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MEETING and BREAKOUT GROUP NOTES

Meeting overview: About 40 individuals (see attendee list on page 9) involved in the Uncompahgre Plateau Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Project (CFLRP) met to discuss multi-party monitoring. Main decisions from the meeting include: 
· approval of the projects the executive committee for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests (GMUG) prioritized for implementation in 2011;
· prioritization of the 11 monitoring projects proposed by GMUG (see page 11);
· establishment of a monitoring working group, with numerous meeting participants volunteering to participate and tentatively meet on March 11th; and
· agreement to meet three times a year as the entire CFLRP group, with the next meeting in early June to include a field tour of ongoing projects.

There was strong agreement on the importance of landscape-scale monitoring to assess impacts of restoration treatments on key variables operating across the Uncompahgre Plateau. The group did not prioritize this type of monitoring for 2011, but participants agreed that discussion needs to continue about landscape-scale objectives and monitoring needs.

Several meeting participants expressed how progressive the USFS and local community are being by working together to solve land management challenges. Art Goodtimes, San Miguel County Commissioner, shared that in the past, the USFS was not so receptive to stakeholder input. He is impressed with the USFS for holding meetings like this one and sharing decision making power with stakeholders.

Overview of CFLRP Project: Pam Motley with the Uncompahgre Partnership (UP) described the history of collaboration on the Uncompahgre Plateau, starting over a decade ago with the Public Land Partnership (PLP). Local assets in and around the Uncompahgre Plateau provide a holistic opportunity for large-scale restoration, including the history of strong collaboration, science-based guidance for restoration, and existing forest products infrastructure (e.g., Delta Timber and Intermountain Resources).

The Uncompahgre Mesas Demonstration Project (Unc Mesas Project) was initiated in 2008 to promote improvements in the resiliency, diversity, and productivity of the native ecosystems of the Uncompahgre Mesas. Restoration activities are planned for 17,000 acres of this 74,000 acre landscape. Members of the UP collaboratively defined principles, goals and objectives, and multi-party monitoring protocols for the project. 

Building on the success of these efforts, the UP, Colorado Forest Restoration Institute (CFRI), and GMUG prepared a CFLRP proposal. In 2010, they were awarded a 10 year grant for $8.6 million (if fully funded) to accomplish restoration and multi-party monitoring across a 550,000 acre landscape. Treatments are proposed for 160,000 acres across a variety of vegetation types, and multi-party monitoring is proposed for 68,000 acres. For many of these projects, the USFS has already successfully prepared environmental analyses required under the National Environmental Policy Act (i.e., they are “NEPA-ready”). 

The Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Fund, authorized by Title IV of Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009, requires multi-party monitoring for at least 15 years following project implementation. Multi-party monitoring involves a diverse group of individuals in mutual learning to assess project efforts and impacts. Multi-party monitoring is an important component of adaptive management. It helps groups assess their progress towards accomplishing goals and identify unexpected outcomes, with this information feeding back into future management decisions. Multi-party monitoring provides an opportunity for community engagement that can build teamwork, improve trust, and resolve conflicts.

2011 Prioritization of Implementation and Monitoring Projects (handouts provided): Tammy Randall-Parker, Delta District Ranger, and Dana Carter, GMUG Fire Management Officer, described implementation and monitoring projects prioritized for 2011. The 2011 Fiscal Year President’s budget has not yet been approved by Congress, so the USFS is currently operating under a continuing resolution. The continuing resolution authorizes only $446,000 funding to GMUG for CFLRP instead of the requested $1.1 million. Due to budget limitations, the GMUG executive committee met to prioritize projects based on numerous factors, including the funding available from the GMUG, CFLRP, and partners; the match between projects and the objectives of the CFLRP proposal; and the contribution of projects to assigned targets for the GMUG. Most of the proposed projects are NEPA-ready. 
 
The purpose of presenting prioritized projects at this meeting was to initiate a conversation with CFLRP partners so they could provide feedback to GMUG employees. Tammy said that this type of conversation will continue throughout the 10 years of the CFLRP so future projects can be collaboratively identified.

