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Check In
What are you curious about regarding a Foothills Collaborative Working Group?

How it will direct 
actual work on the 

ground

We are looking 
forward working with 
other organizations 

for a common 
purpose

Will this impact 
the FS 

conclusions

How decision 
making will work 

in the group

How often will we 
meet?

What the group 
will be charged 

with doing

Structure, function & 
purpose.  Adequate 

representation



Speakers & Questions Asked
[in chat]

Susan Hansen & Nancy Fishering
Spruce Beetle Epidemic & Aspen Decline Management Response (SBEADMR) on Grand Mesa, 
Uncompahgre and Gunnison (GMUG) National Forest

SBEADMR Website: https://cfri.colostate.edu/projects/sbeadmr/

Susan spoke about information and 
Resources sharing.  So, what Resources 
were shared and how? Example please

Which group members 
represented/interfaced 

with the residential 
community and their 

interests?

Jesse Abrams 
Assistant Professor of Natural Resource Policy and Sustainability at the Warnell School of Forestry 
and Natural Resources and Savannah River Ecology Laboratory at the University of Georgia

You went through some of the key themes for 
successful collaboratives. Are there similar 

themes for common stumbling blocks?

Looking across all the collaboratives you've studied, what 
kinds of challenges are collaboratives particularly well suited 
for finding solutions for versus what challenges are beyond 

the reach of collaboratives and need a legislative or scientific 
solution

https://cfri.colostate.edu/projects/sbeadmr/


Breakout Discussions



ROOM 1

● Options for looking at small scale
● Opportunities to bring science into this
● Clear responsibility and expectations being very 

important to the success 
● Glad to hear the agency needs to be open to the 

process - USFS has to show up willing to learn/ 
listen

● Visa versa - people have to show up with a 
willingness to innovate and not just throw up 
stop-signs/ finding common ground 

● This approach, when designed successfully with 
monitoring built in allows for learning on both 
sides

● Start small and have some success to build upon
● A monitoring plan that is developed within the 

working group where scientists and community 
members are working together to agreeable terms of 
what works and is truly in rooted in science, but that 
also allows for flexibility and adaptive management 
techniques when warranted

● It is important that citizens have a role in determining 
what is important TO BE monitored, as well as 
opportunities to participate in collection if possible

What did you like about what you heard? What can we apply to a Foothills Working Group?



ROOM 2

● Have a common goal and not protect their own 
interests.

● Building relationships and trust
● Understanding everyone’s needs
● Can do attitude rather than no
● Understanding the stakeholders and who they 

represent
● Understanding roles and responsibilities
● Coming to table with an open mind

What did you like about what you heard? What can we apply to a Foothills Working Group?



ROOM 3

● Enjoyed Jesse’s presentation, good overview of 
how collaboration process should work.

● Like how process can be tailored to each 
individual collaborative. 

● Good to hear from people who had been through 
a collaborative process, been on the ground. 
(SBEADMR).  Good to hear how they made a 
diverse collaboration of stakeholders  work.  

● CO group gave a good list of concerns/ thing to 
consider for operations of a working group

● Jeff had a chance to attend the CO group annual 
meeting, appreciated the relationship building.

What did you like about what you heard? What can we apply to a Foothills Working Group?



ROOM 4

● Interesting to hear the different types of 
collaborative structures

● The Colorado group seemed to focus on a 
narrow set of objectives

● Encourages divergent stakeholders to find 
common ground

● Like the idea of limiting extremist viewpoints and 
isolating them

● Like the idea of limiting vetos (litigation)

● Are we gonna focus on forest mgmt in the foothills 
collaborative or are we gonna stay broad and include 
recreation, fuels, and other resources values

● Lots of opportunity to integrate all forest interests 
here

● Opportunities to consider and mitigate global 
warming/climate change impacts as we address 
forest health issues

What did you like about what you heard? What can we apply to a Foothills Working Group?



ROOM 5

● Great to see examples of successful formal 
working groups that we can use as an example.

