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INTRODUCTION 
At the Forest Practices Board (Board) meeting on 8 February 2017, the Adaptive Management 
Program Administrator (AMPA) was asked to evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
Adaptive Management Program (AMP) and make recommendations to the Board at their 
meeting in May 2017.  The Board asked the AMPA to seek stakeholder input in the evaluation of 
the AMP.  
 
Input was sought by the AMPA from stakeholders in Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation, and 
Research (CMER) and Timber Fish and Wildlife Policy (Policy) committees.  Additional input 
was sought from former members of these committees as well as research scientists from outside 
of the AMP.   
 
BACKGROUND 
The Adaptive Management Program (AMP) was created to provide science-based 
recommendations to assist the Forest Practices Board in determining if and when it is necessary 
or advisable to adjust rules and guidance (see RCW 76.09.370(7)) for the protection of aquatic 
resources.  The goals of the AMP are to meet the objectives for water quality and fish habitat 
within the Forest Practices Program.  The four goals are: 

 
1. To provide compliance with the Endangered Species Act for aquatic and riparian 

dependent species on non-federal forest lands; 
2. To restore and maintain riparian habitat on non-federal forest lands to support a 

harvestable supply of fish; 
3. To meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act for water quality on non-federal 

forest lands; and 
4. To keep the timber industry economically viable in the State of Washington. 

 
The desired outcomes of the AMP include: 
 

1. Certainty of change as needed to protect aquatic resources; 
2. Predictability and stability in the process of change so that forest landowners, 

regulators, and interested members of the public can anticipate and prepare for 
change; and 

3. Application of quality controls to scientific study design, project execution and 
interpretation of results. 

 
The AMP is comprised of the Forest Practices Board (Board), Timber, Fish and Wildlife Policy 
Committee (Policy), the Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation, and Research Committee (CMER), 
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the Adaptive Management Program Administrator (AMPA) and the Independent Science Peer 
Review (ISPR) process.  Policy and CMER are represented by nine caucuses including state 
agencies (Washington Departments of Fish and Wildlife and Ecology as one caucus), 
Department of Natural Resources, Federal agencies (National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Environmental Protection Agency, and Fish and Wildlife Service), industrial forest landowners, 
small forest landowners, the environmental community, eastern Washington tribes, western 
Washington tribes, and county governments. 
 
The structure of the AMP includes three functions: Policy, Science, and Implementation.  CMER 
is tasked with reviewing existing science and contributing applied research to meet the objectives 
of the AMP.  Policy uses the unbiased information from CMER to make recommendations to the 
Board. The AMPA is charged with coordinates the flow of information between Policy and 
CMER according to the Board’s directives. The AMPA is a neutral resource for the Forest 
Practices Board. 
 
The purpose of CMER is to advance the science needed to support adaptive management.  
CMER is responsible for understanding available scientific knowledge that is applicable to the 
priorities and questions set by Policy and the Board, selecting the best and most relevant 
information and synthesizing it into reports for Policy and the Board. CMER is composed of 
scientific representatives of participating caucuses who are expected to maintain an objective 
scientific perspective and contribute to the needs of the AMP.  CMER members are approved by 
the Board, and should have demonstrated experience conducting research and publishing in the 
scientific literature.  Participation in the CMER committee is not limited to members, but only 
members are considered in voting on decisions.  CMER operates by consensus of all members, 
but if consensus cannot be reached then CMER may utilize their formal dispute resolution 
process. 
 
The Policy Committee is charged with developing solutions and making recommendations to the 
Board on issues that arise in the Forest Practices Program, with consideration being placed on the 
goals and desired outcomes of the AMP.  Policy needs to evaluate technical information from 
CMER for consideration and recommendation for rules, program effectiveness, or policy 
questions on the implementation of forest practices. Policy reviews key questions, resource 
objectives and performance targets, and recommends program priorities that need scientific study 
to the Board. This includes development of board manual sections dealing with matters relating 
to aquatic resources and small forest landowner programs, adaptive management funding, and 
federal assurances of the DNR Forest Practices Habitat Conservation Plan and Clean Water Act 
assurances.  Policy operates on the basis of consensus of all parties, and if consensus cannot be 
reached then there is a formal dispute resolution process. 
 
The Board establishes resource objectives and sets priorities for the program by approving 
CMER studies, work plans, and expenditures. The Board makes decisions about funding, forest 
practice rules and guidance, and sets priorities for all aspects of the AMP.  Biennially, the Board 
approves the budget and determines if the program is in compliance with the Master Project 
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Schedule.  If the program is not in compliance with the Master Project Schedule, then the Board 
notifies the National Marine Fisheries Service and US Fish and Wildlife Service1. 
 
