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Metropolitan King County Council
Transportation, Economy, and Environment Committee

STAFF REPORT

	Agenda Item:
	7 & 8
	Name:
	Jake Tracy

	Proposed No.:
	2024-0291
2025-0001
	Date:
	January 21, 2025



SUBJECT

Proposed Motion (PM) 2024-0291 would acknowledge receipt of the first of two Mature Forest reports requested by Motion 16437. PM 2025-0001 would acknowledge receipt of the second of two Mature Forest reports requested by Motion 16437.

SUMMARY

In October 2023, the Council passed Motion 16437, which requested that the Executive undertake a study on mature forests in King County, and transmit two reports. The first report was transmitted with PM 2024-0291. The second report was transmitted with PM 2025-0001.

The reports describe "mature forest" in Western Washington as the stage in forest development that precedes old growth, when a forest stand moves beyond self-thinning, starts to diversify in height and structure, and/or the understory reinitiates, and discuss the ownership and location of mature forests in King County. According to the reports, there are approximately 153,000 acres of mature forest in King County, with the majority located on federal land. 

The reports discuss the revenue, greenhouse gas (GHG), and social cost of carbon impacts of potentially ending timber harvests on King County-owned lands and DNR Trust Lands identified as mature forests, as well as analyze the potential for preserving parcels containing mature forests in perpetuity.

A previous report, transmitted in response to Motion 16436 relating to State Forest Trust Lands, recommended ten Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR)-owned parcels be purchased by King County. The report transmitted in response to PO 2024-0291 found that the purchase of those ten parcels would preserve 44 acres of mature forest. It did not recommend any additional DNR parcels for transfer to the County, and did not identify any parcels as "strong candidates" for the state Natural Climate Solutions program, as requested by Motion 16437. DNR did not select any of these parcels for transfer to the County in its latest budget.


BACKGROUND 

Motion 16437. In October 2023, the Council passed Motion 16437, which requested that the Executive undertake a study on mature forests in King County, and transmit two reports. The reports were requested to contain the following information:

1. A definition of mature forests using the Washington state Department of Natural Resources definition of Maturation I classification in Guide to Identifying Mature & Old-Growth Forests, Van Pelt 2007, or in any updated definition based on best available forest ecology science;
2. An analysis of the total acreage and ownership of mature forests that are subject to timber harvesting;
3. A map showing the location of mature forests that are subject to timber harvesting;
4. An analysis of which mature forests are both subject to timber harvesting and either:
a. owned by King County; or
b. managed by the state as any type of State Forest Trust Lands;
5. Identification of tribal governments that, as comanagers of the mature forests, shall be consulted when considering county applications for the Trust Land Transfer program and the Natural Climate Solutions program or when considering reconveyance of State Forest Trust Lands or substantial changes in management plans for county-owned forest lands;
6. An analysis of the revenue impacts to the trust beneficiaries, including King County, if timber harvesting were to be discontinued on the lands identified in section A.4. of this motion.  The analysis should take into account opportunities to generate revenue from sale of carbon credits and through selective harvesting for forest health;
7. An analysis of the greenhouse gas impacts if timber harvesting were to be discontinued on the lands identified in section A.4. of this motion.  For parcels where site-specific information is available, the analysis should make use of that information in analyzing greenhouse gas impacts.  Where no such information exists, the department should estimate based on the best available information;
8. Based on the greenhouse gas impacts identified in through the analysis in section A.7. of this motion, a calculation, using the United States Environmental Protection Agency methodology for calculating the social cost of carbon, of the socialized financial costs if timber harvesting were to be discontinued on the lands identified in section A.4. of this motion;
9. An analysis of how preservation of the forests identified in section A.4. of this motion would contribute to achievement of the greenhouse gas reduction targets identified in the county's Strategic Climate Action Plan;
10. For any mature forests that are managed by the state as State Forest Trust Lands, an analysis of whether those lands are eligible for reconveyance or another type of transfer to county ownership; and
11. Identification of parcels that would be strong candidates for state funding through the Trust Land Transfer program or the Natural Climate Solutions program to mitigate fiscal impacts of preserving the parcels.

The motion requested that the information be sent in two reports in June and September 2024.

