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Welcome and Introductions  

• Introductions 
• Meeting objectives 

o Identify stakeholder priorities and interests for inclusion in Partnership planning and 
activities 

o Inform stakeholders about monitoring plan development 
o Gather support and direction for monitoring plan development 
o Understand reporting needs for Rio Chama CFLRP and 2-3-2 Partnership activities 
o Emphasize the importance of cross-jurisdictional and especially private lands work for 

the 2-3-2 Partnership and Rio Chama CFLRP 
o Continue to develop ways to work together as a Partnership 

• 2-3-2 engagement and consensus 
o A conglaborative 

§ A team of teams = a conglomerate of collaboratives 
§ Working to promote healthy forests and watersheds 
§ In-line with shared stewardship 
§ Working across boundaries 
§ Acknowledges the deep history and sense of place in the landscape 

o The Executive Committee is developing a land acknowledgement 
o Ground rules 

§ We will use consensus-based decision making to ensure that any decision the 
group comes to is actively supported, or at least a decision everyone can live 
with 

§ Show respect for the personal integrity and values of all participants, in and 
outside of meetings 

§ Be hard on issues, but not on people; offer critique of ideas, not humans 
§ We can’t address issues if we aren’t aware of them. The 2-3-2 Partnership will 

provide multiple avenues (communication channels) for issues to be raised. 
§ Regard disagreements as problems to be solved, rather than battles to be won. 
§ Stay solution-oriented; follow statements of disagreement with suggested 

alternatives. 
§ Commit to search for opportunities and alternatives: the creativity of the group 

will often lead to the best solution. 
§ Listen with an open mind.  
§ Reflect: consider how our ideas may impact others. 
§ When considering blocking decisions, to discern if the resulting actions would be 

something that can be lived with despite some aspects being disagreeable to 
also only block when very foundational principles for the Collaborative’s work 
would be compromised. 

o When it comes to meetings we will… 
§ Abide by the Basic Rules of Collaboration (above). 
§ Come to meetings prepared and on time. 
§ Refrain from side conversations during the meeting. 
§ Voice your concerns during meetings and take the time to resolve those 

concerns. 



§ Monitor your participation and limit or expand your contributions as 
appropriate; no lectures. 

§ Seek consensus by seeking solutions that meet the needs of all participants, and 
recognize it may not always be possible. 

§ Respect the role of the facilitator or coordinator and their commitment to a fair, 
effective process, which will include: encouraging compliance with ground rules, 
serving as a confidential channel of communication for members and observers, 
and remaining neutral with respect to the outcome of the deliberations. 

o Together we are: 
§ Developing a strategy for identifying values and prioritizing projects across 

ownerships 
§ Establishing processes for co-management of public lands bridging 4 Forests in 2 

Regions across 2 States 
§ Engaging communities in project identification and treatment strategy 

development 
§ Advancing monitoring programs across values and ownerships 
§ Advancing treatment programs in key watersheds and around communities 
§ Drawing national attention to collaborative, landscape-scale partnerships 
§ Navigating the opportunities and challenges of securing the Rio Chama CFLRP at 

$3M/year for 10 years 
• New items for consideration 

o Aaron Kimple is transitioning from his role at Mountain Studies Institute (MSI) and 
coordinator of the 2-3-2 Partnership to the Southwest Ecological Restoration Institutes 
to build on coordination between each of the Institutes.  

§ Dana Guinn (MSI) and Eytan Krasilovsky (Forest Stewards Guild) will co-
coordinate the Partnership starting August 22nd, 2022.  

 
Status of USFS Work and Cross-Boundary Opportunities 

• Status of USFS work – Jeremy Marshall and Sandee Dingmann 
o A 15-year landscape restoration journey 

§ $30 million of 10 years of implementation funding and 5 years of post-
treatment monitoring funding. This is seed money to leverage for other efforts 
across the landscape. 