The GMUG executive committee prioritized the following projects for implementation in 2011 based on funding available under the continuing resolution:
· Ideal burning conditions promoted the GMUG to spend $74,000 on prescribed fires across 1,048 acres during fall 2010. No CFLRP funds were used.
· Three prioritized projects will treat noxious weeds based on the GMUG weed management plan, targeting 120 acres each in the Grand Valley, Norwood, and Ouray Ranger Districts. Funding will come from the GMUG, CFLRP, and partners. These projects will serve as preventative measures, reducing the risk that noxious weeds will take over following vegetation treatments in the future. Noxious weed species prioritized for removal include sulfur cinquefoil, spotted knapweed, Russian knapweed, Russian flax, oxeye daisy, and whitetop.
· A mechanical treatment of hazardous fuels is proposed in a 474 acre area beneath and surrounding a powerline right-of-way owned by Western Area Power Administration (WAPA). The treatment will occur in ponderosa pine and oak forest, and it will be followed up with a prescribed burn in two years. Funding will come from GMUG, CFLRP, and WAPA. The GMUG executive committee prioritized this project because it has some wildlife benefits and protects infrastructure.
· Projects to control erosion and improve watershed conditions are proposed for 10 miles of trails. Funding will come from GMUG, CFLRP, and the Colorado State Parks Off-Highway Vehicle Program.
· Over $200,000 is proposed to continue the Unc Mesas Project. Specific projects include a timber removal in mixed conifer stands, mechanical fuel treatments in ponderosa pine, and pre- and post-treatment control of noxious weeds.
· The Calamity project involves a mechanical treatment of 200 acres of pinyon-juniper forest to improve wildlife habitat. The Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) will help fund the project with its Habitat Partnership Program (HPP).
· Prescribed burns are proposed for areas in the two GMUG fire units, but implementation is contingent on fire conditions during 2011. The burn in the Grand Valley Ranger District will treat 180 acres of ponderosa pine, and the burn in the Norwood and Ouray Ranger Districts will treat 2,100 acres of ponderosa pine, aspen, and oak. The Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, HPP, and Turkey Federation will provide some funding for these projects because they will improve wildlife habitat.
· The GMUG executive committee prioritized funding for various monitoring projects (see descriptions on pages 4 through 10).
· The Beaver Fire restoration project involves the planting of ponderosa pine seedlings in an area that is unlikely to regenerate on its own. A stand-replacing fire occurred in this area in spring 2010, which was after the submission deadline for the CFLRP proposal. Since this project was not included in the proposal, no CFLRP funding is allocated to it. The Arbor Day Foundation will provide funding for the seedlings.
· The Monitor Mesas stewardship project is the third phase of the Unc Mesas Project, entailing the pre-work for a timber offer (i.e., timber marking). The GMUG needs to develop a stewardship contract before the actual harvesting can occur.
· A road decommissioning project based on the GMUG travel management plan is prioritized for the Norwood and Grand Valley Ranger Districts. No funding from CFLRP or partners will be used for this project.

The GMUG executive committee proposed these additional eight projects for implementation if additional funding is authorized for 2011: 
· Mechanical removal of oak brush with a Hydro-Ax is proposed for 400 acres of ponderosa pine at Campbell Point. This project is in preparation for a future underburn.
· The Uncompahgre Pine Maintenance Project entails a large prescribed fire across 3,000 acres of ponderosa pine and oak. This project serves as a maintenance burn following underburns from 1999-2003. Without this maintenance burn, the oak understory could become so overgrown that mechanical treatments will be needed before the area can be managed with wildfires.
· The Sawmill Project is part of the second phase of the Unc Mesas Project. It involves a NEPA-ready stewardship contract for 13,000 ccf from mixed-conifer and ponderosa pine.
· The Dominguez Riparian Improvement Project will focus on improving cutthroat trout habitat along a 1 mile stretch of river. GMUG range managers will help construct fences to protect the area from cows.
· Seeding projects are proposed for 3,700 acres to develop understories of native plants. Funding would come from GMUG, CLFRP, and partners.
· The Dominguez Road Hardening Project involves hardening road crossings, with funding provided by GMUG, CLFRP, and partners.

