
Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation and Research Committee 
Tuesday, November 25, 2025 // 9:00AM – 2:00PM 

Virtual: Zoom 
 

Motions 

Motion Move/Second (Vote) 

October 2025 Meeting Minutes 

 

Motion:  
Danielle Miles moved to approve the October 

2025 meeting minutes with edits and revisions 

discussed.  

 

The motion passed. 

Seconded: Welles Bretherton 

 

Up: Aimee McIntyre, Welles Bretherton, Chris 

Mendoza, Debbie Kay, Danielle Miles, Mark 

Mobbs, Harry Bell, Julie Dieu, A.J. Kroll, Mark 

Meleason, Hans Berge, Bill Vogel and Doug 

Martin 

 

Down: 

 

Abstain: 

 

Absent: 

 

 

Eastside Timber Habitat Evaluation Project- 

Final Report   
 

Motion:  
Chris Mendoza moved to approve the Eastside 

Timber Habitat Evaluation Project - Final Report 

 

The motion passed. 

 

 

Seconded: Aimee McIntyre 

 

Up: Harry Bell, Mark Mobbs, Welles Bretherton, 

Debbie Kay, Doug Martin, Mark Meleason, Julie 

Dieu, Hans Berge, Danielle Miles, A.J. Kroll, 

Chris Mendoza, Aimee McIntyre 

 

Down: 

 

Abstain: Bill Vogel (sideways because would 

like clarification of habitat types etc.) 

 

Absent: 

 

Eastside Timber Habitat Evaluation Project- 

Final Report - ISPR 

 

Motion:  
Aimee McIntyre moved to approve to send the 

Eastside Timber Habitat Evaluation Project - 

Final Report to ISPR 

 

The motion passed. 

 

Seconded: Welles Bretherton 

 

Up: Chris Mendoza, Debbie Kay, Danielle Miles, 

Mark Mobbs, Harry Bell, Julie Dieu, A.J. Kroll, 

Mark Meleason, Hans Berge, Bill Vogel, Aimee 

McIntyre, Welles Bretherton, and Doug Martin 

 

Down: 

 

Abstain: 

 

Absent: 
 



Schedule L-1: LWD/Organic Inputs 

Functional Objective 

 

Motion:  
Bill Vogel moved to approve [LWD] functional 

objective wording. 

 

The motion passed. 

 

Seconded: Harry Bell 

 

Up: Chris Mendoza, Debbie Kay, Danielle Miles, 

Mark Mobbs, Harry Bell, Julie Dieu, A.J. Kroll, 

Mark Meleason, Hans Berge, Bill Vogel, Harry 

Bell, Aimee McIntyre and Doug Martin 

 

Down: 

 

Abstain: 

 

Absent: 

 

Action Items  

Action Items Responsibility  

Discuss science communication process to 

policy with co-chairs 

Lori Clark 

SL1-Fines in Gravel on next agenda Theryn will make spreadsheet for mailing 

SL1 review and revision background docs CMER members send any background docs to 

Theryn or add directly to folder: Background 

Docs 

ETHEP Final Report to ISPR Lori Clark 

Global check of October Meeting Minutes for 

grammar/spelling 

AMP Staff 

Meet with Chris to get clear about the 2012 

Settlement Agreement prioritization process 

Lori and Jenelle 

Welcome, Introductions, & Old Business 

Ash Roorbach, CMER co-chair, took roll call 

 

Ground Rules 

• Have action items assigned to you at prior meetings completed. 
• Be realistic in your availability and ability to carry out action items 

 

Staff Updates 

• The AMP report that WDFW has been working on is close to being ready for CMER and TFW 

Policy review. WDFW has 4 studies in the report: Study 1. An Opinion Survey of Participants in 

the Forest Practices Adaptive Management Program, 2. A Review of TFW Policy Meeting Notes 

from 2007–2024, Study 3. Adaptive Management Possibilities: A Paired Analysis of Drivers and 
Actions for the Forest Practices Adaptive Management Program, and Study 4. Synthesis of 

https://stateofwa.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/sites/DNR-amp/AMP%20Shared%20Documents/CMER/CMER%20Review/Schedule%20L-1/Background%20Docs?csf=1&web=1&e=lrxzce
https://stateofwa.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/sites/DNR-amp/AMP%20Shared%20Documents/CMER/CMER%20Review/Schedule%20L-1/Background%20Docs?csf=1&web=1&e=lrxzce


CMER studies from 2000 to 2021. The authors are proposing to share the report and present the 

findings at a joint TFW Policy/ CMER meeting on February 5th.   