§ This is a transition year, and we are building some of the road ahead of us in 
terms of hiring staff and developing processes. 

o Current status of USFS work 
§ Received funds in June 2022, and it has been a little bit of a scramble to obligate 

funds in time.  
§ What we have accomplished so far this year: 

• 5 Year Challenge cost share agreement signed with Forest Stewards 
Guild and $600K obligated 

• Draft Onboarding Documents submitted to the Regional Office 
• Rock Creek field trip to review Rock Creek IRSC and Wood for Life 

project 
• 2-3-2 Meeting looking at the Santa Clara TFPA and watershed projects 

§ Projects planned in Colorado: 
• San Juan National Forest:  



o 8 Mile Mow 
o Big Branch Mow 
o Invasive weed inventory and treatment 
o Mariposa road improvements to access restoration treatments 

• Rio Grande National Forest: 
o Fox Creek Stewardship Project 
o Chama Basin UTV bridge for watershed protection 
o Invasive weed inventory for FY23 treatment 
o Trail Gulch Road Maintenance? 

§ Projects planned in New Mexico: 
• Santa Fe National Forest: 

o Rock Creek Stewardship Contract and Wood for Life Agreement 
o Mexican Spotted Owl Surveys for treatments 
o Common stand exams for Encino Vista project area 
o Arch surveys for outyear projects 
o FY23 Mechanical Fuels treatments 

• Carson National Forest 
o Integrated resource contract for invasive weed treatments 

§ Getting the work done 
• Cross-boundary opportunities 

o Where can we take a watershed approach to maximize 
investments? 

o Promoting work on non-federal lands 
o Knowing and understanding the positions of owners and 

managers on various jurisdictions 
o Working together towards a shared vision for forests and 

watersheds 
o Monitoring 

• Leveraging 
o Using the CLFN funds to accomplish work on private lands and 

to get grants for work 
o Leveraging will be the key to 2-3-2 success 

o The next 5 months: 
§ The agency has goals and objectives that they rely on the partnership for, and 

the partnership has goals and objectives they rely on the agency for. 
• USFS has reporting requirements attached to this money. 

§ The Rio Chama Project was awarded funding on April 18th, and at that point we 
started the 180-day onboarding cycle. 

• A draft narrative, funding plan, treatment plan and proposed boundary 
change went to Region 3 Regional Office on July 18th.  

• All documents are due to the Region 3 office by October 7th for the 
October 14th Washington Office deadline.  

o Our next deadline is September 15th, when the documents need 
to be ready to send to the Regional Office. 

§ CFLRP Annual Reports 



• The USFS must submit annual public reports to tell our story and report 
to Congress. This will be done with collaborative group writing to show 
and shine our project. 

• Annual reports are due in November/December of each year.  
o Need to show partner match contribution numbers, success 

stories and challenges.  
o This years’ report will only cover half of the year. 

• The report is a mixture of monies expended and acres treated and 
narrative questions regarding monitoring and economic benefits in our 
project. 

o Boundary adjustment from the original 2019 proposal: 
§ Added Santa Clara Pueblo TFPA and tribal lands to the project. 
§ Added Rio Grande National Forest watershed HUC 12 boundaries for a positive 

change of 37K acres to the original 3.7-million-acre project. 
§ Updated map: 

        
1 Updated Rio Chama CFLRP boundary 

o 10-year program of work 
§ The Forest Service has completed a draft of their workplan that is due in 

October. 
§ The workplan is tied to performance measures. 

• USFS is overperforming in these categories: 
o Timber volume 
o Hazardous fuels within WUI 
o Hazardous fuels outside of WUI 



o Prescribed fire, although the USFS is relying less on prescribed 
fire because 

o Timber volume 
• Underperforming in other categories: 

o Prescribed fire 
§ Burn windows are narrowing. 
§ New reality of prescribed fire in Northern New Mexico 

after the Calf Canyon/Hermits Peak Fires in the Spring 
of 2022. 

§ The USFS is shifting more effort to mechanical 
treatments because of the reasons listed above. 

§ Currently in a prescribed fire moratorium. 
o Wildlife habitat restoration 
o Stream and watershed restoration 

• September 15th workplan deadline (submit workplan to Regional Office) 
o Alignment of 2-3-2 projects with FS projects 

§ The Forest Service already has work planned out for the first years of the project 
but work for mid-years and out-years is more flexible to align with the priorities 
of the 2-3-2. 

• The sub-regions will be a good point of contact for outside partners to 
give their input into these out-year projects. 

• The 2-3-2 Executive Committee should talk about how to recruit more 
voices and perspectives into subregion presentations. 

