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STATE OF WASHINGTON            PO Box 47012 
FOREST PRACTICES BOARD                    Olympia, WA 98504-7012 

Regular Board Meeting – February 13, 2019 
Natural Resources Building, Room 172, Olympia 

 
 

Please note: All times are estimates to assist in scheduling and may be changed subject to the business of the day and at the 
Chair’s discretion. The meeting will be recorded. 
 

DRAFT AGENDA 
9:00 a.m.  Welcome and Introductions 

Safety Briefing – Patricia Anderson, Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 
 

9:10 a.m. Report from Chair  
 

9:25 a.m. Public Comment – This time is for public comment on general Board topics.  
 

9:40 a.m. Approval of Minutes 
Action: Consider approval of November 13&14, 2018 meeting minutes.  
 

9:50 a.m. Small Forest Landowner Demographic and Forest Practices Data 
Presentation – Tami Miketa and Marc Engel, DNR 
• Demographics 
• Forest land management statistics 
• Forest Practices Application data 
• Template use data 

 
12:00 p.m. Lunch  

1:00 p.m. Public Comment – This time is for public comment on general Board topics for 
those who could not comment in the morning.  
 

1:15 p.m. Relative Priorities for the Adaptive Management Program – Hans Berge, 
AMPA, Curt Veldhuisen and Terra Rentz, Policy co-chairs 
 

1:30 p.m.  Legislative Activity – Joe Shramek, DNR 
 

1:50 p.m. Water Typing System Rule Making Update – Marc Engel, DNR 

2:30 p.m. Break 

2:45 p.m. Adaptive Management Program Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment 
Project in Hard Rock Lithologies Study Recommendations- Hans Berge, 
AMPA 

3:15 p.m. Public Comment on Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment Project in Hard 
Rock Lithologies Study 

3:30 p.m. Adaptive Management Program Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment 
Project in Hard Rock Lithologies Study Recommendations- Hans Berge, 
AMPA 
Action: Consider acceptance of study and recommendations. 
 
 

http://www.wa.gov/dnr
mailto:forest.practicesboard@dnr.wa.gov
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3:50 p.m. Staff Reports 
A. Adaptive Management Update – Hans Berge, AMPA 
B. Clean Water Act Assurances - Mark Hicks, Department of Ecology 
C. Compliance Monitoring – Garren Andrews, DNR 
D. Small Forest Landowner Office Update -Tami Miketa, DNR 
E. TFW Policy Committee Priorities – Terra Rentz and Curt Veldhuisen, TFW 

Policy Committee Co-Chairs 
F. Upland Wildlife Update – Gary Bell, Washington Department of Fish and 

Wildlife 
 

4:05 p.m.  2019 Work Plan - Marc Engel, DNR 
 

4:15 p.m. Executive Session 
To discuss anticipated litigation, pending litigation, or any other matter suitable 
for Executive Session under RCW 42.30.11. 

 

http://www.wa.gov/dnr
mailto:forest.practicesboard@dnr.wa.gov
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 FOREST PRACTICES BOARD 1 
Special Board Meeting (Field Tour) – November 13, 2018 2 

Natural Resources Building, Room 172, Olympia, WA 3 
 4 
Members Present 5 
Stephen Bernath, Chair, Department of Natural Resources 6 
Bob Guenther, General Public Member/Small Forest Landowner  7 
Carmen Smith, General Public Member/Independent Logging Contractor  8 
Dave Herrera, General Public Member  9 
Heather Ballash, Designee for Director, Department of Commerce 10 
Jeff Davis, Designee for Director, Department of Fish and Wildlife  11 
Lisa Janicki, Elected County Official  12 
Patrick Capper, Designee for Director, Department of Agriculture  13 
Paula Swedeen, General Public Member 14 
Tom Laurie, Designee for Director, Department of Ecology  15 
Tom Nelson, General Public Member 16 
 17 
Members Absent 18 
Brent Davies, General Public Member  19 
Noel Willet, Timber Products Union Representative  20 
 21 
Staff  22 
Joe Shramek, Forest Practices Division Manager 23 
Marc Engel, Forest Practices Assistant Division Manager 24 
Patricia Anderson, Rules Coordinator 25 
Phil Ferester, Senior Counsel 26 
 27 
WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 28 
Chair Bernath called the Forest Practices Board (Board) meeting to order at 12:35 p.m. 29 
Introductions of Board members and staff were made. 30 
 31 
DESCRIPTION OF AN ALTERNATE PLAN AND AN ALTERNATE PLAN TEMPLATE  32 
Marc Ratcliff, DNR, presented a brief overview of the alternate plan process in the forest practices 33 
rules and the two alternate plan templates in Board Manual Section 21, Guidelines for Alternate 34 
Plans. He shared how alternate plans are a tool used to landowners to address a variety of 35 
situations including ways to enhance riparian objectives or to address unique site conditions. The 36 
standard for evaluation requires the plan to provide protection to public resources at least equal in 37 
overall effectiveness as provided by the rules. The rules require a review by an interdisciplinary 38 
team before DNR can approve or condition (if necessary) a Forest Practices Application (FPA) 39 
containing an alternate plan. 40 
 41 
Ratcliff covered how Board Manual Section 21 provides guidance for proposing alternate plan 42 
prescriptions to enhance riparian forests. Each alternate plan within a riparian management zone 43 
(RMZ) must include how the proposed management prescriptions will address the five riparian 44 
functions: stream shading, sediment filtering, streambank stability, recruitment of down wood and 45 
nutrients and leaf litter fall. Section 21 also contains two alternate plan templates available for 46 
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small forest landowners to use when harvesting adjacent to Type S and F waters. One is for conducting 1 
thinning strategies in overstocked stands and the other template is for implementing fixed width 2 
riparian management zones. He said the benefits to using a template allows landowners to assess 3 
stand eligibility and set up the RMZ relatively quickly. In most cases, applying a template 4 
decreases the need for DNR to convene an interdisciplinary team review.  5 
 6 
UPDATE ON TFW POLICY COMMITTEE’S WORK  7 
Marc Engel, DNR, provided an update on the Timber, Fish and Wildlife (TFW) Policy Committee 8 
(Policy) Board-requested review for: the Proposal Initiation for a small forest landowner western 9 
Washington Alternate Plan Template; and the review of two draft alternate plan templates for 10 
conifer restoration and conifer thinning within riparian management zones. Both reviews must 11 
determine how well the proposed template prescriptions meet or exceed the five riparian functions 12 
required in all alternate plans. 13 
 14 
When Policy accepted the Adaptive Management Program Administrator (AMPA) Proposal 15 
Initiation recommendations, they formed a workgroup for the review of the small forest 16 
landowner’s proposed alternate plan template. Policy has approved a charter for the workgroup 17 
outlining the steps for review and the response to be delivered to Policy. The review involves three 18 
steps: (1) a determination whether the proposal meets the criteria of a template; (2) conduct a 19 
literature syntheses of the science used to support the proposed template prescriptions; and (3) 20 
provide a written response with recommendations to the Board.  21 
 22 
Engel said the workgroup determined the proposal, as a whole, does not meet the criteria for a 23 
template (consensus was not reached on that determination). He said the literature synthesis report 24 
is complete and is going through an independent science peer review. He said as a result of a 25 
request by the small forest landowner caucus, Policy requested the alternate plan template 26 
workgroup to continue discussions on which prescriptions within the proposed template and the 27 
existing draft templates could be incorporated into an applicable template(s) for small forest 28 
landowners. Policy has asked the workgroup to provide recommendations for template 29 
prescriptions by February 2019. Policy is also committed to present recommendations for the 30 
western Washington Low Impact Template Proposal Initiation, and the conifer restoration and 31 
conifer thinning templates at the Board’s May 2019 meeting.  32 
 33 
DESCRIPTION OF SITE DEMONSTRATION  34 
Ken Miller, Washington Farm Forestry Association (WFFA) thanked the Board for scheduling a 35 
site visit to his tree farm. He said the visit will give Board members a visual representation for 36 
how the proposed prescriptions within the western Washington Low Impact Template are 37 
designed to be applied adjacent to Type F and N streams.  38 
 39 
Meeting adjourned at 1:20. The Board departed the Natural Resources Building to visit the 40 
proposed alternative plan template demonstration at the Miller’s tree farm.   41 
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FOREST PRACTICES BOARD 1 
Regular Board Meeting – November 14, 2018 2 

Natural Resources Building, Room 172, Olympia, WA 3 
 4 
Members Present 5 
Stephen Bernath, Chair, Department of Natural Resources 6 
Bob Guenther, General Public Member/Small Forest Landowner  7 
Carmen Smith, General Public Member/Independent Logging Contractor  8 
Dave Herrera, General Public Member  9 
Heather Ballash, Designee for Director, Department of Commerce 10 
Jeff Davis, Designee for Director, Department of Fish and Wildlife  11 
Lisa Janicki, Elected County Official  12 
Patrick Capper, Designee for Director, Department of Agriculture  13 
Paula Swedeen, General Public Member 14 
Tom Laurie, Designee for Director, Department of Ecology  15 
Tom Nelson, General Public Member 16 
 17 
Members Absent 18 
Brent Davies, General Public Member  19 
Noel Willet, Timber Products Union Representative  20 
 21 
Staff  22 
Joe Shramek, Forest Practices Division Manager 23 
Marc Engel, Forest Practices Assistant Division Manager 24 
Patricia Anderson, Rules Coordinator 25 
Phil Ferester, Senior Counsel 26 
 27 
WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 28 
Chair Bernath called the Forest Practices Board (Board) meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. 29 
Introductions of Board members and staff were made. 30 
 31 
REPORT FROM CHAIR 32 
Chair Stephen Bernath reported that a tribal cultural resources meeting occurred earlier in 33 
November to discuss potential solutions to ongoing issues and a letter identifying next steps will 34 
be distributed in the near future. DNR is working with active participants to determine if proposed 35 
legislation regarding cultural resource protections will be presented to the legislature during the 36 
2019 session.  37 
 38 
DNR’s three large budget packages are: wildfire and forest health; rural communities and trust 39 
health; and environmental resilience. DNR is asking for additional funding for staff in the Small 40 
Forest Landowner Office and is asking for $20 million for the Family Forest Fish Passage 41 
Program and for $17.3 million for the Forest Riparian Easement Program.   42 
 43 
He thanked Karen Terwilleger for her work as a policy representative within the TFW Policy 44 
Committee and welcomed her replacement Darin Cramer.   45 
 46 
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He stated DNR is still waiting to see if the State Auditor’s office will be able to conduct an  1 
Adaptive Management Program performance audit in 2019. DNR is currently unable to complete a 2 
fiscal audit because the internal auditor has left the department and DNR is looking to fill that 3 
position.  4 

 5 
PUBLIC COMMENT (AM) 6 
Jim Peters, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission (NWIFC), provided a document to the Board 7 
titled “Teaching of our Ancestors, Tribal Habitat Strategy”. He said the Commission has been 8 
working on this strategy for the past couple of years and is proud to share it with the Board. 9 
 10 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 11 
MOTION:  Lisa Janicki moved the Forest Practices Board approve the August 8 meeting 12 

minutes.  13 
 14 
SECONDED: Dave Herrera 15 
 16 
ACTION: Motion passed unanimously. 17 
 18 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON FIELD TOUR 19 
Elaine Oneil, Washington Farm Forestry Association (WFFA), provided Board members with 20 
copies of additional visual pictures of a live stream to augment the field tour yesterday. She noted 21 
the lack of a live stream at the field tour site created difficulty in imagining the adequacy of a 25-22 
foot wide buffer on a less than five foot wide stream. 23 
 24 
Vic Musselman, WFFA, thanked the Board for the tour to visually witness the proposed thinning 25 
template. He said the prescriptions for different stream widths addresses water resource protection 26 
while offering small landowners options for smaller stream buffer widths and increased ability for 27 
timber harvest. 28 
 29 
Ken Miller, WFFA, provided additional information related to the tour. He said WFFA would 30 
prefer the western Washington alternate plan template prescription be in rule, but WFFA is open 31 
to alternative harvest pathways. He offered to meet with individual Board members to address any 32 
concerns in order to arrive at a ‘yes’ in support of WFFA’s template.  33 
 34 
Peter Goldman, Washington Forest Law Center, said the conservation caucus recognizes the small 35 
forest landowner community as part of the larger picture and is aware of the issues they face. He 36 
said their concern is for forest practices regulatory rollbacks for an alternate plan template that 37 
may deviate from the rules. They believe site specific alternate plans are a better tool.  38 
 39 
FIELD TOUR DEBRIEF  40 
Marc Engel, DNR, provided general statistics in response to a question posed during the prior 41 
day’s Board discussion regarding the number of alternate plans submitted by landowners. He said 42 
from 2009 to 2015 there were a total of 9,714 small forest landowner Forest Practices 43 
Applications (FPAs) submitted. Of these, 533 contained alternate plans, which was roughly five 44 
percent of all small forest landowner FPAs. Of the 533 alternate plans, roughly three quarters 45 
utilized an alternate plan template.  46 
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Board member Bob Guenther said he saw an opportunity for the proposed alternate plan template 1 
to maintain riparian functions and provide some harvest within a riparian management zone 2 
(RMZ).  3 
 4 
Board member Tom Nelson said the approval standard in rule is a hang up. He said the benefit of 5 
keeping small forest landowners in forest management by providing flexibility for thinnings 6 
outweighs the impacts in the difference from a 50-foot to a 100-foot RMZ buffer.  7 
 8 
Board member Jeff Davis wondered if it would be helpful to understand the scale between forest 9 
landowners actively managing their land, landowners who may harvest only once and landowners 10 
using their land for non-forestry purposes. The data may help the Board understand the impact of 11 
the small forest landowner template. 12 
 13 
Board member Paula Swedeen said she was impressed with the effort that has gone into the 14 
development of the template. She encouraged the Board and technical group to be open to change 15 
and creative thinking to produce a workable template.  16 
 17 
Board member Carmen Smith provided reflection from her experience of landowner choices for 18 
converting or remaining in forestry. She hopes a template could be developed so small forest 19 
landowners wouldn’t be inclined to sell their land.  20 
 21 
Board member Lisa Janicki said that complicated rules do create a risk for small forest landowners 22 
who want to sell their land for development.  She suggested aggressive pathways for funding to 23 
support small forest landowners. 24 
 25 
Board member Tom Laurie thought the larger discussion on small forest landowner options and 26 
impacts would be beneficial. 27 
 28 
Board member Dave Herrera appreciated the creativity of the proposal to address riparian 29 
functions. He said he didn’t want the Board to lose sight of the decline in salmon and how fewer 30 
salmon impacts tribal fisheries and the tribal way of life. He said he hopes the Board can be 31 
creative by ensuring riparian functions are addressed and make it work for small forest 32 
landowners.  33 
 34 
Board member Ben Serr thanked the Millers for hosting the tour. He appreciated the discussion to 35 
lessen the potential for small forest landowners to convert their land.  36 
 37 
Chair Bernath acknowledged that Policy will be wrapping up the discussions on templates by May 38 
2019. He suggested a work session for understanding small forest landownership data and current 39 
land use. He said the Commissioner of Public Lands is committed to looking at ways to lessen 40 
conversions of forest lands on the landscape.  41 
 42 
NORTHERN SPOTTED OWL CONSERVATION ADVISORY GROUP  43 
Marc Engel, DNR, reminded the Board of the yearly obligation to evaluate the need to maintain 44 
the Northern Spotted Owl Conservation Advisory group. This group would be convened to 45 
evaluate the need to maintain northern spotted owl habitat within spotted owl special emphasis 46 
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areas when a Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) approved survey notes the 1 
absence of northern spotted owls within suitable habitat. Historically the Board has approved 2 
maintaining this group even though the group has never been convened.  3 
 4 
He said the northern spotted owl survey has been increased to a five year protocol and noted there 5 
were no WDFW approved absence surveys this year. He recommended the Board maintain the 6 
advisory group.    7 
 8 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON NORTHERN SPOTTED OWL CONSERVATION ADVISORY 9 
GROUP 10 
None 11 
 12 
NORTHERN SPOTTED OWL CONSERVATION ADVISORY GROUP  13 
MOTION:  Tom Laurie moved the Forest Practices Board maintain the Northern Spotted Owl 14 

Conservation Advisory Group.  15 
 16 
SECONDED: Carmen Smith 17 
 18 
ACTION: Motion passed unanimously. 19 
 20 
WATER TYPING SYSTEM RULE UPDATE  21 
Marc Engel, DNR, provided an update on the completion and availability of the DNR GIS data 22 
used for the potential habitat break (PHB) spatial analysis. He said DNR has created a ‘Box’ site, 23 
available to the public, which contains the data and methodology for the spatial analysis of the 24 
PHB options under review for the water typing system rule. The site link address has been sent to 25 
the Board and Policy members with a brief description of the content in the Box. 26 
 27 
He presented the DNR GIS data analysis for the three PHB alternatives: 28 
• For alternative A, the Type F/N break moves upstream 305 feet for western Washington.  29 
• For alternative B, the Type F/N break moves upstream 9 feet for western Washington and 30 

downstream 318 feet for eastern Washington. 31 
• For alternative C, the Type F/N break moves upstream 86 feet for western Washington and 32 

downstream 260 feet for eastern Washington. 33 
 34 
He said the draft water typing system rule should be completed in December 2018 and the 35 
associated Board Manual development would resume after the draft rule has been finalized. 36 
 37 
Board member Nelson asked if a workshop could be provided to help folks understand all the 38 
information in the Box. 39 

Engel said DNR is planning a presentation for Policy members on the GIS analysis and 40 
accompanying information and that it could be expanded to include Board members. 41 

Board member Swedeen asked if the average stream distances include Type F/N breaks within 42 
tributaries segments or just main stem stream segments. 43 

Engel said the PHB spatial analysis includes both main stem and tributary reaches. 44 
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Chair Bernath confirmed that DNR could conduct a presentation to discuss the GIS data in 1 
preparation for February’s meeting. 2 

Engel said DNR awarded a contract to Industrial Economics, Incorporated to conduct the cost 3 
benefit analysis (CBA) and if needed, a small business economic impact statement (SBEIS). 4 
Industrial Economics, Incorporated are preparing a description of their proposed methods and data 5 
sources for the CBA and SBEIS. DNR will present the proposed methods to the economist 6 
advisory committee for their comments. Engel shared that economists in the workgroup include 7 
David Chertudi (DNR), Kristoff Larson (DNR), John Ehrenreich (Washington Forest Protection 8 
Association) Paula Swedeen (conservation caucus), and Kasia Patora (Department of Ecology). 9 
Other participating stakeholders include Jim Peters, Vic Musselman, Karen Terwilleger and Darin 10 
Cramer.  11 

