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Forests & Fish Policy Committee Meeting 

Department of Ecology – Lacey Building Headquarters 

Conference Room RS 16/17 

July 11, 2013, 9:00 am – 3:30 pm 

 

DRAFT Agenda v. 6-24-13 

 

This meeting focuses the discussion on decision items as well as general updates for Policy. The substantive discussions 

are:  

1. Type N (update from DNR and work of Type N technical group) 

2. Eastside Type F/S Extensive Monitoring project (Policy’s decision on 6 Questions) 

3. Policy’s priorities for 2014 calendar year, for submittal to Board’s August meeting 

Time Item Lead(s) 

9:00 – 9:30  Welcome & Introductions 

Review agenda, updates 

Announcements 

Review June 6, 2013 meeting summary  

 

Decision: Accept June 6, 2013 meeting summary  

A. Miller, Bernath, 

& Wheeler 

9:30 – 10:00 Type N Update 

1. Update from DNR on guidance for dry season methodology 

2. Update from Ecology on Type N technical group 

 

Decision: Further direct Type N technical work, if needed 

Engel & Bernath 

10:00 – 11:00 Extensive Riparian Status and Trends Monitoring Program – Stream 

Temperature Phase I: Eastside Type F/S Monitoring Project  

Discuss final report and 6 Questions  

Questions from Policy 

 

Decision: Take action or no action on 6 Questions 

Bernath & Ehinger 

 

11:00 – 11:30 HPA Rulemaking Update 

Discuss timelines for Policy and WDFW 

Jackson 

11:30 – 12:30 Policy’s Priorities for 2014 – report to Board for August meeting                  A. Miller & Bernath 

Review Policy workload and schedule 

Review draft priorities; discuss changes/additions 

12:30 – 1:00 Lunch  

1:00 – 1:30 

 
Policy’s Priorities for 2014 (continued) 

 

Decision: Approve Policy’s recommendations to the Board - Policy’s 

priorities for calendar year 2014 

Plan to approve again at August 1 Policy meeting for submittal to Board for  

August 13th meeting 

A. Miller & Bernath 

1:30 – 2:00 

 

 

 

AMP Board Manual Section 22 revisions 

 

Decision: Accept recommended AMP Board Manual amendments to be 

presented to the Board for approval 

Ratcliff 

2:00 – 2:15 

 

FPHP Rule and Board Manual Updates 

Update on new board manual section 5 and amended board manual sections 

Ratcliff 



 

relating to FPHP rule making 

2:15 – 2:30 Type F Update 

Update on progress prior to July 18
th
 meeting 

Plan to complete Charter by August 1 

Bernath & A. Miller  

2:30 – 2:45 

 
Mass Wasting Report  

Update from special meetings  

 

Potential Decision: Approve the Mass Wasting Policy Strategy Charter 

A. Miller 

2:45 – 3:00 CMER Update Mendoza 

3:00 – 3:30 Next steps, observations, and Co-Chair comments 

Agenda topics for August and September meetings 

Bernath, A. Miller, 

& Wheeler 

3:30 Adjourn 

Remaining 2013 meetings: August 1, September 5, October 3, November 7, & December 5. All meetings are scheduled at 

Department of Ecology – Lacey Headquarters.    

Remote participation Phone Bridge: 360-902-2916, passcode 229161. Glance (desktop sharing): go to triangle.glance.net and enter 

Session Key from facilitators at beginning of meeting. 

 

Meeting Materials: 

– Draft June 6, 2013 meeting summary   

– Six Questions, Eastside Type F Study        

– Eastside Type F/S Monitoring Project Final Report 

– Policy Workload Timeline  

– Type N Technical update  

– Adaptive Management Program Board Manual, Section 22 

– Mass Wasting Policy Strategy Charter 
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Forests & Fish Policy Committee 
June 6, 2013 Meeting Summary 

 
Decisions and Action Items from Meeting 

 
Decision Notes 

1. Approved the May 2, 2013 meeting summary with minor edits.  Full consensus of present 
caucuses. 

2. Agreed to review a rough draft of Policy’s priorities at the July 
meeting and to review a full draft at the August 1 meeting for 
submittal to the Board’s August meeting.  

 

3. Approved Eastside Type N TWIG problem statement/critical 
question/study objectives with comments from motion.  

Consensus of present caucuses.  

 
Action Item Assignment/Notes 

1. Update Policy on guidance for dry season methodology.  Marc Engel 
2. Draft June 6, 2013 meeting summary. Claire Turpel 
 
Introductions – Stephen Bernath and Adrian Miller, Co-Chairs, welcomed the group and led 
introductions (please see Attachment 1 for the list of attendees).  
 
