
Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation and Research Committee 
Tuesday, May 26, 2026 // 9:00AM – 2:25PM 

Virtual Meeting 

 

Motions 

 Move/Second (Vote) 

April 2026 Meeting Minutes 

 

Motion:  
Danielle Miles moved to approve the April 2026 

meeting minutes. 

 

The motion failed. 

Seconded: Aimee McIntyre 

 

Up: Welles Bretherton, Aimee McIntyre, Chris 

Mendoza, Danielle Miles, Harry Bell, Julie Dieu, 

Debbie Kay, A.J. Kroll, Mark Meleason, Mark 

Mobbs, Hans Berge, Doug Martin 

 

Down: Bill Vogel (disagree with the words 

"disputant’s comments") 

 

Abstain:  

 

Absent:  

 

April 2026 Meeting Minutes Cont. 

 

Motion:  
Danielle Miles moved to approve the April 2026 

meeting minutes with edits. 

 

The motion passed. 

Seconded: Aimee McIntyre 

 

Up: Welles Bretherton, Aimee McIntyre, Chris 

Mendoza, Danielle Miles, Harry Bell, Julie Dieu, 

Debbie Kay, A.J. Kroll, Mark Meleason, Mark 

Mobbs, Hans Berge, Bill Vogel and Doug Martin 

 

Down:  

 

Abstain:  

 

Absent:  

 

Hard Rock Phase III Final 6 Questions 

Motion:  
Danielle Miles moved to approve the HR Phase 

III Six Questions document.  

 

The motion failed.  

Seconded: Debbie Kay 

 

Up: Welles Bretherton, Chris Mendoza, Danielle 

Miles, Julie Dieu, Debbie Kay, Mark Mobbs 

 

Down: Doug Martin (Several binning responses 

provide misleading and factually incorrect reasons 

for not addressing my technical comments.), 

Harry Bell (doesn’t support statement in report), 

Mark Meleason (Several comments in the binning 

process were misclassified. Also, I believe 

question 3 should document the unique process 

that occurred to finalize the 6 Q.) 

 

Abstain: Bill Vogel (already voted at LWAG to 

forward the 6 questions to CMER where I 



believed that more-knowledgeable people could 

address),  

Aimee McIntyre (author),  

A.J. Kroll (cannot provide unconditional support 

either for or against),  

Hans Berge (cannot provide unconditional 

support either for or against) 

 

Absent:  

 

Extensive Monitoring Preliminary Budget 

Estimate 

Motion:  
Harry Bell moved to approve the preliminary 

budget and transmit to Policy.  

 

The motion passed. 

 

Seconded: Julie Dieu 

 

Up: Welles Bretherton, Aimee McIntyre, Chris 

Mendoza, Danielle Miles, Harry Bell, Julie Dieu, 

Debbie Kay, A.J. Kroll, Mark Meleason, Mark 

Mobbs, Hans Berge, Bill Vogel and Doug Martin 

 

Down:  

 

Abstain:  

 

Absent:  

 

 

Action Item Responsibility 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Welcome, Introductions, & Old Business 

Ash Roorbach, CMER co-chair, took roll call. 

 

Ground Rules 

• Be concise and to the point. - Welles Bretherton 

• Participate in a constructive manner. - Ash Roorbach 

 

Staff Updates 

• Brandon Austin will be returning to the DNR family on June 16th as the new Forest Practices 

Division Manager. 

• Theryn shared the presenters who have agreed to present to CMER on the low flow topic for a 

Science Session at the June CMER meeting.  

 

No public comments or previous month’s action items to address.  

 

Hard Rock Phase III Final 6 Questions 



The AMPA and co-chairs provided a review of the CMER comments in the 6 Questions (6Q) document 

that were previously addressed through the dispute process are no longer valid based on arbitration panel 

decision which is binding. These notes and responses are documented in the track changes version 

provided in the CMER meeting materials mailing. The authors made edits based on the remaining 

comments and provided a revised version to CMER voting members on May 13th (ahead of the mailing 

date) to allow additional time to review the edits and come prepared to approve the answers to the 6Qs to 

be included with the findings package delivery to TFW Policy for their June meeting. Per the PSM (8.6), 

the answers to the 6Qs document should occur within 3 months of CMER approval of a final report.   

