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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 states.1 The TFW and FFR agreements and 

subsequent forest practices rules, afforded better protection to aquatic resources while 

maintaining a viable timber industry.  Over the past 25 years, the adaptive management program 

has strived to improve protection of aquatic resources.  Past 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) provide regulatory 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).  Initiated 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 the aforementioned goals.  However, AFW failed and was 

terminated in 2003.  Near the end, AFW was described as ñfalling apartò, and one participant 

stated that the most contentious issues were buffer widths, water typing, ñbest available science,ò 

and stakeholder 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 science-based, 

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 

questionable (e.g., DNR 2007, 2017).  Now is another one of those challenging times.  Two 

reports (Meridian 2018, Madden 2020) documented dissatisfaction, disharmony, and dysfunction 

in the FPAMP, and a report by the State Auditorôs Office (SAO 2021) identified additional 

problems.  However, actions taken to address recommendations in the Auditorôs report, such as 

structured decision making, could reform the FPAMP and revive 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. 

 

  

 
1 Oregonôs Private Forest Accord (ODF 2022) is analogous to the Forests and Fish Report but the Oregon 
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 the 20th anniversary of the Forests 

and Fish Report.  At that time, we believed the 20th anniversary of the FFR was an opportune 

time to document the FPAMPôs successes and shortcomings (Quinn et al. 2019).  We proposed 

this project because: 1) we believe that the TFW Agreement and the FPAMP are 

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

members of the TFW Policy Committee, the Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation, and Research 

Committee (CMER), and the Forest Practices Board believed the FPAMP was dysfunctional. 

 

In 2017, a subcommittee of the Forest Practices Board worked on a ñRoad Map Forward for 

Adaptive Management Program Improvementsò (DNR 2017).  Issues identified for improvement 

included: following the TFW ground rules, maintaining the science-policy firewall between the 

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

the stakeholders to work better together.  The subcommittee selected Meridian Institute to 

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

participants in the FPAMP from every caucus to: 1) ñunderstand interests and concerns relative 

to the AMPò, and 2) ñsolicit recommendations for how to engender a renewed spirit of 

cooperationò (Meridian 2018).  According to Meridian (2018), interviewees uniformly said there 

is a lack commitment to the original principles of the Timber, Fish and Wildlife Agreement.  The 

sentiments most often expressed were reflected in the following comments by interviewees: 

¶ ñMany on Policy and CMER donôt know about or donôt care about the original 

agreement.ò 

¶ ñThe sense that everyone had something to gain from being at table and working together 

has eroded.ò 

¶ ñThe focus on the greater good [ecosystem health and industry viability] has been lost.ò 

(brackets in the original) 

In addition, Meridian made the following observations: ñthere was a uniformly high level of 

dissatisfaction with how the system is currently functioningò and ñmany interviewees 

emphasized dysfunctionalities that manifest particularly in Policy (which a couple interviewees 

described as ótoxicô).ò   

 

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 deliver these four reports to the 

state legislature. Between January 2020 (when our proposal was presented) and July 2021 (when 

our funding commenced) two important reports were published: People, Timber, Forests, Fish, 

and Wildlife: An Assessment of the Conflict and Collaboration Dynamics in Washington 2019- 

2020 (Madden 2020) and Adaptive Management Program: Improving Decision-Making and 

Accountability (SAO 2021).  For the former report, Madden (2020) interviewed 139 people.  

Maddenôs (2020) overview of the interviews began: ñopinions and perspectives vary, sometimes 

greatly, within and between caucuses and ranged from a sense that things are mostly working or 

working well enough, to a declaration that things are completely broken.ò  In other words, 
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interviewees were somewhat divided on the effectiveness and health of the FPAMP.  Excerpts 

from Maddenôs (2020) summary of the interviews include:  

¶ ñparticipants consistently expressed desire for improved relationships and a rekindling of a 

collective spirit of ógive and takeô and ósolving each otherôs problemsò,  

¶ ñthere was consistently expressed frustration, across all caucuses, and often a sense of 

futility regarding the current dynamics.ò  

 

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 concerned about efficiency and 

effectiveness of the TFW Policy Committeeôs decision making (SAO 2021).  The Auditorôs 

Office interviewed an unspecified number of people associated with the FPAMP between 

January and August 2020.  While the Auditorôs report contained little about the interviews, it did 

make several observations based on those interviews: 

¶ Trust among the caucuses has eroded over the years, created what some people described 

as a difficult work environment. 

¶ Interviewees complained that the members of various caucuses do not consider the needs 

and concerns of the other caucuses. 

¶ The original spirit of cooperation that underpinned the formation of the Timber Fish 

Wildlife Agreement has dissipated. 

 

Given the findings of Meridian (2018), Madden (2020) and SAO (2021), in 2021 we adjusted the 

projectôs focus.  

 

1.3  Need and Purpose 

Our original proposal (Quinn et al. 2019) had two parts.  Part one examines the history of 

FPAMP-funded studies from 20002 to 2021.  Studies 3 and 4 comprise part one of the original 

proposal; see study descriptions in the next section.  Part two of the original proposal was to 

assess the ñperceptionsò, ñfeelingsò, and ñsatisfactionò of policymakers regarding scientific 

uncertainty, risk, study results, policy outcomes, and other related topics.  The proposal stated 

that, with help from a social scientist, we would interview current and past members of the 

FPAMP   

 

Meridian (2018), Madden (2020), and SAO (2021) conducted unstructured interviews of many 

FPAMP participants, and all three delivered subjective, qualitative descriptions of the 

intervieweesô opinions.  While we believe these reports were valuable, especially SAO (2021), in 

2021 we decided a more structured, quantitative approach was needed.  We also assumed that 

more interviews were a bad idea.  Hence, for part two of our original proposal, with the help of 

three social scientists, we assessed the ñperceptionsò, ñfeelingsò, and ñsatisfactionò of 

 
2 The Forests and Fish Report was completed in 1999, but the new forest practices rules, including new rules for the 

adaptive management program (WAC 222-12-045), were approved by the Forest Practices Board in 2001.  
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participants in the FPAMP.  Studies 1 and 2 of this report are the first to employ the tools of 

social science to understand the FPAMP.  Social scientific study of adaptive management can 

provide the raw material for institutional learning and adaptation, a process known as double-

loop learning (Williams and Brown 2018).  The purpose of Studies 1 and 2 is to convey objective 

information that should lead to a better understanding and an enhanced awareness of what people 

in the FPAMP actually think.  Furthermore, we hope this awareness stimulates honest, open 

discussions within TFW Policy and CMER about the best path going forward.   

 

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 (2020) and SAO (2019) conducted unstructured interviews of many FPAMP 

participants, and both reports delivered subjective, qualitative descriptions of what interviewees 

believed.  While both reports were valuable, we believed that a more structured, quantitative 

approach was needed.  We also assumed that more interviews was a bad idea, 

 

The main purpose of this Study 1 was to collect and quantify opinions of past and present 

FPAMP participants on important issues facing the FPAMP.  The studyôs goals were to: 1) 

enhance awareness of the opinions held within the FPAMP and within each caucus, and 2) 

stimulate honest, better-informed discussions within TFW 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 a 5-point Likert scale.  The response options for 64 statements were 

ñStrongly Disagreeò, ñDisagreeò, ñNeither Disagree Nor Agreeò, ñAgreeò, and ñStrongly 

Agree.ò  The response options for 17 other Likert statements were based on frequency: ñNeverò, 

ñRarelyò, ñSometimesò, ñOftenò, and ñAlways.ò  The surveyôs questionnaire was implemented 

with PublicInput, which is an on-line platform designed specifically for government agencies.  

The on-line questionnaire was deployed via PublicInput 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 science-policy role groups.  

Our analysis covered all groupings but we focused on caucus groups, which were Conservation, 

Tribes, Timber, and State Agencies.   

 

  

https://publicinput.com/
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Study 2.  Adaptive Management Possibilities: A Paired Analysis of Drivers and Actions 

for the Forest Practices Adaptive Management Program 

In our original proposal (Quinn et al. 2019) we stated that we would contract the services of a 

social scientist to assist with the design and execution of this project.  Study 2 was produced by 

two social scientists at the University of Washington: Drs. Gretchen Sneegas and Alex 

McInturff.  The study applies analytical tools of social science to measure and compare how 

different participants in the FPAMP comprehend ecological, regulatory, and economic risks; 

define and respond to scientific uncertainty; and understand their core values and their 

relationships to the FPAMP.  Study 2 also sought to understand the degree to which caucus 

affiliation drives individual FPAMP participantsô perceptions of the program, its failures, and its 

opportunities. 

 

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

methods approach called Q-methodology (ñQ-methodò).  A representative 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 are the óhighest priorityô to ólowest priorityô issues facing the FPAMP. Second, 

they sorted the statements from those they believed are the ómost feasibleô to the óleast feasibleô 

for the FPAMP to resolve. After each Q-sort, participants completed a semi-structured interview 

to explain their answers in more detail. 

 

Q-method analysis software was used to identify clusters of participants 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 2007ï2024 

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

FPAMP research projects (i.e., CMER studies)3 by reviewing existing documents.  At that time, 

we had anticipated that meeting minutes of the TFW Policy Committee would record major 

points stated by TFW Policy members during their discussions of CMER studies.  However, we 

found that meeting minutes did not enable the in-depth examination that we had hoped for.  For 

example, for nearly one-fifth of completed CMER studies we found no record of TFW Policyôs 

action/no-action decision made in response to the studiesô findings.  Consequently, we simplified 

our analysis of TFW Policyôs decisions.  The goals of Study 3 were: 1) to recount the general 

history of voting in the TFW Policy Committee, and 2) to understand how TFW Policy voting 

patterns may have changed over time. 

 
3 ñProjectò and ñstudyò are used interchangeably, but their meanings are not equivalent.  A FPAMP research project 

can be a single CMER study or consist of multiple CMER studies.  For example, the Type N stream ñhard rockò 

project (McIntyre et al. 2018), consisted of 12 studies, including 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 science-related 

decisions and 77 involved business-related decisions.  Meeting notes from May 1999 to August 

2007, and after December 2024 were not available at the time of our study.  Given the enormity 

of the meeting notes, this study also employed an AI system, ChatGPT, to analyze the notes.  

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. 2019), part one consisted of four tasks: 1) characterize the 

history of research and monitoring in the FPHCP; 2) identify key uncertainties (i.e., critical 

questions); 3) develop a comprehensive accounting of all FPAMP-funded research projects, 

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

policy outcome associated with completed projects (e.g., rule change).  Study 4 summarizes 

FPAMP research projects (i.e., CMER studies) between 2000 and 2021, and the studyôs purpose 

is to characterize CMERôs scientific enterprise during that period.  This study served that 

purpose mainly through: 1) narrative summaries of research history within six rule groups; 2) 

succinct narrative summaries of all completed CMER studies during that time period, including 

key uncertainties (critical questions) addressed by and TFW Policyôs response to each study; 3) a 

quantitative accounting of CMERôs scientific enterprise during that time period; and 4) 

describing under-appreciated challenges to adaptive management. The purpose of Study 4 is not 

to review or to critique the quality of FPAMP-funded research projects. 

 

3.  Key Findings and Recommendations 

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 

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

¶ For TFW Policy, compromise is no longer possibleò:  42% (a plurality) were undecided 

¶ A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is lack of win-win solutions:  65% agreed 

¶ Members of TFW Policy Committee seek win-win solutions:  9% agreed 

¶ The TFW Policy should work toward achieving . . . timber industry economic viabilityò:  

72% agreed 

¶ All caucuses work towards achieving all four Forests and Fish Report goalsò:  53% disagreed 
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¶ The ófirewallô(or separation) between science and policy is brokenò:  88% agreed  

¶ CMER studies ñhave reduced scientific uncertaintyò about the effects of forest practices:  

82% agreed 

Recommendations 

¶ 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 

Committee.  Maybe define ñeconomic viability.ò 

¶ Expand CMERôs portfolio to include economic research.  Conduct research on topics such as 
the value of ecosystem services provided by commercial forests in Washington.  

¶ Discuss whether ñjoint gainsò (as implemented in SDM) would help revive the spirit of 
TFW.  ñWin-winò solutions may require economic instruments that expand policy options 

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 Forest Practices Adaptive Management Program 

Findings 

Analysis identified eight groups of FPAMP participants that expressed distinct social 

perspectives (persons can belong to more than one group).  Those groups were:  

¶ 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 FPAMPôs structure. They believed this allows some caucuses to serve their own interests 

at the expense of the programôs goals.  

¶ 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 programôs underlying issues.  

¶ Protect the Resources: Concerned with the FPAMPôs role in protecting natural resources. 
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.  
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¶ Fixing the Science: This group believed the issues 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 

¶ 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 education for new 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 facilitators when appropriate for dispute resolution, workshops, 

negotiations, or for topics considered to be divisive.  

¶ Identify and implement methods for building trust and addressing cross-caucus divisions 

within the FPAMP.  

¶ Consider funding further sociological research to address 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 Notes from 2007ï2024 

Findings 

¶ 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 science-related decisions, and 

77 involved business-related decisions. 

¶ There were 14 (12.9%) non-consensus votes of the 108 science-related votes between 2007 ï 

2024, with 13 occurring on or before 2016.  Several of these non-consensus votes reflect 

ongoing disagreement on the same or closely related issues such as rules for Type F and 

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., thumb sideways.   

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

issues.   

¶ Note the low percentage of non-consensus votes on science-related 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.   

Recommendations 
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¶ 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 well-informed future discussions on how 

to address a specific disagreement. 

¶ A facilitated, well-structured process, such as structured decision making (SDM), might 

enable more thorough meeting notes. 

 

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

Findings 

¶ For the period from 2000 to 2021, we found 59 completed FPAMP-funded projects.  

¶ The plurality (39%, N=23) of completed projects were in the Type F Riparian Prescriptions 

Rule Group.  By study type, the plurality (41%, N=24) were Rule Implementation Tool 

Projects. 

¶ Most Literature Review or Research and Development studies are preparatory studies.  Over 

one-third (36%) of research projects were preparatory. 

¶ The geographic distribution of the 59 research projects was a follows: westside ï 28; eastside 

ï 18; statewide ï 13.   

¶ Excluding studies for which no record was found, no decision was required, or were Board 

directed, TFW Policy took no action for 79% of CMER studies, and 86% of studies led to a 

consensus decision.  Refer to the report for more statistics.  

Recommendations 

Most of Study 4 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 under-appreciated challenges to adaptive 

management.  These challenges are not unique to the FPAMP, and the FPAMP already has 

processes in place that explicitly address them, such as CMERôs Scoping Document, which 

includes an alternatives analysis, and Prospective Six Questions Document.  Both documents are 

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

policymakers in the FPAMP may need reminders about the following under-appreciated 

challenges: natural variability, treatments, thresholds, and trade-offs. 

¶ 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 natural variability also complicates 

scope of inference.  The challenge for policymakers, with the help of scientists, is to approve 

studies that deliver acceptable probabilities of false inference (Ŭ and ɓ) and desired scope of 

inference at a reasonable cost. The challenge for scientists, with the support of policymakers, 

is to provide information on Ŭ and ɓ, sample size, study site stratification and consequent 

scope of inference, and costs that enable policymakers to approve the most cost-effective 

study. 



0-10 

¶ Treatments: Experiments sometimes fail to cover the full range of policy-relevant treatments 

and often lack adequate resolution between treatments.  This forces policymakers to develop 

environmental regulations based on very uncertain extrapolation or interpolation 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 

experimentôs treatments.  The challenge for scientists, with the support of policymakers, is to 

employ and/or develop methods to extrapolate or interpolate study results that also provide 

an expression of uncertainty for those projections.   

¶ 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 therefore, a definite demarcation 

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 support of policymakers, is to shrink the 

region on that continuum where the optimal policy will be found. 

¶ Trade-offs:  While there are several trade-offs that must be addressed in the design of 

experiments, the most important trade-off in adaptive management is policymakersô desired 

level of confidence (i.e., quality of information) versus the cost of scientific experiments.  

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 improved by increasing 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 trade-offs through CMERôs project proposal process, which 

includes a Scoping Document with an alternatives analysis and a Prospective Six Questions 

Document.  The alternatives analysis describes trade-offs between expected cost and 

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

offs between expected cost and scope of inference, and trade-offs between cost 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 rules) in the future. 
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Executive Summary 

The following report presents the results of an opinion survey given to past and present 

participants of the Forest Practices Adaptive Management Program (FPAMP), which is 

comprised of the Timber, Fish, and Wildlife (TFW) Policy Committee; the Cooperative 

Monitoring, Evaluation, and Research (CMER) Committee; and the Washington Forest Practices 

Board.  We begin this summary with our main findings, which are then followed by a description 

of the survey methods and a more detailed summary of the results.  

 

Three recent reports  Meridian (2018), Madden (2020), and SAO (2021)  have characterized 

the FPAMP as dysfunctional.  This opinion survey reveals some causes of that dysfunction.  

Most notably, the survey shows that FPAMP participants hold different opinions about the tenets, 

norms, and goals of the TFW Agreement and Forests and Fish Report (FFR).  All participants in 

the FPAMP should be committed to the TFW Agreement, which the FFR reaffirmed.  Two tenets 

of the TFW Agreement are: 1) achieving unanimous consensus through compromise, and 2) 

seeking win-win solutions for all caucuses.  However, majorities of survey respondents believed 

that major impediments to FPAMP success are requiring unanimous consensus and a lack of win-

win solutions.  Furthermore, while large majorities believed compromise is a fundamental value 

in TFW, there was little concurrence within or across caucuses about the possibility or even the 

value of consensus.  An important norm of the FPAMP has been the strict separation of science 

and policy, which is known as the ñscience-policy firewall.ò  However, responses to survey 

statements on that topic show that majorities believed the firewall is broken.  The FFR has four 

major goals, including a goal to keep the timber industry economically viable.  Responses to 

survey statements regarding the FFR goals indicate a lack of concurrence or perhaps confusion 

about TFW Policyôs role in achieving the economic goal.   

 

Ideally, survey statements pertaining to basic tenets, norms, and goals of the TFW Agreement or 

FFR would elicit unanimous responses.  However, that result never occurred in this survey.  

Hence, the survey reveals philosophical disagreements among FPAMP participants that may be 

at least partially responsible for dysfunction in the FPAMP.  The next section describes the 

historical roots of these disagreements and suggests ways to address them. 

 

What Happened to the Spirit of TFW? 

The results of the survey have led us to some insights about the FPAMP.  The core insight is that 

TFW, or more specifically the ñspirit of TFW,ò is a poor fit for the FPAMP as it is currently 

constituted.  

 

The Spirit of TFW 

ñTFWò or ñthe spirit of TFWò refers to a philosophy and a set of ground rules.  Both originate 

from the Timber, Fish and Wildlife Agreement of 1987.  Key tenants of the philosophy can be 

summarized as follows (DNR 1987a): 
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¶ The State of Washington needs a viable timber industry, and it needs to protect and 

enhance its fish, wildlife, water and cultural/archeological resources. 

¶ Adaptive management evaluates the impacts of forest practices rules which will be 

modified to meet the needs of the parties.  

¶ Differences amongst parties can be resolved through education, negotiation, and respect 

for each otherôs views. 

¶ Participants put forth their best effort at meeting each otherôs needs.  The result is by its 

very nature a compromise. 

¶ The TFW process incorporates mutual gain, ñwin-winò proposals, whenever possible.  

And some of the key ground rules are (DNR 2023): 

¶ Participants recognize the legitimacy of the goals of others and assume that their own goals 

will also be respected.   

¶ Participants commit to search for opportunities to solve problems collaboratively.  

¶ Participants acknowledge that solving problems or issues of other caucuses is more likely 

to lead to solutions for oneôs own problems and issues. 

¶ Decisions are made through consensus among the nine caucuses that make up the Policy 

Committee. 

In short, compromise, consensus, and the potential for ñwin-winò solutions were vital to the 

original spirit of TFW.  

 

The parties to the FFR reaffirmed their commitment to TFW: ñThe authors remain committed to 

the original TFW Agreement which continues to be in effect . . .ò (DNR 1999).  Nevertheless, 

concerns about TFW have existed since the start of the Forest Practices HCP.  Less than one year 

after the HCPôs official approval (DNR 2006), DNR initiated discussions about ñTFW 

reinvigorationò (DNR 2007a).  During those discussions, most parties expressed that ñthe sense 

of full partnership and desire for true collaboration that underpinned TFW and resulted in its 

success no longer exist today.ò  At that time, ña lack of commitment to reaching consensusò was 

thought to be a problem.  Meridian (2018) and Madden (2020) found that these beliefs persisted.   

 

Meridian (2018), Madden (2020), and SAO (2021) all reported the desire of some interviewees 

for a return to the original spirit of TFW: 

¶ ñThe sense that everyone had something to gain from being at [the] table and working 

together has eroded.ò (Meridian 2018) 

¶ ñ. . .participants consistently expressed desire for improved relationships and a rekindling 

of a collective spirit of ógive and takeô and ósolving each otherôs problemsô that many felt 

embodied the original TFW agreement.ò (Madden 2020)  

¶ ñMost say the original vision of the Timber Fish Wildlife Agreement has failed, which has 

led to discouragement among the people involved.ò (SAO 2021) 

Furthermore, the SAOôs recommendation for a ñnet gainsò approach was intended to foster 

compromise and win-win solutions, and to revive the spirit of TFW:  
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¶ ñUse a ónet gainsô approach to decision making to help caucuses see a ówinô from 

compromisingò 

¶ ñAdopting a net gains approach would help program caucus members more willingly 

adhere to the programôs original spirit . . .ò   

 

The Spirit of TFW: Survey Says 

Our survey showed that a majority of past and present FPAMP participants still believe in 

important aspects of the TFW spirit: a majority (65%) believe a lack of win-win solutions is a 

major impediment to success; a majority (60%) believe that compromise is a fundamental value; 

large majorities (91%, 92%) believe that compromise is necessary for achieving the four FFR 

goals and that compromise requires give and take amongst caucuses; a large majority (73%) 

believe that achieving all four FFR goals is a most important indicator of success; and a large 

majority (73%) believe that exploring ñjoint gainsò in SDM will improve decision making.   

 

However, our survey also confirmed that the spirit of TFW has eroded: a minority (28%) believe 

that all caucuses work toward achieving all four FFR goals; a small minority (9%) believe that 

TFW Policy seeks win-win solutions; a minority (32%) believed that compromise in TFW Policy 

is still possible; less than half (41%) believed that abandoning unanimous consensus would 

violate the spirit of TFW; and a majority (52%) believed that unanimous consensus is a major 

impediment to a success.   

 

TFWôs Evolution: from Deal Making to Policy Making  

In 1987 and 1999, TFW achieved consensus on numerous new rules that addressed nearly every 

adverse impact of forest practices on aquatic resources: riparian management zones, roads, 

unstable slopes, wetlands, forest chemicals, etc.  Eight years after the FFR, the TFW Policy 

Committee was unable to achieve consensus on one change to one rule: increasing the ñdesired 

future conditionò (DFC) basal area values in WAC 222-30-021 (DNR 2007b, 2008).  More 

recently, the TFW Policy Committee was unable to achieve consensus on changes to the rules 

that protect non-fish-bearing streams, and consequently minority and majority rule proposals 

were presented by different caucuses to the Forest Practices Board (DNR 2022b).  

 

So, what happened to consensus and the original spirit of TFW?  We attribute the erosion of the 

original spirit to three things: change in the grounds for consensus, change in the influence of 

economics, change in the influence of science. 

 

The grounds for consensus have changed.  The grounds for consensus that brought about the 

original TFW Agreement (DNR 1987a) and the FFR (DNR 1999) were more akin to deal making 

than to policy making.  This is reflected in the language used to describe the spirit of TFW: 

ñeveryone had something to gainò and ña collective spirit of ógive and take.ò  Fairweather (2001) 

described the process that produced the FFR as ña negotiated solution featuring a mix of science 

and politics.ò  For example, RMZ widths on fish-bearing streams are based on site-potential tree 

height (SPTH) at a stand age of 100 years (WAC 222-30-021), but there is no purely scientific 
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rationale for choosing 100 years rather than 80 or 150 years.  Through negotiations all parties 

agreed to 100 years,1 but some parties to the FFR thought the SPTH age should be older 

(Fairweather 2001).  Likewise, all parties agreed to 140 years as the stand age for DFC.  That age 

appears to have been a compromise  140 years is the midpoint between 80 to 200 years 

(Fairweather 2001), which is the age range of a commonly accepted definition for ñmatureò 

conifer forest (Spies and Franklin 1991).  The scientific rationale for 140 years was minimal; 

DFC age was mostly a negotiated compromise.  Many such compromises produced a package of 

new rules which yielded the mutual gains necessary to achieve consensus.   

 

Deal making was essential to the FFR.  For instance, a significant motivation for the FFR was 

regulatory certainty obtained through a habitat conservation plan (HCP) for federally listed 

threatened or endangered species, especially federally listed salmonids (DNR 2005, Wilhere and 

Quinn 2018).  The timber industry was willing to accept more costly regulations in exchange for 

potentially cost-saving incidental take permits, and the two federal agencies that administer the 

Endangered Species Act (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and National Marine Fisheries Service; 

the Services) were willing to issue incidental take permits in exchange for more protection of 

aquatic habitats.  The HCP led to a ñdealò between Washington State and federal Services (DNR 

2006), and, in fact, at that time, the Services were fond of saying ña deal is a dealò (USFWS & 

NMFS 2016).  The Washington Department of Ecology was also a party to the FFR.  Ecology 

issued Clean Water Act assurances that would reduce some regulatory burdens because the 

agency believed the FFR provided ñthe quickest and most efficient means for achieving 

environmental goals and State of Washington water quality standardsò (DNR 1999), and the 

timber industry was willing to accept the proposed rules to avoid potential liabilities imposed by 

the Clean Water Act.  In the past, compromise could lead to deals because all parties had 

something to gain.  In the present, there is much less give-and-take, fewer compromises, and 

consequently, more difficulty reaching consensus (i.e., making deals).   

 

The influence of economics in the TFW Policy Committee has decreased substantially.  

Participants in the original TFW ñput forth their best effort at meeting each otherôs needsò and 

ñrecognize[d] the legitimacy of the goals of others.ò  During the FFR negotiations, the economic 

needs/goals of the timber industry and small forest landowners were just as important as the fish, 

amphibians, and water quality goals; at least implicitly.  Furthermore, the Forest Practices Act 

(RCW 76.09.307(7)) states: ñThe adaptive management process shall . . . provide 

recommendations to the [Forest Practices] board on proposed changes to forest practices rules to 

meet timber industry viability and salmon recovery.ò  Those recommendations come from TFW 

Policy, but this survey shows that some respondents no longer believe economics should 

influence TFW Policyôs recommendations.  In fact, while developing the questionnaire we spoke 

to members of TFW Policy and CMER who believed timber industry economics should not 

influence TFW Policyôs decision making or seemed unsure about the proper influences of 

economics.  Failing to consider the needs and/or goals of all caucuses violates a key tenet of 

 
1 There was a precedent for choosing 100 years as the SPTH age used for establishing RMZ widths.  DNRôs habitat 

conservation plan for state-managed 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 propose rule changes that meet all four 

Forests Fish Report goals without evaluating the effects of those rule changes on all four goals. 

 

In conversations with some members of TFW Policy and CMER we were told that economic 

considerations are solely the purview of the Forest Practices Board.  Changes to the forest 

practices rules require both a cost-benefit analysis (CBA) and a small business economic impact 

statement (SBEIS) under RCW 34.05.328 and RCW 19.85.030, respectively.  A CBA determines 

whether probable benefits of the new rule are greater than its probable costs and whether the new 

rule is the least burdensome alternative that will achieve the goals and objectives of the rule.  A 

SBEIS determines whether the proposed rule will have a disproportionate cost impact on small 

businesses.  The results of the CBA and SBEIS are considered by the Forest Practices Board 

when deciding to adopt a new rule.  However, neither a CBA nor a SBEIS address economic 

viability (a concept which remains undefined).  In addition, because the CBA and SBEIS are 

conducted after TFW Policy submits its recommendations to the Board, information contained in 

the CBA and SBEIS is not available to TFW Policy during its deliberations, and therefore, that 

information cannot contribute to win-win problem solving that embodies the spirit of TFW. 

 

The influence of science, especially CMER science, has greatly increased since the original TFW 

Agreement and the FFR.  Both documents were multi-party negotiated agreements.  As such, 

they were policy documents that contained little scientific support for the new rules that all 

parties agreed to.  Much of the science supporting development of the FFR was transmitted from 

scientists to policy makers (i.e., negotiators) ad hoc with few or no written records.2  

Consequently, as explained above, compromises were made with no documented scientific 

justification (DNR 1999, Fairweather 2001).  The FFR was followed by an HCP five years later 

(DNR 2005) and an environmental impact statement (EIS) in 2006 (USFWS & NMFS 2006).  

Any changes to the original Forests and Fish agreement during those intervening five years were 

minor, and hence, both the HCP and EIS were post-hoc scientific justifications for the FFR.  

 

While all parties to the FFR agreed that the new rules increased protection of aquatic resources, 

there was still considerable uncertainty about the effectiveness of those rules.  Risks to aquatic 

resources were accepted by the parties because there was a safety net  adaptive management.  

That is, most parties believed the new rules were an acceptable starting point, and that a 

scientifically rigorous adaptive management program would eventually eliminate any 

unacceptable impacts to fish, amphibians, or water quality.   

 

Post-FFR, decisions made by the TFW Policy Committee are informed by rigorous studies 

conducted by CMER.  Most studies address specific ñcritical questions,ò take years to complete, 

go through multiple rounds of peer review, and are scrutinized from different perspective by all 

caucuses.  Some studies are preceded by preparatory studies, such as literature reviews or 

methodological development.  In retrospect, the influence of science on the FFR negotiations 

was primitive by comparison.  Twenty-five years ago, science imposed few constraints on the 

 
2 One exception is LWAG (1998), a 90-page report on riparian-dependent wildlife species, that was delivered to the 

TFW Policy Committee. 
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FFR, and consequently, compromise and subsequent consensus were far easier back then than 

they are today.  In other words, the results of CMER studies have tended to limit the policy 

options available to TFW Policy.  For example, CMER studies demonstrated that Type N streams 

protected by 50 ft buffers do not meet water quality standards (McIntyre et al. 2021), and 

therefore, 50 ft buffers are no longer a legitimate policy option.  Todayôs rigorous CMER studies 

and the FPAMPôs strong science-policy linkage are very much preferable to what TFW Policy 

had 25 years ago, but we should recognize that the ñspirit of TFWò was easier to respect when 

less science also meant looser scientific constraints on decision makers.   

 

Reviving the Spirit of TFW 

What should be done?  The FPAMP can follow one of two paths.  One path tries to revive the 

spirit of TFW.  That still may be feasible, but do participants in the FPAMP truly want to 

preserve key tenets of the TFW Agreement?  At the heart of TFW ñis the assumption that 

everyone wins by addressing the needs and goals of ALL participantsò (DNR 1987b, p.14; 

emphasis in original).  The congruence of the State Auditorôs ñnet gainsò recommendation with 

the spirit of TFW is undeniable  ñuse a ónet gainsô approach to decision making to help 

caucuses see a ówinô from compromising.ò3  However, the TFW Policy Committee apparently 

rejected the ñnet gainsò recommendation (DNR 2022a), which suggests that ñwin-winò solutions 

are no longer important.  The survey also revealed the diminished importance of win-win 

solutions  a small minority (9%) of respondents believed that TFW Policy frequently seeks win-

win solutions, and respondents were roughly split on whether a net gains approach would 

improve the decision-making process.  On the other hand, survey responses to ñjoint gains,ò 

which could lead to similar outcomes as ñnet gains,ò were more positive  majorities thought it 

would improve decision making and would be feasible.   

 

ñJoint gains,ò which is a concept in structured decision making (SDM)4, involves a negotiation 

whereby all parties obtain some benefit through finding a mutually beneficial solution.  The 

fundamental questions regarding ñjoint gainsò in the FPAMP are this: 1) Do ñjoint gainsò 

solutions exist that are acceptable to all caucuses?; and 2) Can members of the TFW Policy 

Committee work together, in the spirit of TFW, to craft those solutions?   

 

Finding ñjoint gainsò may require economic instruments that expand policy options available to 

TFW Policy.  In 1987, the TFW Agreement was already proposing as much: ñThe issue of 

compensation may be raised in the future after actual costs and impacts become known . . .ò  

Many policy innovations, such as payments for ecosystem services (Alix-Garcia and Wolff 2014, 

Frey et al. 2021), environmental markets (Deal et al. 2012), and renewable-term conservation 

 
3 The State Auditorôs report recommended: ñUse a ónet gainsô approach to decision making to help caucuses see a 

ówinô from compromising on a project package,ò where ñprojectò referred to a CMER study.  The most significant 

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 widths).  Hence, decisions on ñproject 

packagesò would ultimately be decisions about CMER studies that lead to potential rule change, and therefore, a 

ñnet gainsò approach would necessarily consider potential wins and losses due to rule change.  
4 The TFW Policy Committee recently completed the first phase of a trial run of the SDM process (DNR 2025, 

Compass 2025).  Whether TFW Policy will pursue further use of SDM remains to be seen.   
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easements (Owley 2011), have developed since 1987, and a successful ñjoint gainsò approach 

may require an openness to these ideas by all caucuses.  We concur with the SAOôs (2021) 

insight that a package of multiple rules, policies, and/or actions that attempts to give each caucus 

a win (a ñnet gainsò approach), rather than a single rule change that inequitably distributes costs 

and benefits, is more likely to achieve consensus.   

 

The TFW Agreement and the FFR may have both inadvertently used a joint gains approach.  

That is, both were rule packages that addressed many different aspects of forest practices.  As the 

rule package was negotiated, and compromises were made, each caucus may have ñwonò on 

some rules and ñlostò on other rules.  Hence, each caucus perceived a net gain, an overall win, 

from the entire package.  In short, the TFW Agreement and the FFR achieved consensus on the 

overall rule package, not on individual rules.  This history validates the SAOôs ñnet gainsò 

recommendation.  In the future, ñjoint gainsò packages could include both new rules that provide 

greater protection of aquatic resources and economic policies/programs that keep the timber 

industry economically viable. 

 

If the TFW Policy Committee wishes to revive the spirit of TFW, then SDMôs ñjoint gainsò must 

address the goals of all caucuses and address all goals in a similar manner.  The FPAMP 

currently focuses exclusively on the FFRôs three environmental goals.  No resources are directed 

toward studies addressing the economic goal.  To fully implement SDMôs ñjoint gains,ò we 

believe CMERôs portfolio should be expanded to include economics.  CMER studies on relevant 

aspects of forest economics would provide all members of TFW Policy with information 

essential for negotiations, compromise, and decisions regarding rule change.  Our survey 

suggests that some participants in the FPAMP believe economics have no place in TFW Policy 

while some other participants are unsure of economicsô place.  Economic studies completed or 

overseen by CMER and delivered to TFW Policy would implicitly confer equal status to the 

economic goal.  It would also alleviate a serious problem within TFW Policy  asymmetric 

information.  Asymmetric information occurs when one party in a transaction has more or better 

information than the other party (Gaudet and Lasserre 2015).  In TFW Policy, information 

regarding the environmental goals is symmetric, i.e., all caucuses have equal access to 

information provided by CMER, which currently focuses on only environmental goals.  

However, the information pertaining to the economic goal is grossly asymmetric.  Within the 

TFW Policy Committee, Industrial Timber and Small Forest Landowner caucuses presumably 

know a lot about the potential effects of rule change on their economic viability, while the other 

caucuses know very little.  This gives Industrial Timber and Small Forest Landowner caucuses 

an advantage, and that obvious advantage is likely to evoke distrust by other caucuses.   

 

A good start to incorporating economics into discussions at the TFW Policy Committee could be 

to explore the meaning of ñeconomically viableò in the fourth FFR goal (and which is also 

implied in the Forest Practices Act, RCW 76.09.010(1)).  TFW Policy would work with 

economists to define economic viability (e.g., Susaeta 2025, Susaeta and Gong 2019), and 

economists would develop ways to predict changes in economic viability due to changes in forest 

practices rules.  Establishing economic performance targets might be one way to define 
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ñeconomic viability.ò  CMERôs current work plan contains approximately 168 critical questions 

related to the three environmental goals (CMER 2025).  Critical questions for the economic goal 

have never been considered.  Future CMER work plans could contain critical questions that 

address such topics as: valuing ecosystem goods and services provided to the public by private 

forest lands, tracking trends over time in economic viability, evaluating negative and positive 

externalities of timber industry, and cost estimates for implementing various financial 

compensation or incentive programs.  Through SDM, the TFW Policy Committee might be able 

to rigorously incorporate both environmental and economic information into its deliberations, 

negotiations, and ultimately, compromises that lead to consensus.   

 

We acknowledge that expanding CMERôs portfolio to include forest economics may be 

impractical.  This change would require several new CMER members, require current CMER 

members to engage on complicated economics that are completely foreign, and it would require 

additional funding or the reallocation of existing funds.  A more practical way to obtain 

information on forest economics may be through consultants.  However, economic information 

obtained in that way might relegate it to second-class status.  

 

FPAMPôs Future: Post-TFW or Revived TFW 

The FPAMPôs other potential path is the status quo, which could be described as a post-TFW 

FPAMP.  If our survey accurately reflects opinions of FPAMP participants, then the post-TFW 

FPAMP has discarded several key tenets of the TFW Agreement: some participantsô do not put 

forth their best effort at meeting each otherôs needs; not everyone wins by not addressing the 

needs and goals of all participants; the result is by its very nature not a compromise.  Given the 

changes over time in the grounds for consensus, the influence of economics, and the influence of 

science, the post-TFW FPAMP may be a necessary stage in the FPAMPôs natural evolution.  Will 

the FPAMP continue to evolve? 

 

We believe that the next stage of the FPAMPôs evolution should strengthen the FPAMPôs 

science-policy linkage, return timber industry economics to its former importance in the 

deliberations of the TFW Policy Committee, fund research that answers critical questions about 

the FFRôs fourth goal ï timber industry economic viability, increase trust among caucuses by 

eliminating asymmetric information regarding the FFRôs fourth goal, consider policy options that 

yield joint gains though innovative economic instruments such as payments for ecosystem 

services, and, of course, continue to conduct rigorous CMER studies.  We hope that the 

information and ideas presented in this report will help a revived FPAMP evolve to a more 

collaborative and functional institution. 
 

The Questionnaire 

The questionnaireôs target audience was past and present members of and contributors to both the 

TFW Policy Committee and CMER.  However, we also included members of the Washington 

Forest Practices Board.  We focused on six main topics in the questionnaire: Forests and Fish 
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Report (FFR) goals, CMER studies, CMERôs culture and process, TFW Policy Committee 

culture and process, FPAMP reform, and structured decision making.   

 

The questionnaire was mainly comprised of 81 statements (Appendix A1) to which participants 

responded via a 5-point Likert scale.  The response options for 64 statements were ñStrongly 

Disagreeò, ñDisagreeò, ñNeither Disagree Nor Agreeò, ñAgreeò, and ñStrongly Agree.ò  ñNeither 

Disagree Nor Agreeò may also be interpreted as undecided/neutral.  The response options for 17 

other Likert statements were based on frequency: ñNeverò, ñRarelyò, ñSometimesò, ñOftenò, and 

ñAlways.ò  Seven ñquestionsò or exercises asked respondents to choose the top-two items from a 

list, and four open-ended questions allowed respondents to express their opinions about a 

specific topic.   

 

The questionnaire was implemented with PublicInput, which is an on-line survey platform 

designed specifically for government agencies.  The on-line questionnaire was deployed via 

PublicInput on February 27, 2025, and the completion deadline for participants was March 21.  

Over 250 people received the surveyôs internet link via email, and 93 persons participated in the 

survey by responding to at least some of the Likert statements.  Participant caucus affiliations 

were: WDFW and Ecology, 19; Department of Natural Resources, 13; Westside Tribes, 10; 

Eastside Tribes, 4; Timber Industry, 17; Small Forest Landowners, 5; Conservation, 7.  

 

The Analysis 

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 science-policy role groups.  

Our analysis covered all groupings but we focused on caucus groups, which were Conservation, 

Tribes, Timber, and State Agencies.   

 

We calculated several statistics that summarize participantsô collective response to a Likert 

statement: total agreement (totA), total disagreement (totD), and the mean and standard deviation 

of Likert scores.  ñTotal agreementò equals the number of respondents who answered ñagreeò 

plus the number who answered ñstrongly agree.ò  ñTotal disagreement,ò ñFrequently,ò and 

ñInfrequentlyò equaled analogous equations.  The result for a Likert statement can also be 

summarized by a single statistic  the mean Likert score (MLS).  To calculate mean Likert 

scores, we assigned ordinal values 1 through 5 to ñstrongly disagreeò through ñstrongly agree.ò  

ñNeither Disagree Nor Agreeò and ñSometimesò equal 3.  The standard deviation of scores for a 

Likert statement indicates the degree of concurrence among respondents to that statement.   

 

For the grouped analysis, we wanted to know whether differences between group responses were 

ñstatistically significant.ò  Because Likert scores are ordinal, we used non-parametric hypothesis 

tests to determine whether group membership effected the distribution of Likert scores.  Our 

significance level was the conventional but arbitrary Ŭ = 0.05. 

 

https://publicinput.com/
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A principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted on the 81 Likert statements to better 

understand caucus-group-level responses to the questionnaire.  PCA is a statistical technique that 

reduces the complexity of multi-dimensional datasets (e.g., 4 caucus groups, 81 statements) to 

explore the nature of differences among groups.  The open-ended questions were analyzed using 

an abductive approach to qualitative analysis that was based on two complementary frameworks 

developed for environmental governance and use of science.   

 

Results Summary 

The collective response to each of our Likert statements sheds some light on the state of the 

FPAMP and what people think about it.  While any Likert statement can be a starting point for 

discussion, especially those that elicited opposing opinions, in this summary we focus on 

statements that we believe are fundamentally important to the FPAMP.   

 

The first major result addresses compromise and consensus.  We found that statements eliciting 

the strongest agreement were those pertaining to compromise.  Two statements that tied for 

strongest agreement among all 81 Likert statements (MLS=4.3) were ñcompromise is necessary 

for achieving the four FFR goalsò (totA=91%) and ñcompromise requires give and take amongst 

caucusesò (totA=92%).  And the statement with the fourth strongest agreement (MLS = 4.1, 

totA=83%) was ñcompromise is necessary for reaching unanimous consensus.ò  These responses 

are encouraging because they align with the original spirit of the TFW Agreement.  On the other 

hand, agreement was not as strong for ñcompromise is a fundamental valueò (totA=60%), and for 

the statement ñcompromise is no longer possibleò a plurality (42%) of respondents were 

undecided/neutral with the remainder being roughly split between agreement and disagreement 

(totaA=25%, totD=32%).  In effect, the collective response regarding the potential future for 

compromise is undecided. 

 

We also found strong agreement and high concurrence among caucus groups for statements 

pertaining to compromise.  It appears that regardless of caucus membership a large majority of 

persons involved in the FPAMP believe that compromise is still vitally important, but a plurality 

have doubts about its viability in the TFW Policy Committee.   

 

Most respondents had a poor opinion of CMERôs ability to separate science from policy.  The 

majority of respondents agreed with ñMembers of CMER are biased by the policy preferences of 

their caucusò (totA=65%), and ñThe ófirewallô(or separation) between science and policy is 

brokenò (totA=88%).  The latter statement tied for the 4th strongest agreement (MLS= 4.1) 

among all Likert statements.  In addition, 71% of respondents had ñbias due to caucus affiliationò 

as one of their top-two causes of disagreement within CMER.  Respondents also indicated that 

TFW Policy may be partly responsible for erosion of the science-policy firewall as suggested by 

the following: a majority (56%) of respondents chose ñsometimesò in response to ñMembers of 

the TFW Policy Committee understand the different roles of scientists versus policy makers.ò 

 

All caucus groups had moderate agreement with the statement ñThe ófirewallô (or separation) 

between science and policy is broken.ò  All caucus groups agreed less strongly with ñMembers 
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of CMER are biased by the policy preferences of their caucus.ò  But caucus groups were split on 

ñMembers of CMER understand the different roles of scientists versus policy makers in the 

FPAMP.ò  The average response of Conservation and State groups was a weak ñfrequentlyò 

(MLS=3.5, 3.2), and the Tribes and Timber groups responded with a very weak ñinfrequentlyò 

(MLS=2.9, 2.8). 

 

On the topic of CMERôs studies, the average response was moderate but relatively high 

agreement (MLS=4, 8th highest; totA=82%) that CMER studies ñhave reduced scientific 

uncertainty about the environmental effects of forest practices on aquatic resources.  However, 

responses to other related statements were less complimentary.  Minorities chose ñfrequentlyò in 

response to whether CMER studies on environmental effects of forest practices have ñproduced 

satisfactory research resultsò (frequently=49%), ñaddressed the key uncertainties associated with 

the impacts of forest practicesòШ(frequently= 47%), and ñprovided useful information needed to 

resolve policy issuesò (frequently=41%), however, on the other hand, no respondents chose 

ñinfrequentlyò for any of those three statements.  The Conservation and Timber caucus groups 

have significantly different opinions on three aspects of CMER studies, with Conservation 

believing more than Timber that CMER frequently produces satisfactory research results (83% 

vs. 25%), addresses the key uncertainties (83% vs. 24%), and provides useful information (100% 

vs. 19%). 