The AMPA is charged with ensuring the operation of an efficient, clear and open AMP that 
serves the needs of the Board.  The AMPA works directly with the Board, Policy, and CMER to: 

1. Respond to requests for adaptive management review. 
2. Manage AMP budgets and contracts. 
3. Communicate CMER research results to Policy and the Board. 
4. Facilitate Policy or Board response to questions of policy interpretations that may 

arise in the course of CMER work.      
5. Assist in conducting CMER business. 
6. Manage the AMP to include research and monitoring projects and budgets. 
7. Coordinate with the Board to ensure that its guidance and priorities are 

implemented and that the information and results produced by the AMP are 
effectively communicated to the Board. 

8. Administer a science-based operation and facilitate the appropriate involvement 
of the independent scientific peer review process 

9. Coordinate dispute resolution 
10. Present to the Board a progress report on the CMER Master Project Schedule, 

project status, and a summary of the Policy Committee’s responses to final 
CMER reports. 

 
The AMP is a very complex program that relies upon steady commitment from each stakeholder 
caucus at CMER, Policy, and the Board.  The foundation of the AMP is in science, but in order 
for the science to be integrated into decision making by the Board, the perspective from Policy is 
required.  Because decisions require consensus to proceed at CMER and Policy, it is necessary 
for each participant of those committees to seek opportunities to collaborate and support 
differing perspectives in order to meet the four goals and desired outcomes of the AMP, 
including following the TFW Ground Rules.  That is the strength of an adaptive management 
model.   
 
EVALUATION 
 
The emphasis of the evaluation was focused on making the AMP operate more efficiently and 
with greater effectiveness. Like any program evaluation, the primary goal of this evaluation is to 
identify opportunities to use resources more effectively (financial and human) without sacrificing 
the quality of products meeting the goals of the AMP.   
 
Since the AMP was created, several formal efforts have been made to improve its operation and 
make it more efficient.  The first major evaluation was done by Stillwater Sciences in 2009 and a 
second evaluation was done in 2012 in an effort to use Lean to streamline how projects are 
initiated (Strategica 2012).  Lessons were learned in both of these exercises, although follow 

                                                           
1Part of the 2012 Settlement Agreement included a provision for the Board to determine if the AMP is in 
substantial compliance with the Master Project Schedule.  If not, the Board shall notify the Services by 
letter within 30 days of that determination.  
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through by the AMP was poor. Overall messages from both of these early evaluations that are 
relevant include: 
 
Stillwater (2009) 

1- Periodically review and update Critical Questions for the AMP. 
2- Use outside science to better inform the AMP. 
3- Consider influence of climate change in all studies. 
4- Develop a Master Project Schedule. 
5- Deemphasize further model development and seek to collect data directly to evaluate rule 

effectiveness. 
6- Consider extensive and intensive monitoring and whether it should be emphasized in the 

AMP. 
 
Lean (2012) 

1. Set Policy direction and scope project with objectives.  Priorities need to be clearly 
established. 

2. Policy needs to interact with CMER more formally to ensure that study designs are 
compatible with the program prioritites. 

3. Multiple review steps in CMER are redundant. 
4. Scoping occurs without a clear definition of study objectives. 
5. Process time is inefficient and takes much longer than necessary. 
6. Recommendation to phase out Scientific Advisory Groups (SAGs) and replace with 

Technical Writing and Implementation Groups (TWIGs). 
7. Consensus voting model contributes to long cycle times.  The AMP should consider a 

super majority model instead. 
 
After consultation with stakeholders, scientists, and previous participants, it is clear that many of 
these items brought up in these two previous evaluations are unresolved.  The one success is with 
the creation of the Master Project Schedule and the Lean pilot projects to attempt to improve the 
redundancy with review steps at CMER and communication with Policy.   
 
The following list reflects summarizes the perspective of the AMPA, project managers, 
stakeholders at CMER and Policy (past and present), and 7 people I interviewed from the outside 
scientific community (2 Federal, 2 private, and 3 academic researchers) on improvements for the 
AMP in accomplishing program goals.   
 
Leadership 

1. Need of a commitment from Principals in each caucus to TFW and the ground rules. 
2. Leadership from each caucus would be expected to set expectations for Policy and 

CMER representatives. 
3. Private, state, tribal, and federal landowners must commit to promote the AMP and 

prioritize cooperation with CMER to find and harvest study sites as needed to test the 
effectiveness of the rules.  