Meeting attendees were curious about the different phases of the Unc Mesas Project. GMUG employees explained that the overall goal of the projects is to help incorporate fire into the landscape. The first phase was designed to protect private inholdings on the Uncompahgre Mesa from future prescribed burns and wildfires. The second phase focuses on the western perimeter of the area and the third phase focuses on the ponderosa pine and mixed conifer stands on east side of the landscape.

Several stakeholders felt some projects should have higher priority. Pam suggested that the Sawmill project should have a higher priority for 2011. Some other stakeholders felt that the seeding projects should have higher priority because they can help protect forests from invasive species.

Tammy described the rationale behind the different monitoring projects proposed for 2011. Ten percent of CFLRP funding is allocated for monitoring ($45,000 under the continuing resolution, $130,000 with full 2011 funding). This funding will be provided to partners of the USFS to fund personnel. There are six ongoing monitoring projects for which time and money have already been invested. The GMUG executive committee tentatively prioritized five of these projects for 2011, as well as one of five new monitoring projects. The prioritization was based on the investments already made in the various projects, the utility of the information provided by the activities, and the ability of the projects to build new and/or strengthen existing relationships. However, Tammy said that the GMUG executive committee was completely receptive to input from meeting participants regarding the prioritization. The ten monitoring projects are described in detail in the next section (pages 4 through 10). 

Pam asked why riparian monitoring was prioritized for 2011 if the Dominquez Riparian Improvement Project would only be undertaken if funding becomes available. If there is no funding for the project, the riparian monitoring in 2011 will focus on pre-project, baseline data.

Ongoing projects: Various CSU researchers, USFS employees, and other CFLRP partners described the six ongoing monitoring projects.

*Unc Mesas Vegetation Plots: Dan Binkley, a professor at Colorado State University (CSU), described the vegetation plots for the Unc Mesas Project. The UP collaboratively agreed to monitor various components of ecosystem structure, composition, and function pre-treatment, post-treatment, and 3 and 5 years post-treatment to assess progress towards attaining various restoration goals. For example, the group decided on specific density and structure targets in ponderosa pine forests and mixed-conifer forest based on the historic range of variability (HRV) in these forest types. 

Vegetation monitoring plots were established in three ponderosa pine stands, two mixed-conifer stands, and one spruce stand over the past two years. Data collected include trees per acre and basal area of live trees by species. Stand maps were also created to assess the spatial patterning of trees. Results demonstrate that basal area is outside the HRV in the sampled ponderosa pine forests and that the spatial diversity has decreased (i.e., there are fewer mini-meadows and clumps of large ponderosa pine trees).

To assess progress towards achieving fire and forest health objectives, 17 plots were established to assess variable such as surface fuels, canopy heights, and understory cover and composition. This data can be useful for simulating fire risk pre- and post-treatments to determine how changes in forest structure from restoration treatments alter probable fire behavior.

Some data has been collected on understory cover and composition, for example, cover class by major species and pre- and post-treatment photographs of ground cover. Data on non-native species has also been collected. The HRV for understory data is difficult to determine because historic conditions cannot be reconstructed from current conditions. 

The UP established landscape-level objectives for the Unc Mesas Project, but very little has been done to collect monitoring data at this scale. Some data on the diversity and cover of various forest types have been analyzed at the landscape-scale, but multi-species inventories of wildlife species have not been collected, nor have regional-level data on disturbances (e.g., extent and severity of fires and outbreaks of insects and pathogens). 

Dan stressed that monitoring is an ongoing process; future efforts can be refined based on lessons learned from previous ones. For example, future CFLRP monitoring efforts might choose to address issues such as the 10 m precision of tree locations in spatial stand maps and a lack of data about logs and snags for some vegetation plots. Dan proposed a few other questions for consideration: Should data be collected 3 and 10 years post-treatment instead of 3 and 5 years? Should post-treatment data be collected after mechanical treatments and/or after prescribed burns? Which data is too time intensive to collect relative to the value of this information (e.g., collecting ground cover data for individual species)?

