
Forest Practice Biomass Workgroup 
Wednesday, October 26, 2011 

Room 172, Natural Resource Building 
Olympia, Washington 

1-5PM 
MEETING NOTES 

 
Purpose: 

 Develop a plan for wrapping up topical meetings to ensure relevant points the group would like to be 
revisited later are captured. 

 Identify items to be followed up on from soil health discussion. 

 Discuss Forest Practice rules, BMP’s, other resources related to: 
o Silviculture, roads. 
o Disturbance (pests, disease, fire, conversion). 

Agenda 

Time Topic Lead 

1PM Review and approve agenda Bridget Moran 

1:10 Develop a strategy for ‘wrapping up’ each 
topical discussion.  

Bridget Moran 

1:45 Identify follow-up items from our last discussion 
on soil health and productivity. 

Bridget Moran 

2-2:15 Forest Practices: Current requirements related 
to silviculture, roads 

Forest Practices Staff 

2:15-2:30 BMP’s (per environmental caucus presentation) 
related to silviculture, roads 

Kara Whittaker, WFLC 

2:30-3:15 Discussion about efficacy of current forest 
practices when applied to forest biomass 
related to silviculture and roads. 
Resources: Discussion should utilize the 
resources provided to the group, by the group, 
in addition to FP rules and BMP’s presented in 
previous meetings. 

DNR facilitate 

3:15-3:30 Identify items to be followed up on related to 
silviculture, roads 

Bridget Moran 

3:30-3:45 Forest Practices: Current requirements related 
to disturbance (pests, disease, fire, conversion). 

Forest Practices Staff 

3:45-4 BMP’s (per environmental caucus presentation) 
related to disturbance (pests, disease, fire, 
conversion). 

Kara Whittaker, WFLC 

4-4:45 Discussion about efficacy of current forest 
practices when applied to forest biomass 
related to disturbance. 
Resources: Discussion should utilize the 
resources provided to the group, by the group, 
in addition to FP rules and BMP’s presented in 
previous meetings. 

DNR facilitate 

4:45-5 Identify items to be followed up on related to 
disturbance (pests, disease, fire, conversion). 
Adjourn. 

Bridget Moran 



Strategy for Wrapping Up Each Topical Session: 
Discussion 

- Use previous meeting notes at the beginning of next meeting to identify points the group wants to revisit. 
- Position papers from various caucuses. 
- Answer: Are the rules adequate? 
- At the end of each meeting, identify: 1. Areas of agreement; 2. Areas of no agreement; 3. Areas in need of 

further discussion. 
 
Outcome: Throughout the meeting, the group will indicate topics they want ‘Flagged’ for further discussion at a 
later time. Meeting notes will clearly indicate the items to be returned to for further discussion. 
 
Soils Health and Productivity (discussion cont’d from last meeting) 

 Kara Whitakker presented a paper describing potential BMP’s based on our last discussion.  

 Ed Tolan indicated that he would like to contribute a position paper on soils representing the industry’s 
perspective. 

 Question raised: Is the FPB only responsible to protect “public resources” or soils? Role of group is to 
determine whether the WAC’s are sufficient. 

 
Outcome: Rachael & Bridget will review notes from the September meeting to try to identify topics that were 
flagged in that meeting as items to return to for further discussion. This will be the method that will be used for all 
future meetings. Post meeting position papers are discouraged due to the amount of time they take. The intent of 
this process is to identify areas of potential concern and bring a recommendation to the FPB on how the group 
thinks the board should move forward to address them. 
 
Discussion Topic: Roads 

 Stephen Bernath from Ecology gave a brief presentation of existing rules related to roads.  

 Ecology doesn’t think modifications to the rules pertaining to roads are needed to address the road use 
that hauling biomass will create. 

 Bill Herman indicated that no one is going to build roads for the primary purpose of collecting biomass. 

 Some roads may be open longer, but more roads won’t be built. 

 2 years after timber harvest, it’s not worth it to go in to get biomass. Value exists only in the 6-18 months 
post timber harvest. 

 Hauling biomass is the same as hauling logs: must comply with forest practices. 

 Chris Mendoza thinks road BMPs and rules are sufficient so long as there is adequate enforcement 
capacity. No need for new BMPs. 

 
Outcome/Flagged Items: 

1. FLAG: Timing of road abandonment is key. Don’t want to tear out a road after timber harvest is complete 
if biomass harvest is planned. 

2. FLAG: More roads, open longer: what burden does that put on DNR managers to monitor? Staffing issues 
have been better for roads than other issues. How will those staffing needs be met if roads are open 
longer? Work-load issue. 

3. FLAG: How can roads be left open after timber contracts expire? DNR issue mostly with regards to long 
term biomass contracts. 

4. FLAG: Abandonment – there is a need to coordinate RMAP plan/work with biomass harvest. 
5. CC requests a presentation from industry that addresses timing, hauling, roads, where truck can/can’t go 

(which 6 months in a year a road is left is critical with regard to going back for biomass). 
 
Outcome: Existing rules and BMP’s are sufficient. No further action needed. 
 
Discussion Topic: Silviculture 

 DNR thinks existing rules regarding silvicultural practices are sufficient. 



 State lands is likely to limit harvest to 100ft of landing. 

 Biomass could result in alterations in replanting by up to 1 year. There was discussion on this that said this 
wasn’t necessarily the case, as biomass is collected and piled at landings to provide adequate space for 
replanting. 

 CC indicates that the existing rules are sufficient so long as there are definitional modifications. 
 
Outcome/Flagged Items: 

1. FLAG: How much biomass should be left on site to ensure soil quality is maintained? How much slash 
needs to be left for wildlife and soil quality, surface run-off, ecosystem functionality (harvest cycle is a 
contributor = potential metric), reforestation efficacy? 

2. FLAG: Reforestation species: species shift for biomass production? Mostly in outer limits of RMZ. It was 
noted that this is ‘thin ice’ with regard to telling landowners what to plant. 

3. FLAG: Revisit terms contained in specific treatments (the entire definitions section of the WACs should be 
revisited as they pertain to biomass harvest). 

4. FLAG: Be aware of carbon accounting issues. 
 
Outcome: Existing rules are sufficient so long as the definitions section of the WACs are evaluated and necessary 
changes made. 
 
Discussion Topic: Disturbance – Pest/Disease/Fire/Conversion 

 DNR thinks existing rules regarding disturbance are sufficient. 

 How does root disease get exacerbated by mechanical harvesting? 

 Imminent Mortality = biomass removal within the RMZ. Can this material be used as biomass? 

 Eastside health issues demonstrate how existing rules don’t address ecological function. 

 At what point is a piece of land considered “converted?” 
 
Outcome/Flagged Items: 

1. FLAG: At the next FP Biomass Work-group meeting, CC will present on disturbance. 
2. No conclusions drawn on this topic, as the discussion was incomplete. 


