
Timber, Fish and Wildlife Policy Committee 
Thursday, April 3, 2025 // 9:00-10:15AM 

Virtual: Zoom 
Motions 
Motion Move/Second (Vote) 

March 2025 Meeting Notes 

Motion:  
Ken Miller moved to approve the March 2025 
meeting notes as amended. 

The motion passed 

Seconded:  
Court Stanley 
Up:  
Brandon Austin/Chris Briggs*, Darin Cramer, 
Cody Thomas, Court Stanley, Rob Purser, Rico 
Vinh, Ken Miller, and Saboor Jawad 

*Department of Ecology and Department of Fish and Wildlife share one State Agency vote. 
Action Items  
Action Items Responsibility  
Reach out to WDFW to give feedback on the 5-
year science review 

Lori Clark 

Caucus Updates 
• Cody Thomas read: 

o Take space and make space. Cultivate a safe space to ask questions, engage in open 
dialogue, and promote robust discussion. 

o Participate. Be present, put distractions aside, stay aware, and engage in the conversation. 
Staff Updates 

• Lori explained that the findings report for the Riparian Function Literature Review has been 
delayed due to CMER not being in consensus on the report cover disclaimer language.  

• Compass Resources Managment is requesting that CMER be invited to the TFW Policy meetings 
to participate in the SDM agenda items.  

• TFW Policy will have a learning session at the May TFW Policy meeting on the use of eDNA in 
forest practices research and monitoring. Lori asked CMER for input on potential presenters. Lori 
and Natalie are working to see who will be available. 

• Lori shared that the House and Senate operating budgets proposals were shared last week. The 
current budget projections for the AMP falls between $15,496,000 and $18,319,000. The FFSA 
appropriation in both bills is $11,482,000. Although there is no GF-S listed in the House or 
Senate budgets, DNR has and estimated $4 million carry forward funds committed for the AMP. 
The House budget proposes fund $2.8 million deficit that was originally in the Governor's budget 
with the Z-bill to be covered with Climate Commitment Act (CCA) funding. The budget 
proposals fall closely within the ranges of the 2 MPS scenarios that the Board approved in August 
2024. These budgets are NOT final.  She is working closely with DNR’s Budget & Business Ops 
team to confirm final numbers and keeping TFW Policy informed. 
 

Review Last Month Action Items 
• Lori to work with Chris and Brandon to get materials ready for the May Board meeting.   

o Completed 
• Send out new Standing Workgroup/Dispute monthly meeting invite. The meeting will be moved 

to the third Wednesday from 1:00PM-5:00PM 
o Sent out to standing workgroup members 



  
CMER Updates 
Ash Roorbach, CMER co-chair, reviewed the CMER SAG Updates document and what was discussed at 
last month’s CMER meeting.  

Public Comments 
No public comments 
 
5-Year Science Review 
The CMER five-year peer review process is required in WAC 222-12-045(2)(f). Lori provided in the 
chat: "WAC 222-12-045(2)(f): CMER five-year peer review process. Every five years the board will 
establish a peer review process to review all work of CMER and other available, relevant data, including 
recommendations from the CMER staff. There will be a specified, but limited, period for public review 
and comment."  
WDFW has been working on a report is covering 2000 through 2020 and therefore will not cover the 
most recent 5 years (2020 –2025) of the program. This will provide a summary of CMER conclusions, 
findings, and lessons learned. The WAC is not specific about what is included in this 5-year review. 
CMER has never had an official 5-year review.  Lori met with WDFW regarding the AMP science review 
that is being done on the first 20 years of the AMP. She asked Policy for input on what would be most 
helpful to see in a 5-year review.  CMER discussed the idea of having a CMER synthesis (CMER 
conclusions, findings, and lessons learned) of completed work and reporting out the sequencing of future 
phases within the rule group strategies. The WDFW report may provide a good template that can be used 
to do the 5-year updates, or it could be modified slightly. While small modifications to the report could 
happen, a large pivot, based on CMER or TFW Policy recommendations is not likely, given the draft 
report is due June. CMER provided the following input: develop questions to complete synthesis, identify 
“what comes next” to sequence future projects, go back and review to see if CMER has followed the prior 
independent reviews such as the Stillwater Report and LEAN, and revise critical questions. 
 