 

The lack of rule change resulting from CMER studies has raised concerns in the FPAMP.  

Collective agreement to the following two statements suggests why CMER studies have not 

resulted in more recommendations for rule change: ñsome CMER studies have been inconclusive 

(i.e., too uncertain)ò (totA=61%), and ñsome CMER studies have not produced the types of 

information needed for decisions regarding rule changeò (totA= 73%).   

 

The statement ñThe TFW Policy Committee should work toward achieving . . . timber industry 

economic viabilityò elicited agreement by a majority (totA=71%), but that collective response 

was far from unanimous.  That should be concerning, as should the next result.  The statement 

ñ[TFW Policy] tries to minimize potential financial burdens to the timber industry . . .ò elicited 

an even split among respondents (totD=28%, undecided=46%, totA=27%).  This suggests severe 

confusion about TFW Policyôs purpose and role vis-̈-vis the FFR economic goal.   

 

There appear to be differences in opinion regarding how the TFW Policy Committee should 

address economic impacts to the timber industry.  The difference is especially apparent when 

examining the responses of the Conservation Caucus and the Timber caucus group to statements 

about economics.  The Conservation Caucus disagreed (MLS=2.4) with ñThe TFW Policy 

Committee should work toward achieving . . . timber industry economic viability,ò and its 

collective response was significantly different than the responses of the other three caucus groups 

who all agreed with that statement.  The Timber Caucus group held the lone minority opinion for 

both ñ[TFW Policy] tries to minimize potential financial burdens to the timber industry . . .ò, and 

ñ[TFW members] do not allow economics to influence their policy recommendations . . .ò  It 
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disagreed with the latter (MLS=1.9), which was significantly different than the other three 

groups, and agreed with the former (MLS=3.3).  

 

The opinion survey indicates that beliefs and conduct of the TFW Policy Committee do not 

completely align with the original TFW Agreement or what some call the ñspirit of TFW.ò  A 

majority of respondents (52%) disagreed with a statement that is fundamental to the spirit of 

TFW: ñ. . . all caucuses work towards achieving all four Forests and Fish Report goals.ò  In 

addition, 37% of respondents chose ñrarelyò and 7% chose ñneverò in response to ñMembers of 

the TFW Policy Committee seek win-win solutions . . .ò, and a majority (65%) agreed with ñA 

major impediment to a successful FPAMP is lack of win-win solutionsò   

 

Each of the four caucus groups had a majority or plurality of respondents disagree with the 

statement ñ. . . all caucuses work towards achieving all four Forests and Fish Report goals.ò  The 

Conservation Caucus was the only caucus group that had zero members agreeing with ñTFW 

Policy should work towards achieving the fourth FFR goal.ò  Regarding the two ñwin-winò 

statements mentioned in the preceding paragraph, the Conservation Caucus for the former and 

the Timber caucus group for the latter had an average opinion (MLS) that was opposite the 

average opinions of the other three groups.  It appears that while ñmaintaining the spirit of TFWò 

and ñachieving all four FFR goalsò are important to large proportions of people in the FPAMP, a 

majority of persons involved in the FPAMP believe that some of their fellow members are 

committed to neither. 

 

We revisited the recommendations from the State Auditorôs Office because: 1) developing 

decision criteria and policy responses to a study's potential results "up front" is a 

recommendation that appears in the peer-reviewed literature on adaptive management, 2) the 

State Auditorôs conception of ñnet gainsò embodies the original spirit of TFW, and 3) seeking 

consensus is a foundational principle of TFW.   

 

Responses to the State Auditorôs recommendation to adopt a ñnet gainsò approach indicated the 

spirit of TFW is waning.  The State Auditorôs Office believed that ñadopting a net gains approach 

would help program caucus members more willingly adhere to the programôs original spirit . . .ò  

Collective responses to the two Likert statements (improvement and feasibility) regarding that 

recommendation were ambivalent, with pluralities (40%, 43%) being neutral/undecided and 

roughly similar proportions choosing either disagree or agree. 

 

On average, respondents agreed that developing decision criteria and policy responses to a 

study's potential results ñup frontò will improve the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making 

process (totA=70%),  that a ñnet gainsò approach as described by the State Auditor will improve 

the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making process (MLS=3.1, totA=35%), and that 

abandoning unanimous consensus will expedite the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making 

process (totA=65%).  Furthermore, on average, respondents agreed that developing policy 

responses up front and abandoning unanimous consensus are feasible changes to the current 

decision-making process (MLS=3.5 and 3.2, respectively).   
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On average, respondents believed that the Auditorôs recommendation to abandon unanimous 

consensus would ñviolate the spirit of TFWò (MLS=3.2, totA=41%).  About one-third of 

respondents (32%) disagreed that abandoning consensus would violate the spirit of TFW; which 

was the largest total disagreement of the seven Likert statements pertaining to the State Auditorôs 

recommendations.  Of these seven Likert statements, only the ñnet gains approach is a feasible 

change to the decision-making processò had MLS less than 3, with total disagreement (30%) 

being slightly larger than total agreement (27%).   

 

Caucus groups had different opinions for several Likert statements about the Auditorôs 

recommendations.  In response to the statement that abandoning unanimous consensus would 

violate the spirit of TFW, the State group was the only one to disagree (MLS=2.6).  In response 

to the statement that using a process other than unanimous consensus is feasible, the Timber 

caucus group was the only one to disagree (MLS=2.5).  In addition, the Timber Caucus group 

had the strongest agreement (totA=76%) amongst all caucus groups to ñabandoning unanimous 

consensus would violate the spirit of TFWò and the strongest disagreement (totD=47%) to 

ñusing a process other than unanimous consensus is feasible.ò 

 

While not an explicit recommendation by the State Auditor, the Auditorôs recommendations led 

to the idea of structured decision making (SDM).  Collective responses to incorporating SDM 

into the decision-making process were positive  the average response was agreement (MLS>3) 

for all 15 Likert statements on this topic.  The Tribes, State, and Timber caucus groups agreed 

(MLS>3) with all 15 Likert statements about SDM.  The Conservation Caucus disagreed with 

five statements pertaining to the FFR economic goal and agreed to five similar statements 

pertaining to the FFR environmental goals.   

 

The principal component analysis showed interesting relationships among the caucus groups.  

The strongest component, which explained 67% of the dataôs variance, situated the Conservation 

Caucus and Timber Caucus group very far apart.  In fact, on PC1, the Conservation Caucus and 

Timber Caucus group were 23 times farther apart than the State and Tribes caucus groups.  On 

PC1, the State and Tribes caucus groups were close together and situated roughly midway 

between the Conservation Caucus and Timber Caucus group.  These graphical relationships 

(Figure 3.6.1) accurately resemble the caucus groupsô collective responses to the 81 Likert 

statements.  That is, Conservation and Timber typically expressed very different opposing 

opinions (e.g., one agreed, the other disagreed) while State and Tribes both usually expressed 

opinions in between.   

 

In response to the open-ended questions, participantsô responses reflected frustration with 

decision-making bodies and their decision-making processes.  Their frustrations included a 

perceived lack of effectiveness, trust, legitimacy, and ability to learn, innovate, or adapt.  Some 

of these frustrations arise from the negative impact of caucuses within these decision-making 

bodies.  Survey participants also shared largely negative responses to the TFW Policy 

Committeeôs inability to make more science-informed recommendations for rule change.  
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Participantsô responses demonstrated similarities with their other open-ended responses, 

illustrating an overall frustration with decision-making processes, notably around a perceived 

lack of effectiveness, trust, and legitimacy.  Survey responses also illustrated an elevated need to 

use science to increase understanding and potentially find solutions among the decision-makers, 

reduce influences of policy on scientific efforts, and enhance the saliency of science produced to 

inform decisions. 
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1. Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to accurately convey opinions expressed through a questionnaire by 

past and present participants in the Washington Forest Practices Adaptive Management Program 

(FPAMP).  The questionnaire covered various issues pertaining to the effectiveness, efficiency, 

and ñhealthò of the FPAMP, and it also sought opinions about recent recommendations aimed at 

reforming the FPAMP.  

 

1.1 Recent History 

Concerns regarding the effectiveness, efficiency, and health of the FPAMP have existed since at 

least 2017.  Eight years ago, a subcommittee of the Forest Practices Board worked on a ñRoad 

Map Forward for Adaptive Management Program Improvementsò (DNR 2017).  Issues identified 

for improvement included: following the TFW ground rules, maintaining the science-policy 

firewall between the TFW Policy Committee and CMER, building trusts across all caucuses, and 

a commitment from the stakeholders to work better together.  The subcommittee selected 

Meridian Institute to facilitate the improvement process.  Between March and June 2018 

Meridian interviewed 59 participants in the FPAMP from every caucus to: 1) ñunderstand 

interests and concerns relative to the AMPò, and 2) ñsolicit recommendations for how to 

engender a renewed spirit of cooperationò (Meridian 2018).  According to Meridian (2018), 

interviewees uniformly said there is a lack commitment to the original principles of the Timber, 

Fish and Wildlife Agreement.  The sentiments most often expressed were reflected in the 

following comments by interviewees: 

¶ ñMany on Policy and CMER donôt know about or donôt care about the original 

agreement.ò 

¶ ñThe sense that everyone had something to gain from being at table and working together 

has eroded.ò 

¶ ñThe focus on the greater good [ecosystem health and industry viability] has been lost.ò 

(brackets in the original) 

In addition, Meridian made the following observations: ñthere was a uniformly high level of 

dissatisfaction with how the system is currently functioningò and ñmany interviewees 

emphasized dysfunctionalities that manifest particularly in Policy (which a couple interviewees 

described as ótoxicô).ò  How the Forest Practices Board or the TFW Policy Committee responded 

to Meridianôs efforts cannot be determined from readily available records. 

 

About one year later, Meridianôs report was followed by another FPAMP improvement effort 

conducted by the Center for Conservation Peacebuilding (CPeace) founded by Francine Madden.  

In November 2019 and May 2020, CPeace interviewed 139 people.  Maddenôs (2020) overview 

of the interviews began: ñopinions and perspectives vary, sometimes greatly, within and between 

caucuses and ranged from a sense that things are mostly working or working well enough, to a 

declaration that things are completely broken.ò  In other words, interviewees were somewhat 

divided on the effectiveness and health of the FPAMP.  Excerpts from Maddenôs (2020) summary 

of the interviews include:  
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¶ ñparticipants consistently expressed desire for improved relationships and a rekindling of a 

collective spirit of ógive and takeô and ósolving each otherôs problemsò,  

¶ ñthere was consistently expressed frustration, across all caucuses, and often a sense of 

futility regarding the current dynamics.ò  

 

In May 2021, CPeace followed the interviews with a workshop on resolving conflict.  Shortly 

thereafter, CPeace withdrew its services for reasons that were not made public (DNR 2021).  

 

At roughly the same time as the CPeace 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 concerned about efficiency and 

effectiveness of the TFW Policy Committeeôs decision making (SAO 2021).  The Auditorôs 

Office interviewed an unspecified number of people associated with the FPAMP between 

January and August 2020.  While the Auditorôs report contained little about the interviews, it did 

make several observations based on those interviews: 

¶ Trust among the caucuses has eroded over the years, created [sic] what some people 

described as a difficult work environment. 

¶ Interviewees complained that the members of various caucuses do not consider the needs 

and concerns of the other caucuses. 

¶ The original spirit of cooperation that underpinned the formation of the Timber Fish 

Wildlife Agreement has dissipated. 

 

Based on its audit, the Auditor Office made eleven recommendations to improve the FPAMP 

(SAO 2021), including: 

¶ Adopt an alternative to the unanimous consensus decision-making model currently in rule 

(WAC 222-12-045) and the manual. 

¶ Use a ñnet gainsò approach to decision making to enable every caucus ñto see a winò from 

compromising on a project package. 

¶ Develop ñup frontò the decision criteria for determining what research results mean and 

how policy makers will respond to research results before those results have been reported. 

¶ Create an on-boarding or training process so new members will have the necessary 

understanding of roles and responsibilities as well as the ground rules. 

 

To address, in part, the recommendations of the Auditorôs Office, the FPAMP is currently 

working on the following: exploring the use of structured decision making, clarifying the process 

for incorporating outside science, setting clear AMP priorities, reforms to CMER, and a guidance 

manual for TFW Policy (DNR 2022a).  

 

In summary, over the past seven years, three separate projects have interviewed participants in 

the FPAMP and have found evidence of the FPAMPôs dysfunction.  Recent conversations with 

participants in CMER and TFW Policy, lead us to believe dysfunction persists. 
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1.2 This Study 

Meridian (2018), Madden (2020), and SAO (2021) collected interviews on which they based 

their subjective judgments about the FPAMP.  The authorsô subjectivity had an unknown effect 

on their interpretation of the data (i.e., the interviews) and their conclusions based on those data.  

While all three reports presented useful information, none were scientific.  Their interviews were 

not structured, and the interviewsô information content was not quantified.  Structure and 

quantification are means for obtaining objective information.  Furthermore, lacking methods to 

do so, Meridian (2018) and Madden (2020) were unable to report on the strength of opinions or 

strength of concurrence (i.e., consensus) among individuals or caucuses.   

 

We believe that a more scientific approach to eliciting opinions from FPAMP participants could 

make a positive contribution to the ongoing efforts to improve the FPAMP.  Our opinion survey 

covers many of the same issues addressed by the three reports, however, we used a structured 

questionnaire that produced quantitative data (and qualitative comments).  These data enabled us 

to describe collective opinions that are interesting and potentially useful.  We estimated 

percentages of FPAMP participants who held certain opinions, estimated relative concurrence of 

opinions among FPAMP participants, compared the relative strength of opinions across caucus 

groups, identified opposing opinions among caucus groups, ranked issues based on the strength 

or concurrence of opinions, and more.  

 

Again, the main purpose of this report is to accurately convey opinions expressed by past and 

present FPAMP participants that were obtained through a questionnaire.  We hope information 

conveyed by this report stimulates honest, open discussions within TFW Policy and CMER 

about the best path going forward.   
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2. Methods 

Our research methods consisted of three stages: 1) developing the survey questionnaire, 2) 

deploying the survey questionnaire, and 3) analyzing responses to the questionnaire. 

 

2.1 Questionnaire Development 

Questionnaire development was an iterative, collaborative process involving numerous 

discussions about successive drafts.  Decisions about which Likert statements to include and how 

to phrase each statement involve subjective judgments, and therefore, review of the questionnaire 

was essential.  Drafts of the questionnaire were reviewed by 4 members of CMER, 2 members of 

the TFW Policy Committee (one current member and one former chair), the AMP Administrator, 

and a social scientist familiar with survey methods.  We asked reviewers to identify Likert 

statements that mischaracterized the roles and responsibilities of CMER, TFW Policy, or the 

Forest Practices Board; mischaracterized current CMER, TFW Policy, or Board processes; or 

appear to be biased or unfair.  In addition, we asked them to share their ideas on improving the 

proposed statements or adding new Likert statements that explore other important issues.   

  

The questionnaireôs target audience was past and present members of and contributors to both the 

TFW Policy Committee and CMER.  However, we also included members of the Washington 

Forest Practices Board (FPB).  We settled on six main topics for the questionnaireôs focus: 

Forests and Fish Report (FFR) goals, CMER studies, CMERôs culture and process, TFW Policy 

Committee culture and process, FPAMP reform, and structured decision making.  The first four 

topics were intended to build upon the work done by Meridian (2018) and Madden (2021) which 

involved open-ended interviews of TFW Policy and CMER members.  Hence, questions 

covering the first four topics addressed issues identified by those studies or issues we inferred 

from those two studies.  The last two topics were intended to provide some clarity regarding the 

most recent efforts of TFW Policy and CMER to respond to the State Auditorôs report and 

recommendations (SAO 2022).  Each of the six main topics was a separate page in the 

questionnaire. 

 

The first part of the questionnaire collected information about the respondentôs role in and 

relationship to the FPAMP: 1) professional expertise, 2) main role in the FPAMP, 3) leadership 

roles held in the FPAMP, 4) employer type, 5) caucus membership, and 6) years when they 

participated in the FPAMP.   

 

The questionnaire was mainly comprised of 81 statements (Appendix A1) to which participants 

responded via a 5-point Likert scale.  The response options for 64 statements were ñStrongly 

Disagreeò, ñDisagreeò, ñNeither Disagree Nor Agreeò, ñAgreeò, and ñStrongly Agree.ò  ñNeither 

Disagree Nor Agreeò may be interpreted as neutral or undecided.  The response options for 17 

other Likert statements were based on frequency: ñNeverò, ñRarelyò, ñSometimesò, ñOftenò, and 

ñAlways.ò  The questionnaire contained this explanation: "Sometimes" means that about half the 

time an event does happen and about half the time that event does not happen.  If a survey 
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participant did not respond to a Likert statement, we interpreted that as ñno opinionò or ñI donôt 

know.ò 

 

Seventy of the Likert statements were multi-part statements.  For example, four statements were 

condensed into one like this: 

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. 

Seven ñquestionsò or exercises asked the respondent to choose the top-two items from a list.  For 

example: 

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

. . . have the necessary scientific expertise. 

. . . are committed to CMER's purpose. 

. . . come to CMER meetings well prepared. 

. . . etc. 

 

The seven top-two selection questions had 9, 9, 8, 7, 9, 10, and 12 items to choose from. The 

survey also contained three open-ended questions that allowed respondents to express their 

opinions about a specific topic and a fourth open-ended question that asked respondents to 

express their opinions about anything related to CMER, the TFW Policy Committee, FPAMP, or 

the questionnaire.   

 

2.2 Survey Deployment 

To collect the names and email addresses of potential survey participants we did the following.  

From 2022 to 2024, we met multiple times with leaders of CMER and TFW Policy to explain 

our idea to conduct an opinion survey and to encourage their cooperation. Beginning in 2024, we 

assembled email addresses of potential participants with assistance from the Department of 

Natural Resources, which is responsible for administration of the FPAMP.  We also reached out 

to caucus leaders asking for names of potential participants. We announced the forthcoming 

survey in an email on February 21, 2025 to 229 potential participants. We included the following 

language in that email: ñé if you know of FPAMP participants that have not been asked to take 

the survey, please let me know.ò  In response, we received an additional 10 email addresses for 

people who had not been previously identified. On 27 February 2025, we emailed the surveyôs 

internet link to 239 potential participants. Finally, after the survey was released, we received an 

additional 11 new contacts.  In total, over 250 people received the surveyôs internet link via 

email.   

 

The questionnaire was implemented with PublicInput, which is an on-line survey platform 

designed specifically for government agencies.  The on-line questionnaire was deployed via 

PublicInput on February 27, 2025.  Initially, participants were asked to complete the survey 

before 5 PM on March 14, 2025.  On March 14, that deadline was extended to March 21.  On 

March 24, all survey responses were exported from PublicInput to an Excel file.   

https://publicinput.com/
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2.3.  Closed-Ended Questions 

Closed-ended questions limit responses to a specific set of options.  In this survey, closed-ended 

questions were either Likert statements or top-two selection exercises.  Analyses of survey 

responses were done with Excel and R (RCT 2023).  

 

Understanding the results requires understanding the data.  Specifically, the sampling method has 

implications for the analyses and their interpretation.  The target population of this study was 

past and present members of and contributors to both the TFW Policy Committee and CMER, 

and members of the FPB.  A sample (i.e., the actual survey participants) from this population was 

obtained through a combination of non-random sampling methods.  The first ñsamplingò method 

was intended to be a census.  That is, we sent emails with the surveyôs internet link to every 

person that: 1) was known to be a member of the target population, and 2) for which we had an 

email address.  Due to unknown omission or other errors in our list of CMER, TFW Policy, and 

FPB members and in email addresses, we undoubtedly excluded some individuals in the target 

population, and those exclusions likely were non-random.  For example, past members of CMER 

or TFW Policy were more likely to be inadvertently excluded than present members.  Because 

survey participation was voluntary, another sampling bias occurred through participant self-

selection.  This too was likely non-random.  For instance, persons currently involved in the 

FPAMP or concerned about the FPAMPôs success may be more likely to voluntarily participate.  

This self-selection occurred at two levels  1) deciding to participate in the survey, and 2) 

selecting which questions to answer.  In addition, persons may have been unable to participate 

for various reasons: illness, on vacation, too busy, technical difficulties with the on-line survey, 

etc.   

 

The main purpose of drawing a random sample from a population is to obtain a collection of 

individuals (i.e., the sample) that are representative of the population, and therefore, that sample 

can be used to estimate parameters or make inferences about the larger target population.  In this 

study, descriptive statistics (e.g., mean, standard deviation) calculated from our sample 

accurately describe the responses of the surveyôs participants.  However, are the surveyôs 

participants representative of a larger identifiable population?  We must consider this question 

when interpreting the results of the survey.  We can produce definitive results for the 

subpopulation that participated in the survey, but because the sample is non-random, generalizing 

those results to the target population risks making false inferences.  

 

Making inferences from survey data relies on two other assumptions as well.  First, we assumed 

that survey participants answered honestly.  In particular, we assumed that responses were not 

strategic, that is, not intended to gain advantage within the TFW Policy Committee or CMER.  

Second, we assumed that acquiescence response bias was negligible.  Acquiescence response 

bias is the tendency of people to select more ñagreeò responses than ñdisagreeò responses 

because most people were taught to be polite, respectful, and agreeable (Smith 2004). 
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2.3.1 Descriptive Statistics 

We calculated several statistics that summarize the collective response (i.e., either all participants 

or group-level) to each Likert statement: total agreement, total disagreement, and the mean and 

standard deviation of Likert scores.  ñTotal agreementò (totA) equals the number of respondents 

who answered ñagreeò plus the number who answered ñstrongly agree.ò  ñTotal disagreementò 

(totD) equals an analogous equation.  For Likert statements based on frequency, the number of 

respondents who answered ñneverò and ñrarelyò were added together, and this sum was renamed 

ñinfrequentlyò (totI).  Likewise, ñoftenò and ñalwaysò were summed together and renamed 

ñfrequentlyò (totF).  When calculating percentages for a particular Likert statement (e.g., percent 

of respondents who strongly agreed), the denominator included only survey participants who 

responded to that statement.  

 

For each Likert statement, we want to know three things.  First, we want to know the vote tally, 

which can be described as counts and percentages.  The vote tally for a Likert statement can also 

be summarized by a single statistic  the mean Likert score (MLS).  To calculate mean Likert 

scores we assigned ordinal values 1 through 5 to ñstrongly disagreeò through ñstrongly agreeò 

(Figure 2.1).  ñNeither Disagree Nor Agreeò equals 3.  Comparing MLS between Likert 

statements or among respondent groups qualitatively rather than quantitatively can facilitate a 

more intuitive understanding.  For that reason, we defined 5 categories of disagreement and 

agreement: very weak, weak, moderate, strong, and very strong.  Delineations between 

categories are shown in Figure 2.1. 

 

Because the scores are ordinal, calculating a mean Likert score is controversial, with peer-

reviewed arguments on both sides of the debate (Norman 2010, Sullivan and Artino 2013, 

Liddell and Kruschke 2018).  The main criticism pertains to the notion of strongly agree and 

strongly disagree.  ñStronglyò is a subjective opinion corresponding to a personôs psychological 

state, and therefore, the interval between agree and strongly agree varies among individuals.  For 

example, on an interval scale, ñstrongly agree,ò might equate to 5 for one person but 4.7 for 

another person.  Nevertheless, because it is a common practice (e.g., Atakul and Gundes 2020, 

Trimbach et al. 2020, Leiss et al. 2021) we believe MLS can serve as a useful index for 

collective opinions.  In recognition of ordinal dataôs limitations, we rounded MLS to tenths.  No 

such controversy exists for the binary result of disagree versus agree, and, for that reason, we 

also report total disagreement and total agreement. 

  

Second, we want to know how much the respondents agreed with each other, i.e., concurred.  

One measure of concurrence for a Likert statement is the standard deviation of Likert scores 

(OôNeill 2017), and to ease its interpretation the standard deviation can be normalized (OôNeill 

2017).  We normalized the standard deviation of all Likert statement responses as follows:  

ὲίὸὨὩὺρ  
ίὸὨὩὺÍÉÎίὸὨὩὺȟȢȢȢȟίὸὨὩὺ

ÍÁØίὸὨὩὺȟȢȢȢȟίὸὨὩὺ ÍÉÎίὸὨὩὺȟȢȢȢȟίὸὨὩὺ
 

where nstdevi and stdevi are the normalized standard deviation and standard deviation, 

respectively, of all ordinal scores for Likert statement i, and min() and max() are functions that 
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return the minimum and maximum standard deviations from all 81 Likert statements.  The value 

of nstdevi approaches 1 as stdevi approaches the minimum observed stdev and approaches zero as 

stdevi approaches the maximum observed stdev.  We refer to the normalized standard deviation 

as the concurrence index (CI).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1.  Ordinal Likert scale and qualitative categories for describing mean Likert scores 

(MLS).   

 

 

2.3.2 Ungrouped Analysis 

We did separate ungrouped and grouped analyses of the Likert statements and top-two selection 

exercises.  Ungrouped means that participants were not separated into groups based on their 

characteristics  i.e., all individuals were lumped together.   

 

For the ungrouped analysis, the third thing we want to know is whether the collective responses 

were ñstatistically significant.ò  To address this information need, we did a one-way Chi-squared 

goodness-of-fit test on each Likert statement.  The testôs null hypothesis is that equal numbers of 

respondents choose each response category (i.e., a uniform distribution across response 

categories: strongly disagree, disagree, etc.).  This null hypothesis is the expected outcome when 

the Likert statement (i.e., the treatment) has no effect on the responses, or, in other words, the 

treatment appears to produce a random effect. In a typical goodness-of-fit test, if the observed 

outcome is very different than the null outcome, then we conclude that the treatment effected the 

response.  However, we know a priori that an individualôs response is definitely affected by a 

Likert statement.  Hence, the Chi-square test does not inform us about the effect of the statement 

on respondents.  For our purposes, a statistically significant test means that the sample size was 

large enough to make valid inferences about the larger target population.  Our significance level 

was the conventional but arbitrary Ŭ = 0.05.  

 

Pearson correlations coefficients were calculated for MLS and the number of responses to each 

Likert statement, MLS and the concurrence index of each statement, and MLS and the order of 

the Likert statements. 

 

2.3.3 Grouped Analysis 

Do different groups have different beliefs and how disparate are those beliefs?  To answer these 

questions, we separated participants into groups three different ways: caucus affiliation, 
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leadership positions held, and science-policy role (Table 2.1).  Some may take issue with the 

grouping by caucus affiliation.  An important consideration in the grouped analysis was the 

number of groups. The complexity of the analysis increases combinatorially as the number of 

groups increases.  Hence, we reduced the nine caucuses to four by removing the two smallest 

caucuses, Federal and County, and merging caucuses which we believed had shared interests.  

Individual responses to questions in Part A of the survey were used to perform the groupings. 

 

For every Likert statement, we calculated several descriptive statistics for each group: total 

agreement, total disagreement, MLS, and CI, where the normalization of CI was across groups.  

That is, for the grouped analysis used the minimum and maximum standard deviations of MLS 

per group across all groups. 

 

We assessed concurrence across all group pairs for each Likert statement with mean absolute 

difference in MLS, which was defined as:  

ὒὓὃὈ
ὓὒὛ  ὓὒὛ

ὲ
 

where i is the index to each Likert statement, n is the number of pairs, j and k are indices to 

groups within a grouping, for example, TFW Policy and CMER groups in the leadership 

grouping, which has six pairs.  LMAD is inversely related to concurrence, i.e., larger LMAD 

means less concurrence between groups.  We assessed concurrence between group pairs for all 

Likert statements by calculating both Pearson correlation coefficients and mean absolute 

differences (PMAD) across all 81 Likert statements for group pairs.  PMAD was defined as:  

ὖὓὃὈ  
ὓὒὛ  ὓὒὛȿ

ψρ
 

where i is an index to each Likert statement, and j and k are indices to two different groups 

within a grouping, for example, the Tribes and Timber groups within the caucus grouping. 

 

For the grouped analysis, the third thing we want to know whether differences between group 

responses are ñstatistically significant.ò  Because Likert scores are ordinal, we used two non-

parametric hypothesis tests to determine whether groupings effected the distribution of Likert 

scores: Kruskall-Wallis and Dunnôs tests. The Kruskal-Wallis Test (Zar 1996, pp. 198-202) is 

used to determine if there's a significant difference between two or more groups when the data 

are not normally distributed or when response variables are ordinal.  It is often described as an 

analysis of variance by ranks.  The null hypothesis is that the mean ranks of all groups are equal, 

and the alternative hypothesis is that the mean rank of at least one population is different from 

the mean rank of at least one other population. 

 

Dunnôs Test (Dunn 1964, Dinno 2015) was used for multiple pairwise comparisons.  If the results 

of a Kruskal-Wallis Test are statistically significant, then itôs appropriate to conduct Dunnôs Test 
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to determine which group pairs were significantly different.  Dunnôs Test adjusts p values in the 

multiple pairwise comparisons, and for that adjustment we chose the Holm method (also known 

as Holm-Bonferroni) which is less conservative but more powerful than the Bonferroni method.  

The Holm method compensates for non-parametric tests which are typically less powerful (more 

likely to result in a Type II error) than parametric tests.  Our significance level was the 

conventional but arbitrary Ŭ = 0.05.  Significant Kruskall-Wallis and Dunnôs tests mean that: 1) 

valid inferences can be made about the larger population, i.e., there is low probability of Type I 

error, and 2) the observed different responses to the Likert statement by different groups are 

representative of the larger population.  Likert statements with group responses that result in 

insignificant Kruskall-Wallis and Dunnôs tests are still useful because they tell us what the group 

members who participated in the survey believed about the statements. 

 

 

Table 2.1.  Three groupings used in the grouped analyses.   
Grouping Group Members 

Caucus 

Conservation Conservation 

Tribes 
Westside Tribes 

Eastside Tribes 

State Agencies 
Ecology and WDFW 

DNR 

Timber 
Industrial Timber 

Small Forest Landowners 

Leadership 

None no formal leadership in the FPAMP 

CMER 
leader of a SAG 

chair or co-chair of CMER 

TFW Policy Committee 
leader of a caucus 

chair or co-chair of TFW Policy 

Forest Practices Board member of Board 

Science-Policy 
Role 

Science 

member of CMER 

member of a scientific advisory group 

CMER study team member 

science contractor for CMER 

contributor in CMER meetings 

Policy 

member of TFW Policy Committee 

contributor in TFW Policy Committee meetings 

member of Forest Practices Board 

contributor in the Forest Practices Board meetings 

FPAMP FPAMP support staff in DNR 

 

 

To better understand the degree of concurrence on issues, rather than single Likert statements, we 

ranked Likert statements based on several variables related to concurrence.  The idea was that 

Likert statements about similar issues would rise to the top or fall to the bottom of the ranking.  

First, we used the number of significant differences (Ŭ=0.05) in pairwise comparisons of 

responses, and to determine significant differences we used the non-parametric Wilcoxon Test.  

We did not use the Wilcoxon Test to determine whether groupings effect responses; the Kruskal-

Wallis and Dunnôs test are the appropriate tests for that.  We used the Wilcoxon Testôs output as 

an indicator of concurrence.  The main difference between the Wilcoxon test and Dunnôs Test is 
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that Dunnôs Test adjusts p values for multiple pairwise comparisons. In fact, the p values from a 

Wilcoxon test are identical to the p values of Dunnôs test when testing only one pair; Dunnôs test 

does not adjust the p value for only one pair.   

 

The second variable used to rank Likert statement based on concurrence was the number 

pairwise opposing opinions.  Opposing opinions occur when one member of a pair has MLS 

greater than 3 (3 equals neutral/undecided) and the other member has MLS less than 3.  The third 

variable used in ranking was LMAD for that Likert statement. 

 

To assess concurrence in the top-two selection exercises we used a non-parametric correlation 

known as Kendallôs rank correlation, rK. (Sokal and Rohlf 1995, pp.593-598).  For each top-two 

selection exercise we calculated rK by group pairs (6 pairs for caucus, 6 pairs for leadership, 3 

pairs for roles). Those correlations indicate concurrence within each pair per top-two selection 

exercise.  To assess concurrence within a grouping we averaged the rK values of all pairs for each 

exercise.  We followed recommendations to transform the correlations before calculating means 

and then back-transforming the means (Corey et al. 1998).  To more easily understand the 

strength of correlations we classified them into 5 categories:  very weak < 0.06, 0.06 Ò weak < 

0.23, 0.23 Ò moderate < 0.45, 0.45 Ò strong < 0.71, and 0.71 Ò very strong.  These categories 

were based on arbitrary values for the parametric Pearsonôs correlation coefficient (0.1, 0.35, 

0.65, 0.9) which were transformed to create categories appropriate for rK (Wicklin 2023). 

 

2.4.  Principal Component Analysis 

We used principal component analysis (PCA) to better understand caucus-group-level responses 

to the questionnaire.  PCA is a statistical technique that reduces the complexity of multi- 

dimensional datasets (e.g., 4 caucus groups, 81 statements) to explore the nature of differences 

among groups.  Our PCA transformed the 5-point Likert scores into a new set of variables called 

principal components, which are ordered by the amount of variance they explain in the data 

(Jollife 2002).  This technique can be particularly useful when combined with other analyses to 

better understand relationships among groups that may not otherwise be apparent in complex 

datasets.  Further, PCA can help improve understanding of complex relationships by aligning 

data along multidimensional axes defined by principal components. 

We conducted the PCA using a custom script written in Matlab (build 9.0.0.341360; MathWorks, 

Inc., 2016).  The PCA was performed using a correlation matrix, which is more appropriate for 

ordinal Likert scale data than a covariance matrix (Tucker and Lewis 1973).  

The PCA process went as follows:  

1. We grouped individual participants by caucus group and calculated mean scores per Likert 

statement for each caucus group, using all individuals within the group.  We used caucusôs 

mean scores rather than individual scores because we were more interested in differences 

among caucuses than among members of the same caucus.  This 4-caucus group-by-81 

Likert statement matrix was the input file for the Matlab script.  
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2. We used the princomp function in Matlab to calculate coefficients (eigenvector or loading 

matrix), latent scores (eigenvalues or principal component variances), and principal 

component scores for each caucus.  Prior to the PCA, the mean Likert scores were 

converted to z scores for each Likert statement for each caucus group. 

3. Following the PCA we converted coefficients to correlation coefficients to more easily 

interpret each of the principal components, by multiplying the coefficient matrix by the 

square root of the latent scores.   

 

2.5.  Open-Ended Questions 

The questionnaire also included three open-ended questions (Table 2.2) intended to record 

respondentsô observations, experiences, perspectives, or ideas on: TFW Policy Committeeôs 

difficulties in reaching unanimous consensus, reasons why the Committee has not made more 

recommendations for rule change, and impediments to FPAMP success.  An additional open-

ended question was also included at the end of the survey to collect respondentsô opinions about 

CMER, the TFW Policy Committee, the FPAMP, or the questionnaire. Given that this fourth 

question was entirely optional and not intended to address any specific issue associated with the 

FPAMP, we did not analyze those responses.   

 

The construction process of these questions was informed by previous assessments (Meridian 

2018, Madden 2020, SAO 2021) and the lead researchersô experience with and knowledge of the 

FPAMP.  To ensure the questions were relevant and appropriate for the context, all questions in 

the survey, including the open-ended questions, were vetted and pre-tested by persons with 

professional, long-term involvement in the FPAMP. 

 

In order to analyze the open-ended questions, we applied an abductive approach to qualitative 

analysis via NVivo qualitative analysis software (Dubois and Gadde 2002, Timmermans and 

Tavory 2012, Vila-Henninger et al. 2022).  An abductive approach blends both deductive and 

inductive analyses, with deductive codes or themes being derived from already existing content 

(e.g., theories, frameworks, or subject area information), while inductive codes or themes are 

derived from the responses themselves via emergent thematic patterns (Trimbach et al. 2020, 

2023).  This abductive approach was based on two complementary and previously established 

frameworks developed to analyze environmental governance (Bennett and Satterfield 2018) and 

use of science (Massaua et al. 2016) within natural resource management.  These frameworks 

were used due to their close alignment with this project and these particular questions, and due to 

their highly applied focus.  For those written responses that did not fit or align with these 

frameworks, additional discrete grounded codes were primarily developed under a broad ñotherò 

thematic category.  One exception was made for caucuses, because caucuses were widely 

mentioned by participants, regardless of question.  As caucuses represent one of many examples 

of a governance structure, caucuses were included as a subtheme or subcode under governance 

structures.   

 

All codes were organized in a codebook (see Appendix A7) based on previously established 

abductive codebooks with some modifications (Vila-Henninger et al. 2022, Trimbach et al. 
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2023).  The thematic categories, thematic codes, percent of responses coded to those thematic 

codes were compiled in tables and also described in narrative form.  Thematic codes are 

presented as-is in the tables (e.g., effective, equitable, robust), but often described negatively in 

the explanatory narrative (e.g., ineffective, inequitable, lack of robustness, or lack of autonomy). 

Additionally, comment sentiments were also classified depending on the respondents language 

via sentiment categories that included positive, neutral, negative, and unknown.  Overall, these 

sentiments varied, thus responses coded to ñStructuresò or ñEffectiveò included responses 

reflecting both positive and negative sentiments.  The vast majority of responses could be framed 

as negative in sentiment; however, this was likely due to the 3 questions being focused on 

problem identification. 

 

 

Table 2.2.  The four open-ended questions in this survey. 

Open-Ended Questions 

C6. What other reasons explain why the TFW Policy Committee has not made more science-

informed recommendations for rule change? Type your answer in the space below. 

E6. What other reasons explain why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty reaching 

unanimous consensus? Type your answer in the space below. 

F6. What are other impediments to a successful FPAMP? Type your answer in the space 

below. 

H1. If you have the time and inclination, please give us your thoughts about any of the 

following: CMER, the TFW Policy Committee, the FPAMP, the FPHCP, or this 

questionnaire.   
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Box 1.  Questions in Part A which describe participantsô relationship to the Forest 
Practices Adaptive Management Program (FPAMP). 

A1. 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] 

3.  Results 

3.1 Participation 

Ninety-six people participated in the survey, however the degree of participation varied widely.   

The survey contained 81 Likert-scale questions and seven top-two selection exercises.  Forty 

participants answered all the Likert-scale questions but 3 answered none.  The mean and median 

number of unanswered Likert-scale questions were 17.6 and 7 per participant, respectively.  The 

rate of completed responses for the top-two selection exercise was 89%.  The survey contained 4 

open-ended questions that asked for comments.  The average number of participants providing 

comments was 47 per open-ended question, and the average comment length was 76 words, with 

a range of 1 to 423 words.  We had expected the degree of participation to vary because some 

questions focused on particular roles (e.g., scientist vs. policy maker) or recent events in the 

FPAMP that may not have coincided with some participantsô experience or knowledge.   

 

We sent the survey link to over 250 people, and 93 people engaged with the questionnaire.  

Recall that our goal was to include every past and present participant in the FPAMP, i.e., 

effectively a census.  Roughly one-third of the people sent the survey link participated in the 

survey.  Ninety-three individuals comprising roughly one-third of a target population is a large 

sample size, however, due to potential sampling biases as discussed in the methods section, the 

sample might not be representative of that target population.   

 

3.2  Survey Participants (Part A) 

The survey asked about each participantôs: 1) professional expertise, 2) main role in the FPAMP, 

3) leadership roles held in the FPAMP, 4) employer, 5) caucus membership, and 6) years when 

they participated in the FPAMP (Box 1).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The primary expertise for 68% (N=62) of survey participants was in science or applied science 

(Table 3.2.1).  That 68% consisted of the following expertise: 35% biological science, 13% 

physical science, 13% forestry, 2% engineering, and 2% economics.  Twenty-four percent 

(N=22) of survey takers had primary expertise in policy or management, and this consisted of 

11% policy expertise 5% AMP administration, 3% timber industry, 2% law and 1% advocacy.  
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Eight percent of survey participants specified indigenous or local ecological knowledges as their 

primary expertise.  The most common secondary expertise was physical science (20%, N=17), 

forestry (19%, N=16), policy (15%, N=13), and timber industry (12%, N=10).   

 

Among survey participants, science roles were the most common roles performed in the FPAMP: 

56% (N=53) of those who answered this question (Table 3.2.1). The top three science roles were: 

member of a scientific advisory group (24%, N=23), member of CMER (14%, N=13), and 

CMER study team member (11%, N=10).  Policy roles were performed by 34% (N=32) of 

survey takers, and the top three policy roles were: member of TFW Policy Committee (17%, 

N=16), contributor in TFW Policy Committee meetings (6%, N=6), and member of Forest 

Practices Board (6%, N=6).  Seven percent of survey takers were FPAMP support staff in DNR. 

 

About half of survey participants have held no formal leadership role in the FPAMP (48%, 

N=45) (Table 3.2.3).  The most common leadership role was leader of a scientific advisory group 

(14%), followed by chair or co-chair of CMER (12%), leader of a TFW caucus (10%), and chair 

or co-chair of the TFW Policy Committee (8%).  Eighteen percent (N=17) of survey participants 

have held more than one leadership role in the FPAMP.   

 

Thirty-eight percent of survey participants work or have worked for a state government agency 

during most of the time they participated in the FPAMP (Table 3.2.4).  Those employed or 

associated with the forest products industry, tribal governments or organizations, or conservation 

organizations comprised 25% (N=23), 19% (N=18), and 5% of survey participants, respectively.  

 

The most common caucus membership among survey takers was the Dept of Ecology and 

WDFW Caucus (20%, N=19), followed by the Industrial Timber Caucus (18%, N=17), and the 

Dept of Natural Resources (14%, N=13) (Table 3.2.5).  Hence, membership associated with state 

government caucuses comprised about one-third of survey participants.  Fifteen percent of 

survey participants were affiliated with one of the two tribal caucuses and 7% with the 

Conservation Caucus.  The federal government and county caucuses accounted for 7% of survey 

takers.  Caucus group sizes were: Conservation = 7, Tribes = 14, Timber = 21, and State 

Agencies = 32.  All four groups had a total of 74 participants.   

 

The mean duration of FPAMP participation for survey takers was 12.8 years, and the mean year 

for starting that participation was 2010 (Figure 3.2.1).  Ten survey takers participated in the 

FPAMP for at least 24 years, and 23 have participated in the FPAMP for at least 20 years.  

Twenty-seven percent of survey takers have participated in the FPAMP for less than 6 years.  
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Table 3.2.1. Self-identified professional expertise of survey participants.   

Expertise 

Primary Secondary 

Count Percent Count Percent 
biological science (e.g., botany, herpetology, 
ecology) 

32 35.2 9 10.7 

physical science (e.g., hydrology, geomorphology) 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 

local ecological knowledges 4 4.4 8 9.5 

indigenous knowledges 3 3.3 1 1.2 

timber industry 3 3.3 10 11.9 

engineering 2 2.2 3 3.6 

economics 2 2.2 0 0 

law 2 2.2 3 3.6 

Other 2* 2.2 2** 2.4 

other social science 1 1.1 0 0 

advocacy 1 1.1 1 1.2 

Subtotal 91 100 84 100 

no answer 5 
 

12 
 

Total 96 96 

* two ñOthersò: silviculture, natural resources management 

** two ñOthersò: county issues, forest practices rules 

 

 

Table 3.2.2. Self-identified role in FPAMP of survey participants.   

Role in FPAMP most Time Performing Count Percent 
member of a scientific advisory group (SAG) 23 24.2 

member of TFW Policy Committee 16 16.8 

member of CMER 13 13.7 

CMER study team member 10 10.5 

FPAMP support staff in DNR 7 7.4 

contributor in TFW Policy Committee meetings 6 6.3 

member of Forest Practices Board 6 6.3 

science contractor for CMER 4 4.2 

Other* 4 4.2 

contributor in CMER meetings 2 2.1 

contributor in the Forest Practices Board meetings 2 2.1 

no role in FPAMP 2 2.1 

Subtotal 95 100 

no answer 1 
 

Total 96 

* four ñOthersò: conservation caucus member, caucus technical advisor, DNR staff in Forest 

Practices Division (not AMP), and ñas a landowner, I have provided testimony to FPB, 

CMER and TFW policy.ò 
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Table 3.2.3  Self-identified leadership role held by survey participants.   

Leadership Roles Held in FPAMP 

First Second 
Count Percent Count Percent 

no formal leadership in the FPAMP 45 48.4 0 0 

leader of a SAG 13 14.0 4 23.5 

chair or co-chair of CMER 11 11.8 2 11.8 

leader of a TFW caucus 9 9.7 3 17.6 

chair or co-chair of TFW Policy Committee 7 7.5 5 29.4 

member of Forest Practices Board 5 5.4 3 17.6 

AMP Administrator 3 3.2 0 0 

Subtotal 93 100 17 100 

no answer 3 
 

79 
 

Total 96 96 

 

 

Table 3.2.4.  Self-identified employers or professional affiliations of survey participants.   

