5/22/2025 10:44:15 AM

Sent:

From: Susewind, Kelly (DFW) <Kelly.Susewind@dfw.wa.gov
To: Esquibel, "Shane" <(GOV)>

Ce:

Bcee:

Importance: Normal
Subject: Analysis
Attachments: Memorandum (Final).docx

Hi Shane.
Attached is the evaluation we discussed.
Let me know if you’d like to discuss or need more information.

Kelly


Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
WDFW Director Kelly Susewind sent this email more than 10 weeks before his August 5, 2025,  letter requesting that Governor Bob Ferguson investigate similar allegations made by the U.S. Sportsmen's Alliance. Reporters believed the August letter prompted the investigation because WDFW and the Governor's office did not provide this email and the attached memo until after it was disclosed by the Office of Financial Management in February 2026.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Esquibel is Governor Ferguson's Chief of Staff.


MEMORANDUM
DATE: May 16, 2025
TO: Kelly Susewind, Director of Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Amy Windrope, Deputy Director of Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
FROM: Thomas R. Knoll, Jr., Criminal Justice Legal Liaison

SUBJECT: Independent Review of Records
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I INTRODUCTION

On May 6, 2025, I received two partially filled boxes of records' that contained correspondence from some of our currently appointed
Fish and Wildlife Commissioners (Commissioners) and outside special groups that interact with Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW). These records spanned roughly the period from 2022-2024. I was informed that these records had been gathered or developed
pursuant to a recent public records request. Upon initial review? of these documents, the reviewers noted multiple instances where it appeared
the Commissioners were potentially engaging in inappropriate conduct while working for WDFW.

By letter dated May 8, 2025,/1 was asked to review the same records as described above and to provide my independent assessment of the
material by submitting a written opinion.? I was directed to look at the record and conclude whether the material indicates inappropriate conduct
or not. Specifically, I would be looking for what appears to be violations of law/rules (including the Public Records Act (PRA), policies
(including the Commission’s Rules of Procedure), creating a conflict of interest or the appearance of a conflict of interest, and/or other behavior

that hinders or risks the agency’s ability to complete its mission.

"The exact page count for these records is unknown, but the combined page count for the two boxes clearly consists of several hundred pages.
2 I have not been advised who all the participants are that reviewed the records.
3 This task was officially assigned to me on May 8, 2025, by letter from the Director.


Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
This is the same day on which the U.S. Sportsmen's Alliance filed a petition asking Gov. Ferguson to remove all the remaining commissioners who voted to ban recreational spring bear hunting in 2022. Many of the allegations are similar and use similar language, except that Susewind and Knoll focus exclusively on Lorna Smith and Melanie Rowland, the two commissioners who have been most vocal about their concerns about Susewind's leadership and opposition to his policies.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Knoll works for WDFW, and therefore, Susewind. Susewind and Windrope had previously presented their allegations to the state AG's office, which evidently declined to be involved.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
We obtained all the records provided to Knoll through a public disclosure request. They included a summary of Susewind's allegations with "evidence" that was annotated and organized by allegation. They did not include documents providing context, including some that directly countered their claims. This left Knoll little to do other than repeat Susewind's claims, burnishing them with a heavy dose of his own speculation.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Actually, the memo focuses exclusively on just one kind of "outside special interest group": wildlife advocates. Although the three named commissioners also regularly spoke to and emailed other "outside special interest groups," including hunters, those communications were not included in the documents provided to Knoll.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Specifically, the public records request by the U.S. Sportsmen's Alliance, seeking only records related to the commissioners who voted against the spring bear hunt. Records of other commissioners have never been scrutinized. Although we asked for those communications earlier this year, WDFW has informed us it will not provide any responsive records until December, at the earliest.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
These "reviewers" included the sole staff member for the Commission, whom Susewind and Windrope hijacked to comb through her bosses' documents to find evidence of interactions with wildlife advocates.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
We've asked for other communications with Knoll that may reveal his actual instructions, but were told WDFW would not start providing us with documents until December, at the earliest.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
The "appearance of conflict" is a dangerous, undefined concept subject to abuse, since how something "appears" is in the eye of the beholder.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Another slippery concept. If Susewind defines the agency's "mission," then anyone who questions his decisions can be said to "hinder" his ability to complete it.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
These documents began as electronic documents, but for some reason were printed and sent to Knoll in paper form. They were also produced in paper form, erasing information such as the identity of the people who had annotated or authored them. We are still waiting for WDFW to send electronic versions that contain that metadata.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
When was it "unofficially" assigned?

