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TYPE N RULE GROUP
WWA Type N Buffer Characteristics
Integrity and Function (BCIF) - Re- N/A N/A N/A N/A [ N/A| N/A N/A | N/A| N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A | N/A Oct-13 | Nov-13 | Feb-14

sample

Type N Experimental Buffer

May-14 [ May-13
Treatment - Hard Rock Y- Y

Type N Experimental Buffer
Treatment - Hard Rock - Amphibian FY2016
Genetics Component

Type N Experimental Buffer
Treatment - Hard Rock - Amphibian N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A | N/A | N/A [ N/A | N/A N/A | N/A N/A FY2013 FY2019
Demographics & Channel Metrics

Type N Experimental Buffer

Treatment - Hard Rock - Extended
Sampling - Temp/ Sediment/ Veg./
Litter Fall

N/A N/A NA | NA C[NA| NA N/A | N/A [ N/A | N/A | N/A [ N/A | N/A | N/A N/A | N/A| N/A [ N/A N/A N/A Apr-13 | FY2019

i q
ype N Experimental Buffer WA 2010 CWA Y 2007
Treatment - Soft Rock 2011

EWA Type N Characterization -

Apr-10
Forest Hydrology

CWA

EWA Type N Riparian Effectiveness CWA 2010 Nov-13 | CWA 2012 2013

'WWA Type N Buffer Integrity -

Shade Effectiveness (Amphibians) N/A [ N/A

WWA Amphibians in Intermittent Project On

CWA 2015 CWA 2017
Streams Hold

Extensive Riparian Status & Trends
Monitoring - Temp., Type N
Eastside (Baseline)

Extensive Riparian Status & Trends
Monitoring - Veg., Type N West &

Eastside (Baseline)
TYPE F RULE GROUP

Project On 2014
Hold

Project On

Hold 2019

EWA Riparian Assessment Project

(EWRAP) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A | N/A| N/A| N/A| N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A | N/A| N/A N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

'WWA Type F Riparian Prescription
Monitoring

CWA 2014 | Jan-14 Mar-14

EWA Bull Trout Overlay
Temperature (Riparian
Shade/Temperature)
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UNSTABLE SLOPE RULE GROUP
Unstable Slopes Criteria Evaluation | Project On CWA
CWA 2012 CWA 2013
and Development Hold 2014
Mass YVastmg Landscape Scale Project On AT G L
Effectiveness Hold
ROADS RULE GROUP
Roads Subbasin Effectiveness Project On 2001
(Resample) Hold
Road Prescription-Scale
i _ Jan-13
Effectiveness (BMP) Monitoring CWA 2013
WETLANDS RULE GROUP
Wetlands Systematic Literature
. o N/A N/A | N/A'| N/A| N/A| N/A N/A | N/A N/A | N/A | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
ynthesis
Wetland/Stream Water Project On
Temperature Interactions Hold CWA 2012
Forested Wetlands Effectiveness Project On
CWA 2013 CWA 2014
Study Hold
Wetlands Management Zone Project On
Effectiveness Monitoring Hold CWA 2011
Wetlands Program
o CWA 2013 Apr-14 N/A | N/A|N/A|NA[NA] NA | NANAL NA | NANAL NA | NA | NA]NA | NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Research/Monitoring Strategy
WILDLIFE RULE GROUP
RMZ-Resample (Birds)
NEW PROJECTS/NOT SCOPED
Project On
Wetland Hydrologic Connectivity lj-iold
Watersh?d Scale Assessment of Project On AT T CWA
Cumulative Effects Hold 2018
Table Legend (Colors):
Committee Assigned Note: This color is provided to emphasis the column that communicates which science committee is currently responsible for overseeing the completion of the project.
Project Milestone Note: The milestones are located in the spreadsheet before the respective tasks for that milestone. The estimated timeframe of the milestones is the total months to complete the tasks for the respective milestone. Or, the total of all of the months it takes to complete the subtasks that follow the milestone.
Task completed Note: The spreadsheet represents the projects in the program in a linear fashion. The reality is that some of the tasks occur simultaneously. The timeframe provided in months is for reference purposes and as a gauge to determine how long it could be if the project moves through its lifecycle in an a typica
Project Milestone/Task not e . . . . . - . . .
applicable to the project Note: The N/A represents the tasks within the lifecycles of the project that were not applicable to that project. The reason for the task not being completed is different for each project and therefor not provided in the table.
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Note: This color respresents the current phase of the project.

