damage. Navigating these 


challenges is an important part of sustainable forest management.  


In some areas of Wisconsin, these particular challenges have become so pervasive and widespread there 


is great concern among many in the forestry community that there is not adequate regeneration across 


some areas of the landscape to ensure a future forest. Beginning several years ago, the DNR began 


taking steps to address this by working with CPWs to include more specific practices within MFL plans to 


ensure program compliance. This served both to ensure the lands in MFL stay productive and maintain 


adequate regeneration to ensure a future forest resource, and also to ensure that each landowner was 


fully aware of the requirements of being in MFL and the specific challenges to managing their forest.  


Some years ago, concern was raised over events outside of landowners’ control occurring which could 


render previously productive land in MFL as non-productive. Act 358 created a provision to allow 


landowners to remove part or all of their land from the MFL program without a withdrawal penalty 


under certain conditions if such events occurred. This, however, has now created a conundrum where a 


landowner may choose this option rather than implement practices that may restore productivity. 


This brings us to foreseeable risks. Under the new rule, it becomes mandatory to identify any 


“foreseeable risks” to the health or regeneration of any stands in the MFL plan, and the landowner 


would no longer be eligible to withdraw without penalty under the aforementioned provision of Act 358 


if the stand is rendered non-productive by the risk identified in the MFL plan. 


As I understand the current guidance, EAB is the main concern, but a stand may also be required to be 


labeled as having identified risk for things such as high deer browse pressure and/or invasive plant 


competition. Part of the problem is that the requirements are not completely clear. If the plan 


prescribes practices to mitigate against these non-EAB risks and landowners understand and are willing 


to take these reasonable measures to ensure compliance with the program, then labeling the stand as 


having identified risk is not required. These practices could include mandatory survival checks, tree 


planting, invasive species control, and deer abatement measures.  


From the perspective of a consulting forester and certified plan writer, the concerns with the 


implementation of the new identified risk rule are two-fold. 







The first issue is not with the rule itself, but with the handling of its roll-out and belated announcement. 


Landowners with submitted plans affected by the newly implemented rule received a letter from the 


DNR describing the rule and stating that it had been in effect as of March 1, 2020 and would apply to all 


2021 MFL enrollments. CPW’s themselves were not directly made aware of the rule until June 10, 2020. 


This meant that some CPW’s had been working on 2021 MFL entries for up to an entire year prior to this 


and that, by the rules of the MFL program itself, must have already submitted their 2021 plans 9 days 


earlier. This created additional, likely non-billable, work for some CPW’s and, more concerning, gave the 


impression to our clients that we were either aware of this and chose not to act on it or that we were 


ignorant of known program requirements. Not only did this make us look incompetent, but it could also 


lead to litigation against CPW’s for potential negligence. 


Second, there is concern that the rule seems to negate the intent of Act 358. The provision allowing for 


withdrawal without penalty for land that becomes non-productive helps ease the concerns of 


landowners who may want to enter MFL but have forests where these high-risk conditions exist. These 


forests are the ones most in need of professional assistance and guidance, and the MFL program helps 


ensure that they will receive this. By removing the protection of not being penalized if forest 


management fails despite their best efforts, it is much harder to convince many landowners that it is 


worth enrolling their property in the MFL program. In all likelihood, this will reduce the amount of forest 


resources available to the industry through fewer acres of MFL land, but may also lead to the entirely 


preventable degradation and loss of productivity on lands that may have been saved by the steady hand 


of professional guidance.  


I understand the concern of needing to have “teeth” in the MFL program for the DNR to be able to 


maintain its integrity and intent, but this seems to be one step too far. If the concern is specifically the 


abuse of entering marginal lands into MFL that are facing the situation of EAB in a stand with a high 


water table where there are no forest management prescriptions that can be utilized to maintain or 


restore productivity once EAB arrives, perhaps there is a better way to deal with that. As for the other 


high-risk situations; prescribing additional mandatory practices, making sure landowners are aware of 


the challenges and costs they face, and allowing them to weigh that out themselves against not-being in 


the program seems to be a far better way to address the problem. With this approach, landowners still 


have the option of withdrawal without penalty if their forest becomes non-productive and the cost of 


restoring productivity is estimated to be unreasonable, but maintains the incentive to do the necessary 


practices to keep lands from being removed and put back on the regular tax roll. 