*Aspen Browse Study: Three major processes drive the loss of aspen from the Uncompahgre Plateau: conifer replacement; sudden aspen decline, which is probably related to drought; and chronic heavy browsing. Bill Romme, a professor at CSU, described ongoing studies to address browsing. 

Dan and Bill established 64 randomly located sampling points across the plateau where data collected include the density and height of aspen saplings, browsing severity, and overall forest structure (e.g., trees per acre and basal area by species). They found heavy browsing at 50 percent of sampling points where aspen regeneration was present. There was a pulse of aspen regeneration in the late 1800s, low recruitment since the mid-1930s, and almost none since the 1980s.
  
An ongoing study seeks to determine if elk, deer, and/or cattle are responsible for the browsing of aspen. Some fences were established around sampling points to exclude cattle, deer, and elk, and others were established to exclude only cattle. Another ongoing study is exploring spatial patterns in aspen browsing. There appears to be high variability across the plateau but no clear patterns.

Large investments have already been made in these aspen studies. Additional funding would help maintain the exclosures and continue monitoring of browse impacts. Bill said that three to five more years of data would be helpful because it will take time for the aspen seedlings to respond to browsing treatments. Decreased funding for this project would force the researchers to establish fewer plots, making their results less representative of variability across the plateau.

Results of these studies might have implications for grazing permittees and the Colorado Division of Wildlife, and they can help inform future restoration efforts in aspen stands. An understanding of the variation in factors affecting aspen across the plateau can help managers appropriately target underlying causes of aspen decline in specific areas. Without management intervention, more than half of the aspen on the plateau could disappear.

*Unroaded old growth: Dan described an ongoing study to learn about stand development in old-growth mixed conifers. The study is using roadless areas as reference conditions. Data will come from fire scars, cores from trees, and soil pits. Results of this study should help answer questions like “what should these forests look like?” and “why are some stands farther from HRV than others?”

A meeting participant suggested that our concept of “normal” conditions should not be static because forests change throughout time. He wondered if data from this study could help assess the impacts of climate change on stand development.

*Citizen-science website: Greg Newman, a research scientist at CSU, described citizen-science websites for storing data from multi-party monitoring efforts. He is developing a prototype website for CFLRP by tailoring previous efforts (see www.citsci.org) to forest monitoring. A citizen-science website could help made data transparent and accessible to all participants in the Uncompahgre Plateau CFLRP. This website could support ArcGIS shape files, allowing data to be linked to plot locations on a map. Advantages to a website like this include its flexibility and ability to permit various individuals to analyze data. The CFLRP group could consider hiring a volunteer coordinator to train citizens in how to collect and upload data so its quality can be guaranteed. 

To complete the website, Greg would require CFLRP funding. He is currently volunteering his time. He estimates funding needs of about $15,000 from CFLRP, with $5,000 coming from CFRI. Without funding for this website, the CFLRP group might have to turn to CSU or the USFS to house data from multi-party monitoring efforts.

*Burn Canyon: Art shared the story of the Burn Canyon monitoring effort. Following the 2002 Burn Canyon Fire, the USFS wanted to salvage log areas in the Norwood Ranger District. Participants in the PLP felt that this logging would have merit, but they were concerned about the proposed logging on steep slopes and by streams. The USFS was receptive to their input and did not log in these areas. The PLP wrote letters in support of the USFS, invited outside environmental groups to participate in site tours, and agreed to undertake community monitoring. These efforts permitted the project to proceed without administrative appeals. The PLP helped conduct an economic study of sale and worked with a USFS retiree and CSU to develop monitoring protocol and undertake a monitoring assessment. 

Unfortunately, San Miguel County ran out of money to fund the monitoring so they are asking for $10,000 from CFLRP to continue their efforts. This funding will cover base salaries, and volunteers will donate additional time to the monitoring effort. Art emphasized the value of this project-- it provides longitudinal data about site recovery following a burn and it’s a great story about the power of community involvement.