 
Policy 

1. Follow TFW Policy ground rules. 
2. Set clear expectations for participants at Policy and document in a PSM. 
3. Stay away from making scientific decisions and adhere to the “firewall”. 
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4. Provide explicit direction to CMER on objectives.  Policy (working with the Board) 
needs to evaluate and decide on priorities for the AMP and leave it up to CMER to 
develop studies to implement the priorities.  The MPS (budget) should reflect these 
priorities. 

5. Policy decisions should address the implementation consequences of CMER products, 
not the technical merit or studies themselves.   

6. More deliberate use of dispute resolution for resolving disagreements. 
7. Discuss the necessity of integrating climate change perspective into recommendations to 

the Board on when and if it is necessary to modify rules.  
8. Discuss extensive and intensive monitoring approaches for the AMP.   
9. Emphasis on the policy implications of technical reports.  Policy is not intended as a “go-

back” when CMER members from caucuses do not get their way. 
10. Actively engage in “trust building”, working with a trained facilitator in an effort to build 

trust across caucuses and with individuals.  This should begin immediately and be 
completed by November 2017 with a report from the AMPA to the Board at their 
November 2017 meeting.  This will require an additional 2 meetings per month 
(approximately) and will require good-faith participation by all caucuses and support 
from principal’s. 

 
CMER 

1. Commitment to follow ground rules. 
2. Set clear expectations of members and participants and update the PSM accordingly. 
3. Commitment of caucuses to provide scientists at CMER to help guide work in evaluating 

the effectiveness of Rules.   
4. Emphasis on CMER research will be placed on evaluating current forest practice rules 

prioritized by the Board and Policy.  
5. Tighten up the front end (using Lean principles to develop studies) and the back end 

(review of research) of projects following a restructuring at CMER (Figure 1).  This 
diagram will emphasize that the “science” is focused by the SAG, conducted by the 
Project Team, and implemented by the Contractor.   

6. Use contractors (may include scientists from caucuses) on Project Teams and for 
implementation to increase capacity of stakeholders in accomplishing the MPS, 
participating in guiding the research in response to Policy’s priorities, and decrease 
conflict of interest within the AMP (Figure 1).  

7. More deliberate use of Dispute Resolution when disagreements arise at CMER. 
8. Set up a process to use outside experts (e.g., statisticians and subject matter experts) to 

help resolve technical disputes.  Both within and outside of dispute resolution.  
9. CMER membership should be limited to 1 voting member per caucus.  In some cases the 

Board may select to include more than one voting member (e.g., WDFW and Ecology 
may need a representative). CMER membership requirements should follow the PSM.  
CMER members should have four-year terms and be renominated for renewal by their 
caucus and Board approval. 

10. SAG members need to have subject matter expertise as demonstrated by education, 
publications, or as a practitioner working in that specific discipline.  The term of a co-
chair should be 2 years and should rotate across all SAG participating caucuses.   

11. PSM needs to be reviewed for updates over a five year period in its entirety.    
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12. CMER needs to provide a prioritized budget to Policy during each fiscal year and needs 
to provide a balanced budget proposal during the biennial budget development process 
that reflects the Program priorities. 

13. Caucuses need to work more collaboratively with project teams to find sites, find 
resources, and support the project managers. 

14. CMER disputes brought through the dispute resolution process to Policy need to be 
prioritized. 

15. The term of co-chairs should be an overlapping two year period that rotates across all 
caucuses. 

 
AMP overall 

1. Expectations need to be clearly identified for each role in the program. 
2. The prioritization and budget processes need to be clearly written for the Board, Policy, 

and CMER. 
3. A commitment from the stakeholders to work better together at CMER and Policy. 
4. Process related delays at CMER and Policy make budget preparation, planning and 

execution very difficult.  A renewed commitment to the tenets of the TFW agreement by 
caucuses could alleviate some of this.  

5. AMPA and PMs need to develop more explicit budgets on projects and establish clear 
roles for project team members (Figure 1). 

6. Work to continually improve the ISPR process to improve the quality of work in the 
AMP. 
 

CONCLUSION 
Implementation of these recommendations will improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
Adaptive Management Program.  However, given the AMP performance audit that will occur in 
the 17/19 biennium, there are likely additional improvements to be made at that time.  It is 
important to think of changes in the AMP as improvements in a trajectory, and over time 
structured changes will result in a more effective and efficient program. 
 
