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Forests & Fish Policy Committee 


Stage 2 Dispute Resolution 


 


DRAFT v. 11-26-13 


 


Options for next steps: Caucuses expressed interest in continuing to work on the Charter, though not 


necessarily through the mediation process. The Policy Committee Co-Chairs generated the following 


options for continuing work on the Type F Charter: 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Proposed workplan for substantive progress on Charter by January 9: 


 Re-convene writing group 


o Three meetings between December 5 and January 9: 


 Meeting 1, week of December 9: Continue discussion on off-channel habitat 


Objectives & Tasks 


 Meeting 2, week of December 16: Electrofishing Objectives & Tasks 


 Meeting 3, January 2 – 8: Begin discussion on Task timelines and wrap up other 


loose ends of the Charter 


 January 9 Policy Committee meeting  


o Writing group present progress on Charter to full Policy. 


o Decision by full Policy: decision to extend timeline (continue writing group or full Policy 


focused meetings on Charter), or what to bring to the Board for the February meeting. 


Deadline for Stage 2 not 


extended; no further work 


on Charter after Dec 5
th
. 


The dispute is forwarded 


to the Board by the 


AMPA, including 


majority/minority reports. 


Extend deadline from Dec 


5
th
 to Jan 9


th
. Finalize Stage 


2 mediation outcome; 


incorporate into Charter. 


Continue working on 


Objectives & Tasks (see 


proposed workplan below).  


If substantive progress by 


January 9
th
 Policy meeting, extend 


deadline to next Policy meeting 


(February 6
th
). Continue working 


on Objectives & Tasks. 


If insufficient progress by 


January 9
th
 Policy meeting, do not 


extend deadline. No further work 


on Charter and the dispute is 


forwarded to the Board by the 


AMPA, including 


majority/minority reports. 


Decision: December 5 


Decision: January 9 
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Timber, Fish, & Wildlife Policy Committee 
December 5, 2013 Meeting Summary 


 
Decisions and Actions from Meeting 


Decision Notes 
1. Accepted October 3, 2013 meeting summary 


with minor edits. 
Acceptance by all caucuses 


2. Accepted November 7, 2013 meeting summary 
with edits.  


Acceptance by all caucuses 


3. Bring water typing issues to the Forest 
Practices Board February 2014 meeting for 
direction. 


Due to lack of consensus; process outlined in Board 
Manual Section 22 


 
Action Assignment(s) 


By December 23: Send comments/edits on draft 
Mass Wasting responses document to Adrian 
Miller. 


All caucuses 


By December 23: Send brief report to AMPA 
noting recommendations to the Board on substance 
and process next steps for Type F water typing.  


All caucuses 


By February 1: Send comments on hydraulic code 
revision (Version 4) to AMPA. 


All caucuses 


 
Welcome & Introductions – Stephen Bernath and Adrian Miller, Co-Chairs, welcomed the Timber, 
Fish, & Wildlife Policy Committee (Policy) and led introductions (please see Attachment 1 for a list of 
participants). The Adaptive Management Program reform changes are still in the pilot phase and some 
changes have been made from the November meeting set-up. In 2014, Policy will meet in the basement 
room which should provide a better set-up.  
 
Agenda & Meeting Summaries – There were no edits to the draft agenda except that the name of the 
Committee has now officially changed from “Forests & Fish Policy Committee” to “Timber, Fish, & 
Wildlife Policy Committee”. This name change will now be on all documents. The Upper Columbia 
United Tribes (UCUT) expressed concern that the name of the Committee has changed.  
 
The October 3, 2013 meeting summary was reviewed; many members had sent their edits on the 
summary which had been incorporated into a revised version. The revised version was accepted with a 
few clarifying edits. Additionally, the November 7, 2013 meeting summary was reviewed. Edits were 
suggested particularly to the sections on the Eastside Type N TWIG and WDFW’s hydraulic code 
revision. After discussion by the full Committee, the revised meeting summary was accepted with the 
edits.  
 
Update from November Forest Practices Board Meeting – Marc Engel updated Policy on the 
outcomes of the November Board meeting, including the Board’s following actions: 


• Deferred action on the western gray squirrel rulemaking; expects a staff report at an upcoming 
meeting for more information on this rulemaking. 


• Approved 2014 workplan; many topics are relevant to Policy’s work in 2014. 
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• Plans to review and approve the annual CMER workplan and budget as well as the Master Project 
Schedule in May, so CMER and Policy should prepare all three documents in the spring. 


• Motioned that any Policy caucus that wishes to make comments to WDFW on the draft hydraulic 
code rules should also submit their comments to the Adaptive Management Program 
Administrator (AMPA) by February 1. The AMPA will compile the comments and provide to the 
Director of the Department of Fish and Wildlife by February 15, 2014. Before WDFW files CR-
102, they will incorporate comments from Policy caucuses as appropriate. 


 
Legislative Prep – Ann Larson, WDFW’s Legislative Liaison, joined Policy for this topic. 
WDFW has two bills for the 2014 short session that affect forest practices, which are about: 


• Aquatic invasive species. This bill is under review by the Governor’s office and assigns WDFW 
as the lead agency for invasive species management, including rapid response, early detection and 
monitoring, prevention, containment, control, eradication and enforcement. It gives WDFW the 
authority to enter upon any public or private property for the purpose of inspecting and 
eradication of invasive species. 


• Enforcement of the taking of nests belonging to state-listed species. This is an omnibus bill which 
amends RCW 77.15.120 to address enforcement of the unlawful taking of active or perennial 
nests of state listed species (which will include the nests of western gray squirrels).  


 
DNR has three bills* for the 2014 short session that affect forest practices, which are about: 


• Community forest trust account. Creates a new account in the state treasury solely for community 
forest trust purposes. Clarifies legislation passed in 2012 that did not specify where the collected 
money goes currently so the money is mixed with other accounts.  


• Conservation futures. Allows counties which are not cooperating in the conservation futures 
program to create a smaller, “sub-district,” program. This will not apply to the counties who 
already have a county-wide conservation futures program in place. 


• Recovery of forest damage. Defines when a landowner has a fire come onto their land and how 
much they can recover, given the fire source. 


 
Several caucuses (state, landowners & conservation) are working jointly on long-term funding of the 
Adaptive Management Program. They are currently working on scheduling a meeting between the 
Washington Forest Protection Association (WFPA) and the Governor’s office to address some concerns 
about opening a tax code that may negatively affect the timber industry. More will be shared with Policy 
once this meeting is complete. The tribes requested that they be involved as soon as possible. Policy also 
discussed that there are multiple funding mechanisms that could be pursued to achieve long-term, stable 
funding. 
 
WFPA has a bill on incendiary devices, which would give DNR the ability to prohibit the use of these 
devices during fire season. Policy discussed the mechanism used to prohibit the use of devices, and these 
devices include targets and candle lanterns.  
 
Skagit County will ask for funding to compensate for trust lands taken for the Blanchard Mountain 
project.  
 
                                                           
* Please see the PDF fact sheets for each of the three DNR bills, attached to this summary. 
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The Washington Farm Forestry Association (WFFA) is under new leadership and will hold a workshop in 
2014 for legislators to learn more about small landowner issues.  
 
Currently, the Department of Ecology has no bills for the 2014 session that relate directly to forest 
practices, though they are waiting to see the outcome of the Climate Legislative & Executive Workgroup.  
 
Each caucus’s legislative liaisons: 


WDFW: Ann Larson. 
DNR: Jon Noski. 
Ecology: Denise Clifford. 
Conservation Caucus: Miguel Perez-Gibson. 
Washington State Associate of Counties: Laura Merrill. 
Eastside tribes: Chase Davis can serve as messenger but usually individual tribes hire their legislative 
liaisons. 
Westside tribes: Individual tribes hire their legislative liaisons. 
WFFA: Heather Hanson. 
WFPA: Deborah Munguia, though Karen Terwilleger can serve as a messenger. John Ehrenreich 
handles legislative affairs specific to taxing. Often, individual member companies hire their 
legislative liaisons. 
Federal Caucus: Marty Acker can serve as a liaison if someone is interested in contacting one of the 
participating federal agencies (EPA, NOAA-NMFS, and USFWS). 


