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1. Project Overview

1.1 A Tale of Two Agreements

The Timber, Fish, and Wildlife Agreement (TFW; DNR 1987), Forests and Fish Report (FFR;
DNR 1999),Forest Practices Habitat Conservation Plan (DNR 2005), and the Forest Practices
Adaptive Management Program (FPAMP; DNR 2023) are nationally important achievements in
the history of private, commercial forest management (Wilhere and Quinn 2018). Nothing
comparable currently exists in any of the other fifty stafBise TFW and FFR agreements and
subsequent forest practices rules, afforded better protection to aquatic resources while
maintaining a viable timber industryDver the past 25 yearheadaptive management program

has strived to improve protectiof aquatic resourcedPast and present participants in TFW,

FFR, and the FPAMP should be proud of their contributions to these agreements and institutions.

Analogous institutions have been attempted elsewhere but unsuccessfully. Specifically,
Agriculture, Fish, and Water (AFW) was largely motivated by the success of TFW (Chapman et

al. 2020). The main goals of AFW were similar to those of FFR: 1) prowdatery certainty

under the Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water Act; 2) enhance, restore, and protect
habitat for fish; 3) address state water quality standards, and 4) preserve economic viability of
agriculture in Washington State (JNRC 1999)itidted in 1999 and managed by the

Washington State Conservation Commission, AFW was comprised of state and federal agencies,
tribal governments, and diverse agricultural interests. AFW sought a negotiated agreement
among all parties that would achieve @iforementioned goals. However, AFW failed and was
terminated in 2003. Near the end, AFW was de
stated that the most contentious issues were
and stakedlder representation (KCD 2002)all familiar issues to many participants in the

FPAMP.

AFW survived less than 4 years. The brief life of AFW reveals the fragility of seheasmd,
multi-stakeholder negotiations which attempt to equitably balance the conflicting goals of all
stakeholders. TFW has survived 38 years, but at times its continued existence has seemed
guestionable (e.g., DNR 2007, 2017). Now is another one of those challenging times. Two

reports (Meridian 2018, Madden 2020) documented dissatisfaction, dishamndnyysfunction

in the FPAMP, and a report by the State Audit
probl ems. However, actions taken to address
structured decision making, could reform the FPAMP ravd/e the spirit of TFW. We hope the

reports produced by this project provide information and recommendations that contribute
significantly to reform, revival, and survival of the FPAMP.

'0Oregondés Private Forest Accord (ODF 2022) is analogous
Department of Forestry is still working on an HCP and developing its adaptive management program.
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1.2 Project History

This project was originally conceived in 2019, which marked tfeaP@iversary of the Forests

and Fish Report. At that time, we believed the 20th anniversary of the FFR was an opportune
time to document the FPAMPuseta 2019 Wepomosed and s h
this projectbecause: 1) we believe titae TFW Agreementind the FPAMRre

underappreciated achievements in the history of commercial forestry, and 2) at that time

members of the TFW Policy Committe¢le Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation, and Research
Committee(CMER), and the Forest Practices Boaelievedthe FPAMPwasdysfunctional

In 2017, a subcommittee of the Forest Practic
Adaptive Management Program | mpr o vireapmogeméns 0 ( DN
included: following the TFW ground rules, maintaining the scigraleey firewall between the

TFW Policy Committee and CMER, building trust across all caucuses, and a commitment from

the stakeholders to work better together. The subcommékeetasd Meridian Institute to

facilitate the improvement process. Between March and June 2018 Meridian interviewed 59

participants in the FPAMP from every caucus t
to the AMPO, and 2nsfofihewtb engender arepewvedspmieoi d at i o
cooperationo (Meridian 2018). According to M

is a lack commitment to the original principles of the Timber, Fish and Wildlife Agreement. The
sentiments most ofteaxpressed were reflected in the following comments by interviewees:

fAaMany on Policy and CMER dondét know about o
agreement. 0O
fAiThe sense that everyone had something to g
haser oded. 0O
fAiThe focus on the greater good [ecosystem h
(brackets in the original)

Il n addition, Meri di an made the foll owing obse
di ssatisfaction with how the system is curren
emphasized dysfunctionalities that manifest particularly in Policy (which @lemterviewees
described as oO6toxicb). o

Our project proposal was presented to the TFW Policy Committee in January 2020. TFW Policy
did not approve it for FPAMP funding, but the state legislature funded this project for the 2021
2023 biennium through a proviso. Hence, we are obligated to d#ies&efour reports to the

state legislature. Between January 2020 (when our proposal was presented) and July 2021 (when
our funding commenced) two important reports were publidhedple, Timber, Forests, Fish,

and Wildlife: An Assessment of the Conflind Collaboration Dynamics in Washington 2019
2020(Madden 2020) anAdaptive Management Program: Improving DecisMaking and
Accountability(SAO 2021). For the former report, Madden (2020) interviewed 139 people.

Maddends (2020) overview of the interviews be
greatly, within and between caucuses and ranged from a sense that things are nmkistijyowor
wor king wel |l enough, to a declaration that th
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interviewees were somewhat divided on the effectiveness and health of the FPAMP. Excerpts

from Maddendés (2020) summary of the interview
fAiparticipants consistently expressed desire
collective spirit of o6give and taked6 and 6s
fAithere was consistently expressed frustrat:.i
futility regarding the current dynamics. 0

At roughly the same time as the Madden interviews, the Office of the Washington State Auditor

was conducting interviews for a performance audit of the FPAMP (SAO 2021). The audit was
conducted at the request of the Forest Practices Board which was eahaleout efficiency and
effectiveness of the TFW Policy Committeebs d
Office interviewed an unspecified number of people associated with the FPAMP between
January and August 2020. edWiteiaboetthe ihtervieks,iddidt or 0 s
make several observations based on those interviews:

1 Trust among the caucuses has eroded over the years, created what some people described
as a difficult work environment.

1 Interviewees complained that the members of various caucuses do not consider the needs
and concerns of the other caucuses.

1 The original spirit of cooperation that underpinned the formation of the Timber Fish
Wildlife Agreement has dissipated.

Given the findings oMeridian (2018)Madden (2020) and SAO (2021),2021we adjustedhe
projecb ®cus

1.3 Need and Purpose

Our original proposalQuinn et al. 2019) had two partBartoneexamines the history of
FPAMP-fundedstudiesfrom 200 to 2021 Studes3 and4 comprisepart oneof the original
proposal see study descriptisin the next sectionParttwo of the original proposakas to
assesshefperceptiong, fifeeling®, andfisatisfactiow of policymakergegardingscientific
uncertainty, riskstudy resultspolicy outcomesand other related topic3 he proposastated
that, with help from a social scientistie wouldinterview current and past members of the
FPAMP

Meridian (2018), Madden (2023ndSAO (2021)conducted ostructured interviewsf many

FPAMP participantsandall threedeliveredsubjective qualitative descriptions dhe
intervieweeéopinions While we believe theseeports werearaluable epecially SAO (2021),in

2021we decideda morestructured quantitativeapproach was needellve also assumed that

more interviews were a bad idea. Herfoepart o of our originalproposal with the help of
threesocial scientistsyeassessdt he fiper cepti onso, nAfeelingso,

2The Forests and Fish Report veasnpletedn 1999 but thenew forest practicesiles, includingnewrulesfor the
adaptive management progrdWwiAC 222-12-045), were approed by the Forest Practices Boand20QL.
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participants in the FPAMPStudies1 and 2 othis report are the first to employ the tools of

social science to understand the FPAMF@cial scientific study oidaptive managemeoan

provide the raw material fanstitutionallearning and adaptatipa process known as double

loop learning (Williams and Brown 2018T. he purSgadde emféd o2 cobyeyx t i ve

i nf or mag h @il d tleetatdert ounader st anding and an enha
in the FPAMP actwually think. Furt heromperne, we
di scussions within TFW Policy and CMER about

2. Study Descriptions

For more detailed descriptions, refer to the executive summary of each study. For thorough
explanations of the methods and results see the full reports.

Study 1. An Opinion Survey of Participants in the Forest Practices Adaptive Management
Program

Madden (202pand SAO (2019yonducted ostructured interviewsf many FPAMP
participantsandbothreportsdeliveredsubjective qualitativedescriptiors of whatinterviewees
believed While both reports were valuablge believal that a more structured, quantitative
approachwas neededWe also assumed that more interviews was a bad idea,

The main purpose of th&udy 1 was to collect anquantifyopinions of past and present

FPAMP participants on important issues facing
enhance awareness of the opinions held within the FPAMP and within each caucus, and 2)

stimulate honest, bettémformed discussions withiTFW Policy and CMER about the best path

going forward.

This study conducted an opinion survey. The survey included 81 statements to which

participants responded via gbint Likert scale. The response options for 64 statements were
AStrongly Disagreeo, ADisagreeo, i@tNreondley Di s
Agree. 0 The response options for 17 other Li
ARarel yo, ASometi mesdhen®O®bteaepdsagdedsAi wagai o
with Publicinpuf which is an o#ine platform designed specifically for government agencies.

The online questionnaire was deployed via Publiclnput on February 27, 2025, and the

completion deadline for participants was March 21.

Responses to the survey were analyzed with all individuals lumped together (ungrouped
analysis) and with individuals sorted into groups. Groups were based on affiliations or roles in
the FPAMP: four caucus groups, four leadership groups, and three sg@igeole groups.

Our analysis covered all groupings but we focused on caucus groups, which were Conservation,
Tribes, Timber, and State Agencies.
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Study 2. Adaptive ManagementPossibilities: A Paired Analysis of Drivers and Actions
for the Forest Practices Adaptive Management Program

In our original proposal (Quinn et al. 2018¢ stated that we would contract the services of a

social scietist to assistwith the design and executiar this project. Study 2 was produced by

two social scientists at the University of Washingtbns. Gretchen Sneegas and Alex

Mcinturff. Thestudyapplies analytical tools of social scieritoeneasure and compare how

different participanten the FPAMPcomprehend ecological, regulatory, and economic risks;

define and respond to scientific uncertainty; and understand their core values and their
relationshipgo the FPAMP Study 2 also sought to understand the degree to whichusauc
affiliation drives i1individual FPAMP participa
opportunities.

To measure and compare FPAMP patrticipant viewpoints, the study applied a formal, mixed

methods approach called®e t h o d o tmeedg yh ofdi@esentative sample of 40

statements were collected from Meridian (2018), Madden (2020), and SAO (2021). Study
participants sorted the 40 statements twice. First, participants sorted the statements from those
they believed arteo tdleo wehs tg hpersito rpirti yo& iitsysbues f ¢
they sorted the statementsestf rfoenasihblsedttheyt he
for the FPAMP to resolve. After each<€Qrt, participants completed a sestiuctured interview

to explain their answers in more detail.

Q-method analysis software was used to identify clustgpamicipants who sorted the 40
statements in a similar pattern. Each cluster was weighted and averaged together to create a
composite cluster, which we interpreted as representing a perspective shared by participants in
that cluster.

Study 3. A Review of TFW Policy Meeting Notes from 20072024

In our original proposal (Quinn et al. 2019) we stated our intention to examine the history of

FPAMP research projects (i.e., CMER studids) reviewing existing documents. At that time,

we had anticipated that meeting minutes of the TFW Policy Committee would record major
pointsstatedby TFW Policy members during their discussions of CMER studies. However, we

found that meeting minutes did not enable thdepth examination that we had hoped for. For

example, for nearly onifth of completed CMER studiesweundn o r ecord of TFW P
action/neaction decisioomadei n r esponse to the studiesd findi
our analysis of TIRe/goadk ofbtudyc3yére 1) th eecouns theagensral

history of voting in the TFW Policy Committee, a?pto understand how TFW Policy voting

patterns may have changed over time.

SAProjectodo and fAstudyo are used interchangeably, but th
can be a single CMER study or consist of multiple CMER studies. For examplgphéN streani har d r oc k o
project (Mcintyre et al. 2018), consisted1df studiesincluding studies for riparian stand structure, stream

temperature, stream flow, amphibians, and macroinvertebrates
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This study manually reviewed 120 sets of meeting minutes covering 135 meeting days that
occurred between 9/27/2007 and 12/5/2024. 185 individual votes involved 108 seiatee
decisions and 77 involved busingstated decisions. Meeting notes fronayviL999 to August
2007, and after December 2024 were not available at the time sifudy. Given the enormity
of the meeting notes, this study also employed an Al system, ChatGPT, to analyzeghe note
However, we did not use the ChatGPT output for our results or findings.

Study 4. A Summary of CMER Studies for 2000 to 2021.

In our original proposal (Quinn et al. 201pyrtoneconsisted ofour tasks 1) characterize the

history of research and monitoring in the FPHCP; 2) identify key uncertainties (i.e., critical
guestions); 3) develop a comprehensive accounting of all FRANGRdresearctprojects,

organized by the four CMER study types (e.g., effectiveness monitoring); and 4) describe the

policy outcomeassociated with completed proje(¢sg., rule change)Study 4summarizes

FPAMP research projec(se., CMER studiesh et ween 2000 and 2021, and
iS t o char act atifidenterprise MUEimRydhgteriedc Thie studyservedhat

purpose mainly through: 1) narrative summaries of research history within six rule groups; 2)
succinct narrative summaries of atlmpletedCMER studies during that time period, including

key uncertainties (critical guestions) addres
guantitative accounting of CMEROGs scientific
describingunderappreciated challenges to adaptive managerfbetpurposef Study 4 is not

to review or to critique the quality of FPAMRBNnded research projects.

3.Key Findings and Recommendati ons

Here we present the major findings and recommendations of each study. For more detailed
summaries, refer to the executive summary of each study. For thorough explanations of the
methods and results see the full reports.

Study 1. An Opinion Survey of Participants in the Forest Practices Adaptive Management
Program

While any Likert statement can be a starting point for fruitful discussion, especially those that
elicited opposing opinions, in this summary we focus on findings that we believe are
fundamentally important to the FPAMP.

Findings

1 For TFW Policy, compromise is necessary for achieving the four FFR goals: 91% agreed

T For TFW Policy, compromise is no |l onger poss
1 A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is lack of-win solutions: 65% agreed

1 Members of TFW PolicCommittee seek whwin solutions: 9% agreed

T The TFW Policy should work toward achieving

72% agreed
T Al caucuses work towards achieving alll four
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T The o6firewall 6(or separation) between scienc
T CMER studies fAihave reduced scientific uncert
82% agreed
Recommendations
1 Discuss the proper influence of economics in the deliberations and decisions of the TFW
Policy Committee. Discuss the best ways to incorporate economics into the TFW Policy
Commi ttee. Maybe define fAeconomic viability
1 Expand CMEROs portfolio to include economic
the value of ecosystem services provided by commercial forests in Washington.
T Discuss whether fAjoint gainso (as I mpl emente
TFW. -wiWion sol utions may require economic i n:

available to TFW Policy, such as payments for ecosystem services.

Conduct an opinion survey (much shorter Wilhere et al. 2025) of FPAMP participants every
2 to 3 years.

Study 2. Adaptive Management Possibilities: A Paired Analysis of Drivers and Actions
for the ForestPractices Adaptive Management Program

Findings
Analysis identified eight groups of FPAMP participants that expregisédctsocial
perspectives (persons can belong to more than one grobpye groups were

T

Back to the Foundations: This group believes the FPAMP must get back to the fundamentals
as originally laid out in the TFW and FFR agreements. They believed the FPAMP-is well
designed overall.

Conflicts of Interest Come First: Concerned with imbalances of power they saw as built into
the FPAMPGO6s structure. They believed this al
at the expense of the programbés goal s.

Focus on Procedural Issues: Believed the highest priority issues facing the AMP are related
to procedural breakdowns. They argued many broader problems could be resolved by
attending to areas within FPAMP structures and procedures.

The Problem is Conflicting Goals: They believed the primary issue facing the FPAMP stems
from the politics of the caucuses and their conflicting motivations. They did not believe
changes to FPAMP processes would fix the pro

Protect the Resources: Concerned with the FF
They saw scientific uncertainty as the main issue facing the FPAMP, particularly how
different individuals and groups interpret science to fit their worldviews.

Easy Administrative Fixes: This group believed the issues most feasible to resolve are those
that can be addressed additional training, administrative tasks, and creating or clarifying
standards.

Coming to a Shared Understanding: Believed the issues most feasible to resolve are those
related to shared understanding of the original TFW agreement.



T

Fixing the Science: This group believed thgues most feasible to resolve are those related
to knowledge and science, such as issues relating to CMER studies/processes or how
scientific results are understood and used.

Recommendations

T
T

T

Clarify procedures and protocols of the FPAMP.

Convene workshop series and/or dedicated working groups for members to develop and/or
clarify definitions, standards, and benchmarks

Develop training and continued educatfonnew and existing FPAMP members to assist
with areas such as participant onboarding, preserving institutional knowledge, training in
science (e.g., understanding study results, scientific uncertainty, risk).

Bring in third party licensed facilitatorghen appropriate for dispute resolution, workshops,
negotiations, or for topics considered to be divisive.

Identify and implement methods for building trust and addressing-cengsis divisions
within the FPAMP.

Consider funding further sociological reseatctaddress social issues within the FPAMP.
Examples could include oral histories to preserve institutional knowledge and systematic
literature reviews to identify best practices for collaboration, deliberation, and decision
making.

Study 3. A Review of TFW Policy Meeting Notesrom 2007 2024
Findings

T

We reviewed 120 sets of meeting minutes covering 135 meeting days that occurred between
9/27/2007 and 12/5/2024. 185 individual votes involved 108 scieated decisions, and
77 involved busineseelated decisions.

There were 14 (12.9%) naonsensus votes of the 108 sciemglated votes between 2007
2024, with 13 occurring on or before 2016. Several of theseoosensus votes reflect
ongoing disagreement on the same or closely related issues such as myee férand
Type N streams.

In meetings where voting took place, TFW Policy came to consensus on 161 issues, with 151
decisions approved by unanimous consensus, and an additional 10 that occurred because a
majority agreed and one to two members casted neutral votes, a.k.a., thenvdysid

Starting in 2015 we noted the first use of voting neutrally (thumbs sideways) on contentious
issues.

Note the low percentage of n@onsensus votes on sciefredated decisions: 14 (12.9%) of
108 votes. Hence, we believe that the common perception of dysfunction in TFW Policy
may no longer be accurate.

One caveat: Some very contentious decisions may not come to a vote because TFW Policy
knew that the caucuses were nowhere near consensus. Hence, our results may not reflect the
actual degree of cooperation and consensus within TFW Policy.

Recommendatien
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1 While meeting notes improved through time, especially recording of decisions outcomes,
meeting notes lacked information as to why specific decisions could not achieve consensus.
Recording reasons for lack of consensus is vital for-in@kmed future discussionsitnow
to address a specific disagreement

1 A facilitated, weltstructured process, sucksiructured decision making (SDMpight
enable more thorough meeting notes.

Study 4. A Summary of CMER Studies for 2000 to 2021.

Findings
1 For the period from 2000 to 2024&¢ found 59 completedPAMP-fundedprojects

1 The plurality (39%, N=23) of completgutojectswere in the Type F Riparian Prescriptions
Rule Group By study type, tie plurality (41%, N=24) were Rule Implementation Tool
Projects

1 Most Literature Review or Research and Development studies are preparatory shvéies
onethird (36%) of research projects were preparatory.

1 The geographic distribution of the B8search projectsas a follows: westsidie 28; eastside
T 18; statewidé 13.

1 Excluding studies for which no record was found, no decision was required, or were Board
directed, TFW Policy took no action for 79%@MER studiesand 86% of studies led to a
consensus decisiorRefer to the report for more statistics.

Recommendatian

Most of Study4 consists of narrative summaries of research history within six rule groups and an
appendix which contains succinct narrative summaries of all completed CMER studies. From

these narrative summaries we identified four urajmreciated challenges to adaptiv

management. These challenges are not unique to the FPadRhe FPAMP already has
processes in place that explicitly address th
includes an alternatives analysis, and Prospective Six QueBmusnent. Both documents are

required for every proposed research project. Nevertheless, we believe scientists and

policymakers in the FPAMP may nessiinders about the following undappreciated

challenges: natural variability, treatments, thresholds, and-triésle

91 Natural variability: High spatial, temporal, and stochastic variation in forest ecosystems
increase probabilities of false positive and false negative results. All else being equal, both
probabilities decline with increasing sample size. High naturahifity also complicates
scope of inference. The challenge for policymakers, with the help of scientists, is to approve
studies that deliver acceptable probabilities of false inferdhce § hahd desired scope of
inference at a reasonable cost. Thalleimge for scientists, with the support of policymakers,
is to provide information okl a nsdmpke size, study site stratification and consequent
scope of inference, and costs that enable policymakers to approve the meffectise
study.



1 Treatments: Experiments sometimes fail to cover the full range of gelieyant treatments
and often lack adequate resolution between treatments. This forces policymakers to develop
environmental regulations based on very uncertain extrapolation gralaton of study
results. The challenge for policymakers, with the help of scientists, is to anticipate how they
will develop new policy when the optimal policy lies somewhere between or outside an
experiment s treat ment withthe stippat ofpbdlieymdkersnigte f o r
employ and/or develop methods to extrapolate or interpolate study results that also provide
an expression of uncertainty for those projections.

1 Thresholds (or lack thereof): The response of ecosystem functions to human impacts rarely
exhibit threshold (e.g., tipping point) behavior. That is, the responses of nearly all ecosystem
functions to human impacts lie on a continuum, and thereforejrateefemarcation
between acceptable and unacceptable impacts is lacking. The challenge for policymakers,
with the help of scientists, is to find the optimal policy when it lies somewhere within a
continuum. The challenge for scientists, with the supgpfgoblicymakers, is to shrink the
region on that continuum where the optimal policy will be found.

1 Tradeoffs: While there are several tradéfs that must be addressed in the design of
experiments, the most importanttremld f i n adapti ve management i
level of confidence (i.e., quality of information) versus the cost of sdeeiperiments.
When approving new research, policymakers, with guidance from scientists, must weigh
their desired level of confidence in research results versus the cost of more reliable scientific
experiments. The quality of information can be improvgdhcreasing sample size,
expanding scope of inference which may require stratification of study sites, and
implementing more different treatments. All that costs more, but better information may lead
to better policies.

The TFW Policy Committee could obtain much of the information it needs to weigh cost

versus information quality traedef f s t hr ough CMERGS project proc
includes a Scoping Document with an alternatives analysis and a Prospective SiarQuesti
Document. The alternatives analysis describes-inéfiddbetween expected cost and

anticipated Type Il errors and inference. That analysis could be expanded to include trade

offs between expected cost and scope of inference, anedffadeetween cst and

resolution between treatments.

Limited resources force compromises in the design and approval of research projects.
Policymakers should be aware of how those compromises may affect information quality and
possibly hinder their ability to develop and approve policy (i.e., make ruléds? future.
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Executive Summary

The following report presents the results of

participants of the Forest Practices Adaptive
comprised of the Timber, Fish, and Wi ldlife (°
Moni toring, Eval uati on, and Research (CMER) C
Boar d. We begin this summary with our main f
of the survey methods and a more detailed sum

hree recéetridepor ({2018), Maddehnav(e2 OczhOa)r,a catnedr i
the FPAMP as dysfunctional. This opinion sur:
ost notably, the survey shows that FPAMP part
orms, and goals of tdheaddEWAgheRmpott ahEBFRDIr
he FPAMP should be committed to the TFW Agr ec
f the TFW Agreement ar e: 1) achieving unani m
eekiwgnwisol| utciaaurcas sfesr. alHowever, majorities o
hat major i mpedi ments to FPAMP success- are r i
in solutions. Furthermore, while | arge majo
n TtFhWér e was | ittle concurrence within or acr
value of consensus. An i mportant norm of the
and policy, which -piosl ikcnyo wini raesweasl pl e. n08 & sH otweecvseurr, v
statements on that topic show that majorities
maj or goals, including a goal to keep the tim
survey statements regeer cdi fgpctkhefFER ngaalrs nicred
about TFW Policyds role in achieving the econ

n
t
0
S
t
w
|

statements
unani mous
y reveals p
l' y responsi
of these d

|l deal | vy,
FFR woul
Hence, t
at | east
hi storica

pertaining to basi
responses. Howeve
hi lrotsiocpi hpiacnatls dtihsaatg
bl e for dysfunctio
i sagreements and s

What Happened to the Spirit of TFW?

The results of the survey have | ed us to some
TFW, or more specifically the Aspirit of TFW,
constituted.

The Spirit of TFW

ATFWO or Athe spirit of TFWO0 refers to a phil
from the Timber, Fish and Wi ldlife Agreement ¢
summari zed as foll ows (DNR 1987a):
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TDi fferences
for each oth

fParticipants
very nature a compromise.
fThe TFW process incowpoonapeswpmsgstalal,

of t he

pant s
so be

Washington needs a viabl ti mb
fish, wildlife, water and cul tu
agement evalwuates the I mpacts o
meet the needs of the parties.
amongst parties can be resolved
er 6s Vviews.

put forth their

e

best effort at

gvhiemge v i@
(DNR 202
t h

S 0me key ground rul

t he

e s ar e

ci of

al

TPart.
wi ||
fTParti ci

recogni ze
respected.
pants commit to
fParticipants acknowl edge that
to |l ead to solutions for oneoés
fDeci sions are made through
Commi ttee.

hort ,
i gi nal

|l egi ti macy
search for opportuni
solving probl
own probl ems
consensus among

compromi se, coWwseaenmns s, uandntshevep @t &
spirit of TFW.

to the FFR reaffirmed their c¢ommi
TFW Agreement which continues to
TFW have existKM@P.si nlcees g hteh asnt ac
HCPG6s official approval (DNR 2006) ,
ationdo (DNR 2007a). During those di
artnership mndhatsumeedfprnitedeTEWI! & mc
o longer exist today. o At that ti me.
be a probl em. Meridian (2018) and

i es
i nal
about

-t > D O
= =
O STTunweae —

~ 35T T O

QM cCc <~ ®O0T
-~ n —Q ~+ 5 — =
o

cC O S DO
o n — =

di SAO

of

an
return

(2018) , Madden
to the

(2020), =and
original spirit
ense that everyone had
er has eroded. o6 (Meridian
participants consistently expressed d
ol l ective spirit of O6give and taked a
ed the original TFW agreement . o (Madd
fAiMost say the original vi sion of the Timber
|l ed to discouragement among the people invo

(2021
TFW:

somet hing t
2018)

0 g

Furthermore, the SAOOG0s
compr omi svei rangdolwutni ons,
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fAiUse a O6net gainsd6é approach to decision mak
compromi singo

fAiAdopting a net gains approach would help p
adhere to the programdés original spirit

The Spirit of TFW Survey Says

OQur survey showed that a majority of past and
i mportant aspects of the TFW spwirn ts:olautmaog nosr ii
maj or i mpedi ment to success; as nmmajfoundame netOas)
|l arge majorities (91%, 92%) believe that comp
goals and that compromise requires give and t
believe that achi evi ngnpalrilt afnauri n[dAF R agoal sofi ssu
majority (73%) believe that exploring fAjoint

However, our survey also confirmed that the s
that all caucuses work toward achieving all f
TFW Pol i cywisneeskosl utiinons; a micrnoonrpirtoymi(s3e2 %)n blreFlW
i's stildl possible; | ess than half (41%) belie

violate the spirit of TFW, and a majority (52
i mpedi ment to a success.

TFW6s Evolution: from Deal Making to Policy M

I n 1987 and 1999, TFW achieved consensus on n
adverse i mpact of forest practices on aquatic
unstable slopes, wetl ands, f oFfrRes tt hceh eTnriW aPlosl,i ¢
Commi ttee was unable to achieve consensus on
future conditiond (DFC)3&bZals a(l DMR e20 v7ald ,uex0d &) .
recently, the TFW Policy G@emmsuseenwabangabl &
t hat prfoitlsedcatr iltnogn st reams, and consequently min
were presented by different caucuses to the F

So, what happened to consensus and the origin
original spirit to three things: change in th
economi cs, change in the influence of science
The grounds for consensus have changed. The
original TFW Agreement (DNR 1987a) and the FF
than to policy making. This i sspierfiltecdfedT Rk W:
Afeveryone had something to gaino and fia coll e
described the process that produced the FFR a
and politics. o Forsfeexamipn ¢, s tRiM&Z a mpsod defmet i lwpal s dtdr
height (SPTH) at a stax@2ape bbOt 10Bbeyears (WA
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rationale for choosing 100 years rather than
agreed t OobutoOsomearmarties to the FFR thought t

(Fairweather 2001) . Li kewise, al/l parties ag
appears to have 1dernyearcsompr drhieseni dpoi nt bet w
(Fairweather 2001), which is the age range of
conifer forest (Spies and Franklin 1991). Th
DFC age wasgmdgstaltyyda compr omi se. Many such <co
new rules which yielded the mutual gains nece
De al making was essenti al to the FFR. For in
regul atory certainty obtained through a habit
threatened or endanger ed s pedcsi ¢sDNRe s2p0e0c5i,alWiy h
Quinn 2018) . The timber industry was willing
pot ent rsaalvliyngc oisntci dental take permits, and the
Endangered SpecidedViAdtl ife. Serwiiclke,amnd Nation
the Services) were willing to issue incidenta
aqguatic habitats. The HCP |l ed to a fAdeal 0 be
2006)d,, an fact, at that time, the Services we
NMFS 2016) . The Washington Department of Ecol

i ssued Clean Water Act assurances usheaeatt hweoul d |
agency believed the FFR provided fAthe quickes

environmental goals and State of Washington w.
ti mber industry was willing talatceptltheeprnp
the Clean Water Act. I n the past, compromi se
something to gain. I n tamelageesérivert cemer iomi
consequently, more di f(fii.ceul,t ymarke ancgh idrega | csojns e n:

The influence of economics in the TFW Policy
Participants in the original TFW dAput forth t
Arecognize[d] the |l egitimacy ofi athieogo®al shefe:q
needs/ goals of the timber industry and smal/l
amphi bians, and water quality goals; at | east

(RCW 76.09.307(7)ye smanagemddthepradaepss shall
recommendations to the [Forest Practices] boa

meet timber industry viability and sal mon rec
Policy, bubwshtéasusoveygy skspondents no | onger
influence TFW Policyés recommendati ons. I n f

to members of TFW Policy and CMER who believe
i nfl uenciec yT&sW dPeodi si on making or seemed unsur €
economi cs. Failing to consider the needs and

! There wasa precedent for choosing 100 yeardtzs SPTHageused for establishing RMZ width&d NR6s habi t at
conservation plan for stateanaged forestlands, which was approved by the federal government in 1997, used 100
years for SPTH.
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TFW. We do not understand how TFW Policy can
Forests Fish Report goals without evaluating

I n conversations with some members of TFW Pol
considerations are solely the purview of the

practices rul ebBemefqiuti raen dlofhi a8 COBADNOMNA Bamp ac
statement (SBEIS) under RCW 34.05.328 and RCW
whet her probable benefits of the new rule are

rule i1is the | east buckheesemehal geahatane objpé
SBEI'S determines whether the proposed rule wi
busi nesses. The results of the CBA and SBEI S
when deci dinregv trawula@®doptHoawvever, neither a CBA n
viability (a concept which remains undefined)
conducted after TFW Policy submits its recomm

the &BA SBEI S i s not available to TFW Policy
information canwonh eooobitemusel vongi hhat embod

The influence of science, especially CMER sci
Agreement and the FFR.-paBtoy hnegaectuimatne ¢ avgmr e mn
they were policy documents thht oewtauhed I hna
parties agreed to. Much of the science suppo
scientists to policy makers (i.e. 2 negotiator
Consequently, as explained above, compromi ses
justification (DNR 1999, Fairweat her 2001) .
(DNR 2005) and an environment al i MmpaRDOSH) at em
Any changes to the original Forests and Fi sh
mi nor, and hence, bot-thod hsc iH&LPt iafnidc Ejl Bs twiefr iec pt
While all parties to the FFR agreed that the
there was stild/l considerable uncertainty abou
resources were accepted Dyf e¢thsged prtritvi e smabreaqalrme
That is, most parties believed the new rul es
scientifically rigorous adaptive management p
unacceptabl e i mpact g etro qfuiadhtyamphi bi ans, or

PofsFR, deci si ons made by the TFW Policy Commi

conducted by CMER. Most studies address spec
go through multiple rounds of epreterp eresvp ecw,i vaen
caucuses. Some studies are preceded by prepa
met hodol ogi cal devel opment . Il n retrospect, t

was primitive byficwenmes,drsscxnaenclewamtpyosed f ew ¢

20ne exception iEWAG (1998), a 9gpage report on ripariadependent wildlife species, that was delivered to the
TFW Policy Committee.
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FFR, and consequently, compromise and subseqgu
they are today. I n other words, the results
options available to TFW PolicythaFoflypegahps$ el
protected by 50 ft buffers do not meet water

therefore, 50 ft buffers are no |l onger a | eqgi
and the FPAMPésolsitcryome nskeaigeenmaec h pr ef erabl e t c
had 25 years ago, but we should recognize tha
| ess science also meant | ooser scientific con
Reviving the Spirit of TFW

What should be done? The FPAMP can foll ow on:
spirit of TFW That stil]l may be feasible, b
preserve key tenets of the TFW vAgpteieane ntti?at At
everyone wins by addressing the needs and goa
emphasis in original). The congruence of the
the spirit of fAluFsW ia dumedtetngaatbd sed sappmr ona&h ng t c
caucuses see a OwPHéwévem comer DmMWsPalgi 6y Comt
rejected the finet gainso recommendanhdoosoll DNRo
are no |l onger important. The survewy nal so rev
sol uta ommmal | minority (9%) of respondents beld]i
win solutions, and respondents were roughly s
i mprove t-rakidregimsi oness. On t he otglmermshand, ¢
which could |l ead to similar oumapmestassinhbBbu
woul d i mprove decision making and would be fe
iJoint gains, o0 which is a corfceipnvdlnves raicreigc
whereby all parties obtain some benefit throu
fundament al guestions regarding fAjoint gainso
solutions exist thadsayreamdc2)pt@dn emdmbearld «afa
Commi ttee work together, in the spirit of TFW,
Finding fAjoint gainsd may require economic 1in
TFW Policy. Il n 1987, the TFW Agreement was al
compensation may be raised in trhe Krudwmre. a.ft.ec
Many policy innovations, S uc h -Gaasr cpiaay maenndt sWofl of rf
Frey et al 2021) , environmentdalermarclatser Vae a

STheStateAudi t or 6 s r e p dUseamet gam@appnoach i dedision faking help caucuses see a
avin6from compromising on project package0 wher e fAiprojecto referred to a CMI
wins and losses effected by the TFW Policy Committee are those related to rule changes. Rule changes are based on

CMER studies (i.e., projects) that address specific rules (e.g., buffer vai s ) . Hence, decisions o
packageso would ultimately be decisions about CMER st u
inet gainso approach would necessarily consider potent

4The TFW Policy Committee recently completed the first phase of a tria@ifrine SDMprocesgDNR 2025
Compass 2025 Whether TFW Policy will pursue further use of SDM remains to be seen.
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easements (Owley 2011) , have devel oped since
may require an openness to these ideas by al/l
insight that a package of mulmptpd et 0 udievse @adt
a win (a finet gainso approach), rather than a
and benefits, is more I|Iikely to achieve conse
The TFW Agreement and the FFR may have both i
That is, both were rule packages that address
rul e package was negotiated, may bewmprdmbaéso
some rules and Al osto on other rules. Hence,
from the entire package. I n short, the TFW A
overall rule packagei,s nhoits toonr yi nvdailviiddautaels rtuhlee sS
recommendati on. I n the future, fAjoint gainso
greater protection of aquatic resources and e
industry eabhemically vi

Il f the TFW Policy Committee wishes to revive
address the goals of alll caucuses and address
currently focuses exclusively pbpaesbbhecé&&Raset d
toward studies addressing the economic goal
beli eve CMERG6s portfolio should be expanded t
aspects of forest econamoftsTwWulPdadl ipcyviwidteh ail h 1
essential for negotiations, compromise, and d
suggests that some participants in the FPAMP |
whil e some ot her peacrotniocmipcasnét sp | aarcee .u n sEucroen oonfi ¢
overseen by CMER and delivered to TFW Policy
economic goal It would al so alaeymmetr iac ser
i nformation.or Aatyimmetaoccurn axafwhen one party in
information than the other party (Gaudet and
regarding the environmental goals is symmetr.i
informabvboded by CMER, which currently focuse
However, the information pertaining to the ec
TFW Policy Committee, Industrial Timber and S
knoaw | ot about the potenti al effects of rule ¢
caucuses know very Ilittle. This gives I ndust
an advantage, and that obvi dys oddeantcage uise sl.
A good start to incorporating economics into
to explore the meaning of fieconomically viabl
i mplied in the Forest Practices Awotr k RRCWh76. 0
economists to define economic viability (e.g.
economi sts would develop ways to predict <chan
practices rul es Establ msphhgbeconemweypéenofd



Afeconomic viability.o CMERG6s current work pl
related to the three environment al goal s ( CME
have never been considered. CFutucal CMERSsSWO 0Ok
address such topics as: valuing ecosystem goo
forest | ands, tracking trends over time in ec
externalities ofttesmbiemat easlufseonr yi, mphemeontsi ng
compensation or incentive programs. Through

to rigorously incorporate both environment al

negotiati ondsy, a&mdnpulotmi maetse t hat | ead to consen
We acknowledge that expanding CMEROsSs portfoli:
i mpractical This change would require sever
members to engage on complicated ecomamires th
additional funding or the reallocation of exi
information on forest economics may be throug
obtained in that way |l misgghtstradluesgate it to sec

FPAMPO6s FuiTEMWeorP&ReWwived TFW

The FPAMPO6s other potential path i s-TFWe st at u:
FPAMP. | f our survey accurately ref-TEWts opi I
FPAMP has discarded sever al key ptamdestgswtof t he
forth their best eff onobetvaetr ynoeneat oatrdgh iIseeabcyh nat Hh ehre
needs and goals of all par mnioadi @ampgrsg mitdhe. r eGiu\
changes over time usB,thédegrofihdenter ofoersensm
scienceTFWhEPAMBtmay be a necessary stage in t
the FPAMP continue to evolve?

We believe that the next stage of the FPAMPOGs

sci@mde cy |l inkage, return timber industry eco
del i berations of the TFW Policy Cemimi bheeabbdbu
t he FFROsiItfiombrarh igmddstry economic viability,
eliminating asymmetric information regarding

yield joint gains thouwgh si ,snuccvha taisv ep aggcnoemamnsi o o
services, and, of cour se, continue to conduct
information and i deas presented in this repor
coll aborative and functional institution.

The Questionnaire

The questionnairebés target audience was past

TFW Policy Committee and CMER. However, we a
Forest Practices Board. We focuded esn ssiaxdmdi
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Report (FFR) goals, CMER studies, CMEROG6s cul't
cul tur

r
ure and process, FPAMP reform, and struct
The questionnaire was mainly comprised of 81
respondediwmita La kert scal e. The response opti
Di sagreeo, ADisagreeo, ANeithenmglIDy sAagree. dNoOriil
Di sagree Nor Agreeo0o may also be interpreted a
ot her Likert statements were based on frequen
AAl ways. 0O Seven figeedstrieeapoadentsweocichmo sies o
l i st, anedn deodurq wesetni ons al |l owed respondents toc
specific topic.

The ¢
desig
Publ i

uestionnairePwhalsi,é Imyphiednke N tse dasnwiotney pl at f
ned specifically #flarnegogweersnnmeomtn aa g een oW aess
clnput on Febrwuary 27, 2025, and the com
Over 250 peopleydscientverdndthel isruk vvi a email , ar
survey by responding to at | east some of the
were: WDFW and Ecology, 19; Department of Nat
EastTsriidbees, 4; Ti mber I ndustry, 17; Small Fore

The Analysis
Responses to the survey were analyzed with al

analysis) and with individuals sorted into gr

the FPAMP: four caucus groups,-pbourcyl eader ghio

OQur analysis covered all groupings but we foc

Tribes, Timber, and State Agenci es.