To my knowledge, landowners requesting withdrawal without penalty has not been a frequent 


occurrence and it is my experience that most landowners are invested in their property and willing to 


implement the necessary practices to ensure it remains eligible to stay in the MFL program. Those who 


would seek to take advantage of the productivity analysis to enroll marginal lands can be deterred by 


the potential immense costs of maintaining compliance with MFL requirements without disincentivizing 


those just trying to do right by their forests. 


Thank you. 


Ken Price 


 






image5.emf
MFL comments  Huffaker 9-17-20.pdf


MFL comments Huffaker 9-17-20.pdf


CONSENSUS


CRITIQUES & CONCERNS


CONSIDERATIONS







DISCLOSURE & THANKS


Assessment personal, shaped by input from:


Richard Wedephol (WAFO), 
Nancy Bozek (WWOA), 


Ken Price,
Doug Duren, 


ALF Staff
DNR Staff







CONSENSUS


• Acres in MFL should be productive


• Identified Risk is a legitimate issue


• More guidance and education for CPWs and landowners


• # of situations is limited







CRITIQUES & CONCERNS
Communication:
• 3 years in process & yet a surprise


*Anything/everything related to MFL needs thoughtful attention


Clarity:
• Section 20.77.81 “Natural disaster” means fire, ice, snow, wind, flooding, insects, 


drought, disease.
• Disagreements on how precise definition of “identifable” should be,


Contract:
• Concerns over changes within contract reveals trust issues


Penalty:
• Unnecessarily punitive







CONSIDERATIONS
Continue with Removal with Penalty?







CONSIDERATIONS
Continue with Removal with Penalty?


Philosophical:
• Intent to discourage “potentially” non-productive acres? ?


• Intent to streamline implementation by penalizing (beyond removal from 
program) landowners?


• Intent to penalize (beyond removal from program) for having non-
productive acres (even if risk is “foreseeable”)?







CONSIDERATIONS
Continue with Removal with Penalty?


Philosophical:
• Intent to discourage “potentially” non-productive acres?


• Intent to streamline implementation by penalizing (beyond removal from 
program) landowners?


• Intent to penalize (beyond removal from program) for having non-
productive acres (even if risk is “foreseeable”)?


Practical: 
• Is the # of situations worth the time/energy/effort?







DISCLOSURE & THANKS


Assessment personal, shaped by input from:


Richard Wedephol (WAFO), 
Nancy Bozek (WWOA), 


Doug Duren, 
Ken Price,
ALF Staff
DNR Staff







CONSIDERATIONS
Continue with Removal with Penalty?


Philosophical:
• Intent to discourage “potentially” non-productive acres?
• Intent to penalize (beyond removal from program) for having non-productive acres (even 


if risk is “foreseeable”)?
• Intent to streamline implementation by penalizing (beyond removal from program) 


landowners?


Practical: 
• Is the # of situations worth the time/energy/effort?


Options:
• Yes, meets intent
• No, doesn’t meet intent.


• Legislative process to address this and other items (equipment storage, leases, size)
• Revisit/revise rule in order to examine better way to ensure productivity and efficiency
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Conversations with the Commissioners
Share your perspective on the challenges, opportunities and future of rural Wisconsin
Why a Blue Ribbon Commission?
 
Rural communities, tribal nations, businesses and farms 
are Wisconsin’s strong backbone. The entire  
state takes pride in the beauty of our countryside,  
in our rural industries and workforce, and in our small 
towns where neighbors look out for each other and 
work together for a better future.  


