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FOREWORD 

This document is the result of many intense working meetings spread over several months. During that 
period, the TFW participants came to understand each other's positions and perspectives much better. 

The issues didn't go away, but they came into much clearer focus. 

There are four sections to this document: 

> TFW Policy Group Action Items 

> Wildlife Action Plan 

> Wildlife Protection Issue Paper 

> Wildlife Issues from the TFW Second Annual Review. 

The Policy Group adopted the Action Items on 27 March, following their adoption of the Wildlife 
Action Plan on 30 January. The issue paper and the Second Annual Review provide necessary 
background to the first two sections. 
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Introduction 

TFW POllCY GROUP ACTION ITEMS 
from the 

WILDLIFE ACTION PLAN 
(Approved by Policy Group 27 March 1990) 

The working task force reached consensus on items A through G and L. We have recognized that items G through J may 
best be considered through a comprehensive, integrated process for forest resource management. 

L J - Policy GrQup; Provide clear message on wjldlife, 

The TFW Policy Group recognizes that the managed forest is a changing mosaic of habitats which, in tum, affects wildlife 
populations. The intent of the Policy Group is to protect Washington's wildlife and to allow management of forests and 
harvest of timber throughout Washington. By moving forward on the Wildlife Action Plan, the Policy Group is providing 
a clear message on wildlife and establishing a process to inlegrale wildlife management into forest resource management. 

A ! - Define wildlife protection 

Wildlife protection means maintaining species in a wild state in suitable habitats within their natural geographic 
distribution so that isolated subpopulations are not crealed. This does not mean maintaining all individuals of all species 
at all times. In some cases, it may be sufficient to assure that a species will usually be found in certain regions across the 
state. In other cases, it may be necessary to assure protection to each individual. Protection needs to be species-specific 
and goal-oriented. Protection requires evaluating population levels, species by species, within their geographic distribu­
tion across the state; setting goals for those popUlations, including their habitats; and managing for those goals. 

R I Interpret and clarify the TEW wildlife Doal statement 

TFW Wildlife Goal Statement: "The wildlife resource goal is to provide the greatest diversity of habitats (particularly 
riparian, wetlands and old growth), and to assure the grealestdiversity of species within those habitats for the survival and 
reproduction of enough individuals to maintain the native wildlife of Washington forestlands." 

The above wildlife goal statement is intended to be interpreted as follows: 

> The term "diversity" refers to "native wildlife of Washington forest lands" being maintained both in abundance 
and in species richness, without substituting common species for rare species. Thus, diversity implies qualit), 
as well as quamity. 

> Diversity includes h:. 'itat created through forest management as well as habitat created through natural 
succession and other natural events. 

> The phrase "particularly riparian, wetlands and old growth" is not meant to exclude other habitats; rather, the 
intent of the goal statement is to maintain a variety of forest communities in a landscape mosaic. 

> The phrase "enough individuals 10 maintain" means protecting wildlife according to the definition of wildlife 
protection. 

> The term "native" does nOt exclude species that have been introduced and are important to the people of 
Washington. 
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D 1 - Improye otorrss or (onditioning FPAs 

After the Policy Group has accepted definitions for Al and B I. we recommend the Administrative Committee he asked 
to review the current conditioning ofFP As to determine what changes. if any. are necessary to achieve the Wildlife Goal 
within the context of all TFW goals. These may include modification ofDNR's conditioning authority. implementation 
in the field. compliance. and revision of the WAC. the Forest Practices Board Manual. and the DNR conditioning 
guidelines. In the process of accomplishing this. the Administrative Committee shall also look at the impact of any changes 
on the TFW Timber Goal. 

E 2 Changr WAC; 3Q .. day review or Class Us wjth PIs 

It is the intent of the TFW Agreement that Priority Issues be given a 3D-day review period. We recommend that the Forest 
Practices Board change the WAC to provide 3D-day review periods for all forest practices that are priority issues. We 
suggest that DNR develop appropriate language for TFW consideration before submitting it to the Forest Practices Board. 

G J and G 2 Clarify tbe concept oflJh-fAs and encourage other wildlife beneO,s. 

The intent of the TFW Agreement. with respect to UMAs. is to provide diversity of habitat to benefit wildlife. Habiwt 
diversity can be provided by many types of forest patches. and other landscape features. (A forest patch is a cluster of trees 
outside a regulated RMZ and structurally different from the surrounding managed fores!.) 

Emphasis is currently on the Agreement guidelines. which contain certain goals for rotation and acreage. Emphasis should 
be (I) on the fact that landowners are providing wildlife habitat diversity; and (2) on whether there is valuc to wildlife in 
what is left The importance of reponing UMAs is so they can be studied to determine how well they are provi(:,ng a benefit 
to wildlife. Landowners should be encouraged to check the "UMA" box on the forest practices application so that the wild­
life benefits being provided can be studied for effectiveness. 

Other wildlife benefits now provided by landowners are not recorded as UMAs. These benefits include providing forest 
patches. road closures. spring developments. silvicultural prescriptions, and similar activities to meet specific wildlife 
Objectives. These need to be acknowledged. We propose such benefits be recorded on FP As separate from the UMA item. 

In addition, we propose that landowners be encouraged to seek assistance at the planning stage by coordinating with a 
wildlife biologist to plan wildlife benefits. Landowners can also receive assistance by checking the "Landowner 
Assistance" box at the top of the FPA to plan for wildlife benefits. 

Items G through J 

We recommend that items G. H, and J be addressed within the broad contextof integrating wildlife management into forest 
management throughout Washington. We also recommend that this task force continue to address these items in depth to 
develop a comprehensive. integrated management approach. 
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WILDLIFE ACTION PLAN 

Wildlife protection and management have been majorissues within the Timber/Fish/Wildlife (1FW) process. In the spring 
and summer of 1989, the Wildlife Steering Committee developed a Wildlife Protection Issue Paper 10 identify these issues 
and recommend possible alternatives to address the problems. At the TFW Second Annual Review, a Wildlife Work 
Session identified other concerns not raised in the issue paper. At the same time, the Department of Wildlife (WOW) 
announced it was planning a study to address some of the issues raised. 

Although the Administrative Commillee (Admin) did not reach consensus on all points in the issue paper, the paper was 
forwarded to the Policy Group (policy) for discussion at its II December 1989 meeting. Policy assigned an ad hoc task 
force to identify responsibility for addressing the wildlife issues and agreed to make it an action item 3t its 30 January 1990 
meeting. The task force met on 19 December with Peter Haug (WOW) serving as facilitator, and Bob Gustavson (WFP A), 
Ken Hires (DNR), Lee Hoppis (Yakima Nation), and Tom Shoemaker (Audubon) as participants. The group produced a 
draft Wildlife Action Plan for discussion at the Admin meeting 17 January. 

At the 17 January meeting, Admin did not reach consensus on the Wildlife Protection Issue Paper, but Admin did reach 
consensus on the Wildlife Action Plan. On 30 January, Policy adopted the action plan as a consensus document, with the 
Wildlife Protection Issue Paper as a background document 

This Wildlife Action Plan summarizes, if: a list of action items, recommendations from the issue paper and the work session. 
The attached matrix identifies which action items should be addressed by the various TFW participants or commillees. 
Items are listed in the same order as in the issue paper and the annual review working sessions. When reviewing this plan, 
those documents need to be consulted for a full explanation of each action item and its background. Items A through J are 
from the issue paper; items K through M are from the work session. Numbers in the matrix identify who has responsibility 
for an action item and in what sequence. For example, action item A2 is initiated by WOW, but is reviewed by Admin and 
Policy in that order. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION ITEMS 

A. Definitions 

1. Define wildlife protection. 
2. Clarify which wildlife habitats and species need special management considerations within 

the context of forest practices. 

B. Adequacy of TFW Wildlife Goal Statement 

I. Interpret and clarify the TFW wildlife goal statement. 

C. Evaluating Wildlife Resource Protection 

I. Develop habitat objectives for wildlife and evaluate how well the wildlife resource is being 
protected under TFW. 

D. Conditioning FPAs 

I. Clarify and implement consistently the process of conditioning Forest Practice Applications. 

E. Priority Issues 

1. Clarify and implement consistently the priority issues process. 
2. Change the WAC to provide options for 30-day review of Class II forest practices that are 

priority issues. 
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F. Implementation of SnagIWoody Debris Management 

1. Develop infonnation and education progmms with landowners, L&l, WDW, and DNR on 
snag and woody debris management of demonstrate imponance of this habitat component. 

2. Develop clearer guidelines and a process for working with L&l on the ground (as with lD 
teams) for leaving safe snags. 

3. Encoumge opemtors and landowners to use RMZs and UMAs for greater snag management 
opportunities. 

4. Develop snag management recommendations and work with L&I for implementation. 
5. Provide incentives for landowners to protect snags. 

G. Establisbment of Upland Management Areas 

I. Clarify the concept of UMAs to facilitate implementing the intent of the TFW Agreement. 
2. Develop a mechanism to encoumge landowners to establish and report UMAs. 

H. A Landscape Perspective for Wildlife 

I. Establish mechanisms to maintain, to the greatest extent possible, a balanced distribution of 
forest age classes in the managed landscape. 