He concluded by providing a status and estimated completion dates for the rule making package: 12 
the environmental analysis has been started, the DNR GIS spatial data will be used to perform an 13 
evaluation of environmental impacts, with the initial threshold determination for the SEPA 14 
environmental analysis expected to be issued in April 2019; preparation of the draft rule language 15 
will be completed in December; and the preliminary CBA/SBEIS is expected to be completed in 16 
March 2019.  17 
 18 
POTENTIAL HABITAT BREAK PILOT STUDY RESULTS 19 
Hans Berge, AMPA and Phil Roni, science panel member, provided an update on the pilot study. 20 
Berge reminded the Board that the Board requested the science panel to provide the Board with 21 
the results of the pilot study by November 2018.  22 
 23 
Roni said the goal of the pilot was to test their survey methodologies across sites in eastern and 24 
western Washington to determine if the PHBs could be identified reliably to inform the validation 25 
study. The goal was to select sites where end-of-fish points had previously been established. He 26 
said they identified 13 sites in western Washington and 14 sites in eastern Washington. The 27 
methods included locating the end of fish for each stream, surveying longitudinal profiles up and 28 
downstream from the end of fish, and identifying PHBs within that stream reach.  29 
 30 
Roni provided a slide showing an example of a stream profile with gradient and spatial profiles. 31 
Due to time involved to conduct the survey, he said they chose to survey 100 meters up and 32 
downstream instead of the intended distance of 200 meters. He provided a few slides showing how 33 
the three PHB alternatives fall spatially within a stream profile. He said that the protocol 34 
successfully identifies PHBs in eastern and western Washington. Due to what they found in the 35 
pilot, Roni said they figure it will take one to two days to survey each site and in order to be 36 
consistent during the validation study, the group recognized the need to develop a field manual for 37 
the crews performing the work.  38 
 39 
Board member Nelson asked why data from the northwest part of the state was not used in the 40 
pilot and if that would jeopardized their findings. 41 
 42 
Roni said the group felt that the lack of additional data from northwest Washington was not 43 
needed for conducting the pilot. He confirmed that the validation study will include all forested 44 
ecoregions including northwest. 45 
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 1 
Board member Davis asked if biological aspects and fish populations were considered in the 2 
development of the pilot study.  3 
 4 
Roni said the validation study will include a range of time periods to address seasonality. He said 5 
most of the end of fish points are within headwater streams and contain resident trout so 6 
seasonality should not be a problem.  7 
 8 
POTENTIAL HABITAT BREAK VALIDATION STUDY DESIGN AND BUDGET  9 
Hans Berge (AMPA) and Phil Roni, Pete Bisson, and Jeff Kershner (science team members), 10 
presented the independent science peer review (ISPR) - approved PHB validation study design. 11 
Berge briefly explained the history of how the validation study was conceptualized and originally 12 
requested by the Board. He stated the study design received stakeholder review and was found to 13 
be acceptable through ISPR. He reminded the Board that several components of the study design 14 
including quality assurance-quality control to test repeatability of PHB identification across the 15 
state, testing across years and seasons for a complete picture and inclusion of an eDNA element in 16 
the second year are necessary.  17 
 18 
Berge reminded the Board that stakeholders had opportunities to review drafts of the study design 19 
in May and August 2018. Many important and constructive comments were incorporated into the 20 
study design and if a comment was not included, the science team provided the reasons why the 21 
comment was not incorporated. The science team felt the stakeholder review process was 22 
transparent. He said every comment was entered into a matrix and the team’s response was then 23 
shared with stakeholders.    24 
 25 
Berge clarified the intent of the study is to validate what PHBs are in streams across the State for 26 
the Board to review and select to use as part of the FHAM to determine the Type F/N break. In 27 
order to accomplish the needed level of accuracy, the study is designed to take stream 28 
measurements at a much finer detail, this will allow the Board the ability to consider changing the 29 
PHBs as adopted in the rule. 30 
 31 
Board member Davis expressed concerns with the additional costs of the validation study.  32 
 33 
Berge said the science team attempted to refine the costs as best they could. Their goal was to 34 
develop a study design with high accuracy in consideration of costs for arriving at the most 35 
efficient method to test PHBs. The pilot study helped to provide certainty to the costs from the 36 
original estimates.  He also reminded the Board that the PHB study has been in the Cooperative 37 
Monitoring, Evaluation, and Research Committee (CMER) Master Project Schedule for over a 38 
year, although the total cost has increased by roughly 25% from the original estimate. In order to 39 
reduce the estimated costs, tradeoffs would be needed with the study design and those changes 40 
would likely require an additional check-in with the ISPR team.  41 
 42 
Bisson said the group spent a lot of time discussing the appropriate sample size to inform the 43 
study. He said the sample size they arrived at is their best conclusion for a consistent and precise 44 
validation study given the financial resources they had to work within. The number of sites was 45 
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actually reduced from the original estimate based on the pilot study. He suggested that cutting 1 
back on the sample size might save costs, but would compromise the rigor to test PHBs.  2 
 3 
Roni agreed that the monetary value is high, but eliminating certain sample seasons or reducing 4 
the number of ecoregions would reduce the rigor of the study design. 5 
 6 
Board member Janicki asked how the 35 points will be selected within each ecoregion.  7 
 8 
Roni said they will take a random sample of approximately 100 sites from each ecoregion to begin 9 
with and from that, 35 logically adequate sites will be selected for the study. He said the intent is 10 
for crews to screen 100 sites to find the most efficient and useful sites.  11 
 12 
Board member Swedeen asked if ending the sample by December 31 would accurately account for 13 
winter high flows. 14 
 15 
Berge said December is the target, but it may need to be adjusted for reasons relating to sampling 16 
procedures, crew safety, site specific hydrology or fish populations. He said the goal is to test 17 
seasonality for low and high flow conditions and sampling into December may be an accurate way 18 
to find fish and test PHBs in some settings, but may not work for others. The actual date for high 19 
flow conditions will be determined for each site ultimately selected for the study. He said sites will 20 
not be excluded from the study based on being a tributary or a main stem reach.  21 
 22 
Board member Swedeen asked if the cost to conduct this study would bump other studies or 23 
priorities on the CMER Master Project Schedule. 24 
 25 
Berge said that with finite budget and staffing capacity in the Adaptive Management Program, the 26 
implementation of this study does mean other projects will be delayed.  He said it is the same 27 
problem with each large project and the Board needs to consider implementation of each study in 28 
the context of priorities.  29 
 30 
Board member Laurie asked about the eDNA cost contained in the second year of the study. 31 
 32 
Berge explained how the dollar amount for eDNA is broken out in the proposed budget—roughly 33 
$50,000 for field kits, $60,000 for the lab analysis in the same year and $120,000 for finishing the 34 
lab analysis and writing up the findings.  35 
 36 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON POTENTIAL HABITAT BREAK VALIDATION STUDY 37 
DESIGN AND BUDGET 38 
Darin Cramer, WFPA, said they are generally supportive of the validation study. Their concerns 39 
include better documentation on the purpose of the study and the cost of the study. He said they 40 
believe the eDNA element is not necessary for this study. He said the process is lacking the formal 41 
CMER buy off and would like to see a CMER vote and a timeline to get that accomplished.  42 
 43 
Scott Swanson, Washington State Association of Counties, reminded the Board that the Board 44 
elected to take the work being done on the water typing system from Policy to expedite the 45 
process. He said it is important, although now in the hands of the Board, to get stakeholder buy in.  46 
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Steve Barnowe-Meyer, WFFA, said WFFA has several major concerns regarding the validation 1 
study design and would like to see revisions prior to the Board’s acceptance. He said the detailed 2 
analytical plan needs to be developed further. He said they would like the additional information 3 
provided by Brian Fransen in his supporting science document dated October 22, 2018 included in 4 
the study design and believe a detailed assessment of the anadromous zone is needed. He said 5 
CMER needs to be brought into the development of the study design for transparency reasons. He 6 
concluded by saying they strongly recommend the findings from the study inform the need for and 7 
development of revisions to the current default physical criteria.   8 
 9 
PUBLIC COMMENT (PM) 10 
Elaine Oneil, WFFA, provided comments concerning the scale and scope of small forest 11 
landowner impacts to fish, water and habitat from timber harvesting in western Washington. She 12 
recommended the Board keep in mind land use decisions and the options to convert as they 13 
consider those impacts to small forest landowners.  14 
 15 
Ken Miller, WFFA, provided some cumulative impact statistics from a previous developed 16 
template in 2007. He indicated that he did not believe the data has changed much since then. He 17 
said of the 91% of small forest landowners that own more than five acres have 1250 feet or less of 18 
stream reach; 18% of fish stream reaches in Washington are owned by small landowners and not 19 
all are managed for timber. 20 
 21 
Darin Cramer, Washington Forest Protection Association (WFPA), said the Board needs to 22 
consider the criteria they will use to select the appropriate PHB alternative. He also said that 23 
WFPA had hoped to provide comments on the 2019 fish presence survey protocol and that it was 24 
unfortunate that the principals meeting was canceled and hoped the momentum will not be lost.   25 
 26 
Karen Terwilleger, WFPA, thanked the Board for their service and commitment to protect public 27 
resources. She also said she appreciates the kind words spoken of her earlier in the day. She 28 
indicated her thorough enjoyment in working with the Board and her Policy colleagues over the 29 
last several years. 30 
 31 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON PHB  32 
Ash Roorbach, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission, said he supports giving CMER the ability 33 
to comment on the validation study and supports CMER having oversight of the study.  34 
 35 
Debbie Kay, Suquamish Tribe, said she supports moving the validation study through the 36 
Adaptive Management Program. She hopes that site selection for the study encompasses low 37 
gradient watersheds.  38 
 39 
Marc Gauthier, Upper Columbia United Tribes, said he believes sight selection will be difficult. 40 
He hopes the Board could accept the study design and have CMER staff help to find suitable 41 
sights. He suggested CMER could provide comments without holding up the implementation of 42 
the study.  43 
 44 
POTENTIAL HABITAT BREAK VALIDATION STUDY DESIGN  45 
Chair Bernath asked if any Board member had a motion to present. 46 
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MOTION: Tom Nelson moved that the Forest Practices Board accepts the draft study design 1 
and directs CMER to: 2 
1. Review and confer with the study design authors and the AMPA to accomplish 3 

any necessary clarifications, and approve as satisfactory to successfully 4 
implement the study; and 5 

2. Complete this work as expeditiously as possible. 6 
 7 

SECONDED: Carmen Smith 8 
 9 
Board Discussion: 10 
Board member Davis said he would like to see a discussion about the fiscal impacts if the 11 
validation study is accepted. He said he is struggling with how clean water assurance studies will 12 
be impacted if the study goes forward and questioned the urgency of this study. 13 
 14 
Board member Laurie acknowledged the importance of current studies and thought having a 15 
discussion regarding the impact to the budget is a good idea. He questioned the timing for a 16 
CMER interaction.  17 
 18 
Chair Bernath clarified that the Board has not considered postponing the rule making at this time.  19 
 20 
Board member Davis acknowledged that some priorities will have to fall off if the study is 21 
accepted. 22 
 23 
Berge said he has been meeting with the Instream Scientific Advisory Group to discuss a potential 24 
CMER acceptance of the validation study. He said a phased approach could be done to make 25 
progress, such as getting permits or selecting sites. He said there are several non-clean water 26 
assurance studies on the Master Project Schedule.  27 
 28 
Board member Herrera said he is concerned with the ‘approved CMER’ language in the motion. 29 
He is doubtful CMER would reach consensus on the study design.  30 
 31 
Board member Nelson felt that the formal process from CMER may not be warranted, but input 32 
from CMER might help arrive at consensus by the scientists who worked on the study.  33 
 34 
Chair Bernath said he is not aware of a non-consensus outcome on the study design. He clarified 35 
that consensus was not reached on the use of tributaries as it relates to fish habitat. 36 
 37 
Board member Serr said he would like to see a discussion on the budget impacts resulting from the 38 
additional cost in order to make an informed decision on the validation study. 39 
 40 
Berge said they always envisioned this study impacting other priorities on the budget. He 41 
confirmed that accepting the validation study will impact other priorities on the Master Project 42 
Schedule. 43 
 44 
Chair Bernath summarized the direction Board members are leaning. He said he believes the 45 
Board is comfortable in accepting the study design, and the need to include a step for CMER to 46 
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comment on the study design as well as see a benefit to implementing a phased approach. He 1 
suggested addressing potential budget impacts as a result of adding the validation study to occur at 2 
the February 2019 meeting. 3 
 4 
Board member Nelson said he would like to withdraw his original motion and replace it with an 5 
alternative motion.  6 
 7 
ACTION:  Motion withdrawn. 8 
 9 
MOTION: Tom Nelson moved that the Forest Practices Board accepts the draft study design 10 

and directs CMER to review and comment on the study design and send comments 11 
to the AMPA for consideration. 12 

 13 
He further moved that CMER work with AMPA to create an implementation plan 14 
that employs a phased approach to include hiring staff and site selection within this 15 
fiscal year. 16 

 17 
SECONDED: Carmen Smith 18 
  19 
Board Discussion: 20 
Board member Laurie suggested clarifying the motion to include language on what will occur with 21 
the comments from CMER. The motion was changed to add “send comments to the AMPA for 22 
consideration”.  23 
 24 
ACTION:  Motion passed unanimously. 25 
 26 
ADDENDUM TO JANUARY 2018 SCIENCE PANEL REPORT LISTING SCIENCE 27 
USED FOR PHB RECOMMENDATIONS ON TRIBUTARY STREAMS 28 
Hans Berge, AMPA, Phil Roni, Pete Bisson and Brian Fransen, science panel members, provided 29 
a brief overview of the Board’s request for the science panel to provide an addendum to their PHB 30 
report. Berge reminded the Board that in August 2018, the Board directed the AMPA to convene 31 
the authors of the PHB science report to update the report to reflect all perspectives and supporting 32 
science regarding tributaries.  33 
 34 
Berge said the addendum is specific to how the literature addresses tributaries in relation to fish 35 
habitat. He said consensus was not reached within the group and as a result, two documents were 36 
prepared for the Board explaining the thought behind the two opposing viewpoints.  The two 37 
documents show the majority and minority opinions.  38 
 39 
Board member Swedeen said that scientific professionals often disagree and it is not a failure to 40 
have different science opinions rather than consensus.  41 
 42 
UPDATE ON RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 2019 STREAM SURVEY PROTOCOL  43 
Board member Davis said a first draft has been sent to DNR to establish if it is within the 44 
sideboards of the existing rule and Board Manual guidance.  After DNR has provided its response 45 
it will then be provided to other stakeholders for feedback.  46 
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 1 
UPDATE OF BOARD COMMITTEE ON EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS 2 
IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM  3 
Board member Janicki stated that for a variety of reasons the committee is not on the right path at 4 
the right time to address efficiency and effectiveness improvements for the adaptive management 5 
program. This means the “principals plus” meeting has been delayed and the facilitation contract 6 
has been cancelled.  7 
 8 
She noted that although the committee is on pause, DNR will be working to keep the motivation 9 
going by considering scheduling a meeting with the appropriate people who understand the issues 10 
and a vested interest after the conclusion of the 2019 legislation session. At that time, the group 11 
would hire a facilitator with foundational knowledge.  12 
 13 
Chair Bernath said DNR is working to make these things happen as soon as possible.  14 
 15 
Board member Janicki thanked the committee for their work and thanked the 62 individuals who 16 
were interviewed. Several Board members also thanked the committee members for their hard 17 
work thus far.   18 
 19 
COMPLIANCE MONITORING 2016-2017 BIENNIAL REPORT  20 
Chris Briggs and Donelle Mahan, DNR, provided the results of the 2016-2017 Compliance 21 
Monitoring Biennial Report. Briggs said the program asks the question, “Are forest practices 22 
being conducted in compliance with the rules.” They test the various prescriptions within the rule 23 
for compliance. From that, he said the program is able to determine compliance rates for various 24 
forest practices activities. The prescriptions sampled include the various Type F and N RMZ 25 
prescriptions, wetlands typing and road compliance.  26 
 27 
He said they sampled 135 FPAs with 198 prescriptions during the 2016-2017 season. The report 28 
also had an unstable slope component; in the pilot year they sampled nine FPAs and during the 29 
2017 season, they sampled 43 FPAs.  30 
 31 
He provided the results for water typing compliance and an explanation for how the program rates 32 
compliance. The presentation showed that of 183 water sites sampled, 29 sites involved some 33 
disparity, 14 waters were under classified, 12 waters where over classified and three water typing 34 
determinations were indeterminate. The compliance results for standard rules include 92-96% 35 
compliance for desired future condition options, 95% compliance for no inner zone harvest, 87% 36 
compliance for Type Np waters, 100% compliance for Type Ns waters, 92% compliance for 37 
wetlands and 95% compliance for forest roads. He said haul route assessments resulted in an 38 
average of 92% compliance.  39 
 40 
He said the unstable slopes component involved looking at rule-identified landforms (RIL) in and 41 
around the FPA activity footprint. Field reviews and compliance determinations were conducted 42 
by DNR qualified experts and individuals from Ecology’s forestry unit. He said compliance 43 
determinations were based on FPA compliance only. He showed that two deviations occurred 44 
where mitigation was not applied for RILs within an FPA footprint, four deviations were observed 45 
where harvest occurred within a mitigation area associated with a potentially unstable RIL and no 46 
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deviations were observed where the qualified expert’s report/recommendations were submitted 1 
with the FPA.  2 
 3 
He concluded by suggesting the results show high compliance rates on rule implementation since 4 
their findings showed compliance rates at or above 90%. Over the last several years, the trends for 5 
all prescriptions show improvement.  6 
 7 
Mahan described how DNR is using the results and lessons learned from the Compliance 8 
Monitoring Program to continue to make the program better. Some examples include clarifying 9 
various FPA form instructions and protocol processes, conducting trainings throughout the year 10 
and seeking educational opportunities.  11 
 12 
She said education to the regulated landowner community to achieve voluntary compliance with 13 
rules is key. Training for forest practices staff to support a consistent understanding of the rules 14 
and Board Manual guidance and how they are implemented is the greatest need in relation to risk 15 
management. She said the operations section communicates the trends and results at region TFW 16 
meetings so landowners are aware of the deviations being discovered. These meetings involve 17 
staff from WDFW, Ecology, tribal biologists and landowners as well as other interested parties 18 
where they can discuss a variety of topics of interest in a particular DNR region. She concluded by 19 
saying DNR will continue this outreach and information sharing approach in order to work 20 
towards consistent and effective implementation of the Forest Practices Rules. 21 
 22 
STAFF REPORTS  23 
No questions on the following reports: 24 
• Adaptive Management  25 
• Compliance Monitoring  26 
• Small Forest Landowner Office  27 
• Upland Wildlife Update  28 
 29 
2019 WORK PLANNING  30 
Marc Engel, DNR, reviewed the 2018 completed work. He then presented staff recommendations 31 
for the Board’s 2019 work plan priorities. The work plan was amended to include a work session 32 
on small forest landowner data, the PHB study design budget, water typing data and rule making 33 
elements. 34 

 35 
MOTION:  Dave Herrera moved the Forest Practices Board approve the 2019 Proposed Work 36 

Plan as amended. 37 
  38 
SECONDED: Ben Serr 39 
 40 
ACTION: Motion passed unanimously.  41 
 42 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 43 
Executive session occurred from 4:05 p.m. - 4:25 p.m. 44 
 45 
Meeting adjourned at 4:25p.m. 46 
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Timber, Fish and Wildlife Policy Committee 
Forest Practices Board 
PO BOX 47012, Olympia, WA 98504-4712 

 
Policy Co-Chairs: 
Curt Veldhuisen, Skagit River System Cooperative 
Terra Rentz, Department of Fish & Wildlife 

 
 
January 18, 2019 

 

TO:   Forest Practices Board 

FROM:  Terra Rentz, Co-Chair, Timber, Fish, and Wildlife Policy Committee 
Curt Veldhuisen, Co-Chair, Timber, Fish, and Wildlife Policy Committee  

SUBJECT: Consensus proposal in response to study results of Type Np streams in Westside basalt 
lithology 

On 12 July 2018 TFW Policy formally accepted the Findings Report and associated materials of the study 
entitled Effectiveness of Experimental Riparian Buffers on Perennial Non-fish-bearing Streams on Competent 
Lithologies in Western Washington (hereafter: Type N Hardrock Study). This action put into motion a 180-day 
timeline specified in Board Manual Section 22 that directs policy to (i) review and evaluate the findings, (ii) 
determine if the findings warrant action, and (iii) develop, and select by consensus, alternative actions for 
consideration by the Board. More specifically, Policy took action according to the following timeline: 

A. 12 July 2018 – Findings report and associated materials formally accepted (consensus) 
B. 26 August 2018 – Policy determined that the findings warrant action and approves the formation of a 

Workgroup to develop action alternatives for consideration (consensus) 
C. 25 October 2018 – Workgroup delivers action alternatives to Policy for consideration (no action) 
D. 6 December 2018 – Policy formally accepts an action alternative for Board consideration (consensus) 
E. 3 January 2019 – Policy approves a functioning Charter for the Technical Type Np Prescriptions 

Workgroup as a supplemental element of the action alternative (consensus)  

After review of the findings, Policy affirms that the Type N Hardrock study indicates a temperature increase 
associated with the buffer treatments tested. Therefore, Policy agrees action is warranted. The following 
consensus proposal outlines an alternative action process including creation of a Technical Workgroup charged 
to develop for Policy’s consideration proposed Riparian Management Zone (RMZ) buffer prescriptions 
for Type Np streams in Western Washington. The associated workgroup charter is the product of the 
collaborative TFW Policy process with input from all caucuses. The purpose of the Charter is to guide 
workgroup operations, timeline, and outcomes and was approved by full consensus. 

Policy requests that the Board accept the consensus proposal and associated Charter. 

TIMBER    FISH                                                                                 
& WILDLIFE 
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TFW Policy Consensus Proposal to the Board on a response to study results of 
the Effectiveness of Experimental Riparian Buffers on Perennial Non-fish-

bearing Streams on Competent Lithologies in Western Washington 
 

Approved v. 12-6-18 
 
The Effectiveness of Experimental Riparian Buffers on Perennial Non-fish-bearing Streams on Competent 
Lithologies in Western Washington study (hereafter: Type Np Hardrock) indicates there is a temperature 
increase associated with the buffer treatments tested. Therefore, Policy agrees action is warranted. Policy 
recommends the following components: 

1. Formation of a technical workgroup.  
a. This workgroup shall be governed by a charter. The charter will be drafted by Policy 

member(s) and approved by Policy.  
 

b. For efficient decision-making, the composition of the workgroup will include no more 
than 10 members:  

i. Two representatives of Policy caucuses, one of whom will chair the process. The 
primary role of Policy members will be to manage the process. The policy members 
are non-voting in the workgroup.  

ii. Up to eight people balanced among the following areas of expertise: biological and 
physical stream processes, and silviculture/field forestry.  

iii. Additional experts can be added on a temporary, ad-hoc basis as needed per the 
direction of the workgroup.  

iv. The caucuses and AMPA will put together a list of names for Policy to approve. 
Policy will choose potential members by least objectionable. In the event of a tie, 
there will be a random draw.  

v. This workgroup will be staffed by a project manager from the AMP. 
 

c. Expectations of the workgroup:  
i. Meet on a regular and timely schedule  

ii. Adhere to a timeline [established by the Board] 
iii. Report regularly to Policy  

 
d. The deliverable of the workgroup is a set of proposed Type Np Riparian Management 

Zone (RMZ) prescriptions that meet the following objectives.  
i. Protect water temperature to meet the rule (WAC 173-201A-200, -300-320) 
ii. Are repeatable and enforceable  
iii. Are operationally feasible  
iv. Provide wood to the stream over time  
v. Account for windthrow  
vi. Consider options that allow for management in the RMZ  
vii. Minimize additional economic impact  

 
2. The workgroup shall utilize all relevant information to inform proposed RMZ prescriptions for Np 

streams, including available literature and data while adhering to the timeline. 
 

3. Additional Type N projects currently in the CMER process shall also inform the workgroup, upon 
receipt of approved findings reports from CMER. Policy agrees to support timely completion of 
these projects, including regular status reports at Policy meetings. The projects include:  
a. Buffer-Shade Amphibian Response (anticipated Feb ’19) 
b. Buffer Characteristics, Integrity and Function (BCIF) (anticipated Spring ’19) 
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c. Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment in Hard Rock Lithologies- Extended (anticipated 
September ’19) 

d. Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment Project in Soft Rock Lithology (anticipated 
December ’19) 

 
4. Policy agrees the Riparian Characteristics and Shade study should be funded and initiated as soon 

as possible. This study does not necessarily need to be completed for decision-making by the 
workgroup (see below), but it is expected that the study can inform the workgroup and vice-versa. 
It is anticipated that rulemaking will be needed to implement prescriptions that result from 
Policy’s recommended actions.  
 

5. The workgroup process is expected to run concurrently with the CMER process associated with 
the remaining Type N projects, and conclude within 6 months of receipt of the final Type N study. 
A final Policy recommendation to the FPB is anticipated in mid to late 2020. 

 
6. By the January 2019 Policy meeting, Policy will consider a draft charter for the technical 

workgroup reflective of the elements described in this proposal and that clearly articulates the 
manner in which the workgroup will conduct their analysis and their deliverables to Policy. 
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CHARTER:  
TECHNICAL TYPE NP PRESCRIPTIONS 

WORKGROUP 

I. Date: March 7, 2019 

II. Project Duration: March 7, 2019 through completion.  
Completion is to occur six months after receipt of final affiliated 
report, estimated June 19, 2020  

III. Introduction 
This charter is intended to guide the formation and efforts of a Technical Type Np Prescriptions Workgroup 
(hereafter: Workgroup), which is a sub-group of the Timber, Fish and Wildlife (TFW) Policy Committee 
(hereafter: Policy). The Workgroup will be formed as an outcome of alternative actions proposed by Policy in 
response to the study entitled Effectiveness of Experimental Riparian Buffers on Perennial Non-fish-bearing 
Streams on Competent Lithologies in Western Washington (hereafter: Hard Rock Study). The purpose of the 
workgroup is to develop proposed Riparian Management Zone (RMZ) buffer prescriptions for Type Np streams 
in western Washington for Policy’s consideration. Based on the scope of the Hard Rock Study, the initial focus 
is on western Washington streams in areas of hard rock lithology, to achieve temperature protection objectives. 
However, this scope may be expanded per the direction of Policy as more information becomes available.  
 
Policy affirmed, through consensus, that the Hard Rock Study indicated there was a temperature increase 
associated with the buffer treatments tested. Therefore, Policy agreed the findings warrant action and proposed 
the following process components: 

1. Formation of a technical workgroup, governed by a charter, to develop and deliver a set of proposed 
RMZ buffer prescriptions for Type Np streams that meet a suite of resource protection, feasibility, and 
economic objectives. 

2. The workgroup will utilize all relevant information to inform proposed RMZ buffer prescriptions for 
Np streams, including available literature and data while adhering to the timeline. 

3. Inclusion of additional Type N related projects currently in the CMER process including the Buffer 
Integrity – Shade Effectiveness (Amphibian) project, Westside Type N Buffer Characteristics, Integrity 
and Function (BCIF) study, Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment in Hard Rock Lithology - Phase II 
Extended Monitoring study, and the Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment in Soft Rock Lithologies 
study. These products would be available for the workgroup upon delivery to Policy from CMER. 