Changes in technology and the global economy  
have been hard on rural Wisconsin in recent decades. 
Today’s pandemic-induced health and economic crises 
have only added to the challenge. Ensuring that every 
one of our 72 Wisconsin counties can thrive as places  
of opportunity going forward will require us all to  
work together.


To tap the local knowledge, wisdom and ingenuity 
that are at the heart of forward-looking solutions,  
Governor Tony Evers created the Blue Ribbon Commission 
on Rural Prosperity and the new Office of Rural Prosperity 
within the Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation 
(WEDC).


What will the commission do?
 
In his 2020 State of the State message, Governor Evers  
asked the commission to engage and learn from residents 
throughout the state in order to develop long-term  
strategies that will “best support the needs of rural  
Wisconsinites and rural communities.” To accomplish  
that, the commission will:


n	 Conduct three Conversations with the Commissioners – 
virtual public forums at which any rural Wisconsinite may 
offer their perspective and ideas on the challenges and 
opportunities facing our rural communities,  
industries, businesses, places and people.


n	 Engage directly, on request, with rural organizations,  
tribal nations, and business and other stakeholder groups 
via virtual meetings. 


n	 Solicit additional comments from Wisconsin residents on 
the online portal opening on Aug. 31 through Sept. 30.


n	 Develop a recommendations report to the governor  
for how the state can be a good partner, supporting  
the needs and priorities of families, businesses and  
communities across rural Wisconsin.


1
Come to:
Conversations with Commissioners
Please join us for one or more of our series with  
commissioners. In these virtual forums, it will  
be an open discussion on topics of rural realities  
and opportunities to be explored.


Monday 
Aug. 31, 12-2 p.m. 


Tuesday 
Sept. 8, 7-9 p.m.


Wednesday 
Sept. 16, 3-5 p.m.


Please register for a session: 
wedc.org/rural-prosperity  
 
Interpretation available in 
Spanish or Hmong.


Submit your  
Ideas Online
Any Wisconsin resident may 
provide the commission your 
ideas in writing using an  
online portal. It will be open 
and available for your input 
on the WEDC website (below) 
from: Aug. 31 – Sept. 30


Direct Stakeholder  
Engagement 
Groups that hold a special  
stake in today’s rural Wisconsin 
and in its future may request the 
opportunity to meet and provide 
information and perspective to 
one or more commissioners.
 
Please email Kelliann Blazek 
kelliann.blazek@wedc.org


Governor ’s
Blue Ribbon Commission


on Rura l  Prosper i ty
We invite you to:


Stay up to date with our efforts by visiting: wedc.org/rural-prosperity or call 855.469.4249


PUBLIC PARTICIPATION OPTIONS
The commission members are eager to hear from you. Sharing your ideas and experiences about what it will take to 
advance prosperity for all in rural Wisconsin. To participate and share your perspective, choose one or more of these 
options:



https://wedc.org/rural-prosperity/
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Governor’s Blue Ribbon Commission on Rural Prosperity 



The Governor’s Blue Ribbon Commission on Rural Prosperity is focusing on what it will take to increase and sustain prosperity for people, businesses and places across rural Wisconsin. To help the Commissioners understand what that means for you in your rural place, the Commission is seeking input from rural Wisconsinites on the questions provided below.

														

1. Provide an example from the last ten years of something that you think successfully improved prosperity in your rural community or region.  Specifically, what was it that improved? And what do you think made it happen  -- for example, what resources, individuals, institutions, ways of thinking or doing, or other community assets most contributed to making it work?









2. Do your best to think back to end of 2019. At that time – before the pandemic and this year’s multiple crises hit our state and nation what would you have identified as the one or two most important “things”  (issues, situations, challenges or opportunities) that needed to be addressed in order to improve prospects and outcomes for rural prosperity in Wisconsin – and why were those the most important? 









3. What about now? Have your experiences in 2020 – with COVID-19, calls for racial justice, and today’s economy – changed your answer to Question #2 in any way? In other words, what do you now see as the one or two most important things that must be addressed in order to advance rural prosperity?