We calcul ated several statistics that summar.i
atement: total agreement (totA), total di sa
Likert scores. ATotal dgneemewhboaeqwalsdt

us the number who answered fAstrongly agree.
nfrequentlyo equaled anal ogous equations.

mmari zed by a si nglse ogtea t(iMatSi)c Ttoh &€ atheain alt
ores, we assigned ordinal valwues 1 through
Nei t her Disagree Nor Agreeo and ASometi meso
kert stasembhetdegdeeabk concurrence among r

r >t O 531 O W
o c — — —h -~

For the grouped analysis, we wanted to know w
Astatistically significant. o -Baramstr iLc kley p o1
tests to determine whetherugronpomemb&eshi pce
significance |l evel wad t=h®.®O®&nventional but a
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A principal component analysis (PCA) was cond
under st aqirdolitgviedu s esponses to the questionnair
reduces the cdmmeesi opadbf dmudarsoceutpss ,( €8 1g .s,t adt ecnae
explore the nature of di-dicedngresstaimbomyg wWe roal p:
an abductive approach to qualitative analysis
devel oped for envi rusremerft aslcigmwer.nance and

Results Summary

The collective response to each of our Likert
FPAMP and what people think about it. Whi | e
di scussion, especially thosestumamargl!| wei fed uasp
statements that we believe are fundamentally

The first major result addresses compromise a
the strongest agreement were those pertaining
strongest agreement among all ®tomi kertssnate
or achieving the four FFR goalso (totA=91%)

ucuseso (totA=92%) . And the statement with
t A=83 %) was fcompr omi saeniinso umse cceosnssarnys ufsoro r €l
e encouraging because they align with the
nd, agreement was not as strong for Acompr
e statemennointomgeomipessi &l ed a plurality
decided/ neutral with the remainder being r
otaA=25%, totD=32%). Il n effect, the coll e
mp r osmiusned eici ded.

O—~c ST ~+ 0 —+
O 0O ~0 O

O 3> ST - 09w

We

per
per
hav

|l so found strong agreement and high concu
aining to compromi se. It appears that re
ons involved in the FPAMP beltiasmmte thlhuat ac @
doubts about its wviability in the TFW Po

o n 9o

Mo s
ma j
t he
bro

spondents had a poor opinion of CMEROS
y of respondents agreed with AMembers
aucuso (totA=65%), andieéhbe andr ewdi k¢
(tot A=88 %) . TH&tranmgests agr emenemn t t i( éM
amo (I Likert statements. Il n addition, 71
as e otfwot hceausetsopof di sagreement within CMEF
TFW Policy mayi beeptot!|l gropowpdrecgf fi hewadil emce

(

n

o> ~~—0o ~

the foll owing: a majority 56%) of respondent
the TFW Policy Committee understand the diffe

Al | caucus groups had moderate agreement with
bet ween science and policy is broken. o Al l c
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di sagreed with the | atter (MLS=1.9), which wa
groups, and agreed with the former (MLS=3.3).
The opinion survey indicates that beliefs and
compl etely align with the original TFW Agr eem
maj ority of respondents (52%) ditadgrheed pwirtih
TFW: f. . all caucuses work towards achievi
addition, 37% of respondents chose fArarelyo a
the TFW Policy @Wommistol @¢ i @@mdk awimajority (65 %)
maj or i mpedi ment to a swiccesoclfwtii &®P&MP i s | acl
Each of the four caucus groups had a majority
statement f. . .oall caucuses work towards ac
Conservation Caucus was the oselggrcaeacuog wrobhp
Policy should work towards achievinwg ncdhe four
statements mentioned in the preceding paragr a
the Timber caucus gr oumpifmiron h(eMU &)t ttelrath awla sa nc
average opinions of the other three groups.
and Aachieving all four FFR goalso are i mport
majority ofepdersohnhstei RPAMP believe that some
commi tted to neither.

We revisited the recommendations from the St a
decision criteria and policy responses to a s
recommendati on t Rraetv iaepweeda rlsi tienr athuer e €ddr talla pt i
State Auditorés conception of fAnet gainso emb:
consensus is a foundational principle of TFW
Responses to the State Auditords recommendat i
spirit of TFW is waning. The State Auditords
woul d help program caucus megmlgerasandémo rog i wii Inlail n
Coll ective responses to the two Likert statem
recommendati on were ambivalent, with pluralit
roughly similar peopdisiagne&ecboosaigngeeit

On average, respondents agreed that developin
study's potential results Aup front-makvi hdg i mp
process (totA=70%) , that a fAnhet Agdi he o wppto
the TFW Policy Goarkming eper osc edsesc i (SMLO$Hh=3. 1, t ot A=
abandoning unani mous consensus will-makipregi t e
process (tot A=65%) . Fur t her mchrae, dcernv ed voepri angge ,p
responses up front and abandoning unani mous ¢
deci-md kinng process (MLS=3.5 and 3. 2, respecti
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On average, respondents believed that the Aud
consensus would Aviolate the spi rtihti rod offF Wo (
respondents (32%) disagreed that abB®Wndwhiob c
was the | argest total disagreement of the sev
recommendati ons. Of these seven Likert state
change t o-matke ndje ir vicerststoa rh aldl, MLISt H etsst al di s a
being slightly | arger than tot al agreement (2

c

us g I fferent opinions for seve

mmendati ons. n response to the statemen

at e he spirit of TFW the St)at e Ignr orueps pwoan
t

roups had d
d |
t
he statement tha using a process other t
r
s
s

o O
O —~+ — 00

oup was the only one to disagree (ML
trongest agreemendr qums At=0d 6/%9 b amobnmgis
would violate the spirit of TFWO0 an
a process other than unani mous consens

SO SO0 < S0
cC oY ®» O TO D
w s> ac

n

= B
Q 5 =~

%)

c

Whi |
to t
i nto
for

( MLS>
f

p

D

not an explicit recommendation by the S
idea of structured decision making (SD
h-makiengsponacesshweaeepagetreegponse was
I 15 Likert statements on this topic.

) with all/l 15 Likert statements about S
t at enteonttshep eFRRlienaonojo mgec egdat o five si mi
ning to the FFR environmental goal s.

=0

o
- »mw— o

i ve
erta
The

p
The s
Caucu

rincipal component analysis showed inter
trongest component, which explained 67%
s and Ti mber Caucus groCpngseryafabpnagaut
Ti mber Caucus group were 23 times farther apa
PCl, the State and Tribes caucus groups were
bet ween the Conservati amu@®auculsheasrd gTrianpbhea rc aC a
(Figure 3.6.1) accurately resemble the caucus
statement s. That i s, Conservation and Ti mber
opinions (e.g. ,diosnaegraeged)e dwhitlhee Sttahteer and Tr i b
opinions in between.

Il n responsended tdcuwee sotpieonn s participantsd respo
deci-makinng bodi es -nankdi ntgh epirro cdeescsiessi.on Their fru
perceived | ack of effectiveniessovatrestor |adaip:t
of these frustrations arise from thhaknegati ve
bodi es. Survey participants also shared | arg
Commi tteeds inabil-i hyeod or eneakmmenod &t isacn € nfcer r
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Participantsd responses demo Resntdreadt erde sspiommisleasr, i
il lTustrating an ovemakingrpsocassesn, whohabkeygi .

|l ack of effectiveness, trustustarnadt elde gant ientaecvya t
use science to increase understandi mpakend,pot
reduce influences of policy on scientific eff

inform deci si ons.
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1. | ntroducti on

The purpose odccdaurcastnevleypoopi nsohse expressed th
past and present participants in the Washingt
( FPAMP) . The questionnaire covered various i
and fAhfeat hdh oOF®AMP, and it also sought opinions
reforming the FPAMP.

1.1 Recent History

Concerns regarding the effectiveness, efficie
|l east 2017. Eight years ago, a subcommittee
Map Forward for Adaptive Management |Prsougrsam dle
for i mprovement included: foll owingotheyTFW g
firewall bet ween the TFW Policy Committee and
a commitment from t he gsettahkeerh.o | dTehres stuob cwonrnki tbtee
Meridian Institute to facilitate the i mprovem
Meri dian interviewed 59 participants in the F
interests and concedn3) riegs altii viet tme¢c dbmmAMPat i
engender a renewed spirit of cooperationo ( Me
interviewees uniformly said there is a |l ack ¢
Fi sh and Wi | dilhief es eMmgiriemeermetnst . most often express
foll owing comments by interviewees:

fAaMany on Policy and CMER dondét know about o

A
agreement. o

fAiThe sense that everyone had something to ¢
has eroded. o
A
(

fAiThe focus on the greater good [ecosystem h
brackets in the original)

Il n addition, Meri di an made the foll owing obse

di ssatisfaction with how the system is curren

emphasi zed dysfunctionalities t hpmlte mamti &rewite vpe

described as O0toxicb).o How the Forest Pract

to Meridiandés efforts cannot be determined fr

About one year | ater, Meridiands report was f
conducted by the Center for Conservation Peac
l n November 2019 and May 2020, C P0e2a0c)e oivnetrevrivei w
of the interviews began: Aopinions and perspe
caucuses and ranged from a sense that things
decl aration that thingBemarwocomplienteeéyvibewdesn
divided on the effectiveness and health of th

of the interviews include:

1-1



fAiparticipants consistently expressed desire
collective spirit of o6give and taked and 06s
fAithere was consistently expressed frustrat:.
futility regarding the current dynamics. o0
I n May 2021, CPeace followed the interviews w
thereafter, CPeace withdrew its services for
At roughly the same time as the CPeace interyv
was conducting interviews for a performance a
conducted at the request of t heed Faobroeustt eHrfaicctiie
effectiveness of the TFW Policy Committeeds d
Office interviewed an unspecified number of p
January and August 2020. edVhliiltet Iteh ealAauuwti ttolh & si
make sever al observations based on those inte

fTTrust among t
described as

he caucuses dacswerabbdedmevegeoplh
a
flntervi ewees ¢
0
s
e

di fficult work environment.
mpl ained that the members of
the other caucuses.

irit of cooperation that und
ent has dissipated.

and concerns
TThe original
Wil dlife Agre

t he Auditor Of fice made e

Based on its a it
n udi ng:

(SAO 2021), i

TAdopt an alternative t o -ntahkei nugn anmoi dneolu sc ucrornesne
(WAC -2P225) and the manual

fUse a finet gainso approach to decision maki
compromi sing on a project package.

fDevel op up fronto the decision criteria fo
how policy makers wil/l respond to research

fTCreat édboaamr damg or tr amenmbnegr sp rwiclels sh asvoe ntelwe n
understanding of roles and responsibilities

S
fi

To address, in part, the recommendations of t
working on the foll owing: exploring the use o
for i ncorporating outside scmentce, CMERt I amgd ca
manual for TFW Policy (DNR 2022a).

Il n summary, over the past seven years, three
the FPAMP and have found evidence of the FPAMI
participants in CMER and TFW Psoilsitcsy.,, | ead us

1-2
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This Study
dian (2018), Madden (2020), and SAO (2021
subjective judgments about the FPAMP.

r
heir interpretation of tkke othat dbacGiedeon 1t
e all three reports presented useful i nfo
structured, and the interviewso6 informati
tificati on aorbe] entetainvse fionrf ocorbmaatiinoinn.g Furt he
o, Meridian (2018) and Madden (2020) were
ngth of concurrence (i.e., consensus) amo
elieve that a more scientific approach to
a positive contribution to the ongoing e
rs many of the same | ss weesr,adwer eussseedd ab ys ttr
tionnaire that produced quantitative dat a
escribe collective opinions that are inte
entages of FPAMR rpaaritni coipp annitosn swh oe shteilndat ed
ions among FPAMP participants, compared t|
ps, identified opposing opinions among ca
onc wrprienoensgf and mor e.

n, the main puarcpcousreotmeileyy ho i mie@Ps texX Br @ DS ¢
ent FPAMP participants that were obtained
eyed byt itrhihleanteesdpesic ussi ons within TFW Pol
t the best path going forward.
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2 . Met hods

Our research methods consisted of three stage
depl oying

the survey questionnaire, and 3) an

2. Questionnaire Devel opment
Questionnaire devel opment was an iterative, ¢
di scussion

S about successive drafts. Deci sio

to phrase each statement i nvoleve ofubtjheec tq weestji
was essential. Drafts of the questionnaire w
the TFW Policy Committee (one current member

and a social scientods$. faWe |lasaskedindvisawerey tm
statements that mischaracterized the roles an
Forest Practices Board; mischaracterized curr
appear to belbi asddtoonunivai asked them to sha
proposed statements or adding new Likert stat
The questionnairebés target audience was past
TFW Policy Committee and CMER. However, we a
Forest Practices Board (FPB). oMeaisee dd efdo ouns :
Forests and Fish Report (FFR) goals, CMER stu
Commi ttee culture and process, FPAMP reform,
topics were intended to dbuwinl d20dd) tamae wWhardld edh
invol veddepgennterviews of TFW Policy and CMER
covering the first four topics addressed i ssu
from those two stiwdi ever e Thd elnadsetd ttwo ptropi de
most recen efforts of TFW Policy and CMER to
recommendati ons (SAO 2022). Each of the six

guestionnaire.

The first part of the questionnaire collected
relationship to the FPAMP: 1) professional ex
roles hel in the FPAMP, 4) ef@pl pgarstwhben bhe
participated in the FPAMP.

The questionnaire was mainly comprised of 81

respondediwmita La kert scal e. The response opti
Di sagreeo, fnDisagreeo, fANNeithemglDy sAhgrmee. dNorfil
Di sagree Nor Agreeo may be interpreted as neu:
other Likert statements were based on frequen
AAl ways. 0 The quespianatioer: cbBomenenmes hi me a|
time an event does happen and about half the

1-4
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icipant did not respond to a Likert state

enty of the Likpatt sstaattenmeantss werkEomueéex amp|
densed into one |ike this:

D1. Member s of CMER .
recognize the |

la) imits of their own scien
1b) . . . allow personal f eel isngise mthiofuitc ojthdeg mercti
lc) . . . understand the different roles of scien
1d) are biased by the policy preferences of

en Aquestionso or exerci seswoas kednst e orne sap

mpl e:

D3. Select the 2 most important ingredients for CME
have the necessary scientific expertise.
are committed to CMER'SsS purpose.

come to CMER meetings well prepared.
et c.

S eV wwe lteogptt € ®thi ons had 9, 9, 8, 7, 9, 10, a
vey al so c eemtdaeidn eqdu etshtrieoen so ptehnat al |l owed r es
nions about a speended questci amdt matf oask &d
ntenes r opinions about anything related to C
guestionnaire.

Sur

y D
col | t

% epl oyment
e the names and email addresses of p
m 202 to 2024, we met multiple times with
idea to conduct an opiniom. sBegieryniamg it
embled email addresses of potential partic
ur al Resources, which is responsible for a
caucus | eader s askpanrgt ifcoirp annatnse.s Wef apnontoeumtcie
vey in an email on Febrwuary 21, 2025 to 22
guage in that email: né i f you know of FPA
ur veety, mep | kemswve. d Il n response, we received
e who had not been previously i1identified
net | ink to 239 potenti al p arrteicce ipvaendt sa n
[

p
e
i onal 11 new contacts. Il n total , over 2
i

— = = —

estionnairePwhalsi,i Imyphiedne n tse dsnwirotney pl at f
ed specifically #arnegogweersntnmeomtn aa g een cw aess
nput on February 27, 2025. Il nitially,
5 PM on March 14, 2025. de@dl ine was ex
24, all survey responses were exported

o T TTEQ Qo
® O S C
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-EQldegsle Questions

guestions | imit responses t-endedpeci
wer e eit htewonel iecadartons satse medAnal gsesso
were done with Excel and R (RCT 202

ding the results requires understand
ons for the analyses and their inter
present members dfolamrd dConmnriitht weteo rasn d
rs of the FPB. A sample (i.e., the
throughrandombsampi ongomenbaoads. The
ded towkesenteerpsmas!| s Whah it&e survey
at: 1) was known to be a member of t
ress. Due to unknown omission or ot
risn a& mai |l addresses, we undoubtedly e
n, and thoserardeamusi bos éx&mplye wep &s |
l icy were more |ikely to beausadver:t
rticipation was voluntary, another s
Thrantdom. wabkolti kebyanor, persons
concerned about the HRWRAMMAGSsarsi ucyc epsasr tr

which questions to answer. Il n addi
us reasngng:ooi Ilbluseg/s st exr nyl a adet idau fr fvie ¢ u

e of drawing a random sampl e f
. e. the sample) that are repre
e i mate palamgéeersanpgemagepuh
statistics (e.g., mean, st
e the responses of the surv
sentf abbvVe opopal aai gar We m
rpre the results of the survey.

tion t participat ed ainndotnh e gseunrevreayl
inlet ¢ arget population risks making fa

pur po
| s [
e d o]
scrip
S
r
t

-~

y de
nt s

ferences from survey data relies on
ey participants answered honestl y.
, that 1is, not intended to gain adva

cond, we assumed that acquiescence response

as 1 s t

he tendency of peoplagteeselespomsees

cause most people were taught to be polite,



2.3.1 Descriptive Statistics

We calcul ated several statistics that summar.
or ¢glrewel ) to each Likert statement: total agrt
standard deviation of LtiokteA)t esqgcuwaless .t hei Toumder

who answered fiagreeo plus the number who answ
(totD) equals an analogous equation. For Lik
respondents whoaoanan siwearreed yion eweeare0 added toget he
Ai nfrequentlyo (totl). Li kewi se, Aofteno and
Afrequentlyo (totF). When calcul ating percen
of reesmpton who strongly agreed), the denominat
responded to that statement.

For each Likert statement, we want to know th
which can be described as counts and percent a
be summarized byhe meagl ei Eeati stbce (MLS).
scores we assigned ordinal values 1 through 5
(Figure 2.1). ANeither Disagree Nor Agreeo e
statement s pomdaemdngirwmelpy matwtheéert athan quantita
more intuitive understanding. For that reaso
agreement: very weak, weak, moderate, strong,
categories aee2shown in Figur

Because the scores are ordinal, calculating a
reviewed arguments on both sides of the debat
Liddell and Kruschke 2018) . Tshter oanggrleyec antdi c i
strodnigslaygr e e . AStronglyo is a subjective opin
state, and therefore, the interval between ag
exampl e, on an i nteeer,wWalmisgchal ee,q ufastter amg I5y faogr o
another person. Nevertheless, because it 1is
Tri mbach et al. 2020, Leiss et al. 2021) we b
coll ecti ve ecpigmiianso.n olfn ordi nal datads | i mita
such controversy exists for the binary result
al so report total di sagreement and tot al agr e
Second, we want to know how much the responde
One measure of concurrence for a Likert state
( O6Nei I | 2017) , and to ease nhtbeinoemalretradi 6
2017) . We normalized the standard deviation

e i OQQDETi o Qi 0 QQU
el 0QQw — R = S P e e A S Pyl
| Ad oQtdi 0 QQU | Eli o Qi 0 QQu

whemstid aglt daerve t he normali zed standard deviati i
respectively, of all oirdandl meonfojeantiomak{( kea



return the minimum and maxi mum standard devi a
ohstidppr oacshtedgepvpr asches t he smidm@ivdmuanp porbosaecrhveesd :
St daepvpr oaches t he smaxeivhiWem reelf ser veod t he nor mal i :

as the concurrence index (CI).

very Very

Strong , Strong |, Moderate |, Weak , Very | Very , Weak  Moderate |, Strong , Strong

Disagreei Disagree i Disagree i Disagree iWeak Weaki Agree i Agree i Agree iAgree

""" 1 e e e bty i

Strongly | H H H H i H i Strongly

Disagreei iDisagreei i Neiiher i i Agi'ee i i Aglree

I S S S S S S S S

1 1.25 1.75 2 2.25 275 3 3.25 3.75 4 4.25 4.75 &
Figur®rdibal Likert scale and qualitative cat
(MLS) .
2.3.2 Ungrouped Analysis
We did separate ungrouped and grottweel antal g e
exercises. Ungrouped means that participants
charactierestialsl i ndividuals were | umped toget
For the ungrouped analysis, the third thing w
were fAstatistically significant.-way FTGhwardeadk s s
goodpon#sd test on each Lilkemypotlae eimenits t Hate
respondents choose each response category (i
categories strongly disagree, disagree, etc.
the Likert strae@tmeeant ( ihas ,nd heffect on the r
treatment appears to produceodffai tr atnedsotm eifff etche
outcome is very different than the nwldl tdwtco
response. Haweewvtehrart i waen kinmdv vi dual 6s response
Likert statemesnguar edetnecset, dohees Chat i nform us &
on respondent s. For odn cpumnpaeessd, measitsat ihatt i
|l arge enough to make valid inferences about t
was the convenbi om.a05but arbitrary
Pearson correlations coefficients were cal cul
Likert statement, MLS and the concurrence i nd
the Likert statements.
2.3.3 Grouped Anal ysis
Do different groups have different beliefs an
guestions, we separated participants into gro
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adership posi tpiodnscyhelod,e anTd bd i €ncle . Some

ouping by caucus affiliation. An i mportant
mber of groups. The complexatlyhyobdsthkbReanaml
oups increases. Hence, we reduced the nine
ucuses, Feder al and County, and merging cau:
di vi dual responsesstovegueweti enssedac tarpeAf 0]
r every Likert statement, we calcul ated sev
reement, total disagreement, MLS, and CI, w
at is, for the grouped analdyasrids duesvei da ttihoen smio
rorgroup across all groups.
assessed concurrence across all group pair:
fference in MLS, which was defined as:

0D0Y 007

vuvo©O

€

eifs the index tonieacthhdirkenpdredst aft epn@dinte®s t o

oups within a grouping, for example, TFW Po
ouping, which has six pairs. LMAD is inver
ans | ess concurrence betwbebhwgeroaupgsoupWepaas:
kert statements by calculating both Pearson
fferences (PMAD) across all BWMADIi wa@stdestftiamne

- O0Y 00"

00O ®

gp

eifs an index to egahkhalriek drmtdi scteast d me nttwo and f
thin a grouping, for example, the Tribes an
e third thing we

r the grouped analysis, th

sponses are fAstatistically significant. 0 B
rametric hypothesis tests heo diesterimbutei ovin ed 1
ores:-WKirluiskadnd Dunndvaltlest SesThéZW2)u 40D 16 , |

ed to determine i f there's a significant di
e not normally dessetwvabubbtdesr awkbenrdespb.

alysis of wvariance by ranks. The null hypo
d the alternative hypothesis is that the me
mean rank of at | east one other popul ati on.

nnés Test (Dunn 1964, Dinno 2015) was wused
a RMaldskasl Test are statistically significan
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to determine which group pairs wenval stiegnii hi ¢ &

mul tiple pairwise comparisons, and for that a
as HBdmf erroni) which is | ess conservative but
The Holm method @am@penrs ali eb tecse shgvihi cal ly | es
|l i kely to result in a Type |1l error) than par .
conventional= bOuSOSpmibanhtr AMayu slksalaind Dunnods test
valid inferences can be made about the | arger
error, and 2) the observed different response.
reprteasternve of the [ arger popul ation. Likert s
insignifi-tvahti &ras®8abDunnés tests are still us.
members who participated in the survey believ

Tabl eTHRr.éle groupings used in the grouped ar

Grouping |[Group Member s
ConservatioljlConservation
Tribes Westside Tribes
Eastside Tribes
Caucus JEcol ogy and WDFW
St at e Agenc.DNR
Timber Il ndustri al Ti mber
Smal | Forest Landowner s
None no for mal | eadership in
CMER |l eader of a SAG

chair-chanicoof CMER

|l eader of a caucus
chair-cbhbrnicoof TFW Polic
Forest Praci{member of Boar d

Leader shi

TFW Policy

member of CMER

member of a scientific
Science CMER study team member
science contractor for
Sci eBRakic contributor in CMER mee
Rol e me mber of TFW Policy Co
. contributor in TFW Poli

Policy -
membeFookst Practices B
contributor in the Fore
FPAMP FPAMP support staff in

To better understand the degree of concurrenc
ranked Likert statements based on sever al var
Likert statements about gi rhialldr tios 4 thes bwd ulodn
First, we used the numdE®riodfp asiirgwiisfe ccaonmp adriif sfc

responses, and to deter mine-pairgmeftirdantWidicfofxe
We did not useotdetWrimtoerowhe€e htert groupi ngs e
Wal |l is and Dunnds test are the appropriate te:
an indicator of concurrence. The main differ
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t hat Dunnoépv dallessegs afdgrusmwsl ti pl e papvrawiuees d o mpma r
Wil coxon test parad uiede mtfi Dailn ntbe ttleest when test
does notpvaadjuues tf otrheonly one pair.

The second variable used to rank Likert state
pairwise opposing opinions. Opposing opinion
greater than 3 (3 equals neutral/uBdecifTded) hhn
variable used in ranking was LMAD for that Li

ToO assess condwoeéepetrtembni $tbe -v@apametdr acnoarr el
known as Kendal tkbs( fak&l candeBaB)ONlFDWpoemeg h5!
sel eexemmni se wkdyc glrowlpatpead rs (6 pairs for cau
pairs for roles). Those correlattrowe!lencdi oat e
exercise. To assess concur rmmevnacdeu evsi tohfi nald gorao
exercise. Weern ddtl ioovesdd tre@ ctormansf orm the correl
and themnabat&r ming the means (Corey et al. 19
strength of correlations we classified them i
0.D2323 O moderate < 0.45, 0.45 O strong < 0.7
were based on arbitrary values for the par ame
0.65, 0.9) which were transf aok(mé d ktlda nc ”Ré£t39 .c

2. 4. Principal Component Analysis

We upreidnci pal component anal ysigs olUWCAl) nteos pend
to the questionnaire. PCA is a statistical t
di mensional datasets (e.g., 4 cawcuwd dgdriddmpg,.en
among groups. OQurp®iCAt ttiakhesftorsneadr ¢ vei ®t o a I
principal components, which are ordered by th
(Jol i fe 2002). Thi sseéohniwhgee cambbaeaedawtti b
better understand relationships among groups
datasets. Further, PCA can help improve unde:
data al ong muXdas dd efeinrseadnbayy princi pal componer

We conducted the PCA using a custom script wr|
l nc. , 2016) . The PCA was performed using a c¢
ordinal Likert scale data thh%a72) covariance m

The PCA process went as foll ows:

1. We grouped individual participants by cau
statement for each caucus group, wusing al/|l
mean scores rather than individwmaldidgderesncl
among caucuses than among meabeusbywifoupme sa
Likert statement matrix was the input file
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2. uWweed the princomp function in Matlab to c
matrix), |l atent scores (eigenvalues or prin
component scores for ach caucus. Prior to
cowrerted to z scores for each Likert stat emd

3. Foll owing the PCA we converted coefficien
interpret each of the principal component s,
square root of the | atent scores.

2.5. -EOpeech Questions
The questionnair e -eanldseod iqnucel sutdieodn st h(rTeaeb | oep e2n. 2)

respondent sdé observations, experiences, persp:
di fficulties in reaching unani monuost cnoandsee nmsourse,
recommendations for rule change, and 4 mpedi me
ended question was also included at the end o
CMER, the TFW Policy Commihaeee. t GevERPAMRAatOL |
guestion was entirely optional and not intend
FPAMP, we did not analyze those responses.

The construction process of these gquestions w
2018, Madden 2020, SAO 2021) and the | ead res
FPAMP. To ensure the questiong ewdr,e alél gquarstt
the survey, temaleuwd iqnuge sttheo nespteenvséed Lot ped samd
professitoenramh ,i nfvoonlgv e ment i n the FPAMP

Il n order t o -eanndael dy zgeu etshtei oonpse,n we applied an abd
analysis via NVivo qualitative analysis softw
Tavory 2Helni vfgdra et al . 2022). thAdedhdtctivievar
inductive analyses, with deductive codes or t
e . ., theories, frameworks, or subject area
er i ved from the r esptontsteesma thieansped tvteesr vd a( Termer
023) . This abductive approach was based on
frameworks devel oped to analyze environment al
use of scienceéO®&lbMawmsahanemnmnaalur al resource man
were used due to their close alignment with t
their highly applied focus. For those writte
famewor ks, additional discrete grounded codes
thematic category. One exception was made fo
mentioned by participants, regand| enesayoexqgmes
of a governance structure, caucuses were incl
structures.

(
d
2

Al | codes were organized in a codebook (see A
abductive codebooks wiHehnsomer medi sl caio@a2s ([T
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2023) . The thematic categories, thematic cod
codes were compiled in tables and also descri
presentsed nag he tables (e.g. teafdestirvbedeqeigia
the explanatory narrative (e.g., ineffective,
Additionally, comment sentiments were also cl
via sentiment dcead emgogiiteisvd,harneutnrcdlu, negati ve,
sentiments varied, thus responses coded to AS
reflecting both positive and negative senti me
as anteigve i n senti ment ; however, this was | i kel

problem identification.

Tabl eTHRe 2f.o-andegdequestions in this survey.
Opelfinded Questions

C6. What other reasons explain why the
i nformed recommendat iyomng famrs wreul e nch d
E6. What other reasons explain why the
unani mous consensus? Type your answer
F6. What are other i mpedi ments to a suc
bel ow.

H1. I f you have the time and inclinatio
foll owing: CMER, the TFW Policy Commi
guestionnaire.
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3. Resul ts

3.1 Participation

Ni netx people participated in the survey, how
The survey costalieequddt iLd wse lheoat srewienegd.op For
participant s ampsscvad ree dq uaelslt itohnes Lbiukter3t answer ed
number of unsarcawver gdelsitkeoemts were 17.6 and 7 p
rate of compl et e-dwseelseeotnesioeesi sfeo rwatsh e8 9t%. p The s

opemded questions that asked for comment s. T
comments wa®n4l2dp @auneds ptehoen ,aver age comment | enog
a range of 1 to 423 words. We had expected t

guestions focused on particular roles (e.g.,
FPAMP t mat rmawe coincided with some participa

We sent the survey link to over 250 people, a
Recall that our goal was to include every pas
effectively a tbansdsof RbOeghplebppreseactpathedsu
survey-t hrNienetnydi vi dual st ciomgprofsi agt anggth| yo pu
sample size, however, due to potential sampl:
sampl e might not tbet arregperte speonptualtaitvieo no.f t ha

3.2 Survey Participants (Part A)

The survey asked about each participantds: 1)
3) |l eadership roles held in the FPAMP, 4) empl
t hey participated in the FPAMP (Box 1).

Box1l. Questions in Part A which descri bg
Practices Adaptive Management Program (FPAMP).

Al. Rank your top two areas of expertise from the list below.
A2. Select the role you have spent the most time performing within the FPAMP.

A3. What leadership roles have you held within the FPAMP? You may choose
more than one.

A4. Select the type of organization you worked for as an employee or volunteer
during most of the time you participated in the FPAMP.

A5. What caucus were you employed by or affiliated with during most of the time
you participated in the FPAMP?

A6. When did you participate in the FPAMP? [first year and last year]

The primary expertise for 68% (N=62) of surve
(Table 3.2.1). That 68% consisted of the foll
physical science, 13% forestrytyadWhwrempgireoceati n.
(N=22) of survey takers had primary expertise
11% policy expertise 5% AMP administration, 3!
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Eight percent of survey participants specifie
primary expertise. The most common secondary
forestry (19 %, N=16), policy N=15%,. N=13), and
Among survey participants, science roles wer

e
56% (N=53) of those who answered this questio
member of a scientific advisor4d%grNup3)X 248mnd N

CMER study team member (11%, N=10) . Policy r
survey takers, and the top three policy roles
N=16), contributor in TFW Poliche€Commi Fbeesime
Practices Board (6%, N=6). Seven percent of

About half of survey participants have held n
N=45) (Table 3.2.3). The most common | eader s
(14%), foll owehaibry afhaCMER r( 2% us | (eladd%)r, oan da
or cdhamir of the TFW Policy Committee (8%). Ei
have held more than one | eadership role in th
Thi-etght percent of survey participants work
during most of the time they participated in

associated with the forest priodattenspndastcgn:
organi zations comprised 25% (N=23), 19% (N=18
The most common caucus membership among surve
WDFW Caucus (20 %, N=19), foll owed by the I ndu
Dept of Natur al Resources (14%, N=13)s{aabl e

government caucusetshicrodmporfi sseudr vaebyo upta rotnieci pant s

survey participants were affiliated with one
Conservation Caucus. The f edertald dgfoovre r7in%neonft s
takers. Caucus group sizes were: Conservatio
Agencies = 32. All four groups had a total 0

The mean duration of FPAMP participation for
for starting that participation was 2010 (Fig
FPAMP for at | east 24 years,famdat23l davte D@&ry d
Twe stewen percent of survey takers have partic
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of

Tabl e SeidHebtified professional expertise
Pri mar \y Seconda
Expertise CounPerc¢(CounPerc¢
biological science (e.g 39 35 9 9 10, 7
ecology)
physical science (e.g., 12 13.2 17 20. 2
forestry 12 13. 2 16 19.0
policy 10 11.0 13 15.5
AMP administration 5 5. 49 1 1.2
| oceaxlol ogi cal Kknowl edges 4 4. 4 8 9.5
i ndigenous knowl edges 3 3.3 1 1.2
ti mber industry 3 3.3 10 11.09
engineering 2 2.2 3 3.6
economics 2 2.2 0 0
| aw 2 2.2 3 3.6
Ot her 2 * 2.2 2% * 2. 4
other soci al science 1 1.1 0 0
advocacy 1 1.1 1 1.2
Subt 91 100 8 4 100
no an 5 12
Tot 96 96
* two AOtherso: silviculture, natur al resource
** two fAiOthersodo: county issues, forest practic
Tabl e S2i#edti fied role in FPAMP of surv.
Role in FPAMP most Tim| Coun| Per ce
me mber of a scientific acd 23 24, 2
member of TFW Policy Comi 16 16. 8
me mber of CMER 13 13.7
CMER study team member 10 10.5
FPAMP support staff in DN 7 7.4
contributor in TFW Policy 6 6. 3
member of Forest Practi cgé 6 6. 3
science contractor for Cl 4 4 . 2
Ot her * 4 4., 2
contributor in CMER meet.i 2 2.1
contributorPiactiheefoBeat 2 2.1
no role in FPAMP 2 2.1
Subt ( 95 100
nNo an: 1
Tot 96
* four i Ot her s o conservation caucus member,

C ¢

Practices Division (not pPArMPYIi, dedcd dt déisatsi rmor ya ntdo w
CMER and TFW policy. o
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Tabl e S2i1 Hedtified |l eadership role held by

First Second
Leadership Roles H¢Coun Percdg Coun/Per c ¢
no for mal | eadership 45 48. 4 0 0
|l eader of a SAG 13 14.0 4 23.5
chaircbrnicoof CMER 11 11. 8 2 11. 8
|l eader of a TFW cauc! 9 9.7 3 17.6
chaircbrarnicoof TFW Pol 7 7.5 5 29. 4
member of Forest Pr afq 5 5. 4 3 17.6
AMP Administrator 3 3.2 0 0
Subt ( 93 100 17 100
no an:/¢ 3 79
Tot 96 96
Tabl e S3eiXlednti fied employers or professional

Type of Organizati| Coun| Perce

state government agenc 35 37.6

i ndudtorrieaslt | andowner 16 17.2

tribal government 9 9.7

tribal organization 9 9.7

no-pr of i t c oernesleartveadt ioorng 5 5. 4

federal government age 3 3.2

smal l-i 6dostrial) fores 3 3.2

no-profit-rfed mersgidrnyi zat. i 3 3.2

private consulting fir 3 3.2

Ot her * 3 3.2

academic institution 2 2.2

seémpl oyed consultant 2 2.2

Subt 93 100
no an 3
Tot 96
* three fAOtherso: ti mber products |l abor, and

Tabl e Sk-1dl.enti fied caucus membership of su

Caucus Employed By g Count| Perce
Ecol ogy and WDFW 19 20. 2
Il ndustri al Ti mber 17 18. 1
Dept of Natural Resour 13 13.8
not employed nor affil 12 12.8
Westside Tribes 10 10. 6
Conservation 7 7.4
Smal | Forest Landowner 5 5.3
Eastside Tribes 4 4. 3
County Governments 4 4. 3
Federal Agencies 3 3.2
Subt 94 100

no an 2

Tot 96
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FigureDiB3s®2rilbution of years when survey par
invol vement with the forest practices adapt

mean=3.48
median=3.53

Percent of Statements
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o w © w1 o wu
L

w

o

1-1.5 1.5-2 2-25 2.5-3 3 3-3.5 35-4 4-45 455

Mean Likert Score

FigureDiB3s®@Brilbution of mean Likert scores f
al | 81 Likert statements. Recal l t hat 1=
and 3= neutral/undecided.

3.3 Ungrouped Analysis of Likert Statements

The ungrouped analysis |l umps together alll res
respondent sé caucus memberships or roles in t
weakly agree with the Likert e®datbeméentker¢Fisguw
the 81 Likert statements were 3.48 and 3.53,

strongly agree). Fourteen (17%) Likert state
and 66 (81%) statemenB8Bs haAgMe&ogwaatehosha 2.
Astrongly agree, 0 and Adi sagreeodo was chose 3.
correlations were found between the MLS of st
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statem®&ntO5@), the concurremce.i2Mdbex afn de achhe s

Likert sreEaDem@d)s (

The collective responses to 80 of &lqulairkeedr t

testods nulU¥ O ypHEe hoensei se x(cepti @A Wat36) at eReandl
pval ue grUdatesr ntofamean that Likert statement

respondentas .prtifartik nodi vi dual respondents are
statistically significant test means that the
about the | arger target popul ation.
3.3.1. Forests and Fish Report Goals (Part
Adaptive management begins with goals. Hence,
relates to the FFR'"s four main goals, whi
1) Comply with the Endanger edle Sprecderets Agecif®
2) Restore and maintain riparian habitat to
3) Meet the requirements of the Clean Water
4) Keep the timber industry economically vi
B1. While each caucus in the TFW Policy Committee has different interests, all caucuses work towards achieving all four
Forests and Fish Report goals.
B2. The TFW Policy Committee should work toward achieving the fourth Forests and Fish Report goal, i.e., timber industry
economic viability.
B3. Regulatory certainty for the timber industry is an implied goal of the FPHCP.
B1 B2 B3
87 totD=47, Ne=18, tot A=25 87 totD=8, Ne=18, tot A=65 87 totD=6, Ne=19, tot A=66
N=90, NoA=6 N=91, NoA=5 N=91, NoA=5
° MLS=2.6, Conl=0.28 ° MLS=4, Conl=0.47 ° MLS=3.9, Conl=0.55
< 7 < 7 < 7
Q< < 2
g g g
£ 8- £ 8- £ 8-
s 16 |37 | 20 23 4 s 1 8 20 [36|]35 s 2 4 21 |46
294 L o 2 o |
g g g "
= z 2
AT om il || ) EAES AT (| ) = R
Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement Agreement
Figure 3.3.2. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert
statements in Part B. Uni t s f or,ardNe(neftherirs nurabers |) i
of people. Conl refers to concurrence index. Percentages across center of each graph.
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For statements B1l, B2, and B3, the neutral/un
consistent: 20, 19.8, and 20.9 percent of res
and 6, 5, and 5 respondents gatlte neaahyweéewi €CE
many people disagreed than agreed: 52% to 28%
very different from B1l. For B2, 8 times more
MLS=4), and for B3, 11 ti me(st oitoA=e7 2p%,0 pMLeS a3y.r %)
contrasting results for Bl and B2 show that t
participants believe whoklidhgbe odamdrdewbatl t he
believe Iis actually being done.

3.3.2. CMER Studies (Part C)

A key purpose of adaptive management i s reduc
guestionnaire addresses the reduction of scie
had thirteen Likert statements.

Larngeej ori ties of respondents agreed with state

that CMER studies increased knowledge and red
agreement was 86% for C1 and 82®% fwot hCBot hOnl
statements, and 11% were neutral/undecided fo

C1. CMER studies have increased our knowledge of forest ecosystems in the Pacific Northwest.

C2. CMER studies have reduced scientific uncertainty about the environmental effects of forest practices on
aquatic resources.

C1 Cc2
o _ Q _
© tot D=3, Ne=10, ftot A579 © tot D=7, Ne=10, |tot A575
N=92, NoA=4 N=92, NoA=4
° MLS=4.1, Conl=0.74 ° MLS=4, Conl=0.66
<7 < 7
Q< <
o a
8 o 3 o
o o a ®
5 1 2 11 |54 32 5 17 11 |59 23
£ £
=3 =}
p=4 P4
e e
ol =mem D AE T I o) = LA AIETIE
Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement

Figure 3.3.3 Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert
statement€1 and C2 Units for ANO (answers), ANOAO| (no an
number of people. Conl refers to concurrence index. Percentages across center of each graplk
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Responses tpoo ilMm3tk-wicsdelde ababsed on frequency: neve
al ways (FiQurhead.f3i.v4e .statements (a thru e); t
about CMER studies, and the fifth could be co

statements, fAsometi meso was the respa)seoffrom
respondents (Table A2.1). Rwds &Gomuahl mdéri gec
response than Ainfrequentl yo. The values of
to 11%, 47% to 11%, and 35% to 16% for statem
to totl ratio of C8e mE@Y¥crewhiech statadbiilgave
i nformation needed to resolve policy issues, O
five C3 statements.