Type of Organization Worked for Count Percent 
state government agency 35 37.6 

industrial forest landowner 16 17.2 

tribal government 9 9.7 

tribal organization 9 9.7 

non-profit conservation-related organization 5 5.4 

federal government agency 3 3.2 

small (non-industrial) forest landowner 3 3.2 

non-profit forestry-related organization 3 3.2 

private consulting firm 3 3.2 

Other* 3 3.2 

academic institution 2 2.2 

self-employed consultant 2 2.2 

Subtotal 93 100 

no answer 3 
 

Total 96 

* three ñOthersò:  timber products labor, and 2 county governments 

 

 

Table 3.2.5.  Self-identified caucus membership of survey participants.   

Caucus Employed By or Affiliated With Count Percent 
Ecology and WDFW 19 20.2 

Industrial Timber 17 18.1 

Dept of Natural Resources 13 13.8 

not employed nor affiliated with a caucus 12 12.8 

Westside Tribes 10 10.6 

Conservation 7 7.4 

Small Forest Landowners 5 5.3 

Eastside Tribes 4 4.3 

County Governments 4 4.3 

Federal Agencies 3 3.2 

Subtotal 94 100 

no answer 2 
 

Total 96 
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Figure 3.2.1.  Distribution of years when survey participants started and ended their 

involvement with the forest practices adaptive management program.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.3.1.  Distribution of mean Likert scores from ungrouped analysis for 

all 81 Likert statements.  Recall that 1= strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree, 

and 3= neutral/undecided. 

 

 

3.3 Ungrouped Analysis of Likert Statements 

The ungrouped analysis lumps together all responses to each Likert statement regardless of the 

respondentsô caucus memberships or roles in the FPAMP.  On average, respondents tended to 

weakly agree with the Likert statements (Figure 3.3.1).  The mean and median Likert scores for 

the 81 Likert statements were 3.48 and 3.53, respectively (recall that 1= strongly disagree, 5 = 

strongly agree).  Fourteen (17%) Likert statements had MLS less than 3 (3=neutral/undecided) 

and 66 (81%) statements had MLS greater than 3.  ñAgreeò was chose 2.6 times more often than 

ñstrongly agree,ò and ñdisagreeò was chose 3.3 times more often than ñstrongly disagree.ò  Low 

correlations were found between the MLS of statements and the number of respondents for each 
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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. 

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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Figure 3.3.2.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statements in Part B.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are number 

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

 

statement (r = -0.053), the concurrence index of each statement (r = 0.245), and the order of the 

Likert statements (r = 0.174). 

 

The collective responses to 80 of 81 Likert statements resulted in rejection of the Chi-squared 

testôs null hypothesis (Ŭ = 0.05).  The one exception was statement E8 (p = 0.136).  Recall that a 

p value greater than Ŭ does not mean that Likert statement E8 (a treatment) had no affect on 

respondents.  We know a priori that individual respondents are affected by every statement.  A 

statistically significant test means that the sample size is large enough to make valid inferences 

about the larger target population.   

 

3.3.1.  Forests and Fish Report Goals (Part B) 

Adaptive management begins with goals. Hence, the first set of statements in the questionnaire 

relates to the FFR's four main goals, which are: 

1) Comply with the Endangered Species Act for aquatic and riparian-dependent species. 

2) Restore and maintain riparian habitat to support a harvestable supply of fish. 

3) Meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act for water quality. 

4) Keep the timber industry economically viable in the state of Washington 
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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.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.3.3.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statements C1 and C2.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are 

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

For statements B1, B2, and B3, the neutral/undecided and no answer responses were very 

consistent: 20, 19.8, and 20.9 percent of respondents answered neutral/undecided (Table A1.1), 

and 6, 5, and 5 respondents gave no answer (Figure 3.3.2). For statement B1, nearly twice as 

many people disagreed than agreed: 52% to 28% (MLS=2.6).  The results for B2 and B3 were 

very different from B1.  For B2, 8 times more people agreed than disagreed (totA=71%, 

MLS=4), and for B3, 11 times more people agreed than disagreed (totA=72%, MLS=3.9).  The 

contrasting results for B1 and B2 show that there is a chasm between what many FPAMP 

participants believe should be done  i.e., working to achieve all four FFR goals  and what they 

believe is actually being done.   

 

3.3.2. CMER Studies (Part C) 

A key purpose of adaptive management is reducing scientific uncertainty.  Hence, Part C of the 

questionnaire addresses the reduction of scientific uncertainty through CMER studies.  Part C 

had thirteen Likert statements.  

 

Large majorities of respondents agreed with statements C1 and C2 (Figure 3.3.3), which stated 

that CMER studies increased knowledge and reduced scientific uncertainty, respectively.  Total 

agreement was 86% for C1 and 82% for C2.  Only 1 person strongly disagreed with both 

statements, and 11% were neutral/undecided for both statements. 
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Responses to C3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency: never, rarely, sometimes, often, 

always (Figure 3.3.4).8  C3 had five statements (a thru e); the first four were positive statements 

about CMER studies, and the fifth could be construed as positive or negative.  For all five 

statements, ñsometimesò was the response from a plurality or a slim majority (51% for C3a) of 

respondents (Table A2.1).  And, for all five statements, ñfrequentlyò9 was a much more common 

response than ñinfrequentlyò.  The values of totF versus totI were 50% to 0%, 42% to 11%, 41% 

to 11%, 47% to 11%, and 35% to 16% for statements C3a thru e, respectively.  The smaller totF 

to totI ratio of C3e may reflect its ambiguity.  C3c, which stated ñhave provided useful 

information needed to resolve policy issues,ò had the most concurrence (CI=0.81) among the 

five C3 statements. 

 

C5 stated six potential explanations for the low number of science-informed rule changes (Figure 

3.3.5).  Large majorities agreed (tot A = 73% and 79%) with statements C5c and f, respectively, 

which were: c) ñsome CMER studies have not produced the types of information neededò and f) 

ñsome CMER studies showed an association between forest practices and impacts . . . but 

caucuses disagreed about the causal mechanisms.ò  Statement C5f also had the most ñstrongly 

agreeò responses (25%) and the fewest ñstrongly disagreeò responses (1%) among the six 

explanations.  Statement C5d, which gave ñconcerns about the FFR economic viability goalò as a 

potential explanation, had the smallest total agreement (totA=35%), and the largest 

neutral/undecided (38% of respondents) in C5.  Statement C5a, which said ñresults of some 

CMER studies indicated that more rule changes were not needed,ò had the largest total 

disagreement in C5 (totD=29%).  C5a and d also had small CIs (0.28 and 0.27, respectively) 

which indicate a low level of concurrence for both (Table A2.1). 

 

C6, an optional open-ended question, was a follow-up to C5.  It gave survey participants an 

opportunity to provide their own explanations for why the TFW Policy Committee has not made 

more science-informed recommendations for rule change.  Those comments are summarized 

later in the report.  

 

  

 
8 ñSometimesò was defined as ñabout half the time members do and about half the time members don't.ò 
9 Recall that for Likert scales based on frequency, ñneverò and ñrarelyò options were lumped together and renamed 

ñinfrequentlyò and ñoftenò and ñalwaysò options were lumped together and renamed ñfrequently.ò 
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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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.3.4.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statement C3.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), Infre, Freq, and So (sometimes) are number of 

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

5c) . . . 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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.3.5.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statement C5.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are number of 

people.  ConI refers to concurrence index.  Percentages across center of each graph. 
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3.3.3 CMERôs Culture and Process (Part D) 

Concerns regarding CMER have been expressed in two separate studies (Meridian 2018, 

Madden 2020), hence, Part D of the questionnaire addresses the culture and process of CMER.    

Part D had seven Likert statements.  

 

D1 has four statements that use a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency (Figure 3.3.6); two 

were positive statements (a and c) about CMER and two were negative (b and d). Collective 

responses to the negative statements were weak agreement (MLS =3.4, 3.7) while those for the 

positive statements were neutral/undecided (MLS=3.0, 3.0), which indicates that respondents 

believed CMER members exhibit certain negative behaviors more frequently than certain 

positive behaviors.  For the two positive statements, there was an approximately equal split 

between respondents choosing ñfrequentlyò and those choosing ñinfrequentlyò: 24.7% vs. 23.5% 

for 1a, and 25.6% vs. 26.7% for 1c.  In addition, for these two positive statements, zero 

respondents chose ñalwaysò but four chose ñnever.ò  For the two negative statements, large 

pluralities or majorities chose ñfrequentlyò: 48% for 1b and 65.5% for 1d, with several people 

choosing ñalwaysò (4 for 1b, 7 for 1d).  D1d also had very high concurrence: CI=0.85.   

 

D2 states that the process of conducting a CMER study is too complicated (Figure 3.3.7).  More 

respondents agreed with that statement (totA= 43%) than disagreed (totD=26%).  Thirty-one 

percent of respondents were neutral/undecided.  A relatively low CI (0.31) indicates a low level 

of concurrence.   

 

Responses to D6 (Figure 3.3.7) used a 5-point disagree/agree Likert-scale, and D6 stated 

ñdecisions 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.ò  This 

would be a major change in the TFW Policy decision-making process.  Hence, it was no surprise 

that this Likert-scale question had the largest ñstrongly disagreeò response (18.6%) out of all 81 

Likert-scale questions in this survey.  Surprisingly, a plurality of respondents agreed (totA=45%) 

with statement D6.  The MLS was 3.1, which indicates that the agree responses were slightly 

greater than the disagree responses. and a very small CI of 0.08 indicates (ironically) low 

concurrence among respondents.  

 

D7 asked about the influence of policy preferences in CMER.  The very large majority of 

respondents (89%) agreed with the statement that ñsome scientists inadvertently allow their own 

policy preferences to influence their scientific judgment.ò A very small minority of respondents 

disagreed (totD= 4.5%).   
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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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Figure 3.3.6.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statement D1.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), Infre, Freq, and So (sometimes) are 

number of people.  ConI 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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 3.3.7.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statements D2, D6, and D7.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.3.5. TFW Policy Committee Culture and Process  (Part E) 

A key feature of adaptive management is decision making based on scientific feedback.  Hence, 

the following statements pertain to main decision-making body of the FPAMP  the TFW Policy 

Committee.  

 

Responses to E3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency, and E3 made eight statements 

about some qualities and behaviors of TFW Policy Committee members (Figure 3.3.8).  Six of 

the statements were clearly positive and two of the statements could be construed as positive or 

negative.  For five of the statements (a, b, d, e, and h), the majority of respondents chose 

ñsometimesò, and for statements c and g, a plurality of respondents (41% and 47%, respectively) 

also chose ñsometimes.ò  This indicates that most respondents believe that TFW Policy 

Committee members engage in negative behaviors about half the time. 

 

The strongest response was to E3f, which stated TFW Policy members ñ. . . are biased by their 

caucus affiliation.ò  Sixty-eight percent of respondents chose ñfrequentlyò and 1% chose 

ñinfrequentlyò; the MLS was 3.9.10  Bias by TFW Policy members makes sense because caucus 

members are expected to defend the interests of their caucus.  The second strongest response was 

to E3g, which stated TFW Policy members ñ. . . seek win-win solutions for challenging issues.ò  

 
10 Recall that mean Likert scores (MLS) are the average score of all respondents. The mean score ranges from 1 to 5.  

Less than 3 indicates an average opinion of ñinfrequentlyò, and greater than 3 indicates an average opinion of 

ñfrequently.ò  
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ñInfrequentlyò was chose by 44% of respondents and ñfrequentlyò was chose by 9%; the MLS 

was 2.6.   

  

MLS for E3c, d, and h were very weak agree or very weak disagree: 2.9, 3.1, and 2.9, 

respectively.  Statements c and d refer to TFW Policy members working with scientists, and h 

states that TFW Policy members do not allow economics to influence their recommendations.   

For these statements, a plurality or majority of respondents chose ñsometimesò, and the 

differences between percent of ñinfrequentlyò responses and percent of ñfrequentlyò responses 

were rather small: -11.7, 7.8, and -10.7 percent, respectively.  

 

E4 makes statements about the entire TFW Policy Committee (Figure 3.3.9).  Three of the 

statements (b, c, d) are positive, and one (a) is neutral.  For statements E4b and c pluralities of 

respondents (47 and 46 percent) chose ñneitherò, and for E4d a large proportion (44%) also 

chose ñneither.ò These statistics indicate uncertain beliefs of many respondents about whether 

TFW Policy ñcurrently provides well-reasoned policy recommendations to the Forest Practices 

Boardò (E4b), ñtries to minimize potential financial burdens to the timber industryò (E4c), and 

ñis currently an effective organizationò (E4d).  MLS of 2.8, 2.9, and 2.5 for statements b, c, and d 

indicate overall disagreement with these statements.  The strongest response (totA= 77%, totD = 

4%, MLS = 4) was to E4a, which stated the TFW Policy Committee ñwould benefit from an 

impartial, trained meeting facilitator.ò  This is somewhat at odds with E5 for which none of the 

respondents chose ñlack of an impartial facilitatorò as an important reason why TFW Policy has 

difficulty reaching unanimous consensus. 

 

E6, an optional comment question, was a follow-up to E5.  It gave survey participants an 

opportunity to provide their own explanations for why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty 

reaching unanimous consensus. The comments are summarized later in the report.  

 

E7 makes seven statements about finding compromise within the TFW Policy Committee; they 

are neither positive nor negative (Figure 3.3.10).  Large majorities of respondents agreed with 

E7c and d, which stated that compromise ñis necessary for achieving the four Forests and Fish 

Report goalsò and ñrequires give and take amongst caucuses.ò  Total agreement for E7c and d 

was 91 and 92%, respectively, which were the largest total agreement of all 81 Likert-scale 

questions.  CIs for E7c and d were 0.87 and 0.9, respectively, which indicate a high degree of 

concurrence.  Large, although somewhat smaller, majorities also agreed with E7b and g, which 

stated that compromise ñis necessary for reaching unanimous consensusò and ñis difficult 

because caucuses have incommensurate interests.ò  Total agreement was 83 and 82 percent, 

respectively, and about one-third of respondents (32 and 38 percent) strongly agreed.   

 

The greatest indecision in E7 was for statement e, for which 42.5 % of respondents chose 

ñneither disagree nor agree.ò  For E7e, respondents were also split 32.5% versus 25% for total 

disagreement and total agreement (MLS =2.94).  E7e stated compromise ñis no longer possible;ò 

32.5% of respondents believed that is wrong, and 42.5% are apparently unsure (and hence, may 

still have hope).  Statement f had the second greatest indecision in E7. Thirty-one percent of 
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respondents chose ñneither disagree nor agreeò in response to compromise ñis compatible with 

following the best available science.ò Sixteen percent of respondents disagree with that 

statement.  E7a, which stated compromise ñis a fundamental value,ò had respondents leaning 

toward agreement (MLS = 3.6), but E7a had the least consensus amongst respondents (CI = 

0.77) compared to other statements in E7. 

 

E8 stated, ñThe TFW Policy Committee should apply a precautionary principle when developing 

recommendations for rule changeò (Figure 3.3.11).  Overall response to E8 had the largest CI of 

all 81 Likert-scale questions; indicating that this statement elicited the most disparate opinions 

amongst survey participants.  Strongly disagree was chose by 18% of respondents, which was the 

second highest percentage for strongly disagree of all 81 Likert-scale questions, and an equal 

percentage of respondents chose strongly agree.  MLS for E8 was 3.16 indicating a net positive 

response to this statement.   
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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. 
3g) . . . seek win-win solutions for challenging issues. 
3h) . . . do not allow economics to influence their policy recommendations to the Forest Practices Board. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.3.8.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statement E3.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are number of 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.3.9.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to 

Likert statement E4.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are 

number of people.  ConI refers to concurrence index.  Percentages across center of each graph. 
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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. 
7g) . . . is difficult because caucuses have incommensurate interests, such as financial interests versus ecological 

interests. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.3.10.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statement E7.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are number of 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.3.11.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to 

Likert statement E8.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) 

are number of people.  ConI refers to concurrence index.  Percentages across center of each graph. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.3.6 FPAMP Reform (Part F) 

In the recent past, two efforts attempted to identify problems within the FPAMP (Meridian 2018, 

Madden 2020) and a third effort, by the Washington State Auditorôs Office (SAO 2021), 

identified problems in the FPAMP and proposed changes that address those problems.  The 

following 23 Likert statements refer to the Auditorôs proposed changes and to other aspects of 

FPAMP reform.  The average rate of ñno responseò for Likert statements in Part F was 28%, 

which was much larger than the average no response rates of Parts B, C, D, and E (6, 11, 10, 17 

percent).  This could be because more survey participants were unfamiliar with the State 

Auditorôs recommendations and other aspects of FPAMP reform.   

 

F1 has two statements about the State Auditorôs recommendation to develop decision criteria and 

policy responses to a studyôs potential results "up frontò before the study is conducted (Figure 

3.3.12).  The majority of respondents believed following this recommendation: a) would improve 

TFW Policyôs decision-making process (totA=70%, MLS=3.8), and b) is a feasible change to the 

current process (totA=57%, MLS=3.5). Total disagreement for F1 statements was 10% and 32% 

of respondents, respectively (Figure 3.3.12).  

 

F2 had three statements regarding the State Auditorôs recommendation to find a process other 

than unanimous consensus for decision making (Figure 3.3.13).  A majority of respondents 

(totA=65%) believed that following this recommendation would expedite the TFW Policy 

Committee's decision-making process(F2a), and a plurality (43%) believed that following this 

recommendation is a feasible change to the current process (F2c). However, a near equal 

plurality (41%) believed that the recommendation violates the spirit of TFW (F2b).  MLS for 

F2b and F2c were approximately equal and very weak agreement (MLS=3.2).  Neutral/-
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undecided responses were given by 25, 27, and 33 percent of respondents for F2a, b, and c, 

respectively.  More concurrence was shown for F2a and c than for F2b (CI=0.41, 0.30, 0.19, 

respectively) but all were relatively low.  

 

The last Likert statement about the State Auditorôs recommendations addresses ñnet gainsò (F3, 

Figure 3.3.14).  Through a "net gains" decision making, each change to the forest practices rules 

would benefit the interests of every caucus by considering a package of changes instead of an 

individual change. Through this "net gains" approach every caucus perceives some sort of win. 

Respondents expressed very weak average agreement that this recommendation will improve the 

TFW Policy Committee's decision-making process (F3a, MLS=3.1) but very weak average 

disagreement that this recommendation is a feasible change to the current process (F3b, 

MLS=2.9).  Total agreement and total disagreement for F3a were 35% and 25% and for F3b 

were 27% and 30%. The plurality of responses was neutral/undecided for both statements: 40% 

and 43% for F3a and b, respectively.  Hence, the collective responses for F3a and b were split. 

 

The TFW Policy Committee is currently not exploring a net gains approach as described by the 

State Auditor. Instead, TFW Policy is exploring five changes intended to improve the FPAMP. 

These include: the use of structured decision making, clarifying the process for using outside 

science, setting clear AMP priorities, implementing CMER reform, and producing a manual for 

the TFW Policy Committee.  F4 makes eight statements about these changes to the FPAMP 

(Figure 3.3.15).  For all eight statements, there was overall agreement among respondents; MLS 

was 3.4 or greater for all eight, and a majority of respondents agreed with seven statements (totA 

> 50%) and a near majority agreed with the remaining statement (F4e, 47%).  

 

The change with the most support (totA= 89%, MLS=4.2) was F4g: ñnew CMER members 

would benefit from training to better understand how CMER operates.ò  The two changes with 

the least support were F4e and F4h, which stated, ñLimiting voting in CMER to one vote per 

caucus, regardless of caucus size, will improve CMERò and ñIf CMER meetings were guided by 

an impartial facilitator, then they would be more productive.ò  Total agreement for F4e and h was 

about half of respondents: 47% and 53%, respectively.  For these two statements, large 

proportions of respondents were neutral/undecided: 31% and 37% for F4e and h, respectively.  

The future opinions of the respondents that were in the neutral/undecided group might determine 

whether these two proposed changes are adopted.  F4e also has low consensus amongst 

respondents (CI=0.16). 

 

Statements F4a, b, c, d, and f had about the same level of percent agreement: MLS equal to 3.8, 

3.7, 3.8, 3.7, 3.7, and total agreement equal to 67, 70, 65, 63, 69.  However, the level of 

concurrence was more varied: CI equal to 0.69, 0.82, 0.34, 0.56, 0.39, respectively.   
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The statement with the greatest concurrence was F4b (CI=0.82), which stated: ñSDM [structured 

decision making]11 is a feasible change to the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making 

process.ò  The TFW Policy Committee is currently ñtest drivingò SDM with the help of an 

external consultant.  F4b had a high CI because no respondents strongly disagree and only 7% 

strongly agree. 

 

F5 makes eight statements about major impediments to a successful FPAMP (Figure 3.3.16).  

Overall, respondents agreed with five of the statements and disagreed with three.  The major 

impediment with the most agreement (totA = 75%, MLS=3.9) was F5g: ña lack of clarity about 

the "end game", i.e., what success actually looks like.ò  However, F5g had only moderate 

concurrence (CI=0.59).  Majorities of respondents agreed with F5b, e, and f which had MLS 

equal to 3.2, 3.6, and 3.6 and total agreement of 52, 65, and 56 percent of respondents, 

respectively.  Ironically, F5b, which stated that a major impediment to a successful FPAMP is 

ñrequiring unanimous consensus for most decisionsò had very low concurrence (CI=0.06) 

amongst respondents.  F5e, which stated that a major impediment was ñlack of win-win solutions 

when considering potential changes to forest practices rules,ò had the second highest total 

agreement (65%) regarding major impediments.12  A plurality of respondents agreed with F5h 

(MLS=3.4, total agreement=46%), which stated a major impediment to success is ñpower 

imbalances among caucuses within the TFW Policy Committee.   

 

Overall, respondents disagreed with F5a, c, and d, which had MLS equal to 2.4, 2.97, 2.93, and 

total disagreement of 48, 36, and 37 percent, respectively.  Total agreement for F5a, which stated 

that a major impediment to success is ñinadequate number of support staff for TFW Policy 

Committee,ò was only 7%.  For these three statements, the proportion of respondents that were 

neutral/undecided was almost as large as the proportion that disagreed.  The proportions that 

were neutral/undecided were 44, 31, and 34%, respectively. 

 

F6, an optional comment question, was a follow-up to F5.  It gave survey participants an 

opportunity to provide their own opinions about major impediment to a successful FPAMP. The 

comments are summarized later in the report.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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 interests, difficult value-based trade-offs, 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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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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.3.13.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statement F2.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are number of 

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

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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.3.12.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statement F1.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are number of 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 3.3.14.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statement F3.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are number 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.3.15.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statement F4.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are number of 

people.  ConI refers to concurrence index.  Percentages across center of each graph. 
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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. 
5c) . . . 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. 
5g) . . . a lack of clarity about the "end game", i.e., what success actually looks like. 
5h) . . . power imbalances among caucuses within the TFW Policy Committee.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 3.3.16.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statement F5.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are number of 

people.  ConI refers to concurrence index.  Percentages across center of each graph. 
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3.3.7 Structured Decision Making (Part G) 

The following 15 Likert statements refer to structured decision making (SDM).  SDM is one part 

of the current effort to reform the FPAMP.  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 interests, difficult value-

based trade-offs, and uncertainty.  At the core of an SDM process is a set of well-defined 

objectives (Compass 2024), and these objectives are derived from broader goals.  The four main 

FFR goals are: 

1) Comply with the Endangered Species Act for aquatic and riparian-dependent species. 

2) Restore and maintain riparian habitat to support a harvestable supply of fish. 

3) Meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act for water quality. 

4) Keep the timber industry economically viable in the state of Washington. 

The first three goals are environmental and the fourth goal is economic.   

 

The average rate of ñno responseò for Likert statements in Part G was 36%, which was much 

larger than the no response rates of Parts B, C, D, and E (6, 11, 10, 17 percent).  This could be 

because more survey participants were unfamiliar with SDM and the TFW Policy Committeeô 

efforts to test and evaluate its use in decision making.  

 

G1 has four statements about developing performance measures for "all the things that matter," 

which is an early step in the SDM process (Figure 3.3.17).  A large majority of respondents 

believed that performance measures for environmental goals would improve the TFW Policy's 

decision-making process (G1a: totA=71%, MLS=3.8), but a weak majority believed that 

developing such performance measures is feasible (G1b: totA=51%, MLS=3.3).  A majority also 

believed that performance measures for the economic goal would improve the TFW Policy's 

decision-making process (G1c: total agreement=55%, MLS=3.6), but only a plurality believed 

that developing such performance measures is feasible (G1d: totA=40%, MLS=3.2).  Strong 

disagreement was low for all four statements: 2, 3, 3, and 6 percent for G1a, b, c, and d. 

 

Statements G2 and G3 pertain to clarification of two FFR goals: ñMeet the requirements of the 

Clean Water Actò and ñkeep the timber industry economically viableò (Figure 3.3.18).  These 

clarifications might be needed to develop performance measures.  Large majorities of 

respondents agreed that the TFW Policy Committee needs definitions of what these two FFR 

goals mean for commercial forests.  Total agreement was 75 and 79 percent of respondents, and 

MLS was 3.8 and 4.0 for G2 and G3, respectively.  Strong disagreement was low for both 

statements: 5 and 3 percent. 

 

G4 has two statements which say that when the TFW Policy Committee develops 

recommendations for potential rule changes, a) performance measures for environmental goals 

are valid decision criteria, and b) performance measures for the economic goal are valid decision 

criteria (Figure 3.3.19).  Large majorities agreed with both statements: total agreement was 79 

and 71 percent of respondents, and MLS was 4.0 and 3.8 for G4a and b. respectively.  Total 
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G1. According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM consultants), SDM requires performance 
measures for "all the things that matter." 
Developing performance measures for . . . 
1a) . . . 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.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.3.17.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to 

Likert statement G1.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) 

are number of people.  ConI refers to concurrence index.  Percentages across center of each graph. 

disagreement was 0% for G4a and 5% for G4b, and concurrence was higher for G4a: 0.86 versus 

0.65.   
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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.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.3.18.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statements G2 and G3.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

G5 made statements about exploring solutions within the SDM process that emphasize "joint 

gainsò (Figure 3.3.20).  ñJoint gainsò signify a negotiation whereby all involved parties obtain 

some benefit through finding a mutually beneficial solution.  A slight majority of respondents 

(totA=52%, MLS=3.4) agreed that exploring solutions that emphasize joint gains is a feasible 

task, and a larger majority (totA=73%, MLS=3.9) believed that emphasizing joint gains will 

improve TFW Policy's decision-making process.  For both statements, more respondents were 

neutral/undecided about the statement than disagreed with it (totD=8%, 19%)  

 

G6 made five statements about exploring risk and making judgements about acceptable risk 

within the SDM process.  In this context, "risk" refers to the risks of failing to achieve 

environmental goals, the economic goal, or both.  For all five statements, there was overall 

agreement.  MLS equaled 4.0, 3.6, 3.8, 3.4, and 4.0 for G6a thru e, respectively.  Total agreement 

was lower for the two statements about understanding risk is feasible (62 and 51 percent for G6b 

and d) than for the two statements about understanding risk will improve the decision-making 

process (84 and 71 percent for G6a and c).  Also, concurrence greater for the two statements 

about ecological risks (CI=0.83 and 0.73 for G6a and b) than for the two statements about 

economic risk (CI=0.65 and 0.58 for G6c and d).  Similar patterns were exhibited for ñneither 

disagree nor agreeò: there were more neutral/undecided responses for ñis feasibleò (G6b and d) 

than for ñwill improveò (G6a and c), and there were more neutral/-undecided responses for the 

statements about economic risk than for the statements about ecological risk (G6a vs. c; G6b vs. 

d).  G6e was a statement about both types of risk  ñunderstanding acceptable levels of both 
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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 . . .  
4a) . . . performance measures for environmental goals are valid decision criteria.  
4b) . . . performance measures for the economic goal are valid decision criteria.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.3.19.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to 

Likert statement G4.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) 

are number of people.  ConI refers to concurrence index.  Percentages across center of each graph. 
 

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.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 3.3.20.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to 

Likert statement G5.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) 

are number of people.  ConI refers to concurrence index.  Percentages across center of each graph. 
 

types of risk (environmental and economic) is necessary for developing recommendationsò, and 

total agreement was high for G6e: 85%. 
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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. 
6c) 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.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.3.21.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from all survey participants to Likert 

statement G6.  Units for ñNò (answers), ñNoAò (no answer), tot D, tot A, and Ne (neither) are number of 

people.  ConI refers to concurrence index.  Percentages across center of each graph. 
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3.3.8  Ungrouped Analysis: Ranking of Likert Statements 

Likert statements were ranked two different ways: according to strength of collective agreement 

with the statement and according to concurrence amongst respondents.  The purpose of ranking 

is to find those statements that had the strongest or weakest collective agreement and those 

statements that had the most or least concurrence.  The statements at the top and bottom of those 

lists may identify issues or topics that are problems and should be addressed in the FPAMP.   

 

Figure 3.3.22 presents MLS for all 81 Likert statements.  It also includes two rankings: most 

collective concurrence for the top quintile of Likert statements, and least collective concurrence 

for the bottom  quintile.    

 

Table 3.3.1 presents a ranking of Likert statements that were in the top quartile of strongest 

collective agreement with the statement (largest MLS).  The two statements with strongest 

agreement (both MLS=4.3) were about compromise: ñcompromise requires give and take 

amongst caucusesò (E7d) and ñcompromise is necessary for achieving the four Forests and Fish 

Report goalsò (E7c).  Both statements also had high concurrence: CI = 0.90 and 0.87, 

respectively.  Two other statements about compromise were also among the top seven: 

ñcompromise is difficult because caucuses have incommensurate interests, such as financial 

interests versus ecological interestsò (E7g) and ñcompromise is necessary for reaching 

unanimous consensusò (E7b).   

 

Ranked at 4 and 12 on the list were statements that reflect positive opinions about CMER 

studies: ñCMER studies have increased our knowledge of forest ecosystems in the Pacific 

Northwestò (C1, MLS=4.1) and ñCMER studies have reduced scientific uncertainty about the 

environmental effects of forest practices on aquatic resourcesò (C2, MLS=4.0).  However, ranked 

at 5 was this negative statement about CMER:  

¶ 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. (D7, MLS=4.1) 

 

Several Likert statements in Table 3.3.1 pertain to FPAMP goals:  

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

performance measures for environmental goals are valid decision criteria. (G4a, MLS=4.0) 

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

performance measures for the economic goal are valid decision criteria. (G4b, MLS=3.9) 

¶ To develop performance measures for this FFR economic goal, the TFW Policy Committee 

needs a definition of what [the economic viability goal] means for commercial forests. 

(G3, MLS=4.0) 

¶ The TFW Policy Committee should work toward achieving the fourth Forests and Fish 

Report goal, i.e., timber industry economic viability. (B2, MLS=4.0) 

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

MLS=3.9) 
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¶ A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is a lack of clarity about the "end game", i.e., 

what success actually looks like.  (F5g, MLS=3.9) 

 

The first three statements refer to the TFW Policy Committeeôs current exploration of SDM as a 

new process for decision making.  The moderate collective agreement expressed for those three 

statements suggests that FPAMP participants are open to change but are unsure about the SDM 

process and its value.  Moderate agreement to the bottom two statements is concerning because 

those statements are fundamental to the Forests and Fish Report and the FPHCP. 

 

Table 3.3.2 presents the ranked bottom quartile of Likert statements with the least collective 

agreement with the statement (smallest MLS).  The statement at the top of that list is 

inconsequential: ñA major impediment to a successful FPAMP is inadequate number of support 

staff for TFW Policy Committeeò (F5a, MLS=2.4).  The next four statements are concerning: 

¶ The TFW Policy Committee is currently an effective organization. (E4d, MLS=2.5) 

¶ The TFW Policy Committee currently provides well-reasoned policy recommendations to 

the Forest Practices Board.  (E4b, MLS=2.8) 

¶ While each caucus in the TFW Policy Committee has different interests, all caucuses work 

towards achieving all four Forests and Fish Report goals. (B1, MLS=2.6) 

¶ Members of the TFW Policy Committee seek win-win solutions for challenging issues. 

(E3g, MLS=2.6). 

The collective responses to the first two of these statements express negative opinions about the 

TFW Policy Committee.  The collective responses to the next two statements suggest some 

members of TFW Policy are not following TFW ground rules (DNR 1987a), such as:  

2. . . .All parties recognize the legitimacy of the goals of others and assume that their own 

goals will also be respected. These negotiations will try to maximize all the goals of all the 

parties as far as possible 

4.  Give the same priority to solving the problems of others as will your own.   

5.  Commitment to search for opportunities; without creativity there will be no plan or 

agreement 

The collective response to this statement ñFor the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is no 

longer possible.ò (MLS=2.9) was very weak disagreement.  Which suggests optimism amongst 

some respondents that compromise in TFW Policy is possible.   

 

Table 3.3.3 presents ranked top quartile of Likert statements with the most concurrence amongst 

respondents (largest concurrence index).  The highest concurrence was to ñCMER studies on the 

environmental effects of forest practices have produced satisfactory research resultsò (C3a, 

CI=1), however, agreement was weak (MLS=3.5).  In the top five statements there was a positive 

and a negative statement about TFW Policy: high concurrence with weak agreement to 

ñMembers of the TFW Policy Committee understand their role in meeting the goals of the 

Forests and Fish Reportò (E3a, MLS=3.4), and high concurrence with weak disagreement to 

ñMembers of the TFW Policy Committee have sufficient knowledge to understand the complex 

scientific information presented by CMERò (E3e, MLS=2.8).  
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Table 3.3.4 presents the ranked bottom quartile of Likert statements with the least concurrence 

amongst respondents (smallest concurrence index).  The least concurrence amongst respondents 

was for the statement ñThe TFW Policy Committee should apply a precautionary principle when 

developing recommendations for rule changeò (E8, CI=0)  The average response to that 

statement was very weak agreement (MLS=3.2), but the distribution of responses was broad 

(Figure 3.3.11).  There was also very low concurrence to ñA major impediment to a successful 

FPAMP is requiring unanimous consensus for most decisions.ò (F5b, MLS=3.2), but again the 

distribution of responses was broad (Figure 3.3.14).   
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Figure 3.3.22.  MLS for ungrouped analysis for all 81 Likert statements.  Bar colors distinguish the differ parts of the survey (B, C, D, 

etc). For clarity, black dots mark collective disagreement (MLS < 3); all other statements were responded to with collective agreement 

(MLS > 3).  Numbers in black, regular font and numbers in red, italicized font rank statements (1 through 16) by least concurrence (1 

= least) and by most concurrence (1=most), respectively.  Likert statements in Appendix A1. 
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Table 3.3.1.  Likert statements with the largest collective agreement with the statement.  

Statements are sorted from largest to smallest agreement based on: 1) mean Likert score (MLS), 

and 2) concurrence index (CI).  Table includes top quartile of Liker statements.  

Rank Label MLS CI Statement 

1 E7d 4.3 0.90 
For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise requires give and take amongst 
caucuses 

2 E7c 4.3 0.87 
For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is necessary for achieving the four 
Forests and Fish Report goals. 

3 F4g 4.2 0.80 
New CMER members would benefit from training to better understand how 
CMER operates. 

4 C1 4.1 0.74 
CMER studies have increased our knowledge of forest ecosystems in the Pacific 
Northwest. 

5 D7 4.1 0.74 
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. 

6 E7g 4.1 0.73 
For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is difficult because caucuses have 
incommensurate interests, such as financial interests versus ecological interests. 

7 E7b 4.1 0.72 
For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is necessary for reaching unanimous 
consensus. 

8 G4a 4.0 0.86 
When the TFW Policy Committee develops recommendations for potential rule 
changes performance measures for environmental goals are valid decision 
criteria. 

9 G6a 4.0 0.83 Understanding environmental risks will improve the decision-making process. 

10 E4a 4.0 0.72 
The TFW Policy Committee would benefit from an impartial, trained meeting 
facilitator. 

11 G6e 4.0 0.70 
Understanding acceptable levels of both types of risk (environmental and 
economic) is necessary for developing recommendations for new forest practices 
rules. 

12 C2 4.0 0.66 
CMER studies have reduced scientific uncertainty about the environmental effects 
of forest practices on aquatic resources. 

13 C5f 4.0 0.63 

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

14 G3 4.0 0.52 
To develop performance measures for this FFR economic goal, the TFW Policy 
Committee needs a definition of what [the economic viability goal] means for 
commercial forests. 

15 B2 4.0 0.47 
The TFW Policy Committee should work toward achieving the fourth Forests and 
Fish Report goal, i.e., timber industry economic viability. 

16 E3f 3.9 0.80 Members of the TFW Policy Committee are biased by their caucus affiliation. 

17 G4b 3.9 0.65 
When the TFW Policy Committee develops recommendations for potential rule 
changes performance measures for the economic goal are valid decision criteria. 

18 G5a 3.9 0.59 
Exploring solutions that emphasize "joint gains" will improve TFW Policy's 
decision-making process. 

19 F5g 3.9 0.59 
A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is a lack of clarity about the "end 
game", i.e., what success actually looks like. 

20 B3 3.9 0.55 Regulatory certainty for the timber industry is an implied goal of the FPHCP. 
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Table 3.3.2.  Likert statements with the smallest collective agreement with the statement.  

Statements are sorted from smallest to largest agreement based on: 1) mean Likert score (MLS), 

and 2) concurrence index (CI).  Table includes bottom quartile of Likert statements. 

Rank Label MLS CI Statement 

1 F5a 2.4 0.59 
A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is inadequate number of support staff 
for TFW Policy Committee. 

2 E4d 2.5 0.65 The TFW Policy Committee is currently an effective organization. 

3 B1 2.6 0.28 
While each caucus in the TFW Policy Committee has different interests, all 
caucuses work towards achieving all four Forests and Fish Report goals. 

4 E3g 2.6 0.72 
Members of the TFW Policy Committee seek win-win solutions for challenging 
issues. 

5 E4b 2.8 0.74 
The TFW Policy Committee currently provides well-reasoned policy 
recommendations to the Forest Practices Board. 

6 E3e 2.8 0.88 
Members of the TFW Policy Committee have sufficient knowledge to understand 
the complex scientific information presented by CMER. 

7 E4c 2.9 0.40 
The TFW Policy Committee tries to minimize potential financial burdens to the 
timber industry when developing recommendations for new rules. 

8 E7e 2.9 0.50 For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is no longer possible. 

9 F5d 2.9 0.55 
A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is the reluctance of caucuses to 
make use of the dispute resolution process. 

10 F3b 2.9 0.58 
Following a "net gains" approach as described by the State Auditor is a feasible 
change to the current process. 

11 E3h 2.9 0.71 
Members of the TFW Policy Committee do not allow economics to influence their 
policy recommendations to the Forest Practices Board. 

12 E3c 2.9 0.72 
Members of the TFW Policy Committee work with CMER scientists to ensure that 
the most important policy-relevant science questions are addressed. 

13 F5c 3.0 0.37 
A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is inadequate funding for CMER 
research. 

14 D1a 3.0 0.74 Members of CMER recognize the limits of their own scientific expertise. 

15 D1c 3.0 0.77 
Members of CMER understand the different roles of scientists versus policy 
makers in the FPAMP. 

16 D6 3.1 0.08 
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. 

17 C5d 3.1 0.27 
The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule 
changes because there were concerns about the FFR economic viability goal. 

18 F3a 3.1 0.37 
Following a "net gains" approach as described by the State Auditor will improve 
the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making process. 

19 E3d 3.1 0.71 
Members of the TFW Policy Committee work with scientists to understand the 
complex scientific information presented by CMER. 

20 E8 3.2 0.00 
The TFW Policy Committee should apply a precautionary principle when 
developing recommendations for rule change. 
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Table 3.3.3.  Likert statements with the most concurrence (largest CI) among respondents.  

Statements are sorted from most to least concurrence based on the concurrence index.  Table 

includes top quartile of Likert statements.  

Rank Label CI MLS Statement 

1 C3a 1 3.5 
CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have produced 
satisfactory research results. 

2 E3a 0.93 3.4 
Members of the TFW Policy Committee understand their role in meeting the goals 
of the Forests and Fish Report. 

3 E7d 0.90 4.3 
For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise requires give and take amongst 
caucuses 

4 E3e 0.88 2.8 
Members of the TFW Policy Committee have sufficient knowledge to understand 
the complex scientific information presented by CMER. 

5 E7c 0.87 4.3 
For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is necessary for achieving the four 
Forests and Fish Report goals. 

6 G4a 0.86 4.0 
When the TFW Policy Committee develops recommendations for potential rule 
changes performance measures for environmental goals are valid decision 
criteria. 

7 D1d 0.85 3.7 Members of CMER are biased by the policy preferences of their caucus. 

8 E3b 0.85 3.2 
Members of the TFW Policy Committee understand the different roles of scientists 
versus policy makers. 

9 G6a 0.83 4.0 Understanding environmental risks will improve the decision-making process. 

10 F4b 0.82 3.7 
SDM is a feasible change to the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making 
process. 

11 C3c 0.81 3.3 
CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have provided 
useful information needed to resolve policy issues. 

12 E3f 0.80 3.9 Members of the TFW Policy Committee are biased by their caucus affiliation. 

13 F4g 0.80 4.2 
New CMER members would benefit from training to better understand how 
CMER operates. 

14 C3b 0.77 3.3 
CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have increased 
confidence in the environmental protection provided by the forest practices rules. 

15 D1c 0.77 3.0 
Members of CMER understand the different roles of scientists versus policy 
makers in the FPAMP. 

16 D1b 0.76 3.4 
Members of CMER allow personal feelings about other scientists to affect their 
scientific judgment. 

17 C3d 0.75 3.4 
CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have addressed 
the key uncertainties associated with the impacts of forest practices. 

18 C3e 0.75 3.2 
CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have created more 
questions than answers. 

19 D1a 0.74 3.0 Members of CMER recognize the limits of their own scientific expertise. 

20 C1 0.74 4.1 
CMER studies have increased our knowledge of forest ecosystems in the Pacific 
Northwest. 
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Table 3.3.4.  Likert statements with the least concurrence (smallest CI) among respondents.  

Statements are sorted from least to most concurrence based on the concurrence index.  Table 

includes bottom quartile of Likert statements.  

Rank Label CI MLS Statement 

1 E8 0 3.2 
The TFW Policy Committee should apply a precautionary principle when developing 
recommendations for rule change. 

2 F5b 0.06 3.2 
A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is requiring unanimous consensus for most 
decisions. 

3 D6 0.08 3.1 
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. 

4 F4e 0.16 3.4 
Limiting voting in CMER to one vote per caucus, regardless of caucus size, will improve 
CMER. 

5 F2b 0.19 3.2 
The State Auditor recommended that the TFW Policy Committee find a process other than 
unanimous consensus for arriving at a final decision on rule changes.  Following this 
recommendation will violate the spirit of TFW. 

6 C5d 0.27 3.1 
The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule changes 
because there were concerns about the FFR economic viability goal. 

7 C5a 0.28 3.3 
The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule changes 
because given the FFR environmental goals, the results of some CMER studies indicated 
that more rule changes were not needed. 

8 B1 0.28 2.6 
While each caucus in the TFW Policy Committee has different interests, all caucuses work 
towards achieving all four Forests and Fish Report goals. 

9 F2c 0.30 3.2 
The State Auditor recommended that the TFW Policy Committee find a process other than 
unanimous consensus for arriving at a final decision on rule changes. 

Following this recommendation is a feasible change to the current process 

10 F5e 0.30 3.6 
A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is lack of win-win solutions when considering 
potential changes to forest practices rules. 

11 D2 0.31 3.2 
The process of conducting a CMER study (from initial proposal to the final report) is too 
complicated. 

12 E7a 0.34 3.6 For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is a fundamental value. 

13 F4c 0.34 3.8 
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. 

14 F1b 0.36 3.5 
The State Auditor report recommended: Before a new study is implemented, TFW Policy 
members develop decision criteria and policy responses to that study's potential results "up 
front.  Following this recommendation is a feasible change to the current process. 

15 F3a 0.37 3.1 
Following a "net gains" approach as described by the State Auditor will improve the TFW 
Policy Committee's decision-making process. 

16 F5c 0.37 3.0 A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is inadequate funding for CMER research. 

17 G2 0.38 3.8 
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. 

18 F4f 0.39 3.7 
TFW Policy and CMER, working together, should establish minimum education and 
professional experience requirements for CMER members. 

19 E4c 0.40 2.9 
The TFW Policy Committee tries to minimize potential financial burdens to the timber 
industry when developing recommendations for new rules. 

20 F2a 0.41 3.7 
The State Auditor recommended that the TFW Policy Committee find a process other than 
unanimous consensus for arriving at a final decision on rule changes.  Following this 
recommendation will expedite the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making process. 
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3.4  Ungrouped Analysis of Top-two Selection 

C4 asked survey participants to select from a list the two most important qualities that determine 

whether a completed CMER study is satisfactory (Table 3.4.1).  ñAnswered a critical questionò 

and ñreduced a key uncertaintyò were the top-two qualities selected by large majorities of 

respondents. The former was in the top two for 66% of respondents, and the latter was in the top 

two for 72%.13  Out of a 92 respondents, five people believed that ñled to changing of a forest 

practices ruleò was a top-two quality, and only 2 people thought a studyôs cost was a top-two 

quality for determining whether a completed CMER study is satisfactory.   