4. Expedited funding and implementation of the Buffer Characteristics and Shade study to both inform, 
and be informed by, the workgroup 

5. Adherence to a timeline that is expected to run concurrently with the CMER process associated with 
remaining Type N projects and conclude within 6 months of receipt of the final study. At the time of 
drafting, the Type N Soft Rock study is anticipated to be the final study delivered by CMER in this series. 

 
Policy anticipates that rulemaking will be needed to implement RMZ buffer prescriptions for Type Np streams 
that result from recommended actions. 
 

IV. Workgroup Purpose 
The purpose of the Workgroup is to develop proposed RMZ buffer prescriptions for perennial, non-fish bearing 
(Type Np) streams in western Washington that meet the following objectives: 
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i. Protect water temperatures to meet the rule (WAC 173-201A-200, -300-320); 
ii. Are repeatable and enforceable; 

iii. Are operationally feasible; 
iv. Provide wood to the stream over time; 
v. Account for windthrow; 

vi. Consider options that allow for management (e.g. selective harvest) in the RMZ; and 
vii. Minimize additional economic impact. 

 
Although the site specificity of the Hard Rock Study applies to above ground stream components in basalt (hard 
rock) lithology, Policy may expand the objectives and/or geologic/geographic applicability of proposed 
prescriptions if findings from subsequent Type N projects warrant action. 
 
The workgroup shall understand results of the Hard Rock Study and utilize all available information to inform 
the development of proposed RMZ buffer prescriptions for Np streams as described above, including best 
available science and related documents from within the Adaptive Management Program (AMP), and additional 
final CMER-approved findings reports from Type N projects. These studies include: 

A. Buffer Integrity – Shade Effectiveness (Amphibian) Project 
B. Westside Type N Buffer Characteristics, Integrity and Function (BCIF) 
C. Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment in Hard Rock Lithology - Phase II Extended Monitoring 
D. Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment in Soft Rock Lithologies 

 
As each study becomes available, the Workgroup will assess its implications and incorporate the new results 
into the Workgroup’s ongoing work, per Policy’s direction. These studies and their associated findings are the 
products of an agreed upon process within WAC 222-12-045. It is not the role of the Workgroup to reanalyze 
the Hard Rock Study, or the additional Type N projects listed above, to refute the findings produced through the 
CMER process. 
 
Policy expects the Workgroup to understand the findings and full reports of the Hard Rock Study, and subsequent 
projects and, if needed, solicit additional input from project Principal Investigators (PIs) or outside experts to 
identify knowledge gaps and gain a better understanding of the CMER research. The Workgroup may employ 
any necessary information gathering, synthesis, and/or understand cause and effects to inform prescription 
development. However, Policy expects the Workgroup to adhere to the timeline established in Section VI of the 
Charter.  

V. Deliverables 
 
1. Development of one or more forest practice RMZ prescriptions for perennial, non-fish bearing (Type Np) 

streams in western Washington that meet the objectives in Section IV. 
 

2. Estimate the level of effectiveness of proposed Type Np water RMZ buffer prescriptions at meeting 
resource objectives identified in The Forest Practices Board approved Schedule L1 of the Forest and Fish 
Report and affirmed in the Forest Practices Habitat Conservation Plan using literature, modelling or other 
methods. 

 
3. Submission of final report no later than 6 months post-receipt of final Type Np study (estimated June 19, 

2020) to Policy that articulates Deliverables 1 and 2, any major process findings, and any areas of non-
consensus. 
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VI. Timeline and Milestones 
Task Anticipated Timeline* 
Board acceptance of Policy Proposal February 2019 
Workgroup is convened March 2019 
Workgroup members become familiar with Type N Hard Rock study results 
and Washington State water quality standards. 

April 2019 

Receipt of Buffer-Shade Amphibian Response study Early Spring 2019 
Written update for Policy and Board (I) April 19, 2019  
Receipt of Buffer Characteristics, Integrity & Function study  Late Spring 2019 
Written update for Policy and Board (II) July 19, 2019  
Receipt of Hard Rock Phase II Extended study Fall 2019 
Written update for Policy and Board (III) October 25, 2019 
Workgroup drafts new Type Np prescriptions for initial Policy review Early Winter 2019 
Receipt of type N Soft Rock study and findings Winter  

(Est. Dec 2019) 
Written update for Policy and Board (IV) January 24, 2020 
Workgroup update, if necessary, proposed Type Np water RMZ buffer 
prescriptions based on review of Type Np Soft Rock study findings  

3 months post Soft Rock 
(early Spring 2020) 

Written update for Policy and Board (V) April 24, 2020 
Final submission of deliverables to policy 6 months post final Type Np 

study (estimated June 19, 
2020) 

 

*The dates in this timeline are subject to change based on the dates of receipt of the Type Np studies. The 
Workgroup will adjust as necessary to accomplish its deliverables within the allotted overall schedule. 

Process and Milestones 
The following process steps are recommended to complete the deliverables: 

1. Review the completed Hard Rock report and associated findings; 
2. Review and understand Forest Practice rules associated with Type Np streams and how Washington’s 

water quality standards apply to forest practices; 
3. Identify information gaps and assess available information to assist Workgroup in deriving proposed RMZ 

buffer prescription for Type Np streams; 
4. On an ongoing basis, review newly completed Type N related studies and their associated findings; 

integrate relevant information into decision making process; consider field visits/practical field application 
time as needed; 

5. Develop a suite of possible alternatives and assess on-the-ground feasibility; 
6. Through consensus, select final prescription(s) for recommendation to Policy; 
7. Develop associated language that articulates how/where to implement a given prescription; 
8. Aggregate proposed prescriptions and a description of the process pursued, additional resources utilized, 

and any other relevant information into a final proposal for Policy’s consideration. 
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VII. Membership & Composition 
Workgroup Name Role 
[Insert Workgroup roster once 
completed] 

 

Composition 
The workgroup consists of two representatives of Policy, one of whom will serve as Chair and up to eight 
experts with the following areas of expertise: biological and physical stream processes, and silviculture/field 
forestry. 
 
An Adaptive Management Program Project Manager, [NAME], will serve as staff support for the workgroup. 
Specifically, the Project Manager will be responsible for assisting with meeting logistics, providing necessary 
materials related to the AMP process, and securing resources, as necessary, to achieve the workgroup’s objective. 

Expectations 
All workgroup members shall operate as technical experts and will not serve as representatives for any specific 
caucus. However, an understanding of the field and policy context will be valuable. Because familiarity and 
continuity among members are crucial to timely completion, meetings will require participation by all members. 
With Workgroup approval, members may invite associates to provide additional information. Associates’ role 
will be technical, short-term, and specific.  
 
Workgroup members agree to: 

• Acquire a deep understanding of past and incoming CMER studies on Type N streams;  
• Familiarize themselves with other related materials in preparation of the meeting;  
• Assist in the identification and evaluation of relevant non-CMER studies; 
• Read and understand Forest Practices WACs relevant to Type Np prescriptions; 
• Meet on a regular and timely schedule; 
• Attend all meetings (in-person or by phone); 
• Adhere to the timeline; and 
• Assist in reporting regularly to policy. 

VIII. Group Process and Governance 

Norms 
The Workgroup will follow standard Policy norms and ground rules. However, the small size and technical 
nature of the work may allow for a more informal approach than occurs at Policy meetings. Members of the 
Workgroup agree to collectively provide a collaborative space to foster the development and presentation of 
proposed RMZ buffer prescriptions for Type Np streams that achieve the aforementioned objectives. 

Meetings will be open to the public, but with no public comment. 

Governance 
The Workgroup will actively work toward consensus. If there is a lack of consensus, a simple majority vote 
can occur to move a decision forward. Majority-minority reports will be catalogued for all non-consensus 
decisions. 

It is the role of Workgroup co-chairs to inform Policy of non-consensus issues and to elevate those issues, if 
needed, for Policy resolution.  
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Roles and Responsibilities 
Chair & Alternate 

• Run workgroup meetings that maintain open and productive discussion and decision making; 
• Work with Project Manager (PM) to set up meeting schedule in advance; 
• Work with PM and Workgroup members to develop a work plan that meets deliverables, expectations, 

and timelines as articulated in the Charter; 
• Work with PM to ensure that meeting announcements and meeting summaries are prepared and 

distributed; 
• Provide written and oral updates to TFW Policy on Workgroup progress, issues, and decisions 

according to the timeline; 
• Provide updates to the Workgroup on status of affiliated CMER studies and/or pertinent decisions or 

discussions made by Policy; and 
• Identify if the workgroup is at an impasse and notify Policy immediately with a recommended course 

of action. 

Project Manager 
• Serves as staff support to the Workgroup; 
• Assist Chair with meeting logistics and providing necessary materials related to the AMP process; 
• Post on the TFW Policy Website Workgroup meetings, agendas, and relevant materials for the public; 

and 
• Work with AMP Administrator (AMPA) to identify and secure any necessary resources to achieve the 

Workgroup’s objectives – if funding is needed, work with the AMPA and Policy to determine 
availability of funds. 

Workgroup Technical Members 
• Provide expertise that helps solve technical problems related to developing new Type Np prescriptions 

that meet the objectives articulated in the Charter;  
• Along with the Hard Rock Study results, become familiar with the other CMER Type N study results 

when available; 
• Attend in person or via conference line/video link all regularly scheduled workgroup meetings; 
• Participate in organized field trips; 
• Be prepared for regularly scheduled workgroup meetings and complete assigned tasks within agreed 

upon deadlines; 
• As requested by Workgroup Chair, attend Policy meetings and provide updates to Policy members; 
• Follow guidelines established by the workgroup Charter; and 
• Adhere to Workgroup ground rules. 
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Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment Project in Hard Rock Lithologies – Report to 
Policy 
Approved by CMER – 27 February 2018 
Study Report 
The results from this study are found in the following Study Report: 
McIntyre, A.P., M.P. Hayes, W.J. Ehinger, S. Estrella, D. Schuett-Hames and T. Quinn 
(technical coordinators). 2017. Effectiveness of Experimental Riparian Buffers on Perennial 
Non-fish-bearing Streams on Competent Lithologies in Western Washington. Cooperative 
Monitoring Evaluation and Research Report CMER 18-100, Washington State Forest 
Practices Adaptive Management Program, Washington Department of Natural Resources, 
Olympia, WA. 

CMER/Policy Interaction Framework Six Questions 
1. Does the study inform a rule, numeric target, Performance Target, or Resource 

Objective? Yes. 

2. Does the study inform the Forest Practices Rules, the Forest Practices Board 
Manual guidelines, or Schedules L-1 or L-2? Yes. 

The objective of the Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment Project in Hard Rock Lithologies 
(Hard Rock Study) was to evaluate the effectiveness of the current westside riparian 
management zone (RMZ) prescriptions for Type N (non-fish-bearing) Waters in maintaining 
key aquatic conditions and processes affected by Forest Practices. Specifically, we evaluated 
whether the riparian buffer prescription for Type N Waters met the following overall 
Performance Goals, namely: (1) to support the long-term viability of stream-associated 
amphibians and (2) to meet or exceed water quality standards (WQS). 
CMER ranked the Hard Rock study as the highest priority based on the potential high risk to 
aquatic resources (CMER work plan 2005 - 2017) and the fact that the Type Np rule for 
western Washington was based on the results from few studies with limited scope and 
inference. As part of our evaluation, we assessed the Forest Practices Resource Objectives 
defined for key aquatic conditions and processes affected by forest practices outlined in the 
Forest Practice’s Habitat Conservation Plan (WADNR 2005; hereafter, FPHCP), Appendix N, 
Schedule L-1. Resource Objectives are intended to meet the overall performance goals, and 
consist of Functional Objectives, or broad statements of objectives for the major watershed 
functions potentially affected by forest practices, and Performance Targets, or measurable 
criteria defining specific, attainable target forest conditions and processes. In this study, we 
address Resource Objectives for heat/water temperature, large wood/organic inputs, and 
hydrology. We will specify the Functional Objectives and Performance Targets evaluated for 
each study response variable presented in the study results in #4 below. Note that not all study 
responses have corresponding Functional Objectives and Performance Targets in Schedule L- 
1, and for these we will identify applicable Resource Objectives and Critical Questions 
outlined in Schedule L-2 and/or the CMER Work Plan. 

 
This effectiveness monitoring and research study addresses one of the key questions that 
drives adaptive management: 
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Will the rules produce forest conditions and processes that achieve resource objectives 
as measured by the performance targets, while taking into account the natural spatial 
and temporal variability inherent in forest ecosystems?” (FPHCP, Appendix N, 
Schedule L-1) 

Finally, the overall study design addressed CMER Work Plan Critical Questions derived from 
Schedule L-1, including: 

• Are riparian processes and functions provided by Type N buffers maintained at levels 
that meet Forest Practices (FP) Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) Resource Objectives 
and Performance Targets for shade, stream temperature, large wood recruitment, 
litterfall, and amphibians? 

• How do other buffers compare with the FP Type N prescriptions in meeting Resource 
Objectives? 

• How do Type N riparian prescriptions affect water quality delivered to downstream 
Type F/S waters? 

3. Was the study carried out pursuant to CMER scientific protocols? 
Yes. The study design was carried out according to the CMER and Independent Scientific 
Peer Review (ISPR) approved study design (including sampling methodologies, statistical 
methods, and study limitations). SAGs (RSAG and LWAG), CMER, and ISPR reviewed all 
of the study chapters and their associated findings, and CMER approved the entire final report 
in September 2017. 

4. A. What does the study tell us? 
CMER designed an Effectiveness Study to evaluate clearcut harvest of lands managed for 
timber production with alternative riparian buffers on Type N Waters. We evaluated four 
experimental treatments including (1) an unharvested Reference, and clearcut harvest with 
three alternative riparian buffers that differed in the length of the riparian buffer in the RMZ: 
(2) 100% treatment, (3) Forest Practices (FP) treatment, and (4) 0% treatment (Table 1 
and Figure 1). 
Table 1. Description of four experimental treatments included in the Type N Study and the 
sample size for each treatment. All study sites are located on lands managed for timber 
production. 

 

Treatment Description Sample size (n) 

Reference Withheld from harvest during study period 6 

100% Two-sided 50-ft (15-m) no-harvest riparian buffer along 
entire Type Np RMZ, with 56-ft (17-m) radius buffers 
around Type Np intersections and uppermost points of 
perennial flow (i.e., PIPs). 

4 

FP Two-sided 50-ft (15-m) no-harvest riparian buffer along 
at least 50% of the Type Np RMZ, with 56-ft (17-m) 

3 



Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment Project on Hard Rock Lithologies – Findings Report to Policy 

3 

 

 

 

 radius buffers around Type Np intersections and 
headwater springs, consistent with current FP rules.1 

 

0% Clearcut harvest throughout the entire Type Np RMZ 4 
 

Where required, riparian buffers were two-sided 50-ft (15-m) minimum leave-tree buffers. In 
addition, 56-ft (17-m) radius buffers were required around some sensitive sites, specifically 
uppermost points of perennial flow (hereafter PIPs, which includes both the headwater spring 
and headwall seep sensitive site categories) and Type Np intersections. Unstable slopes 
required wider buffers of variable width along some channels. The 100% and FP treatments 
include riparian buffers throughout all or some of the RMZ (hereafter, buffered RMZ). The 
FP and 0% treatment include stream reaches that were clearcut, with removal of all standing 
trees, including non-merchantable timber, throughout some or all of the RMZ (hereafter, 
clearcut RMZ). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 In practice, the length of the buffer in the three FP treatments was greater than the minimum 50% required 
under Forest Practices rules, equaling 55%, 62%, and 73%. 
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REF FP 

Unharvested / riparian buffer 

F/N break 

Type Np Water 

0% 100% 

 
 
 
 
 

   

Legend 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1. Schematic of the four experimental treatments included in the Type N Study. 
Treatments included unharvested reference sites (REF) and sites receiving a clearcut harvest 
with one of three riparian buffer treatments along the Type Np Water RMZ: two-sided 50-ft 
(15-m) riparian buffers of 100%, Forest Practice (FP), and 0%. All streams were protected by 
a two-sided 30-ft (9-m) equipment limitation zone (ELZ). 

 
We collected 2-3 years of pre-harvest data 2006-2008 (Table 2). Timber harvest with riparian 
buffer treatments were applied July 2008 through August 2009. We collected two or more 
years of post-harvest data 2009-2011. We report on the findings from these periods here in the 
Findings Report. We have collected additional data from 2011 to the present (extended 
period). CMER is currently developing a separate final report containing the findings from the 
extended period and will convey results to the Timber, Fish and Wildlife Policy Committee 
(hereafter, Policy) in an additional findings report, tentatively expected in 2019. Policy may 
be interested in conducting future data collection beyond what has already been collected. The 
current CMER Master Schedule has line items and projected budgets associated with this 
work. 

FP 100% REF 

      Type Np Water with 30-ft ELZ  

  Clearcut harvest  F/N break 

Unharvested / riparian buffer 

0% 
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Table 2. Timeline of data collection and report development for past, current and potential future work related to the Type N Hard 
Rock Study. 

 
 Sampling Period and Year 

Pre-harvest Harvest Post-harvest Extended Future Potential Extended Work 
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Stand Structure/Tree Mortality  x x x x   x   x     x     

Wood Recruitment/Loading x x x x x   x   x     x    
Stream Temperature/Cover x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
Discharge/Turbidity x x x x x x x x x x x x x x      
Nutrient Export x x x x x x     x x        
Sediment Processes x x x x x               

Stream Channel 
Characteristics 
Litterfall Input/Detritus 
Export 

x 
 

x 

x 
 

x 

x 
 

x 

x 
 

x 

x 
 

x 

 
 

x 

 x   x     x x   

Biofilm/Periphyton x x x x x               

Macroinvertebrate Export x x x x x x              
Amphibian Demographics x x x x x     x x      x x  
Amphibian Genetics x x x       x x*         
Downstream Fish x x x x x               
Trophic Pathways x x x x x      x         

Two year post-harvest report 
"Extended" post-harvest 
report 
Amphibian Genetics reports 

    
 
 

x 

 
 
 

x 

 
 
 

x 

x x x x x x 

x 

x* 

 

x 

 

x 

   

x 

 

x 

 

x 

 

x 

* Stream-associated Amphibian Genetics sampling in 2015 and 2016 was the first post-harvest sampling, with the report developed in 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5 
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The study focused on the response of stream-associated amphibians and resources known to 
impact amphibian populations (i.e., water temperature, sediment, organic input, shade and 
channel structure), as well as exports to downstream fish-bearing (Type F) Waters (i.e., water 
temperature, sediment, organic/nutrient export, macroinvertebrate export, and discharge). 
CMER designed the study to maximize the likelihood of detecting differences among 
treatments, if they existed. In order to accomplish this, we designed a landscape-scale study 
with sites located throughout western Washington and the south Cascades. We utilized an 
experimental Before-After Control-Impact (BACI) design and compared the response of sites 
to clearcut harvest with treatments that differed in the length of the RMZ buffered. We 
collected two or three years of pre-treatment (i.e., before treatment) data during 2006-2008. 
Landowners applied clearcut harvest treatments between July 2008 and August 2009. We 
collected two or more years of post-treatment (i.e., after treatment) data 2009-2011. In some 
instances, the riparian buffer along 100% and FP treatment streams was longer and/or wider 
than the minimum required under Forest Practices rules due to regulatory and/or logistical 
constraints. We maximized the treatment impact by applying the treatments on the scale of an 
entire Type N basin (i.e., study site), when possible. Less than the total basin area was 
harvested in four of 13 riparian buffer treatment sites. The unharvested area in two 100% 
treatment sites was 3.7 ha (9.1 ac) of a 28 ha (68 ac) basin, or 13% of the total, and 2.8 ha (6.9 
ac) of a 26 ha (65 ac) basin, or 11% of the total. The unharvested area of two 0% sites was 0.4 
ha (1.0 ac), or 2% of the total, and 2.1 ha (5.2 ac), or 15% of the total (see Final Report 
Chapter 3 – Management Descriptions for details). Since the response of stream-associated 
amphibians was a primary variable of interest, we only included study sites where the species 
was known to occur, which restricted sites to those underlain by competent (i.e., hard rock) 
lithologies. Finally, we used the most appropriate sampling methods and statistical analyses 
available. 
The null hypothesis, or expected result if there was no effect of clearcut harvest and no 
differences in response among riparian buffer treatments, is that the pre- to post-harvest 
change in the reference would not differ from the change in the 100%, FP or 0% treatments. 
Alternatively, where we anticipated a difference, we hypothesized that the change in the 
100% treatment would differ the least from the reference, with a moderate difference between 
the reference and FP treatment, and the largest difference between the reference and 0% 
treatment. 
The results of the Hard Rock Study inform the efficacy of current Forest Practices rules. The 
temporal scope of inference applies to the two year post-harvest interval. Overall, the 100% 
treatment was the most effective in maintaining pre-harvest conditions, followed by the FP 
and then the 0% treatment. We found more statistically significant changes, with greater 
magnitudes of change, in the 0% treatment than in the other buffer treatments. While the 
100% and FP treatments had similar responses for several metrics, we also found responses 
that differed between the two treatments. 
We present applicable results, with a focus on responses that differ from the reference, in a 
“Results” section and then discuss those results in terms of effectiveness in meeting Schedule 
L-1 Functional Objectives and Performance Targets in a “Conclusions” section. For all 
comparisons, results are as they relate to the reference except where otherwise stated. 
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Stand Structure and Tree Mortality Rates 
The LWD/Organic Inputs Resource Objective addresses riparian stands. The Hard Rock 
Study reduces uncertainty for riparian stand condition with an evaluation of tree mortality and 
tree fall during the two years after harvest. 
Functional Objective: Develop riparian conditions that provide complex habitats for 
recruiting large woody debris and litter. 
Performance Targets: There are no Performance Targets specific to riparian condition for 
Type N Waters. 
We can also indirectly inform the critical question regarding the frequency and distribution of 
windthrow in forest practices buffers on Type N Waters. 
Critical Question: How do survival and growth rates of riparian leave trees change following 
Type Np buffer treatments? 

Results: 
 The greatest change in stand structure occurred in the treatments where riparian trees 

were completely removed to the stream edge (clearcut) and replanted with conifers 
(the 0% treatment and unbuffered portions of the FP treatment RMZs). 

 Two year post-harvest tree mortality rates were higher in the FP buffered RMZs 
compared to unharvested reference sites and 100% treatment RMZs. Post-harvest tree 
mortality (% basal area/yr) in FP buffered RMZs was over four times greater than in 
unharvested reference RMZs (P = 0.01) and over two times greater than in 100% 
RMZs (P = 0.09). The mortality rate in the 100% RMZs was double the reference rate, 
but the difference was not statistically significant. The mortality (% basal area) in both 
the FP and 100% PIPs were significantly higher than the rate for the reference PIPs, 
eight (P <0.01) and four (P = 0.05) times higher, respectively. 

 Stand structure as measured by trees per acre in the FP buffered RMZs was highly 
variable two years post-harvest. Most (~75%) stands had densities greater than 120 
trees/acre, while a subset (~25%) had densities below 120 trees/acre. 