Review Agenda, Announcements, and Meeting Summary  

• Bob Wheeler reviewed the agenda and no member suggested changes to the agenda.  
• The Forests & Fish Policy Committee (Policy) reviewed their workload with the timeline 

document. Bob Wheeler reminded Policy that there are a lot of moving pieces in their workload 
and they have a lot to accomplish over the next several meetings.  

• Policy reviewed the May 2, 2013 meeting summary. Several minor edits were suggested and 
Policy accepted the meeting summary with these edits incorporated.  

 
May 14, 2013 Forest Practices Board Meeting Debrief – Marc Engel reviewed highlights from the May 
14, 2013 Forest Practices Board (Board) meeting.   

• The Board accepted the proposed draft language for the Forest Biomass and FPHP rule changes. 
Now DNR will file CR-102, which will set up two public hearings, to be held jointly with the 
hydraulic code draft changes. These public hearings will be June 25 (Ellensburg) and 27 
(Olympia). 

o There were some comments for the Board on this draft language. The Board directed 
staff to post draft rule for review, particularly for the public to comment on two potential 
definitions of a Forest Practices Hydraulic project.  

o Comments on this draft language should be submitted by Friday, June 28. Then, DNR 
staff will combine all the comments for the Board to make a decision on which definition 
to incorporate into the final rule. 

• The Board reviewed Policy priorities from the Policy Co-Chairs’ memo.  
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o This is one of the regular quarterly reporting from the Co-Chairs. At the August meeting, 
the Board will review a more formal document that outlines Policy’s priorities. Policy 
should present what they anticipate finishing by the end of 2013 as well as the anticipated 
workload for the 2014 calendar year.   

o Policy agreed to review a rough draft of this formal annual report on Policy’s priorities at 
the July 11 meeting, but will officially approve it at the August 1 meeting for submittal to 
the Board’s August meeting.  

 
Mass Wastings Report Update – Adrian Miller quickly updated Policy on the upcoming dates for the 
Mass Wastings Report.  

• The first meeting is scheduled for June 13 from 1-5pm at Ecology, a phone bridge will be 
provided.  

• This shall be a Committee of the Whole.  
• The main focus is to re-format the motion from the May 2, 2013 meeting into a draft Charter.  
• Further progress will be updated at future Policy meetings.  

 
Type F Update – A Committee of the Whole has met twice and plans to meet at least one more time. The 
progress includes:  

• So far, Policy has articulated the areas of disagreements into the Charter. While this is atypical for 
Charter language, it is important to capture these for future discussions and in case a phased 
approach is used and it becomes important to refer back to the document with the clearly 
articulated disagreements.  

• The work ahead should be focused on defining Objectives and Tasks, especially whether they 
could be categorized into specific phases.  

• Send all comments to the facilitators, who will incorporate the edits into a revised draft and send 
out again for further work by all. Policy was encouraged to caucus as much as possible in 
between drafts.  

• In putting dates for the Tasks, consider that the only date that Policy has to adhere to is that a 
Charter must be agreed to by July 11. Other than that, all Tasks can have their own timelines. 

• The facilitators will try to categorize the Objectives into three categories, relating to off-channel 
habitat, electrofishing, and the model and maps.  

 
Type N Update – Adrian Miller updated Policy on the progress of the Type N meeting on May 9.  

• At the May 9 meeting, the group helped Policy and the Type N technical group clarify the 
remaining piece on identifying a dry season methodology for the uppermost point of perennial 
flow. This needs to have more guidance than what is in the Type N strategy.  

• There are many sources of information for both westside and eastside methodology. These will be 
combined so everyone can see what all the information indicates.  

• The goal is to have this collated in advance of the July 11 Policy meeting, so Policy can compare 
the different characteristics of each methodology. One of these alternatives includes the 
PIP/tribal/CMER information from a while ago.  

• Marc Engel will follow up with Policy about the guidance for the dry season.  
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Eastside Type N TWIG 
At the May 2 meeting, Policy reviewed a memo from the Eastside Type N TWIG and was asked to 
approve the TWIG’s direction. Policy was unable to make that decision at the May meeting because more 
caucusing was needed. The TWIG members returned to Policy at the June meeting to be available to 
answer more questions as Policy made an approval. TWIG members Amy Kurtenbach, Bill Ehinger, 
Marc Gauthier, and Rick Woodsmith were present to answer questions and to hear the dialogue.   

• Jim Hotvedt reviewed the flowchart that outlines the process.  
• With CMER’s edits to the LEAN process, Policy now has two opportunities to review the 

TWIG’s work and to provide comments/direction. This is the first opportunity, and is focused on 
providing input only on the study objectives, problem statement, and critical questions. The 
critical questions are in the workplan that CMER and Policy approved earlier in 2013 (see Table 
10 of the workplan for more information). These are fairly generic so the study objectives are 
developed. 