State Forest Trust Lands. Throughout the 1920s and 1930s, 21 counties in Washington acquired forested lands, typically through tax foreclosures. These lands, totaling roughly 546,000 acres, were subsequently deed to the state to manage as trust lands, and are known as "State Forest Trust Lands." In exchange for this transfer, the state committed to managing the properties and giving most of the revenue from timber sales and other revenue-producing activities back to the county and junior taxing districts. The State Forest Trust Lands have been affirmed in Skamania v. Washington to hold the same trust fiduciary trust status as other trusts. Revenues, minus a management fee, from the lands are distributed to the counties where the timber harvest or other income producing activity has occurred. 

Several mechanisms exist under state law with which the state can transfer, sell, or otherwise convey State Forest Trust Lands to local government ownership. Mechanisms include:

· Trust land transfer, which allows DNR to work with eligible recipients to reposition State Forest Trust Lands to be managed for ecological and recreational purposes and purchase replacement land that can earn long-term, sustainable revenue for the affected trust;
· Reconveyance of State Forest Trust Lands to county ownership to be managed as a park, consistent with state outdoor recreation plans;
· Direct transfer of trust land to eligible recipients, at fair market value, which allows the recipient to use these lands for any purpose (including open space, housing, commercial use, etc.) that is consistent with local zoning and DNR to reinvest the revenue back into the purchase of replacement lands for the same trust; and
· Land exchange of county trust land for non-trust land of equal value that would allow the County to manage the parcel that was exchanged for any purpose that is consistent with local zoning.

The benefits and risks of these methods are discussed in a separate report transmitted by the Executive, discussed in following subsection.

State Forest Trust Lands Report. In 2023, the Council passed Motion 16436, which requested the Executive to undertake a study of State Forest Trust Lands and transfer methods, and to make recommendations on parcels the County should acquire. The report was transmitted in August 2024.[footnoteRef:1] It identified ten parcels for acquisition through trust land transfer. Table 1 below provides information on the parcels recommended in that report.  [1:  2024-RPT0101] 


Table 1. Parcels Recommended for Transfer from DNR to King County

	Parcel Number
	
Acres
	General Location
	Method & Timing of Transfer
	Reason

	


3623069036
	


14.0
	Middle Issaquah Creek Natural Area (MICNA)
	

TLT
2025-2027
	Adjacent to MICNA; stream/fish protection/water quality; difficult for DNR to generate revenue

	
3623069014
	
26.9
	Middle Issaquah Creek
Natural Area
	TLT
2025-2027
	Adjacent to MICNA; stream/fish protection/water quality; difficult
for DNR to generate revenue

	



3623069015
	



40.1
	



Carey Creek
	


TLT
2025-2027
	Provides stream/fish protection, water quality, mature forest along Carey Creek; isolated parcel and difficult for DNR to generate revenue

	

2623069011
	

40.2
	Middle Issaquah Creek Natural Area
	
TLT
2025-2027
	Mature forest headwaters/protection for Issaquah Creek, could eventually connect to
MICNA with additional acquisitions

	


2623069012
	


40.1
	Middle Issaquah Creek Natural Area
	

TLT
2025-2027
	Mature forest headwaters/protection for Issaquah Creek, could eventually connect to MICNA with additional acquisitions

	

2623069013
	

40.0
	Middle Issaquah Creek
Natural Area
	
TLT
2025-2027
	Mature forest headwaters/protection for Issaquah Creek, could eventually connect to
MICNA with additional acquisitions

	


2623069014
	


39.8
	Middle Issaquah Creek Natural Area
	

TLT
2025-2027
	Mature forest headwaters/protection for Issaquah Creek, could eventually connect to MICNA with additional acquisitions

	
2623069021
	
19.5
	Middle Issaquah Creek
Natural Area
	TLT
2025-2027
	Riparian forest along Issaquah Creek tributary; isolated DNR parcel,
difficult to generate revenue

	

2625069016
	

38.4
	Patterson Creek Natural Area
	
TLT
2027-2029
	Expands PCNA with mature adjacent forest protection; isolated DNR parcel with no legal road access

	



1621059011
	



38.0
	


Auburn Narrows
	TLT, Direct, or Cooperative Management
2027-2029
	Adjacent to existing Auburn Narrows Natural Area; seeking to purchase additional adjacent private lands and coordinate management or consolidation of public ownership in this geography

	TOTAL
	337
	
	
	



The location of these parcels is shown in Figure 1 below. Executive staff states that, of the eight parcels submitted for Trust Land Transfer for the 2025-27 budget cycle, none were selected by DNR for the priority list. Executive staff indicate that they may be considered for the next Trust Land Transfer application period.