 Windthrow was the primary cause of mortality and tree fall in both RMZ and PIP 
buffers. There was substantial variability in windthrow mortality among and within 
sites. We observed higher rates of windthrow in the RMZs of the coastal blocks 
(Willapa 1 and Willapa 2) than in sites located further inland in both the pre- and post- 
harvest periods. 

 Higher tree mortality in PIP buffers was likely due to their exposed locations and 
vulnerability to windthrow. 

Conclusions: 
 Removal of streamside trees in the 0% treatment and unbuffered portions of the FP 

treatment returned these areas to the stand-initiation stage of development and is likely 
to have the greatest effect on the quantity, characteristics and timing of wood input. 

 Unless the rates of tree mortality change significantly over time, FP and 100% RMZ 
buffers, which experienced low mortality, are likely to continue developing as single 
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cohort, conifer dominated stands. The future trajectory for the sub-set of buffer stands 
with higher mortality remains unclear. Since replanting is not required in these areas 
under Forest Practice rules, success of natural conifer regeneration will likely 
determine if these stands develop as multi-cohort conifer stands, or become dominated 
by broadleaf trees or shrubs. 

 Results from the Hard Rock Study are consistent with the findings from the Westside 
Type N Buffer Characteristics, Integrity, and Function Project (BCIF) Study (Schuett- 
Hames et al. 2011). Post-harvest mortality rates in the FPB RMZs were similar, and 
both studies documented statistically significant increases in mortality in FPB RMZs 
compared to reference sites. 

Wood Recruitment and Loading 
The LWD/Organic Inputs Resource Objective addresses wood recruitment and loading. The 
study reduces uncertainty for instream wood through an evaluation of wood recruitment and 
loading in the two years following harvest. 
Functional Objective: Develop riparian conditions that provide complex habitats for 
recruiting large woody debris and litter. 
Performance Targets: There are no Performance Targets specific to wood recruitment and 
loading for Type N Waters. 

Wood Recruitment Results: 
 Two year post-harvest tree fall rates, as a percentage of standing stems, in the FP 

buffer RMZs and PIPs were >5 (P = 0.02) and 12 (P = 0.01) times greater than the 
comparable unharvested reference rates. Tree fall rates in the 100% treatment PIPs 
were 7 times (P = 0.03) greater than in reference PIPs; however, no significant 
difference existed between tree fall rates in the 100% treatment and reference RMZs. 

 In the two years following harvest, in-channel wood recruitment experienced the 
greatest change in the clearcut RMZs and PIPs, with little additional wood recruitment 
to the stream because trees were removed as part of the harvest treatments. 

 Two year post-harvest large wood recruitment rates (volume) from RMZs in the FP 
buffer and 100% treatment were somewhat greater than for reference RMZs (1.1 and 
1.6 times, respectively), but the differences were not statistically significant. 

 Large wood recruitment volume in the FP and 100% treatment PIP buffers was 
substantially greater than in the reference PIPs (12 and 19 times, respectively) and the 
differences were statistically significant (P = 0.08 and 0.04, respectively). 

 Riparian buffers prevented input of logging slash into the stream from upland clearcut 
harvest. In these buffers, wood input was mostly due to windthrow. 

 Ninety percent of trees recruited during the two year post-harvest period were 
suspended over the stream channel. 

Wood Loading Results: 
 The post-treatment change in the number of in-channel large wood pieces (>10 cm [4 

in] diameter) differed between the reference and riparian buffer treatments (P <0.01). 



Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment Project on Hard Rock Lithologies – Findings Report to Policy 

9 

 

 

We estimated a between-treatment average increase of 60% (P <0.001), 40% (P = 
0.03) and 50% (P = 0.01) in the number of large wood pieces per stream meter in the 
100%, FP and 0% treatments, respectively. The pattern for functional large wood (i.e., 
contributing to step formation, bank stability, or hydraulic roughness) was similar to 
that for total large wood (P <0.01). 

 The post-treatment change in the number of in-channel small wood pieces differed 
between the reference and riparian buffer treatments (P <0.01). We estimated a 
between-treatment average increase of 60% (P = 0.05), 70% (P = 0.07) and 170% (P 
<0.0001) in the number of small wood pieces per stream meter in the 100%, FP and 
0% treatments, respectively. The pattern for functional small wood was similar to that 
for total small wood (P <0.01). 

 The only significant difference in numbers of wood pieces among the three buffer 
treatments was for total small wood, which had a greater post-harvest increase in the 
0% than in the 100% (P = 0.01) and FP (P = 0.08) treatments. The increase in total 
small wood in the 0% treatment was 70% greater than in the 100% treatment and 60% 
greater than in the FP treatment. 

 Greater than 75% of all wood pieces were classified as small. Small wood played a 
functional instream role in all sites, with approximately 50% of small wood pieces 
contributing to instream function, regardless of treatment. 

• When in-channel windthrow and slash were considered in combination, the channel 
length covered (hereafter “wood-obstructed reaches”) differed significantly among 
treatments (P = 0.001). In the first post-harvest year, wood-obstructed reach length in 
the 100%, FP and 0% treatments was estimated to be 3, 8, and 9 times greater than in 
the reference, and the FP and 0% treatments were significantly greater than in the 
reference (P <0.01). 

 The proportion of wood-obstructed reaches in the post-harvest period increased with a 
decrease in the length of buffered RMZ, ranging from 8 to 25% in the FP treatment 
and 0 to 61% in the 0% treatment. 

• We observed up to 5 times more large wood and up to 15 times more small wood in 
wood-obstructed reaches than in reaches that were not obstructed by wood. Ninety- 
one percent (91%) of all wood pieces in wood-obstructed reaches were classified as 
small wood (≤10 cm [4 in] diameter). 

 Large wood pieces most frequently contributed to bank stability in both the pre- and 
post-harvest periods, except in wood-obstructed reaches in the post-harvest period 
where the predominant function was hydraulic roughness. Large wood in wood- 
obstructed reaches also spanned the channel more frequently than in reaches that were 
not obstructed by wood. 

 Small wood was generally loose in the stream (e.g., not anchored in the stream and 
easily moved downstream during periods of higher flow) in both the pre- and post- 
harvest periods. In the post-harvest period, the proportion of small wood pieces that 
were loose declined, while the proportion of pieces that contributed to hydraulic 



Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment Project on Hard Rock Lithologies – Findings Report to Policy 

10 

 

 

roughness increased. The proportion of pieces contributing to hydraulic roughness or 
spanning the channel was greater in wood-obstructed reaches. 

Conclusions: 
 Streams with buffers (FP buffered and 100% treatments) had increases in wood 

recruitment and loading over the two year post-harvest period. 
 For streams with buffers, differences in wood recruitment were associated with levels 

of disturbance (mostly windthrow), including frequency and severity, regardless of 
treatment. Variability in stand structure associated with differences in post-harvest 
mortality has implications for future wood input and loading in the buffered streams, 
creating uncertainty about the ability of disturbed buffers to supply wood over the 
long-term. 

 Future large wood recruitment from buffered RMZs and PIPs will depend on several 
factors, including existing recruitment potential (the density and size of the current 
stand), ingrowth of new trees, future silvicultural activities, and the magnitude and 
frequency of disturbances, such as wind, that cause tree mortality and wood input. In 
buffered RMZs without extensive mortality, future recruitment potential is good. For 
the sub-set of buffers with substantial wind mortality, wood recruitment rates were 
higher during the first two years after harvest, but the number of trees remaining in the 
stand were depleted. Uncertainty remains about the ability of these stands to 
regenerate and supply instream wood over the long-term. 

 Future large wood recruitment from unbuffered (clearcut) RMZs in the FP and 0% 
treatments will require the establishment and development of a new forest stand. Over 
time, wood loading is likely to decrease as logging slash decays; however, these 
channels are likely to receive another pulse of logging slash during the next harvest. 
This process will result in an episodic wood input regime and changes in wood 
loading through time. 

 We observed the greatest post-harvest increase in wood loading, especially small 
wood related to harvest of the streamside riparian stand (i.e., slash), as a result of 
harvest activity in the clearcut RMZs. In these reaches, equipment limitation zones 
(ELZs), in combination with additional rules intended to minimize wood input during 
harvest, did not prevent recruitment of logging slash to streams. However, our study 
streams had substantially less slash input than streams in some similar studies (e.g., 
Jackson et al. 2001). 

 In clearcut stream reaches, there was very little additional large wood recruitment 
during the two years after harvest. Harvest of streamside trees eliminates potential 
future wood recruitment for an extended period, which will likely result in smaller and 
lower wood loading levels over longer periods (e.g., a harvest rotation). Uncertainty 
remains about the fate and persistence of logging slash, especially small wood, which 
decays at a much faster rate than, and does not provide the same opportunity for 
instream sediment storage as, large wood. In Type N basins with clearcut RMZs, 
replacement of large wood with smaller pieces will likely reduce long-term sediment 
storage capacity. 
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 We cannot evaluate whether this wood input regime meets the Functional Objective of 
providing complex habitats and developing riparian conditions for recruiting large 
wood through time with only two years of post-harvest study. 

 Wood pieces suspended above the stream channel provides shade and cover and are 
expected to provide in-channel functions eventually as they decay and are recruited to 
the stream. Uncertainty remains about the timeframe for suspended pieces to fall into 
the channel. 

Shade and Stream Temperature 
The Heat/Water Temperature Resource Objective addresses shade and stream 
temperature. 
Functional Objective: Provide cool water by maintaining shade, groundwater 
temperature, flow, and other watershed processes controlling stream temperature. 
Performance Targets: 

• Shade – Westside, Type N Waters: shade available within 50 feet for and least 
50% of stream length. 

• Stream temperature – Water quality standards (WQS) – current and anticipated in 
next triennial review2. 

Chapter 7 also addresses the Schedule L-1 Priority research directive to “Test the cumulative 
effect (at basin scale) of the Westside Type N patch buffers in meeting temperature targets". 
Shade and Stream Temperature Results-First two years post-harvest: 

• Type Np stream lengths (and percent of Np stream buffered) in the FP sites were 
1050 m (62%), 325 m (73%), and 822 m (55%). 

• We observed a significant post-harvest reduction in all shade metrics in all buffer 
treatments. Effective shade and canopy closure measured 1 m above the water surface 
were reduced 10% and 5%, respectively, in the 100% treatment, 36 and 27%, 
respectively, in the FP treatment, and 72% and 78%, respectively, in the 0% 
treatment. 

• Slash and understory vegetation can provide shade, especially in unbuffered stream 
reaches, compared to measurements taken 1 m above the water surface. However, in 
spite of there being no significant (P >0.05) change in shade at the water surface in 
the 100% and FP treatments, water temperature increased post-harvest in both 
treatments. 

• Before harvest streams in this study were cool compared to the random sample of 
western Washington Type Np streams on industrial forestland sampled in the 
Westside Extensive Study (Ecology in review; Streams in the Extensive Study were 
not stratified by area, substrate or lithology; Figure 2). The pre-harvest maximum 7- 

 
2 The Forests and Fish Report was established in 1999 while revisions were being proposed to the state’s water 
quality standards. This performance objective provides direct support for Forests and Fish Report’s Overall 
Performance Goal: “c) Meet or exceed water quality standards (protection of designated uses, narrative and 
numeric criteria, and antidegradation).” 
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day average daily maximum (7DADM) water temperature ranged from 10.0-16.1°C, 
with a median value of 13.0°C in the eleven harvested streams in this study. Only one 
stream exceeded 16.0°C pre-harvest. In comparison, the 7DADM in the random 
sample ranged from 8.6 – 23.7°C, with a median water temperature of 15.2ºC. 

• The 7DADM at four sites exceeded the 16°C threshold criteria (see description of 
water quality standards [WQS] on page 40) in at least one of the two post-harvest 
years (Figure 3). These were the four warmest sites pre-harvest and included one 
100% treatment site and three 0% treatment sites. 

• The average post-harvest increase in the 7DADM temperature, measured at the 
Buffer Treatment locations (the lowermost monitoring location on each stream that 
represented the buffer treatment), was 1.2ºC in the 100% and FP treatments and 3.2ºC 
in the 0% treatment. The post-harvest increase in 7DADM in the three FP treatment 
streams ranged from 0.4 to 2.3°C. 

• Further downstream at the F/N break, the magnitude of the 7DADM increase was 
0.7°C, 1.2°C, and 2.9°C in the 100%, FP, and 0% treatments, respectively. 

• Post-harvest increases in 7DADM were significant (P <0.05) in all buffer treatments 
at the Buffer Treatment location and at the F/N break. There was no significant 
difference between the 100% and FP treatments, while the increase in both the 100% 
and FP treatments was significantly less than in the 0% treatment. 

• Significant (P <0.05) increases in the maximum daily stream temperature, averaged 
by month, were detected over a broad seasonal range at most sites and in all buffer 
treatments, typically occurring from early spring through the fall in both post-harvest 
years. 

• Small (<1.0°C), but significant (P <0.05), increases in the 7-day average minimum 
daily water temperature were noted in all buffer treatments, most frequently for the 
July-August period. 

Shade and Stream Temperature Results-Years three through eight post-harvest (data not 
included in the report): 

• Shade, measured at 1 m above the stream, began an upward trajectory (increasing) in 
post-harvest year 5. 

• Mean monthly summer water temperatures, seven years after harvest, were 
significantly (P <0.05) greater than pre-harvest levels at two of the four 100% 
treatment sites (one site >1.0°C), two of three FP sites (one site >1.0°C), and all four 
0% sites. In addition, spring and fall temperatures were significantly higher at all 11 
treatment sites. 

• At seven years post-harvest mean monthly summertime water temperatures measured 
at downstream locations where the stream had flowed through approximately 100 m 
of unharvested forest (i.e. a reach within a Type F fish-bearing stream buffer or an 
unharvested forest) were significantly (P <0.05) warmer at five of the six treatment 
sites (1-FP site, 4-0% sites). Summer temperature was significantly cooler only at the 
100% treatment site. Spring and fall temperatures were higher at five of the six sites. 
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Conclusions: 

• None of the three riparian buffer treatments were effective at preventing statistically 
significant changes; e.g., reductions in shade and increases in stream temperature. 

• The immediate post-harvest reductions in effective shade and canopy closure were 
consistent with the intensity of buffer treatments and were of similar magnitude to the 
BCIF study (Schuett-Hames et al. 2011) and the Type 5 study (Janisch et al. 2012). 

• Shade reductions in the FP treatment roughly met the expectations in the Forest 
Practices HCP. (The HCP expectations are in terms of angular canopy density. We 
used a densiometer and canopy photos.) 

• Consistent with reductions in shade, we observed increases in the maximum and 
minimum daily stream temperatures and diel ranges across all buffer treatments. 

• Both the 100% and FP treatments resulted in significantly (P <0.05) smaller increases 
in water temperature than the 0% treatment, but temperature increases in the 100% 
and FP treatments did not differ significantly (P >0.05) from each other. 

• Even small reductions in shade (e.g., <10% in effective shade) lead to measureable 
increases in stream temperature in the 100% treatment. 

• The estimated increase for each buffer treatment is greater than the 0.3ºC increase 
allowable in the WQS for waters which are at or above the assigned temperature 
criteria (WAC 173-201A-200(1)(c)(i)). This magnitude of increase would trigger a 
Tier II antidegradation review to determine if the warming is necessary and in the 
overriding public interest (see and WAC 173-201A-320). 
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Figure 2. Pre-harvest seven day average daily maximum water (7DADM) temperature plotted 
by buffer treatment. Quartiles (dashed horizontal lines) from the westside Type Np Extensive 
Riparian Monitoring Study are shown for comparison. Note that the random sample of Type 
N Waters was not stratified by basin area, lithology, or other physical features. 
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Figure 3. Seven day average daily maximum temperature for each site by year. Sites that 
were warmer than 13°C pre-harvest tended to warm to 16°C or more after harvest. Nine of the 
eleven harvested buffer treatment sites were cooler in Post 2 than Post 1. 
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Discharge 
The Hydrology Resource Objective addresses discharge. We measured discharge in the 
Olympic and Willapa 1 blocks. 
Functional Objective: Maintain surface and groundwater hydrologic regimes (magnitude, 
frequency, timing, and routing of stream flows) by disconnecting road drainage from the 
stream network, preventing increases in peak flows causing scour, and maintaining the 
hydrologic continuity of wetlands. 
Performance Target: 

Peak flows – Westside: Do not cause a significant increase in peak flow recurrence 
intervals resulting in scour that disturbs stream channel substrates providing actual or 
potential habitat for salmonids, attributable to forest management activities. 

Results: 
 The change in total water yield was positive for all treated sites, with discharge 

increasing in proportion to the area of each basin harvested. We also observed 
treatment differences in water yield per unit area of harvest (i.e., specific discharge), 
with the 100% treatment exhibiting the smallest increase per unit area and the FP and 
0% treatments exhibiting larger increases. 

 Baseflow response (i.e., return interval [RI] <2 day) differed among buffer treatments, 
with baseflows decreasing in both 100% sites and significantly increasing in both 0% 
sites and the Willapa 1 FP treatment. Baseflow response in the Olympic FP treatment 
only increased significantly for the wetter portion of the baseflow period. 

 For events with an RI between 2 and 7 days, which are likely to be associated with 
low to moderate intensity rainfall, specific discharge increased by 1.5 to 7 mm/day in 
all FP and 0% sites. 

 Discharge increased for larger events (e.g., RI >7 day), but the effect size varied by 
block as well as treatment. 

 We found no evidence of increased annual peak flows in the Willapa 1 sites or 
Olympic 100% site, but did observe peak flow increases in the Olympic FP and 
Olympic 0% treatments. 

Conclusions: 
 We evaluated changes in peak flow recurrence intervals in harvested streams and 

found no evidence of increased annual peak flows in the three riparian buffer 
treatment sites in the Willapa 1 block or the 100% treatment in the Olympic block. We 
did observe peak flow increases in the FP and 0% treatments in the Olympic block. 
For these sites, we conclude that the Performance Target for peak flows was not met, 
which can affect sediment transport and aquatic habitat. 

 The difference in peak flow response between the two blocks may be due to 
differences in runoff generation processes (e.g., rain vs. rain-on-snow) with rain-on- 
snow in the Olympic block leading to increased peak flows. Our findings and 
literature suggest that, given the importance of rain-on-snow in peak flow generation, 
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prescription effectiveness related to peak flow is unlikely to be uniform across the 
landscape of interest. 

Sediment 
The Sediment Resource Objective addresses sediment. 
Functional Objective: Provide clean water and substrate and maintain channel-forming 
processes by minimizing to the maximum extent practical the delivery of management- 
induced coarse and fine sediment to streams (including timing and quantity) by protecting 
stream bank integrity, providing vegetative filtering, protecting unstable slopes, and 
preventing the routing of sediment to streams. 
We address streambed surface composition in the section on Stream Channel Characteristics. 
We did not evaluate coarse sediment transport. 

Suspended Sediment Export 
We estimated suspended sediment export (SSE) in the Olympic and Willapa 1 blocks. 
Performance Targets: While there are a number of performance targets related to sediment, 
none of them are addressed specifically through our evaluation of suspended sediment export. 

Results: 
 Study sites appeared to be supply limited with respect to suspended sediment, both 

before and after harvest. Observed turbidity was below 3.1 NTU over 95% of the time. 
The study design was restricted to headwater basins underlain by relatively competent 
lithologies so we expected suspended sediment concentration (SSC) and annual 
estimates of SSE to be low. 

 Eight storm events dominated suspended sediment budgets, which generally resulted 
in SSE spikes. These storm events typically occurred in late fall or early winter and 
any given event generally resulted in SSE spikes in only about half of the sites. Spike 
magnitude varied by storm, but did not vary significantly by treatment. 

 We did not find strong relationships between changes in discharge and sediment 
export. Although discharge with RIs greater than 7 days increased in all treatment 
sites, we did not detect a significant change in SSE following harvest. 

Conclusions: 
 We conclude that the Functional Objective for sediment was met in our study sites, 

though we caution that these results are limited to streams underlain by competent 
lithologies. 

 Overall, we failed to detect a significant effect of harvest on sediment, and were not 
able to detect a clear pattern regarding the relative effectiveness of buffer treatments at 
mitigating the effects of clearcut harvests on SSE. Delivery of management-induced 
sediment to streams appeared to be limited. 

 Total annual SSE (2 to 108 tons/km2/yr) was within the range of reported suspended 
yields for unmanaged small catchments, though up to 4 times greater than expected for 
sites dominated by competent lithologies. Yields tended to be higher in the Olympic 
block sites with the highest yields in the Olympic reference. 
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 Given the limited number of sites and paucity of sediment-producing storm events, the 
lack of a detectable relationship between changes in discharge and sediment export is 
not surprising. 

 If there were harvest-related changes in SSE, they appear to have been small relative 
to the natural variability. 

Other Sediment Processes 
In addition to our more formal evaluation and analysis of suspended sediment export, we 
collected gross estimates of some additional sediment input metrics to help explain 
hypothesized changes in the amphibian response. Results from these components can reduce 
uncertainty related to the following: 
Performance Targets: 

• Road sediment delivered to streams – virtually no sediment delivered to streams 
from new roads. 

• Stream bank/ELZ disturbance – Type N: ≤ 10% of the ELZ. 
We evaluated the following metrics, which inform the Performance Targets: 

(1) Road sediment – Though we did not design the study specifically to address the 
effectiveness of the rules to minimize road sediment delivered to streams, it does help 
inform the Road sediment delivered to streams Performance Target. We used the 
Washington Road Sediment Erosion Model (WARSEM; Dubé et al. 2004) to evaluate 
sediment delivery from road surface erosion. 

(2) Sediment delivery related to windthrown trees – We estimated the proportion of 
windthrown trees that showed visible evidence of sediment delivery to the stream 
channel, which informs the Stream bank/ELZ disturbance Performance Target, and 

(3) Stream-delivering surface erosion – We estimated the proportion of the stream length 
affected by bank erosion, which also informs the Stream bank/ELZ disturbance 
Performance Target. This response was evaluated only in the post-harvest period, so 
we can only examine differences in post-harvest erosion among buffer treatments and 
the reference. 

Results: 
 Our ability to detect changes in road-induced sediment was limited by the model we 

selected to evaluate this response; however, the model did predict a large spike in 
sediment input when one previously decommissioned road was reconstructed during 
harvest and then decommissioned within the same year. In this instance sediment 
increased from a pre-harvest level of 0.4 tons/year to 14.6 tons/year in the year in 
which harvest occurred. The model suggested that post-harvest sediment levels 
decreased back to pre-treatment levels after road decommissioning. 

 We did not identify windthrow as a major driver in SSE. Although the number of 
windthrown trees per 100 m of channel ranged from 0 to 51 in the pre-treatment and 0 
to 20 in the post-treatment period, most did not exhibit visual evidence of sediment 
delivery to the stream and we did not observe significant spikes in SSE during 
windthrow events. 
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• Stream-delivering surface erosion was documented at 11 of 17 study sites and was 
largely restricted to small areas of the streambank and it was unlikely that it 
measureably contributed to SSE. At the most severely impacted site, we found 
evidence of erosion adjacent to only 4.6% of the total stream channel length and we 
did not observe statistically significant differences in stream-delivering surface erosion 
among treatments (α = 0.05). We did not observe mass wasting or landslide events at 
any study sites, and, on average, reference and buffer treatments visually exhibited a 
similar amount of exposed bank. 