 
Mass Wasting – Policy reviewed the outline of next steps that DNR, WFPA, and the Conservation 
Caucus have been working on as a smaller subgroup. All caucuses shared that the outline is generally on 
track for approval. The Conservation Caucus provided substantive edits to the full document and Policy 
discussed #3 in detail. The discussed edits will be sent soon as a revised version, all caucuses are 
encouraged to send Adrian Miller their edits by December 23, 2013. He will incorporate the edits from 
everyone and provide an updated version for the January 9, 2014 meeting. 
 
Type F – Aaron Everett, Chair of the Forest Practices Board, and Tom Laurie, Board member, joined 
Policy for this discussion. They shared that the Board’s obligation is to respond to proposals from the 
Adaptive Management Program, which requires that there has been sufficient work to thoroughly develop 
a proposal and decision item for the Board’s decision. They expressed uncertainty about what Policy 
could bring to the Board for a decision item at this point. 
 
The Policy Co-Chairs shared that the Type F water typing is an important issue for every caucus so it 
would be premature to go to the Board before Policy has fully prepared a decision item. They shared 
concern about losing control of the process and outcomes if the issues go to the Board. 
 
Policy members asked questions to the present Board members, which led to these discussion points: 


• The main objective for this topic is to reach a permanent stream typing rule through the adaptive 
management process.  


• The question of whether or not the Board could provide direction to Policy on the established 
resource objectives, which are the adaptive management standards in the Habitat Conservation 
Plan (HCP). Board discussion around the high-level objectives and federal commitments may be 
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difficult because of the technical nature of the HCP, the adaptive management objectives, and 
Forest Practices rule implementation. Current Board members were not present at the original 
Forest and Fish negotiations, and not all at the 2005 discussions on Type F.  


• In order to make a decision, the Board would need enough information and clarity on issues so 
they could have a substantial discussion and make a decision. Board members may feel 
uncomfortable about making a decision because the more technical the issue, the more 
information needed. If the Board considers this issue for decision, it may take a while for them to 
gain enough knowledge to substantively discuss and make a decision. 


 
Decision: Policy voted whether or not to bring the water typing issue to the Board in February 2014. Four 
caucuses voted to bring the issue to the Board (UCUT, Westside Tribes, Federal Caucus, and 
Conservation Caucus); five caucuses voted to not bring it to the Board yet and to continue working at the 
Policy level (small landowners, large landowners, counties, and both state caucuses). Due to a lack of 
consensus, the dispute will be forwarded to the Board because of the process guidelines in Board Manual, 
Section 22. After some discussion on how to present the issues, the Committee agreed on next steps. Each 
caucus will send to the AMPA by December 23, 2013 a brief set of questions or recommendations for the 
Board on substance and process next steps. The AMPA will compile the questions or recommendations 
into one report for the Board’s February 2014 meeting. 
 
Type N – Stephen Bernath will convene a meeting for the Type N Policy Subgroup, hopefully before the 
January meeting. The Subgroup will review the data from the Technical Subgroup. In the meantime, 
Stephen will talk with the landowner and conservation caucuses to discuss progress moving forward. 
 
CMER Update – Mark Hicks, CMER Co-Chair, summarized updates from CMER. Overall, there will be 
several studies coming to Policy soon: 


• The authors of the hard rock study are still developing the chapters and CMER is reviewing them. 
This study will probably come to Policy in 2015. 


• The Amphibian Buffer Shade Study went through ISPR, then SAG, and the author addressed the 
ISPR comments. Now the study is at CMER for review. 


• LWAG has requested the Tailed Frog Literature Review project, which has completed ISPR. 
• Progress is being made on recommendations for the Westside Type F Effectiveness Study.  
• The soft rock study is continuing and they are now in the harvest window. 
• The Wetlands Literature Synthesis is nearing completion. 
• After the November 19th workshop on LiDAR, RSAG will consider additional questions for 


consideration. Then they will bring a high-level report to Policy for review. The questions 
include: 


o Willing to use vegetation as a surrogate for temperature? 
o Replace stand condition for shade? 
o Use fairly untested models to convert from shade to temperature? 


 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:45 pm.  
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Attachment 1 – 12/5/13 Meeting Participants by Caucus* 
 


Conservation Caucus 
Peter Goldman, WFLC 
Chris Mendoza 
*Mary Scurlock 
 
County Caucus 
Laura Merrill, Washington State Association of 
Counties (phone) 
*Kendra Smith, Skagit County  
 
Federal Caucus 
*Marty Acker, USFWS 
 
Landowner Caucus – Industrial (large) 
Kevin Godbout, Weyerhaeuser 
Adrian Miller, Olympic Resource Management 
(Co-Chair) 
*Karen Terwilleger, WFPA 
 
Landowner Caucus – Non-industrial (small) 
*Dick Miller, WFFA 


 
State Caucus - DNR 
*Marc Engel 
Chris Hanlon-Meyer 
Marc Ratcliff 
 
State Caucus – WDFW/Ecology 
*Stephen Bernath, Ecology (Co-Chair) 
Mark Hicks, Ecology 
*Terry Jackson, WDFW 
 
Tribal Caucus – Westside  
Mark Mobbs, Quinault Nation 
Nancy Sturhan, NWIFC 
Curt Veldhuisen, Skagit River System 
Cooperative (phone) 
 
Tribal Caucus – Eastside  
*Chase Davis, UCUT  
Marc Gauthier, UCUT


 
*Caucus leads  
 
Others 
Jim Hotvedt, Adaptive Management Program Administrator 
Ann Larson, WDFW 
Claire Turpel, Triangle Associates (facilitation team) 
Bob Wheeler, Triangle Associates (facilitation team) 
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Attachment 2 – Ongoing Priorities Checklist 
 


Priority Assignment Status &Notes 
Type N  Type N policy 


subgroup 
Type N Policy Subgroup to review data analysis of eastside 
data. 


Type F Policy Send brief recommendations for Board on next steps to 
AMPA by December 23, 2013. 


FPHP Integration  The Board adopted the integrated rules and approved the 
FPHP Board Manual. The rules will become effective on 
December 30, 2013. 


Adaptive Mgmt 
Program Reform 
Rule Changes 


DNR Board adopted the CR-103at the August meeting. 
Implemented initial changes at November meeting, will 
tweak changes at subsequent meetings. 


Mass Wasting 
Report Findings 
Package 


Policy Charter developed and meetings complete. Final work 
currently drafted on outline of next steps.  


Ongoing CMER 
reports reviewed by 
Policy 


Mark Hicks & 
Todd Baldwin, 
CMER Co-Chairs 


CMER Co-Chairs to give update(s) as needed at Policy 
meetings; AMPA to give quarterly reports for when CMER 
studies to come to Policy 


*This table is meant to note the Policy Committee priorities that were sent to the Forest Practices Board 
and any other major topics or issues that arise during the year.  
 
 


Attachment 3 – Entities, Groups, or Subgroups: Schedule and Notes 
 


Entity, Group, or 
Subgroup 


Next Meeting Date Notes 


TFW Policy Committee January 9, 2014  
CMER December 17, 2013  
Type N Policy 
Subgroup 


 To be scheduled 


Type F Subcommittee 
of the Whole 


 Dispute will be presented to the Forest 
Practices Board at the February 2014 
meeting. 


Forest Practices Board February 11, 2014  
 
 


 

























		TFW Policy Comm 12-5-13 meeting summary APPROVED

		DNR legislation fact sheets

		DNR legislation fact sheets
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Forests & Fish Policy Committee 


October 3, 2013 Meeting Summary 


 


Decisions and Actions from Meeting 


Decision Notes 


1. Accepted September 5, 2013 meeting summary 


with edits. 


