
 
Testimony by Elaine Oneil to the Washington State Forest Practices Board on  

May 12, 2021 for General Public Comment  

Chairman Bernath and members of the Forest Practices Board, I am Elaine Oneil, Executive 
Director of the Washington Farm Forestry Association.   Today I want to share my thoughts on a 
number of related items that collectively fit nowhere, but yet everywhere within this system that 
we have created.  I had the opportunity to sit in as a support person for the TFW Policy dispute 
resolution process for our westside riparian template.  I want to share some of my observations.  
First off, personalities and positions aside, I believe that the CPEACE training showed dividends 
during the negotiation process. It was a pity that more of the rank and file in that negotiating room 
were not able to avail themselves of that training before we commenced.  Perhaps future disputes – 
which are most certainly on the horizon – will have better outcomes after these sessions are 
complete.   

That said – they won’t have better outcomes if there is not agreement at the Principles level that 
there are four goals in forests and fish and that they have equal weight.  I was reminded by one of 
my colleagues who was there at the time when Billy Franks Jr and Stu Bledsoe made their 
agreement to figure things out so long ago. The take home message they received at that time was 
– “this is hard, but you will have to find a way to find common ground”.  And no one got 
everything they wanted.  That doesn’t seem to be the mindset at the table today – it is much more 
of a fractured party line approach.  So those of you that are principals, or work closely with your 
principals, I would urge you to take seriously this need to empower the people sitting at the table to 
make a deal – otherwise this whole system is likely to grind to a complete halt.   

I also want to put a footnote on a topic you heard in February and will hear a bit more about today.  
The UW report on SFLO trends and status.  It is true, the overall opinion of the 218,000 SFLO is 
that these rules don’t affect them much.  And why should they – most don’t harvest and these rules 
don’t affect you at all if you don’t harvest.  But for those that do harvest, the patterns of discontent 
are there and they are real.  I’ll remind you again that we submitted 12 letters in November 2020 
and another 12 letters in February 2021 regarding the impacts of the rules on SFLO that represent 
those who do harvest and who are true stewards of the land – many state, regional, and national 
tree farmers of the year.   UW did a great job consistent with the charge of SB5330 in a limited 
time window, but they recognize that more could be done to parse the data to get at the nuances of 
impacts for those most affected by the rules – which also happen to be those that own nearly 1/2 
the forest land under SFLO control.   Which is exactly what will be done in the future as the 
database gets used for questions we can’t even envision today.  

Which leads me to my final topic of the day - the science and the scientific process – something I 
know about as a PhD scientist.  Science needs data, and even with the relatively large budget we 
have, there is never enough data.  So, the use of outside data should be encouraged and supported, 
not rejected as somehow unsuitable because it did not go through a CMER process during its 
development. That is happening with our template and it appears to be happening with other 
proposal initiations as well. We will never have enough money to collect all the needed data 
ourselves, so we must avail ourselves of other sources.  And when data is available, and doesn’t 
yet have an identified use, it should not be destroyed.  That is what is currently being entertained, 
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or implemented, with the deletion of all FPARS data that is older than 2010 according to current 
discussions in CMER.  I am assuming government record retention limits allow for this 
destruction, but I can guarantee that even if we don’t know what we need it for today, when it 
comes to retrospective studies that look at temporal trends, we will want that data at some point in 
the future. And even if we don’t know how to use it today, we will find a way to use it tomorrow, 
as data analysis systems change as fast at the technology develops.  I know, because what I did for 
my PhD in 2006 was impossible in just the prior decade due to computing limits, and what I did in 
2006 is light years behind what can be done today due to monumental changes in computing 
power.  So from my perspective as a scientist, to destroy that data is simply unacceptable.  If DNR 
doesn’t want to archive it, then it should be stored in a publicly available archived form, including 
all the database, all related tables, and spatial information at some other state institution until such 
time that it is wanted for scientific purposes we haven’t even begun to imagine yet – but we will.  
Thank you.    

 


