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Executive Summary 

 

Compass was hired to provide recommendations on how to improve the Washington State 

Adaptive Management Program’s prioritization process. Specifically, Compass was asked to apply 

Structured Decision Making (SDM) principles to prioritization decisions and recommend 

improvements to the process such that it is done transparently, consistently, and in service of 

overarching AMP goals.  

 

Section 1 of this report describes our (current) understanding of how prioritization within the 

AMP was designed to work. It focusses on relevant milestones in the history of the program, and 

the current status of the processes and systems that lead to the CMER Workplan and the Master 

Project Schedule. An overarching observation of this section is that, though there are challenges 

today, the AMP had strong beginnings and is grounded in effective principles of adaptive 

management and collaboration.    

 

Section 2 describes key observations based on our experience working with other large scale 

adaptive management programs and our foundational practice of SDM. Compass’ primary 

observations, elaborated on in the report are the following:  

• The current prioritization process lacks structure, transparency and accountability. 

• There is a workflow sequencing mismatch (between the respective cycles of the CMER 

workplan, the Master Project Schedule and legislative funding) 

• A lack of flexibility limits choices 

• Critical Questions and Targets are out of date or incomplete 

• How Policy direction (from the Board) and Scientific advice (from CMER) come together 

at Policy needs improved clarity 

 

Section 3 envisions and describes the features of an improved, future Master Project Schedule 

prioritization and CMER workplan development process. This section unpacks 3 essential features 

of the ideal MPS and prioritization process.  

• Feature 1:  The Scientific Basis (risk/uncertainty rankings, critical questions, Schedule L-

1) is updated and maintained. This feature details what is known and not known about each 

rule group and provides the scientific rationale for any further studies. 

• Feature 2:  Iterative Technical Work Planning (i.e., scoping, staging, integration of FPB 

priorities, etc.) results in: 

o Each Rule Group contains one or more Programs, each with one or more Projects. 

o Over the 10-year horizon some Programs are nearing completion (with planned 

future validation Projects). 

o Interdependencies between Projects and Programs. 

• Feature 3:  Alignment with AMP Goals is evaluated periodically by Policy. This feature 

allows the AMP to periodically reassess its relative priorities and the degree to which 

studies on various rule groups further those priorities. 
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Section 4 presents Compass’ recommendations. We outline four key suggestions and specific next 

steps for the program to strategically reset and ultimately shift towards a more effective, 

transparent prioritization process that directly supports overarching AMP goals. Compass’ 

recommendations, expanded on in section 4 are the following:  

• Recommendation 1: Re-set the Scientific Basis 

• Recommendation 2: Scope-out new Rule Group / Program Strategies 

• Recommendation 3: Develop a Prioritization Approach for an Evergreen MPS  

• Recommendation 4: Maintain Everything Transparently on the AMP online Dashboard 
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1 Context 
In November 2024, Compass was asked to support the Washington State Adaptive Management 

Program (AMP) to make improvements to their program and project prioritization process. 

Specifically, in January of each biennium, CMER delivers a Work Plan to TFW policy that is used 

to inform TFW Policy’s prioritization process and the refinement of the Master Project Schedule 

(MPS). Compass was asked to apply Structured Decision Making (SDM) principles to 

prioritization decisions and recommend improvements to the process such that it is done 

transparently, consistently, and in service of overarching AMP goals. These improvements will 

ultimately serve the program in deciding how to allocate available resources, adjust to budget 

shortfalls or other constraints, and to run a more effective adaptive management program.  

These improvements will also be useful in synchronizing the overall cycle of developing the 

CMER workplan, the Master Project Schedule, the Policy Annual Work Plan, and the AMP 

Implementation Schedule.  

 

This report begins with a brief background on the AMP to contextualize observations and 

recommendations. An over-arching observation of the history of the program is that the AMP 

began by doing many things right. There are strong analytical foundations and collective 

agreements for cooperation. If you are familiar with the program’s history, skip to section 1.3 (Our 

Approach).  

1.1 Background 

In 1974, the Forest Practices Act assigned the Forest Practices Board (FPB) the task of developing 

forest practices rules and regulations to cover private and state lands in Washington. The 

following decades saw timber companies, tribes, the state, and environmental groups competing in 

expensive lobbying efforts and contentious and fruitless legal cases throughout the 1970s and 

1980s. Recognizing this was ineffective for all involved, the 1987 Timber Fish and Wildlife 

Agreement was created to “put an end to the war in the woods with a cooperative science-based 

management approach that ensures a healthy timber industry while also protecting fish and 

wildlife” (TFW,1987). Importantly, the participants of TFW agreed that “the State of Washington 

needs a viable timber industry, and it needs to protect and enhance its fish, wildlife, water and 

cultural archeological resources. Further, they agreed that these needs are not mutually exclusive. 