Figure 1. Parcels Recommended for Acquisition under 2024-RPT0101[image: ]


State Natural Climate Solutions Proviso. Following passage of the Climate Commitment Act, the State Legislature's 2023 budget included a budget proviso, known as the Natural Climate Solutions proviso, directing the Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to set aside 2,000 acres of structurally complex and carbon dense forestland across the state and purchase replacement lands for those acres.

On December 18, 2023, DNR notified the King County Council and King County Executive that 292 acres at West Tiger Mountain in King County were identified as candidates to be transferred out of trust status into conservation status after replacement land has been identified. Of the 292 acres, 136 acres are State Forest Transfer Trust lands, which provide revenue to the County and junior taxing districts where the lands are located.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Other than these 136 acres, 31 acres are categorized as Scientific School Trust (these lands benefit Washington State University) and 125 acres are Capitol Grant lands (these lands produce funding for the state buildings at the Capitol in Olympia).] 


According to the letter from DNR, in selecting the lands, DNR sought to conserve areas adjacent to existing habitat, in areas to improve habitat connectivity, and to avoid isolated small fragments scattered across ownership. The West Tiger Mountain parcels were selected due to proximity to an existing Natural Resource Conservation Area, located within the Mountains to Sound Greenway National Heritage Area, and adjacent to Highway 18.

DNR requires written concurrence on the parcels from the legislative authority of the county (i.e., the Council) before they can be transferred. The Council concurred via Motion 16534.


ANALYSIS

Although the information requested by Motion 16437 was split between the two reports, this staff report discussed both reports together, using the term "the reports" even though generally any one piece of information is contained in only one of the reports. The responses to items 1 through 5, 10, and 11 can be found in the report attached to PM 2024-0291. The  responses to items 6 through 9 can be found in the report attached to PM 2025-0001.

The responses to each of the eleven items requested in Motion 16437 are discussed below. 

Item 1.  A definition of mature forests using the Washington state Department of Natural Resources definition of Maturation I classification in Guide to Identifying Mature & Old-Growth Forests, Van Pelt 2007, or in any updated definition based on best available forest ecology science.

The report describes "mature forest" in Western Washington as the stage in forest development that precedes old growth, when a forest stand moves beyond self-thinning, starts to diversify in height and structure, and/or the understory reinitiates. According to the Van Pelt definition, mature forests have two stages: Maturation I, in which the forest experienced a large disturbance post-European settlement, the current trees have reached sixty to seventy percent of their ultimate height, and the understory begins to reinitiate, and Maturation II, in which the forest was disturbed pre-European settlement,  trees have reached eighty to ninety percent of their ultimate height, and the understory has fully regenerated. 


Item 2. An analysis of the total acreage and ownership of mature forests that are subject to timber harvesting.

Based on the definition above, the Executive mapped mature forests countywide. The analysis was conducted by a firm, Resilient Forestry, which used geospatial data related to the structure characteristics of mature forest to identify and categorize forests in King County. Forests were classified as younger-than-mature, mature, or older-than mature.[footnoteRef:3] Only forests outside the urban growth boundary, below 1,250 meters, and containing contiguous stands of five acres or more were considered. Forests with greater than fifty percent deciduous cover were excluded as well. A total of 152,870 acres of mature forest were identified. Of these, 72,311 acres could be legally harvested. The remainder were either on federal lands or within fifty feet of streams.[footnoteRef:4] Table 2 shows the acreage of forest land by ownership, and its potential harvestability. [3:  The report notes that "older-than-mature" does not necessarily equate to "old growth" due to the data methodology used.]  [4:  The report states that the harvestability of federal forests was not evaluated due to the complexity of regulations around such forests.] 


Table 2. Mature Forests by Ownership and Harvestability
[image: ]

Item 3. A map showing the location of mature forests that are subject to timber harvesting.

The first report contains the following map of mature forests where timber harvest is legal. Further maps can be found in Appendix B of Attachment A to PM 2024-0291.












Figure 2. Mature Forest Where Timber Harvest is Legal, by Ownership
[image: ]

Item 4. An analysis of which mature forests are both subject to timber harvesting and either:
	a.	owned by King County; or
	b.	managed by the state as any type of State Forest Trust Lands.

As noted in Table 2 above, 4,546 acres of mature forest are managed by the King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP) and can be legally harvested. However, the report states that "harvests are primarily focused on enhancing ecological conditions of the forests, including managing towards forests with greater structural and species diversity that are more resilient to climate change. Recent and potential Parks harvests are guided by a 2020 assessment of high-priority forested areas in need of active management to improve forest health and climate resilience. While many of these harvests take place in younger-than-mature forests, there also can be ecologically motivated reasons to cut mature trees. These include reducing tree stress and mortality in dense conditions, preemptive thinning to prepare a forest for hotter and drier summers under climate change, mitigating disease such as root rot, and creating openings to allow planting diverse species in otherwise homogenous stands."