• After Policy’s initial approval, the TWIG develops study design alternatives from Best Available 
Science review, and CMER reviews.  

• The second time Policy reviews the study they focus on the alternatives and approve a study 
design alternative.  

 
Policy discussed the content of the study objectives. The landowner caucus is interested in having more 
information brought back to Policy from the TWIG’s study, such as analyzing the no-cut strategy and 
more information on connected and unconnected streams.  
 
Adrian Miller motioned and Terry Jackson seconded the following motion: 
MOTION: Policy validates Eastside Type N TWIG problem statement/critical question/study objectives 
with comments as indicated at 6/6/13 Policy meeting. In developing Study Design Options, Policy is 
interested in the TWIG’s considering the evaluation of the following: 

• Alternative harvest strategies within current rule constraints 

• Testing the effect of buffering or not buffering spatially intermittent stream reaches on Type Np 
streams (from Type N Strategy) 

• Effects on downstream Type F waters, including downstream temperature response 

• Longer time period (study objective #2) 
 
DECISION: After discussion, Policy voted on the motion. It was approved (Tribal Caucus – yes. State 
caucus – yes. Landowner Caucus – sideways. Federal Caucus – yes. County Caucus – not present to vote. 
Conservation Caucus – yes.) 
 
Eastside Type F/S Extensive Status & Trends Studies – Bill Ehinger has submitted the final report and 
6 Questions to Policy. With no discussion yet, Policy received the 6 Questions, which begins the 45-day 
timeline for Policy to make a action/no action decision at the July 11 meeting.  
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Board Manual Section 22 Revision Update – Marc Ratcliff reviewed the progress of the Adaptive 
Management Program language revisions.  

• The revisions include the addition of the CMER Master Schedule and the changes to the caucuses 
and the dispute resolution process. This needs to be complete by the end of June.  

• The second draft went out on June 5, please review and send comments to Marc Ratcliff as soon 
as possible.  

• The next meeting will be June 11, 8:30am, at the Natural Resources Building in Olympia. The 
discussion will focus on what to keep and how to incorporate the edits into the Board Manual. 

• It was suggested that Policy have a 2-day budget retreat in 2014, where the first whole day is 
focused on reviewing the CMER workplan and the second full day is focused on the budget. 
These days could be separated by a month or so.  

 
CMER Update – Nothing to report at this time.  
 
Next Steps  

• Policy has a busy several meetings, the timeline document has been updated. This includes: 
• July 11 Policy meeting 

o Type F decision; complete Charter development 
o Mass Wasting update on Alternatives Analysis 
o Address Board Manual Section 22; discussions for agreement. Approve amendments to 

submit to the Board at August meeting. 
o Make action/no action on Eastside F/S 6 Questions 
o HPA Rulemaking – discuss timelines for Policy and WDFW 
o Type N info – more on DNR’s guidance on dry season methodology 
o Develop draft Annual Report on Policy’s priorities (?) 
o Prepare for discussion on programmatic value of Extensive Status & Trends Studies and 

alternatives  
• August 1 Policy meeting 

o Mass Wasting update on Alternatives analysis 
o Finalize revisions to Board Manual Section 22 (?) 
o Agree on Annual Report on Policy’s priorities 
o Extensive Status & Trends (or later) 
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Attachment 1 – Attendance at 3/7/13 Meeting by Caucus 

Conservation Caucus 
Mary Scurlock, Conservation Caucus 
Chris Mendoza, Conservation Caucus 
 
County Caucus 
 
Federal Caucus 
Marty Acker, USFWS 
 
Landowner Caucus 
Kevin Godbout, Weyerhaeuser  
Doug Hooks, WFPA 
Adrian Miller, Longview Timber, Corp. (Co-
Chair) 
Dick Miller, WFFA 
Karen Terwilleger, WFPA 

 
 
State Caucus 
Marc Engel, DNR  
Mark Hicks, Ecology 
Terry Jackson, WDFW 
Marc Ratcliff, DNR 
 
Tribal Caucus 
Chase Davis, UCUT (phone) 
Marc Gauthier, UCUT (phone) 
Mark Mobbs, Quinault Nation 
Jim Peters, NWIFC 
Nancy Sturhan, NWIFC  
 

 
 
Others 
Bill Ehinger, Department of Ecology 
Jim Hotvedt, Adaptive Management Program Administrator (AMPA), DNR 
Amy Kurtenbach, DNR, Eastside Type N TWIG project manager 
Rick Woodsmith, Eastside Type N TWIG member 
Claire Turpel, Triangle Associates (facilitation team) 
Bob Wheeler, Triangle Associates (facilitation team) 
 
 

Attachment 2 – Ongoing Priorities Checklist 
 

Priority Assignment Status Notes 
Type N Board 
Manual 
Development 

DNR One remaining issue to 
resolve: determination of 
uppermost Type N break, 
particularly during the dry 
season. 

