Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation and Research Committee
Tuesday, October 28, 2025 // 9:00AM — 4:00PM
Virtual: Zoom

Chris Mendoza moved to approve the September
2025 meeting minutes.

The motion passed

Motion Move/Second (Vote)
September 2025 Meeting Minutes Seconded:

Mark Meleason
Motion: Up:

Aimee Mclntyre, Welles Bretherton, Chris
Mendoza, Debbie Kay, Danielle Miles, Mark
Mobbs, Harry Bell, Julie Dieu, A.J. Kroll, Mark
Meleason, and Doug Martin

Welles Bretherton moved to approve the Type Np
Hard Rock Phase 3 final report.

The motion failed

Absent:

Hans Berge and Bill Vogel
Type Np Hard Rock Phase 3 — Final Approval | Seconded:

Chris Mendoza
Motion: Up:

Chris Mendoza, Welles Bretherton, Danielle
Miles, Debbie Kay, Mark Mobbs, Julie Dieu,
Down:

Doug Martin (Conclusions: E.G., “that buffer Rx
appear to be inadequate are not support by
findings” “wider and longer streamside riparian
buffers with upland forest clearcutting warrant
consideration” are not support by findings. Also,
you have not demonstrated a causal mechanism
with your data”.); Mark Meleason (The concerns
(especially #6 and #8 but also the remaining
concerns) in the Dispute Position paper by Martin
et al. that was included in the May 15, 2025,
Memorandum have not been adequately
addressed. For example, I strongly disagree with
this statement in the Executive Summary: “This
consistently strong negative response by Phase 111
suggests that riparian buffer length did not
mediate the effects of the upland clearcut timber
harvest for aquatic life stages of this species over
the period evaluated.” The causal link (e.g.,
“mediate””) was not established. In addition, I
find the following statement in the
Recommendation unsubstantiated by the results
presented and the narrative that preceded it:”
Considering these results collectively, our
analyses show that the riparian buffer
prescriptions evaluated in this study with upland
forest clearcutting generally did not maintain
amphibian populations at densities comparable to
what we estimated in the reference basins.”); and
Harry Bell (Issues 6 and 8 of our dispute
resolution paper)




Action Items

Abstain:

Aimee Mclntyre (She was an author), Hans Berge
(Process was abused and could have had more
discussion. Difference in opinion on the matrix),
A.J. Kroll (co-author)

Absent:

Bill Vogel

steps/process discussion on next month’s agenda.

Action Items Responsibility
Add science session presentations to SharePoint. | AMP Staff
10 28 2025

Jenelle to add the Work Plan Lori Clark
Prioritization table to the SPO folder:

Work Plan Prioritization

CMER Work Plan Prioritization to be added to AMP Staff
next month’s agenda

CMER Work Plan Prioritization to be added to Lori Clark
next month’s agenda

Schedule L-1: LWD functional objective and next | AMP Staff

Welcome, Introductions, & Old Business

Danielle Miles, CMER co-chair
Natalie Church took roll call

Ground Rules

e Welles Bretherton read “Pursue win-win situations”
e Aimee Mclntyre read “Participate in a constructive manner”

Staff Updates

e DNR had a successful recruitment for the AMP Coordinator position. Sebastian Whelan will join
the team beginning November 3™, Sebastian brings a strong background in community
engagement, program coordination, and administrative system improvement across several public

sector agencies.

e Lori checked with CMER members if they expected to be able to attend the November CMER
meeting which is currently scheduled for the week of Thanksgiving, or if it needed to be moved.
No one indicated a conflict with the current date.

e December 16" will be the next in-person CMER meeting.

Review Last Month Action Items

e Send out the Discontinuous Np Study Design once LWAG approves the document to Harry Bell,
Doug Martin, Julie Dieu, Chris Mendoza, and Bill Vogel.
o Jenny Schofield sent out to the above listed people.

e SL-1 matrix inputs due October 4™


https://stateofwa.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/sites/DNR-amp/AMP%20Shared%20Documents/CMER/Presentations%20and%20Recordings/2025/10%2028%202025?csf=1&web=1&e=lFFICR
https://stateofwa.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/sites/DNR-amp/AMP%20Shared%20Documents/CMER/Work%20Plan/Work%20Plan%20Prioritization?csf=1&web=1&e=5qjCov

o Theryn Henkel received the responses and collated the results for CMER to review.
e Extensive Monitoring Scoping Document/BAS to Policy

o Sent out with the October TFW Policy mailing.
e C(Criteria Object Based Landform Mapping Report to ISPR

o Lori Clark sent this report to ISPR.
e Send email clarifying SL1 spreadsheet exercise per todays discussion

o Theryn Henkel sent out an email with an explanation from last month’s discussion.
e Put Discontinuous Flow presentation on SharePoint.

o Jenny Schofield added the presentation to SharePoint.

Public Comments
No public comments

TFW Policy Updates
Rico Vinh gave an update on what was discussed at the October 2025 Timber Fish and Wildlife (TFW)
Policy Committee meeting.

Western Washington Forest Health Strategic Plan

Andrew Spaeth, DNR Forest Resilience Division: Planning, Science, and Monitoring, gave a presentation
on the Western Washington Forest Health Strategic Plan which currently includes climate and drought
resilience, avoided conversion, rural economic development, National Forest System roads, and
monitoring and adaptive management.