 

Table 3.4.1.  Results summary for C4, a top-two selection exercise.  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 . . . 

Important Qualities  

top-2 item A top-2 item Bÿ sum 

count percent count percent  percent 

reduced a key uncertainty about impacts to aquatic 

resources 
35 38 31 34 72 

answered a critical question pertaining to one of the 

FFR's environmental goals 
37 40 24 26 66 

produced results that are broadly applicable to 

many regions in Washington 
4 4 8 9 13 

led to unanimous consensus on the appropriate 

policy response 
2 2 8 9 11 

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 

study 
1 1 3 3 4 

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. 

  ÿ Percent of 92 respondents.  12% of 92 respondents selected only one most important quality. 

 

Part D had three top-two selection exercises.  D3, D4, and D5 asked survey participants to 

choose the two most important things from a list.  D3 asked about the most important ingredients 

for CMER's success (Table 3.4.2).  CMER members ñhave the necessary scientific expertiseò 

and ñare committed to CMER's purposeò were the top-two ingredients for success according to 

 
13 When 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 latter was in the top two for 31%.  CMER members ñtrust each otherò came in third and was 

chosen by about one-quarter of question respondents (27%).   

 

D4 asked about the most important indicators of CMER's success (Table 3.4.3).  According to 

the plurality of question respondents, ñdegree to which scientific uncertainty about the impacts of 

forest practices on aquatic resources has been reducedò and ñdegree to which CMER members 

agree about the interpretation of study resultsò were the top-two indicators of success. The 

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

ñDegree of mutual respectò came in third but was 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 important causes of disagreement within CMER (Table 3.4.4).  The 

majority (71%) of question respondents chose ñbias due to caucus affiliation,ò and 40% chose 

ñdifferent interpretations of a study's resultsò as the top-two causes.  ñOtherò was chosen by 10 

respondents.  Causes of disagreement under ñOtherò included: lack of trust, different opinions on 

what constitutes expertise, lack of professionalism, use of process as a weapon, and bullying 

behavior.  

 

Table 3.4.2.  Results summary for D3, a top-two selection exercise. Rows ordered according 

to sum of percentages in last column.  

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

CMER members . . . 

Important Ingredients 

top-2 item A top-2 item Bÿ sum 

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. 

  ÿ Percent of 90 respondents.  6% of 90 respondents selected only one most important ingredient. 
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Table 3.4.3.  Results summary for D4, a top-two selection exercise.  Rows ordered according 

to sum of percentages in last column.  

D4. Select the 2 most important indicators of CMER's success. 

Important Indicators 

top-2 item A top-2 item Bÿ sum 

count percent count percent percent 

degree to which scientific uncertainty about the 

impacts of forest practices on aquatic resources has 

been reduced 

43 48 28 31 79 

degree to which CMER members agree about the 

interpretation of study results 
17 19 25 28 47 

degree of mutual respect amongst all CMER 

members 
6 7 7 8 15 

number of CMER studies that lead to unanimous 

consensus in TFW Policy 
7 8 5 6 14 

Other* 9 10 3 3 13 

number of CMER studies completed on time and 

within original budget 
3 3 7 8 11 

number of CMER study reports delivered to TFW 

Policy Committee 
1 1 6 7 8 

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. 

  ÿ Percent of 89 respondents.  8% of 89 respondents selected only one most important indicator. 

 

Table 3.4.4.  Results summary for D5, a top-two selection exercise. Rows ordered according 

to sum of percentages in last column.  

D5. Select the 2 most important causes of disagreement within CMER. 

Important Causes 

top-2 item A top-2 item Bÿ sum 

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 levels of professional experience as a 

research scientist 
8 9 13 15 24 

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. 

ÿ Percent of 87 respondents.  7% of 87 respondents selected only one most important cause. 
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E1, E2, and E5 asked survey participants to choose the two most important things from a list.  E1 

asked about the most important indicators of success for the TFW Policy Committee (Table 

3.4.5).  ñProgress towards achieving all four FFR goalsò and ñmaintaining the spirit of the 

original TFWò were the top-two indicators of success according to the plurality of question 

respondents. The former was in the top two for 37% of question respondents, and the latter was 

in the top two for 20%.  ñApproving CMER studies that produced useful informationò came in 

third and was chosen by 10% of question respondents.  The bottom of the top-two list was 

occupied by ñprogress towards achieving the three environmental goals of FFRò and ñprogress 

towards achieving the FFR's economic viability goalò, which were chosen by 6 and 1 

respondents respectively. 

 

E2 asked about the most important ingredients for success of the TFW Policy Committee (Table 

3.4.6).  According to respondents, TFW policy members ñare committed to all 4 FFR goalsò and 

ñrespect the interests of other caucusesò were the top-two indicators of success. The former was 

in the top two for 57% of respondents, and the latter was in the top two for 33%.  ñAre 

committed to the FPAMP's purposeò came in third; 19% of respondents chose it as a top-two 

most important ingredient.   

 

E5 asked about the most important reasons for why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty 

reaching unanimous consensus (Table 3.4.7).  The plurality of question respondents chose 

ñdifferences in members' levels of acceptable risk to fish, amphibians, and water qualityò (19%) 

and ñusing unanimous consensus as a stalling tacticò (16%) as the top-two reasons.  ñPoor 

personal relationshipsò was chosen by three people and ñlack of an impartial facilitatorò was not 

chosen by anyone.  ñOtherò was chosen by 5 respondents. Reasons for not reaching unanimous 

consensus under ñOtherò included: turnover and loss of institutional knowledge, all of the above, 

differences in caucus member level of engagement, and poor management by AMP staff.  
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Table 3.4.5. Results summary for E1, a top-two selection exercise.  Rows ordered according 

to sum of percentages in last column.  

E1. Select the 2 most important indicators of success for the TFW Policy Committee. 

Important Indicators 

top-2 item A top-2 item Bÿ sum 

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 

9 10 18 20 30 

Approving CMER studies that produced useful 
information 

6 7 12 13 20 

Providing regulatory certainty for commercial 
forestlands 

3 3 6 7 10 

Reaching unanimous consensus on difficult issues 2 2 6 7 9 

Other* 6 7 1 1 8 

Progress towards achieving the three 
environmental goals of FFR 

6 7 0 0 7 

Progress towards achieving the FFR's economic 
viability goal 

0 0 1 1 1 

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. 

ÿ Percent of 89 respondents.  2% of 89 respondents selected only one most important indicator. 

 

 

Table 3.4.6.  Results summary for E2, a top-two selection exercise.  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 . . . 

Important Ingredients 

top-2 item A top-2 item Bÿ sum 

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. 

ÿ Percent of 89 respondents.  3% of 89 respondents selected only one most important ingredient. 
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Table 3.4.7.  Results summary for E5, a top-two selection exercise.  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.  

Important Reasons 

top-2 item A top-2 item Bÿ sum 

count percent count percent percent 

differences in members' levels of acceptable risk to 

fish, amphibians, and water quality 
23 28 8 10 38 

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 foundational documents 

(TFW Agreement, Forests and Fish Report, 

FPHCP)  

3 4 13 16 20 

the inability of some members to appreciate the 

interests of other caucuses 
7 8 8 10 18 

differences in members' interpretation of study 

results 
7 9 7 9 18 

differences in members' concern about the 

economic viability goal 
8 10 6 7 17 

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 

timber industry 

5 6 5 6 12 

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. 

ÿ Percent of 82 respondents.  5% of 82 respondents selected only one most important reason. 

 

 

3.5 Grouped Analysis of Likert Statements 

The grouped analysis divided responses to each Likert statement into groups based on the 

respondentsô caucus membership, leadership position held, or their science or policy role in the 

FPAMP.   

 

There were large differences in groups sizes.  The average number of respondents in the 

Conservation Caucus and FPB leadership group were 4.7 and 4.3, respectively (Table 3.5.1). In 

contrast, the State caucus and Science role groups had 24 and 40.5 respondents per Likert 

statement.  On average, all groups tended to agree with Likert statements.  The concurrence 

index was similar across all groups, but the State caucus group, FPB leadership group, and 

FPAMP role group had the highest CI within their groupings  
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Correlation coefficients and means of absolute differences for MLS indicate the agree of 

concurrence between groups (Table 3.5.2).  For the caucus group, the most concurrence was 

exhibited by the State-Tribes pair, for which the MLS correlation was 0.755 and MLS MAD was 

0.29.  The least concurrence was indicated for the Tribes-Timber pair which had a negative 

correlation (-0.179), the only negative correlation of the 15 pairings, and the largest MAD (0.91) 

of all pairings.  In the leadership grouping, the None-CMER and CMER-TFW Policy pairs had 

strong correlations (0.718 ad 0.730, respectively), and correspondingly low MAD: 0.30 and 0.33.  

The other pairing in the leadership grouping had moderate correlations.  The science-policy pair 

in the role grouping had the strongest correlation of the 15 pairs and the smallest MAD.  

 

 

Table 3.5.1.  Summary statistics across all 81 Likert statements for caucus, leadership 

and science-policy role groupings.  CI denotes within group concurrence index. 

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 CI 0.42 0.40 0.48 0.44 

Leadership Groups 

Statistic None CMER TFW Policy FPB 

mean N 31.8 20.2 6.0 4.3 

mean MLS 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.5 

mean CI 0.46 0.40 0.42 0.50 

Science-Policy Role groups 

Statistic Policy Science FPAMP 

mean N 25.8 40.5 6.0 

mean MLS 3.5 3.5 3.5 

mean CI 0.41 0.42 0.52 

 

 

Table 3.5.2.  Pearson correlation coefficients and mean absolute differences (MAD) in MLS 

calculated for group pairs across all 81 Likert statements.  

Caucus Group Pairs 

Statistic 
Conserv-

Tribes 
Conserv-

State 
Conserv-
Timber 

State-
Tribes 

Timber-
Tribes 

State-
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 

Statistic 
None-
CMER 

None- 
TFW Policy None-FPB 

CMER- 
TFW Policy 

CMER-
FPB 

TFW Policy-
FPB 

pair MLS correlation 0.718 0.480 0.520 0.730 0.556 0.483 

pair MLS MAD 0.30 0.47 0.36 0.33 0.38 0.46 

Science-Policy Role Group Pairs 

Statistic policy-science policy-FPAMP science-FPAMP 
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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 indicated by the frequencies of significant Kruskall-Wallis and 

Dunnôs tests, pairings with opposing opinions, and significant tests with opposing opinions 

(Table 3.5.3), was sensitive to groupings.  The caucus grouping had 2.5 and 4 times the 

frequency of significant Kruskall-Wallis tests than the leadership and science-policy role 

groupings, respectively.  The caucus group also had more than four times the frequency of 

significant Dunnôs tests and significant Dunnôs tests with opposing opinions than the other two 

groupings.   

 

 

Table 3.5.3. Measures of concurrence among (Kruskal-Wallis test) and between 

(Dunnôs test) groups.  ñOpposing opinionsò means that one group had MLS greater than 

three and another group has MLS less than three for the same Likert statement.   

Grouping 

Significant 

K-W tests 

Significant 

Dunnôs Tests 

Significant 

Tests with 

Opposing 

Opinions 

Likert 

Statements with 

Opposing 

Opinions 

Caucus 25 45 29 38 

Leadership 10 11 5 23 

Science-policy 

Role 
6 10 7 22 

 

 

Because the caucus grouping had by far the largest effect on concurrence among groups, and 

because caucus is the fundamental unit of organization in both CMER and the TFW Policy 

Committee, in this sub-section we will focus on the caucus grouping.  We will also describe 

useful, informative results from other two groupings.  Complete statistics for all three groupings 

are provided in Appendices A2 and A3.    

 

3.5.1.  Forests and Fish Report Goals (Part B) 

A K-W test on caucus groups did not indicate a significant difference between groups for 

statement B1.  All four caucus groups disagreed with B1.  MLS for B1 was 2.7, 2.7, 2.9, and 2.3 

for the Conservation, Tribes, State, and Timber caucus groups, respectively (Table 3.5.4).   A K-

W test indicated statistically significant differences between caucus groups for statements B2 and 

B3 (Figure 3.5.1).  For B2, significant differences in caucus-group-level responses were 

indicated for Conservation-Tribes (ǧMLS = -1.57), Conservation-State (ǧMLS= -1.27), 

Conservation-Timber (ǧMLS= -2.19), and State-Timber (ǧMLS= -0.92), and for B3, 

Conservation-Timber (ǧMLS= -1.24) and Tribes-Timber (ǧMLS= -0.95).  Based on MLS, only 

the Conservation Caucus disagreed with B2 (MLS=2.4).  All caucus groups agreed with 

statement B3, but the degree of agreement differed, with the strongest agreement coming from 

the Timber group (MLS=4.4) and the weakest from the Conservation Caucus (MLS=3.1).  For 
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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.  

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

Figure 3.5.1.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert 

statements B2 and B3.  ñNò is number of people responding.  P val is the result of the Kruskal-Wallis 

test.  

both B2 and B3, the Timber group had greatest within group consensus (CI=0.61 and 0.52, 

respectively).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.5.4.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part B.  ñPairs Signif Differentò is the 

result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were insignificant.  Minority 

ñopinionò in bold.  Complete summary statistics and hypothesis test results for all Likert 

statements in Appendices A2 and A3.  Likert statements in Appendix A1. 

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD Mean Likert Scores 

Caucus Groups Conserv Tribes State Timber 

B1 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 Groups None CMER TFW Policy FP Board 

B1 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 

Science-Policy Role Groups Policy Science 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 significant differences in group responses and no 

opposing responses within the Science-Policy Role grouping (Table 3.5.4).  For the Leadership 

grouping, the TFW Policy group was the only group to agree with B1 (MLS=3.3).  All four 

leadership groups agreed with B3, but the FP Boardôs response (MLS=3.2) was significantly 

different from the CMER (MLS=4.0) and TFW Policy (MLS=4.7) leadership groups.   

 

3.5.2 CMER Studies (Part C) 

A K-W test on caucus groups did not indicate a significant difference between groups for 

statements C1 or C2.  All four caucus groups agreed (MLS > 3) with both C1 and C2.  The 

largest total agreement for C1 came from the Conservation Caucus (100%) and the smallest total 

agreement for C1 and C2 came from the Timber Caucus group (76% and 67%) (Table C3).   

 

A K-W test indicated statistically significant differences between caucus groups for statements 

C3a, c, d, and e (Figure 3.5.2, Table 3.5.5). One caucus group pair had a significant difference in 

group-level responses for each statement: Conservation-Timber for C3a (ȹMLS= 0.92), C3c 

(ȹMLS= 1.25), C3d (ȹMLS= 1.1), and State-Timber for C3e (ȹMLS= -0.61).  For C3a and d, 

the Conservation Caucus and Timber Caucus group both agreed with those statements (MLS >3), 

but the degree of agreement was significantly different: 4.2 vs. 3.2 for C3a, 4.2 vs. 3.1 for C3d 

(Table 3.5.5).  For C3c and C3e, caucus group pairs with significantly different responses did not 

have concurring responses. The Conservation Caucus agreed with C3c (MLS=4.2) but the 

Timber Caucus group disagreed (MLS=2.95).  The Timber Caucus group agreed with C3e 

(MLS=3.6) but the State Caucus group was neutral/undecided (MLS=3.0).  The Conservation 

Caucus also disagreed (MLS=2.7) with C3e but the Tribal Caucus Group agreed (MLS=3.2) with 

C3e, which stated ñCMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have created 

more questions than answers.ò   

 

A K-W test on caucus groups did not indicate a statistically significant difference between 

groups for statement C5a (p > 0.05).  C5a is a provocative statement (ñthe results of some CMER 

studies indicated that more rule changes were not neededò), hence, the opposite but equal 

responses of the Conservation Caucus and the Timber Caucus group are worth noting.  The 

former disagreed (MLS=2.3) with C5a and the latter agreed (MLS=3.7) by an equal amount (3-

2.3 = -0.7, 3.7-3=0.7).  The Tribes and State caucus groups had weaker agreement with C5a 

(MLS=3.1, 3.3).  The p values from the K-W test for C5b and f were less than 0.05, but the 

adjusted p values from the Dunnôs test were not.  All caucus groups agreed with C5f, with MLS 

between 3.5 and 4.3.  The Conservation Caucus was the only group to disagree with C5b, albeit 

weakly, and the Tribes Caucus group had very weak agreement (MLS=3.1).   

 

For C5c and d, the same two pairs (Conservation-State, Conservation-Timber) had significantly 

different group-level responses, and for C5e the Tribes-Timber pair had significantly different 

responses (Figure 3.5.3, Table 3.5.5).  The Conservation Caucus was the only group to disagree 

with C5c, albeit weakly (MLS=2.6).  For C5d, which states ñthere were concerns about the FFR 
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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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.5.2.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert 

statements in C3.  ñNò is number of people responding.  P val is the result of the Kruskal-Wallis test. 

economic viability goal,ò the Conservation and Tribal caucus groups agreed (MLS=4.5, 3.4), but 

the State group was neutral/undecided (MLS=3.0), and Timber group disagreed (MLS= 2.7).   

The Tribal Caucus group was the only group to disagree with C5e (MLS=2.8), and the other 

groups had weak to moderate agreement with C5e.   
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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. 

5c) . . . 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.5.3.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert 

statements in C5.  ñNò is number of people responding.  P val is the result of the Kruskal-Wallis test. 
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Table 3.5.5.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part C for caucus groups.  ñPairs Signif 

Differentò is the result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were insignificant.  

Complete summary statistics and hypothesis test results for caucus grouping for all Likert 

statements in Appendices A2 and A3.  Likert statements in Appendix A1. 

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD 

Mean Likert Scores 

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 to C3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 

 

Table 3.5.6.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part C for leadership groups.  ñPairs Signif 

Differentò is the result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were insignificant.  

Complete summary statistics and hypothesis test results for leadership grouping for all Likert 

statements in Appendices A2 and A3. 

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD 

Mean Likert Scores 

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 

C5b 0 0 0.38 3.3 3.8 3.9 3.3 

C5c 0 0 0.31 3.6 4.0 4.0 3.5 

C5d 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 to C3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 
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Table 3.5.7.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part C for science-policy role groups.  

ñPairs Signif Differentò is the result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were 

insignificant.  Complete summary statistics and hypothesis test results for science-policy role 

grouping for all Likert statements in Appendices A2 and A3.  Likert statements in Appendix A1. 

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD 

Mean Likert Scores 

Policy Science 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 

C5c 0 0 0.21 3.7 4.0 4.0 

C5d 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 to C3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 

 

 

All leadership groups agreed with C3a, ñCMER studies . . . have produced satisfactory research 

results,ò but the FP Board leadership group agreed significantly more strongly (MLS=4.2) than 

the None group ( MLS=3.4) (Table 3.5.6).  There also was a significant difference in responses 

between None (MLS=3.0) and CMER leadership (MLS=3.6) for ñCMER studies . . . have 

increased confidence in the environmental protection.ò  All leadership groups except None 

agreed with C5a.  Leadership groups were split on ñTFW Policy Committee has not 

recommended more science-informed rule changes because there were concerns about the FFR 

economic viability goal.ò (C5d).  TFW Policy leadership and FP Board very weakly disagreed, 

but None and CMER leadership weakly agreed; those differences were not statistically 

significant. 

 

In Part C, there were no significant differences in group responses for the Science-Policy Role 

grouping.  

 

3.5.3. CMERôs Culture and Process (Part D) 

A K-W test on caucus groups did not indicate a statistically significant difference between 

groups responses to statements in D1, D2, or D7 (Table 3.5.8).  For D6, two pairs (Conservation-

Timber: ǧMLS=2.26, State-Timber: ǧMLS=1.44) had significantly different caucus-group-level 

responses (Figure 3.5.4).  The Conservation and State caucus groups agreed with D6 (MLS= 4.4 
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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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

statements D6 and D7.  ñNò is number of people responding. P val is the result of the Kruskal-Wallis 

test. 

and 3.6).  The Tribes and Timber groups disagreed with D6 (MLS=2.9, 2.1), but the levels of in-

group consensus was low for both groups (CI=0.10 and 0.16).   

 

D7 is a provocative statement (ñThe ófirewallô (or separation) between science and policy is 

brokenò), hence, the similar responses of the caucus groups are worth noting.  All groups had a 

high level of agreement with D7: MLS = 3.8, 4.1, 4.1, and 4.2 for Conservation, Tribes, State, 

and Timber, respectively.  For D7, the Timber group had a high level of consensus (CI=0.59) and 

the Conservation Caucus has a low level (CI=0.28). 

 

In Part D, the only significant difference in group responses among the Leadership groups was 

for D7.  None, CMER and TFW Policy Leadership agreed with D7 but the FP Board was 

neutral/undecided (Table 3.5.8).  The leadership grouping had opposing responses for several 

other statements in Part D but none were significant.  The Science-Policy Role grouping had 

significantly difference responses to D6.  The Policy group weakly disagreed (MLS=2.4) that 

CMER funding should be decided by some type of super majority but the Science and FPAMP 

groups agreed (MLS=3.3 and 4.3, respectively) 
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Table 3.5.8.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part D.  ñPairs Signif Differentò is the 

result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were insignificant.  Complete 

summary statistics and hypothesis test results for all groupings for all Likert statements in 

Appendices A2 and A3.  Likert statements in Appendix A1. 

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD Mean Likert Scores 

Caucus Groups Conserv Tribes State Timber 

D1a* 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 

D1c 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 Groups None CMER TFW Policy FP Board 

D1a* 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 

D1c 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 

Science-Policy Role Groups Policy Science FPAMP 

D1a* 0 2 0.34 3.2 2.9 2.7 

D1b 0 0 0.32 3.4 3.4 3.9 

D1c 0 1 0.34 3.0 3.1 2.6 

D1d 0 0 0.14 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 to D1 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 
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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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

statements E3c and E3f.  ñNò is number of people responding.  P val is the result of the Kruskal-Wallis 

test. 

3.5.4.  TFW Policy Committee Culture and Process  (Part E) 

A K-W test on caucus groups indicated statistically significant differences between groups for 

statements E3c, E4c, and E8.  The p values from the K-W test for E3g and E7f were less than 

0.05, but the adjusted p values from the Dunnôs test were not.  Dunnôs test indicated one caucus 

group pair with a significant difference in responses for E3c: Conservation-Timber (ǧMLS=1.1).  

Responses to E3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency.  The only group to respond 

ñfrequentlyò to E3c was the Conservation Caucus (MLS=3.7) (Figure 3.5.5); the other caucus 

groups responded ñinfrequentlyò but more weakly (MLS= 2.9, 2.8, 2.6 for Tribes, State, and 

Timber).  The responses to E3c by the Conservation Caucus and State Caucus group exhibited 

relatively high consensus (CI=0.66, 0.58). 

 

The caucus groups had consensus on statement E3f: ñMembers of the TFW Policy Committee 

are biased by their caucus affiliation.ò  All groups believed committee members are frequently 

biased.  MLS values were 3.2, 3.6, 3.7, and 4.1 for Conservation, Tribes, State, and Timber 

caucus groups, respectively.  Bias by committee members make sense because caucus members 

are expected to defend the interests of their caucus.  The Conservation and State groups had 

relatively high consensus (CI= 0.67, 0.64). 
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E4c. The TFW Policy Committee tries to minimize potential financial burdens to the timber industry when 
developing recommendations for new rules 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.5.6.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert 

statements E4c, and E8.  ñNò is number of people responding.  P val is the result of the Kruskal-Wallis 

test. 

Dunnôs test indicated that three caucus-group pairs had statistically significant differences in 

their responses to E4c: Conservation-Timber (ǧMLS=1.8), Timber-Tribes (ǧMLS=1.3), and 

State-Timber (ǧMLS=1.4) (Figure 3.5.6).  MLS for E4c were 3.8, 3.2, 3.4 and 1.9 for 

Conservation, Tribes, State, and Timber caucus groups.  The Timber groupôs MLS of 1.9 was the 

4th smallest MLS of 324 caucus-group MLS values.  For E4c, the Conservation Caucus had 

relatively high consensus (CI=0.71) and the Tribes caucus group had low consensus (CI=0.22). 

 

Four caucus-group pairs had statistically significant differences in their responses to E8: 

Conservation-State (ǧMLS=1.4), Conservation-Timber (MLS=3), Timber-Tribes (ǧMLS=2.3), 

and State-Timber (ǧMLS=1.6) (Figure 3.5.6).  MLS for E8 were 4.8, 4.1, 3.4, and 1.8 for 

Conservation, Tribes, State, and Timber groups.  The MLS for Conservation and Timber were 

the largest and 2nd smallest MLS, respectively, of 324 caucus group MLS values, and the MLS 

difference for E8 was the largest difference between the Conservation and Timber caucus groups 

for the 81 Likert statements.  The Conservation Caucus had relatively high consensus (CI=0.73) 

and the Tribes Caucus group had low consensus (CI=0.25). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Leadership groups had opposing responses to E3c, d, and e which asked about the TFW Policy 

Committeeôs relationships with science (Table 3.5.10).  None and CMER leadership very weakly 
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responded ñinfrequentlyò but TFW Policy leadership and FP Board gave a weak ñfrequentlyò to 

members of the TFW Policy Committee ñwork with CMER scientists to ensure . . .policy-

relevant science questions are addressedò, ñwork with scientists to understand the complex 

scientific informationò, and ñhave sufficient knowledge to understand the complex scientific 

information.ò  Surprisingly, the None and FP Board leadership groups agreed (MLS =3.2, 3.4) 

with ñTFW Policy Committee tries to minimize potential financial burdens to the timber 

industryò (E4c), but the CMER and TFW Policy leadership groups disagreed (MLS = 2.8, 2.7). 

 

Perhaps not surprisingly, the Policy role group very weakly responded ñfrequentlyò (MLS=3.1) 

to ñmembers of the TFW Policy Committee have sufficient knowledge to understand the 

complex scientific informationò (E3e) and very weakly responded agree (MLS=3.1) to ñcurrently 

provides well-reasoned policy recommendationsò (E4b), but the other two role groups had 

somewhat stronger opposing opinions (Table 3.5.11).  The Policy role group also differed from 

the other two role groups on statement E8, which asked about applying a precautionary principle.  

 

Table 3.5.9.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part E for caucus groups.  ñPairs Signif 

Differentò is the result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were insignificant.  

Complete summary statistics and hypothesis test results for caucus grouping for all Likert 

statements in Appendices A2 and A3.  Likert statements in Appendix A1. 

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD 

Mean Likert Scores 

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 0.09 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 0 0 0.29 4.2 4.4 4.0 3.8 

E8 4 3 1.63 4.8 4.1 3.4 1.8 

*Responses to E3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 
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Table 3.5.10.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part E for leadership groups.  ñPairs signif 

differentò is the result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were insignificant.  

Complete summary statistics and hypothesis test results for leadership grouping for all Likert 

statements in Appendices A2 and A3.  Likert statements in Appendix A1. 

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD 

Mean Likert Scores 

None CMER TFW Policy FP Board 

E3a* 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 

E4c 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 

E7b 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 

E7g 0 0 0.40 4.2 4.0 4.2 3.5 

E8 1 4 0.68 3.7 2.6 2.7 3.6 

*Responses to E3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 
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Table 3.5.11.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part E for science-policy role groups.  

ñPairs signif differentò is the result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were 

insignificant.  Complete summary statistics and hypothesis test results for role grouping for all 

Likert statements in Appendices A2 and A3.  Likert statements in Appendix A1. 

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD 

Mean Likert Scores 

Policy Science 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 

E8 0 2 0.31 2.8 3.2 3.3 

*Responses to E3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 
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3.5.5.  FPAMP Reform (Part F) 

F2 had statements regarding the State Auditors recommendation to find a process other than 

unanimous consensus.  All three statements in F2 had at least one caucus-group pair with 

significantly different responses to the statement (Figure 3.5.6).  F2a had 3 pairs with that were 

significantly different: Conservation-Timber (ǧMLS=1.6), Timber-Tribes (ǧMLS=0.94), and 

State-Timber (ǧMLS=1.0).  All caucus groups agreed with F2a.  The Conservation Caucus, and 

Tribes and State Caucus groups had moderate to strong agreement (MLS=4.7, 4, 4.1) with F2a, 

and the Timber Caucus group had very weak agreement (MLS=3.1).  The Timber Caucus 

agreement was low because the plurality (47%) of that groupôs members chose ñneither disagree 

nor agree.ò 

 

For F2b, the responses of the State and Timber Caucus groups were significantly different 

(ǧMLS=1.3).  The State group was the only group to disagree with F2b (MLS=2.6).  The Timber 

Caucus group has moderate agreement (MLS=3.9) but also had low consensus (CI=0.25).  The 

Conservation Caucus and Timber Caucus group had significantly different responses for F2c 

(ǧMLS=2.1).  The Timber group was the only group to disagree with F2c and it also had low 

consensus (CI=0.26).  The Conservation Caucus had strong agreement (MLS=4.7) with F2c and 

high consensus (CI=0.62).  

 

F3 made statements about the State Auditors recommendation to adopt a ñnet gainsò approach to 

decision making.  For F3a, the responses of the Conservation Caucus and State Caucus group 

were significantly different (ǧMLS=-1.9) (Figure 3.5.7).  The p value from the K-W test for F3b 

was less than 0.05, but the adjusted p values from the Dunnôs test were not.  The Conservation 

Caucus and Tribes Caucus group disagreed with F3a (MLS=1.7, 2.6), the State group agreed 

with F3a (MLS=3.6), and the Timber group was neutral (MLS=3).  The MLS of the 

Conservation Caucus was the smallest MLS of 324 caucus group MLS values.  The 

Conservation Caucus had high consensus for F3a (CI=0.63) and the Tribes Caucus group had 

low consensus (CI=0.29).  The results were similar for F3b.  The Conservation Caucus and 

Tribes group disagreed with F3b (MLS=2.0, 2.6), the State group agreed with F3b (MLS=3.3), 

and the Timber group was neutral (MLS=3).   

 

The TFW Policy Committeeôs exploration of various changes to the FPAMP was the topic of 

F4ôs eight statements.  Four of those statements were found to have statistically significant 

differences in the caucus groupsô responses: F4c, d, e, and f.  F4c and d were statements about 

the use of ñoutside scienceò, and for both, the same two caucus pairs were found to have 

significantly different responses: Conservation-Timber (ǧMLS= -2.0, -1.7) and State-timber 

(ǧMLS= -1.2, -0.77) (Figure 3.5.8).  The Conservation Caucus was the only group to disagree 

with F4c and d (MLS=2.5, 2.5), the Timber Caucus group had the highest agreement with both 

statements (MLS=4.5, 4.2), and in between were the State (MLs=3.3, 3.4) and Tribes (MLS=3.7, 

3.6) caucus groups.  High consensus for both statements was exhibited by the Conservation 

(CI=0.62, 0.62) and Timber caucus groups (CI=0.66, 0.64). 
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Statements F4e and f referred to proposed changes to CMER.  Significant differences were 

indicated for the State-Timber caucus group pair (ǧMLS=1.3) in response to F4e, and for the 

Timber-Tribes pair (ǧMLS= -1.2) in response to F4f.  The Timber Caucus group was the only 

group to disagree with F4e (MLS=2.4) and the Conservation Caucus had the highest agreement 

(MLSA=4.2).  Both the Timber and Tribes Caucus groups had very low consensus (CI=0.18, 

0.19).  F4f, which stated that TFW Policy should ñestablish minimum education and professional 

experience requirements for CMER members,ò drew neutral/undecided responses from the 

Conservation and Tribal groups (MLS=3.0, 3.0) and positive responses from the State and 

Timber Caucus groups (MLS=3.6, 4.2).  The Tribes Caucus group has very low consensus for 

F4f (CI=0.16). 

 

F5 had eight statements concerning major impediments to a successful FPAMP.  A K-W test on 

caucus groups did not indicate a significant difference between groups for statements F5a, c, d, f, 

and h.  All groups disagreed with F5a (MLS < 3).  All groups agreed with F5f.  Two groups 

agreed and two disagreed for F5c, two groups disagreed and two weakly agreed (MLS < 3.1) 

with F5d, and the Timber Caucus group was the only one to disagree with F5h, albeit weakly 

(2.9 < MLS).  The Conservation caucus had the highest agreement (MLS=4.2) with F5h, which 

stated that ñpower imbalancesò were a major impediment to success. 

 

Statistically significant differences were indicated for the State-Timber caucus group pair 

(ǧMLS=1.5) in response to F5b, for the Conservation-Timber pair (ǧMLS= -1.9) in response to 

F4f, and the Conservation-Timber and Timber=tribal pairs (ǧMLS= -1.1, -1.0) for F5g. 

F5b state that unanimous consensus was an impediment to a successful FPAMP.  The Timber 

Caucus group was the only group to disagree with F5b (MLS=2.4) (Figure 3.5.9).  The 

Conservation, Tribes, and Timber groups all had very low consensus with respect to this 

statement (CI=0.18, 0.15, 0.20).  F5e stated that aШlack of win-win solutions was an impediment.  

The Conservation Caucus was the only group to disagree with F5e (MLS=2.2), and the Timber 

group had the largest MLS among the three groups that agreed with F5e (MLS=4.1). The 

Conservation Caucus groups had very high consensus with respect to F5e statement (CI=0.71).  

All groups agreed with F5g, which stated that a lack of clarity about the "end gameò was an 

impediment.  However, as Dunnôs Test indicated, there was a significant difference between the 

pattern of individual responses exhibited by the Conservation Caucus (MLS=3.2) and the Timber 

Caucus group (MLS=4.3).  The Conservation Caucus had 1 person disagree (20%), 2 persons 

neutral/undecided (40%), and 2 agree (40%).  The Timber group had 0 persons disagree, 1 

person neutral/undecided (6%), and 16 agree or strongly agree (94%).  That is, while both 

groupsô average responses agreed with the statement, there was little overlap between the 

responses of the two groups.   
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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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.5.6.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert 

statements F2a, b, and c.  ñNò is number of people responding.  P val is the result of the Kruskal-Wallis 

test. 
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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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 3.5.7.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert 

statements F3a and b.  ñNò is number of people responding.  P val is the result of the Kruskal-Wallis 

test. 

The leadership groups comprised of leaders all agreed that the SAOôs recommendation to 

abandon unanimous consensus would violate the spirit of TFW (Table 3.5.13), although the FP 

Boardôs agreement was very weak (MLS=3.2).  The TFW Policy leadership group believed that 

recommendation was not feasible (MLS=2.2) but the other three groups believed that the 

recommendation is feasible.  Interestingly, the CMER leadership group very weakly disagreed 

(MLS=2.8) with ñlimiting voting to one vote per caucus . . . will improve CMERò (F4e) but the 

other three groups agreed.  Also rather interesting, the CMER leadership group weakly disagreed 

(MLS=2.5) with a major impediment to success is ñinadequate funding for CMER researchò 

(F5c) but the other three groups weakly agreed (MLS=3.3).  Regarding the same statement (F5c), 

the Science and FPAMP role groups believed CMER funding is an impediment (MLS=3.3, 4.3) 

but the Policy role group did not (MLS=2.9).   
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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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.5.8.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert 

statements F4c, d, e, and f.  ñNò is number of people responding.  P val is the result of the Kruskal-

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) . . . a lack of clarity about the "end game", i.e., what success actually looks like. 
5h) . . . power imbalances among caucuses within the TFW Policy Committee.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.5.9.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert 

statements F5b, e, g, and h.  ñNò is number of people responding.  P val is the result of the Kruskal-

Wallis test. 
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Table 3.5.12.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part F for caucus groups.  ñPairs signif 

differentò is the result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were insignificant.  

Complete summary statistics and hypothesis test results for caucus grouping for all Likert 

statements in Appendices A2 and A3.  Likert statements in Appendix A1. 

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD 

Mean Likert Scores 

Conserv Tribes State Timber 

F1a 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 

F5g 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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Table 3.5.13.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part F for leadership groups.  ñPairs signif 

differentò is the result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were insignificant.  

Complete summary statistics and hypothesis test results for leadership grouping for all Likert 

statements in Appendices A2 and A3.  Likert statements in Appendix A1. 

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD 

Mean Likert Scores 

None CMER TFW Policy FP Board 

F1a 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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Table 3.5.14.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part F for science-policy role groups.  

ñPairs signif differentò is the result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were 

insignificant.  Complete summary statistics and hypothesis test results for role grouping for all 

Likert statements in Appendices A2 and A3.  Likert statements in Appendix A1. 

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD 

Mean Likert Scores 

Policy Science FPAMP 

F1a 0 2 0.13 2.8 3.2 3.3 

F1b 0 0 0.21 3.7 3.9 3.8 

F2a 0 0 0.67 3.3 3.6 3.7 

F2b 0 0 0.94 3.3 3.8 4.3 

F2c 1 2 0.78 3.6 3.2 2.2 

F3a 0 2 0.52 2.8 3.3 4.0 

F3b 0 0 0.57 3.2 3.0 3.8 

F4a 0 1 0.25 2.7 3.0 3.5 

F4b 0 0 0.45 4.0 3.6 3.8 

F4c 0 0 0.37 3.8 3.7 3.2 

F4d 0 0 0.31 3.8 3.9 3.3 

F4e 0 0 0.91 3.8 3.7 3.3 

F4f 1 0 0.53 3.4 3.1 4.5 

F4g 0 0 0.20 3.8 3.5 4.3 

F4h 0 0 0.36 4.2 4.2 4.5 

F5a 0 0 0.58 3.9 3.4 3.3 

F5b 0 0 0.97 2.4 2.5 1.7 

F5c 0 2 0.11 2.9 3.3 4.3 

F5d 0 0 0.11 2.9 3.0 2.8 

F5e 0 0 0.16 2.8 3.0 3.0 

F5f 0 0 0.17 3.7 3.6 3.8 

F5g 0 0 0.19 3.8 3.5 3.5 

F5h 0 0 0.47 3.8 3.9 3.7 
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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.   
6c) 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. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.5.10.  Histograms, with summary statistics, of responses from the four caucus groups to Likert 

statements G6c and d.  ñNò is number of people responding.  P val is the result of the Kruskal-Wallis 

test. 
 

3.5.6. Structured Decision Making  (Part G) 

Part G contained 15 statements about structured decision making (SDM).  Only one, G6c, was 

indicated to have statistically significant differences between responses of caucus groups: 

Conservation-State (ǧMLS= -1.8), Conservation-Timber (ǧMLS=-1.8), State-Tribes (ǧMLS=-

0,8), and Timber-Tribal (ǧMLS= -0.9) (Figure 3.5.10).  The Conservation Caucus was the only 

group to disagree (MLS=2.3) with G6c, which stated, ñUnderstanding economic risk to the 

timber industry will improve the decision-making process.ò  In contrast, the State and Timber 

caucus groups had moderate agreement with G6c (MLS=4.1, 4.1).   

 

As for the other 14 statements in Part G, all caucus groups agreed with five: G1a, G2, G4a, G6a, 

and G6b.  These statements were all related to the FFR environmental goals.  For the other nine, 

the Conservation Caucus was the only group that did not agree with the statement.  The 

Conservation Caucus disagreed with G1d, G4b, G6d, and G6e, and was neutral /undecided on 

G1b, G1c, G3, G5a, and G5b.  All of the statements that the Conservation Caucus disagreed 

with, including G6c, were related to the FFR economic goal.  The Timber Caucus group had the 

highest MLS (strongest agreement) for 11 of 15 statements in Part G, and the State Caucus group 

has the second highest MLS for 12 statements.  
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For the leadership grouping there were no statistically significant differences in group responses 

but there was one statement with opposing responses  G1d (Table 3.5.16).  G1d says, 

ñDeveloping performance measures for the economic goal is a feasible task . . .ò  The TFW 

Policy leadership disagreed (MLS=2.8) but the other three leadership groups agreed, although all 

very weak to weak.  

 

For the Science-Policy Role grouping there were no statistically significant differences in group 

responses and no opposing responses (Table 3.5.17).  For 12 of 15 statements in Part G, all three 

groups agreed with the statement, and for the three other statements, two science-policy role 

groups agreed and the third was neutral/undecided.  The FPAMP group was the undecided group 

in all three instances, and two of those statements were about the feasibility of making a change 

to the decision-making process.   

 

 

Table 3.5.15.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part G for caucus groups.  ñPairs Signif 

Differentò is the result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were insignificant.  

Complete summary statistics and hypothesis test results for role grouping for all Likert 

statements in Appendices A2 and A3.  Likert statements in Appendix A1. 

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD 

Mean Likert Scores 

Conserv Tribes State Timber 

G1a 0 0 0.39 3.3 4.1 3.9 3.8 

G1b 0 0 0.39 3.0 3.7 3.5 3.3 

G1c 0 0 0.41 3.0 3.5 3.7 3.8 

G1d 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 

G4a 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 

G5a 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 

G6a 0 0 0.47 3.3 3.9 4.1 4.2 

G6b 0 0 0.04 3.7 3.7 3.8 3.7 

G6c 4 3 1.04 2.3 3.3 4.1 4.2 

G6d 0 3 0.56 2.7 3.3 3.7 3.5 

G6e 0 3 0.85 2.7 3.8 4.0 4.3 
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Table 3.5.16.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part G for leadership groups.  ñPairs 

signif differentò is the result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were 

insignificant.   

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD 

Mean Likert Scores 

None CMER TFW Policy FP Board 

G1a 0 0 0.33 3.6 4.0 4.0 4.3 

G1b 0 0 0.21 3.2 3.2 3.5 3.5 

G1c 0 0 0.50 3.3 3.8 3.8 4.3 

G1d 0 3 0.41 3.1 3.3 2.8 3.5 

G2 0 0 0.49 3.5 4.2 4.3 4.5 

G3 0 0 0.53 3.8 4.2 4.8 4.5 

G4a 0 0 0.37 3.8 4.2 4.5 4.3 

G4b 0 0 0.35 3.7 3.8 4.3 4.3 

G5a 0 0 0.41 3.7 3.9 4.5 4.0 

G5b 0 0 0.38 3.4 3.4 4.0 3.3 

G6a 0 0 0.41 3.9 4.1 4.5 3.8 

G6b 0 0 0.46 3.4 3.6 4.3 3.5 

G6c 0 0 0.07 3.7 3.8 3.8 3.8 

G6d 0 0 0.31 3.4 3.3 3.8 3.8 

G6e 0 0 0.22 3.9 3.9 4.3 4.0 

 

Table 3.5.17.  Group responses to Likert statements in Part G for science-policy role groups.  

ñPairs signif differentò is the result of Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests; zero means tests were 

insignificant.   

Likert 

Pairs 
Signif 

Different 

Pairs 
Not 

Concur MAD 

Mean Likert Scores 

Policy Science FPAMP 

G1a 0 0 0.24 4.0 3.7 3.8 

G1b 0 0 0.41 3.6 3.2 3.0 

G1c 0 0 0.34 3.9 3.5 3.4 

G1d 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 

G4a 0 0 0.26 4.2 4.0 3.8 

G4b 0 0 0.33 4.1 3.8 3.6 

G5a 0 0 0.34 4.2 3.7 4.0 

G5b 0 0 0.44 3.7 3.3 3.0 

G6a 0 0 0.17 4.2 3.9 4.0 

G6b 0 0 0.47 4.0 3.4 3.3 

G6c 0 0 0.17 4.0 3.8 3.8 

G6d 0 0 0.36 3.6 3.2 3.8 

G6e 0 0 0.27 4.3 3.9 4.0 



1-85 

3.5.7  Grouped Analysis: Ranking of Likert Statements 

Likert statements were also ranked for the grouped analysis according to concurrence between 

caucus groups.  Again, the purpose of ranking is to find those statements that had the most or the 

least concurrence between groups.  The statements at the top and bottom of those lists may 

identify issues or topics that are problems and should be addressed in the FPAMP.   

 

Figure 3.5.11 presents MAD for all 81 Likert statements.  It also includes number of caucus 

group pairs with significant differences in group response (based on Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs 

tests) and number of pairs with opposing responses (i.e., not concurring opinions).   

 

Table 3.5.17 presents a ranking of Likert statements according to the most concurrence between 

caucus groups.  Statements were sorted from least to most concurrence based on based on MAD 

in MLS for the 6 caucus group pairs.  Three of the top five Likert statements in the table 

addressed compromise: 

¶ For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is necessary for reaching unanimous 

consensus. (E7b, MAD=0.06, MLS=4.1) 

¶ For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is necessary for achieving the four Forests 

and Fish Report goals.  (E7c, MAD=0.09, MLS=4.3) 

¶ For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise requires give and take amongst caucuses. 

(E7d, MAD=0.13, MLS=4.3) 

 

There was high concurrence across caucus groups in expressing positive opinions about CMER 

studies: 

¶ CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have increased confidence 

in the environmental protection provided by the forest practices rules.  (C3b, MAD=0.18, 

MLS=3.3) 

¶ CMER studies have reduced scientific uncertainty about the environmental effects of forest 

practices on aquatic resources. (C2, MAD=0.19, MLS=4.0) 

albeit, the positive opinions were weak and moderate agreement with the statements.   

