
 

 
 
May 12, 2020 
 
Washington Forest Practice Board   Re: Update on WFFA Template Proposal 
P.O. Box 47012 
Olympia, WA  98504-7012 
 
Chairman Bernath and Members of the Board: 
 
My February update (attached below) held out some hope for reaching consensus recommendations 
within a new Technical Workgroup on at least some core RMZ width prescriptions. The Workgroup 
has met several times and the outcome is likely to be non-consensus, even though those 
prescriptions were supported by all three science reviews (WFFA, Cramer Fish, & ISPR). 
 
Our caucus is insistent that this Feb 2015 proposal get back to you by no later than Feb 2021 with or 
without a consensus in Policy.  It takes a minimum of 5 months to get through the Dispute 
Resolution (DR) process once it’s formally accepted as a Dispute. The apparent lack of meaningful 
progress and the calendar left WFFA with no alternative other than starting this Dispute Resolution 
process at the May 7th TFW Policy meeting.  We will be working with the Policy Co-chairs to 
ensure this DR process clock gets started at the June Policy meeting to ensure Policy has 
recommendations for you no later than your February FPB meeting. 
 
I don’t hold out much hope for Stage 1 (2 months minimum), but I do have hope for the Stage 2 
mediated portion (minimum 3 months) of Dispute Resolution.  I know that Francine Madden (C-
Peace) could be very helpful as she is respected by all – she could not only help on our issue but use 
this as a teaching moment for all that desire to reinvigorate the Adaptive Management Program.  I 
respectfully request the Board give some direction to DNR to include this mediation in her work 
plan. 
 
Our caucus has been extremely patient in pursuit of meaningful alternate harvest restrictions that the 
1999 Legislature required for our smaller, relatively low impact harvests.  Our constituents, (like 
Carl Ruestig who sent you comments earlier) simply don’t understand why RCWs and peer 
reviewed science carry so little weight with caucus representatives. While DR may still result in a 
consensus opinion carried forward to the Feb 2021 board meeting, if it does not, our question to you 
will be: Will you, as Board members, be willing to accept the science and RCW intent that formed 
the basis of our 2015 science based proposal? 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Ken Miller 
  



 
 
February 12, 2020 
 
Washington Forest Practice Board   Re: Update on WFFA Template Proposal 
P.O. Box 47012 
Olympia, WA  98504-7012 
 
Chairman Bernath and Members of the Board: 
As a reminder this is the 5th anniversary (2015) of your accepting our proposal for review by the 
Adaptive Management Program, and your request for recommendations by 2016.  During the last 5 
years we’ve (all) patiently had numerous meetings that mostly focused on process issues but also: 

• Researched/reviewed key template elements from prior attempts  
• Agreed on science questions for outside contractor review – where all submitted or had 

options to submit follow-up questions/concerns for the contractor and for ISPR. 
• Although some have concerns about the science review process and some of the caveats 

within the analysis, the bottom lines are: 
o The science review process was collaborative, transparent, & with input from 

many/most CMER representatives. 
o The science reviews by Cramer Fish and the ISPR process at U of W essentially 

confirmed the “relative effectiveness” assertions WFFA included in our original 
proposal. 

o The scientists concluded our site-specific/stream width based proposals were either 
more effective than rule (Np), or as effective as rule (Fish) when you give any benefit 
of statistical doubt to SFLOs (required by Legislative deference for our smaller, 
relatively lower impact harvests). 

• We did have some very collaborative discussions on some of the minor prescriptions – the 
groundwork is laid for real progress when we ultimately know the acceptable RMZ widths. 

 
However, in these past 5 years we have not had any meaningful collaboration, or even meaningful 
discussion on the any of the 4 primary stream width based prescriptions!   Last October we were 
heading towards the unpopular Dispute Resolution process (5-6 months) when there was agreement 
to form a smaller group of experienced professionals to focus on 3 of our 4 primary RMZ width 
proposals with an eye towards getting to “YES” on each RMZ width by identifying site-specific 
conditions, if any, that might need to exist for each of these 3 RMZ width proposals.  The Adaptive 
Management Program processes took 4 months to formalize this agreement in a Charter approved 
just last week.  Hopefully they will start immediately to bring recommendations to TFW Policy no 
later than May (2020!!!). 
 
 
 
I have full confidence in the competence of the folks who volunteered (or were volunteered) to give 
Policy some insight using their best professional judgement in hopes their recommendations get us 



to yes, with acceptable restrictions on 50’, 75’ Fish, and 25’ Np buffers.  If so, it will be relatively 
easy lifting (my opinion) to marry the State Caucus work on the minor prescriptions to further 
ensure smaller RMZs on SFLO harvest units and still enhance our collective efforts to meet desired 
future conditions (DFC).  If your caucus is represented on this smaller workgroup please encourage 
them to work towards win-win recommendations that balance the actual needs of riparian zones & 
fish, with the legislative intent for deference to SFLOs for their smaller (and dispersed) harvests. 
 
If this effort fails to help TFW Policy reach consensus on something to bring to you in August 
(2020!!) the Dispute Resolution process will be our only option to meet your 2016 deadline, albeit a 
few years later.  If non-consensus recommendations do come to you that can’t happen until 
November at the earliest within the Adaptive Management Program processes.  If non-consensus, I 
believe you will be asked to decide the appropriate balance between science & legislative intent VS. 
regulatory inertia that seems to prevail, at least on this long standing issue.    
 
We certainly understand this proposal is a huge uncomfortable paradigm shift for many but we 
believe our proposal does no harm and is justified by an objective look at the science conclusions 
regarding “relative effectiveness”;  along with regulatory deferences that may be unclear to some but 
at a minimum mean something if only the benefit of reasonable doubt. We very much want to bring 
you a consensus recommendation that we can live with that also passes your smell test so family 
forest owners will no longer feel disrespected and unappreciated. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Ken Miller 


