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The
Northwest
Forest

Plan

Spotted owl injunction (1992);
Presidential summit (1993);

Science-based assessment (1993);
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An EIS (1994) --- The Plan ---
amending all Forest plans with:

A
e
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support of local
communities
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Adaptive
management
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% A set of “standards and guides”

X Fixed land-use designations -

Private and state
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Why was adaptive
management
chosen as a key
pillar of the Plan?

Scientists writing the forest ecosystem
management assessment found:

* Uncertainty in the conservation
biology approach adopted

* Uncertainties in social and
ecological outcomes

* It's never been done before



The four elements of
AM in the Plan

A place for it to happen, @

An adaptive

management @ @

process,

A new regional @

monitoring program, and

A formal interpretive step to gather up what
was learned and to translate new
understandings for decisionmakers’ use.



The adaptive-management cycle—concepts versus implementation
The first 10-year cycle

Simple in
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complex in
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The adaptive-management cycle—concepts versus implementation
The first 10-year cycle
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The adaptive-management cycle—concepts versus implementation
The first 10-year cycle

Simple in

theory; Q
complex in
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The adaptive-management cycle—concepts versus implementation
The first 10-year cycle
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The adaptive-management cycle—concepts versus implementation
The first 10-year cycle

/

@ —— New Reserve _ - o

directions

V4 ~

AM pro'{ts \ '-
) 'Y 4

Thinning sales

Research .m ,



The adaptive-management cycle—concepts versus implementation
The first 10-year cycle
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The adaptive-management cycle—concepts versus implementation
Begin 2"9 10-year cycle
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The adaptive-management cycle—concepts versus implementation
Begin 2"9 10-year cycle
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Plan-scale learning: the
first 10 years

Major habitat gains;

WASHINQTOW.

Few timber sales;
Agencies downsized;

AMAs fﬂllEd; % '3 Logging allowed in
2% support of local
communities

Loop closure institutionalized; | Y 33%

X % % X% %

Adaptive
management

areas 7%

Resulting in new learning-based
decision model for 2" cycle

Private and state
lands

» CALIFORNIA 24 million acres
of federal lands



The new Plan learning-
based decision model Goals and uncertainties

Iterative

feedback
Priority questions

Learning modes
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Replacing Goals
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tradition
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Tracking Northern spotted owls
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The new Plan learning-
based decision model Goals and uncertainties

Iterative

feedback
Priority questions

Learning modes

Lawsuits |8 Activities | |  Tracking | | _ Stakeholder || Management || Independent

records changes discourse studies research

Synthesis and interpretation

Decision
including new gquestions
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Parallel management study example 1
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Parallel comparison

Passive--decommissions roads,
allows existing plantations and
aquatic systems to achieve
objectives on their own;

Continuous--maintains roads
open and thins plantations and
restores streams frequently and
at low intensity; and

Pulsed--thins plantations and
restores streams aggressively,
then closes roads for 30 years
before reopening them for
further management.




Lessons from Five Rivers

Took on a big and controversial question;
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Parallel management study 2:
Eastside Accelerated
Landscape Learning




1.2 million acres
needing restoration to
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Parallel management study 2:

Umatilla National Forest Eastside Accelerated
Collaborative Group Landscape Learning

To develop and promote balanced solutions from a diverse group of
stakeholders to improve and sustain ecological resiliency and local
community socioeconomic health in and near the Umatilla National Forest.

Collaborative learning conceptual model

% Learn together
% Use design to improve learning quality

K Let learners export acceptance of findings
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Umatilla National Forest
Accelerated Landscape Learning
Experimental Design

Management
strategies to be
compared:

Do not harvest in
existing plantations or
older forest buffer

Manage in existing
plantations only

Manage in existing
plantations and older-

y forest buffers—with

riparian focus

Manage in existing
plantations and older-
forest buffers—tribal
focus



