Stranahan Stewardship Committee
 Draft Minutes 
June 26th 2018
Attendance: Michael Saboron, Rich Phillips, Ed Jalbert, Jenny Warshow, Sarah Fowler, Brett Engstrom, Sarah Galbraith
Convene: 6:05 PM, Adjourn 8:15 PM
Agenda modified by dropping discussion of a suggestion for the Committee to walk the entire forest together.
No public attended
Approved minutes of May 22nd 2018
1) Review status of assigned projects
Rich and Ellen put the shingles on the kiosk, so it is nearly done; Rich will finish some trim work in the coming week. We will need to figure out what is going on the kiosk soon. Rich installed the box for the sign-in notebook, but the book is not yet installed. Ellen has prepared some of the notebook pages with columns and, once installed, Sarah G will check the sign in sheet before each meeting to report on usage and comments. 
Drainage work on the Moon Field trail has continued, with Rich putting in several hours of time. Rich says additional drainage work is needed. 
The work to remove knotweed has worked well so far; what Rich has mowed has not returned. Rich opened up most of the area so it can now be brush hogged. More work is needed with the clippers, but about 70 percent of the problem area can be accessed with the brush hog. 
Rich has been using the new brush cutter and he cut high grass along the ravine trail, homestead lane, and beyond the cutoff. In the future, a 2-person work group is needed for this work; a second person is needed to pick up brush, probably with a pitch fork. Rich, Brett, and Ed will clean up the cut brush in the next few days. 
Rich knocked down honeysuckles at the foundation site, mostly out by the roots with the tractor. They’re stacked and can be dried. Rich will do a little more cleanup around the foundation, but we will need more help to do the majority of the work and we are scheduling a work day (see #3). 
2) Results of walking the proposed bike trail 
A majority of committee members have walked the flagged trail, except Brett and Jenny. Ed plans to walk it soon as well. Overall feedback of the trail is positive; Rich felt this would not be a walking trail, it would be a long trail to walk. Sarah F felt the trail meanders through a handsome forest and would make a nice walking trail; she feels the horses wouldn’t use that trail but walkers and bikers would; horses would follow the Jake Martin Road and mowed path across the field. There was discussion of whether the adjacent private landowner would be okay with this plan for the horses. Michael feels it is not too long of a walk and was supportive of the proposed route.There was a suggestion made that a cross trail be developed between the parking area and the proposed trail for walkers that do not want to follow the longer route. Brett is concerned that proposal is a departure from our initial plan and we need to consider a trail that allows walkers, bikers, and horses.  
The committee moved to approve the proposed trail as flagged, pending Brett’s review. Any sensitive areas identified by Brett will need to be addressed by the bike group’s trail design.If Brett has significant issues we will then determine how to proceed. 
3) Work day at foundation
A work day was scheduled for July 14 from 9-1 with lunch provided from 1-2. Sarah G felt that this should be posted on the website, facebook, and in front porch forum to get more public transportation. Brett felt we should use our existing contacts rather than making the work day public. Rich will reach out to this personal email list to get 6 to 8 people to participate. 
4) Skipped in interest of time 

5) Continued discussion of wetlands 
The committee was joined by Dave McGrath and Caitlin Cusack from Vermont Land Trust and Kate Forrer from UVM Extension; Caitlin and Kate joined by phone, Dave was in person. Ed Jalbert was present and shared a draft letter on the issue from the Conservation Commission. Committee members should review this letter and provide feedback to Ed, copying all committee members. 
Committee members wanted to know from the guests whether there are other town forests that are protecting class 3 wetlands. None were aware of any, but said they would ask their cohorts and share and information with the committee. 
Sarah F pointed out that we need to consider the easement, which calls for balancing recreation, forestry, and conservation, and be careful not to lock up certain parts of the forest from forestry and recreation. Brett feels conservation is the most important and the committee should prioritize that. There was some discussion of the prioritization of each objective as written in the easement (essentially, conservation, recreation, and forestry/ag), with VLT staff noting that the list provided in the easement is not prioritized or in any particular order.