● Communication loops from all perspectives
● Always really great to hear about direct dialogue 

between the public and the USFS, regardless of 
outcome

● Positive relationship building

● A formal working group may have a wider reach to a 
greater variety of stakeholders.

● A forum for representation from many perspectives--
government agencies, non-gov, outdoor enthusiasts, 
equestrian interests, ATV users, hikers. 

● A reminder to focus on the 90% of agreement 
instead of the 10% disagreement -- avoid the veto 
lever

● Communication beyond these meetings is important-
- emails, newsletters, to keep all stakeholders 
engaged throughout the process and not just at 
quarterly, monthly, etc. meetings.

What did you like about what you heard? What can we apply to a Foothills Working Group?



ROOM 6

● Covered many bases
● DIscussion of who represents the public, 

agreement with county rep serving a separate 
role from community member

● The notion of sidebars - plan doesn’t have specifics, role 
of WG is to define sidebars. Rather than sidebars 
defining WG, WG is defining sidebars.

● Collaborative projects need to be focused on specific 
issues that there is agreement on-- need agreement on 
the starting point of focus

● Hope FS is going back to ground 0 on above point, 
previous proposals were too broad/unspecific, too “we’ll 
do what makes sense”. Easier to agree on a specific 
issue and specific actions. 

● Such a large area - different forest structure and needs 
in each region and different stakeholders in each. How to 
make adaptive plan that is also specific. 

● Southern CHerokee NF has had a collab & NEPA 
process that includes about ½ forest, focus on white 
pine. Fairly broad in geographic scope, narrow on 
conditions it focuses on, with strong sideboards.

What did you like about what you heard? What can we apply to a Foothills Working Group?



ROOM 7

● Groups came together around a specific 
problem--not dealing with everything at once

● Groups saw value in the collaboration over the 
status quo

● People spent lots of time figuring out roles early 
on, got in the weeds

● Multiple access points for members of the public, 
multiple points of engagement makes it more 
accessible for different levels of interest and 
capacity to engage

● Different levels of detail in meetings - also  
makes it more accessible, less intimidating

● Flexibility to use different approaches/expertise to 
answer problems

● Focusing Foothills could create more incentive for 
participation in collaborative

● Patience--people learn how to collaborate during the 
collaborative process

● Good stuff to pull from on the website shared from 
GMUG

What did you like about what you heard? What can we apply to a Foothills Working Group?



What’s Next?
WORKING GROUP WORKSHOP

Purpose
Develop proposal  for a Working 
Group purpose and structure

Output
Proposal design to address important 
questions about the structure and 
purpose of the Working Group

Participant Expectations
5 2-hour (+?) virtual meetings 

● Subcommittee work to finalize proposal 
components

Dates: 
● Poll to pick best times 
● Initial meetings June/July
● Subcommittee time
● Reconvene to wrap Sept/Oct?

Action Steps
● Expect an email for POLL to select 

dates by 5/7
● Share output from this meeting
● TO VOLUNTEER EMAIL:

sm.fs.foothills@usda.gov

mailto:sm.fs.foothills@usda.gov


Check Out
Who or what are you appreciating from this meeting?

Our speakers and the 
opportunity to learn 

about their process in 
collaborations

Great information 
from presenters

Jesse Abrams sharing 
formulas for how projects 
get locked in horns and 

mired mud, but also 
solutions, ways forward 
that are grown together

Thanks all for inviting 
me to be here

Thanks to the 
community for 

still showing up!

I appreciated talking with and meeting 
new folks in my group. Also always 
really love to see Jennifer Ceska's 
smiling face even though we didn't 

speak directly tonight :-)

Appreciate all the 
new faces, as well as 

those who've been 
dedicated so far

It's always good to 
hear another 
perspective

I felt the speakers did an 
effective and comprehensive 
job of covering the primary 

issues in developing/ 
implementing such a WG

Thanks to the 
report out 

volunteers!

Appreciate 
hearing from 
the speakers

I appreciate that 
Stephanie has 

continued to be a 
leader in this 

process

Thanks to everyone 
taking the time this 

evening and the 
continued interest

The combination of 
the broad 

perspective of 
research and the in-
depth perspective of 

participants