• Cross-boundary opportunities – input from the group 
o The Forest Service has a head start on project work for this CFLRP. Cross-boundary 

projects will lag behind the Forest Service projects in the first few years. These are some 
of the cross-boundary projects that are already in the works across the 2-3-2 landscape: 

§ The Rio Grande Water Fund (RGWF) has work that is overlapping with the Rio 
Chama CFLRP. RGWF has a good partnership with Chama Peak Land Alliance 
(CPLA), who does work on private lands. 

§ Rio Grande National Forest has developed a list of potential projects that can be 
implemented across boundaries and with other agencies (Colorado State Forest 
Service, Bureau of Land Management, etc.) 

§ Wildfire Adapted Partnership (WAP) is seeing an increasing interest in fire 
mitigation on private lands in the Navajo Blanco Basin, where the Rio Chama 
CFLRP and Southwest Colorado CFLRP landscapes meet.  

• Many of these properties border federal lands, so work in this area 
presents big leveraging opportunities. 

• The Community Wildfire Defense Grants (CWDGs) present an 
opportunity for WAP to increase their work on private lands in 
Archuleta County. 

§ Gwen Kolb (U.S. Fish and Wildlife) is submitting proposals for private lands work 
in New Mexico. 

• Still seeing interest in prescribed fire on private lands, despite the 
recent issues with prescribed fire. 



§ Gordon West (Trollworks) is setting up a co-op structure at a local scale to 
increase the utilization of biomass. The idea is to grow this structure to the 
regional scale. 

 
Sub-region presentations 

• Sub-region presentations of top 3-5 focal areas/projects and associated values and assets for 
next ~3 years 

• Overview of sub-region process 
o Sub-regions are arbitrary divisions across the 2-3-2 landscape to focus work and 

resources into focal areas. 
o Why subregions and focal areas? 

§ Develop and contextualize place-based priorities within large landscapes. 
§ Elevate local values to the landscape scale during planning, management, and 

monitoring phases of projects. 
§ Identify and be positioned to take advantage of funding and leveraging 

opportunities. 
§ Develop focal areas and generate a catalogue of projects that address ecological 

and community needs. 
§ Capture stories from projects across the landscape. 

o 2-3-2 sub-regions 
§ Priority landscape: 2-3-2 Partnership Boundary, Rio Chama CFLRP 

o Sub-region geographies are flexible 
o Landscape-scale impacts of targeted actions are a priority of the 2-3-2 

so we want to avoid creating additional, confining boundaries 
§ Sub-region 1: NW 2-3-2 footprint; SJHFHP; SJNF and RGNF; SUIT; Colorado 
§ Sub-region 2: NE 2-3-2 footprint; RGNF and CNF; Colorado and New Mexico 
§ Sub-region 3: Central 2-3-2 footprint; SJCWP; SJNF, RGNF, CNF, SFN; Jicarilla; 

Colorado and New Mexico 
§ Sub-region 4: South 2-3-2 footprint; SFNF; Santa Clara, Ohkay Owingeh; New 

Mexico 



 
         2 Sub-regions of the 2-3-2 footprint 

o How did we get here? 
§ 2021 Processes 

• Summer 2021: sub-region leads host meeting 1 for stakeholders 
o Review of focal area concept and process 
o Introduce project planning 
o Identify missing voices 
o Assign interim work 

• Fall 2021: sub-region leads host meeting 2 for stakeholders 
o Develop and refine focal areas 
o Invite and integrate feedback 
o Goal was to refine and finalize sub-regions by November 2021 

§ Sub-region development and refinement has been paused at the 2-3-2 
Partnership scale due to capacity challenges 

o Where are we now?  
§ Initial phases of sub-region work complete 
§ Existing focal areas describe where stakeholders have identified values and 

assets in the 2-3-2 landscape 
§ Identified focal areas to play a key role in prioritizing projects in the 3.77-

million-acre Rio Chama CFLRP priority landscape 
• Align 2-3-2 focal area priorities with Rio Chama CFLR objectives 
• Cross-boundary opportunities 
• Design monitoring plan and activities around stakeholder priorities 



o Where are we headed?  
§ Reconvene sub-regions 
§ Upload projects and focal area work to the New Mexico Shared Stewardship 

Portal. Colorado can use this portal too!  
• Sub-region 1, presented by Dana Guinn 

o San Juan Headwaters Forest Health Partnership (SJHFHP) has been connecting and 
scaling processes for landscape-scale, cross-boundary planning since 2009. 

