
 
 
 
February 13, 2018 
 
Washington State Forest Practice Board               Re:  Science Panel PHB recommendations 
P.O. Box 47012  
Olympia, WA  98504-7012            
 
Good morning Forest Practices Board members, 
My name is Steve Barnowe-Meyer and, along with Ken Miller, I represent small forestland 
owners and the Washington Farm Forestry Association (WFFA) on the TFW Policy Committee. 

I am also the small forest landowner representative on the technical committee of stakeholder 
representatives that was invited to participate in making recommendations to the PHB Science 
Panel and review draft recommendations prior to the PHB Report being submitted to this Board.  
Attached are the written comments on the December 8th draft Science Panel recommendations 
that I submitted to the AMPA on December 22nd, including a number of serious concerns with 
their process and draft recommendations. 

Now that the Science Panel has finalized their recommendations to the Board, WFFA is obliged 
to express to the Board our grave concerns about what we view as a substandard data 
collection and analytical process followed by the Panel, resulting in (what we contend) are 
several flawed recommendations being submitted to you by that Panel: 

 Why did the Panel replace the original landowner database, rather than supplement the 
previously submitted data set with data from underrepresented areas, as directed by the 
Board? 

 Why was the Cole et al CMER study data not used in the new analysis? 

 Why were data standards for the new data set consciously relaxed, allowing inclusion of 
data points lacking critical data parameters such as downstream measurements and end 
of fish data, thereby precluding appropriate analysis of these critical change parameters 
by the Panel, as well as effectively upending the process to favor alternatives based on 
threshold parameters over change parameters? 

 In addition to this significant flaw within the new dataset, the new dataset is inferior 
compared to the landowner dataset, with the Report indicating a 20% error rate for the 
new dataset versus a 10% error rate for the landowner dataset 

 All threshold recommendations are a substantial departure from the adopted FHAM, 
which assumed stream character changes rather than thresholds 

 The Report (and verbal explanations by the Panel) lack clarity and consistency on how 
the recommendations will be implemented, potentially impairing consistent repeatable / 
reproducible application in the field 

 Use of and reliance upon a highly questionable “percent captured” statistic as a substitute 
for a thorough analysis to evaluate which of the PHB alternatives is the most accurate or 
balanced for allocation of error 
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 Failure by the Panel to include either the comments from the technical committee of 
stakeholder representatives or the written responses by the Panel to any of these 
stakeholder comments 

 
To mitigate and resolve many of the grave concerns listed above, as well as build upon and 
incorporate supportable work and recommendations of the Science Panel, WFFA strongly 
supports the PHB Motion that Washington Forest Protection Association (WFPA) will / has 
submitted to the Board today.  WFFA is firmly committed to a multi-stakeholder, eastern and 
western Washington PHB solution that is consistent with the FHAM and expectations of the 
water typing system adopted by the Board and we believe that WFPA’s proposal / motion to the 
Board meets all those expectations.  
 
Also, as you well know, the Administrative Procedures Act requires a preliminary cost-benefit 
analysis, with a determination that the probable benefits of a proposed rule change are greater 
than its probable costs; the Act also requires a determination, after considering alternative 
versions of a rule change, that the rule being adopted is the least burdensome alternative (for 
those required to comply with it) that will achieve the general goal and objectives of the stated 
rule.  Also a Small Business EIS will be required for any proposed rule change adopted by the 
Board.  Thorough and conscientious completion of these requirements are particularly and 
critically important to small forest landowners. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide input to you about PHBs and the permanent water 
typing system. 
 
Steve Barnowe-Meyer 
Washington Farm Forestry Association 
(360) 880-0689 
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Written comments from Small Forest Landowner Caucus on draft PHB 
recommendation report prepared by the PHB Science Panel for  the Forest 

Practices Board (December 8, 2017) 

 In the context of use of the PHB recommendations, does the Science Panel have a 

recommendation(s) on the appropriate distance (“…at least 1/4 mile of stream length…” 

in the current protocol) upstream of the last known fish or (now a PHB) that the survey 

effort must cover?  And does the Science Panel have a recommendation(s) on the other 

component on the requirement for the survey effort (a gradient threshold:  “…unless the 

stream gradient increases and remains above the 20% gradient threshold…”) in the 

current protocol? 