They are compatible.” (TFW 1987).  

 

In the late 1990s, in response to the listing of several salmonid species under the Endangered 

Species Act (ESA) and associated unemployment of fishers, water quality concerns under the 

Clean Water Act (CWA) on over 660 streams, and a challenging regulatory environment for 

landowners, TFW participants and federal government representatives developed the Forest and 

Fish Report (FFR)—a comprehensive plan, based in adaptive management and negotiation, to 

develop forest practices rules that would be protective of aquatic species and ecosystems while 

maintaining a viable timber industry (Forests and Fish Report, 1999). This formalized adaptive 

management as a key tool for managing timber harvest in the State of Washington.  

Recognizing the inherent uncertainty associated with the original Forest Practices rules, today, the 

adaptive management program’s (AMP) role is to provide science-based recommendations to the 

FPB regarding whether and how to change forest practice rules. The AMP has two committees, 

The Cooperative Monitoring, Evaluation and Research Committee (CMER) whose role is to 

“advance the science needed to support adaptive management” (CMER Protocol and Standards 

Manual) and the TFW Policy committee who, relying on input from CMER, develops solutions to 
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issues that arise and makes policy recommendations to the Forest Practices Board (Board 

Manual). While participants on the committees represent 9 different caucuses, the program is 

structured around providing consensus-based recommendations to the FPB, continuing the spirit 

of collaboration set forth in the original TFW agreement (Figure 1). 

 

 
Figure 1: Visual representation of the AMP structure from the 2013 FPB Manual 

 

 

There are several important features of the AMP that provide the foundation for developing an 

improved approach to prioritization. 

1.1.1 Defined Goals 

The AMP has 4 over-arching goals which originated in the FFR. These are to: 

1) provide compliance with the federal Endangered Species act for aquatic and riparian 

dependent species on non-federal forest lands.  

2) Restore and maintain riparian habitat on non-federal lands to support a harvestable supply 

of fish.  

3) Meet the requirements of the federal Clean Water Act for water quality on non-federal 

forest lands.  

4) Keep the timber industry economically viable in the State of Washington (Forest Practices 

Board Manual, 2013).  

 

Beneath these goals Schedule L-1 structures Resource Objectives, consisting of Functional 

Objectives and Performance Targets, intended to more fully define and track progress toward 
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success in meeting the over-arching goals.1 It is assumed that in meeting performance targets, 

resource objectives and overall program goals will be met. (More on targets and the status of 

Schedule L-1 below). 

1.1.2 Comprehensive Monitoring Design Approach 

In addition to structured goals and targets, the AMP’s described approach to monitoring, data 

collection and analysis is based in strong adaptive management principles. In the early 2000s, a 

Monitoring and Design Team (MDT), commissioned by the policy committee, developed a 

monitoring approach for the program. The MDT report describes a “conceptual framework for a 

coordinated monitoring plan” and represents a “collective vision for how an effective monitoring 

plan could be structured” (MDT report, 2006). Central the MDT’s proposed framework are 

multiple and interrelated monitoring types, each of which is necessary for effective adaptive 

management. These are Compliance Monitoring (i.e., are management rules being followed?), 

Effectiveness Monitoring (i.e., are performance targets achieved?) and Validation Monitoring 

(i.e., are expected biotic responses achieved when targets are met?). As indicated in figure 2b) 

below, Effectiveness monitoring should track both the effectiveness of prescriptions (prescription 

monitoring) as well as the current and anticipated future status of key indicators across the state 

(extensive monitoring) (MDT, 2006). Importantly, the MDT report proposes an integrated 

monitoring approach involving each of these monitoring types to support management decisions. 

The MDT also describes guiding principles for monitoring. Key principles include that monitoring 

must:  

• aim to determine cause and effect relationships between forest practices and input 

processes; it should also aim to determine cumulative effects of all forest practices; 

• provide stakeholders with information about how prescriptions are working statewide; 

• provide clear linkages between compliance, effectiveness and validation monitoring; 

• test both more and less conservative alternatives (MDT, 2006). 

 

When Compass was first brought on to support Policy with an SDM case study, we developed 

Figure 2a as a representation of how we understood the program was designed to function. We 

subsequently found the more complex visual (figure 2b) developed by the MDT which lays out 

intended functioning in more detail. Both visuals represent the following: Rules are written and 

implemented with the goal of achieving functional objectives and performance targets. Studies are 

then designed to test whether the rules are achieving the targets and objectives (effectiveness 

monitoring) and to validate the assumptions underlying the targets i.e. are the expected responses 

achieved? (validation monitoring). Studies should inform any changes to targets and objectives as 

well as changes to FP Rules.  