Of the 16,534 acres of legally harvestable mature forests owned by DNR, the report states that 11,289 acres are State Forest Trust Lands, and that 4,373 acres of these are State Forest Trust Lands for which King County is the trust beneficiary. 

Mature forests on DNRP and DNR lands are shown in Figure 3 below. 
	


Figure 3. Legally Harvestable Mature Forests on DNRP and DNR Land
[image: ]

Item 5. Identification of tribal governments that, as comanagers of the mature forests, shall be consulted when considering county applications for the Trust Land Transfer program and the Natural Climate Solutions program or when considering reconveyance of State Forest Trust Lands or substantial changes in management plans for county-owned forest lands.

The first report states that the County consults with Tribes before all timber harvests, regardless of growth stage and that as part of the SEPA process, the County notifies tribes with interests in the harvest area, and cultural resources review is conducted by the County's Historic Preservation Program prior to permitting. 

The report does not identify individual Tribes, but states that the County should consult with Tribes if they have cultural heritage, family legacy, Treaty rights, or the presence of or proximity to reservation land or other Tribally owned land near a proposed trust land transfer site. Council staff inquired about how affected Tribes are identified today and how they would be identified if trust lands were proposed to be transferred. Executive staff stated that, in the case of trust land transfer, DNR leads tribal consultation and that DNR decides which tribes to consult. In cases where the County does lead the process, Executive staff state that DNRP staff take the approach of consulting with any Tribes and tribal communities with potential interests and do not seek to play a role in inferring or determining which Tribes have Treaty or other rights in a given location.


Item 6. An analysis of the revenue impacts to the trust beneficiaries, including King County, if timber harvesting were to be discontinued on the lands identified in section A.4. of this motion.  The analysis should take into account opportunities to generate revenue from sale of carbon credits and through selective harvesting for forest health.

The second report states that, in 2024, DNR planned harvests totally 864.4 acres, of which 17.3% were identified as mature forests. Based on an estimate of $17,000-$20,000 in revenue per acre of mature forests harvested, the revenue impact of forgoing harvest was estimated at between $2.5 and 3 million for the year. The report notes, however, that in some cases, an entire harvest would no longer be viable if the mature forest portion of that harvest was forgone. Taking this into account, the full revenue impact is estimated at $6.2 million. Assuming the 2024 numbers are representative, the 20-year impact would be between $50 million and $124 million. 

Foregoing thinning projects by King County Parks in areas with mature forests would have a much smaller annual impact, in the range of $407,000 to $531,000 over 20 years.

Item 7. An analysis of the greenhouse gas impacts if timber harvesting were to be discontinued on the lands identified in section A.4. of this motion.  For parcels where site-specific information is available, the analysis should make use of that information in analyzing greenhouse gas impacts.  Where no such information exists, the department should estimate based on the best available information.

Based on the 3,809 acres of DNR-managed and 300 acres of King County-managed mature forests, the Executive projected carbon emissions under a harvest and no-harvest scenario. Table 3 below shows the results of this analysis on a twenty-year timeframe, with positive numbers representing GHGs added to the atmosphere and negative numbers indicating reductions in GHGs.

[image: ] Table 3. 20-year GHG Flux in Harvest and No-Harvest Scenarios

As the table shows, the no-harvest scenario would reduce emissions by roughly two-thirds. Emissions would still occur because it is assumed that the wood products not harvested from mature forests would be harvested elsewhere. The report states that "since this was a simplified substitution analysis that did not include an economic analysis that would capture whether this relatively small change in harvested wood products would lead to the types of substitution included in the model, this could be an overestimate of the emissions in the no-harvest scenario and an underestimate of the emissions reductions resulting from discontinuing harvest." For reference, the annual emissions resulting from the projected harvest equal roughly 0.2% of annual King County geographic-based GHG emissions.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Based on 2019 data from the King County Communitywide Geographic GHG Emissions Report.] 


Item 8. Based on the greenhouse gas impacts identified in through the analysis in section A.7. of this motion, a calculation, using the United States Environmental Protection Agency methodology for calculating the social cost of carbon, of the socialized financial costs if timber harvesting were to be discontinued on the lands identified in section A.4. of this motion.