Agreement by all caucuses present 


2. January Policy meeting = January 9, 2014. Agreement by all caucuses present 


3. Delayed decision until November meeting for 


whether or not to implement AMP review of 


revised HPA rules. 


Agreement by all caucuses present 


4. Encouraged Type F writing group to continue 


drafting Objectives and Tasks for Type F 


Charter and bring together all areas of 


agreement and areas of difficulty to full Policy 


at a later date. 


Agreement by all caucuses present 


 


Action Assignment 


1. Make Geomorphology article by Kara 


Whittaker and Dan McShane available again to 


Policy members. 


Kara Whittaker through Marc Ratcliff 


2. Convene DNR, industry, and conservation 


caucuses with meetings open to all Policy to 


discuss specifics for proposed new project for 


Unstable Slopes Rule Group. 


Adrian Miller, with caucus leads 


3. Send specific questions on WDFW’s HPA 


code revision to Terry Jackson by October 11, 


2013. 


Policy Committee 


4. Prepare WDFW answers to Policy’s questions 


on HPA code revision, for November meeting.


  


Terry Jackson 


5. Draft Co-Chairs’ quarterly Board memo, 


circulate to caucus leads by October 8
th
, edits 


back to DNR by October 10
th
 and submittal to 


Board packet by October 11
th
.  


DNR and Policy Committee caucus leads 


6. Revise September 5, 2013 meeting summary 


based on edits and draft October 3, 2013 


meeting summary. 


Claire Turpel 


 


Welcome & Introductions – Stephen Bernath and Adrian Miller, Policy Committee Co-Chairs, 


welcomed the group and led introductions (see Attachment 1 for a list of participants). Bob Wheeler, 


facilitator, reviewed the agenda for the day’s meeting. 


 


Announcements – It was suggested that the Policy Committee (Policy) hear an update on the Road 


Maintenance & Abandonment Plan (RMAP) status, particularly of the extensions, at the November 


meeting. The first RMAP compliance period has begun.  
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At their August meeting, the Forest Practices Board (Board) adopted the Adaptive Management Program 


(AMP) reform rule as well as approved the changes to Board Manual Section 22. The changes become 


effective on October 19, 2013, including the change from six to nine caucuses at Policy.  


 


September 5, 2013 draft meeting summary – Edits were suggested from two caucuses to clarify 


sections and to correct language. The Policy Committee accepted the draft meeting summary as final, 


with the discussed changes. 


 


January meeting date – The Policy Committee agreed to meet in January 2014 on the 9
th
 instead of the 


2
nd


. The remaining 2014 meeting dates will be the first Thursday of every month, at the Department of 


Ecology.  


 


Mass Wasting  


The first half of this meeting focused on sharing information and outlining next steps for Mass Wasting, 


based on the outcome of the Post Mortem report. Before Policy discussed next steps, several presentations 


were made.  


 


An Overview of Landowners’ Approach to Risk Management Associated with Slope Stability 


Ted Turner, Julie Dieu, and Mark Ferry presented on behalf of timber industry s about their approach to 


managing risk on unstable slopes (see PowerPoint). Main points included: 


 The companies are concerned about getting Forest Practices Applications (FPAs) accepted and 


equally concerned about reducing landslides.  


 Companies screen for landslides in advance of operations by looking at steepness and recent 


landslide activity in and around proposed activity. 


  


 Photos and LiDAR can help find problem areas, but only to a point.  Walking the road and unit 


(“field reconnaissance”) is the most useful way to understand slopes. 


 Consulting Qualified Experts (QEs) are occasionally brought in to do geotechnical evaluations 


and are sanctioned by the Department of Natural Resources (DNR). 


 Geotechnical review is a team approach with technical specialists and on-the-ground layout 


personnel. 


 


After the presentation, Policy asked questions and the discussion included:  


 Weyerhaeuser has purchased more LiDAR, but not for their entire Washington ownership. The 


LiDAR data is not provided directly to DNR, but their FDA indicates whether or not they used 


LiDAR. 


  Avoiding harvest and roads on unstable slopes is the  most common mitigation method by timber 


companies. If they are unable to avoid an area and need to cut some trees for yarding corridors, 


they consider how to minimize impacts..  


 Need to create guidance (maybe through a Board Manual) for  how to assess sensitivity of deep-


seated landslides when designing harvest units.  


 Category E (per WAC 222-16-050 (1)(d)(i)) can  allow regulation of unstable terrain that doesn’t 


fit the standard Rule-Identified Landforms (RILs), such as headscarps.  
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Science-Based Policy Recommendations for Steep and Unstable Slopes on Private Forests in Washington 


State 


Kara Whittaker, from the Conservation Caucus, discussed science-based policy on steep and unstable 


slopes (see PowerPoint). Their caucus is mostly interested in decreasing landsliding caused by forest 


practices toward natural background rates. Main points included: 


 Considering landslide density is important to determine effectiveness of FP rules.Landslide 


density is significantly higher in high hazard areas (as mapped by SLPSTAB and HAZONE; 


Whittaker & McShane 2012). 


 


 Better characterization is needed for unstable terrain not presently included among -RILs, and the 


RIL definition may need to be revised accordingly. 


 The ambiguity of Category E leads to concern about whether it is used appropriately. 


 The widespread harvest of RIL under the current FP Rules identified in the Post Mortem report 


must be addressed.   


 Recommendations included: 


o Add a Class III-Special FPA classification for forest practices proposed within high 


hazard zones, which would not invoke SEPA but would require field review of high 


hazard slopes. 


o Revise the FPA checklist to improve documentation of field review of slope-related 


FPAs: Who went in the field? What are his/her credentials? What extent of the area in 


and outside of the proposed harvest unit/road prism was surveyed?  Did he/she find 


RILs? What is the probability of delivery and the method used to estimate it?  What 


mitigation was applied to RILs? 


o Develop a LiDAR-based screening tool for FPA screening in western Washington 


o Conduct a characterization of non-RIL landslides as described in Post Mortem study, 


App. B.3 


o Create specific guidance in the Rules or Board Manual for consistent and reliable 


evaluation of delivery potential based on the Best Available Science Lower minimum 


slope criteria to 60% for RIL  


o Require Qualified Expert field review of forest practices proposed on any slope steeper 


than 80% 


o Look closely at planar slopes during field evaluation to identify instability 


o Initiate the DNR portion (i.e. delineation aspect) of “Accuracy and Bias Study” to 


examine the degree to which foresters are correctly and uniformly identifying and 


treating RIL 


o Investigate the consistency between harvest boundaries approved in FPAs and actual 


harvest in compliance monitoring program 


 


After the presentation, Policy asked questions and the discussion included:  


 There are multiple methods to assess potential hillslope instability. A common tool used is 


DNR’s SHALSTAB. 


 Some underlying landslide data were acquired during the pre-RMAP era, so road landslide rates 


have probably improved since that data was acquired.  
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CMER/Policy Discussion  


Many CMER members were present for a discussion with the Policy Committee about the Unstable 


Slopes Rule Group from the CMER workplan. Main points included: 


 There are four “programs” within the Unstable Slopes Rule Group, and studies have been 


skeletally scoped  to address the questions within each program. 


 All rule groups include a cumulative effect validation portion (i.e. resource effects), but there has 


not been much scoping work done to date because it is challenging research and requires 


coordinated involvement of all SAGs. 


 CMER/UPSAG focused past efforts on developing screening tools.  


 Expanding LiDAR coverage should be considered, and we should think about how much to focus 


on screening tools based on older technologies (i.e. lower-resolution DEMs). 


 DNR has a Sharepoint site where they make materials available from the review of all FPAs 


related to unstable slopes. 


 Greg Stewart shared his perspectives on the best use of CMER research funds to improve 


environmental protection on unstable slopes.  His main point is that CMER shouldn’t pursue 


studies that are likely to produce conflict and/or incremental rule changes.. 