There are many sources of 
information for both 
westside and eastside 
methodology. These will be 
combined so everyone can 
see what all the information 
indicates.  

Type F Facilitation team, 
with Policy Co-
Chairs 

Series of meetings focused 
on this topic set for 
May/June/July 2013 

 

FPHP Integration  Begin CR-102 process  

Settlement  Begin CR-102 process Needs to be complete by end 
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Priority Assignment Status Notes 
Agreement of June.  
Policy 
recommendations 
based on Post-
Mortem Report 

Policy Committee Special meetings of the full 
Policy Committee. 

 

Ongoing CMER 
reports reviewed by 
Policy 

Mark Hicks & 
Chris Mendoza, 
CMER Co-Chairs 

CMER Co-Chairs to give 
update(s) as needed at July 
Policy meeting 

 

*This table is meant to note the Policy Committee priorities that were sent to the Forest Practices Board 
and any other major topics or issues that arise during the year.  
 
 

Attachment 3 – Entities, Groups, or Subgroups: Schedule and Notes 
 

Entity, Group, or 
Subgroup 

Next Meeting Date Notes 

Forests & Fish Policy 
Committee 

July 11  

CMER June 25, 9am – 4pm   
Type N Subgroup  Meetings only to be scheduled if 

needed. 
Type F Subgroup July 18, 9am – 5 pm Contingency meeting scheduled for July 

30, 1-5pm.  
Forest Practices Board August 13  
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Draft Charter for Policy’s Response to the Mass Wasting Effectiveness Monitoring 
Project and Findings Report 

 
Policy Mass Wasting Strategy Group 

 
July 3, 2013 Version 2.2 

 
 Introduction 
 
At the May 2013 Policy Committee meeting, Policy decided that actions are needed in 
response to the Mass Wasting Effectiveness Monitoring Project.  At that time, Policy did 
not recommend actions to be taken by the Forest Practices Board, however, policy 
agreed to evaluate alternatives in three general categories: Forest Practice Application 
Review Process for mass wasting risk, compliance monitoring, and additional research. 
Purpose 
 
Membership, Process, Reporting, and Support 
 
The Mass Wasting Strategy Policy Group represents the entire Policy Committee and 
decisions made in this group are formal Policy decisions and do not need to be revisited 
at regularly scheduled Policy meetings.  Meetings will be facilitated by one or both of 
the Co-Chairs and DNR will provide staff to take notes for the meetings. 
 
Tasks, Responsibilities, and Deliverables 
 
FPA Review Process 
 

 DNR will provide an overview of the FPA analysis and approval process regarding 
unstable slopes and will answer questions about these issues from Policy 
members at a meeting to take place the week of August 5th.  This will include 
existing documentation requirements, guidance, and training options.  Specific 
elements requested by Policy include: 
o Overview of materials available for use by landowners and reviewers in the 

pre-application planning process; 
o A description of the application review process (office and field) including 

how the potential to harm the public or to deliver to a public resource is 
evaluated; 

o What documentation is required as part of the FPA and a range of examples; 
o What are DNR’s resources for on-site review of potentially unstable slopes 

(Forest Practices Foresters & Forest Practices Science Team Licensed 
Engineering Geologists); 

o Information on pre-application and FPA review field visits:  who conducts, 
who attends, how often they take place, and how planar slopes are treated 
during field evaluation; 



o History of changes in the FPA review process from the consummation of 
Forest and Fish through the current process; 

o What percent of Class IV specials, if any, are harvested as Alternate Plans 
addressing potentially unstable slopes; 

 

 A Landowner presentation on the range of risk avoidance strategies. 
 
Evaluate current and additional screening tools and practices to identify unstable slopes 
 

 In conjunction with DNR’s presentation on the FPA review process, DNR will also 
provide at least the following information related to screening tools and 
practices: 
o What screening tools areavailable to landowners and  used by DNR; 
o How are RILs identified on FPAs and by whom; 
o State Lands Mass Wasting Screening tool; 
o Remote Landform Identification  (RLIM) tools as mentioned in the Willapa 

Hills Retrospective; 
o The current range  and quality of LIDAR coverage in Washington. 

 

 As new screening tools are presented, Policy will consider the value each could 
add to the process as well as the cost. 

 

 Provide an opportunity for other caucuses to present information on screening 
tools and practices to identify unstable slopes. 