§ The annual mapping and planning meeting keeps everyone up to date about 
what is happening across the landscape. They keep an updated web map with 
completed and planned projects.  

§ SJHFHP has assessed watershed risk and created focus areas within their 
footprint.  

§ The 2-3-2 focal area development process has helped to formalize these priority 
areas.  

o Draft sub-region 1 focal areas: 
§ Chimney/San Juan (186,427 acres) 
§ Piedra/Martinez (113,649 acres) 
§ Williams/Plumtaw (231,169 acres) 
§ Jackson/West Fork (37,607 acres) 
§ East Fork (281,960 acres) 
§ Mill Creek/Blanco (271,460 acres) 

o Landscape-scale context 
§ There are several mechanisms for funding and resources in this sub-region, 

including: 
• 2 CFLRP’s (Rio Chama and Southwest Colorado) 
• Overlapping partnerships, including: 

o WAP 
o Upper San Juan Watershed Enhancement Partnership 
o 2-3-2 
o San Juan-Chama Watershed Partnership 

o Williams/Plumtaw 
§ Management that mimics natural disturbance in Pagosa Creek, completed in 

2021. 
o Ongoing monitoring 

§ The Plumtaw Fire burned in this area this Spring 
o Previous fuels management along the Fourmile Road slowed the fire 

and increased decision space for managers. 
§ The Pagosa community relies on water from this drainage. 
§ This is an important recreation area, which is vital for Pagosa’s economy.  

o Jackson/West Fork 
§ Jackson Mountain is a unique landscape near downtown Pagosa Springs, 

presenting opportunities to address the WUI. 
• Adjacent to private property 
• Opportunities to address WUI challenges 
• Borders the West Fork of the San Juan River 



§ There are active stewardship contracts on Jackson Mountain with additional 
opportunities in the future that will address wildlife, recreation, and vegetation 
concerns. 

§ Jackson Mountain has been used as a site for Community Science Bird 
Monitoring for several years. 

§ Adaptive Silviculture for Climate Change has established research sites on 
Jackson Mountain. 

o Mill Creek/Blanco 
§ SJHFHP and SJCWP both care deeply about this landscape 
§ Critically important that we take care of this upper watershed 

• Sub-region 2, presented by Michael Tooley and Adam Moore 
o The upper Rio Grande Subregion provides critical clean water into the Rio Grande River, 

serving over 6 million people. It all starts at the headwaters. 
o Focal areas identified so far: 

§ Alamosa Canyon 
§ Jacobs Reservoir 
§ La Jara 
§ Osier 

o On-going projects 
§ Hot Creek/Piedrosa Prescribed Fire Project 

• 5,440-acre project area containing the 1,855-acre Hot Creek Research 
Natural Area (RNA). 

• Hot Creek RNA is significant because it contains outstanding examples 
of the Pinus ponderosa/Festuca arizonica, and Pinus 
ponderosa/Muhlenbergia montana plant associations.  

• Typically not allowed to burn in RNAs, but the management plan calls 
for prescribed fire as a maintenance tool. 

• Project has extensive monitoring on local flammulated owl population 
and common stand exam and Brown’s transects to assess fuel loading 
and fire effects. 

• Area is also adjacent to WUI and will provide some hazardous fuels 
reduction. 

• Waiting for the prescribed fire pause to be lifted and finding a good 
burn window to begin implementation. 

§ Bighorn/Stateline Prescribed Fire Project 
• Cross-boundary project (forest, state, region) between the Rio Grande 

National Forest and Carson National Forest. 
• Project area is 3,537 acres with 410 acres on Carson National Forest. 
• Stands were thinned with chainsaws and slash units burned to improve 

stand health and provide treatment adjacent to WUI. 
• Project has been an excellent example of successful cross-boundary 

coordination with information, logistical, and resource sharing. 
• 765 acres of prescribed burning is available when the prescribed burn 

pause is lifted and we get appropriate burn conditions. 
o Future projects 

§ Alamosa Canyon 
• Good example of partner-driven focus on future treatment 



• Opportunity for communities that haven’t received a lot of attention 
but have residents already doing some work. 

• Alamosa River corridor still recovering from Summitville mine spill and 
project objectives will help increase water quality and protect 
watershed function.  

• Will be partnering with Colorado State Forest Service using Good 
Neighbor Agreements to implement treatments.  

