
 

 
November 12, 2020 
 
Washington Forest Practice Board  Re: SFLO Proposal Initiation Update 
P.O. Box 47012      
Olympia, WA  98504-7012 
 
Chairman Bernath and Members of the Board: 
 
I am pleased to advise that while our Dispute Resolution process has yet to yield a consensus, 
all parties have been collaborative and we are finally having meaningful conversations about 
prescriptions rather than a myriad of AMP process stuff.  I especially wish to call out Ray Entz 
(Eastside Tribes) & Court Stanley (Counties) for their creativity in search of workable 
compromises.  Additionally the State Caucus has made significant progress on some potential 
management options within whatever SFLO RMZ widths are ultimately supported by this 
Board.  For our part we’ve tried to respond to every alternative proposal with an eye towards 
getting to “yes” despite significant departures from the peer reviewed relative effectiveness 
science that is currently in a CMER process (intended to characterize this outside science as it 
relates to Adaptive Management Program processes).  The mediated Stage 2 part of Dispute 
Resolution has been initiated and we remain hopeful that Policy can bring you a “consensus” 
recommendation by May 2021, if not your February meeting. 
 
While it’s not appropriate to share more details of our Dispute Resolution deliberations at this 
time it should be noted that the U of W will shortly be releasing their long anticipated updated 
parcel data base that will provide a wealth of landscape and potential cumulative impact 
information, including any trends since their 2007 report.  Additionally they will be providing 
results of extensive surveys, and in-depth interviews regarding landowner perceptions about 
how they have fared relative to the disproportionate impact mitigation commitments (including 
regulatory) made to them in the 1999 Forests and Fish legislation. 
 
At a much higher level (not directly tied to your work/responsibilities) I’m sharing below some 
recent photo’s that likely do tie to the upcoming U of W legislative report, and indirectly to 
your work as it relates to our “social license”.  The stories behind these images do affect our 
ability to fulfill our WFFA motto of keeping forestland forested for generations to come. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Ken Miller - SFLO Co-representative at TFW Policy 
  



 

    
Westside: Canary grass field being converted to forestland on either side of a small/seasonal 
“fish” (mud minnow) stream (green strip in middle) – trees that would be inside regulatory “no 
touch” buffers. 
 

   
Eastside: Looking for the fish in this ID Team “fish” stream (small dip in front of them). 
 
 
These images are representative of the kind of stories that circulate in the rural forest/ag 
communities about “big fat dumb buffers” that reflect poorly on all of us – and likely contribute 
to scofflaw problems.  How will the Ag community ever be enticed to provide better habitat 
especially when they see what appears to be regulatory overreach?  If our resource protections 
feel more like unnecessary “take” what is going keep the next generation on the landscape in 
spite of far more lucrative options?  
 
  



   
Last week’s tour of award winning family forest harvesting of a typical SFLO small 15 acre 
patch of a 48 year old investment to sustain their retirement (and charitable giving) in rural 
Lewis County. 
 
 

    
Same day, just over their hill on others adjacent SFLO timberland parcels - the asphalt trucks 
were putting in roads for two new housing developments! 
 
 
It could be argued that forest regulations have little to do with conversions – and to some extent 
that is true from a pure financial standpoint.  Most small family forest owners keep their 
forestlands for multiple reasons other than financial – they also sell them for multiple reasons 
other than financial: Neighbors that don’t understand needs for periodic harvest; unintelligibly 
complex regulations; regulators/regulations that seemingly continue to take ever more land out 
of production - so “sell it before they take it” looks better every year; and a perceived lack of 
respect and appreciation by “city folks” that don’t seem to understand the multiple benefits of 
forestry as a preferred land use.  We believe we are the true savers of the salmon & environment 
but we simply aren’t feeling the love – nor will many of our heirs w/o greater social license. 
 
If a landowner with much more lucrative options doesn’t feel respected/appreciated/loved why 
would they or the next generation even consider continuing such a lose-lose avocation? 


