SBEADMR Adaptive Management Special Meeting Notes
September 21, 2023

The SBEADMR Adaptive Management Group (AMG) convened a special “in-person” meeting on Thursday,
September 21, 2023 at 9:00 AM at the GMUG Supervisor’s office in Delta. Present and representing the various “seats” on the AMG
and resource/staff present were:

Designated Seat Regular Member Alternate Member
Delta County Robbie LeValley absent
Gunnison County absent TBD
Hinsdale County absent TBD
Montrose County Justin Musser absent
Ouray County absent absent
San Miguel County absent Starr Jamison
Environmental/Conservation Enno Heuscher absent
Environmental/Conservation Mason Osgood
Forestry Processor Aaron Shay Mike ??
Forestry Logger absent TBD
Community at Large

East Zone TBD TBD

North Zone Mary Chapman TBD

West Zone Nancy Fishering Andy Goldman
Water Resources absent TBD
Recreational User Groups Ralph Files TBD
Wildlife and Fish Craig Grother absent
Education TBD TBD

Resource/Staff Present: GMUG Staff: Chad Stewart, Sean Ferrell, Carlyn Perovich, SBEADMR Science Team and CFRI Staff: Tony
Cheng, Tyler Beeton, Jason Sibold (MS TEAMS), Kevin Barrett (MS TEAMS), Jarod Dunn(MS TEAMS) and Kevin Barrett (MS TEAMS).

Introduction

The special meeting was convened to address concerns/questions that have been raised by AMG members over the past year about
the value and role of the AMG going forward. Specifically, concern has been expressed that the connectivity and trust among AMG
members in the early years seems to be unraveling. Thus, the time was ripe to pause and take stock of what has happened since
2017 when the AMG was first established and today. A second objective was to look ahead for changes to the adaptive
management process. Tony Cheng, Director of the Colorado Forest Restoration Institute (CFRI) and Tyler Beeton, CFRI Research
Associate, were present to help facilitate the discussion, offer insight on the common challenges of collaborative groups and provide
some suggestions of how the path forward for the AMG or a future collaborative effort might be reset.

Tony and Tyler provided a PowerPoint presentation to set the stage for the discussion. Tony defined collaboration as “...when two
or more individuals willingly work together to achieve mutually desired outcomes they couldn’t have achieved alone” and
introduced the four “P’s” of effective collaborative efforts: Purpose, People, Process and Performance. Tyler shared comments
from the recent assessment of the AMG process which illustrate how some respondents felt their original expectations have not
been met. Key points of the original MOU, the Operations Manual and status of AMG membership were reviewed to acknowledge
where the AMG started from in terms of its purpose, operating protocol, and member “seats” at the table.

After the above introduction, the meeting was opened for informal braining storming and discussion among AMG members, GMUG
staff and Science Team representatives around a few topic areas as noted below:

» What has occurred since the AMG was first established in 2017:
e Treatments have moved away from dead and dying timber sales in the early years (2016-2019) to the move to more
“resiliency” treatments in live, green stands in recent years.
e Alot of turnover/attrition in AMG membership and GMUG staff as occurred.
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e COVID - total “shut down” or switch from “in-person” meetings to virtual or “hybrid meetings.”

e  Within the last year, conservation groups submitted a FOIA request and “Letter of Intent” to GMUG around its
management policies/protocol for lynx habitat and DHC and Cut-to-Length (CTL) timber technology.

e The “monitoring committee” - a “core group” or steering committee for the larger AMG — has dissolved due to members
leaving or planning to leave in the very near future.

» Perceived Value and Role of the AMG going Forward from Three Different Perspectives:
e Comments from AMG members

o

@)
@)
@)

Although the AMG’s role may be peripheral compared to Science Team or Forest specialists there is value in the
diversity of interests at the table and the AMG’s engagement in the monitoring of treatments.

Unsure of productive value as an AMG member to SBEADMR; felt higher level of value in early stages; have
difficulty fully understanding much of the science presentations/discussions.

Believes there is an inherent conflict: everyone who has a “seat” at the table represents their own and/or their
affiliation’s values and interests. This creates an inherent conflict in loyalty to the interest/organization they
represent and the loyalty to objectives of the AMG.

The work and documentation of the AMG provides baseline science that has helped make informed decisions.

It took a long time of sitting across the table from individuals with different views to build that friendship and trust
— never seemed to come together quite like the PLP.

It feels like some individuals are looking to find fault with the process rather than working together
collaboratively.

Need a core group that believes in the organization and what it can do to start to rebuild trust.

Feels like a lot of stuff that is happening is not collaborative, e.g., recent newspaper article, letter to USFS —why
aren’t those feelings being communicated through the collaborative process in place; such actions seem to
undermine the collaborative process.