Kate Forrer asked whether monitoring has happened to see if these wetlands are being impacted? There has not been any monitoring to date, though monitoring the impact of the bike trails has been discussed before. Kate said she can provide some resources for monitoring use; Michael pointed out we have installed sign-in sheets at both trailheads to accomplish this. 
Caitlin pointed out there a number of town properties around the state that have significant wetlands and recreation; Wallumpsuc in Bennington is one example. The state of New Hampshire just did a literature review and developed a model for considering impacts to wildlife by recreational user type; this would be a good reference for the committee. Kate added that the natural communities guide provided as part of our recreation planning grant is a resource for balancing uses. 
Sarah G and Rich asked, given that all of these uses are important, how do we balance them in our planning and decision making? Rich said we have a long history already of discussing this. We now have some significant public input. How do we use this in the balancing decisions.   Kate said many town forests are struggling with the issue of balance and have been for a long time, such as Hinesburg and Bradford. Kate can share contact information and connect us with other management plans and tools that other communities have pulled together. She will also share a PDF of a recent presentation that includes a National Park Service management framework that could be helpful.  
Caitlin cautioned that recreational trails and forest management are very different, and that our committee should consider their impacts separately because they’re very different. The restrictions in the easement are really addressing forest management activities.
Caitlin gave Barre Town and Richmond town forests as examples of places that have vernal pools and recreation trails. Richmond has created zones; certain areas will have more concentrated trail use and other areas will have only connector trails. She will send some examples.  
Caitlin pointed out that balance is the primary purpose of the easement; it’s not a list by priority, it’s meant to be a balance. Michael pointed out we are interpreting a document that none of us helped write.  
Brett asked if buffer zone designations are standard for all properties. Caitlin said language has evolved on that in newer easements; now the prescription addresses preserving ecological benefits rather than providing no-cut zones for forestry. The emphasis is on protecting habitat, managing nutrient inputs, etc. and making sure activities are compatible with these protections.  
Brett asked if VLT captures any class 3 wetlands in mapping prior to creating easements. Caitlin said most wetland work is done remotely with some field work, but it’s not as comprehensive as a consultant inventory. Mapped wetlands are protected are protected by the easement and anything identified in addition to the easement map would not be included in surface water buffer zone language. 
Brett asked, whether, if they were mapped beforehand, VLT would protect class 3 wetlands. Caitlin will look for more information on this, but she recalled that a class 3 wetland would have to be 0.5-acre in size or larger to be protected by surface water protections. Ed asked whether any of our town forest’s class 3 wetlands are that size; Brett said most of them are not. 
Rich felt the  25-foot buffers around class 3 wetlands, as proposed by the Conservation Commission were workable. Ed felt we could identify these areas on the ground before any field work takes place and then keep machines out of them, and that the proposed plan isn’t saying we can’t cut trees within the buffer zones. Sarah G said that as long as the process for approving projects within the proposed buffer zones is clear and fair, she would agree to the proposal to protect class 3 wetlands. Rich said it will take certain skill to do this in the field, asking, who will do it? Rich asked if the Committee could agree with the proposal of the Conservation Committee. Nobody objected but no vote was taken
Rich asked whether there is any lower limit to which of these wetlands should be protected. Brett said even the smallest examples are important ecologically. 
Kate said she can provide resources to the committee within two weeks. Rich said our committee is going to continue to consider wetlands, logging, and recreation in the coming months as we continue with the recreation planning grant and updating our entire management plan. Dave reminded the group that any changes to the management plan will need to be approved by VLT; Jenny reminded that the select board will need to approve these changes as well. 
6) Promotion of July 24 public meeting
[bookmark: _gjdgxs]Sarah F reported that she and Sarah G held a short call with our consultants on the recreation planning grant for assistance in getting participation from younger town residents. Facebook was one strategy; Sarah G will talk to Bobbi about posting the meeting on the website and Facebook. Providing childcare was another strategy and Sarah G said she would ask Drew McNaughton and Tristan von Duntz if they could do this. Personal asks is another good method. 


