
May 8, 2019 
 
Washington State Forest Practice Board          Re:  Water Typing and PHB Agenda items 
P.O. Box 47012    
Olympia, WA  98504-7012            
 
Chairman Bernath and Members of the Board: 
 
For the record, I’m Ken Miller, Co-Representative for SFLOs at TFW Policy. Today’s agenda is 
so complex the vast majority of SFLOs are not able to comprehend or follow the discussions in 
a meaningful way – I defer to our Steve Barnowe-Meyer for any questions - he does understand 
all this technical stuff! The bottom line take-away for me is that some stakeholders think: our 
Non Fish buffers are too small; and the break between Fish and Non Fish needs to be further 
upstream.  I’m counting on the Adaptive Management Program to: sort all this out in 
understandable terms before you are asked to make any significant decisions; and to ensure 
statistically sound science will prevail and be appropriately balanced between the four legs of 
Forests and Fish. 
 
What SFLOs need at the end of the day are: 

• A map based system that we can use in the field.  It’s my understanding that advances in 
Lidar accuracy have now made it possible to meet the 95% accuracy requirement that 
stymied us before.   

• If we, and I suspect some of you, can’t understand all the technical talk you will hear 
today it’s also obvious that SFLOs still need the Technical Assistance promised to us in 
Forests and Fish 20 years ago.   

 
I also can’t help pointing out the obvious: 

• The debate is NOT about Fish or Fish Habitat – it’s about trees.  We need to be moving 
towards a tree budget or smarter buffers. 

• It’s quite likely that the upper reaches of these smallish streams being debated for fish 
habitat will already have at least Np buffers – it’s not a question of buffering or not, it’s a 
question about the sufficiency of existing buffers in these narrow stream reaches. 

• Setting precise rules related to variable natural processes such as fish habitat definitions 
is likely fraught with error w/o any meaningful difference or benefit to fish.  

 
Changes contemplated by some will surely culminate in another finding of disproportionate 
impacts on SFLOs.  How can we trust any potential mitigations offered until the mitigations in 
the 1999 Forests and Fish actually materialize? 
 
 
Respectfully,  
 
 
Ken Miller 