2. Pursue a landscape approach in managing forests. 
3. Develop mechanisms for integmting identified, prioritized habitat protection needs as a part 

of timber management plans outside specified protection zones, such as managing some 
level of within·stand diversity throughout managed forests. 

4. Establish ways to recongnize or credit landowners who assist in managing and protecting 
wildlife through creative silviculture. 

5. Evaluate environmental impacts of conversion of oak woodlands into other forest types. 

I. Inadequate Mechanisms for Implementing TFW 

I. Establish mechanisms for prioritizing workloads. 

J. Improving Human Relationships 

I. Establish mechanisms to improve intelJlersonal communication skills, such as conflict resolution, probk m­
solving, sensitivity training, and similar techniques for all TFW participants. 

2. Encourage TFW land managers to invite otherTFW participants to cooperate in specific wildlife management 
projects. 

3. Encourage more infonnallocal interactions among TFW participants, such as regular breakfast meetings. 
"tailgate" sessions, etc. 

K. CMER Wildlife Studies 

1. Review CMER workplan for adequacy of wildlife research. [short-term] 

L. Policy Statement on Wildlife 

1. Provide a clear message from Policy Group on wildlife. [long-term] 

M. Third Annual Review 

1. Plan now for revisiting these wildlife issues at the Third Annual Review [long-term] 
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AcIio.II.IN FOOTNOTES FrO POUCY ADMIN Fle MER W DNR e 

WILDUFE PROTECTJON ISSUE PAPER (I) (9) (9) 

At Deftne wildlife prGCacIlM 2 

Al IdenUI)' prlorll)' wildlife llablllllaad .ped .. 4 3 2 

81 Interpret alld clarll)' Ibe 1FWwlldlife ,011 ,lIIlement 2 3 

el Dntlop _bllllt obJetlha for wtldllfe 3 2 

e2 [_lute protection orwlldllfe under TFW (2) 3 2 

DI Improft proce. of ccmclltlonln,FPAs (3) 

El Improve prJorll)' ..... clarlt}' and consls&encJ 2 3 

£2 Chan. WAC: JO.cIa,. fnl_ of a..U', with PI, 3 2 

Fl Improve I&E on _.and wood1 debrl. m. .... ement 
F2 Develop proren for worklns with 1..&1 to I.". _f'_11 

(4) F3 Encourqe 11M of RMZa/UMA, for better ..... Jna.upmenC 

•• Impro .. _,., to hWlIIle _Pi Implement throqh 1.&1 
'S Pro"lcIe IlICenU,... for lando_us to ,",ouct .ap 

GI Clarity the concept of UMA. 
G2 EncoUll'Ale landowners 10 e"WI,b and repcN't UMA, 

HI hLance distribution offornt ase eLaaet 
(5) H2 Pur ... a LandJeape apprOl.eh In ..,. .... Inl foruCl 

H3 Intq,..le wildlife iwblLall1l timber maa .. ment pWl' 
H. Credit timber Landowners whoma .... elprolect wildlife 

liS E,..,I.1e Impaeu of .. k woodlands COll,..rJloIl (6) 3 2 

It £n.bllrh meclUlnlhn. for prlorllldnl .. r"'o-ds \1) 

Jt Impl'OYe Interpers .... 1 'klllsamOll, TFW partklpanb 
J2 lAnd m.aprs: .,."Ite coope,..U"e -'Idllfe nuoagement 
J3 EbCOurqe Infor_1 Interaclloas amOll, TFW partlclpu,", 

SECOl'\D ANNUAL REVIEW WILDLIFE WORKING SESSION 

KI Rnlew CMER workpl.n for a.qucy otwlldllfe resarch 3 2 

1.1 Polle,. Grollp: Pro"lde clear m_ae on wildlife (8) 

"I Plan tor wildlife lu_ dltcualon at the lrd AMual Rnl_ 

FOOTNOTES FOR ACTION ITEM MATRIX 

[1] Numbers in the matrix indicate sequence. For example, item A2 is initiated by WDW, but then goes 
through Admin. and Policy for TFW review. 

[2] Short-term (FIC) and long-term (CMER). 

[3] Action Items A and B need to be completed before this can be done. 

[4] At its 17 January 1990 meeting, Admin. agreed to appoint an ad hoc task force to deal with the snag issue. 

[5] Recommend that a Policy Group ad hoc task force be appointed to deal with these. 

[6] Incorporate H5into A2, and ask WDWto include in its study. DNR will work with WDWto deal with the 
short terms aspects of this issue. 

[7] This is not limited to the wildlife issue, but what happens to wildlife depends on other priorities. 

[8] Policy Group should act on items listed here in a timely fashion. 

[9] Where appropriate, the Wildlife Commission will be involved in action items. 
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PREFACE 

This document is the result of many intense working meetings spread over several months. During that period, we 
came to understand each other's positions and perspectives much better. The issue: didn't go away, but they came 
into much clearer focus. TbeWildlife Steering Committee bopes that this clarity is sufficient to assist the Forest 
Practices Board and TimberlF"lShlWildlife (TFW) cooperators in choosing alternatives so as to realize the wildlife 
goal of the TFW Agreement. 

The paper was presented to the TFW Administrative Committee on 13 October 1989 and .;~ain on 20 November 
1989. This draft contains revisions inserted at those meetings. 

We would also like to thank the following for their comments on early drafts: Rollie Geppert, Arden Olson, Michael 
Reed, John Rohrer, William Weiler, and Terry Williams. 

' . . 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This paper responds to a request from Public Lands Commissioner Brian Boyle, on behalf of the Forest Practices Board, 
about the adequacy and effectiveness of wildlife protection, and progress being made, under the TFW Agreement. The 
paper analyzes issues and offers alternatives and recommendations for further consideration. 

The major issue of wildlife protection revolves around the adequacy and effectiveness of the TFW Agreement, the FPB 
Rules and Regulations, and the FPB Manual in meeting the intent of the Forest Practices Act to afford protection to the 
wildlife resource, i.e., how adequate these instruments are in meeting that intent 

Section II, Background, discusses how interactions between wildlife and forest practices have been dealt with under three 
sets of circumstances: Pre-TFW Conditions, Programs and Activities Complementary to TFW, and TFW Influences on 
Wildlife Protection. Section m, Issues, provides analysis of current status, alternatives, and recommendations. 

To analyze the major issue of wildlife protection, the Wildlife Steering Commillee (\VSC) idemified ten component issues 
related to forest practices. Each issue is summarized below, with WSC recommendations in boldface type. 

A. Definitions 

The WSC agreed that definitions of two key terms used in the TFW process are unclear. These are: 

> "wildlife protection" and 
> "critical wildlife habitats." 

Wildlife Protection: Request the Wildlife Commission, Forest Practices Board, and TFW Policy Group to define the term 
together. 

> The Wildlife Steering Committee suggests the following as a start: "Protection," at a minimum, means 
maintaining species that occur naturally in Washington, as reflected by two components: population numbers and 
geographic distribution. This does not necessarily mean protecting all individuals of all species at all times. It does mean 
evaluating the need for protection, species by species, across the state. In some cases, it may be sufficiemto assure that 
a species will usually be found in certain regions across the state. In other cases, it may be necessary to assure protection 
to each individual. The concept of protection needs to be species-specific and goal-oriemed. 

Critical Wildlife Habitats: 

> Clarify the intent ofW AC 222-16-010(11) to clearly distinguish wildlife habitats and species of special concern 
and how they will be managed in the field. 

B. Adequacv ofTFW Wildlife Goal Statement 

There are two pans to this issue: 

I. Definition of Wildlife Protection Until "wildlife protection" is defined, it c,.,nnot be determined whether the TFW 
wildlife goal statement is adequate to meet the intent of the RCW. 

2 General Misunderstanding Language in the TFW wildlife goal statement is not understood the same way by all 
participants, with respect to which habitats are included and what "enough individualslO maintain" implies. 

The TFW Polic)' Group is encouraged to provide to the FPB an interpretation of the TFW goal statememthat is clear Bnc 
agreeable to TF\\' participants. and to communicate it to TFW participants. 



> As an example, the WSC agrees that "panicularly riparian, wetlands and old growth" is not not meant 
to exclude other habitats, and that the term "enough individuals to maintain" does not necessarily mean minimum viable 
populations. . 

C. Evalu31jng Wildlife Resource Protection 

Currently, methods are not in place for analyzing, measuring, or otherwise determining the effectiveness of the Agreement. 
Act, regulations, and manual in protecting the wildlife resource. The major question is how to evaluate the TFW 
Agreement in terms of wildlife management and protection. Although some data are coming in from the CMER program, 
it is too early to know how well the evaluation system is working. Before this process can be successful, a clear defini· 
tion of "wildlife protection" is necessary to develop objectives and evaluation criteria. 

Request WDW to develop habitat objectives for wildlife, in consultation with TFW participants; and 

Encourage the Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation, and Research (CMER) committee to expedite the process for 
analyzing, measuring, and otherwise evaluating how well the wildlife resource is being protected under TFW. 

D. Conditjoning FPAs 

The FP A conditioning process is not always adequate to protect the wildlife resource, for several reasons. Although DNR 
has issued conditioning guidelines, questions remain about their adequacy with respect to wi.ldlife. 