 
Compliance  
 

 The Policy committee will discuss their opinions on the adequacy of existing 
screening tools and documentation of use in pre-application review and 
inclusion with FPAs: 

o Review existing documentation requirements and discuss need for 
additional documentation of unstable slope assessments and 
geotechnical reports. 
 DNR will provide information about the existing documentation 

requirements as part of their overview of the FPA review process 
including pre-application submittal and post-harvest review. 

 
o Review existing guidance and training options for foresters.  

 DNR will provide information regarding existing guidance and 
training options for foresters including guidance specific to 
landslide delivery potential. 

 



 Review whether DNR can/should evaluate the consistency between proposed 
harvest in approved FPAs and actual harvest within the Compliance Monitoring 
program; 

 
Research 
 

 Review existing CMER and external information on mass wasting 
o At the August meeting, DNR will present its findings from the Willapa 

Hills Retrospective and will attempt to address specific questions 
provided by caucuses. 

o The Adaptive Management Administrator will provide an update to Policy 
on how the Accuracy and Bias study concept has been partitioned and 
what the status of those separate projects are.  (DNR is taking 
responsibility for the “Accuracy” portion with CMER shifting its focus 
from “Bias” to an evaluation of the Rule Identified Landform Criteria). 

o Mark Hicks and Adrian Miller will develop an outline of the existing mass 
wasting research strategy and will present to Policy for consideration at 
the August meeting. 

 

 Discuss any unanswered or new questions raised by the Mass Wasting 
Effectiveness Monitoring Project and recommend any additional research needs. 
  

o Policy will invite interested CMER members to provide Policy with their 
perspectives on unanswered or new questions raised by the Mass 
Wasting Effectiveness Monitoring Project, other CMER research, other 
external research, and to provide their thoughts on additional research at 
the August meeting. 

 
Timeline 
 
Approval of this Charter is intended to satisfy Policy’s Motion that “The Mass Wasting 
Strategy Policy Group will work collaboratively on evaluating options within the three 
general categories identified above and will make any recommendations on actions to 
Policy by July 1.”  Due to the change in the schedule of the July Policy meeting, this 
action is expected to take place on July 11. 
 
Policy will strive to reach consensus on recommended alternative(s) by September 16.  
Assuming consensus is reached; Policy will finalize its recommendations by October 11 
and provide it to the adaptive management administrator for delivery to the Board at 
the November 12, 2013 meeting.   
 
Process 
 
Policy will receive information through a series of presentations on the topics described 

Comment [AM1]:  
Consider moving both the mid august and 
mid September deadlines out one month.  
This would give us more flexibility with our 
other commitments and would not impact a 
November delivery of any potential 
recommendations to the FPB. 



above the week of August 5th.  The presentations will be organized as part of a full day 
meeting.  The first half of the day will be focused on the process and screening tool 
elements and the second half of the day will be focused on the research elements.  
These will be separated by a two hour time period for lunch and caucus reflection. 
 
Following the two informational sessions, Policy will identify and discuss any specific 
recommended Policy alternatives for recommendation to the Forest Practice Board.  



   

 

Date:  June 28, 2013 

 

To:   Stephen Bernath, Adrian Miller 

From:   Mark Hicks, Dept. of Ecology 

Subject:  Update on Type N Technical Committee 

 

The Type N Policy Subgroup, chartered by the Timber Fish and Wildlife Policy Committee, met 

on May 9, 2013.  The subgroup agreed at that meeting on two motions related to determining 

what if any default distances should be included in a prospective Type N UMPPF Board Manual.  

The following recounts the policy subgroup’s decisions and provides (in red font) the status of 

the related work being conducted by the technical subgroup. 

 

Eastside FPA’s UMPPF data 

Approved Motion:  Ask technical sub-group to provide to Policy Co-Chairs by July 1 – QA’d 

data from CMER and Tribal Type N Demarcation Studies and the Eastside Type N Forest 

Hydrology Study, and to include point distribution information and basic sample population 

statistics (mean, median, and distribution).   

 

There are three sets of data that are being brought together to address this motion: 1) the 2001 

CMER Type N Demarcation Study data set for the eastside, 2) the 2002 eastside tribal data set 

that had originally served as a companion report to the 2002 CMER data, and 3) the Eastside 

Type N Forest hydrology Study data set. 

 

1) The eastside data from the 2001 CMER Type N Demarcation Study has been QC’d and 

the data representing the current rule definition of an UMPPF has been summarized.  

Documentation has been prepared describing the QC process.   

a. The QC was focused on creating a data set that would best reflect the current rule 

definition for the Uppermost Point of Perennial Flows (e.g., original rule and data 

set included some non-flowing ponded headwater). 