 

Overall, the integrated framework proposed by the MDT is aligned with principles of effective 

adaptive management and represents a strong basis for the program’s monitoring activities. 

However, whereas the program began in agreement with these principles of effective monitoring, 

today there are disagreements as to what is necessary for decision making.  

 

 

 

 

 
1 Notably, there are no objectives and targets for the 4th goal regarding the timber industry. 
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Figure 2: Intended AMP Design and Function. 2a) Compass Representation. 2b) MDT 

Representation. 

 

1.1.3 Independent Science Review 

Having independent science review is another important foundation of adaptive management 

programs. The AMP is designed to have multiple mechanisms to ensure regular and 

comprehensive scientific review.  

 

One key mechanism is the ability for CMER to establish Scientific Advisory Groups (SAGs) to 

“design and implement research and monitoring programs within specific areas of expertise.” 

(CMER Protocols and Standards Manual). CMER recommends types of expertise desired on a 

SAG and all caucuses may appoint representatives. SAG participants are “scientists and 

practitioners qualified in the scientific discipline that the SAG is intended to address.” (CMER 

Protocols and Standards Manual). Several SAGs have been established over the years and this 

appears to be a form of science review and input that is functioning generally as intended.  

 

A second mechanism for review is the broadscale periodic review that was envisioned in the AMP 

to occur every 5 years. Under WAC 222-12-045, the program is required to complete a peer 

review of all of CMER’s work as well as “other available, relevant data, including 

recommendations from the CMER staff”. This is an important mechanism for reviewing CMER 

work and keeping the AMP current. However, as noted by the State Auditor, this review has only 

been complete once in 2009 (Washington State Auditor, 2021) 

 

The review in 2009 was completed by Stillwater Sciences and resulted in many valuable 

recommendations. For example, the review recommends “tak[ing] a fresh look at the “Critical 

Questions” by rule group in the CMER workplan” and “creat[ing] a master plan for each of the 

key questions” (Stillwater Sciences, 2009). Notably, it also recommends “expand[ing] extensive 

monitoring and embrac[ing] the need for natural as well as managed sites” emphasizing a return 

to the key questions described in the Schedule L1. (i.e., “will the rules produce forest conditions 

and processes that achieve resource objectives as measured by the performance targets, while 

taking into account the natural spatial and temporal variability inherent in forest ecosystems?”) 
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Given the value of the review and recommendations, it seems clear that the program should ensure 

the 5-year review is completed consistently. It is unclear to us to what degree these 

recommendations were carried forward and whether there an accountability mechanism to ensure 

recommendations are considered. It is also unclear why the required science review has not been 

repeated.  

 

1.1.4 Performance Targets 

As mentioned above, performance targets were intended to be precise measures of program 

success. Program performance targets were originally proposed in the Schedule L1 (SL-1) of the 

Forests and Fish Report (1999) and generally aim to quantify the resource objectives the program 

is seeking to achieve. For example, where the objective for water temperature is to “provide cool 

water by maintaining shade, groundwater temperature, flow, and other watershed processes 

controlling stream temperature”, the performance target for stream temperature is to meet the 

water quality standards under the CWA. 

  

Currently, many SL-1 targets remain incomplete. There are efforts underway to address this. A 

dedicated CMER workgroup has reviewed current performance targets, identified and prioritized 

targets in need of updating, and suggested targets for which Subject Matter Expert (SME) groups 

should be formed. Recommendations from SME groups on priority targets are expected by the end 

of June 2025. While each step of the process to update the performance targets has been agreed to 

by consensus, push back is expected on the SME recommendations.  

 

Box 1: Some Perspective on the Trouble with Performance Targets 

 

While we understand the intention behind pursuing performance targets to ultimately support 

regulatory compliance, we note the widespread challenges of attempting to develop targets in 

the context of non-point source impacts with high levels of uncertainty. Here in the context of 

the AMP, as recognized in both the original MDT report and the SL-1 itself, natural spatial and 

temporal variability and inherent uncertainty make specific performance targets inappropriate in 

many cases and it is understood that “performance targets are not attainable in all places, even 

under natural conditions” (Schedule L-1, 1999). 

 

In these contexts, it’s important to understand that “the act of setting quantitative targets is itself 

a decision and should be based on a good understanding of objectives, alternatives and the 

consequences associated with different targets” (Gregory et al., 2012). In other words, whether a 

target is acceptable should depend on what alternative targets could be and the trade-offs across 

them. Further, targets that refer to “desired minimum levels of achievement” often constrain 

actions that do not meet them and embed values-based trade-offs from the get-go (Gregory et 

al., 2012).  