 Julie Dieu and Greg Stewart suggested an alternative approach for improving detection and 


evaluation of unstable slopes that requires LiDAR imagery for all western Washington.  First, this 


would be useful for landowners and reviewers to assist in screening.  Second, each new landslide 


can be added to create a map that includes real data of where the landslides are happening and 


associated slope characteristics.  This would facilitate evaluation of rule effectiveness and 


whether RIL definitions are working. 


o This value of this idea was generally accepted, with one suggestion that the impacts upon 


fish and water also be incorporated into the study. 


o Julie and Greg feel that this approach would be more useful than finishing the hazard 


zonation project, begun a while ago. 


o Better for UPSAG to focus on one project at a time, and this LiDAR approach could 


produce both screening and monitoring benefits.  


 Need for Upslope Processes Science Advisory Group (UPSAG) to re-convene to address 


emerging issues. 


 


Next Steps 


To develop a draft set of policy recommendations in response to the Post Mortem Study, Adrian Miller 


will convene the landowner, conservation, and DNR caucuses, though anyone else is invited. This group 


will work on a joint proposal to discuss at the November Policy meeting, which can be verbally reported 


to the Board a week later at the November Board meeting. 


 


Hydraulic Code Revision 


Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife (WDFW) formally submitted a request to the Adaptive 


Management Program Administrator (AMPA) for Policy to consider implementing AMP review on 


WDFW’s Version 4 of the hydraulic code. After a brief introduction by the AMPA, Policy discussed: 


 The main question for Policy is to determine whether the AMP review would provide added 


benefit to the rule-making process being conducted by WDFW. If Policy implements the AMP 


review through Appendix M, they would develop a report of recommendations by February 15, 
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2014.  The rules will then go through the CR-102 process before going to the Fish & Wildlife 


Commission for rule adoption. 


 The AMPA’s recommendation is that Policy implements the AMP review and chooses a limited 


set of issues on which to focus. Under this recommendation, Policy could choose to produce a 


majority/minority report. 


 Policy discussed the added strain this topic would have on their current workload. This might 


require pausing one of the workload priorities until after February 2014. 


 Policy can agree to produce a majority/minority report instead of seeking 100% consensus.  


 If Policy decides not to implement AMP review, the rules will go through WDFW’s rulemaking 


process. During WDFW’s rule-making process, Policy stakeholders continue to have the 


opportunity to provide input to WDFW. 


 


 


After deliberations, the Policy Committee decided to: 


 Delay deciding on whether or not to implement AMP review until the November meeting. 


 Submit any Policy Committee caucus questions to Terry Jackson by October 11, 2013, discussed 


with WDFW technical experts at the November meeting. 


 


Policy Committee Co-Chairs’ Memo to the Forest Practices Board 


A preliminary draft has been produced for the Board, which includes status updates on Policy’s current 


workload. The Co-Chairs will send the draft to caucus leads by Tuesday, October 8, and they have until 


Thursday, October 10 to provide edits. The memo will be included in the packet to the Board (deadline = 


October 11). 


 


CMER Presentation on Extensive Status & Trends, 10/22/13 


Representatives from WDFW, University of Washington, Bureau of Land Management, and US 


Geological Survey will focus on the use of LiDAR for doing riparian resource assessments. Mark Hicks 


will send an agenda to Policy once it has been produced. All caucuses are encouraged to have at least one 


Policy representative attend this presentation, which will probably take the morning portion of the regular 


CMER meeting on October 22
nd


. If the federal government is still shut down, Mark will inform Policy of 


rescheduling plans.  


 


Other CMER updates: 


 CMER has begun to review the hard rock study, which is a huge effort. The chapters are coming 


in one by one, and the study will probably total 300 pages or more.  


 The Wetland Literature Synthesis is close to finalization. They have produced a contract 


amendment to have the same contractor work with WETSAG to develop a wetland research 


strategy.  


 The Bulltrout Overlay Shade Temperature Study has gone through ISPR, and now the technical 


review group is considering how to incorporate ISPR comments into the final report.  


 


Type F Update 


The mediator has been hired and has met with many of the caucuses, with plans to meet with every 


caucus. The first mediation session will be October 24 and/or 25.  
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The writing group has been working on Objectives & Tasks for the four categories. They are close to 


agreement on the model & maps section, and have just begun the electrofishing/protocol surveys/physical 


criteria category. The rule & guidance category may get incorporated into the other categories. The off-


channel habitat category is close to being complete, but some challenging issues remain; therefore the 


group has set this category aside while focusing on other categories. 


 


The writing group has put in huge effort to work on these issues, and much more time is needed to finish 


this effort properly. With the mediation beginning, they wonder how much time to put into the writing 


effort. Policy encouraged the writing group to keep working as schedules allow, and when ready to 


provide Policy with a package of where they have agreement and where they do not.  


 


 


Type N Update 


The analysis of CMER/tribal data on the Uppermost Point of Perennial Flow is in final stages, which 


includes new data from the Eastside Type N Hydrology Study. Once Mark Hicks hears back from 


everyone in the Type N Technical Subgroup, it will go to the Type N Policy Subgroup for review, and 


then it will be forwarded to full Policy for the December or January meetings. 


 


The landowner caucus hopes to have the FPA data ready to share soon. 


 


Forest & Fish Support Account (FFSA) Update 


Jim Hotvedt provided Policy with a hard copy of a recent summary of the FFSA and went through 


various points, including: 


 In the past few years, DNR has paid for more DNR Administration of Program out of general 


funds instead of from the FFSA.  


 These budget numbers are used when the AMPA provides CMER & Policy with the budget for 


the next year.  


 The tribes have still not received their participation grants.  


 The conservation caucus has concerns about the timing of decision-making.  


 Within the past two years, the Office of Financial Management replaced general fund money with 


FFSA. This decision was made outside the Adaptive Management Program. 


 


 


Topics for November Meeting 


 Consider facilitation contract for 2014.  


 It was requested that the Type N Eastside study be shared with caucus leads as soon as possible 


so they can share with their caucuses. 


 Policy will consider the prioritization document from the Co-Chairs at the next meeting. The 


prioritization diagram will be sent out with the October meeting summary. 


 AMP reform rulemaking implementation 


 Mass Wasting 


 


The meeting adjourned at 4:40 pm. 
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Attachment 1 – Attendance at 10/3/13 Meeting by Caucus 


 


Conservation Caucus 


Peter Goldman, Washington Forest Law Center 


Dan McShane 


Chris Mendoza 


Mary Scurlock 


Kara Whittaker, WFLC 


 


County Caucus 


Laura Merrill, Washington State Association of 


Counties 


 


Federal Caucus 


(Federal shutdown) 


 


Landowner Caucus 


Doug Hooks, Washington Forest Protection 


Association 


Adrian Miller, Olympia Resource Mgmt (Co-


Chair) 


Dick Miller, Washington Farm Forestry 


Association 


Karen Terwilleger, WFPA 


 


 


 


 


State Caucus 


Stephen Bernath, Ecology (Co-Chair) 


Marc Engel, DNR 


Chris Hanlon-Meyer, DNR 


Mark Hicks, Ecology 


Terry Jackson, WDFW 


Donelle Mahan, DNR 


Marc Ratcliff, DNR 


 


Tribal Caucus 


Todd Baldwin, Colville Tribe (phone) 


Chase Davis, Upper Columbia United Tribes 


(phone) 


Marc Gauthier, UCUT (phone) 


Jim Peters, Northwest Indian Fisheries 


Commission 


Nancy Sturhan, NWIFC 


Curt Veldhuisen, Skagit River System 


Cooperative 


 


 


Others 


Seth Barnes, DNR 


Julie Dieu, Rayonier 


Mark Ferry, Hancock Timber Resource Group 


Jim Hotvedt, Adaptive Management Program Administrator 


Leslie Lingley, DNR 


Greg Stewart, CMER 


Ted Turner, Weyerhaeuser 


Claire Turpel, Triangle Associates (facilitation team) 


Bob Wheeler, Triangle Associates (facilitation team) 
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Attachment 2 – Ongoing Priorities Checklist 


 


Priority Assignment Status &Notes 


Type N  Type N technical 


subgroup 


Will schedule meeting once data analysis of eastside data is 


complete. 


