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Background _ Resuts -

* Dry Coniferous forests of the Front Range have undergone
a myriad of changes resulting from land use changes
including fire suppression, logging, and grazing’

1. Are restoration treatments contributing desired conditions?
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* The Front Range Roundtable received CFLRP funding in 2. Are treatment outcomes changing over time*
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ObJECtIVES 501 . » Larger scale monitoring and forest planning may help
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