4. In what way(s) is state or local government currently acting as a good partner to rural communities in advancing or maintaining rural prosperity?











5. In what way(s) can state or local government be a better partner to rural communities in advancing or maintaining rural prosperity?











6. Please offer any other ideas or comments you want to add about issues, situations or opportunities you want to bring to the Commission’s attention.
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Potential Changes to the Council on Forestry Biennial Report

The DNR is recommending considering a change to the legislation requiring and describing the Biennial report in 26.02 (2) (a) to read:  “The council on forestry shall submit a report describing, at the council's discretion, major trends and issues that affect forestry in Wisconsin and associated
challenges and opportunities, and how the Council has tried to address those trends and issues.” Then delete the remaining text consisting of topics 1-10 of 26.02(2)(a).

The present language of 26.02(2)(a) reads: “The council on forestry shall prepare a biennial report on the status of the state’s forest resources and forestry industry. The report shall include a summary of each of the following:” Then it goes on to list the 10 required items.

The DNR feels the existing requirement is too restrictive and detailed, requiring a large amount of staff time to assemble when much of the information is available in the 10-year forest action plan that has a five-year update schedule. 

The last report is from 2018 so a new report covering the period from January 1, 2019 to December 31, 2020 is due in June 2021.  Any changes made and approved would not be in place prior to the 2020 report deadline.

The process to make legislative changes could begin with an internal DNR document that goes to the DNR secretary for approval. It then goes to the governor for approval, then a legislator would need to back the changes by writing and sponsor the revised legislation.  The changes would not start in the legislature until the next session begins in January 2021.

The Council on Forestry could help the process by sending a letter to the governor in support of the DNR suggested changes by the end of October, 2020, and by encouraging a legislator to sponsor the changes.

Information that is required by the present legislation and not detailed in the Forest Action Plan include:

· (3) The projected future demand for forest products and the projected benefits that these forest products will provide the state in the future.

· (5) The success of existing incentives that are offered to stimulate the development of forest resources. 

· (6) The possible economic opportunities in this state that may result if improved forest-product marketing, and increased business dealing in or use of forest products, occurs in this state.

· (7) Recommendations for increasing the economic development of the forest industry and employment in the forestry industry.

· (8) The effect of state and local government laws and policy on forestry management and the location of markets for forest products. (DNR is not sure what was originally desired with this requirement, at present they are providing a table of laws. The requirement appears to request two unrelated subjects).

· (9) Recommendations as to staffing and funding needs for forestry programs and other conservation programs related to forestry that are conducted by the state to support and enhance the development of forest resources.

· (10) Recommendations as to the need to increase the public’s knowledge and awareness of forestry issues.

Some of the issues and information listed above have become routine and unchanged over the years.  The legislation was written almost 20 years ago so the time is right to create language that allows more flexibility to the report based on contemporary priorities. The Council could use the report to report on current activities, future goals and as needed, request the DNR to compile some, all, or none of the existing requirements that are not available in other sources. 



James Kerkman
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WISCONSIN COUNCIL ON FORESTRY 
Tony Evers, Governor  councilonforestry.wi.gov 
 


Reply to:  P.O. Box 7921 
Madison, WI 53707‐7921 
Office: (715) 453‐3274 x314 
Email: tom.hittle@steigerwaldt.com 


 
September 29, 2020 


 
   Members of the  
   Blue Ribbon Commission 
   on Rural Prosperity 
 
Dear Commission Members: 


 
RE:  Rural Prosperity, Forests, and Forestry 


 
Forests and a thriving forestry sector are critical for rural prosperity in Wisconsin. From 
paper mills to outdoor recreation, and from farmers’ forest bank accounts to tribal old 
growth, forests have a tremendous current role and future potential. We urge the 
Governor’s Blue Ribbon Commission on Rural Prosperity to make forests, and the 
forest economies and rural communities they support, a prominent part of your 
report. Our policy recommendations will help secure a prosperous rural Wisconsin, 
green jobs, and an equitable future for all of our state’s residents. 