 

Table 3.5.18 presents a ranking of Likert statements according to the least concurrence between 

caucus groups.  Statements were sorted from least to most concurrence based on: 1) the number 

of opposing responses that were significantly different (Ŭ=0.05), 2) number of caucus group pairs 

with opposing responses, and 3) the MAD in MLS for the 6 caucus group pairs.  Four of the top 

eight Likert statements in this table refer either directly or indirectly to the FFR economics goal: 

¶ The TFW Policy Committee should work toward achieving the fourth Forests and Fish 

Report goal, i.e., timber industry economic viability. (B2, MAD=1.15, MLS=3.9) 

¶ The TFW Policy Committee tries to minimize potential financial burdens to the timber 

industry when developing recommendations for new rules.  (E4c, MAD=0.95, MLS=3.0) 

¶ A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is lack of win-win solutions when considering 

potential changes to forest practices rules. (F5e, MAD=0.99, MLS=3.5) 
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¶ The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule changes 

because there were concerns about the FFR economic viability goal.  (C5d, MAD=0.97, 

MLS=3.1) 
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Figure 3.5.11.  Mean absolute difference in responses for 6 caucus group pairs for each Likert statement.  MAD is an index of 

concurrence (larger MAD indicates less concurrence).  Top number above bars equals number of caucus group pairs with significant 

differences in group response (based on Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests).  Bottom number equals pairs with opposing responses (i.e., 

not concurring opinions).  Bar colors indicate different parts of questionnaire (B, C, D, etc).  Likert statements in Appendix A1.  
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Table 3.5.17.   Likert statements with most concurrence (smallest MAD) between caucus groups. 

Statements were sorted from most to least concurrence between groups based on mean absolute 

differences in MLS for the 6 caucus group pairs.  No statements in this table had caucus-level 

responses that were significantly different based on Kruskal-Wallis and Dunnôs tests (Ŭ=0.05).  

Out of all 81 statements, 32 statements had group level consensus (all groups had MLS either 

greater than or less than 3).  Eleven statements did not have group-level consensus because at 

least one group was neutral/undecided.  Those statements are marked with *.  MLS column is 

value from ungrouped analysis.   

ƖċŰť xċĤĲũ 
~ ? 
~xÉ ~xÉ ÉƣċƣĲůĲŰƣ 

Ν ]ΣĤ ΜЮΜΠ ΟЮΤ ÖŰĬĲƖƚƣċŰĬŔŰŊШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШƖŔƚťƚШŔƚШŉĲċƚŔĤũĲШŔŰШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲЮ 

Ξ EΤĤ ΜЮΜΣ ΠЮΝ [ŸƖШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲЯШĦŸůƓƖŸůŔƚĲШŔƚШŰĲĦĲƚƚċƖǃШŉŸƖШƖĲċĦőŔŰŊШƨŰċŰŔůŸƨƚШ
ĦŸŰƚĲŰƚƨƚЮ 

Ο EΤĦ ΜЮΜΦ ΠЮΟ [ŸƖШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲЯШĦŸůƓƖŸůŔƚĲШŔƚШŰĲĦĲƚƚċƖǃШŉŸƖШċĦőŔĲƻŔŰŊШƣőĲШŉŸƨƖШ[ŸƖĲƚƣƚШċŰĬШ
[ŔƚőШÅĲƓŸƖƣШŊŸċũƚЮ 

Π EΠċ ΜЮΝΝ ΠЮΜ ÑőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШƽŸƨũĬШĤĲŰĲǯƣШŉƖŸůШċŰШŔůƓċƖƣŔċũЯШƣƖċŔŰĲĬШůĲĲƣŔŰŊШŉċĦŔũŔƣċƣŸƖЮ 

Ρ EΤĬ ΜЮΝΟ ΠЮΟ [ŸƖШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲЯШĦŸůƓƖŸůŔƚĲШƖĲƕƨŔƖĲƚШŊŔƻĲШċŰĬШƣċťĲШċůŸŰŊƚƣШĦċƨĦƨƚĲƚЮ 

Σ EΟĤ ΜЮΝΟ ΟЮΞ ~ĲůĤĲƖƚШŸŉШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШƨŰĬĲƖƚƣċŰĬШƣőĲШĬŔǭĲƖĲŰƣШƖŸũĲƚШŸŉШƚĦŔĲŰƣŔƚƣƚШƻĲƖƚƨƚШ
ƓŸũŔĦǃШůċťĲƖƚЮ 

Τ ]Πċ ΜЮΝΤ ΠЮΜ ìőĲŰШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШĬĲƻĲũŸƓƚШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬċƣŔŸŰƚШŉŸƖШƓŸƣĲŰƣŔċũШƖƨũĲШĦőċŰŊĲƚШ
ƓĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲШůĲċƚƨƖĲƚШŉŸƖШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШŊŸċũƚШċƖĲШƻċũŔĬШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰШĦƖŔƣĲƖŔċЮ 

Υ 9ΟĤ ΜЮΝΥ ΟЮΟ 9~EÅШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШŸŰШƣőĲШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШĲǭĲĦƣƚШŸŉШŉŸƖĲƚƣШƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚШőċƻĲШŔŰĦƖĲċƚĲĬШĦŸŰǯĬĲŰĦĲШŔŰШ
ƣőĲШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШƓƖŸƣĲĦƣŔŸŰШƓƖŸƻŔĬĲĬШĤǃШƣőĲШŉŸƖĲƚƣШƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚШƖƨũĲƚЮ 

Φ 9Ξ ΜЮΝΦ ΠЮΜ 9~EÅШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШőċƻĲШƖĲĬƨĦĲĬШƚĦŔĲŰƣŔǯĦШƨŰĦĲƖƣċŔŰƣǃШċĤŸƨƣШƣőĲШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШĲǭĲĦƣƚШŸŉШŉŸƖĲƚƣШ
ƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚШŸŰШċƕƨċƣŔĦШƖĲƚŸƨƖĦĲƚЮ 

ΝΜ EΟĲй ΜЮΝΦ ΞЮΥ ~ĲůĤĲƖƚШŸŉШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШőċƻĲШƚƨǭŔĦŔĲŰƣШťŰŸƽũĲĬŊĲШƣŸШƨŰĬĲƖƚƣċŰĬШƣőĲШ
ĦŸůƓũĲǂШƚĦŔĲŰƣŔǯĦШŔŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰШƓƖĲƚĲŰƣĲĬШĤǃШ9~EÅЮ 

ΝΝ EΤċ ΜЮΞΝ ΟЮΤ [ŸƖШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲЯШĦŸůƓƖŸůŔƚĲШŔƚШċШŉƨŰĬċůĲŰƣċũШƻċũƨĲ 

ΝΞ [ΠŊ ΜЮΞΝ ΠЮΞ  ĲƽШ9~EÅШůĲůĤĲƖƚШƽŸƨũĬШĤĲŰĲǯƣШŉƖŸůШƣƖċŔŰŔŰŊШƣŸШĤĲƣƣĲƖШƨŰĬĲƖƚƣċŰĬШőŸƽШ9~EÅШŸƓĲƖċƣĲƚЮ 

ΝΟ ?Τ ΜЮΞΟ ΠЮΝ 
?ĲĦŔƚŔŸŰƚШŔŰШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШċĤŸƨƣШŉƨŰĬŔŰŊШŸŉШƓċƖƣŔĦƨũċƖШ9~EÅШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШƚőŸƨũĬШ
ŰŸƣШĤĲШĬĲĦŔĬĲĬШƣőƖŸƨŊőШƨŰċŰŔůŸƨƚШĦŸŰƚĲŰƚƨƚЯШĤƨƣШƖċƣőĲƖШƣőƖŸƨŊőШƚŸůĲШƣǃƓĲШŸŉШƚƨƓĲƖШ
ůċŢŸƖŔƣǃЮ 

ΝΠ EΠĤ ΜЮΞΥ ΞЮΤ ÑőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШĦƨƖƖĲŰƣũǃШƓƖŸƻŔĬĲƚШƽĲũũрƖĲċƚŸŰĲĬШƓŸũŔĦǃШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬċƣŔŸŰƚШƣŸШ
ƣőĲШ[ŸƖĲƚƣШÂƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚШ7ŸċƖĬЮ 

ΝΡ EΤŊ ΜЮΞΦ ΠЮΜ [ŸƖШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲЯШĦŸůƓƖŸůŔƚĲШŔƚШĬŔǭŔĦƨũƣШĤĲĦċƨƚĲШĦċƨĦƨƚĲƚШőċƻĲШ
ŔŰĦŸůůĲŰƚƨƖċƣĲШŔŰƣĲƖĲƚƣƚЯШƚƨĦőШċƚШǯŰċŰĦŔċũШŔŰƣĲƖĲƚƣƚШƻĲƖƚƨƚШĲĦŸũŸŊŔĦċũШŔŰƣĲƖĲƚƣƚЮ 

ΝΣ 7Ν ΜЮΟΝ ΞЮΤ ìőŔũĲШĲċĦőШĦċƨĦƨƚШŔŰШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШőċƚШĬŔǭĲƖĲŰƣШŔŰƣĲƖĲƚƣƚЯШċũũШĦċƨĦƨƚĲƚШƽŸƖťШ
ƣŸƽċƖĬƚШċĦőŔĲƻŔŰŊШċũũШŉŸƨƖШ[ŸƖĲƚƣƚШċŰĬШ[ŔƚőШÅĲƓŸƖƣШŊŸċũƚЮ 
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Table 3.5.18.  Likert statements with the least concurrence (largest MAD) between caucus 

groups.  Statements were sorted from least to most concurrence based on: 1) the number of 

opposing responses that were significantly different (Ŭ=0.05; numerator in 3rd column), 2) 

number of caucus group pairs with opposing responses (denominator in 3rd column), and 3) the 

mean absolute differences in MLS for the 6 caucus group pairs.  MLS column is the value from 

ungrouped analysis.   

ƖċŰť xċĤĲũ 
ŰŸŰр
ĦŸŰĦƨƖ 

~ ? 
~xÉ ~xÉ ÉƣċƣĲůĲŰƣ 

Ν ?Σ ΟоΠ ΝЮΞΠ ΟЮΝ 
?ĲĦŔƚŔŸŰƚШŔŰШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШċĤŸƨƣШŉƨŰĬŔŰŊШŸŉШƓċƖƣŔĦƨũċƖШ9~EÅШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШ
ƚőŸƨũĬШŰŸƣШĤĲШĬĲĦŔĬĲĬШƣőƖŸƨŊőШƨŰċŰŔůŸƨƚШĦŸŰƚĲŰƚƨƚЯШĤƨƣШƖċƣőĲƖШƣőƖŸƨŊőШƚŸůĲШƣǃƓĲШ
ŸŉШƚƨƓĲƖШůċŢŸƖŔƣǃЮ 

Ξ EΥ ΟоΟ ΝЮΣΟ ΟЮΞ ÑőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШƚőŸƨũĬШċƓƓũǃШċШƓƖĲĦċƨƣŔŸŰċƖǃШƓƖŔŰĦŔƓũĲШƽőĲŰШĬĲƻĲũŸƓŔŰŊШ
ƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬċƣŔŸŰƚШŉŸƖШƖƨũĲШĦőċŰŊĲЮ 

Ο 7Ξ ΟоΟ ΝЮΝΡ ΟЮΦ ÑőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШƚőŸƨũĬШƽŸƖťШƣŸƽċƖĬШċĦőŔĲƻŔŰŊШƣőĲШŉŸƨƖƣőШ[ŸƖĲƚƣƚШċŰĬШ[ŔƚőШ
ÅĲƓŸƖƣШŊŸċũЯШŔЮĲЮЯШƣŔůĤĲƖШŔŰĬƨƚƣƖǃШĲĦŸŰŸůŔĦШƻŔċĤŔũŔƣǃЮ 

Π [ΞĦ ΟоΟ ΝЮΜΦ ΟЮΟ 
ÑőĲШÉƣċƣĲШ ƨĬŔƣŸƖШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬĲĬШƣőċƣШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШǯŰĬШċШƓƖŸĦĲƚƚШŸƣőĲƖШ
ƣőċŰШƨŰċŰŔůŸƨƚШĦŸŰƚĲŰƚƨƚШŉŸƖШċƖƖŔƻŔŰŊШċƣШċШǯŰċũШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰШŸŰШƖƨũĲШĦőċŰŊĲƚЮШШ
[ŸũũŸƽŔŰŊШƣőŔƚШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬċƣŔŸŰШŔƚШċШŉĲċƚŔĤũĲШĦőċŰŊĲШƣŸШƣőĲШĦƨƖƖĲŰƣШƓƖŸĦĲƚƚЮ 

Ρ [ΡĲ ΟоΟ ΜЮΦΦ ΟЮΡ ШůċŢŸƖШŔůƓĲĬŔůĲŰƣШƣŸШċШƚƨĦĦĲƚƚŉƨũШ[Â ~ÂШŔƚШũċĦťШŸŉШƽŔŰрƽŔŰШƚŸũƨƣŔŸŰƚШƽőĲŰШ
ĦŸŰƚŔĬĲƖŔŰŊШƓŸƣĲŰƣŔċũШĦőċŰŊĲƚШƣŸШŉŸƖĲƚƣШƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚШƖƨũĲƚЮ 

Σ EΠĦ ΟоΟ ΜЮΦΡ ΟЮΜ ÑőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШƣƖŔĲƚШƣŸШůŔŰŔůŔǍĲШƓŸƣĲŰƣŔċũШǯŰċŰĦŔċũШĤƨƖĬĲŰƚШƣŸШƣőĲШ
ƣŔůĤĲƖШŔŰĬƨƚƣƖǃШƽőĲŰШĬĲƻĲũŸƓŔŰŊШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬċƣŔŸŰƚШŉŸƖШŰĲƽШƖƨũĲƚЮ 

Τ [ΠĲ ΟоΟ ΜЮΦΡ ΟЮΟ xŔůŔƣŔŰŊШƻŸƣŔŰŊШŔŰШ9~EÅШƣŸШŸŰĲШƻŸƣĲШƓĲƖШĦċƨĦƨƚЯШƖĲŊċƖĬũĲƚƚШŸŉШĦċƨĦƨƚШƚŔǍĲЯШƽŔũũШ
ŔůƓƖŸƻĲШ9~EÅЮ 

Υ 9ΡĬ ΞоΠ ΜЮΦΤ ΟЮΝ ÑőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШőċƚШŰŸƣШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬĲĬШůŸƖĲШƚĦŔĲŰĦĲрŔŰŉŸƖůĲĬШƖƨũĲШ
ĦőċŰŊĲƚШĤĲĦċƨƚĲШƣőĲƖĲШƽĲƖĲШĦŸŰĦĲƖŰƚШċĤŸƨƣШƣőĲШ[[ÅШĲĦŸŰŸůŔĦШƻŔċĤŔũŔƣǃШŊŸċũЮ 

Φ 9ΟĲ ΞоΠ ΜЮΠΦ ΟЮΞ 9~EÅШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШŸŰШƣőĲШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШĲǭĲĦƣƚШŸŉШŉŸƖĲƚƣШƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚШőċƻĲШĦƖĲċƣĲĬШůŸƖĲШ
ƕƨĲƚƣŔŸŰƚШƣőċŰШċŰƚƽĲƖƚЮ 

ΝΜ [ΠĦ ΞоΟ ΝЮΜΤ ΟЮΤ ÖƚŔŰŊШѢŸƨƣƚŔĬĲШƚĦŔĲŰĦĲѢШыŔЮĲЮЯѢƚĦŔĲŰƣŔǯĦШƽŸƖťШƣőċƣШŔƚоƽċƚШŊĲŰĲƖċƣĲĬШŸƨƣƚŔĬĲШŸŉШƣőĲШ
9~EÅШƓƖŸĦĲƚƚѢьШƣőċƣШůĲĲƣƚШ9~EÅШƚƣċŰĬċƖĬƚШŉŸƖШƕƨċũŔƣǃШƽŔũũШŔůƓƖŸƻĲШƣőĲШ[Â ~ÂЮ 

ΝΝ ]ΣĦ ΞоΟ ΝЮΜΠ ΟЮΥ ÖŰĬĲƖƚƣċŰĬŔŰŊШĲĦŸŰŸůŔĦШƖŔƚťШƣŸШƣőĲШƣŔůĤĲƖШŔŰĬƨƚƣƖǃШƽŔũũШŔůƓƖŸƻĲШƣőĲШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰр
ůċťŔŰŊШƓƖŸĦĲƚƚЮ 

ΝΞ [ΠĬ ΞоΟ ΜЮΥΥ ΟЮΤ 
ÖƚŔŰŊШѢŸƨƣƚŔĬĲШƚĦŔĲŰĦĲѢШыŔЮĲЮЯѢƚĦŔĲŰƣŔǯĦШƽŸƖťШƣőċƣШŔƚоƽċƚШŊĲŰĲƖċƣĲĬШŸƨƣƚŔĬĲШŸŉШƣőĲШ
9~EÅШƓƖŸĦĲƚƚѢьШƣőċƣШůĲĲƣƚШ9~EÅШƚƣċŰĬċƖĬƚШŉŸƖШƕƨċũŔƣǃШŔƚШċШŉĲċƚŔĤũĲШĦőċŰŊĲШƣŸШƣőĲШ
[Â ~ÂЮ 

ΝΟ 9ΡĦ ΞоΟ ΜЮΥΝ ΟЮΥ 
ÑőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШőċƚШŰŸƣШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬĲĬШůŸƖĲШƚĦŔĲŰĦĲрŔŰŉŸƖůĲĬШƖƨũĲШ
ĦőċŰŊĲƚШĤĲĦċƨƚĲШƚŸůĲШ9~EÅШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШőċƻĲШŰŸƣШƓƖŸĬƨĦĲĬШƣőĲШƣǃƓĲƚШŸŉШŔŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰШ
ŰĲĲĬĲĬШŉŸƖШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰƚШƖĲŊċƖĬŔŰŊШƖƨũĲШĦőċŰŊĲЮ 

ΝΠ [ΡĤ ΞоΟ ΜЮΥΜ ΟЮΟ ШůċŢŸƖШŔůƓĲĬŔůĲŰƣШƣŸШċШƚƨĦĦĲƚƚŉƨũШ[Â ~ÂШŔƚШƖĲƕƨŔƖŔŰŊШƨŰċŰŔůŸƨƚШĦŸŰƚĲŰƚƨƚШŉŸƖШ
ůŸƚƣШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰƚЮ 

ΝΡ 9Ρċ ΞоΟ ΜЮΤΟ ΟЮΟ 
ÑőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШőċƚШŰŸƣШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬĲĬШůŸƖĲШƚĦŔĲŰĦĲрŔŰŉŸƖůĲĬШƖƨũĲШ
ĦőċŰŊĲƚШĤĲĦċƨƚĲШŊŔƻĲŰШƣőĲШ[[ÅШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШŊŸċũƚЯШƣőĲШƖĲƚƨũƣƚШŸŉШƚŸůĲШ9~EÅШ
ƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШŔŰĬŔĦċƣĲĬШƣőċƣШůŸƖĲШƖƨũĲШĦőċŰŊĲƚШƽĲƖĲШŰŸƣШŰĲĲĬĲĬ 

ΝΣ 9ΟĦ ΞоΟ ΜЮΣΤ ΟЮΟ 9~EÅШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШŸŰШƣőĲШĲŰƻŔƖŸŰůĲŰƣċũШĲǭĲĦƣƚШŸŉШŉŸƖĲƚƣШƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚШőċƻĲШƓƖŸƻŔĬĲĬШƨƚĲŉƨũШ
ŔŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰШŰĲĲĬĲĬШƣŸШƖĲƚŸũƻĲШƓŸũŔĦǃШŔƚƚƨĲƚЮ 
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3.6 Principal Component Analysis of Likert Statements 

The PCA revealed that three principal components captured all the variation in the dataset (Table 

3.6.1).  The first principal component (PC1) explained 67% of the variation, and the first two 

components explained over 86% of the total variance.  PC3 explained an additional 14% of the 

variance.   

 

Table 3.6.1.  Principal component scores for the four caucus groups and percent variance 

explained by the three principal components.  

 Principal Component 

PC1 PC2 PC3 

PC Scores per 

Caucus Group 

Conservation 10.14 2.33 0.09 

State -1.68 -3.03 4.28 

Timber -7.54 4.24 -0.34 

Tribes -0.92 -3.53 -4.03 

Eigenvalues 

% Variance 67.2 18.6 14.2 

Cumulative 

% Variance 
67 86 100 

 

 

The PC scores (Table 3.6.1) specify where the four caucus groups are located in the three-

dimensional space formed by the principal components (Figure 3.6.1).  PC1 strongly 

distinguished the Conservation Caucus from the Timber Caucus group (ȹ score = 17.7).  In fact, 

on PC1, the Conservation Caucus and Timber Caucus group were 23 times farther apart than the 

State and Tribes caucus groups (ȹ score = 0.76), which were situated roughly midway between 

the Conservation and Timber groups.  These graphical relationships very closely resemble the 

caucus groupôs responses to the 81 Likert statements.  That is, Conservation and Timber usually 

have opposing collective responses (e.g., one agreed, the other disagreed) while State and Tribes 

would both express opinions in between.  PC2 shows: 1) little difference between the State and 

Tribes Caucus groups (ȹ score = 0.5), 2) larger but still relatively small difference between 

Conservation and Timber caucus groups (ȹ score = 1.9), but 3) a much larger difference between 

these two pairs (ȹ score å 6. 6).  PC3 is the component that distinguishes between the State and 

Tribes caucus groups (ȹ score = 8.3), and it shows little difference between Conservation and the 

Timber caucus group (ȹ score = 0.43).   

 

The first principal component situates the Conservation Caucus and Timber Caucus group at the 

extreme positions (highest and lowest MLS) on each of the 25 Likert statements with the highest 

correlations for PC1 (|r| > 0.944).  Additionally, for 18 of those 25 Likert statements the 

difference between MLS for the State and Tribes caucus groups are the smallest of the six 

possible caucus group pairings (Table 3.6.2).  
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We found a wide range of differences in how the four caucus groups view the value of CMER 

science, even though all caucuses generally agreed that CMER studies have produced 

satisfactory results (C3a) and have reduced scientific uncertainty about the effects of forest 

practices on aquatic resources (C1).  However, PC1 also reflects consistent and relatively strong 

differences between how Timber and Conservation view the ability of CMER science to inform 

adaptive management rule changes.  Timber is less satisfied with CMER science and more 

concerned about CMER scientists recognizing the limits of their expertise (D1a) than 

Conservation, while the State and Tribes mean Likert scores were consistently between those 

extremes.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.6.1. The four caucus groups within the PC1 and PC2 two-dimensional space. 

 

 

Many of the strongest disagreements between Timber and Conservation were related to the 

ability of CMER studies to influence rule change.  These disagreements were related to how well 

CMER studies: 1) addressed the most important policy-relevant science questions (E3c); 2) 

reduced scientific uncertainty (C1, C3a, C3d); and 3) were able to provide enough information to 

warrant rule change (C5a, C5b).  Furthermore, differences in perspectives between Timber and 

Conservation extended to issues regarding the use, value, and quality of ñoutside scienceò (F4d).  

Here, Conservation disagreed with Timber that using outside science that meets CMER standards 

is a feasible change to the FPAMP (F4d).   

Timber and Conservation also seem to have different perspectives on some of TFWôs core 

values.  Timber believes more strongly than Conservation that finding ñwin-win solutionsò or 

ñacceptable compromisesò are possible on the following issues: 1) potential changes to forest 

practice rules (F5e); 2) the use of economic goals for Timber as valid rule-decision criteria (G1c, 

G4b); 3) the need to understand acceptable levels of environmental and economic risk for 
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developing recommendations for new forest practices rules (G6e); and 4) the goal of maintaining 

Timber Industryôs economic viability (C5d).  In addition, Timber is more concerned than 

Conservation with the following issues: 1) members of CMER recognize the limits of their own 

expertise (D1a); 2) members of the TFW Policy Committee are biased by their caucus affiliation 

(E3f); and 3) some scientists inadvertently allow their policy preferences to influence their 

scientific judgement (D7).  

We found strong disagreements between Timber and Conservation regarding the usefulness of 

studies to address: 1) the adequacy of current FP rules, 2) the need for rule change (C5a), and the 

ability of studies to determine the impacts of certain forest practices.  Conservation was the only 

caucus to agree (MLS >3.0) with the statement E3c that ñTFW Policy and CMER work together 

to ensure that the most important policy-relevant science is addressed.ò  On the other hand, 

Conservation was the only caucus that disagreed (MLS <3.0) with the statement C5a that ñPolicy 

has not recommended rule change because CMER studies suggest that more rule change was 

unnecessaryò.  Timber appears to show greater skepticism of CMER science meeting the 

standards necessary for rule change.  That is, the Timber caucus leans toward protecting existing 

processes of unanimous consent presumably until there is ñenoughò scientific evidence and 

certainty that change is needed to meet the intent of the FPHCP.  In other words, the 

Conservation and Timber caucuses likely have different threshold related to the burden of proof 

required to change forest-practice rules. 

The second and third principal components explained 19% and 14% of the variance, 

respectively, in our dataset, but we did not attempt to explain loadings on those axes. 
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Table 3.6.2. Likert statements with the highest correlation for principal component 1 (|r| > 0.944).   

Label Statement 
Correl 

(r) 

Mean Likert Scores 

Conser State Timber Tribes 

C1 
CMER studies have reduced scientific uncertainty about the environmental effects of forest 
practices on aquatic resources.  

0.9996 4.6 4.1 3.9 4.1 

C3a 
* CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have produced satisfactory 
research results. 

0.9978 4.2 3.6 3.3 3.6 

F5e 
A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is lack of win-win solutions when considering potential 
changes to forest practices rules. 

-0.9961 2.2 3.5 4.1 3.3 

E3c 
* Members of the TFW Policy Committee work with CMER scientists to ensure that the most 
important policy-relevant science questions are addressed. 

0.9940 3.7 2.8 2.6 2.9 

C5a 
The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule changes because 
given the FFR environmental goals, the results of some CMER studies indicated that more rule 
changes were not needed. 

-0.9937 2.3 3.3 3.7 3.1 

G4b 
When the TFW Policy Committee develops recommendations for potential rule changes 
performance measures for the economic goal are valid decision criteria.  

-0.9934 2.7 3.8 4.2 3.6 

D1a * Members of CMER recognize the limits of their own scientific expertise. 0.9918 3.6 3.1 2.7 3.0 

F4d 
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. 

-0.9904 2.5 3.5 4.2 3.6 

G6a Understanding environmental risks will improve the decision-making process. -0.9892 3.3 4.1 4.2 3.9 

F2c 
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.   Following this recommendation is a feasible change to the current process. 

0.9887 4.7 3.5 2.5 3.4 

G6e 
Understanding acceptable levels of both types of risk (environmental and economic) is necessary 
for developing recommendations for new forest practices rules.  

-0.9881 2.7 4.0 4.3 3.8 

F5h 
A major impediment to a successful FPAMP is power imbalances among caucuses within the TFW 
Policy Committee.  

0.9866 4.2 3.5 2.9 3.6 

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

-0.9847 2.4 3.7 4.6 4.0 

C5d 
The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule changes because 
there were concerns about the FFR economic viability goal. 

0.9781 4.5 3.0 2.7 3.4 



1-94 

Label Statement 
Correl 

(r) 

Mean Likert Scores 

Conser State Timber Tribes 

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. 

-0.9779 3.8 4.1 4.2 4.1 

E3f * Members of the TFW Policy Committee are biased by their caucus affiliation. -0.9772 3.3 3.7 4.1 3.6 

G1c 
According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM consultants), SDM requires performance 
measures for "all the things that matter."   Developing performance measures for the economic 
goal will improve the TFW Policy's decision-making process. 

-0.9744 3.0 3.7 3.8 3.5 

C3d 
* CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have addressed the key 
uncertainties associated with the impacts of forest practices. 

0.9731 4.2 3.5 3.1 3.3 

G3 
To develop performance measures for this FFR economic goal, the TFW Policy Committee needs 
a definition of what [viability] means for commercial forests.  

-0.9725 3.0 4.0 4.3 4.1 

C5b 
The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule changes because 
the results of some CMER studies have been inconclusive (i.e., too uncertain) about the impacts of 
certain forest practices. 

-0.9658 2.6 3.5 3.9 3.1 

C3c 
* CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have provided useful information 
needed to resolve policy issues. 

0.9608 4.2 3.4 3.0 3.2 

F4h If CMER meetings were guided by an impartial 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 

F4c 
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. 

-0.9493 2.5 3.3 4.5 3.8 

G1d 
According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM consultants), SDM requires performance 
measures for "all the things that matter."  Developing performance measures for the economic goal 
is a feasible task for the TFW Policy Committee.  

-0.9441 2.7 3.5 3.6 3.1 
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3.7 Grouped Analysis of Top-two Selection 

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 

science-policy role groups were assessed for concurrence based on the pairwise Kendall rank 

correlation (rK) of the frequencies at which groups chose items as the top-two most important. 

 

As assessed with classified rK, across all seven top-two selection exercises, 45% of caucus group 

pairings (N = 6 pairings × 7) had strong to very strong correlations, which indicate high 

concurrence (Table A4.1).  Thirty-one percent of caucus group pairings had moderate 

correlations and 24% had weak or very weak correlations.  Calculating the average correlation 

for each top-two exercise across caucus groups indicates that E1 (avg rK = 0.65) had the most 

concurrence, C4 (avg rK = 0.55) had the 2nd most concurrence, and E5 (avg rK = 0.27) had the 

least concurrence (Table 3.7.1).  For E5, 3 of 6 pairings had weak correlations: Conservation-

Timber (0.022), Tribes-Timber (0.023), and State-Timber (0.158).  E5 asked respondents to 

choose the two most important reasons the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty reaching 

unanimous consensus.   

 

The concurrence pattern for the leadership groups was similar to that of the caucus groups.  

(Table A4.2).  Sixty-two percent of leadership group pairings had strong to very strong 

correlations, 21% had moderate concurrence, 17% had weak or very weak correlations, E1 (avg 

rK = 0.69) had the most concurrence, C4 (avg rK = 0.62) had the 2nd most concurrence, but E2 

(avg rK = 0.21) had the least concurrence (Table 3.7.1).  For E2, 2 of 6 pairings had weak 

positive correlations, None-FPB (0.163) and TFW Policy-FPB (0.06), and one pairing had a 

weak negative correlation, CMER-TFW Policy (-0.111).  E2 asked respondents to choose the 

two most important indicators of success for TFW Policy. 

 

Fifty-four percent of science-policy 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 rK = 0.61) had the 2nd most concurrence, and E2 

(avg rK = 0.20) had the least concurrence (Table 3.7.1).  D5 had very strong correlations for all 

three pairings: policy-science (0.85), policy-FPAMP (0.82) and science-FPAMP (0.77).  D5 asks 

respondents to choose the two most important causes of disagreement within CMER.  For the 

science-policy role group, E2 has weak correlations for policy-science (0.049) and science-

FPAMP (0.18).  

 

The average pairwise rK direct our attention to those top-two selection exercises for which 

respondents had high or low concurrence between groups or across groupings.  E1 had the 

highest average rK for the caucus and leadership groupings, and the highest across all groups 

(avg rK = 0.66).  C4 had the highest average rK for two groupings and the second highest across 

all three groupings (avg rK = 0.58).  E2 had the lowest average rK for the leadership and role 

groupings, and the second lowest across all groups (avg rK = 0.29).  Average rK across all 

groupings also indicate that E5 had the least concurrence.   
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Table 3.7.1.  Average pairwise rK for the three groupings and seven top-two 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 average correlations 

are considered moderate. 

 Top-two Selection Exercise 

Grouping C4 D3 D4 D5 E1 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 the two most important qualities that determine 

whether a completed CMER study is satisfactory.  In the ungrouped analysis, we found that 

ñanswered a critical question pertaining to one of the FFRôs environmental goalsò and ñreduced a 

key uncertainty about impacts to aquatic resourcesò were the top-two qualities selected by large 

majorities of respondents.  Because the FFRôs environmental goals addressed aquatic resources, 

and only aquatic resources, and because ñanswered a critical questionò and ñreduced a key 

uncertaintyò are two ways of saying the same thing, there is little meaningful distinction between 

these two qualities.  If we combine the percent of respondents in each group that chose one of 

these two qualities as a top-two most important quality, then for 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, Tribes, State, and Timber caucus 

groups, respectively, chose one or both of these two qualities as a top-two most important 

quality.  The leadership and science-policy role groups had similar results ï large majorities 

chose one or both for the top two.  ñProduced results that are broadly applicable to many 

regionsò was also chose frequently.   

 

D3 asked about the most important ingredients for CMER's success.  According to the 

ungrouped analysis, CMER members ñhave the necessary scientific expertiseò and ñare 

committed to CMER's purposeò were the top-two ingredients for success.  Majorities in the State 

and Timber Caucus groups; None, CMER, and FPB leadership groups; and Policy and Science 

role groups chose ñscientific expertiseò as one of the top-two most important ingredients (Table 

3.7.3).  Fifty percent of the Conservation Caucus chose ñare committed to CMERôs purposeò and 

pluralities (29%) of the Tribes caucus group chose ñscientific expertiseò and ñtrust each other.ò  

One-third of the CMER leadership group and one-fifth of the Science role group also chose 

ñtrust each other.ò  About one-third (31%) of the Science role group chose ñcommitted to 

CMERôs purpose.ò 

 

D4 asked about the most important indicators of CMER's success.  The ungrouped analysis 

found that a majority (79%) of respondents chose ñdegree to which scientific uncertainty about 

the impacts of forest practices on aquatic resources has been reducedò and a plurality (47%) 

chose ñdegree to which CMER members agree about the interpretation of study resultsò as the 
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top-two indicators.  Not surprisingly (these are the same people in the ungrouped analysis), large 

majorities of every group in every grouping chose ñscientific uncertainty reducedò as one of the 

top-two most important indicators (Table 3.7.4) (one possible exception is TFW Policy 

leadership group which had only 57%).  All but two groups had a large proportion of members 

choose ñCMER members agree about interpretationò as the second most frequent choice for top-

two most important indicator of success.  The two exceptions were Tribes caucus and TFW 

Policy leadership groups which had ñOtherò (21%) and ñnumber of CMER studies that lead to 

unanimous consensus in TFW Policy Committeeò (29%), respectively, as the second most 

frequent choice.  The only ñOtherò entered by the Tribes caucus respondents was recorded as 

ñCMER is successful when most of the efforts made are toward earnest answering of questions 

for the sake of understanding the landscape.ò  

 

D5 asked about the most important causes of disagreement within CMER.  In the ungrouped 

analysis, the majority (71%) of respondents chose ñbias due to caucus affiliationò as one of the 

two most important causes.  In the grouped analysis, all 11 groups in all groupings had a 

majority that believed ñcaucus affiliation biasò was a top-two most important cause of 

disagreement in CMER (Table 3.7.5).  Majorities of the TFW Policy (67%) and FPB (60%) 

leadership groups, and the FPAMP role group (57%) also believed ñdifferent interpretations of a 

studyôs resultsò was a top-two most important cause.  Large proportions of Tribes (42%) and 

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

believed that too.  Other frequently chose causes of disagreement were: ñdifferent levels of 

professional experienceò and ñpoor personal relationships.ò 

 

E1 asked about the most important indicators of success for the TFW Policy Committee.  A 

majority (55%) of respondents in the ungrouped analysis chose ñprogress towards achieving all 

four FFR goalsò as the first most important indicator of success.  A distant second and third were 

ñmaintaining the spirit of the original TFWò (10%) and ñpresenting consensus recommendations 

for rule change or no rule change to the FPB (9%).  In the grouped analysis, ñachieving all four 

FFR goalsò was believed to be a top-two most important indicator by a majority every group in 

every grouping (Table 3.7.6).  ñMaintaining the spirit of the original TFWò was the second most 

frequently chose indicator by the State (40%) and Timber (35%) caucus groups, TFW Policy 

(43%) and FPB (40%) leadership groups, and the Policy role group (50%).  In contrast, 

ñPresenting consensus recommendations for rule changeò was the second most frequently chose 

indicator by the Tribes caucus group (46%), CMER leadership group (46%) and the Science role 

group (35%).  The Conservation Caucus was the only group of the 11 groups to chose ñprogress 

towards achieving the three environmental goalsò (29%) as a top-two most important indicator.  

One FPB member chose ñotherò, for which they wrote, ñthe FPAMP should determine whether 

the rules . . . are found adequate to protect public resources based on today's science . . . 

Economics is considered during the rule process at the Board if rules need to be changed.ò  Three 

members (15%) of the Timber caucus group also chose ñotherò, for which one wrote, ñEnsuring 

everyone's interested are considered and incorporated and not making winners and losers.ò  

Another frequently chose indicator was ñapproving CMER studies that produced useful 

information.ò   
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E2 asked about the most important ingredients for success of the TFW Policy Committee.  

According to the plurality of respondents in the ungrouped analysis, TFW policy members ñare 

committed to all 4 FFR goalsò and ñrespect the interests of other caucusesò were the top-two 

ingredients for success.  ñCommitted to all 4 FFR goalsò was chose by majorities of the 

Conservation (58%), State (56%), and Timber (55%) caucus groups; None (64%) and CMER 

(54%) leadership groups; and the Science (66%) and FPAMP (58%) role groups as a top-two 

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 ñare willing to compromiseò as a top-two ingredient.  ñRespect the interests of other 

caucusesò was frequently chose by the Tribes (42%) and Timber (50%) caucus groups, TFW 

Policy leadership group (43%), and the Policy (45%) and Science (30%) role groups.  Other 

ingredients frequently chose were: ñare committed to the FPAMPôs purpose and ñcome to TFW 

Policy meetings well prepared.ò 

 

E5 asked about the most important reasons for why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty 

reaching unanimous consensus.  According to the ungrouped analysis, ñdifferences in membersô 

levels of acceptable riskò (38%) and ñunanimous consensus as a stalling tacticò (30%) are the 

top-two reasons.  The preceding low percentages indicate little consensus on the reasons for 

diff iculty 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 pertain to ñunanimous consensus as a stalling tactic.ò  The 

Conservation (67%) and Tribes (59%) caucus groups and the None leadership group (46%) 

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

FPAMP role group chose ñunwillingness of some members to compromise.ò  Forty-three percent 

of the FPAMP role group also chose ñconsensus as a stalling tactic.ò  No members of the Timber 

caucus group, or CMER and TFW Policy leadership groups chose ñconsensus as a stalling 

tactic.ò  A relatively large proportion of all 11 groups chose ñdifferences in memberôs levels of 

acceptable riskò with percentages ranging from 25 to 43.  Another frequently chose reason was 

ñdifferent interpretations of the commitments made in foundational documents;ò 7 of 11 groups 

had some members choose that reason with percentages ranging from 15 to 42.  
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Table 3.7.2.  Top-two selection exercise C4.  Qualities most frequently chose (including ties) as top-two 

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.  
The CMER study . . . 

Percent of Group Members Choosing 
as Top-2* 

Caucus Groups 
Conser 

(7) 
Tribes 

(14) 
State 
(30) 

Timber 
(21) 

answered a critical question 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 
(43) 

CMER 
(24) 

TFW 
(7) 

FPB 
(5) 

answered a critical question 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  

Science-Policy Role Groups 
Policy 

(30) 
Science 

(51) 
FPAMP 

(6) 

answered a critical question 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 3.7.3.  Top-two selection exercise D3.  Ingredients most frequently chose (including ties) as top-

two most important ingredients for CMERôs success.  Number of respondents per group in parenthesis. 

The 2 most important ingredients for CMER's 
success.   CMER members . . . 

Percent of Group Members Choosing 
as Top-2* 

Caucus Groups 
Conser 

(6) 
Tribes 

(14) 
State 
(29) 

Timber 
(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 
(41) 

CMER 
(23) 

TFW 
(7) 

FPB 
(5) 

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   

Science-Policy Role Groups 
Policy 

(29) 
Science 

(49) 
FPAMP 

(7) 

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 a group may 

be greater than 100. 
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Table 3.7.4.  Top-two selection exercise D4.  Indicators most frequently chose (including ties) as top-two most 

important indicators of CMERôs success.  Number of respondents per group in parenthesis.   

The 2 Most Important Indicators of CMER's success 
Percent of Group Members Choosing 

as Top-2* 

Caucus Groups 
Conser 

(6) 
Tribes 

(14) 
State 
(28) 

Timber 
(21) 

degree to which scientific uncertainty about the impacts of forest practices on aquatic 
resources has been reduced 

84 79 89 72 

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 
(40) 

CMER 
(23) 

TFW 
(7) 

FPB 
(5) 

degree to which scientific uncertainty about the impacts of forest practices on aquatic 
resources has been reduced  

73 91 57 80 

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  

Science-Policy Role Groups 
Policy 

(28) 
Science 

(49) 
FPAMP 

(7) 

degree to which scientific uncertainty about the impacts of forest practices on aquatic 

resources has been reduced  
72 86 71 

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 3.7.5.  Top-two selection exercise D5.  Causes most frequently chose (including ties) as top-two 

most important causes of disagreement within CMER.  Number of respondents per group in parenthesis. 

The 2 most important causes of disagreement within CMER 
Percent of Group Members Choosing 

as Top-2* 

Caucus Groups 
Conser 

(5) 
Tribes 

(14) 
State 
(29) 

Timber 
(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 
(39) 

CMER 
(23) 

TFW 
(6) 

FPB 
(5) 

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 

Science-Policy Role Groups 
Policy 

(28) 
Science 

(48) 
FPAMP 

(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 within a group may be 

greater than 100. 
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Table 3.7.6.  Top-two selection exercise E1.  Indicators most frequently chose (including ties) as the top-two 

most important indicators of success for the TFW Policy Committee.  Number of respondents per group in 

parenthesis. 

The 2 most important indicators of success for the TFW Policy Committee 
Percent of Group Members Choosing 

as Top-2*  

Caucus Groups 
Conser 

(7) 
Tribes 

(13) 
State 
(30) 

Timber 
(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 
(39) 

CMER 
(24) 

TFW 
(7) 

FPB 
(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 

Science-Policy Role Groups 
Policy 

(30) 
Science 

(48) 
FPAMP 

(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 3.7.7.  Top-two 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 
TFW Policy Committee.   TFW Policy members . . . 

Percent of Group Members Choosing 
as Top-2* 

Caucus Groups 
Conser 

(7) 
Tribes 

(14) 
State 
(29) 

Timber 
(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 
(39) 

CMER 
(24) 

TFW 
(7) 

FPB 
(5) 

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  

Science-Policy Role Groups 
Policy 

(29) 
Science 

(49) 
FPAMP 

(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 selection exercise E5.  Most frequently chose reasons (including ties) as the top-two most 

important reasons for why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty reaching unanimous consensus for the TFW 

Policy Committee.  Number of respondents per group in parenthesis. 

The 2 most important reasons for why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty 
reaching unanimous consensus. 

Percent of Group Members Choosing 
as Top-2* 

Caucus Groups 
Conser 

(6) 
Tribes 

(12) 
State 
(27) 

Timber 
(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 

the timber industry 
17 17   

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 
(35) 

CMER 
(21) 

TFW 
(7) 

FPB 
(5) 

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 

the timber industry 
  14 20 

Science-Policy Role Groups 
Policy 

(28) 
Science 

(43) 
FPAMP 

(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 selected twice, and therefore, sum of percentages within a group may be greater than 100. 
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3.8 Open-Ended Responses  

Because the open-ended questions were entirely optional, the number of responses per question 

varied: 35 to 61 respondents per question.  Excerpts from responses to all open-ended question 

are provided in Appendix A6. 

 

When asked ñWhat other reasons explain why the TFW Policy Committee has not made more 

science-informed recommendations for rule change?,ò 61 persons voluntarily shared a diverse 

range of responses (Table 3.8.1).  Responses ranged from singular words, like ñPolitics,ò to 

lengthy multi-sentence statements regarding ñscience-informed recommendations.ò  Most 

responses were fairly nuanced embodying multiple overlapping meanings or themes.  This meant 

that most responses were coded to multiple themes, with some exceptions (e.g., ñPoliticsò).  

While the responses included positive and negative sentiments or themes (e.g., effective and 

ineffective or equitable and inequitable), most were largely negative (77% of responses) in 

sentiment.  This largely negative response pattern was expected as C6 focused on identifying 

reasons the TFW Policy Committee has not made more recommendations for rule change. 

 

We found that respondents to C6 largely found governance structures (56%) and processes (48%) 

contributed to the TFW Policy Committee having difficulty making more science-informed 

recommendations, with structures in particular being the most pronounced, often also referencing 

structure-related or -informed processes.  For example, one participant shared that ñThe AMP 

process gives many chances for members (mostly but not always landowners) to delay or stall 

results before and during decision making step,ò indicating both structures (ñmembersò) and 

processes (ñAMP Processò and ñdecision making stepò).  When it came to governance objectives 

and attributes, participantsô responses largely reflected ineffectiveness (79%) and lack of 

robustness (41%).  For example, one participant stated that ñThere is little to no pressure to meet 

deadlines and produce a final product,ò reflecting an ineffectiveness around coordination, 

efficiency, and accountability (elements of effectiveness, see Appendix A7).  With regards to a 

lack of robustness, one participant shared that:  

ñThere are members of the TFW Policy committee that are not coming to the table 

willing to look at the science-informed recommendations.  Multiple caucuses (on both 

sides of the argument) have made decisions based on their own preconceived notions and 

goals when making decisions instead of relying on the CMER results.  They have been 

unwilling to set aside their personal goals to make recommendations that would move all 

of the FFR goals forward.ò  

This rich layered response illustrated linkages to robust governance, notably a perceived lack of 

legitimacy and lack of connections (e.g., ñnot coming to the tableò), among the varying 

participating groups (e.g., committee members and caucuses). 