Type F Policy Committee Mediation on shared risk and fish habitat ongoing; writing 


on Objectives & Tasks ongoing. 


FPHP Integration  The Board adopted the integrated rules and approved the 


FPHP Board Manual.  The rules will become effective on 


December 30, 2013. 


Adaptive Mgmt 


Program Reform 


Rule Changes 


DNR Accepted by Board at August meeting, CR-103 process 


initiated. Will implement changes, likely at November 


Policy meeting. 


Mass Wasting 


Report Findings 


Package 


Policy Charter developed; meetings and presentations being 


scheduled.  


Ongoing CMER 


reports reviewed by 


Policy 


Mark Hicks & 


Chris Mendoza, 


CMER Co-Chairs 


CMER Co-Chairs to give update(s) as needed at Policy 


meetings; AMPA to give quarterly reports for when CMER 


studies to come to Policy 


*This table is meant to note the Policy Committee priorities that were sent to the Forest Practices Board 


and any other major topics or issues that arise during the year.  


 


Additionally, the WDFW HPA code revision is in progress. Policy will consider whether or not to 


implement AMP review at the November 2013 meeting. 


 


 


Attachment 3 – Entities, Groups, or Subgroups: Schedule and Notes 


 


Entity, Group, or 


Subgroup 


Next Meeting Date Notes 


Forests & Fish Policy 


Committee 


November 7  


CMER October 22  


Type N Subgroup  To be scheduled 


Type F Subcommittee 


of the Whole 


October 24 & 25 for first 


mediation session 


Writing group to be scheduled, TBD 


Forest Practices Board November 12  


 


 








Timeline for Policy Committee Workload            Updated 11/25/13 


1 
 


 


January 2014 February 2014 March 2014 April 2014 May 2014 June 2014 
January Policy meeting 


 Mass Wasting, possibly 


 Budget & CMER workplan – 
consider spring timeline to 
review budget and CMER 
workplan 


 Type N – update from policy 
subgroup about technical 
group’s analysis 


  


February Policy meeting 


 Type N – finalize language 
to Board  


 Review FP Board meeting 
agenda and topics 


 Review progress of Policy 
subgroup considering 
alternatives to facilitation 


March Policy meeting 
2-day meeting 


 1st day: review/approve 
annual CMER workplan 
 


 2nd day:  


 Debrief FP Board meeting 


 Type N - ? 


 Type F - ? 


April Policy meeting 
2-day meeting 


 1st day: review/approve 
annual budget and Master 
Project Schedule  
 


 2nd day:  


  


May Policy meeting 


 Review Forest Practices 
Board meeting agenda and 
topics 


June Policy meeting 


 Debrief May FP Board 
meeting 


Additional meetings: 


 Type F writing group to 
work on Charter 


Additional meetings: 


  


Additional meetings: 


 Hydraulic code presented to 
Commission 


Additional meetings: 


  


Additional meetings: 


  


Additional meetings: 


  


 Forest Practices Board mtg 


 Present Type N language 


  Forest Practices Board mtg 


 Approve annual budget, 
annual CMER workplan, and 
Master Project Schedule 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







Timeline for Policy Committee Workload            Updated 11/25/13 


2 
 


 


 


July 2014 August 2014 September 2014 October 2014 November 2014 December 2014 January 2015 
July Policy meeting 


  


August Policy meeting 


 Review Forest Practices 
Board meeting agenda 
and topics 


September Policy meeting 


 Debrief August FP 
Board meeting 


October Policy meeting 


 Policy’s quarterly 
report to Board on 
workload 


November Policy meeting 
 


December Policy meeting January Policy meeting 


Additional meetings: 


  


Additional meetings: 


  


Additional meetings: 


  


Additional meetings: 


  


Additional meetings: 


  


Additional meetings: 


  


Additional meetings: 


  


 Forest Practices Board mtg   Forest Practices Board mtg   


 


Parking Lot Topics: 


 CMER streamlining 


o How to prevent science/policy decision split (consider changes from CMER, hear from Nancy Sturhan about protocols document, organization, etc.) 


o LEAN process – consider how to increase efficiency and speed up timeline 


o Long-term CMER strategy: CMER priorities and 2-year budget/workplan (for 2015-17 biennium) 


 CMZ Effectiveness 
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Forests & Fish Policy Committee 


November 7, 2013 Meeting Summary 


 


Decision Notes 


1. Extended facilitation contract through June 30, 


2014. Re-convene subgroup to look at 


alternatives before April budget meeting 


(Marty Acker, Stephen Bernath, Marc Engel, 


Jim Hotvedt, Jim Peters, Mary Scurlock, & 


Karen Terwilleger). 


Consensus from every caucus 


2. Approved recommended Eastside Type N 


TWIG Research Alternatives.  


Consensus from every caucus 


3. Did not implement AMP review for hydraulic 


code revision. 


Each caucus can work individually to submit 


questions or comments to WDFW. 
 


Action Assignment 


1. Send any edits on the October 3, 2013 draft 


meeting summary to Claire Turpel by 


November 22, 2013.  


Policy members 


2. Incorporate edits on October 3, 2013 draft 


meeting summary.  


Claire Turpel 


3. Review alternatives to facilitation prior to April 


budget meeting. 


Marty Acker, Stephen Bernath, Marc Engel, Jim 


Hotvedt, Jim Peters, Mary Scurlock, & Karen 


Terwilleger 


4. Continue working on Mass Wasting options to 


bring to December meeting. 


DNR, conservation, and landowner caucuses 


5. Draft November 7, 2013 meeting summary. Claire Turpel 


  


Welcome & Introductions – Stephen Bernath and Adrian Miller, Co-Chairs, welcomed the group and 


led introductions (please see Attachment 1 for a list of attendees). 


 


Update for November Forest Practices Board meeting – Marc Engel updated the Policy Committee 


(Policy) on topics for the upcoming Forest Practices Board meeting. There will be an update on the 


western gray squirrel and on voluntary plans from landowners (applications and protection measures). 


The Board has been petitioned for rulemaking a third time. The AMPA will report that Policy officially 


has not finished deliberating on Mass Wasting, though Policy is continuing to review what actions may be 


recommended as a result of the report. There will also be an update on the Forest Riparian Easement 


Program (FREP) program.  


 


The Board will consider the progress made on the 2013 workplan and will look at the 2014 work to do. 


DNR staff is planning to bring several items to the Board in 2014: RMAPs will be addressed by clarifying 


the old rule; there will be a SEPA clarification for special wildlife plans as part of an FPA; and there will 


be an RMZ clarification. All these will go to Policy before going to the Board, which will influence the 


Policy workload. Each one of these would be a potential rulemaking, so DNR will file CR-101 before 


convening stakeholder groups to discuss language. DNR will aim to have the RMAP and SEPA 
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rulemakings to the August 2014 Board meeting and the RMZ rulemaking to the November 2014 Board 


meeting. 


 


October 3, 2013 Draft Meeting Summary – Many Policy members had edits to the meeting summary.  


Rather than accept the meeting summary now, caucuses are encouraged to submit comments to Triangle 


for them to incorporate and bring a revised version to the December Policy meeting.  


 


Facilitation Contract for 2014 – The Policy Committee considered continuing the facilitation contract 


through 2014. They acknowledged great work by the facilitators and decided to extend the current 


contract through June 30, 2014 (end of state fiscal year). Additionally, Policy will re-convene the initial 


group of people who hired the facilitators to look at alternatives before the April 2014 budget meeting. 