 

Review Last Month Action Items 

• Add science session presentations to SharePoint. 10 28 2025 

o Natalie Church added both science session PowerPoint presentations to SharePoint. 

• Jenelle to add the Work Plan Prioritization table to the SPO folder: Work Plan Prioritization 
o Jenelle added the Work Plan Prioritization table to SharePoint. 

• CMER Work Plan Prioritization to be added to next month’s agenda 
o This agenda topic is on today’s agenda. 

• Schedule L-1: LWD functional objective and next steps/process discussion on next month’s 

agenda. 
o This agenda topic is on today’s agenda. 

 

Public Comments 

No public comments 

 

TFW Policy Updates 

Cody Thomas gave an update on what was discussed at the November 2025 Timber Fish and Wildlife 

(TFW) Policy Committee meeting. Policy requested Schedule L-1 updates during the CMER update at 

Policy meetings. Cody shared an update on the ExMo Scoping Document specifically regarding the 

approval and add-ons. Some concerns were shared regarding long term implementation costs while still 

continuing on with study design. The Type F Workgroup met for 2 hours post-Policy meeting to fill out 

table to include all themes that they are hoping to capture, following standard structured decision-making 

process. They will continue after next Policy meeting and will limit to members put forward by CMER 

and Policy to keep discussion efficient. Cody reiterated that anyone may listen into workgroup meetings, 

in case they would like to stay more informed. Lori celebrated ExMo team for diligent efforts getting 

project completed. 

 

Type Np Hard Rock Phase 3 Arbitration update 

Lori is working with UW on establishing the arbitration panel. There have been some challenges getting a 

panel set up. The dispute is set to be concluded by January 20th but we may need an extension due to the 

timing (holidays).   

 

AJ wanted to know if the arbitration panel would include the pool of reviewers that were used for ISPR. 

Lori responded that the ISPR review pool was not being used to select the arbitration panel. AJ asked 

what materials would be provided to the arbitration panel. The materials that will be provided are the 

Hard Rock Phase 3 report and the dispute materials including the CMER Co-chair/AMPA memo and the 

position papers.  

 

Chris asked about the journal publication. Lori shared that this was not a CMER product therefore she 

does not intend to share that with the arbitration panel.  

 

Eastside Timber Habitat Evaluation Project- Final Report   
Jenny Schofield requested final CMER approval of their review and the revisions in the ETHEP final 

report. Harry asked about the title of the document and asked about rule change. Theryn replied that it is 

too early in the process to discuss rule change, the document still needs to go to ISPR, and Jenny 

indicated that the title has been unchanged since SAGE review. Bill Vogel suggested that clarifications 

about habitat types and framework application could be added to the Executive Summary. Since he was a 

SAGE reviewer, the opportunities for edits had passed. Aimee McIntyre, as a reviewer, supported 

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


approval of document but is open to clarifying executive summary, if needed. Chris motioned to approve 

the document as it was, the motion passed. 

  
Approval to send the ETHEP Final Report to ISPR was moved by Aimee McIntyre with no further 

discussion. 

 

Discussion on Post Facilitator Question 

Debbie Kay initiated discussion on the Final 6 Questions document delivery and if there is a way to 

encourage better interface between CMER (science) and TFW Policy.  

