Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation and Research Committee
Tuesday, April 28, 2026 // 9:00AM — 3:30PM

Virtual Meeting

Move/Second (Vote)
March 2026 Meeting Minutes Seconded: Aimee Mclntyre
Motion: Up: Welles Bretherton, Aimee McIntyre, Chris
Welles Bretherton moved to approve the March Mendoza, Danielle Miles, Harry Bell, Julie Dieu,
2026 meeting minutes. Debbie Kay (Ash Roorbach as proxy), A.J. Kroll,

Mark Meleason, Hans Berge, Bill Vogel and
The motion passed. Doug Martin

Down:

Abstain:

Absent: Mark Mobbs

Criteria Charter Seconded: Welles Bretherton
M.Lion: o Up: Welles Bretherton, Aimee Mclntyre, Chris
Aimee MclIntyre moved to approve Criteria Mendoza, Danielle Miles, Harry Bell, Julie Dieu,
Charter updates. Debbie Kay (Ash Roorbach as proxy), A.J. Kroll,
Mark Meleason, Hans Berge, Bill Vogel and
The motion passed. Doug Martin
Down:
Abstain:

Absent: Mark Mobbs

Hard Rock Phase III Final 6 Questions Seconded: Mark Meleason
Motion: : : Up: Danielle Miles, Harry Bell, A.J. Kroll, Mark
Doug Martin moved that HR Phase III Six Meleason, Hans Berge, Bill Vogel and Doug
Questions be sent to project team with all Martin
comments from CMER reviewers, no filtering.

: : Down:
The motion failed. Chris Mendoza (Filtering exercise is

administrative process),

Welles Bretherton (doesn’t think it should be up
to the project team to decide what was covered
under a dispute process. That is up to AMPA and
co-chairs),

Julie Dieu (the AMPA and co-chairs should
appropriately delete those comments that are in




Work Plan Prioritization

Motion:

Chris Mendoza moved to approve the CMER
Project ranking final report (Batches 1 and 2). The
AMPA will forward to TFW Policy consistent
with the first batch, excluding individual
comments.

The motion passed.

Action Item

Seconded: Bill Vogel

Up: Welles Bretherton, Aimee MclIntyre, Chris
Mendoza, Debbie Kay (Ash Roorbach as proxy),
Danielle Miles, Harry Bell, Julie Dieu, A.J. Kroll,
Mark Meleason, Hans Berge, Bill Vogel and
Doug Martin.

Down:

Abstain:

Absent: Mark Mobbs




Welcome, Introductions, & Old Business
Danielle Miles, CMER co-chair, took roll call.

Ground Rules
e Volunteer your time, talent, and expertise to get things done. - Julie Dieu
e Respect one another. - Welles Bretherton

Staff Updates
e Reminder that CMER co-chair elections will occur in May. Nominations will be taken in May,
and elections will take place in June. 1 seat will be open starting July 1, 2026. CMER typically
follows the co-chair rotation schedule: CMER Co-Chair Rotation.xlsx. Next in the rotation is
Ecology and then Conservation Caucus.
e Jenelle shared that the NWIFC CMER scientist will host an information table at the OESF
science conference.

Review Last Month Action Items (All complete)

e Provide presentation ideas on low flows for upcoming Science Session. Send suggestions by
4:30pm on April 11" to Sebastian.

e Share papers on low flows for upcoming Science Session. Send suggestions, including
contact information, by April 111

e Complete phase two of prioritization table by EOD on Wednesday, April 15
e Spreadsheet with histograms distributed to CMER members by end of week.

No Public Comments
TFW Policy Updates
Rico Vinh, Policy co-chair, reviewed the motions and actions from April’s Policy meeting.

Skagit Watershed Recovery: Detangling Climate and Forest land Use Effects in Shallow Landslide
Trends

Gus Seixas, Science Session/Presentation by Skagit River System Cooperative Senior Forests and Fish
Scientist, gave a presentation on the Skagit Watershed Recovery. The PowerPoint and presentation
recording is available on SPO in the meeting materials folder.

Criteria Charter

Theryn Henkel gave an overview of the criteria charter, including the SAG request. CMER members
reviewed the Criteria Charter updates (updated PT, budget, and timeline) prior to the meeting. Chris
spoke briefly about budget concerns and how they are linked to delays; he wants that to be documented.
Aimee expressed her thanks and that this topic was mostly straight forward. Aimee made a motion to
approve the charter and the motion passed.