 

Given these challenges, in circumstances where targets or existing regulatory standards are 

highly uncertain and disputed, the approach to developing performance measures to support 

collaborative decision making in an SDM context often express the evaluation as a ‘probability 

associated with meeting the metric, or multiple metrics’. 
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1.2 CMER Work Plan and the Master Project Schedule 

 

This section briefly describes the CMER workplan and the Master Project Schedule, what they 

are, how they serve the program, and some of the history of how they were developed.   

1.2.1 CMER Work Plan 

Early on, CMER developed an initial workplan to answer key questions and reduce uncertainties 

associated with the original forest practice rules. Research and monitoring needs were structured 

into Rule Groups (Table 1). “A rule group is a set of forest practices rules relating either to a 

particular resource… or to a particular type of forest practice” (CMER workplan).  

 

Table 1:  Description of the Rule Groups (CMER Work Plan) 

 

For each Rule Group, CMER identified a set of related critical questions to be answered and 

designed programs consisting of one or more projects to answer them. Together, programs and 

projects constitute integrated and coordinated strategies for reducing uncertainties associated with 

the critical questions for each rule group. (CMER Work Plan).  

 

At the inception of the program, and true to today, resource constraints limit the number of 

projects that can be pursued concurrently. Therefore, in 2002, CMER members provided an initial 

ranking of programs to guide what the program should study first. For example, ranking of 

effectiveness and validation monitoring programs was based on 2 key questions:  

1) “How certain are we of the science and/or assumptions underlying the rule? 

2) How much risk is there to aquatic resources if the science or assumptions 

underlying the rule are incorrect?” (CMER Work Plan) 
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Generally speaking, the setting of monitoring priorities based on expert judgements of scientific 

uncertainty and risk to resources is an effective approach and important ingredient into the 

prioritization process. As we understand it, the initial critical questions and rankings formed the 

basis of CMER’s Work Plan at the time, and remain the basis today. While CMER lightly adjusts 

and edits the workplan each biennium, prior to handing it off to Policy for approval, it has never, 

to our understanding, been meaningfully refreshed.  

 

Finally, the CMER Work Plan includes a biennium summary budget for current projects. We 

assume that costing for each Project and Program is estimated out for the full duration of each 

Rule Group strategy and feeds into a ~10-year outlook within the MPS. 

1.2.2 Master Project Schedule 

In response to the threat of a lawsuit, in 2012 a settlement was reached that had implications for 

the CMER workplan. The settlement included a project work schedule (Master Project Schedule, 

MPS) which emphasized projects related to meeting Clean Water Act standards (CMER 

Workplan). The MPS itself is a budget of all expected program expenditures looking out a decade. 

This includes all CMER projects as well as other AMP costs (e.g. administrative costs). 

Ultimately, developing and adjusting the MPS is where prioritization decisions occur.  

 

The MPS is updated each biennium to adjust for funding constraints and opportunities as well as 

emerging priorities. When deciding how to allocate available resources, Policy must consider 

FPB/public priorities, budget fluctuations and “other factors associated with meeting milestones in 

accordance with the FP HCP and/or Clean Water Act (CWA) assurances” (CMER Workplan). 

The MPS can be changed by consensus at Policy and is approved annually by the Board.  

 

Figure 3 shows a snapshot of the MPS circa March 2025. At present, ~ 45% of program funding is 

allocated for FPB tasks and overall program delivery (which includes funding for CMER staff 

scientists and DNR project managers, Independent Science Review, and other elements critical to 

delivering the program) and ~55% is available for targeted research and monitoring projects2.  

 

 

 
2 There are additional program expenditures that include participation grants among other items. 
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Figure 3: MPS circa March 2025 

 

Broadly, the division of roles and responsibilities between CMER and Policy in the development 

of the workplan and MPS are appropriate. The structure aims to ensure that prioritization is 

informed by science and by policy-level discussion. The system also accounts for the need to 

make adjustments regularly. Broadly, these features are good, though we have thoughts on how to 

improve them below. 

1.2.3 Milestone Recap 

In summary, the AMP has deep foundations and a long history. There are several significant 

milestones within the program’s development including several external reviews of the program. 

We have reviewed most of these and largely agree with much of what has been observed and 

suggested. Figure 4 is a general timeline of important milestones, commonly referenced by AMP 

participants.  
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Figure 4:  Timeline of Key Milestones 

 

1.3 Our Approach 

 

We began by reviewing both the history and current functioning of the AMP with a deep dive into 

foundational documents such as the latest CMER workplan, Forest Practices Board Manual, and 

the Monitoring and Design Team Report. We then interviewed CMER and Policy members and 

co-chairs, as well as program staff to better understand the programs’ current prioritization 

process, any challenges associated with it, and where there could be opportunities to improve.  

 

Drawing on our SDM expertise and our 

experience with other large-scale adaptive 

management programs, we then reflected on the 

AMP’s prioritization process and work planning 

more broadly.  

