
 
 

Testimony by Elaine Oneil to the Washington State Forest Practices Board on November 
13, 2019 on WFFA Riparian Template  

Chairman Bernath and members of the Forest Practices Board, I am Elaine Oneil, Executive 
Director of the Washington Farm Forestry Association.   It has been 4 years and 9 months since 
our WFFA Westside Riparian Template was accepted by the FPB for review.  At that February 
2015 board meeting “Joe Stohr moved the Forest Practices Board accept Washington Farm 
Forestry Association’s Alternate Plan Proposal Initiation. He further moved the Board direct the 
TFW Policy Committee to review the proposal sufficiently to provide to the Board at their May 
2015 meeting a timeline along with identified tasks needed to fully evaluate the proposal.” 

In May of 2015, the then AMPA, Hans Berge, recommended a three step strategy which would 
include a “policy track” and a “science track” to move this proposal through the adaptive 
management process. The 3 steps were that: TFW Policy Committee were to determine 
whether the alternate plan template proposal meets the criteria for AP and consider different 
strategies for moving forward; initiate a literature synthesis to evaluate forest practices 
functions of the riparian zone; and provide a recommendation of next steps to complete the 
evaluation of the proposal at the May 2016 Board meeting. This recommendation passed 
unanimously.  In the past 4.75 years you have been receiving regular updates about progress on 
the WFFA template work.  Nothing was hidden.   

Which is why it was such a complete and utter shock to hear at the October 31 TFW Policy 
meeting that since the ‘science track’ did not go through CMER, that Policy would not be 
evaluating any of the science that was included in our proposal initiation. Instead they would 
only vote on the first of the 3 directives in that May 2015 board motion.   Remember – nothing 
was hidden - that so called “process foul” was a byproduct of decisions made by the former 
AMPA –with full awareness of TFW Policy - and despite the Small Landowner caucus querying 
whether or not this approach would result in such a process foul.   

The science is the very basis of this proposal – and is in fact the reason why we received more 
than one comment about it being the most complete proposal initiation ever brought before 
the FPB.    So not evaluating the science, as well as being a kick in the face, makes the whole 
effort a complete waste of 5+ years (because it took a year to put it together) and a lot of 
money – both WFFA money, and AMP funds that paid for the external review of our science by 
Cramer Fish Sciences and the ISPR review of the review of our science.  It is worth noting that 
somewhere in the past 4 years a decision was made by TFW Policy that the path forward was to 
review the science in our proposal with that review including the relevant scientific literature 
from the list produced by TFW Policy from the failed literature synthesis.  As the literature 
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synthesis wasn’t going to speak directly to our template science, it makes intuitive sense that 
this approach was taken for this particular work product.   

Since the former AMPA made the decision to conduct the review outside of CMER, with the 
concurrence of TFW Policy since no one over the past 4 years has objected, I believe that TFW 
Policy should include the science in their evaluation of the board motion as if it had gone 
through the CMER process. After all, the exact same steps occurred in the TFW Policy 
Workgroup as would have occurred in CMER. Those include the development of a contract to 
evaluate WFFA research, a review of that work product by the TFW Policy Subgroup, with 
consensus questions from workgroup members, responses to those questions, and an 
Independent Science Peer Review.  That workgroup included all caucuses, except for those not 
currently present at the full policy table: namely Eastside Tribes, Federal, and only recently 
Ecology when Mark Hicks made the transition to DNR AMPA.   

Why is this not a process foul?  Consider that CMER does not typically evaluate science that is 
already completed. Rather they 1) develop the questions to study, 2) hire the people to do the 
study, 3) evaluate the results of the study, 4) recommend questions for consideration in the 
ISPR process, and then forward the agreed upon science over to TFW Policy for decision 
making.  In this case, steps 1) and 2) were completed by WFFA prior to the proposal initiation as 
part of our due diligence before bringing something this important before the board, step 3) 
was the Cramer Fish Science evaluation of science behind our proposal and step 4) was 
completed on both Cramer Fish Science and WFFA science through the ISPR process.  So, my 
question to you is: What exactly would CMER do, that has not already been done, consistent 
with the decisions of the former AMPA and apparently with the support (or at least no dissent) 
from TFW Policy?   

The 7 additional SFLO that took time out of their day to come to that meeting on October 31, 
and the 12 SFLO that took time out of their day to write all of you a letter for this FPB meeting 
are not thinking that this bodes all that well for it being ‘cool to be a treefarmer’, something 
that I was hopeful of the last time I was in front of you talking about the reinvigoration of 
Forests and Fish.   Whether it was intended that way or not, allowing the current situation to 
stand as a “process foul” that effectively kills our proposal indicates a bad faith effort on the 
part of all TFW Policy Caucuses – something I would call the complete antithesis of the Spirit of 
Timber Fish and Wildlife and the Forests and Fish Agreement.     