2) A copy of the 2002 eastside tribal data set was located and has now gone through an 

initial QC review by one of the subgroup members.  The full technical subgroup will now 

examine this revised data set before it is considered complete.  

a. The 2002 data substantially increases the number of data points for the eastside, 

thus we are waiting until the entire “CMER/Tribal” data set has been similarly 

QC’d before transmitting those findings to the policy subgroup.   

b. This data set should be ready for delivery to the Policy subgroup sometime before 

August.   

3) The Eastside Type N Forest Hydrology Study data set has now been QC’d and can be 

used to determine statistics for the Eastside UMPPFs as well.   



   

a. It remains to be determined specifically how that data set will be analyzed and by 

whom, and if or how the CMER/Tribal data from 2001 and 2002 should be used 

in that analysis.  

b. My recommendation would be to have CMER staff conduct the analysis (as 

opposed to hiring the Type N Hydrology contractors).  This choice is expected to 

most expedient, least costly, and most amenable to working with Policy.  It should 

provide the greatest potential opportunity for the Policy subgroup to more actively 

participate in evaluating the effect of using different boundaries (precipitation, 

elevation, ecoregions, DNR regions, etc) in the Eastside analysis (should Policy 

decide it is comfortable having more wet season default areas).  It would also 

provide for the ability to demonstrate the effect of combining the Hydrology 

Study and CMER/Tribal Study data sets (greatly expanding coverage and sample 

size) when examining the statistics and looking for any spatial patterns.  It should 

be noted; however, there was opposition in the technical workgroup from at least 

one caucus representative to looking for any spatial patterns. 

c. Whether combined with the CMER/Tribal data set or kept separate, the results 

from of the Hydrology Study data set should be ready for delivery to the Policy 

subgroup sometime before August (if review kept in-house).  

d. Since all three of the eastside data sets will be ready in August, they will be 

packaged together for delivery to the Policy subgroup. 

 

Westside FPA’s UMPPF data 

Approved Motion: Ask technical subgroup to provide to Policy Co-Chairs by July 1 – a 

summary of how the Palmquist data was corrected to match the current rules and any other 

changes, and provide the pros and cons (e.g., levels of effort, geographic coverage) of the 

landowner proposal and at least one alternative proposal.  Subgroup information does not need to 

be by consensus and anyone can add their concerns.  

 

The Policy subgroup motion requests two actions from the technical subgroup: 1) A summary of 

the QC-checked data from the 2001 CMER Type N Demarcation Study along with a description 

of that QC process, and 2) documentation of the pros and cons of the landowner proposal and at 

least one alternative proposal.  Both of these tasks have now been completed. 

 

1) The data for the 2001 CMER Type N Demarcation Study has been QC’d and the data 

representing the current rule definition of an UMPPF has been summarized.  

Documentation has also been prepared describing the QC process.  This information is 

being provided as an attachment to this memo for delivery to the Policy subgroup. 

a. The QC was focused on creating a data set that would best reflect the current rule 

definition for the Uppermost Point of Perennial Flows (original rule and data set 

included some non-flowing ponded headwater segments located further upstream 

of segments containing the uppermost point of flowing water). 



   

2) The technical workgroup has prepared a summary comparing the features of the 

landowner proposal to three alternative approaches.   

a. No attempt was made to identify a preferred alternative (to avoid putting technical 

representatives in the position of potentially taking different positions then their 

Policy representatives have already staked out); however:  

 The technical representatives agreed to the way the issues where summarized 

and compared in the attached table, and  

 The technical workgroup added a hybrid-alternative 4 that attempts to address 

most of the technical concerns raised by the majority of subgroup members; 

but which could not be completed in time for the February Board meeting.   

b. The summary document has been sent along with this update memo.  It may be 

warranted to schedule a meeting of the Policy subgroup soon to discuss the 

Westside information so that a time delay does not itself eliminate some 

alternatives. 

 

 



 

Comparison of Alternate Approaches for Deriving Wet Season Default Distance  
Produced by the Type N Technical Subgroup – June 27, 2013 

 1.Use quality checked (QC) pre-harvest 
CMER data to establish defaults  

2. Conduct pre-harvest field sampling to 
strengthen the existing QC’d CMER data 
set.   

3.Conduct a survey of approved FPA’s on 
WFPA member lands   

4.Conduct a pre-harvest survey of WFPA member 
and other willing cooperator lands using the 
CMER field methods  

Summary 
Description 

The existing 2001 & 2002 CMER/Tribal 
data sets would be screened to identify 
sites with sufficient data to identify  the 
current rule definition of UMPPF. 

The CMER study methods* would be 
used to expand the existing data set. 

WFPA members measure distance from 
UMPPF to Channel Head. 

WFPA members (and other large willing 
landowners) to allow access for, and may 
participate in, measuring distance from the 
UMPPF to Channel Head. 