 

We compiled some observations about the current 

process: What’s working today? What’s not 

working?  

 

Then we envisioned an ideal future: How should 

the process work? What would be ideal?  

 

Finally, we thought pragmatically about how the AMP could get from where it is today, to the 

ideal future we envisioned. We brought our initial reflections and ideas for the ideal future to 

Policy in March 2025 for feedback. 

 

This report documents Compass’ observations, identifies key features of a future, ideal 

prioritization process, and recommends specific actions for the program to implement. 

 

  

Interview Questions: 

• What do you think about the current process? 

(How) Should it be improved? 

• Does the current prioritization process lead to 

completed studies that support decision 

making and program goals? 

• What criteria do you think should be used to 

rank Programs at the Policy Level?  

• Can the workflow be improved?  

• Are rule group critical questions updated to 

reflect contemporary contexts? 
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2 Observations 
As described above, the AMP originated with a strong collaborative intent, fairly clear objectives, 

and an effective monitoring approach. Program priorities were set based on the judgements of 

uncertainty and risk to resources as well as the need for meeting regulatory requirements across 

the state. As mentioned above, this is a reasonable approach that initially, set the program up well 

for effective adaptive management.  

 

Over time, the structure of the AMP has been largely effective in keeping conflicts out of the 

courts and in a more collaborative forum. However, the program has been less successful in 

progressing its workplan in a timely way and making decisions about rule prescriptions. As per the 

State Auditor’s report (2021), due to a variety of factors including lack of trust, lack of 

accountability measures, and the requirement for unanimous voting, the program has struggled to 

make decisions and adaptively manage forest lands in the state of Washington. We broadly 

support the observations and suggestions of the Auditor’s report and suggest that many of them 

are relevant to improving the AMP’s prioritization process.  

 

Building on the Auditor’s report and drawing on the principles underlying Structured Decision 

Making, as well as our experience with other adaptive management programs, our observations 

about the program’s prioritization process are the following:  

2.1 The current prioritization process lacks structure, transparency and accountability 

Currently, there is no formal approach to support Policy Member’s deliberation and decision 

making regarding program priorities. This means priority setting is not necessarily or clearly done 

with a line of sight to the AMP goals. This creates a lack of transparency around how or why 

decisions are made. For example, it can be difficult, to understand and justify why certain projects 

are included in the MPS. This represents an accountability concern for the program and challenges 

the intent of a shared vision of success. There is a need for a transparent and subjective 

prioritization method that ties back to the AMP goals.  

2.2 There is a workflow sequencing mismatch 

The respective cycles of updating the CMER workplan, the Master Project Schedule and 

legislative funding are out of synch. The MPS is provisionally approved prior to the development 

of the updated CMER workplan. As a result, Policy cannot base budgetary decisions on scientific 

recommendations and CMER cannot contribute essential information to the process. We 

understand that Board approval of the MPS is also out of synch from legislative funding decisions.  

 

As we understand it, the current MPS at any given time can be viewed as a negotiated outcome 

among Policy members. Another current reality is that FPB emergent issues and priorities arise 

from time-to-time that must be accommodated, and potential budget uncertainties and shortfalls 

are a continual concern. 

 

These realities must be accommodated in the ongoing cycle of updating the CMER Work Plan and 

MPS. Viewing these documents as evergreen in nature should form part of the program design. 

2.3 A lack of flexibility limits choices 

Decisions about program priorities are often limited because much of the program budget is 

already accounted for. Almost half of program funds are needed for administrative costs and FPB 
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tasks (MPS, 2025). Moreover, most, if not all, projects have large budgets and require years to 

complete. Once a large program is initiated, funds are essentially “locked in” until the study is 

completed—making changes is therefore difficult due to sunk costs and the large commitment 

inherent in initiating and implementing a study. 

  

Choices are further limited by prior commitments (e.g., CWA assurances required by the 

Department of Ecology). Board priorities can also lock in certain kinds of projects (e.g. unstable 

slopes). All of these limitations are reasonable and expected within a program of this sort; 

however, they make it all the more important to effectively identify priorities and strategically 

select projects to advance. To support this, it is essential to re-fresh the state of the science and 

pre-scope programs to feed into a structured prioritization process. Each of these tasks would 

require a dedicated effort/team and a carefully considered approach.  

2.4 Critical Questions are out of date or incomplete 

Critical questions and uncertainties are at the core of the program’s adaptive management 

approach but have not been comprehensively updated since the program’s inception. Additionally, 

the 2002 ranking of projects based on level of uncertainty and risk to resources stand today as the 

research and monitoring priorities. This means the program’s workplan is more reflective of 20-

year-old needs than current day priorities.  