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Documents reveal Windrope was intimately involved in Susewind's "investigation."


My role at WDFW as the Criminal Justice Legal Liaison for Enforcement does not require a working relationship with our appointed

Commissioners and therefore, [ know:very little about them or the subject matter they have addressed on behalf of WDEW for the last couple of
- This has put me at a slight disadvantage when reviewing the records because I_ taking place in
the record.* However, this lack of institutional knowledge has _
behavior on their face. As a result, my opinions offered herein are based primarily on indisputable evidence contained in the documents rather
than mere supposition or firsthand knowledge.

As I am not familiar with the Commission’s work in general for WDFW, I was likewise unfamiliar with the Commission’s Rules of

Procedure (CRP) and the Open Public Meetings Act (OPMA), codified in chapter 42.30 RCW. In preparation for this review, I read both the

2021 and 2023 versions of the CRP and the OPMA and have a clear understanding of both!

IL. IMPETUS FOR REVIEW
Although not instructed directly about whom the review should focus upon, the records made that conclusion rather obvious. With the
termination of Commissioner Tim Ragen (Ragen), a review of his computer’ revealed potentially concerning conduct involving three other
Commissioners. However, the most concerning behavior came from Lorna Smith (Smith) and Melanie Rowland (Rowland). Another reason for
the review is clearly tied to a recent public records lawsuit that involves records discovered on the Ragen computer.

This memo and the conclusions contained herein will focus only upon Commissioners Smith and Rowland for the simple reason that

III. QUESTION PRESENTED

4T understand my review will most likely provide a new and fresh analysis of what the records contain, but at the same time, I

5The


Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
It is true that Knoll often lacks the context for the behavior he evaluates—such as the instructions commissioners were given, the environment in which they operated, and the accepted practices used by all commissioners. This does not make him a more objective reviewer, just a more inept one.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
There are no such documents. Knoll casts the documents Susewind brought to his attention as sinister when the evidence shows the opposite. Whether this is a sign of ignorance or corruption is unclear.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
If only. It would be tiresome to comment on all the "mere supposition" that follows, so we just focus on the most ridiculous. Other examples of Knoll's relentless "mere supposition" are highlighted in orange.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
The claims that follow prove otherwise, demonstrating Knoll's failure to understand either one.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
More wiggle words. Knoll was not instructed "directly" who to focus on. But he is right that the records made that conclusion "rather obvious," because Susewind and Windrope had curated them to target the commissioners they did not like and protect the ones they saw as allies, even if they had engaged in precisely the same behavior. Just in case this was not clear enough for Knoll, they also  summarized their claims against Smith and Rowland and annotated the documents with notes pointing Knoll toward the conclusions they expected him to reach.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
How could this have been? Surely not because Susewind hand-selected the records he gave to Knoll in order to target his two most prominent critics!

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Including Susewind, Windrope, and subordinates they had ordered to help them support their predetermined conclusions.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Really? Do Susewind, Windrope and other members of leadership review all the documents they preserve under WDFW's retention schedule?

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
This ignorance is on display throughout the memo.


Do the records contain instances of potential violations of the PRA, CRP, OPMA, and/or creating a conflict of interest or

interfering with WDFW’s mission?

IV.  ANALYSIS

A. Failure to recognize the importance of records retention and PRA compliance

The understanding of records management, retention, and the PRA is rudimentary to all state employment, including appointed
Commissioners working for the WDFW. To this end, the Commissioners receive specific training on these subjects from the Attorney General’s
Office. This training advises the participants that:

All public records shall be and remain the property of the state of Washington. They shall be delivered by outgoing officials and

employees to their successors and shall be preserved, stored, transferred, destroyed or disposed of, and otherwise managed, only

in accordance with the provisions of this chapter. In order to ensure the proper management and safeguarding of public records,

the division of archives and records management is established in the office of the secretary of state. (RCW 40.14.020).
Also, they are instructed that “Electronic records must be retained in electronic format and remain usable, searchable, retrievable and authentic
for the length of the designated retention period. Printing and retaining a hard copy is not a substitute for the electronic version unless approved
by the applicable records committee.” (WAC 434-662-040).

Not only is record retention important, but also the dissemination of said records in response to a public records request pursuant to

RCW 42.56 et seq. The failure to fulfill a records request by wrongfully withholding a document can be severe. (See Wade'’s Eastside Gun
Shop, Inc. v. Dept. of Labor & Indus., 185 Wn.2d 270, 277, 372 P.3d 97 (2016), penalties can be assessed per page).


Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Knoll does not seem to appreciate the irony that the documents he was handed were printed in hard copy, erasing all the metadata contained in their electronic versions. WDFW produced them the same way in response to a public disclosure request, and it is not clear that they have been collected or preserved  anywhere in their original electonic form.


Here, Rowland fails to appreciate the importance of record retention and properly providing responsive records to WDFW concerning
pending public record requests. For example, on November 18, 2022, during a Commission Meeting, Rowland claimed to have received a text
on her phone regarding the meeting discussion. Thereafter, WDFW received a public records request for that one text message. When requested
to provide that information, Rowland purposely delayed providing the needed response. She first claimed the text was deleted (a violation of
RCW 40.14.020). Then she transcribed the text message. Transcribed electronic data fails to meet the requirements of WAC 434-662-040.
Finally, after much resistance, she produced the electronic version of the text message once the Governor’s Office demanded compliance. What
could have been accomplished in a couple minutes, took about two months to complete. Rowland excused her behavior by claiming she did not
fully understand the records and PRA training because it was training by “firechose.”®

In September of 2023, WDFW received a public records request wherein the Commissioners would be most likely to have responsive
records. This time, both Smith and Rowland delayed responding to the request. In fact, Rowland was recorded as stating she would not respond
to the record request unless forced. Delaying responses and outright refusal to respond creates liability for WDFW and leaves assigned Assistant
Attorney Generals little to no defenses before the court should it be necessary to defend WDFW in a public records lawsuit. Aside from the
financial risk these Commissioners created for WDFW, their behavior reflects poorly on WDFW as a whole and the Governor’s Office who
appointed them. Fortunately, in the case described above, WDFW was able to provide installments of the records to the requester as WDFW
worked through the internal conflict with its Commissioners. This conflict about providing responsive records is wholly unnecessary. The duty
to respond is clearly outlined in statute and case law.

B. Litigation with Claire Davis and appearance of conflict

Claire Davis is an attorney licensed to practice law in Washington. Since 2017, Ms. Davis has continued to represent several private
interest groups (Wild Fish Conservancy (WFC), Washington Wildlife First (WWF), and The Conservation Angler (TCA)), against the WDFW.
In total, she has brought 12 lawsuits against WDFW. In 2023, Ms. Davis had five pending lawsuits against WDFW.

6 Email from Rowland dated January 31, 2023.


Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
The records show the exact opposite is true—Rowland responded to requests for this text immediately, and worked through her difficulties with technology to provide it in multiple forms. 

The records request was submitted Dec. 9, 2022, and forwarded to Rowland on Dec. 14. She responded twice that same day. Her first email indicated she did not have the text, but she corrected that statement one hour later, and sent a transcription of the text. WDFW staff told her that response was insufficient on Dec. 15 and that she needed to send the text in a different form, such as a screenshot. Rowland complied and sent a screenshot that same day. She subsequently sent at least two more screenshots to comply with WDFW's varied directions. 

WDFW routinely produces texts from leadership, including Susewind, as screenshots. They appear to have done the same here, as an email on Jan. 23, 2023, indicates staff were "preparing to produce" the text.

However, in this particular case, WDFW decided for some reason that a screenshot was not sufficient, and demanded that Rowland use specialized software to pull the text from her phone. It took weeks for WDFW to provide assistance with that task, which was accomplished on Feb. 9, 2023.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Documents show commissioners routinely asked for more training and assistance in complying with a flood of PRA requests. That is a sign of good faith, not the opposite.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
This refers to the request from the U.S. Sportsmen's Alliance and directed to the commissioners who voted to ban spring bear hunting, which WDFW described in a court filing as a "sprawling, 22-part request" that ultimately required production of 42,684 responsive records. This request understandably overwhelmed both staff and commissioners. But as WDFW stated in court papers, allegations that WDFW and the commissioners failed to comply in good faith are based on "wild, sweeping claims that are unsupported by evidence [and] disputed by contrary evidence."

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
What Rowland's email actually said was: "This PDR is ridiculously long and complex. I cannot respond without help."

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
On the basis of this memo, the Sportsmen's Alliance filed a motion to reopen its case against WDFW for violations of the Public Records Act in relationship to this request. The superior court ruled in favor of WDFW in that action last August, but the Sportsmen claim the Knoll memo is a "smoking gun" proving liability, and that WDFW is liable for court sanctions for failing to provide the memo to them in discovery. 

