
 

 
 
August 2, 2020 

 

Washington Forest Practice Board  Re: SFLO Template proposal does not meet the  

P.O. Box 47012     criteria of a template “in whole” 

Olympia, WA  98504-7012 

 

Chairman Bernath and Members of the Board: 

 

The purpose of this testimony is to add context to this consensus recommendation.  The July 23, 2020 letter 

from the TFW Policy Co-chairs was very thorough and at some level perhaps more information than you are 

able/desire to digest.  At a minimum it shows a picture of all the torturous “process” turns this 2015 proposal 

has undergone over the last 5 ½ years.  We are looking forward to entering into a more structured/mediated 

Dispute Resolution process which I’ll touch on during the General Public Comment agenda item. 

 

The first page paragraph of the 7/23/20 letter starting “The recommendation is driven by . . . . .” is the best 

professional judgement of the Co-chairs, but for the record is not a group consensus about why Policy made 

the consensus recommendation quoted above that paragraph.  I mean no disrespect to the Co-chairs, nor is it 

fruitful/helpful diving into the nuances of what drove Policy to the consensus recommendation before you.  

Suffice it to say there had already been 2-3 non-consensus votes in response to the Boards question about 

whether our “ . . . . alternate plan template proposal meets the criteria . . .”.  Attached was our year earlier 

response to this “eligibility” impasse that never received much/any discussion in Policy or the Workgroups.  

I’ve attached this “eligibility” response not for you to weigh in, merely to show the question was contentious, 

likely unresolvable, and subject to all the vagaries in WAC language.  Bottom line: Policy was at an impasse 

leaving us an unpopular choice of taking this question through the 6 month mediated Dispute Resolution 

process & perhaps to the Board for resolution, OR find a nuanced way to answer the Boards question. 

 

Prior to reaching consensus on the motion before you, WFFA had indicated we were open to prescriptions 

being in a format other than the proposed “template” – we preferred a “rule” but proposed a “template” 

because it included safeguards to other stakeholders we hoped would allow more perceived risk – we also 

were in the process of considering a potential prescription vehicle called “experimental”.  Additionally it was 

(painfully ) obvious that our entire/”whole” proposal wasn’t going to fly in Policy, and similarly unlikely 

at the Forest Practice Board.  These changed circumstances rendered the Boards 2015 question moot by last 

December, or certainly not worth more arduous processes for Policy &/or the Board so we resolved the 

question by consensus that gave everyone something with the phrase “in whole”. 

 

We urge the Board to accept this recommendation for what it is, nothing more, so we can move forward on 

the more recent consensus to move a portion of our proposal into the Dispute Resolution process with an eye 

towards consensus preferably, or non-consensus recommendations finally back to you by Feb or May 2021. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Ken Miller 

SFLO Co-representative at Policy 


