
May 9, 2018 

 

Washington State Forest Practice Board          Re:  Water Typing and PHB validation 

P.O. Box 47012    

Olympia, WA  98504-7012            

 

Chairman Bernath and Members of the Board: 

 

I’m probably the least qualified to be giving specific advice on Water Typing and PHB 

validation but I do want you to be successful so offering what I can.  I don’t understand all the 

nuances of this decade’s old debate but believe I have a grasp of the major problems & perhaps 

a more fruitful pathway – a pathway that could also help reinvigorate the Adaptive Management 

Program.  What I’ve heard over the years leads me to believe: 

 

 The debate is NOT about Fish or Fish Habitat – it’s about trees – or specifically how big 

the buffer should be, not whether or not potential fish habitat should be protected! – 

Everyone agrees to protect Fish & Habitat. 

 It’s quite likely that the upper reaches of these smallish streams being debated for fish 

habitat will already have at least Np buffers – 50’ buffers likely very adequate for small 

perennial streams. 

 Setting precise rules related to variable natural processes such as fish habitat definitions 

is likely fraught with error & complex distinctions w/o any meaningful difference or 

benefit to fish (that may use this water sometime in the future).  

 If this issue isn’t resolvable by the practitioners (who seem to get along better than Policy 

folks) why do we think this is resolvable by the rest of us in Olympia? 

 Is it possible the only thing wrong with the current rule is the word “interim”? I.e. if “not 

broke, don’t fix”, or perhaps we should be looking at the “Option 1, No Action”. 

 You are about to approve spending couple million $ we don’t have - to do a Validation 

Study in the false belief that science will: provide more answers than questions; AND 

will lead to consensus in Policy.  Hope I’m wrong but the past seems to suggest that after 

millions of $ and thousands more hours of work, todays conflict will still be there 

tomorrow.  

 

The complexity and intractable nature of this issue cries out for a negotiated settlement that 

respects all the goals of Forest and Fish.  I believe folks truly committed to the win-win 

principles of Forest and Fish should be able to find ways to satisfy folks wanting even wider 

buffers on potential fish habitat AND do so w/o requiring more leave tree’s.  I.E., moving from 

Fish to Non fish buffers could be done gradually by tapering &/or variable widths in these upper 

reaches easily extending buffers w/o sacrificing more timber.  Imagine what such a win-win 

negotiated agreement would/could do to help get us back to the original spirit of TFW & Forest 

and Fish.  

 

Respectfully,  

 

Ken Miller 