Have the TFW Policy Group address the process of conditioning and present their findings to the FPO, once a 
definition of wildlife protection has been agreed on. Tbe FPB should tben clarify tbeir intent, recognizing the need 
offield people to have both guidance and adaptability, and make any necessary changes in regulations to renect the 
FPO's intent. 

E. Priority Issues 

There are two aspects to this issue: Inconsistent implementation and Class" priority issues. 

Procedures for identifying priority issues and for calling ID teams on wildlife priority issues are not followed consistcntly 
m the field among DNR regional offices, despite DNR guidelines. As a result, wildlife issues are not always addressed in 
the ficld. 

Suggest TF\\ seek clarification of DNR procedures for implementing priority issues consistently by all TFW 
cooperators. 

Whcn Class " forest practice notifications contain a Priority Issue, the five days allotted for approval can be inadcquJte 
for review. 

Change WAC 222·20·020(1) to provide options for 30·day review of Class II forest practices that are priority issues. 

F. Implcmentation of Snag/Woody Debris Management 

The relationship between snag and woody debris habitat, and both game and nongame wildlife species is well documented. 
Yet. despite DNR's ability to condition FPAs to protect snags, there is a perception that this crucial habitat componcnt is 
not receiving adequate protection in many parts of Washington. 

Develop inrormation and education programs with landowners, L&I, WDW, and DNR on snag and woody debris 
management to demonstrate importance of this habitat component. Develop clearer guidelines and a process ror 
working with L&I on the ground (as with ID teams) for leaving safe snags. Encourage operators and landowners 
to use RMZs and llMAs for greater snag management opportunities. The TFW Policy Group should encourage FIe 
to develop snag management recommendations and work for implementation with L&I. Provide incentives for 
landowners to protect snags. 
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G. Establjsbment of Upland Management Areas 

It is perceived that UMAs are not being left to the extent expected in the TFW Agreement, panly due to landowner 
reluctance and partly because they are not designated prior to harvest. 

Have the TFW Policy Group clarify the concept of UMAs to facilitate implementing the intent of the TFW 
Agreement. This may include discussion of areas retained for a period less than two rotations. Develop a mechanism 
to encourage landowners to establish and report UMAs, 

H. A Landscape Perspective for Wildljfe 

A relatively new discipline of landscape ecology is placing more emphasis on biodiversity. This issue contains four 
interrelated parts that address diversity: Between-stand and within-stand hahitat diversity; integrating wildife benefits into 
active timber management; conversion of habitat types; and roads. There is concern that cumulative effects of maintaining 
entire landscapes in low-diversity stands will result in impoverished wildlife resources over the long term, despite tbe 
establishment ofRMZs and UMAs. The conversion issue at present applies only to oak woodlands. The issue of roads 
was raised, but not addressed in depth. 

For habitat diversity, establish mec:hanisms to maintain, to the greatest extent possible, a balanced distribution of 
forest age classes in the managed landscape. Pursue a landscape approach in managing forests, incorporating results 
ofCMER Project 17, Wildllife Use of Managed Forests, wben available. 

For active timber management, develop mecbanisms for integrating identified, prioritized habitat protection needs 
as a part of timber management plans outside specified protection zones, sucb as maintaining some level of within­
stand diversity tbrougbout westside managed forests. Establisb ways to recognize or credit landowners who assist 
in managing and protecting wildlife through creative silviculture. 

For babitat type conversion, the FPB should evaluate environmental impacts of conversion of oak woodlands into 
other forest types. 

I. Inadequate Mechanisms for Implementing TEW 

Because most field personnel time in WOW and DNR is spent processing FPAs and visiting sites for priority issues, they 
have litlle time for advance interaction with landowners, such as harvest and road reviews, educational programs, and on­
site visits prior to application. 

Establish mechanisms for prioritizing workloads. 

J. Improving Human Relationshjps 

Although many relationships among TFW participants have generally been consuuctive, exceptions have occurred whicb 
underscore the need for culturing and encouraging positive interaction. If the human relationShip aspect of the wildlife 
issue can be adequately addressed, it is likely that many concerns outlined above would be reduced, and tbe wildlife goal 
of 1FW would be successfully attained. 

EstabliSh mechanisms to improve interpersonal communication skills, such as conflict resolution, problem-solving, 
sensit;vity training, and similar techniques for all TFW participants. Encourage TFW land managers to invite other 
TFW participants to cooperate in specific wildlife management projects. Encourage more informal local 
interactions among TFW participants, such as regular breakrast meetings, "tailgale" sessions, etc. 
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INTRODlJCTION 

This paper is a response to a request from Public Lands Commissioner Brian Boyle as a result of a motion of the Forest 
Practices Board (FPB), February 8, 1989, adopting "ranked priorities for attention during 1989" for seven "forest practices 
issues." The commissioner requested the Timber/Fish/Wildlife (TFW) Policy Group and Administrative Committee to 
"inform the Board as to any progress being made" in the area of "wildlife protection: adequacy, effectiveness, given 
existing degree of adequacy." [I] 

The TFW process offers the opponunity to cooperatively address issues and develop solutions. Accordingly, this paper 
was assigned to the Wildlife Steering Committee (WSC) of the Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation, and Research 
(CMER) program for completion and presentation to the Administrative Committee. The WSC examined this request by 
reviewing the legal and administrative language directing protection of wildlife and then reviewing the TFW Agreement 
itself. This paper analyzes the issues and offers alternatives and recommendations for further consideration. 

Legislative Mandate 

The Washington RCW states [2]: 

"(1) The legislature hereby finds and declares that. .. coincident with the maintenance of a viable forest products industry, 
it is important to afford protection to ... wildlife ... 

"(2) The legislature funher finds and declares it to be in the public interest of this state to create and maintain through the 
adoption of this chapter a comprehensive statewide system oflaws and forest practices regulations which will achieve the 
following purposes and policies: ... 

"(b) Afford protection to forest soils and public resources by utilizing all reasonable methods of technology in conducting 
forest practices." 

"'Public resources' shall mean ... wildlife ... " 

TFW Agreement 

The TFW goal for wildlife reflects the legislative intent: 

"The wildlife resource goal is to provide the greatest diversity of habitats (particularly riparian, wetlands and old growth), 
and to assure the greatest diversity of species within those habitats for the survival and reproduction of enough individuals 
to maintain the native wildlife of Washington forest lands." [3] 

1. STATElvlENT OF THE ISSUE 

The major issue of wildlife protection revolves around the adequacy and effectiveness of the TFW Agreement [3], the FPB 
Rules and Regulations, and the FPB Manual [4] in meeting the intent of the Forest Practices Act to afford protection to the 
wildlife resource, i.e., how adequate these instruments are in meeting that intent. To analyze this issue, the WSC identified 
ten component issues related to forest practices. 

NOTE: The WSC agreed it would be easier to deal with each of the ten issues in its entirety. Thus, Section III, Issues, 
combines a discussion of each issue's current status with its alternatives and recommendations, rather than separating status 
and alternatives into two different sections. 

II. BACKGROUND 

This section sets the context for the component issues described in Section III. This background can be divided into three 
categories: Pre· TFW Conditions. Programs and Activities Complementary to TFW. and TFW Influences on Wildlife 
Prolection. 
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Pre-TFW Conditions 

Prior to the TFW Agreement there were few systematic approaches to integrating wildlife concerns into state and private 
land management planning_ Outside the Washington the Department of Wildlife (WOW), wildlife biologists were 
employed by a few larger timber companies and the Oepartment of Natural Resources (ONR). 

Wildlife biologists from the timber industry provided significant input when dealing with the federal Endangered Species 
Act, in cooperative efforts such as the Bald Eagle Rules and Guidelines, and in developing internal guidelines to manage 
specific components of wildlife habitat, such as snags. At the state level the Forest Practices Memorandum of 
Understanding between the ONR and WOW was a very visible result of the effort to integrate wildlife concerns. 

Neither case integrated wildlife into the broad spectrum of land management planning, however. The WOW was most 
interactive with the landowner after a Forest Practice Application (FPA) was submitted and approved for an area of 
particular interest, such as mule deer winter range or when a species of special interest to the state was present in the general 
vicinity of the forest practice, as indicated by the Total Resource Access Cross-reference (TRAX). This established lines 
of communication between WOW biologists and landowners, lines that in some cases are still the most effective. However, 
input from WOW was reactive rather than pro-active. 

In addition to these lines of communication, many major timber managers were already working with state agencies to 
integrate wildlife concerns, such as streamside management zones, snag management (Snag MOU), hardwood manage­
ment, road closure agreements, and large block harvest management. Although not universal, these efforts were broad 
enough to provide a foundation upon which wildlife could be made an integral part of land management planning. 

Programs and Activities Complementary to TF\Y 

In addition to wildlife benefits ariSing from the TFW Agreement (discussed below), many TFW panicipants are working 
independently to improve their efforts at wildlife protection. 

Oepanment of Wildlife 

As chief steward for wildlife and game fish in the state, WOW currently is improving and refining methods by which it 
designates fish and wildlife species and habitats of concern. One of these effort.' involves an ad hoc task force of WOW 
and outside interests to establish criteria for designating state endangered, threatened, and sensitive species. The task force 
includes representatives from industry, agricUlture, Indian tribes, environmental groups, lo~al governments, and state 
agencies. It expects to complete the proposed rules by the end of 1989. 