The Forest Practices Adaptive Management Plan is a complex program with representation from 
a broad spectrum of stakeholders. The strengths and weaknesses of the AMP are in consensus 
decision making, ground rules that consider competing interests, and a reliance on science for 
decision making. Despite the challenges, it is a model that can really work even when stakes are 
high. Success of the AMP has resulted in overcoming funding challenges, maintaining a viable 
timber industry, acquiring an Endangered Species Act Section 10 Habitat Conservation Plan, and 
ultimately improving forest practices rules. It is through continual improvement that this 
program will be able to stay focused on goals and objectives in the future. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework for CMER restructuring. 
In this model, scientific input from stakeholders is in CMER 
and SAGs, for guidance and review of project products.  The 
intent is to improve capacity, communication of project team 
with and increase efficiency of the AMP. 
 
 
 
 
  

CMER 
• Communicates with Policy on requests, products, and 

feedback 
• Approve Biennial Workplan 
• Update Master Project Schedule 
• Delegate Projects to SAGs 
• Review Products for Completeness 
• Approve Products for ISPR and Policy 

TFW Policy 

ISPR 

SAG  
• Subject Matter Experts 
• Writes scoping document (purpose, goals, objectives, etc.) 
• Oversees or conducts literature syntheses 
• Initiates projects 
• Reviews products from Project Team 
• Coordinates with AMPA to form Project Team 
• Supported by PM 
• Writes Findings Reports 

Project Team 
• Project Manager, 2-3 outside experts, CMER Scientist or SAG 

Member, and Contractor (once implementation begins) 
• Writes BAS and Alternatives 
• Develops study design 
• Develops RFP for Project 
• Oversees work of contractors 

FP Board 

Contractor 
• Implements study as designed by Project Team 
• Collects data with input from Project Team 
• QA/QC procedures reviewed by Project Team 
• Analyzes data  
• Produces reports for review by Project Team 
• Responds to Project Team, SAG, CMER, and ISPR comments 
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Ground Rules for Policy and CMER 
 
TFW Policy Committee 
Policy Committee members are self-selected by participating caucuses. Each caucus selects 
representatives to the Policy Committee and the Adaptive Management Program. Caucuses 
should be mindful of how their appointed representatives are perceived by other caucuses in light 
of the fact that the Adaptive Management Program is a collaborative effort. Each representative 
should demonstrate a genuine commitment to problem solving and mutual respect among all the 
caucuses. Since the Policy Committee is a collaborative forum, participation is dependent on 
adherence to the following ground rules:  
 
A. Ground rules concerning expectations upon appointment as an Adaptive Management 
Program participant.  
 
1. Participants in the Adaptive Management Program bring with them the legitimate purposes 
and goals of their organizations.  
 
2. Participants recognize the legitimacy of the goals of others and assume that their own goals 
will also be respected. 
  
3. Participants agree that the purpose of the Adaptive Management Program is the effective 
implementation of the Forest Practices Act and rules in order to meet its four goals (see Part 1, 
Overview).  
 
4. Participants provide sufficient attention, staffing and other resources.  
 
5. Participants commit to address all aquatic resource management issues raised in the adaptive 
management process. 
B. Ground rules concerning participating in the Policy Committee and decision making.  
 
1. The Policy Committee table welcomes representatives from nine caucuses, their designated 
alternates and those in senior leadership positions with a participating federal, state agency, 
tribal, county, landowner or environmental organization.  
 
2. Decisions are made through consensus among the nine caucuses that make up the Policy 
Committee.  
 
3. At each decision point for the Policy Committee, each caucus is encouraged to bring a single 
view to the table from their representative, alternate and senior leaders who are participating 
within the Policy Committee on that issue.  
 
4. The Policy Committee will base consensus on one vote from each of the nine caucuses.  
 
5. It is the responsibility of each caucus to foster consensus among their caucus members.  
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6. Staff members, guests and visitors are encouraged to attend meetings as they choose, but defer 
to those at the Policy Committee table for discussion and decisions.  
 
C. Ground rules concerning participation in the Adaptive Management Program.  
 
1. Participants commit to search for opportunities to solve problems collaboratively. Participants 
acknowledge that solving problems or issues of other caucuses is more likely to lead to solutions 
for ones own problems and issues.  
 
2. Participants commit to listen carefully, ask questions to understand, and make statements to 
explain or educate.  
 
3. Participants state needs, problems and opportunities first and positions last, and avoid hidden 
agendas.  
 
4. If a caucus does not agree with statements or positions by other caucuses, participants offer 
reasons why and alternatives.  
 
