
Forest Practices Biomass Work-Group 

Outcomes: June 15, 2012 

 
Consensus Outcomes: Full group agreement 
Definitions 

1. Add definition of “forest biomass.” 

“Forest Biomass” means material from trees, and woody plants that are by-products of forest management, 
ecosystem restoration, or hazardous fuel reduction treatments on forest land. Although stumps are a by-product of 

these activities, only those removed for the purpose of road and landing construction, forest health treatments, or 

conversion activities to non-forest land may qualify as forest biomass. *Consensus* 
 

2. Revise the definition of “forest practice” to read: 

"Forest practice" means any activity conducted on or directly pertaining to forest land and relating to the growing, 

And removal through harvesting or processing of timber or forest biomass, including but not limited to:  

Road and trail construction; 

Harvesting, final and intermediate; 

Precommercial thinning; 

Reforestation; 

Fertilization; 

Prevention and suppression of diseases and insects; 

Salvage of trees; and 

Brush control. 

"Forest practice" shall not include: Forest species seed orchard operations and intensive forest nursery operations; or 

preparatory work such as tree marking, surveying and road flagging; or removal or harvest of incidental vegetation 

from forest lands such as berries, ferns, greenery, mistletoe, herbs, mushrooms, and other products which cannot 

normally be expected to result in damage to forest soils, timber or public resources. *Consensus* 
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3. No changes in definition or additions of definitions of the following are needed: 
There is no need to define the word “harvest” in the FP rules. The work term “removal” is used throughout the FP rules 

and is sufficient (with the proposed definition of “forest biomass”) to capture the intent. 

 
There is no need to modify the definitions of “Sslash,” “harvest” or and “salvage” are defined in the FP rules. If the 
proposed definition of “forest biomass” is adopted, it will provide the clarification that revisions to these definitions 
would have sought to achieve. *Consensus* 

 
Retention Levels 

1. Funding for Landscape Level Wildlife Assessment models. 

The Forest Practices Biomass Work-group, by consensus, would like to recommends that the Forest Practices Board 
prioritize the identification of funding sources to complete the Landscape Level Wildlife Assessment models. This 

Completion of these assessments will provide the necessary information to determine whether existing FP rules
2
 

WRT/GRT requirements are sufficient or if a rule change is necessary to ensure wildlife habitat is sufficiently 

provided for in the Forest Practices Rules. *Consensus* 

 
2. Large woody debris in unbuffered Type Ns and Np streams. 

The Forest Practices Biomass work-group, by consensus, determined that, as it pertains to the potential removal 

of biomass, there is no need for additional rules regarding large woody debris in unbuffered Type Ns and Np 
riparian management zones

3
. The Forest Practices Biomass Work-group, by consensus, determined that no action is 

necessary to address this issue that was raised. Forest Practices Rules already in place are sufficient to protect water 
quality. 

 
Slope 

                                                           
1 There is no need to define the word “harvest” in the FP rules. The work term “removal” is used throughout the FP rules and is sufficient (with the 

proposed definition of “forest biomass”) to capture the intent. 

 

There is no need to modify the definitions of “Sslash,” “harvest” or and “salvage” are defined in the FP rules. If the proposed definition of “forest 

biomass” is adopted, it will provide the clarification that revisions to these definitions would have sought to achieve. *Consensus* 

 
2
 Request was made to review the adequacy of the Wildlife Reserve/Green Recruitment tree and downed log requirements in the FP rules. 

3
 Per WAC 222-16-030, 031; WAC 222-30-021, 022 



1. Revision to the following rule or a more appropriate rule change that captures this intent to emphasize 

requirement to protect forest soils during biomass harvest. 

WAC 222-30-020, Harvest unit planning and design. (1) Logging systems, including forest biomass removal 

operations, must be appropriate for  the  terrain, soils, and timber type so that yarding and skidding can be 

economically accomplished and achieve ecological goals of the rules. *Consensus* 

Timing 

1. Road abandonment requirements and need for biomass to cure; Landowner notification to 

DNRDNR’s monitoring capacity. 

The Forest Practices Biomass Work-group, by consensus, determined that no rule change or BMP’s were needed to 
address the road abandonment and timing issue. 