 

Some responses also reflected use of science themes, including a lack of increased understanding 

(38%), expert autonomy (26%), and peer review (7%).  For example, one participant stated that 

ñéPolicy Committee industry members either don't understand or refuse to acknowledge the 

differences between independent, peer reviewed science and the alternative.ò  These themes 
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illustrated that some participants shared a perception or experience that science does not 

necessarily increase understanding among decision-makers or that decision-makers perhaps are 

not willing understand, while also perhaps challenge scientific expert autonomy and peer review 

processes.  

 

Additionally, caucuses were amongst and often connected to the governance and use of science 

themes.  Problems associated with caucuses consequentially impacted the likelihood of making 

science-informed recommendations for rule change.  Examples of this have already been 

illustrated above; although many more exist (31%).  As examples, one survey participant shared 

ñInappropriate (unprofessional) behavior by member of certain caucuses,ò while another 

respondent wrote, ñCMR members are too committed to their caucus instead of science.ò 

 

 

Table 3.8.1.  Analysis of responses to open-ended question C6: What other reasons explain why 

the TFW Policy Committee has not made more science-informed recommendations for rule 

change?  There were 61 respondents to C6. 

9ċƣĲŊŸƖǃ 9ŸĬĲ 
ÅĲƚƓŸŰƚĲШ
ыӖь EǂċůƓũĲ 

]ŸƻĲƖŰċŰĦĲШ
EũĲůĲŰƣƚ 

fŰƚƣŔƣƨƣŔŸŰƚ ΝΡӖ љÑőĲШƖƨũĲƚШċƖĲШƽŸƖťŔŰŊЮњ 

ÂƖŸĦĲƚƚĲƚ ΠΥӖ 
љÑőĲШƓƖŔŸƖŔƣŔĲƚШŸŉШƚŸůĲШĦċƨĦƨƚĲƚЯШĲƚƓĲĦŔċũũǃШƣőŸƚĲШ
ƖĲƓƖĲƚĲŰƣŔŰŊШƣŔůĤĲƖШŔŰƣĲƖĲƚƣƚЯШőċƻĲШƖĲƚƨũƣĲĬШŔŰШċƣƣĲůƓƣƚШƣŸШƚƣċũũШ
ŸƖШŸƣőĲƖƽŔƚĲШŉƖƨƚƣƖċƣĲШƣőĲШƖƨũĲШůċťŔŰŊШƓƖŸĦĲƚƚЮњ 

ÉƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲƚ ΡΣӖ 
љÑőĲШ[ÂШ7ŸċƖĬѣƚШƖĲũƨĦƣċŰĦĲШƣŸШůċťĲШѣĦŸŰƣƖŸƻĲƖƚŔċũѣШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰƚЯШ
ċŰĬШĦŸрŸƓƣŔŸŰШŸŉШ? ÅШĤǃШƣőĲШƣŔůĤĲƖШŔŰĬƨƚƣƖǃЮбШШ? ÅШƚƣċǭШ
ƣƨƖŰŸƻĲƖШċŰĬШċƚƚŸĦЮШũŸƚƚШŸŉШŔŰƚƣŔƣƨƣŔŸŰċũШťŰŸƽũĲĬŊĲЮњ 

ÉƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲƚЯШ
9ċƨĦƨƚĲƚ ΟΝӖ 

љfƣѣƚШĲċƚǃШƣŸШőċŰŊШƨƓШƣőĲШƓƖŸĦĲƚƚШċŰĬШƖĲŉƨƣĲШŊŸŸĬШƚĦŔĲŰĦĲШƽŔƣőШ
ƓŸũŔĦǃШĤŔċƚЮШ9ċƨĦƨƚѣƚШƨƣŔũŔǍŔŰŊШѣŸƨƣƚŔĬĲШƚĦŔĲŰĦĲѣШƣőċƣШƽċƚШ
ǯŰċŰĦĲĬШċŰĬШĦŸŰĬƨĦƣĲĬШĤǃШƣőĲŔƖШŸƽŰШĦċƨĦƨƚШƣőċƣШƖĲŔŰŉŸƖĦĲƚШ
ƣőĲŔƖШƓĲƖƚƓĲĦƣŔƻĲШċƣШƣőĲШĲǂƓĲŰƚĲШŸŉШƣőĲШŊƖŸƨƓШċŊƖĲĲĬШƚĦŔĲŰĦĲШ
ĦŸŰĬƨĦƣĲĬШċƣШ9~EÅЮњ 

]ŸƻĲƖŰċŰĦĲШ
§ĤŢĲĦƣŔƻĲƚШ
ċŰĬШ ƣƣƖŔĤƨƣĲƚ 

EǭĲĦƣŔƻĲ ΤΦӖ 
љÑőĲШƣŔůĲШŔƣШƣċťĲƚШƣŸШĦŸŰĬƨĦƣШůċŰǃШŸŉШƣőĲШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШŔƚШ
ĦŸŰƚŔĬĲƖċĤũĲЯШċŰĬШƣőĲШ[Â7ШĬŸĲƚШŰŸƣШőċƻĲШƣőĲШƖĲƚŸƨƖĦĲƚШƣŸШ
ĦŸŰĬƨĦƣШċũũШƣőĲШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШŔƣШƽŸƨũĬШũŔťĲШċƣШċŰǃШŊŔƻĲŰШƣŔůĲвњ 

EƕƨŔƣċĤũĲ ΥӖ љÑŔůĤĲƖШŔŰĬƨƚƣƖǃШũŸĤĤǃŔŰŊШőċƚШĦċƨƚĲĬШůċƚƚŔƻĲШĬĲũċǃƚШŸŉШċũũШ
9~EÅШƚƣƨĬǃШŔůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰЮњ 

ÅĲƚƓŸŰƚŔƻĲ ΟΣӖ љ ŸƣШƖĲĦċũũŔŰŊШċŰǃШƚĦŔĲŰĦĲрŔŰŉŸƖůĲĬШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬċƣŔŸŰƚШŉƖŸůШ
9~EÅШŸƖШÂŸũŔĦǃШŸƣőĲƖШƣőċŰШ?[9ШċŰĬШŰŸƽШ ƓШƚƣƖĲċůƚвњ 

ÅŸĤƨƚƣ ΠΝӖ љÑőĲƖĲШċƖĲШċШũŸƣШŸŉШƣőŔŰŊƚШƣőċƣШĦŸŰƣƖŔĤƨƣĲШƣŸШŰŸŰрĦŸŰƚĲŰƚƨƚЮШ
xċĦťШŸŉШƣƖƨƚƣШŔƚШƣőĲШůŸƚƣШƚŔŊŰŔǯĦċŰƣЮњ 

 
 
 
ÖƚĲШŸŉШ
ÉĦŔĲŰĦĲ 
 
 

ĦĦĲƚƚŔĤŔũŔƣǃ ΟӖ 

љвÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШĬŸĲƚШŰŸƣШĬŔƚĦƨƚƚШőŸƽШŔŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰШŸŉШ
ċШƚƣƨĬǃШƽŔũũШĤĲШƨƚĲĬШŔŰШƣőĲШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰШůċťŔŰŊШƓƖŸĦĲƚƚШċőĲċĬШŸŉШ
ƣőĲШƚƣƨĬǃШƚĦŸƓĲШċŰĬШĬĲƚŔŊŰШċŰĬШƚĲĲůƚШƣŸШĤĲũŔĲƻĲШŸŰĲШƚƣƨĬǃШŸŰШ
ũŔůŔƣĲĬШƖĲƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰƚШŔƚШƚƨǭŔĦŔĲŰƣШƣŸШŔŰŉŸƖůШũċƖŊĲШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰƚШ
ƖĲŊċƖĬŔŰŊШƖƨũĲШĦőċŰŊĲвњ 

EǂƓĲƖƣШ
ƨƣŸŰŸůǃ ΞΣӖ 

љ9ċƨĦƨƚĲƚШőċƻĲШƚƣŸƓƓĲĬШƚƣƨĬǃШĬĲƚŔŊŰƚШƣőċƣШůċǃШőċƻĲШ
ĬĲůŸŰƚƣƖċƣĲĬШƣőċƣШƖƨũĲƚШċƖĲШŸƻĲƖƓƖŸƣĲĦƣŔƻĲШċŰĬШĦŸƨũĬШőċƻĲШ
ŸǭĲƖĲĬШƖĲŊƨũċƣŸƖǃШƖĲũŔĲŉШŉŸƖШũċŰĬŸƽŰĲƖƚвњ 
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9ċƣĲŊŸƖǃ 9ŸĬĲ 
ÅĲƚƓŸŰƚĲШ
ыӖь EǂċůƓũĲ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ÖƚĲШŸŉШ
ÉĦŔĲŰĦĲ 
 

EǂƓĲƖƣШ
fŰƻŸũƻĲůĲŰƣ ΝΣӖ 

љв ũƚŸЯШƣőĲƖĲШċƖĲШĦċƨĦƨƚĲƚШƽőŸШċƖĲШĬŸŔŰŊШĦŸŰĦƨƖƖĲŰƣШƚĦŔĲŰĦĲШ
ƣőċƣШƣőĲǃШůċǃШƨƚĲШƣŸШƖĲŉƨƣĲШƣőĲШƽŸƖťШƣőċƣШƣőĲŔƖШŸƽŰШ9~EÅШ
ƚĦŔĲŰƣŔƚƣƚШőċƻĲШĦŸůƓũĲƣĲĬШŔŉШƣőĲǃШĬŸŰѣƣШũŔťĲШƣőĲШŔůƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰƚШŸŉШ
ċШƖƨũĲШĦőċŰŊĲЮњ 

fŰĦƖĲċƚĲĬШ
ÖŰĬĲƖƚƣċŰĬŔŰŊ ΟΥӖ 

љÑőĲƖĲШċƖĲШůĲůĤĲƖƚШŸŉШƣőĲШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШĦŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШƣőċƣШċƖĲШŰŸƣШ
ĦŸůŔŰŊШƣŸШƣőĲШƣċĤũĲШƽŔũũŔŰŊШƣŸШũŸŸťШċƣШƣőĲШƚĦŔĲŰĦĲрŔŰŉŸƖůĲĬШ
ƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬċƣŔŸŰƚЮШ~ƨũƣŔƓũĲШĦċƨĦƨƚĲƚШыŸŰШĤŸƣőШƚŔĬĲƚШŸŉШƣőĲШ
ċƖŊƨůĲŰƣьШőċƻĲШůċĬĲШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰƚШĤċƚĲĬШŸŰШƣőĲŔƖШŸƽŰШ
ƓƖĲĦŸŰĦĲŔƻĲĬШŰŸƣŔŸŰƚШċŰĬШŊŸċũƚШƽőĲŰШůċťŔŰŊШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰƚШ
ŔŰƚƣĲċĬШŸŉШƖĲũǃŔŰŊШŸŰШƣőĲШ9~EÅШƖĲƚƨũƣƚЮШÑőĲǃШőċƻĲШĤĲĲŰШ
ƨŰƽŔũũŔŰŊШƣŸШƚĲƣШċƚŔĬĲШƣőĲŔƖШƓĲƖƚŸŰċũШŊŸċũƚШƣŸШůċťĲШ
ƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬċƣŔŸŰƚШƣőċƣШƽŸƨũĬШůŸƻĲШċũũШŸŉШƣőĲШ[[ÅШŊŸċũƚШ
ŉŸƖƽċƖĬЮњ 

fŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰШ
]ċŔŰ ΝΣӖ љÂŸũŔĦǃШĬŸĲƚШŰŸƣШĬŸШċШŊŸŸĬШŢŸĤШŸŉШċƖƣŔĦƨũċƣŔŰŊШƣőĲШťŔŰĬШŸŉШ

ŔŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰШƣőĲǃШŰĲĲĬШƣŸШůċťĲШċШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰвњ 

ÂĲĲƖШÅĲƻŔĲƽ ΤӖ 
љÂŸũŔĦǃШ9ŸůůŔƣƣĲĲШŔŰĬƨƚƣƖǃШůĲůĤĲƖƚШĲŔƣőĲƖШĬŸŰѣƣШƨŰĬĲƖƚƣċŰĬШ
ŸƖШƖĲŉƨƚĲШƣŸШċĦťŰŸƽũĲĬŊĲШƣőĲШĬŔǭĲƖĲŰĦĲƚШĤĲƣƽĲĲŰШ
ŔŰĬĲƓĲŰĬĲŰƣЯШƓĲĲƖШƖĲƻŔĲƽĲĬШƚĦŔĲŰĦĲШċŰĬШƣőĲШċũƣĲƖŰċƣŔƻĲЮњ 

ÉċũŔĲŰĦǃ ΟΟӖ 
љÑőĲƖĲШőċƻĲШĤĲĲŰШƻĲƖǃШũŔůŔƣĲĬШŰƨůĤĲƖШŸŉШĲǭĲĦƣŔƻĲŰĲƚƚШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШ
ĦŸůƓũĲƣĲĬШƣőċƣШƽĲƖĲШĬĲƚŔŊŰĲĬШƣŸШƣĲƚƣШƣőĲШĲǭĲĦƣŔƻĲŰĲƚƚШŸŉШċШ
ƖƨũĲШŔŰШƕƨĲƚƣŔŸŰвњ 

§ƣőĲƖ 

9ŸůƓũĲǂŔƣǃ ΤӖ љfƣШŔƚШĬŔǭŔĦƨũƣШƣŸШŊĲŰĲƖċũŔǍĲШċĤŸƨƣШΤΜҼШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШċŰĬШƣőĲШƖĲċƚŸŰƚШ
ƓŸũŔĦǃШĦőċŰŊĲƚШƽĲƖĲШŰŸƣШŔůƓũĲůĲŰƣĲĬвњ 

 ŸШ
ы ĬĬŔƣŔŸŰċũьШ
ÂƖŸĤũĲůƚ 

ΥӖ љ ƣШũĲċƚƣШƣőƖŸƨŊőШůǃШƣĲŰƨƖĲШƣőĲƖĲШƽċƚШŰŸƣШƚƨǭŔĦŔĲŰƣШĲƻŔĬĲŰĦĲШ
ŉŸƖШƖƨũĲШĦőċŰŊĲЮњ 

ÂŸũŔƣŔĦƚ ΟӖ љÂŸũŔƣŔĦƚњ 
ÉƣƨĬǃШċŰĬШ
fŰƚƣƖƨůĲŰƣШ
9ƖŔƣŔƕƨĲ 

ΞӖ љв ŰĬШƣőŔƖĬЯШƽőŔĦőШƣŸШƣőŔƚШƓŸŔŰƣШŔŰШƣőĲШƚƨƖƻĲǃШőċƚШŰŸƣШĤĲĲŰШ
ċĬĬƖĲƚƚĲĬЯШƣőĲШ[Â7ШŔƚШċШĬĲĲƓũǃШƓŸũŔƣŔĦċũũǃрĬƖŔƻĲŰШŊċƣĲрťĲĲƓĲƖвњ 

fШ?ŸŰќƣШuŰŸƽШ
ċŰĬШ9ċŰќƣШ
ÅĲƚƓŸŰĬ 

ΡӖ љfШĬŸШŰŸƣШťŰŸƽвњ 

 

 

When asked ñWhat other reasons explain why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty 

reaching unanimous consensus?ò, 41 survey participants shared responses (Table 3.8.2).  Again, 

responses ranged from short to lengthy multi-sentence statements regarding ñunanimous 

consensus.ò  Responses also were nuanced entailing multiple simultaneous and overlapping 

themes or meanings.  Responses were also largely framed negatively (e.g., (in)equitable) (93% of 

responses).  Again, this should be expected because the question asked respondents to identify 

problems. 

 

Overall, response themes were similar to those responding to the impediments to a successful 

FPAMP question.  Based on the analysis, we found that this subset of survey participants largely 

found structure (76%) and process (37%) as reasons explaining why the TFW Policy Committee 
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has had difficulty achieving consensus.  Such a response reflects that both decision-making 

entities, including caucuses, and their associated decision-making processes are reasons 

impacting consensus.  For example, one participant shared that  

ñThe misuse and abuse of using "consensus" as a stalling tactic.  When the AMP went 

through the LEAN process, the administrator recommended to the FP Board consider a 

"super majority" instead of consensus process. Same for the SAO Report.  Based on TFW 

Policy meeting records, this is largely due to one single member voting "no" on motions 

that would have passed under a super majorityéò 

 

When it came to governance objectives and attributes, participantsô responses largely represented 

a lack of robustness (63%) and ineffectiveness (63%).  For example, one participant shared a 

response reflecting both themes by stating that  

ñThere are several caucuses that are not participating in good faith.  They don't care about 

the goals of the program just their caucuses goals.  Additionally, there is so little trust and 

so much stagnation because the personal relationships have broken down and the same 

folks have been involved for so long.  They are no longer trying to move things forward 

or compromise.ò  

Additionally, and similar to previously analyzed sets of responses, some responses, including the 

one highlighted above, reflected references to caucuses (44%), a specific example of governance 

structures, notably challenges or problems associated with caucuses, often framed by the other 

themes.  For example, one participant shared that ñéCaucuses are also unable to 

compromiseéò 

 

When asked ñWhat are other impediments to a successful FPAMP?  Type your answer in the space 

below,ò 35 survey participants shared responses (Table 3.8.3).  Similar to the other two questions, 

responses ranged from short to lengthy multi-sentence statements regarding the question topic.  

Again, responses were nuanced embodying multiple simultaneous meanings or themes, which 

largely reflected negative sentiments (e.g., unresponsive or ineffective) (94% of responses). 

 

We found that this subset of survey participants largely found governance structures (43%) as 

impediments to a successful FPAMP.  Structures include decision-making bodies, organizations, 

networks, and/or individuals represented amongst those entities.  For example, one participant 

shared  

ñLack of involvement by principles to both agree on a path forward for TFW and the lack 

of investment by leaders to maintain/change the FPAMP so it works better.  Many leaders 

have changed, caucuses have changed, circumstances and science has changed outside of 

TFW, the inability for TFW/FPAMP to work well is inhibiting other conversations around 

how to interact with other sectors also dealing with salmon recovery (including 

research)éò 

 

When it came to governance objectives and attributes, participantsô responses largely reflected an 

ineffectiveness (46%) and lack of robustness (46%).  For example, one participant shared that 
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ñNot following the original TFW commitment, low trust factoré,ò illustrating both themes.  

Additionally, many responses included references to caucuses (an emphasized example of 

governance structures) and problems or challenges associated with caucuses, often framed by the 

other themes.  For example, one participant noted that ñSome caucuses lack understanding of 

much of the technical content of CMER work and therefore feel a lack of power.  This results in 

mistrust of those caucuses they feel have more power,ò which reflects not only caucuses, but also 

structures and lack of robustness (e.g., trust). 

 

 

Table 3.8.2.  Analysis of responses to open-ended question E6:ШWhat other reasons explain why 
the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty reaching unanimous consensus?  There were 41 

respondents to E6. 

9ċƣĲŊŸƖǃ 9ŸĬĲ 
ÅĲƚƓŸŰƚĲШ
ыӖь EǂċůƓũĲ 

]ŸƻĲƖŰċŰĦĲШ
EũĲůĲŰƣƚ 

fŰƚƣŔƣƨƣŔŸŰƚ ΞΤӖ 

љÑőĲШůŔƚƨƚĲШċŰĬШċĤƨƚĲШŸŉШƨƚŔŰŊШѢĦŸŰƚĲŰƚƨƚѢШċƚШċШƚƣċũũŔŰŊШƣċĦƣŔĦЮШ
ìőĲŰШƣőĲШ ~ÂШƽĲŰƣШƣőƖŸƨŊőШƣőĲШxE  ШƓƖŸĦĲƚƚЯШƣőĲШ
ċĬůŔŰŔƚƣƖċƣŸƖШƖĲĦŸůůĲŰĬĲĬШƣŸШƣőĲШ[ÂШ7ŸċƖĬШĦŸŰƚŔĬĲƖШċШѢƚƨƓĲƖШ
ůċŢŸƖŔƣǃѢШŔŰƚƣĲċĬШŸŉШĦŸŰƚĲŰƚƨƚШƓƖŸĦĲƚƚЮШÉċůĲШŉŸƖШƣőĲШÉ §Ш
ÅĲƓŸƖƣвњ 

ÂƖŸĦĲƚƚĲƚ ΟΤӖ 

љвÑőĲШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰрůċťŔŰŊШƓƖŸĦĲƚƚШŔƚШƨŰƚŸƓőŔƚƣŔĦċƣĲĬЯШůŸƚƣШ
ĦċƨĦƨƚĲƚШĬŸŰѣƣШƚĲŰĬШĲǂƓĲƖŔĲŰĦĲĬШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰШůċťĲƖƚШƣŸШƣőĲШƣċĤũĲЯШ
ƣőĲƖĲШŔƚШċШũċĦťШŸŉШƣƖċŰƚƓċƖĲŰĦǃШċŰĬШŔŰƣĲŊƖŔƣǃШƽőŔĦőШŉĲĲĬƚШ
ůŔƚƣƖƨƚƣвњ 

ÉƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲƚ ΤΣӖ љÑƨƖŰŸƻĲƖШċŰĬШũŸƚƚШŸŉШŔŰƚƣŔƣƨƣŔŸŰċũШťŰŸƽũĲĬŊĲњ 

ÉƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲƚЯШ
9ċƨĦƨƚĲƚ ΠΠӖ 

љÑőĲƖĲШċƖĲШĦċƨĦƨƚĲƚШċƣШƣőĲШƣċĤũĲШƣőċƣШċƖĲШŰŸƣШƣőĲƖĲШƣŸШĬŸШ
ƚĦŔĲŰĦĲЯШċƖĲШŰŸƣШŔŰƣĲƖĲƚƣĲĬШŔŰШċĬċƓƣŔƻĲШůċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣШůŸƻŔŰŊШ
ŉŸƖƽċƖĬЮњ 

]ŸƻĲƖŰċŰĦĲШ
§ĤŢĲĦƣŔƻĲƚШ
ċŰĬШ
ƣƣƖŔĤƨƣĲƚ 

EǭĲĦƣŔƻĲ ΣΟӖ љxŸŰŊƚƣċŰĬŔŰŊШĬŔǭĲƖĲŰĦĲƚШŔŰШŔŰƣĲƖƓƖĲƣċƣŔŸŰШŸŉШũċŰŊƨċŊĲоŔŰƣĲŰƣШШ
ƽŔƣőŔŰШÑ[ìШċŰĬШ[[ÅШċŊƖĲĲůĲŰƣƚШƓƖĲƻĲŰƣШĦŸŰƚĲŰƚƨƚвњ 

EƕƨŔƣċĤũĲ ΝΤӖ 

љвÑŸŸШůƨĦőШĤċťĲĬШŔŰШĦŸŰǰŔĦƣШŸŉШŔŰƣĲƖĲƚƣЮШìĲШőċƻĲШƓċŔĬШ
ĲůƓũŸǃĲĲƚШŸŉШƖĲŊƨũċƣĲĬШŔŰĬƨƚƣƖǃШŸŰШƣőĲШ[Â7ЮШìĲШőċƻĲШ
ƨŰƚŸũŔĦŔƣĲĬШƖĲƚĲċƖĦőШċŰĬШŉƨŰĬŔŰŊШũŔƣĲƖċũũǃШƚƨƓƓũĲůĲŰƣŔŰŊШ
ċŊĲŰĦŔĲƚШƖĲƓƖĲƚĲŰƣĲĬШŔŰШƣőĲШ ~ÂЮњ 

ÅĲƚƓŸŰƚŔƻĲ ΞΤӖ љ~ĲůĤĲƖƚШƣǃƓŔĦċũũǃШĲŰŊċŊĲШŔŰШƚőċƖŔŰŊШĦŸůƓĲƣŔŰŊШůŸŰŸũŸŊƨĲƚЯШ
ƖċƣőĲƖШƣőċŰШĲŰŊċŊŔŰŊШŔŰШĬŔċũŸŊƨĲЮњ 

ÅŸĤƨƚƣ ΣΟӖ љũċĦťШŸŉШƣƖƨƚƣШĤĲƣƽĲĲŰШĦċƨĦƨƚĲƚњ 

§ƣőĲƖ 

9ŸůƓũĲǂŔƣǃ ΡӖ љ9ŸůƓũĲǂШŔƚƚƨĲƚШċŰĬШŔůƓŸƚƚŔĤũĲШŊŸċũƚњ 
 ŸШ
ы ĬĬŔƣŔŸŰċũьШ
ÂƖŸĤũĲůƚ 

ΞӖ љfШĦċŰШƣőŔŰťШŸŉШŰŸШŸƣőĲƖШŸƓƣŔŸŰƚњ 

ÂŸũŔƣŔĦƚ ΞӖ љÑőĲШĲŰĬШŊċůĲШċƣШƣőĲШ[Â7ШőċƚШĤĲĦŸůĲШĲǂƣƖĲůĲũǃШƓŸũŔƣŔĦŔǍĲĬвњ 
fШ?ŸŰќƣШuŰŸƽШ
ċŰĬШ9ċŰќƣШ
ÅĲƚƓŸŰĬ 

ΞӖ љfШĬŸШŰŸƣШťŰŸƽЮШШfШőċƻĲШŰŸƣШƓċƖƣŔĦŔƓċƣĲĬШċƚШċШÑ[ìШÂŸũŔĦǃШůĲůĤĲƖЮњ 
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Table 3.8.3.  Analysis of responses to open-ended question F6:ШñWhat are other impediments to a 
successful FPAMP? There were 35 respondents to F6. 

9ċƣĲŊŸƖǃ 9ŸĬĲ 
ÅĲƚƓŸŰƚĲШ
ыӖь EǂċůƓũĲ 

]ŸƻĲƖŰċŰĦĲШ
EũĲůĲŰƣƚ 

fŰƚƣŔƣƨƣŔŸŰƚ ΝΤӖ 

љ9ŸŰƚĲŰƚƨƚШƖĲƕƨŔƖĲůĲŰƣƚШċŰĬШŔŰĬƨƚƣƖǃШůĲůĤĲƖƚШƽőŸШċƖĲШ
ƚťŔũũĲĬШċƣШƚƣċũũŔŰŊШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰƚЯШċƚťŔŰŊШŰĲƽШƕƨĲƚƣŔŸŰƚШƣŸШĲǂƣĲŰĬШ
ƚƣƨĬŔĲƚЯШċŰĬШƖĲŉƨƚŔŰŊШƣŸШĦŸŰĬƨĦƣШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШƽőĲƖĲШŔůƓċĦƣƚШŸŉШŔƚƚƨĲШ
ċƖĲШĦũĲċƖЮњ 

ÂƖŸĦĲƚƚĲƚ ΟΝӖ 

љ ŊƖĲĲŔŰŊШƣŸШċШƚƣƨĬǃѣƚШůĲƣőŸĬŸũŸŊǃЯШƣőĲŰШċŉƣĲƖШƚĲĲŔŰŊШƖĲƚƨũƣƚШ
ƣőċƣШċƓƓĲċƖШƣŸШĦŸŰǰŔĦƣШƽŔƣőШƣőĲŔƖШŸƖŊċŰŔǍċƣŔŸŰѣƚШŔŰĬŔƻŔĬƨċũШ
ŔŰƣĲƖĲƚƣЯШĬŔƚċŊƖĲĲŔŰŊШƽŔƣőШƣőĲШƚĦŔĲŰƣŔǯĦШǯŰĬŔŰŊƚШŔŰШŸƖĬĲƖШƣŸШ
ƓƖĲƻĲŰƣШŸƖШƓŸƚƣƓŸŰĲШƣőĲШĬċƣċоŔŰŉŸоťŰŸƽũĲĬŊĲШŉƖŸůШĤĲŔŰŊШƨƚĲĬШŔŰШ
ĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰШůċťŔŰŊШыƽőŔũĲШĤƨŔũĬŔŰŊШũĲƻĲƖċŊĲШŔŰШƣőĲŔƖШĦċƨĦƨƚШċŊċŔŰƚƣШ
ƣőĲШǯŰĬŔŰŊƚШŔŰШ9~EÅШċŰĬШÂŸũŔĦǃьЮШÑőŔƚШŔƚШƽőǃШƨƓŉƖŸŰƣШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰШ
ĦƖŔƣĲƖŔċШċŰĬШċШŉċĦŔũŔƣċƣŸƖШċƖĲШŰĲĲĬĲĬЮњ 

ÉƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲƚ ΠΟӖ љ? ÅШƚƣċǭЯШ[7Ш7ŸċƖĬШůĲůĤĲƖЯШċŰĬШ9ċƨĦƨƚШƖĲƓƖĲƚĲŰƣċƣŔƻĲШ
ƣƨƖŰŸƻĲƖШċŰĬШũŸƚƚШŸŉШŔŰƚƣŔƣƨƣŔŸŰċũШťŰŸƽũĲĬŊĲЮњ 

ÉƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲƚЯШ
9ċƨĦƨƚĲƚ ΞΜӖ љвfŰċĤŔũŔƣǃШƣŸШѢƚőĲũƻĲѢШĦċƨĦƨƚШŔĬĲŸũŸŊŔĲƚШƣőċƣШĤŔċƚШĬĲĦŔƚŔŸŰШ

ůċťŔŰŊШĤǃШŔŰĬŔƻŔĬƨċũƚвњ 

]ŸƻĲƖŰċŰĦĲШ
§ĤŢĲĦƣŔƻĲƚШ
ċŰĬШ
ƣƣƖŔĤƨƣĲƚ 

EǭĲĦƣŔƻĲ ΠΣӖ љ9őċŰŊŔŰŊШƖƨũĲƚШŸƻĲƖШƣŔůĲШŉŸƖШċШƚƣƨĬǃвњ 

EƕƨŔƣċĤũĲ ΦӖ љÑőĲШƣŔůĤĲƖШŔŰĬƨƚƣƖǃШċƓƓĲċƖƚШƣŸШőċƻĲШċШƚŔŊŰŔǯĦċŰƣШŔŰǰƨĲŰĦĲШŸŰШ
ƣőĲШƓŸũŔĦǃШĬŔƖĲĦƣŔŸŰШŸŉШ ~Âвњ 

ÅĲƚƓŸŰƚŔƻĲ ΞΟӖ 

љìőĲŰШĦƖĲċƣŔŰŊШƚƣƨĬǃШĬĲƚŔŊŰƚЯШ9~EÅШůĲůĤĲƖƚШƽŔũũШƨƚĲШƚĦŔĲŰĦĲШ
ċƚШċŰШĲǂĦƨƚĲШƣŸШċƻŸŔĬШƣĲƚƣŔŰŊШĦĲƖƣċŔŰШůĲƣƖŔĦƚЮШÑőĲǃШƽŔũũШƣőĲŰШ
ĦƖŔƣŔĦŔǍĲШƣőĲШƽĲŔŊőƣШŸŉШƣőĲШƖĲƚƨũƣƚШŸŉШƣőŸƚĲШƚƣƨĬŔĲƚШĬƨĲШƣŸШƣőĲШŉċĦƣШ
ƣőċƣШƣőŸƚĲШƚċůĲШůĲƣƖŔĦƚШƽĲƖĲШŰŸƣШŔŰĦũƨĬĲĬвњ 

ÅŸĤƨƚƣ ΠΣӖ љxċĦťШŸŉШƣƖƨƚƣШċŰĬШťĲĲƓŔŰŊШƣőĲШĦċƨĦƨƚШƓċƖƣǃШũŔŰĲЮњ 

§ƣőĲƖ 

 ŸШ
ы ĬĬŔƣŔŸŰċũьШ
ÂƖŸĤũĲůƚ 

ΟӖ љ ŸШŸƣőĲƖШŔůƓĲĬŔůĲŰƣƚШfШĦċŰШƣőŔŰťШŸŉЮњ 

ÉƣƨĬǃШċŰĬШ
fŰƚƣƖƨůĲŰƣШ
9ƖŔƣŔƕƨĲ 

ΣӖ љÑőŔƚШƚƨƖƻĲǃШƚőŸƨũĬШőċƻĲШŔŰĦũƨĬĲĬШƕƨĲƚƣŔŸŰƚШċĤŸƨƣШ7ŸċƖĬШ
ŉƨŰĦƣŔŸŰċũŔƣǃЮњ 
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4. Discussion 

The purpose of this survey was to collect and analyze opinions expressed by past and present 

participants in the FPAMP.  Our hope is that information conveyed by this report stimulates 

fruitful discussions within CMER and TFW Policy.  If such discussions occur, we also hope they 

lead to a more efficient, effective, and healthy FPAMP. 

 

4.1 Issues Summary 

The survey consisted of 92 ñquestionsò: 81 Likert statements, 7 top-two selection exercises, and 

4 requesting open-ended responses.  While any question can be a starting point for discussion, 

especially those that elicited opposing opinions, some questions yielded more useful information 

than others.  The following discussion covers some issues that are fundamentally important to 

the FPAMP.  

 

4.1.1 Spirit of TFW 

The TFW Agreement (DNR 1987a) states: 

¶ ñThis agreement, then, is the participants best effort at meeting each otherôs needs.ò; and 

¶ ñIt is important to note the TFW process incorporates area of mutual gain and flexibility, 

ówin-winô proposals, whenever possible.ò   

ñProgress towards achieving all four FFR goalsò was chose by 73% of respondents, and 

ñmaintaining the spirit of TFWò was chose by 39% of respondents as one of their top-two most 

important indicators of success.  Hence, we were surprised that a majority of respondents 

disagreed with a statement that is fundamental to both the spirit of TFW and FFR: ñ. . .Шall 
caucuses work towards achieving all four Forests and Fish Report goalsò (Figure 4.1: B1).  Also, 

two statements about win-win solutions  ñTFW Policy Committee seek[s] win-win solutions . . 

.ò and ñA major impediment to a successful FPAMP is lack of win-win solutionsò  obtained 

responses indicating that many TFW Policy Committee members do not believe in this TFW 

tenet (Figure 4.1: E3g, F5e).  

 

All caucus groups had a majority or plurality disagree with the statement ñ. . . all caucuses work 

towards achieving all four Forests and Fish Report goals.ò (Figure 4.1: B1).  Group concurrence 

was relatively high with MAD in the bottom quartile.  The Conservation Caucus was the only 

group not to agree with ñTFW Policy should work towards achieving the fourth FFR goalò (B2).  

For the two ñwin-winò statements mentioned in the preceding paragraph, either the Conservation 

Caucus or the Timber group had an average opinion that was opposite the opinions of the other 

three groups.  For the statement ñTFW Policy Committee seek[s] win-win solutions . . .ò the 

Conservation Caucus agreed (MLS =3.5) and the other three groups disagreed (MLS 2.3 to 2.8).  

For the statement ñA major impediment to a successful FPAMP is lack of win-win solutionsò the 

Conservation Caucus was the lone group to disagree (MLS=2.2).   

 

The SAOôs recommendation for a ñnet gainsò approach was partly intended revive the spirit of 

TFW: ñAdopting a net gains approach would help program caucus members more willingly  
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Figure 4.1.  Likert statements related to the spirit of TFW.  * indicates responses were Infrequently, Sometimes, Frequently.  
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Figure 4.2.  Likert statements related to compromise and consensus. 



1-115 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.3.  Likert statements related to the science-policy firewall.  * indicates responses were Infrequently, Sometimes, Frequently. 
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Figure 4.4.  Likert statements related to quality of CMER studies.  * indicates responses were Infrequently, Sometimes, Frequently. 
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adhere to the programôs original spirit . . .ò  The collective responses to this recommendation 

were split, with a plurality being neutral/undecided and roughly similar proportions choosing 

disagree or agree (Figure 4.1: F3a, F3b).  This split was surprising because the State Auditor 

suggested that a net gains approach would ñhelp caucuses see a ówinô from compromising.ò  

Compromise and win-win solutions are both key tenets of the original TFW.   

 

Respondents were split about the ñnet gainsò approach, but they were more agreeable towards 

the ñjoint gainsò of structured decision making (SDM) (Figure 4.1: G5a, G5b). In SDM, joint 

gains involve a negotiation whereby all parties obtain some benefit through finding a mutually 

beneficial solution.  Hence, joint gains is consistent with the spirit of TFW.   

 

It appears that while ñmaintaining the spirit of TFWò and ñprogress towards achieving all four 

FFR goalsò are important to large proportions of people in the FPAMP, a majority of persons 

involved in the FPAMP believe that some of their fellow members are committed to neither.  The 

collective response in this survey to the State Auditorôs ñnet gainsò approach could be 

characterized as undecided, which is surprising because that recommendation was rejected by the 

FPAMP over 2 years ago.  We could find no public record stating the reason for its rejection.  We 

heard that some TFW Policy members are hopeful that SDM will improve decision-making 

process.  Whether SDM, with its joint gains, can revive the spirit of TFW remains to be seen.   

 

4.1.2 Compromise and Consensus 

The TFW Agreements states, ñIt [the agreement] is by its very nature a compromise or more 

accurately a series of intelligent accommodations of the various goals and needs.ò  And, the rules 

developed through the FFR were also the result of compromise (Fairweather 2001).  We found 

that statements pertaining to compromise had the strongest agreement in this survey (Figure 4.2: 

E7b, E7c, E7d).  Two statements that tied for strongest agreement among all 81 Likert statements 

(MLS=4.3) were ñcompromise is necessary for achieving the four FFR goalsò and ñcompromise 

requires give and take amongst caucuses.ò And the statement with the fourth strongest agreement 

(MLS = 4.1, totA=83%) was ñcompromise is necessary for reaching unanimous consensus.ò  

These responses are encouraging because they align with the original spirit of the TFW 

Agreement.  On the other hand, agreement was not as strong for ñcompromise is a fundamental 

valueò (Figure 4.2: E7a; MLS=3.6, totA=60%), and for the statement ñcompromise is no longer 

possibleò (Figure 4.2: E7e) respondents were about evenly split (totD=32%, undecided=43%, 

totaA=25%).  Moreover, 21% of respondents had ñunwillingness of some members to 

compromiseò as one their top-two reasons why TFW Policy has difficulty reaching consensus; 

and only 14% of respondents had ñTFW Policy members are willing to compromiseò as one their 

top-two ingredients for success.  

 

In the grouped analysis, we also found strong agreement with statements pertaining to 

compromise and high concurrence among caucus groups.  For the statements ñcompromise is 

necessary for achieving the four Forests and Fish Report goalsò, ñcompromise requires give and 

take amongst caucusesò, and ñcompromise is necessary for reaching unanimous consensusò all 

caucus groups had MLS between 4.1 and 4.4.  These three statements also had no significant 
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differences between group responses, and the second, third, and fifth lowest MAD (0.06, 0.09, 

0.13) of all 81 Likert statements, which indicates strong concurrence amongst groups.  The 

conservation caucus had the strongest agreement (MLS= 4) with the statement ñcompromise is a 

fundamental valueò, while the other three caucus groups had MLS of 3.6 or 3.7 for that 

statement.  For the statement ñcompromise is no longer possibleò, members of the Conservation, 

Tribes, and Timber groups were evenly split with totD equal to totA and a plurality of members 

being undecided (Figure 4.2: E7e).  In contrast, the State caucus group had totD more than two 

times larger than totA (46% vs. 21%).   

 

It appears that regardless of caucus membership a large majority of persons involved in the 

FPAMP believe that compromise is still vitally important, but a plurality have doubts about its 

viability in the TFW Policy Committee.  As of June 2025, no changes had been made to the 

FPAMPôs consensus-based decision making. Consensus decisions are required for CMER and 

the TFW Policy Committee under rules governing the adaptive management program (WAC 

222-12-045).  Therefore, any change to consensus-based decision making will require a revision 

of those rules. 

 

4.1.3 Separating Science and Policy 

The ungrouped analysis found that most respondents had a poor opinion of CMERôs ability to 

separate science from policy.  The majority of respondents agree with ñMembers of CMER are 

biased by the policy preferences of their caucus (Figure 4.3: D1d; totA=65%), and ñThe 

ófirewallô; (or separation) between science and policy is broken (D7; totA=88%).  The latter 

statement tied for the 4th strongest level of agreement (MLS= 4.1) among all Likert statements.  

And, 71% of respondents had ñbias due to caucus affiliationò as one of their top-two causes of 

disagreement within CMER.  But respondents were split on ñMembers of CMER understand the 

different roles of scientists versus policy makers in the FPAMPò (totI= 26%, sometimes=48%, 

totF=27%).  Respondents also indicated that TFW Policy may be partly responsible for erosion 

of the science-policy firewall.  A majority (56%; Figure 4.3: E3b) of respondents chose 

ñsometimesò in response to ñMembers of the TFW Policy Committee understand the different 

roles of scientists versus policy makers.ò  

 

The survey also contained this statement, ñMembers of the TFW Policy Committee are biased by 

their caucus affiliation.ò  A large majority of respondents (68% Figure 4.3: E3f) responded 

ñfrequently,ò and 30% responded ñsometimes.ò The statement was somewhat of a trick question, 

and it may reveal a misunderstanding of policy makersô proper role.  Members of TFW Policy 

represent the interests of their caucuses, and as such, they are allowed to be and expected to be 

biased.  Not every discussion or decision in TFW Policy affects caucus interests, and hence, 

TFW Policy members need not be biased at all times.   

 

All caucus groups had moderate agreement (MLS 3.8 to 4.2) with the statement ñThe ófirewallô; 

(or separation) between science and policy is broken,ò with relatively high group concurrence  

no significant differences in group responses and MAD in the bottom quartile.  All caucus groups 

agreed less strongly with ñMembers of CMER are biased by the policy preferences of their 
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caucusò (MLS 3.2 to 4.0), and group concurrence also decreased with MAD in the second 

quartile.  But caucuses were split on ñMembers of CMER understand the different roles of 

scientists versus policy makers in the FPAMP.ò  The average response of Conservation and State 

groups was ñfrequentlyò (MLS=3.5, 3.2), and the Tribes and Timber groups responded with a 

very weak infrequently (MLS=2.9, 2.8).  The Conservation, Tribes, and State groups had 

majorities or pluralities choose ñsometimesò to both ñCMER understand[s] the different roles of 

scientists versus policy makersò (Figure 4.3: D1c; %sometimes =50, 43, 61) and ñTFW Policy 

Committee understand[s] the different roles of scientists versus policy makers (E3b; 

%sometimes = 50, 46, 60).  The Timber group chose ñsometimesò for the statement about TFW 

Policy (74%) almost two times more often than the statement about CMER (38%).  The plurality 

(43%) of Timber group respondents chose ñinfrequentlyò for the CMER statement.   

 

It appears that regardless of caucus membership a majority of persons involved in the FPAMP 

believe that members of CMER are biased by caucus affiliation.  In addition, pluralities or 

majorities of persons involved in the FPAMP believe that members of CMER and TFW Policy 

do not fully understand the different roles scientists and policy makers.  A training on the 

science-policy interface may be warranted (Watson 2005).   

 

4.1.4 CMER Studies 

On the topic of CMERôs studies, the average response was moderate but relatively high 

agreement (MLS=4, 8th highest, totA=81%) that CMER studies ñhave reduced scientific 

uncertainty about the environmental effects of forest practices on aquatic resources.ò  However, 

responses to other statements were less complimentary (Figure 4.4: C3a, C3c, C3d).  The 

average response was agreement to two statements about why the TFW Policy Committee has 

not recommended more rule changes: ñsome CMER studies have been inconclusive (i.e., too 

uncertain)ò (MLS=3.5, totA=61%), and ñsome CMER studies have not produced the types of 

information needed for decisions regarding rule changeò (MLS = 3.8, totA= 73%) (Figure 4.4: 

C5b, C5c).  Moreover, minorities chose ñfrequentlyò in response to CMER studies on 

environmental effects of forest practices have ñproduced satisfactory research resultsò 

(MLS=3.5, totF=49%), ñaddressed the key uncertainties associated with the impacts of forest 

practicesòШ(MLS=3.4, totF=47%),  and ñprovided useful information needed to resolve policy 

issuesò (MLS = 3.3, totF=41%), however, on the other hand, no respondents chose 

ñinfrequentlyò for those three statements.   

 

The grouped analysis showed relatively high concurrence amongst caucus groups for the 

statement that CMER studies ñhave reduced scientific uncertainty about the environmental 

effects of forest practices on aquatic resourcesò (Figure 4.4 C2).  There were no significant 

differences between group responses and the MAD (0.19) was the 9th smallest of all statements.  

