Washington State Forest Regulation
TIMBER, FISH, AND WILDLIFE
COMMITTEE (TFW Policy)

MEMORANDUM
March 24, 2026
To: Timber, Fish and Wildlife (TFW) Policy Committee
From: Cody Thomas and Rico Vinh, Policy Co-Chairs
Subject: Discussion on the Four Studies of the Washington Forest Practices Adaptive

Management Program (2026) and continuing interest-based negotiations

In February, TFW Policy received the Four Studies of the Washington Forest Practices
Adaptive Management Program (2026) from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife,
as well as a presentation on the results by the project coordinators.

This led to discussions at Policy during the February and March meetings, where it was
determined that Policy would like to continue these discussions in order to work through issues
and improve trust and accountability amongst the caucuses. It was also determined that Policy
should form a workgroup to work through the recommendations put forward in the reports.

This memo serves to start this conversation at Policy. We hope we can utilize some of the
findings to continue having effective interest-based communication. Particularly, we’d like to
start the discussion on Study 1. An Opinion Survey of Participants in the Forest Practices
Adaptive Management Program (2025), which can be found in the link above.

In this report the authors noted 6 additional recommendations. We believe the 1%
recommendation will be a good place to start.

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 caucus’s responses to those of other

caucuses.

Discussing these results could help policy target the workgroup’s purpose and open opportunities
for much needed conversations at full Policy.

The noted tables can be found below.


https://dnr.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2026-01/fp_tfw_report_4studies.pdf
https://dnr.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2026-01/fp_tfw_report_4studies.pdf

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 Dunn’s tests (a=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.

MAD
rank | Label | MLS | MLS | Statement
1 Ge6b 0.04 3.7 | Understanding environmental risks is feasible in the TFW Policy Committee.
2 E7b 0.06 4.1 For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is necessary for reaching unanimous
consensus.
3 E7c 0.09 43 Fprthe TFW Policy Committee, compromise is necessary for achieving the four Forests and
Fish Report goals.
4 Eda 0.11 4.0 | The TFW Policy Committee would benefit from an impartial, trained meeting facilitator.
E7d 0.13 4.3 | Forthe TFW Policy Committee, compromise requires give and take amongst caucuses.
5 E3b 0.13 3.2 Mernbers of the TFW Policy Committee understand the different roles of scientists versus
policy makers.
When the TFW Policy Committee develops recommendations for potential rule changes
7 G4a 0.17 4.0 ) . . -
perfoarmance measures for environmental goals are valid decision criteria.
CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have increased confidence in
8 C3b 0.18 3.3 . . ) .
the environmental protection provided by the forest practices rules.
9 co 0.19 4.0 CMER studies have reduced scientific uncertainty about the environmental effects of forest
: ) practices on aquatic resources.
Members of the TFW Policy Committee have sufficient knowledge to understand the
10 E3e* 0.19 2.8 L .
complex scientific information presented by CMER.
1 E7a 0.21 3.7 | Forthe TFW Policy Committee, compromise is a fundamental value
12 Fag 0.21 4.2 | New CMER members would benefit from training to better understand how CMER operates.
Decisions in the TFW Policy Committee about funding of particular CMER studies should
13 D7 0.23 4.1 not be decided through unanimous consensus, but rather through some type of super
majority.
14 Edb 0.28 97 The TFW Policy Qommlttee currently provides well-reasoned policy recommendations to
the Forest Practices Board.
For the TFW Policy Committee, compromise is difficult because caucuses have
15 E7g 0.29 4.0 |. f . o S
incommensurate interests, such as financial interests versus ecological interests.
16 B1 0.31 27 While each caucus in the TFW Policy Committee has different interests, all caucuses work

towards achieving all four Forests and Fish Report goals.




Table 3.5.18. Likert statements with the /east 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 (a=0.05; numerator in 3* 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.

non- MAD
rank | Label | concur | MLS | MLS | Statement

Decisions in the TFW Policy Committee about funding of particular CMER studies

1 D6 3/4 1.24 3.1 should not be decided through unanimous consensus, but rather through some type
of super majority.

5 E8 3/3 163 3.0 The TFW Pollcy.'Comm\ttee should apply a precautionary principle when developing
recommendations for rule change.

3 B2 3/3 115 3.9 The TFW Poll.cy Cc.)mm\tt.ee should work tf)wa) rd Aa.chlevmg the fourth Forests and Fish
Report goal, i.e., timber industry economic viability.
The State Auditor recommended that the TFW Policy Committee find a process other

4 F2c 3/3 1.09 3.3 | thanunanimous consensus for arriving at a final decision on rule changes.
Following this recommendation is a feasible change to the current process.

5 F5e a/3 0.99 a5 Ama.jorlmpedlmel?ttoa successfulFPAMPl.slackofwm-wm solutions when
considering potential changes to forest practices rules.

6 Edc 33 0.95 3.0 The TFW Policy Committee trI?S to minimize pot.entlalfmanmalburdenstothe
timber industry when developing recommendations for new rules.

7 Fae 33 0.95 3.3 !_lmltmgvotmg in CMER to one vote per caucus, regardless of caucus size, will
improve CMER.
The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule

8 C5d 2/4 0.87 8.1 changes because there were concerns about the FFR economic viability goal.

9 C3e 274 0.49 3.0 CMER. studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have created more
questions than answers.
Using "outside science" (i.e.,"scientific work that is/was generated outside of the

10 Fac 213 1.07 8.7 CMER process") that meets CMER standards for quality will improve the FPAMP.

1 G6e 2/3 1.04 38 Undt.arstandmg economic risk to the timber industry will improve the decision-
making process.
Using "outside science" (i.e.,"scientific work that is/was generated outside of the

12 F4d 2/3 0.88 3.7 | CMER process") that meets CMER standards for quality is a feasible change to the
FPAMP.
The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule

13 C5c 2/3 0.81 3.8 | changes because some CMER studies have not produced the types of information
needed for decisions regarding rule change.

14 F5h 2/3 0.80 3.3 Amajorlr.n;.)edlmenttoa successful FPAMP is requiring unanimous consensus for
most decisions.
The TFW Policy Committee has not recommended more science-informed rule

15 Cbha 2/3 0.73 3.3 changes because given the FFR environmental goals, the results of some CMER
studies indicated that more rule changes were not needed

16 C3c 2/3 0.67 3.3 CMER studies on the environmental effects of forest practices have provided useful

information needed to resolve policy issues.




B1. While each caucus in the TFW Policy Committee has different interests, all caucuses work F3a. Following a "net gains™ approach as described by the State Auditor will improve the TFW Policy
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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.




D1¢. Members of CMER understand the different roles of scientists versus policy makers.

E3b. Members of TFW Policy understand the different roles of scientists versus policy makers.
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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.




D2. The process of conducting a CMER shwy (from initial proposal to the final report) is
B3. Regulatory certainty for the timber industry is an implied goal of the FPHCP. pi icated.
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Figure 4.6. Likert statements related to rule change.