This subgroup includes: Marc Engel, Karen Terwilleger, Marty Acker, Jim Peters, Mary Scurlock, 


Stephen Bernath, and Jim Hotvedt. 


 


Adaptive Management Program Reform Changes – The Co-Chairs reviewed two documents that 


summarize the changes to the Board Manual and outline recommended actions to take at Policy to fulfill 


those changes. The new schedule will be that Policy will review the budget, CMER workplan, and Master 


Project Schedule in alternating years to better align with the biennial legislature. One year is to respond to 


what the legislature allocates to the Adaptive Management Program, the next year is to agree what to 


bring to the legislature in the next year. 


 


The change from six to nine caucuses is intended to impact how each caucus interacts at the Policy table. 


On a pilot basis, Policy will try a new table format with only the caucus leads, Co-Chairs, AMPA, tribal 


members, and invited speakers sitting at the table. This is to help manage the conversation needed to 


make collaborative decisions while not limiting the conversation. One caucus lead expressed concern that 


this proposal is inconsistent with what Policy discussed and agreed upon in late 2012 for AMP reform, 


which included one vote from each caucus, not necessarily one representative at the table. This is 


especially a concern for one of the state caucuses, since this caucus is made up of two agencies (WDFW 


and Ecology). It was agreed that the two agencies would work together to have one vote during decisions 


and action items, though neither agency can speak for or represent the other. 


 


The eastside tribal caucus lead explained that often, he does not represent the “eastside tribal vote” but 


only the Upper Columbia United Tribes (UCUT). He will be referred to as the UCUT representative 


unless he has specific permission from the Yakama Nation that he represents them, too. 


 


Understanding the concerns, the Co-Chairs explained that this is a pilot period that will be evaluated after 


some experience with meetings using this method.   


 


On other changes from AMP reform, caucuses had specific edits to the crosswalk document, including 


clarifying that Policy will work to track/report the costs of dispute resolution and that the AMPA brings 


majority/minority reports to the Board when and if dispute resolution is not successful. 


 


Mass Wasting – Three caucuses (DNR, conservation, large landowners) met twice between the October 


and November meetings to address this topic. DNR agreed to write down their current process of 
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reviewing FPAs. If everyone agrees to continue this process, the change may be with the implementation 


system and FPAs. More will come to Policy once DNR, conservation, and landowner caucuses have 


made more progress. Any caucus is welcome to work with these three caucuses; when they first agreed to 


work offline only three caucuses were interested. Whatever outcome, they will bring a recommendation to 


Policy for discussion. 


 


Because there has as yet been no formal action taken by Policy on Mass Wasting, the Board does not have 


a decision item for its November quarterly meeting. However, they will want to hear the update from 


Policy, once Policy has made a decision on internal changes to make. When it goes to the Board, likely in 


February, the AMPA will bundle all documents that Policy considered to make their decision. For this 


topic, the documents will include at a minimum the Mass Wasting Report, the 6 Questions, and any 


memo from the AMPA to the Board. 


 


Eastside Type N TWIG – Greg Stewart and Amy Kurtenbach presented progress made by the Eastside 


Type N TWIG. This work is related to the Type N forest hydrology project. At this point, the TWIG 


generated alternative approaches for ways to address the critical questions already approved by Policy. 


They recommended a two-fold approach: 1) begin effectiveness evaluation of spatially-continuous flow 


and 2) develop a study design to evaluate effectiveness on spatially-discontinuous Type Np streams. 


Today, the TWIG asked Policy to approve their recommended approach. The TWIG will come back to 


Policy once the study design is developed with an associated budget. 


 


Discussion: 


 Concern that the Before/After – Control/Impact (BACI) approach has limitations including cost, 


geographic representation, and time. The TWIG considered these limitations but since the BACI 


approach most closely answers the critical questions unlike the other approaches, they still 


recommend this approach for a study design. 


 Though this study is coming before the other Type N studies have data, BACI is required if 


Policy wants to understand changes. 


 The hard rock study is the best example of how this study might look, though an imperfect model. 


 The perennially continuous streams are mostly in the Eastern Cascades and the Colville area. 


 The TWIG expects to see a bigger temperature effect compared to the soft rock, hard rock, or 


Forest Hydrology studies. 


 Policy considered the costs for phase 1 and phase 2 of this study design. They will spend much 


more on 25% of the landscape, which was a concern for one caucus. 


 


Policy voted on a motion to support the TWIG to: 


1. Approve the TWIG recommendation to develop a BACI study design on Eastern Washington 


spatially continuous Type Np streams. The TWIG should consider the following in the development 


of the study design: 


‒ Alternative harvest strategies within current rule constraints 


‒ Effects on downstream Type F waters, including downstream temperature response 


‒ Longer time period  


2. Approve the TWIG recommendation to collect further information on Eastern Washington Type Np 


basins with spatially discontinuous surface flow that will assist the TWIG in developing a study 
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design that could test the effect of buffering or not buffering spatially intermittent stream reaches on 


Type Np streams. Policy requests the TWIG to report back after the collection of further information 


prior to developing study design (briefing, not decision item). 


 


Decision: All caucuses voted to support the TWIG in moving forward under the motion above, though 


large landowners voted sideways to maintain consistency with their decisions related to this topic at 


earlier Policy meetings. 


 


Hydraulic Code Revision – WDFW brought five experts on the hydraulic code rules and design 


standards to the Policy meeting for discussion. This discussion focused on questions submitted to WDFW 


by Policy: 


 WDFW’s goal with this code revision is to bring the rules up to date with current best available 


science and with how WDFW has been conditioning HPAs for a number of years. The rules were 


last updated in 1994. This revision does not include substantial additional requirements. One 


difference is the inclusion of bridge designs; the current rules do not contain standards for bridge 


designs. Despite no substantial additional requirements, the landowners generally feel that the 


legal requirement has changed. 


 WDFW knows that culverts less than bankfull width can result in impacts such as bed scour and 


channel constriction. It’s hard to differentiate good and bad culverts just on width, though 


experience has shown that culverts need to be wider than the channel.  


 WDFW uses the “1.2+2” rule for width because it is simple and has shown good performance 


while building in a factor of safety. This rule was based on how culverts perform geo-


morphologically. 


 WDFW assumes that stream simulation culverts will allow adequate fish passage and fish habitat 


benefits because the culvert is designed to simulate the adjacent channel. If fish can move 


upstream in the adjacent channel, they should be able to move through the culvert. 


 No-slope culverts set in gradients steeper than 4-5% are likely to have problems, such as at the 


outlet or on its ability to retain gravel. It becomes an issue of risk management for the landowner 


– would you rather risk repairing or reinstalling the culvert at a later date, or spend more money 


upfront on a culvert that will withstand time and adverse conditions? However, there are certain 


circumstances where no-slope culverts are appropriate and will work without much risk of failure. 


No-slope culverts generally work up to 3% gradient and some landowners maintain that they 


work up to 5% gradient. 


 WDFW has worked with landowners on a site-specific basis to permit modifications to the 


specific stream simulation and no-slope culvert design standards. The revised rules provide 


predictability, while also maintaining the flexibility for alternative designs that meet fish 


protection standards. 


 The culverts have to be big enough to pass large woody debris, even on Type N streams.  


 WDFW rules include the potential use of fords in site-specific situations where they provide the 


less impact to fish and their habitats, especially in eastern Washington. Some examples are where 


there is a high risk for culverts to blow out during mass wasting or winter storm events, etc.  


 WDFW rules include a mitigation chapter. Mitigation can include many activities, such as bank 


protection, adding large wood downstream of a project or re-vegetation. Most forest practices 


activities are self-mitigating, and do not include additional mitigation requirements. 
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After discussion with the WDFW experts, Policy discussed the merits of whether or not to implement 


AMP review of the code revision (Version 4).  


 There was general agreement that if Policy takes on the review, they should focus on a few 


specific issues.  