 
Wisconsin’s Council on Forestry (COF) appreciates the opportunity to comment on 
rural prosperity. The COF was established in 2002 under Wisconsin Statute Chapter 
26.02 to advise the governor, legislature, the Department of Natural Resources and 
other state agencies on topics affecting Wisconsin’s forests and forest products 
industries. 


 
Forests and the forest industry sector are important to Wisconsin’s rural prosperity for 
many reasonsi: 
 Wisconsin’s 17 million acres of forestlands – nearly half the state’s land 


‐ significantly enhance the economy and quality of life in our state 
 There are over 63,000 jobs in Wisconsin directly related to forestry. Forestry is 


the number one employer in seven counties and every job in forestry supports 
1.5 additional jobs in the state 


 Forestry is a $24.4 billion industry in Wisconsin. Every million dollars of output in 
forestry creates $600,000+ of output in other sectors 


 Outdoor recreation is an $18 billion industry in Wisconsin. Forests and the 
wildlife habitat and freshwater they support are critical for outdoor 
recreation  


 About 360,000 private non‐industrial woodland landowners invest in rural 
property 


 Over half (57%) of farmers own woodlands which provide financial, 
recreation, and other benefits 


 Forests provide tremendously valuable benefits through clean water, clean 
air, wildlife habitat, and carbon storage 


 







Forests provide many essential social, environmental and economic benefits for Wisconsin residents 
and visitors. A strong forestry sector that includes markets for sustainably managed woodlands is 
essential for Wisconsin’s rural prosperity. Forests support rural as well as suburban and urban 
economies and communities ‐ whether it’s through recreation or wood product processing.  


 


One recent economic shock has been the idling of the Verso mills in Wisconsin Rapids and Duluth, 
Minnesota. The Wisconsin Rapids Mill is one of the largest markets for harvested timber in Wisconsin. 
The mill consumes approximately 1.4 million tons of pulpwood annually; this is approximately 25 
percent of all pulpwood volume harvested in the state. The mill closure was exacerbated by COVID‐19 
along with the decline in paper purchases. If a full mill closure occurs, the total job loss in Wood 
County and the surrounding eight counties including direct, indirect, and induced effects is estimated 
at over 2,500 employees with gross output of over $950 million. The idling is also impacting over 500 
different loggers and trucking firms that supply timber to the Verso pulp mill from more distant 
Wisconsin rural communities.  


 


Wisconsin’s sawmills, also heavily concentrated in smaller communities, have been under strain from 
COVID‐19 related impacts following on the heels of global politics, trade wars, and tariffs that have 
closed export markets. While some sawlog markets and graphic paper for commercial printing, 
magazines, and other uses has been declining, packaging and specialty paper have been growing and 
tissue paper has remained stable. Maintaining the industries we have and helping enhance the 
diversity and resiliency of these markets that support our sustainable forest management efforts will 
be critical to the health of our overall state’s economy. 


 


Wisconsin’s fiber supply chain connects rural forestland owners, loggers and truckers, equipment 
dealers and service technicians, foresters and natural resource professionals, and primary and 
secondary wood using industries. A weak link in this supply chain impacts all of the contributors 
across rural Wisconsin. Ultimately, without the end markets, the ability to sustainably manage our 
forest resources to provide all of the ecological, social, and economic benefits from a vigorous forest 
are in jeopardy. 


 


Some forest operations are falling through the cracks between WEDC and Department of Revenue 
COVID‐19 assistance. In one case, a woodland owner with a Christmas tree farm was unable to receive 
either a WEDC grant due to filing the agricultural tax schedule, or the Department of Revenue form 
due to insufficient qualifying income because of losses due to storm damage. If the programs weren’t 
designed for family forest owners, then they were likely not designed well for small farmers either. 
Greater grant application flexibility and accessibility is needed. Better coordination between WEDC 
and timber and agriculture‐based businesses is also important. 
 