Saboor shared that the requirement for this 5-year review is missing in Board Manual, Section 22 BM22). 
The BM22 only provides the audit. The Board was required to establish a review process that allows 
CMER staff to comment. Need to provide edits to BM22. Reluctant to fit the WDFW study to meet the 
intent of the WAC. The CMER PSM could be expanded to include how CMER conducts and 
communicates the science.  
Cody shared that the Board would establish the process and that the WAC seems intentional that it would 
take feedback from CMER staff, not CMER or TFW Policy. Darin said the 5-year review is intended to 
be a programmatic review. Are we accomplishing the intent? The Stillwater review is the only effort that 
came close to meeting the intention of the WAC. WAC was written before we knew how the process was 
going to work.  
 
Lori shared that the intent of the WAC seems to provide programmatic accountability and transparency.  
Saboor shared that the process would be informed by TFW Policy.  
 
Darin shared in the chat: “our response to Stillwater's recommendations are lacking IMO and bolstered by 
Compass making similar recommendations about how to structure our budgeting approach which clearly 
communicates/demonstrates priorities and accountability. That would help make it stick." 
Brandon shared that TFW Policy could make recommendations to the Board and then it could go through 
the Board public comment and then BM22 could be updated.  
 
Lori explained that the next step is that she will follow up WDFW. 
 
eDNA Presentation 



TFW Policy requested that Jenny Knoth provide an update on the eDNA CMER discussion group. Jenny 
shared that the eDNA workgroup was more a discussion group, not an official workgroup. Jenny provided 
an update on what was discussed and recommendations for CMER and SAGs. Understanding, collection, 
analysis of eDNA. IT was a discussion on collective knowledge and how eDNA would/could be 
incorporated in CMER studies. There are project-specific eDNA uses. Guidance on how to determine a 
cost effective and/or appropriate tool.  
 
Cody was asking how eDNA can be incorporated in rule and/or water typing projects. He asked if the 
water typing appendix recommendation for the eDNA to be further developed. Encourage CMER to use 
the opportunity of the site selection and site access to test eDNA. Tribal biologists are getting frustrated 
with the hesitancy and outdated science that is being used. Jenny responded that that would be a question 
for ISAG and the Project Team.  
 
Rico asked why the workgroup was formed. Lori responded that there was a public comment that 
prompted discussion and then several CMER and SAG members expressed an interest in getting together 
to try to provide a standard of practice of when/how eDNA is used.  
 
Rico asked why eDNA was not being actively incorporated. Jenny responded that during project planning 
and scoping the tools that will be used. Rico suggested that we identify if there are any roadblocks to 
using eDNA.  
 
Cody shared that the Board committed to looking at alternatives to electrofishing.  
 
Lori shared that there is already eDNA being used within some of the AMP projects. The PIs and Project 
Teams inform when it is cost effective and/or appropriate as a tool. CMER will be invited to join the 
meeting and participate in the learning session.   
 
List of Attendees 

Attendees Representing 
§Austin, Brandon WDFW 
§Briggs, Chris* Department of Ecology 
§Cramer, Darin Large Industrial Landowner Caucus/WFPA 
§Jawad, Saboor DNR Division Manager 
§Purser, Rob Skokomish Tribe/Westside Tribes 
§Roberts, Dave Small Forest Landowner/WFFA 
§Stanley, Court Counties Caucus 
§Thomas, Cody Eastside Tribe Caucus/UCUT/TFW Policy Co-chair 
§Vinh, Rico WCA/Conservation Caucus/TFW Policy Co-chair 
Black, Jenelle CMER Scientist 
Belleveau, Lisa Skokomish Tribe 
Church, Natalie AMP Coordinator/DNR 
Clark, Lori Adaptive Management Administrator  
Hayward, Deidre* WDFW 
Heimburg, John WDFW 
Holy, Shae Skokomish Tribe 
Knoth, Jenny WFFA/CMER Voting Member 
Kroll, A.J. CMER Member 



Lower, Adam Chehalis Tribe 
Mahan, Donelle DNR 
Miller, Ken** Small Forest Landowner/WFFA/SFL Caucus Alternate 
Mitchell, Robert Member of the Public 
Murray, Joe RSAG Co-chair 
Prescott, Alexander Project Manager/DNR 
Roorbach, Ash CMER Co-chair/NWIFC 
§Smith, Kendra** Skagit County/Counties Caucus Alternate (proxy for Court Stanley) 
Toledo, Anna Project Manager/DNR 

§TFW Policy Voting Member 
*Department of Ecology and Department of Fish and Wildlife share the State Agency vote 
**TFW Policy Caucus Alternate 