Note: This color represents a CWA milestone and in most cases there is a note provided on that milestone or tasks that provides the current status as provided in the lastest quarterly update by DOE (7/22/13).

Note: The year in the cells with no color represents the fiscal year that milestone or task is intended to start work. This is based on the FY 2014-2022 Adaptive Management Program Budget (May 2013-Board Approved).

Estimated Timeframe (Months)

Current Lifecycle Phase of the

Project

Clean Water Act Milestone

Anticipated Start Date

Prepared by Amy Kurtenbach 10/29/2013

27_2014.xIsx

4CMER project status and flagging 1

CMER Program Project Status Spreedsheet





Task

Task

Task

Task

nepUIL UL Livien

review)

CMER Approved
Project Final Report
(For ISPR Review)

ISPR Review of

Project Report

w/
Completed Comment

Matrix

CMER Approved Final

Final Report to policy |Milestone

=

w
2

~N

£ Report

w |SAG/CMER Findings
2 Report Completed

._
2

FINISH

START

FINISH

START

FINISH

START

FINISH

START

FINISH

FINISH

General Status Comments

Extended sampling field work completed September 2013.
Data input, QA/QC, and analysis underway.

Feb-14

May-13

Jul-14

CWA
2014

Coordinated review schedule set by chapter. Complete full
draft of report likely in Spring 2014.

CWA
2014

Part of original hard rock study design; need a second
generation of the population for genetics component

Extended field sampling proposed for Amphibian
Demographics FY18, FY19. Extended Field sampling for
Channel Metrics FY13, 14, 17, 18 and 19.

Extended field sampling: FY13, 14, 18 and 19.

CWA
2018

Pre-harvest sampling FY 2013-2014, 2-year post-harvest
sampling FY 2015-2017, Data analysis 10/2016 - 12/2017,
and CMER approval Winter 2018.

Mar-14

Full draft report for review and approval in SAGE. Deadline
for SAGE comment Jan 31,2014

CWA
2019

Best Available Science review and recommended
alternatives approved by Policy November 2013

Dec-13

CWA
2012

ISPR response matrix and revised report submitted for
CMER review November 2013. Discussions under way about
approaching an ISPR reviewer for clarification of review
comments.

Settlement Agreement scheduled start date FY 2016 with
an anticipated end date of 2025 (final report). This project is
on hold until the Hard Rock Rpt. completed to determine if
needed.

On Hold. In discussion at Policy

On Hold. In discussion at Policy

Apr-14

Completed SAGE review of Sections 1, 2 & 3 of draft report.
Section 4 is being drafted for review by SAGE in April 2014.

TWIG members approved by CMER. CMER members of
TWIG have begun work on review of critical questions and
testable problem statement to guide development of study
design.

Mar-14

CWA
2011

Completion of ISPR response matrix and drafting final
report has started. Anticipated completion March 2014.
Completion of final report delayed to address supplemental
comments on statistical analysis.
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o w o wn o n o n o o
Two sites surveyed in 2013 and QA of data in process. One
site remains to be surveyed in 2014. Once done the 5-year
Post Harvest Survey work will be complete, and NWIFC
CMER staff will begin data analysis in 2014.
o cwA |Draft report reviewed by RSAG. Authors are currently
2009 [addressing reviewer comments.
CMER review of draft report has been completed. Revisions
A based on CMER comments expected in winter-spring 2014.
A determination if this project will go though ISPR needs to
be made by Policy.
On Hold. In discussion at Policy
On Hold. In discussion at Policy
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z g z £ z g z £z z General Status Comments
Selection of the initial writing team to occur Winter 2014
Settlement Agreement scheduled start date is 2015 for
scoping.
CWA
2018
CcWA [The TWIG members were approved at CMER Oct. 2013.
2018 [Anticipated start date of TWIG Feb. 2014
Complete Draft Report delivered to CMER for review and
CWA
Mar-13 J012 |COMment Oct. 2013. Comments forwarded to Contractor
for consideration Jan. 2014
On hold until the Wetland Strategy is completed.
On hold until the Wetland Strategy is completed.
On hold until the Wetland Strategy is completed.
WetSAG will be working on the first draft of the strategy
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A R . .
report with consultant Winter/Spring 2014
A A draft report has been reviewed by CMER. A request to
CMER has been made to forward report to ISRP
CWA project not on CMER Master Project Schedule or
Forest Practice Board budget sheet (FY14-22)
| fashion.
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h’FW Policy Committee Response to the
Mass Wasting Effectiveness Monitoring Project Report Findings Packageg,
January 29, 2014

PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS

1. The TFW Policy Committee (Policy) recognizes the improvements prior to 2013 in the identification
and buffering of potential unstable slopes through:

e Aseries of FPA processing rule makings and board manual guidance since 1999;

e Implementation of DNR slope stability training; and

e The recent Forest Practice Board rules, adopted in 2011, requiring the Department of
Natural Resources (DNR) to conduct reviews of approved Watershed Analysis mass wasting
prescriptions after the occurrence of a natural disaster having a material adverse effect on
the resource characteristics of the Watershed Administrative Unit or every five years (WAC
222-22-090), whichever occurs sooner.

The recent DNR review of the adequacy and specificity of mass wasting prescriptions (MW Rx)
determined the need for landowners in all approved Watershed Analysis (WSA), except those WSA
requiring MW Rx reanalysis per individual landowner HCP, to either choose to perform reanalysis of
the mass wasting prescriptions for effectiveness or to eliminate the mass wasting prescriptions. This
action resulted in the rescinding of mass wasting prescriptions in all but three approved Watershed
Analyses where landowners are conducting reanalysis.

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

Comment [AM1]: | received comments from the
following caucuses: Large Landowners (WFPA and
Sierra Pacific), Small Landowners, and the
Conservation Caucus. Both the Small Landowners
and the Conservation Caucus submitted many
helpful text edits, however, | chose not to accept
them to avoid another lengthy review of language
changes by Policy. I’'m operating under the good
enough principle...

However, if there is an edit that was not accepted
that either caucus feels would impact the outcome
of a specific recommendation, please bring it to my
attention and we can address at Policy in addition to
the two changes highlighted below.






2011 — Watershed Analysis rule adoptions allowing landowners to perform reanalysis or
rescind their mass wasting prescriptions. Board Manual Section 11 amendments
regarding the review and reanalysis process.

2013 — Mass wasting prescriptions rescinded for the majority of approved watershed
analyses

3. |In addition to the above-mentioned process improvements, Tribes provide support to the
continued DNR Forest Practices Division supervision of the DNR region FP geologists. This helps
provide continuity and coordination across regions so that risks from unstable slopes are
reviewed and avoided or mitigated consistently. ]

4.

Policy supports the following specific recommendations for further process improvements:

a.

That DNR commits to investigate LiDAR availability, and develop budget requests for a
collaborative project in conjunction with the LiDAR Consortium and other potential
partners to acquire LiDAR for the purposes of providing better screening for unstable
slopes. Policy supports the acquisition of LIDAR based DEMs for implementing the
existing rules and review processes. This includes:
i. Continued use of currently available LiDAR by DNR FP science team for review of
FPAs.
ii. The assessment of the quality of LiDAR available to DNR (including gaps in
quality and coverage).
iii. DNR investigate how currently available LiDAR can improve the SLPSTAB
screening tool to better identify potentially unstable slopes.
iv. Using results of 4.a.iii., DNR will identify the cost and availability to acquire
appropriate LiDAR coverage. This includes joining The LiDAR Consortium to
access future relevant data when appropriate.
DNR will prepare a written description, to accompany PowerPoint presentations, of
DNR'’s process for reviewing proposed FP activities to protect potentially unstable slopes.
DNR will provide this product to Policy by March 24, 2014.
DNR will develop additional documentation for landowners to complete and DNR to
review for 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 the items listed below
in this sub section. When a geotechnical report is submitted with an FPA, the existing
guidance is sufficient to ensure that adequate documentation has been provided by the
landowner. However, in some situations DNR reserves the right to request more
information.
i. Office Review, information sources utilized (screening tools, photos, maps, etc),
summary of results (identification of areas of focus for field review), unless this
information is already provided in the attached geotechnical report.