2.5 How Board direction and CMER advice come together needs improved clarity 

 

Since the prioritization process is 

unclear, it is difficult to understand 

and track how either Board direction 

or CMER advice are integrated to 

inform priorities. There is a particular 

need for improved processes for 

dialogue and information flow 

between CMER and Policy as part of 

a new prioritization process. 
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3 Vision of a Future Prioritized Evergreen MPS 
 

To develop our recommendations for how the program can prioritize more effectively, we 

envisioned an ideal future. We wondered, what would the ideal MPS look like and what elements 

and/or steps are needed to create and maintain it?  

 

This section sketches a hypothetical, future MPS, elaborates on its features, and identifies key 

elements of effective program functioning that support prioritization efforts as well as overall 

program effectiveness.  

 

Figure 5 provides a snapshot representation of an envisioned future MPS, and Table 1 elaborates 

on its key features: 

 

• Feature 1:  The Scientific Basis (critical questions, risk/uncertainty rankings, Schedule L-

1) is updated and maintained. This feature details what is known and not known about each 

rule group’s effectiveness and provides the scientific rationale for any further studies. To 

clarify, we understand the critical questions to be key, narrowly scoped science questions 

(e.g. What is the frequency and distribution of windthrow in forest buffers on Type N and 

F streams? (CMER Workplan)). Developing and assessing these is therefore a CMER 

responsibility. However, Policy must support this process by clearly articulating their 

overall priorities and decision needs and developing broader, overarching questions that 

guide program direction and directly link to forest practice rules. This division of roles and 

responsibilities is consistent with other large scale AM programs. 

• Feature 2:  Iterative Technical Work Planning (scoping, staging, integration of FPB 

priorities, etc.) results in: 

o Each Rule Group contains one or more Programs, each with one or more Projects. 

o Over the rolling 10-year horizon some Programs are nearing completion (with 

planned future validation Projects). 

o Interdependencies between Projects and Programs are developed. 

o Note: for the AMP to be grounded in SDM principles and practice, projects and 

programs should anticipate and include socio-economic analysis and the 

development of alternatives and performance measures either through the creation 

of workgroups or through contracted work.  

• Feature 3:  Alignment with AMP Goals is evaluated periodically by Policy. This feature 

allows the AMP to periodically reassess its relative priorities and the degree to which 

studies on various rule groups further those priorities. Policy must also consider the AMP 

Goals when developing guiding questions and providing ongoing direction to CMER in the 

Iterative Technical Work Planning process.  

 

In order for these features to leverage each other appropriately, continual iteration and clear 

communications in the CMER/Policy interface will be a key element of the process. Consider: 

• Depending on the pace of study completion, revisiting the assessment of risks and 

uncertainties every two to five years is consistent with other successful adaptive 
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management programs that we’ve worked with. This is a critical step to know when further 

study on a rule group or specific rule is no longer needed to support decisions. 

• Once the state of the science is clear for each rule group, scoping level workplans that (a) 

describe the core study approaches and what could reasonably be expected in terms of 

learning and inferential strength, and (b) provide general cost estimates, will support 

Policy to understand the value of proposed studies within each rule group. This step is 

largely aligned with CMER’s current process of study design and scoping, but better 

targets the current state of knowledge and decision needs related to the rule groups. These 

scoping level plans would be adjusted as necessary when the science basis is updated 

and/or studies are completed and reviewed. 

• In tandem with CMER updating the technical planning work, Policy’s review of alignment 

of each rule group with AMP goals and other current priorities provides the third 

dimension of what information Policy needs to logically and consistently prioritize studies 

across rule groups. 

Once these three pieces are in place, Policy has the ability to determine, given the available 

budget, what sequence of projects and programs will best address the dominant uncertainties, and 

best support the Program’s current priorities most expeditiously. But this will only work if the 

assumptions and current status are updated regularly.  
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 Figure 5: A Future Evergreen MPS – See Table 1 for a description of Key Features
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Table 2: Key Features of a Future MPS 

 

Feature 1 
 

The Scientific 

Basis is 

updated and 

maintained 

 

 

To support this, 

the 5-year 

science review 

required by 

WAC 222-12-

045 is regularly 

completed.  

 

A) CMER has updated the rankings to the 

original guiding questions about Risk and 

Uncertainty. (i.e., how certain are we of the 

science and/or assumptions underlying the 

harvest rule? And how much risk is there to 

aquatic resources if the science or assumptions 

underlying the rule are incorrect?)  

These rankings are also reviewed periodically to 

ensure they represent current understandings. 

 

B). The Critical Questions that describe the 

AMP’s understanding of the uncertainties and 

assumptions associated with harvest rules are 

fully and regularly updated and guide both the 

Risk/Uncertainty rankings (1A) and the 

development and prioritization of strategies. 