C5 stated six potential expilmrimat medcd sr dloe ¢ Hhan
3.3.5). Large majorities agreed (tot A = 73%
which were: ¢) fisome CMER sfudnésrmaveononepd
Asome CMER studies showed an association betw
caucuses disagreed about the causal mechani sm
agreeo responses (25dsaqrdedder deppersde distt )N g:
explanati ons. Statement C5d, which gave fAcon
potential explanation, had the smallest total
neutral /[(AqBeafi drrelspondents) in C5. Statement
CMER studies indicated that more rule changes
di sagreement in C5 (totD=29%). C5a and d al s

whi cdhi ciant e afl cwnlcaavelence for both (Table A2. ]

C6, an opdnoedlqguwestni-op, t wa€5a fbtlgave survey
opportunity to provide their own explanations
mor e sicnfeonrcreed recommendati ons froea srunhnea rcihzaendg €
| ater in the report.

8fiSo met i mes 0 wiasout Ha¥f the time rdemhbess do and about half the time membergdon't.
RecallthaforLi kert scal es Ineavseandd roanrodtionsvigrae lempedytagether and renamed
Ainfrequent anda lamegliogswd t &€ nlbumped togetherw and renamed df
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C3. CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices . . .

3a) . . . have produced satisfactory research results.
3b) . . . have increased confidence in the environmental protection provided by the forest practices rules.
3c) . .. have provided useful information needed to resolve policy issues.
3d) . . . have addressed the key uncertainties associated with the impacts of forest practices.
3e) . . . have created more questions than answers.
C3a C3b C3c
o _ o o
0 Infre=0, So=43, Freq=42 © Infre=10, So0=40, Freq=36 © Infre=10, So=41, Freq=36
N=85, NoA=11 N=86, NoA=10 N=87, NoA=9
- MLS=3.5, [Coni=1 - MLS=3.3, Conl=0.77 - MLS=3.3, Conl=0.81
< 7 < < 7
QL <@ Q
Q Q Q
3 3 — 3 o
a X Q 8
s 0 0 |51 46| 4 5 0 12 |47|[37 | 5 s 110 |47 || 40| 1
e fq e
> = =]
=z b4 =z
e e =g
o - T T T T T . o - T T T T T . o - T T T T T -
Never  Rarely Somtimes Often  Always No Ansr Never  Rarely Somtimes Often  Always No Ansr Never  Rarely Somtimes Often  Always No Ansr
Frequency Frequency Frequency
C3d C3e
(=]
87 Infre=10, So=37, Freq=41 871 Infre=14, So=41, Freq=30
N=88, NoA=8 N=85, NoA=11
° MLS=3.4, Conl=0.75 ° MLS=3.2, Conl=0.75
< 7 < 7
<L Q
[=% Q
g3 LES
5 0 11 |42 |41 6 5 1 15 |48 (33| 2
3 o | 3 o |
g% £F
> >
=z =z
o | ‘0_ -
o - T T T T T . o - T T T T T .
Never  Rarely Somtimes Often  Always No Ansr Never  Rarely Somtimes Often Always No Ansr
Frequency Frequency

Figure 3.34. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert

statemen€C3.

Uni t

s for

i NO

( a mbenwkeeq,anyl So (Soriketirded)ye rumizer o n

people. Conl refers to concurrence index. Percentages across center of each graph.

1-22

swer )



C5. The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule changes because . . .

5a) . .. given the FFR environmental goals, the results of some CMER studies indicated that more rule changes were
not needed.

5b) . . . the results of some CMER studies have been inconclusive (i.e., too uncertain) about the impacts of certain
forest practices.

5¢) . .. some CMER studies have not produced the types of information needed for decisions regarding rule change.

5d) . . . there were concerns about the FFR economic viability goal.

5e) . . . the results of some CMER studies demonstrated that performance targets were being met under the current
rules.

5f) . . . the results of some CMER studies showed an association between forest practices and impacts to aquatic
resources, but the caucuses disagreed about the causal mechanisms for those impacts.

C5a C5b C5c
o _ o Q
© tot D=24, Ne=16, tot A=42 © tot D=13, Ne=19, tot A=51 © tot D=7, Ne=15, tot A=60
N=82, NoA=14 N=83, NoA=13 N=82, NoA=14
° MLS=3.3, Conl=0.28 ° MLS=3.5, Conl=0.42 ° MLS=3.8, Conl=0.57
<7 <7 <7
< < <
Q. =3 a
o o o
XS XS LES
S 6 23 20 |39 12 5 4 12 23 |51 1 S 2 6 18 |54 20
= = =
=z P4 P4
2 2 2
o - T T T T T o - T T T T T o - T T T T T
Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement Agreement
C5d C5e C5f
o _ (=3
8 tot D=21, Ne=30, tot A=28 © tot D=10, Ne=23, tot A=47 © tot D=6, Ne=12, tot A=66
N=79, NoA=17 N=80, NoA=16 N=84, NoA=12
MLS=3.1, Conl=0.27 MLS=3.5, Conl=0.51 MLS=4, Conl=0.63
2 2 2
QL K] QL
s 5 5
& 8- s 8 S g
5 10 16 | 38| 23 13 s 4 9 29 46| 12 B 1 6 14 |54 25
é Q- é Q- é Q-
> = >
=z =z =z
o | g - g -
o - - T r o - T T T T T (= T T T T T
Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement Agreement

Figure 3.35. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert
statemenC5. Units for ANO ( ans wer,andNe (feNhedr® nuhbercof a n

people. Conl refers to concurrence indBercentages across center of each graph.
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D1. Members of CMER . . .

1a) . . . recognize the limits of their own scientific expertise.
1b) . . . allow personal feelings about other scientists to affect their scientific judgment.
1c) . . . understand the different roles of scientists versus policy makers in the FPAMP.
1d) . . . are biased by the policy preferences of their caucus.

D1a D1b
o o
© Infre=20, So=44, Freq=21 o Infre=10, So=34, Freq=41
N=85, NoA=11 N=85, NoA=11
° MLS=3, Cpnl=0.74 ° MLS=3.4, Conl=0.76
< 7 < 7
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3 3
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D1c D1d
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Figure 3.3.6 Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to L
statement D1. Uni ts f or Inire)Breq@sd8ogsonectimnedare A N
number of people. Conl refers to concurrence index. Percentages across center of each graph
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D2. The process of conducting a CMER study (from initial proposal to the final report) is too complicated.

D6. Decisions in the TFW Policy Committee about funding of particular CMER studies should not be decided through
unanimous consensus, but rather through some type of super majority.

D7. The "firewall" (or separation) between science and policy is broken. That is, some scientists inadvertently allow their
own policy preferences to influence their scientific judgment.

D2 D6 D7
(=2 (=] (=2
© tot D=23, Ne=27, tot A=38 © tot D=25, Ne=22, tot A=39 ° tot D=4, Ne=6, tot A=77
N=88, NoA=8 N=86, NoA=10 N=87, NoA=9
° MLS=3.2, Conl=0.31 ° MLS=3.1, Conl=0.08 ° MLS=4.1, Conl=0.74
< 7 < <
Q@ Qo Q@
Q. Q Qo
8 8 ¥ 3
a 8 X a 3
S 7 19 [31][31] 12 5 19 10 26 |34 12 5 1 3 7 |59 |30
fr e fg
=} =} =3
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Agreement Agreement Agreement

Figure 3.3.7. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert
statemerg D2, D6, and D7 Units for ANO (answers), ANOAO no al
number of people. Conl refers to concurrence index. Percentages across center of each graph.

3.3.5. TFW Policy Committee Culture and Proce:
A key feature of adaptive management 1is deci s
the following statememaksngebbdliyndthet idiVWk POMP ic
Commi ttee.

Responses tpooiE3t -sucseekderab ab5sed on frequency, and
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E3. Members of the TFW Policy Committee . . .

3a) . . . understand their role in meeting the goals of the Forests and Fish Report.
3b) . . . understand the different roles of scientists versus policy makers.
3c) . . . work with CMER scientists to ensure that the most important policy-relevant science questions are
addressed.
3d) . . . work with scientists to understand the complex scientific information presented by CMER.
3e) . . . have sufficient knowledge to understand the complex scientific information presented by CMER.
3f) . . . are biased by their caucus affiliation.
30) . . . seek win-win solutions for challenging issues.
3h) . .. do not allow economics to influence their policy recommendations to the Forest Practices Board.
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E4. The TFW Policy Committee . . .

4a) . . . would benefit from an impartial, trained meeting facilitator.

4b) . . . currently provides well-reasoned policy recommendations to the Forest Practices Board.

4c) . . . tries to minimize potential financial burdens to the timber industry when developing
recommendations for new rules.

4d) . . . is currently an effective organization.
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E7. For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise . . .

7a) .. .is a fundamental value.
7b) . . . is necessary for reaching unanimous consensus.
7c) . .. is necessary for achieving the four Forests and Fish Report goals.
7d) . . . requires give and take amongst caucuses.
7e) .. .is no longer possible.
7f) . . . is compatible with following the best available science.
79) . . . is difficult because caucuses have incommensurate interests, such as financial interests versus ecological
|nterests
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E8. The TFW Policy Committee should apply a precautionary principle when developing recommendations for
rule change. That is, when TFW Policy is uncertain about impacts of forest practices rules, TFW Policy
should exercise precaution by prioritizing habitat protection goals over economic goals.
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process. 0 The TFW Policy Committee is curren
external consul tant. F4b had a high CI becau
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11 Structured decision making (SDM) is a special approach for helping people work together to make better
informed and more transparent choices in complex decision situations. It's particularly useful in decisions where
there are multiple competing interegdficult value-based tradeffs, and uncertainty.

12 A "win-win solution" signifies a mutually beneficial outcome where everyone gains something positive. No
faction is the sole "winner" at the expense of some other faction.
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F1. In 2021, the State Auditor report recommended the following change to the TFW Policy Committee's decision-

making process: Before a new study is implemented, TFW Policy members develop decision criteria and

policy responses to that study's potential results "up front" so that all caucuses understand which results will

and will not warrant a change in forest practices rules.

1a) Following this recommendation will improve the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making process.
1b) Following this recommendation is a feasible change to the current process.
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F2. In 2021, the State Auditor recommended that the TFW Policy Committee find a process other than unanimous
consensus, such as some type of super majority, for arriving at a final decision on rule changes.
2a) Following this recommendation will expedite the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making process.
2b) Following this recommendation will violate the spirit of TFW.
2c) Following this recommendation is a feasible change to the current process.
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F3. The State Auditor recommended a "net gains " approach to decision making.

3a) Following a "net gains" approach as described by the State Auditor will improve the TFW Policy
Committee's decision-making process.
3b) Following a "net gains" approach as described by the State Auditor is a feasible change to the current

process.
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Figure 3.314. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to
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F4. The TFW Policy Committee is currently not exploring a net gains approach as described by the State Auditor. Instead,
TFW Policy is exploring a series of 5 program changes intended to improve the FPAMP. These include: the use of
structured decision making (SDM), clarifying the process for using outside science, setting clear AMP priorities,
implementing CMER reform, and producing a manual for the TFW Policy Committee.

4a) SDM will improve the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making process.

4b) SDM is a feasible change to the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making process.

4c) Using "outside science” (i.e.,"scientific work that is/was generated outside of the CMER process") that meets
CMER standards for quality will improve the FPAMP.

4d) Using "outside science" (i.e.,"scientific work that is/was generated outside of the CMER process") that meets
CMER standards for quality is a feasible change to the FPAMP.

4e) Limiting voting in CMER to one vote per caucus, regardless of caucus size, will improve CMER.

4f) TFW Policy and CMER, working together, should establish minimum education and professional experience
requirements for CMER members.

4g) New CMER members would benefit from training to better understand how CMER operates.

4h) If CMER meetings were guided by an impartial facilitator, then they would be more productive.
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F5. A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is . . .

5a) . . . inadequate number of support staff for TFW Policy Committee.
5b) . . . requiring unanimous consensus for most decisions.
5¢) . . . inadequate funding for CMER research.
5d) . . . the reluctance of caucuses to make use of the dispute resolution process.
5e) . . . lack of win-win solutions when considering potential changes to forest practices rules.
5f) ... lack of engagement by top leaders (e.g., agency directors) in each of the caucuses.
50) . . . alack of clarity about the "end game", i.e., what success actually looks like.
5h) ... power imbalances among caucuses within the TFW Policy Committee.
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Figure 3.316. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert
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3.3.7 Structured Decision Making (Part G)

The following 15 Likert statements irsefomre tpa rst
of the current effort to reform the FPAMP. S
together to make better informed and more tra
l't'"s particularly wuseflutli plne deacmpa toinrsg wihretr eer d ¢
basedotfradeand uncertainty. At t-dhef icoedk of ar
objectives (Compass 2024), and these objectiyv

FFR goal s are:

1) Comply with the Endanger edle Sprecerets Ageci
2) Restor and maintain riparian habitat t

e
3) Meet the requirements of the Clean Wat e
4) Keep the timber industry economically v
The first three goals are environmental and t

The average rate of Ano responseo for Likert

| arger than the no response rates of Parts B,
because more survey participawWtBowecyey GCoamami t
efforts to test and evalwuate its use in decis

Gl has four statements about developing perfo
which is an early step in the SDM process (Fi
believed that performance measwvwees heoMF&n Pol 0
deci-md kinng process (Gla: tot  A=71%, MLS=3.8),
devel oping such performance measures is feasi
believed that performanceumeéasmpesvéorheé hEFWwcl
deci-md kinng process (Glc: total agreement =55 %,

t hat developing such performance measures i s

di sagreement was | ow,f o3r, aalnld f6o upre rscteantte nieonrt sG1

Statements G2 and G3 pertain to clarification
Cl ean Water Acto and fAkeep the timber industr)
clarifications might be neededajordevelsopfper
respondents agreed that the TFW Policy Commit

goals mean for commercial forests. Total agr.
MLS was 3.8 and 4.0 for GR2agnde@d83ntreapetoiwveée
statements: 5 and 3 percent.

G4 has two statements which say that when the

recommendations for potenti al rul e changes, a
are valid decision criteria, and b) dpeecrifsaromman
criteria (Figure 3.3.19). Large majorities a
and 71 percent of respondent s, and MLS was 4.
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sagreement

wa s

0 %
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5 %

for

G1. According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM consultants), SDM requires performance
measures for "all the things that matter."
Developing performance measures for . . .
la) . . . each environmental goal will improve TFW Policy's decision-making process.
1b) . . . each environmental goal is a feasible task for the TFW Policy Committee.
1c) . . . the economic goal will improve the TFW Policy's decision-making process.
1d) . . . the economic goal is a feasible task for the TFW Policy Committee.
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G2. SDM requires performance measures for "all the things that matter." One of the Forests and Fish Report goals

is "meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act."

To develop performance measures for this FFR environmental goal, the TFW Policy Committee needs a
definition of what that FFR goal means for commercial forests.

G3. SDM requires performance measures for "all the things that matter." One of the Forests and Fish Report goal

is "keep the timber industry economically viable."

To develop performance measures for this FFR economic goal, the TFW Policy Committee needs a definition

of what that goal means for commercial forests.
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Gb6 e :

(environment al

s of risk
I was high for

agreement 85 %.

G4. According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM consultants), SDM requires performance
measures for "all the things that matter.”

When the TFW Policy Committee develops recommendations for potential rule changes . . .

economi c)

4a) . . . performance measures for environmental goals are valid decision criteria.
4b) . . . performance measures for the economic goal are valid decision criteria.
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Figure 3.319. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants

Likert statemenG4. Units for ANO (answers), ANoAO| (no
are number of people. Conl refers to concurrence index. Percentages across center of each
G5. According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM consultants), SDM will explore creative solutions
"by emphasizing the search for joint gains.”
5a) Exploring solutions that emphasize "joint gains" will improve TFW Policy's decision-making process.
5b) Exploring solutions that emphasize "joint gains" is a feasible task for the TFW Policy Committee.
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G6. According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM consultants), SDM helps people explore risk tolerance and

to make judgements about levels of acceptable risk.
6a) Understanding environmental risks will improve the decision-making process.
6b) Understanding environmental risks is feasible in the TFW Policy Committee.

6¢) Understanding economic risk to the timber industry will improve the decision-making process.
6d) Understanding economic risk to the timber industry is feasible in the TFW Policy Committee.
6e) Understanding acceptable levels of both types of risk (environmental and economic) is necessary for developing

recommendations for new forest practices rules.
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3.3.8 Ungrouped Anal ysi s: Ranking of Likert

Likert statements were ranked two different w
with the statement and according to concurren
is to find those statementstiwatabgadembaet sand
t
d

statement s hat had the most or | east concurr
|l ists may identify issues or topics that are
Figure 3.3.22 presents MLS for all 81 Likert
coll ective concurrence for the top quintile o
for thgqubott bm.
Table 3.3.1 presents a ranking of Likert stat
coll ective agreement with the statement (Il arg
agreement (both MLS=4.3) were aleutandommrkemi s
amongst caucuseso (E7d) and Acompromise is ne
Report goalso (E7c). Both statements also ha
respectively Two other stangmehnéeé staposéveonm,
Acompromise is difficult because caucuses hayv
interests versus ecologi cal interestso (E7¢9)
unani mous consensuso (E7b)
Ranked at 4 and 12 on the |list were statement
studi es: ACMER studies have increased our kno
Nort hwesto (C1, MLS=4.1) and ACMERaldawtdi telse ha
environmental effects of forest practices on
at 5 was this negative statement about CMER:
fTThe "firewall "™ (or separation) between scie
scientists inadvertently allow their own po

judgmeML.S=4D 7,

Sever al Likert statements in Table 3.3.1 pert.

fWhen the TFW Policy Committee develops reco
performance measures for environmental goal
fWhen the TFW Policy Committee develops reco
performance measures for the economic goal
fTo devel op performance measures for thi FF
needs a definition of what [the economi Vi
(G3, MLS=4.0)

fThe TFW Policy Committee should work toward
Report goal, i . e., ti mber i ndustry economic
fRegul atory certainty for the timber industr
MLS=3.9)

S
C
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TA major impedi ment to a successful FPAMP i s

what success actwually |l ooks 1|ike. (F5g9, ML
The first three statements refer to the TFW P
new process for decision making. The moder at
statements suggests that FPAaMPe puamrsurcd pabna ust at
process and its value. Moder ate agreement to
those statements are fundamental to the Fores

Table 3.3.2 presents the ranked bottom quart:.
agreement with the statement (smallest MLS).

inconsequential: AA major i mpediumeretr tod & upypo
staff for TFW Policy Committeeo (F5a, MLS=2. 4

fThe TFW Policy Committee is currently an ef

TfTThe TFW Policy Commit treasowmnrerde mptoll y cpyr o wicheny
the Forest Practices Board. (E4b, MLS=2.8)
fWhil e each caucus in the TFW Policy Committ
towards achieving all four Forests and Fi sh

fTMembers of the TFW Peaniincy oCammiotntse d oge ek awil
(E3g, MLS=2.6).

The collective responses to the first two of
TFW Policy Committee. The collective respons
members of TFW Policy are not felutbwasg TFW g
2. : : AL parties recognize the |l egitimacy
goals will also be respected. These negoti e
parties as far as possibl e
4 . Give the same priority to solving the pr
5. Commi t ment to search for opportunities;
agreement
The collective response to this statement AFO
|l onger possible.o (MLS=2.9) was very weak dis
some respondents that compromise in TFW Polic
Table 3.3.3 presents ranked top quartile of L
respondents (|l argest concurrence index). The
environmental effects of forwyegtespgraacthi ces uld\s
Cl=1), however, agreementf iwsatsa twenaekn t(sMLtSh=€3r. & )w a
and a negative statement about TFW Policy: hi
AMembers of the TFW Policy Committee under st a
Forests and Fish Repor tcour(rEe3nac,e ML S=h3 .wle)a, k adnids a
AMembers of the TFW Policy Committee have suf:
scientific information presented by CMERO ( ES3
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Table 3.3.4 presents the ranked bottom quarti
amongst respondents (smallest concurrence 1ind
was for the statement AThe TFaMWtPiodnaryy Cormm d ity
devel oping recommendations for rule changeo (
statement was very weak agreement (MLS=3.2),

(Figure 3.3.11). ThereinNamapbsoi mpegi mewt cba
FPAMP is requiring unani mous consensus for mo:
di stribution of responses was broad (Figure 3

1-46



5__
- 53
<]
S 4+ 12
(o] 7 12
a 1 16 2
£ - / 6 11 5 8 4 1
s; 1L AR R RRRmBRR =00 o B LN m - NN mge o 0 o N s . I NN KN NN
X~ ¢
— ° L ]
- L
c
P
s2 7
1 Eggﬂmm.ﬁ%tUru.::\ut_J)'ou‘ﬁgng‘cmonmngtw;m:gngtwn#tw‘;mm
©CCY 33388888388 8oeaggagfeen 0w 23T EILOLDDDE YD
Likert Statement
5__
T 13
84 6 9
8 14 10 13 10
a | 4
5 9 2 16
= 15 o e o
B B e i e e et B B R B e
=
- L
c
P
=27
'TEagasgac2f 3t fEoB8 380 8502230682 2382¢8383G383
u_Eu_EI-I-u_mu_gl-l-gu_'-'—u_gu_mLLELLLLLLEQQLD@"D"D@@@@@@LD@@
Likert Statement

Figure 3. ML22f or ungrouped anal ysi sdifsari nagluli s8hl tlLhiek edritf fsetra tpeanne

etc) . For clarity, bl ack dots mark coll ective di saaggreeameartt (
(MLS > 3). Numbers i n bl ack, zreadg dloaart framtk asmntdtreummhdrss (iln trhe
= |l east) and by most concurrence (l=most), respectively. Li

1-47



Tabl e L3 .k3e.rlit. statements with the | argest coll e
St atements are sorted from | argest to small es
and 2) concurrence index (CI). Table include:

Ran|Lab¢g MLS| CI |Statement

For the TE&miMmiol it eg, compromise requir
1 E7d 4.30.9Caucuses

For the TFW Policy Committee, comprom

2 E7c 4'30'8Forests and Fish Report goal s.

New CMER members would benéfrtuhdemst

3 Fadg 4'20'8CMER operates.

CMER studies have increased our knowl
4 c1 4.10 7Northwest.

The "firewall "™ (or separation) betwee
5 D7 4. 14 0. 7/scientists inadvertently allow their

scientific judgment.

For the TFW Policy Committee, comprom
6 E7g9 4'10'7incommensurate interestsvyversach acolfoq

For the TFW Policy Committee, comprom
7 E7Db 4'10'7consensus.

When the TFW Policy Committee devel op
8 G4a| 4. 00. 8changes peméasmaraeasefor environment al

criteria.
9 G6a| 4. 00. 8Understanding environmental-makiskg mi o

The TFW Policy Committee would benefi
10 E4a 4'00'7facilitator.

Understanding acceptable |l evels of bo
11 G6e| 4. 00. 7/leconomic) is necessary for developing

rul es.

CMER studies have reduced scientific

12 C2 4'00'601‘ forest practices on aquatic resour

The TFW Policy Committee has -naofor emed
changes because the results of some C
13 CS5f 4'00'6betweenprfa)¢teis¢es and i mpacts to aquat
di sagreed about the causal. mechani sms

To develop performance measures for t
14 G3 4. 00. 5 Committee needs a definition of what

commerci al forests.
The TFW Policy Committee should work
15 B2 4'00'4Fish Report goal , i . e.., ti mber i ndust

16 E3f|] 3.9 0. 8 Members of th®onmnriW tPeod iarye bi ased by {

When the TFW Policy Committee devel op
17 G4b 3'90'6changes performance measures for the

Exploring solutions that emphasize "]
18 G5a 3'90'5deci-mabhng process.

A major i mpedi ment to a successful FP
19 FS5g 3'90'Sgame", i . e. what success actually 1o

20 B3 3.90. 5 Regulatory certainty for the timber i
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Tabl e L3 .k3e.r2t. st atements with the small est col |

St atements are sorted from smallest to | arges
and 2) concurrence index (CI). Ttah.l e i ncl ude:
Ran|{Labg MLS| CI |[Statement
A major impediment to a successful FP
1 F5a 2'40'5f0r TFW Policy Committee.
2 E4d 2.50.6/The TFW Policy Committee is currently
Whil e each caucus in the TFW Policy C
3 B1 2'60'2c:aucuses work towards achieving all f
Members of the TFW Pol-wcg €olmmiioers &

4 E3g| 2.60. 7. cc,es.

The TFW Policy Committereauonedtpyl ipa]

> E4b 2'80'7recommendations to the Forest Practic

Members of the TFW Policy Committee h

6 E3e 2'80'8the compl eixnfseri matidmn cpresented by CM

v Ed4c 2_90_4The TFW Policy Committee tries to min

ti mber industry when developing recom
8 E7e| 2. 90. 5For the TFW Policy Comrhiotntgeeeg, poocmsgrbdme
9 F5d 2_90_5A maj or i mpedi ment t ot e suelcectsd ud e Fd|

make use of the dispute resolution pr

Foll owing a net gains approach as d

10| F3b 2.90.5Change to the current process.

11 E3h 2_90_7Members of the TFW Policy Committee d

policy recommendations to the Forest
Members of the TFW Policy Committee w
12 E3c 2'90'7the most | mproerlteavnatn tp osiciiceynce questi ons
A major impedi ment to a successful FP

13 F5c¢c| 3.00. 3, csecarch.

14 Dla| 3.00. 7/ Members of CMER recogni seiteheéeifimi egsp

Members of CMER understand the differ

15 Dlec 3'00'7makers in the FPAMP.

Deci sions in the TFW Policy Committee
16 D6 3.1 0.0 shoul ddreati deed t hrough wunani mous conse
type of super majority.

3 0 2The TFW Policy Committee has -nafor eamed

17 Csd changes because there were concerns a

3FoIIowing a "net gains" approach as d

18 F3a| 3.10. the TFW Policy Comamkitmhgepsocdesssi on

Members of the TFW Policy Committee w

19 E3d 3'10'7comptsekentific information presented

The TFW Policy Committee should apply

20 E8 3'zo'odeveloping recommendations for rule ¢
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Tabl e L3 .k3.rd. statements with the most concurre
St atements are sorted from most to | east conc
includes top quartile of Likert statements.
Ran|Labg CI ML S| St at ement

CMER studies on the environment al eff
1 C3a 1 3'5satisfactory research results.

Members of the TFW Policy Committee u
2 E3a| 0.9 3'4of the Forests and Fish Report.

For the TFW Policy Committee, comprom
3 E7d| 0. 9 4'3caucuses

Members of the TFW Policy Committee h
4 E3e 0.8 2'8the complex scientific information pr

For TtFhw Policy Committee, compromise i
S E7c/ 0.8 4'3!=orests and Fish Report goal s.

When the TFW Policy Committee develop
6 G4a| 0.8 4. Q0changes performance measures for envi

criteria.
7 D1d|{ 0.8 3. 7Members of CMER are biased by the pol

Members of the TFW Policy Committee u
8 E3b| 0.8 3'2versus policy makers.
9 G6a| 0.8 4. QQUnderstanding environmental-makiskg mwid

SDM is a feasible change to t hmeaKliFiNg P
10 F4b| 0. 8 3'7process.

CMER studies on the enviprroarcme nctessl heafvfe
11 C3c 3'3useful information needed to resolve
12 E3f| 0. 8 3. 9Members of the TFW Policy Committee a

New CMER members would benefit from t
13| F491 0.8 4. 2-uERr operates.

CMER studies on the environment al ef f
14 C3bl 0.7 3'3confidence in the environment al prote

Members of CMER dinfdfeegrsd rathdr dlhees of sc¢c
15 Dlec) 0.7 3'Omakers in the FPAMP.

Members of CMER allow personal feelin
16 Dlbj 0.7 3'A'scientific judgment .

CMER studies on the enviprroarcme nctessl heafvfe
17 c3d| 0.7 3'A'the key uncertainties associated with

CMER studies on the environment al ef f
18 C3e| 0.7 3'2questions than answer s.
19 Dl1a| 0. 7| 3. 0Members of CMER recognize the |imits

CMER studies have increased our knowl
20 C1 0.7 4'1Northwest.
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Tabl e L3 .k3e.rd. statements with the | east concurr
St atements are sorted from |l east to most conc
includes bottom quartile of Likert statements
Ran|Lab Cl | MLS|Statement
1 E 8 0 3 2The TFW Policy Committee should apply a pr
) recommendations for rule change.
A major impediment to a successful FPAMP i
2 F5b 0.0 3'2decisions.
Deci sions in the TFW Policy Committee abou
3 b6 1 0.0 3':Lbe decided through unani mous consensus, bu
Limiting voting in CMER to one vote per ca
4 F4e 0. 1 3'4CMER.
The State Auditor recommended that the TFW
5 F2b/ 0.1 3. 2unani mous consensus for arriving at a fina
recommendation will violate the spirit of
The TFW Policy Committee has -nofor emedmmehéd
6 C5d/ 0.2 3'1because there were concerns about the FFR
The TFWCPRaldnmicy ee has not r ecoeinmfemrdneedd nrou lee
7 C5al0. 20l 3.3because given the FFR environmental goal s,
that more rule changes were not needed.
Whil e each caucus in the TFW Policy Committ
8 B1]0.2 2'6towards achieving all four Forests and Fis
The State Auditor recommended that the TFW
9 F2c¢c/ 0.3 3. 2unani mous consensus for arriving at a fina
Foll owing this recommendation is a feasibl
A major i mpedi ment to a suwicressdludt iIFPAMPw
10 F5e 0.3 3'6potential changes to forest practices rule
The process of conducting a CMER study (fr
11 b2 10.3 3'2complicated.
12 E7a/ 0. 3 3. 6For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise i
Using "outside sci enchea't (iis./ewma,s sgceineenrtaitfeidc
13 Fa4c 0.3 3'8process") that meets CMER standards for qu
The State Auditor report recommended: Bef o
14 F1b/0. 3 3. 5members develop decision criteria and poli
front. Foll owing this recommendatioan. i s a
Foll owing a "net gains" approach as descri
15 F3a 0.3 3'1Policy Commi t-malei' 3g dprco cé 9.
16 F5c¢c/0. 3 3. 0A major impedi ment to a successful FPAMP i
One of the Forests and Fish Report goal s i
17 G2 |0. 3 3.8To dewypelrdmr mance measures for this FFR eny
Commi ttee needs a definition of what that
TFW Policy and CMER, working together, sho
18 F4fl 0.3 3'7professional experience requirements for (
The TFW Policy Committee tries to minimize
19 Ed4c|l0. 4 2'9industry when devel oping recommendations f
The StateeAodimtaded that the TFW Policy Co
20 F2al0. 4 3. ZJunani mous consensus for arriving at a fina
recommendation will expedite taklmhW Raloicy
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3. 4 Ungr oupedt vweall eycstiisonof Top

C4 asked survey participants to select from a list thentast important qualities that determine
whether a completed CMER study is satisfacfoff a bl e 3. 4. 1) . AAnswer ed
and Areduced a key -twomguaktiestsaedectedtbylarge maaritesaof he t op
respondents. The former was in the top two for 66% of respondents, and the latter was in the top

two for 72%® Out of a 92 respondents, five people be
practices #wlobegquwastyg,t@amd only 2 petwopl e thou
quality fordetermiring whether a completed CMER study is satisfactory

Table 3.4.1 Results summary for C4 tap-two selectionexercise.Rows ordered according
to sum of percentages in last column.

C4. Select the 2 most important qualities that determine whether a completed CMER study is
satisfactory. The CMER study . . .
top-2 item A top-2 item By sum
Important Qualities count | percent | count | percent | percent
reduced a key uncertainty about impacts to aquatic 35 18 3 34 72
resources
answered a critical question pertaining to one of the
. . 37 40 24 26 66
FFR's environmental goals
produced results that are broadly applicable to
. . . 4 4 8 9 13
many regions in Washington
Ied.to unanimous consensus on the appropriate 5 5 8 9 11
policy response
Other * 6 7 3 3 10
led to changing of a forest practices rule 3 3 2 2 5
was approved by CMER with little or no dissension 3 3 1 1 4
did not raise more questions that lead to another 1 1 3 3 4
study
had a reasonable financial cost 1 1 1 1 2
total 92 100 81 88 188
no answer 4 15
* Other: long-term studies that address diversity on the landscape; provides information needed to decide on level
of risk; reasonable amount of time to complete; narrow enough that results can be interpreted; address
questions of interest to support decision-making; results founded in observations and sound theory; information
to allow policy makers to evaluate tradeoffs; assesses the current rules by testing more restrictive and less
restrictive parameters; study results answered the question asked by policy; scientifically robust enough to use
to change forest practices rules.

y Percent of 2%af92resmpompdents dedectdd ®nly one hiogtortantquality.

Part D had three tepwvo selection exercises. D3, D4, and D5 asked survey participants to
choose the two most important things from a list. D3 asked abomta$sieimportant ingredients
for CMER'ssuccess Tabl e 3. 4. 2) . ave tGdvhEcBssanyesciebtificrespendisa
a n @re committed to CMER's purp@se w e r e-twb ihgeedi¢nts for success according to

BWhen reporting percentages for the first and second more important items, percentages can sum to more than 100
because respondents are effectively voting twice: once for the first most important and once for the second most
important.
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the plurality of question respondents. The former was in the top two for 61% of respondents, and
the | atter was in the top two for 31%. CMER
chosen by about orguarter of question respondents (27%).

D4 asked about thmost important idicatorsof CMER's succes@lable 3.4.3). According to

the plurality ofdegiee® svhich scientific ansgptainty dleout thesimpadis of
forest practices on aquatic resources has been reducedtedreefio which CMER members
agree about the interpretation of study resultsw e r e-twb ihdécatdrsoopsuccess. The

former was in the top two for 80% of respondents, and the latter was in the top two for 47%.

i Bgree of mutual resp@atame in third biwas chosen by only 15% of question respondents.
Number of CMER reports and number of journal articles were judged to be the least important
indicators on the list.

D5 asked about the most importaatises of disagreement within CMERable 3.4.4). The
majority (71%) of ¢ biasgdueitocaucus afiiaiopnin deemd s4 c% ocsheo <
fAdifferent interpretations of a study'srestiltsa s -t wWe ¢ apses. AOt her 06 wa
respondent s. Causes of d ilaskafgrusedéfenantopinionsrod e r i O
what constitutes expertisiack of professionalisiuse of process as a weapand lullying

behavior

Table 3.4.2 Results summary for D3 tap-two selectionexerciseRows ordered according
to sum of percentages in last column.

D3. Select the 2 most important ingredients for CMER's success.
CMER members . . .

top-2 item A top-2 item By sum
Important Ingredients count | percent | count | percent | percent
have the necessary scientific expertise 35 39 20 22 61
are committed to CMER's purpose 8 9 20 22 31
trust each other 15 17 9 10 27
respect the interests of other caucuses 9 10 8 9 19
treat other CMER members respectfully 3 3 12 13 16
come to CMER meetings well prepared 6 7 7 8 15
Other* 8 9 3 3 12
collaborate on research projects 3 3 4 4 7
follow CMER meeting protocols 3 3 2 2 5
total 90 100 85 94 194
no answer 6 11

* Other: more statistical rigor, more emphasis on robust empirical data; behave in a constructive manner
toward one another; scientist approved to be on CMER/SAG needs to provide impartial scientific
expertise; none of these apply; all of the above; not supposed to be caucus interests in CMER; focus on
accurate reporting of findings, appropriate scope of inference.

y P er cOxespondents69®of 90 respondents selected only one mogtortantingredient.
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Table 3.4.3 Results summary for D4 tap-two selectionexercise.Rows ordered according
to sum of percentages in last column.

D4. Select the 2 most important indicators of CMER's success.
top-2 item A top-2 item By sum
Important Indicators count | percent | count | percent | percent
degree to which scientific uncertainty about the
impacts of forest practices on aquatic resources has 43 48 28 31 79
been reduced
fjegree to WhICh CMER members agree about the 17 19 o5 o8 47
interpretation of study results
degree of mutual respect amongst all CMER 6 7 7 8 15
members
number of CMER studies that lead to unanimous
. . 7 8 5 6 14
consensus in TFW Policy
Other* 9 10 3 3 13
number of CMER studies completed on time and
e 3 3 7 8 11
within original budget
number of CMER study reports delivered to TFW
. . 1 1 6 7 8
Policy Committee
number of publications in peer-reviewed journals 3 3 1 1 4
total 89 100 82 92 192
no answer 7 14
* Other: working together to achieve a common goal, mutual respect; advanced our understanding and lead to
meaningful change; earnest answering of questions for the sake of understanding; frequency with which
arguments about study findings are minimal; number of rules changed to better-reflect best available science;
follow F&F schedule L-1 to develop robust research and monitoring program.

y P er 8%aspgondents8% of 89 respondents selected only one nimgtortantindicator.

Table 3.4.4 Results summary for D5 tap-two selectionexerciseRows ordered according
to sum of percentages in last column.

D5. Select the 2 most important causes of disagreement within CMER.
top-2 item A top-2 item By sum
Important Causes count | percent | count | percent | percent
bias due to caucus affiliation 42 48 20 23 71
different interpretations of a study's results 19 22 16 18 40
different Iev_els pf professional experience as a 8 9 13 15 o4
research scientist
poor personal relationships 4 5 14 16 21
different levels of knowledge about a scientific topic 4 5 10 11 16
Other* 8 9 2 2 11
different quality standards for scientific research 2 2 6 7 9
total 87 100 81 93 193
no answer 9 15
* Other: lack of trust; different opinions on what constitutes expertise; lack of professionalism; emphasis on
procedures rather than science; process often used as a weapon; bullying behavior.

y P er 8&Wasgondents7% of 87 respondents selected only one nimgtortantcause
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El, E2, and E5 asked survey participants to choose the two most important things from a list. E1
asked about theostimportant indicators of success for the TFW Policy Comm(ffedble

3 . 4 . Psopress towards achieving all four FFR goalsa naihtaifiimg the spirit of the

original TFWO6  w e r e-twb ihdécatdrsoofpsuccess according to the plurality of question
respondents. The former was in the top two for 37% of question respondents, and the latter was

i n the top Approwng CMER stAdds%hat prodiiced useful informatmeame in

third and was chosen by 10% of question respondents. The bottom of-the tigt was

0C cupi egdresbtgwandgachieving the three environmental goals a¥ FFR rradjress p

towards achieving the FFR's economic viability goal whi ch wer e chosen by
respondents respectively.

E2 asked about the most importamgredients for success of the TFW Policy Commiiesble

3.4.9. According to respondenfSFW policy member§i ar e c o mmiFFRgoas teon dal |
frespect the interests of other caucasesre the togwo indicators of success. The former was

in the top two fol57% of respondents, and the latter was in the top tw83&. Are i

commi tted to the FPANMB%G regpondentehese basatmpme i n t hi
most important ingredient

E5 asked about thmost important reasorigr why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty

reaching unanimous consengliable 3.4.7). The plurality of question respondents chose
fAdifferences in members' levels of acceptable risk to fish, amphibians, and wateoqualitt 9 %)

a n dsing unanimous consensus as a stalling ta(t&%) as thetop wo r e aosron s . A P
personal relationships was ¢ hosen b ackoftamimpartig facditptdre wa s d n b t
chosen by anyongi Ot her 0 was cnteots. Reasohsyor Mot reachiagoupanimous
consensus und e rurnavertard éossof institutohalikdosviédgdl of the above
differences in caucus member level of engagenaentpoor management by AMP staff
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Table 3.4.5 Results summary for E1taep-two selectionexercise.Rows ordered according

to sum of percentages in last column.

E1l. Select the 2 most important indicators of success for the TFW Policy Committee.

top-2item A top-2 item By sum
Important Indicators count | percent | count | percent | percent
Progress towards achieving all four FFR goals 49 55 16 18 73
Maintaining the spirit of the original TFW 8 9 27 30 39
Presenting consensus recommendations for rule
change or no rule change to the FPB 10 18 20 30
Approwr_]g CMER studies that produced useful 6 7 12 13 20
information
Providing regulatory certainty for commercial 3 3 6 7 10
forestlands
Reaching unanimous consensus on difficult issues 2 2 6 7 9
Other* 6 7 1 1 8
Progress towards achieving the three
> 6 7 0 0 7

environmental goals of FFR
Progress towards achieving the FFR's economic

Lo 0 0 1 1 1
viability goal

total 89 100 87 98 198
no answer 7 9

* Other: FPAMP should determine whether the rules . . . are found adequate to protect public resources based on
today's science; making clear and transparent the uncertainties in knowledge that could disrupt regulatory
uncertainties; ensuring everyone's interested are considered and not making winners and losers; follow F&F
schedule L-1 requirements to develop research program.

y P er 8%aspgondents2% of 89 respondents selected only one mogtortantindicator.