Within WOW, several recent initiatives have joined existing programs to identify fish and wildlife species and habiwls of 
special interest or concern. A summary of these efforts follows: 

> Habita~ Management Guidelines - About 60 species are being evaluated for status as state endangered, 
threatened, or sensitive. Non-regulatory guidelines are being drafted by WOW for managing the habitat of 

these and other species of concern. 

> Nongame Oata System - For a decade, the WOW Nongame Oata System has provided infomnation aboUl 
wildlife species of concern to ONR's TRAX system in a cooperative effort with ONR's Natural Heritage 
Program. Infomnation in TRAX includes known locations of species of concern. 

> Wildlife Areas - WOW manages 800,000 acres of land for wildlife in WOW-owned or controlled Wildlife 
Areas. All wildlife habitats on these areas currently are being mapped for inclusion in the WOW geographic 
information system (GIS), and standards are being developed for habitat and species management zones. 

> Nongame Strategic Plan - WOW's Nongame Program is responsible for managing 406 of the total 497 
recognized species of birds, mammals, fishes, reptiles, and amphibians in Washington. A strategic plan no\\' 
being drafted will implement Ole primary goal of maintaining native nongame wildlife at self-sustaining 
population levels to perpetuate wildlife diversity in Washington. 
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AU these efforts share a common purpose: to manage wildlife in order to meet WOW's legislative mandate. Although 
WOW is working on these within the context of its mandate, there is a need for wide acceptance of the methodology. The 
TFW process provides consensus-building mechanisms for generating this acceptance. 

Dcpanment of Natural Resources 

The ONR is revising its policy for protecting and enhancing wildlife habitat on state lands. This revision will include 
direction for integrating wildlife habitat management into timber management, protecting threatened and endangered 
wildlife species, and guidelines for establishing and managing UMAs. Guidelines are being developed to improve 
management of dead and defective trees on state forests. ONR policy and guidelines for managing trust land riparian zones 
require that RMZs be designed and managed to benefit fish, wildlife, water quality, and aesthetics as the priorit~·. 

ONR is in the process of developing management plans on all large basins or blocks of state forest land. Two to three' block! 
drainage plans are scheduled for completion biennially. Identification of key wildlife issues and integration of habitat 
management are required elements of all block/drainage plans. The primary goal of wildlife habitat management is to 
provide long-tenn habitat diversity from a landscape perspective. 

ONR supports wildlife research conducted by others such as the Colockum Elk Study (WOW), the Cooperative Fish and 
Wildlife Research Unit (University of Washington), and cooperative inventory and monitoring of selected spotted owl 
sites. In 1985-86, ONR conducted a cooperative survey of spotted owls in the Olympic National Park, and recently 
completed a twp-year cooperative inventory of spotted owls on state trust lands in the Hoh and Clearwater river basins. 

The Natural Heritage Program is responsible for development and maintenance of the Natural Area System. This system 
preserves examples of important terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems, habitats for rare and vanishing species, and unique 
geological features in an effort to protect Washington's natural diversity. Additionally, the Registry Program works to 
obtain voluntary protection of natural heritage reSOurces by landowners. ONR also participates in public education 
programs such as Project Learning Tree, Keep Washington Green, and Animal Inn. In 1988, ONR and the Oepartment of 
Labor and Industries (L&I) jointly developed a Wildlife Tree Retention and Safety Education program which has been 
given to industry, tribes, ONR, L&I, and US Forest Service field personnel throughout the srate. 

In June, 1988, Brian Boyle created the Commission on Old Growth AJternatives for Washington's Forest Trust Lands to 
advise, ONR on future management of old growth forests on srate trust lands on the western Olympic Peninsula. The 
commission completed its task in June, 1989. Recommendations include: 

> Establish the Olympic Experimental State Forest; 

> Create the Olympic Natural Resources Center; 

> Create an independent sustained yield unit on the western Olympic Peninsula; 

> Oefer 15,000 acres of old growth forest 10 protect the spot-ted owl; and 

> Reserve permanenLly up to 3,000 acres of special lands which possess unique "alues. 
Timber Industry 

Industrial forest landowners in Washington have worked independently and in cooperation with other interesL, 10 add",ss 
wildlife concerns. Many of these projects began before the TFW program and oiliers have been enhanced by the TH,' 
influence. Indusuy has conducted and sponsored independent, cooperative, and cono'act research efforts on wildiife-i ores! 
management interactions. Topics include big game cover-forage relationships,ilireatened and endangered species-habiIRt 
associations and management, and development of census techniques. Active management programs inciudecoopcralivc 
road management, wildlife inventories/surveys, site-specific management for selected wildlife spec.ies . watcr de­
velopment projects, and internal wildlife management uaining. 

Supplemental to TFW, discussions were initiated with tribal and other wildlife interests to address [lasi" Je.veJ CU;IC:.on,; i, 
several areas, including the Yakima, Taneum, Nisqually, and Cowlitz drainages. 
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TFW Influences on WiJdlife Protection 

TfW Agreement 

Although wildlife habitat has not been defined as a public resource [5], the wildlife goal in the TFW Agreement [3] 
recognizes diverse habitat as a source of diverse wildlife. The Agreement provides specific opponunities to establish this 
diversity through administrative procedures, voluntary cooperation, and rule changes adopted by the FPB. TFW 
encourages innovative problem solving via voluntary programs, increased dialogues, and alternate plans. These include: 

> Riparian Management Zones (rule change) - The Agreement establishes Riparian Management Zones (RMZ) 
"to provide protection for wildlife, fish, and water quaiity while allowing forest management activities to occur at reduced 
levels and under controlled operating conditions." Those conditions are spelled out in the FPB Rules and Regulations and 
the FPB manual. They are mandatory, unless overridden by agreement of an interdisciplinary (10) team, an alternate plan, 
or a Resource Management Plan (RMP). [6) 

> Upland Management Areas (voluntary) - The Agreement states: "Wildlife needs diversity in plant 
communities to meet their daily and seasonal needs. Reductions in diversity of habitats (size, species, or age) result in 
losses of wildlife." Although not mentioned in WAC 222, UMAs are defined in the FPB Manual as a method "to create 
increased diversity in forestlands through a voluntary process ... " The manual further states: "Upland Management Areas 
(UMAs) provide increased wildlife habitat diversity by providing habitat conditions which would not occur in timber 
harvest areas. They also provide areas of shelter, security for travel, and other activities for wildlife species associated with 
harvest areas. UMAs also : -e 1000..ations where snags and downed logs can be provided and future snags recruited. The in­
creased habitat diversity pr;.vided by UMAs results in an irregular scattering or dispersion of habitats for a broad spectrum 
of wildlife species ... The landowner and the Washington Department of Wildlife should work together for the mutual 
benefit of wildlife and landowners in establishing upland management areas." [7) 

> Interdisciplinary Teams (rule change) and Priority Issues (administrative procedure) - The 10 team is "a group 
of varying size comprised of individuals having specialized expertise, assembled by the [ONR) to respond to technical 
questions associated with a proposed forest practice activity." [8) ID teams are used to deal with "priority issues," which 
are discussed er.tensively in the Agreement, but which are not mentioned in WAC 222 or the FPB Manual. ID teams include 
"habitat biologists in the Depanments of Fisheries and [Wildlife) whose primary responsibility is on-site inspection of 
forest practioes," as well as other technical experts [9). The intent of this approach was "to identify the significant [forest 
practice] applications through the priority issue program, focus their review and attention on the problem areas, condition 
th~se critical applications as necessary to avoid or lessen adverse impacts, expedite the reviews, and to impose the least 
burden possible on all panies." [IOJ 

'" Resource Managemen, Plans (addressed by rules, voluntary, and administrative procedure) - A method 
dc,cribed in the Agreement is being implemented for "cooperative voluntary resource management planning among foresl 
lando .... ners, governmental agencies, affected Indian tribes, and environmental groups which would result in the 
dcv~lopment of plans which might be used as an alt~rnative to the forest practice regulations in achieving the purposes and 
policies set forth in the [Forest Practices) act." [II) 

> Road h1anagement (voiunwy, administrative procedure) - The Agreement directed DNR to "develop a 
comprencnsi vc mapping system of all forestland roads on state and private lands which is accessible to other panies. This 
system will include infornlation on other resources, such as soils, wildlife, and fisheries resources, so that potential resource 
connicts can be .dentified .... The DI\'R, agencies, tribes, industry and the public will promote road closure plans which 
L.1i:e into account thc needs of timber, fish, and wildlife resources. It is recognized that road access management is a very 
imponant component of wildlife management issues. The panicipants agree to pursue the possibility of state-wide or 
regional road management programs which provide for a sharing of COSIS." [12) 

The Agreement also recognized that "the status of orphaned roads under the Forest Practices Act is unclear," and 
:.:,,;[ "they \\'c:-c ~.DnStrll::tcd witi'; \'arious levels of quality and may, in some instances. pose a risk to human hc.:;lth and 
safe!:.' , capi ,", im provcments, aquatic resources, and wildlife. There is an opportunity ... to begin a program of pUlling 
i;:~:-\~ :-OdGS tn b~d . addrcssiO'!g the iiabilily issues and reducing risks." [13] 
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> Old Growth -The Agreement recognized the extreme sensitivity of old growth for both wildlife and the timber 
industry: "Wildlife representatives identified large contiguous stands of old growth as important to certain wildlife 
species ... . II was estimated that private landowners have only 70,000 acres of old growth remaining in the State and these 
are of critical importance 10 the private companies because they provide a bridge until their second growth stands arc mature 
enough for harvest. . .. " [14] Recommendations by the Old Growth Commission for state lands on the western Olympic 
Peninsula are now being reviewed for adoption by the Board of Natural Resources. 