*Biomass Supply Assessment: Carmine Lockwood, GMUG Renewable Resources and Strategic Planning Staff Officer, described the ongoing biomass supply assessment. Instead of piling and burning woody material from restoration treatments, there is potential to utilize some of it as biomass. The biomass supply assessment identified about 692,000 acres in the Uncompahgre Plateau that is suitable for biomass utilization, with pinyon-juniper forests making up much of this area.

The project received funding through the Rocky Mountain Research Station’s (RMRS) Competitive Research Grant Process by expanding in scope. The study, now called “Assessing the economic, feasibility, energy balance and net greenhouse gas emissions of producing bio-energy from forest and range treatment residues,” seeks to answer two questions: 1) what is the expected flow of biomass under alternative conditions?  and 2) under what conditions does biomass utilization deliver greatest net benefit to society? 

The supply of biomass is affected by the stock in place on the plateau and various technical, economic, ecological, and political factors. Forest industry representatives in the area are providing input about the biomass supply required for their operations to stay viable. Various stakeholders and researchers are providing information about restoration needs and public opinions of biomass utilization. Accomplishments to date include a finalized study plan agreement with the University of Montana, initiation of a Q-study (see details below), and a literature review. Future work will include a transportation network optimization analysis to identify the most economic flow of biomass resources to their end use.
Carmine shared information about a new John Deere energy wood harvester (http://www.deere.com/en_US/cfd/forestry/deere_forestry/harvesters/wheel/1490d_general.html) that could be used to bundle material and deliver it to Nucla Tri-State Power Plant. The cost estimate for delivering about 4,000 truck loads of slash each year to the power plant is about $6 million. This estimate takes into account factors such as the cost of the harvester ($0.5 million), the cost of operations, and the cost of road maintenance ($2 to $5 per ton for gravel replacement). Nucla Tri-State Power Plant and their contractors might consider doing the restoration work in exchange for the biomass material (i.e., a stewardship contract). The cost of burning biomass is still greater than the cost of burning coal, so the power plant would need incentives such as renewable portfolio standards, grants, and tax incentives.

The study is largely funded by a $160,000 RMRS grant and a $20,000 grant from the Colorado Governor’s Energy Office. Money requested from CFLRP would cover the social analyses.

Presentation on new multi-party monitoring projects: During a working lunch, various CSU researchers, USFS employees, and other CFLRP partners described five new monitoring projects.

*Invasive species: Brian Hoefling and Kelly Liston with the GMUG described ongoing and proposed invasive species monitoring projects. The USFS maintains two standardized, national databases to help with reporting requirements related to invasive species. NRIS-TESP/IS includes information about the location and cover of invasive species, and FACTS includes information about the implementation of noxious weed treatments (e.g., type of treatment, date, cost, location, and efficacy). These databases use standards from the North American Weed Management Association.

Unfortunately, funding is not available to monitor invasive species before and after every timber harvest and burn treatment. The GMUG has been providing trails groups with weed identification training so they can be enlisted as volunteers in monitoring activities. Occasionally citizens will contact the GMUG to report the location of weeds they identified in the national forests. A meeting participant suggested that it might be beneficial to develop a common repository where citizens can report the location of invasive species.

*Road Closures / Travel Management: Warren Young with the GMUG described monitoring efforts following road closures. The Travel Management decision for the GMUG, signed in 2002, identifies roads and trails that are needed for recreation and management on a permanent basis (i.e., system routes) and about 537 miles of roads and trails that will be closed (i.e., non-system routes). These non-system routes are redundant (e.g., close to parallel routes), in areas with high road densities, or cause soil, water, and/or wildlife impacts. About 60 percent of the non-system routes have been decommissioned. The Uncompahgre Plateau CFLRP proposal includes 119 miles of road decommissioning, 1.5 miles of re-routing, and 100 miles of erosion control along trails.