Conclusions: 
 The method selected for evaluating road sediment inputs lacked the precision and 

temporal resolution needed to explain patterns in suspended sediment export (SSE), 
and was limited by its ability to predict only large changes in road sediment delivery. 

 The likelihood of sediment delivery from windthrow decreases rapidly with increasing 
distance from the stream channel. As a result, in western Washington forests, 
windthrow is unlikely to be a significant source of sediment unless there is widespread 
windthrow of buffer trees growing immediately adjacent to the channel. This 
conclusion is consistent with the results of the BCIF Study. 

 Though not explicitly examined, strict observence of ELZs, which restricted 
equipment disturbances within 30 feet of the stream, appeared to have prevented 
sediment inputs. 

Nutrient Export 
There are no Resource Objectives, Critical Questions, or Performance Targets that address 
nutrient export specifically. However, nutrients can be considered another terrestrially-linked 
input similar to litterfall. We assessed the quantity of instream nitrogen and phosphorus 
exported from Type N Waters for two reasons: 1) nutrient concentrations may affect instream 
productivity at the site level, thereby influencing the biotic response to harvest; and 2) excess 
nutrient loads can encourage increased accumulations of algal biomass, which may depress 
dissolved oxygen concentrations in coastal receiving waters. 
Results: 

 Mean total N and nitrate-N concentrations increased in all buffer treatment sites. This, 
along with greater annual discharge, increased N export after harvest. The magnitude 
of the increase ranged from 8.2 to 32.9 kg ha-1 yr-1 (7 to 358% increase) for total N, 
and from 6.3 to 30.0 kg ha-1 yr-1 (13 to 327% increase) for nitrate-N. These increases 
were greatest in the 0% treatment, intermediate in the FP treatment, and lowest in the 
100% treatment. 

 Total-P export in buffer treatments increased after harvest by 21 to 50%; however, we 
did not detect significant post-harvest differences in the concentration or export of 
total-P among the three riparian buffer treatments. 
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Conclusions: 
 Higher post-harvest export of total-N and nitrate-N in all buffer treatments was 

correlated to the increase in annual runoff, which was correlated with the proportion of 
the watershed harvested and was similar to earlier studies. 

 The implication, favorable or unfavorable, of the increase in N export on downstream 
receiving waters depends upon the N load delivered, the existing N load in the 
downstream waters, and the timing of delivery to the receiving waters. 

 The increase in total-P export in buffer treatments was a function of the low pre- 
harvest exports, stable concentrations, and increased post-harvest runoff. 

Stream Channel Characteristics 
There are no Resource Objectives specific to Type N Water channel or stream characteristics 
outlined in Schedule L-1. There is, however, a Resource Objective and Performance Target 
related to stream channel characteristics in the CMER Work Plan. 
Resource Objective (CMER Work Plan): Provide complex in- and near-stream habitat by 
recruiting wood and litter. 
Critical Question (CMER Work Plan): How does stream-associated amphibian habitat 
respond to variation in inputs (e.g., sediment, litterfall, wood)? 
We considered this critical question when designing our stream channel characteristic 
sampling methodology. Though there are specific Performance Targets for some measures of 
stream channel characteristics outlined for the LWD/Organic Inputs Functional Objective 
(i.e., pool frequency, and residual pool depth, Schedule L-1), during their review of the 
CMER work plan’s Type N rule group, Policy determined that those performance targets 
were intended for Type F waters, not Type N Waters. 
We evaluated the response of stream-associated amphibian habitat availability and quality 
based on the following: stream hydrology (wetted width, stream depth, dry length), bankfull 
width, channel units (pool, riffle, and step density and characteristics), and substrate 
(fines/sand, gravel/cobble, and boulder/bedrock). 
Results: 

• With the single exception of pool length, which increased in all three buffer 
treatments compared with the change in the reference (P = 0.03), channel 
characteristics in the 100% and FP treatments did not differ from the reference. 

• We estimated the change in pool length in the reference to be less than the change in 
the 100% (P = 0.05), FP (P = 0.01) and 0% treatments (P = 0.04), with the within- 
treatment change in mean pool length estimated to be 12 to 20% greater in harvested 
sites than in the reference. 

• The stream wetted width response differed among treatments (P = 0.03), with the pre- 
to post-harvest change in the 0% treatment estimated to be 0.3 m less than the change 
in all other treatments (P = 0.01, 0.01, and 0.04 for the reference, 100% and FP 
treatments). 
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• The bankfull width response also differed among treatments (P <0.001). Similar to 
the pattern we observed for stream wetted width, the pre- to post-harvest change in 
the 0% treatment was 0.4 m less than the change in the reference (P <0.001) and 0.5 
m less than the 100% and FP treatments (P <0.0001 and <0.001, respectively). 

• The response of the proportion of the channel rise attributed to steps also differed 
among experimental treatments (P <0.01). The pre- to post-harvest change was 16 to 
17% less in the 0% treatment than the other treatments (P <0.01). 

• Though not significant, we observed an increased proportion of the channel length 
dominated by fines and sand with a decrease in buffer length. Specifically, we 
estimated a 4%, 9% and 16% increase in the channel length dominated by fines and 
sand in the 100%, FP and 0% treatments, respectively. 

• The dominant stream channel unit type differed between wood-obstructed reaches 
and those that were not obstructed. We noted an increase in the dominance of pools 
and steps and a decline in riffles in wood-obstructed stream reaches. 

Conclusions: 

• Changes in habitat availability and quality were apparent in all riparian buffer 
treatments, but were greatest in the 0% treatment. 

• The rules provided for complex in- and near-stream habitat. We hypothesized that 
changes in stream channel characteristics were attributable to both large and small 
wood recruitment, which was greatest in the 0% treatment, and subsequent increases 
in channel roughness. Wood alters stream hydrology and restrict wetted width in 
logged streams by concentrating wood towards the channel margins. Wood and 
debris dams dominate pool formation and slow the rate of water discharge, increasing 
pool length. 

• The changes in habitat quality were a result of increased sediment storage, 
particularly in the 0% treatment. Though the increase in stored sediment did not 
differ statistically between reference and buffer treatment basins, we hypothesize that 
the increase may be biologically meaningful. Increased sedimentation has been 
negatively associated with amphibian occupancy and density as a result of impaired 
feeding, specifically for tailed frog larvae grazers. Sediment may also fill interstitial 
spaces, eliminating critical microhabitats and reducing habitat complexity and cover. 
It may also impair respiration for larval stream amphibians. (See conclusions for 
Stream-associated Amphibians – with the single exception of giant salamanders in 
the FP treatment, we did not see a negative response to treatment for any amphibian 
taxa and treatment combination in the two years following harvest) 

• The relative quality (contribution to stream-associated amphibian feeding and 
reproductive success) of wood-obstructed reaches is not known. 

• Both large and small wood played functional roles in forming amphibian habitat. 
However, we do know what persistence and future recruitment of wood will be like 
or what the long-term impacts will be to habitat. The large amount of small wood 
input to streams during harvest of the RMZ (0% and portions of FP treatment) will 
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decay at a much faster rate than large wood, which forms larger instream structures 
with greater sediment storage capacity. 

Litterfall Input and Detritus Export 
The LWD/Organic Inputs Resource Objective addresses litterfall and detritus. 
Functional Objective: Develop riparian conditions that provide complex habitats for 
recruiting large woody debris and litter. 
Performance Target: At least 50% of recruitment available from within 50 ft, for westside 
Type N Waters. 
The study reduces uncertainty about litterfall recruitment in the two years following clearcut 
harvest. This is the first CMER study to include an evaluation of litterfall as it relates to Type 
N riparian prescription effectiveness. Litterfall input and detritus export were variables of 
interest because of the potential for timber harvest to alter the quantity, composition, and 
timing of litterfall inputs, which may in turn affect the quantity and composition of the 
instream detritus and food availability to the biotic community. We assessed litterfall inputs 
and detritus exports in the Olympic and Willapa 1 blocks. 

Results: 
 Riparian tree removal in the clearcut RMZs of the 0% and FP treatments reduced post- 

harvest litterfall inputs and detritus exports in both treatments, while total litterfall 
inputs and detritus exports were slightly higher after harvest in the 100% treatment. 

 Significant differences were noted only in the 0% treatment for deciduous litterfall and 
total leaf (deciduous plus conifer) litterfall (P <0.01). Deciduous litterfall decreased 
from 0.51 to 0.05 g ash-free dry mass (AFDM) m-2 day-1 (91% decrease) and total leaf 
litterfall from 1.06 to 0.08 g AFDM m-2 day-1 (92% decrease) after harvest in the 0% 
treatment. Annual litterfall inputs continued to remain low in the 0% treatment at the 
end of the second post-harvest year. 

• The decrease in litterfall inputs resulted in a significant decrease in instream detritus 
exports from the 0% treatment (P≤0.04), a response driven by a decrease in total, 
coarse, and fine particulate organic matter and wood. Total detritus export decreased 
from 517 to 247 g AFDM day-1 (52% decrease) after harvest in the 0% treatment. 

Conclusions: 
 Riparian buffers in the 100% and FP treatments maintained litterfall inputs that did not 

differ statistically from reference conditions, leading us to conclude that, based on this 
evaluation, the Functional Objective was met, at least initially, by the 50-ft RMZ and 
sensitive site rules. These riparian buffers may not maintain litterfall levels in the 
long-term, however, as standing trees in these buffers are prone to loss. 

 A decrease in litterfall input from riparian canopy in the 0% treatment reflects the 
removal of all trees from that treatment. The result is a post-harvest reduction in the 
delivery of litter to the stream, at least in the short-term until plant communities are 
reestablished. This leads us to conclude that, based on this evaluation, the functional 
objective was not met in the 0% treatment. 
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 Riparian buffers in the 100% and FP treatments maintained detritus exports that did 
not differ statistically from reference conditions, but did not maintain detritus exports 
in the 0% treatment. A decrease in detritus export from the 0% treatment reflects the 
removal of all trees in that treatment and a decrease in litterfall inputs. The addition of 
slash and windthrow to the stream, however, may have increased detritus retention. 
Wood decreases water velocity and creates depositional areas where litterfall would be 
retained for consumption and fragmentation by microbes and macroinvertebrates. 

Biofilm and Periphyton 
There are no Resource Objectives, Performance Targets, or Critical Questions that address the 
production of biofilm (i.e., the assemblage of algae, diatoms, and cyanobacteria on benthic 
substrates) or periphyton (i.e., the algal component of biofilm). Biofilm forms the vast 
majority of microbial biomass in headwater streams and periphyton contributes to most of the 
primary production in headwater streams. Biofilm and periphyton have short life cycles, rapid 
reproduction, and are sensitive to changes in physical and chemical processes. They are 
valuable indicators of short-term environmental change and provide the primary food resource 
for tailed frog larvae and some macroinvertebrates important as food resources for stream- 
associated amphibians. 
Results: 

 We found no evidence of a post-harvest difference in biofilm (as measured by AFDM) 
among treatments. 

 We found no evidence of a post-harvest difference in periphyton (as measured by 
chlorophyll a) among treatments. 

 Wood from slash and windthrow was providing shade in clearcut reaches of the RMZ. 
We documented a bimodal distribution of cover values from densiometer results for 
sample locations in the clearcut RMZ (i.e., <30% for 58% of sample locations and 
≥60% for the remaining 42% of sample locations), where overhead canopy was 
removed as a part of the experimental treatment. 

Conclusions: 
 While we observed reductions in shade, increases in stream temperature, and increased 

nitrogen export related to the length of clearcut RMZ, we did not observe the 
increased algal production we expected. 

 Ultimately, while we do not know what physical and/or biological processes are 
controlling algal production in our study streams, we have no evidence of a difference 
in the response of biofilm or periphyton production to buffer treatments. Other 
processes that may have countered an increase include sediment, water flow/scour, 
grazer consumption, and in-channel wood that contributes to stream shading. 

Macroinvertebrate Export 
There are no Resource Objectives, Critical Questions, or Performance Targets that address 
macroinvertebrates specifically, but we assessed the response of macroinvertebrate export 
from Type N Waters to evaluate the effect of harvest on food resources for stream-associated 
amphibians and downstream fish. Macroinvertebrate export has the potential to change after 
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harvest with potential changes in leaf litter inputs and primary production. We examined 
export rates for total macroinvertebrates, functional feeding groups, and dominant taxa in the 
Olympic and Willapa 1 blocks. 
Results: 

 Total macroinvertebrate export (numbers and biomass per day) did not change in 
response to buffer treatments. 

 We did not see a significant change in most functional feeding groups, however, the 
response varied. Export of collector-gatherer biomass increased in the FP treatment 
relative to the reference (P = 0.02). Collector-gatherer biomass increased from 14 to 
58 mg day-1 (329% increase) after harvest in the FP treatment. Parasite, scraper, and 
Dixidae (Diptera) export decreased significantly relative to the reference (treatment x 
period <0.05) in two or more of the buffer treatments. 

 Chironomidae and Baetis comprised much of the proportion of individuals exported 
both pre- and post-harvest, and Baetis comprised most of the biomass exported; 
however, neither changed in response to harvest. 

Conclusions: 
 Overall, there were no major reductions in macroinvertebrate export and no major 

shifts in functional feeding groups associated with riparian buffer treatments. 
 A lack of response of biofilm and periphyton production to clearcut harvest in our 

buffer treatments may explain the lack of a consistent response in most functional 
feeding groups. 

Stream-associated Amphibians 
There are no Resource Objectives specific to stream-associated amphibians outlined in 
Schedule L-1. However, we used the response of stream-associated amphibians to alternative 
riparian buffer prescriptions on Type N Waters to evaluate the Schedule L-1 Overall 
Performance Goal of supporting the long-term viability of “other covered species,” which 
includes stream-associated amphibians. There is also a Resource Objective and several 
Critical Questions for stream-associated amphibians outlined in the CMER Work Plan. 
Resource Objective (CMER Work Plan): Provide conditions that sustain stream-associated 
amphibian population viability within occupied sub-basins. 
Critical Questions (CMER Work Plan): 

 Is stream-associated amphibian population viability maintained by the Type N 
prescriptions? 

 What are the effects of three buffer treatments on stream-associated amphibians two 
years post-harvest? 

 How do stream-associated amphibian populations respond to the Type N prescriptions 
over time? 

The definition of population viability is the ability of a population to persist and avoid 
extinction. The rules do not designate a metric for evaluating amphibian population viability. 



Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment Project on Hard Rock Lithologies – Findings Report to Policy 

24 

 

 

We used population density as an indicator of viability; however, to address amphibian 
population viability adequately, longer-term study is required. 
Though we did not design the study to address occupancy or reproduction on the reach scale, 
we do have data that can inform the following additional Critical Questions: 

 Do stream-associated amphibians continue to occupy and reproduce in the patch 
buffers? 

 Do stream-associated amphibians continue to occupy and reproduce in ELZ-only 
reaches? 

The forest practices-designated amphibians included in this study were Coastal Tailed Frog 
and three species of Torrent Salamanders (Olympic, Columbia, and Cascade). We also 
evaluated the response of two species of Giant Salamanders (Coastal and Cope’s). 
Results: 

 The post-harvest change in stream network-wide larval Coastal Tailed Frog (Ascaphus 
truei) density differed among treatments (P <0.0001). Density increased in 
intermediate treatments (i.e., 100% and FP) relative to both the reference and 0% 
treatment. We detected significant post-harvest increases in the 100% and FP 
treatments that were 4 (P = 0.02) and 8 (P <0.0001) times greater, respectively, than 
the post-harvest change in the reference. The change in the 0% treatment did not differ 
statistically from the change in the reference, but did differ from the change in both 
the 100% (P = 0.01) and FP (P <0.001) treatments. 

 The post-harvest change in stream network-wide post-metamorphic Coastal Tailed 
Frog density differed among treatments (P = 0.10). We detected a post-harvest 
increase in the 0% treatment that was 6 times greater than the change in the reference 
(P = 0.07), an increase that was significantly greater than the change in the 100% and 
FP treatments (P = 0.02 and 0.03, respectively). 

 We saw no difference in torrent salamander (Rhyacotriton) density among treatments 
using one method of determining density. However, when we applied another method 
where we included animals that were encountered in wood-obstructed reaches, we 
detected a post-harvest increase in torrent salamander density in the 0% treatment that 
was a 3 times greater than the change in the reference (P <0.01). 

 The post-harvest change in stream network-wide giant salamander (Dicamptodon) 
density differed among treatments (P <0.01). Giant salamander density decreased by 
82% in the FP treatment relative to the reference (P <0.001), a decrease that was 
significantly greater than the change in the 100% and 0% treatments (P <0.01 and 
P = 0.02, respectively). We did not note a significant change in density for any other 
treatment, including the reference. 

 We found all genera in clearcut RMZs with wood-obstructed reaches covered by 
dense matrices of wood, organic debris (e.g., leaves and needles) and fine sediment. 
Densities in these reaches were sometimes quite high with values as high as 3, 20, and 
6 animals per stream meter for tailed frog, torrent and giant salamanders, respectively. 

 We observed egg masses for all three genera in harvested streams, including in the 0% 
treatment and in the wood-obstructed reaches of clearcut RMZs. 
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 We had no evidence of a treatment effect on body condition for any species, though 
we were unable to include tailed frog post-metamorphs in our analysis due to a small 
sample size. 

• The density of focal FP-designated amphibians did not decline in any buffer treatment, 
including in the 0% treatment, where the July-August 7-DADMax increased by 3.2℃ 
in the two years post-harvest. 

Conclusions: 
 The Type N prescriptions maintained tailed frog and torrent salamander density within 

occupied basins two years after harvest in all riparian buffer treatments. 
 The very high densities of torrent salamanders observed in some wood-obstructed 

reaches explains the differing results that we obtained when we did and did not 
include density estimates from these reaches in our overall stream-network wide 
density analysis. 

 Though it is not an FP-designated species, post-harvest conditions did not sustain 
giant salamander density within the FP treatment in the two years after harvest. The 
negative response of giant salamanders in the FP treatment is inconsistent with study 
findings for the other stream-associated amphibian species. Further, the lack of a 
statistically significant difference in the pre- to post-harvest change between the 
reference and the 0% treatment leads us to suspect that the response to the FP 
treatment may not be driven by treatment per se, but may reflect complex ecological 
interactions, including site-specific factors. 

• In theory, body condition reflects an animal’s energy reserves and can be associated 
with environmental characteristics such as habitat quality and prey availability. We 
did not observe an effect of treatment on body condition for any species. 

 We used the presence of egg masses as a sign of reproduction. Although sample sizes 
were limited, we concluded that all genera continued to occupy and reproduce in 
stream reaches with buffered (i.e., patch buffer) and clearcut (i.e., ELZ-only) RMZs in 
the two years following harvest. 

 Evaluation of a genetic response requires generational turnover of amphibian 
populations that will require a minimum of seven to eight years after treatment 
implementation. Consequently, we report the results from this component of the study 
separately. A report evaluating the response of measures of amphibian genetic 
diversity has been through CMER review and is currently in ISPR review. The 
genetics response can be used to inform further the degree to which meeting the 
overall Performance Goal of long-term viability is being met. 

 An evaluation of a response of amphibian population viability to the Type N 
prescriptions will require study over a longer temporal scale that reflects reproductive 
success through time. Analysis of amphibian demographic data collected seven and 
eight years post-harvest (after one generational turnover) will provide our first 
opportunity for understanding the true impacts to long-term amphibian viability, 
though continued monitoring even beyond one generational turnover would be more 
informative. 
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Downstream Fish 
The original research objectives for the fish component of the study were to: (1) evaluate the 
existing hypotheses on Cutthroat Trout (Onchorhynchus clarkii clarkii) at the upstream extent 
of fish use, (2) assess fish response to upstream timber harvest and different riparian buffer 
prescriptions, and (3) generate new information characterizing the ecology of headwater fish 
populations. Unfortunately, due to a variety of complications, inclusion of the fish component 
was only possible for six study sites located in the Olympics and Willapa Hills. We modified 
the study objective to focus on generating new information for Cutthroat Trout and their 
habitats at the extreme upstream extent of fish distribution in a case study involving these six 
study sites. 

Results: 
 We found cutthroat trout density to be relatively low in comparison with other studies. 
 We found no relationships between total linear fish density and physical stream habitat 

characteristics, such as stream gradient and percent pool area. 
 We observed patterns suggesting a positive relationship between age-0 fish density 

and increased percent pool area and lower stream gradient. 
 We did not find any evidence that fish density was significantly correlated with either 

fish condition or growth. 
 Cutthroat trout in the uppermost extent of fish distribution grew more slowly and were 

smaller on average, with a lower condition factor than those reported in other studies. 
Conclusions: 

• This work, while limited, documents the relatively low abundance and growth rate of 
cutthroat trout populations in headwater stream reaches at the extreme upstream extent 
of fish distribution in western Washington. We found that these habitats tended to 
support lower densities of fish than typically reported in the reviewed literature for 
headwater basins as a whole, and that the cutthroat trout in these habitats grew more 
slowly and were smaller on average with a lower condition factor than those reported 
in these studies. Our findings support the hypotheses of researchers such as Trotter 
(2000) who contend that fish in these habitats are living, “at or near the limit of 
available stream resources”, be those resources food, space (habitat), or both. 

 
Summary of Treatment Performance 

 
We hypothesized that when the pre- to post-harvest change differed among treatments, change 
in the 100% treatment would differ the least from the reference, with a moderate difference 
between the reference and FP treatment, and the largest difference between the reference and 
0% treatment. 
Results for the following metrics matched our hypothesis, where we observed the following 
statistically significant response related to reductions in the length of the RMZ buffered: 

 Increased tree mortality in the 100% and FP treatments 

 Decreased shade 
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 Increased stream temperature (throughout the stream, that persisted throughout most 
of the year) 

 Increased discharge (with an increase in the proportion of the basin area harvested) 
 Increased nitrogen export 
 The response of the following metrics also followed our predicted pattern, however, 

for these metrics the difference among treatments was not statistically significant: 
 Decreased large wood recruitment 
 Increased stored sediment 

For the following metrics, we observed a statistically significant response that differed from 
the change in the reference, but in these cases the responses did not differ among the buffer 
treatments: 

 Increased wood density (total and functional large wood, and functional small wood) 
 Increased phosphorous export 
 Increased pool length 

For the following metrics, we measured a significant difference only for the 0% treatment: 
 Decrease in stream wetted and bankfull channel widths 

 Decrease in the proportion of channel rise attributed to steps 

 Decrease in litterfall input 
 Decrease in detritus export 
 Increase in tailed frog post-metamorph density 

We observed a significant difference among treatments for the following metrics, however, in 
these instances the post-harvest response differed from our hypothesis and was not consistent 
among treatments: 

 Increase in total small wood in all three riparian buffer treatments, with the greatest 
increase in the 0% treatment and moderate increases in both the 100% and FP 
treatments 

 Increase in stream length obstructed by wood (i.e., slash and windthrow) in both the 
FP and 0% treatments. The change did not differ between the FP and 0% treatments 

 Increase in tailed frog larvae density that did not differ between the 100% and FP 
treatments 

 Decrease in giant salamander density in the FP treatment only 

For the following response categories, there was an overall lack of statistically significant 
response: 

• Sediment input and export 

• Biofilm and periphyton production 
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• Total macroinvertebrate export and most functional feeding groups 
Any treatment response that differed from the change in the reference was evidence of a 
harvest effect. Overall, the response in the 0% treatment differed from the reference and the 
other buffer treatments most frequently. The magnitude of change also tended to be greatest in 
the 0% treatment. 