Table 3.4.6 Results summary for E2 tap-two selectionexercise.Rows ordered according

to sum of percentages in last column.

E2. Select the 2 most important ingredients for success of the TFW Policy Committee. TFW
Policy members . . .
top-2 item A top-2 item By sum
Important Ingredients count | percent | count | percent | percent
are committed to all 4 FFR goals 24 27 27 30 57
respect the interests of other caucuses 13 15 16 18 33
are committed to the FPAMP's purpose 7 8 10 11 19
trust each other 10 11 4 4 15
come to TFW Policy meetings well prepared 10 11 4 4 15
are willing to compromise 5 6 7 8 14
possess adequate policy expertise 3 3 9 10 13
possess adequate scientific knowledge 4 4 7 8 12
know the history of TFW, FFR, and the FPAMP 8 9 0 0 9
Other* 5 6 2 2 8
total 89 100 86 97 197
no answer 7 10
* Other: Many above are important, knowing and articulating the needs of one's caucus; committed to the
process, not working on other things away from the table; all of the above; committed to all 4 FFR goals
equally, not prioritize CWAA above L1 requirements.

y  Per 8%asgondents3% of 89respondents selected only one nibgtortantingredient
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Table 3.4.7. Results summary for E5tap-two selectionexercise.Rows ordered according
to sum of percentages in last column.

E5. Select the 2 most important reasons for why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty reaching
unanimous consensus.
top-2 item A top-2 item By sum
Important Reasons count | percent | count | percent percent
cﬁfferences. in members' levels of acceptable risk to 23 o8 8 10 38
fish, amphibians, and water quality
using unanimous consensus as a stalling tactic 10 12 15 18 30
unwillingness of some members to compromise 10 12 7 9 21
members' different interpretations of the
commitments made in foundauopal documents 3 4 13 16 20
(TFW Agreement, Forests and Fish Report,
FPHCP)
j[he inability of some members to appreciate the 7 8 8 10 18
interests of other caucuses
differences in members' interpretation of study 7 9 7 9 18
results
d|fferenges in r_n_embers concern about the 8 10 6 7 17
economic viability goal
the complexity of forest practices issues 4 5 6 7 12
differences in beliefs about the degree of
regulatory certainty that should be provided to the 5 6 5 6 12
timber industry
Other* 4 5 1 1 6
poor personal relationships 1 1 2 2 3
lack of an impartial facilitator 0 0 0 0 0
total 82 100 78 95 195
no answer 14 18
* Other: turnover and loss of institutional knowledge; all of the above; differences in caucus member level of
engagement and willingness to make decisions, poor management by AMP staff, ineffective AMP leadership.

y Per 8Xespondents5% of 82 respondents selectedly one mosimportantreason

(7))

3.5 Grouped Analysis of Likert Statement
The grouped analysis divided responses to eac

respondent sé caucus membership, | eadership po:
FPAMP.

There were | arge differences in groups sizes.
Conservation Caucus and FPB | eadership group
contrast, the State caucus andeBtsepee Lbkeryg
statement . On average, all groups tended to
index was similar across all groups, but he

t
FPAMP role group had theshighest CI within thi
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Correlation coefficients and means of absol ut
concurrence between groups (Table 3.5.2). Fo
exhibited-Tbybebep&tatefor whichndh&MLBLMADOwES
0.29. The | east concur-Tember wpai r ndhcahehldadto

correi0atlivr®dn ,( t he

onl vy

negati ve

correl

ation of

of all pairings. | no ntEehVeEE RI eean T rEEIR® | g cyu pian g ,s
strong correlations (0.718 ad 0.730, respecti
The other pairing in the | eadershipoggricypipagr
in the roldethpeospiroggleat correlation of the 1
Tabl e 3.%ummary statistics across al/l 81 Lik
and s-pokehce role groupings. Cl denotes witdl
Caucus Groups
Statistic Conservation Tribes State Timber
mean N 4.7 12.6 24.0 17.8
mean MLS 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.5
mean ClI 0. 42 0.40 0. 48 0. 414
Leadership Groups
Statistic None CMER TFW Pol FPB
mean N 31. 8 20. 2 6.0 4. 3
mean MLS 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.5
mean ClI 0. 46 0.40 0.42 0.50
Sciedoéicy Role groups
Statistic Policy Science FPAMP
mean N 25. 8 40.5 6.0
mean MLS 3.5 3.5 3.5
mean ClI 0.41 0. 42 0.52
Tabl e. 3.Be&r son correlation coefficients and r
calcul ated for group pairs across all 81 Like
Caucus Group Pairs
Conserv- Conserv- Conserv- State- Timber- State-
Statistic Tribes State Timber Tribes Tribes Timber
pair MLS correlation 0.463 0.304 -0.179 0.755 0.541 0.569
pair MLS MAD 0.58 0.62 0.91 0.29 0.46 0.43
Leadership Group Pairs
No n-e No n-e CMER CMER | TFW Pol
Statistic CMER | TFW Po|[NonEPBTFW Po FPB FPB
pair MLS correlation 0. 0.480 0. 52( 0.730 O0.55¢ 0.483
pair MLS MAD 0. 0. 47 0. 36 0. 383 0. 38 0. 46
Sci efoéicy Role Group Pairs
Statistic poliscy ence pol iFPAMP sci e-cRPAMP
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pair MLS correlation 0.808 0.491 0.695

pair MLS MAD 0.26 0.47 0.33
Concurrence within groupings, as i nWailclaitse da nbdy
Dunnés tests, pairings with opposing opinions

(Table 3.5.3), was sensitive.tbo agwrdo Wdpitngme.s tT
frequency of sWaglnliifsi ctaenstt sK rtuhsakna gichlei d ye ardeelres hi p
groupings, respectively. The caucus group al
significant Dunndés tewtshaongdgpebsgngfopant oBPanh
groupings.

Tabl e M2asSu3es of concuiWabkhte amehy
(Dunnés test) groups. AOpposing o
three and another group has MLS | e

aKdubkaiv
pi nionso I
ss than t
t

Signi f Liker
Tests |Statemen
Signi Signi f|l Oppos Opposi
Groupin KW te Dunnds| Opini Opinio
Caucus 25 45 29 38
Leaders 10 11 5 23
Sci epnocl e 6 10 7 29
Rol e

Because the caucus grouping had by far the | a
because caucus is the fundamental wunit of org
Commi tteej;seict itomi swesuvda 'l focus @ahsobhedecaucbe

useful, informative results from other two gr
are provided in Appendices A2 and A3.

3.5.1. Forests and Fish Report Goals (Part B

A W test on caucus gragupdidiacdhtnadt fferdiean@tte ba't
statement Bl. All four caucus groups disagre
for the Conservation, Tribes, State, and Ti mb
W test inditcamaédystsagni ficant differences bet
B3 (Figure 3.5.1). For B2 gcolupvghifesponsdsfiwe
indicated f-ori GMIBS fx bat)i oIC SN a@MevVSEH .i D7)

ConserViamhjddinSE . 19) , -Tainndbgddilt 20 e92) , and for B3,

ConserViamhjddinSEA . 24) anidmigMiL B@s 95) . Based on M
the Conservation Caucus disagreed with B2 (ML
statement B3, but the degree of agreement di f

the Ti mber group (MLB8=#hd)Camslet W@t wemkE€astcihs
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bot h
respe

B2 and B3, t
ctively).

h e

Ti

mber

group

had

B2. The TFW Policy Committee should work toward achieving the fourth Forests and Fish Report goal, i.e., timber
industry economic viability.

B3. Regulatory certainty for the timber industry is an implied goal of the FPHCP.

greatest

B2 B3
o _ N=72; Pval=0 o _  N=72; Pval=0.0057
- Cons: N=7, MLS=2.4, Conl=0.48 - Cons: N=7, MLS=3.1, |[Conl=0.2
Trib: N=14, MLS=4, Conl=0.49 Trib: N=14, MLS=3.4, Cpnl=0.29
w o Stat: N=30, MLS=3.7, Conl=0.38 w o Stat: N=30, MLS=3.8, Qonl=0.47
o Timb: N=21, MLS=4.6, Conl=0.81 o Timb: N=21, MLS=4.4| Conl=0.52
g— . = anserv g— . = ansew
& - O Tribes & - O Tribes
- O State - O State
=} . B Timber s} . B Timber
oy oy
ie) Ke)
E E
3 © H 35 0 +
P P
el B jﬁ
olm_ h TR Bl
Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement
Figure 3.5.1. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert
statements B2 and B3. ANO is number oWalipedpl e r ¢
test.
Tabl e. 3.G@resbupponses to Likert statements in Par
result -WwWal Kresskatl Dunnds test s; zero means t e
Aopinionod in bold. Compl ete summary statisti
statements in Appendices A2 and A3. Li kert s
Pairs Pairs
Signif Not
Likert | Different | Concur MAD Mean Likert Scores
Caucus G| Conserv Tribes State Timber
Bl 0 0 0. 31 2.7 2.7 2.9 2.3
B2 4 3 1.15 2.4 4.0 3.7 4.6
B3 2 0 0. 68 3.1 3.4 3.8 4. 4
Leadership None CMER TFW Policy | FP Board
Bl 0 3 0.40 2.5 2.8 3.3 2.8
B2 0 0 0. 66 3.8 4.0 4. 4 3.2
B3 2 0 0. 83 3.6 4.0 4 .7 3.2
Sciedoéicy Rol Policy Scienc FPAMP
B1 0 0 0.12 2.8 2.6 2.7
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B2 0 0 0.19 4.0 4.0 3.7

B3 0 0 0.28 4.1 3.8 3.7
For statements B1, B2, and B3 there were no s
opposing responskasl iwey hRonl ¢ hgr Gepiemge( Tabl e 3.
grouping, the TFW Policy gr ouMlL Swa3s. 3t)h.e OoAllly fg
|l eadership groups agreed with B3, but the FP
di fferent from the CMER (MLS=4.0) and TFW Pol

3.5.2 CMER Studies (Part C)

A W test on caucus groups did not indicate a
statements Cl1 or C2. All four caucus groups
| argest total agreement for C1 camemaflrloens tt hheot

agreement for Cl and C2 came from the Timber

A - test indicated statistically significant

c3a, ¢, d, and e (Figure 3.5.2, Table 3.5.5).
gr cluev el responses for -€iamrlhefsotmgtiC8Bmae ft. :9 2G g n LS rc\
(MLS= 1. 2¢@MWL,S=C3d 1()-Ti mbdr SqMWLtSefC.361 )(. For C3a
the Conservation Caucus and Ti mber Caucus gro
but the degree of adfreereemetn:t 4wa2s vssi.g n3d.f2 cfaonrt | G/3

(Table 3.5.5). For C3c and C3e, caucus group
have concurring responses. The Conservation C
Ti mber Cauags egdo( ML&SEE=ER. 95) . The Ti mber Cauc

(MLS=3.6) but the State Caucus group was neut
Caucus also disagreed (MLS=2.7) with C3e but
C3e, whiAcChMESRt astteuddi es on the environmental eff
more questions than answers. o

A W test on caucus groups did not indicate a
groups for pt a@Ot.eOMent (C@CHaa (is a provocative st a
studies indicated that more rule changes were

responses of the Conservation Caucus and the
for magrdeed (MLS=2.3) with C5a and the-latter
2. 30 .=7;3=3..7) . The Tri heps darmd Sveatkerc awgao e mem
(MLS=3.1,pv3al3uyes fWhoene stthef or C5b and f were | e
adj upvtaddues from the Dunndés test were not. Al
bet ween 3.5 and 4. 3. The Conservation Caucus
weakly, and the Tribes Caucus group had very

For C5c¢c and d, the s-8metéewoCgambeviChasesvghni
di fferdmrtveqr awepponses,-Tiamherf opaiChehadesiTgnibkei
responses (Figure 3.5.3, Tabl e¢h&. 9nb)y. grblue C
with C5c¢c, albeit weakly (MLS=2.6). For C5d,
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economic viability goal, o0 the Conservation an
the State group was neutral/undecided (MLS=3.
The Tri bal Caucus group was t he)gnlayn dg rtchwep ottdc
groups had weak to moderate agreement with C5
C3. CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices . . .
3a) . . . have produced satisfactory research results.
3c) . . . have provided useful information needed to resolve policy issues.
3d) . . . have addressed the key uncertainties associated with the impacts of forest practices.
3e) . . . have created more questions than answers.
C3a C3c
o _ N=67; Pval=0.0125 o _ N=68; Pval=0.0032
- Cons: N=6, MLS=4.2, Conl=0.51 - Cons: N=5, MLS=4.2, Conl=0.71
Trib: N=14, MLS=3.6, Conl=0.59 Trib: N=13, MLS=3.2, Conl=0.41
w | Stat: N=27, MLSz3.6, Conl=0.67 w | Stat: N=29, MLS=3.4, Conl=0.59
o Timb: N=20, ML$%3.2] Conl=0.71 o Timb: N=21, MLS=3, ¢anl=0.56
g— o~ DC(_)nserv g— . DCc_)nserv
& ~ 7 O Tribes & — 7 O Tribes
- O State - O State
S > M Timber S o - M Timber
(O] (]
Ke) Ke)
E IS
I © I ©
=z =z
o o H:
o DL ol I m DIH]
Never  Rarely Somtimes Often  Always No Ansr Never  Rarely Somtimes Often  Always No Ansr
Frequency Frequency
C3d C3e
o N=69; Pval=0.0232 o N=67; Pval=0.0183
- Cons: N=6, MLS=4.2, Conl=0.51 - Cons: N=6, MLS=2.7, Conl=0.47
Trib: N=14, MLS=3.3, Conl=0.6 Trib: N=14, MLS=3.2, Conl=0.48
w | Stat: N=28, MLS=3.5, Conl=0.55 w | Stat: N=26, MLS=3, Conl=0.53
o Timb: N=21, MLS=3.1, Conl=0.42 o Timb: N=21, MLS=3.6, Conl=0.56
g— o~ DC(_)nserv g— . DCc_)nserv
& ~ 7 O Tribes & — 7 O Tribes
- O State - O State
S > M Timber S o - M Timber
(O] (]
Ke) Ke)
E £
S5 © S © 4
=z =z
N ﬂ Dﬂ] N Dﬂ]
o J DJ o m
Never Rarely Somtimes Often  Always No Ansr Never Rarely Somtimes Often  Always No Ansr
Frequency Frequency
Figure 3.5.2. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert
statements in C3. ANO i s number of -Walietpst e
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C5. The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule changes because . . .

5a)...
changes were not needed.

given the FFR environmental goals, the results of some CMER studies indicated that more rule

5¢) . .. some CMER studies have not produced the types of information needed for decisions regarding rule
change.
5d) . . . there were concerns about the FFR economic viability goal.
5e) . .. the results of some CMER studies demonstrated that performance targets were being met under the
current rules.
CS5a C5c
o _  N=66; Pval=0.0537 o _  N=66; Pval=0.0129
- Cons: N=7, MLS=2.3, Conl=0.38 - Cons: N=7, MLS=2.6, Conl=0.26
Trib: N=14, MLS=3.1, Conl=0.13 Trib: N=14, MLS=3.6, Conl=0.25
w | Stat: N=24, MLS=3.3, Conl=0.27 w | Stat: N=25, MLS=4.1, Conl=0.58
o Timb: N=21, MLS=3.7, Conl=0.3 o Timb: N=20, MLS=4, Ganl=0.53
g— « = anserv g— « = anserv
& - O Tribes & - O Tribes
- O State — O State
S o B Timber S o - B Timber
()] Q
o] o]
£ E
35 © H 5 © -
= e
~ Hﬂ Aﬂ J: ~ Aﬂ
o ﬂ] od H1 H]J
Strong D Neither Strong A No Ansr Strong D Neither A Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement
C5d C5e
o _  N=63; Pval=0.0121 o _  N=64; Pval=0.0095
- Cons: N=6, MLS=4.5, Conl=0.45 - Cons: N=6, MLS=3.5, Conl=0.1
Trib: N=14, MLS=3.4, Conl=0.2 Trib: N=14, MLS=2.8, Conl=0.22
w | Stat: N=23, MLS=3, Conl=0.43 w | Stat: N=25, MLS=3.6, Conl=0.5
o Timb: N=20, MLS=2.7, Conl=0.15 o Timb: N=19, MLS=4, Conl=0.62
2 [ Conserv 2  Conserv
& ~ 7 O Tribes & — 7 O Tribes
- O State - O State
© & B Timber ° 5 M Timber
@ @
Ke) Ke)
E S
=0 O H =0 O H
=z =z
. ﬂ alll || . EEL 0
Strong D Neither Strong A No Ansr Strong D Neither A Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement

Figure 3.5.3. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to L
-Watlis tpsk. e

st

atements in C6b.

A NO

i'S number of
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Tabl e. 3.@redsupponses to Likert statements in Par

Differento i s -Walel iresand DbdnmkKdsustkeadt s; zer o me
Compl ete summary statistics and hipbtkesis te
statements in Appendices A2 and A3. Li kert st
ISDiZIr:?f P,(T(')rts Mean Likert Scores
Likert | Different | Concur MAD Conserv Tribes State Timber
c1 0 0 0.33 4.6 4.1 4.1 3.9
C2 0 0 0.19 4.1 3.9 4.1 3.8
C3a 1 0 0. 47 4.2 3.6 3.6 3.3
C3b 0 0 0.18 3.3 3.1 3.3 3.4
C3c 1 0 0.67 4.2 3.2 3.4 3.0
c3d 1 0 0.57 4.2 3.3 3.5 3.1
C3e 1 2 0.49 2.7 3.2 3.0 3.6
C5a 0 3 0.73 2.3 3.1 3.3 3.7
C5b 0 3 0.73 2.6 3.1 3.5 3.9
C5c 2 3 0.81 2.6 3.6 4.1 4.0
C5d 2 2 0.97 4.5 3.4 3.0 2.7
C5e 1 3 0.62 3.5 2.8 3.6 4.0
C5f 0 0 0. 43 4.3 4.2 4.1 3.5
*Responses -poi @8BsuekéerbdbaSed on frequency.

Tabl e. 3.Gr.®6up responses to Likert statements i

Di fferemaulits -WihleKr sskaltl Dunnds tests; zero me
Compl ete summary statistics and hypothesis te
statements in Appendices A2 and A3.
;Z'rr]?f Pﬁgts Mean Likert Scores

Likert | Different | Concur MAD None CMER TFW Policy | FP Board

c1 0 0 0.20 4.0 4.2 4.1 3.8

C2 0 0 0.36 3.9 4.0 4. 3 3.6

C3a] 1 0 0. 41 3.4 3.6 3.6 4.2

C3b 1 0 0.32 3.0 3.6 3.4 3.6

C3c 0 0 0.23 3.2 3.4 3.3 3.6

c3d 0 0 0.17 3.3 3.6 3.4 3.6

C3e 0 0 0.21 3.1 3.4 3.0 3.0

C5a 1 3 0.56 2.8 3.8 3.9 3.7

C5hb 0 0 0.38 3.3 3.8 3.9 3.3

C5¢c 0 0 0.31 3.6 4.0 4.0 3.5

Cc5d 0 4 0.39 3.3 3.4 2.9 2.8

C5e 1 0 0.32 3.2 3.8 3.6 3.3

C5f 0 0 0.25 4.1 3.8 4.0 4.3

*Responses poil@B&kercdaée d#aSed on frequency.
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Tabl e. 3.G8r.oup responses to Li kpeorlti csyt atod nee ngtr so ui
APairs Signif DiffeMWaht osi asndh®unedsl test sKra

insignificant. Compl ete summagcgi @erodead cgtr obkea
grouping for all Likert statements in Appendi
SPiZ';?f P,\?érts Mean Likert Scores

Likert | Different | Concur MAD Pol i cy Scienc FPAMP

c1 0 0 0.11 4.0 4.2 4.2

c2 0 0 0.02 4.0 4.0 4.0

C3a] 0 0 0.26 3.7 3.4 3.3

C3b 0 0 0.20 3.6 3.3 3.3

C3c 0 0 0.25 3.4 3.3 3.0

c3d 0 0 0.19 3.5 3.4 3.7

C3e 0 2 0.28 3.3 3.2 2.8

C5a 0 0 0. 44 3.7 3.3 3.0

C5b 0 0 0.17 3.6 3.6 3.8

C5¢c 0 0 0.21 3.7 4.0 4.0

cs5d 0 2 0. 41 2.7 3.4 3.2

C5e 0 0 0.25 3.7 3.5 3.3

C5f 0 0 0.23 3.7 4.1 4.0

*Responses -poi @8BsuekéerbdbaSed on frequency.
Al | | eadership groups agreed with CBaseacdEiER
results, o but the FP Board | eadership group a
t he None group ( MLS=3.4) (Table 3.5.6). The
bet ween None (MLS=3.0) and GCOWER slteuvaddieerss h.i p. (.M
increased confidence in the environment al pr o
agreed with Cba. Leadership groups were spli
recommended -immofroer nsecdi ernuclee ¢ hearneg ecso nbceecranuss ea ht ohuetr
economic viability goal .o (C5d). TFW Policy

but None and CMER | eadership weakly agreed; t
significant.

Il n Part C, there were no signific-Botidyf Refl en
grouping.

3.5.3. CMEROGs Culture and Process (Part D)

A -WW test on caucus groups did not indicate a
groups responses to statements in D1, D2, or
Ti mbgML S=2. 249 mbMatSee 1. 44) had signidgricdugvtelly di
responses (Figure 3.5.4). The Conservation a

1-65



and

3.

group

D7

brokeno),

hig

I n
for

h

Par t
D7.
neutr al

S

Ti
Conser

ot her

significant!|
CMER
groups

Th
ens

6)
cons

a pr
|l evel
mber ,
at

t h
ne
ec
me

D,

N o
/ und
state

fundin
agr e

nce,

respectivel y.

Tri bes
was |

and Ti
ow for

mber
bot h

e
us

ag.

di s
(Cl =0

cative statement (AThe o0firewall
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agreement witlhnBervetLSon,3T8) beé
For D7, the Timber

a |l ow | evel (Cl =0

i on Caucus has

only significant difference 1in
CMER and TFW Policy Leadership
(Table 3.5.8). fOhesleeadat s |
Part D -Palti aiyonRolwer@r cu minr
ence responses to DG6. Th
be dectiyebdutbyt hseo m®c it eyrpcee oe¢
3 and 4.3, respectively)

D6. Decisions in the TFW Policy Committee about funding of particular CMER studies should not be decided
through unanimous consensus, but rather through some type of super majority.

D7. The “firewall" (or separation) between science and policy is broken. That is, some scientists inadvertently allow
their own policy preferences to influence their scientific judgment.

Number of People

12

Strong D

D6
N=68; P val=3e-04

Cons: N=5, MLS=4.4, Conl=0.41
Trib: N=13, MLS=2.9, Conl=0.1
Stat: N=29, MLS=3.6, Conl=0.49
Timb: N=21, MLS=2.1, Conl=0.16

1

Neither

R

Agreement

D7
0 _ N=68; P val=0.7589
- Cons: N=5, MLS=3.8, [Gonl=0.28
Trib: N=14, MLS=4.1, Cpnl=0.43
w Stat: N=28, MLS=4.1, Conl=0.57
m Timb: N=21, MLS=4.2) Conl=0.59
@ Conserv ‘_8- o~ @ Conserv
O Tribes & — O Tribes
O State - O State
M Timber © o B Timber
3]
o
£
S © 4
=z
N [H:l
M D:H] o J LN Jﬂ
A Strong A No Ansr Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr
Agreement

test.

D6

Figure 3.5.4. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert
statements

and D7. fi NRoval is she resulnobtieerKruskdVallip e g p | e r
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Tabl e. 3.G@re®dupponses to Likert statements in Par
result -Wwhal Kreaskatd Dunnés tests; zero means t e:
summary statistics and hypothesis tesant result
Appendices A2 and A3. Li kert statements i n Aj
Pairs Pairs
Signif Not
Likert | Different | Concur MAD Mean Likert Scores
Caucus G| Conserv Tribes State Timber
D1aj 0 2 0.46 3.6 3.0 3.1 2.7
D1b 0 3 0. 46 2.8 3.5 3.2 3.6
Dlc 0 4 0.41 3.5 2.9 3.2 2.8
D1d 0 0 0. 41 3.2 4.0 3.5 3.6
D2 0 4 0.64 2.2 2.9 3.4 3.2
D6 2 4 1.24 4. 4 2.9 3.6 2.1
D7 0 0 0.23 3.8 4.1 4.1 4.2
Leadership None CMER TFW Policy | FP Board
D1laj 0 2 0.33 2.9 3.0 3.1 3.5
D1b 0 3 0.37 3.4 3.3 3.4 2.8
Dlc 0 1 0.52 3.0 3.0 2.7 3.8
D1d 0 0 0.40 3.8 3.6 3.6 3.0
D2 0 2 0.57 3.5 3.0 2.9 2.4
D6 0 2 0.77 3.5 3.0 2.1 3.4
D7 1 0 0.63 4.2 4.1 4.1 3.0
Scie#oeicy Rol Policy Scienc FPAMP
D1aj 0 2 0.34 3.2 2.9 2.7
D1b 0 0 0. 32 3.4 3.4 3.9
Dlc 0 1 0. 34 3.0 3.1 2.6
Di1d 0 0 0. 114 3.7 3.6 3.9
D2 0 2 0. 64 2.9 3.3 3.9
D6 3 2 1.22 2.4 3.3 4.3
D7 0 0 0.26 4.0 4.1 4. 4
*Responses poibDlsecsaékerdbasSed on frequency.
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3.5. 4. TFW Policy Committee Culture and Proc
A W test on caucus groups indicated statistic
statements E3cpv &ldwes afWwdotre &tthef DKie E3 g and E7f

0.05, butpwvahleueasdjfursaconedt he Dunnédés test were not
group pair with a significant i imbgheStcle 1li)n r
Responses tpooiE3t-sucseekderab s ed on frequency. The
Afrequentl| ydoths eEdJatwaeasn tChaucus (MLS=3.7) (Fig
groups responded fAinfrequentlyo but more weak
Ti mber ) . The responses to E3c by the Conserv
rel abhigbalgonsensus (Cl=0.66, 0.58).

The caucus groups had consensus on statement

are biased by their caucus affiliation. o Al |
bi ased MLS values were 3.2, S3.aGd,e,3.ah,d a&nadanb4
caucus groups, respectively. Bias by committ
are expected to defend the interests of their
relatively high consensus (Cl= 0.67, 0.64).

E3c. Members of the TFW Policy Committee work with CMER scientists to ensure that the most important policy-

relevant science questions are addressed.
E3f. Members of the TFW Policy Committee are biased by their caucus affiliation.

9
I
9
I

6
I

Number of People
6
|

Number of People

: Lot ]

E3c E3f
o _  N=62; Pval=0.0266 o _  N=61; Pval=0.0987
= Cons: N=6, MLS=3.7, Conl=0.66 = Cons: N=4, MLS=3.2, Conl=0.67
Trib: N=13, MLS=2.9, Conl=0.38 Trib: N=13, MLS=3.6, Conl=0.43

o Stat: N=24, MLS=2.8, Conl=0.58 w Stat: N=25, MLS=3.7, Gonl=0.64
Timb: N=19, MLS=2.6, Conl=0.5 Timb: N=19, MLS=4.1) Conl=0.54
o~ E Conserv o~ E Conserv
— 7 O Tribes — 7 O Tribes
O State
M Timber

Never  Rarely Somtimes Often  Always No Ansr Never  Rarely Somtimes Often  Always No Ansr

Frequency Frequency

1

Figure 3.5.5. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four main groups to Lik

statements E3c and E3f. ANO i s
test.

number -Waflis p
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324 cau

ervat.i
sensus

E4c. The TFW Policy Committee tries to minimize potential financial burdens to the timber industry when

developing recommendati

ons for new rules

E8. The TFW Policy Committee should apply a precautionary principle when developing recommendations for rule

change.
E4c E8
0 _ N=64; P val=0 © _ N=69; P val=0
- Cons: N=5, MLS=3.8, Conl=0.71 - Cons: N=6, MLS=4.8, Conl=0.73
Trib: N=14, MLS=3.2, Conl=0.22 Trib: N=14, MLS=4.1, Conl=0.25

o Stat: N=26, MLS=3.4, Conl=0.51 O Stat: N=29, MLS=3.4, Conl=0.36
" Timb: N=19, MLS=1.9, Conl=0.44 @ Timb: N=20, MLS=1.8, Conl=0.34
2  Conserv 2 [ Conserv
& — 7] O Tribes & — M O Tribes
- O State - O State
© & M Timber © 5 B Timber
@ @
o] o]
£ e
-0 O H 0 © H
= =
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N | I 1 (] N Tl B ol

Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement

Figure 3.5.6. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert
statements E4c, and ES8.
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0 but TFW Policy | eade
cy Committee fAwor k wit
on

responded Ainfrequently
[
[ s ar e adnhder ecsosnepd 0e,x A w

[
members of the TFW Pol
rel evant science quest
[

scientific nformationo, and fAhave sufficient
information. 0 Surprisingly, the None and FP
with ATFW Policy Committerecitali elsurtde ma nti ani tzhee
industryo (E4c), but the CMER and TFW Policy
Perhaps not sur i singly, the Policy role gro
to Aimembers of e TFW Policy Committee have
compl ex scient. c informationo (EBe)fiaundreet

|l icy recommendationso (E4b),
opposing opinions (Tabl e 3.

r
h
[

0
r
| e groupst acanp psltyatnegmean tp rE8,a uwh

p
t
f
provi dresasvened p
somewhat stronge
the other two ro

Table. 3.G8rr®up responses to Likert statements i

Differento i s -Walel iresand DbdnrmkKdaustkeadt s; zer o me
Compl ete summary statistics anndg hfyopro tahlels ilsi kteer
statements in Appendices A2 and A3. Li kert st
;er:?f PI\?é)rtS Mean Likert Scores

Likert | Different | Concur MAD Conserv Tribes State Timber

E3a 0 0 0.38 3.8 3.2 3.5 3.2

E3b 0 0 0.13 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.1

E3c 1 3 0.56 3.7 2.9 2.8 2.6

E3d 0 3 0.31 3.3 3.2 3.1 2.7

E3e 0 0 0.19 3.0 2.8 3.0 2.7

E3f 0 0 0. 41 3.3 3.6 3.7 4.1

E3g 0 3 0.67 3.5 2.4 2.8 2.3

E3h 0 3 0.38 2.7 2.5 2.7 3.3

E4a 0 0 0.11 3.8 3.9 4.0 3.9

E4b 0 0 0.28 2.8 2.4 3.0 2.7

E4c 3 3 0.95 3.8 3.2 3.4 1.9

E4d 0 0 0. 34 2. 4 2.1 2.4 2.7

E7a 0 0 0.21 4.0 3.6 3.6 3.7

E7b 0 0 0.06 4.2 4.1 4.1 4.2

E7c 0 0 0.009 4.2 4. 4 4.3 4.3

E7d 0 0 0.13 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.3

E7e 0 1 0.20 3.2 3.0 2.8 3.0

E7f 0 0 0.51 4.0 3.5 3.1 3.9

E7g¢g 0 0 0.29 4.2 4. 4 4.0 3.8

ES8 4 3 1.63 4.8 4.1 3.4 1.8

*Responses -po

EB-sbekdrthaSed on frequency.
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Tabl

e

. 3.

Srbp

di fferento i s
Compl et e
st@ament s

summary

r e sspoant seense nttos Liink ePratrt E f or | ead
-Wahl el irse saunldt Doufn nKbérsu stkeaslt s; zer o me
statistics and hypothesis te

n Appendices

A2 and A3

Li kert st a

SPiZ';‘?f P,\?érts Mean Likert Scores
Likert | Different | Concur MAD None CMER TFW Policy | FP Board
E 3 a] 0 0 0.25 3.3 3.5 3.6 3.8
E3b 0 0 0.43 3.0 3.2 3.9 3.3
E3c 0 4 0.51 2.8 2.7 3.6 3.3
E3d 0 4 0. 42 2.9 2.8 3.4 3.5
E3e 0 4 0. 48 2.8 2.6 3.1 3.5
E3f 0 0 0.20 3.8 3.7 3.9 3.5
E3g 0 0 0.20 2.6 2.6 2.7 3.0
E3h 0 0 0.31 2.7 3.0 3.0 2.5
E4a 0 0 0.16 4.0 3.9 4.0 3.8
E4b 0 0 0.07 2.7 2.7 2.9 2.8
E4dc 0 4 0.41 3.2 2.8 2.7 3.4
E4d 0 0 0. 38 2.2 2.6 2.9 2.8
E7a 0 0 0. 26 3.5 3.7 3.3 3.8
E7Db 0 0 0.21 3.9 4. 3 4.1 4.0
E7c 0 0 0.07 4. 3 4. 3 4.1 4. 3
E7d 0 0 0.20 4. 2 4 . 4 4.1 4.5
E7e 0 1 0.16 3.1 2.8 3.0 3.0
E7f 0 0 0. 27 3.2 3.6 3.7 3.8
E79 0 0 0.40 4. 2 4. 0 4. 2 3.5
E 8 1 4 0. 68 3.7 2.6 2.7 3.6
*Responses -poi EBsbekdrhaSed on frequency.
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Table.3. ®&rbdblLp responses to Li kerlti cyyt atod e rgtro u
APairs signif diff eWalnltios i astnatshtl@u;m redser ot noefa nksr u
insignificant. Compl ete summary statistics a
Likert statements in Appendices A2 and A3. L |
SPiZ';‘?f P,\?érts Mean Likert Scores

Likert | Different | Concur MAD Pol i cy Scienc FPAMP

E3a| 0 0 0.10 3.3 3.4 3.4

E3b 0 2 0.33 3.4 3.2 2.9

E3c 0 2 0.26 3.1 2.8 3.1

E3d 0 2 0.23 3.3 2.9 3.1

E3e 2 2 0. 48 3.1 2.7 2. 4

E3f 0 0 0.34 3.9 3.8 4.3

E3g 0 0 0.35 2.7 2.6 2.1

E3h 0 0 0. 41 3.0 2.9 2. 4

E4a 0 0 0.20 4. 2 3.9 4.1

E4b 1 2 0.36 3.1 2.5 2.7

E4c 0 0 0.25 2.6 3.0 3.0

E4d 0 0 0.36 2.8 2.3 2.3

E7a 0 2 0.66 3.7 3.7 2.7

E7b 0 0 0.29 4.0 4.1 4. 4

E7c 0 0 0.07 4. 4 4.3 4.3

E7d 0 0 0.22 4. 3 4. 2 4.6

E7e 2 1 0.88 3.0 2.7 4.0

E7f 0 0 0.49 3.7 3.3 3.0

E7g 0 0 0.31 4.1 4. 2 3.7

ES8 0 2 0.31 2.8 3.2 3.3

*Responses -poi EBsbekdrhaSed on frequency.
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3.5.5. FPAMP Reform (Part F)

F2 had statements regarding the State Auditor
unani mous consensus. Al |l t hr eger osutpa tpeamern twsi tihn
significantly different responses to the stat
significantly dTifmegMMesSEL. €d-Tsi€E g4 ®O.N94), and
St alti enbgML SE1. 0) . All caucus groups agreed wit
Tribes and State Caucus groups had moderate t
and the Timber Caucus gMbS8p3haijd. veThewEambagr
agreement was | ow because the plurality (47 %)
nor agree. o

For F2b, the responses of the State and Ti mbe
ML S=1. 3) . The State group was the only grou
Caucus group has moderate agreement (MLS=3.9)

Conservation Caucus and Ti mber Casess fgmrowr@ch
@GMLS=2.1) . The Ti mber group was the only gr ol
consensus (ClI=0.26). The €master (VML $o4. ThAuwiutsl
high consensus (Cl=0.62).

F3 made statements about the State Auditors r
decision making. For F3a, the responses of t
were signifigMastl 9)di( FT gupwa I3y e . f7A\Wome STtheef §r F .
was |l ess than @vabuebBufrometahe) Dsheds test we
Caucus and Tribes Caucus group disagreed with
with F3a (MLS=3.6), auntd atlh e ML Sw¥b3e)r. g rTohuep MLaSs o
Conservation Caucus was the smallest MLS of 3
Conservation Caucus had high consensus for F3
|l ow consensus (Cl=0.29) .. TThree r@osrud @ rsv ameiren sCe
Tribes group disagreed with F3b (MLS=2.0, 2.6
and the Timber group was neutr al (MLS=3) .

The TFW Policy Committeebs exploration of wvar
F46s eight statements. Four of those stateme
di fferences in the caucus grow@rsd steastpomsriss ¢
the use of fAoutside scienceo, and for both, t
significantly diffe-TembiML&Ep dn s7e)s :a-n@onissteartvea t i

ML S4 .B, 77) (Figure 3.FBaBfrus Whe Chesenbvwtogon
with F4c and d (MLS=2.5, 2.5), the Timber Cau
statements (MLS=4.5, 4.2), and in between wer
3.6) caucus groeoupeor bKitdh st aneenesst s was exhib
(Cl=0.62, 0.62) and Ti mber caucus groups (CI =
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St atements F4e and f referred to proposed cha
indicated-Ti mbet he a8t gwleSg=r1o.u3p) piani rr e(sponse to F

Ti men beMpSE r2) in response to F4f. The Ti m
gr oudi staogree with F4e (MLS=2.4) and the Conser
( MLSA=4.2) . Both the Timber and Tribes Caucu:
0.19). F4f, which stated that TFW Psesbkioywas$ho

experience requirements for CMER members, o dr
Conservation and Tribal groups (MLS=3.0, 3.0)
Ti mber Caucus groups (MLS=3.6, 4cPhsenShe Twoi
FAf (Cl=0.16).

F5 had eight statements concerning-Wnajesrnt iompe
caucus groups did not indicate a significant
and h. All groups disagr eeedd wiitthh F55af .( MLTSvo< g
agreed and two disagreed for F5c, two groups
with F5d, and the Timber Caucus group was the
(2.9 < MLS). The Conssetr vaagtri eoenmecnatu c(uML Sh=a4d. 2t )h ew
stated that fApower 1 mbalanceso were a major i
Statistically significant -Tdinfbfeerr ecnacuecsu swegrreo uipn
@MLS=1.5) in response -TomlFé&iwgMp &8#&nr 9¢ henCoaspou
F4f, and t hei CoerseandatTioghle a2t Al 3l fpai =56 g(
F5b state that wunani mous consensus was an i mp
Caucus group was the only group to disagree w
Conservation, Tribes, and Ti mber ghosps all h:
statement (Cl=0.18, WDatk,wiOdn @adpl ut IF&es swvas ean
The Conservation Caucus was the only group to
group had the | argest MLS altmof5e t(hML S=h4r.ele) .g rToh
Conservation Caucus groups had very high cons
All groups agreed with F59g, which stated that
i mpedi ment . However ,eras WasninadssiTgsitfioadntcadiHt
pattern of individual responses exhibited by
Caucus group (MLS=4.3). The Conservation Cau
neutral/undeRi dagdeed Q%D ) andThe Ti mber group
person neutral/undeci ded (6 %), and 16 agree o
groups6 average responses agreed with the st a-
responstewo odgr dwpes.
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F2.In 2021, the State Auditor recommended that the TFW Policy Committee find a process other than unanimous
consensus, such as some type of super majority, for arriving at a final decision on rule changes.

2a) Following this recommendation will expedite the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making process.

2b) Following this recommendation will violate the spirit of TFW.

2c¢) Following this recommendation is a feasible change to the current process.

F2 a F2b
0 _ N=56; P val=0.0017 © _ N=56; P val=0.0075
- Cons: N=3, MLS=4.7, Conl=0.62 = Cons: N=3, MLS=3.3, Conl=0
Trib: N=12, MLS=4, Conl=0.44 Trib: N=12, MLS=3.1, Conl=0.1
w Stat: N=24, MLS=4.1, Conl=0.46 w Stat: N=24, MLS=2.6, Conl=0.43
o Timb: N=17, MLS=3.1, Conl=0.37 o Timb: N=17, MLS=3.9, Conl=0.25
?8- ~ = Censerv g— ~ = anserv
& - O Tribes & - O Tribes
- O State - O State
S . B Timber S . B Timber
@ [in}
Q0 0
£ E
> O+ S5 ©
=z Z
~ Ld ~ Ld EH] H:m
. e .l dn |
Strong D Neither A Strong A No Ansr Strong D D Neither Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement
F2c
w0 _ N=55; P val=0.0051
= Cons: N=3, MLS=4.7, Conl=0.62
Trib: N=12, MLS=3.4, Conl=0.35
© Stat: N=23, MLS=3.5, Conl=0.45
® Timb: N=17, MLS=2.5, Conl=0.26
Tg o | B Conserv
Q= O Tribes
- | S_tate
S o o B Timber -
[}
o]
£
> O
=z
N M Jﬂ H
N I il H
Strong D Neither Strong A No Ansr
Agreement

Figure 3.56. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to L
ANO i

statement§2a, b, and.c
test.