It is important to prioritize places of persistent poverty and at‐risk regions. While the need is great 
across the state, evidence shows that the virus has hit – and may yet hit – some places harder than 
others. For example, persistent poverty regions and rural places with at‐risk tourism or mills, or high 
minority populations, among others, may be at special risk or will fall further behind without focused 
attention. We recommend you regularly track rural areas facing particularly devastating or deepening 
stress from the crisis and ensure that they receive priority attention in the distribution of resources. 
Attention to historically underserved communities is critical so that new investments will improve 
fairness.  
 







Specifically, the Council on Forestry offers the following suggestions as ways to realize the 
potential Wisconsin’s forests and forest industry offer to enhance rural economies and 
communities: 


 Continue support for the Office of Rural Prosperity within WEDC 


 Enhance flexibility in state grants to enable forest landowners to access resources, including 
programs administered by WEDC and the Department of Revenue which may not be tailored 
for small forest enterprises 


 Pursue federal grants and opportunities from the United States Department of Agriculture 
and other agencies that would support and interface with local community, forestry, and 
natural resource efforts 


 Create green jobs in forestry and natural resources that improve economies and ecosystems 
and train students and workers for these jobs 


 Encourage a closer partnership with the Departments of Natural Resources, Tourism, and 
Agriculture Trade and Consumer Protection to better integrate forests, tourism, agriculture, 
and economic development 


 Promote sustainably managed forests by increasing the amount of public and private lands 
enrolled in the Managed Forest Law program, certification programs, and working forest 
conservation easements 


 Enhance rural transportation and infrastructure to support forestry and recreation while 
minimizing forest fragmentation and other road impacts 


 Promote forest economies through sustainable timber harvest and recreation by promoting 
existing and new programs that protect forests from being converted to other uses. For 
example, consider 1) reinstating the Forestry Mill Tax or committing to equivalent general 
purpose revenue, 2) reauthorizing the Knowles‐Nelson Stewardship Program, 3) supporting 
and increasing the use of federal Forest Legacy Program and Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, and 4) property tax policy that does not disincentivize sound forestry 


 Enhance research and capacity building to address threats to forests including from climate 
change, insects, disease, storms, deer browse, fragmentation, and use of non‐renewable 
resources 


 Enhance partnerships for research and development of new markets for durable wood 
products and products that can be substitutes for higher greenhouse gas emitting materials 
such as plastic and other petroleum‐based products 


 Facilitate access to environmental markets such as voluntary forest carbon markets for 
groups of family forest owners, with consideration for impacts to traditional wood markets 


 Encourage the building of mass timber structures, the use of cross laminated timber and the 
use of Wisconsin wood in construction of residential and commercial buildings, which may 
require adoption of changes in building codes that have recently been approved by the 
International Code Council (ICC) 


 Model, pilot, and implement forest management practices proven to increase carbon stocks at 
larger scales including using climate‐smart practices on state‐managed forests 


 Support small‐scale geographically‐distributed woody biomass energy as a renewable energy 
source and economic opportunity in rural areas 


 Prioritize high‐risk communities in recovery and response. Criteria for determining which 
communities qualify as “high‐risk” should consider persistent poverty, lack of capacity to 
address COVID‐19 and other shocks, and industry sectors that are critical or growing and have 
been impacted by COVID‐19 


  Build environmental justice into rural development so that the benefits and risks are fairly 
distributed and there is fair access to participate in decision‐making, including tribal 







consultation and inclusion of underserved communities 


 Support tribal sovereignty to enhance tribes’ economies and cultures through forest 
management  


 Increase research on forest‐based economies and rural development 


 Promote public awareness, education, and research on the role of forests and forestry in 
rural economies and communities 


 
Enhancing rural prosperity will require a multitude of strategies, including strengthening 
Wisconsin’s natural forest assets to promote the timber industry, outdoor recreation industry, and 
many other economic and social benefits forests provide such as clean water and clean air. Forests, 
trees, or the timber industry were not mentioned in Executive Order #65 that established the 
Governor’s Blue Ribbon Commission on Rural Prosperity. We hope forests and forestry will have a 
prominent place in the final report, given the important role of forests in securing rural prosperity 
in Wisconsin through timber, outdoor recreation, environmental benefits, and non‐timber forest 
products. 
 