Hard Rock Phase III Final 6 Questions

Jenny Schofield gave an overview of the final 6 questions CMER request, including that some members
provided comment the day before the meeting. Jenny invited members to view the comments, as they


https://stateofwa.sharepoint.com/:x:/r/sites/DNR-amp/AMP%20Shared%20Documents/CMER/CMER%20Co-Chair%20Rotation.xlsx?d=wd5578f9806c249a2b028266bfa54808e&csf=1&web=1&e=2xiUzc

were not included in the original mailing. While reading through comments, Doug expressed that readers
may find the text difficult to understand/interpret and that figures and other proposed edits would add
important context. Aimee mentioned that there have been many longer 6 questions documents in the past,
and the goal is to make text as concise as possible. She also has no issue reminding the reader that this
study was not designed to evaluate “mechanism”, but it was designed to evaluate response to buffer
treatments. She added that it is Policy’s job to read the reports that CMER develops for them and not rely
entirely on the 6 questions.

Comments or suggestions that were previously addressed through the dispute process are no longer valid
based on arbitration panel decision which is binding. Chris brought up that those comments should be
binned, while also asking Bill why he joined the conversation after approving the questions at LWAG.
Bill argued that his comments were more editorial in nature. Chris valued following the PSM and process
regarding the arbitration panel’s comments, and a possible attempt to revive old arguments related to the
6 questions. He also gave clarity that this document will not go back to LWAG. Related to the proposed
inclusion of figures, Ash expressed that there may some value in including. Lori brought up that because
there are so many comments that a vote today may not be appropriate and it needs to be decided who bins
the comments. Additional comments will not be added today. Chris expressed that it was inefficient for
the commenters to join a group without being able to view comments as individual and which ones to bin.
Related to comments, Jenny asked for clarity on the significance/importance of certain comments (are
they simply recommendations?). Welles felt hesitancy with the time to digest proposed changes from
comments without reading it thoroughly and expressed interest in postponing a vote. Lori provided
additional clarity to members that the report has been approved by CMER and is following the PSM
process. There was no motion to approve, and the action item will be readdressed at a later date after the
project team looks closer at comments. Doug does not support the “filtering process” being undertaken by
the project team. For this to be credible process, he is strongly against filtering comments. Chris reiterated
that the PSM states that co-chairs and AMPA are responsible for settling this matter and ensure that
CMER comes to the May meeting without attempts to re-earth matters settled at arbitration. Hans stated
that there is an issue if someone wants to remove findings, but comments addressing the 6 questions and
their relevancy should have merit. AJ asked Lori about potential outcomes should the 6 questions get
revised prior to next month’s meetings and go up for a vote. Lori clarified that unless there is a new issue,
this cannot go back into dispute with a failed vote. Lori, Danielle, and Ash will meet the day following
the meeting and get a revised document into the May CMER mailing, and they will resolve/track changes
of comments while leaving the original there. Jenny said that she would take comments during lunch or
by the end of the meeting via the document that members have access to.

Work Plan Prioritization

Theryn started the discussion by sharing that the phase one rankings were shown to Policy at their April
workgroup meeting, and where they are in the process, the spreadsheet is sufficient. Then, Jenelle shared
the boxplots showing risk and uncertainty scores. She and Chris highlighted some discrepancies in the
data, perhaps a signal that CMER members are not all on the same page with uncertainty. There was a
short discussion regarding the board manual revision project and its removal from the spreadsheet. From
there, CMER members proceeded to have a lengthy, in-depth discussion about specific projects that they
have scientific knowledge and context about. Hans mentioned the possibility of doing outlier analysis. As
talked about at the previous meeting, Aimee reiterated her thought that some of the variability is due to
individual interpretation of how to interpret “risk” and “uncertainty” in context of this process. A motion
passed to send the phase two list to Policy without individual comments.

27-29 Work Plan Prioritization Process

Lori presented a memo from November 2025 from the state auditor’s office and tracked where CMER is
in work plan development. This document established timelines for CMER and SAGs. To adhere to the



document, CMER should provide guidance to SAGs. Lori opened discussion on the extent of that
timeline and solicited questions while also giving context on the WDFW report. This task will be due by
the August CMER meeting, and edits from CMER by December. There was a discussion about the
editing of aspects like critical questions, and Aimee expressed the need for an opportunity to be able to
expand on projects that were proposed but not fleshed out.

ETHEP Final Report

Jenny presented the ETHEP final report after ISPR approval. Multiple members, including Aimee, Chris,
and Harry echoed their support for the project and the efforts of the team and those who came before.

Low Flows

Theryn shared the document that included recommendations that CMER members submitted as
recommendations for Low Flows presenters as a science session. Members gave some additional
recommendations, and Theryn will parse through them and keep CMER informed with deciding on
selections.

CMER SAG Updates

Each SAG reviewed the CMER SAG updates document.
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