My understanding is that a fix may be forthcoming in TFW Policy.  If it does not, expect a 
petition from us at the February FPB meeting.   
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CMER Project 2009 Report Goals April 22, 2019 FPB Status Report 
1.  Hardwood Conversion – Temperature Case Study  2009 Complete Completed June 2010 
2.  Wetland Mitigation Effectiveness 2009 Study Design 

2010 Implement Pilot 
2012 Complete 

Completed October 2010 
  Not listed 
  Not listed 

3.  Testing the Accuracy of Unstable Landform Identif. 2009 Study Design 
2012 Implement 

  Not listed 
 Not listed 

4.  Mass Wasting Prescription-Scale Monitoring 2010 Complete Completed June 2012 
5.  Amphibians in Intermittent Streams (Phase III)  

2010 Study Design 
2011 Implement 
2012 Complete 

Not progressing (Scope)1 
Off Track 
  Not listed 
  Not listed 

6.  Type N Experimental in Incompetent Lithology 2010 Study Design 
2011 Implement 
2016 Complete 

Completed August 2011 
Completed October 2017 
On Track 

7.  Mass Wasting Landscape-Scale Effectiveness 2010 Scope 
2011 Study Design 

Milestone Eliminated 
Milestone Eliminated 

8.  Eastside Type N Effectiveness (new study needed) 2010 Scope 
2011 Implement 
2017 Complete 

Completed November 2013 
Underway  
Completed March 2018 (Study 
Design)2 
Earlier Stage Underway 

9.  Bull Trout Overlay Temperature 2011 Complete Completed May 2014 
10.  Solar Radiation/Effective Shade 2011 Complete Completed June 2012 
11.  Wetland Management Zone Effectiveness Monitoring 2011 Scope   Not listed 
12.  Type N Experimental in Basalt Lithology 2012 Complete Completed August 2017 
13.  Buffer Integrity-Shade Effectiveness 2012 Complete Completed November 2018 
14.  Wetland/Stream Water Temperature Interactions 2012 Scope   Not listed 
15.  First Cycle of Extensive Temperature Monitoring 2013 Complete Underway 

                                                           
1 There is no “Scope” phase in the 2009 Report. 
2 There is no “Study Design” phase in the 2009 Report. 
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CMER Project 2009 Report Goals April 22, 2019 FPB Status Report 
16.  Effectiveness of RMAP Fixes 2013 Scope 

2014 Study Design 
  Not listed 
  Not listed 

17.  Wetland Hydrologic Connectivity 2013 Scope   Not listed 
18.  Type F Experimental Buffer Treatment 2014 Scope Complete December 2015 
19.  Watershed Scale Assess. Of Cumulative Effects 2016 Scope 

2017 Study Design 
2018 Implement 

Off Track 
Off Track 
Off Track 

20.  Roads Sub-basin Effectiveness 2018 Complete Not Progressing 
 

Projects in April 2019 Report to FPB That Were Not Included in July 2009 Report 
 

a.  Literature Synthesis:  Forested Wetlands Literature 
Synthesis 

N/A Completed January 2015 

b.  Scoping:  Examine the effectiveness of the RILs in 
representing slopes at risk of mass wasting 
  Study Design 
  Implementation 

N/A Completed April 2017 
 
Underway 
Earlier Stage Underway 

c.  Scoping:  Forested Wetlands Effectiveness Study 
  Study Design 

N/A Completed December 2016 
Underway 

d.  Wetlands Program Research Strategy N/A Completed January 2015 
e.  Scope:  Road Prescription-Scale Effectiveness 
Monitoring 
  Study Design 

N/A Completed March 2016 
Completed February 2017 

 

 

















 

 
November 13, 2019 
  
Re: Water Typing System Rule Recommendations 
  
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 Scott Swanson and I represent the Washington State Association of Counties 
(WSAC) on the TFW Policy Committee and support our FPB representative -when we have one. 
 
Today, I would like also recognize the strong leadership and collaboration displayed by Water 
Typing System Board Committee Chair Guenther and each and every member of the Water 
Typing System committee, as well as DNR staff.  Their work during the past few months is a 
great example of collaboration through an open and candid dialogue (both within the committee 
and with members of the general public and caucus representatives who attended the committee 
meetings) and a strong commitment to shared problem solving.  Much, much appreciated. 
 
I speak in favor of the majority of the recommendations from the Water Typing System Board 
committee, especially the need to: 
 
-Clarify the goals and performance targets for the water typing rule 
-Have the DNR redo the Potential Habitat Break (PHB) and Anadromous Fish Floor (AFF) 
spatial analysis while re-engaging the TFW Policy caucus leads. 
-Request CMER…develop revised study designs for the PHB validation, physical characteristics, 
and map based LiDAR model studies. 
-Support the on-going efforts of the Anadromous Fish Floor Workgroup and the Committee 
recommendation for that workgroup. 
-And acknowledge that a map based modeled water typing system is still one of the goals of a 
permanent water typing system rule. RCW 76.09.370(1) requires the forest practice rules to be 
consistent with the Forests & Fish Report (FFR).  Within the FFR and the HCP, the boundary 
between Type F and Type N waters was to be determined by a model-produced map meeting 
specific landscape scale precision and equitable error allocation criteria.  All caucuses agreed to 
curtail electro-fishing only after a map-based rule was implemented. A number of useful tools 
and additional data have been developed since 2003 when the FPB decided not to adopt a 
modeled map-based system. WSAC strongly encourages the Board to retain a map-based model 
as an element of any permanent water typing rule…then electro-fishing will be extremely limited 
in its use. 
 
Thank you for your interest in these comments today. 
 
Scott Swanson 
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