Eastside Forest Health Strategy

Lori introduced the presentation. This presentation is a CMER science session topic intended for
scientific feedback and is not a voting item. In March 2019, CMER approved a proposal by SAGE titled
“RMZ Response to Fire in Eastern Washington.” The goal of this was to assess burn severity inside
RMZ’s and outside RMZ’s across land ownership categories. There was an initial GIS query completed
by SAGE to identify FPA’s affected by wildfire, but no formal analysis was completed. Rachel Rubin
picked up the desktop analysis a year ago in October 2024 and has been working through this analysis
with SAGE’s feedback and participation. She has prepared a draft manuscript and is excited to share the
findings and receive scientific feedback for today’s agenda item. The analysis serves as a springboard to
updated ESFH strategy currently being developed by SAGE. Rachel presented the Eastside riparian burn
severity desktop analysis results, and she responded to questions from CMER.

CMER Work Plan Prioritization

Lori shared that in the Compass prioritization recommendation report, it was noted that the AMP needs
two elements to effectively prioritize the CMER work plan: update Schedule L-1 and update the risks and
uncertainties table in the CMER Work Plan (table 2, page 15). These will serve as the basis for
prioritizing and sequencing future projects. Jenelle has done a lot of work to support this process. Jenelle
presented her process and reasoning behind it. She addressed the CMER members questions and
concerns.

Chris shared that he did not agree with doing another prioritization. There needs to be a discussion about
whether or not new rankings are needed. He is concerned that this exercise could override and ignore the
2002 and 2012 ranking. To change the ranking, he suggests forming a workgroup. Jenelle asked why the
methods and results of previous ranking are not in the Work Plan. Chris indicated that they were in
previous versions of the workplan. Chris also indicated that he did not have time to do this exercise.

Lori explained that the Stillwater report addressed CWA projects only. She explained and suggested that



this be added to next month’s meeting’s agenda so CMER can discuss this more. She explained that it
was her decision to ask the senior CMER scientist to create something that CMER could work with, and it
was not intended to override any other/current process. Jenelle explained that this is just a tool for CMER
and SAGs to work with, so everyone’s input is heard.

Type Np Hard Rock Phase 3 — Final Approval

Lori indicated that it is important to note that the federal shutdown effected the communication between
the ME, the AE, and the 3 independent reviewers. The shut down occurred two days before the ISPR
review was due to be completed and this effected communication with least one of the reviewers. This
delayed the ISPR response by a few days. Two weeks after ISPR approved the report, Lori received a
matrix with a reviewer's comments to the author’s revisions, and this was shared with CMER after the
mailing was sent out. It is important to note that the AE resolves the major differences and makes the
determination whether the author’s revisions warrant ISPR approval. The delay in providing those
comments - [ can only speculate - were just due to the communication issues we experienced due to the
federal shutdown. But, the AE approved the report for ISPR as revised.

Lori briefly updated CMER on the AMPA memo from May 15™ the reported-out Dispute Resolution that
said that once ISPR approves the Hard Rock Phase 3 report, CMER may revisit the 2 outstanding issues
to ensure that the ISPR offered adequate feedback to the remaining concerns to reach consensus on the
report. Those two issues articulated in the Doug et al. position papers which disagreed with how results
are interpreted and communicated—not on the execution of process or decision-making rules. The
disagreement focuses on scientific interpretation. ISPR included 4 subject-matter experts and included a
thorough review.

Doug asked why it the name of the documents included the word “redacted” and asked where the AE
letter was. Lori explained that it is the regular process for the names to be redated and the name of the
document helps AMP staff keep track that the right documents are being sent out. Then she explained that
like she stated prior due to the federal shutdown the AE was not able to send a letter and that is why the
managing editor sent the letter. Doug asked for the name of the AE and it was given.

Harry said that he is looking for the response from the authors to the reviewer who asked for more
clarification. He also was concerned about how the reviewer #3 had a question about the sample size, he
explained that if the reviewer looked at the study design, they would have had the answers. Chris put in
the chat that the authors address the random sampling issue and change in number of sites over time with
revisions in the report. Hans indicated that one of the references was incorrectly cited and that he thought
there should be elaboration about that reference in the text. He shared the correct citation in the chat. Lori
explained that once ISPR is approved we don’t make substantial changes unless there is a clear error or
small grammatical corrections. The AE is the one that makes the decision if there needs to be any changes
and this time the AE thought that this report is complete. Lori explained that there was consensus with the
3 reviewers and the AE.

The document received 3 no votes and therefore was not approved. The dispute referenced above will
continue. The next step in the dispute is to acquire an arbiter.

Chris said that in his mind it is up to the disputants to explained to ISPR is wrong, not just bring forward
the same comments from the previous round of the dispute. Lori said that she will be in touch once she
talks to the managing editor. Chris said it is a high bar to argue with ISPR reviewers.

Schedule L-1
Theryn shared collated results of the voting exercise and CMER discussed next steps for SL-1 revision
process. Theryn expressed appreciation for everyone’s hard work on this and their quick responses when



she reached out to them. She said that today is to discuss the next steps.

Ash suggested that we break it up and create separate workgroups, so it is not just one big chunk of work.
Hans thanked Theryn and made a lot of sense how she set it up. Chris thanked Theryn as well and maybe
work on the low hanging fruit first and then work on the more difficult targets. There was a lot of
discussion about how to proceed, what kind of background info would be good to have, etc. It was
decided that CMER would begin with the LWD/Organic input functional objective wording, which has
near consensus, at the next CMER meeting and continue to discuss next steps. Theryn will modify the
spreadsheet to add individuals names to the comments.

CMER SAG Updates

Each SAG reviewed the CMER SAG updates document, which was updated live as needed.
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