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Summary of 2013 Implementation Monitoring 

This report is prepared by the Implementation Monitoring Program as part of DNR’s quality 

control measures and commitments outlined in the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The 

intended audience includes DNR staff and the Services (including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service).  

  

During 2013, the Implementation Monitoring Program conducted field reviews within the 

westside HCP planning units, excluding the Olympic Experimental State Forest Planning Unit, to 

assess implementation of: 

 Management activities in wetlands and wetland management zones (WMZs) that were 

completed during fiscal year 2013 (14 timber sales); and, 

 All hardwood conversion and individual conifer release riparian restoration treatments 

completed prior to August 2013 (15 timber sales).  

 

For both topics, DNR successfully implemented, with a high rate of compliance, management 

activities in riparian areas that meet or exceed the protections described in applicable guidance 

documents. When confronted with unclear or conflicting guidance, DNR staff consistently took 

an approach that assured the protection of public resources.  

 

Concerning DNR-protected wetland resources, the department conducted activities in WMZs 

only; no management activities occurred within forested wetlands, even though this is allowed 

by the wetland component of the Riparian Conservation Strategy. DNR mitigated for post-

harvest windthrow on all timber sales by retaining live basal area in excess of the minimum 

allowable level. On average, WMZ widths were 122% of the minimum allowable width and, 

when applying 100-foot-wide WMZs to wetlands between 0.25 and 1 acre in size, monitoring 

found that DNR staff met width requirements at 98% of measurement stations.  Monitoring 

found no instances of excessive rutting. Further detail on the wetland component of monitoring 

can be found in the section titled “Management of wetlands at least 0.25 acre in size and 

associated wetland management zones.” 

 

Hardwood conversion and individual conifer release activities were implemented as guided by 

the Riparian Forest Restoration Strategy (RFRS). As intended by the RFRS, these activities are 

relatively rare on state trust lands (approximately 7 harvest acres per year). Protection 

requirements for the inner and equipment exclusion zones were met on 14 out of 15 timber sales. 

We identified several aspects of the guidance for riparian hardwood harvests that could be 

improved with further clarification, which may result in better understanding of the activities by 

field staff. Further detail regarding this topic can be found in the section titled “Implementation 

of hardwood conversion and individual conifer release riparian restoration treatments.” 
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