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Science-Based Approach (Monitoring) 



Southwestern Crown of the Continent, MT


The purpose of this document is to summarize the results and lessons learned from the “Science-Based Approach (Monitoring)” theme in the comprehensive Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP) 10 Years of Results and Lessons Learned report. Please review the report for details and resources. 

Overview
The CFLRP statute requires multi-party monitoring. Collaboratives develop and implement multi-party monitoring plans to examine questions of collective interest to their stakeholders. Additionally, every 5 years collaboratives report on a consistent set of five national indicators (fire regime, watershed condition, fish and wildlife habitat, invasives, and socioeconomic). Done right, monitoring is a very powerful tool not only for tracking progress on the ground, but also for building trust and fostering adaptive management in a learning process. It becomes what we find out together to address questions of common interest, and helps break down “us versus them” thinking. This section details monitoring accomplishments of the first 10 years of CFLRPs, successes and challenges, approaches to monitoring and adaptive management, and recommendations going forward.    

Key Results and Lessons Learned      
[bookmark: _Project_Accomplishments][bookmark: _Toc48740400][bookmark: _Hlk40181430]Benefits and successful strategies 
· In general, multiparty monitoring is working. All 23 projects developed and implemented multi-party monitoring plans.   
· Monitoring is worth doing. It validates the value of thinning and prescribed burning and helps change course on Desired Conditions, at least in some cases. In a larger sense, it validates the social contract among stakeholders in the collaborative.
· Monitoring can validate progress, essential for maintaining funding in the long run.   
· Monitoring efforts have been crucial in the collaborative process by improving engagement, legitimacy, transparency, learning, conflict resolution, confidence, trust, and cooperation between stakeholders and the USFS.
· Monitoring plans serve to identify what is working, what is not, and when to change course.  They are key ingredients for data-driven decision making.
· Monitoring, particularly multiparty monitoring, provides a setting for common language and developing an understanding by stakeholders of what is possible and not possible on the ground.
· The collaboratives decided on the monitoring questions to be addressed. These represent the full range of interests affecting the projects. A diverse set of personnel and organizations conducted monitoring.
· For 10 projects, monitoring results were clearly used to adjust Desired Conditions and/or operational objectives as the project progressed through its 10-year lifespan.  
· A number of collaboratives pointed out how attributes are related and integrated with each other.  For example, treatments to reduce invasives also improve watershed condition.
· Collaboratives also gained an appreciation for the sheer amount of time needed to see changes in some ecological variables. They gained an awareness of the need for long-term monitoring efforts and support in data management and reporting.
· Social license and social contracts are built and maintained in part by multi-party monitoring.  Multiparty monitoring fosters ownership in outcomes and defuses conflict among stakeholders.
Challenges and limiting factors
· The relative nature of accomplishment (percentage of target reached) makes it very difficult to collate and average results among the 23 collaboratives.   
· Turnover in personnel was a challenge over 10 years. In some cases data were lost, or methodologies had to be recreated.  Going forward, the importance of a consistent database was stressed.
· 10 years is a relatively short time period for ecological processes in environments like forests, and it may take much longer for certain effects to become evident.   
· Use of monitoring results by decision-makers in a truly adaptive management process remains a challenge.  Line officer engagement can be encouraged by stressing monitoring as a way to build social license with stakeholders.  Reporting on monitoring results also needs to be frequent and timely in order to be useful.
· Not all of the four ecological indicators (fire regime, wildlife habitat, invasives, and watershed condition) were well represented on projects or in monitoring teams.  The lesson learned is to make sure disciplines representing all these attributes are consistently involved, in addition to involving the full range of stakeholders.
· Monitoring for a 15-year horizon encourages stakeholders (and National Forests) to take a longer view of projects.  Challenges remain here, however—there is still a tendency to fall back on short-term monitoring of treatment effectiveness.
· Projects report the CFLR multi-party monitoring requirement was essential to the monitoring results achieved, but there is more work to be done. 
· Project-scale monitoring was generally successful, but there is a need to improve landscape monitoring.  This is a critical issue, since improving the sustainability of landscapes is a core CFLRP objective. A more focused and directed approach for landscape-scale monitoring is needed, with a clear understanding of objectives and how to measure progress.   
· A loose consensus has emerged that truly changing landscapes will take decades, not years.  This needs to be communicated clearly, and methods explored for changing landscapes more effectively. 
· The effects of large fires (or hurricanes, in the Southeast) can significantly alter a CFLRP strategy, and a sense developed this must be better planned for in the future— “expecting the unexpected.”
· The science/research and development component of our agency/partnerships provides an underpinning to support monitoring work over time, and is a critical asset.  Science/management partnership around CFLRP informs both sides of the agency.
[bookmark: _Toc48661663][bookmark: _Toc48740487]Best Practice Summary:
· Monitoring efforts should be built to foster adaptive management
· The monitoring process should be seen as a process where we all learn and discover together
· Monitoring questions should be carefully crafted with ownership by all stakeholders, not an isolated group of scientists
· Address turnover by institutionalizing the monitoring effort through coordination and maintaining a central database
· Draw on resources of all the stakeholders, government agencies, academia, and NGOs to accomplish a monitoring effort
· Utilize the continuum of evidence—not all monitoring needs to be data intensive and published in journals.  Field trips and photo monitoring can be effective tools
· Build the monitoring program so that results are frequently reported and can be used by decision makers to validate actions—or change course—as needed
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Where to Learn More (selected resources from CFLRP Results and Lessons Learned) 
· CFLRP Resource Library 
· Annual Project Reports 
· 2019 and 2014 Ecological Indicator Reports, including a spreadsheet summary of 2019 Ecological Indicator Report Responses 
· Site Visit Reports (Agency internal access site)
· Local project monitoring plans (Agency internal access site)
· Local project monitoring reports 
· CFLRP monitoring folder - Includes much of the above, but also key documents such as the Esch and Waltz (2019) review of CFLRP landscape monitoring
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Next Steps:
· A Common Monitoring Strategy has been built for the next round of CFLRP projects.
· This Strategy is designed to address feedback from the first-round CFLRPs on concerns about turnover, capacity, consistency of results, more emphasis on socio-economic indicators, and data management.
· The Strategy features a core set of monitoring questions and indicators drawn from the monitoring plans of the first round, and also supports the Ecological Indicators of the five-year monitoring reports. 
· The Strategy was built collectively with involvement of CFLRP Regional Coordinators and project personnel, as well as subject matter experts.
· Careful attention has been paid to improving landscape-scale monitoring, expanding socio-economic indicators, and fostering adaptive management through more consistent and frequent reporting.
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