 
The Forest Practices Biomass Work-group, by consensus, would like to recommendrecommends that to the 

Department of Natural Resources, when biomass is being harvested after the timber harvest is complete (when the 

biomass has had time to cure on site for a period of time), to condition the FPA with the 48 hour notification 

requirement. FP staff present at the meeting indicated that this would already occur, whether biomass or timber was 

being harvested, when the “triggers” for the 48-hour notification rule were pulled. The group would like to formally 

requests that FP foresters (perhaps at TFW meetings) be reminded of this as it applies to the removal of forest 

biomass. *Consensus* 

 
2. State timber contracts and road abandonment/re-abandonment. 

The Forest Practices Biomass Work-group, by consensus, determined that no Forest Practices rule action is necessary 
to address this issue that was raised. The work-group appreciated recognizes the high-priority that RMAP’s are given 
to by DNR and appreciates that the acknowledges that dialogue will remain open remains open with regard to DNR’s 

progress on developing contracts (short and long term) for forest biomass from state lands that don’t conflict with 
RMAP priorities. *Consensus* 

 
Carbon Storage 

1. Carbon storage not addressed in Forest Practices rules. 
The Forest Practices Biomass Work-group, by consensus, determined that no action is necessary to address this 

issue that was raised. The workgroup determined that it is beyond the scope of this committee’s objectives and, if 

addressed, would need to be done so in a different forum. *Consensus* 

 
Other Potential Issues 

1. See list below and consensus outcomes. 

 
  Reforestation species: will species shift for biomass production? Mostly in outer limits of RMZ. NOTE: 

This is ‘thin ice’ with regard to telling landowners what to plant. (Silviculture) 

No action needed. This is a Class IV Special activity already.  MARK WILL DRAFT A SENTENCE 

CLARIFYING THAT CERTAIN PRACTICES WOULD CONSTITUTE A CONVERSION. *Consensus* 

 
  A dDynamic forest products market that defines end use of all products. Concerns 

about a greatly expanded market were the focus of the conversation.  (Disturbance) 

*Consensus* No action needed. 

 
  We can’t currently determine the efficacy of the existing FP rules with regard to dead wood and slash 

disposal. (Dead wood, slash disposal, carbon storage) 

No action needed. 

 
  The FP requirements to leave snags may conflict with L&I safety rules conflict with replanting and the 

ability to leave snags. Leaving snags is important for wildlife habitat. Clumping is one potential solution. 

(Wildlife, Biodiversity, and Cultural Resources) 

No action neededNo FP rule action is needed. This is an issue that would need to be addressed by with 

L&I.*Consensus* 

 
  Site prep  information where  rules  discuss harvest, salvage, etc.  (Wildlife, Biodiversity, and  Cultural 

Resources) 

No action needed. 
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  Will theWill shrub layer be collected in the future for utilization as biomass? Concerns were raised with 

regard to the clarity of the collection of shrubs from the inner zone. There may be a need to revise the rules that 

relate to what can/can’t be harvested in the inner zone of the RMZ and on unstable slopes. *Consensus* 

(Wildlife, Biodiversity, and Cultural 

Resources) 

No action needed. 

 

Consensus Outcomes: Agree to disagree 
Ecosystem Functionality 

1. Can all FP rules apply a standard of ecosystem functionalityto all rules, in general? There are 

differences of opinion on whether or not the Forest Practices Act and rules addresses ecosystem 

functionality.  

. Increasing the scale of management. 
 

The group agreed that no agreement was possible. There are two perspectives that emerged in the discussion. Not all 

participants views are represented by these two positions. the group would like to present. 

Position #1: This is not an issue for the FP Board. If it determined that this should be an issue, it should be 

determined by a body with more authority than the FPB (ex. Washington State Legislature). 