Lori reminded CMER that, per the PSM, the answers to the Final 6Qs should be concise, typically no 

longer than three pages and pertinent context or history should be limited and rely on references to the 

final report and Study Design.  The information about the dispute is not included in the 6Qs document. 

Lori sent a separate memo to TFW Policy and the Forest Practices Board to provide information about the 

dispute process and outcome.  

Harry asked what happens if consensus is not reached on the 6Qs, and Lori expressed her confidence in 

the author’s work and the progress made on the document. Aimee gave an overview of what changed in 

the document and all of the authors worked together on this update and are in agreement. Chris noted one 

sentence that was deleted and asked for clarity as to why. Doug Matin expressed disagreement in how the 

binning exercise was handled. There was continued back and forth on some wording in the track changes 

document and the deadline for comments. Doug commented that several binning responses are misleading 

and factually incorrect. Doug said that the arbitration panel did not review the final report.   Chris, along 

with Aimee as an author, gave additional context regarding arbitration and ISPR following those 

comments. Lori gave clarity that arbitration did review the report as reference as a part of the arbitration 

process. Welles recommended, in response to question 3, that a more nuanced conversation space is 

necessary to make any edits. A motion to approve the 6Qs failed.  

Lori said that it is the job of the PSM to set parameters of what the WAC and BM say for best practices. 

The rule says upon completion information will be forwarded to Policy. The PSM sets the timeline for 

approving the 6Qs in a timely manner (60 days) which is June 11th.  Since CMER cannot reach agreement 

on the 6Qs, the AMPA has the duty to forward the Final Report to Policy with an AMPA memo so that 

they may begin their review process for making recommendations to the Forest Practices Board. CMER 

could, by consensus, extend the timeline for approving the 6Qs beyond June 11th.  

The final report is complete. It first came to CMER for approval over a year ago and then followed the 

CMER process as outlined in the PSM. Under the PSM the 6Qs were developed as a benefit to Policy but 

it is not an essential component. The AMPA’s duty is to transmit the report and AMPA memo. Lori will 

move forward with advancing these documents.  The rule doesn’t call for 6Qs. The program has 

developed the 6Qs document because it is helpful.  It is clear that CMER cannot come to consensus on 

this document.  

Chris added that not sending the 6Q document to Policy sets a dangerous precedent, and that CMER 

members can hold things hostage in the future. He cannot see a procedural reason why this would not get 

advanced in a findings report to Policy. A.J. accepts the AMPA judgement, and if the decision is to send 

forward, he accepts that outcome. There was a short discussion about the inflammatory nature of using 

the term “invalid”, and Aimee echoed the importance of the language used while having no intent of 

questioning the decision of the AMPA. Doug reiterated that the 6Qs contain misleading, factually 

incorrect, and unsupported statements. Lori is not satisfied with the precedent of leaving this at non-

consensus. The AMPA and co-chairs met during a short break to discuss paths forward. Their discussion 

will continue at lunch. They will have something after lunch to go over with members.  



Following the break, Lori shared that she and the co-chairs are in agreement that since the reasons for the 

down votes are settled process issues, the non-consensus 6Qs will be sent to TFW Policy. The decision is 

based on meeting the intent of the AMP and trying to provide the best path forward delivering the 

findings package to Policy in a timely manner. The reasons for the 3 down votes are all process related. 

Two CMER members did not agree with the binning process that was taken to ensure comments were 

valid (not related to the dispute process that went through arbitration and is binding). The complaints and 

reasons for voting the 6Qs down are about the conclusions in the final report and that report has been 

approved by CMER, per the PSM dispute process. The binning exercise completed by the AMPA and co-

chairs was in response to comments that were a process foul and should never have been included in the 

6Qs, as was the direction given for the CMER review process. The binning exercise was done and 

documented thoroughly in an effort to allow productive comments to help inform improvements to the 

6Qs. The CMER review and approval at this stage of our process should be intended to strengthen the 

transmission of the findings that are in the CMER-approved final report.  