Debbie shared that when there is a presentation to Policy on a topic, they seem to have a lack of 

understanding of viewpoints, or the science and the implications of the science. Their ability to engage 

varies depending on knowledge of the science and history of the program. Over the next few months there 

are a lot of Policy member transitions, therefore this is even more important. One possible solution would 

be to develop a new communication tool for presentations and discussions of science at policy. There 

needs to be ability for multiple people to respond to questions from Policy. Questions would need to be 

anonymous to ensure people feel comfortable asking a basic science question.  

Harry shared that Policy could respond on their understanding of the topic and the technical implications 

of the product delivered.  

Chris thanked Debbie for the thoughts and ideas. Policy members have varied backgrounds on science. 

Policy representatives are self-selecting via the caucuses, while CMER members are appointed by the 

board based on relevant experience. He indicated that is the caucus CMER member’s responsibility to 

convey information to their Policy rep, including the scientific implications, etc.  

If Policy members don’t speak up, it is an issue that they should work out with the Policy co-chairs or 

their own CMER reps. There are multiple places where Policy can weigh in and get more information on 

the science, the Charter and the Scoping documents are the most common. The Scoping Document is a 

critical point. This could be used to have deeper discussions before they launch into Study Designs. 

CMER provides “short cuts” for Policy already. P6Qs could be used to have better discussions.  

Debbie shared that we need to make sure all members have the same information, especially on topic 

history.  

Harry said we should help Policy understand what we have given to them, especially related to inference. 

Lori shared that she agrees with much of what was said, and there are processes in place that could be 

added to the Policy manual and where their opportunities to engage are. AMPA can always connect those 

interested with project team, if requested. The project dashboard, SAG updates (which are in both CMER 

and Policy mailings), and AMP timeline are available as additional resources. 

There was also a suggestion that the P6Q and Final 6Q could be revised to better convey needed 

information to Policy and could be filled out more thoroughly.  

Joe asked if quarterly updates to Policy regarding studies were possible.  

Aimee reiterated that history can get lost and Policy sometimes needs help with interpretation and is 

interested in improving processes, because there is not a lot of discussion amongst Policy at final 

presentations. 

Mark offered attendance of CMER science hour and referenced his non-science audience workshops 

delivered in the past. 

 

This agenda item was concluded with Lori indicating that she would bring this up at the next Policy co-

chair meeting to see what would be useful to Policy. CMER members are, in general, willing to make 

some changes to improve communication, but don’t want to work on it if Policy is not receptive or feel 

like it is not needed. 

 

Schedule L-1: LWD/Organic Inputs Functional Objective and Next Steps/Process Discussion 

Theryn shared that CMER members reviewed the LWD Functional Objective spreadsheet with 

comments. Harry was the only member to recommend modifying an objective, but after a re-read, Harry 



agreed with the recommended wording change for the LWD functional objective. Chris recommended a 

vote to strengthen CMER consensus, on the record. There was a motion and the vote passed. 

 

Discussion about performance targets and the process for review and revision continued. There was a 

suggestion that picking the easy ones is fine for now, but eventually, CMER will need to come up with a 

process to deal with targets where there is less agreement. Theryn suggested that they do one more at the 

next meeting (fines in gravel) as it will most likely not go as smoothly as the LWD discussion did. CMER 

members suggested background reading that should be available to CMER members. Theryn gave a link 

to the proper folder to add documents or indicated that they could be sent to her. There was consensus that 

at the next meeting CMER will tackle Fines in Gravel Performance Target and continue the discussion on 

process. 

 

CMER Work Plan Prioritization   
CMER has been taking steps to improve the CMER Work Plan update process over the past two years.  

Improvements thus far include completing the project assessment exercise through CMER and the 

Science Advisory Groups (SAGs) to identify projects suitable for withdrawal or addition, moving 

completed or withdrawn projects to an appendix, updating Appendix A to reflect Work Plan changes and 

identify CWA projects, and verifying the relevance of projects not assigned to a SAG. In addition, 

updating Schedule L-1 resources objectives, functional objectives and performance targets is underway.  

The memo Lori provided is based on the Compass Resources Management recommendations.  Updating 

the risk and uncertainty table is a step that Jenelle is supporting CMER with to continue to make progress 

on the foundation of the prioritization process. Structured Decision Making (SDM) will be used where 

needed.  