S number of

r e SMallisn

peopl e
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The | eadership groups comprised of | eaders al
abandon unani mous consensus would violate the
Boardodés agreement was very weak ( MLISi=8v. &9 .t hat

recommendati on was not feasible (MLS=2.2) but
recommendation is feasible. Il nterestingly, t
(MLS=2.8) with Al imiting vliotiimpg otvoe oOhME Rvoo t(eF 4pe
other three groups agreed. Al so rather inter
(MLS=2.5) with a major impedi ment to success
(F5c¢c) but the ot heredt (rMLeS=@3r. Bups Weagkalrydiangr t h
the Science and FPAMP role groups believed CM
but the Policy role group did not (MLS=2.09)

F3. The State Auditor recommended a "net gains " approach to decision making.
3a) Following a "net gains" approach as described by the State Auditor will improve the TFW Policy
Committee's decision-making process.
3b) Following a "net gains" approach as described by the State Auditor is a feasible change to the current
process.
F3 a F3b
o N=51; P val=0.0041 o N=51; Pval=0.0349
- Cons: N=4, MLS=1.8, Conl=0.67 - Cons: N=4, MLS=2, Conl=0.47
Trib: N=12, MLS=2.6, Conl=0.29 Trib: N=12, MLS=2.6, Conl=0.35
w | Stat: N=19, MLS=3.6, Conl=0.34 w | Stat: N=19, MLS=3.3, Conl=0.51
o Timb: N=16, MLS=3, Conl=0.47 © Timb: N=16, MLS=3, Conl=0.41
g— o~ = Censew I g— o~ = Censew I
& - O Tribes & - O Tribes
- O State - O State
S . B Timber S . B Timber
(] [
o] fe)
£ £
5 O > O
z =z
Strong D Neither Strong A No Ansr Strong D Neither A Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement
Figure 3.5.7. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert
statements Baandb. ANO i s number of people redMlsnd| ng.
test.
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F4. The TFW Policy Committee is currently not exploring a net gains approach as described by the State Auditor.
Instead, TFW Policy is exploring a series of 5 program changes intended to improve the FPAMP.

4c) Using "outside science” (i.e.,"scientific work that is/was generated outside of the CMER process") that
meets CMER standards for quality will improve the FPAMP.

4d) Using "outside science" (i.e.,"scientific work that is/was generated outside of the CMER process") that
meets CMER standards for quality is a feasible change to the FPAMP.

4e) Limiting voting in CMER to one vote per caucus, regardless of caucus size, will improve CMER.

4f) TFW Policy and CMER, working together, should establish minimum education and professional
experience requirements for CMER members.

F4c FA4d
o _  N=57; Pval=8e-04 o _  N=56; Pval=0.0024
- Cons: N=4, MLS=2.5, Conl=0.62 - Cons: N=4, MLS=2.5, Conl=0.62
Trib: N=12, MLS=3.8, Conl=0.31 Trib: N=12, MLS=3.6, Conl=0.35

w Stat: N=23, MLS=3.3, Conl=0.18 w Stat: N=22, MLS=3.5, Conl=0.37
o Timb: N=18, MLS=4.5, Conl=0.66 @ Timb: N=18, MLS=4.2, Conl=0.64
?8- « = Censerv g— o ] ansew
& - O Tribes & - O Tribes
- O State - O State _
° & M Timber n © & B Timber
@ @
Q0 fe]
£ E
3 © + 35 © -
Z s

N ’—H_‘ N

o ﬂﬂ I I o) n Hl L ] I

Strong D Neither Strong A No Ansr Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement
Fde Fa f
0 _ N=56; P val=0.0055 @© _ N=55; P val=0.0264
- Cons: N=4, MLS=4.2, Conl=0.37 - Cons: N=3, MLS=3, Conl=0.35
Trib: N=12, MLS=3.5, Conl=0.19 Trib: N=12, MLS=3, Conl=0.16

0O Stat: N=22, MLS=3.8, Conl=0.33 v Stat: N=22, MLS=3.6, Conl=0.31
o Timb: N=18, MLS=2.4, Conl=0.18 @ Timb: N=18, MLS=4.2, Conl=0.49
g— o = Cc_)nserv g— . = Cc_)nsen/
& - O Tribes & - O Tribes
- O State - - O State .
S o M Timber S . B Timber
7] 7]
Q0 o]
£ =
> O 0 O
= =

~ J:“ ﬂ] [Hl ~ [[ ﬂ H

.o I d I li JJ A L ol

Strong D Neither Strong A No Ansr Strong D Neither Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement

Figure 3.5.8. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to L
statements 4c, d, eandf. ANO i s number of people respo
Wallis test.
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F5. A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is . . ..

5b) . . . requiring unanimous consensus for most decisions.
5e) . . . lack of win-win solutions when considering potential changes to forest practices rules.
5g) . . . alack of clarity about the "end game", i.e., what success actually looks like.
5h) ... power imbalances among caucuses within the TFW Policy Committee.
F5b F5e
o _  N=55; Pval=0.0057 o _  N=54; Pval=0.0024
- Cons: N=4, MLS=3.8, Conl=0.18 - Cons: N=5, MLS=2.2, Conl=0.71
Trib: N=12, MLS=3.3, Conl=0.15 Trib: N=12, MLS=3.2, Conl=0.31
v _ Stat: N=22, MLS=3.8, Conl=0.41 v _  Stat: N=20, MLS=3.5, Conl=0.25
o Timb: N=17, MLS=2.4, Conl=0.2 ® Timb: N=17, MLS=4.1, Conl=0.35
g— o~ = Cc_)nserv g— o~ = Cc_)nsenf
& — 7 O Tribes & - O Tribes M
- O State _ - O State
S o . B Timber S . B Timber
(4] Q
Ke] Ko}
IS £
S5 © S © -
=z =z
~ J]] [H:I Jﬂ { ~ Hﬂ jl J
o li o ]
Strong D Neither Strong A No Ansr Strong D Neither Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement
F5g F5h
o _ N=54; Pval=0.0072 o _  N=55; Pval=0.0834
- Cons: N=5, MLS=3.2, Conl=0.45 - Cons: N=5, MLS=4.2, Conl=0.45
Trib: N=12, MLS=3.2, Conl=0.2 Trib: N=12, MLS=3.6, Conl=0.29
v _  Stat: N=20, MLS=3.9, Conl=0.64 v _ Stat: N=21, MLS=3.5, Conl=0.43
o Timb: N=17, MLS=4.3,Conl=0.62 o Timb: N=17, MLS=2.9, Conl=0.37
g— o~ = anserv - g— o~ = ansenf
& - O Tribes & - O Tribes
- O State - O State [
S . M Timber S . B Timber
4] Q
Ke] Kol
IS £
3 © + 5 © +
=z =z
~ ﬂl ~ j]
ol o EEL Et 1] N tti Et ]
Strong D Neither Strong A No Ansr Strong D Neither Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement
Figure 3.59. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to L
statements Bb, e, gandh. ANO i s number of people respo

Wallis test.
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Table.3. Brb2ap responses to Likert

di fferent o i s -Wahlel irse saunldt Doufn nkoérsu stkeaslt s ;

Compl ete summary st artdsulitcs famrd daypou h egri su gier

statements in Appendices A2 and A3. Li

ISDiZIr:?f P,(T(')rts Mean Likert Scores

Likert | Different | Concur MAD Conserv Tribes State Timber
Fla 0 0 0.53 3.0 3.9 4.0 3.8
F1b 0 0 0. 41 3.0 3.7 3.7 3.4
F2a 3 0 0.82 4.7 4.0 4.1 3.1
F2b 1 3 0.70 3.3 3.1 2.6 3.9
F2c 1 3 1.09 4.7 3.4 3.5 2.5
F3a 1 2 1.01 1.8 2.6 3.6 3.0
F3b 0 2 0.73 2.0 2.6 3.3 3.0
F4a 0 0 0.54 3.0 4.0 3.7 3.9
F4b 0 0 0. 44 3.0 3.8 3.6 3.8
F4c 2 3 1.07 2.5 3.8 3.3 4.5
F4d 2 3 0.88 2.5 3.6 3.5 4. 2
F4e 1 3 0.95 4. 3 3.5 3.8 2. 4
F4f 1 0 0.68 3.0 3.0 3.6 4.2
F4g 0 0 0.21 4.0 4. 3 4.1 4. 4
F4h 0 3 0.51 2.8 3.5 3.7 3.7
F5a 0 0 0.51 1.8 2.6 2.7 2.4
F5b 1 3 0.80 3.8 3.3 3.8 2. 4
F5c¢ 0 4 0.33 3.2 2.8 3.1 2.6
F5d 0 4 0.38 2. 4 3.1 2.9 3.1
F5e 1 3 0.99 2.2 3.3 3.5 4.1
F5f 0 0 0.32 3.6 3.8 3.2 3.7
F5¢g 2 0 0.66 3.2 3.3 3.9 4.3
F5h 0 3 0.65 4. 2 3.6 3.5 2.9
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statement s

zero

kert

Table.3. B5rb3p responses to Likert

di fferento i s -Wahlel irse saunldt Doufn nKorsu stkeaslt s

Compl ete summary statistics and hypothesis

statements in Appendices ArRdiaxdARA3. Li

SPiZ';‘?f P,\?érts Mean Likert Scores

Likert | Different | Concur MAD None CMER TFW Policy | FP Board
Fla 0 0 0.62 3.8 4.1 3.0 3.4
F1b 0 0 0.39 3.6 3.7 3.0 3.3
F2a 0 0 0.39 3.9 3.8 3.2 3.6
F2b 1 3 0.64 2.7 3.7 3.8 3.2
F2c 1 3 0.80 3.6 3.1 2.2 3.6
F3a 0 0 0.06 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.0
F3b 0 2 0.61 3.2 2.8 2.0 3.0
F4a 0 0 0. 44 3.6 3.9 4.2 3.4
F4b 0 0 0.32 3.6 3.7 4. 2 3.8
F4c 0 0 0.57 3.6 4.2 4.2 3.2
F4d 0 0 0. 44 3.7 4.0 4.2 3.4
F4e 0 3 0.63 3.6 2.8 3.3 4.0
F4f 0 0 0.29 3.5 3.8 3.5 4.0
F4g 0 0 0.12 4. 2 4. 4 4. 3 4. 2
F4h 0 0 0.38 3.7 3.4 4.2 3.6
F5a 0 0 0.24 2.6 2.3 2.5 2.8
F5b 0 4 0.56 3.7 2.8 2.8 3.5
F5c¢ 0 3 0. 41 3.3 2.5 3.3 3.3
F5d 0 1 0.25 3.0 2.8 3.3 3.0
F5e 0 0 0.23 3.4 3.6 3.8 3.8
F5f 0 0 0.20 3.4 3.6 3.5 3.8
F5g 0 0 0.64 3.9 4.2 3.0 3.5
F5h 1 3 0.74 3.7 3.5 2.3 3.8
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3.5.6. Structured Decision Making (Part G)

Part G contained 15 statements about watructur
indicated to have statistically significant d
ConserStadagveo 8@ . 8) CohismbgMia & o0& ) ;T r S tigddis S«

0,8), amndi GMUnd@r9) (Figure 3.5.10). The Consce
group to disagree (MLS=2.3) with G6c¢c, which s
ti mber industry wmaki ngoppooveesdveodekbnscontras
caucruosupgs had moder ate agHdedment with G6c¢c ( ML S

As for the other 14 statements in Part G, al |
and G6b. These statements were al/l related t
the Conservation Caucus wan tthh & henlsyt agreanem tt. h
Conservation Caucus disagreed with G1d, G4b,
G1lb, Glc, G3, G5 a, and Gb5b. Al | of the state
wi t h, includ

g G6c, wergoale.l atTehde tToi mbheer FJaRu c
trongest agreement) for 11 of 1

i n
hi ghest MLS (str
nd highest MLS for 12 statements.

has the seco

G6. According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM consultants), SDM helps people explore risk
tolerance and to make judgements about levels of acceptable risk.
6¢) Understanding economic risk to the timber industry will improve the decision-making process.
6d) Understanding economic risk to the timber industry is feasible in the TFW Policy Committee.

G6c G6d
w0 _ N=46; P val=0.0028 w0 _ N=46: P val=0.2593
- Cons: N=3, MLS=2.3, Conl=0.24 - Cons: N=3, MLS=2.7, Conl=0
Trib: N=10, MLS=3.3, Conl=0.56 Trib: N=10, MLS=3.3, Conl=0.68
o Stat: N=20, MLS=4.1, Conl=0.58 w0 Stat: N=20, MLS=3.7, Conl=0.57
o Timb: N=13, MLS=4.2, Conl=0.41 o Timb: N=13, MLS=3.5, Conl=0.17
‘_ol o~ B Conserv - ‘_8- o~ B Conserv -
& - O Tribes & - O Tribes
- O S_tate - O S_tate
S o B Timber | S . B Timber |
[} )
0 Q
£ £
3 O S w0 o
=z =z
N [H:L J: ﬂ H N Jh H
o B 1N o, H_N E[ J
Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr Strong D D Neither A Strong A No Ansr
Agreement Agreement

Figure 3.510. Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to [Likert
statement&6¢ and d ANO i s number of people resdValsnd| ng.
test.
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For the | eadership grouping there were no st a
but there was one stat a&ahant( Taibt @ Sppodiéng r &4
ADevel oping performance measures for the econ
Policy |l eadership disagreed (MLS=2.8) but the
very weak to weak.

For t hePoSciiceyncRol e grouping there were no stat
responses and no opposing responses (Tabl e 3.
groups agreed with the sataetneemetnst,,-p taWwodc $f corre htehee
groups agreed and the third was neutral/ undec
in all three instances, and two of those stat
to the-md&cingi @mocess.

Table.3. B5rbup responses to Likert statements

Differento i s -Walel iresand DbdnrmkKdaustkeadt s; zer o me
Compl ete summary statistics anfdorhyglolt hleisk esr tt e
statements in Appendices A2 and A3. Li kert st
gizlr:?f Pl\?érts Mean Likert Scores

Likert | Different | Concur MAD Conserv Tribes State Timber

Gla 0 0 0.39 3.3 4.1 3.9 3.8

Glb 0 0 0.39 3.0 3.7 3.5 3.3

Glc 0 0 0. 41 3.0 3.5 3.7 3.8

Gid 0 3 0.54 2.7 3.1 3.5 3.6

G2 0 0 0. 48 3.3 3.5 3.7 4.2

G3 0 0 0.66 3.0 4.1 4.0 4. 3

G4 a 0 0 0.17 4.0 4.1 3.9 4. 2

G4b 0 3 0.78 2.7 3.6 3.8 4.2

G5 a 0 0 0.71 3.0 3.3 4.1 4. 2

G5b 0 0 0. 48 3.0 3.3 3.6 3.8

G6 a 0 0 0. 47 3.3 3.9 4.1 4.2

G6 b 0 0 0.04 3.7 3.7 3.8 3.7

G6 ¢ 4 3 1.04 2.3 3.3 4.1 4.2

G6 d 0 3 0.56 2.7 3.3 3.7 3.5

G6 e 0 3 0.85 2.7 3.8 4.0 4.3
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Table.3. B5rb@éap responses to Likert statements
signif differentalsishande®uhnobdéseft Estiskakero
insignificant
Pairs Pairs
Signif Not
Likert | Different | Concur MAD None CMER TFW Policy | FP Board
Gla 0 4. 4.3

G1lb
Glc
G1ld
G2
G3
G4 a
G4b
G5 a
G5b
G6 a
G6b
G6ec
G6d
G6 e

Mean Likert Scores

O|O|0O|0O|O|O|O|jO|O|OO|O|O|O|O
O|0O|0O|0O|O|O|lO|O|O|O|O|wW|O|O|O
OoO|0O|l0oO|0O|O|O|lO|OoO|OO|O|O|O|O|O|O
NwWwW|Oo|lh|h|lWIhjlWwWw|OM|DlOT|DND|W
NRPINO|RPR|ORPROOIN|W|O|RPR|O|[FR,|W
WIWIWWIW W W W Wwww | w( w|[w|w
O | |N|Ph|lO|D([N[|N||Q|UOI|FR,P[W[N|O
WWWwWw|PlWWW|A (| [fW|W|W
O WO |FRP|O|[OOIN|IN|IN|W[W[N|O
AW IDOW W |
Wo||lw|o|OlON|W|UT|O|W ||| 01O
AlWlWWIWW(A[A|M|d|P|lWId|W
Q||| WO|W|WwgjUom|oT|w| O

Tab3d .e5. 17Group responses to Li kpeorlti csyt artoel nee ngtrso u
APairs signif diff eWalnltios iand hRunmreswultte otf s ;Kr ae
insignificant

;Z'rr]?f Pﬁgts Mean Likert Scores
Likert | Different | Concur MAD Pol i cy Scienc FPAMP
Gla 0 0 0.214 4.0 3.7 3.8
G1lb 0 0 0.41 3.6 3.2 3.0
Glc 0 0 0.34 3.9 3.5 3.4
G1ld 0 0 0.19 3.3 3.1 3.0
G2 0 0 0.50 4.0 3.9 3.2
G3 0 0 0.39 4. 2 4.0 3.6
G4 a 0 0 0.26 4. 2 4.0 3.8
G4b 0 0 0.33 4.1 3.8 3.6
G5 a 0 0 0. 34 4. 2 3.7 4.0
G5b 0 0 0.414 3.7 3.3 3.0
G6 a 0 0 0.17 4. 2 3.9 4.0
G6b 0 0 0.47 4.0 3.4 3.3
G6 ¢ 0 0 0.17 4.0 3.8 3.8
G6d 0 0 0.36 3.6 3.2 3.8
G6 e 0 0 0.27 4.3 3.9 4.0
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3.5.7 Grouped Anal ysi s: Ranking of Likert St

Likert statements were also ranked for the gr
caucus groups. Again, the purpose of ranking
|l east concurrence between drooum@sn. of Thdhosteatl e m
identify issues or topics that are probl ems a

Figure 3.5.11 presents MAD for al/l 81 Likert
group pairs with significant di-Walriesncansdi Duig!]
tests) and number of pairs wintgh ogpd md soinrsg .r esp

Table 3.5.17 presents a ranking of Likert sta
caucus groups. Statements were sorted from |
in MLS for the 6 caucus groapemants. i nThheeta
addressed compromi se:

fFor the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is
consensus. (E7b, MAD=0.06, MLS=4.1)

fFor the TFW Policy Committee, compromise 1is
and Fish Report goal s. (E7c, MAD=0.09, MLS
fFor the TFW Policy Committee, compromise re

(E7d, MAD=0. 13, MLS=4.3)

There was high concurrence across caucus grou
studi es:

TCMER studies on the environment al effects o
in the environment al protection provided by
MLS=3. 3)

TCMER studies have reduced scientific uncert

practices on aquatic resources. (C2, MAD=0.
al beit, the positive opinions were weak and m
Table 3.5.18 presents a ranking of Likert sta
caucus groups. Statements were sorted from |
of opposing responses tUradt. D)Wemeesi oghi thcans! g
with opposing responses, and 3) the MAD in ML
eight Likert statements in this table refer e
T The TFW Policy Committee should work towar
Report goal, i .e., timber industry economi
TfThe TFW Policy Committee tries to minimize
industry when developing recommendations fo
TA major i mpedi memAMR o sa hsauatkc ®asfls dviwilons when
potential changes to forest practices rul es
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TfTThe TFW Policy Committee haanfrmotmerde ca urhme e
because there were concerns about the FFR e
MLS=3.1)

1-86



175 T 4
g 3
g 15 + 2
o 4
£ 125+ 3 5 2 3
S I 72 - SO _
2 2 1 2
5 1 1 1
5075 + 0 1 1 1 1
3 0 4 1
< 05 +
[
3025 4
2o.

0 Y Y

EBU0f8338868 380 358B8b¢00F80¢8a8 838 88b88b¢°¢E

Likert Statement

1.75 T
(]
e 15 1
o 1
2125 1 L1 2 2 1 1 4
R 3. @l ] S S S 1 L 2
% o 1 1 1 2
9075 T+ 1 0 0
e
< 05 T+
c
8025 +
20
0

R EEE EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE EE EEEE:

L L T N I S § W L T T " e TS L T S U N U U ) g o v v o oo 0O 0 o

Likert Statement

Figure 3.Mealnl absolute difference in responses for 6 caucus
concurrence (larger MAD indicates | ess concurrence).antTop nu
di fferegmacwep rimsponseWégblasedaond Buous&altests). Bottom number
not concurring opinions). Bar colors indicate diXxfAegXent par

1-87

g
|



Table 3ikeXT. st amoemerrctus rweintcke ( small est MAD) b
Statements were sorted from most to | east <con
di fferences in MLS forsttahhe nte ndasu duwns 4derivoeul pt apbd ie
responses that were signiWailldamst laynpyddDum@Dsnt els
OQut of all 81 statements, 32 statements had g
greater than or | ess nohtane 3Jevelgl ecovrenerss s elme
| east one group was neutral/undeci ded. Those
value from ungrouped analysis.
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groups. Statements were sorted from | east to
opposing responses thdkto0owedmersdtdoail fuimnadht 12y) di
number of caucus group pairs with opposing re
mean absolute differences in MLS for the 6 <ca
ungrouped anal ysi s.
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3.6 Principal Component Analysis of Likert St

The PCA revealed that three principal compone
3.6.1). The first principal component (PC1)
components explained over 8®&G%dofant lael dti dti @lnav a
variance.

Tabl e P3.ibnci.pal component scores for the foul
explained by the three principal component s.

Principal C

PC1 PC2| PC3
Consery 10. 2.3 0.0
PC ScornState -1.6/] 3.0 2
Caucus |[Ti mber | -7.5 4.2} -0.3

Tri bes -0. 9 3.5 0
% Vari g 67. 18. 14.

Ei genviCumul at
% Vari a 67 86 100

The PC scores (Table 3.6.1) specify where the

di mensi onal space formed by the principal com
di stinguished the Conservati ogs cCoaruec uss I Mm.odma ¢ th,
on PCl, the Conservation Caucus and Ti mber Ca

State and TripesocauzsuB. gépupwhich were situat
the Conservation and Ti mbeshgpsesupsery €hesel gr
caucus groupods responses to the 81 Likert sta

have opposing collective responses (e.g., oOone
woul d both eixprerestsweoen.ni omMG2 shows: 1) little
Tribes CaupscorgreupPs5s5(), 2) Il arger but stildl r
Conservation and dsi cnobreer = alu.cu)s, ghbrwtu p3s) (a much
t hese toesoc opraei rds 6(. 6) . PC3 is the component t
Tribes cawsasrgrasuPs3], and it shows Ilittle di

Ti mber cawsasrgraup. 43) .

The first principal component situates the Co
extreme positions (highest and | owest MLS) on
correlations for PC1 (| r| 25 0.i%4e4)t. s tAadtdeinteinotns
di fference between MLS for the State and Tri b
possi ble caucus group pairings (Table 3.6.2).
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We found a wide range of differences in how t
science, even though al/l caucuses generally a
satisfactory results (C3a) and hasvefr ddbucesd s
practices on aquatic resources (C1l). However
di fferences between how Ti mber and Conservati
adaptive management r ulfd eaddhawm geérs .CMETR nshce re nicse
concerned about CMER scientists recognizing t
Conservation, while the State and Tri bes mean
extremes.
~NT5
O
o
Timber T4
--3 .
Conservation
12
+1
PC1
8 6 4 2 2 4 6 8 10 12
+-1
+-2
State
® + -3
Tribes L1-4

Figur eTh3e 6f.oclur caucus gr oupsdiwnetnhsiino ntaH e sPpQ&l

Many of the strongest disagreements between T
ability of CMER studies to influence rule cha
CMER studies: 1) addr egsddekvtamde mtxd emcmp BBt ant
reduced scientific uncertainty (Cl, C3a, C€$€3d)

warrant rule change (C5a, Cb5b). Furthermore,
Conservation extendeed, tvoaliuses,ueasn d egguaarldiitnyg otfh ef
Here, Conservation disagreed with Timber that

is a feasible change to the FPAMP (F4d) .

Ti mber and Conservation also seem to have dif

val ues. Ti mber believes more swirnm nsgdIlyu ttihcams oC
Aacceptabl e compromi sesod ar e pocshsanbg ees otno tfhoer e
practice rules (F5e); 2) the udeciosi ecoamimi e€r |
G4b); 3) the need to understand acceptable |I|e
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devel oping recommendations for new forest pra
Ti mber I ndustryés economic viability (C5d).
Conservation with the followinglimsuesof 1) heie
expertise (Dla); 2) members of the TFW Policy
(E3f); and 3) some scientists inadvertently a
scientific judgement (D7).

We found strong disagreements between Ti mber
studies to address: 1) the adequacy of curren
ability of studies to det drimierse t Ceo nismpaatts om
caucus to agree (MLS >3.0) with the statement
to ensure that thelmouatnti mgoretnaret i o laiddy essed
Conservation wasishgreeldy (MaScx8. Ohatwidh t he
has not recommended rule change because CMER
unnecessaryo. Ti mber appears to show greater
standar ds necheasnsgeer.y fTdratr ulse the Ti mber caucu
processes of wunani mous consent presumably unt
certainty that change is needed to meet the i
Cons emv atnid Ti mber caucuses | ikely have differ
required teralkcdnge frar est.

The second and third principal components exp
respectively, in our dataset, but we did not
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TablelL3 keér2. statements with the highest

correl

ati

on for

proi

Mean Likert Scores

Correl
Label | Statement () Conser | State | Timber | Tribes

c1 CMER studies hav.e reduced scientific uncertainty about the environmental effects of forest 0.9996 46 41 39 41
practices on aquatic resources.
= - . - -

C3a CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have produced satisfactory 0.9978 4.2 36 33 36
research results.

F5e A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is lack of win-win solutions when considering potential -0.9961 29 35 41 33
changes to forest practices rules.
. . . . o

Ezc | Members of the TFW Pohc_:y Commlttge work with CMER scientists to ensure that the most 0.9940 3.7 28 26 29
important policy-relevant science questions are addressed.
The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule changes because

Cha | given the FFR environmental goals, the results of some CMER studies indicated that more rule -0.9937 2.3 3.3 3.7 3.1
changes were not needed.

Gab When the TFW Policy Committee deve!ops recomme_ndatlo_n_s for pote_ntlal rule changes -0.9934 27 38 4.2 36
performance measures for the economic goal are valid decision criteria.

Dla | * Members of CMER recognize the limits of their own scientific expertise. 0.9918 3.6 3.1 2.7 3.0
Using "outside science" (i.e., "scientific work that is/was generated outside of the CMER process") i

Fad that meets CMER standards for quality is a feasible change to the FPAMP. 0.9904 2:5 3.5 42 3.6

G6a | Understanding environmental risks will improve the decision-making process. -0.9892 3.3 4.1 4.2 3.9
The State Auditor recommended that the TFW Policy Committee find a process other than

F2c | unanimous consensus, such as some type of super majority, for arriving at a final decision on rule 0.9887 4.7 3.5 2.5 3.4
changes. Following this recommendation is a feasible change to the current process.

Gée Understand_lng acceptable Ieyels of both types of rlsk_ (environmental and economic) is necessary .0.9881 27 40 43 38
for developing recommendations for new forest practices rules.

E5h A major |mpeQ|ment to a successful FPAMP is power imbalances among caucuses within the TFW 0.9866 4. 35 X 36
Policy Committee.

B2 The TFW P_ollcy Commntee.shqulc.i .work toward achieving the fourth Forests and Fish Report goal, -0.9847 24 3.7 46 40
i.e., timber industry economic viability.

C5d The TFW Policy Committee has not recomm.end_ed. more science-informed rule changes because 09781 45 30 57 34
there were concerns about the FFR economic viability goal.

1-93



Mean Likert Scores

Correl
Label | Statement (n Conser | State | Timber | Tribes

D7 The firewall" (or separ_atlon) betyveen science and.pollcy is broken. _Tha}t_ls., some scientists -0.9779 38 41 4.2 41
inadvertently allow their own policy preferences to influence their scientific judgment.

E3f | * Members of the TFW Policy Committee are biased by their caucus affiliation. -0.9772 3.3 3.7 4.1 3.6
According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM consultants), SDM requires performance

Glc | measures for "all the things that matter." Developing performance measures for the economic -0.9744 3.0 3.7 3.8 35
goal will improve the TFW Policy's decision-making process.
. . . .

c3d CMER sFudles onlthe en\_/lronme_:ntal effects of forest practices have addressed the key 09731 4 35 31 33
uncertainties associated with the impacts of forest practices.

G3 To dgv_e_lop performar_lce_ measures for this FFR economic goal, the TFW Policy Committee needs -0.9725 3.0 4.0 43 41
a definition of what [viability] means for commercial forests.
The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule changes because

C5b | the results of some CMER studies have been inconclusive (i.e., too uncertain) about the impacts of | -0.9658 2.6 3.5 3.9 3.1
certain forest practices.
. . . . . . .

C3c CMER studies on th_e enwronmental effects of forest practices have provided useful information 0.9608 4 34 3.0 3.2
needed to resolve policy issues.

F4h | If CMER meetings were guided by an impatrtial facilitator, then they would be more productive. -0.9600 2.8 3.7 3.7 3.5

F4b | SDM is a feasible change to the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making process. -0.9568 3.0 3.6 3.8 3.8
Using "outside science" (i.e., "scientific work that is/was generated outside of the CMER process") i

Fac that meets CMER standards for quality will improve the FPAMP. 0.9493 2.5 33 45 38
According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM consultants), SDM requires performance

G1d | measures for "all the things that matter." Developing performance measures for the economic goal | -0.9441 2.7 3.5 3.6 3.1
is a feasible task for the TFW Policy Committee.

1-94




3.7 Grouped Anmwdley icd i ®fn Top

Seven questions in the questionnaire asked respondents to choose the two most important items
from a list. For each such exercise, the 4 main caucus groups, 4 leadership groups, and 3
sciencepolicy role groups were assessed for concurrence based on the pairwise Kendall rank
correlation (k) of the frequencies at which groups chose items as thvtomost important.

As assessed with classifieg across all seven tetvo selection exercises, 45% of caucus group
pairings (N = 6 pairings x 7) had strong to very strong correlations, which indicate high
concurrence (Table A4.1). Thirgne percent of caucus group pairings had moderate
correlations ad 24% had weak or very weak correlations. Calculating the average correlation
for each toptwo exercise across caucus groups indicates that Ex{av.65) had the most
concurrence, C4 (avg = 0.55) had the 2nd most concurrence, and E5rav¥d).27) had the

least concurrence (Table 3.7.1). For E5, 3 of 6 pairings had weak correlations: Conservation
Timber (0.022), TribeFimber (0.023), and StafBmber (0.158). E5 asked respondents to
choose the two most important reasons the TFW Polieyriitiee has difficulty reaching
unanimous consensus.

The concurrence pattern for the leadership groups was similar to that of the caucus groups.
(Table A4.2). Sixtytwo percent of leadership group pairings had strong to very strong
correlations, 21% had moderate concurrence, 17% had weak or very weéktiooseE1 (avg

rk = 0.69) had the most concurrence, C4 (avg 0.62) had the 2nd most concurrence, but E2
(avgrk = 0.21) had the least concurrence (Table 3.7.1). For E2, 2 of 6 pairings had weak
positive correlations, NorePB (0.163) and TFW PolielyPB (0.06), and one pairing had a
weak negative correlation, CMERFW Policy €0.111). E2 asked respondents to choose the
two most important indicators of success for TFW Policy.

Fifty-four percent of scienegolicy role group pairings had strong to very strong correlations

(Table A4.3), 32% had moderate concurrence, 14% had weak or very weak correlations, D5 (avg
rk = 0.82) had the most concurrence, E1 (avg 0.61) had the 2nd most concurrence, and E2
(avgrk = 0.20) had the least concurrence (Table 3.7.1). D5 had very strong correlations for all
three pairings: policgcience (0.85), policfFPAMP (0.82) and sciendePAMP (0.77). D5 asks
respondents to choose the two most irtgpd causes of disagreement within CMER. For the
sciencepolicy role group, E2 has weak correlations for pebcjence (0.049) and science

FPAMP (0.18).

The average pairwige direct our attention to those tdywo selection exercises for which
respondents had high or low concurrence between groups or across groupings. E1 had the
highest averagex for the caucus and leadership groupings, and the highest across all groups
(avgrk = 0.66). C4 had the highest averagéor two groupings and the second highest across
all three groupings (avik = 0.58). E2 had the lowest averagédor the leadership and role
groupings, and the second lowest across all groupskav@.29). Averagex across all
groupings also indicate that E5 had the least concurrence.
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Table 3.7.1 Average pairwisex for the three groupings and seven-teyp selection exercises.
Classified correlations denoted by blue, underlined text for strong and very strong correlations;
and red, bold, italicized text for weak and very weak correlations. All other averagatoomeel

are considered moderate.

Top-two SelectionExercise

Grouping Cc4 D3 D4 D5 El E2 E5
Caucus pairs 0.55 0.36 0.50 0.51 0.65 0.40 0.27
Leadership pairs 0.62 0.37 0.59 0.54 0.69 0.21 0.25
Science-policy role pairs 0.56 0.34 0.53 0.82 0.61 0.20 0.38

All Group Pairs 0.58 0.36 0.54 0.60 0.66 0.29 0.28

C4 asked survey participants to select from a list thentast important qualities that determine
whether a completed CMER study is satisfactdrythe ungrouped analysis, we found that

Aanswered a critical question pertaining to o
key uncertainty about i mp a-wo gualities sekecied bytlarge r e s o
majorities ofrespon d e nt s . Because the FFRO6s environmen

and only aquatic resources, andbeu s e 0 aontcabeu eslt imaon o &eyd Ar educe
uncertaintyo are two ways of saying the same
these two qualities. If we combine the percent of respondents in each group that chose one of

these two qualities as a tdwo most important quality, thefor every caucus group, large

majorities believe these nearly identical qualities are the most important (Table 3.7.2). At least

86, 71, 77, and 67 percent of members of the Conservation, Tribkes,aié Timber caucus

groups, respectively, chose one or both of these two qualities asveotopost important

guality. The leadership and scienuaicy role groups had similar resuitdarge majorities

chose one or both for the top two. AProduced
regionso was also chose frequently.

D3 asked about thmost important ingredients for CMER's succe8scording to the

ungrouped anal ys iawthe retdssRy soientifib expesise & drad

committed to CMER's purpo8e w e r e-twb ihgeediénts for success. Majorities in the State

and Timber Caucus groups; None, CMER, and FPB leadership groups; and Policy and Science
role groups chose fsci e-twbmadstimportankipgedients @ableé as o
37. 3) . Fifty percent of tnine tQoends etrov aMEoRY sC apuuc
pluralities (29%) of the Tribes caucus group
Onethird of the CMER leadership group and difth of the Science role group also chose

Atrust each dahirdh(e3rl.%) oAbotuhte oShcei ence rol e group
CMERG6s purpose. o

D4 asked about thmost important idicatorsof CMER's successThe ungrouped analysis

found that a maj or i t ydegreé ® 9)jich scibntific enseptantydbmutt s ¢ h
the impacts of forest practices on aquatic resources hasbeentedueed d a pl ur al i ty
¢ h o degreefto which CMER members agree about the interpretation of studyoresats t h e
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top-two indicators. Not surprisingly (these are the same people in the ungrouped analysis), large
maj orities of every group in every grouping ¢
top-two most important indicators (Table 3.7.4) (one possception is TFW Policy

leadership group which had only 57%). All but two groups had a large proportion of members
choose ACMER members agree about interpretat:i
two most important indicator of success. Tie exceptions were Tribes caucus and TFW

Policy | eadership gr oupsumbehof GMER s$tuglids that@adice r 0 (2
unanimous consensus in TFW Policy Commitee( 2 9 %) , respectively, as
frequent <choice. The only AOtherodo entered by
ACMER is successful when most of the efforts made are toward earnest answering of questions

for the sake of understanding the landsaape.

D5 asked about the most importaatuses of disagreement within CMER the ungrouped
analysis, the major i tbhasduétdealcusaffiliatiore agomadentd ¢
two most important causes. In the grouped analysis, all 11 groups in all groupings had a

maj ority that believed -iwomastdmpertardadadisedfi at i on bi
disagreement in CMER (Table 3.7.5). Majorities of the TFWdydh7%) and FPB (60%)

leadership groups, and the FPAMP role group (57%) also beliexkd f f er ent 1 nter pr
studyés r e stwdnos importeatscause. ltame proportions of Tribes (42%) and

State (34%) caucus groups, CMER leadership group (39%), and Policy role group (40%)

believed that too. Other frequently chosecauseo f di sagr eement were: Ad
professional experienceo and Apoor personal r

E1 asked about thmostimportant indicators of success for the TFW Policy Commitike
majority (55%) of r esponde nrdgsessitowards &ickievingrlyy r o u p e

four FFRgoae as the first most i mportant indicator
A raintaining the spirit of the original TFWW ( 1 0 % Yyeseatingdcon8egmsus recommendations

for rule change or no rule change to the KPB %) . I n the grouped analy
FFR goal so0 was -twerhostémpatant indicatobby a raajotityoepery group in
every grouping (Table 3.7.6). AMaintaining t

frequently close indicator by th8tate (40%) and Timber (35%) caucus groups, TFW Policy

(43%) and FPB (40%) leadership groups, and the Policy role group (50%). In contrast,
APresenting consensus recommendations for rul
indicator by the Tribg caucus group (46%), CMER leadership group (46%) and the Science role
group (35%) . The Conservation Caucus was the
towards achieving the thr edwoeosvimportamt mdcatora | goa
One FPB member c¢chose M othdirRAMBshould determméwhetlier t h ey
the rules . .are found adequate to protect public resources based on today's science

Economics is considered during the rule process at the Baaldsfneed to be changéd. T hr e e
members (15%) of the Timber caucus Bnswingp al so
everyone's interested are considered and incorporated and not making winners and losers.

Anot her frequently chose indicator was fdappro
i nformation. 0
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E2 asked about the most importamgredients for success of the TFW Policy Committee

According to the plurality of respondenitsthe ungrouped analysiEFW policy memberé a r e
committed to all 4 FFR goals a megpectithe interests of other caucasesre the togwo

ingredientdor successfi Gmmittedto all4 FFRgoals was chose by maj oriti
Conservation (58%), State (56%), and Timber (55%) caucus groups; None (64%) and CMER

(54%) leadership groups; and the Science (66%) and FPAMP (5&8%groaips as a tefwo

ingredient (Table 3.7.7). And, the Tribes caucus group had a strong plurality (50%) choose that
ingredient for success. Majorities of the FPB Leadership group (60%) and FPAMP role group
(58%) chose fAare witbptiwopg ith@gredmpemdmi sddRespeaxt
caucuseso was frequently chose by the Tribes
Policy leadership group (43%), and the Policy (45%) and Science (30%) role groups. Other
ingredients frequently clsoe wer e: fAare committed to the FPAN
Policy meetings well prepared. o

E5 asked about theost important reasorier why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty

reaching unanimous consensus According to the ungrouped ana
|l evel s of acceptable risko (38%) and Aunani mo
top-two reasons. The preceding low percentages indicate little consensus on the reasons for
difficulty reaching consensus, as do the number of reasons listed in Table 3.7.8. Three of the

four largest numbers in Table 3.7.8 pertaifita nani mous consensus as a S
Conservation (67%) and Tribes (59%) caucus groups and the None leadership group (46%)

chose that reason most frequently. Fdggven percent (third largest number in table) of the

FPAMP rol e girwadpd icnhgonsees siwof s ome mehmbpgercent t o co
of the FPAMP role group also chose Aconsensus
caucus group, or CMER and TFW Policy | eader sh

tactAi o.ed atively | arge proportion of alll 11 gr
acceptable risko with percentages ranging fro
Adi fferent interpretations of tnhe ;®onmmiotfmelrt g

had some members choose that reason with percentages ranging from 15 to 42.
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Table 37.2. Toptwo selection exercise C4. Qualities most frequently chose (including ties)}@&gotop

most important qualities of a satisfactory CMER study. Number of respondents per group in parenthesis.

Qualities that determine whether a completed CMER study is satisfactory.

