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What do we do and how do we do it:

 Generate and apply locally relevant actionable knowledge to

¥ SRR inform forest and fire management strategies

{ Goooiene s+ Work collaboratively, act as bridge between researchers,
A p e managers and stakeholders
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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.
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Setting the Stage

Background: monitoring
questions & first round of
assessment

Current assessment questions &
status

Initial takeaways: successes,
challenges, & hopes for the
future as SBEADMR winds down
Next steps




Background: Monitoring Questions
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Is the collaborative adaptive management
process functioning as it was originally
intended/expected by participants (focus on
recommendations)?

To what extent has AMG stakeholder
participation changed over the project
timeframe?

What adaptations have been made over time
based on public feedback, monitoring results,
etc.?

Appendix E:

Public Engagement in Adaptive Implementation

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

ADAPTIVE IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING FRAMEWORK

1. Consult FEIS/ROD for di
design features, and other implementation parameters
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2. Delineate potential freatment areas within FEIS priority treatment areas (PTAs)

‘ 3. Conduct off-season workshop I

| 4. Complete field surveys for treatments |

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

6. Publish notice for opp ity to c on updated list and refined maps
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| 11. Conduct formal post-treatment field review |

‘ 12. Conduct management review by forest leadership team |

‘ 13. Publish annual report of implementation activities F
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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

Conducted initial assessment in 2021-2022 ADAPTIVE IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING FRAMEWORK

1. Consult FEIS/ROD for di
design features, and other implementation parameters

|

2. Delineate potential freatment areas within FEIS priority treatment areas (PTAs)

Key informant interviews
e 12 semi-structured interviews
e Baseline information on how SBEADMR meeting
goals, participant expectations, successes, challenges, i o
recommendations 6 P ot oty b comment oyttt e

‘ 3. Conduct off-season workshop I

| 4. Complete field surveys for treatments

Questionnaire pe———

* Grounded in findings from interviews - e v

* Administered to — FLT, AMG, Science Team, Resource - I —
Specialists, partners, public [

orado State University

e 58 usable responses (30% of sample)

‘ 12. Conduct management review by forest leadership team ‘

‘ 13. Publish annual report of implementation activities F




Is the collaborative adaptive management process functioning as it was
originally intended in FEIS and expected by participants?

Reassessment 2025-2026

Interview questions

1.

What were the major successes and
challenges of SBEADMR?

What are some changes or events that
impacted collaborative process and
outcomes?

What are your expectations and desired
outcomes as SBEADMR winds down?
What do you hope for the future of
collaboration on the GMUG and Western
Slope?

Appendix E:

Public Engagement in Adaptive Implementation

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

ADAPTIVE IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING FRAMEWORK
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5. Prepare detailed treatment plan with layout, applicable
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Initial Takeaways: Collaborative successes

Opportunity to talk to different stakeholders
and hear differing perspectives

Facilitation of education and learning

Building and expanding trust to different
partners

Spillover effects

Structured framework for engagement and
streamlining planning and implementation




Turnover and withdrawal from process
leading to loss of institutional memory
and trust

Differences in expectations of SBEADMR
implementation

FOIA request

Other roadblocks to meaningful
collaboration across stakeholder groups

Initial Takeaways: Changes and transitions that challenged the process

Stakeholder’s /)7‘—
expectations, 2
interests, and '96/0
capacity to ' N

participate

Operating/
Decision |
\_ Space 57 Leadership’s
Agency staff N expectations and
expectations commitment to
and capacity process and
to participate outcomes

[

[Top-down and local change drivers]




Initial Takeaways: Hopes for the future as SBEADMR winds down

Actions as group winds down Hopes for continued engagement

* Desire for continued interorganizational Need for adaptive management

collaboration

Science-based decision making
* Desire for After Action Review

Scale and focus
* Question: How can this group continue
to engage?

“Go back to kicking the dirt together”



Next steps

* Finish data collection Spring 2026

* Provide more in-depth results during
sub-group meeting Fall 2026

* Produce summary report in late-2026,
early-2027

e Submit paper for peer review journal
in fall of 2027
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Tony Cheng - tony.cheng@colostate.edu
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