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Olympia, Washington 

1-5PM 
MEETING NOTES 

 
General Process Input: 

 Unclear the amount of synthesis being done by DNR 
o Agency does not want to be too “solution” oriented in this process or we’ll need to redo 

work in rule/adaptive management. 
 
Question related to soil productivity: 

 Does RCW site charge of FP rules to maintain long-term soil productivity? 
o RCW requires protection of forest soils; not soil productivity per se. 

 Does that apply only to uplands or does it get into sedimentation? 
 How far do you go into telling a landowner how to manage their land? 

 Are we going to specify how much slash needs to be maintained on site? That reaches into soil 
productivity. 

 
Discussion Topic: 2011 Report to Legislature on progress of the work-group 

 Outline was presented to the group in an effort to receive feedback. 

 The following points were raised for inclusion/note in the report: 
o Include what the FPB and CPL had discussed with regard to sustainability. 
o Call out the topics that we have not yet covered. 
o Discuss the differences in prevue of FP and HCP. 
o Indicate that we are not looking at soil productivity as it relates to biomass harvest 

because RCW doesn’t address it. 
 
Discussion Topic: Disturbance (continued from last meeting) 

Presentation from the Conservation Caucus: 

 Forest Health Bill addresses this; CC was part of the process to develop this bill. 

 Eastside vs. Westside specific needs. 

 CC would like to preserve the right to comment on this topic outside of this work-group; request 
that this is not the last opportunity for comment on BMP’s on the East Side. 

 Most wildlife research comes from Eastside forests. 

 Conservation Caucus doesn’t know if there are unique issues biomass harvest will create on the 
Eastside of the state. 

o Broad points currently seen: 
 Thinning is good for beetle management. 
 Will facilities be located in the most disturbed forests? Places of greatest need? 
 In some cases, an increase in forest health activities will be a good thing. 

 What is the optimal level of standing/down wood for ecosystem management per specific stand 
type? 

 Assumption: The more biomass that is brought off the site/utilized, the more negative the 
consequences. This is not necessarily the case. 

 



FLAG: 
1. Define subset of materials for which biomass is possible = all types of material are part of the 

discussion. Goes back to the need for a clear definition of biomass.  
a. It’s currently pre-mature to define it; this process could help. 
b. Example: Slash may be biomass, thinning may be something else. 

2. Interim Step: Eastside is so immature it is not possible to address what appropriate biomass 
harvest on the Eastside of the Cascades.  

a. Need a field trip. Spring 2012. Public and private lands; pre and post harvest. 
3. Aquatics emphasis in rules; not a lot that relates to uplands with regard to disturbances. Gaps 

in rules related to uplands vs. aquatics. 
4. Forest Health Bill excluded riparian areas because CMER was supposed to be looking at that. Not 

in the rules. 
5. Dynamic forest products market that defines end use of all products.  
6. “Slash” is 3 cubic feet or bigger in the rule. Does this need to be revised? 

a. Rachael to look up the definition of slash in FP Rules. Below. 

"Slash" means pieces of woody material containing more than 3 cubic feet resulting 
from forest practices activities. 

7. Want a closer look at the definitions of “potential hazard,” “potential consequences” and “risk.” 
How does DNR assess risk? 

 