The social cost of carbon is an estimate of the cost, in dollars, of the damage done globally by each additional ton of carbon emissions or the benefit of any action to reduce a ton of emissions and includes a range of impacts, such as health outcomes, agricultural production, and property values. It is typically used in evaluating the social benefit of proposed regulations relative to the cost of implementing those regulations. The calculation was made using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Workbook for Applying a Social Cost of Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

The second report estimates the social cost of carbon associated with discontinuing harvesting of mature forests on State Forest Trust Lands and County-owned lands to be between $86 million and $246 million over 20 years, with the vast majority of the cost coming from discontinuing harvest on State Forest Trust Lands. The variation depends on whether a 1.5 percent or 2.5 percent discount rate is used. 

As the lost revenue estimated under item 6 is between $50 million and $125 million, overlapping with the range of estimated values of societal benefit from preserving the mature forests, it is not possible to say whether the benefits outweigh the costs when calculated in this fashion. The report notes, however, that revenue impacts are local in nature and primarily affect the trust beneficiaries of DNR lands, while potential gains reflected in the social cost of carbon  are global in nature.

The report's conclusion gives further details on the tradeoffs, noting that both the GHG impact and lost revenue on King County lands are small, and that the mature forests that King County owns "suffer from high density, low diversity, or drought and disease risks. As such discontinuing harvest on those sites would have a potential cost in terms of long-term forest resilience, since thinning and planting diverse native trees can alleviate these issues.

The report's conclusion notes that, for DNR-owned lands, DNR has a fiduciary responsibility to generate revenue, and any mature forests removed from these trusts would need to be replaced with another source. It states that this might entail harvesting a greater acreage of younger trees. 

Item 9. An analysis of how preservation of the forests identified in section A.4. of this motion would contribute to achievement of the greenhouse gas reduction targets identified in the county's Strategic Climate Action Plan.

The analysis provided by the reports finds that preservation of all mature forests that are either County-owned or State Trust Lands would have a minimal impact on the County's Strategic Climate Action Plan greenhouse gas reduction targets. The expected reduction in emissions would be 0.32 percent of government operations emissions compared to a 2007 baseline and 0.13 percent of countywide geographic-based emissions compared to a 2007 baseline. 

Item 10. For any mature forests that are managed by the state as State Forest Trust Lands, an analysis of whether those lands are eligible for reconveyance or another type of transfer to county ownership.

The report states that all 4,373 acres of State Forest Trust Land for which King County is the beneficiary is eligible for reconveyance. The remainder of mature forest that is managed by DNR for other trusts could be acquired by the County through direct transfer, land exchange, or trust land transfer.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  See the "State Forest Trust Lands" subsection of the Background section for further information on these types of transfer. ] 


Item 11. Identification of parcels that would be strong candidates for state funding through the Trust Land Transfer program or the Natural Climate Solutions program to mitigate fiscal impacts of preserving the parcels.

As noted above, ten parcels were identified for trust land transfer by the report requested by a Motion 16436. The reports associated with the PMs did not recommend any additional parcels for acquisition, either through trust land transfer or the Natural Climate Solutions program. The first report did note that the ten parcels recommended for acquisition in response to Motion 16436 contain forty-four acres of mature forest. Though no additional parcels are identified for preservation through transfer of ownership to the County, the reports do state that some areas of the county were identified where additional fieldwork would be useful to "assess potential gains and determine whether they justify the added cost to King County of managing the land."

As for the Natural Climate Solutions program, the reports state that the first round of parcels for preservation have already been selected by DNR, and the County has given concurrence. There are no further Natural Climate Solutions program dollars available at this time. The reports state that the analysis underlying the reports could be used to make recommendations to DNR if future rounds of funding become available, but note that it is DNR's role to propose parcels for inclusion in the program. The reports do not identify which parcels would be strong candidates for the program should further funding become available. 


