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Chairman Bernath and members of the Forest Practices Board, I am Elaine Oneil, Executive Director of the 
Washington Farm Forestry Association.  I am speaking today on the CMER Master Project Schedule and Budget 
Revision.   

Last year at this time we were envisioning cutting $1.9M from the budget due to expected COVID related 
economic fallout.  That fallout did not happen, and we have a better economic forecast this year than we have 
had for many years.  Also recall that during that budget cutting exercise we learned, and I reported to you as a 
board in public comment on this very topic, that and I quote from last year’s testimony. 

the Conservation Caucus base grant is nearly 3x that of the small forest landowners, the counties, and 
the large landowners.  As I stated to the policy group – I did not realize that there was an Orwellian 
Animal Farm scenario playing out right in front of us. While it would have been opportune for us to 
hold up the consensus until this inequity was addressed, we felt it was more important to handle the 
immediate funding crisis than fight for equity at this time.  That means this gross inequity will remain 
for the remainder of this biennium. For the next biennium we will be asking for parity between all 
parties for the base grant as a condition of consensus.   

That funding equity did not occur within the base adaptive management budget as submitted by DNR, or even 
in additional budget provisos advanced by DNR once it became clear that the state budget situation had 
improved dramatically.  Instead, late in session when it was clear that DNR would not advance a budget 
proviso to fix this inequity along with the many other provisos it did advance, the Washington State 
Association of Counties and WFFA worked very hard, and spent a lot of political capital, to get legislative 
support for a one-time budget proviso that will allow us to participate with full funding at the TFW Policy and 
CMER committees. We were successful in obtaining that funding – in other words we got lucky because this 
was a banner budget year, so for this biennium we have funding equity though not funding parity.  While this 
year our vote on this budget was sideways, in future years it will be down if this equity issue is not addressed.  
While it’s certainly not desirable, if we have to, we will take the concern we have about equity to the 
legislature in future years.  That is clearly against TFW ground rules, but if the underlying principles of TFW 
which are based on equity and fairness and owning each other’s issues are absent in the process as was 
apparent this year, then what choice do we have?    

Now, on to the MPS projects themselves.  Now, as a scientist I know that science costs money.  A lot of money. 
Which is why I believe it is important to review the how science is conducted in CMER, to make sure it aligns 
with performance targets and address all four goals of forests and fish, to make sure we are asking the right 
questions, and that we have the right people at the table to ask those questions, not defacto policy makers. 
Right now what we produce are limited scope field studies with only a few sites per study coupled with some 
fancy statistics to give high uncertainty estimates of potential broader landscape impact. And it’s potential 
because we have 20 years of experiments with no examination of effectiveness, temporal extent, and scalable 
landscape impacts.  In effect this provides us a conglomeration of interesting, one-off “down in the weeds” 
studies that have no overarching framework that helps address the landscape scale questions that matter.  At 
a minimum a review of the way CMER develops the science agenda would need to examine how projects are 
developed, how responsive they are to all four goals of forests and fish, how they incorporate outside science, 
and how to negotiate better deals with research institutions conducting the work. There are plenty of models 
out there in the scientific community that could help with the process. Some strategic planning around this 
idea would be helpful. I would lend support in developing such a strategy for moving forward and request that 
the board at least have a conversation about the need and potential for such a strategy in the months ahead.   