> Cumulative Effects - The Agreement recognized the opportunities to assess cumulative effects in the 1FW 
process: "The T/F/W participants recognize that all resource management practices have the ability to affect other 
resources. Multiple actions over time and space within an area or watershed must be monilOred and evaluated in a 
cooperative fashion 10 anticipate or minimize adverse impacts on other natural resources. In light of this, the following 
system will be implemented to meet the collective needs of timber, fish, wildlife, and water quality." The system referred 
to is being designed and implemented within the CMER program and through RMPs. [15] 

Pre.harvest Reviews 

With the 1FW Agreement came an increased awareness of the advantages of early notification of harvest plans and 
potential effects on public resources. Many landowners now host annual pre-harvesueviews to display their field activities 
for the year, prior 10 submitting forest practice applications. Other 1FW participants allemptlO provide early nmification 
to the landowner regarding possible impacts their plans may have on wildlife resources. This process provides more time 
and flexibility to resolve conflicts prior to the standard review process. 

New Rules and RegUlations 

In response to the 1FW Agreement, the FPB.adopted new rules and revised existing rules to address issues identified in 
the Agreement. Rules adopted which influence proteetion of wildlife habitat include: 

> Minimum and maximum width and leave-tree requirements for riparian management zones along all Type 1-
3, and riparian leave tree areas on some Type 4, waters; 

> Options for alternate plans which meet or exceed specific protection requirements; 

> Extended time of review for Class III forest practices to 30 days; 

> Minimizing road locations in riparian management zones, marshes, and wet meadows; 

> Minor restrictions on felling, bucking, and yarding in Type 1,2, and 3 waters, and coordination with Hydraulic 
Project Approvals (HP A); 

> Requiring landowners to prepare a road maintenance and abandonment plan for specified road systems or 
segments of road when directed by the ONR; 

I ncreased Technical Involvement 

In response to the Agreement, the Washington legislature authorized and funded increased slaCf in state agencies to deal 
with an increased workload. In November, 1987, WOW began its 1FW Program by hiring five (now six) habitat biologists 
to implement the 1FW agreement within the department 

Additional technical support was acquired by Washington Environmental Council, National Audubon Society, and Indian 
tribes. 

Cooperative Monitoring. Evalyation. and Research Program 

In order to beller understand the impacts of forest practices on public resources, 1FW participants agreed to develop and 
implement a Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation, and Research (CMER) program. Unresolved q~estions and concepts 
rc~arding forest/wildlife management relationships prompted five CMER wildlife projects. These projects address the 
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inventory. description. and wildlife use ofUMAs. RMZs. and managed foresl habitats. Knowledge gained from this pro· 
gram will be used to evaluate voluntary and regulatory measures to address wildlife concerns. Results are expected to 
provide a scientific basis to assess the need for additional regulatory measures. 

Information and Education 

Numerous training sessions. workshops. and publications are addressing wildlife and forest practices under the Agreement 
and publicizing accomplishments. 

Adaptive Ma'lagemem 

The modified Eastside Riparian ManagementZoneRules have often been cited as an example ofTFW in its most positive 
aspect. Although originally requiring five "wildlife" trees per acre. the rules were modified as a result of field studies in 
eastside RMZs. The modified rules took a more comprehensive approach. 

111. ISSUES 

Component Issues of Wildlife PrOJect jon 

Much of Section II. Background. reflects the current status of ongoing efforts to protect wildlife. This section identifies 
. ten component issues that reflect unresolved concerns about adequacy and effectiveness of the rules. regulations. and 
Agreement in meeting the intent of the Forest Practices Act to protect the wildlife resource: 

A. Definitions 
B. Adequacy of TFW Wildlife Goal Statement 
C. Evaluating Wildlife Resource Protection 
D. Conditioning FPAs E. Priority Issues 
F. Implementation of SnagIWoody Debris Management 
G. Establishment of Upland Management Areas 
H. A Landscape Perspective for Wildlife 
I. Inadequate Mechanisms for Implementing TF\", 
1. Improving Human Relationships 

Discussion of each issue is divided into two parts, Review of Current Status and Alternatives. Recommendations are 
highlighted with boldface type. 

A Definjtions 

Re"jrw of Current Status 

The WSC agreed that definitions of twO key terms used in the TFW process are unclear. These are: 

> "wildlife prOJection" and 
> "critical wildlife habitats." 

Wildlife protection - This definition is an issue because of the many meanings and interpretations within different 
contex!. •. Basically it is unclear what is meant by the RCW statement (16) "to afford protection to .. . wildlife." For 
example, "protection" can be applied to individuals of a species (e.g., a specific Bald Eagle pair), to a single species (c.g .. 
Bald Eagle), or to many species and h_hitats. 

> "PrOJcction," at a minimum, nleans maintaining species thatoccurnaturallv in Washington, as renected by two 
componcnts: population numbers and geographic dismbution. This does not necessarily mean protecting all ;ndividuals 
of all sp".cics at all times. 

> "Protection." v:ithin tht TFW comext. is the TFW ;.greement wildlife goal statement. This includes habitat 
diversity as wei! as species diversity. Does Ihis mean evaluating thenee.d forprOleclion, species by spc~ies, across the state? 
In some cases, ii may be sufficient to assure that a species usually will be found in certain regions across ;he. stale. In other 
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cases, it may be necessary to assure specific protective measures for each animal. 

> "Protection" may mean maintaining a population within a certain geographic range as an integral part of the 
forest 

> "Protection" can include using forest practices to manipulate and provide habitat. Wildlife can be managed 
by manipulating habitat 

> In order 10 protect wildlife, goals and objectives must be defined for individual species, groups of species, or 
particular population or distribution levels. At the landscape level, this includes cumulative effects. 

Critical Wildlife Habitats - Language referring to "critical wildlife habitat," "critical habitat," "key wildlife habitat," 
and "habitats of interest" in the WAC and the FPB Manual is confusing. These terms should be defined and used 
consistently throughout 

For example in the FPB manual, "critical wildlife habitat" seems 10 be used interchangeably with the federally defined 
"critical habitat." Federally threatened and endangered species, along with their "critical habitat," are protected under the 
FPB Rules and Regulations and are discussed in the FPB Manual [17] . However, federal "critical habitat" requires specific 
geographic designation by the Secretary of the Interior. At present, no such critical habitat exists in Washington. For 
funher discussion, sec Appendix A. 

The FPB ¥anuallists Wildlife Species and Habitats of Interest on pages 13 through 16 of the Manual. What is not clear 
is whether this list comes under the fust sentence of the FPB Manual, Sec. 3, "Critical Wildlife Habitat" [17]. 

Alternatives 

Wildlife Protection Toprovide a clear definition acceptable to TFW partiCipants, the following alternatives are suggested: 

1. Request the Attorney General's office 10 define wildlife protection. 

2. Conduct a survey to determine the public perception of "wildlife protection." 

3. Request the Wildlife Commission, Forest Practices Board, and TFW Policy Group to define the term together. 

The Wildlife Steering Committee suggests the following as a start: "Protection," ata minimum, means maintaining species 
that occur naturally in Washington,as reflected by two components: population numbers and geographic distribution. This 
does not necessarily mean protecting all individuals of all species at all times. It does mean evaluating the need for 
protection, species by species, across the state. In some cases, it may be sufficient to assure that a species will usually be 
found in cenain regions across the state. In other cases, it may be necessary to assure protection to each individual. The 
concept of protection needs to be species-specific and goal-oriented. 

Critical Wildljfe Habjtats The following alternatives are suggested. 

I. Clarify WAC 222-16-0 1 0(50) to limit the definition specifically to federal endangered and threatened species. 

2. Change WAC 222· I 6-010(50) to include state endangered, threatened, and sensitive species along with federal 
endangered and threatened species. 

3. Limit the term "critical habitat" to feder~ily designated habitats under the Endangered Species Act, and 
analogous habitat designated under state statute, whenever so designated. Establish a new term "priority 
habitats" or "crucial habitats" or "habitats of interest" to identify habitats of concern, as such habitat is 

established by the board in the forest practices board manual ... where specific management practices are 
needed to prevent critical wildlife habitat destruction. Consider the adequacy of different terminologies and 
how the terms are applied as pan of the regulato'}' process to "protect" wildlife. 
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4. Modify Alternative 3 to replace "critical wildlife habitats" with a new term, "priority wildlife habitats." 

5. Clarify the intent of WAC 222-16-010(11) to clearly distinguish wildlife habitats and species of special 
concern and bow they wilI be managed in tbe field. 

B Adequacy qf TEW Wildlife Goal Statement 

Review of CuUCnt Slatus 

There are two pans to this issue: 

1. Definition of Wildlife Protection Until "wildlife protection" is defined, it cannot be determined whether the 
TFW wildlife goal statement [3] is adequate to meet the intent of the RCW [2]. 