INVITED

· Kathleen Farley Wolf, Forest Conservation Director, DNRP




ATTACHMENTS

1. Proposed Motion 2024-0291 (and its attachment)
2. Proposed Motion 2025-0001 (and its attachment)
3. Transmittal Letter – PM 2024-0291
4. Transmittal Letter – PM 2025-0001
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Table 3. 20-year GHG Flux in Harvest and No-Harvest Scenarios

Item 8. Based on the greenhouse gas impacts identified in through the analysis in
section A.7. of this motion, a calculation, using the United States Environmental
Protection Agency methodology for calculating the social cost of carbon, of the
socialized financial costs if timber harvesting were to be discontinued on the lands
identified in section A.4. of this motion.
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N - N I~ - N - 20 benefit of proposed regulations relative to the cost of implementing those regulations.
equivalent 2023 dollars). The majority of this ($83 million to $237 million) comes from discontinuing The calculation was made using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA)
harvest on DNR-managed lands, with between $3 million and $9 million coming from King County- ~ Workbook for Applying a Social Cost of Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

managed lands (Table 3). The range in values depends on the discount rate used (from 2.5 percent to

1.5 percent), which results in an average SCC ranging from $140 to $401 per metric ton of C0,.?” These v The reports estimate the social cost of carbon associated with discontinuing harvesting

L B N N N N . N . of mature forests on State Forest Trust Lands and County-owned lands to be between
resulls indicate that there is a potential global societal b.eneflt from reduclr}g emlsslons bydlscontlr.\ulng $86 millon and $246 million over 20 years, with the, vast. majority. of the cost coming
timber harvest, but the value far exceeds the current prices of carbon credits in voluntary or compliance Cc from discontinuing harvest on State Forest Trust Lands. The variation depends on
markets. @ whether a 1.5 percent or 2.5 percent discount rate is used.

Table 3. Social cost of carbon associated with 20-year reductions in GHG emissions from foregoing

mature forest harvest. Analysis was done for 1.5% and 2.5% discount rates.
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intermediate harvests such as thinning. As noted above, National Forests were not included in the
analysis of mature forests subject to timber harvest due to the complexity of rules and regulations that
make them difficult to assess by the same standard as other ownerships. Across all other ownerships,
the analysis indicated that 72,311 acres of mature forest in King County could be legally harvested
(Table 1; Appendix 8, Map 3). This should be considered an upper bound on what could be harvested in
King County, with many individual management plans and guidelines directing how different owners
manage these forests in practice.

Table 1. Extent and ownership of mature forest in King County. Extent of legally harvestable mature
forest excluded federal lands and classified all mature forests as harvestable except those within 50-foot
buffer areas of streams.

‘Ownership Acres of Percent of Total | Acres of Legally Harvestable
Mature Forest_| Mature Forest _| Mature Forest
Federal 78,521 51.4% Not Evaluated
State-DNR 17,034 111% 16534
State-Other 1,991 13% 1,970
County 2,627 3.0% 4,546
city 30,230 19.8% 29,588
Tribal 1915 13% 1,824
private 18,552 121% 17,849
Total 152,870 100% 72311
2 Van Pelt, 2007.

Analysis of Mature Forests in King County, Report 1
Page |9

Harvestable mature forest includes 4,546 acres (or 15 percent) of the forestland managed by DNRP's
Parks and Recreation Division (Parks), since less than 100 acres of mature forest managed by Park
‘within the 50-foot stream buffer. Harvesting is permitted across this ownership, so it was included in the
legally harvestable total. However, harvests are primarily focused on enhancing ecological conditions of
the forests, including managing towards forests with greater structural and species diversity that are
more resilient to climate change. Recent and potential Parks harvests are guided by a 2020 assessment
of high-priority forested areas in need of active management to improve forest health and climate
resilience.? While many of these harvests take place in younger-than-mature forests, there also can be
ecologically motivated reasons to cut mature trees. These include reducing tree stress and mortality in
dense conditions, preemptive thinning to prepare a forest for hotter and drier summers under climate
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Figure 1. Mature Forest Where Timber Harvest is Legal, by Ownership
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Item 4. An analysis of which mature forests are both subject to timber harvesting and
either

a  owned by King County; or

b, managed by the state as any type of state forest trust lands.

Item 5. dentification of tribal governments that, as comanagers of the mature forests,
shall be consulted when considering county applications for the Trust Land Transfer
program and the Natural Climate Solutions program or when considering reconveyance
of state forest trust lands or substantial changes in management plans for county-
owned forest lands:

Item 6. An analysis of the revenue impacts to the trust beneficiaries, including King
County, if timber harvesting were to be discontinued on the lands identified in section
A4 of this motion. The analysis should opportunities to generate
revenue from sale of carbon credits and through selective harvesting for forest heaith.

Item 7. An analysis of the greenhouse gas impacts if timber harvesting were to be
discontinued on the lands identified in section A.4. of this motion. For parcels where
site-specific information is available, the analysis should make use of that information in
analyzing greenhouse gas impacts. Where no such information exists, the department
should estimate based on the best available information.
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