B. What does the study not tell us? 
One should consider a number of study limitations when interpreting and generalizing the 
results. 
Spatial Scope of Inference: The spatial scope of inference is limited to Type N basins 
dominated by competent lithologies, which comprise approximately 29% of western 
Washington Forests and Fish-regulated lands (P. Pringle, personal communication, September 
2005, formerly Washington Department of Natural Resources). One should not assume that 
the results apply equally to other lithologies. Additional considerations include the fact that all 
sites, including references, were located in second-growth forests and ranged from 
approximately 12 to 53 ha (30 to 130 ac). See McIntyre and colleagues (2009) for a summary 
of the site selection process. 
Temporal Scope of Inference: The temporal scope of inference can only be made to the two 
year post-harvest interval. Do not assume that the results are applicable over a longer period. 
One can only understand the scope of potential long-term response with longer-term 
monitoring. For example, there will be opportunities for continued ingrowth and stand 
development, windthrow from riparian buffers and associated in-channel wood recruitment, 
sediment delivery, or delayed response to the reproductive success of stream-associated 
amphibians, among others. Conversely, for metrics that changed from pre-harvest levels, we 
do not know how much time will be needed for recovery to pre-harvest levels. 
Riparian Buffering/BMPs: Application of clearcut timber harvest included buffers for 
sensitive sites and unstable slopes, and followed other best management practices (BMPs), 
ultimately, influencing the level of buffering (width and length) in the FP treatment sites. 
CMER did not design this study to examine directly the influence of specific rules or BMPs, 
but rather to evaluate the overall influence of the FP buffer strategy as it is applied under real 
world circumstances. We do not know if the results for the FP buffers would have been 
different if only the minimum riparian buffers had been applied. We also do not know how 
frequently more than the minimum buffer length is applied across the managed landscape. 
Since the proportion of the stream length buffered in FP treatment sites was more than the 
minimum required under Forest Practice’s rules, some consistency in responses between the 
100% and FP treatments may reflect the fact that the stream length buffered was more similar 
between these treatments than between the FP and 0% treatments. Furthermore, protection of 
unstable slopes resulted in wider riparian buffers along some portions of two of four 100% 
buffer treatment sites, although it should be noted that this study was designed to evaluate 
buffer length, not buffer width. Nonetheless, wider buffers in some 100% treatment sites may 
have resulted in a consistency of response between reference and 100% sites. Buffers along 
the FP treatments sites were 50 ft, as specified in the FPHCP. As stated above, and based on 
the results from sites with buffers 50 ft wide, it is very likely that sites containing buffered 
sections wider than 50 ft would still have experienced increases in stream temperature 
associated with shade reductions. 
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The following summarizes the limitations specific to particular responses: 

• Discharge. Discharge changes associated with harvest are likely to be complex and 
extend over much longer timescales than those analyzed as part of this study. We do 
not know how flows will change over a longer period of time as the trees regrow. As a 
result, it is not possible to provide a comprehensive assessment of long-term treatment 
effectiveness. 

• Sediment. We cannot draw major conclusions about the effectiveness of forestry 
activities on sediment processes at this time. Our ability to detect a treatment effect for 
the sediment component of the study was hampered by the limited number of sediment 
generating events, inconsistent harvest timing and sediment export across sites for a 
given storm event, and low site-scale replication (n = 2) of each treatment,. We may 
obtain a more definitive answer through analysis of the data collected through the 
extended period or through related research (e.g., the Type N Soft Rock). 

• Stream-associated amphibians. We selected study sites based on specific criteria, 
including the presence of stream-associated amphibians. Sites chosen tended to have 
cooler pre-treatment stream temperatures than are typical of Type N Waters in western 
Washington (see Figure 2, which includes pre-harvest seven day average daily 
maximum water (7DADM) for our study streams compared with the quartiles for the 
same information from the Extensive Riparian Monitoring Study, which evaluated a 
random sample of Type N Waters that was not stratified by basin area, lithology, or 
other physical features. This creates some uncertainty around the application of results 
broadly across the westside managed landscape. The study cannot tell us if specific 
amphibian taxa would respond differently in Type N Waters with warmer pre-harvest 
temperatures. Additionally, since our methodology focused on instream sampling, 
potential impacts to post-metamorphic Coastal Tailed Frog and Coastal Giant 
Salamanders found terrestrially were not addressed in this study. 

• Downstream Fish. Since the fish component was a series of case studies in a limited 
number of study sites (n = 6), we did not evaluate treatment effectiveness for 
downstream fish and our results have limited inference beyond the sites we sampled. 

• Pre-harvest Windthrow Event. Interpretation of results, especially for riparian 
vegetation and wood, required consideration of the timing and severity of a windthrow 
event that occurred 1-4 December 2007. During this time, a series of storms caused 
extensive windthrow throughout western Washington. The storms resulted in 
extensive damage to forestlands along the Washington coast, leading us to add an 
additional, third year, of pre-treatment sampling for some response variables. We 
found that study sites assigned to all treatments were impacted, including references 
and riparian buffer treatments. Since we had the opportunity to collect additional pre- 
harvest data, our data reflect the broad range of disturbances that occur throughout the 
managed forestlands of western Washington. 

5. What is the relationship between this study and any others that may be planned, 
underway, or recently completed? 

The results from the Hard Rock Study, BCIF Study, Soft Rock Study, Shade Study, and 
Amphibian Recovery Project are expected to provide a thorough assessment of riparian 
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prescription effectiveness for westside Type N Waters. They will generate data that can be 
used to determine if the resource objectives for heat/water temperature, LWD/organic inputs, 
sediment, hydrology and stream-associated amphibians (with the exception of terrestrial 
Dunn’s and Van Dyke’s Salamanders) are being met. 

• Westside Type N Buffer Characteristics, Integrity, and Function Project [BCIF Study, 
completed]: The BCIF Study evaluated the magnitude of change in riparian stand 
conditions, tree mortality, shade and LWD recruitment when prescriptions were 
applied on a reach-scale at sites selected from a random sample of forest practice 
applications. The Hard Rock Study expanded on the knowledge gained in the BCIF 
Study, supplementing the results from the latter by increasing the sample of clearcut, 
50-ft buffer and PIP buffer RMZ reaches. These results are particularly helpful in 
reducing the level of uncertainty in PIP buffer response, increasing the sample size 
and providing PIP reference data. Additionally, the Hard Rock Study included 
responses that were not incorporated in the BCIF study, including riparian-related 
inputs (light, litterfall, sediment, and wood) and the response of instream (amphibians, 
water temperature, and habitat) and downstream components (export of nutrients, 
organic matter, macroinvertebrates, and sediment; water temperature; and fish in the 
downstream fish-bearing reach). Findings through five years post-harvest are reported 
on in Schuett-Hames and colleagues (2011). A report on findings through 10 years 
post-harvest is in development. 

• Type N Experimental Buffer Treatment Project in Soft Rock Lithologies Project [Soft 
Rock Study, underway]: This study was funded by Policy and the Board with the 
understanding that Hard Rock lithologies targeting cold streams inhabited by 
amphibians could potentially underestimate and/or mask impacts caused by forest 
practices on streams in soft rock lithologies uninhabited by amphibians. The Soft Rock 
Study will expand on the knowledge gained from the Hard Rock Study by evaluating 
the post-harvest changes in riparian stand conditions, buffer tree mortality, LWD 
recruitment, shade and stream temperature, and nutrient and sediment export from 
westside Type N basins with sedimentary lithologies. This study differs from the Hard 
Rock study in that it includes only study basins underlain with sedimentary  
lithologies, and includes only one riparian buffer treatment that replicates current 
Forest Practices rules (equivalent to the Hard Rock Study FP treatment; no alternative 
buffers are tested). Both the Hard and Soft Rock studies use a manipulative 
experimental design to compare effectiveness of riparian buffers with unharvested 
controls. Like the Hard Rock Study, the Soft Rock Study is limited to western 
Washington. It also does not evaluate the response of stream-associated amphibians, 
which are largely restricted to competent lithology types, fish, or litterfall. The Soft 
Rock Study will provide important confirmation of the effect of forest practices 
prescriptions on more erodible substrates that are potentially more sensitive to forest 
practices and that were not included in the Hard Rock Study. 

• Buffer Integrity – Shade Effectiveness (Amphibians) Project [Shade Study, 
underway]: The Shade Study was intended to isolate the impacts of shade reduction 
from the impacts of potential increased sedimentation related to timber removal in the 
RMZ. This project examined the effects of shade reductions on stream-associated 
amphibians, water temperature, primary productivity, litterfall and macroinvertebrates. 
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This study can be used to supplement the findings for the Hard Rock Study, especially 
for results related to amphibian response to treatment. 

• Amphibian Recovery Project [completed]: This project evaluated the effects of three 
buffer treatments on headwater streams throughout coastal western Washington. 
Riparian buffer treatments in this study differed from those included in the Hard Rock 
Study and included: (1) unthinned riparian buffers, (2) partial buffer, (3) buffer of non- 
merchantable trees, and (4) clearcut to the channel edge. The study included an 
evaluation of stream channel characteristics, wood loading, stream temperature, 
sediment, macroinvertebrates and stream-associated amphibians. One year of pre- 
harvest and three years (immediately post-harvest and two additional years beyond 
that) of post-harvest data were collected; not all metrics were evaluated in every post- 
harvest year. Fifteen study sites were included, but amphibians were not detected in all 
study sites so amphibian response was limited to a small sample size (e.g., prior to 
harvest Coastal Tailed Frogs were detected in only 5 of 15 sites). Since the treatments 
in the Amphibian Recovery Project were not designed to evaluate the current Forest 
Practices prescriptions for Type N Waters, direct comparisons of results between this 
and the Hard Rock Study are only available for what we call the 0% treatment (their 
clearcut RMZ treatment). Differences in sampling methodologies, especially as they 
relate to amphibians, must be noted. In particular, the Recovery project did not 
evaluate amphibian presence/abundance in stream reaches that were inaccessible due 
to post-harvest wood loading in the form of slash whereas the Hard Rock Study did. 
See Jackson and colleagues (2001; 2007) and Haggerty and colleagues (2004). 

To address the effectiveness of westside riparian prescriptions in maintaining terrestrial 
salamander populations, CMER would need to complete the Van Dyke’s Salamander Project: 

• Van Dyke’s Salamander Project [underway]: The Van Dyke’s Salamander was the 
only FP-designated amphibian that was not addressed by another CMER study. This 
study will result in the development of sampling protocols for adequately evaluating 
Van Dyke’s presence and abundance, and if warranted, include a BACI-type 
manipulative study to compare Van Dyke’s populations between harvested and 
unharvested units. This study will address a gap in information from the Hard Rock 
Study, which did not include effectiveness of riparian prescriptions in maintaining FP- 
designated terrestrial amphibians (Dunn’s and Van Dyke’s Salamanders). 

One additional amphibian-focused study that has the potential to inform riparian prescription 
effectiveness for westside Type N Waters is the Amphibians in Intermittent Streams Project. 

• Amphibians in Intermittent Streams Project [planned]: This study will examine 
amphibian use of the non-fish-bearing stream segments having discontinuous 
perennial flow, conditions that often occur at or near the origins of headwater streams. 
It is intended to inform the efficacy of the westside riparian prescription in 
maintaining amphibian occupancy in intermittent reaches. Data from the Hard Rock 
Study may be able to inform the importance of completing this project. 

These studies will not address the effectiveness of the riparian prescriptions for eastside Type 
N Waters, for which CMER needs to complete the ENREP Study (underway), Eastside Np 
Effectiveness Project (planned), and the Eastside Amphibian Evaluation Project (currently 
scheduled for FY22). 
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• Eastside Amphibian Evaluation Project [planned]: The Hard Rock Study focused 
entirely on managed landscapes in western Washington, because most FP-designated 
amphibians have westside distributions, and those with eastside distributions are 
believed to have little overlap with eastside managed landscapes. The Eastside 
Amphibian Evaluation Project is an occupancy study intended to address the 
distribution of FP-designated amphibians throughout eastern Washington, to 
determine if their distribution on eastside managed landscapes deserves larger study 
attention. This study will supplement the findings of the Hard Rock study by 
evaluating amphibians in eastern Washington. 

• Eastside Type N Riparian Effectiveness Project [ENREP Study, underway]: The 
ENREP study will determine if, and to what extent, the eastside riparian prescriptions 
are effective in achieving Performance Targets and WQS, particularly as they apply to 
sediment and stream temperature. Study objectives include: (1) quantify the magnitude 
of change in stream flow, canopy closure, water temperature, suspended sediment 
transport and wood loading within eastern Washington RMZs following harvesting, 
and (2) evaluate the effects of these changes on downstream waters where possible. 
While the rule prescriptions are different for Type N Waters in eastern WA (cite 
WAC), this study will complement the Hard Rock Study by evaluating Type N 
prescription effectiveness in eastern Washington. 

• Eastside Np Effectiveness Project [planned]: The Eastside Np Effectiveness Project 
will determine if and to what extent the riparian prescriptions for eastside Ns streams 
(non-fish-bearing seasonally dry) maintain Performance Targets and water quality 
with a particular focus on effects in downstream typed waters. A literature review will 
inform a field study to examine the effect of riparian prescriptions on Ns streams on 
downstream Type Np and F Waters. Responses will include in-channel wood loading, 
channel stability, and downstream water quality (temperature, turbidity, and sediment) 
and quantity, stream channel stability and magnitude and frequency of scour. This 
study will complement the Hard Rock Study by evaluating Type N prescription 
effectiveness in eastern Washington. 

Additional studies related to the Hard Rock Study include: 

• Windthrow Frequency, Distribution, and Effects Project [planned]: Preliminary results 
of the BCIF Study indicated that windthrow mortality in westside Type N buffers was 
widespread. In response to this finding and supported by direction from Policy, the 
intent of the Windthrow Frequency, Distribution, and Effects Project is to include a 
windthrow assessment in existing Type N riparian projects. While assessments of 
windthrow mortality were included in both the Hard and Soft Rock Studies, it was not 
in response to this Project per se but findings from these studies may inform this 
Project as it is scoped. 

• SAA Detection/Relative Abundance Methodology Project [completed]: This project 
was designed to evaluate and develop a standard sampling methodology for stream- 
associated amphibians (SAA) in headwater forest streams. Results from this study 
informed the sampling methodology for the amphibian component of the Hard Rock 
Study. See Quinn and colleagues (2007). 
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• Feasibility of obtaining more information to better inform Policy about resource effects. 
Opportunities exist to better inform Policy of the longer-term post-harvest impacts and 
recovery with data that have already been collected for the Hard Rock Study through eight 
years post-harvest (through 2016). The CMER budget for the current biennium includes 
funding for analyses of these data and report writing. Future and continued data collection is 
possible if interest exists at Policy and the Board. However, some reference sites have been or 
will be harvested for timber in the near future, making them unsuitable for use as references in 
the study. Opportunity may exist to establish new reference sites, or to use nearby references 
from the Soft Rock study, in lieu of harvested references for selected response variables, 
including stream temperature. This is a unique long-term data set evaluating applicable 
riparian buffer treatments in a BACI-designed study. Value exists in continued monitoring of 
treated sites for interpretation of the longer-term trajectory of change. To date, only one 
reference site has been harvested, one is currently being harvested, and two are expected to be 
harvested during calendar year 2019. Due to regulatory constraints, it is unlikely that the 
remaining two reference sites would ever be harvested. 

• What are the costs associated with additional studies? 
Analysis and report development through eight years post-harvest are a part of the current 
CMER 2017-2019 biennium budget. Costs estimates associated with additional study beyond 
eight years post-harvest are variable and dependent on which responses interest Policy and the 
Board. Budget placeholders exist in the CMER Master Schedule, including continued stream 
temperature monitoring (continuation of current monitoring with no break in data collection) 
and another round of sampling for riparian vegetation, stream channel characteristics, wood 
recruitment and loading, and stream-associated amphibian demographics and genetics 
currently projected for the 21-23 biennium. We estimated that monitoring of stream 
temperature through 2019, until references are lost, would cost an additional $150,000 in the 
19-21 biennium. We estimated that stream temperature monitoring through 2024, using Soft 
Rock references, would cost an additional $907,000 distributed from FY20 through FY26. We 
estimated that another round of sampling for riparian vegetation, stream channel 
characteristics, wood recruitment and loading, and stream-associated amphibian 
demographics and genetics would be an additional $1,660,000. Modifying the specific 
responses included, as well as the number and timing of future sampling, affects the estimated 
budget. 

• What will additional studies help us learn? 
Results from the extended study period through eight years post-harvest will provide 
additional information for understanding the effectiveness of the current Forest Practices rules 
and buffer alternatives in achieving resource objectives (including both functional objectives 
and performance targets). Additional long-term monitoring will provide a unique opportunity 
to evaluate the longer-term response of variables of interest to forest practices in a research 
backdrop where such studies are extremely rare for most variables (e.g., temperature, 
amphibians). Originally, it was proposed that this cover an entire harvest rotation (i.e., 30 to 
40 years in western Washington). However, based on budget priorities, Policy and the Board 
settled on a two year post-harvest BACI study design and reserved the decision to allocate 
additional funds for future monitoring until after some study results were available upon 
which to base a decision. Future monitoring would allow us to monitor the rate of recovery of 
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response variables that were significantly different from pre-harvest conditions in the years 
immediately post-harvest (e.g., stream temperature). It would also allow us to detect potential 
lag effects in response in those variables that did not reveal an immediate impact in the years 
immediately post-harvest (e.g., FP-designated stream-associated amphibians). 

• When will these additional studies be completed (i.e., when will we learn the 
information)? 

CMER anticipates development and approval of reports from the extended period (through 
eight years post-harvest) during the current biennium (2017-2019) and beginning of the 
following biennium (2019-2021), with transmission to Policy estimated for the 2019-2021 
biennium. Timing of dissemination of findings to Policy for any potential future sampling 
would depend on the interest and priority, as well as the number of responses for which Policy 
is interested in continuing to monitor and the timing of that effort. The timeframe could be 
shorter or longer depending on the number of responses that Policy and the Board are 
interested in monitoring. We encourage Policy to consider the benefits of continued or 
additional future monitoring, in particular for riparian vegetation, wood recruitment and 
loading, stream temperature, shade, stream channel characteristics and amphibians. 

• Will additional information from these other studies reduce uncertainty? 
Future monitoring beyond eight years post-harvest will reduce uncertainty associated with 
long-term trajectories of potential change. For example, in the case of stream-associated 
amphibians, no FP-designated species was negatively impacted in the two years immediately 
post-harvest. However, only a longer-term study of the impacts of clearcut timber harvest can 
provide guidance on the effectiveness of the current Forest Practices rules and their ability to 
achieve the overall Performance Goal (Schedule L-1) of long-term viability for populations of 
stream-associated amphibians listed under the FPHCP. 

6. What is the scientific basis that underlies the rule, numeric target, Performance 
Target, or Resource Objective that the study informs? How much of an 
incremental gain in understanding do the study results represent? 

What is the scientific basis that underlies the rule, numeric target, Performance target or 
Resource Objective that the study informs? 

 

RMZ requirements for Type N Waters were developed to maintain important ecological 
processes and provide levels of large wood, shade and other riparian functions adequate to 
meet conservations objectives (FPHCP, Chapter 4d – Rationale for the Plan). The 
management approach for westside Type N riparian prescriptions employs a patch-cut 
strategy, where a portion of the riparian stand in a Type N basin RMZ may be clearcut, 
providing that sensitive sites and at least 50% of the perennial stream length is buffered with a 
two-sided 50-ft buffer. The underlying assumptions of the current rule prescriptions for Type 
N Waters were based on limited experimental research studies related to riparian ecological 
processes, habitat needs of covered species and forest management effects on larger streams 
(FPHCP). The following information is based on that found in Chapter 4d of the FPHCP. For 
discussions that include relevant literature published between the finalization of the FPHCP in 
2005 and now, see the chapters for the individual response metrics in the study report. 
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Large Wood: Wood is a key element in the creation and maintenance of instream and riparian 
habitat, trapping and storing sediment and organic material, stabilizing streambeds and banks, 
dissipating stream energy, forming pool habitat, providing cover, and serving as a food source 
for aquatic insects (Bisson 1987). The recruitment and retention of wood was a primary 
consideration for development of the leave tree requirements for RMZs. Forest Practices rules 
are intended to provide sufficient large wood recruitment to create, restore and maintain 
riparian and aquatic habitat for species covered under the plan. Rule buffer width for Type N 
Waters was largely determined by a study conducted by McDade and colleagues (1990), who 
found that 70% of instream wood from mature conifer forests had a source distance of 50 ft or 
less. The conclusion based on this finding was that between 35% and 70% of the potential 
large wood supply within each Type N network would be retained in streamside buffers 
where the Type N rules had been applied. 

 
Shade: Riparian forests and the shade they provide are key factors affecting the thermal 
regime of aquatic ecosystems (Brown 1985), reducing incoming solar radiation and 
moderating water temperatures. Reductions in streamside shade may alter the thermal regime 
of a stream (Beschta et al. 1987). Based on these findings from two studies (Brazier and 
Brown 1973; Steinblums et al. 1984), it was anticipated that riparian buffers retained on Type 
N Waters under Forest Practices rules would maintain between 50% and 75% of the pre- 
harvest Angular Canopy Density (ACD). It was anticipated that shade reduction along small 
clearcut streams in western Washington would recover within five years, due to the rapid 
growth of understory vegetation (Summers 1982; Caldwell et al. 1991). 

 
Stream Temperature: The FPHCP concluded that there was a reduced risk of temperature 
impacts to Type N Waters compared with Type S and Type F waters and that temperature 
increases within buffered reaches of the RMZ would be small. Further, based on the findings 
from three studies (Caldwell et al. 1991; Dent and Walsh 1997; Robison et al. 1999), 
downstream temperature effects that might negatively affect aquatic resources in Type S and 
F Waters were expected to be minimal. Based on the findings of one study (Summers 1982), 
if temperature increases associated with timber harvest did occur in Type N Waters, recovery 
to pre-harvest levels was expected to be rapid. Caldwell and colleagues (1991) concluded that 
shade reduction along small clearcut streams in western Washington would recover within 
five years. 