The Council would be happy to engage in discussions on how to implement the suggestions we 
offer in this letter. We appreciate the Governor’s visit to the Council on Forestry on May 26, 2020 
and look forward to strengthening our partnerships for Wisconsin’s forests, economies, rural 
communities, and citizens. 
 
Sincerely, 


 


Tom Hittle 
Chair of the Wisconsin Council on Forestry 


 


 


Dr. Adena Rissman 
Council on Forestry, Sound Forestry and Policy Committee Chair 


 
 


Cc: 


Kelliann Blazek 
 


i Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. Forestry and the Wisconsin economy. 


https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/forestbusinesses/factsheets https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/fl/PropertyPlanning/Scorp 
https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/forestlandowners/private  
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State Forester Report – Council on Forestry 
September 17, 2020 


 
 
Fire Response: 
The DNR is currently providing support to the national wildland fire suppression effort. We are doing so 
in a calculated manner to support critical shortages in key positions and provide important experience 
and training opportunities for our staff while trying to limit COVID exposure for our DNR employees. 


• Currently, the DNR has 20 staff members assisting on nine separate incidents in CO, CA, or OR.  
o This year,  the DNR has primarily filled IMT and line supervisor positions (single resource 


boss and task force leaders). 
o Year-to-date, the DNR has filled 29 orders involving 20 different incidents in CA, CO, OR, 


AK, and/or MI. 
 
 
COVID-19 Update:  
The DNR is still in Phase 2 of the DNR Bounce Back Plan as we want to pro-actively protect and maintain 
the health and well-being of our staff, their families and the public by taking steps to limit interactions to 
minimize the spread of COVID-19. 


• Employees and service providers who have successfully worked at home during "Safer at Home" 
order are continuing to work from home. 


• Some employees and service providers have been authorized to return to the office or 
fieldwork, but they are required to follow all department and facility COVID operating 
procedures and to minimize the number of hours spent working from the office. 


• For staff, VIRTUAL attendance at DNR sponsored meetings/trainings is required if that option is 
available.  Approval is required for attendance at any in-person event. 


• The DNR is not initiating events with external partners unless there is a critical and timely 
business need such as a statutory or professional responsibility.   


 
 
Deer Hunting Stakeholder Group: 
At the request of Secretary Cole, the Wildlife Management program will be organizing a Deer Hunting 
Stakeholder Group, comprised of a variety of external forestry stakeholders, to brainstorm ideas to 
address the following items: 


• Challenges expressed by the snowmobiling community due to antlerless gun deer hunting from 
Dec. 24 – Jan. 1st (aka Holiday Hunt). 


• Forested landowners concerned with forest regeneration and the issuance of antlerless deer 
harvest authorizations.  


• Challenges with the deer damage program and meeting population objectives in some deer 
management units. 


• Continued increase in number of Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) positive deer across the State. 
• Clarify the processes associated with setting antlerless deer harvest authorizations through the 


County Deer Advisory Councils which need clarifying in the governance document. 
 
The group is expected to work through early winter.  
 
 







NASF Updates: 
NASF has sent comments to the US Fish & Wildlife Service regarding the Endangered Species Act 
definition of “habitat”.  


• Their recommendations can be found in a policy statement that is posted on their website.  
 
NASF has professed support for the Rural Forest Markets Act, by Senators Braun (R-IN) and Stabenow 
(D-MI), because it provides loans to non-profits to aggregate small forest landowners to participate in 
carbon markets. 
 
 
Fall Timber Sale Bid Opening Outlook: 
Although very few timber sale bid openings have happened the last couple of months, the DNR is 
proceeding with sales as planned.  Base stumpage rates were reduced recently in response to the 
current markets so sales being offered/bid on will be evaluated as packages are being offered.  