• Need more input from the public and NGO’s 
o Deep Dive: Trail Gulch Project 

§ Background 
• In 1879 the Osier Mountain fire burnd about 26,000 acres in Colorado 

and a similar area in New Mexico. The fire was assumed to have been 
started by the railroad. 

• Several watershed projects were developed from the 1950’s-1960’s to 
remedy damage caused by the fire. These included plowing and 
seeding, contour furrows and rock check dams, shrub seeding and tree 
planting, fencing and cattleguards, road drainage, and corral 
construction to reduce the trailing of sheep across the area. 

• A rehabilitation study in 1964 lead to additional contour furrowing and 
planting of lodgepole pine and Engelmann spruce, with some 2,500 
acres eventually being planted. 

§ Details 
• Today, the primary threats to the watersheds are related to forest 

health issues, including chronic western spruce budworm mortality, 
stand density, aspen dieback, fuels build-up, and hazardous fuels in 
WUI. 

• 53,000-acre analysis area with potential for 13,000 acres of various 
strategic treatments. 

• Sub-region 3, presented by Caleb Stotts 
o Sub-region 3 received funding for the development of focal areas, so they tend to lead 

the effort on sub-region development and planning.  
o The San Juan-Chama Watershed Partnership created an Areas Atlas: 

§ Land use/history 
§ Water users 
§ Land ownership 
§ Watershed and/or stream information 
§ Known watershed projects 
§ Existing plans 
§ Discussion on threats 
§ Potential actions 
§ Maps include: 

• Location 
• Vegetation 
• Threat of severe wildfire 
• Threat of postfire erosion 
• Treatment opportunities 



o Developed the New Mexico Shared Stewardship Portal to track projects across the 
landscape. 

o San Juan – Chama Project Source Watersheds (focal area) 
§ Water is diverted across the continental divide from the source watersheds to 

the Rio Chama. 
• This diversion provides 75-90% of Albuquerque’s water and much of 

Santa Fe’s water. 
• This is also the primary water source for many rural communities in 

Northern New Mexico. 
• Water is stored in Heron and El Vado Reservoirs. 

§ About ½ of the area is private, ½ is Forest Service. 
§ The watershed is at high risk of severe wildfire and erosion. 

o Upper Chama Watershed (focal area) 
§ Drains into Heron Reservoir. 

o Rio Brazos Watershed (focal area) 
§ Drains into El Vado Reservoir. 

o San Juan – Chama Watershed Partnership has avoided prioritizing focal areas because 
they are all priorities to different individuals and communities. The SJCWP focal areas 
are: 

§ San Juan-Chama Project Source Watersheds 
§ Upper Chama Watershed 
§ Navajo River/Amargo Canyon 
§ Rio de Los Pinos 
§ Brazos Fire Department 
§ Rio Brazos Watershed 
§ Rio Tusas/Rio San Antonio 
§ Cebolla, Nutrias, Canjilon 
§ El Rito, Ojo Caliente, Vallecitos, La Madera 
§ Middle Chama 
§ Rio Gallina 
§ Encino Vista 

o Chama Peak Land Alliance DOES prioritize focal areas. The top three are those described 
above: (San Juan-Chama Project Source Watersheds, Upper Rio Chama, Rio Brazos 
Watersheds). 

§ Across these three focal areas, there are 283,279 acres of dry and mesic forest 
treatment opportunities and 85,044 additional treatment acres that may be 
needed to create resilient watershed conditions. 

o Cebolla, Nutrias, Canjilon (focal área) 
§ This is the source of cross-boundary success stories in the region. 
§ More than 15,000 acres have been treated. 

• Sub-region 4, presented by Eytan Krasilovsky 
o Participation has been varied, so we are likely missing valuable perspectives. 
o Overview: 

§ Boundary connects to the Jemez CFLRP that is winding down (in post-
implementation monitoring phase). 

§ Mostly federal lands. 
o Encino Vista (focal area) 

§ Mesa Escoba Thinning NEPA 



§ Sale prep: 
• Martinez 
• Cerro del Grant 
• Mesa Medio 1 and 2 

§ Mesa Alta (private) 
§ Cordovas Springs (private) 
§ Rancho del Ojo Pile Burn (AHAL private, completed) 

o Rio Gallina (focal área) 
o Chapparal (focal área) 

§ Rock Creek Timber Sale 
§ Tusas West Piles Rx 
§ Joaquin North Rx 
§ Tusas and Tusas West (broadcast) Rxs 
§ There are some private inholdings in this area but coordinated work has not 

taken place yet. 
o Santa Clara Pueblo TFPA/CFLRP 

§ Ongoing fuels work after several high severity fires over the last few decades. 
 