WDFW had initially  responded to the Sportsmen's lawsuit with  evidence and declarations (including from Smith and Rowland) that it claimed "demonstrate that WDFW complied with every substantive and procedural requirement of the PRA." 

Susewind needs to get his story straight regarding its response to this public disclosure request.. He cannot defend against a public records suit by claiming WDFW fully complied with the the PRA on one hand, and try to oust commissioners for their failure to comply on the other.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Knoll's ignorance of context is on display here. Hunting rights groups have weaponized the Public Records Act against commissioners who voted to ban spring bear hunting, deluging them with hundreds, if not thousands, of requests. That inevitably leads to difficulties and delays, as these commission volunteers (almost all of whom are retired and have varying levels of comfort  with computer technology) struggle to keep up.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
Knoll does not indicate how he knows what Rowland appreciates, but the emails surrounding this request certainly suggest that she takes these responsibilities seriously.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Marked set by Washington Wildlife First

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
The record actually shows Rowland's diligent and continuous attempts to comply, as WDFW leadership gave her inconsistent instructions.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
False. The governor's office did send Rowland a letter about this text, an extremely unusual step that was obviously prompted by WDFW leadership. But this letter came weeks after she produced screenshots of the text in compliance with WDFW's initial instructions. Following the letter from the Governor's office, Assistant Attorney General Joe Panesko provided Rowland with additional instructions, with which she also promptly complied.


With the litigation history described above, Ms. Davis is certainly well known to WDFW and for that matter, to the Commission. In fact,

the record dernonsraes that M, Davis is extremely well connected to tree Commissioners (Ragen, Rowland and Smith) because she
_ Because of this apparent tight relationship, Ms. Davis
apparently saw nothing wrong with inviting these three Commissioners to discuss with her and ask questions about a pending lawsuit she filed
on behalf of WFC and TCA against WDFW.? Not only does this type of communication appear to _
but this communication appears to violate the CRP: namely (1) _;” (2)
_ and (3) “not engage in any activity which gives rise
toa _ as a Commission member.” The record does not show what was discussed about the

pending lawsuit, but this type of communication is clearly inconsistent with the Commissioner’s CRP and seems to indicate they may be
colluding with an opposing party to the detriment of WDFW. WDFW needs to be able to trust their Commissioners and know they can remain

discreet with confidential information, but the foregoing example appears to be at odds with the trust aspect.

C. Meetings with special interest groups (_

The CRP says the duty of a Commissioner is to _
_ This procedure appears to be clearly ignored when the _
- From early 2022 through 2023, these three Commissioners had _ with the WWF, WFC and a few other animal
rights interest groups. The common denominator in all these meetings was the presence of _
Further, _ Although transcripts of what occurred
during these private meetings are not available, it appears that the Commissioners _

7 The record demonstrates

8 Email from Davis to three Commissioners dated August 13, 2023.
° August 13, 2023 email.


Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Davis corresponded directly with all commissioners during this period of time, often using their private email accounts because several commissioners found it very difficult to use the technology WDFW provided to them to check their official accounts. She also regularly attended commission meetings and spoke with commissioners directly.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Knoll has no evidence indicating any commissioner shared confidential or privileged material.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
This is a serious charge, for which Knoll provides no evidence. Making such an unsubstantiated charge against another attorney could, in and of itself, violate the Rules of Professional Conduct.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
Unfortunately, this does not stop Knoll from making assumptions that what was discussed is wrongful.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Documents produced to the Sportsmen's Alliance make clear that Commissioners Smith, Rowland, and Ragen worked hard to "represent all citizens of the state," communicating and meeting regularly with constituents with different interests, including hunters. They "appear to" have been willing to talk to anyone who asked them for a conversation.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Real conflicts of interest are common on the commission, because historically, governors have appointed commissioners with past and continuing ties to businesses and special interests that stand to benefit directly from commission decisions, including financially. No such conflict is alleged here. Talking to members of the public and, sometimes, agreeing with them is not a "conflict of interest."

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
For someone who said he would not speculate, Knoll uses words like "apparent," "apparently," "appears to" and "seems to" with remarkable frequency.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
"Collusion" is a great word for those who want to broadcast defamatory allegations with no evidence of wrongdoing. The term has no legal meaning, but strongly suggests people are guilty of something. Its repeated use is especially significant here, because it is applied to conversations with only one group of people--wildlife advocates. The many conversations the same commissioners (and other members of the commission) have with hunting rights activists is not labeled "collusion."