Percent of Group Members Choosing

The CMER study . .. as Top-2*
Caucus Groups Conser | Tribes State Timber
) (14) (30) (21)
answered a critical guestion pertaining to one of the FFR's environmental goals 72 71 67 57
reduced a key uncertainty about impacts to aquatic resources 86 64 77 67
produced results that are broadly applicable to many regions in Washington 14
Leadership Groups None CMER TFW FPB
(43) (24) (1) (©)
answered a critical guestion pertaining to one of the FFR's environmental goals 53 67 71 60
reduced a key uncertainty about impacts to aquatic resources 28 67 85 60
produced results that are broadly applicable to many regions in WA 14 40
was approved by CMER with little or no dissension 14
. . Policy Science FPAMP
Science-Policy Role Groups (30) (51) (6)
answered a critical guestion pertaining to one of the FFR's environmental goals 67 62 100
reduced a key uncertainty about impacts to aquatic resources 76 68 67
did not raise more questions that led to another study 17
led to unanimous consensus on the appropriate policy response 17

* Each group member selected twice, and therefore, sum of percentages within a group may be greater

than 100.
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Table 37.3. Top-two selection exercise D3. Ingredients most frequently chose (including ties} as top

t wo most i mportant ingredients for CMEROS success. N u
The 2 most important ingredients for CMER's Percent of Group Members Choosing
success. CMER members ... as Top-2*

Caucus Groups Conser | Tribes State Timber
(6) (14) (29) (21)
have the necessary scientific expertise 33 29 62 81
respect the interests of other caucuses 33 14 29
trust each other 29 17 19
are committed to CMER's purpose 50 21
follow CMER meeting protocols 33
treat other CMER members respectfully 24
collaborate on research projects 14
Leadership Groups None CMER TFW FPB
(41) (23) ) (©)
have the necessary scientific expertise 59 65 43 80
trust each other 20 34 29 20
are committed to CMER's purpose 29 17 40
treat other CMER members respectfully 29 29 40
come to CMER meetings well prepared 29
respect the interests of other caucuses 17
. : Policy Science FPAMP
Science-Policy Role Groups (29) (49) )
have the necessary scientific expertise 65 57 43
are committed to CMER's purpose 31 29
come to CMER meetings well prepared 43
treat other CMER members respectfully 21 14
trust each other 20
collaborate on research projects 14
Other 17

* Each group member selected twice, and therefore, sum of percentages within mayoup
be greater than 100.
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Table 37.4. Toptwo selection exercise D4. Indicators most frequently chose (including ties)&gotopost

i mportant indicators of CMEROGS success. Number
Percent of Group Members Choosing
The 2 Most Important Indicators of CMER's success as Top-2*
Caucus Groups Conser | Tribes State Timber
(6) (14) (28) (21)
degree to which scientific uncertainty about the impacts of forest practices on aquatic
84 79 89 72
resources has been reduced
degree to which CMER members agree about the interpretation of study results 67 14 57 48
number of CMER studies that lead to unanimous consensus in TFW Policy Committee 17
number of CMER study reports delivered to TFW Policy Committee 17
degree of mutual respect amongst all CMER members 14
Other 21
Leadership Groups None CMER TFW FPB
(40) (23) (@) (©)
degree to which scientific uncertainty about the impacts of forest practices on aquatic
73 91 57 80
resources has been reduced
degree to which CMER members agree about the interpretation of study results 43 48 14 80
number of CMER studies that lead to unanimous consensus in TFW Policy Committee 29 20
number of CMER studies completed on time and within original budget 14 20
degree of mutual respect amongst all CMER members 29
. . Policy Science FPAMP
Science-Policy Role Groups (28) (49) 7
degree to which scientific uncertainty about the impacts of forest practices on aquatic
resources has been reduced 2 86 1
degree to which CMER members agree about the interpretation of study results 64 34 71
degree of mutual respect amongst all CMER members 14
number of CMER studies that lead to unanimous consensus in TFW Policy Committee 14

* Each group member selected twice, and therefore, sum of percentages within a group may be greater

than 100.
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Table 37.5. Toptwo selection exercise D5. Causes most frequently chose (including tiesjas top
most important causes of disagreement within CMER. Number of respondents per group in parenthesis.

Percent of Group Members Choosing
The 2 most important causes of disagreement within CMER as Top-2*
Caucus Groups Conser | Tribes State Timber
() (14) (29) (20)
bias due to caucus affiliation 80 86 69 55
different interpretations of a study's results 20 42 34 40
different levels of professional experience as a research scientist 20 45
different levels of knowledge about a scientific topic 20 20
different quality standards for scientific research 20 20
poor personal relationships 21
Leadership Groups None CMER TFW FPB
(39) (23) (6) (©)
bias due to caucus affiliation 93 52 67 60
different interpretations of a study's results 26 39 67 60
poor personal relationships 23 33
different levels of knowledge about a scientific topic 40
different levels of professional experience as a research scientist 17 20
. . Policy Science FPAMP
Science-Policy Role Groups (28) (48) 7)
bias due to caucus affiliation 75 71 58
different interpretations of a study's results 40 25 57
different levels of professional experience as a research scientist 21 29
poor personal relationships 43
different levels of knowledge about a scientific topic 19

* Each group member selected twice, and therefore, sum of percentages grthup anay be
greater than 100.
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Table 37.6. Top-two selection exercise E1. Indicators most frequently chose (including ties) as-tive top
most important indicators of success for the TFW Policy Committee. Number of respondents per group in

parenthesis.

Percent of Group Members Choosing

The 2 most important indicators of success for the TFW Policy Committee as Top-2*
Caucus Groups Conser | Tribes State Timber
() (13) (30) (20)
Progress towards achieving all four FFR goals 58 61 73 65
Maintaining the spirit of the original TFW 14 38 40 35
Presenting consensus recommendations for rule change or no rule change to the FPB 46 23 20
Approving CMER studies that produced useful information 14 10
Progress towards achieving the three environmental goals of FFR 29
Other 15
Leadership Groups None CMER TFEW FPB
(39) (24) () 5)
Progress towards achieving all four FFR goals 62 63 72 60
Maintaining the spirit of the original TFW 21 21 43 40
Presenting consensus recommendations for rule change or no rule change to the FPB 23 46 14 20
Approving CMER studies that produced useful information 31 20
Providing regulatory certainty for commercial forestlands 20
. . Policy Science FPAMP
Science-Policy Role Groups (30) (48) 7
Progress towards achieving all four FFR goals 63 63 71
Presenting consensus recommendations for rule change or no rule change to the FPB 35 57
Maintaining the spirit of the original TFW 50 31 39
Approving CMER studies that produced useful information 29
Reaching unanimous consensus on difficult issues 14

* Each group member selected twice, and therefore, sum of percentages within a group may be greater

than 100.
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Table 37.7. Toptwo selection exercise E2. Ingredients most frequently chose (including ties) as the
top-two most important ingredients for success for the TFW Policy Committee. Number of respondents
per group in parenthesis.

The 2 most important ingredients for success of the Percent of Group Members Choosing
TFW Policy Committee. TFW Policy members . .. as Top-2*
Caucus Groups Conser | Tribes State Timber
) (14) (29) (20)
are committed to all 4 FFR goals 58 50 56 55
respect the interests of other caucuses 42 17 50
are committed to the FPAMP's purpose 43
come to TFW Policy meetings well prepared 24
know the history of TFW, FFR, and the FPAMP 21
possess adequate policy expertise 17
possess adequate scientific knowledge 14
are willing to compromise 14
Leadership Groups None CMER TRPW FPB
(39) (24) ) (©)
are committed to all 4 FFR goals 64 54 40
respect the interests of other caucuses 23 25 43 20
are committed to the FPAMP's purpose 21 14 40
are willing to compromise 14 60
come to TFW Policy meetings well prepared 23 43
know the history of TFW, FFR, and the FPAMP 29
possess adequate policy expertise 14
. : Policy Science FPAMP
Science-Policy Role Groups (29) (49) 7
are committed to all 4 FFR goals 45 66 58
respect the interests of other caucuses 45 30
are willing to compromise 58
come to TFW Policy meetings well prepared 43
are committed to the FPAMP's purpose 16
trust each other 14

* Each group member selected twice, and therefore, sum of percentages within a group may

be greater than 100.
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Table 3.7.8. Top-two selectionexercise E5 Most frequently choseeasongincluding ties) ashe toptwo most
importantreasons for why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty reaching unanimous congarisiesTFW

Policy Committee.Number of respondents per group in parenthesis.

The 2 most important reasons for why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty

Percent of Group Members Choosing

reaching unanimous consensus. as Top-2*
Caucus Groups Conser | Tribes State Timber
(6) (12) (27) (20)
differences in members' levels of acceptable risk to fish, amphibians, and water quality 33 25 33 35
using unanimous consensus as a stalling tactic 67 59 19
members' different interpretations of the commitments made in foundational documents 42 15 30
differences in beliefs about the degree of regulatory certainty that should be provided to 17 17
the timber industry
the inability of some members to appreciate the interests of other caucuses 40
differences in members' interpretation of study results 15 15
unwillingness of some members to compromise 15 15
Leadership Groups None CMER TFEW FPB
(35) (21) (@) (©)
differences in members' levels of acceptable risk to fish, amphibians, and water quality 26 43 29 40
members' different interpretations of the commitments made in foundational documents 24 29 20
differences in members' interpretation of study results 28 20
differences in members' concern about the economic viability goal 11 43
using unanimous consensus as a stalling tactic 46 20
unwillingness of some members to compromise 11 14 40
the inability of some members to appreciate the interests of other caucuses 11 28
differences in beliefs about the degree of regulatory certainty that should be provided to 14 20
the timber industry
. . Policy Science FPAMP
Science-Policy Role Groups (28) (43) 7
differences in members' levels of acceptable risk to fish, amphibians, and water quality 25 35 28
using unanimous consensus as a stalling tactic 18 19 43
differences in members' interpretation of study results 14 28
differences in members' concern about the economic viability goal 18 14
unwillingness of some members to compromise 57
members' different interpretations of the commitments made in foundational documents 29

* Each group member selectedce, and therefore, sum of percentages within a group may be greater than 100.
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3.8 @Gmpemrd Responses

Because-ethhdedopmaresti ons were entirely optional
vari ed:r e3sbpotnod ebnlt s per question. -enHExde rqutes tfi roc
are provided in Appendi x AG6.

When asked AWhat other reasons explain why th
iemdeor med recommendations for rule change?,
nge of responses (Table 3. 8. 1)A.PolRetsipcosn soe st o
ngt hyyemudnde stateme-nhbformgdrdeoagmmendantcen s
sponses were fairly nuanced embodying mul ti
at most responses were cwdemt itonganu( d.i@p.l.,e it
ile the responses included positive and neg
effective or equitable and inequitable), mo
nti ment . Thi ssktapgetgrnegasi erpeespdnas C6
asons the TFW Policy Committee has not made
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D

found that re ondents to C6 | argely found
ntributed to t TFW Policy Commnt oemedtdavin
commendati ons, I th structurefstem @lagadircaf al
ruceluawend ooarmed processes. For example, one
ocess gives many chances for members (most.|
sults before and diumrdinoga tdiercg sk cotnh msatkri unogt usrt ees
s (AAMP Processo and fAdecision making
i butes, participantsd responses | argel
ss (AKew) oneFparekampant stated that

s and produce a final product, o refl

cy, and accountability (el ememts of
robustness, one participant shared t

re are members of the TFW Policy c¢commi
n to l-omkommed heescmmeceéati ons. Mu | f

S p
he
w
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wn
—
>
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> D DO

f the argument) have made deci sions
gosalwhen making decisions instead of relyir
unwi | | ng to set aside their personal goal
of the FFR goals forward. o

Thi sl ayehed response illustrated |inkages to |
| egiti macy and | ack of connections (e.g., #f@Ano
participating groups (e.g., committee members

g
sides o
e
[

Some responses also reflected use of science

(38 %), expert autonomy (26%), and peer review
AeéPolicy Committee industry fmesretros ad krheew!l eddc
di fferences between independent, peer reviewe
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il lustrated that some participants shared a p
necessarily increase -malder stam dtdnkad r athepags hdaeatsi
not willing understand, whi |l ea talnsoanyp earnhda pose ecrh
processes.

Additionally, caucuses were amongst and often
t hemes. Probl ems associated with caucuses <co
sciemder med recommendations fwve ableadfftiabhgen

il lustrated above; although many more exist (
Al nappropriate (unprofessional) behavior by m

-

espondent

wr ot e, ACMR membecwss aresteadcofmms ¢ |

Tabl e Anh.ad .yls.i s of reedepdngaxestto onpe&€B: What ot he
the TFW Policy Committ eenfhoarsmendo tr encaodvemenmodraet i socn
change? There were 61 respondents to C6.
At GY
9ecquNYI|9YT BIEbL |[Ex¢c OGO
f Ut qRaqe NPE [mN6WW 2dldt Wel WWs YI £ ROD O
BANGUIRYI RqRIJF WY nlWt YGWWHCc2 At I
Al YRt | NMYE |1 UG Wt WOqRUNWqRG AN WRUqUI 3t q
YI WYqd6Wl s Rt JWnl 2t ql ¢ qldWaé 1JWI
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] Y21 UCEql 2 Hae PSE |[¢UT piegRYUWYnw? AWA! Wa6 WWaRGH
Eaau0q gqeal OY211 we 07 Wet + YHIOWS Y+ WY W
wf bt WHeH ! WaYWs e UNWe Gllg 6 WWGI
Eql 2 Haqe _ |GYURHA! WHRE OW9 ¢ 2ret bt WeqRIRA
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mB N[ 1 WAYGRHA! WOYGAGRqqIWI YIJt W
clWt qaT ! Ws ROGGWANWet WT WRULWaq6 131U
HAELDL t R OE qé6 Wt qaT ! W #YGUWe OT Wi 3t RNU We
S 111 Il unel T mépUNLG I3
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When asked fiWhat other reasons explain why th
reaching unani mous consensus?0, 41 survey par
responses ranged frsemtemharet stt@tlearemthtsy g rawglatrid i
consensus. O Responses al so were nuanced ent a
t hemes or meanings. Responses were also | arg
responses). Again, this emoadkeder expercdendt
probl ems.
Overall, response themes were similar to thos
FPAMP question. Based on the analysis, we f o
found structure (76%) and prtohcee sTsFW 3P7o%)i cays G oen
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4 . Di scussi on

The purpose of this survey was to o@alelsecntt and
participants in the FPAMP. Our hope is that i
fruitful discussions within CMER and TFW Pol i
|l ead to a more efficient, effective, and heal"
4.1 | ssues Summary

The survey consisted of 92 fAgwebeeramaisa&8d, Lal
4 r equesetnidnegd opeesnpponses. Whil e any question c
especially those that elicited opposing opini
than ot hers. The f aonlel owisrug sditdhaus airen fandamse
the FPAMP.

4.1.1 Spirit of TFW
The TFW Agreement (DNR 1987a) states:

fAaThis agreement, then, is the participants
falt is important to note the TFW process in
Owiwm né proposals, whenever possible. o

AProgress towards achieving all four FFR goal
Amaintaining the spirit of TFWO wa st wohonmsoestby
i mportant indicators of successresplendent sse w
di sagreed with a statement that i s lBuhdament a
caucuses work towards achieving all four Fore
t wo statemewitns saobldulitEiVwiPsmIimimdi t t@e -weerkfeoel] utwi ans
.0 and AA major i mpedi ment -wonasscsuaslitesaisdsa&ad FP,
responses indicating that many TFW Policy Com
tenet (Figure 4.1: E3g, Fb5e).

All caucus groups had a majority or plurality
towards achieving all four Forests and Fish R
was relatively high with MADuvian itome Clatctuem wagls
group not to agree with ATFW Policy should wo
For the-wiwo Bwiabmements mentioned in the prece
Caucus or the Timbge ag@piomipomatdhaminh wa® opposit e
three groups. For the statemwmemt soTEWI Balsi cy .
Conservation Caucus agreed (MLS =3.5) and the
For tmenstaAemajor i mpedi ment t ewian ssuoclcuetsisofnuslo
Conservation Caucus was the | one group to dis

The SAO6s recommendation for a Anet gainso ap
TFW: AAdopting a net gains approach would hel
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B1. While each caucus in the TFW Policy Committee has different interests, all caucuses work
towards achieving all four Forests and Fish Report goals.

F3a. Following a "net gains” approach as described by the State Auditor will improve the TFW Policy
Committee’s decision-making process.

| | :
Conser | 43% - 29% | Conser ‘ 100 0%
Tlmber’ 67% 19% - 14% | Timber | ‘ 19% 56% - 25%
Tn'bes‘ 57% - 36% Tribes‘ 33% 50% - 17%
Statel 40% - 33% State‘ 16% 26% 58%
B2. The TFW Policy Committee should work toward achieving the fourth Forests and Fish Report F3Db. Following a "net gains™ approach as described by the State Auditor is a feasible change to the
goal, i.e., imber industry economic viability. current process
i i % N | « s T 2r%
Conseri 43% _ 57% 0% Conser‘ 75% 25% 0%
E3g. Members of the TFW Policy Committee seek win-win solutions for challenging issues. * G5a) Exploring solutions that smphasize -jog:,to%?::' willimprove TEW Folicys decision-making
i i s e O~ B o | i % 73%
Conser‘ 0% 75% - 25% Conser‘ 33% 33%
mor | o [ = 1 o | T on 7%
Tn‘bes| 46% _ 46% . 8% Tnbes‘ 30% 50%
State | 33% - 17% State 0% 84%
| o [ |
F5e. Amajorimpediment to a successful FPAMP is lack of win-win solutions when considering
potential changes to forest practices rules.
|
AII| 18% 65% AIIJ‘ 18% 52%
COnser| 80% 0% Conser\ 33% 33%
Tlmber‘ 6% 88% Tmber‘ 15% 69%
Tribes‘ 17% 42% Tribes‘ 20% 50%
State | 20% 65% State ‘ 0% 63%
100 100 100 50 0 50 100
Percentage
Responses: Disagree Neither Agree
o]
Figuréi4ett statements related to the spirit of TFW *
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E7a. For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is a fundamental value.

E7e. For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is no longer possible.

All | 19% - 20% 60% |
Conser | 0% 20% 80% | Conser | 20% e 20%
Timber | 16% - 21% 63% | Timber ‘ 32% _ 32%
Tribes | 21% - 14% 64% | Tripes ‘ 20% [ 20%
stte | 15% o so% | sute | 4o% 1 21%
. . . 0 ; F2b. The State Auditor recommended that TFW Policy find a process other than unanimous
E7b. For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is necessary for reaching unanimous consensus. consensus for arriving at a final clecision_. _Followingthis recommendation will violate
[ . the spirit of TFW.

M Do DN - | '
| o e o %

c . 0% 0 100%, '

A oo o e 2
Timber | 5% A o | e e 12% 76%
Tribes | 0% 2i% [ 7% | Tives | L % 23%

sate | 8% N I oo o s 7%

E7c. Forthe TFW Policy Committee, compromise is necessary for achieving the four Forests and Fish F2c. The State Auditor recommended that TFW POliC}" find a process other than unanimous
Report goals. consensus for arriving at a final d%t’:ision_ Tr?tis recommendation is a feasible change to
| L e current process.
al 0 s -
All ‘ 24% 33% 43%
Conser | 0% 0 100%,
S oo o A oo
Tives | 0% R oo e . v [ 0%
suate | 4% Lo DN o+ | o o % 0%
L L
E7d. Forthe TFW Policy Committee, compromise requires ghfe and take amongst caucuses. F5b. A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is requlﬂng unanimous consensus for most
decisions.
Al 1%

3% 52%

Conser | 0% 259 75%
Timber | 0% 65% 29%
Tribes | 7% 33% 58%
State | 0% 9% 68%

100 50 100 100
Percentage Percentage
Responses: . Disagree E] Neither . Agree
Figuréi et statements related to compromise
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D1c. Members of CMER understand the different roles of scientists versus policy makers. E3b. Members of TFW Policy understand the different roles of scientists versus policy makers.

1 1

All | 25% - 48% 27% All L 13% . 56% 31%
! !

Conser 0% 50% 50% | Conser 17% - 50% 33%
' !

Timber | 43% 38% 19% Timber | 11% . 74% 16%
! !

Tribes | 29% 43% 29% Tribes | 15% . 46% 38%
' !

State | 11% 61% 29% State | 12% . 60% 28%
1 1

D1d. Members of CMER are biased by the policy preferences of their caucus. E3e. Members of the TFW ng-cgn%gg}m::aﬂ%"::#Eg‘%'g}"g;g&e to understand the complex

1 1

All 5% I _ 65% All L 28% - 58% . 14%
'

Conser | 20% - 20% | Conser | 0% 100% 0%

!
!
! '

State | 0% 50% _ 50% State | 16% - 68% . 16%
L 1

D7.The 'ﬂm';m:wom"psoﬁg'g?;;'gggggﬁ:{ggﬁ&m:}"i';:n";i'ﬁecsﬁgg:‘set:t"lammm E3f. Members of the TFW Policy Commitltee are biased by their caucus affiliation.
Conser | 20% 80% | Conser | 0% 75% - 25%
Timber 0% 10_ 90% Timber | 0% 21I96 _ 79%
100 50 [I) 50 100 100 50 [I} 50 100
Percentage Percentage
Responses: - Infrequently E] Sometimes - Frequently

Figuréi 4eBt statement-gsorietpnteidr ewalthe stiendecates responses
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C1. CMER studies have increased our know1edge of forest ecosystems in the Pacific Northwest. C3d. CMER stl.llﬁ_:g:g&g:g:;gr&n;g&h&&ﬁg%ﬁﬂpfg{s?g::ggte:rgggeasddressed the key

All | 3% 86% Al 1% . 47%
Conser ‘ 0% 100%{ Conser | 0% 83%
Timber ‘ 5% I Timber | 24% - 24%

Tribes ‘ 0% Tribes | 7% l 36%
State ! 7% l_ 90% State | 11% - 57%
C2. CMER studies have reduced scientific uncertainty about the environmental effects of forest C5b. TFW Policy has not recommended more rule changes because the results of some CMER
practices on aqya!ic resources. | studies have been inconclusive.

ml o - | o o~ o1%
Conser | 14% _ 86% | Conser | 57% 29%
Timber | 10% . 24% _ 67% | Timber | 5% 75%

Tribes 7% I7_ 86% Tribes | 29% 36%
State 7% I7_ 87% State | 12% 65%
C3a. CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have produced satisfactory C5c. TFW Policy has not recommended more rule changes because some CMER studies have not
researm'resulls. * _ produced the types of information needed for rule-change decisions.

All 0% 51% 49% All L 9% 73%
Conser 0% 1?:‘!6 83% | Conser | 57% 29%
Timber 0% 75% 25% | Timber | 5% 85%

Tribes 0% 43'% 57% Tribes = 14% 64%
State 0% 411‘!6 59% State | 0% B84%
C3c. CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have provided useful information D2. The process of conducting a CMER study (from initial proposal to the final report) is
needed to resolve policy issues. * too complicated.

Al 11% . 47:% 41% All L 26% - 31I% 43%
Conser 0% 0 100%, Conser . 60% _ 20:!& 20%
Timber | 24% - 5?:‘!6 19% | Timber | 25% - 35:!6 40%

Tribes | 15% - 46% 38% | Tribes | 36% _ 36% 29%
State | 7% . 41% 52% | State  28% - 24% 48%
100 50 0 50 100 100 50 0 100
Percentage Percentage

Responses: . Disagree D Neither . Agree

Figuréi4edt statements related to quality of CMER studies
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adhere to the programdés original spirit

were split, with a plurality being neutral/un
di sagree or agree (Figure n4g. 1b:e cFa3uas,e F3hbe) .St althe
suggested that a net gains approach would fAhe
Compromi ss@i andowuni ons are both key tenets of

Respondents were split about the fAnet gainso
the fAjoint gainsod of structured decijsoiont maki
gaiimsvol ve a negotiation whereby al/l parties o
benefici al solution. Hence, joint gains is ¢

|t appears t
FFR goal so a

hat while fAmaintaining the s
r
invol ved in t
e
d

a pi
e Iimportant to | arge proporti
h FPAMP beli eveommiatt esd mteo off
collective res
characteri ze

FPAMP over 2

heard that so
process. Wh e

e

ponse in this survey to the St a
as undecided, which is surprisi
ears aigo.redcMerdost atifngdt me pedt
e TFW Policy member smakiendhopefu
her SDM, with its joint gains,

4. 1.2 Compromise and Consensus

The TFW Agreements states, dAlt [the agreement
accurately a series of intelligent accommodat
devel oped th g

that stateme
E7b, E7c, E7

ough the FFR werataleso 20004 )r es We
ts pertaining to compromise had
) . Two statements that tied for
(MLS=4.3) were cympoomaski esi ngcebesafour FFR
requires giyv and take amongst caucuses. 0 And
( ML S 4.1, totA=83%) was Acompromise IS nece
These resmponwsresgiame kecause they align with tl
Agreement . On the other hand, agreement was

valueo (Figure 4.2: ET7a; MLS=3.6, totA=60%) ,

poslsedb (Figure 4. 2: E7e) respondents were abou
totaA=25%) . Moreover, 21% of respondents had
compromi seo0 aAsvoomeasbaeaisr whegpTFW Policy has di
and only 14% of respondents had ATFW Policy me
t otpwo i ngredients for success.

@ - QO 5 &
S5 DN

Il n the grouped analysis, we also found strong
compromi se and high concurrence among caucus
necessary for achieving the four Froase sgisv e nanc
take amongst caucuseso, and Acompromi se i s ne
caucus groups had MLS between 4.1 and 4. 4. T
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di fferences between group responses, and the
0.13) of all 81 Likert statements, which indi
conservation caucus had t he s tnremng eiscto ngg roerd nsee
fundamental valwueo, while the other three cau
statement . For the statement fAcompromise is
Tribes, and Ti mber gr®@upguwér eoevenlAyasgd!| at pw
being undecided (Figure 4.2: ET7e). Il n contr a
times | arger than totA (46% vs. 21%) .

It appears that regardless of caucus member sh
FPAMP believe that compromise is still vitall:?:
viability in the TFW Policy Gammbtteae madhs tof
FPAMPOs cloansseedh sduesci si on making. Consensus deci
the TFW Policy Committee under rules governin
222045) . Therefore, -basy dc kg emigtoawi dd n s eemauu g €
of those rul es.

1.3 Separating Science and Policy

he ungrouped analysis found that most respon
eparate science from policy. The majority o
iased by the policy preferences of their cau
firewall 6; (or separation) between science a
tatement '5tednffestthevéel of agreement (MLS
And, 71% of respondents had fAbi ad whbue atus esa wd
di sagreement within CMER. But respondents we
d fferent roles of schnhebhhesFPANMPOsSUsopbEI 2§ %ma
tot F=27 %) . Respondents also indicated that T
of thepaslciencfirewall . A majority (56%; Figur
Asometi mesdo in sespohbe TEWARemMbey Committee
roles of scientists versus policy makers. o

wooTnw N

The survey also contained this statement, 0iMe
their caucus affiliation. o A |l arge majority
Afrequently, 0 and 30% responded offs@amdtrii m&ks .qu e
and it may reveal a misunderstanding of polic
represent the interests of their caucuses, an
bi ased. Not ever yT RIW sRalsisd yo na fofre cdtesc i csa uocnu si ni r
TFW Policy members need not be biased at al l

Al | caucus groups had moderate agreement ( MLS
(or separation) between science and policy is
no significant differences in group responses
agreed | ess strongly with AMembers of CMER ar
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caucuso (MLS 3.2 to 4.0), and group concurren
guartil e. But caucuses were split on fiMember
scientists versus policy maker s i n otnhea nFdP ASMPa t
groups was Afrequentlyo (MLS=3.5, 3.2), and t
very weak infrequently (MLS=2.9, 2.8). The C
maj orities or pluralities chamngdd sijs drmhet idmddaer
scientists versus policy makerso (Figure 4. 3:
Commi ttee understand[s] the different roles o
%someti mes = 50, 46, @GG®G)o.metThne sToi moer tdireo tspg ad
Policy (74%) almost two times more often than
(43%) of Ti mber group respondents chose Ainfr

It appears that regardless of caucus member sh

believe that members of CMER are biased by ca
maj orities of persons involved iamdt e W PAOMR cby
do not fully wunderstand the different roles s
sci@mde cy interface may be warranted (Watson

4.1.4 CMER Studies

On the topic of CMEROG6s studies, the average r
agreement!MiMLISesAt,, 8t ot A=81%) that CMER studi es
uncertainty about the environmental effects o
responses to other statements were | ess compl
averregeponse was agreement to two statements a
not recommended more rule changelsusiise mei .CaME,R
uncertain)o (MLS=3.5, totA=61%), and Asome CM
information needed for decisions regarding ru
C5b, Cb5¢c) . Mor eover, mipnoorrsie itecs CMBBOR es tiu drieegqsu
environmental effects of forest practices hav
(MLS=3.5, totF=49%), naddressed the key wuncer
practiMteEsd. 4, tot F=47%)l, i nanod niiapri cowni dneede duesde ft ¢
i ssueso ( MLS 3.3, totF=41%), however, on th
Ainfrequently for those three statements.

o

The grouped analysis showed relatively high ¢
statement that CMER studies fihave reduced sci
effects of forest practices on aguagthidicanour
di fferences between group ré%Smahbestaotl ahk ™M
Al | four groups responded to that statement w
4. 1. However when responding to how often C
responses wer | esgscephcanretnh gWoup opepons

0

n

e
moderate fAfrequentl yod
e

e
(MLS>3) for the stateme
faddressed th es

key uncertainti 0, and Aprovi
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(Figur

useful i nf or mat
group concurren
di fference in g
The significant
group in all th
the Conservatio
and State group

It appears that

i
Cc
r

r
n
S

e 4.4: C3a, C3c). The one exception wa

ono which had an average resp
e for these t hhraewi g adreenexiitgni
oup responses and two of the
di fference in responses was b
ee rimwsp arnecsepo n swa & hb eéihreg amoed earge
Caucus and someti mes to weak
had MLS between Conservation

regardless of caucus member sh

FPAMP believe that CMER studies fihave reduced
effects of forest practices wuornalaiqtuya thiecl ireevseodu rt

studies reduce
have significan
that CMER frequ
provides wuseful

4.1.5 Economics
The TFW ground
of all the part
others as wil/l
toward achi evin
71%) are consi s
the statement

q
. .0 elicited a
totaA=27%) whi c

Whil e devel opin
and TFW Policy.
influenced by e
reserved for th
Al TFW member s]
that a minority
4 . 5 E3h; tot D=
rul e recommenda

The Conservatio
wor k toward ach
response was si
Ti mber Caucus ¢
financi al bur de
influence their
significantly d

t
t
e

;
i
y
9
t
[
n
h

D@ O

his uncertainty only someti me
l'y different opinions on this
otrlyy rpersedu ces reastuildfsactaddr es s
i nformati on.

ules (DNR 1987a) state, AThes
es as far as possible, o0 and 0
our own. O R ecsyp oGhosnensi tttoe et hseh osu
. . timber industry econom
ent with those rules, however
TFW Poltieay]) atriféswnatnaei mil nibmir de
even split among respondents
should also raise concerns a

this survey we had separate

We were told that decisions |
onomi c i mpacts tsa dtereattiiombserar
Forest Practices Board. How
o not allow economics to infl
in the FPAMW Pelieyésedeabsmi 0]
9%), and on this fundament al

ions, a majority of responden

Caucus had the minority resp
eving . . . timber i ndustry e
ni ficantly dridd edcemdud hamoupmee.
oup was in the minority for b
s to the timber industry .

pollitcyirseeacgammeln dva ttihomnshe. |.at.tce
fferent than the other three
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There appear to be differences in opinion reg
address economic impacts to the timber indust
examining the responses of t he Coounps etrov astti aotne nte
about economics.

4. 1.6 Rule Change
The pace of rule change has been a concern am
Auditoro6s (2021) report described the current

AParticipant ssanai d hehe poddeaigfuaeisl eodn ttoh ef oclolr

both the |l etter of the | aws governing it and
Agreement composed in 1987. Theteoibetutbehbhelks
deci-md kinng and a gener al at mosphere of distr

the progr am oannldy biosasrude dh@atwie® rreesvti pirarcd i ces ru
(emphasis added)

There is more than one reason for only two ru
since 1999). None of our Likert statements a
sever al potenti al reasonsr efaosront hceo upladu chi et yt hoaft

the subsequent Forest Practices HCP (DNR 2005
for |l andowner s. This implicit goal was ackno
responses to AReguimberyiocdusarnpntysfan it mplie
Maj orities of three caucus groups also agreed
Rul e changes are based on the results of CMER
reason for only two rule changes. A majority
more rule changes did not occurrbéeeaocsbangGB®MERW
not neededod or Ahave been inconclusive about

the Conservation Caucus held the opposing bel
| arge majorities ofeshckeangbel diededot hatcmor ke
studies showed that adverse I mpacts were asso
about the mechanism for those i mpacts. The p
compl etindi EMERamsttua more complicated CMER pr
maj ority or plurality of two caucus groups (C
conducting CMER studies was not too complicat
(Tbemr, State) believed that the process is to:

Th State Auditordéds Report cobebededethat odema
a Nkey causeo for the paucity of rule changes
Policy Committee hasmaleisud t gE3doniseesngseuss.] d rnyga ¢ arl U

compromi se among caucuses, but many participa
of TFW Policy members to compromi se. For the
25% of al l responderetus rad r/ asendd eacn dd edd2 % wer e
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The paucity of rule change may be r esaltwidng.o
Majorities of the Conservation (100%), Tribes
that a risk averse attitudeg iavoagprempr iraathenewmh
forest practices rules, but a | arge majority
Majorities or pluralities of the Timber (88%)
beli evewitrhadolwutni paarst sdhfmatkider greplr@ecess, but a |
(80%) of the Conservatiowi cCasclust idomssagireean |

the TFW Agreement (DNR 1987).

4. 1.7 Old | ssues
Thi s

section is a fAcheck indo on some old issu
and the next section is a&ahBcheckmmepadabi maseb
Audi tor 6s Office (2021).
Three issues, amongst many, mentioned by inte
successful FPAMP were |l ack of <clarity about t|
(i .e., the principals), and pawerradeaenbrad apacrese
respondents agreed that all three are i mpedim
with |l ack of <c¢clarity about the end game (totA
(tot A=56 %) . SAO (20 1t)o cu sae nteids pt uhtaet rrees aulcu tainc
However, the average response of all responde
totD=37%), with Areluctance of caucuses to ma
i mpedi ment to a successful FPAMP
The average response of all caucus groups was
game"” and | ack of engagement by top | eaders a
Agreement ranged from very weakrseg. g.o, sStratng
Ti mber group for clarity about end game) . Co
power i mbalances being a major i mpedi ment ( ML
weakly disagreed ( ML S=2ch9)s eb eficnaeuisteh ear pdliusraaglriete
Regarding reluctance to use dispute resolutio
di sagreed that is a major I mpedi ment (MLS=2.4
weakly agreed with that statements plovLdSe=n3t.sl , we3r
evenly split betw&enbdssagoebP=42%, agoeA=42 %;
t ot A=35 %.
With respect to these fAold issues, o0 majoritie
believe that | ack of clarity about the "end g
principals), and power i mbaleamsces Aamongéstsehe
common to all caucuses, although the strength
reluctance to use dispute resolution as an i m
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ry weak disagreement with the State Auditor
port (SAO 2021), Il anguage in the Board Manu
vised to be co-h®i4dHt evinti cwi tr eeMAICuaXsi2 @hi swohuetne  r
ani mous consensus cannot be achieved within

c == <
S o oo

4. 1.8 Recommendations of State Auditor o6s Of f i
We revisited the recommendations from the St a:

devel oping decision criteria and policy respo
recommendati on t Rraetv iaepweeda rlsi ti enm aatrttauey egeoenit a(dRxht u
and Nie 2012, M-nsson et al . 2023) , 2) the St
the original spirit of TFW and 3) consensus |
participants in the FPAMPomsendusustrated by ul
On average, respondents agreed that developin
study's potential results 6up front-makwnigl i m
process (MLS=3.8, totA=70%) , btyh atth ea Sitnaette gAauid
wi || i mprove the TFW -Rakinong fFfoomes s ee€MESdBcCcls
t hat abandoning unani mous consensus will expe
making process (MLS=3.7, tagt A=65H%)n.de nk wr talgerem
devel oping policy responses up front and aban
to the curmaeknitn gd epcrioscieosns ( MLS=3.5 and 3.2, res
for both statementtts Quas irreltalta viedtyt drmowquavit i | e
On average, respondents believed that the Aud
consensus would Aviolate the spirit of TFW0O (
concurrenc®owwist hcomeuSrence of altlhi8rld Lafker t
respondents (32%) disagreed that abandoning ¢
was the |l argest total disagreement of the sev
Auidt or 6s recommendations. , @Ofnltyhdde dieawdn glaii ke
feasi bl e chanmekitmg tphreo adeescsisilband MLS | ess t har
(30%) being slightly | arger than total agreem
Anet gainso séemépvmeand {eaprbility) were ambi:
Aineither disagree nor agreeo for both stateme

were approxi mately balanced for both statemen

gains approach is congruent with the TFW Agr e
very nature a compromise oOor more accurately a
various goals and needs. 0 and niclar p osr a tmepso ratraene
mut ual gain a+wd nfol exiolpiolsiatt w, d&dwiemever possi bl
For sever al Likert statements about the Audit
opinions. The average responses of all four

using a process other than ueansmmadkd s gC PIT VECESSLE
However, the Conservation, Tribes, and State
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(MLS=4.7, 4.0, 4.1, respectively) while the T
The differences between the responses of the
statistically significant. glnnae@s monse coostein
would violate the spirit of TFW the State gr.
response to the statement that wusing a proces
Ti mber caucus groupewas WPNhesoomloy omatt et it € @

Conservation (MLS=4.7) and Timber groups (MLS

was the fourth | argest of all 81 Likert state
caucus grdoupiso.n, Itnheadli mber Caucus group had t
amongst all caucus groups to Aabandoning unan

TFWO0O and the strongest disagreement (totD=47%
conssenisuu feasible. o

For both statements about a net gains approac
and Tribes caucus groups disagreed with those

group agreed, and Ti mber ¢rsotugpt ewaesn tnse ua brcad t/ ude
policy responses fiup fronto, the Tribes, Stat
approval, and Conservation Caucus was neutral
The Forest Practice Board has approved a pl an
recommendations, a plan which rejects a net g
been made to t hebaFsPPAMPdesc icoinesre nmalksi nrge. g udornesde n s
for CMER and the TFW Policy Committee under r
program {1MA4L5)2.22 Therefore, -basydcllargesitom omarksg
require revising those rul es.

4. 1.9 Structured Decision Making

Whil e not an explicit recommendation by the S
|l ead to the i1 dea of structured decision makin
incorporating S-BDMkingoptheedbBhasaevepageti e8po
agreement (MLS>3) for all 15 Likert statement
agreement . The | owest MLS were in response t
Gl1d=3.2, G5b=3.4, G6d=3ursree iBdgbesohbDhe 1he
The Tribes, St at e, and Ti mber caucus groups at
SDM. The Conservation Caucus disagreed with
five. The five that Consereabnomi di gaglteébGlu
G6 c , G6d, G6e) , and five that the Conservatio
environment al goal . The average MLS across t
for Conservation, Trcubegro8pate, Thhd Mmambendc
for i ncorporatingnakDM gi nptroo ctehses .deci si on
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1.10 Red FIl ags

the FPAMP is to be effective, efficient, al
me tenets, norms, and goal s. First, all/l p a
sponses to Likert statamentas | Brkamd B2dnChirg
nfusion about the economic viability goal
violabili-pgl otytherewakehce Responses to Lik
igure 4. 4) sbhhedw etvheatt hnea jfarrietwad d I's broken.
f the Forests and Fish Report] remain c¢ommi
ntinues to be in effect . . .0 (DNR 1999).
meemusitdandi ng and same commitment to the ten:t
nts are 1) compromise | eading to uswami mous
l utions for all caucuses. The ourisey (Fhagwg
2 E7a, E7b, E7c, E7d) but there is little
ssibility or even the valwue of consensus (F
atement s -wieng asrodiung owmign (FS5eg,urk3a, 1E3E)3 got m
thin and across caucuses.

kert statements in the preceding paragraph
nets of TFW or the FFR should elicit collec
ree or disagrreees.ul tT hweet owbasse rnvoetd .t heHence, t he
obl ems that may be at | east partially respo
scribes the historical roots of these probl

2 @Gmpemrd Responses

ny r esponseensdetdo qgtuhees toipoenns wer e compl ex refl e
e responses were not solely tied to one par
e of science). Thi s ¢ onoploenxgiotiyn ga nids souveesr,| arpe
namics, and potential for/responses to gove
science.

il e many themes emerged from the responses,
cluded structures, processes, Iineffectiven
ucuses (example of structur es-nakg THbhoedsiee sp aarntd
rticipating groups hindering or impacting p
ange as needed These themes also illustra
sources, includingakiyowlmodaoge panmr ts cii @ratnit fsi. c
cluded a | ack of r obiunsta bciolninteyc ttioo nlse a rtnr uasntd,
formati on, including scientific results or
om previous 8#hséessmbertajorementi oned t hemes
. 9., rul es, nor ms, and policies) were | ess
preciation for the group, its foundati ons,
stitutional change. On the other hand, the
g., who or what is involved) and/ or proced
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Additionally, many responses, regardless of |
their impacts on governance and use of scienc

p e
t o

Ov
an
an
i n
of
ca
scC
un

r

0 O ®

ANT OO SN

ception of caucuses and t hienigr croonl seesn sauss ,i napn
ma k ei rsfcoremed deci si ons.

rarching use of science themes included: |
saliency. These themes r ef | enrcatkeedd dgiusecsa n no
scientific projects orniestul ewayamdthwioghl i
eractions among science and policy members

autonomy among sciemakisng ,ori ndtelreri nign v dlauv e c
cuses) had negatliwvwehygyedrscinamptpir®ops ., as il gnti
entific results, which |Iikely informed the
er st andi ngmaaknmeornsgy wlheecni spiroens ent ed sci ence.

rall sentdlreed opesmul ts reflected results from p
0, SAO 2021). For example, previous studi
sensumakdengsmodel due to a)vandetynektdf aot
i-sd kbinng body | eadership (Madden 2020) . Pr e

ds t o enmakicreg derco cse ones t o ensure greater
port (Madden 202@0e-ee whaew earmd spr eatldr ngc ifeont
1) . While the results outlined may not be
ely further validate previously conducted
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B2. The TFW Policy Committee should work toward achieving the fourth Forests and Fish Report goal,
i.e., timber industry economic viability.