 Policy considered whether there would be added value from taking on this review. 


 A majority/minority report to the Commission would have less value than if Policy were to 


submit a consensus document. Having a consensus document wouldn’t necessitate that WDFW 


incorporate those changes verbatim. 


 


Decision: Each caucus shared their thoughts about how to move forward. There was no consensus that 


Policy should implement AMP review through Appendix M, so this will not be a workload item for 


Policy. However, each caucus has the opportunity to submit individual comments to WDFW. 


 


Type F – The writing group has made some progress and will share with full Policy their work on the 


Map & Model Objectives and Tasks. They have also discussed off-channel habitat and electrofishing, but 


haven’t written down agreements yet. Policy decided to make decisions at the November 13
th
 mediation 


session about what the writing group focuses on versus what the mediation focuses on. 


 


CMER Update – Many studies are in CMER review and then will then go to ISPR, which includes: 


 Amphibian shade study 


 More chapters of the hard rock study 


 Tailed frog literature review 


 Soft rock study 


 


Todd Baldwin from UCUT is the new CMER Co-Chair with Mark Hicks. CMER will host a workshop on 


November 19
th
 where speakers will address different parts of the remote sensing question for extensive 


monitoring. 


 


Amy Kurtenbach reviewed the project management spreadsheet to show Policy what phase each study is 


in. She also reviewed the CMER budget numbers for 2013 and explained some reasons why they are 


under budget, including a vacant position and no use of the contingency fund. Policy thanked Amy and 


Jim Hotvedt for compiling this information. 


 


Status of RMAP Extensions – Marc Engel noted that of 254 RMAPs, 22% are seeking an extension 


beyond 2016 while the rest are on track for completion. 16 have already been approved for extensions and 


12 are in the approval process. Policy noted that they would like to recognize the landowners who 


complete the RMAPs by 2016, and asked DNR to track the final statistics. 


 


Type N Update – As soon as a technical subgroup has completed work on the data, Stephen Bernath will 


schedule a Policy Subgroup meeting to review the wet season default information (possibly mid-


December). Once the Subgroup meets, this information will come to Policy for review and a decision of 


how to move forward on finding a wet season default methodology. 
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The meeting adjourned at 4:45pm. 


 


Attachment 1 – Attendance at 11/7/13 Meeting by Caucus 


 


Conservation Caucus 


*Mary Scurlock 


Chris Mendoza 


 


County Caucus 


*Kendra Smith, Skagit County  


Laura Merrill, Washington State Association of 


Counties 


 


Federal Caucus 


*Marty Acker, USFWS 


Dave Powers, EPA (phone) 


 


Landowner Caucus – Industrial (large) 


Doug Hooks, WFPA 


Adrian Miller, Olympic Resource Management, 


Co-Chair (phone) 


*Karen Terwilleger, WFPA 


 


Landowner Caucus – Non-industrial (small) 


*Dick Miller, WFFA 


 


State Caucus – DNR  


*Marc Engel 


Chris Hanlon-Meyer 


Marc Ratcliff 


 


State Caucus – WDFW/Ecology 


Stephen Bernath, Ecology, Co-Chair 


Mark Hicks, Ecology 


*Terry Jackson, WDFW 


 


Tribal Caucus – Westside  


Mark Mobbs, Quinault Nation 


Nancy Sturhan, NWIFC 


*Joseph Pavel, Skokomish  


*Jim Peters, NWIFC 


Curt Veldhuisen, Skagit River System 


Cooperative (phone) 


 


Tribal Caucus – Eastside  


*Chase Davis, UCUT (phone) 


Marc Gauthier, UCUT


 


* Caucus lead 


 


Others 


Jim Hotvedt, Adaptive Management Program Administrator 


Bill Ehinger, Ecology 


Amy Kurtenbach, DNR 


Greg Stewart, CMER scientist, NWIFC 


Rick Woodsmith, Eastside Type N TWIG (phone)


Bob Barnard, WDFW 


Jeff Davis, WDFW 


Perry Harvester, WDFW (phone) 


Don Nauer, WDFW 


Randi Thurston, WDFW 


Claire Turpel, Triangle Associates (facilitation team) 


Bob Wheeler, Triangle Associates (facilitation team) 
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Attachment 2 – Ongoing Priorities Checklist 


 


Priority Assignment Status &Notes 


Type N  Type N policy 


subgroup 


Review data analysis of eastside data; schedule meeting 


mid-December to review in group. 


Type F Policy Mediation and continued work on Objectives & Tasks 


ongoing. 


FPHP Integration  The Board adopted the integrated rules and approved the 


FPHP Board Manual. The rules will become effective on 


December 30, 2013. 


Adaptive Mgmt 


Program Reform 


Rule Changes 


DNR Accepted by Board at August meeting, CR-103 process 


initiated. Implemented initial changes at November meeting, 


will tweak changes for December meeting. 


Mass Wasting 


Report Findings 


Package 


Policy Charter developed and meetings complete. Final work 


between DNR, Conservation Caucus, and Landowner 


Caucus.  


Ongoing CMER 


reports reviewed by 


Policy 


Mark Hicks & 


Todd Baldwin, 


CMER Co-Chairs 


CMER Co-Chairs to give update(s) as needed at Policy 


meetings; AMPA to give quarterly reports for when CMER 


studies to come to Policy 


*This table is meant to note the Policy Committee priorities that were sent to the Forest Practices Board 


and any other major topics or issues that arise during the year.  


 


 


Attachment 3 – Entities, Groups, or Subgroups: Schedule and Notes 


 


Entity, Group, or 


Subgroup 


Next Meeting Date Notes 


Forests & Fish Policy 


Committee 


December 5  


CMER November 19  


Type N Subgroup  To be scheduled 


Type F Subcommittee 


of the Whole 


November 13 (next mediation 


session) 


Writing group trying to find other time 


to work on Charter Objectives & Tasks 


Forest Practices Board November 12  
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Forests & Fish Policy Committee 


Type F Mediation 


 


Mediation Agreements 


Draft v. 11-22-13  


 


NOTE: All agreements are pending further discussion by each caucus, for further 


discussion at December 5
th


 Policy Committee meeting.  


 


Policy Committee agrees to work to have a full Charter draft by [DATE]; if insufficient progress, forward 


dispute to the Board by the AMPA, including majority/minority reports. See flowchart from Co-Chairs’ 


recommendation. (Note: this was not decided at the mediation but was proposed by three caucuses.) 


 


#1   Habitat likely to be used by fish (discussed in detail by the full Committee at 11/22 


mediation session) 


The Policy Committee will incorporate the concept of shared risk (equally likely to be under and over 


inclusive) by designing a stream typing system to identify habitat “likely to be used”. This methodology 


includes using last fish data and other information to locate the F/N break on the ground. A technical 


subcommittee will recommend to the Policy Committee methods for identifying the F/N break that 


incorporates the best available science including data on the following considerations: 


 Minimal error 


 Unbiased error 


 Fish presence/absence and other information 


 Seasonal/annual variability of fish distribution   


 Onsite physicals, including: 


o Tributary junctions 


o Barriers 


o Gradient 


o Use of ID Teams 


 Methodology is implementable, repeatable, and enforceable 


 Use of best available science does not preclude use of operational data or collection of additional 


data 


 


 


#2 Potential habitat likely to be used by fish which could be recovered by restoration or 


management (discussed in detail by the full Committee at 11/22 mediation session) 


Through the AMP, the Policy Committee will describe potential habitat likely to be used by fish which 


could be recovered by restoration or management. Restoration includes active and passive as well as 


short- and long-term solutions. This process may include the following: 


 CMER track or use of a technical subcommittee 


 [What technical subcommittee addresses, and when] 


 Operational data 


 Science 
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 Consideration of what is recoverable habitat 


 Timeframe included 


 


 


#3 Additional topics to provide more clarity on #s 1 and 2 above 


 


OFF-CHANNEL HABITAT (discussed in detail by the full Committee at 11/22 mediation session) 


The caucuses agree to: 


 Continue discussion on developing a process to clarify off-channel habitat.  