5. Participants attempt to reach consensus on a proposal or other issue being considered in the 
Adaptive Management Program. Consensus means that each caucus can live with all parts of that 
proposal, and that all caucuses will accept implementation of all parts of that proposal. At a 
minimum, each participant allows its name being subscribed on consensus proposals being sent 
to the Board, and to refrain from taking actions opposing adoption of consensus proposals by the 
Board.  
 
6. Caucuses are polled on each proposal. Caucus positions on proposals reside with the 
governing bodies of each caucus’s representatives. Each caucus decides how it will govern itself 
in reaching caucus decisions.  
 
7. If the dispute resolution process concludes without consensus or a resolution satisfactory to 
each caucus, the issue or matter is released for consideration in other forums. If a participant 
chooses to resort to such other processes, it notifies the other participants before taking such 
action. 
D. Ground rules concerning relationships to outside parties and processes  
 
1. Participants avoid use of other processes such as legislation or litigation to resolve issues 
being considered in the Adaptive Management Program. If a participant believes it must resort to 
such other processes, it notifies the other participants before taking such action.  
 
2. A participant may leave the Adaptive Management Program after telling the other caucuses 
why.  
 
3. At the conclusion of an issue, participants attempt to agree on the message that will be given, 
and respect the resolution and implementing actions of the other participants.  
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4. No participant attributes suggestions, comments or ideas of another participant in 
communications with the news media or other non-participants. 
 
5. Each participant accepts the responsibility to keep friends and associates informed of the 
progress of the Adaptive Management Program.  
 
6. Caucuses are free to talk to the press, but they should not negotiate their positions in the press. 
Everyone is mindful of the effects their public and private statements will have on the climate of 
this effort. 
 
 
 
Cooperative Monitoring Evaluation and Research Committee (CMER) 
 
A. General CMER Ground Rules 
 
1. Each of the participants affirmed by the Board to CMER agree to these ground rules, which 
were developed collectively by CMER to ensure that CMER produces credible scientific results 
that have a broad base of support. These ground rules are specific to CMER and do not apply to 
any other portion of the Adaptive Management Program. 
 
2. CMER core values are predicated upon the agreement of each CMER participant 
that adaptive management is based upon sound science. It is the responsibility of 
every participant to follow sound scientific principles and procedures. 
 
3. Participants will also adhere to the purpose of the Adaptive Management Program: 
 . . . to provide science-based recommendations and technical information to assist the board in 
determining if and when it is necessary or advisable to adjust rules and guidance for aquatic 
resources to achieve resource goals and objectives. The goal of the program is to affect change 
when it is necessary or advisable to adjust rules and guidance to achieve the goals of the forests 
and fish report or other goals identified by the board. (WAC 222-12-045(1)). 
 
4. Individual Policy positions are not the basis for CMER decisions, otherwise the credibility of 
CMER research can be questioned, resulting in CMER having failed in its function of providing 
accountable results to the Adaptive Management Program. 
 
B. Specific CMER Ground Rules 
 
1. CMER participants will engage in actions that promote productive meetings and will 
encourage the active participation of each individual member. Examples of these actions are: 
a. Speak to educate, listen to understand. 
b. Pursue win/win solutions. 
c. State motivations and justifications clearly. Discuss issues openly with all concerns on the 
table. Avoid hidden agendas. 
d. Ensure that each individual has a chance to be heard. 
e. Help others move tangent issues to appropriate venues by scheduling a time to discuss these 
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issues later. 
f. Start and stop meetings on time. 
g. Take side conversations outside—listen respectfully. 
h. Define clear outcomes for each conversation and appoint a conversation manager. 
i. Be trusting and trustworthy. 
j. Acknowledge and appreciate the contributions of others, even when you 
disagree. 
 
2. CMER participants agree to spend the time in preparation for meetings so that their 
participation is both meaningful and relevant and to refrain from participation when they are 
unprepared. 
 
3. CMER participants agree to participate in the Adaptive Management Program’s scientific 
dispute resolution process when consensus cannot be reached and to make a good faith effort to 
resolve the dispute. 
 
4. CMER participants recognize that information and results are preliminary until the final report 
is approved by CMER. Products must be clearly labeled and presented as DRAFT until approved 
by CMER as a final product. 
 
5. At no time shall any potential contractor for a project be involved in the drafting of an RFP, 
RFQ or SOW or in the selection of a contractor for that specific project. 


