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Chairman Smith and members of the Forest Practices Board, I am Elaine Oneil, Executive Director of the 
Washington Farm Forestry Association.   I would like to make a couple of points about the proposal to initiate a 
CR101 in response to the results of the type N hardrock study.   

First – that study has been going on since 2008 – with data collected before treatment, implementation of a very 
aggressive subbasin treatment, and then monitoring of data on amphibians and incidentally water temperature 
ever since.  Now, since 2008 I have, and I am sure you have, lost count of the number of summer temperature 
records we have broken.  It seems like every 2nd year is the hottest year ever.  So I was stunned to see a graph of 
the actual water temperature changes over that period since 2008 on the 3 sites that make up the hardrock study.  
At NO POINT during that entire time did the water temperature even get close to hitting the beneficial use limit 
of 16 degrees that is so important for salmon. It was always colder.  There was however a temperature increase 
of more than .3 degree Celsius which has created the current concern.  That change, which is very challenging 
to measure with current instrumentation, is a standard set by the Department of Ecology, much like the 55 mph 
limit is set on local highways.  So when the officer pulls you over doing 56 mph you are indeed breaking the 
limit, but to what ill effect?   We are currently entertaining the idea that we need a rule change that is likely to 
cost ½ billion dollars to solve what exactly?  Address that 1 mph over the speed limit? The point is – we are in 
the middle of asking the questions about so what happens downstream, if anything so moving forward with rule 
making is premature at best.    

Second, as one of the few PhD’s testifying in front of you today, I want to talk a bit about scope of inference.  
These 3 sites represent less than 1/3 of the bedrock types in western Washington.  There was a LOT of 
variability between them, and even with some fancy statistics to address that variability, it remains.  Now, 
science involves careful data collection and analysis to get results.  The results are what they are – yes there is a 
change, no it does not exceed the beneficial use standard.  The scope of inference is the ‘so what’.  If this were 
to be published in the peer reviewed literature, no peer reviewer worth their salt would permit the scientist to 
infer that these 3 sites represent Western WA.  The manuscript would be either rejected or this vital 
shortcoming would need to be addressed.  So, again, in making this wide ranging decision you have before you 
I am questioning why the science – which is providing insights, but also more questions than answers, is being 
used to assert that the sky is falling, when it isn’t.  We have a lot more work to do to unpack what is really 
going on and what the best strategies are for going forward so it is completely premature to move forward with 
entertaining rule making at this time.   

And finally I want to speak a bit about process.  There seems to be a faltering in following the process within 
the AMP of late.  Earlier this summer we (WFFA) received a letter co-signed by agency and other caucus staff 
saying they would not engage in analysis of the technical merits of one of our proposals.  In other words, they 
refused to do the work that was laid before them.  Here, we see the opposite – a rushing through a process that 
is still midstream in terms of having data and synthesis in various stages of completion.  What is going on in 
your respective caucuses that makes this an acceptable turn of events?  Have you all given up on the promise of 
the Adaptive Management Program?  Where is your spirit of TFW in this process? 


