Notes from Meeting to Clarify Roles/Responsibilities for SBEADMR AMG
March 7, 2017

Attending: Clay Speas, Matt Bienkowski, Tony Cheng, Enno Heuscher, Hilary Cooper, Mary Chapman,
Jonathan Houck, Robbie LeValley, Mark Roeber, Ralph Files, Nancy Fishering, Cindy Dozier, and Susan
Hansen.

The purpose of the discussion was to provide an opportunity for members of the PLP SBEADMR
Subcommittee to meet with Clay Speas and Matt Bienkowski , GMUG staff and Tony Cheng, Colorado
Forest Restoration Institute, to clarify some basic questions/issues regarding the role and structure of
the Adaptive Management Group (AMG). It was deemed important to have this discussion prior to PLP
convening the larger group nominated to have “seats” on the AMG.

Susan Hansen facilitated the discussion and posed a series of discussion questions.
Purpose:

Q: What exactly does it mean “to assist the Forest in the implementation and monitoring of
SBEADMR”?
A: Clay responded that he envisioned the AMG serving in an advisory role providing input to the Forest
leadership team and science team. It will function as an independent group (not a formal FACA advisory
committee) convened by PLP. Forest staff will serve in a resource capacity and be available to the AMG.
He assumes the AMG members will stay current with the projects and the issues and will provide
continuity over the life of the project. An important role for the AMG will be to help articulate specific
monitoring questions and advise the Forest on how monitoring of the project is going.

NOTE: The “decision space” — opportunities to influence the implementation and monitoring of the
SBEADMR projects are confined by the sideboards of the selected alternative, as outlined in the FEIS and
ROD

Process

Q: How to align the role of the AMG with the Adaptive Implementation and Monitoring Framework
(AIMF) (Appendix E)

A: Clay walked through each step of the attached AIMF and pointed out those steps that he proposed

were appropriate for AMG interface as follows:

Step 2: Provide comments on proposed treatment areas to be presented during the annual off-season
workshop (step 3) and input on proposed agenda for the annual workshop. Comments on proposed
treatments could include but are not limited to identification of important wildlife areas to be avoided or
receive special consideration during project planning, areas where pubic uses may be in conflict with
treatment activities, areas where treatment is desirable to achieve management objectives, etc.

Step 3: Actively participate in annual workshop with FS and Science Team; help articulate monitoring
questions for completed and proposed treatments; provide feedback on integration of science into
project design and treatment



Step 5: Assist Forest Service in development of annual field trip agenda to focus on areas of possible
concern and areas of opportunity for treatment.

Step 7: Participate in field trips scheduled within their timber zones. It was also suggested that a field
trip be scheduled to go back to an area that was treated not just those proposed for out years.

Step 11: Participate in the post-treatment field review and implementation monitoring. Assist Forest
Service in development of corrective actions to improve compliance with requirements of the FEIS and/or
obtaining desired outcomes.

Step 12: Submit written comments/recommendations and have representation at the annual
management review by the Forest leadership team. Said comments/recommendations will be
incorporated in the annual report (step 14)

Q: What is the “feedback loop”?

A: The Forest is expected to and will respond to recommendations/feedback from the AMG to the
management team. Tony noted that just how information generated by the Science Team gets
integrated and fed back to the AMG has yet to be resolved.

Q: Do we need a formal agreement that everyone signs?

A. Group Consensus: Yes, a formal agreement that every “seat” at the table signs agreeing to the
purpose of the AMG and committing to work on behalf of the AMG. Individual members will be asked to
submit a brief resume describing their background, skills, knowledge, expertise as it relates to the
SBEADMR program.

Q: Review draft framework for organizational structure, communication, decision making.

A: The draft framework was recommended by a subcommittee of the SBEADMR Working Group and
presented to the larger group at its meeting in Sept. 2016. It will be on the agenda for the initial meeting
of the AMG for further consideration.

Q. Monitoring — what are the components of monitoring SBEADMR

A. Group Consensus: Monitoring shall consist of three major components —
a) project implementation and treatments (outcomes)
b) the collaborative adaptive management process (public engagement)
c) the socio-economic impacts of the project

People

Q: How do we define “community member” (an at large member from each timber zone or
community)?
A: Group Consensus: It was recommended that the County Commissioners appoint the community
member at large from each timber zone. There would be an alternate member for each timber zone
which could address the issue of counties overlapping in the timber zones (north, east and west). Names
of individuals who have indicated an interest in serving in the community-at-large position will be
submitted to the County Commissioners for their consideration. The importance of maintaining a
balanced representation of interests on the AMG was noted.

Q: How to address the concern of a “technical group”?



A. Tony shared his insight based on experience with the Front Range Roundtable. The Front Range
group was designed to be a more technical adaptive management group functioning at a high level of
detail in implementation. Such a technical group demands a lot of expertise, stamina, endurance and
time commitment. This structure also requires a person tasked to keep up with all of the technical
aspects. Overtime, people tended to drop off given the level of technical knowledge and expertise
required. It was suggested in the case of SBEADMR, an alternative would be to convene a “technical
subcommittee” comprised of qualified individuals to address the more technical issues that may arise
from time to time and report back to the AMG group.

Product

Q: Does the Forest expect written report/recommendations from the AMG?
A: No formal reporting requirements but a written summary of any action items and recommendations
would be appreciated.

Q: Additional responsibility of PLP for outreach and education?

A: Aside from the Forest’s outreach efforts, PLP is under contract to provide outreach and education for
the SBEADMR project. That includes handling the logistics for the annual meeting, field trips, SBEADMR
AMG meetings. PLP will also maintain a separate page for the AMG on its website. That page will post
all information pertinent to the AMG and provide links to the FS website on SBEADMR.

Other Comments/Questions

It was suggested that the AMG might develop a consistent list of questions that could be asked of each
project to ensure that there was as much consistency as possible between the review of one project and
another. Tony offered that there might be two levels of questions, i.e. a set of questions for Steps 2 and

3 versus a different level of questions for Step 11

Notes complied by Susan Hansen, Facilitator