As we've said elsewhere, if attempting to persuade public officials to approve increased protections for wildlife is "collusion," count us first in line!

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
Knoll "seems" not to appreciate that "appears to be" and "clearly" are contradictory concepts.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
During this time period, Commissioner Molly Linville declared at a meeting that she was there to "represent the 2%," referring to the small minority of Washingtonians with hunting licenses. Of all the commissioners, she has been the most unwilling to make time to meet with any constituent who does not share her views. But leadership has not voiced any concern with other commissioners favoring particular special interest groups, as long as they are the right groups, with the right agenda.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Again, the evidence shows the opposite. Although Susewind curated the documents provided to Knoll to highlight meetings with Washington Wildlife First, Wild Fish Conservancy, and Davis, they also show evidence of the same commissioners meeting at least 33 times during the same period with other members of the public, including prominent hunting rights activists. What the calendars show is thus entirely consistent with the "open door" policy these commissioners have announced at commission meetings, expressing their willingness to meet with anyone seeking a civil dialogue.  

And, of course, Susewind did not order staff to count the number of meetings other commissioners had with "special interest" groups, including hunting rights organizations. We've requested that information, but unless we are prepared to file suit (as the Sportsmen did), we are not holding our breath for a response anytime soon.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
Indeed it was. In fact, "this attorney" has regularly expressed her "concerns or ideas directly" to all commissioners, through letters and public testimony.  That is free speech in a democracy, folks, and even attorneys get to participate.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
What Knoll does not say, and perhaps does not even know, is that Davis is also the President and Executive Director of Washington Wildlife First, and meets with commissioners as a public advocate, not in her role as anyone's attorney. One does not lose their right to participate in the democratic process or to exercise their First Amendment rights when they pass the bar exam.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Knoll may need a refresher on basic math. because the list provided by Susewind does not show 20 meetings that these three commissioners had with Davis and "animal rights" groups. We've tried to be creative in imagining how Knoll arrived at this number, such as by counting any meeting with a single commissioner as a meeting attended by all three, including duplicate calendar entries, and adding meetings that were canceled. Even so, we've not found any formulation that yield's Knoll's result.

That is not to say that WW1 does not communicate often with commissioners. Doing so is central to our mission. For example, since our founding in 2021, we have had a representative at every in-person commission meeting, and it is safe to assume that we spoke to commissioners at each one.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
The only surprise here is that there were only 8 such meetings in two years. WW1 has worked actively on myriad issues before the commission, and we frequently ask to speak to commissioners before meetings in which a debate or decision is expected on one of our issues. That's pretty much how public engagement works.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
What "type" of communication, exactly? Talking to lawyers? Talking to people who have pending litigation against WDFW? If so, WDFW should be looking into those commissioners who have revealed private discussions with the U.S. Sportsmen's Alliance, including its in-house attorney. Has Susewind had such private communications? We have suspicions, but 10 months after we requested those communications, WDFW has still not provided them.


the purpose of propagating an “agenda” consistent with the private interest groups’ desires. At a minimum, these private meetings create an
appearance of favoritism to those groups, and this is contrary to the role of a Commissioner pursuant to the CRP.
D. Excel spreadsheet and private advocacy by special interest groups (possible collusion)

The following discussion is based on the least direct evidence from the record, but in my opinion, it deserves mention. It provides yet
again, another example of where Claire Davis has a direct line of communication to those Commissioners that seem sympathetic to her causes.

One of the documents discovered from Ragen’s computer and preserved by WDFW was an email from Claire Davis to Ragen that
contained a link to an Excel spreadsheet. The author of the spreadsheet is not entirely clear and the purpose for which this document was made
available to Ragen is also not clear. However, this document contained a list of past, current and future potential Commissioners. Additionally,
the document divulged opinions, expressed by certain special interest groups and their counsel, about sitting Commissioners and potential
replacements. The extent to which this document was shared with other Commissioners cannot be determined from the record, but it is
reasonable to conclude it was shared with both Rowland and Smith since communications by Ms. Davis often included those individuals. The
document on its face clearly lists who are the favorites within the Commission for specific interest groups. The reason Ms. Davis shared this
document with Ragen cannot be entirely proven from the record, but it does seem to inform Commission members who received it, what
individuals are more favorable to the small subset of special interest groups than others. At a minimum, the document seeks to provide private
opinions to a select few Commissioners and maybe for the purpose of influencing future Commission votes. Again, this communication appears
to create a conflict of interest and favor certain interest groups over others. This is in conflict with the CRP.
E. Use of personal emails/devices to communicate offline