The only other remaining issue noted for the down vote is regarding including reference to including the 

dispute information in the 6Q document. The PSM states that pertinent context or history should be 

limited and rely on references to the final report and Study Design. For this reason, Lori shared that she 

will reference the dispute and hyperlink the dispute documents in the AMPA memo as a part of the 

findings package.  

Co-chair Nominations 

 

CMER typically follows the co-chair rotation schedule: CMER Co-Chair Rotation.xlsx.. The spreadsheet 

has been updated to include a time served formula.  

Nominations will occur at this May meeting, and the election will occur at the June CMER meeting.  

Eastside Tribes are up to nominate, though they did not have any nominations at this time, leaving 

Ecology with the opportunity to do so. Aimee McIntyre nominated Welles Bretherton as co-chair. Bill 

Vogel nominated A.J. Kroll. A vote will be held at next month’s meeting. 

Extensive Monitoring (ExMo) Preliminary Budget Estimate Memo 

Alexander Prescott gave an overview of the CMER request document for the ExMo project team to 

develop a preliminary budget for TFW Policy’s consideration. The preliminary budget should be 

interpreted broadly as budgets will continue to be refined through study design completion and later 

project phases. CMER staff will be coordinating everything, up to around a ¾-full time position. 

Approval to transmit Extensive Monitoring preliminary budget estimate to TFW Policy. 

Schedule L-1 Discussion 

 

Philip and Dan with Compass Resource Management shared a slide deck with CMER presenting a 

process for refreshing the AMP program basis and foundations (why and how), implications for overall 

SL-1 update process, and next steps for in-progress PT reviews. Phillip shared Compass’ trajectory with 

the AMP, including prior work and how the program has asked them to support real decisions in real time 

on SL-1 and MPS prioritization. Compass has encountered a shared challenge: the foundational 

approaches we’ve described as essential precursors have not been addressed systematically, because these 

take time. There was a big picture refresh and a lengthy presentation regarding the “why now?” and 

Compass’ logic that cannot be fully summarized in these notes. 

 

CMER SAG Updates 

 

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


Each SAG reviewed the CMER SAG updates document. 

 

 

List of Attendees  

Attendees Representing 

§ Bell, Harry Washington Farm Forestry Association 

§ Berge, Hans UCUT – Eastern Washington Tribes 

§ Bretherton, Welles Department of Ecology 

§ Dieu, Julie Washington Farm Forestry Association 

§ Kay, Debbie Suquamish Tribe 

§ Kroll, A.J. Washington Forest Protection Association 

§ McIntyre, Aimee Department of Fish and Wildlife 

§ Martin, Doug Washington Forest Protection Association  

§ Meleason, Mark Counties Caucus  

§ Mendoza, Chris Conservation Caucus  

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

§ Mobbs, Mark Quinault Nation – Western Washington Tribes 

§ Vogel, Bill Washington Farm Forestry Association 

Anderberg, Travis Member of the Public 

Belleveau, Lisa Skokomish Tribe 

Black, Jenelle NWIFC CMER Scientist 

Clark, Lori DNR – Adaptive Management Program Administrator 

Freeman, Elise NWIFC CMER Scientist 

Greenwood, Emma Spokane Tribe 

Halteman, Phillip Compass Resource Management 

Heimburg, John WDFW Habitat Program 

Henkel, Theryn DNR Supervisory Project Manager 

Holy, Shae Skokomish Tribe 

Hooks, Doug Washington Forest Protection Association 

Kautz, Kyle Nisqually Tribe 

Murray, Joe  Washington Forest Protection Association 

Pavlik, Robert CMER Scientist 

Prescott, Alexander DNR Project Manager 

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

Robbins, Jeffrey Department of Ecology 

Rubin, Rachel DNR CMER Scientist 

Schofield, Jenny DNR Project Manager 

Toledo, Anna DNR Project Manager 

Walter, Jason ISAG Co-chair 

Whelan, Sebastian DNR – Adaptive Management Program Coordinator 

Williamson, Tanner CMER Scientist 

 § CMER Voting Member 