 


 


OTHER TOPICS (Note: addressed by three caucuses, not the full Committee. Disagreement is identified in 


the first two sub-bullets.) 


The caucuses agree to: 


 A process for addressing topics:  


o Commit to reaching a collaborative resolution about definitions and other topics. 


OR 


o Explore, address, and collaborate on resolution of topics. 


 Commit to reaching this resolution by a certain timeline, to be determined in the Charter 


development no later than the full Charter draft. Consider potential outcomes of not meeting 


timeline. 


 Task a technical group to determine data needs about and provide recommendations to Policy on 


various topics below. 


 Topics that the caucuses commit to reaching collaborative resolution on (same options as 2 sub-


bullets for “process for addressing topics,” above):  


o Definition of permanent natural barrier 


o Removal of man-made barriers and habitat disturbances 


o Electrofishing 


o Definition of defined channel 


o Accuracy of physical habitat default criteria  


o Stream-associated wetlands (implementation guidance) 


 


 


Additional agreements to be identified in potential future discussions: 


 Model  


 Next steps 


 








Draft Outline 12/3/13 


 TFW Policy Committee Response to the 


Mass Wasting Effectiveness Monitoring Project Report Package 


 


PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS 


1. The TFW Policy Committee (Policy) recognizes that the Forest Practice Board adopted rules in 


2011 requiring the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to conduct five year reviews of 


approved Watershed Analysis mass wasting prescriptions. This review of the adequacy and 


specificity of prescriptions will determine the need to require landowners to choose to perform 


reanalysis of the mass wasting prescriptions for effectiveness or to eliminate the mass wasting 


prescriptions.   This action was in response to improvements in the identification and processing 


of FPAs through a series of rule makings and board manual guidance since 1999, 


implementation of DNR slope stability training and the fact that few watershed analysis 


prescriptions had undergone review to determine the specificity and/or effectiveness of the 


prescriptions. 


 


2. Policy recognizes that the DNR has an ongoing effort of process improvements related to the 


review of Forest Practice Applications (FPA) with respect to mass wasting potential.  Policy 


supports these improvements and recognizes that many of these process improvements began 


prior to the 2007 storm event and are continuing to date. 


 


a. 2003/2004 – Board Manual Section 16 updated: Section 16 was reorganized to illustrate 


a methodical way to evaluate potentially unstable slopes. Further guidance was added 


to clarify rule requirements for Qualified Experts and geotechnical reports. 


b. 2004 – Landslide Hazard Zonation: mapping product/screening tool made available on 


GIS 


c. 2005 – Qualified Expert clarification: Qualified expert also meets the requirements of a 


level 2 analyst 


d. 2006 – Clarification of Forest Practices Rule Standards for the Submission of Qualified 


Expert Reports: clarifying what is actually required in the report per the rules 


e. 2008 – Clarification: Classifying Forest Practices Applications Involving Potentially 


Unstable Slopes or Landforms 


f. 2009 – Watershed Analysis: Mass Wasting prescriptions reviewed and designated as 


specific or non-specific for the purpose of FPA classification 


g. 2011 – Watershed Analysis rule adoptions allowing landowners to preform reanalysis or 


rescind their mass wasting prescriptions. Board Manual Section 11 amendments 


regarding the review and reanalysis process. 


h. 2013 – Mass wasting prescriptions rescinded for the majority of approved watershed 


analyses 


3. Policy supports the following specific recommendations for further process improvements: 


a. DNR budget requests for additional LiDAR coverage. 







b. Written description of the DNR process for reviewing FPAs provides adequate 


assurances that rule identified landforms will be identified. DNR will provide this 


product to Policy by February 28, 2014. 


c. DNRs’ offer to develop additional documentation for review on all FPAs involving 


potential unstable slopes or landforms.  This documentation will include  a new section 


of the FPA form, an addenda, and corresponding instructions.  The addition to the FPA 


form and associated addenda will document the actions taken by landowners in 


preparation for submittal of the FPA and DNR review including but not limited to 


describing and confirming: 


i. Office Review, listing qualifications of person doing review, information sources 


utilized (screening tools, photos, maps, etc), summary of results (identification 


of areas of focus for field review). 


ii. Field review, Name of person(s) who conducted the field review and their 


title/credentials), Date(s) of field review, Spatial extent of field review within 


and around proposed FPA activities. 


iii. For each rule identified landform (RIL) identified, describe the type, location, 


and potential to impact a public resource or affect public safety. delivery 


potential and method of assessment. 


iv.  For potential features identified in screening that did not meet the RIL 


definition, describe the feature, location, and potential to impact a public 


resource or affect public safety.  


v. For each unstable feature identified (RIL or other unstable feature), describe 


how impacts from the forest practices activities are avoided, minimized, or 


mitigated. 


d.  Policy recognizes DNRs continuous improvement in the processes for reviewing FPAs 


for  risks associated with mass wasting and has confidence that the review process 


outlined by DNR for Policy will address the concerns raised regarding the review 


process.  Upon completion of subsection b and c, Policy will review these products to 


determine if they sufficiently address those concerns. 


 


COMPLIANCE  


 


4.  Policy requests DNR to include an emphasis sample within their Compliance Monitoring 


Program evaluating compliance with the Forest Practice Rules and specific avoidance or 


mitigation measures identified in the Forest Practice Application. 


 


5. Policy supports DNR’s ongoing efforts to track the identification and treatment of RILs through 


the application of “DNR’s portion” of the now revised Accuracy and Bias Study. 


 


 


CONTINUE CURRENT ROAD AND FOREST RETENTION PRACTICES PENDING FURTHER RESEARCH  


 







6. Policy recognizes that the effectiveness of road prescriptions as examined in the Mass Wasting 


Effectiveness Monitoring Project Report were statistically inconclusive and as a result, Policy 


does is not recommending any rule changes or further guidance development at this time.  


Policy supports conscientious DNR enforcement of RMAP deadlines and road abandonment and 


mitigation requirements.   


 


7. Policy recognizes that the results of the analysis in the Mass Wasting Effectiveness Monitoring 


Project Report with respect to harvest prescriptions are not dispositive.  The report found 


significant differences in landslide density between the No Buffer treatment and the Mature 


treatment.  Landslide density did not differ significantly between either the Full Buffer and 


Mature treatments or the Full Buffer and No Buffer treatments.  There is a wide range of 


opinions in interpreting these results.  Thus, Policy is recommending the following research-


related actions: 


a. CMER will prioritize the development and implementation of the Unstable Slope Criteria 


Project with scoping to be completed by DATE and an implementation schedule to be 


developed based on the specific study design.  Policy is particularly interested in the 


adequacy of the gradient, slope curvature, and probability of delivery criteria.   


b. CMER and Policy will conduct a comprehensive review of the mass wasting research 


strategy and make any recommended changes so that they can be incorporated into the 


CMER work plan budget in April 2014.  The review will cover  all existing research in the 


work plan and specifically consider the following: 


i. The costs and benefits of establishing natural background rates. 


ii. The relative value of acquisition of LiDAR based DEMs for implementing the 


existing rules and review processes. 


iii. Once LiDAR data are available across western Washington, is there value in 


updating the SLPSTAB screening tool using LiDAR to create a more accurate and 


nuanced screening tool? 


iv. Is there value in further defining RILs currently captured or not captured by 


“Category E?” 


v. Is there value in investigating the micro-hypotheses described in the Mass 


Wasting Effectiveness Monitoring Project Report Appendix C.5 for both 


hillslopes and roads? 


vi. Is there value in conducting the future research proposed in the Mass Wasting 


Effectiveness Monitoring Project Report Appendix D, especially a 


characterization of non-RIL landslides (App. D.3)? 


vii. Other ?? 