Frustrated that AMG is not more involved in treatment planning process rather than just implementation; don’t
get the level of detail information that public wants at the Annual Stakeholder Meeting, e.g., where the sales are,
what'’s going to happen, and for how long.

Felt the need to go around the AMG to get specific and accurate site-specific information; found it difficult to
institute policy changes within the AMG process.

Imperfect as the process may have been, can’t imagine SBEADMR going forward without the AMG. Let’s go
forward and work out some of the problems.

The AMG is a crucial part of adaptive management process — good mixture of input from different views.

At times it feels like all we are doing is responding to a plan that has already been put in place.

If we “reset” the course, it should be in a fashion that provides more informed decision making, e.g., more time for
collaborative learning opportunities.

¢ Comments from the Science Team

o

@)
@)
@)

o

Appreciate the diversity of interests and opinions expressed by AMG members.

AMG has been successful in terms of listening to and asking questions of the Science Team.

Maybe need to reset expectations given the move to “resiliency” treatments.

Meaningful engagement of AMG with Science Team post-decision (ROD) has resulted in changes to design criteria,
e.g., CTL.

AMG provides a helpful interface between the public, Forest Service, and the Science Team; because of that
interface the Science Team has been able to respond quickly to issues, e.g., snowshoe hare habitat, seed
regeneration.

With insight gleaned from engagement with stakeholders to understand their concerns and questions, | have been
able to adapt the research questions that have been asked and anticipated other questions that will need to be
addressed.

There is so much value in having stakeholders involved otherwise the forest management decisions will be made in
a vacuum and the dissemination/integration of the science knowledge and discovery may suffer.

¢ Comments from the Forest Service

@)
@)

Most of the original objectives of the AMG (Operations Manual) are still relevant.

See a lot of value in the AMG stakeholder group; in the next few years, SBEADMR will be winding down and
SBEADMR projects will be a smaller piece of what is going on in the GMUG;

If consider changing the AMG structure and engagement, be sure the time and work of the AMG is commensurate
with the scaled back SBEADMR program.



o Beauty of the AMG is “more minds” at the table — fresh set of eyes — looking at the situation. Example of how “one
voice” at the table can change a decision.

o Ifit wasn’t for the AMG membership, it would become very insular — just Forest Service staff and/or related
specialists/resources.

o Collaboratives need to coalesce and find a way to work together. It may slow the process down — but must go
slow to go fast.

o Can envision taking input and lessons learned from the SBEADMR AMG and expanding into a new and broader
collaborative for future projects on the horizon for the GMUG; can’t be successful with new projects without
working together.

» Suggestions to Help “Reset” the Course of the AMG and/or Charting the Course of a New Collaborative
Tony referred to the “Four P’s” of collaboration and offered suggestions for resetting the AMG’s path forward:

PURPOSE: A shared understanding of the “Purpose and Need” is critical to an effective collaborative. In the case of the
SBEADMR AMG, there was never an absolute shared understanding or consensus among the stakeholders (AMG working group)
on the “Purpose and Need”. The AMG was formed to help assist the Forest Service in the implementation and monitoring of
SBEADMR projects in accordance with the Record of Decision.

PEOPLE: The AMG meets two to three times a year. Consider meeting more frequently and in person (sitting across the table
from each other and providing the space to let people lay things out there) to be able to dig deeper into understanding the
different values and interests and build a shared understanding.

PROCESS: Identify a process problem that can be solved. For example, the scale of SBEADMR may be too big and thereby
diluting everyone’s attention span - a lot of projects/activities scattered out across a very large landscape. Think about picking
an upcoming project within a distinct geographic area and following through from “soup to nuts”. Really dial into the
communication, e.g., who on Forest Service needs to provide what information in advance? What information do most people
need/want to know? Deal with one project and walk through all the steps.

PERFORMANCE: Using the example of treatments now moving to live, green stands and the term “resiliency” — there is
disagreement on what that term means. Suggest picking an upcoming “green tree” stand and start to unpack it. What do you
mean? What are the indicators of what “right” looks like? What is the purpose? Stick with that project and attention span to
really focus on the performance and integrated process where everyone can “get it all out”. Practice this and get it right before
taking on the Forest Plan and subsequent forest projects to work on. The Bald Mountain Timber Sale was suggested as a
possible project to focus on for this exercise.

In the interest of time and the amount of information to reflect on, it was left to present an overview of the special meeting
comments and Tony’s suggestions to “reset” the AMG’s path forward at the AMG’s fall meeting in October before making any

decisions.

Notes compiled by Susan Hansen, Facilitator