The record is replete with examples where Ragen, Rowland, and Smith used personal emails and devices to conduct business for the
Commission. Use of personal emails and devices to send and receive messages was not the exception, but a consistent way of doing business.
When these methods of communication were used, they often included correspondence with Claire Davis or the special interest groups she
represented and/or communications just between Ragen, Rowland, and Smith where they commiserate among themselves. This continued to

occur even after the Commissioners were instructed not to use such devices. Having these communications outside work email and/or on other

6


Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
Here, Knoll says the quiet part out loud, revealing the true motives behind this "investigation." Susewind's objection was that certain commissioners met too often with wildlife advocates, specifically, and that they promoted the "agenda" of wildlife protection. In other words, they met with the wrong people and expressed the wrong views. This is a classic violation of the First Amendment, which guarantees our right to free association, free speech, and the right to petition the government for a redress of grievances, without fear of government retaliation.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
This allegation is laughable. It is easy to "create an appearance of favoritism" when you selectively focus on meetings with only one group. But even the curated documents provided to Knoll show these same commissioners meeting frequently with a broad range of people and interests, including hunting and fishing groups.  WW1 may have requested more meetings with commissioners than other group because WW1 follows the commission much more closely than any other group. That is what effective advocacy looks like.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
In our experience, anyone  who seeks it (and behaves in civil manner) can have a "direct line of communication" to most commissioners, who are very open to talking to concerned and informed constituents of all kinds. Creating such a "direct line" is essential to effective public advocacy. (A tip for some hunting activists:we have found that it helps open doors if you don't publish sexist memes about commissioners, call them obscene names, and/or publicly wish for them to die a miserable death.)

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
It appears that WDFW leadership obtained a version of this document by downloading it from Google Docs long after it was shared with Commissioner Ragen and had undergone significant revisions. There is no indication this later version bears any resemblance to the document shared.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
Knoll's assumption that if Davis sent some emails to three commissioners she must have sent all emails to the same three people is preposterous, and, needless to say, inaccurate.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
Not more "collusion"!

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
Hardly shocking that different groups have opinions about current and potential commissioners. In fact, such opinions are frequently divulged and discussed publicly.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
This is spectacularly hypocritical, as the same statement applies to virtually every member of the commission at that time, and in year's prior. The documents provided to the U.S. Sportsmen's Alliance include thousands of emails and texts to and from the private accounts of other commissioners. Indeed, one commissioner who supported Susewind and Windrope (and thus was not targeted by them) used personal accounts almost exclusively, and Windrope regularly sent messages to those personal accounts. (Some of which illustrate Windrope "colluding" with this commissioner about how to silence and contain others.)

We will give Knoll the benefit of the doubt that he drafted this section out of ignorance.  But Susewind and Windrope certainly understood this context, and nevertheless conveyed this allegation to the governor.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
In other words, Knoll found that a collection of documents that had been selected because they included correspondence with Davis and/or animal advocacy groups often included correspondence with Davis and/or animal advocacy groups. How surprising!

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
Knoll provides no date for this instruction, but the documents provided to the Sportsmen's Alliance include an email from Windrope in September 2023 in which she scolds Smith for using her private email account—even as Windrope was continuing to email and text other commissioners on their private accounts. Another indication that a different set of rules applied to commissioners who supported Susewind.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Most of Knoll's allegations are not supported by any evidence, making it hard to pick the one that has the "least."

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
This theory is not only unsupported—it makes absolutely no sense.


electronic devices gives the impression that the Commissioners are not transparent about what is being performed for WDFW. For example,
earlier I mentioned a public records request that came in because Rowland received a private text during the Commission Meeting.

Aside from the transparency concern, records management and the gathering of records responsive to public records requests become
problematic when records come from personal emails and devices. WDFW must trust that the Commissioners are providing all relevant records
from their personal accounts and devices when requested. In the past, and currently during a pending public records lawsuit filed in 2025, it is
not entirely clear that Rowland and/or Smith have been forthcoming with their responsive records. As stated before, Rowland refused to provide
records unless forced. This attitude regarding public records requests is simply inexcusable and flies in the face of the RCW 42.56 et seq.