G1d. Developing performance measures forc the eq:tnomic goal is a feasible task for the TFW Policy
ommittee.

Al 8% 71% All; 23% s o« 40%
Conser | 43% 0% Conser‘ 33% _ 33% _ 33%
Timber | 0% 95% | Timoer | 15% B .« N 54%
Tribes | 0% T1% | Tribes | 27% — 45% | — 27%

State | 13% 63% | State | 5% i % 52%
E3h. Members of the TFW Policy Committee do not allow economics to influence their policy G3. To develop performance measures for this FFR economic goal, the TFW Policy Committee needs a
recommendations to the Forest Practices Board. * definition of what that goal means for commercial forests.
| % |

Al 29% — 52% 19% Al 8% 79%
Conser | 33% [ 50% 17% | Conser | 33% 33%
Timber | 12% = 53% 35% | Timber | 0% 85%
Tribes | 54% . i e 15% Tribes‘ 0% 80%

State | 29% | 67% [ | 4% State | 10% 86%
E4c. The TFW Policy Committee tries to minimize potential financial burdens to the timber industry G4b. When the TFW Policy Committee develops recommendations for potential rule changes performance
when developing recommendations for new rules. measures for the economic goal are valid decision criteria.

All | 28% . e % | A 5% N2 I
Conser | 0% 20% [N cox | Conser 3% S . 33%
Tmoer  6s% [N 2% 0% | Timber | 0% 3ix N o
Tribes | 14% = 50% | — | 3% | Tives | 10% % I 60%

State | 8% O 54% [E— 38% | State | 5% (3 e
E8. When TFW Policy is uncertain about impacts of forest practices rules, TFW Policy should " : . g
exercise precaution by prioritizing habitat protection goals over economic goals. G6c. Understanding economic risk to the timber industry will improve the decision-making process.

Al | 25% B xS 45% Al { 5% B =« I 70%
Conser | 0% o 100% Conser | 3% 67% 0%
Timoer | 70% (NN - B §% | Timoer 8% N e
Tribes | 7% I 70w | Tives | 10% [ 50% [ — 40%

State | 17% ] 52% | State 0% 1% [ s
G1c. Developing performance measures for the economic goal will improve the TFW Policy's : : ¢ .
decision-making process. G6d. Understanding economic risk to the timber industry is feasible in the TFW Policy Committee.

Al 10% s 55% Al ; 15% B = 51%
Conser | 33% [ 1) 3% | Conser | 33% s 2+ 33%
Timber | 8% B 3% 54% | Timber | 23% D s« I 62%
Tribes | 18% P 3% 45% | Tiibes | 0% 70% [ 30%

Sute | 5% 0% on | s on B D |
100 50 0 50 100 100 50 0 50 100
Percentage Percentage
Responses: . Disagree D Neither - Agree
Figuréi debt statements related to timber industry economi
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D2. The process of conducting a CMER study (from initial proposal to the final report) is

B3. Regulatory certainty for the timber industry is an implied goal of the FPHCP. too complicated.
' Conser | 60% o 20%
Conser | 29% - 14% 57% )
Timber | 0% s gos | Tmoer | 25% = 0%
Trives | 21% O e 43% | Trives | 36% P e N 2%
cum| o | o v | sae| 26 e - s ax
C5a. TFW Policy has nhgtciremmmcggedcle& Qore sde?o;informed rule ﬁangeds because some CMER E7e. For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is no longer possible.
studies indi more rule changes were not needed. | ,
| 2o oy | AN| 2% T o 1N 25%
Conser ‘ 71% 14% Conser | 20% - 60% - 20%
Timber‘ 14% 7% | Timber | 32% - 7% - 2%
Tribes | 36% 43% | Trbes | 29% I e« 29%
e | 20w s | e | 4o B - BN -
, " - ES. WthT'_:W PO“I'.‘.} i% uncem_in a_b_oul imp_ad.s DHOI'QSl pradices rules, 11=W PO"I'.‘.]!
C5b. TF“"Pg't'ucgire'gsh’;starggg:‘{:g‘nagﬂs'ﬂg';bsof_',f{,‘f:;'n’:g’f“;g{gﬁg’-’:{'ﬁé:{ﬁ:@"i‘ggf’m° CMER ! should exercise precaution by prioritizing habitat protection goals over economic goals.
Al 16% 23% 61%
conser | 57 v, sg% | Conser | 0% oK oo
Timber | 5% 20% 75% | Timber = 70% _ i I &%
Tribes } 29% 36% 3% | Trves | 7% 1L _ 79%
e | 12% = o | o | B - I o
L L
C5f. TFWPO"C}! has notrecommended more rule changes because some CMER studies showed an F59‘Ama]or impedimentto a successful FPAMP is lack of win-win solutions when
association between forest practices and impacts to aqualic resources, butthe caucuses considen‘ng potenﬂal changes to forest practices rules.
disagreed about the causal mechanisms for those impacts. | [
| - o I
Al 7 ey e :
Conser | 0% 0 100%, Conser| 80% _ 20% 0%
Timber } 20% B -~ sso | Tmoer | 6% - -
Tribes | 0% 93% | Tribes | 17% ] [ 1 2%
ae | 0% T x| e 20 ] -
100 50 0 50 100 100 50 0 50 100
Percentage Percentage
Responses: . Disagree E‘ Neither . Agree
Figuréi 4e6t statements related to rule change.
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4. 3 What HapSpenre d toof tThFew?

The results of the survey have | ed us to some
TFW, or more specifically the Aspirit of TFW,
constituted. However, someechphges Db TR®W. FP,

ATFWO or Athe spirit of TFWO0 refers to a phil

from the Timber, Fish and Wil dlife Agreement (¢

summari zed as foll ows (DNR 1987a):

fThe State of Washington needs a viable ti mb
enhance its fish, wildlife, water and cul tu
fTAdaptive management evaluates the i mpacts o
modi fied to meet the needs of the parties.
1Di fferences amongst parties can be resolved
for each otherdés views.

fParticipants put forth their best effort at
very nature a compromi se.

fThe TFW process incowpooapespmstlal guhiemeyvie

And some of the key ground rules are (DNR 202

fParticipants recogni ze tdared | a&gs umanatclyatoft hd
will also be respected.

fParticipants commit to search for opportuni
fParticipants acknowledge that solving probl
to lead to solutions for onebdés own probl ems
fDeci sions are made through consensus among
Committee.

Il n short, compromise, cowsamsuBsd,| uamdntshevep et &

original spirit of TFW

The parties to the FFR reaffirmed their c¢commi
the original TFW Agreement which continues to
concerns about TFW have existKMdP.si nlcees ¢ hteh asrnt ac
after the HCPO6s official approval (DNR 2006) ,
reinvigorationodo (DNR 2007a). During those di
of full partnership mrntdhatsumeedfpirnnedeTEWI & @
success no |l onger exist today. o At that ti me
thought to be a probl em. Meridian (2018) and

Meri dian (2018), Madden (2020), and SAO (2021
for a return to the original spirit of TFW:

fAiThe sense that everyone had something to ¢
has eroded. 0 (Meridian 2018)
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1. . participants consistently expressed d
of a collective spirit of 6égive and taked a
embodied the original TFW agreement . o0 (Madd
TAMost say the original vi sion of the Ti mber
|l ed to discouragement among the people invo
Further more, the SAOO0s recommendation for a A
compr omi svei mnglolwatni ons, and to revive the spir

fAiUse a O6net gainsd6é approach to decision mak
compromi singo

fAiAdopting a net gains approach would help p
adhere to the programdés original spirit

Our
i mpo

survey showed that a majority of past and

rtant aspects of the TFW spwirn ts:olautmaonosr ii
maj or i mpedi ment to successgmiasenaijora tfyun daOmmerr
|l arge majorities (91%, 92%) believe that comp
goal s and that compromi se requires give and t
beli eve that achi vshggahl sfoeraFmpestsmaondt a
and a |l arge majority (73%) believe that explo
maki n (Figures 4.1, 4. 2).

(o]

However, our survey also confirmed that the s
t hat all caucuses work toward achieving all f
TFW Pol i cywisneekosl uvtiinons; a micnoonrpirtoymi(s3e2 %)n bTeFlW
is stildl possible; | ess than half (41%) belie
violate the spirit of TFW, and a majority (52
i mpedi ment t o a succtesrsec o ninmeen dSeAdO a 2d0e2cli)s iroenp of
unani mous consensus because attaining f-ull <co
making that hampers the FPAMP.

I n 1987 and 1999, TFW achieved consensus on n
adverse i mpact of forest practices on aquatic

unstable slopes, wetl ands, f oFrRes tt hceh eTnFiW aPlosl,i ¢
Commi ttee was unable to achieve consensus on
future conditiono (DFC)3@bZal a(lDMR €220 v7ald ,uezx0d &) .
recently, the TFW Policy G@emmsuseenwabaungabl &
t hat prfoitlsedcatr innogn streams, and consequently min
were presented by different caucuses to the F

So, what happened to consensus and the origin
original spirit to three things: change in th
economi cs, change in the influence of science
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rounds for consensus have changed. The
nal TFW Agreement (DNR 1987a) and the FF
to policy making. This i sspierfiltecdfedTk W:
yone had something to gaino and fAa coll e
escribes the process that produced the FFR a
nd politics. o Forased mpd teg n tREVEZI wti rde eh sh air ggh tb

0

r

® S = T

age f 13@2yg¢ar putWadez22i s no purely s

00 years at hetTthraon g®hO nergot5Atyearss.all part

ome parties to the FFR thought the SPTH age

arties agreed to 140 years as the stand age
[

OR~"T0T VR WA~ O -
—+
@
S
o

omprofmdO®eyear s s the midpoint between 80 to
he age range of a commonly accepted definiti
991) . The scientific rationale hegolildatedar
ompr omi s e. Many such compromi ses produced a
gains among caucuses necessary to achieve con
Deanlaki ng was essential to the FFR. For insta
regul atory certainty obtained through a habit
threatened or endanger ed s pedcsi g sDNRe s2p0e0chi,a Wiy h
Quinn 2018) . The timber industry was willing
pot ent rsaalvliyngc oisntci dental take permits, and the
Endangered SpecidedViAdtl ife. Serwiicle,amnd Nation
the Services) were willing to issue incidenta
aqguatic habitats. The HCP |l ed to a fAdeal 0 be"
2006)d,, an fact, at that time, the Services we
NMFS 2016) . The Washington Department of Ecol

i ssued Clean Water Act assurances usheatt hwoul d |
agency believed the FFR provided Athe quickes
environmental goals and State of Washington w
ti mber industry was willing ttoi easc cdeupet ttoh et hper oC
Water Act. I n the past, compromise could | ea
gai n. I n the presamdakeéda,hefreewdrs amunecphr d missse sg,i Ve
more difficulty reaghdeagl €£spobnsensus (i .e., mak
The influence f

0 onomics in the TFW Policy
Participants 1in
t

ec
he original TFW Aput forth t
Arecogni ze[ d] l egiti macy ofi ahieogoal shefe
needs/ goal s of e timber industry and small
amphi bians, and water quality goals; at | east
(RCW 76.09.307(7)Yye smanagemdinthepraadaess shall

t
h e
t h

¥ There wasprecedent for choosing 100 yearstzes SPTHageused for establishing RMZ width&O NRés habi t at
conservation plan for stateanaged forestlands, which was approved by the federal government in 1997, used 100
years for SPTH.
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icybébs recommendations (Figur .
spoke to members of TFW Polii
not influenced ThWuPel abyds d
of economics. Those observa
Failing to consider the needs an
not undersbopowdehow| EFWhRoIlgiecsy than
Report goals without evaluating

with some members of TFW Pol i
are solely the purview of the
else mefqiuti r@n dloy i 8 COBANOomMN BaAmp ae
EI'S) under RCW 34.05.328 and RCW
benefits of the new rule are
b urhd envseo men ea lgtoearl rsa tainwde otbhhj eetc
whet her the new rule wild.l h a
results of the CBA and SBEI S
a drbopw e vae rn,ewn eri t her a CBA nor
concept that remains undefined).
ter TFW Policy submits it recomme
St available to TFW Policy duri
canwonh poobtemusel vongi hhat embod

on
S

of science, especially CMER sci
the FFR.-paBtoy hnegectuimethe ¢ avegm & e mne
i cy documents thhe ocewtauhed I hga
d to. Much of the science suppo
policy makers (i.e..,® negotiator
, as explained above, compromises
(DNR 1999, Fairweather 2001).
a nvironmental NKPp&Ec2086pnt em
the intervening five years

o t-lho d hsec iHELCPt iafnidc Ejl Bs twiefriec @t

e

d
uring
nce b
rtie
il

re
t

o the FFR agreed that the
siderable uncertainty abou
pted $ayf ¢thsged prtritv ee smadreaqaimnme
es believed the new rul es

a

t
n
e
p a i

—+ 0O O

15 0ne exception iEWAG (1998),

TFW Policy Committee.

a 9gpage report onipariandependent wildlife species, that was delivered to the
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scientifically rigorous adaptive management p
unacceptable impacts to fish, amphibians, or

PofFR, decisions made by the TFW Policy Commi

conducted by CMER. Most studies address spec
go through multiple rounds of epreterp eresvp eecw,i vaen
caucuses. Some studies are preceded by prepa
met hodol ogi cal devel opment. Il n retrospect, t
was primitive byl icwenmpes,darsscnaenckewemipyosed few ¢c
FFR, and consequently, compromise and subsequ
today. Il n other words, the results of CMER s

available torTEWahhpl e¢cyCMER studies demonstra
protected by 50 ft buffers would not meet wat

therefore, 50 ft buffers are no | onger a | egi
ande tFhHPAMPOs spobngystipkhage are very much pre
had 25 years ago, but we should recognize tha
|l ess science also meant | ooser scientific con

Wh at should be done? The FPAMP can foll ow on:

spirit of TFW That stil]l may be feasible, b
preserve the key tenets of the daFsMAgrieemenh &t
everyone wins by addressing the needs and goa
emphasis in original). The congruence of the
the spirit of ATursW ia Oounmnedte hg anibn sdée caipspiroon maki ng
caucuses see a OwtMHd wlervem,c dmpr dliWws iPodg.i @y Com
rejected the finet gainso recommendanhdoosnoll DNRo
are no | onger i mportant. The survevw nal so rev
sol utda o:mmal | minority (9%) of respondents beld]
win solutions (Figure 4.1: E39g), and responde

approach woul d FmaxKrinwge ptrioec edsesc i(sFiiapur é ah.dl : F3
survey responses to SDMbés fijoint gains, o0 whic
wer e mor emgjoasriittiivees t hought it would i mprove ¢
(Figure 4. 1: G5 a, G5b) .

iJoint gains, 0 which is a confcephvbhvesrachag
whereby all parties obtain some benefit throu

®TheStateAudi t or 6 s r e p dUseaamet gam@appnoach t dedision Making help caucuses see a
avin6from compromising on project package0 wher e fAiprojecto referred to a CMI
wins and losses effected by the TFW Policy Committee are those related to rule changes. Rule changes are based on

CMER studies (i.e., projects) that address specific rules (e.g., buffer vai s ) . Hence, decisions o
packageso would ultimately be decisions about CMER st u
inet gainso approach would necessarily consider wins al

" The TFW Policy Committee recently completed the first phase of a triaifriiie SDMprocesgDNR 2025
Compass 2025 Whether TFW Policy will pursue further use of SDM remains to be seen.
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hat some participants in the FPAMP |
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y CMER and delivered to TFW Policy
oal 't would al so alaeymmetr iac ser
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caucuses know very little This gives I ndust
an advantage, an t hat obvious advantage is |
A good start to incorporating economics into
to explore the meaning of Aeconomically viabl
i mplied in the Forest Practicegd Aotr k RRCWh76. 0
economists to define economic viability (e.g.
economi sts would develop ways to predict chan
practices rul es. Establ makhi bg eocaenwmyctpeded
viability. o CMEROGOs current work plan contains
three environmental goals (CMER 2025) . Criti
been consider ewdbr k Ppltamse cOCMER contain critica
topics as: valuing ecosystem goods and servic
tracking trends over time in economic viabil:@i
ti mber industry, and cost estimates for i mple
progr ams. Through SDM, the TFW Policy Commit
both environmental and economgotiafoobomatiandi
compromi ses that | ead to consensus.

We acknowledge that expanding CMERG6s portfoli
i mpractical. This change would require sever
members to engage on complicated ecomamires t h
additional funding or the reallocation of exi
information on forest economics may be throug
obtained in that way |l misgshtstradluessgate it to sec

The FPAMPG6s other potenti al path 1 s-TtFWe st at u:
FPAMP. | f our survey accurately ref-TEWts opi I
FPAMP has discarded sever al key ptamdestgswtof t he
forth their best eff onobetvaetr ynoeneat oatrdgh iIseeabcyh nat H ehre
needs and goals of all par mnioadi @gampgrsg mitdhe. r eGiu\
changes over time in the grounds for consensu
scienceTFWhEPAMBtmay be a necessary stage in t

We believe that the next stage of the FPAMPOGs

scie@mde cy |l inkage, return timber industry eco
del i berations of the TFW Policy Cemimi bheeabbdbu
t he FFROsiItfiombrarh igmdadstry economic viability,
eliminating asymmetric information regarding
yield joint gains thouwgh si ,snuccvha taisv ep aggcnoemamnsi o o
services, and, of course, continue to conduct
information and ideas presented in this repor
coll aborative and functional institution.
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e

4
e S
I

dit

Reviving the Spirit of TFW

urvey indicates that a majority (or at |
ve the spirit of TFW should be a fundame
i onal recommendations for reviving TFW

Discuss the results of this survey. Begil

4. 3, and 4.5, Compare your and your caucus

t o

Pol

Use the results of the surveyods Parts F

the FPAMP.

Di scuss the prometrheée ndéluiemeratoifors oammani a e

icy Committee. i Dbcoecpessat beebesbmwagsi ho

Commi ttee. Maybe define fAeconomic viabilit

as

Expand CMERO6s portfolio to include econol
the value of ecosystem services provided

Di scuss whether #fAjoint gainsodo (as i mplem

TFW. -wiWion sol utions may require economic in
available to TFW Policy, such as payments f

Conduct an opinion survey (much shorter

year s.

4

t h
hi sto

comparabl

agree
whi |l e
progr
CMER
agree

Anal
Agr i

Conse
gover

.5 Closing RemarKks
The TFW Agreement, Forests and Fish Report, F
e Fores

t PMaonagemsenAdmBgptoigawmarlolayr @ant achi eve m

ry of private, commercial forest managem

e currently exi®the TFWamyndofForkstst a

ments, and subsequent forest practices r
mai ntaining @ver atbhe pgaabe25 iynaarsd,r yt he

am has strived to I mpPave @pmotprcesemt opal

and the TFW Policy Committee should be p

s

me nt and institutions.

us institutions have been attempted el
tur e, Fi sh, and Water (AFW) was | argel"
0) . The main goals of AmBRWeirndlhweded: 1
red Species Act and the Clean Water Act
) address state water quality standard
ngton State (JNRCmaéafAaaged byntheawWashi ngtl
rvation Commi ssion, AFW was comprised of
nment s, and diverse agricultural I nteres

B¥0rego

nés Private Forest Accord (ODF 2022) is analogou:¢

Department of Forestry is still working on an HCP and developing its adaptive management program.
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parties that would achieve the aforementioned
in 2003. Near the end, AFW was descri bed as
most contentious i1Issues weveaibabferswidhhe, Oow
stakehol der representation (KCD 2002).

AFW survived |l ess than 4 years. Theabedef | i
mu lsttiakehol der negotiations which attempt to e
stakehol der s. TFW has sur widvedki3I8& eyneceer sh,a sb wste
guestionabl e. Now i s another one of those <ch
(Madden 2020) reports documented dissatisfact
However, actions takedms troe @aadmdmerrsdattiherdsSh atefee Ag
gainso options (DNR 2022a), and SDM are pr omi

But none of these efforts address the fundame
Shoul d we preserven twe prpegaernrveft TeEaWpi rCit of
opinion survey provides information that help
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Appendi x Al: The Questionnaire
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C5. Since the adoption of the Forests and
informed changes to those original rul es.

Report |

The TFW Policy Committee has hof oremedmmehédedhmogessobi

5a) . . . given the FFR environmental goals, the res:
rul e changes were not needed.

5b) . . . the results of some CMER studies have been
i mpacts of certain forest practices.

5¢) . . . some CMER studies have not produced the ty,
regarding rule change.

5d) . . . there were concerns about the FFR
. . . the results of some CMER studies d

under the current rul es.

5f) . . . the results of some CMER studies showed an
mpacts to aquatic resources, but the caucuses di

h a

ose i mpacts.

conomi ¢
monstr a

D D
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D2.
D6 .

D7.

E4

E7.

ES8.

Member s of CMER

D1 .

la) recognize the | imits of their own scientif]

1b) . all ow personal feelings about other scient

1c) under.stand the different roles of scientists vers

1d) are biased by the policy preferences of th
The process of conducting a CMER study (from initi:q
Decisions in the TFW Policy Committee about fundin

decided through unani mous consensus, but rather thro
The "firewall" (or separation) between science and

inadvertently allow their own policy preferences to

ES3. Members of the TFW Policy Committee .

3a) understand their role in meeting the goal s

3b) understand the different roles of scienti s

3c) . . work with CMER scienti strelteo aernts wsrcd etntcaet t |
guestions are addressed.

3d) . work with scientists to understand the com

3e) . . . have sufficient knowledge to understand t hi
CMER.

3f) are biased by their caucus affiliation.

39) -wi s esedkl ustihimolnlse nfgoirng i ssues.

3h) . . . do not allow economics to influence their |
Board.

. The TFW Policy Committee . .

4a) . would benefit ffa@aae laintatmprartial, trained mi

4b) cur rreenad oyn @d oprd ldiecsy wreddommendati ons to the

4c) . . tries to minimize potential financi al bur d
recommendations for new rul es.

4d) . . . is currently an effective organization.
The TFW Agreement of 1987 states:

"This agreement, then, is the participants' b
nature a compromise oOor more accurately a ser.i
and needs. "

est ef f «
es of i

For the TFW Policy Committee, compr omi se

7a) . is a fundament al val ue.

7b) is necessary for reaching unani mous consen:

7c¢) is necessary for achieving the four Forest:

7d) reqguires give and take amongst caucuses

7e) is no |l onger possible

7f) is compatible with following the best ava

79) . . . is difficult because caucusesi ntaevreesithsc o mme |
versus ecol ogical interests.

The Precautionary Principle states that where ther
the environment, | ack of full scientific certainty s
effective measures to prevent degradation.

The TFW Policy Committee should apply a precautionar:
recommendations for rule change. That is, when TFW P
practices rules, TFW Policy should ekectisea gopataubi

economic goal s.
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F1.

F2.

F3.

Fa.

In 2021, the State Auditor report recommended the f
deci-makhng process: Before a new study is implemente:
decision criteria and policy uwulspohspsftont'hasosthaty
understand which results will and will not warrant a
la) Following this recommendation will -makpmgve the T

process.
1b) Following this recommendation is a feasible chan

In 2021, the State Auditor recommended that the TF)
unani mous consensus, such as some type of super maj ol
changes.
2a) Following this recommendation wil |l -neaxkpiendgi t e t he

process.
2b) Following this recommendation will vi ol ate the s
2c) Following this recommendation is a feasible chan

The State Auditor recommended a "net gains " appr o:
Through a "net gains" approach each change to the f o
of every caucus by considering a package of changes |
"net gains" approach everywcaucus perceives some SOfr |
3a) Following a "net gains"™ approach as described by

Commi ttee'-makliemg spromcess.
3b) Foll owing a "net gains" approach as described by

current process.

The TFW Policy Committee is currently not explorin
Audi tor. Il nstead, TFW Policy is exploring a series of
FPAMP. These include: the use of structured decision
outside science, setting clICMER AMPopm, ormintdi @s odiump Ing!
for the TFW Policy Committee.

(Note: Structured decision making (SDM) is a special
make better informed and more transparent choices 1in
useful in decisions wher e etrheesrtes ,a rdetbfafisi €cdui-pft fasdael camapde t i |
uncertainty.)
4a) SDM will improve the TEFrikKiolg cpr Coemmrs.tt ee' s deci
4b) SDM is a feasible change t o-malke nTgF W rPacleiscsy. Co mmi |
4c) Using "outside science" (i.e., "scientific work
process"” that meets CMER standards for quality wi
4d) Using "outside science" (i.e., "scientific work
process") that meets CMER standards for quality 1is
4e) Limiting voting in CMER to one vote per caucus,
4f) TFW Policy and CMER, working together, should es!
experience requirements for CMER members.
49g) New CMER members would benefit from training to
h) 1 f CMER meetings were guided by an impartial ffac
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F5. A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is .
(Note: -wiAd "swilnution" signifies a mutually beneficial
positive. No faction is the sole "winner" at the ex
5a) inadequate number of support staff for TFW
5b) requiring unanimous consensus for most deci
5c¢) i nadequate funding for CMER research.
5d) . the reluctance of rceasuxluwsteison oprmadkes su.se of |
5¢e) wilna csko | auft iwvinls when considering potential cha
5f) | ack of engagement by top | eaders (e.g.,
59) a lack of clarity about the "end game", i..
5h) power i mbalancdfWamRMohgcyaCommes twiet hin the

Gl. According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM
measures for "all the things that matter. "
Developing performance measures for . .
la) each environmental ganalkiwigl priomprseve TFW P
1b) each environmental goal is a feasible task
lc) the economic goal wmbhkihmppowveesbe TFW Pol |
1d) the economic goal is a feasible task for t|

G2. SDM requires performance measures for "all the thi./
Report goals is "meet the requirements of the Clean
To develop performance measures for this FFR environi
needs a definition of what that FFR goal means for ci

G3. SDM requires erformance measures for "all the thi)
Report goal is "keep the timber industry economicall)
To develop performance measures for this FFR economi (
definition of what that goal means for commercial f o

G4According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM cor
measures for "all the things that matter. "

When the TFW Policy Committee devel ops recommendati o
4 a) performance measures for environment al goal
4b) performance measures for the economic goal

G5. According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM ¢
solutions "by emphasizing the search for joint gains
Joint gains signifies a negotiation whereby al/l i nvol
mutually beneficial solution.
5a) Explori solutions that emphasize -Migkiimg gains"

process.
5b) Exploring solutions that emphasize "joint gains"

G6. According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM ¢
ri sk tolerance and to make judgements about | evels o
"Risk" refers to the risks of failing to acheive env
6a) Understanding environmentmdkirng kmpr omddds.i mprove t|
6b) Understanding envirdmmeedtFaM Pril sky iComimeé dgiekel e i n
6c) Understanding economic risk to trhaekitngnbprodedau.st |
6d) Understanding economic risk to the timber indust:
6e) Und e rasctcaenpdtianbgl e evels of both types of risk (env

for developing recommendations for new forest prac:
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TopwPel eEXxeoni ses

Ther e ewemnmpwsel eexemni ses. Clicking on "Other"

an item that was not | isted.

C4. Select the 2 most important qualities that deter mi |
The CMER study . .

o . . was approved by CMER with |ittle or no dissens|

0 .reduced a key wuncertainty about i mpacts to aquatic r

0 had a reasonable financi al cost.

0 did not raise more questions that | ead to anot |

0 l ed to changing of a forest practices rule.

0 l ed to unani mous consensus on the appropriate |

0 answered a critical qguestion pertaining to one

o . . . produced results that are broadly applicabl e 1t

0 Ot her

D3. Select the 2 most i mportant ingredients for CMER'Ss
CMER members . .

0 have the necessary scientific expertise.

0 are committed to CMER'Ss purpose.

0 come to CMER meetings well prepared.

0 follow CMER meeting protocol s.

0 colesamocht pronects.

0 respect the interests of other caucuses.

0 trust each other.

o . . . treat other CMER members respectfully.

0 Ot her

D4. Select the 2 most important indicators of CMER's s

0 number of pubrleawiagweod sj d wnr rpeles

0 number of CMER study reports delivered to TFW Policy

0 number of CMER studies that | ead to unani mous consen:

0 degree to which CMER members agree about the interpr

0 degree of mutual respect amongst all CMER members

0 number of CMER studies completed on time and within

0 degree to which scientific uncertainty about the i mp:
been reduced

0 Other

D5. Selecti mper 2ambstauses of di sagreement within CMER.

0 different interpretations of a study's results

0 different | evels of professional experience as a res:¢

0 different |l evels of knowledge about a scientific topi

0 different quality standards for scientific research

0 bias due to caucus affiliation

0 poor personal relationships

0 Ot her

1-148



E1. Select the 2 most important indicators of success

0 Approving CMER studies that produced useful i nformat.

0 Progoevsaas ds achieving all four FFR goal s.

0 Progress towards achieving the three environmental g

0 Progress towards achieving the FFR's economic viabil.i

0 Providing regulatory certainty for commercial forest/|

0 Presenting consensus recommendations for rule change

0 Reaching unani mous consensus on difficult issues.

0 Maintaining the spirit of the original TFW.

0 Other

E2. Select the 2 most important ingredients for succes:
TFW Policy members .

0 trust each other.

0 respect the interests of other caucuses.

0 know the history of TFW, FFR, and the FPAMP.

0 are committed to the FPAMP' s purpose.

0 come to TFW Policy meetings well prepared.

0 are committed to all 4 FFR goal s.

0 possess adequate policy expertise.

0 possess adequate scientific nowl edge.

o . . . are willing to compromise.

0 Other

E5. Select the 2 most important reasons for why the TEF'
unani mous consensus

0 differences in members'’ interpretation of study resul

0 the complexity of forest practices issues

0 differences in members' | evels of acceptable risk to

o0di fferences in members' concern about the economic Vi

0 the inability of some members to appreciate the intei

0 differences in beliefs about the degree of regul ator)
industry

0 members' di fferent interpretations of the commitment
Agreement , Forests and Fish Report, FPHCP)

0 poor personal relationships

0 unwillingness of some members to compromi se

0 using umn@amsenolusss as a stalling tactic

0 lack of an impartial facilitator

0 Ot her

Opeennded Questions

C6. Optional: What other reasons explain why the TFW P«
informed recommendations for rule change? Type your an:

E6. Optional: What other reasons explain why the TFW P
unani mous consensus? Type your answer in the space bel
F6. Optional: What are other i mpedi ments to a successf

1-149



H1. I f you have the time and inclination, pl ease give |
the TFW Policy Committee, the FPAMP, the FPHCP, or this

1-150



AppendiSxmAZr.y Tables for UAgabwyped and

T Table A2. 1. Summary of responses from ungro
T Table A2. 2. Percent responses for Likert st
T Table A2. 3. Summary statistics for Likert s
T Table A2. 4. Percent responses for Likert st
T Tabl e A2. 5. Summary statistics for Likert s
T Table A2. 6. Percent responseolfiery kLioker tgr o
T Tabl e A2. 7. Summary stati st ipcosl ifooyr rLalkeergr os
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al

Tabl e.Svu2nmary of responses from ungrouped analysis for
Percent of Responses Summary Statistics

Respon- Strongly Neither Strongly Total Total mean std. norm. Chi? test
Likert ses Disagree | Disagree Nor Agree Agree Disagree Agree Likert dev. std. dev. P value
Part B
Bl 90 15.6 36.7 20.0 23.3 4.4 52.2 27.8 2.6 1.135 0.280 5.6E-05
B2 91 11 7.7 19.8 36.3 35.2 8.8 71.4 4.0 0.983 0.474 0
B3 91 2.2 4.4 20.9 46.2 26.4 6.6 72.5 3.9 0.920 0.554 0
Part C
C1 92 1.1 2.2 10.9 54.3 315 3.3 85.9 4.1 0.773 0.740 0
C2 92 11 6.5 10.9 58.7 22.8 7.6 81.5 4.0 0.837 0.658 0
C3a* 85 0.0 0.0 50.6 45.9 3.5 0.0 49.4 35 0.569 1.000 0
C3b 86 0.0 11.6 46.5 37.2 4.7 11.6 41.9 3.3 0.748 0.772 0
C3c 87 11 10.3 47.1 40.2 11 115 41.4 3.3 0.717 0.811 0
cad 88 0.0 114 42.0 40.9 5.7 114 46.6 34 0.768 0.747 0
C3e 85 1.2 15.3 48.2 32.9 2.4 16.5 35.3 3.2 0.768 0.746 0
Cb5a 82 6.1 23.2 19.5 39.0 12.2 29.3 51.2 3.3 1.136 0.279 3.7E-05
C5b 83 3.6 12.0 22.9 50.6 10.8 15.7 61.4 35 0.967 0.494 0
C5c 82 2.4 6.1 18.3 53.7 195 8.5 73.2 3.8 0.904 0.573 0
C5d 79 10.1 16.5 38.0 22.8 12.7 26.6 354 3.1 1.143 0.269 0.00061
Cbe 80 3.8 8.8 28.8 46.3 125 125 58.8 3.6 0.953 0.511 0
C5f 84 1.2 6.0 14.3 53.6 25.0 7.1 78.6 4.0 0.863 0.626 0
Part D
Dila* 85 35 20.0 51.8 24.7 0.0 235 24.7 3.0 0.771 0.743 0
Di1b 85 0.0 11.8 40.0 435 4.7 11.8 48.2 34 0.761 0.756 0
Dic 86 1.2 24.4 47.7 26.7 0.0 25.6 26.7 3.0 0.751 0.768 0
Did 87 0.0 4.6 29.9 57.5 8.0 4.6 65.5 3.7 0.687 0.849 0
D2 88 6.8 19.3 30.7 30.7 125 26.1 43.2 3.2 1.111 0.310 0.00046
D6 86 18.6 10.5 25.6 33.7 11.6 29.1 453 3.1 1.289 0.084 0.00248
D7 87 1.1 34 6.9 58.6 29.9 4.6 88.5 4.1 0.775 0.738 0

*

Responses t

(0]

Cdoibl;scarkeerbaskesdedna f¥ equency.
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Tabl e. A2Cdnti nued

Percent of Responses Summary Statistics

Respon- | Strongly Neither Strongly Total Total mean std. norm. Chi? test
Likert ses Disagree | Disagree Nor Agree Agree Disagree | Agree Likert dev. | std.dev. | Pvalue
Part E
E3a* 77 0.0 5.2 57.1 35.1 2.6 5.2 37. 7 3.4/(0.64 0.93 0
E3Db 78 0.0 12. 8 56. 4 28. 2 2.6 12. 8 30. 8 3.2{0.69 0.84 0
E3c 77 0.0 35.1 41.6 22.1 1.3 35.1 23.4 2.9/0.7¢ 0.72 0
E3d 77 3.9 15. 6 53. 2 26. 0 1.3 19. 5 27. 3 3.1{0.79 0.71 0
E3e 78 1.3 26. 9 57. 7 14. 1 0.0 28. 2 14. 1 2.8/,0.6¢ 0.87 0
E3f 76 0.0 1.3 30. 3 50. 0 18. 4 1.3 68.4 3.9/0.74 0.80 0
E3g 75 6.7 37.3 46 .7 8.0 1.3 44.0 9. 3 2.6/0.78§4§ 0.72 0
E3h 75 4.0 25. 3 52.0 17. 3 1. 29. 3 18. 7 2.9/0.79 0.71 0
E4 a 82 0.0 3.7 19. 5 50.0 26. 8 3.7 76.8 4.0/0.7¢ 0.72 0
E4Db 77 3.9 32.5 46. 8 16. 9 0. 36. 4 16. 9 2.8/0.77 0.73 0
E4c 79 12.7 15. 2 45 . 6 21.5 5.1 27. 8 26. 6 2.9{1.04 0. 40 0
E4d 80 13.8 33.8 43.8 8.8 0.0 47.5 8.8 2.5/0.84 0.65 0
E7 a 83 2.4 16. 9 20. 5 37.3 22.9 19. 3 60. 2 3.6(1.09 0.33|/0.000
E7Db 814 0.0 4. 8 11.09 51. 2 32.1 4. 8 83.3 4.1,0.79 0.71 0
E7c 81 0.0 1.2 7. 4 48.1 43. 2 1.2 91. 4 4.3/0.67 0.87 0
E7d 814 0.0 1.2 7.1 53.6 38.1 1.2 91.746 4.3/0.6% 0.89 0
E7e 80 5.0 27.5 42.5 18. 8 6. 3 32.5 25.0 2.9/0.9% 0.50 0
E7f 81 2.5 13.6 30.9 43. 2 9.9 16.0 53.1 3.4(0.99 0.53 0
E74g 83 0.0 3.6 14.5 49 . 4 32.5 3.6 81.9 4.1,0.7¢ 0. 73 0
E 8 88 18. 2 11. 4 25. 0 27. 3 18. 2 29.5 45.5 3.2(1.35 0.00|]0.135
* Responses to CdHhoibl;scarkeerbaswesdedna f¥ equency.
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Tabl e. A2Cdntinued
Percent of Responses Summary Statistics