All four groups responded to that statement with moderate agreement with MLS between 3.8 and 

4.1.  However, when responding to how often CMER studies reduced uncertainty, caucus group 

responses were less concurrent.  With one exception, the group responses were a very weak to 

moderate ñfrequentlyò (MLS>3) for the statements ñproduced satisfactory research resultsò, 

ñaddressed the key uncertaintiesò, and ñprovided useful informationò from all four caucus groups 
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(Figure 4.4: C3a, C3c).  The one exception was the response of the Timber group to ñprovided 

useful informationò which had an average response of ñsometimesò (MLS=3).  There was less 

group concurrence for these three statements as well, with each statement having one significant 

difference in group responses and two of the statements having MAD greater than the median.  

The significant difference in responses was between the Conservation Caucus and the Timber 

group in all three instances, with the average group responses being moderate ñfrequentlyò by 

the Conservation Caucus and sometimes to weak ñfrequentlyò by the Timber group.  The Tribes 

and State groups had MLS between Conservation and Timber for all three statements. 

 

It appears that regardless of caucus membership a large majority of persons involved in the 

FPAMP believe that CMER studies ñhave reduced scientific uncertainty about the environmental 

effects of forest practices on aquatic resources.ò  However, a large plurality believed that CMER 

studies reduce this uncertainty only sometimes.  Furthermore, Conservation and Timber groups 

have significantly different opinions on this issue with Conservation believing more than Timber 

that CMER frequently produces satisfactory research results, addresses the key uncertainties, and 

provides useful information. 

 

4.1.5 Economics 

The TFW ground rules (DNR 1987a) state, ñThese negotiations will try to maximize all the goals 

of all the parties as far as possible,ò and ñGive the same priority to solving the problems of 

others as will your own.ò  Responses to the statement ñThe TFW Policy Committee should work 

toward achieving . . . timber industry economic viabilityò (Figure 4.5: B2; MLS=4.0, totA= 

71%) are consistent with those rules, however, the lack of unanimity is concerning.  Likewise, 

the statement ñ[TFW Policy] tries to minimize potential financial burdens to the timber industry . 

. .ò elicited an even split among respondents (Figure 4.5: E4c; totD=28%, undecided=46%, 

totaA=27%) which should also raise concerns about following TFW ground rules.  

 

While developing this survey we had separate conversations with several participants in CMER 

and TFW Policy.  We were told that decisions by the TFW Policy Committee should not be 

influenced by economic impacts to the timber industry, and that economic considerations are 

reserved for the Forest Practices Board.  However, the collective response to the statement 

ñ[TFW members] do not allow economics to influence their policy recommendationsò reveals 

that a minority in the FPAMP believe economics do influence TFW Policyôs decisions (Figure 

4.5: E3h; totD=29%), and on this fundamental issue, the influence of economics on policy and 

rule recommendations, a majority of respondents were undecided/neutral (52%).   

 

The Conservation Caucus had the minority response for ñThe TFW Policy Committee should 

work toward achieving . . . timber industry economic viability.ò  It disagreed (MLS=2.4), and its 

response was significantly different than the responses of the other three caucus groups.  The 

Timber Caucus group was in the minority for both ñ[TFW Policy] tries to minimize potential 

financial burdens to the timber industry . . .ò, and ñ[TFW members] do not allow economics to 

influence their policy recommendations . . .ò  It disagreed with the latter (MLS=1.9), which was 

significantly different than the other three groups, and agreed with the former (MLS=3.3). 
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There appear to be differences in opinion regarding how the TFW Policy Committee should 

address economic impacts to the timber industry.  The difference is especially apparent when 

examining the responses of the Conservation Caucus and the Timber caucus group to statements 

about economics.   

 

4.1.6 Rule Change 

The pace of rule change has been a concern among some members of TFW Policy.  The State 

Auditorôs (2021) report described the current situation as follows: 

ñParticipants said the program ï and their colleagues on the committees ï failed to follow 

both the letter of the laws governing it and the spirit of the underlying Timber Fish Wildlife 

Agreement composed in 1987. The issues they described have contributed to bottlenecks in 

decision-making and a general atmosphere of distrust among members. As a consequence, 

the program and board have only issued two revisions to forest practices rules since 2006.ò 

(emphasis added) 

 

There is more than one reason for only two rule changes since 2006 (actually, only two changes 

since 1999).  None of our Likert statements addressed this issue directly, but Figure 4.6 presents 

several potential reasons for the paucity of rule change.  One reason could be that the FFR and 

the subsequent Forest Practices HCP (DNR 2005) was intended to ñcreate regulatory stabilityò 

for landowners.  This implicit goal was acknowledged by a large majority (totA=73%) of 

responses to ñRegulatory certainty for the timber industry is an implied goal of the FPHCP.ò  

Majorities of three caucus groups also agreed with this statement.   

 

Rule changes are based on the results of CMER studies.  Hence, CMER studies could be a 

reason for only two rule changes.  A majority or plurality of three caucus groups believed that 

more rule changes did not occur because CMER studies ñindicated that more rule changes were 

not neededò or ñhave been inconclusive about the impacts.ò  For both statements, majorities of 

the Conservation Caucus held the opposing belief.  Majorities of all caucus groups, and very 

large majorities of three, believed that more rules changes did not occur because when CMER 

studies showed that adverse impacts were associated with forest practices the caucuses disagreed 

about the mechanism for those impacts.  The pace of rule change could be affected by the pace of 

completing CMER studies, and a more complicated CMER process is likely to take longer.  A 

majority or plurality of two caucus groups (Conservation, Tribes) believed that the process of 

conducting CMER studies was not too complicated, and pluralities of two caucus groups 

(Timber, State) believed that the process is too complicated. 

 

Th State Auditorôs Report concluded that delays driven by consensus-based decision making was 

a ñkey causeò for the paucity of rule changes. In other words, lack of consensus within the TFW 

Policy Committee has resulted in prolonged rule-making processes. Consensus typically requires 

compromise among caucuses, but many participants in the FPAMP have doubts about the ability 

of TFW Policy members to compromise.  For the statement ñcompromise is no longer possibleò, 

25% of all respondents agreed and 42% were neutral/undecided.  
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The paucity of rule change may be related to different attitudes toward risk and problem-solving.  

Majorities of the Conservation (100%), Tribes (79%), and State (52%) caucus groups believe 

that a risk averse attitude is appropriate when there is uncertainty about environmental impacts of 

forest practices rules, but a large majority (70%) of the Timber Caucus Group disagrees.  

Majorities or pluralities of the Timber (88%), Tribes (42%), and State (65%) caucus groups 

believe that win-win solutions should be part of the rule-making process, but a large majority 

(80%) of the Conservation Caucus disagrees.  Finding win-win solutions is an important tenet of 

the TFW Agreement (DNR 1987).   

 

4.1.7 Old Issues 

This section is a ñcheck inò on some old issues identified in Madden (2020) and SAO (2021), 

and the next section is a ñcheck inò on more recent issues  the recommendations by the State 

Auditorôs Office (2021).   

 

Three issues, amongst many, mentioned by interviewees in Madden (2020) as impediments to a 

successful FPAMP were lack of clarity about the "end game", lack of engagement by top leaders 

(i.e., the principals), and power imbalances amongst the caucuses.  The average response of all 

respondents agreed that all three are impediments (MLS=3.9, 3.6, 3.4), and majorities agreed 

with lack of clarity about the end game (totA=75%) and lack of engagement by the principals 

(totA=56%).  SAO (2021) claimed that reluctance to use dispute resolution is a problem. 

However, the average response of all respondents disagreed, albeit very weakly (MLS=2.9, 

totD=37%), with ñreluctance of caucuses to make use of the dispute resolution processò is an 

impediment to a successful FPAMP.  

 

The average response of all caucus groups was agreement with lack of clarity about the "end 

game" and lack of engagement by top leaders are major impediments to a successful FPAMP.  

Agreement ranged from very weak (e.g., State group for engagement by leaders) to strong (e.g., 

Timber group for clarity about end game).  Conservation, Tribes, and State groups agreed with 

power imbalances being a major impediment (MLS=4.2, 3.6, 3.5), but the Timber group very 

weakly disagreed (MLS=2.9) because a plurality (47%) chose ñneither disagree nor agree.ò  

 

Regarding reluctance to use dispute resolution, the Conservation and State caucus groups 

disagreed that is a major impediment (MLS=2.4, 2.9).  The Tribes and Timber groups very 

weakly agreed with that statement (MLS=3.1, 3.1), and for both caucus groups respondents were 

evenly split between disagree and agree  Tribes: totD=42%, totA=42%; Timber: totD=35%, 

totA=35%.   

 

With respect to these ñold issues,ò majorities or pluralities of participants in the FPAMP still 

believe that lack of clarity about the "end game", lack of engagement by top leaders (i.e., the 

principals), and power imbalances amongst the caucuses are problems.  And, these opinions are 

common to all caucuses, although the strength of those opinions vary.  The overall opinion about 

reluctance to use dispute resolution as an impediment to success could best be characterized as 
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very weak disagreement with the State Auditor.  Nevertheless, in response to the State Auditorôs 

report (SAO 2021), language in the Board Manual pertaining to dispute resolution has been 

revised to be consistent with WAC 222-12-045 which requires dispute resolution when 

unanimous consensus cannot be achieved within CMER or TFW Policy Committee. 

 

4.1.8 Recommendations of State Auditorôs Office 

We revisited the recommendations from the State Auditorôs Office (SAO 2021) because: 1) 

developing decision criteria and policy responses to a study's potential results "up front" is a 

recommendation that appears in the peer-reviewed literature on adaptive management (Schultz 

and Nie 2012, M¬nsson et al. 2023), 2) the State Auditorôs conception of ñnet gainsò embodies 

the original spirit of TFW, and 3) consensus is a foundational principle of TFW but some 

participants in the FPAMP are frustrated by unanimous consensus.   

 

On average, respondents agreed that developing decision criteria and policy responses to a 

study's potential results óup frontôò will improve the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making 

process (MLS=3.8, totA=70%),  that a ñnet gainsò approach as described by the State Auditor 

will improve the TFW Policy Committee's decision-making process (MLS=3.1, totA=35%), and 

that abandoning unanimous consensus will expedite the TFW Policy Committee's decision-

making process (MLS=3.7, totA=65%).  Furthermore, on average, respondents agreed that 

developing policy responses up front and abandoning unanimous consensus are feasible changes 

to the current decision -making process (MLS=3.5 and 3.2, respectively).  However, concurrence 

for both statements was relatively low, with CIs in the bottom quartile of all 81 Likert statements.    

 

On average, respondents believed that the Auditorôs recommendation to abandon unanimous 

consensus would ñviolate the spirit of TFWò (MLS=3.2, totA=41%), but this too had low 

concurrence, with the 5th lowest concurrence of all 81 Likert statements.  About one-third of 

respondents (32%) disagreed that abandoning consensus would violate the spirit of TFW; which 

was the largest total disagreement of the seven Likert statements that addressed the State 

Auditorôs recommendations.  Of these seven Likert statements, only the ñnet gains approach is a 

feasible change to the decision-making processò had MLS less than 3, with total disagreement 

(30%) being slightly larger than total agreement (27%).  In fact, the collective response to both 

ñnet gainsò statements (improvement and feasibility) were ambivalent.  That is, pluralities chose 

ñneither disagree nor agreeò for both statements, and total agreement and total disagreement 

were approximately balanced for both statements.  These results are troubling because the net 

gains approach is congruent with the TFW Agreement which stated: ñIt [the agreement] is by its 

very nature a compromise or more accurately a series of intelligent accommodations of the 

various goals and needs.ò and ñIt is important to note the TFW process incorporates area of 

mutual gain and flexibility, ówin-winô proposals, whenever possible.ò   

 

For several Likert statements about the Auditorôs recommendations, caucus groups had different 

opinions.  The average responses of all four caucus groups were ñagreeò to the statement that 

using a process other than unanimous consensus would expedite the decision- making process.  

However, the Conservation, Tribes, and State groups had moderate to strong agreement 
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(MLS=4.7, 4.0, 4.1, respectively) while the Timber group had very weak agreement (MLS= 3.1).  

The differences between the responses of the three former groups and the Timber group were 

statistically significant.  In response to the statement that abandoning unanimous consensus 

would violate the spirit of TFW, the State group was the only one to disagree (MLS=2.6).  In 

response to the statement that using a process other than unanimous consensus is feasible, the 

Timber caucus group was the only one to disagree.  Also for that statement, the responses of the 

Conservation (MLS=4.7) and Timber groups (MLS=2.5) were significantly different, and MAD 

was the fourth largest of all 81 Likert statements, which indicates very low concurrence among 

caucus groups.  In addition, the Timber Caucus group had the strongest agreement (totA=76%) 

amongst all caucus groups to ñabandoning unanimous consensus would violate the spirit of 

TFWò and the strongest disagreement (totD=47%) to ñusing a process other than unanimous 

consensus is feasible.ò 

 

For both statements about a net gains approach (improvement and feasibility), the Conservation 

and Tribes caucus groups disagreed with those statements, which indicates disapproval, the State 

group agreed, and Timber group was neutral/undecided.  For both statements about developing 

policy responses ñup frontò, the Tribes, State, and Timber groups agreed, which indicates 

approval, and Conservation Caucus was neutral/undecided.   

 

The Forest Practice Board has approved a plan for addressing the State Auditorôs 

recommendations, a plan which rejects a net gains approach.  As of June 2025, no changes had 

been made to the FPAMPôs consensus-based decision making. Consensus decisions are required 

for CMER and the TFW Policy Committee under rules governing the adaptive management 

program (WAC 222-12-045).  Therefore, any change to consensus-based decision making will 

require revising those rules. 

 

4.1.9  Structured Decision Making 

While not an explicit recommendation by the State Auditor, the Auditorôs recommendations did 

lead to the idea of structured decision making (SDM).  The ungrouped collective responses to 

incorporating SDM into the decision-making process were positive  the average response was 

agreement (MLS>3) for all 15 Likert statements on that topic.  Nine of the 15 had moderate 

agreement.  The lowest MLS were in response to statements about feasibility (G1b=3.3, 

G1d=3.2, G5b=3.4, G6d=3.4).  Eight of the 15 had concurrence indices above the median value.   

 

The Tribes, State, and Timber caucus groups agreed (MLS>3) with all 15 Likert statements about 

SDM.  The Conservation Caucus disagreed with five statements and was neutral/undecided for 

five.  The five that Conservation disagreed with all pertained to the economic goal (G1d, G4b, 

G6c, G6d, G6e), and five that the Conservation Caucus agreed with all pertained to the 

environmental goal.  The average MLS across the 15 Likert statements were 3.0, 3.6, 3.8, and 3.9 

for Conservation, Tribes, State, and Timber caucus groups.  This may indicate relative support 

for incorporating SDM into the decision-making process.  
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4.1.10  Red Flags 

If the FPAMP is to be effective, efficient, and healthy, then all participants must believe in the 

same tenets, norms, and goals.  First, all participants must believe in achieving the same goals. 

Responses to Likert statements B1 and B2 (Figure 4.1) indicate a lack of concurrence or perhaps 

confusion about the economic viability goal.  Second, all participants must believe in the 

inviolability of the science-policy firewall.  Responses to Likert statements D1c, D1d, and D7 

(Figure 4.4) show that majorities believe the firewall is broken.  The FFR stated: ñThe authors 

[of the Forests and Fish Report] remain committed to the original TFW Agreement which 

continues to be in effect . . .ò (DNR 1999).  And therefore, third, all participants must have the 

same understanding and same commitment to the tenets of the TFW Agreement.  Two of those 

tents are 1) compromise leading to unanimous consensus of caucuses, and 2) seeking win-win 

solutions for all caucuses.  The survey shows that large majorities believe in compromise (Figure 

4.2: E7a, E7b, E7c, E7d) but there is little concurrence within or across caucuses about the 

possibility or even the value of consensus (Figure 4.2: E7e, F2b, F2c, F5b).  Likewise, Likert 

statements regarding win-win solutions (Figure 4.1: E3g, F5e, F3a, F3b) got mixed responses 

within and across caucuses.   

 

Likert statements in the preceding paragraph are red flags.  Likert statements pertaining to basic 

tenets of TFW or the FFR should elicit collective responses that are nearly unanimous for either 

agree or disagree.  That was not the result we observed.  Hence, these statements indicate severe 

problems that may be at least partially responsible for dysfunction in the FPAMP.  Section 4.3 

describes the historical roots of these problems and suggests ways to address them. 

 

4.2 Open-Ended Responses 

Many responses to the open-ended questions were complex reflecting how many issues overlap.  

The responses were not solely tied to one particular thematic category (e.g., governance element, 

use of science).  This complexity and overlap likely contribute to ongoing issues, relational 

dynamics, and potential for/responses to governance or systems change, including around the use 

of science.  

 

While many themes emerged from the responses, some overarching governance themes 

included: structures, processes, ineffectiveness, lack of robustness, unresponsiveness, and 

caucuses (example of structures).  These particular themes reflected decision-making bodies and 

participating groups hindering or impacting processes and/or processes being unable to adapt or 

change as needed.  These themes also illustrated ineffective processes and a lack of capacity and 

resources, including knowledge or scientific literacy among participants.  These themes also 

included a lack of robust connections, trust, and built-in ability to learn and adjust to new 

information, including scientific results or process improvement recommendations (including 

from previous assessments).  While the aforementioned themes were most common, institutions 

(e.g., rules, norms, and policies) were less frequently referenced, perhaps reflecting an ongoing 

appreciation for the group, its foundations, and its potential, and lack of need for dramatic 

institutional change.  On the other hand, these themes may better reflect the need for structural 

(e.g., who or what is involved) and/or procedural (e.g., how things are done) change.  
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Additionally, many responses, regardless of layered theme, included references to caucuses and 

their impacts on governance and use of science, with many participants sharing a negative 

perception of caucuses and their roles as impediments to success, reaching consensus, and ability 

to make science-informed decisions. 

 

Overarching use of science themes included: lack of increased understanding, expert autonomy, 

and saliency.  These themes reflected disconnects between decisions or decision-maker questions 

and scientific projects or results and highlighted a lack of communication or two-way 

interactions among science and policy members.  Additionally, themes reflected a perceived lack 

of autonomy among scientists, inferring that decision-making or other involved bodies (e.g., 

caucuses) had negatively or inappropriately influenced scientists, scientific processes, and 

scientific results, which likely informed the perception that there is a lack of increased 

understanding among decision-makers when presented science.  

 

Overall, the open-ended results reflected results from previous reports (Meridian 2018, Madden 

2020, SAO 2021).  For example, previous studies have illustrated a need to move away from a 

consensus decision-making model due to a variety of factors (SAO 2021) and a need to revitalize 

decision-making body leadership (Madden 2020).  Previous studies have also demonstrated 

needs to enhance decision-making processes to ensure greater effectiveness, accountability, and 

support (Madden 2020), while also calling for peer-review and greater scientific autonomy (SAO 

2021).  While the results outlined may not be entirely unique to this particular study, the results 

likely further validate previously conducted work and their recommendations. 
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Figure 4.5.  Likert statements related to timber industry economics.  * indicates responses were Infrequently, Sometimes, Frequently. 
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Figure 4.6.  Likert statements related to rule change.    
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4.3 What Happened to the Spirit of TFW? 

The results of the survey have led us to some insights about the FPAMP.  The core insight is that 

TFW, or more specifically the ñspirit of TFW,ò is a poor fit for the FPAMP as it is currently 

constituted.  However, some changes to the FPAMP could revive the spirit of TFW. 

  

ñTFWò or ñthe spirit of TFWò refers to a philosophy and a set of ground rules.  Both originate 

from the Timber, Fish and Wildlife Agreement of 1987.  Key tenets of the philosophy can be 

summarized as follows (DNR 1987a): 

¶ The State of Washington needs a viable timber industry, and it needs to protect and 

enhance its fish, wildlife, water and cultural/ archeological resources. 

¶ Adaptive management evaluates the impacts of forest practices rules which will be 

modified to meet the needs of the parties.  

¶ Differences amongst parties can be resolved through education, negotiation, and respect 

for each otherôs views. 

¶ Participants put forth their best effort at meeting each otherôs needs.  The result is by its 

very nature a compromise. 

¶ The TFW process incorporates mutual gain, ñwin-winò proposals, whenever possible.  

And some of the key ground rules are (DNR 2023): 

¶ Participants recognize the legitimacy of the goals of others and assume that their own goals 

will also be respected.   

¶ Participants commit to search for opportunities to solve problems collaboratively.  

¶ Participants acknowledge that solving problems or issues of other caucuses is more likely 

to lead to solutions for oneôs own problems and issues. 

¶ Decisions are made through consensus among the nine caucuses that make up the Policy 

Committee. 

In short, compromise, consensus, and the potential for ñwin-winò solutions were vital to the 

original spirit of TFW.  

 

The parties to the FFR reaffirmed their commitment to TFW: ñThe authors remain committed to 

the original TFW Agreement which continues to be in effect . . .ò (DNR 1999).  Nevertheless, 

concerns about TFW have existed since the start of the Forest Practices HCP.  Less than one year 

after the HCPôs official approval (DNR 2006), DNR initiated discussions about ñTFW 

reinvigorationò (DNR 2007a).  During those discussions, most parties expressed that ñthe sense 

of full partnership and desire for true collaboration that underpinned TFW and resulted in its 

success no longer exist today.ò  At that time, ña lack of commitment to reaching consensusò was 

thought to be a problem.  Meridian (2018) and Madden (2020) found that these beliefs persisted.   

 

Meridian (2018), Madden (2020), and SAO (2021) all reported the desire of some interviewees 

for a return to the original spirit of TFW: 

¶ ñThe sense that everyone had something to gain from being at table and working together 

has eroded.ò (Meridian 2018) 
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¶ ñ. . .participants consistently expressed desire for improved relationships and a rekindling 

of a collective spirit of ógive and takeô and ósolving each otherôs problemsô that many felt 

embodied the original TFW agreement.ò (Madden 2020)  

¶ ñMost say the original vision of the Timber Fish Wildlife Agreement has failed, which has 

led to discouragement among the people involved.ò (SAO 2021) 

Furthermore, the SAOôs recommendation for a ñnet gainsò approach was intended to foster 

compromise and win-win solutions, and to revive the spirit of TFW:  

¶ ñUse a ónet gainsô approach to decision making to help caucuses see a ówinô from 

compromisingò 

¶ ñAdopting a net gains approach would help program caucus members more willingly 

adhere to the programôs original spirit . . .ò   

 

Our survey showed that a majority of past and present participants in the FPAMP still believe in 

important aspects of the TFW spirit: a majority (65%) believe a lack of win-win solutions is a 

major impediment to success; a majority (60%) believe that compromise is a fundamental value; 

large majorities (91%, 92%) believe that compromise is necessary for achieving the four FFR 

goals and that compromise requires give and take amongst caucuses; a large majority (73%) 

believe that achieving all four Forests and Fish goals is a most important indicator of success; 

and a large majority (73%) believe that exploring ñjoint gainsò in SDM will improve decision 

making (Figures 4.1, 4.2).   

 

However, our survey also confirmed that the spirit of TFW has eroded: a minority (28%) believe 

that all caucuses work toward achieving all four FFR goals; a small minority (9%) believe that 

TFW Policy seeks win-win solutions; a minority (32%) believed that compromise in TFW Policy 

is still possible; less than half (41%) believed that abandoning unanimous consensus would 

violate the spirit of TFW; and a majority (52%) believed that unanimous consensus is a major 

impediment to a success.  The SAO (2021) report recommended a decision process other than 

unanimous consensus because attaining full consensus contributes to delays and lack of decision-

making that hampers the FPAMP. 

 

In 1987 and 1999, TFW achieved consensus on numerous new rules that addressed nearly every 

adverse impact of forest practices on aquatic resources: riparian management zones, roads, 

unstable slopes, wetlands, forest chemicals, etc.  Eight years after the FFR, the TFW Policy 

Committee was unable to achieve consensus on one change to one rule: increasing the ñdesired 

future conditionò (DFC) basal area values in WAC 222-30-021 (DNR 2007b, 2008).  More 

recently, the TFW Policy Committee was unable to achieve consensus on changes to the rules 

that protect non-fish-bearing streams, and consequently minority and majority rule proposals 

were presented by different caucuses to the Forest Practices Board (DNR 2022b).  

 

So, what happened to consensus and the original spirit of TFW?  We attribute the erosion of the 

original spirit to three things: change in the grounds for consensus, change in the influence of 

economics, change in the influence of science. 
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The grounds for consensus have changed.  The grounds for consensus that brought about the 

original TFW Agreement (DNR 1987a) and the FFR (DNR 1999) were more akin to deal making 

than to policy making.  This is reflected in the language used to describe the spirit of TFW: 

ñeveryone had something to gainò and ña collective spirit of ógive and take.ò  Fairweather (2001) 

describes the process that produced the FFR as ña negotiated solution featuring a mix of science 

and politics.ò  For example, RMZ widths are based on site-potential tree height (SPTH) at a 

stand age of 100 years (WAC 222-30-021), but there is no purely scientific rationale for choosing 

100 years rather than 80 or 150 years.14  Through negotiations all parties agreed to 100 years, but 

some parties to the FFR thought the SPTH age should be older (Fairweather 2001).  Likewise, all 

parties agreed to 140 years as the stand age for DFC.  That age appears to have been a 

compromise  140 years is the midpoint between 80 to 200 years (Fairweather 2001), which is 

the age range of a commonly accepted definition for ñmatureò conifer forest (Spies and Franklin 

1991).  The scientific rationale for 140 years was minimal; DFC age was mostly a negotiated 

compromise.  Many such compromises produced a package of new rules that yielded the mutual 

gains among caucuses necessary to achieve consensus.  

 

Deal-making was essential to the FFR.  For instance, a significant motivation for the FFR was 

regulatory certainty obtained through a habitat conservation plan (HCP) for federally listed 

threatened or endangered species, especially federally listed salmonids (DNR 2005, Wilhere and 

Quinn 2018).  The timber industry was willing to accept more costly regulations in exchange for 

potentially cost-saving incidental take permits, and the two federal agencies that administer the 

Endangered Species Act (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and National Marine Fisheries Service; 

the Services) were willing to issue incidental take permits in exchange for more protection of 

aquatic habitats.  The HCP led to a ñdealò between Washington State and federal Services (DNR 

2006), and, in fact, at that time, the Services were fond of saying ña deal is a dealò (USFWS & 

NMFS 2016).  The Washington Department of Ecology was also a party to the FFR.  Ecology 

issued Clean Water Act assurances that would reduce some regulatory burdens because the 

agency believed the FFR provided ñthe quickest and most efficient means for achieving 

environmental goals and State of Washington water quality standardsò (DNR 1999), and the 

timber industry was willing to accept the proposed rules to avoid liabilities due to the Clean 

Water Act.  In the past, compromise could lead to deals because all parties had something to 

gain.  In the present, there is much less give-and-take, fewer compromises, and consequently, 

more difficulty reaching consensus (i.e., making deals).   

 

The influence of economics in the TFW Policy Committee has decreased substantially.  

Participants in the original TFW ñput forth their best effort at meeting each otherôs needsò and 

ñrecognize[d] the legitimacy of the goals of others.ò  During the FFR negotiations, the economic 

needs/goals of the timber industry and small forest landowners were just as important as the fish, 

amphibians, and water quality goals; at least implicitly.  Furthermore, the Forest Practices Act 

(RCW 76.09.307(7)) states: ñThe adaptive management process shall . . . provide 

 
14 There was a precedent for choosing 100 years as the SPTH age used for establishing RMZ widths.  DNRôs habitat 

conservation plan for state-managed forestlands, which was approved by the federal government in 1997, used 100 

years for SPTH.  
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recommendations to the [Forest Practices] board on proposed changes to forest practices rules to 

meet timber industry viability and salmon recovery.ò  Those recommendations come from TFW 

Policy, but this survey shows that some respondents no longer believe economics should 

influence TFW Policyôs recommendations (Figure 4.5).  In fact, while developing the 

questionnaire we spoke to members of TFW Policy and CMER who believed timber industry 

economics should not influence TFW Policyôs decision making or seemed unsure about the 

proper influence of economics.  Those observations are supported by statements E3h and E4c in 

Figure 4.5.  Failing to consider the needs and/or goals of all caucuses violates a key tenet of 

TFW.  We do not understand how TFW Policy can propose rule changes that meet all four 

Forests Fish Report goals without evaluating the effects of those rule changes on all four goals. 

 

In conversation with some members of TFW Policy and CMER we were told that economic 

considerations are solely the purview of the Forest Practices Board.  Changes to the forest 

practices rules require both a cost-benefit analysis (CBA) and a small business economic impact 

statement (SBEIS) under RCW 34.05.328 and RCW 19.85.030, respectively.  A CBA determines 

whether probable benefits of the new rule are greater than its probable costs and whether the new 

rule is the least burdensome alternative that will achieve the goals and objectives of the rule.  A 

SBEIS determines whether the new rule will have a disproportionate cost impact on small 

businesses.  The results of the CBA and SBEIS are considered by the Forest Practices Board 

when deciding to adopt a new rule.  However, neither a CBA nor a SBEIS address economic 

viability (a concept that remains undefined).  In addition, because the CBA and SBEIS are 

conducted after TFW Policy submits it recommendations to the Board, information contained in 

the CBA and SBEIS is not available to TFW Policy during its deliberations, and therefore, that 

information cannot contribute to win-win problem solving that embodies the spirit of TFW. 

 

The influence of science, especially CMER science, has greatly increased since the original TFW 

Agreement and the FFR.  Both documents were multi-party negotiated agreements.  As such, 

they were policy documents that contained little scientific support for the new rules that all 

parties agreed to.  Much of the science supporting development of the FFR was transmitted from 

scientists to policy makers (i.e., negotiators) ad hoc with few or no written records. 15  

Consequently, as explained above, compromises were made with little documented scientific 

justification (DNR 1999, Fairweather 2001).  The FFR was followed by an HCP five years later 

(DNR 2005) and an environmental impact statement (EIS) in 2006 (USFWS & NMFS 2006).  

Any changes during the intervening five years to the original Forests and Fish agreement were 

minor, and hence, both the HCP and EIS were post-hoc scientific justifications for the FFR.  

 

While all parties to the FFR agreed that the new rules increased protection of aquatic resources, 

there was still considerable uncertainty about the effectiveness of those rules.  Risks to aquatic 

resources were accepted by the parties because there was a safety net  adaptive management.  

That is, most parties believed the new rules were an acceptable starting point, and that a 

 
15 One exception is LWAG (1998), a 90-page report on riparian-dependent wildlife species, that was delivered to the 

TFW Policy Committee. 
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scientifically rigorous adaptive management program would eventually eliminate any 

unacceptable impacts to fish, amphibians, or water quality.   

 

Post-FFR, decisions made by the TFW Policy Committee are informed by rigorous studies 

conducted by CMER.  Most studies address specific ñcritical questions,ò take years to complete, 

go through multiple rounds of peer review, and are scrutinized from different perspective by all 

caucuses.  Some studies are preceded by preparatory studies, such as literature reviews or 

methodological development.  In retrospect, the influence of science on the FFR negotiations 

was primitive by comparison.  Twenty-five years ago, science imposed few constraints on the 

FFR, and consequently, compromise and subsequent consensus were far easier then than they are 

today.  In other words, the results of CMER studies have tended to limit the policy options 

available to TFW Policy.  For example, CMER studies demonstrated that Type N streams 

protected by 50 ft buffers would not meet water quality standards (McIntyre et al. 2021), and 

therefore, 50 ft buffers are no longer a legitimate policy option.  Todayôs rigorous CMER studies 

and the FPAMPôs strong science-policy linkage are very much preferable to what TFW Policy 

had 25 years ago, but we should recognize that the ñspirit of TFWò was easier to respect when 

less science also meant looser scientific constraints on decision makers.   

 

What should be done?  The FPAMP can follow one of two paths.  One path tries to revive the 

spirit of TFW.  That still may be feasible, but do participants in the FPAMP truly want to 

preserve the key tenets of the TFW Agreement?  At the heart of TFW ñis the assumption that 

everyone wins by addressing the needs and goals of ALL participantsò (DNR 1987b, p.14; 

emphasis in original).  The congruence of the State Auditorôs ñnet gainsò recommendation with 

the spirit of TFW is undeniable  ñuse a ónet gainsô approach to decision making to help 

caucuses see a ówinô from compromising.ò16  However, the TFW Policy Committee apparently 

rejected the ñnet gainsò recommendation (DNR 2022a), which suggests that ñwin-winò solutions 

are no longer important.  The survey also revealed the diminished importance of win-win 

solutions  a small minority (9%) of respondents believed that TFW Policy frequently seeks win-

win solutions (Figure 4.1: E3g), and respondents were roughly split on whether a net gains 

approach would improve the decision-making process (Figure 4.1: F3a).  On the other hand, 

survey responses to SDMôs ñjoint gains,ò which could lead to similar outcomes as ñnet gains,ò 

were more positive  majorities thought it would improve decision making and would be feasible 

(Figure 4.1: G5a, G5b).   

 

ñJoint gains,ò which is a concept in structured decision making (SDM)17, involves a negotiation 

whereby all parties obtain some benefit through finding a mutually beneficial solution.  The 

 
16 The State Auditorôs report recommended: ñUse a ónet gainsô approach to decision making to help caucuses see a 

ówinô from compromising on a project package,ò where ñprojectò referred to a CMER study.  The most significant 

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 widths).  Hence, decisions on ñproject 

packagesò would ultimately be decisions about CMER studies that lead to potential rule change, and therefore, a 

ñnet gainsò approach would necessarily consider wins and losses due to rule change. 
17 The TFW Policy Committee recently completed the first phase of a trial run of the SDM process (DNR 2025, 

Compass 2025).  Whether TFW Policy will pursue further use of SDM remains to be seen.   
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fundamental questions regarding ñjoint gainsò in the FPAMP are this: 1) Do ñjoint gainsò 

solutions exist that are acceptable to all caucuses?; and 2) Can members of the TFW Policy 

Committee work together, in the spirit of TFW, to craft those solutions?   

 

Finding ñjoint gainsò may require economic instruments that expand policy options available to 

TFW Policy.  In 1987, the TFW Agreement was already proposing as much: ñThe issue of 

compensation may be raised in the future after actual costs and impacts become known . . .ò  

Many policy innovations, such as payments for ecosystem services (Alix-Garcia and Wolff 2014, 

Frey et al. 2021), environmental markets (Deal et al. 2012), and renewable-term conservation 

easements (Owley 2011), have developed since 1987, and a successful ñjoint gainsò approach 

may require an openness to these ideas by all caucuses.  We concur with the SAOôs (2021) 

insight that a package of multiple rules, policies, and/or actions that attempts to give each caucus 

a win (a ñnet gainsò approach), rather than a single rule change that inequitably distributes costs 

and benefits, is more likely to achieve consensus.   

 

The TFW Agreement and the FFR may have both inadvertently used a joint gains approach.  

That is, both were rule packages that addressed many different aspects of forest practices.  As the 

rule package was negotiated, and compromises were made, each caucus may have ñwonò on 

some rules and ñlostò on other rules.  Hence, each caucus perceived a net gain, an overall win, 

from the entire package.  The TFW Agreement and the FFR achieved consensus on the overall 

rule package, not on individual rules.  This history validates the SAOôs ñnet gainsò 

recommendation.  In the future, ñjoint gainsò packages could include both new rules that provide 

greater protection of aquatic resources and economic policies/programs that keep the timber 

industry economically viable.   

 

If the TFW Policy Committee wishes to revive the spirit of TFW, then SDMôs ñjoint gainsò must 

address the goals of all caucuses and address all goals in a similar manner.  The FPAMP 

currently focuses exclusively on the FFRôs three environmental goals.  No resources are directed 

toward studies addressing the economic goal.  To fully implement SDMôs ñjoint gains,ò we 

believe CMERôs portfolio should be expanded to include forest economics.  CMER studies on 

relevant aspects of forest economics would provide all members of TFW Policy with information 

essential for negotiations, compromise, and decisions regarding rule change.  Our survey 

suggests that some participants in the FPAMP believe economics have no place in TFW Policy 

while some other participants are unsure of economicsô place.  Economic studies completed or 

overseen by CMER and delivered to TFW Policy would implicitly confer equal status to the 

economic goal.  It would also alleviate a serious problem within TFW Policy  asymmetric 

information.  Asymmetric information occurs when one party in a transaction has more or better 

information than the other party (Gaudet and Lasserre 2015).  In TFW Policy, information 

regarding the environmental goals is symmetric, i.e., all caucuses have equal access to 

information provided by CMER, which currently focuses on only environmental goals.  

However, the information pertaining to the economic goal is grossly asymmetric.  Within the 

TFW Policy Committee, Industrial Timber and Small Forest Landowner caucuses presumably 

know a lot about the potential effects of rule change on their economic viability, while the other 
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caucuses know very little.  This gives Industrial Timber and Small Forest Landowner caucuses 

an advantage, and that obvious advantage is likely to evoke distrust by other caucuses.   

 

A good start to incorporating economics into discussions at the TFW Policy Committee could be 

to explore the meaning of ñeconomically viableò in the fourth FFR goal (and which is also 

implied in the Forest Practices Act, RCW 76.09.010(1)).  TFW Policy would work with 

economists to define economic viability (e.g., Susaeta 2025, Susaeta and Gong 2019), and 

economists would develop ways to predict changes in economic viability due to changes in forest 

practices rules.  Establishing economic performance targets may be one way to define ñeconomic 

viability.ò CMERôs current work plan contains approximately 168 critical questions related to the 

three environmental goals (CMER 2025).  Critical questions for the economic goal have never 

been considered.  Future CMER work plans could contain critical questions that address such 

topics as: valuing ecosystem goods and services provided to the public by private forest lands, 

tracking trends over time in economic viability, evaluating negative and positive externalities of 

timber industry, and cost estimates for implementing various financial compensation or incentive 

programs.  Through SDM, the TFW Policy Committee might be able to rigorously incorporate 

both environmental and economic information into its deliberations, negotiations, and ultimately, 

compromises that lead to consensus.   

 

We acknowledge that expanding CMERôs portfolio to include forest economics may be 

impractical.  This change would require several new CMER members, require current CMER 

members to engage on complicated economics that are completely foreign, and it would require 

additional funding or the reallocation of existing funds.  A more practical way to obtain 

information on forest economics may be through consultants.  However, economic information 

obtained in that way might relegate it to second-class status.  

 

The FPAMPôs other potential path is the status quo, which could be described as a post-TFW 

FPAMP.  If our survey accurately reflects opinions of FPAMP participants, then the post-TFW 

FPAMP has discarded several key tenets of the TFW Agreement: some participantsô do not put 

forth their best effort at meeting each otherôs needs; not everyone wins by not addressing the 

needs and goals of all participants; the result is by its very nature not a compromise.  Given the 

changes over time in the grounds for consensus, the influence of economics, and the influence of 

science, the post-TFW FPAMP may be a necessary stage in the FPAMPôs natural evolution.   

 

We believe that the next stage of the FPAMPôs evolution should strengthen the FPAMPôs 

science-policy linkage, return timber industry economics to its former importance in the 

deliberations of the TFW Policy Committee, fund research that answers critical questions about 

the FFRôs fourth goal ï timber industry economic viability, increase trust among caucuses by 

eliminating asymmetric information regarding the FFRôs fourth goal, consider policy options that 

yield joint gains though innovative economic instruments such as payments for ecosystem 

services, and, of course, continue to conduct rigorous CMER studies.  We hope that the 

information and ideas presented in this report will help a revived FPAMP evolve to a more 

collaborative and functional institution. 
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4.4 Reviving the Spirit of TFW 

The survey indicates that a majority (or at least a plurality) of participants in the FPAMP still 

believe the spirit of TFW should be a fundamental value.  Hence, we offer the following 

additional recommendations for reviving TFW: 

1.  Discuss the results of this survey.  Begin with Tables 3.5.17 and 3.5.18 and Figures 4.1, 4.2, 

4.3, and 4.5.  Compare your and your caucusôs responses to those of other caucuses.  

2.  Use the results of the surveyôs Parts F and G to inform ongoing discussions about reforms 

to the FPAMP. 

3.  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 

Committee.  Maybe define ñeconomic viability.ò 

4.  Expand CMERôs portfolio to include economic research.  Conduct research on topics such 

as the value of ecosystem services provided by commercial forests in Washington.  

5.  Discuss whether ñjoint gainsò (as implemented in SDM) would help revive the spirit of 

TFW.  ñWin-winò solutions may require economic instruments that expand policy options 

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

6.  Conduct an opinion survey (much shorter than this one) of FPAMP participants every 2 to 3 

years.   

 

4.5 Closing Remarks 

The TFW Agreement, Forests and Fish Report, Forest Practices Habitat Conservation Plan, and 

the Forest Practices Adaptive Management Program 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 states.18 The TFW and Forests and Fish 

agreements, and subsequent forest practices rules, afforded better protection to aquatic resources 

while maintaining a viable timber industry.  Over the past 25 years, the adaptive management 

program has strived to improve protection of aquatic resources.  Past and present participants in 

CMER and the TFW Policy Committee 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 included: 1) provide regulatory 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).  Initiated 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 

 
18 Oregonôs Private Forest Accord (ODF 2022) is analogous to the Forests and Fish Report but the Oregon 

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 goals.  However, AFW failed and was terminated 

in 2003.  Near the end, AFW was described as ñfalling apartò, and one participant stated that the 

most contentious issues were buffer widths, water typing, ñbest available science,ò and 

stakeholder representation (KCD 2002).  

 

AFW survived less than 4 years.  The brief life of AFW reveals the fragility of science-based, 

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 

questionable.  Now is another one of those challenging times.  The Meridian (2018) and CPeace 

(Madden 2020) reports documented dissatisfaction, disharmony, and dysfunction in TFW.  

However, actions taken to address the State Auditorôs recommendations, the so-called ñnet 

gainsò options (DNR 2022a), and SDM are promising efforts for reforming TFW and CMER.  

But none of these efforts address the fundamental questions which may dictate TFWôs fate: 

Should we preserve the spirit of TFW?  Can we preserve the spirit of TFW?  We hope this 

opinion survey provides information that helps to answer these and other important questions. 
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Appendix A1: The Questionnaire 
 

Likert Statements 

There were 81 Likert statements.  Sixty-four had responses ñstrongly disagree,ò ñdisagree,ò 

ñneither disagree nor agree,ò ñagree,ò and ñstrongly agree.ò  Seventeen Likert statements, 

denoted with *, had responses ñnever,ò ñrarely,ò ñsometimes,ò ñoften,ò and ñalways.ò 

ñSometimesò was defined as ñabout half of CMER studies do and about half of CMER studies 

don't.ò 
 

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. 

(Note: Regulatory certainty means a stable and predictable regulatory environment in which large 
changes in regulations occur infrequently.) 

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.  

* C3. Since 2000, CMER has completed over 70 studies.  The 70 studies encompass all types of studies, 
including field research, monitoring, literature reviews, pilot studies, model or tool development, and 
methodological studies. 

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. 

C5. Since the adoption of the Forests and Fish Report rules in 2001, there have been two science-
informed changes to those original rules.   

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. 
5c) . . . 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. 
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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. 

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. 

* 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. 
3g) . . . seek win-win solutions for challenging issues. 
3h) . . . do not allow economics to influence their policy recommendations to the Forest Practices 
             Board. 

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. 

E7. The TFW Agreement of 1987 states:  

"This agreement, then, is the participants' best effort at meeting each othersô needs.  It is by its very 
nature a compromise or more accurately a series of intelligent accommodations of the various goals 
and needs." 

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. 
7g) . . . is difficult because caucuses have incommensurate interests, such as financial interests 
            versus ecological interests. 

E8. The Precautionary Principle states that where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage to 
the environment, lack of full scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-
effective measures to prevent degradation. 

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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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. 

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. 

F3. The State Auditor recommended a "net gains " approach to decision making. 

Through a "net gains" approach each change to the forest practices rules would benefit the interests 
of every caucus by considering a package of changes instead of an individual change.  Through this 
"net gains" approach every caucus perceives some sort of win. 

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. 

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. 

(Note: 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 interests, difficult value-based trade-offs, and 
uncertainty.) 

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 . . . 

(Note:  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.) 

5a) . . . inadequate number of support staff for TFW Policy Committee. 
5b) . . . requiring unanimous consensus for most decisions. 
5c) . . . 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. 
5g) . . . a lack of clarity about the "end game", i.e., what success actually looks like. 
5h) . . . power imbalances among caucuses within the TFW Policy Committee.  

G1. According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM consultants), SDM requires performance 
measures for "all the things that matter." 

Developing performance measures for . . . 

1a) . . . 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.  

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.  

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 . . .  

4a) . . . performance measures for environmental goals are valid decision criteria.  
4b) . . . performance measures for the economic goal are valid decision criteria.  

G5. According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM consultants), SDM will explore creative 
solutions "by emphasizing the search for joint gains." 

Joint gains signifies a negotiation whereby all involved parties obtain some benefit through finding a 
mutually beneficial solution. 

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.  

G6. According to Compass Resource Management (the SDM consultants), SDM helps people explore 
risk tolerance and to make judgements about levels of acceptable risk.   

"Risk" refers to the risks of failing to acheive environmental goals, the economic goal, or both. 

6a) Understanding environmental risks will improve the decision-making process. 
6b) Understanding environmental risks is feasible in the TFW Policy Committee. 
6c) 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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Top-two Selection Exercises 

There were seven top-two selection exercises.  Clicking on "Other" allowed a respondent to enter 

an item that was not listed. 