Comment [AM2]: This section has been slightly
revised to clarify that “support” is an action in this
case, not a position.






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, unless this information is already provided

in the attached geotechnical report. The process should provide information in
the instances outlined below:

A. Documentation of any potential features identified in screening inside a
FPA that did not meet the RIL definition after field verification, when a
geotechnical report is not provided.

B. If a geotechnical report is not provided, an indication on the FPA form if

unstable features identified (RIL or other unstable feature) were

avoided in the layout of the FPA.\ Comment [AM3]: This language (subsection B

and the intro sentence in subsection ii) has been

slightly revised to specifically create a trigger in the

e. Upon completion of subsections 4.b. and c, Policy will review. FPA form that landowners will disclose this

circumstance, thus allowing DNR to implement their
process based on that response. For example, more

COMPLIANCE detailed field review, request for more specific
information, etc.

d. DNR will use stakeholder process in developing changes.

Policy requests DNR to include an emphasis sample within their Compliance Monitoring
Program evaluating compliance with the Forest Practice Rules and to fulfill DNR’s commitment
to review Accuracy and Bias, include a review of the specific avoidance or mitigation measures
identified in the Forest Practice Application.

CONTINUE CURRENT ROAD AND FOREST PRACTICES PENDING FURTHER RESEARCH

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 is
not recommending any rule changes or further guidance development at this time. Policy
supports implementation and enforcement of the forest practices (FFR) rules for all new road
construction and maintenance; and continued DNR enforcement of deadlines for the
completion of all RMAP requirements.

Policy recognizes that the results of the analysis in the Mass Wasting Effectiveness Monitoring
Project Report do not answer all of Policy’s questions with respect to the effectiveness of
harvest prescriptions to meet mass wasting resource objectives. 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 treatment. There is a wide range of policy opinions
in interpreting these results that are thoroughly described in the Mass Wasting Effectiveness
Monitoring Project Report Findings Package (May 2013). Thus, Policy is recommending the
following research-related actions:
a. CMER will prioritize the development and implementation of the Unstable Slope Criteria
Project. Policy is particularly interested in the adequacy of the gradient, slope curvature,
and probability of delivery criteria.





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 and budget in March and April 2015, respectively. The review will cover all existing
research in the work plan and specifically consider the following:

Assess whether natural background rates can be established and if so, the
resources required to establish natural background rates and the practicality of
measuring the prescription effectiveness against that benchmark.

Evaluate how “Category E” is being used and determine if there is value in
further defining the geographically unique potentially unstable slopes identified
under “Category E”.

What is the cost and what can we expect to learn by investigating the micro-
hypotheses described in the Mass Wasting Effectiveness Monitoring Project
Report Appendix C.5 for both hillslopes and roads? The hillslope
microhypotheses are related to buffer blowdown, upslope harvest and roads,
buffer width and density, and yarding corridors. The road microhypotheses are
related to insufficient pullback on planar slopes, undersized stream crossings,
inadequate water control measures, poor tread maintenance, and inappropriate
road geometry.

What is the cost and what can we expect to learn by 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)? An
improved understanding of the characteristics shared by this population of
landslides may help explain their occurrence and distribution, and inform future
Policy evaluation of the RIL definition.
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Workload Prioritization

The Policy Committee can use the following process & criteria to determine how to address emerging issues in a timely
manner.

The function of the Policy Committee is to develop solutions to issues that arise in the Forest Practices Program. These

issues may be raised by science reports on rule or program effectiveness or policy questions on implementation of forest
practices (Board Manual M22-5).

Current Priorities:
e TypeN
e Mass Wastings
e TypeF

...plus emerging issues:

e CMER studies, as they come
e Others

Follow process questions below

Does new topic affect or

No . o Yes
inform current priorities?

y v

Is new topic’s Is new topic’s
deadline mandated to deadline mandated to
be less than 1 year? be less than 1 year?
Yes
No No

Can new topic fit into current workload?
Consider if new topic:

e Requires a lot of resources/capacity? Will waiting to address
Need for subgroups? Yes new topic delay decision-

e Has flexibility to move timeline? making on a current

e Isrelated to HCP rule tool? priority?

e |srelated to CWA milestones?
e Other considerations

Yes

Add new topic
to current
priorities.