Use of private email and devices to conduct WDFW business is a huge liability for WDFW. The risk could easily be rectified if only
Rowland and Smith would be willing to follow direction. If WDFW unsuccessfully defends against a public records case where Commissioners
are featured prominently, this outcome would reflect poorly on the agency as a whole and the Governor’s Office since Commissioners are
appointed.

F. OPMA and internal dispute about webinar

Pursuant to RCW 42.30 et seq., the Commission needs to be cognizant of what events they attend together where their numbers consist of
five (quorum) or more because in those circumstances the Commission could be considered transacting official business. Further, if the official
action by the Commission is not properly advertised, the participating Commissioners are subject to civil liability.

In October 2023, Smith invited'? all her Commission colleagues to attend a Carnivore Panel webinar hosted by Adrian Treves, PhD.,
professor from the University of Wisconsin. The host advised that the panel was specifically created for the problems facing Washington and
also encouraged the Commission to submit questions to the panelist in advance of the meeting so those questions could be fully answered during
the webinar. Shortly thereafter, Smith and the other Commission members were discouraged from attending in a number greater than four and

certainly advised not to participate in submitting questions because that could be deemed to violate the OPMA. Smith took exception to this

0 Smith invitation occurred through her personal email account.


Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
It will be interesting to see what the judge in the Sportsmen's Alliance lawsuit makes of this, since it directly contradicts the position WDFW has taken in court.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
There is no sign that Smith and Rowland refused to follow directions about the use of private accounts. And even if they had never used any private accounts, this purported "risk" would not be "rectified," given that thousands of emails were sent and received by other commissioners through their private accounts during the same time period.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
This is part of a story we will explore later, because it is an excellent illustration of Susewind's bias. Smith initially tried to host this panel in a public meeting of the wildlife committee, of which she was chair. This prompted a panicked frenzy among Susewind and Windrope, who censor the information the commission receives to filter out content that might contradict  their recommendations. After Susewind and Windrope successfully persuaded Commission Chair Barbara Baker to forbid Smith from hosting this panel in the wildlife committee, the scientists involved converted it to a public webinar. The Open Public Meetings Law forbids a quorum of commissioners from participating in "deliberations" outside properly noticed meetings, which is why the webinar was structured to make that impossible by ensuring participants could not see or communicate with one another. Prior opinions by the attorney general confirm that attending such a meeting is not a violation of the OPMA.


opinion and advocated separately that the other Commission members attend. According to her position everyone could attend because the *. . .
participants will not be visible to each other, no will names of attendees be visible (sic).”!! Ultimately, less than five Commission members

attended the webinar and the issue over it became moot.

There are two observations about the foregoing situation that are concerning. First, _

_ but that counsel was summarily rejected because interest about the webinar took precedence over the

restrictions of the law. _ This is particularly troubling because all Commissioners are bound

to uphold the terms and conditions of the CRP and the OPMA, regardless of personal opinion. In fact, the OPMA imposes monetary sanctions

for violations, despite what may have amounted to good intentions. Smith’s objection to wise counsel regarding the webinar event shows a lack

of judgment on her part. The second fact that jumps off the page to me is Smith’s assertion that all Commission members can attend without
Commission members can be seen or not, the point is that if more than five attend, this could be considered official business action. A
Commissioner should always be above reproach, even when nobody is thought to be looking. Based on Smith’s analysis above, _
G. Compensation for time worked

The compensation requests submitted by Smith for work allegedly performed for WDFW _ I reviewed a packet

of payment requests from January 2024 through February 2025, and it shows _
time except for Christmas, New Years, and five other days. This seems unrealistic, especially since the Commission job is not meant to provide

full-time employment. The completeness of the payment request records are unknown, but on their face, the billing claims seems unreasonable.

This issue should be reviewed further.

1 Email from Smith dated October 17, 2023.


Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
Actually, "sound counsel" was provided that prohibited commissioners from hearing from these scientists in either a public commission meeting or a privately hosted webinar open to the public. Apparently, there is no legitimate way for the commission to hear information that Susewind does not want them to learn.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
Whoa there, Mr. Knoll. This is quite a bold statement, for which you, again, provide zero support. The record shows Smith tried different legal avenues to expose commissioners to the perspectives of leading carnivore scientists, including Washingtonian Mark Elbroch, one of the world's top cougar experts. It also shows that she was shut down at every turn, because Susewind feared what these experts might say about his policies.  

