
 
 

 
February 10, 2021      Re: State Auditor Performance Audit Report 
 
Washington State Forest Practice Board       
P.O. Box 47012  
Olympia, WA  98504-7012            
 
Chairman Bernath and members of the Forest Practices Board, 
 
My name is Steve Barnowe-Meyer and, along with Ken Miller, I have represented small forest 
landowners and the Washington Farm Forestry Association (WFFA) on the TFW Policy Committee for 
almost four-and- one-half years. 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide input to you today about the Adaptive Management Program 
Performance Audit Report by the Office of the Washington State Auditor.  For the record, I was 
interviewed three separate times by members of the State Auditors Office and provided several 
documents to them in response to questions by them during the performance audit. 
 
As you are no doubt sick of me reminding you, except for a seven-year period when I worked exclusively 
in Oregon in the mid-1980s, I have worked almost 40 years of my professional forestry life under the 
Washington Forest Practices Act and rules, starting in 1974 when the current Forest Practices Act was 
enacted. 
 
I was working in Oregon when the TWF Agreement was signed in February 1987, but upon my return to 
working in Washington in 1988, I immediately recognized that the commitments made by all parties to 
the agreement, heralded a much better way to manage the forest-based natural resources in Washington 
State, than how we had managed previously.  Protection of fish, wildlife and water quality were greatly 
improved as a result of this ground-breaking Agreement. 
 
Two of the most significant ingredients of the Agreement was the use of adaptive management and a 
commitment to a decision-making process at CMER and TFW Policy, with ground rules and 
consensus at its core.  At the heart of the TFW ground rules was (and is) the assumption that everyone 
wins by addressing the needs and goals of ALL participants.  And the TFW Agreement set the stage for 
the Forest and Fish Report that followed over a decade later. 
 
From the summer of 1999 through the spring of 2001, the Forest Practices Board enacted new forest 
practices rules consistent with 1999 Forest and Fish Report to develop biologically sound and 
economically practical solutions to improve riparian habitat on non-federal forest lands in the state of 
Washington, but adaptive management, use of amended ground rules and consensus decision-
making at CMER and TFW Policy has remained a consistent core principle since 1987. 
 
During my four-and one-half years on the TFW Policy Committee, the Committee has reached 
consensus on many dozens of actions, involving significant recommendations to the Forest Practices 
Board, including major components of the Type F & N water typing systems, while only needing to enter 
dispute resolution twice.  In my experience, not one single topic needing recommendation from TFW 
Policy has failed to reach the Forest Practices Board for lack of consensus or without majority / minority 
recommendations.  Again, in my experience, consensus decision-making has guaranteed that universally 



2 
 

good science-based recommendations come to TFW Policy from CMER and equally good science- and 
policy-based recommendations are delivered to the Forest Practices Board from TFW Policy. 
 
The State Auditor’s Office made several findings based on procedures, practices and records described 
to or observed by them during the audit of the Adaptive Management Program (AMP).  While these 
findings are quite good overall, they do not necessarily capture all elements of the current state of the 
Program and appear to concentrate on forest practices rule change (or their observed lack thereof) as a 
primary indicator of the AMP not operating as intended.  The auditors appear to be confused about some 
differences between Type F and Np waters, as well as Clean Water Act Assurances, and may have a 
basic misunderstanding of the differences between rule and Board Manual guidance.  
 
Based on their findings, the audit identifies six leading practices that could help the Board reach 
decisions while improving accountability and transparency (Page 22).  One of these practices (#3) is 
antithetical to consensus decision-making, a core foundational element of the Adaptive 
Management Program and which practice I strongly recommend that the Board does not adopt.  
Practices #1, #2 and #4 through #6 certainly warrant further consideration and potential adoption by the 
Board.  Practice #1 is already an approach utilized by some caucuses but not universally, so may 
improve consensus-building, if utilized by all. 
 
The audit reports emphasis on increasing accountability and transparency within the AMP are spot on. 
 
The audit identifies eleven specific recommendations to the Forest Practices Board, with two additional 
recommendations for the Legislature (Pages 33 and 34). Those recommendations that address 
compliance with RCW or WAC (Recommendations 7 and 9) demand immediate attention by the Board.  
Recommendations 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 11 and 12 are clearly opportunities for improvement from the audit team 
and warrant further review by the Board and potential development of actions plans. 
 
In my opinion, the TFW Agreement and the current Adaptive Management Program created from the 
Forest and Fish Report remain the premier forest-based natural resources protection program in the 
nation and the most effective means for the State of Washington to meet its four stated goals and 
objectives for water quality and fish habitat within the jurisdiction of the Forest Practices Program. 
 
Thank you once again for this opportunity to provide input to you today and I strongly recommend 
continuation of capacity-building efforts within the AMP via the CPeace process.  
 
 
Steve Barnowe-Meyer 
 
 
 
Washington Farm Forestry Association 
(360) 880-0689 