Policy must No

decide:

Wait to add Replace current
new topic until priority/priorities

next year. with new topic.







Timber, Fish, & Wildlife Policy Committee — Month-by-Month Workload

February 2014

February Policy meeting,
ROA-34/36

Type N update

Review FP Board mtg
agenda and topics
Review progress of
Policy subgroup
considering alternatives
to facilitation

Update and review
Mass Wasting one
more time before
Board mtg

AMPA's quarterly
report on status of
CMER projects
Legislative update
Revised Policy’s
prioritization flowchart

March 2014
March Policy meeting, ROA-34/36
1* day, March 6: review/approve annual CMER
workplan

2" day, March 7:
e Debrief Forest Practices Board meeting
o Discuss next steps for Type F based on
outcome from February Board meeting
o Discuss potential outcome from Board
discussion on hydraulic code revision

e TypeN-?

e DNR update — ready to present written
description of Mass Wasting process by April
meeting?

o  Westside Type F Buffer Effectiveness Study —
review/approve problem statement,
purpose, & objectives

e Legislative update

e AMPA’s 6-month report on budget

April 2014
April Policy meeting, ROA-
34/36

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

2" part:

Mass Wasting — review
DNR’s written description
of process

Ampbhibian Buffer/Shade
Final Report —
consideration of actions
Roads Prescription-Scale
Effectiveness Study —
review/approve problem
statement, purpose, &
objectives

May 2014

May Policy meeting, ROA-
34/36

Review Forest Practices
Board meeting agenda
and topics

Tailed Frog Literature
Review Final Report —
review and decide next
steps

AMPA’s quarterly report
on status of CMER
projects

June 2014

June Policy meeting, R1S-

16/17

e Debrief May Forest
Practices Board meeting

e BTO (Temperature/Shade)
Final Report — review and
decide next steps

Updated 1/30/14
July 2014
July Policy meeting, ROA-
34/36

e Forest Practices
program rules

e Westside Type F
Buffer Effectiveness
Study — review/decide
on best available
science and
recommended
approach report

Additional meetings:

Type N Policy Subgroup
review data

Forest Practices Board mtg

Type N
Recommendations for
Type F next steps
Mass Wasting
recommendations

Additional meetings:

e Hydraulic code presented to Fish & Wildlife
Commission

o Type F, depending upon February Board
meeting

e Board Manual Section 22 stakeholder process

Additional meetings:

Type F, depending upon

February Board meeting

Board Manual Section 22
stakeholder process

Additional meetings:

Type F, depending upon
February Board meeting

Forest Practices Board mtg

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

Update from Policy on
Mass Wasting

Additional meetings:

Additional meetings:
[ ]






Timber, Fish, & Wildlife Policy Committee — Month-by-Month Workload

August 2014
August Policy meeting, ROA-
34/36
e Review Forest Practices
Board meeting agenda and
topics
e Roads Prescription-Scale
Effectiveness Study —
review/decide on best
available science and
recommended approach
report
e Forest Practices program
rules
e AMPA’s quarterly report on
status of CMER projects
e AMPA’s 6-month report on
budget

September 2014
September Policy meeting, ROA-
34/36
e Debrief August FP Board

meeting
e Other CMER studies,
potentially

October 2014
October Policy meeting, ROA-
34/36
e Policy’s quarterly report to

Board on workload
e Other CMER studies,
potentially

November 2014
November Policy meeting, R1S-
16/17
e Wetlands Systematic
Literature Review — review
and decide on next steps

e AMPA’s quarterly report on
status of CMER projects

December 2014
December Policy meeting, R1S-
16/17
e Legislative update from each

caucus
e Other CMER studies,
potentially

Updated 1/30/14

January 2015
January Policy meeting
e 2014 Accomplishments

Additional meetings:
[ ]

Forest Practices Board mtg

Additional meetings:
[ ]

Additional meetings:

Additional meetings:
[ ]

Forest Practices Board mtg
e RMAP, RMZ and SEPA rule
Clarification

Additional meetings:
[ ]