Meanwhile, the commission as a whole was routinely invited to attend other webinars featuring Susewind-approved content. Indeed, management had urged the whole commission to attend a webinar put on by a diffterent carnivore expert just one month earlier. Somehow, that seminar did not raise OPMA concerns. Hmmm....

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
A gross mischaracterization. The point was that organizers of the webinar had ensured that the commissioners could not communicate with one another, and thus would be unable to engage in "deliberations" in violation of the OPMA. That was to comply with the law, not evade it.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Few attorneys would be willing to make such a boldly defamatory claim, especially with no evidence to support it. But Knoll does not seem to be terribly worried about his compliance with the Rules of Professional Conduct.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
By this logic, if all the commissioners watch the same movie at the same time, but cannot see or communicate with one another, that would be a meeting under the OPMA. Of course, that is not what the law says.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Fun! Let's all think of things that "quite possibly" could be true! "Quite possibly," Knoll and Susewind could have been illegally conspiring for years to manufacture evidence and allegations against Susewind's adversaries, in order to consolidate his power and silence his opposition. Of course, we do not have evidence of this—which puts our musing on par with most of Knoll's claims.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
We "wonder" about lots of things, too. Like what actions Susewind and Windrope took that we don't know about yet to eliminate accountability and silence their opposition. We could mention many other things that we "wonder" about, but we are more concerned than Mr. Knoll about making serious allegations without proof.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Another gem. The only "evidence" Knoll supplies for this suspicion is that Commissioner Smith worked a lot. That comes as no surprise to anyone who has met with her or witnessed the extraordinary amount of time she devotes to commission service.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Knoll either does not know, or deliberately fails to mention, that commissioners are instructed to report every day on which they do even an hour’s worth of work. So this does not indicate that Smith worked all day nearly every day of the year, but that she worked some amount of time on those days. That does not seem "unrealistic" to other people who are extremely passionate about their work.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
Billing records show other commissioners have claimed a similar amount of work days in the past, including former Commissioner Don McIsaac, who was notorious for the amount of time he dedicated to fishery issues.


V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The foregoing observations and conclusions best summarize the two boxes of records that I reviewed. There is no question in my mind
that Commissioners Rowland and Smith present serious risks to WDFW in terms of failure to fully abide by the CRP, especially when it comes
to avoiding a conflict of interest and favoritism to the special interest groups represented by Claire Davis. From the record, it appears as though
Ms. Davis and the Commissioners have each other on speed dial. For example, as mentioned before, there is a pattern of special interest group
meetings consistently occurring just prior to Commission Meetings. Further, the number of personal emails exchanged between the group
(Ragen, Rowland, Smith, and Claire Davis) is a problem, especially when it involves current litigation against WDFW. Additionally, the
resistance to providing records pursuant to a public records request in conjunction with those records coming from personal accounts and devices
is particularly problematic. Also, Smith’s belief that she can engage in activity that may be unlawful, so long as that activity is not observed cuts
directly against the expectation WDFW should have for their Commission Members: each of them should be above all, honest and trustworthy.

Based on the contents contained herein, you may want to advise the Governor’s Office accordingly. Moving forward, he may want to
consider what options are available to him pursuant to RCW 43.06.070 through RCW 43.06.090. I would also encourage the Governor’s Office
to review any and all other documentation relevant to the Commissioners’ actions for the above described time period. Such documentation may
have further constructive guidance and firsthand information to resolve my concerns identified above.

Thank you for your attention.


Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
How long has it been since anyone has used "speed dial?" But WDFW loves this cliche, and uses it often. I wonder how many hunting rights activists Director Susewind has on "speed dial"? We've filed requests to find out, but Susewind does not seem terribly eager to comply with them.

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
Knoll's entire summary highlights unsubstantiated claims motivated by illegal bias and furthered by his ignorance of both fact and law. But this one wins the prize as the most defamatory statement supported by the least evidence (i.e., none whatsoever).

Washington Wildlife First
Highlight
Knoll says the magic words. This is why Susewind asked him to write this memo, to lend a (very thin) veneer of respectability to Susewind's witch hunt so he could enlist Governor Ferguson's help ousting his opponents from the commission.

Washington Wildlife First
Comment on Text
The Commission Rules of Procedure are non-binding rules that the commission adopts to guide its meetings and decision making. Violation of them has no legal import. (Not that Knoll has shown any such violation.)
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