 Does the WTMF data analysis inform or does the Science Panel have a recommendation 

for potential changes to the current default physicals? 

 I am concerned that it appears that at least some of the WTMFs from eastern WA and 

those under-represented areas of western WA brought forward to supplement the original 

Landowner WTMFs did not contain data items (such as, but not limited to, fish use, 

downstream gradient /size data at some PHB features, etc.) that were previously 

provided in the original Landowner WTMFs, and yet these supplemental WTMFs were 

still included in the analysis.  Why were WMTFs that lacked data parameters used in the 

original analysis still included in the most recent analysis?  Why were these WTMFs not 

simply removed from analysis? 

 As an example, at the draft report review meeting on December 14th, I thought I heard 

Phil Roni explain that in the original analysis and report using the Landowner data, the 

Science Panel did not differentiate between the tribs (lateral stream) data and terminal 

stream data, while for the current analysis and draft report, tribs (lateral stream) data and 

terminal stream data were evaluated separately.  I don’t have a particular problem with 

evaluating lateral streams separate from terminal streams, but I am concerned about the 

explanation given for the separate analyses.  As I recall, the explanation given for this 

“bucketing” of the data was that not all of the lateral stream data had information on the 

downstream gradient at the junction of the lateral with the mainstem stream.  Accepting 

this explanation (that some WTMFs lacked downstream gradient information at the lateral 

/ mainstem junction), why were lateral WTMFs lacking the downstream gradient 

information not removed from the analysis?  Or why not analyze those lateral WTMFs 

with downstream gradient/size information separate from those lateral WTMFs lacking 

such information?  The gradient difference at the junction of mainstems and laterals are 

quite often profound but I am left with the impression that the analysis essentially ignored 

investigation of this situation and effectively assumed that laterals somehow exist outside 

of any connection to a mainstem. 

 The percentages shown in the two right-hand columns of Tables 4 and 5 need to be 

explained much more clearly.  My initial reading of the draft report erroneously left me 

with the impression that these percentages were somehow a measure of the “accuracy” 
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of each of the modeled options, even though the report clearly states that the “Percent of 

EFH points captured indicates the efficacy of the model.”  The report (and Forest 

Practices Board members) would  greatly benefit from an paragraph explaining efficacy 

and how the analysis does or does not address accuracy and minimization of systematic 

error of the recommendations provided 

 Tables 4 and 5 seem to imply that the data analysis resulted in recommendations reliant 

on a two factor model (gradient threshold and width threshold).  Could the efficacy of the 

model be improved with use of other criteria or more than two factors, such as including 

gradient change or width ratios? 

 I am quite concerned with the two (“recorded” and heard) responses below to two of 

Jason Walter’s questions at the December 14th meeting: 

If implementing a survey and hit 10% threshold and implement survey find fish then gradient is no 
longer a criterion and therefore must use other PHB criteria from that point upstream.  
Hans – yes, use other criteria.  

What happens if it gradient changes to some higher value than threshold?  
Hans – In this situation can use an ID team if it is less than 20% and more than 10%. With the 
recommendations from the panel, gradient wouldn’t be a PHB between 11 and 20%.  The panel will look to 
add another scenario for this situation. 

As noted by several participants in the meeting, the scenarios described by Jason’s 
questions are quite common on the landscape and do not represent “one-offs”;  if ID 
teams were required for such situations, hundreds and hundreds of ID team meetings 
(not previously required) would need to occur to address these quite common situations.   
The Science Panel needs to understand that this “thresholds only” draft recommendation 
(but also including barriers) and stepwise use of the thresholds (such as dropping 
gradient as a criterion once the 10% threshold is hit) will likely greatly expand upstream 
where F/N breaks are located, in the absence of scientific evidence indicating that such 
an expansion is warranted.  As at least suggested in the last sentence of the second 
response above, the Science Panel needs to look at the described scenario (and others 
like it) and incorporate into the model additional parameter(s) (such as gradient / size 
change) that address these types of common occurrences across the landscape. 

  

 

 