2. General MisundersJlmding Language in the TFW wildlife goal statement is not understood thc same way by 
all participants, with respect to which habitats are included and what "enough individuals to maintain" implies. 

Alternatiyes 

Definitjon of Wildlife Protection Alternatjves to address this part of the issue are the same as in Issue A. 

General Misunderstanding The following is suggested: 

1. The TFW Policy Group is encouraged to provide to tbe FPB all interpretation of the TFW goal statement 
that is clear and agreeable to TFW participants, and to communicate it to TFW participants. 

> As an example, tbe WSC agrees tbat "particularly riparian, wetlands and old growth" is not not meant 
to exclude other habitats, and that tbe term "enougb individuals to maintain" does not necessarily mean 
minimum viable populations. 

C. Evaluating Wildlife Resource Prorection 

Reyiew of Current Status 

Currently, methods are not in place for analyzing, measuring, or otherwise determining the effectiveness of the Agreement, 
Act, regulations, and manual in pro;;lCting the wildlife resource. For example, there is nOl yet a process for determining 
effectiveness of riparian management zones (RMZ) and upland management areas (UMA) for any particular wildlife 
species or class of species. 

The major question is how to evaluate the TFW Agreement in terms of wildlife management and protection. The CMER 
program was set up to evaluate, through scientific investigation, the technical merits Of the Agreement, i.e., how well the 
Agreement is working with respect to public resource protection. For wildlife, this is being done through the Wildlife 
Steering Committee. Although some data are coming in, it is too early to know how well the evaluation system is work· 
ing. 

Before this process can be successful, a clear definition of "wildlife protection" is necessary to develop objcctives and 
evaluation criteria. 

Alternatjves 

I. Request WDW to develop a monitoring program to determine adequacy of the FPB rules and regulations to 
protect wildlife, in consultation with TEW participants. 

2. Request WOW to de"elop habitat objecth'es for wildlife, in consultation with TFW participants; anc 
encourage the Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation, and Research (CMER) committee to expedite the process ror 
analyzing, measuring, and otherwise evaluating how well the wildlife resource is being protected under TFW. 
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D. Conditioning FPAs 

Reyiew of Cnrr'nt Status 

The FP A conditioning process is not always adequate to protect the wildlife resource, for the following reasons: 

> DNR has issued conditioning guidelines that interpret DNR's ability to condition. There is some disagreement 
over the authority of the DNR to condition for the protection of wildlife. 

> Biologists' recommendations for wildlife protection often are not translated into conditions on the FPAs, due 
to perceived lack of authority on the pan of D NR foresters. 

> When conditions are placed on FPAs, they are not always thought to be adequate. 

> Communications between wildlife biologists, landowners, and DNR foresters are not always effective. This 
is discussed under Issue J, Human Relationships. 

The FPB rules and regulations and the FPB manual provide little protection for wildlife and its habitat outside riparian 
management zones, other than through voluntary compliance by the landowner. Because language in these documents is 
unclear and internally inconsistent (See Section IlI.A, Definitions), confusion exists among TFW partiCipants about the 
amount of wildlife protection provided by the Act and the FPB rules and regUlations. To clarify this, the Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR), on 28 June 1989, released "Guidelines for Conditioning Forest Practice Notifications and 
Applications," They went into effect in early July ,1989, The guidelines were developed by the DNR and the DNR assistant 
attorney general based on the Act, the FPB regUlations, and the FPB manual. Excerpts from these guidelines relevaDlto 
wildlife are found in Appendix B. 

As reflected in these guidelines, DNR's current interpretation of the authority granted to them under the Act and the FPB 
Rules and Regulations for protection of wildlife falls short. This interpretation is limited to protection of "individuals on­
site .. . from courtship to dispersal" [181, i.e" only the breeding season. The regulations focus on conO'olling the 'timing' 
of forest practices and not the basic needs of wildlife species, such as food, water, cover, and other essential habitat faclOrs. 
For some species, other life requisites are limiting and should be considered. 

In lieu of conditioning, in many cases DNR has asked WDW to negotiate wildlife protection with landowners where the 
WDW feels such protection is not provided in the law, rules and regulations, or manual. This has notalways been a reliable 
means of wildlife protection. 

Although the FPB manual contains "recommendations for protecting wildlife species and habitats of interest," it is left for 
the landowners and WDW to "consult" for "specific management of these species and habitats." [19] The new DNR 
guidelines state: 

" ... DNR shall condition applications and notifications to prNect the individual or individuals on-site from impacts of a 
pro-posed forest practice. 'On-site' means places used by the individuals from courtship 10 dispersal of the young .. . DNR 
has authority to provide wildlife and fisheries habitat protection in RMZ's through conditioning and use of alternate plans 
as provided through RMZ regulation . The FPB has nOl specifically provided DNR with authority to protect habitats of 
interest for individual species, except for RMZ's." [18] 

Alternatjyes 

I. Require DNR foresters to provide feedback to wildlife biologists on how the foresters used the biologisL<' 
recommendations in FP A conditioning and why. 

2. Require DNR to use recommendations from field biologists, where DNR has legal authority to appl\' such 
conditions and re-quirements. 

3. Request TFW participants to address the conflict between wildlife protection and maintenance of a viable forcst 
products indusO'y. 
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4. Require DNR to use wildlife recommendations from interdisciplinary teams. 

5. Have the 1FW Policy Group address the process of conditioning and present their findings to the FPB, once 
a definition of wildlife protection has been agreed on. The FPB should then clarify their intent, recognizing the need of 
field people I() have both guidance and adaptability, and make any necessary changes in regulations to renectthe FPB's 
intent 

E. Priority Issues 

Reyiew of Current Status 

Inconsistent Implementation 

The concept of "priority issues" in the 1FW Agreement was an attempt, in part, I() deal with wildlife habitats of special 
concern [20J: 

> State threatened, endangered, and sensitive plant and wildlife species; and 

> Critical wildlife habitat and wildlife habitats of interest as outlined in the Forest Practices Board Manual. 

Procedures for identifying priority issues and for calling ID teams on wildlife priority issues, are not followed consistently 
in the field among DNR regional offices. Although DNR has issued guidelines for dealing with priority issues using 
interdisciplinary teams, problems of inconsistent field implementation still exist with respect I() wildlife. Some FP As are 
not being designated as priority issues, consistent with the guidelines. As a result, wildlife issues are not always addressed 
in the field. 

Class II Prjoriw Issues 

Class II forest practices are those that have been "determined to have less than ordinary potential to damage a public re­
source" [:! I J. These applications must be approved within five days. Class III forest practices, because of their potential 
to impact public resources, receive ..... early field review, protective conditions, or further review by a specialist or J.D. 
team" [22J. The review period is 30 days to allow DNR to identify and deal procedurally with a Priority Issue, if one exists. 

When Class II forest practice notifications contain a Priority Issue, the five days allotted for approval can be inadequate. 
In such cases a forest practice is determined to have LESS than ordinary impact (Class II, from a regulatory standpoint), 
and GREATER than ordinary impact (priority Issue, from a procedural standpoint) to public resources at the same time. 

Alternatives 

Inconsistent Implementation 

I . Suggest TFW seek clarification of DNR procedures for implementing priority issues consistently by all 
TFW cooperators. 

Class II PriorilY Issues 

I. Extcnd timeline to provide adequate time for operator and WDW to develop a plan for protecting the public 
resource. 

2. Change WAC 222-20-020(1) to provide options for 30-day review of Class II forest practices that are 
priorit~· issues. 
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E. Implementation of Snag/WoodY Debris Managemem 

Reyiew of Currcnt Stalus 

The relationship between snag and woody debris habitat, and both game and nongame wildlife species is well documented. 
Yet, despite DNR 's ability to condition FP As to protect snags [23l, there is a perception that this crucial habitat component 
is not receiving adequate protection in many parts of Washington. 

From a field perspective, the protection of snag habitat may be failing for any combination of the following reasons: 

> Some landowners, particularly small non-industrial landowners, may not be aware of the need to protect snag 
habitat. 

> Some landowners, both large and small, are afraid of committing safety violations if they attempt to protect 
snags. 

> Many are unwilling to protect snags, having received citations in the past from L&l. 

> Some landowners are not willing to pay the costs, either operational or direct, of prolecting snags by foregoing 
economic opponunities. 

> DNR Forest Practice Foresters generally have been unwilling to exercise their authority to protect snags. prob­
ably due to concerns over L&I regulations and liability, should a snag-related accident occur. 

AJternatjycs 

I. Develop information and education programs with landowners. L&I. WDW. and DNR on snag and 
woody debris management to demonstrate importance of this habitat component. 

2. Develop c\earer guidelines and a process for working with L&I on the ground (as with ID teams) for 
\eaving safe snags. 

3. Encourage operators and landowners to use RMZs and UMAs for greater snag management opportu­
nities. 

4. The TFW Policy Group should encourage FIe to develop snag management recommendations and work 
for implementation with L&I. 