Warren described four considerations for monitoring of road closures: 1) was the road closure implemented?, 2) did use stop?, 3) was the travel way re-vegetated?, and 4) were resource benefits achieved or improving? Warren suggested that the CFLRP group should consider how partners are being engaged in monitoring activities. For example, motorized recreation groups can adopt trails, help write grants, and outreach to other recreationalists to teach them about wise use of the roads. A system is needed to track these types of activities more consistently.

*Riparian and aquatic ecosystems: Clay Speas with the GMUG discussed efforts to engage high school students in monitoring the Dominquez Creek Riparian Improvement and Dominguez Creek Stream-Road Crossing projects. In January, various parties were contacted to assess their interest level, and by late January a proposal was submitted to Delta High School to establish the apprenticeship program. 

The program needs about $5,000 to provide salaries to teachers and two students. These students will work 40 hours a week for six weeks. The first three weeks they will shadow resource professionals and the second three weeks they will collect, analyze, and report data. A protocol released in 2010 for multiple-indicator monitoring of riparian systems and will be used to assess long-term and short-term indicators (e.g., streambank stability and residual pool depth). This protocol comes with a database and analysis tool. Data will be collected every three years.

Clay suggested that the CFLRP group consider ways to engage partners in monitoring, either through active participation (e.g., assisting with project review or field work) or passive participation (e.g., staying informed of findings or providing input to management). He also suggested that there are opportunities for students involved in apprenticeship programs to engage in other types of monitoring on the GMUG.

*Q-study social assessment: Jessica Clement with CSU and CFRI described a Q-study that she is developing with Pam and Nate Anderson. This study will assess the perception of community members to trade-offs associated with biomass utilization (e.g., economic benefits versus increased wear on roads). Q-studies are different than surveys because they do not extrapolate to the opinions of people in a population, but instead extrapolate to a discourse about a specific topic using qualitative and quantitative assessments. Individuals selected for the study (i.e., the p-sample) will prioritize arguments in support and in opposition to biomass utilization (i.e., the q-sample) based on their level of agreement and disagreement. Individuals will be selected for the study to represent a cross section of stakeholders in the area. Results from this study will describe the overriding reasons why people either favor or are concerned about biomass utilization, and it will provide quantitative input for biomass utilization models.

*Landscape-scale monitoring: Pam initiated a discussion about landscape-scale monitoring. The purpose of the Uncompahgre Plateau CFLRP is to accomplish large-scale restoration to enhance resilience and diversity across the plateau; however, most of the ongoing monitoring activities occur at the project level. This type of small-scale monitoring might or might not be useful for assessing landscape-scale goals and objectives. The Washington Office of the USFS will likely need data on landscape-scale trends to hold the agency accountable to expectations of the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Fund.

Jessica mentioned that the Front Range CFLRP is couching their monitoring discussion in terms of two tiers. Tier 1 will focus on important variables across the landscape that are collaboratively agreed upon (e.g., fire risk), and Tier 2 will be collected by university researchers and others who are interested in smaller-scale variables (e.g., specific species of wildlife).

In order to develop landscape-scale monitoring protocol, the CFLRP group will need to identify specific landscape-scale goals (e.g., issues about wildlife habitat, forest stand diversity, and fire risk across the plateau). Future landscape-scale monitoring efforts might include modeling the ability of fires to spread across the landscape pre- and post- restoration treatments. Dan suggested that the group could publish a “State of the Plateau” report to help describe landscape-scale trends and tell the group’s story.

The CFLRP group should also identify ways that project-scale monitoring efforts can be leveraged to answer larger-scale questions. Some ongoing projects already provide information relevant to larger landscapes. For example, the aspen browse studies are looking at landscape-scale variability, and the Unc Mesas Project involves monitoring of forest structure across the Uncompahgre Mesa landscape. Barry Johnston, a botanist with the USFS, assembled a paper about ongoing monitoring activities across the plateau. Some of these efforts might help answer landscape-scale questions, such as annual aerial surveys of the plateau for insects and disease and data from the USFS Forest Inventory and Analysis program. There are also maps of the extent of every fire since the 1970s. The Audubon currently currents data about bird species across Colorado, but this data cannot be scaled down to the Uncompahgre Plateau landscape.

