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Setting the stage

1. Whois CFRI and why are we involved

2. Collaboration context of SBEADMR AMG

3. Taking stock so far: gaps between
expectations and performance

4. Looking ahead: topics to consider
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The Southwest Forest Health and Wildfire Prevention
Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-317)

“An act to establish institutes to demonstrate and
promote the use of adaptive ecosystem management
to reduce the risk of wildfires and restore the health of

fire-adapted forest and woodland ecosystems of the
Interior West.”

Actionable
Knowledge

Through collaboration and forest science research and monitoring,
CFRI offers actionable knowledge in the form of locally relevant,
locally appropriate, science-informed solutions. We give meaning
to data so it can be used to support science-based decision-making.

httis:“cfri.colostate.edui



Collaboration context

Collaboration occurs when two or more individuals willingly work together to
achieve mutually-desired outcomes they couldn’t have achieved alone.

Performance

Problem/
Purpose

Process : —_—e— People

Walker G, Severson G and Daniels S (2023) Collaborative Alignment: a framework for community-based collaboration for natural
resource management... Front. Commun. 8:1228650. doi: 10.3389/fcomm.2023.1228650
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Collaboration context

Goals:

Reduce threats to public safety associated with large areas of
dead trees (i.e., fire hazard, tree-fall danger)

Spur tree regeneration in the face of potential future forest loss

Increase the diversity of forest conditions across the landscape
— stands of different tree sizes, ages, species- to withstand
future stressors

Provide commercial forest products to local dependent
industries

The Adaptive Management Group was intended to
collaboratively assess the extent to which goals were achieved,
using applied research and monitoring results developed by the
Science Team and other subject-matter experts.
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SBEADMR Adaptive Management Process and Products

eScience team provides updated monitoring matrix with results from prior year.
eAnnual Stakeholders' Meeting

*AMG review of Mid-Winter meeting to review findings, discussions, questions, concerns. Finalize
recommendations to FLT

*FLT Management Review of all monitoring reports and AMG recommendations.
eFinal decisions on need for change, if any

eMonitoring field work
*AMG Annual Field Trips (pre- and post- treatment)
*FLT & Resource Specialists project-level field review

eScience team analyzes data, meets with GMUG staff to discuss monitoring plan and budgets.
*SBEADMR Community Report published.

An overview of a typical year of engagement in the SBEADMR adaptive management process

https://cfri.colostate.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/22/2022/02/SBEADMR2022 CommunityReport2022-1.pdf



SBEADMR Adaptive Management Documentation: example from Adaptive Management
Group’s Annual Report

What happened this year?

This table
results, th

ys linkages between G
DMR Adaptive Mana

or Decision Triggers identified in the SBEADMR Record of Decision (ROD) or Final Environmental
nt Group’s (AMG) interpretations and recommendations, and the GMUG Forest Leadership Tea

ct Statement (FEIS)
anagement Review

jence Team and GMUG staff monitoring activities and
lusions for 2021

Table 1. G

nd Decision Triggers fro

e SBEADMR Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision

Goal or Decision Trigger

Monitoring Actors
and Activities

Results and Interpretation to Date

AMG Recommendation

FLT Management
Review Conclusion

Comments

More locations from which
firefighters can safely and

effectively manage fires
(Public Safety goal #1, ROD, p. 4)

Science Team
conduct pre- and
post-treatment
surveys of fuel
loading.

(1g.,4a)

GMUG fire/fuels
staff GIS data on
locations of burned
slash piles (consider

adding to StoryMan)

load.

In 2015 sampling, coarse wood fuel loads weren’t different between treatments and
non-treated areas and are within normal ranges among the treatments. However, as
dead trees begin to fall the areas that were not salvaged will have significant
amounts of coarse fuel.

(This monitoring was completed in 2017)

Recommend that the
GMUG actively seek
ways to incorporate
Public Safety goal into
SBEADMR treatments.

Accept AMG
recommendation.
GMUG staff will
continue to look for
opportunities for
SBEADMR treatments
that contribute to
wildfire management.

SBEADMR EIS identified potential locations
where treatments could be located to
facilitate fire-fighting efforts. These data
were used to help identify Priority Treatment
Areas. Currently GMUG staff & partners are
developing Potential Operational
Delineations (PODs) to help guide placement
of treatments on the landscape and to
facilitate fire management efforts. PODs will
be completed in 2021.

GMUG staff will examine results of POD
process to identify commonalities with
SBEADMR PTAs.

Achieve a balance of habitat
structural stages, tree species
composition, and seral stage
distributions appropriate for
each vegetation type across
the GMUG

(ROD Purpose & Need Desired
Condition, p. 3)

Science Team field
surveys of tree
regeneration in
unmanaged vs
previously
managed stands
impacted by
spruce beetle (1a-
d, 1f, 3d.)

Spruce saplings, advanced regeneration, and new regeneration are above stocking

spruce beetle outbreak.

Over the past 3 years, seed production has varied. This annual variability is to be
expected as Engelmann spruce seed production is known to vary in space and time.
While one year (2018 seed production year) is higher than the other two years, it is
important to recognize that the treatments (unmanaged, previously harvested, and
salvaged) had similar seeds per plot found. This suggests that Engelmann spruce
seeds are still present and dispersing on the landscape.

No changes to

SBEADMR are needed at

this time.

Accept AMG
recommendation.




Assessing collaboration: expectations, capacities, roles and commitment
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Is the collaborative adaptive management process functioning as it was
originally intended in FEIS and expected by participants?