Discussion on updating the risk and uncertainty table (CMER work plan Table 3 pg. 8) proceeded.  

Chris talked about previous ranking efforts by CMER and indicated that the same criteria should be used 

to update the table. He is not supportive of using new or different criteria. Appendix A was born out of 

the Stillwater review. We cross walked projects to eliminate duplication, based on prior decision making.  

Chris shared that it would be helpful to look at CWA milestones and report to the Board on deadlines and 

the status of CWA projects. Realignment of prioritization needs to include meeting CWA requirements.  

 

Lori responded to Chris that we need to prioritize to direct CMER staff and CMER/SAG members’ time 

towards future projects, since many of the projects that were previously prioritized are either complete, in 

implementation, or well on their way towards implementation.  

 

Harry asked about the 4 F&F goals and said we need to prioritize the viable timber industry goal. Chris 

responded that this the fourth goal does not guide CMER, it is for Policy. There was much discussion 

about the settlement agreement which was between the Conservation Caucus, State of Washington, and 

Washington Forest Protection Association. Doug reminded the group in the chat that the tribes were not a 

part of that agreement and once the agreement got to Policy it was already law so there was no way for 

Policy to alter it. Debbie shared in the chat that the tribes couldn't speak unilaterally to this- all tribes must 

provide agreement before the NWIFC is willing to sign en masse regarding treaty tribes.  

 

This agenda item ran out of time. There was agreement that Lori, Jenelle, and Chris would do some work 

before the next CMER meeting to comb through some old documents and nail down what occurred 

during previous prioritization efforts, and this would be back on the Dec agenda for discussion. 

 

CMER SAG Updates 

Each SAG reviewed the CMER SAG updates document.  

 

List of Attendees  

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdnr.wa.gov%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2F2025-05%2Ffp_cmer_25_27_workplan.pdf&data=05%7C02%7CLori.Clark%40dnr.wa.gov%7Cb9fb123dd52c40ffe86008ddeb330657%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638925326589110539%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=c%2BMGaaAhYli%2FPar%2BlvnFISCvDvfFq%2FJoLFD2HBRnHi4%3D&reserved=0


Attendees Representing 

§Bell, Harry WFFA– Small Forest Landowners  

§Berge, Hans UCUT – Eastern Washington Tribes 

§Bretherton, Welles Department of Ecology 

§Dieu, Julie Rayonier 

§Kay, Debbie Suquamish Tribe 

§Kroll, A.J. Large Industrial Landowners 

§Martin, Doug Washington Forest Protection Association  

§McIntyre, Aimee Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

§Meleason, Mark Counties Caucus  

§Mendoza, Chris Conservation Caucus  

§Miles, Danielle Department of Natural Resources/CMER Co-chair 

§Mobbs, Mark Westside Tribes 

§Vogel, Bill Washington Farm Forestry Association 

Belleveau, Lisa Skokomish Tribe 

Black, Jenelle NWIFC CMER Scientist 

Clark, Lori Adaptive Management Program Administrator 

Freeman, Elise NWIFC CMER Scientist 

Harris, Catherine NWIFC 
Henkel, Theryn DNR Supervisory Project Manager 

Heimburg, John WDFW Habitat Program 

Holy, Shae Skokomish Tribe 

Murray, Joe  Washington Forest Protection Association 

Olsen, Joshua Nooksack Tribe 

Prescott, Alexander DNR Project Manager 

Robbins, Jeff Department of Ecology 

Roorbach, Ash CMER Co-Chair/Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission  

Rubin, Rachel DNR CMER Scientist 

Schofield, Jenny DNR Project Manager 

Thomas, Cody UCUT/TFW Policy Co-chair 

Toledo, Anna DNR Project Manager 

Wagner, Marlene NWIFC 

Walter, Jason ISAG Co-chair 

Whelan, Sebastian DNR – AMP Coordinator 

Williamson, Tanner NWIFC CMER Scientist 

 §CMER Voting Member 

 