5. Provide incentives for landowners to protect snags. 

G. Establishment of Upland Management Areas 

Reyiew of Current Status 

The Agreement establishes UMAs as specific leave areas 10 establish wildlife habitat diversity. !tis perceived that UMAs 
arc not being leftlo the extent expected in the TFW Agreement 

A major rcason for this is that some landowners are reluctaDt to leave UMAs because of the long-term commiuncnt in 
designating a UMA. Another reason is that oflen UMAs are not designated prior to harvest. The result is that UMAs often 
are not identified on FP As. 

Alternatives 

j. Have the TFW Policy Groupclarify the conceptofUMAs tofacililateimplemenling the inlentorlhe TEW 
Agreement. This may include discussion of areas retained for a period less than two rotations. 

2. Develop a mechanism to encourage landowners to establish and report UMAs. 
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H A Landscape perspective for WildHfe 

Reyiew of Current Status 

Between-stand and Within-stand Habitat Djversity 

The wildlife resource goal in the TFW Agreement emphasizes the need to provide wildlife habitat diversity on 
Washington's forest lands. Widespread reduction of habitat diversity, at both the stand and landscape levels, may result 
in altered species composition and/or reduced abundance and diversity of Washington 's native wildlife. Although loss of 
habitat diversity may not be noticeable in each individual forest stand, the additive impacts on many stands over vast areas 
will lead to an overall reduction. There is concern that the cumulative effects of maintaining entire landscapes in low­
diversity stands over the long term will result in impoverished wildHfe resources. 

The objective of timber management is to maximize wood fiber production in the shortest period of time. This usually 
necessitates harvesting when the forest is in mid-successional stages. As a result, managed forests contain fewer seral 
stages for a shorter period of time than normally would occur in an unmanaged condition. Forest management activities. 
such as thinning, brush control, and site preparation, can further reduce within-stand diversity. Such forests have reduced 
within-stand and between-stand diversity, and may fail to provide sufficient habitat for wildHfe species adapted to vcry 
early or late seral stages. 

At present thereare several TFW mechanisms which may contribute to habitat diversity in managed forests. RMZs and 
UMAs are thoughtto enhance landscape diversity by provid£ngolder sera! stage patches. Resource Management Plans arc 
another mechanism for addressing habitat diversity. 

Integrating \Vildlife Benefits into Active Timber Management 

RMZs and UMAs constitute a very small portion of the managed forest landscape. Whcn evaluating the efficacy of habitat 
protection mechanisms, it is necessary to view them in terms of populations and landscapes. For example, even with the 
discrete zones afforded by UMAs, amount and distribution of habitats could be inadequate in an intensively cut block. 
There is no incentive or "credit" for a landowner who attempts to produce a diversified forest stand outside specified zones 
by modifying silvicultural techniques or harvest methods. 

Conversion of Habitat Types 

There is a concern about potential conversion from one habitat type to another. The one example identified by the WSC 
concerns oak woodlands. The southeast slope of the Cascades contains extensive oak forests occurring in pure stands, 
mixed with conifers, or in clusters on grassy slopes. These extremely productive wildlife habitats provide a unique and 
valuable food resource and cover type for deer, bear, turkey, quail, and songbirds. 

Because these oaks are not commercially valuable, some landowners are converting oaks into conifers. These activitics 
do not rcquire an FPA, despite the fact they affect more than 5,000 board feet. 

The WSC identified the presence of roads in a landscape context as potentially affecting wildlife and their habitat. Lack 
of lime precluded any further discussion of this topic. 



Alternatiyes 

Between-stand and Within-SIand Habitat piversity 

1. Establish mechanisms to maintain, to the greatest extent possible, a balanced distribution or rorest age 
classes in tbe managed landscape. This would require careful long range planning and coordination across ownerships. 
Resource Management Plans are an ideal way to coordinate planning. Currently there is no regulatory mechanism through 
which such age class balance could be achieved. This would probably require harvest regulation. Another proposed 
mechanism to increase within·sland diversity is to leave slanding green trees in clear-cuts. Through judicious selection of 
trees to be left, managers could create stailds with multi·level canopies resulting in high structural diversity. Such an 
approach might be more useful than UMAs in meeting the needs of both wildlife and timber interests. However, this 
technology is still in its earliest stages of development, so it is not yet available as a management tool. 

2. Pursue a landscape approach in managing rorests, incorporating results of CMER Project 17, WildlJife 
Use or Managed Forests, when available. 

Integrating Wildlife Benefits into Active Timber Management 

I. Have the FPB, which has lead responsibility for this task under WAC 222·16·010(11), consult with WDW to 
identify "other situations ... where specific management practices are needed to prevent critical wildlife habitat 
destruction." This may result in changing regUlations to reflect more specific requirements for protecting wildlife. 

2. Encourage FPB to include wildlife habitat concerns in its deliberations on cumulative effects. 

3. Request CMER to consider establishing "impact thresholds" for selected wildlife species and habitats for 
determining a measure of cumulative effects. 

4. Explore opponunities to implement experimentation in forest management with respect to wildlife habitat. 

5. Develop mechanisms for integrating identified, prioritized habitat protection needs as a part of timber 
management plans outside specified protection zones, such as maintaining some level or within·stand diversity 
throughout westside managed rorests. 

6. Establish ways to recognize or credit landowners who assist in managing and protecting wildlife through 
creative silviculture. 

Conversion of Habitat Types 

1. The FPB should evaluate environmental impacts of conversion of oak woodlands into other forest types. 

I. Inadr.quate Mechanisms for Implementing TFW 

Review of Current Statns 

Regulatory or management effectiveness is largely determined by the ability of an agency to review proposed practices, 
inspeclthem as they occur, and evalua!e lhem when compleled. The cooperative problem-solving and consensus-building 
mechanisms of TF\\, cannOl replace these basic requirements. 

The restructuring of DNR and WDW in response to TFW provided the number ofFTEs needed for adequale review of 
submilled applications or, importantly, for field review of completed harvests. FPA processing and field review ofprioriLy 
issues occupy most of the available time. There is little or no lime leflto take advantage of lhe advance notice provided 
by annual harvest or road reviews whenever they have been offered by landowners. Also largely precluded is the oppor-
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tunity to interact with landowners through educational programs or on-site visits before an FP A is even submitted. 

All these mechanisms - harvest reviews, road reviews, educational programs, and on-site visits - permit managers to 
address wildlife concerns at the best time for integrating those concerns into a land management plan and before they 
become issues. While furtber restructuring in the WOW might expand the number of personnel in each region responding 
to FPAs, experience in the ONR indicates there will still be insufficient FTEs for post-harvest review, even of priority 
issues, and only minimal opponunity for early interaction with landowners. 

Alternatiyes 

1. Institute organizational changes to deal with the problem. 

2. Increase funding and FTEs to accomplish the necessary work-load. 

3. Establish mechanisms for prioritizing workloads. 

J. Improving Human Relationships 

Reyiew oC Cntrfnt Status 

Achievement of the TFW wildlife goal depends on voluntary and regulatory accommodations by landowners. Landowner 
cooperation depends on notification and motivation by wildlife interests. This human element of 1FW underlies the 
technical, political, and economic aspects of the wildlife issue. Positive human relationships, coupled with good scientific 
evidence, are crucial to the objective evaluation of wildlife protection effons. Positive relationships are also essential for 
maintaining trust among divergent interests that will adaptively manage wildlife resources in the future. 

Although many relationships among TFW participants have generally been constructive, exceptions have occurred which 
underscore the need for culturing and encouraging positive interaction. If the human relationship aspect of the wildlife 
issue can be adequately addressed, it is likely that many concerns outlined above would be reduced. 

Alternatiyes 

1. Establish mechanisms to improve interpersonal communication skills, such as conflict resolution, 
problem-solving, sensitivity training, and similar techniques for all TFW participants. 

2. Encourage TFW land managers to invite other TFW participants to cooperate in specific wildlife 
management projects. 

3. Encourage more informal local interactions among TFW participants, such as regular breakfast 
meetings, "tailgate" sessions, etc. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The wildlife protection issue revolves around adequacy and effectiveness of the TFW Agreement, the FPB Rules and 
Regulations, and the FPB Manual in meeting the intent of the Forest Practices Act to afford protection to the wildlifc 
resource. Many mechanisms both within the TFW process and outside it address aspeclS of the wildlife protection issue, 
but often these are perceived as inadequate. 

This paper divided the wildlife protection issue into ten component issues related to forest practices. These sub-issues are 
analyzed separately, alternatives are offered, and recommendations are suggested for resolving them. 
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fOOTNOTES 

[I] Memo from Brian Boyle, Commissioner of Public Lands and Chainnan of the Forest Practices Board, dated 
23 March 1989 to the 1FW Policy Group and Administrative Committee. The term "Wildlife Protection" as a title for this 
issue paper derives from the original Forest Practices Board request, as reflected in the 10 April minutes of the 1FW 
Administrative Committee meeting. 

[2] Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 76.09.010 and RCW 76.09.020(13) 

[3] Timber/Fish/Wildlife Agreement Final Repon, 17 February 1987, printed by the Northwest Indian Fisheries 
Commission, p. 2. 

[4] Washington Forestl'ractices Rules and Regulations, Chapter 222 WAC, as published by the Forest Practices 
Board I January 1988, with addendum rules effective 11-88. This document includes the Forest Practices Board Manual 
and the enabling legislation, the Forest Practices Act, Chapter 76.09 RCW, as cited in note [2] above. 