 

C4. Select the 2 most important qualities that determine whether a completed CMER study is satisfactory. 

       The CMER study . . . 

ǒ . . . was approved by CMER with little or no dissension. 

ǒ . . . reduced a key uncertainty about impacts to aquatic resources. 

ǒ . . . had a reasonable financial cost. 

ǒ . . . did not raise more questions that lead to another study. 

ǒ . . . led to changing of a forest practices rule. 

ǒ . . . led to unanimous consensus on the appropriate policy response. 

ǒ . . . answered a critical question pertaining to one of the FFR's environmental goals. 

ǒ . . . produced results that are broadly applicable to many regions in Washington. 

ǒ Other 

 

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

      CMER members . . . 

ǒ . . . have the necessary scientific expertise. 

ǒ . . . are committed to CMER's purpose. 

ǒ . . . come to CMER meetings well prepared. 

ǒ . . . follow CMER meeting protocols. 

ǒ . . . collaborate on research projects. 

ǒ . . . respect the interests of other caucuses. 

ǒ . . . trust each other. 

ǒ . . . treat other CMER members respectfully. 

ǒ Other 

 

D4. Select the 2 most important indicators of CMER's success. 

ǒ number of publications in peer-reviewed journals 

ǒ number of CMER study reports delivered to TFW Policy Committee 

ǒ number of CMER studies that lead to unanimous consensus in TFW Policy Committee 

ǒ degree to which CMER members agree about the interpretation of study results 

ǒ degree of mutual respect amongst all CMER members 

ǒ number of CMER studies completed on time and within original budget 

ǒ degree to which scientific uncertainty about the impacts of forest practices on aquatic resources has 

    been reduced 

ǒ Other 

 

D5. Select the 2 most important causes of disagreement within CMER. 

ǒ different interpretations of a study's results 

ǒ different levels of professional experience as a research scientist 

ǒ different levels of knowledge about a scientific topic 

ǒ different quality standards for scientific research 

ǒ bias due to caucus affiliation 

ǒ poor personal relationships 

ǒ Other 
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E1. Select the 2 most important indicators of success for the TFW Policy Committee. 

ǒ Approving CMER studies that produced useful information. 

ǒ Progress towards achieving all four FFR goals. 

ǒ Progress towards achieving the three environmental goals of FFR. 

ǒ Progress towards achieving the FFR's economic viability goal. 

ǒ Providing regulatory certainty for commercial forestlands. 

ǒ Presenting consensus recommendations for rule change or no rule change to the FPB. 

ǒ Reaching unanimous consensus on difficult issues. 

ǒ Maintaining the spirit of the original TFW. 

ǒ Other 

 

E2. Select the 2 most important ingredients for success of the TFW Policy Committee. 

       TFW Policy members . . . 

ǒ . . . trust each other. 

ǒ . . . respect the interests of other caucuses. 

ǒ . . . know the history of TFW, FFR, and the FPAMP. 

ǒ . . . are committed to the FPAMP's purpose. 

ǒ . . . come to TFW Policy meetings well prepared. 

ǒ . . . are committed to all 4 FFR goals. 

ǒ . . . possess adequate policy expertise. 

ǒ . . . possess adequate scientific knowledge. 

ǒ . . . are willing to compromise. 

ǒ Other 

 

E5. Select the 2 most important reasons for why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty reaching  

       unanimous consensus. 

ǒ differences in members' interpretation of study results 

ǒ the complexity of forest practices issues 

ǒ differences in members' levels of acceptable risk to fish, amphibians, and water quality 

ǒ differences in members' concern about the economic viability goal 

ǒ the inability of some members to appreciate the interests of other caucuses 

ǒ differences in beliefs about the degree of regulatory certainty that should be provided to the timber 

     industry 

ǒ members' different interpretations of the commitments made in foundational documents (TFW  

     Agreement, Forests and Fish Report, FPHCP) 

ǒ poor personal relationships 

ǒ unwillingness of some members to compromise 

ǒ using unanimous consensus as a stalling tactic 

ǒ lack of an impartial facilitator 

ǒ Other 

 

Open-ended Questions 

C6. Optional: What other reasons explain why the TFW Policy Committee has not made more science-

informed recommendations for rule change? Type your answer in the space below. 

 

E6. Optional: What other reasons explain why the TFW Policy Committee has difficulty reaching 

unanimous consensus? Type your answer in the space below. 

 

F6. Optional: What are other impediments to a successful FPAMP? Type your answer in the space below. 
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H1. If you have the time and inclination, please give us your thoughts about any of the following: CMER, 

the TFW Policy Committee, the FPAMP, the FPHCP, or this questionnaire. 
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Appendix A2: Summary Tables for Ungrouped and Grouped Analyses 

 

¶ Table A2.1.  Summary of responses from ungrouped analysis for all Likert statements. 

 

¶ Table A2.2.  Percent responses for Likert statements for four caucus groups. 

¶ Table A2.3.  Summary statistics for Likert statements for four caucus groups.  

 

¶ Table A2.4.  Percent responses for Likert statements for four leadership groups.  

¶ Table A2.5.  Summary statistics for Likert statements for four leadership groups. 

 

¶ Table A2.6.  Percent responses for Likert statements for three science-policy role groups.  

¶ Table A2.7.  Summary statistics for Likert statements for three science-policy role groups. 
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Table A2.1.  Summary of responses from ungrouped analysis for all Likert statements.  

 Percent of Responses Summary Statistics 

Likert  
Respon- 

ses 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Nor Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Total 
Agree 

mean 
Likert 

std. 
dev. 

norm. 
std. dev. 

Chi2 test 
P value 

Part B 

B1 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 1.1 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 31.5 3.3 85.9 4.1 0.773 0.740 0 

C2 92 1.1 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 3.5 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 1.1 10.3 47.1 40.2 1.1 11.5 41.4 3.3 0.717 0.811 0 

C3d 88 0.0 11.4 42.0 40.9 5.7 11.4 46.6 3.4 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 

C5a 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 3.5 0.967 0.494 0 

C5c 82 2.4 6.1 18.3 53.7 19.5 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 35.4 3.1 1.143 0.269 0.00061 

C5e 80 3.8 8.8 28.8 46.3 12.5 12.5 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 

D1a* 85 3.5 20.0 51.8 24.7 0.0 23.5 24.7 3.0 0.771 0.743 0 

D1b 85 0.0 11.8 40.0 43.5 4.7 11.8 48.2 3.4 0.761 0.756 0 

D1c 86 1.2 24.4 47.7 26.7 0.0 25.6 26.7 3.0 0.751 0.768 0 

D1d 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 12.5 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 45.3 3.1 1.289 0.084 0.00248 

D7 87 1.1 3.4 6.9 58.6 29.9 4.6 88.5 4.1 0.775 0.738 0 

* Responses to C3, D1, and E3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 
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Table A2.1.  Continued   

 Percent of Responses Summary Statistics 

Likert 
Respon- 

ses 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Nor Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Total 
Agree 

mean 
Likert 

std. 
dev. 

norm. 
std. dev. 

Chi2 test 
P value 

Part E 

E3a* 77 0.0 5.2 57.1 35.1 2.6 5.2 37.7 3.4 0.623 0.931 0 

E3b 78 0.0 12.8 56.4 28.2 2.6 12.8 30.8 3.2 0.691 0.845 0 

E3c 77 0.0 35.1 41.6 22.1 1.3 35.1 23.4 2.9 0.788 0.721 0 

E3d 77 3.9 15.6 53.2 26.0 1.3 19.5 27.3 3.1 0.793 0.715 0 

E3e 78 1.3 26.9 57.7 14.1 0.0 28.2 14.1 2.8 0.666 0.876 0 

E3f 76 0.0 1.3 30.3 50.0 18.4 1.3 68.4 3.9 0.725 0.802 0 

E3g 75 6.7 37.3 46.7 8.0 1.3 44.0 9.3 2.6 0.788 0.721 0 

E3h 75 4.0 25.3 52.0 17.3 1.3 29.3 18.7 2.9 0.794 0.713 0 

E4a 82 0.0 3.7 19.5 50.0 26.8 3.7 76.8 4.0 0.786 0.724 0 

E4b 77 3.9 32.5 46.8 16.9 0.0 36.4 16.9 2.8 0.776 0.736 0 

E4c 79 12.7 15.2 45.6 21.5 5.1 27.8 26.6 2.9 1.040 0.401 0 

E4d 80 13.8 33.8 43.8 8.8 0.0 47.5 8.8 2.5 0.842 0.653 0 

E7a 83 2.4 16.9 20.5 37.3 22.9 19.3 60.2 3.6 1.091 0.336 0.00003 

E7b 84 0.0 4.8 11.9 51.2 32.1 4.8 83.3 4.1 0.792 0.716 0 

E7c 81 0.0 1.2 7.4 48.1 43.2 1.2 91.4 4.3 0.671 0.870 0 

E7d 84 0.0 1.2 7.1 53.6 38.1 1.2 91.7 4.3 0.651 0.896 0 

E7e 80 5.0 27.5 42.5 18.8 6.3 32.5 25.0 2.9 0.959 0.504 0 

E7f 81 2.5 13.6 30.9 43.2 9.9 16.0 53.1 3.4 0.935 0.534 0 

E7g 83 0.0 3.6 14.5 49.4 32.5 3.6 81.9 4.1 0.781 0.730 0 

E8 88 18.2 11.4 25.0 27.3 18.2 29.5 45.5 3.2 1.355 0.000 0.13589 

* Responses to C3, D1, and E3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 
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Table A2.1.  Continued 

 Percent of Responses Summary Statistics 

Likert 
Respon- 

ses 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Nor Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Total 
Agree 

mean 
Likert 

std. 
dev. 

norm. 
std. dev. 

Chi2 test 
P value 

Part F 

F1a 70 4.3 4.3 21.4 50.0 20.0 8.6 70.0 3.8 0.966 0.495 0 

F1b 68 5.9 10.3 26.5 41.2 16.2 16.2 57.4 3.5 1.072 0.360 1.9E-05 

F2a 71 5.6 4.2 25.4 43.7 21.1 9.9 64.8 3.7 1.034 0.409 0 

F2b 71 5.6 26.8 26.8 21.1 19.7 32.4 40.8 3.2 1.209 0.185 0.03119 

F2c 70 10.0 14.3 32.9 32.9 10.0 24.3 42.9 3.2 1.120 0.299 0.00057 

F3a 63 7.9 17.5 39.7 25.4 9.5 25.4 34.9 3.1 1.064 0.370 0.00027 

F3b 63 7.9 22.2 42.9 27.0 0.0 30.2 27.0 2.9 0.900 0.579 0 

F4a 70 0.0 5.7 27.1 48.6 18.6 5.7 67.1 3.8 0.809 0.694 0 

F4b 69 0.0 7.2 23.2 62.3 7.2 7.2 69.6 3.7 0.713 0.816 0 

F4c 72 4.2 8.3 22.2 36.1 29.2 12.5 65.3 3.8 1.091 0.336 2.5E-05 

F4d 71 1.4 8.5 26.8 45.1 18.3 9.9 63.4 3.7 0.916 0.558 0 

F4e 70 10.0 11.4 31.4 25.7 21.4 21.4 47.1 3.4 1.230 0.160 0.01845 

F4f 70 2.9 12.9 15.7 45.7 22.9 15.7 68.6 3.7 1.048 0.390 0 

F4g 71 0.0 2.8 8.5 50.7 38.0 2.8 88.7 4.2 0.726 0.800 0 

F4h 70 2.9 7.1 37.1 34.3 18.6 10.0 52.9 3.6 0.970 0.489 1E-06 

F5a 68 16.2 32.4 44.1 5.9 1.5 48.5 7.4 2.4 0.887 0.595 0 

F5b 69 13.0 20.3 14.5 36.2 15.9 33.3 52.2 3.2 1.305 0.064 0.01476 

F5c 70 7.1 28.6 31.4 25.7 7.1 35.7 32.9 3.0 1.063 0.372 0.00053 

F5d 68 2.9 33.8 33.8 26.5 2.9 36.8 29.4 2.9 0.919 0.554 1E-06 

F5e 68 5.9 11.8 17.6 44.1 20.6 17.6 64.7 3.6 1.120 0.299 8E-06 

F5f 69 2.9 8.7 31.9 37.7 18.8 11.6 56.5 3.6 0.988 0.466 4E-06 

F5g 69 1.4 7.2 15.9 53.6 21.7 8.7 75.4 3.9 0.890 0.592 0 

F5h 69 4.3 14.5 34.8 33.3 13.0 18.8 46.4 3.4 1.029 0.415 5.4E-05 
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Table A2.1.  Continued 

 Percent of Responses Summary Statistics 

Likert 
Respon- 

ses 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Nor Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Total 
Agree 

mean 
Likert 

std. 
dev. 

norm. 
std. dev. 

Chi2 test 
P value 

Part G 

G1a 63 1.6 3.2 23.8 54.0 17.5 4.8 71.4 3.8 0.814 0.688 0 

G1b 63 3.2 15.9 30.2 46.0 4.8 19.0 50.8 3.3 0.916 0.559 0 

G1c 63 3.2 6.3 34.9 36.5 19.0 9.5 55.6 3.6 0.974 0.484 4E-06 

G1d 62 6.5 16.1 37.1 33.9 6.5 22.6 40.3 3.2 1.000 0.451 2.1E-05 

G2 63 4.8 7.9 12.7 49.2 25.4 12.7 74.6 3.8 1.056 0.381 0 

G3 62 1.6 6.5 12.9 43.5 35.5 8.1 79.0 4.0 0.948 0.517 0 

G4a 62 0.0 0.0 21.0 54.8 24.2 0.0 79.0 4.0 0.677 0.863 0 

G4b 62 1.6 3.2 24.2 50.0 21.0 4.8 71.0 3.9 0.846 0.647 0 

G5a 60 0.0 8.3 18.3 46.7 26.7 8.3 73.3 3.9 0.889 0.593 0 

G5b 60 1.7 16.7 30.0 41.7 10.0 18.3 51.7 3.4 0.944 0.523 4E-06 

G6a 61 0.0 3.3 13.1 60.7 23.0 3.3 83.6 4.0 0.706 0.825 0 

G6b 61 0.0 9.8 27.9 54.1 8.2 9.8 62.3 3.6 0.781 0.731 0 

G6c 61 1.6 3.3 24.6 50.8 19.7 4.9 70.5 3.8 0.840 0.655 0 

G6d 61 3.3 11.5 34.4 44.3 6.6 14.8 50.8 3.4 0.900 0.579 0 

G6e 61 1.6 3.3 9.8 59.0 26.2 4.9 85.2 4.0 0.805 0.700 0 
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Table A2.2.  Percent of responses for all Likert statements for four caucus groups.   

 Conservation Caucus Tribe Caucus Group State Caucus Group Timber Caucus Group 

Likert  
Respon- 

ses 
Total 

Disagree 
Neither 

Nor 
Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Part B 

B1 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 71.4 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 

C2 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 32.1 57.1 23.8 52.4 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 

C5a 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 23.1 65.4 5.0 20.0 75.0 

C5c 66 57.1 14.3 28.6 14.3 21.4 64.3 0.0 16.0 84.0 5.0 10.0 85.0 

C5d 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 

C5e 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 

D1a* 66 0.0 40.0 60.0 28.6 35.7 35.7 15.4 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 

D1c 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 C3, D1, and E3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 
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Table A2.2. Continued 

 Conservation Caucus Tribe Caucus Group State Caucus Group Timber Caucus Group 

Likert 
Respon-

ses 
Total 

Disagree 
Neither 

Nor 
Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Part E 

E3a* 62 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 76.9 23.1 4.2 50.0 45.8 5.3 73.7 21.1 

E3b 63 16.7 50.0 33.3 15.4 46.2 38.5 12.0 60.0 28.0 10.5 73.7 15.8 

E3c 62 0.0 33.3 66.7 38.5 38.5 23.1 29.2 58.3 12.5 57.9 26.3 15.8 

E3d 62 0.0 66.7 33.3 23.1 38.5 38.5 12.5 66.7 20.8 36.8 47.4 15.8 

E3e 63 0.0 100.0 0.0 38.5 46.2 15.4 16.0 68.0 16.0 42.1 47.4 10.5 

E3f 61 0.0 75.0 25.0 7.7 38.5 53.8 0.0 36.0 64.0 0.0 21.1 78.9 

E3g 60 0.0 75.0 25.0 46.2 46.2 7.7 33.3 50.0 16.7 68.4 26.3 5.3 

E3h 60 33.3 50.0 16.7 53.8 30.8 15.4 29.2 66.7 4.2 11.8 52.9 35.3 

E4a 64 0.0 16.7 83.3 7.7 23.1 69.2 3.8 11.5 84.6 5.3 31.6 63.2 

E4b 62 25.0 75.0 0.0 50.0 42.9 7.1 32.0 40.0 28.0 42.1 42.1 15.8 

E4c 64 0.0 20.0 80.0 14.3 50.0 35.7 7.7 53.8 38.5 68.4 31.6 0.0 

E4d 64 60.0 40.0 0.0 64.3 35.7 0.0 53.8 38.5 7.7 36.8 47.4 15.8 

E7a 64 0.0 20.0 80.0 21.4 14.3 64.3 15.4 26.9 57.7 15.8 21.1 63.2 

E7b 65 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 21.4 78.6 7.7 19.2 73.1 5.3 5.3 89.5 

E7c 62 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 3.8 11.5 84.6 0.0 11.1 88.9 

E7d 65 0.0 0.0 100.0 7.1 0.0 92.9 0.0 7.7 92.3 0.0 10.5 89.5 

E7e 62 20.0 60.0 20.0 28.6 42.9 28.6 45.8 33.3 20.8 31.6 36.8 31.6 

E7f 62 0.0 0.0 100.0 7.1 50.0 42.9 26.9 30.8 42.3 5.9 23.5 70.6 

E7g 64 16.7 0.0 83.3 0.0 14.3 85.7 3.8 19.2 76.9 5.6 22.2 72.2 

E8 69 0.0 0.0 100.0 7.1 14.3 78.6 17.2 31.0 51.7 70.0 25.0 5.0 

* Responses to C3, D1, and E3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 
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Table A2.2.  Continued 

 Conservation Caucus Tribe Caucus Group State Caucus Group Timber Caucus Group 

Likert  
Respon-

ses 
Total 

Disagree 
Neither 

Nor 
Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Part F 

F1a 55 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 21.7 78.3 11.8 11.8 76.5 

F1b 53 33.3 33.3 33.3 8.3 25.0 66.7 4.8 33.3 61.9 23.5 23.5 52.9 

F2a 56 0.0 0.0 100.0 8.3 8.3 83.3 4.2 16.7 79.2 17.6 47.1 35.3 

F2b 56 33.3 33.3 33.3 41.7 25.0 33.3 45.8 37.5 16.7 11.8 11.8 76.5 

F2c 55 0.0 0.0 100.0 25.0 16.7 58.3 8.7 43.5 47.8 47.1 29.4 23.5 

F3a 51 100.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 50.0 16.7 15.8 26.3 57.9 18.8 56.3 25.0 

F3b 51 75.0 25.0 0.0 41.7 41.7 16.7 15.8 36.8 47.4 25.0 43.8 31.3 

F4a 55 25.0 50.0 25.0 8.3 0.0 91.7 0.0 47.6 52.4 0.0 27.8 72.2 

F4b 55 33.3 33.3 33.3 8.3 8.3 83.3 13.6 18.2 68.2 0.0 33.3 66.7 

F4c 57 50.0 50.0 0.0 8.3 41.7 50.0 26.1 17.4 56.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 

F4d 56 50.0 50.0 0.0 8.3 50.0 41.7 13.6 31.8 54.5 0.0 5.6 94.4 

F4e 56 0.0 25.0 75.0 16.7 33.3 50.0 9.1 36.4 54.5 55.6 22.2 22.2 

F4f 55 33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3 25.0 41.7 22.7 13.6 63.6 5.6 5.6 88.9 

F4g 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 41.7 41.7 9.5 28.6 61.9 5.6 33.3 61.1 

F5a 54 75.0 25.0 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 38.1 47.6 14.3 52.9 41.2 5.9 

F5b 55 25.0 0.0 75.0 33.3 8.3 58.3 9.1 22.7 68.2 64.7 5.9 29.4 

F5c 56 20.0 40.0 40.0 33.3 50.0 16.7 36.4 27.3 36.4 52.9 23.5 23.5 

F5d 54 60.0 20.0 20.0 41.7 16.7 41.7 35.0 40.0 25.0 35.3 29.4 35.3 

F5e 54 80.0 20.0 0.0 16.7 41.7 41.7 20.0 15.0 65.0 5.9 5.9 88.2 

F5f 55 0.0 60.0 40.0 0.0 33.3 66.7 28.6 33.3 38.1 5.9 29.4 64.7 

F5g 54 20.0 40.0 40.0 25.0 33.3 41.7 0.0 20.0 80.0 0.0 5.9 94.1 

F5h 55 0.0 20.0 80.0 16.7 33.3 50.0 14.3 33.3 52.4 23.5 47.1 29.4 
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Table A2.2.  Continued 

 Conservation Caucus Tribe Caucus Group State Caucus Group Timber Caucus Group 

Likert  
Respon-

ses 
Total 

Disagree 
Neither 

Nor 
Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Part G 

G1a 49 33.3 33.3 33.3 9.1 9.1 81.8 0.0 18.2 81.8 0.0 46.2 53.8 

G1b 49 33.3 33.3 33.3 9.1 18.2 72.7 13.6 27.3 59.1 15.4 53.8 30.8 

G1c 49 33.3 33.3 33.3 18.2 36.4 45.5 4.5 31.8 63.6 7.7 38.5 53.8 

G1d 48 33.3 33.3 33.3 27.3 45.5 27.3 4.8 42.9 52.4 15.4 30.8 53.8 

G2 48 33.3 33.3 33.3 18.2 18.2 63.6 19.0 9.5 71.4 0.0 7.7 92.3 

G3 47 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 20.0 80.0 9.5 4.8 85.7 0.0 15.4 84.6 

G4a 47 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 10.0 90.0 0.0 19.0 81.0 0.0 30.8 69.2 

G4b 47 33.3 33.3 33.3 10.0 30.0 60.0 4.8 14.3 81.0 0.0 30.8 69.2 

G5a 45 33.3 33.3 33.3 30.0 20.0 50.0 0.0 15.8 84.2 0.0 23.1 76.9 

G5b 45 33.3 33.3 33.3 20.0 30.0 50.0 0.0 36.8 63.2 15.4 15.4 69.2 

G6a 46 0.0 66.7 33.3 10.0 10.0 80.0 0.0 10.0 90.0 7.7 7.7 84.6 

G6b 46 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 40.0 60.0 5.0 20.0 75.0 15.4 23.1 61.5 

G6c 46 33.3 66.7 0.0 10.0 50.0 40.0 0.0 15.0 85.0 7.7 7.7 84.6 

G6d 46 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 70.0 30.0 5.0 25.0 70.0 23.1 15.4 61.5 

G6e 46 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 20.0 80.0 10.0 10.0 80.0 0.0 7.7 92.3 
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Table A2.3.  Summary statistics for all Likert statements for four caucus groups.   

 4 Caucus Groups Conservation Caucus Tribal Caucus Group State Caucus Group Timber Caucus Group 

Likert  N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. 

Part B 

B1 72 2.67 0.296 7 2.71 0.272 14 2.71 0.171 30 2.90 0.206 21 2.29 0.374 

B2 72 3.90 0.472 7 2.43 0.485 14 4.00 0.486 30 3.70 0.377 21 4.62 0.614 

B3 72 3.83 0.528 7 3.14 0.205 14 3.43 0.287 30 3.80 0.473 21 4.38 0.516 

Part C 

C1 72 4.11 0.736 7 4.57 0.650 14 4.14 0.566 30 4.13 0.411 21 3.90 0.497 

C2 72 3.97 0.623 7 4.14 0.300 14 3.93 0.522 30 4.07 0.406 21 3.81 0.392 

C3a* 67 3.55 1.000 6 4.17 0.507 14 3.64 0.585 27 3.59 0.672 20 3.25 0.709 

C3b 68 3.31 0.784 6 3.33 0.207 14 3.07 0.400 27 3.33 0.555 21 3.43 0.609 

C3c 68 3.29 0.789 5 4.20 0.707 13 3.15 0.412 29 3.45 0.586 21 2.95 0.562 

C3d 69 3.38 0.747 6 4.17 0.507 14 3.29 0.600 28 3.46 0.546 21 3.10 0.418 

C3e 67 3.18 0.761 6 2.67 0.465 14 3.21 0.475 26 2.96 0.529 21 3.57 0.557 

C5a 66 3.26 0.259 7 2.29 0.377 14 3.07 0.131 24 3.29 0.265 21 3.67 0.303 

C5b 67 3.46 0.477 7 2.57 0.010 14 3.14 0.236 26 3.54 0.538 20 3.90 0.484 

C5c 66 3.80 0.548 7 2.57 0.258 14 3.64 0.247 25 4.08 0.581 20 4.00 0.525 

C5d 63 3.11 0.244 6 4.50 0.452 14 3.36 0.204 23 2.96 0.425 20 2.70 0.148 

C5e 64 3.52 0.514 6 3.50 0.098 14 2.79 0.222 25 3.56 0.497 19 4.00 0.622 

C5f 68 3.99 0.708 6 4.33 0.662 14 4.21 0.621 28 4.14 0.538 20 3.50 0.345 

Part D 

D1a* 66 2.98 0.740 5 3.60 0.641 14 3.00 0.371 26 3.08 0.589 21 2.71 0.447 

D1b 66 3.35 0.815 4 2.75 0.673 14 3.50 0.503 27 3.19 0.593 21 3.57 0.469 

D1c 67 3.01 0.796 4 3.50 0.622 14 2.93 0.400 28 3.18 0.599 21 2.76 0.497 

D1d 68 3.62 0.841 5 3.20 0.283 14 4.00 0.486 28 3.54 0.623 21 3.57 0.557 

D2 68 3.12 0.293 5 2.20 0.146 14 2.86 0.236 29 3.38 0.291 20 3.15 0.256 

D6 68 3.07 0.129 5 4.40 0.414 13 2.92 0.095 29 3.59 0.489 21 2.14 0.165 

D7 68 4.12 0.828 5 3.80 0.283 14 4.14 0.434 28 4.07 0.566 21 4.24 0.591 

* Responses to C3, D1, and E3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 



1-161 

 

Table A2.3. Continued   

 4 Caucus Groups Conservation Caucus Tribal Caucus Group State Caucus Group Timber Caucus Group 

Likert  N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. 

Part E 

E3a* 62 3.35 0.977 6 3.83 0.507 13 3.23 0.713 24 3.46 0.569 19 3.16 0.672 

E3b 63 3.16 0.915 6 3.17 0.507 13 3.31 0.440 25 3.16 0.591 19 3.05 0.657 

E3c 62 2.85 0.750 6 3.67 0.662 13 2.92 0.375 24 2.83 0.583 19 2.58 0.497 

E3d 62 3.02 0.759 6 3.33 0.662 13 3.15 0.476 24 3.08 0.618 19 2.74 0.351 

E3e 63 2.84 0.915 6 3.00 1.000 13 2.77 0.525 25 2.96 0.558 19 2.68 0.561 

E3f 61 3.75 0.858 4 3.25 0.673 13 3.62 0.431 25 3.68 0.636 19 4.05 0.538 

E3g 60 2.62 0.701 4 3.50 0.345 13 2.38 0.371 24 2.83 0.540 19 2.32 0.561 

E3h 60 2.83 0.725 6 2.67 0.324 13 2.54 0.426 24 2.71 0.591 17 3.29 0.495 

E4a 64 3.95 0.726 6 3.83 0.733 13 3.92 0.375 26 4.04 0.529 19 3.89 0.387 

E4b 62 2.74 0.722 4 2.75 0.673 14 2.43 0.442 25 2.96 0.483 19 2.68 0.463 

E4c 64 2.95 0.372 5 3.80 0.707 14 3.21 0.222 26 3.38 0.507 19 1.95 0.445 

E4d 64 2.42 0.693 5 2.40 0.641 14 2.07 0.457 26 2.38 0.442 19 2.74 0.473 

E7a 64 3.69 0.382 5 4.00 0.537 14 3.64 0.164 26 3.62 0.357 19 3.74 0.218 

E7b 65 4.11 0.717 6 4.17 0.733 14 4.07 0.522 26 4.08 0.361 19 4.16 0.499 

E7c 62 4.29 0.873 5 4.20 0.707 13 4.38 0.669 26 4.27 0.458 18 4.28 0.562 

E7d 65 4.28 0.919 6 4.17 0.733 14 4.14 0.496 26 4.35 0.588 19 4.32 0.561 

E7e 62 2.94 0.476 5 3.20 0.283 14 3.00 0.321 24 2.79 0.332 19 3.00 0.345 

E7f 62 3.48 0.541 5 4.00 1.000 14 3.50 0.440 26 3.12 0.324 17 3.88 0.439 

E7g 64 4.05 0.701 6 4.17 0.235 14 4.36 0.512 26 4.00 0.476 18 3.83 0.486 

E8 69 3.20 0.000 6 4.83 0.733 14 4.07 0.253 29 3.41 0.357 20 1.80 0.342 

* Responses to C3, D1, and E3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 
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Table A2.3.  Continued 

 4 Caucus Groups Conservation Caucus Tribal Caucus Group State Caucus Group Timber Caucus Group 

Likert  N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. 

Part F 

F1a 55 3.85 0.594 3 3.00 0.345 12 3.92 0.481 23 4.00 0.559 17 3.76 0.214 

F1b 53 3.55 0.447 3 3.00 0.345 12 3.67 0.297 21 3.71 0.487 17 3.35 0.167 

F2a 56 3.79 0.501 3 4.67 0.622 12 4.00 0.442 24 4.08 0.457 17 3.06 0.367 

F2b 56 3.16 0.213 3 3.33 0.000 12 3.08 0.097 24 2.63 0.427 17 3.94 0.251 

F2c 55 3.25 0.369 3 4.67 0.622 12 3.42 0.348 23 3.52 0.446 17 2.53 0.264 

F3a 51 3.04 0.389 4 1.75 0.673 12 2.58 0.291 19 3.63 0.338 16 3.00 0.465 

F3b 51 2.94 0.576 4 2.00 0.465 12 2.58 0.348 19 3.32 0.509 16 3.00 0.414 

F4a 55 3.80 0.758 4 3.00 0.465 12 4.00 0.517 21 3.71 0.487 18 3.94 0.525 

F4b 55 3.67 0.799 3 3.00 0.345 12 3.75 0.593 22 3.59 0.479 18 3.83 0.537 

F4c 57 3.72 0.302 4 2.50 0.622 12 3.75 0.309 23 3.30 0.176 18 4.50 0.663 

F4d 56 3.66 0.559 4 2.50 0.622 12 3.58 0.348 22 3.45 0.370 18 4.22 0.641 

F4e 56 3.32 0.134 4 4.25 0.373 12 3.50 0.186 22 3.77 0.332 18 2.44 0.184 

F4f 55 3.62 0.363 3 3.00 0.345 12 3.00 0.163 22 3.59 0.310 18 4.17 0.486 

F4g 56 4.23 0.872 4 4.00 0.465 12 4.25 0.593 22 4.14 0.493 18 4.39 0.602 

F4h 55 3.58 0.468 4 2.75 0.673 12 3.50 0.288 21 3.67 0.335 18 3.72 0.334 

F5a 54 2.52 0.654 4 1.75 0.373 12 2.58 0.562 21 2.71 0.374 17 2.41 0.479 

F5b 55 3.25 0.154 4 3.75 0.176 12 3.33 0.147 22 3.82 0.406 17 2.35 0.200 

F5c 56 2.89 0.351 5 3.20 0.452 12 2.75 0.255 22 3.09 0.247 17 2.65 0.270 

F5d 54 2.93 0.523 5 2.40 0.254 12 3.08 0.291 20 2.85 0.427 17 3.06 0.367 

F5e 54 3.50 0.303 5 2.20 0.707 12 3.25 0.309 20 3.45 0.250 17 4.12 0.350 

F5f 55 3.55 0.535 5 3.60 0.414 12 3.83 0.530 21 3.24 0.316 17 3.71 0.355 

F5g 54 3.81 0.645 5 3.20 0.452 12 3.25 0.204 20 3.90 0.638 17 4.29 0.615 

F5h 55 3.40 0.493 5 4.20 0.452 12 3.58 0.291 21 3.48 0.429 17 2.94 0.367 
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Table A2.3.  Continued 

 4 Caucus Groups Conservation Caucus Tribal Caucus Group State Caucus Group Timber Caucus Group 

Likert  N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. N mean 
norm. 

std. dev. 

Part G 

G1a 49 3.86 0.777 3 3.33 0.000 11 4.09 0.382 22 3.86 0.694 13 3.77 0.455 

G1b 49 3.45 0.710 3 3.00 0.345 11 3.73 0.485 22 3.45 0.517 13 3.31 0.380 

G1c 49 3.63 0.518 3 3.00 0.000 11 3.55 0.261 22 3.68 0.531 13 3.77 0.337 

G1d 48 3.38 0.620 3 2.67 0.000 11 3.09 0.382 21 3.48 0.606 13 3.62 0.317 

G2 48 3.79 0.395 3 3.33 0.000 11 3.55 0.206 21 3.71 0.249 13 4.23 0.608 

G3 47 4.06 0.585 3 3.00 0.000 10 4.10 0.517 21 4.05 0.434 13 4.31 0.508 

G4a 47 4.00 0.907 3 4.00 0.345 10 4.10 0.628 21 3.86 0.687 13 4.15 0.412 

G4b 47 3.79 0.660 3 2.67 0.000 10 3.60 0.448 21 3.81 0.606 13 4.15 0.412 

G5a 45 3.87 0.615 3 3.00 0.345 10 3.30 0.306 19 4.11 0.569 13 4.15 0.476 

G5b 45 3.58 0.718 3 3.00 0.345 10 3.30 0.461 19 3.63 0.676 13 3.85 0.301 

G6a 46 4.02 0.801 3 3.33 0.622 10 3.90 0.427 20 4.05 0.666 13 4.23 0.393 

G6b 46 3.72 0.794 3 3.67 0.622 10 3.70 0.558 20 3.75 0.582 13 3.69 0.325 

G6c 46 3.83 0.605 3 2.33 0.244 10 3.30 0.558 20 4.10 0.581 13 4.15 0.412 

G6d 46 3.50 0.592 3 2.67 0.000 10 3.30 0.684 20 3.70 0.570 13 3.54 0.171 

G6e 46 3.96 0.648 3 2.67 0.000 10 3.80 0.724 20 4.00 0.399 13 4.31 0.587 
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Table A2.4.  Percent of responses for all Likert statements for four leadership groups.   

 None CMER TFW Policy Group Forest Practices Board 

Likert  
Respon- 

ses 
Total 

Disagree 
Neither 

Nor 
Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Part B 

B1 76 53.7 22.0 24.4 47.8 21.7 30.4 28.6 14.3 57.1 60.0 0.0 40.0 

B2 77 9.5 28.6 61.9 13.0 8.7 78.3 0.0 14.3 85.7 20.0 40.0 40.0 

B3 77 7.1 31.0 61.9 4.3 21.7 73.9 0.0 0.0 100.0 20.0 20.0 60.0 

Part C 

C1 2.3 14.0 83.7 4.2 12.5 83.3 0.0 14.3 85.7 20.0 0.0 80.0 2.3 

C2 7.0 11.6 81.4 12.5 16.7 70.8 0.0 0.0 100.0 20.0 0.0 80.0 7.0 

C3a* 0.0 62.2 37.8 0.0 52.2 47.8 0.0 42.9 57.1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 

C3b 21.1 57.9 21.1 4.3 39.1 56.5 14.3 28.6 57.1 0.0 40.0 60.0 21.1 

C3c 15.8 47.4 36.8 8.3 45.8 45.8 14.3 42.9 42.9 0.0 40.0 60.0 15.8 

C3d 15.0 40.0 45.0 8.7 39.1 52.2 0.0 57.1 42.9 0.0 40.0 60.0 15.0 

C3e 18.4 52.6 28.9 13.0 39.1 47.8 14.3 71.4 14.3 25.0 50.0 25.0 18.4 

C5a 44.4 25.0 30.6 13.0 13.0 73.9 14.3 28.6 57.1 0.0 33.3 66.7 44.4 

C5b 21.6 24.3 54.1 4.5 31.8 63.6 14.3 14.3 71.4 25.0 0.0 75.0 21.6 

C5c 8.1 29.7 62.2 9.5 4.8 85.7 0.0 28.6 71.4 25.0 0.0 75.0 8.1 

C5d 14.7 44.1 41.2 19.0 38.1 42.9 42.9 28.6 28.6 50.0 0.0 50.0 14.7 

C5e 14.7 47.1 38.2 9.1 9.1 81.8 14.3 28.6 57.1 25.0 25.0 50.0 14.7 

C5f 5.1 15.4 79.5 14.3 9.5 76.2 0.0 28.6 71.4 0.0 0.0 100.0 5.1 

Part D 

D1a* 23.7 63.2 13.2 21.7 52.2 26.1 14.3 42.9 42.9 0.0 50.0 50.0 23.7 

D1b 10.8 40.5 48.6 21.7 39.1 39.1 0.0 57.1 42.9 25.0 75.0 0.0 10.8 

D1c 28.9 44.7 26.3 21.7 52.2 26.1 57.1 14.3 28.6 0.0 25.0 75.0 28.9 

D1d 2.6 23.1 74.4 8.7 30.4 60.9 0.0 57.1 42.9 25.0 50.0 25.0 2.6 

D2 17.5 30.0 52.5 40.9 13.6 45.5 14.3 71.4 14.3 40.0 60.0 0.0 17.5 

D6 10.8 32.4 56.8 34.8 17.4 47.8 71.4 0.0 28.6 20.0 40.0 40.0 10.8 

D7 2.6 7.9 89.5 4.3 8.7 87.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 40.0 20.0 40.0 2.6 

* Responses to C3, D1, and E3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 
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Likert  
Respon- 

ses 
Total 

Disagree 
Neither 

Nor 
Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Part E 

E3a* 63 3.3 66.7 30.0 0.0 54.5 45.5 0.0 42.9 57.1 0.0 50.0 50.0 

E3b 64 22.6 54.8 22.6 13.6 50.0 36.4 0.0 28.6 71.4 0.0 75.0 25.0 

E3c 63 36.7 43.3 20.0 45.5 40.9 13.6 14.3 28.6 57.1 0.0 75.0 25.0 

E3d 63 26.7 50.0 23.3 27.3 54.5 18.2 14.3 42.9 42.9 0.0 50.0 50.0 

E3e 64 25.8 61.3 12.9 40.9 54.5 4.5 28.6 28.6 42.9 0.0 50.0 50.0 

E3f 62 0.0 30.0 70.0 4.8 33.3 61.9 0.0 42.9 57.1 0.0 50.0 50.0 

E3g 62 43.3 50.0 6.7 47.6 38.1 14.3 28.6 57.1 14.3 0.0 100.0 0.0 

E3h 62 40.0 46.7 13.3 23.8 52.4 23.8 28.6 42.9 28.6 50.0 50.0 0.0 

E4a 68 0.0 16.7 83.3 4.8 38.1 57.1 0.0 14.3 85.7 0.0 25.0 75.0 

E4b 63 41.9 38.7 19.4 33.3 61.9 4.8 28.6 42.9 28.6 25.0 75.0 0.0 

E4c 65 15.6 46.9 37.5 38.1 38.1 23.8 14.3 85.7 0.0 0.0 60.0 40.0 

E4d 66 63.6 30.3 6.1 47.6 42.9 9.5 14.3 85.7 0.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 

E7a 69 25.0 13.9 61.1 13.6 27.3 59.1 28.6 28.6 42.9 0.0 50.0 50.0 

E7b 70 10.8 13.5 75.7 0.0 9.1 90.9 0.0 14.3 85.7 0.0 25.0 75.0 

E7c 67 0.0 5.7 94.3 4.8 9.5 85.7 0.0 14.3 85.7 0.0 25.0 75.0 

E7d 70 0.0 8.1 91.9 0.0 9.1 90.9 0.0 14.3 85.7 0.0 0.0 100.0 

E7e 67 22.9 51.4 25.7 42.9 38.1 19.0 28.6 42.9 28.6 25.0 50.0 25.0 

E7f 68 21.6 37.8 40.5 14.3 23.8 61.9 0.0 33.3 66.7 25.0 0.0 75.0 

E7g 69 2.6 7.9 89.5 4.8 19.0 76.2 0.0 16.7 83.3 25.0 25.0 50.0 

E8 74 12.8 23.1 64.1 47.8 21.7 30.4 42.9 28.6 28.6 0.0 60.0 40.0 

* Responses to C3, D1, and E3 used a 5-point Likert-scale based on frequency. 
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Likert  
Respon- 

ses 
Total 

Disagree 
Neither 

Nor 
Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Part F 

F1a 57 7.1 17.9 75.0 5.3 10.5 84.2 20.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 60.0 

F1b 55 14.8 29.6 55.6 15.8 15.8 68.4 40.0 0.0 60.0 25.0 25.0 50.0 

F2a 58 0.0 35.7 64.3 5.0 30.0 65.0 40.0 0.0 60.0 20.0 0.0 80.0 

F2b 58 50.0 28.6 21.4 10.0 30.0 60.0 20.0 20.0 60.0 20.0 40.0 40.0 

F2c 57 3.6 39.3 57.1 26.3 42.1 31.6 80.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 40.0 60.0 

F3a 52 24.0 40.0 36.0 22.2 55.6 22.2 20.0 40.0 40.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 

F3b 52 16.0 48.0 36.0 33.3 44.4 22.2 60.0 40.0 0.0 25.0 50.0 25.0 

F4a 56 7.7 34.6 57.7 5.3 21.1 73.7 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 60.0 40.0 

F4b 56 8.0 32.0 60.0 5.0 25.0 70.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 20.0 80.0 

F4c 58 14.8 25.9 59.3 5.0 15.0 80.0 0.0 33.3 66.7 20.0 40.0 40.0 

F4d 57 3.8 42.3 53.8 5.0 20.0 75.0 0.0 16.7 83.3 0.0 60.0 40.0 

F4e 56 7.7 50.0 42.3 36.8 31.6 31.6 33.3 0.0 66.7 0.0 20.0 80.0 

F4f 57 15.4 23.1 61.5 25.0 5.0 70.0 16.7 33.3 50.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

F4g 57 3.8 15.4 80.8 0.0 10.0 90.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

F4h 56 7.7 38.5 53.8 15.8 42.1 42.1 0.0 16.7 83.3 0.0 40.0 60.0 

F5a 55 38.5 50.0 11.5 47.4 52.6 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 25.0 75.0 0.0 

F5b 55 15.4 19.2 65.4 47.4 15.8 36.8 50.0 0.0 50.0 25.0 0.0 75.0 

F5c 56 22.2 33.3 44.4 57.9 26.3 15.8 16.7 33.3 50.0 25.0 25.0 50.0 

F5d 54 24.0 52.0 24.0 47.4 21.1 31.6 16.7 50.0 33.3 50.0 0.0 50.0 

F5e 54 20.0 24.0 56.0 21.1 10.5 68.4 0.0 33.3 66.7 25.0 0.0 75.0 

F5f 55 19.2 30.8 50.0 0.0 52.6 47.4 16.7 16.7 66.7 25.0 25.0 50.0 

F5g 55 3.8 11.5 84.6 0.0 15.8 84.2 50.0 16.7 33.3 25.0 25.0 50.0 

F5h 55 3.8 38.5 57.7 10.5 42.1 47.4 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 75.0 
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Likert  
Respon- 

ses 
Total 

Disagree 
Neither 

Nor 
Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Total 
Disagree 

Neither 
Nor 

Total 
Agree 

Part G 

G1a 54 3.4 34.5 62.1 5.9 23.5 70.6 0.0 25.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

G1b 54 17.2 37.9 44.8 35.3 29.4 35.3 0.0 50.0 50.0 25.0 0.0 75.0 

G1c 54 10.3 48.3 41.4 11.8 29.4 58.8 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

G1d 53 20.7 41.4 37.9 25.0 37.5 37.5 25.0 75.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 75.0 

G2 53 17.9 17.9 64.3 5.9 11.8 82.4 0.0 25.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

G3 52 7.1 21.4 71.4 6.3 12.5 81.3 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

G4a 52 0.0 28.6 71.4 0.0 18.8 81.3 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

G4b 52 0.0 35.7 64.3 12.5 25.0 62.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

G5a 50 11.1 22.2 66.7 6.7 26.7 66.7 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

G5b 50 14.8 33.3 51.9 20.0 33.3 46.7 0.0 25.0 75.0 25.0 25.0 50.0 

G6a 51 3.7 18.5 77.8 6.3 6.3 87.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 25.0 75.0 

G6b 51 14.8 33.3 51.9 12.5 18.8 68.8 0.0 25.0 75.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 

G6c 51 3.7 29.6 66.7 12.5 18.8 68.8 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 25.0 75.0 

G6d 51 14.8 29.6 55.6 18.8 37.5 43.8 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 25.0 75.0 

G6e 51 7.4 11.1 81.5 6.3 18.8 75.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

  