Results of 
study would 
be: 

CH to UMPPF distance using CMER 
study methods*. 

CH to UMPPF distance using CMER study 
methods*, but expanded to ensure 
representation of all Level IV ecoregions 
under-sampled in the original pilot study. 

Distance from CH to the UMPPF identified in 
approved FPAs.  

Distance from CH to UMPPF using CMER study 
methods*, plus information allowing a 
comparison to the UMPPF on the approved FPA’s 
for the same streams. 

Limitations – 
geographic 

Basins sampled were those with 
interested cooperators within the 
default precipitation regions, but not 
equally from all of the forested 
ecoregions.  
Distribution of existing data is 
geographically biased. 

Fills in areas (gaps) not covered by 
existing CMER data.  
Limiting to cooperating landowners may 
create geographic bias. 

Limited to WFPA lands.  Will be 
geographically stratified by precipitation and 
geologic zones within the available sample 
population.  
Unknown distribution of FPAs and potential 
for geographic bias. 

FPA’s limited to WFPA and other cooperative 
landowner lands; will be geographically stratified 
within the available sample population. 
Unknown distribution of FPAs and potential for 
geographic bias. 

Limitations – 
Methodology 

UMPPF located by CMER study 
methods*; non-random choice of 
basins, random choice of streams within 
basins. 
Random selection of sample sites within 
a non-random selection of 
ownerships/watersheds. 

UMPPF located by CMER study 
methods*; non-random choice of areas 
to fill gaps, random choice of streams 
within basins. 
 Random selection of sample sites within 
a non-random selection of 
ownerships/watersheds. 

UMPPF established through FPA approval 
process.  No standardized field methods 
used by landowners to select the UMPPF.   
FPA sample population is FPAs with field 
work done in dry seasons.  Random 
selection of sample sites within a non-
random selection of 
ownerships/watersheds. 

UMPPF initially established through FPA approval 
process followed by survey using CMER method* 
and noting approved FPA location of UMPPF.  
Random selection of sample sites within a non-
random selection of ownerships/watersheds. 

Limitations – 
adding to 
existing data? 

All existing CMER data passing QC will 
be used. 

Can be added to QC’d CMER data sets as 
they will be derived using same 
methods*. 

Different methods used prevent combining 
results with existing CMER data sets. Rather, 
survey intended for comparing data sets. 

Data based on CMER method may potentially be 
added to CMER data sets. Data collected on FPA-
based UMPPF would be used only for comparison 
to CMER data sets. 

Who collects 
data? 

Already collected by CMER, tribes, 
WDFW, and industry cooperators. 

To be collected by hired team or with aid 
of volunteer cooperator teams.   

To be collected by WFPA foresters – in-kind 
contribution.   

Initial FPA point established by LO; CMER 
compatible data to be collected by hired team, or 
with the aid of volunteer cooperator teams.  
 



 1.Use quality checked (QC) pre-harvest 
CMER data to establish defaults  

2. Conduct pre-harvest field sampling to 
strengthen the existing QC’d CMER data 
set.   

3.Conduct a survey of approved FPA’s on 
WFPA member lands   

4.Conduct a pre-harvest survey of WFPA member 
and other willing cooperator lands using the 
CMER field methods  

 Quality 
Control                                                                                            

QC on field work already occurred; now 
identifying sites suitable for current 
application.  2001 Westside and 
eastside CMER data is done.  Work 
remains to complete 2002 eastside 
tribal field data suitability review. 

Will be part of study design. Will be part of study design and could 
include participation of other non-LO 
stakeholders (e.g., CMER team) 

Will be part of study design. 

What do we 
do with results 
to determine 
wet season 
distance from 
CH to UMPPF? 

Use the existing data to determine the 
wet season default distances from CH to 
UMPPF.  Basic population statistics 
representing the results will be provided 
to Policy.  

Add the new data to existing CMER data 
for more state-wide coverage. Use to 
determine the wet season default 
distances from CH to UMPPF.  Basic 
population statistics representing the 
results will be provided to Policy. 

Use the post-harvest FPA data to 
understand how closely approved UMPPF 
compare with QC’d CMER data set.  Basic 
population statistics representing the results 
will be provided to Policy.   

May be used directly to calculate default 
distances, and if not statistically distinct may be 
added to the QC’d CMER database and use for 
calculating defaults.  May also be used to observe 
any difference in CH-UMPPF distance with 
approved FPA’s.  Basic population statistics 
representing the results will be provided to Policy. 

Limitations for 
results 

Existing data set is not evenly 
distributed across all areas. 

Filling gaps may not substantially change 
regional level defaults.  Cannot be used 
to infer if differences in FPA based 
UMPPF points likely exist.  