[5] "Public resources" in the Forest Practices Act,RCW 76.09.020(13), "shall mean water, fish and wildlife, and 
in addition shall mean capital improvements of the state or its political subdivisions." 

[6] 1FW Agreemen~ p. 23-28. 

[7] TFW Agreement, p. 28, and FPB Manual, pp 16-17. 

[8] WAC 222-16-010(25). 

[9] 1FW Agreement, p. 7. 

[10] TFW Agreement, p. 18. 

[11] WAC 222-08-035(3). 

[12] 1FW Agreement, p. 20. 

[13] 1FW Agreement, p. 21-22. 

[14] 1FW Agreement, p. 39. 

[IS] 1FW Agreement, p. 40. 

[16] RCW 76.09.010(1) 

[17] The confusion results from the first paragraph on p. 10, FPB Manual, which statcs, "The following is a list 
of critical wildlife habitats, as defined in WAC 222-16-010(11)." Although this sentence appears to be talking about 
federally listed species and habitats, its referral back to the WAC definition broadens the meaning. Thc WAC definition 
defines critical wildlife habitat as "habitat of any threatened or endangered species, as such habitat is established by the 
board in the forest practices board manual, or other situations as identified by the board .. . " [emphasis supplied) . This 
seems to suggest that the board intended to go beyond the narrow definition of federally designated "critical habital." 

[18] Final Draft (6-15-89) Guidelines for Conditioning Forest Practice Notifications and Applications , 
Departmcnt of Natural Resources, Sec. B.3, Wildlife. 
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[19] FPB Manual, p. 13. 

[20] Although "priority issues" are discussed extensively in the 1FW Agreement (pages 4, 9, 11, 13, 14, 17, 18, 
20,28,31), the words do not appear in either W AC222 or the FPB Manual. 1FW panicipanlS developed a list of ten priority 
issues as the basis for forming interdisciplinary tearns. This list was circulated by DNR in a memo of 16 May 1988 (as 
corrected by memos 0[29 June and 11 July 1988) from Arden Olson to DNR regional managers. The list includes these 
two wildlife issues. 

[21] WAC 222-16-050(4) 

[22] TFW Agreement, p. 17. 

[23] AC 222-30·020(7)(d) 
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BACKGROUND AND EXPLANATION OF PRIORITY ISSUFJCRITICAL WILDLIFE HABITAT PROBLEM 

Wildlife interests feel the Forest Practices Board (FPB) rules and regulations and the FPB manual provide lime protection 
for wildlife and its habitat, other than through voluntary compliance by the landowner. Because the language of these 
documents is unclear and internally inconsistent, confusion exists among TFW participants about the amount of wildlife 
protection provided by the Act and the FPB rules and regulations. WDW has been asked to negotiate wildlife protection 
with landowners where the agency feels such protection is not provided for in the law and regulations. 

The problem revolves around the concept of "priority issues." Priority issues in the TFW Agreement are a way to identify 
issues that require field priority allention when reviewing Forest Practices Applications (FP As). FP As identifying a priority 
issue will "receive early field review, protective conditions, or further review by a specialist or J.D. [interdisciplinary 1 
team," 

When implemented fully, the TFW Agreement "will allow landowners, agencies, and the interested public an improved 
opponunity to identify the significant applications through the priority issue program, focus their review and attention on 
the problem areas, condition these critical applications as necessary to avoid or lessen adverse impacts, expedite the 
reviews, and to impose the least burden possible on all parties." It is noteworthy that the words "priority issue" do not occur 
in the FBP re~ulations or manual. This approach was recommended by participants at the negotiations on the TFW 
agreement. 

The TFW agreement places the responsibility for developing a list of priority issues on the DNR, in consultation with 
interested parties. To this end, the DNR invited TFW participants to a series of priority issue meetings, beginning in 
December, 1987. The purpose was to identify, on a regional basis, issues that might require additional field time to review, 
or time in which to assemble and receive input from an interdisciplinary team. 

During these meetings, some confusion arose about priority issues, particularly with respect to wildlife. For example, many 
of the lists from the seven DNRregions mention the term "critical wildlife habitat." Because this term is not clearly defined 
in the FPB regulations and manual, it was used variously to mean different things at the regional meetings. 

The FPB regulations (WAC 222-16-010(11» state: 

"Critical wildlife habitat" means the habitat of any threatened or endangered species, as such habitat is established by the 
board in the forest practices board manual, or other situations as identified by the board, after consultation with the 
department of wildlife, where specific management practices are needed to prevent critical wildlife habitat destruction. 

The regulations further define threatened or endangered species as "all species of wildlife listed as 'threatened' or 
'endangered ' by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service," with the exception that WDW may exclude a species under 
the Forest Practices Act under certain conditions. Affected federally listed species are listed in the FPB Manual. 

The U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA) uses the term "critical habitat" very specifically. It applies only to threatened 
and endangered species, and jt is a legally defined habitat that must have been designated "critical habitat" by the secretary 
of the U.S. Department of the Interior. According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, there is no federal "critical habitat" 
in the state of Washjngton 

However ,the FBP regulations and manual apparently picked up the term, added the word "wildlife," and applied it to other 
species and habitats in Washington. Although the introduction to the FPB manual states that "all of these scctions are 
ad'·isor), ... ,'. Section 3, "Critical Wildlife Habitat," contains information on "protection of federally listed threatened and 
endangered wildlife species." 

Seoion 3 also contains "recommendations" for protecting "other wildlife species and habitats." These arc listed under a 
suhscction entitled "Wildlife Species and Habitats of Interest," which states: "This section of the Manual cont'ns 
rewmmendations for protecting wildlife species and habitats of interest. The landowner is encouraged to list these habitats 
on the forest practiccs application. Landowners should consult with WDW for specific management of these species and 
habitats." 
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Although "critical wildlife habitats" are mentioned in several of the agreements that resulted from the DNR's regional 
meetings, it appears that there is no clear agreement on what the tenn means. What is clear is that the manual does not 
require DNR to enforce anything having to do with wildlife, other than that required in the Endangered Species Act. (These 
are automatically a Class IV Special practice, and so are outside the discussion of priority issues.) 

APPENDIXB 

Excerpts Relevant to Wildlife from DNR's 

GUIDELINES FOR CONDITIONING FOREST PRACTICE NOTIFICATIONS AND APPLICA TIONS 

Dated 15 June 1989 

Section B 3. Wildlife -

The Forest Practices Board has specifically provided DNR with the authority to condition applications to protect Federal 
Threatened and Endangered species and their critical wildlife habitats. Bald eagle protection requires a "site management 
plan" prepared by the Department ofWildife in accordance with WAC 232-12-292 (Bald Eagle Protection Rules). DNR 
shall apply the conditions of the plan. 

WOW maintains a list of state Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive species. The Board has listed wildlife species and 
habitat of interest in the Forest Practices Board Manual. Because of the sensitivity of these species and the fact that they 
are public resources, DNR shall condition applications and notifications to protect the individual or individuals on-site from 
impacts of a propose forest practice. "On-site" means places used by the individuals from courtship to dispersal of the 
young. Conditioning will bedone in accordance with general guidelines in Section A, and can include timing of operations. 

Where practical harvest methods and patterns in established big game winter ranges should be designed to insure adequate 
access routes and escape cover. Cutting units should be dispersed over the area to provide cover, access for wildlife and 
to increase edge effect. It is current Board regulation, when not in conflict with safety requirements of the Department of 
Labor and Industries, to protect so");s. DNR will condition for protection of snags when not in conflict with Chapter 49.17 
RCW (Snag falling law) and WAC 332-24-020, 025, and 027. 

DNR has authority to provide wildlife and fisheries habitat protection in RMZ's through conditioning and use of alternate 
plans as provided for through RMZ regulation. The FPB has not specifically provided DNR with authority to protect 
habitats of interest for individual wildlife species, except for RMZ's 

DNR has authority to protect old growth if old growth is critical habitat to Federal Threatened or Endangered Species or 
if old growth trees are critical to protect individual wildlife species on the State Threatened, Endangered or Sensitive 
Species list. 
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• 

Wll..DLIFE ISSUES FROM THE TFW SECOND ANNUAL REVIEW 

Many issues surfaced during the Wildlife Working Sessions of the TFW Second Annual Review in OClOber, 1989. Most 
were already discussed in the Wildlife Protection Issue Paper. Three, however, were sufficiently different to be included 
in the Wildlife Action Plan. They are: 

K I - Provide feedback to CMER about adequacy of wildlife research through Wildlife Steering Committee. 
[NOTE: Recognize that CMER is a technical research body, not a political body.) 

L I - Request a clear message from Policy Group, including: 

> That policy issues of the issue paper are addressed; 

> That Forest Practices Board, Wildlife Commission, and Policy Group coordinate. 

M I - Evaluate wildlife issues at the Third Annual Review, based on: 

> Is Department of Wildlife Priority Habitats and Species Study completed? 

> Are on-the-ground personnel perceptions changed? Are conflicts being resolved more readily, with 
great sensing of mutual respect? 

> Has the Wildlife Protection Issues Paper been reviewed and consensus reached? 

> Has the Field Implementation Committee instituted a tracking system and evaluation ("audit") 
process? 

> What is the opinion of wildlife biologists on success of protective measures, and how well are we 
doing? 
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