Monitoring plan draft overview 

• What is monitoring?  
o “repeated field-based empirical measurements are collected continuously and then 

analyzed for at least 10 years.” (Lidenmayer and Likens 2010) 
o Driven by science and experts on the subject-matter. 
o Two components of the monitoring plan: 

§ Ecological 
• Does the system match the 2-3-2 desired conditions? 

§ Social and economic (socioeconomic) 
• How are the stakeholders engaging with the 2-3-2? 
• How are project investments affecting local communities? 

o This monitoring plan is for the 2-3-2 but is being pushed forward by the Rio Chama 
CFLRP. 

§ It is being designed to be expanded across the entire 2-3-2 landscape with the 
focus on all-lands. 

o Learning from other CFLRPs: 
§ Schultz, Coehlo and Beam 2014: “Without adequate monitoring, the ability to 

understand the impacts of restoration activities on ecosystem integrity and 
sustainability is severely limited.” 

§ “Monitoring is key part of implementation for which stakeholders can directly 
participate.” 

• Timeline of the 2-3-2 monitoring plan: 
o 2018-2019: CFLRP proposal was developed by the Forest Service, the 2-3-2 and other 

partners. 
o Formation of the Technology, Research, Assessment, and Monitoring Committee 

(TRAM). 



o 2022: Rio Chama CFLRP funded. 
o Latest efforts include: 

§ Speaking with experts at various universities and colleges, as well as the Forest 
Service and non-profits across the region. 

§ Exploring tools to use for project implementation and monitoring. 
o Moving forward: 

§ Present draft to TRAM and the Executive Committee and collect feedback from 
the 2-3-2.  

§ Then, present a draft monitoring plan to the Forest Service. 
§ Present a collaborative survey to the 2-3-2 as part of the socioeconomic 

monitoring (be on the lookout for this survey in early 2023). 
§ Review, refine and pilot monitoring tools and actions. 

o This is an ongoing process, where stakeholders can engage at any point.  
• Expectations for this process: 

o Strive to be open, inclusive, and engage partners throughout the process. 
o A plan of this scale and scope will be challenging. This plan will need annual evaluation 

and adjustments to continuously improve it. 
o With a large and diverse landscape and many partners with varying interests, not 

everything will be able to be included in the monitoring plan, this monitoring process 
will need to understand the collective priority of different goals and objectives and be 
flexible to account for variable funding levels. 

o The plan reaches its full value for the collaborative effort when it informs adaptive 
management and strengthens collaboration. 

• Our approach: 

 
o If you are interested in participating in the ongoing development of the monitoring plan, 

join the TRAM Committee! 
• Project goals: guide treatments and monitoring plan. 

o Socioeconomic: 
§ Enhance economic sustainability. 
§ Increase the number and/or diversity of wood products that can be processed 

locally. 
§ Increase economic utilization of restoration byproducts. 
§ Improve quality of life. 
§ Support local jobs and increase labor income. 
§ Build on partnerships and collaboration. 

o Ecological: 



§ Reduce the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire. 
§ Restore natural fire regimes. 
§ Increase ecological integrity. 
§ Increase forest diversity and old growth characteristics. 
§ Improve fish and wildlife habitat and connectivity. 
§ Conserve critical habitat to help recover threatened and endangered species. 
§ Improve water quality and watershed function. 
§ Mitigate climate change impacts. 
§ Prevent, remediate, or control invasions of exotic species. 

• Desired conditions (guideposts) 
o Find the common ground among the 2-3-2. 
o The desired conditions are not yet defined, which is a key next step to developing the 

monitoring plan. 
§ Please provide your input on desired conditions using this online survey. 

o Desired conditions need to be direct yet descriptive. 
• Heads up: Collaborative Survey coming around the New Year. 

o Essential for baseline data. 
o New processes for collecting collaborative info – from WO – aligned with existing 

collaborative survey. 
o Need input from everyone in the room when it rolls out later this year or early next 

year. 
o Additionally: contractors should expect jobs and labor income and wood 

processing/utilization surveys. 
o Who else are we missing? Please let us know! 