Will not know if any difference with CMER 
data set is due to geographic differences 
and/or different field methods. 

Limited to WFPA and other willing landowners 
and to new FPA’s. 

Time  to 
results 

Westside results are complete.  Eastside 
2001 CMER data results are complete.  
The 2002 eastside tribal data review 
may be completed by August 2013.. 

End of 2014 Winter 2013-2014 End of 2014 

Level of effort In-kind work.  Westside and eastside 
2001 data review is complete.  One 
person 1 month part time to complete 
review of 2002 eastside tribal data. 

Hired or cooperator team to collect data 
over two late summer periods, QC, 
analyze and write report. 

In-kind data collection, month to screen FPA 
data base, several months to collect field 
data, one month to report.  Hired team or 
team of cooperators to conduct QC check of 
10% of samples. 

Hired or cooperator team to collect data over two 
late summer periods, QC, analyze and write 
report. 

 *CMER method refers to Palmquist, 2005, Type N Demarcation Study, Phase I: Pilot Results.  CMER methods require dry season surveys of flow and channel conditions. 
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Timeline for Policy’s Workload 
DRAFT v. 5-29-13 

 

May 2013 June 2013 July 2013 August 2013 September 2013 October 2013 
May Policy Meeting 

 Type F Brainstorm 

 Mass Wasting: action/no 
action 

 Hydraulic code revision 
process 

 AMP Reform Rulemaking: 
Board Manual committee 

 Type N: input to TWIG 

June Policy Meeting 

 Mass Wasting update on 
Charter development (?) 

 Address Board Manual 
Section 22; discussions for 
agreement 

 Prep for Extensive Status & 
Trends studies discussion 
(July?) 

 Results of FP Board meeting 

 Review status of Type N 
TWIG discussions 

July Policy Meeting 

 Type F decision; complete 
Charter development 

 Mass Wasting update on 
Alternatives Analysis 

 Address Board Manual 
Section 22; discussions for 
agreement. Approve 
amendments to submit to the 
Board at August meeting. 

 Discuss value of Extensive 
Status & Trends studies 

 HPA Rulemaking – discuss 
timelines for Policy and 
WDFW 

August Policy Meeting 

 Mass Wasting update on 
Alternatives analysis 

 Finalize revisions to Board 
Manual Section 22 (?) 

September Policy Meeting 

 Mass Wasting 
recommendation approval by 
Policy 

October Policy Meeting 

 Finalize Mass Wasting 
submittal to Board (no later 
than October 11) 

 WDFW’s hydraulic code 
revisions for Policy’s review 

Additional meetings: 

 2 Type F special meetings, full 
Policy Committee 

 Type N Policy Subgroup 

 Forest Practices Board 
meeting 

 

Additional meetings: 

 1 Type F special meeting, full 
Policy Committee 

 Mass Wasting: Charter 
development 

 

Additional meetings: 

 Mass Wasting: Alternatives 
Analysis 

 

Additional meetings: 

 Mass Wasting: Alternatives 
Analysis finalized for full 
Policy 

 Forest Practices Board 
meeting 

Additional meetings: 

  

Additional meetings: 

  

Forest Practices Board meeting   Forest Practices Board meeting   
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November 2013 December 2013 January 2014 February 2014 March 2014 April 2014 May 2014 
November Policy meeting 

 Update on Hydraulic 
Code 

 

December Policy meeting 

 PC review of Type N 
draft language; prepare 
for Feb ’14 Board mtg 

 Hydraulic Code report 
to WDFW from Policy 

  

January Policy meeting 

 October 11: finalize 
submittal to FP Board 
for Post-Mortem 

 Hydraulic Code comes 
to Policy 

 

February Policy meeting 

 Type N language to 
FPB  

March Policy meeting 
 

April Policy meeting 

 CMER Master Project 
Schedule for FPB May 
meeting 

May Policy meeting 

Additional meetings: Additional meetings: Additional meetings: Additional meetings: Additional meetings: 

 Hydraulic code 
presented to 
Commission 

Additional meetings: Additional meetings: 

Forest Practices Board mtg   Forest Practices Board mtg 

 Present Type N 
language 

  Forest Practices Board mtg 

 

Parking Lot: 

 Discuss value of Extensive Status & Trends Studies (June or July?) 

 Science workshop for Mass Wasting (?) 

 CMER streamlining 

o How to prevent science/policy decision split (consider changes from CMER, hear from Nancy Sturhan about protocols document, organization, etc.) 

o LEAN process – consider how to increase efficiency and speed up timeline 

o Long-term CMER strategy: CMER priorities and 2-year budget/workplan (for 2015-17 biennium) 

 CMZ Effectiveness 
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