 
Verso:  
Parts of the mill are still operating, such as the wastewater treatment plant, and the facility remains in 
compliance with DNR permits.  The mill is being marketed to prospective buyers by Moelis and 
Company, but the DNR is not aware of any offers announced/disclosed to the public.   
 
 
Forestry Personnel: 
The Division of Forestry has hired eleven Forestry Technicians for positions across the state – they will 
start at the end of August.  


• Forestry was able to fill these positions during the current hiring freeze because fire response is 
a critical part of the Division’s mission and a part of a Forestry Technician’s job duties. 


 
 
Silviculture Guidance Team: 
Ron Eckstein has stepped forward to be the co-chair of the Silviculture Guidance Team (SGT); he has 
been a productive and energetic participant of SGT since 2013. 
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Wisconsin Council on Forestry 


U.S. Forest Service Report 


September 17, 2020 


 


Office buildings remain closed to public use but are providing public service virtually.  Almost all 
remain in gate 1. 


Most employees on CNNF continue to be in telework status, but field operations mostly 
continue. 


Very busy outdoor recreation season once campgrounds were opened. 


Continue to sell large amount of damaged timber from 2019 blowdown area - about 180MMBF 
of salvage sales.  As of today, the CNNF in total has awarded 221.3 MMBF for the federal fiscal 
year starting October 1, 2019 with just a one sale yet to be awarded before the FY ends.  This is 
the highest level of timber sold for Wisconsin national forests (before and after consolidation).  
The next highest level going back to the mid-1970s, was 170 MMBF in 1991. 


FY21 timber sale level projections will depend in part on how well storm damaged timber sells a 
year plus after event.  Projected new sales from the blowdown area are largely live tree sales 
with less damage than the early salvage sales.  Sales from the other four Ranger Districts will 
resume at normal levels.  Expecting about 165MMBF in FY21 and back to sustainable level of 
130-140MMBF in subsequent years. 


Fuels reduction activities (non-commercial) continue in blowdown area. Additional non-
commercial fuels treatments are resulting in decked logs that are then sold from the deck.  As 
of today, the CNNF has completed 29,500 acres of mechanical fuels treatment across the Forest 
without any prescribed burning activities which typically treat 4000-8000 acres. 


2016 Flood Recovery actions continue in southern Ashland County and parts of Sawyer and 
Bayfield Counties.  Most roads that had been closed due to damage in 2016 have been 
reopened.  The last of the large road and stream projects have been completed with the 
recovery work to be wrapped up in 2021. 


America’s Great Outdoors Act passed in early August including full funding for the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund.  CNNF expects opportunities to fund road, bridge, and other 
infrastructure projects and additional land acquisitions in the coming years.  LWCF also funds 
the Forest Legacy Program administered by the Forest Service’s State & Private Forestry 
Program, which allows states and communities to receive grants to protect at-risk forests 
through easements or full title purchases. 
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NR46 .18(9) NR 46.18(9) Identified risk. Forest 
regeneration or health concerns that have 
foreseeable repercussions on stand 
productivity shall be identified in the 
management plan. These identified risks to 
lands enrolled that are identified in the 
management plan may not be the cause for an 
analysis under s. NR 46.215. 
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Rule Published
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WHY?


• Reinforce the purpose of the MFL to produce 
future forest products.


• Operationalize the new withdrawal types 
under s. 77.88(3k) and (3L). 


• Reduce administrative costs by limiting 
productivity withdrawal analysis for parcels 
that lose productivity due to known forest 
regeneration or forest health concerns at the 
time of enrollment.


• Clearly inform landowners upfront of known 
risks that are expected to lead the land to no 
longer meeting productivity requirements 
and the consequences of enrolling land with 
such identified risk. 







Thank you


R.J. Wickham, Tax Law Section Chief, 
WI DNR Division of Forestry
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