 
Suspended Sediment: Protection measures in the FPHCP minimize the risk of accelerated 
surface erosion and modified hydrology by minimizing harvest-based disturbances (e.g., log 
yarding activities and other equipment use) in and around typed waters. Along Type N 
Waters, direct physical disturbance is minimized in RMZs with a combination of a two-sided 
50-ft riparian buffer and a two-sided 30-ft equipment limitation zone (ELZ) throughout the 
unbuffered RMZ. The ELZ requirement was based on a combination of study results, 
including those of Kreutzweiser and Capell (2001) who found that measurable increases in 
fine sediment levels in streams adjacent to clearcut harvesting were minimal when there was 
careful use of equipment in streamside areas. Another study concluded that riparian buffers of 
10 m alleviated chronic sediment delivery to streams from harvest-related erosion (Rashin et 
al. 1999). 
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Peak Flow: At the time of rule development, conclusions from research into the effects of 
forest practices on peak flows in the Pacific Northwest were variable. Some studies 
documented increased peak flows following timber harvest (Ziemer 1981; Hetherington 
1987). Others found decreased peak flows (Cheng et al. 1975) or no change (Wright et al. 
1990). The physical characteristics of a watershed, including topography, soils, geology and 
vegetation, all influence water routing, resulting in the conclusion that the response of peak 
flows to timber harvest would be watershed-specific. Forest Practices rules address timber 
harvest effects on peak flows through the rain-on-snow and green-up rules, the latter of which 
minimizes the effect of harvest by limiting the size and timing of clearcut timber harvest 
across the state. 

How much of an incremental gain in understanding do the study results represent? 
This study provides a substantial gain in understanding of the degree to which Type Np Forest 
Practices rules meet the Resource Objectives and Performance Targets outlined in Schedule 
L-1 of the FPHCP (Appendix N). While previous studies may have evaluated many of the 
metrics we included in this study as they relate to forestry practices, the Hard Rock Study 
provides results in context of the specific Forest Practices rules for riparian prescriptions 
required on Type N Waters in western Washington. 
The BACI study design is very robust to the extent that it provides causal linkages between 
forest practices and impacts to instream and riparian habitats while producing a more precise 
estimate of measurable responses to forest harvest. The inclusion of variable buffer 
treatments, both more restrictive (100%) and less restrictive (0%) than the current rules, was 
established to provide a response curve along a gradient of buffer length. 
We expanded on the knowledge base for many metrics included in the study. For example, 
our results further informed us about the baseline densities of stream-associated amphibians 
throughout managed forest landscapes in western Washington, and our BACI study design 
expanded on most previous studies that were largely retrospective. For example, previous 
observations had resulted in the conclusion that torrent salamanders were relatively rare on 
managed landscapes; in contrast, we found torrent salamanders to be the most abundant 
stream-associated amphibian species encountered both pre- and post-harvest. 
We also expanded on the knowledge gained from other CMER studies, for example by 
supplementing the findings from the BCIF study by increasing the sample of riparian 
vegetation and wood recruitment from clearcut, 50-ft buffer and PIP buffer RMZ reaches. 
While most previous studies have focused on large wood (≥10 cm [4 in] diameter), small 
wood (<10 cm [4 in] diameter) is frequently abundant in smaller channels, where stream 
power is typically too low to transport wood downstream. Small wood in headwater provides 
functional roles (e.g., sediment storage) and influences channel morphology in the short-term, 
however, small wood decays more quickly than large wood so those functions will be lost 
without additional long-term wood recruitment. Our study is among a few that addresses the 
prevalence, characteristics and short-term function of small wood in headwater streams. 
We are much more confident in many of our findings than previous studies because we were 
able to utilize new technology and sampling techniques that were not previously available to 
those studies, because of the duration and/or intensity of sampling, and because we were able 
to take advantage of more recent statistical methods. For example, a new statistical method 
allowed us to adjust counts of amphibians by estimates of detection without the need for 
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marking individual animals, for less biased estimates of density than for those based on count 
data alone. 
In relation to specific assumptions regarding FP treatment response specified in the 2005 
FPHCP and listed above, we found the following: 
Large Wood: The FPHCP rationale for large woody debris recruitment in Type Np Waters 
was based on existing information on source distances for wood recruitment (McDade et al. 
1990), which indicates that approximately 70% of large wood from old-growth forests came 
from within 50 ft of the stream. Since between 50 and 100% of the Np stream length is 
buffered under FP rules for Type N Waters, it was estimated that the prescription would 
provide between 35 and 70% of potential large wood recruitment. We did attempt to validate 
the source distance curves since that was not an objective of this project, however, we did 
provide estimates of large wood recruitment pieces and volume in reaches with RMZ and PIP 
buffers. A separate study with an appropriate design will be necessary to validate the source 
distance curves for Np streams in western Washington forests. 
Shade: 

• Initial shade reductions were similar to the expectations in the HCP. 
• Shade reductions did persisted and only began to recover after five years post-harvest. 

Stream Temperature: 

• The FPHCP does not define what a “small” temperature increase is, but average post- 
harvest increase was 1.2°C in both the FP and 100% treatments. 

• Increases in stream temperature have lasted longer than expected (>5 years), through 
seven years post-harvest, to date. 

• Temperatures did increase downstream of the harvest unit, but less so than further 
upstream. We monitored only 100 m downstream, so we cannot say at what point 
downstream a temperature increase may have dissipated. 

• Stream temperature did increase, as expected, within the Type Np stream under the 
current rules (i.e., FP treatment), but the increases have been long lasting at most sites 
and have persisted in the immediate (100 m) downstream reach. 

Suspended Sediment: 

• Suspended sediment levels were generally low in these sites and we were not able to 
detect a treatment effects in any of the riparian buffer treatments, including the 0% 
treatment. 

• The lack of measurable treatment response in all harvested sites supports the idea of 
ELZ effectiveness, but may also be the result of low statistical power or underlying 
lithology. The effectiveness of FP buffers with respect to suspended sediment will be 
better understood once data from the extended study period (through 8 years post- 
harvest) have been analyzed and results from the other Type N studies (e.g., Type N 
Soft Rock and Eastside Type N Riparian Effectiveness Projects) are available. 

Peak Flows: 

• Results from this study indicate that harvest can affect both peak flows and baseflow 
hydrology. 
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• We observed peak flow responses in harvested sites in the Olympic block, but not sites 
in the Willapa 1 block. Published literature and elevational differences between these 
blocks suggests that rain-on-snow is the most likely cause for the differential peak- 
flow response. Unfortunately, both the Olympic and Willapa 1 treatment sites fall 
outside of WDNR’s mapped rain-on-snow zone. Therefore, although it cannot be 
definitively determined without actual snowmelt data, the results suggest the rain-on- 
snow rule (WAC 222-22-100(2)) is not being effectively applied in all portions of the 
state. Additional directed research and/or additional years of data may strengthen or 
weaken this conclusion. 

Technical Implications and Recommendations: 
New rule tools or field method development. 

• We consistently had a difficult time detecting Coastal Tailed Frogs, especially post- 
metamorphs, in some sites. In one site, we encountered only a single post-metamorphic 
individual in a single year. The sparsity of data for this species at sites in which we know 
it occurred made it difficult to calculate density estimates, and made it impossible to 
include all of the detection covariates that we used in our estimates of detection for the 
other taxa. The result is that we are less certain in our density estimates for tailed frog. 
Exploration of alternative methods for detecting the species, including the viability of 
using tools such as environmental DNA (eDNA) for occupancy and abundance, may 
prove invaluable for future research and monitoring of stream-associated amphibians. We 
could address the question: How well and under what conditions does eDNA sampling 
accurately and consistently identify Coastal Tailed Frog presence in headwater streams, 
and can it be used effectively to estimate abundance? 

 

Research/monitoring suggestions. 

• Buffered versus unbuffered Np reach-scale effectiveness: An evaluation of within-stream 
variability and characteristics between buffered and unbuffered reaches and between 
wood-obstructed and unobstructed reaches may prove informative for understanding the 
effects of alternative riparian buffer prescriptions. For example, based largely on 
retrospective studies, stream-associated amphibians were thought to be mostly absent 
from areas lacking overstory canopy and covered with dense matrices of wood and stored 
sediment; however, we found all focal amphibians, and even evidence of reproduction in 
the form of egg masses, in wood-obstructed reaches filled with fines and organic debris. 
CMER could address reach-scale effectiveness, at least in part, with existing data from the 
Hard Rock Study. While continued monitoring could provide additional information about 
long-term trends. For example, even with forest practices rules intended to minimize slash 
input into streams, we still observed heavy slash loading in some stream reaches. Current 
and future evaluations could assess persistence of these wood-obstructed reaches through 
time and investigate overall stream coverage through time. Additional metrics could 
include differences in the structure and characteristics of different reach types, such as 
wood loading and function, water temperature, and hydrology, as well as amphibian use. 
We recommend an evaluation of reach-scale variability with existing data from this study, 
which could inform the utility of continued monitoring and/or future projects. 
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• Sensitive Site Effectiveness: We have the data needed to do at least a preliminary 
evaluation of the characteristics of sensitive sites before and after harvest, under varying 
buffer strategies (i.e., buffered and unbuffered). While we have sufficient data for some 
sensitive sites (i.e., side-slope seeps, Type Np intersections and headwater springs), our 
data for headwall seeps is lacking (N=10) and we did not have alluvial fans in any study 
sites. We can also evaluate amphibian use of sensitive sites and whether use and/or 
density differs from that in non-sensitive site reaches and buffers. We recommend an 
evaluation of sensitive sites with existing data from this study. Results from this 
evaluation could inform the need for additional investigation in the future. 

• Side-slope and Headwater Seep Characteristics: During amphibian sampling, we collected 
data associated with side-slope and headwater seeps. Like the data that could answer 
questions about within-site and reach-scale variability within treated sites, these existing 
data could be used to answer the following questions: 

o What are the characteristics associated with the hydrologic footprints of seep 
areas and are they reflected in the forest practices definitions for side-slope and 
headwall seeps? 

o What is amphibian use of seeps, and what characteristics are associated with 
amphibian use? 

o How does the presence of seeps influence the basin-wide stream temperature 
response to clearcut harvest, if at all? 

We recommend an evaluation of these questions with the existing data from this study. 
Results of this examination could inform the utility of additional investigation in the 
future. 

• Disturbance and recovery trends over time: This study covered only the first two years 
after harvest as agreed to by CMER, and approved by Policy and the Board, as the 
minimum number of years needed to detect an impact. Policy has since approved the 
funding of additional post-harvest sampling for some metrics through eight years post- 
harvest, and additional monitoring depends on future support by CMER and Policy. 
To understand completely the impacts of the treatments on the managed landscape one 
would have to monitor the response for a longer period. A substantial amount of time 
and energy have been invested in this study to date, from study design to site selection, 
harvest treatment implementation and through data collection. While analyses of 
currently collected data through eight years post-harvest are underway, data collection 
at existing study sites over an even longer time would reduce scientific uncertainty 
about the duration of disturbance and the progress of recovery in Type N buffers and 
clearcuts. For example, for shade and temperature trends over time we suggest 
continuing with data collection at existing Hard Rock and Soft Rock study sites until 
2019 and 2020, respectively. Additional data collection may be especially important 
for evaluating the time to recovery to baseline conditions for stream temperature, 
continued effects of windthrow and tree mortality in riparian buffers, ingrowth and 
stand development, as well as for evaluating potentially delayed responses for 
amphibians. Continued study for this and other related studies (see What is the 
relationship between this study and any others that may be planned, underway, 
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or recently completed?) would result in a more confident assessment of prescription 
effectiveness as we monitor response to treatments through a greater period. 

Suggested rules/board manual sections to review/revise. 

• We agree with the suggestion in the BCIF Study Findings Report (Schuett-Hames et al. 
2011) that CMER and Policy should review and potentially revise some of the Type Np 
Performance Targets for westside and eastside Type N Waters, both in context of the 
study results and other current scientific research. Such a review would be appropriate 
once the studies outlined under #5 are completed. They could propose changes to 
Performance Targets and/or new measures if appropriate. This recommendation is 
consistent with commitments already made by CMER and Policy in response to the 
Stillwater Sciences Independent Review of the “CMER adaptive management program 
review of science” (Stillwater Sciences 2009; CMER 2012). We recommend the 
following considerations: 

o Performance Targets for some metrics were tied to the objective of providing 
50% of the riparian function available within 50 feet of the stream, and are more 
closely related to compliance targets than Performance Targets per se. For 
example, shade and litterfall Performance Targets merely restate the 
prescriptions, so if the harvest is done in compliance with the rules, the 
Performance Target will be met, at least immediately following harvest. 

o Schedule L-1 specifies that there will be idenfication of timelines for Performance 
Targets that can be met within short, mid- and long-term time periods, a process 
that has not yet occurred, but that is likely very important for evaluating the 
effectiveness of rules through time. 

o Clarification is needed on whether some Performance Targets apply to Type N 
Waters. For example, it is unclear if the the Performance Target for In-stream 
LWD applies to Type N Waters. 

o Performance Targets for some metrics have yet to be developed. For example, 
there is an Overall Performance Goal in Schedule L-1 to support the long-term 
viability of covered species and a CMER Work Plan Resource Objective is to 
provide conditions that sustain stream-associated amphibian population viability 
within occupied sub-basins for covered-species. However, a definition of 
"viability" and metrics for evaluating viability are not provided in either 
document. 

• Another specific recommendation is to reevaluate of the definitions for seep sensitive sites 
in the Forest Practices rules. We found that many of the hydrological features that we 
identified along the streams in our study sites that appeared to function as seeps did not 
meet the definitions under the current rules. 

Evaluation of whether key aquatic Resource Objectives (Schedule L-1) are being met. 
We discuss key aquatic Resource Objectives for all metrics in our responses to questions 4 
(“What does the study tell us?”) and 6 (“How much of an incremental gain in understanding 
to the study results represent?”). Because of the complex nature of the rules surrounding 
stream temperature, especially as they are related to the state surface water quality standards 
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(WQS), we provide additional information and discussion here regarding the degree to which 
state WQS were or were not met. 
Heat/Water Temperature. The Schedule L-1 Performance Target for stream temperature is to 
meet the state surface WQS (Chapter 173-201A WAC). The WQS for stream temperature 
include: 

(1) A threshold 7-day average daily maximum (7-DADM) temperature determined by the 
designated uses for that water body. 

(2) Limits for warming that apply when waters are both cooler and warmer than the 
threshold criteria. 

(3) Anti-degradation criteria designed to protect waters which are colder than the 
threshold criteria and that is triggered by a human-caused increase of 0.3°C or greater. 

 
The state surface WQS direct that: 

• Human actions alone or in combination are not allowed to cause or contribute to 
the exceedance of the threshold criteria. These include an annual 7-DADM of 
12°C for Char spawning and rearing and 16°C for core summer salmonid habitat, 
which are the most common threshold criteria applied within lands subject to the 
forest practices HCP. Non-fish bearing tributaries are protected with the same 
annual threshold criteria as the fish-bearing waters into which they flow. 

• Whenever a waterbody is naturally at or above the threshold criteria, human 
activities considered alone or in combination cannot raise the temperature by more 
than 0.3°C. 

• Whenever a waterbody is cooler than the threshold criteria, an increase of 0.3°C or 
greater would trigger the need to determine if the action (warming due to 
implementing the Type Np rules in this case) is necessary and in the overriding 
public interest (required by the Antidegradation rules). If it is so determined to be 
necessary and in the overriding public interest, nonpoint sources could 
cumulatively raise temperatures by a maximum of 2.8°C or up to the threshold 
criteria, whichever is more stringent. 

 
Interpretation of the WQS is the responsibility of the Washington State Department of 
Ecology, but the first step is a scientifically credible estimate of the post-harvest 
temperature change. This was done in Chapter 7 and includes the following relevant 
observations. 
Did the application of the Type Np rules cause temperatures to exceed the standard that 
would trigger a Tier II water quality antidegradation review? 

• The average increase in post-harvest 7-DADM at the Buffer Treatment locations 
was 1.2, 1.2, and 3.2°C in the 100%, FP, and 0% treatments, respectively. This is 
greater than 0.3°C in all buffer treatments. 

• Warming in excess of 0.3°C, calculated on a monthly basis, occurred throughout 
the spring to fall period at most of the monitoring locations. 

• Statistically significant (P <0.05) warming occurred at our downstream monitoring 
stations (placed 100 m or more downstream of the harvested portion of the site. 
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• Results indicate neither the Type N rules, nor the other two buffer treatments, were 
effective in preventing warmer stream temperatures. Water temperature remains 
significantly elevated at most sites seven years after harvest. 

Assuming a greater than 0.3°C warming due to the Type Np rules were to be found to be 
both necessary and in the overriding public interest by the Department of Ecology under 
the Antidegradation rules, would the warming be greater than the 2.8°C allowed 
cumulatively for nonpoint sources? 

• This criterion applies to all sources of warming by non-point sources (e.g. forestry, 
agriculture, commercial and residential development) throughout a waterbody, and 
so cannot be directly informed by this study alone. 

• The average (across both post-harvest years) post-harvest increase at the lower end 
of the buffer treatment was 1.2°C in the 100% and FP treatments and 3.2°C in the 
0% treatment. 

• This indicates that a single Type Np basin harvested in conformance with the 
100% or FP treatment would not cause warming in excess of the allowed 2.8°C for 
at least the first two years post-harvest but the 0% treatment would. 

• Results also indicate that warming was observed approximately 100 m 
downstream. Four of the six sites showing treatment effects of 0.4°C or less while 
the other two remained elevated 0.9°C and 1.6°C as an average response over the 
two year post-harvest period. This suggests some potential for cumulative 
increases in downstream temperature in watersheds where adjacent Type Np 
streams are harvested over a short period. The results also suggest that for many 
streams the risk of exceeding 2.8°C will be quite low. 

 
Did the application of the Type Np rules cause temperatures to exceed the threshold 
criteria (e.g. 12°C or 16°C), or to exceed the increment for warming (0.3°C) allowed for 
waters naturally warmer than the assigned threshold criteria? 

• The threshold standard was an annual 7-DADM of 16°C at all but one of the Hard 
Rock study sites. 

• Pre-harvest the 7-DADM temperature exceeded 16°C only at the CASC-0% site. 
• Post-harvest 7-DADM temperatures exceeded 16°C for one of the four 100% 

treatment sites, none of the FP treatment sites and three of the four 0% treatment 
sites. The 7-DADM at the remaining seven buffer treatments sites (3-100% sites, 
3-FP sites, 1-0% site) was less than 14.3°C. 

• The average (across both post-harvest years) post-harvest increase in 7DADM at 
the lower end of the buffer treatment was 1.2°C in the 100% and FP treatments 
and 3.2°C in the 0% treatment. 

• Three streams which were less than 16°C, the threshold criterion, pre-harvest 
exceed the criterion post-harvest (one-100%, two-0% sites; Figure 3). One 0% site 
was greater than 16°C pre-harvest and warmed after harvest. Our study streams 
were generally relatively cool but these results suggest that streams in the warmer 
range of those tested in this study may be at risk of exceeding the threshold 
criterion after harvest. 
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• In addition, the greater than 0.3°C warming observed in each of the Hard Rock 
study buffer treatments strongly suggests the incremental warming allowance for 
waters that are naturally warmer than the assigned threshold may also occur. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
January 30, 2019 
 
TO: Forest Practices Board 
 
FROM: Hans Berge, Adaptive Management Program Administrator 
 
SUBJECT: Quarterly Staff Report  
 
 
This memo highlights work completed and progress made in the Adaptive Management Program 
(AMP) since the November 2018 Forest Practices Board Meeting. The areas of emphasis for this 
quarter include updates on soliciting feedback from CMER on the PHB validation study and 
general updates on CMER and TFW Policy work.   
 
PHB Validation Study Update 
As requested, the Forest Practices Board (Board) was provided an ISPR-approved (Independent 
Scientific Peer-Review) study design in November that included necessary details to implement 
a study to evaluate PHB criteria to be used in the Fish Habitat Assessment Methodology. While 
the exact criteria to be evaluated are still being considered by the Board, the methods in the study 
design are such that any PHB’s selected that include stream gradient, size, or obstacles could be 
evaluated in this study.   
 
A companion pilot study report was provided to the Board that tested the methodology to assure 
that the methods would work and to refine the costs of the study.  In the discussion, it was noted 
that the costs of the study have increased from what has been budgeted in the Master Project 
Schedule by approximately $1.2 M over the course of the 5 year study.   
 
Following the Board meeting in November, I reached out to the Instream Scientific Advisory 
Group (ISAG) for comments directly.  ISAG members have been providing comments 
throughout the study design development and we discussed a process to provide comments on 
November 20th.  Comments from CMER were solicited on December 18th with a due date of 
prior to the CMER meeting on January 22nd.  Comments were received from 11 CMER 
participants and, similar to each review period throughout the process, a comment matrix was 
developed for every suggestion along with a response from the authors.  Currently the response 
matrix is complete and the study design is being revised to address comments.  Once the study 
design is revised, both products will be distributed to you.  Unfortunately, it is not ready for 
distribution for your mailing. 
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WFFA’s Alternate Plan Template Proposal Initiation 
At your Feburary 10th, 2015 meeting the Washington Farm Forestry Association submitted a 
proposal initiation (PI) to consider an Alternate Plan template.  At that time, the Board directed 
the Administrator to review the PI as outlined in Board Manual Section 22.  As you are aware, 
those steps were followed and TFW Policy formed a workgroup to review the PI. While it has 
taken four years of effort within the adaptive management program, significant progress is being 
made. Currently, a scientific review (“science track”) of the proposed template prescriptions is 
being reviewed by ISPR, and the workgroup is addressing the elements in the “policy track”.  
The intent of the workgroup is to provide the Board with the results of this work at your August 
2019 meeting. 
 
CMER Update 
The Type N Hard Rock draft extended monitoring report (phase 2) was submitted to CMER in 
November 2018.  Comments were provided in December and CMER expects to receive a revised 
report in April or May 2019. Given the delay in the review, it is not anticipated that the report 
will be completed as expected in the current biennium.   
 
CMER is expecting to receive a draft Type N Soft Rock report in March 2019.  Originally, this 
report was expected to be delivered in October 2018, but due to commitments with the Hard 
Rock exended monitoring report (phase 2) deadline, the deliverable date was extended to January 
2019.   
 
The CMER work plan was approved in January, and includes descriptions of projects that have 
been completed, are active, and planned.  The work plan will be posted soon on CMER’s website 
(https://www.dnr.wa.gov/about/boards-and-councils/forest-practices-board/cooperative-
monitoring-evaluation-and-research).       
 
TFW Policy Update 
Policy has been actively working on making recommendations to the Board regarding the results 
of the Type N Hard Rock study results.  They received the report in July 2018 and have been 
working to find consensus on recommendations to bring to you at your February Board meeting. 
 
In addition, Policy has been looking at mid-year unspent funds in the program and have taken 
some steps to recommend spending.  The items for consideration include RMAP surveys on 
small forestland owners, purchasing equipment for a new project, lidar acquisition, remote 
sensing next steps, funding a “fire workshop”, and scoping a wetland effectiveness monitoring 
project. I expect more conversations at the Board regarding these topics. 
 