Appendix E:

Public Engagement in Adaptive Implementation

A Process for Adaptive Implementation of the Spruce Beetle Epidemic-
Aspen Decline Management Response EIS

Key i nfo rm a nt i nte rViews ADAPTIVE IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING FRAMEWORK.

1. Consult FEIS/ROD for direction on treatment priorities,

e 12 semi-structured interviews St ————
* Baseline information on how SBEADMR meeting R ——————— |
goals, participant expectations, successes,

challenges, recommendations

| 3. Conduct off-season workshep

‘ 4. Complete field swrveys for treatments ‘

5. Prepare detailed treatment plan with layout, applicable
design features & monitoring requirements

Questionnaire

6. Publish notice for opportunity to comment on updated treatment list and refined maps

* Online (Qualtrics)
 Grounded in findings from interviews | it
* Piloted by SBEADMR participants [prom e | I:
 Administer to — FLT, AMG, Science Team, s |8

Resource Specialists, partners, public R— 52| sonNational Forest

d Distribution . SB EADM R Listserv - 53 Usabl e ‘ 11. Conduct formal post-treatment field review ‘ :DAdFo;estService
orado State University
res ponses (30% Of sa m ple ) | 12. Conduct management review by forest leadership team ‘

| 13. Publish annual report of implementation activities




Goals/Objectives of the SBEADMR Adaptive Implementation process

1.Develop shared understanding, priorities,
and agreements to accomplish WO rk and Overall, the SBEADMR collaborative adaptive management process has met my
expectations.
solve problems

19

2.Ensure treatment implementation is 18-
responsive to conditions on the ground,
new scientific information, and public
input

3.Compliance with EIS/ROD .-

4.Conduct a transparent adaptive 4
implementation process .

5.Continue collaborative engagement and
participation throughout the process

15

I
mewhat agree Strongly agree

|




Aligning expectations on the 4 Ps
Agreement on purpose - the how and why

Shared understanding, agreement, and
priorities

Function of:

100% * Salvage vs. Resiliency
?07% treatments

5738: * Scale of SBEADMR
i’ - . ?onsse

- . * Turnover

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Parficipants agree about  Participants agree about
the strategies to solve the “why" of the SBEADMR
problems and achieve project.

goals.



Aligning expectations on the 4 Ps
Agreement on purpose - the how and why

Scale/Scope of SBEADMR impacts

[It was a challenge] to really differentiate what is information
that is relevant for the forest plan monitoring [vs. SBEADMR].
Things like recreation are well beyond a timber management
project. They have a lot to do with other types of management
decisions that the GMUG is or isn't making, as well as larger
socioeconomic demographic drivers that are out of the control

of the foresters.

Salvage vs. Resiliency

Is we are kind of moving out of the salvage game and into the green game. People could really
rally behind clear cutting, essentially, large swaths of dead spruce to reduce fuel hazards,
reduce the potential of a big, huge mega fire, and the impacts associated with that. As we're
pushing into resiliency treatments, artificially creating breaks in this contiguous forest, it's
getting harder and harder for some of our...partners, to be like, "Is this really going to help?
What's the benefit?"

Turnover

Another big challenge is changing
faces...because you build trust, you build
relationship with [someone], and then they
move on. And then you get somebody else in
there. And they look at this [project/process
and think], "Okay, what are you guys doing?
I don't like this." And that's happened several
times.



Aligning expectations on the 4 Ps
COLLABORATION THROUGHOUT PROCESS — Decision Space

SBEADMR stakeholders and USDA Forest Service
staff collaborate as much as | would like during:

100%
90%
80%
70% 63%
60%

50% 44%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Treatment design (e.g., location ~ Monitoring and adaptive
of individual treatment units, management.
possible design features).



Aligning expectations on the 4 Ps
COLLABORATION THROUGHOUT PROCESS — Decision-space

Appendix E a roadmap

The framework for the adaptive management process as
outlined in Appendix E has provided the road map for
implementation for the adaptive management process. All
partners, e.g. USFS, Science Team, AMG and Forest Leadership
Team (FLT) have all adhered to that roadmap and work
diligently to meet the objectives and timeframes for

the adaptive management process. In that sense the process
has met my expectation.

Increase dialogue with FLT

Great interaction with members of the AMG
and Forest staff participating in the meetings
and field trips but no interaction with Forest
leadership (rangers and supervisor). |
expected the AMG to have more influence
on the direction/prioritization of the timber
program in response to spruce beetle

Expected more engagement in planning
| was under the impression during the EIS that we were
developing a traditional collaborative and...we would be

at least able to have discussions and detailed ones with Scope of comments considered

the Forest Service and kind of influence how it was The other big challenge is with public comments...a lot of
going to be managed that way. But instead we're comments, [were] comments you would get in a normal
looking at, the Forest Service develops the plans still, we NEPA - comments that have already been addressed in
react to those... The implementation part of it is very the EIS, right.

excellent to be plugged into that. But the planning part
of it is what's still...l expected to be more engaged with
that, | guess.



Aligning expectations on the 4 Ps - The CFLRP

SWERI (CFRI) asked to monitor collaborative
governance for all CFLRP projects.

Newly authorized and re-authorized projects have
similar challenges and needs

Key Challenges
*Turnover
*Capacity to engage — time, personnel

Key needs

|ldentifying clear roles and accountability
*Developing process for transparent decision
making processes and adaptive management
*Aligning expectations for engagement throughout
the process




Conclusions and Next Steps %

* Clear "plug-in" points

* Clear and consistent communication on:
* Agreed upon expectations for 4 P's
* Decision-space
* Roles and commitment of each party
in collaboration
* Why and how things change
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