
 
 

 
November 18, 2022     Re:  Bears & Alienation of Family Forest Owners   
 
      
Chairwoman Baker and Commissioners: 
 
Bears: 

I’ve testified numerous times in the past regarding disproportionate treatment/damage on SFLO 
properties and always felt listened to by the Commission.  I know there are legal issues at play – so 
simply want to share that you need to strive to find more effective ways to actually help SFLOs in our 
very small but hot-spot damage areas.  I hear good intentions on part of your conflict specialists in the 
field – just no effective solutions.  WDFW collaboratively bringing in/making barrel traps available seems 
the only meaningful option today that will more clearly demonstrate commitment to problem solving and 
really caring about family forest owner bear conflicts.   

Alienation of family forest owners in the regulatory arena: 

Without diving into all the detail, I wish to call your attention to two separate votes last week at the Forest 
Practice Board that alienated forest landowners and the more heavily forested counties - votes that could 
only be interpreted as WDFW (& others) signaling they no longer value forest landowners in general, and 
SFLOs in particular, despite our providing best possible habitat for all the fish/critters. 

1. There has been a big fight brewing for years about forest buffers on non-fish streams where the 
Forest Practice Board is entering a rule making process and deciding which options to formally 
consider.  Despite years of collaborative processes in the Timber Fish & Wildlife Adaptive 
Management Program that resulted in competing proposals (both with substantially increased 
buffers), the state agencies, including WDFW voted to exclude the landowner/county option 
from even being considered.  We have always strived to be collaborative and maintain good 
relations with staff, but now wonder why we should bother when we clearly don’t seem to matter? 
 

2. Of more concern to small family forest owners was WDFW’s vote against every one of our 2015 
proposed buffer management prescriptions despite supportive peer reviewed Adaptive 
Management Program science and 23-year-old legislative commitments to SFLOs to provide 
alternate harvest restrictions for our smaller harvests that may be relatively low impact.  We felt 
stonewalled without regard for the science, or laws/rules despite our collaborative & extreme 
patience in a manner that disrespects our contributions to the well-being of all the critters and 
fish you purport to stand for.  Again, in view of such dismissive actions why should our thousands 
of small family forest owners even try to maintain forestland & be good partners with WDFW? 
 
At a minimum I hope you will read some of the individual letter/stories (see link below) from my 
peers about their love of habitat and critters – If these real “walk-the-talk” environmentalists feel 
abused/disrespected by Olympia how can you expect them or their heirs to avoid cashing in on 
their land values.  You don’t need a “Conservation Social Scientist” to know these kinds of 
actions are wrong and counterproductive to all your Commission goals.  Our summary position to 

your Forest Practice Board representative is viewed here, including a list of potential sweeteners 
we were enticed to consider by WDFW and other Board members – only to find out last week 
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they weren’t even interested at all – just seemingly happy talk we’ve heard for years to no avail 
when it counted.  The following paragraph from our website provides more detail (and links) to 
the dilemma/outreach by our peers feeling hurt, betrayed, and unvalued by last week’s actions.  
I’m always happy to talk more with anyone that cares about agency relationships with the SFLO 
community: 
 

Small family forest owners were promised alternative harvest prescriptions in 1999 
Forests & Fish that have yet to materialize.  Several years ago we considered legal 
action, but instead decided to make our case using science.  The scientific 
studies have been done and they confirm that 75’ and 50’ buffers can be as effective 
in protection the resources as the current wider buffers.  However, at its November 10 
meeting, the Forest Practice Board ignored the science, and the template that had 
been proposed by WFFA for SFLOs was rejected.  Over 200 letters were submitted by 
small forest landowners in support of the template.  WFFA Executive Director Elaine 
Oneil and TFW Policy Representative Ken Miller highlighted those comments in a 
letter to the Board that can be viewed here. 
 

Very disillusioned to say the least, 

 

Ken 
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