As usual, it has been a very busy quarter for the AMP.  If you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact me (hans.berge@dnr.wa.gov or 360-902-1909). 

https://www.dnr.wa.gov/about/boards-and-councils/forest-practices-board/cooperative-monitoring-evaluation-and-research
https://www.dnr.wa.gov/about/boards-and-councils/forest-practices-board/cooperative-monitoring-evaluation-and-research
mailto:hans.berge@dnr.wa.gov


 
 

 
Memorandum 

 
January 22, 2019 
 
TO:  Forest Practices Board 

FROM: Mark Hicks, Ecology Forest Practices Lead  
 

SUBJECT: Clean Water Act Milestone Update 
 
The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) committed to provide the Forest Practices 
Board (Board) with periodic updates on progress being made to meet milestones established for 
retaining the Clean Water Act 303(d) Assurances (Assurances) for the forest practices rules and 
associated programs.  The last update to the Board was in August 2018.   
 
Under Washington state law (Chapter 90.48 RCW and 76.09.040 RCW) forest practices rules are 
to be developed so as to achieve compliance with the state water quality standards and the federal 
Clean Water Act (CWA).  The Assurances establish that the state’s forest practices rules and 
programs, as updated through a formal Adaptive Management Program (AMP), will be used as the 
primary mechanism for bringing and maintaining forested watersheds in compliance with the state 
water quality standards.   
 
The Assurances were originally granted in 1999 as part of the Forests and Fish Report (FFR) and 
spell out the terms and conditions of how Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act will be 
applied to lands subject to the FFR.  Those original Assurances were to last for only a ten year 
period.  After conducting a review of the program and hearing from stakeholders that they were 
committed to its’ success, Ecology conditionally extended the assurances for another ten years.  
This extension was given in good faith but was conditioned on the program meeting a list of 
milestones that included process improvements and performance objectives.   
 
The 2009 milestones were established to create a framework for making steady progress in 
gathering information critical for assessing the effectiveness of the rules in protecting water quality 
as mandated by state law.  Equally important, was the intention to stimulate changes that would 
result in a more effective research program to test and adjust the rules long-term consistent with 
adaptive management.    
 



 
 

Ecology’s regular updates to the Board have served as a way to report progress and to identify 
challenges.  The updates have also provided the Board with an opportunity to make necessary 
changes or course corrections to keep the milestones on schedule and to protect the integrity of the 
program.  Ecology appreciates that the Board has continually been receptive to the concerns we 
have expressed.  Unfortunately, key milestones have languished because of limited cooperator 
resources and project funding, disagreement amongst stakeholders who need to be in consensus in 
order for projects to move forward, and the addition of new and competing priorities and 
assignments from the Board.   
 
The Assurances are based on the premise that Ecology and the EPA can rely on the AMP to use 
sound scientific principles to test the effectiveness of the FFR rules in meeting water quality 
standards, and to expediently modify those rules if they are ineffective.  It has been almost 20 
years since the Assurances were first granted, but the effectiveness of the rules remains largely 
untested.  When the ten year conditional extension was granted, Ecology understood meeting the 
corrective milestones would be a challenge.  But delays in completing many of these milestone 
projects precludes them from even being completed before the 2024 sunset date for the Forest and 
Fish Support Account (FFSA) funding. 
 
Ecology acknowledges our attempt to use the corrective milestones to stimulate program 
improvements has been ineffective.  The science-based adaptive management program struggles 
with inefficiency and stakeholder conflict.  Even with hiring more contractors and outside experts, 
it has been a struggle to move projects forward at pace.   
 
Ecology appreciates the Board’s desire to reinvigorate the program through a meeting of the 
principals, and to use fiscal and performance audits of the program to look for improvement.  With 
less than a year remaining of the ten year extended Assurances, Ecology looks to the Board and 
cooperators to make process improvements to the Adaptive Management Program and ensure the 
successful use of the Type N studies.  Ecology will need certainty the AMP can be relied on to 
meet the expectations originally set by the legislature.  
 
Enclosed are two tables showing the milestones and their current status, and including points of 
note highlighted in red reflecting changes since our last briefing: 
• Table 1 shows the non-CMER project milestones.  These milestones are implemented outside 

of the Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation, and Research (CMER) program and are largely 
within the control of the Forest Practices Operations Section of the Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) or the Timber Fish and Wildlife Policy Committee (Policy).  

• Table 2 shows the CMER Research Milestones.  
 

Ecology is pleased to report that several overdue milestones were completed or underway during 
this reporting period.  These include: 
• Completing a study plan for conducting a small forest landowner road survey  
• Approving a final report for the Buffer Integrity-Shade Effectiveness study  
• Implementation the Eastside Type N Effectiveness Monitoring study at half the study sites 

 
Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns (360) 407-6477. 
 
Enclosure  
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Table 1. Summary Non-CMER Project Milestones and their current status. 
Non-CMER Project Milestones 

 Summarized Description of Milestone Status as of January 20191 
2009 July 2009: CMER budget and work plan will reflect 

CWA priorities.   
Completed 

October 2010  
September 2009: Identify a strategy to secure 
stable, adequate, long-term funding for the AMP. 

Completed 
October 2010 

AMP funding to be substantially reduced 
in 2024 without legislative action.  

October 2009: Complete Charter for the 
Compliance Monitoring Stakeholder Guidance 
Committee.  

Completed 
December 2009 

 
December 2009: Initiate a process for flagging 
CMER projects that are having trouble with their 
design or implementation.   

Completed 
November 2010 

Process is not being used in either Policy 
or CMER.  

December 2009: Compliance Monitoring Program 
to develop plans and timelines for assessing 
compliance with rule elements such as water 
typing, shade, wetlands, haul roads and channel 
migration zones.   

Completed 
March 2010 

 

 
December 2009: Evaluate the existing process for 
resolving field disputes and identify improvements 
that can be made within existing statutory 
authorities and review times.   

Completed 
November 2010 

 

 December 2009: Complete training sessions on the 
AMP protocols and standards for CMER, and Policy 
and offer to provide this training to the Board.  
Identify and implement changes to improve 
performance or clarity at the soonest practical 
time.   

Completed 
May 2016 

 

2010 January 2010: Ensure opportunities during regional 
RMAP annual reviews to obtain input from Ecology, 
WDFW, and tribes on road work priorities. 

Completed 
September 2011 

 
 February 2010: Develop a prioritization strategy for 

water type modification review. 
Completed 

March 2013 

 March 2010: Establish online guidance that clarifies 
existing policies and procedures pertaining to 
water typing.   

Completed 

March 2013 
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Non-CMER Project Milestones 

 Summarized Description of Milestone Status as of January 20191 
 June 2010: Review existing procedures and 

recommended any improvements needed to 
effectively track compliance at the individual 
landowner level. 

Completed 

November 2010 

 June 2010: Establish a framework for certification 
and refresher courses for all participants 
responsible for regulatory or CMP assessments.   

Completed 

September 2013 

 July 2010: Assess primary issues associated with 
riparian noncompliance (using the CMP data) and 
formulate a program of training, guidance, and 
enforcement believed capable of substantially 
increasing the compliance rate. 

Completed 
August 2012 

 July 2010: Ecology in Partnership with DNR and in 
Consultation with the SFL advisory committee will 
develop a plan for evaluating the risk posed by SFL 
roads for the delivery of sediment to waters of the 
state.  

  Completed 

December 2018 

State, Tribal, and Small Landowner 
caucuses cooperatively developed a plan 
to conduct online and field surveys to 
inform the condition of SFL roads.   

Implementation effort is based on 
volunteer efforts and remains uncertain. 

 July 2010: Develop a strategy to examine the 
effectiveness of the Type N rules in protecting 
water quality at the soonest possible time that 
includes: a) Rank and fund Type N studies as 
highest priorities for research, b) Resolve issue 
with identifying the uppermost point of perennial 
flow by July 2012, and c) Complete a 
comprehensive literature review examining effect 
of buffering headwater streams by September 
2012. 

Not Progressing 

No work occurring or scheduled 

Board directed a technical workgroup to 
develop Board Manual revisions.  Policy 
agreed to use the dry-season survey 
method year-round rather than having 
wet season default distances.  No further 
action has occurred and a map-based 
method is still needed.  To be addressed 
after water typing Board Manual work is 
completed in 2019 so likely completed in 
2020. 

 October 2010: Conduct an initial assessment of 
trends in compliance and enforcement actions 
taken at the individual landowner level. 

Completed 
November 2010 

 October 2010: Design a sampling plan to gather 
baseline information sufficient to reasonably 
assess the success of alternate plan process.   

Completed 
December 2014 
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Non-CMER Project Milestones 

 Summarized Description of Milestone Status as of January 20191 
 December 2010: Initiate process of obtaining an 

independent review of the Adaptive Management 
Program.   

Off Track 

No work occurring or scheduled 

Policy periodically notes the need for 
this review and some attempts by 
DNR have been made to get State 
Auditor to do this work.  This interest 
has been raised again and if current 
efforts are successful this may happen 
by 2020. 

2011 December 2011: Complete an evaluation of the 
relative success of the water type change review 
strategy.   

Completed 

March 2013 

 December 2011: Provide more complete summary 
information on progress of industrial landowner 
RMAPs.   

Completed 
September 2011 

2012 October 2012: Reassess if the procedures being 
used to track enforcement actions at the individual 
land owner level provides sufficient information to 
potentially remove assurances or otherwise take 
corrective action. 

Completed 
June 2012 

 Initiate a program to assess compliance with the 
Unstable Slopes rules.  

Completed 

October 2017 

2013 November 2013: Prepare a summary report that 
assesses the progress of SFLs in bringing their roads 
into compliance with road best management 
practices, and any general risk to water quality 
posed by relying on the checklist RMAP process for 
SFLs.   

Off Track 

Potential for completion in 2020 
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Table 2. Summary CMER Research Milestones and their current status. 
CMER Research Milestones 

Description of Milestone Status as of January 20191 

2009 Complete: Hardwood Conversion – Temperature 
Case Study   (Completed as data report) 

Completed 

June 2010 
 

Study Design: Wetland Mitigation Effectiveness Completed 

October 2010 

2010 Study Design: Type N Experimental in Incompetent 
Lithology 

Completed 

August 2011 
 

Complete: Mass Wasting Prescription-Scale 
Monitoring 

Completed 

June 2012 

 Scope: Mass Wasting Landscape-Scale Effectiveness Milestone Eliminated  

UPSAG by consensus is opposes doing 
this study due to concerns over the 
technical and logistical complexity of 
developing comparative mass wasting 
rates, and questions the value in 
deriving these estimates.  Given their 
well stated concerns, and that other 
CMER studies will have more direct 
value to water quality protection, 
Ecology is removing this milestone.  

 Scope: Eastside Type N Effectiveness  Completed 

November 2013 

2011 Complete: Solar Radiation/Effective Shade Completed 

June 2012 
 

Complete: Bull Trout Overlay Temperature Completed 

May 2014 

 Implement: Type N Experimental in Incompetent 
Lithology 

Completed 

October 2017 

 Study Design: Mass Wasting Landscape-Scale 
Effectiveness 

Milestone Eliminated  

Project not likely to be completed. 

Discussed above for 2010 Scoping. 

2012 Complete: Buffer Integrity-Shade Effectiveness Completed 
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CMER Research Milestones 

Description of Milestone Status as of January 20191 

November 2018 

 Literature Synthesis: Forested Wetlands Literature 
Synthesis 

Completed 

January 2015 

 Scoping: Examine the effectiveness of the RILs in 
representing slopes at risk of mass wasting. 

Completed 

April 2017 

 Study Design: Eastside Type N Effectiveness  Completed  

March 2018 

2013 Scoping: Forested Wetlands Effectiveness Study Completed 

December 2016 

 Wetlands Program Research Strategy  Completed 

January 2015 
 

Scope: Road Prescription-Scale Effectiveness 
Monitoring 

Completed 

March 2016 

 Study Design: Examine the effectiveness of the RILs 
in representing slopes at risk of mass wasting. 

Underway 

Phase 1 in ISPR review 

Draft study design for the first of four 
study implementation phases was sent to 
ISPR in January 2018.  Final study design 
estimated to be complete in 2022. 

 Implement: Eastside Type N Effectiveness Underway 

Began partial implementation 

Began implementing study on half of the 
planned number of sites in 2018 while 
still looking for other half of sites needed.  
If found the full study will be in 
implementation in 2019. 

2014 Complete: Type N Experimental in Basalt Lithology Completed 

August 2017 
 

Study Design: Road Prescription-Scale Effectiveness 
Monitoring 

Completed 

February 2017 

Projected completion of study in 2026 
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CMER Research Milestones 

Description of Milestone Status as of January 20191 

Unexpected public works permit required 
causing field work to be deferred until 
Spring 2019. 

 Scope: Type F Experimental Buffer Treatment Complete 

December 2015 

Projected completion of study in 2028 

 Implementation: Examine the effectiveness of the 
RILs in representing slopes at risk of mass wasting 

Earlier Stage Underway 

Projected completion of study in 2025 

Implementation is being done in phases 
of discrete tasks and estimated to begin 
in 2019. 

 Study Design: Forested Wetlands Effectiveness 
Study 

Underway 

Projected completion of study in 2028 

Draft for first of two implementation 
phases in ISPR review.  Estimate that 
second phase study design will be 
completed in 2021. 

2015 Complete: First Cycle of Extensive Temperature 
Monitoring 

Underway 

Projected completion in 2019 

Undergoing final post ISPR revision. 

 Scope: Watershed Scale Assess. of Cumulative 
Effects 

Off Track 

Policy scheduled study to begin in 2026 

Project intended to follow other 
effectiveness monitoring studies which 
are behind schedule. 

 Scope: Amphibians in Intermittent Streams (Phase 
III)  

Not Progressing 

No budget or schedule for completion 

Ecology asked that the Type N Basalt 
study, once completed, be examined to 
inform the need for this study.  Ecology 
intends this study address the question of 
whether harvesting, particularly clear-
cutting, along portions of streams that go 
seasonally dry has a greater detrimental 
effect on stream associated amphibians. 
This is unlikely to occur prior to 2020. 
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CMER Research Milestones 

Description of Milestone Status as of January 20191 

2017 Study design: Watershed Scale Assess. of 
Cumulative Effects  

Off Track 

Soonest this may occur is 2027 
 

Study Design: Amphibians in Intermittent Streams 
(Phase III)   

Off Track 

Discussed above for 2015 scoping 

Soonest this is may occur is 2022 

2018 Complete: Roads Sub-basin Effectiveness Not Progressing 

Projected completion in 2031 

Policy removed this project from the 
active (above the line) budget 

 Implement: Watershed Scale Assess. of Cumulative 
Effects 

Off Track  

Soonest this may occur is 2034 

Discussed above for 2015 Scoping 

 Complete: Type N Experimental in Incompetent 
Lithology 

On Track 

Projected completion in 2019 

 

2019 Complete: Eastside Type N Effectiveness  Earlier Stage Underway 

Projected completion in 2025 

Discussed above for 2013 
implementation 

 

 Status terminology: 
“Completed”         - milestone has been satisfied (includes those both on schedule and late). 
“On Track”            - work is occurring that appears likely to satisfy milestone on schedule. 
“Underway”          - work towards milestone is actively proceeding, but likely off schedule.  
“Earlier Stage Underway” – project initiated, but is at an earlier stage (off schedule) then the listed milestone.  
“Not Progressing” - no work has begun, or work initiated has effectively stopped. 
“Off Track”            - 1) No work has begun and inadequate time remains, 2) key stakeholders are not interested in 

completing the milestone, or 3) attempt at solution was inadequate and no further effort at 
developing an acceptable solution is planned.  
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January 10, 2019 
 
 
TO:  Forest Practices Board 
 
FROM: Tami Miketa, Manager, Small Forest Landowner Office – Forest Practices 
 
SUBJECT: Small Forest Landowner Office and Advisory Committee 
 
 
Small Forest Landowner Office Advisory Committee 
Since my last report, the Small Forest Landowner Office Advisory Committee held meetings on  
November 7, 2018 and January 9, 2019. Discussions focused on the following topics: 

• Continue discussion on identifying criteria for activities that could be considered 
“relatively low impact on aquatic resources” regarding small forest landowner alternate 
management plans or alternate harvest restrictions. 

• Update of SFLAC Action Plan 
 
SFLO Program Updates 
For the FY 19-21 biennium DNR requested the following for the Small Forest Landowner Office 
Programs: 
Forestry Riparian Easement Program 
A funding request of $17.3 million for the Forestry Riparian Easement Program (FREP) to 
purchase 145 50-year forestry riparian conservation easements from small forest landowners, and 
to determine the easement value of an additional 60 applications expected to be received during 
the 2019-2021 biennium. The funding will be used to acquire a backlog of 145 unfunded 
applications that is anticipated to be in the FREP queue on June 30, 2019, and to establish the 
value of another 60 applications expected to be received over the course of the 19-21 biennium. 
The program’s funding is used for two main purposes: 1) purchase of easements and 2) valuation 
of easements. 
Family Forest Fish Passage Program 
A request for $20 Million for the Family Forest Fish Passage Program (FFFPP). The program 
has in its queue a growing backlog of over 1,000 eligible projects, which are currently unfunded. 
The proposed funding will result in correction of an estimated 160 fish passage barriers, opening 
an estimated 400 miles of stream habitat. 
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Rivers and Habitat Open Space Program 
A funding request of $6.0 million for the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Rivers and 
Habitat Open Space Program (RHOSP). This request is for $6.0 million to fund the RHOSP 
during the 2019- 2021 biennium to accomplish the following:  
-purchase conservation easements on about 80 acres of eligible CMZs; 
-purchase conservation easements on 420 acres of critical habitat of T&E species; and 
-fund 0.75 in DNR staff required to carry out the program. 
 
 
Long Term Applications (LTA) 
There are now a total of 266 approved long term applications, which is an increase of 2 approved 
applications since the end of the last reporting period (10/04/2018). 
 

LTA Applications LTA Phase 1 LTA Phase 2 TOTAL 
Under Review 4 6 10 
Approved 4 266 270 
TOTAL 8 272 280 

 
 
Upcoming Landowner Events 
Forest Stewardship Coached Planning Short Courses 
WSU Extension’s flagship course will teach landowners how to assess their trees, avoid insect 
and disease problems, attract wildlife, and take practical steps to keep their forest on track to 
provide enjoyment and even income for years to come. In this course landowners will develop 
their own Forest Stewardship Plan, which brings state recognition as a Stewardship Forest and 
eligibility for cost-share assistance, and may also qualify them for significant property tax 
reductions. 
- Spokane, WA  

Wednesdays February 20 – April 10, 2019 
 
- Olympia, WA 

Mondays Starting April 1, 2019 
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Forest Owners Winter School 
The Forest Owners Winter School is a hands-on, interactive educational event for families who 
own forestland in Washington. Whether they live on their land or are an absentee owner, this is a 
great opportunity to learn how to gain more benefits from their family forest no matter where it 
is located in the state. 
Auburn, WA.  
Saturday, February 23, 2019 
 
Ties to the Land – Succession Planning for Family Forest Owners 
Ties To The Land Succession Planning, the human side of estate planning, focuses on ways to 
maintain family ties to the land from generation to generation, building awareness of key 
challenges facing family businesses, and motivating families to address those challenges. 
 
Chehalis, WA 
Saturday, March 9, 2019 
 
For more information regarding these events go to  
http://forestry.wsu.edu/ 
 
 
Please contact me at (360) 902-1415 or tamara.miketa@dnr.wa.gov if you have questions.  
TM/ 

http://forestry.wsu.edu/
mailto:tamara.miketa@dnr.wa.gov
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January 14, 2019 
 
 
 
TO:  Forest Practices Board 
 
FROM: Marc Engel, Assistant Division Manager, Policy and Services 
 Forest Practices 
 
SUBJECT: 2019 Work Plan 
 
  
At your November 2018 meeting the Forest Practices Board’s 2019 Work Plan was approved. 
 
The Work Plan is reviewed and potentially amended by the Board at each regularly scheduled 
quarterly meeting. At your February 13, 2019 meeting I will request the Board amend the Work 
Plan to show the Board receiving the Policy recommendations on how to evaluate the need for 
inclusion of extended monitoring projects in the Master Project Schedule.  
 
If you have questions, please feel free to contact me at 360 902-1309 or marc.engel@dnr.wa.gov. 
 
ME 
Attachment 

mailto:marc.engel@dnr.wa.gov


FOREST PRACTICES BOARD 
2019 WORK PLAN 

Italics = proposed changes  Updated January 2018 
*= TFW Policy Committee 

 
 

TASK COMPLETION 
DATE/STATUS 

Adaptive Management Program   
• Buffer/Shade Effectiveness Study (amphibian response) May 
• CMER Master Project Schedule Review* May 
• CMER Master Project Schedule Compliance Review* August 
• Hardwood Conversion Study May 
• TFW Policy Committee Progress Report on Unstable Slopes 

Recommendations  from the Board approved Proposal Initiation 
As needed 

• Small Forest Landowner Western Washington Low Impact Template: 
TFW Policy Recommended Review Process & Timeline* 

May 

• Hard Rock Study August 
• Extended Monitoring and Reporting* FebruaryMay 
Annual Reports   
• WAC 222-08-160 Continuing review of FP rules (Annual 

Evaluations), by tradition the Board has received an annual 
evaluation of the implementation of cultural resources protections 

August   

• Clean Water Act Assurances August 
• Compliance Monitoring 2016-2018 Biennial Report February 
• Northern Spotted Owl Conservation Advisory Group August 
• TFW Policy Committee Priorities* August  
• Western Gray Squirrel May 
Board Manual Development   
• Section 12 Forest Chemicals November 
• Section 23 (Part 1) Field Protocol to Locate Mapped Divisions 

Between Stream Types* 
August 

• Section 23 (Part 2) Perennial Stream Identification* August 
CMER Membership As needed 
Critical Habitat - State/federal species listings and critical habitat 
designations 

As needed 

Field Tour  March-April 
Rule Making   
• Water Typing System – CR103 August   
• Water Typing System – CR102 May  
Committee Recommendations on AMP Efficiency & Improvements On-going 
Cultural Resources Recommendations from Facilitated Process 
(progress reports) 

On-going 

Quarterly Reports   
• Adaptive Management Program*  Each regular meeting 
• Board Manual Development Each regular meeting 
• Compliance Monitoring Each regular meeting 
• Clean Water Act Assurances February 
• Legislative Activity February & May  
• NSO Implementation Team Each regular meeting 



FOREST PRACTICES BOARD 
2019 WORK PLAN 

Italics = proposed changes  Updated January 2018 
*= TFW Policy Committee 

TASK COMPLETION 
DATE/STATUS 

• Rule Making Activities Each regular meeting 
• Small Forest Landowner Advisory Committee & Office Each regular meeting 
• TFW Cultural Resources Roundtable To be determined 
• TFW Policy Committee Work Plan Accomplishments & Priorities* Each regular meeting 
• Upland Wildlife Working Group Each regular meeting 
Work Planning for 2020 November  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
  
 