The FPA and rules state “that coincident with maintenance of a viable forest products industry, it is 

important to afford protection to forest soils, fisheries, wildlife, water quality and quantity, air quality, 

recreation and scenic beauty.” This legislative finding and declaration does not include ecosystem 

functionality, a concept that is not universally or well defined. Ecosystem functionality could be applied to 

biomass harvest and other FPR when directed by the Washington State Legislature. (Forest Product 

Industry and Landowners) 

 
Position #2:  

A policy statement needs to be added to either the FPR or a Board Manual that includes: 

-Timber Forest biomass harvest shall be planned in the context of the larger landscape in which it is 

located across the full harvest cycle, so that biological diversity and ecosystem integrity are maintained and 

adverse cumulative impacts on public resources and soil productivity are minimized. 

-An adaptive process moving towards sustainability is the ultimate outcome. 

-Statement should include concepts outlined by the Conservation Caucus text provided in the document 

prepared for the 3.30.meeting. (Conservation Caucus) 

 

 

 
Unresolved Issues/Clarification Needed 
Retention Levels 

How much biomass should be left on site to ensure forest resources are maintained? Is the “bottom line” of 
retention in the FP rules enough? Rules lack fine woody debris (too small to be considered “slash” or 
“debris”) retention targets. Is there a need for slash retention targets? 

 

Next Steps: 

1. Each perspective will provide a paragraph or two describing their position on this issue. Perspective 
1: Precautionary Principle (Cons Caucus – Chris M.); Perspective 2: Wait and see if conditions 
change to the degree that further action is needed (Industry and Landowners – Norm Schaaf, David 
Whipple).  

 

1.2. The group has evaluated the issue, based on today’s practices and the information provided in the UW supply 

study (DNR 2012), we don’t see a need for rules or guidance at this point. Group would recommend the topic be 

revisited as technology changes, biomass value increases, and the bioenergy sector grows. This re-evaluation 

should take place no later than 2016. 

 

2.3. No consensus at this point. The group will evaluate other specific areas to determine if there are exceptions, 

nuances, etc. that are more specific to this need. 

 

 

RMZ Retention 

Retention Recommendation 1: Given that FP rules don’t currently have FWD requirements, increased intensity of 
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biomass harvesting may require an Adaptive Management review of the efficacy of FPR to maintain and protect 

riparian function with a particular emphasis on fine sediment retention. It is expected that such a review could inform 

quantitative retention thresholds.  

 

The group recommends the FPB request DNR to prioritize compliance monitoring of biomass harvest prior to the 

convening of an Adaptive Management Program review of forest biomass harvest practices. *Consensus* 

 

Consensus could not be reached on how to guide harvest of biomass in the RMZ inner zone. There were two 

perspectives offered: 

 

Retention Recommendation A. Group recommends that Board Manual guidance is developed to state: Biomass 

harvest should not be targeted in the harvestable portions of RMZ inner zones, however, this should not preclude the 

need to prepare harvestable sites for regeneration, to improve forest health, or reduce fire hazard. 

 

Retention Recommendation B. There should be no biomass removal from the inner zone, except for moving it for 

site preparation reasons. (Conservation Caucus) 

 
2. Soil quality. Is it within the jurisdiction of the FP rules. How much forest biomass should be left on 

site to ensure soil quality is maintained? 

 
Key Question: Is the pre-existing (material on-site prior and after a timber harvest) + the 30% breakage (per UW 

study) sufficient to maintain soil productivity? 

 
Dick Miller will: 

1. Bring information related to the volume of Nitrogen in different parts of the trees. 

2. Diagram of site index and Nitrogen in soil. 

3. Provide the group with a copy of the study he worked on related to Nitrogen in soils in E. WA. (Wenatchee 

Forest) 

 
This topic will be revisited again after the E. WA field trip. 

 
Soil Health 

1. On sensitive soils, should biomass collection be limited to the landings during certain seasons? 

 
  Question: It is the intent of the FP Biomass work-group that the 30% biomass (that results from breakage, 

etc.) and the volume that is there pre & post biomass harvest is left on the harvest unit. Is there a place in 

rule that we can state that this is the intent? Should this intent be included in a potential retention provision? 

  Marc Engel indicated that a new FP Application with biomass related revisions is expected in the next 

several weeks. 

It was suggested that in the “Overview” box on the application an option to check “Biomass” or “Other” be added to 

allow a reader to see, on first glance, that biomass collection is part of the FPA. 