Critical questions should be management 

oriented, geared towards making decisions 

regarding forest practice rules. This is informed 

by both Influence Diagrams (1C) and the status 

of Schedule L-1 (1D). 

 

  

 

Update
d   

 

Program Title 
Overall 
R a n k in g  

Uncertainty Risk 

Mean Rank Mean Rank 

Effectiveness/Validation Programs 

Type N Buffer Characteristics, Integrity Function 1  4.4 1  3.9 1  

Eastside Type F Desired Future Range and Target 2  4.2 2  3.8 2  

Type N Amphibian Response 3  4.2 2  3.7 3  

Road Sub-Basin-Scale Effectiveness Monitoring 4  3.4 5  3.4 4  

Type F Statewide Prescription Monitoring 5  3.2 7  3.1 6  

Mass Wasting Effectiveness Monitoring 6  3.2 6  2.9 8  

Eastside (BTO) Temperature 7  3.0 9  3.2 5  

Wetlands Revegetation Effectiveness 8  3.5 4  2.7 11 

Road Prescription-Scale Effectiveness Monitoring 9  2.6 14 3.1 6  

Hardwood Conversion 10 3.0 8  2.6 12 

Wetlands Mitigation 11 2.8 11 2.7 10 

Fish Passage Effectiveness Monitoring 12 2.6 14 2.9 9  

Wildlife Program 13 2.9 10 2.4 14 

Wetland Management Zone Effectiveness Monitoring 14 2.8 12 2.5 13 

CMZ Effectiveness Monitoring 15 2.7 13 2.1 15 

Forest Chemicals 16 2.0 16 2.1 16 

Extensive Status and Trends Monitoring Programs 

Extensive Riparian Monitoring 1  3.5 2  3.5 1  

Extensive Mass Wasting Monitoring 2  3.7 1  2.9 3  

Extensive Fish Passage Monitoring 3  3.1 3  3.1 2  
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C). Conceptual Models are used to support 

assessment and prioritization of scientific needs.  

 

Conceptual models (similar to diagrams 

developed as part of ENREP case study) 

visualize pathways of effects between actions 

and outcomes and help unpack and support 

inferences.  

 

These diagrams help clarify what questions we 

need to answer such that we can better 

understand whether and how to adjust 

management actions to achieve desired 

outcomes.  

  
D). Updated Resource Objectives 

The current status of Schedule L-1 (functional 

objectives and performance targets) informs the 

development Critical Questions (1B) and the 

ranking of Risk/Uncertainty Rankings (1A). 
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Feature 2 
 

Iterative 

Technical 

Planning 

 

 

Each Rule 

Group has a 

complete and 

comprehensive 

strategy  

 

A). Rule Group Strategies scope out specific 

Programs and Projects needed to answer the 

Critical Questions within the Rule Group. 

 

Iterative technical planning between CMER, 

Policy and AMP Staff results in an MPS with: 

 

• 10-year time horizon 

• Cost estimates for all projects 

• Mixture of monitoring types 

• Staging over time 

 

Work planning takes into account the need for 

socio-economic analyses and alternative 

development. Necessary workgroups and/or 

consultants are formed/hired.  

 

B)  Interdependencies 

 

An important part of the strategy development 

process is to plan for opportunities to leverage 

projects in one Rule Group / Program to inform 

implementation of projects in other areas. 
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C). Strategies are revisited as needed given 

updated understandings of uncertainties and 

recommendations based on validation 

monitoring and the latest science.  
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Feature 3 
 

Alignment with 

AMP Goals is 

evaluated 

periodically 

 

A). AMP Goals guide prioritization. Once 

CMER, has determined the uncertainty and risk 

associated with the current FP rules and 

developed a strategic, prioritized workplan to 

address them, Policy, using the workplan as a 

starting point, considers which rule groups, 

programs and projects should be prioritized 

given the AMP goals. In simple form, Policy 

considers the following question: “given what 

we know from the scientific basis, to what 

degree will implementing each Rule Group / 

Program support the AMP in achieving its 

fundamental Goals?”  

 

B). Defined scales could be developed and used 

in a weighting exercise to support Policy in 

evaluating the relative priority among Rule 

Groups / Programs. 

 

 

 
 

B) CMER and Policy have effective 

deliberations in the interface zone to support 

informed, collaborative development of both the 

CMER Work Plan and the MPS.   