Additional meetings:

Parking Lot Topics:

e 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)

e CMZ Effectiveness

e Policy’s procedure for when to produce a majority/minority report instead of seeking 100% consensus
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Sustainability for Washington’s
Forests & Fish Program

Strengthens accountability & stabilizes funding for
forest adaptive management

Issue

Comprehensive environmental protections and regulatory
certainty provided by the Forests & Fish Law are threatened by
under-funding key commitments.
e Long-term regulatory stability requires validation of
protections’ effectiveness for salmon and water quality.
e Dedicated, stable funding for Forests & Fish science is
needed to evaluate protections.
e New proposal meets funding needs.
e Program accountability and efficiency are critical to
program Success.
e Under-spent funds are distributed to forest conservation
programs.

A diverse coalition of industry, environmental, tribal, local
government and agency interests have come together to support
this funding proposal.

/Supporting collaborators \

Washington Forest Protection m
Association -«»
WEPA

Forests & Fish Conservation Caucus ) -_ﬁ_':l‘i‘ N
Upper Columbia United Tribes .,.\"D
\ m

ucuT

Washington State Association of 7 Washington State

Counties ||||| Association of Counties|

. /

DEPARTMENT OF

Natural Resources FocUs on Forests and Fish =s@ECOLOGY

State of Washington

"This work represents a
commitment of timber,
local government, tribes,
state, and conservation
interests to clean water,
fish, and a viable timber
industry."

Maia Bellon, Director
Washington Department of
Ecology

"Forests & Fish stands as
one of the most important
and effective protections
our state has ever done
for salmon, fish habitat
and water quality.”

Peter Goldmark

Commissioner of Public
Lands

Contact information

Stephen Bernath (Ecology)
360-407-6459
stephen.bernath@ecy.wa.gov

Aaron Everett (DNR)

360-902-1384
aaron.everett@dnr.wa.gov

Special accommodations

If you need this document in a
format for the visually impaired,
call the [insert program name]
at [reception phone numbery].

Persons with hearing loss, call
711 for Washington Relay
Service. Persons with a speech
disability, call 877-833-6341.
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Background

In 1999, the Legislature passed the landmark Forests & Fish Law, a historic, science-based forest
practices regulation system that protects 60,000 miles of streams running through 9.3 million
acres of state and private forestland. The four goals of the Forests & Fish Law are:

Restore riparian habitat to support harvestable levels of salmon.

Meet the requirements of the Endangered Species Act for aquatic species.

Meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act for water quality.

Ensure forest industry economic viability.

In 2006, the Forests & Fish Law was endorsed by the federal government through a statewide
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). As one of the largest and most comprehensive systems of
environmental protections in the United States, the HCP and Forests & Fish framework is
designed to fully comply with both the federal Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water Act.

To ensure appropriate environmental protections, the HCP includes a robust adaptive
management program to monitor and verify that forest practices are meeting goals set by the
Forests & Fish Law. Forest practice rules are monitored for their effectiveness at meeting
resource objectives and are designed to change, if needed, based on peer-reviewed scientific
study. In May, 2012—to avert a lawsuit about the adequacy of funding the HCP’s adaptive
management program—agencies and stakeholders agreed to address the funding shortfall and
vital improvements for a more effective and efficient adaptive management program.

The proposal

o Stabilized funding
O No fiscal impact on FY14 supplemental budget.
O Rededicates the state’s portion of the Forest Harvest Excise Tax from the state
general fund to an account dedicated to funding forestry programs.
O Beginning in 2015-17 biennium it will be a redirection of approximately $7.6
million.
O Forest Excise Tax collections in excess of science needs go to three Forests & Fish
programs that have been traditionally underfunded. Those three programs are:
= Forest Riparian Easement Program (FREP).
= Family Forest Fish Passage Program (FFFPP).
= Riparian Open Space Program (ROSP) beginning in fiscal year 2017.
e Reform and accountability
O Program performance reviews to ensure efficient and effective process.
Financial audits to ensure that the funds are being spent wisely.
Budget limits to ensure spending discipline; biennial reports to the Legislature.
Funding re-dedicated if the HCP or Clean Water Act Assurances are revoked.
Forest excise tax is streamlined.
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