Respon- | Strongly Neither Strongly Total Total mean std. norm. Chi? test
Likert ses Disagree | Disagree Nor Agree Agree Disagree | Agree Likert dev. | std.dev. | Pvalue
Part F
Fla 70 4.3 4.3 21.4 50.0 20.0 8. 6 70.0 3.8/{0.9¢ 0.49 0
F1b 6 8 5.9 10.3 26.5 41.2 16.2 16.2 57.4 3.5/1.07 0.36| 1. 905
F2a 71 5.6 4. 2 25.4 43.7 21.1 9.9 64.8 3.7|1.03 0.40 0
F2b 71 5.6 26.8 26.8 21.1 19.7 32.4 40.8 3.2|1.2(¢ 0.18|0.031
F2c 70 10.0 14.3 32.9 32.9 10.0 24.3 42.9 3.2|/1.14 0.29|0.000
F3a 63 7.9 17.5 39.7 25. 4 9.5 25.4 34.9 3.1/1.0¢ 0.37/0.000
F3b 6 3 7.9 22.2 42.9 27.0 0.0 30.2 27.0 2.9/0.9(¢ 0.57 0
F4a 70 0.0 5.7 27.1 48.6/ 18.6 5.7 67.1 3.8/0.8(¢ 0.69 0
F4b 69 0.0 7.2 23.2 62.3 7.2 7.2 69.6/ 3.7/0.71 0.81 0
Fdc 72 4. 2 8. 3 22.2 36.1 29.2 12.5 65.3 3.8/1.09 0.33| 2. 89056
F4d 71 1.4 8.5 26.8 45.1 18. 3 9.9 63.4 3.7/0.917 0.55 0
F4e 70 10. 0 11. 4 31. 4 25. 7 21. 4 21. 47 .1 3.4(1.23 0.16| 0.018
F4f 70 2.9 12.9 15.7 45.7 22.9 15.7 68.6] 3.7/1.04 0.39 0
Fdg 71 0.0 2. 8.5 50.7 38.0 2.8 88.7 4.2|0.77 0.80 0
F4h 70 2.9 7.1 37.1 34.3 18.6 10.0 52.9 3.6/0.97 0.48| 1E06
F5a 6 8 16. 2 32. 4 44 .1 5.9 1.5 48.5 7.4 2.4(0.8¢§ 0.59 0
F5b 69 13.0 20.3 14.5 36.2 15.9 33.3 52.2 3.2/1.3( 0.06/0.014
F5c 70 7.1 28.6] 31.4 25.7 7.1 35.7 32.9 3.0/1.0¢ 0.37/0.000
F5d 6 8 2.9 33.8 33.8 26.5 2.9 36.8 29.4 2.9/0.91 0.55| 1E06
F5e 6 8 5.9 11.8 17.6] 44.1 20.6/ 17.6] 64.7 3.6|1.14 0.29| 8E0G6
F5f 69 2.9 8.7 31.9 37.7 18.8 11.6 56.5 3.6/0.99 0.46| 4E06
F5¢g 69 1.4 7. 15.9 53.6/] 21.7 8.7 75.4 3.9/0.89 0.59 0
F5h 69 4. 3 14.5 34.8 33.3 13.0 18.8 46.4 3.4/1.04 0.41| 5. 05
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Tabl

e Con.tli.nued

Percent of Responses

Summary Statistics

Respon- | Strongly Neither Strongly Total Total mean std. norm. Chi? test
Likert ses Disagree | Disagree Nor Agree Agree Disagree | Agree Likert dev. | std.dev. | Pvalue
Part G
Gla 6 3 1.6 3.2 23.8 54.0 17.5 4. 8 71.4 3.8/0.81 0.68 0
G1lb 6 3 3.2 15.9 30.2 46.0 4.8 19.0 50.8 3.3/0.97 0.55 0
Glc 6 3 3.2 6. 3 34.9 36.5 19.0 9.5 55.6/ 3.6/0.97 0.48|, 4E06
G1ld 6 2 6.5 16.1 37.1 33.9 6.5 22.6/ 40.3 3.2|1.0(¢ 0.45| 2. 106
G2 6 3 4. 8 7.9 12.7 49.2 25.4 12.7 74.6/ 3.8/1.05 0.38 0
G3 62 1.6 6.5 12.9 43.5 35.5 8.1 79.0 4.0/0.94 0.51 0
G4 a 62 0.0 0.0 21.0 54.8 24.2 0.0 79.0 4.0[{0.67 0.86 0
G4b 62 1.6 3.2 24.2 50.0 21.0 4. 8 71.0 3.9/0.84 0.64 0
G5 a 60 0.0 8.3 18.3 46.7 26.7 8.3 73.3 3.9/0.8¢ 0.59 0
G5b 60 1.7 16.7 30.0 41.7 10.0 18.3 51.7 3.4/,0.94 0.52| 4E06
G6 a 61 0.0 3.3 13.1 60.7 23.0 3.3 83.6/] 4.0[{0.7¢ 0.82 0
G6b 61 0.0 9.8 27.9 54.1 8.2 9.8 62.3 3.6/0.784 0.73 0
G6c 61 1.6 3.3 24.6/ 50.8 19.7 4.9 70.5 3.8/0.84 0.65 0
G6d 61 3.3 11.5 34.4 44.3 6. 6 14.8 50.8 3.4/,0.9(¢ 0.57 0
G6 e 61 1.6 3.3 9.8 59.0 26.2 4.9 85.2 4.0/0.8(¢ 0.70 0
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Tabl e Pe2.c2e.nt of responses for all/l Li kert statements for
Conservation Caucus Tribe Caucus Group State Caucus Group Timber Caucus Group
Respon- Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total
Likert ses Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree
Part B
Bl 72 42.9 28.6 28.6 57.1 7.1 35.7 40.0 26.7 33.3 66.7 19.0 14.3
B2 72 42.9 57.1 0.0 0.0 28.6 714 13.3 23.3 63.3 0.0 4.8 95.2
B3 72 28.6 14.3 57.1 21.4 35.7 42.9 3.3 23.3 73.3 0.0 14.3 85.7
Part C
C1 72 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 14.3 85.7 6.7 3.3 90.0 4.8 19.0 76.2
Cc2 72 14.3 0.0 85.7 7.1 7.1 85.7 6.7 6.7 86.7 9.5 23.8 66.7
C3a* 67 0.0 16.7 83.3 0.0 42.9 57.1 0.0 40.7 59.3 0.0 75.0 25.0
C3b 68 33.3 16.7 50.0 35.7 21.4 42.9 7.4 55.6 37.0 4.8 47.6 47.6
C3c 68 0.0 0.0 100.0 15.4 46.2 38.5 6.9 41.4 51.7 23.8 57.1 19.0
C3d 69 0.0 16.7 83.3 7.1 57.1 35.7 10.7 321 57.1 23.8 524 23.8
C3e 67 50.0 33.3 16.7 14.3 57.1 28.6 26.9 50.0 23.1 4.8 38.1 57.1
Cha 66 71.4 14.3 14.3 35.7 21.4 42.9 29.2 20.8 50.0 14.3 19.0 66.7
C5b 67 57.1 14.3 28.6 28.6 35.7 35.7 11.5 231 65.4 5.0 20.0 75.0
Cbc 66 57.1 14.3 28.6 14.3 214 64.3 0.0 16.0 84.0 5.0 10.0 85.0
Csd 63 0.0 16.7 83.3 21.4 35.7 42.9 21.7 52.2 26.1 40.0 35.0 25.0
Cbe 64 16.7 16.7 66.7 42.9 28.6 28.6 8.0 36.0 56.0 0.0 15.8 84.2
C5f 68 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 7.1 92.9 0.0 17.9 82.1 20.0 25.0 55.0
Part D
Dila* 66 0.0 40.0 60.0 28.6 35.7 35.7 154 61.5 23.1 33.3 52.4 14.3
D1b 66 25.0 75.0 0.0 7.1 42.9 50.0 11.1 59.3 29.6 14.3 19.0 66.7
Dic 67 0.0 50.0 50.0 28.6 42.9 28.6 10.7 60.7 28.6 42.9 38.1 19.0
D1d 68 20.0 60.0 20.0 0.0 28.6 71.4 0.0 50.0 50.0 9.5 23.8 66.7
D2 68 60.0 20.0 20.0 35.7 35.7 28.6 27.6 24.1 48.3 25.0 35.0 40.0
D6 68 0.0 20.0 80.0 38.5 15.4 46.2 6.9 37.9 55.2 61.9 14.3 23.8
D7 68 20.0 0.0 80.0 7.1 7.1 85.7 3.6 7.1 89.3 0.0 9.5 90.5
* Responses to CdHhoibl;scarkkerbaswesdedna fF equency.
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Tabl e. AQamt i nued
Conservation Caucus Tribe Caucus Group State Caucus Group Timber Caucus Group

Respon- Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total
Likert ses Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree
Part E
E3a* 6 2 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 76. 23.1 4. 2 50. 45 . § 5.3 73.7 21.1
E3b 63 16.7 50.0 33.3 15. 4 46. 38.5 12.0 60. 28. ¢ 10.5 73.7 15. 8
E3c 6 2 0.0 33.3 66.7 38.5 38. 23.1 29. 2 58. 12. 57.9 26.3 15. 8
E3d 6 2 0.0 66. 7 33.3 23.1 38. 38.5 12.5 66.7 20.8 36.8 47.4 15. 8
E3e 63 0.0 100. 0.0 38. 5 46. 15.4 16. 0 68. 16. ¢ 42.1 47.4 10.5
E3f 61 0.0 75. 0 25.0 7.7 38. 53. & 0.0 36. 6 4. ( 0.0 21. 14 78.9
E3g 60 0.0 75.0 25.0 46. 2 46. 7.7 33.3 50. 16. 797 68.4 26. 3 5.
E3h 60 33.3 50.0 16. 79 53.8 30. 15.4 29.2 66.1 4.2 11.8 52.9 35.3
E4a 6 4 0.0 16.7 83. 3 7.7 23. 69. 2 3.8 11. 3 84. ¢ 5.3 31.6 63. 2
E4b 6 2 25. 0 75.0 0.0 50. 0 42. 7.1 32.0 40. 28. 0 42.1 42.1 15. 8
Edc 6 4 0.0 20. 0 80.0 14. 3 50. 35. 17 7.7 53. 38.5 68.4 31.6 0.
E4d 6 4 60.0 40.0 0.0 64. 3 35. 0.0 53.8 38.Yy 7.7 36.8 47.4 15. 8
E7a 6 4 0.0 20.0 80.0 21.4 14. 64. 4 15.4 26. 57.7 15.8 21.1 63. 2
E7Db 65 0.0 0.0 100. 0.0 21. 78. € 7.7 19.71 73.1 5.3 5.3 89.5
E7c 6 2 0.0 0.0 100. 0.0 0.0l 100. 3.8 11. 3 84. € 0.0 11.1 88.9
E7d 65 0.0 0.0 100. 7.1 0.0 92. ¢ 0.0 7.7 92. 3 0.0 10.5 89.5
E7e 6 2 20.0 60.0 20.Q0 28.6] 42. 28.6 45.8 33. 20.§ 31.6 36.8 31.6
E7f 6 2 0.0 0.0 100. 7.1 50. 42.9 26.9 30. 42 . 3 5.9 23.5 70. 6
E749 6 4 16. 7 0.0 83. 3 0.0 14. 85. 1 3.8 19.1 76. 9 5.6 22. 20 72.2
ES8 69 0.0 0.0 100. 7.1 14. 78.¢ 17.2 31. 51. 7 70.0 25.0 5.
* Responses to Cd,0ibhl;scarkerbAswesledna f¥ equency.
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Tabl

e. A2C@nt

i nued

Conservation Caucus

Tribe Caucus Group

State Caucus Group

Timber Caucus Group

Respon- Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total

Likert ses Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree
Part F

F1la 55 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 33. 66. 7 0.0 21.1 78. 3 11.88 11.8 76.5
F1b 53 33.3 33.3 33.3 8.3 25, 66. 7 4. 8 33. 61.9 23.5 23.95 52.9
F2a 56 0.0 0.0 100. 8. 3 8.3 83. 3 4. 2 16.1 79.4 17.¢ 47.14 35. 3
F2b 56 33.3 33.3 33.3 41.7 25. 33.3 45.8 37. 16. 19 11.8 11.8 76.5
F2c 55 0.0 0.0 100. 25. 0 16. 58. 3 8.7 4 3. 47.8§ 47.1Y 29.4 23.5
F3a 51 100. 0.0 0.0 33.3 50. 16. 49 15. 8 26. 57.9 18.8 56.3 25.0
F3b 51 75. 0 25.0 0.0 41.7 41. 16. 49 15. 8 36. 47.4 25.0 43.8 31.3
F4a 55 25. 0 50.0 25.0 8.3 0.0 91. 7 0.0 47 .¢ 52. 4 0.0 27.8 72. 2
F4b 55 33.3 33.3 33.3 8.3 8.3 83.3 13.6 18.7 68. 2 0.0 33.3 66. 7
F4c 57 50.0 50.0 0.0 8. 3 41 . 50.4q 26.1 17.4 56. 1% 0.0 0.0 100.
F4d 56 50.0 50.0 0.0 8.3 50. 41. 7% 13.6/ 31. 54 . § 0.0 5.6 94 . 4
F4e 56 0.0 25. 0 75.0 16. 7 33. 50. ( 9.1 36.4 54.4 55.6 22.2 22. 2
Faf 55 33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3 25. 41. 9% 22.7 13.¢ 63.¢ 5.6 5.6 88. 9
F4gqg 56 0.0 25. 0 75.0 0.0 8.3 91. 7 4. 5 9.1 86 . 4 0.0 5.6 94 . 4
F4h 55 25.0 75.0 0.0 16. 7 41. 41 . 7 9.5 28.¢ 61.¢ 5.6 33.3 61.1
F5a 54 75. 0 25.0 0.0 33. 3 66. 0. 38.1 47.¢ 14. 3 52.9 41. 2 5.9
F5b 55 25. 0 0.0 75.0 33.3 8.3 58. § 9.1 22.1 68.2 64.7 5.9 29 . 4
F5c 56 20.0 40.0 40.0 33.3 50. 16. 14 36. 4 27. 36.4 52.9 23.5 23. 5
F5d 54 60.0 20.0 20. 41.7 16. 41.7%7 35.0 40. 25. (¢ 35.3 29.4 35. 3
F5e 54 80. Q0 20.0 0.0 16. 7 41. 41. 7% 20.0 15. 65. ( 5.9 5.9 88. 2
F5f 55 0.0 60.0 40.0 0.0 33. 66. 717 28.6 33. 38.1 5.9 29. 4 64.7
F5¢ 54 20.0 40.0 40.Q0 25.0 383. 41 . 7 0.0 20. 80. ( 0.0 5.9 94 . 1
F5h 55 0.0 20. 0 8O0. 16. 7 33. 50.4 14. 3 33. 52.4 23.5 47.14 29. 4
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Tabl

e. A2C@nt

nued

Conservation Caucus

Tribe Caucus Group

State Caucus Group

Timber Caucus Group

Respon- Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total

Likert ses Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree
Part G

Gla 49 33.3 33.3 33.3 9.1 9.1 81. § 0.0 18.1 81. 8 0.0 46.2 53.8
Glb 49 33.3 33.3 33.3 9.1 18. 72. 7 13.6 27. 59.1 15. 53.8 30. 8
Glc 49 33.3 33.3 33.3 18.2 36.4 45.§ 4.5 31. 6 3. ¢ 7.7 38. 5 53. 8
G1id 48 33.3 33.3 33.3 27.3 45. 27 . 3 4. 8 42 . 52.4 15. 30.8 53. 8
G2 4 8 33.3 33.3 33.3 18. 2 18. 63.4g 19.0 9.5 71. 4 0.0 7.7 92. 3
G3 47 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 20. 80. ( 9.5 4. 8 85. 7 0.0 15. 4 84. 6
G4 a 47 0.0 33.3 66. 7 0.0 10. 90. ( 0.0 19. 81.( 0.0 30.8 69. 2
G4b 47 33.3 33.3 33.3 10.0 30. 6 0. ( 4. 8 14. 81. ( 0.0 30.8 69. 2
G5a 45 33.3 33.3 33.3 30.0 20. 50. ( 0.0 15. 84 . 2 0.0 23.1 76.9
G5b 45 33.3 33.3 33.3 20.0 30. 50. ¢ 0.0 36. 63.4 15. 15. 4 69. 2
G6 a 46 0.0 66. 7 33.3 10. 0 10. 80. ( 0.0 10. 90. ( 7.7 7.7 84. 6
G6 b 46 0.0 33.3 66. 7 0.0 4 0. 60. (C 5.0 20. 75. 0 15. 23.1 61.5
G6 c 46 33.3 66.7 0.0 10.0 50. 40. ( 0.0 15. 85. ( 7.7 7.7 84. 6
Gé6d 46 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 70. 30.( 5.0 25. 70. 40 23. 15. 4 61. 5
G6 e 46 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 20. 80.¢ 10.0 10. 80. ( 0.0 7.7 92. 3
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Tabl e SAZmnBa.r y

stat

St

CsS

for

al |

Li

kert

statements

f

4 Caucus Groups

Conservation Caucus

Tribal Caucus Group

State Caucus Group

Timber Caucus Group

norm. norm. norm. norm. norm.
Likert N mean | std. dev. N mean | std. dev. N mean std. dev. N mean | std. dev. N mean | std. dev.
Part B
Bl 72 | 2.6/ 0.2 7 2.71 0.272 14 271 0.171 30 | 2.90 0.206 21 | 2.29 0.374
B2 72 | 3.9 0. 4 7 2.43 0.485 14 4.00 0.486 30 | 3.70 0.377 21 | 4.62 0.614
B3 72 3.8 0.52 7 3.14 0.205 14 3.43 0.287 30 | 3.80 0.473 21 | 4.38 0.516
Part C
C1 72 4.1 0.73 7 4.57 0.650 14 4.14 0.566 30 | 4.13 0.411 21 | 3.90 0.497
Cc2 72| 3.9 0.62 7 4.14 0.300 14 3.93 0.522 30 | 4.07 0.406 21 | 3.81 0.392
C3a* 67| 3.5 1.00 6 4.17 0.507 14 3.64 0.585 27 | 3.59 0.672 20 | 3.25 0.709
C3b 68 3.3 0.78 6 3.33 0.207 14 3.07 0.400 27 | 3.33 0.555 21 | 343 0.609
C3c 68| 3.2 0.78 5 4.20 0.707 13 3.15 0.412 29 | 3.45 0.586 21 | 2.95 0.562
cad 69 | 3.3 0.74 6 4.17 0.507 14 3.29 0.600 28 | 3.46 0.546 21 | 3.10 0.418
C3e 67 | 3.1l 0.76 6 2.67 0.465 14 3.21 0.475 26 | 2.96 0.529 21 | 3.57 0.557
Cb5a 66 | 3.2 0.25 7 2.29 0.377 14 3.07 0.131 24 | 3.29 0.265 21 | 3.67 0.303
C5b 67 | 3.4 0. 47 7 2.57 0.010 14 3.14 0.236 26 | 3.54 0.538 20 | 3.90 0.484
C5c 66 | 3.8 0.54 7 2.57 0.258 14 3.64 0.247 25 | 4.08 0.581 20 | 4.00 0.525
Csd 63 3.1 0.24 6 4.50 0.452 14 3.36 0.204 23 | 2.96 0.425 20 | 2.70 0.148
Cb5e 64| 3.5 0.51 6 3.50 0.098 14 2.79 0.222 25 | 3.56 0.497 19 | 4.00 0.622
Cof 68 3.9 0.70 6 4.33 0.662 14 421 0.621 28 | 4.14 0.538 20 | 3.50 0.345
Part D
Dla* 66 | 2.9 0.74 5 3.60 0.641 14 3.00 0.371 26 | 3.08 0.589 21 | 2.71 0.447
D1b 66 | 3.3 0.81 4 2.75 0.673 14 3.50 0.503 27 | 3.19 0.593 21 | 3.57 0.469
Dlc 67 | 3.0 0.79 4 3.50 0.622 14 2.93 0.400 28 | 3.18 0.599 21 | 2.76 0.497
Did 68 3.6/ 0.84 5 3.20 0.283 14 4.00 0.486 28 | 3.54 0.623 21 | 3.57 0.557
D2 68 | 3.1l 0. 29 5 2.20 0.146 14 2.86 0.236 29 | 3.38 0.291 20 | 3.15 0.256
D6 68 3.0 0.12) 5 4.40 0.414 13 2.92 0.095 29 | 3.59 0.489 21 | 214 0.165
D7 68 4.1 0.82] 5 3.80 0.283 14 414 0.434 28 | 4.07 0.566 21 | 424 0.591

Responses to Chpoibl;scarkeerbasesdedna f¥ equency.
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Tabl e. ARQamBti nued

4 Caucus Groups Conservation Caucus Tribal Caucus Group State Caucus Group | Timber Caucus Group
norm. norm. norm. norm. norm.
Likert N mean | std. dev. N mean | std. dev. N mean std. dev. N mean | std. dev. N mean | std. dev.

Part E
E3a|] 62 3.3 0.97] 6 3.8 0.50/ 13| 3.2| 0.71 24|, 3.4 0.56/19|3.1 0.67
E3b| 63| 3.1 0.91 6 3.1 0.50 13| 3.3| 0.4425|/3.1] 0.59] 19|3.0f 0.65
E3c| 62| 2.8 0.75] 6 3.6/ 0.66/ 13| 2.9| 0.37/ 24, 2.8 0.58 19|2.5/ 0.49
E3d| 62| 3.0 0.75 6 3.3, 0.66/ 13| 3.1, 0.47/,24) 3.0/ 0.61 19|2.7/ 0.35
E3e| 63 |2.8 0.91] 6 3.0 1.00/ 13| 2.7| 0.5225|/2.9 0.55 19(2.6/ 0.56
E3f 61|3.7 0.85 4 3.2/ 0.67/ 13| 3.6| 0.43 25/3.6| 0.63 19(4.0/ 0.53
E3g|l 60| 2.6/ 0.70 4 3.5 0.34 13| 2.3| 0.37/24| 2.8 0.54 19|2.3 0.56
E3h| 60| 2.8 0.72] 6 2.6/ 0.32 13| 2.5| 0.42/ 24, 2.7, 0.59 17]3.2| 0.49
E4al 64| 3.9 0.72] 6 3.8 0.73 13| 3.9 0.37/26|/4.0 0.52/ 19|3.8 0.38
E4b| 62| 2.7 0.72] 4 2.7, 0.67 14| 2.4 0.44/ 25| 2.9] 0.48 19| 2.6/ 0.46
E4c| 64| 2.9 0.37] 5 3.8 0.70 14| 3.2 0.22/26|/3.3/ 0.50/19|1.9 0.44
E4d| 64| 2.4 0.69] 5 2.4 0.64 14| 2.0| 0.45/ 26| 2.3 0.44) 19| 2.7 0.47
E7a| 64| 3.6/ 0.38] 5 4.0 0.53 14| 3.6| 0.16/26|3.6|/ 0.35/19|3.7| 0.21
E7b| 65| 4.1 0. 71 6 4.1, 0.73/ 14| 4.0 0.52,26|4.0{ 0.36/ 19|4.1 0.49
E7c| 62| 4.2 0.87] 5 4.2 0.70/ 13| 4.3| 0.66/26|4.2| 0.45/ 18|4.2| 0.56
E7d| 65| 4.2 0.91 6 4.1, 0.73/ 14| 4.1 0.49, 26|4.3/ 0.58 19|4.3] 0.56
E7e| 62| 2.9 0.47] 5 3.2/ 0.28 14| 3.0| 0.32/ 24| 2.7/ 0.33/ 19(3.0/ 0.34
E7f 62| 3.4 0.54 5 4.0 1.00/ 14| 3.5| 0.44/26(3.1] 0.32 17|3.8 0.43
E7g| 64| 4.0 0.70 6 4.1, 0.23/ 14| 4.3 0.51,26|4.0/ 0.47, 18|3.8/ 0.48
E 8 69| 3.2 0.00 6 4.8/ 0.73 14| 4.0 0.25/293.4 0.35/ 20|1.8 0.314

*Responses to C3,pobin,t-satnedk eEr3b ausseedd can 5f r equency.
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Tabl

e.

A2CdEnt

nued

4 Caucus Groups

Conservation Caucus

Tribal Caucus Group

State Caucus Group

Timber Caucus Group

norm. norm. norm. norm. norm.
Likert N mean | std. dev. N mean | std. dev. N mean | std. dev. N mean | std. dev. N mean | std. dev.
Par F

Fia| 55| 3.8 0.59 3 3.0 0.34 12(3.9] 0.48 23|4.0{ 0.55 17|3.7] 0.21
F1b| 53| 3.5 0.44] 3 3.0 0.34 12(3.6/] 0.29 21,3.7|, 0.48 17| 3.3 0.16
F2a| 56 3.7, 0.50 3 4.6 0.62 12|4.0/ 0.44 241 4.0, 0.45/ 17| 3.0| 0.36
F2b| 56| 3.1 0. 21 3 3.3/ 0.00,12(3.0f 0.09| 24)2.6| 0.42 17| 3.9 0.25
F2c| 55| 3.2 0. 36 3 4.6 0.62 12|3.4 0.34 23|3.5/ 0.44 17| 2.5| 0.26
F3a|] 51|3.0] 0.38] 4 1.7, 0.67,122.5 0.29 19|3.6/ 0.33 16| 3.0 0.46
F3b| 51| 2.9 0.57 4 2.0 0.46)/12(2.5 0.34 19|3.3/ 0.50/ 16| 3.0 0.41
F4a| 55| 3.8 0. 75] 4 3.0 0.46/ 12(4.0/ 0.51, 21|3.7|, 0.48 18| 3.9|] 0.52
F4b| 55/ 3.6/ 0. 79 3 3.0 0.34 12(3.7] 0.59 223.5| 0.47,/ 18| 3.8 0.53
F4c| 57 3.7, 0.30] 4 2.5, 0.62 12(3.7/, 0.30/ 23|3.3/ 0.17, 18| 4.5] 0.6¢6
F4d| 56| 3.6/ 0.55] 4 2.5, 0.62 12(3.5] 0.34 223.4 0.37] 18| 4.2 0.614
F4e| 56| 3.3 0.13] 4 4.2 0.37/12,3.5/ 0.18 22|3.7, 0.33 18| 2.4, 0.18
Faf 55| 3.6| 0. 36 3 3.0 0.34, 12(3.0/ 0.16/ 22|3.5|{ 0.31 18| 4.1 0.48
F4g| 56| 4.2 0.87] 4 4. 0| 0.46/ 12| 4.2 0.59] 22|4.1 0.49, 18| 4. 3| 0.60
F4h| 55| 3.5 0. 46] 4 2.7, 0.67/12|3.5 0.28 21|(3.6| 0.33/ 18|3.7| 0.33
F5a| 54| 2.5 0.65] 4 1.7, 0.37, 12|, 2.5 0.56/21(2.7, 0.37, 17| 2.4, 0.47
F5b| 55| 3.2 0. 15} 4 3.7, 0.17/12(3.3] 0.14 223.8 0.40 17| 2.3/ 0.20
F5c| 56| 2.8 0.35 5 3.2 0.45/12(2.7] 0.25/ 22|3.0] 0.24 17| 2.6 0.27
F5d| 54| 2.9 0.52 5 2.4y 0.2512(3.0[ 0.29, 20|2.8/ 0.42 17| 3.0 0.36
F5e| 54| 3.5/ 0.30 5 2.2 0.70 12(3.2] 0.30/ 20|3.4 0.25/ 17| 4.1 0. 35
F5f 55| 3.5 0.53 5 3.6/ 0.41, 12(3.8 0.53/ 213.2, 0.31 17|3.7] 0.35
F59| 54| 3.8 0.64 5 3.2 0.45/12(3.2 0.20/ 20(3.9] 0.63 17| 4.2 0.61
F5h| 55| 3.4/ 0. 49 5 4. 2| 0.45 123.5 0.29] 21|3.4 0.42 17| 2.9| 0.36
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Tabl e. A2C&Bntinued

4 Caucus Groups Conservation Caucus Tribal Caucus Group State Caucus Group Timber Caucus Group
norm. norm. norm. norm. norm.
Likert N mean | std. dev. N mean | std. dev. N mean | std. dev. N mean | std. dev. N mean | std. dev.

Part G
Gla| 49| 3.8 0.77| 3 3.3/ 0.00/ 12|4.0/{ 0.38 22|3.8 0.69| 13| 3.7| 0.45
Glb| 49| 3.4 0. 71) 3 3.0/ 0.34, 112(3.7, 0.48 22|3.4 0.51 13| 3.3| 0.38
Glc| 49| 3.6|] 0.51| 3 3.0/ 0.00/ 12|3.5{ 0.26/ 22|3.6/ 0.53/ 13| 3.7| 0.33
G1d| 48| 3.3 0.62] 3 2.6| 0.00/{ 12|(3.0/ 0.38 21|3.4 0.60/ 13| 3.6| 0.31
G2 48 3.7 0.39] 3 3.3/, 0.00/{ 12|(3.5/ 0.20/ 21|3.7/, 0.24 13| 4.2 0.60
G3 47| 4.0 0.58] 3 3.0/ 0.00[/210|(4.1| 0.51, 21|4.0/ 0.43/ 13| 4.3|] 0.50
Gd4a| 47, 4.0 0.90] 3 4.0 0.34 10| 4.1 0.62/ 21|3.8 0.68 13| 4.1| 0.141
G4b| 47| 3.7/ 0.66| 3 2.6| 0.00/ 10|3.6/ 0.44 21|3.8 0.60/ 13| 4.1 0.41
G5a| 45/ 3.8 0.61] 3 3.0/ 0.34/, 10(3.3 0.30/ 19|4.1 0.56/ 13| 4.1 0.47
G5b| 45| 3.5 0.71f 3 3.0/ 0.34 10|3.3 0.46/ 19|(3.6/, 0.67/, 13| 3.8| 0.30
G6a| 46| 4.0 0.80] 3 3.3/, 0.62{ 10|(3.9 0.42, 20|4.0/ 0.66] 13| 4.2 0.39
G6b| 46| 3.7 0.79| 3 3.6/ 0.62/10|3.7, 0.55/ 20|3.7, 0.58 13| 3.6| 0.32
G6c| 46| 3.8 0.60] 3 2.3 0.24 10(3.3 0.55 20|4.1] 0.58/ 13| 4.1 0.41
G6d| 46| 3.5 0.59] 3 2.6/ 0.00 10(3.3 0.68 20(3.7, 0.57, 13| 3.5 0.17
G6e| 46| 3.9 0.64| 3 2.6 0.00 10|3.8 0.72 20|4.0 0.39| 13| 4.3| 0.58
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Tabl e P2 .cde.nt of responses for alll Li kert statements for
None CMER TFW Policy Group Forest Practices Board
Respon- Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total

Likert ses Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree
Part B

B1 76 53.7 22.0 24.4 47.8 21. 30.4 28.6 14. 57.1 60.0 0.0 40. 0
B2 77 9.5 28. g 61.9 13.0 8.7 78. 3 0.0 14. 85. 19 20.0 40.0 40.0
B3 77 31.0 61. 9 4. 3 21. 73. 9 0.0 0.0] 100. 20.0 20.0 60.0
Part C

C1 2.3 14. 0 83. 7 .2 12.5 83. 0.0 14.3 85.1 20.( 0.0 80.0 2.3
Cc2 7.0 11.6 81.4 12.5 16. 7 70. 0.0 0.0 100.] 20.( 0.0 80.0 7.0
C3a* 0.0 62.2 37.38 . 0 52.2 47. 0.0 42.9 57. 0.0 0.0 100. 0.0
C3b 21.13 57.9 21.1 4.3 39.1 56. 14.3 28.6 57. 0.0 40.0 60.0 21.1
C3c 15.8§ 47.4 36.8 8.3 45. 8/ 45. 14. 3 42.9 42. 0.0 40.0 60.0 15. 8
C3ad 15.4 40.0 45.Q0 8.7 39.1 52. 0.0 57.1 42. 0.0 40.0 60.0 15.0
C3e 18.4 52.6 28.9 13.0 39.1 47. 14.3 71.4 14. 25. ¢ 50.0 25.0 18. 4
Cbha 44.4 25.0 30.6 13.0 13.0 73. 14.3 28.6 57. 0.0 33.3 66.7 44. 4
C5b 21.4g 24.3 54.1 4.5 31. 8 63. 14.3 14.3 71.4 25.( 0.0 75.0 21. 6
C5c 8.1 29.7 62. 2 9.5 4.8 85. 0.0 28.6 71.4 25.( 0.0 75.0 8.1
C5d 14. 7 44.14 41.2 19.0 38.1 42. 42.9 28.6/ 28.¢( 50. 0.0 50.0 14. 7
Cbe 14. 7 47.1% 38. 2 9.1 9.1 81. 14.3 28.6] 57. 25. (¢ 25.0 50.0 14.7
Cof 5.1 15.4 79.5 14. 3 9.5 76. 0.0 28.6 71.4 0.0 0.0 100. 5.1
Part D

Dila* 23. 717 63.2 13.2 21.71 52.2 26. 14. 3 42.9 42. 0.0 50.0 50.0 23.7
Dib 10.4 40.9 48.6 21.7 39.1 39. 0.0 57.1 42. 25. 0 75.0 0.0 10. 8
Dilc 28. 9 44.7 26.3 21. 71 52.2 26. 57.1 14.3 28.¢ 0.0 25.0 75.0 28.9
D1d 2.6 23.1 74.4 8.7 30. 4 60. 0.0 57.1 42. 25. 0 50.0 25.0 2.6
D2 17.5 30.0 52.5 40.9 13.6/ 45. 14.3 71.4 14.1 40.Qq 60.0 0.0 17. 5
D6 10.84 32.4 56.8 34.8 17.4 47. 71. 4 0.0 28. ¢ 20. ¢ 40.0 40.0 10. 8
D7 2.6 7.9 89.5 4.3 8.7 87. 0.0 0.0 100., 40.04 20.0 40.0 2.6
* Responses to CdHhoibl;scarkkerbaswesdedna fF equency.
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Tabl e cloon.td.nued
None CMER TFW Policy Group Forest Practices Board
Respon- Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total

Likert ses Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree
Part E

E3a| 63 3.3 66. 7 30.0 0.0 54. 45 . § 0.0 4 2. 57 .1 0.0 50.0 50.0
E3b 6 4 22.6 54.8 22.4 13.6 50. 36. 4 0.0 28.¢ 71. 4 0.0 75.0 25.0
E3c 63 36. 7 43.3 20.Q0 45.5 40. 13.4q 14.3 28.¢ 57.1 0.0 75.0 25.0
E3d 6 3 26. 7 50.0 23.3 27.3 54. 18.23 14. 3 42. 42 . ¢ 0.0 50.0 50.0
E3e 6 4 25.8 61.3 12.9 40.9 514. 4 . 28.6] 28.¢ 42. ¢ 0.0 50.0 50.0
E3f 6 2 0.0 30.0 70.0 4. 8 33. 61. ¢ 0.0 4 2. 57 .1 0.0 50.0 50.0
E3g 6 2 43.3 50.0 6.7 47 .6 38. 14.3 28.6] 57. 14. 3 0.0 100. 0.0
E3h 6 2 40.0Q0 46.7 13.3 23.8 52. 23.§ 28.6 42. 28.¢ 50.0 50.0 0.0
E4 a 6 8 0.0 16. 7 83. 3 4. 8 38. 57. 1 0.0 14. 85. 17 0.0 25.0 75.0
E4b 63 41.9 38.7 19.4 33.3 61. 4 . 28.6 42. 28.4 25.0 75.0 0.0
E4c 65 15.g 46.9 37.95 38.1 38. 23.§ 14.3 85.1 0. 0.0 60.0 40.0
E4d 6 6 63.6 30. 3 6.1 47 .6 42. 9. 14.3 85.7 0. 40.0 40.0 20.0
E7 a 69 25.0 13.9 61.1 13.6 27. 59.1 28.6 28.¢ 42.¢ 0.0 50.0 50.0
E7Db 70 10.8 13.5 75. 7 0.0 9.1 90. ¢ 0.0 14. 85. 17 0.0 25.0 75.0
E7c 67 0.0 5.7 94 . 3 4. 8 9.5 85. 7 0.0 14. 85. 17 0.0 25. 0 75.0
E7d 70 0.0 8.1 91. 9 0.0 9.1 90. ¢ 0.0 14. 85. 17 0.0 0.0 100.
E7e 67 22.9 51.4 25.7 42.9 38. 19. 0 28.6 42. 28.6 25.0 50.0 25.0
E7f 6 8 21.6 37.8 40.5 14. 3 23. 61. ¢ 0.0 33. 66. 7 25.0 0.0 75. 0
E7g¢g 69 2.6 7.9 89. 5 4. 8 19. 76. 2 0.0 16.1 83.3 25.0 25.0 50.0
ES8 74 12.8 23.1 64.14 47.8 21. 30.4 42.9 28.¢ 28. ¢ 0.0 60.0 40.0

*

Responses to C3,0i

DY ;scarkderbasededna f¥y equency.
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Tabl

e con.td.nued

None CMER TFW Policy Group Forest Practices Board
Respon- Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total

Likert ses Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree
Part F

Fla 57 7.1 17.9 75.(0 5.3 10. 84.4 20.0 40. 40.0 20.0 20.0 60.0
F1b 55 14.8 29.4 55.6 15.8 15. 68.4 40.0 0.0 60. ¢ 25.0 25.0 50.0
F2a 58 0.0 35. 7 64.3 5.0 30. 65.0¢Q 40.0 0.0 60. 4 20.0 0.0 80.0
F2b 58 50.0 28.6 21.4 10.0 30. 60.4q 20.0 20. 60. ¢ 20.0 40.0 40.0
F2c 57 3.6 39.3 57.14 26.3 42. 31.¢ 80.0 0.0 20. (¢ 0.0 40.0 60.0
F3a 52 24. 0 40.0 36.Q0 22.2 55. 22.4 20.0 40. 40.(0q 50.0 0.0 50.0
F3b 52 16. 48.0 36.0 33.3 44.4+ 22.2 60.0 40. 0.0 25. 0 50.0 25.0
F4a 56 7.7 34.6 57.7 5.3 21. 73. 1 0.0 0.0 100. 0.0 60.0 40.0
Fa4b 56 8. 32.0 60.0 5.0 25. 70. ( 0.0 0.0|] 100. 0.0 20. 0 80.0
F4c 58 14. 8§ 25.9 59. 3 5.0 15. 80. ( 0.0 33. 66. 7 20.0 40.0 40.0
Fad 57 3. 42.3 53.8 5.0 20. 75. ( 0.0 16. 1 83. 9 0.0 60.0 40.0
Fa4e 56 7.7 50.0 42.3 36.8 31. 31.¢¢ 33.3 0.0 66. 7 0.0 20. 0 80.0
Faf 57 15.4 23.1 61.5 25.0 5.0 70. ¢ 16. 7 33. 50. ( 0.0 0.0 100.
F4g 57 3.8 15. 4 80. 8§ 0.0 10. 90. ( 0.0 0.0|] 100. 0.0 0.0 100.
F4h 56 7.7 38. 5 53.8 15. 8 42. 42 .1 0.0 16. 7 83. 3 0.0 40.0 60.0
F5a 55 38.5 50.0 11.5 47. 44 52. 0. 33.3 66.1 0.0 25. 0 75.0 0.0
F5b 55 15.4 19.2 65.4 47.4 15. 36.§ 50.0 0.0 50. 4 25.0 0.0 75. 0
F5c 56 22.2 33.3 44.4 57.9 26. 15.8 16.7 33. 50.¢ 25.0 25.0 50.0
F5d 54 24. 0 52.0 24.Q0 47. 4 21. 31.4g 16.7 50. 33.3 50.0 0.0 50.0
F5e 54 20.0 24.0 56.Q0 21.1 10. 68. 4 0.0 33. 66. 17 25.0 0.0 75. 0
F5f 55 19.2 30.8 50.0 0.0 52. 47.4 16.7 16.7 66. 94 25.0 25.0 50.0
F59 55 3.8 11. 5 84. ¢ 0.0 15. 84. 2 50.0 16.1 33.3 25.0 25.0 50.0
F5h 55 3.8 38. 5 57.7 10.5 42. 47.4 50.0 50. 0.0 0.0 25.0 75.0
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Tabl

e con.td.nued

None CMER TFW Policy Group Forest Practices Board
Respon- Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total Total Neither Total
Likert ses Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree Disagree Nor Agree
Part G
Gla 54 3.4 34. 5§ 62. 1 5.9 23. 70. ¢ 0.0 25, 75. ( 0.0 0.0 100.
G1lb 54 17.2 37.9 44.8 35 29. 35. 3 0.0 50. 50. Q¢ 25. 0.0 75. 0
Glc 54 10.3 48.3 41.4 11. 29. 58. § 0.0 50. 50. ¢ 0.0 0.0 100.
G1ld 53 20. 7 41.4 37.9 25. 37. 37.9 25.0 75. 0.0 25. 0.0 75. 0
G2 53 17.9 17.9 64. 3 5.9 11. 82. 4 0.0 25. 75 . ( 0.0 0.0 100.
G3 52 7.1 21. 4 71. 4 6. 3 12. 81. 3 0.0 0.0|] 100. 0.0 0.0 100.
G4 a 52 0.0 28. 6 71. 4 0.0 18. 81. 3 0.0 0.0|] 100. 0.0 0.0 100.
G4b 52 0.0 35.7 64.3 12. 25. 62. § 0.0 0.0 100. 0.0 0.0 100.
G5 a 50 11.13 22. 2 66. 7 6.7 26. 66. 1 0.0 0.0|] 100. 0.0 0.0 100.
G5b 50 14.8§ 33.3 51.9 20. 33. 46 . 1 0.0 25, 75. 0 25. 25.0 50.0
G6 a 51 3.7 18. 5 77. 8 6. 3 6. 3 87. 19 0.0 0.0|] 100. 0.0 25.0 75.0
G6 b 51 14.8§ 33.3 51.9 12. 18. 6 8. § 0.0 25, 75. ( 0.0 50.0 50.0
G6 c 51 3.7 29.4 66. 7 12. 18. 6 8. § 0.0 50. 50. ( 0.0 25. 0 75.0
G6d 51 14.8§ 29.6 55.6 18. 37. 4 3. § 0.0 50. 50. (C 0.0 25.0 75.0
Gb6 e 51 7.4 11.1 81. 5 6. 3 18. 75. ( 0.0 0.0 100. 0.0 0.0 100.
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