 

Since the prioritization process relies heavily on 

a sound scientific basis, CMER members are 

included in prioritization discussion to provide 

context and clarification as needed. Similarly, 

Policy input is sought at the early stages of 

CMER work planning to ensure study results 

will effectively inform Policy decision making. 
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4 Recommendations 
 

Like all landscape-scale natural resource management AM programs, the Timber Fish and 

Wildlife AMP is a complex socio-institutional system put in place to manage equally complex 

forest, aquatic and watershed ecosystems. Though well designed at the onset, over time, the 

system has become cumbersome, rigid, and overly tangled in alternative perspectives of past 

milestones and agreements. The result is that the current approach to MPS prioritization involves 

as much positional negotiation as it does analytical rigour. To move through challenges and 

apparent impasses, many of which have been identified time and again by previous reviewers 

(e.g., Stillwater Sciences, State Auditor), there is a need for a formal reset and reorganization.  

 

These recommendations aim to rekindle the original intent of the program including nurturing a 

collaborative process, building strong science, and continuing learning and improving program 

function, and ultimately forest management over time. Our recommendations leverage aspects of 

the solid foundation already in place. They lean on the existing committee structures, accumulated 

scientific knowledge, and institutional relationships. Existing challenges do not point toward a 

need for a dramatic ‘clean slate’ approach to renewal. Rather, there are solid parts of the system 

that will provide the stability necessary for a strategic re-set (creative destruction and 

reorganization) of the way the TFW AMP functions.  

 

Compass’ recommendations are the following:  

 

Recommendation 1: Re-set the Scientific Basis 

Coordinated by CMER, under the guidance of TFW Policy, and consistent with the requirements 

for Independent Science Review (WAC 222-12-045), tasks include: 

1. Re-set the Critical Questions for each Rule Group / Program 

a. Re-affirm the Rule Group / Program structure and definitions 

b. Update the Critical Questions with focus on what is needed for better 

understanding forest practice rule effectiveness in a way that accounts for natural 

variability.  

Re-setting the scientific basis requires Policy to be clear about the priority decisions facing the 

program and to articulate their information needs to CMER. It also requires CMER to develop 

critical science questions and to re-assess what is known currently relative to what needs to be 

known to support Policy’s needs. This re-set will require a dedicated, collaborative, structured 

effort involving both CMER and Policy groups.  

2. Re-set the Resource Objectives (Functional Objectives and Performance Targets) 

a. Update Schedule L-1, understanding that there will always be uncertainties and 

challenges with developing and setting targets. 

3. Re-set the Risk and Uncertainty rankings for each Ruleset / Program. Develop a rigorous 

and repeatable methodology. CMER members noted on review the importance of ensuring 
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CMER, Policy and Board members alike understand the distinction between technical and 

policy uncertainty. Here, we are speaking about technical uncertainty.  

 

Recommendation 2: Scope out new Rule Group / Program Strategies 

Coordinated by CMER, supported by AMP Staff: 

1. Update the strategies for an integrated set of monitoring projects (i.e., effectiveness 

monitoring, extensive, intensive, rule tools) as needed to address the updated Critical 

Questions. As noted by multiple CMER members, this will be a significant challenge for 

the program; e.g., designing and implementing large scale extensive monitoring programs 

will be a learning curve for many participants. [Identify linkages between studies and 

between critical questions. i.e. are there answers to some questions that will inform study 

design for others or, from a scientific perspective, which questions need to be answered 

first?] 

2. Given the primary AMP focus on understanding and improving the effectiveness of forest 

practice rules in meeting all four program goals, ensure that the scoping and strategy 

development process: 

a. Recognizes that the fastest way to test rule effectiveness is to test alternative 

treatments. 

b. Includes projects (or program linkages) necessary to understand the socio-economic 

consequences of alternative rule sets on the goal of maintaining a viable timber 

industry. 

Includes tasks to develop suitable SDM performance measures (e.g. ENREP case study) and forest 

practice alternatives? This may involve the development of designated workgroups.  

 

 

Recommendation 3: Develop a Prioritization Approach for an Evergreen MPS 

Coordinated by Policy, supported by AMP staff: 

1. Develop and document a procedure to guide how Rule Groups and Programs can be 

evaluated for their support of the four AMP goals. 

a. Relies on criteria and defined scales  

b. Integrates understanding of the Scientific Basis 

c. Responsive to emergent FPB priorities 

2. Develop a Transition Plan  

a. Recognizing that the development of an updated Science Basis, renewed Rule 

Group / Program Strategies, and prioritization reflecting AMP Goals is a large task, 

seek opportunities to transition from projects that are lower rated to higher rated 

(reflecting on the original rationale, sunk costs, etc.).  
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Recommendation 4: Maintain Everything Transparently on the AMP online Dashboard 

Coordinated by AMP Staff 

1. Ensure that the latest versions of the MPS, CMER Workplan and all supporting 

information pieces are shared and available on the program online dashboard. 

2. Update the AMP Guidelines as described in the Board Manual as needed to reflect the 

process changes as implemented. 
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