Landsat imagery and aerial photographs could provide important information for assessing landscape patterns and trends in vegetation, but this data is expensive. The group needs to decide if this type of information is necessary based on the landscape-scale objectives. 

Ron Turley with WAPA noted that most of the current monitoring activities focus on vegetation, leaving out important elements of the ecosystem (e.g., animal species and habitat). He emphasized that it is important to assess the entire ecosystem, but he appreciated that there are budget constraints. Another meeting participant suggested that streamflow data might be on useful for landscape-scale monitoring because streams integrate resource conditions across large areas. 

Break out groups: process for prioritization of multi-party monitoring projects: The group split into three small groups to discuss prioritization of the 11 monitoring projects recommended by the GMUG. Participants in each small group voted on the various projects, first selecting their top (3-5) projects and then selecting the remaining projects in order of priority. After the prioritization process, the entire group came back into a single group in the process of taking the votes in the development of  a prioritization process of the monitoring projects. Factors that impacted the small groups’ prioritization of the projects included the value of the project (e.g., utility of information, ecological risk of threats being monitored, and importance of demonstrating support for ongoing collaborative efforts), the cost, and the availability of funding from other sources (e.g., USFS non-CFLRP funding and funding from partners).

Groups also considered which efforts made the Uncompahgre Plateau CFLRP proposal more competitive and which monitoring efforts the USFS is required to undertake to demonstrate accountability. Three variables that were taken into consideration when selecting CFLRP projects were: 1) collaborative capacity, 2) capacity to utilize biomass and provide economic benefits to local communities, and 3) scientific support for ecological restoration.

The top projects prioritized by meeting participants are as follows (several projects were tied for votes):
1. Unc Mesas and weed monitoring
2. Burn Canyon and riparian monitoring
3. Aspen browse studies
4. Biomass assessment and Q-study
5. Citizen-science website

Some participants expressed understanding if the GMUG executive committee is not able to comply with this prioritization of monitoring projects. However, it was suggested that justifications for deviation from this prioritization be shared with the group to maintain open and transparent communications.

There was general agreement among the group that landscape-scale monitoring is important and needs to be considering in ongoing discussions. However, this item was not prioritized for funding because of a recognition that landscape-scale goals and objectives need to be further discussed. 

Ron wondered what was specifically implied by weed monitoring- does this entail both pre- and post-treatment monitoring? is this monitoring for CFLRP projects only or across the entire plateau? He felt that the details of this monitoring activity could affect whether or not it is a priority activity. It was agreed that the “in the weeds” details would be discussed by the monitoring working group. 

Setting up monitoring working group: Jessica suggested that small working groups, such as the monitoring working group, could operate as smaller cogs within the larger CFLRP group, the “table of trust”. The working groups would address specific issues and inform the larger group about their recommendations. The entire CFLRP group could collaboratively deliberate these recommendations and either accept them or make adjustments. It is important that the smaller working groups have diverse representation of stakeholders; the GMUG would really like non-USFS opinions and viewpoints shared during this process.

The monitoring working group will work with CFRI to develop the Uncompahgre Plateau CFLRP multi-party monitoring plan and initiate the discussion about landscape-scale monitoring. The monitoring plan will include details about monitoring protocols and describe how reporting will demonstrate progress towards accomplishing goals and objectives. The working group will not need to develop many protocols from scratch. There are existing protocols for riparian and weed monitoring projects and the Unc Mesas and Burn Canyon monitoring efforts. 

The monitoring working group will tentatively meet March 11th at the GMUG Supervisor’s Office. The goals is to establish monitoring protocol by summer 2011. About five meeting participants volunteered to serve on this working group, including a representative from the Colorado Division of Wildlife. An email will be sent to the rest of the CFLRP group to inform them about the working group and invite them to participate.

The entire CFLRP group decided to meet three times a year. Some meetings will be less formal, and might include field trips to different project locations. There are also numerous opportunities to volunteer in monitoring activities during the summer.
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