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ABSTRACT

ALL-LANDS MANAGEMENT: CONVENING COMMUNITIES AND THEIR
LANDS AROUND FIRE MANAGEMENT

Jodie Pixley

Broadly definedAll -lands Management (ALM) is a land management approach
involving collaborative, scieneleased ecosystem restoration at the landscape scale,
across ownership and jurisdictional boundaries. My research investigates collaborative
groups working to reduceildfire risk by applying ALM. Fire risk in the Pacific West
(California and Oregon) is increasing in severity and extent due to fire suppression and is
exacerbated by the effects of drougiimate changeand expandingesidential
developmentFor decads federal, state, and local entities have expresateed to
work collaboratively, across boundaries and ownerships to reintroduce fire back onto the
landscape to restore forest resiliency. This research reveals barriers that prevent broader
ALM utilization, framing the implementation difficulties as bureaucratic rigidity
problems. Ultimately, the goal of my research iseeeal thecapacitieof the cases this
study is basethatenableALM .

| conducted irdepth interviews, participant observation, and document analysis
with two case studies: the Western Klamath Restoration Partnership (WKRP) and the
Ashland Forest Resiliency Stewardship Project (AFR). The cases demonstrate how ALM
is being inplemented in different contexts, as well as existing social, economic, and

political barriers to its effective implementation. Both cases have employed principles of
i



the 2010 National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Stratégyfollowing these
principles both groups aim to shift out ofudl suppression model of fire management
into amoreresilierce basednodel Both have faced a plethora of challenges, but have

problemsolved differently. | explore the ways the two cases developed strategies to

enhare their capacities for ALM.
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CHAPTER |. INTRODUCTON

Fire exclusion in mixed conifer, firadapted forests of the Pacific West has
increased fuel accumulations and wildland fire severity (North et al. 2012). Fronic2000
2015, nationafire statistics show a dramatic spike in wildfire acres burned and
manageent costs (NIFC 2015)-orest policy is adjusting to address these problems by
shifting from a model of fire suppressitmat sought to eliminate wildfir® an approach
thatrecognizes wildfire as a natural process and seeks to mimmage forresilienceto
wildfire. Forests resilient to wildland firgre adapted to perturbation through wildfured
retaintheir fundamental structure and functi@umming et al. 2013A resiliencebased
approach to management of foredidfires( her eaf t er , fatteepsiol i ence 1
redefine our riationship towildfire from one of exclusion to one of living with fire and
reducing its negative socioeconomic and ecological imga&® A 2015)

To achieve a forest resilience model, Tom Vilsack, the Secretary of Agriculture,
in2009calleddr a Acompl ete commitment-ahds restor a
approach to f or e sUWSFSAI?agd)e The National GohkSve A
Wildland Fire Management Strate@@ohesive Strategyf 201Q a collaborative effort
of local to national prafssionalscallsfor a forest resilience model invahga n -fi a | |
l ands, all h ands@SDalR2@9, p.d).cThis réquir8szdordiaatiah
among different landowner typasd jurisdictiongall-hands) to achieve landscapeale
(all-lands)projectsi an effective scalevhichremediesevere fire impacts (Quigley et al.

1996).



In this research, | focus dwo groups striving tamplement an allands
approach, t danda®ahagenent ALM)PIAI €équal | y -handgdbess t h
or multi-owner and collaborativgroup planning aspect, becauselatids projects
require that all jurisdictionwork together. ALM is a lanthanagement approach
involving collaborative, scieneleased ecosystem restoration at the landscape scale,
across owneship and jurisdictional boundaridd.r o j ect s e mpthaayyion g nlwot h
Aalldands o i n folus M thia researdo hetpbetterunderstand what is
required ina shift to aresilience model.
| illustrate ALM T how groups are organizing for itow it is implemented on the
ground, and the policies and prograimat support it through two case studies, the
Ashland Forest Resiliency Stewardship Project (AFR) group of Ash@zRdand the
Western Klamath Restoration Partnership (WKB@up ofOrleans CA. Both are
located in the Klamatsiskiyou Mountains Ecoregion (Figures 1,2), a region with an
exceptionally high rate of biodiversity, maintained in parbugh frequent firéAgee
1993; Skinner et al. 2006; ODFW 2006; Briles et al. 200B¢® groups both include
collaboratives of diverse stakeholders and a miamd ownership typesiowever, their
strategies for implementing ALM, and the contexts in which they are doing so, differ

substantially.
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4
The stakeholders and policies supporting a forest resdlisTozlel are muklscalar
T they operate docal, regional,andnationallevels At a national level, policies and
programs have been developed to deal with fire threataltbat for federal agencies to
work with local groups and tcreate a framework for the implementation of ALM.a
local level,collaborative capacity is beirguilt to engage with these policies and
programghrough partnerships composed of Forest Seagencypersonnel, state and
local government actors, tribalembers and employedscal and national nen
governmental organizatiofslGOs) scientific expertsenvironmental organizations, and
private landowners
Diverse ALM collaborative groups involvimgulti-scalarorganizationslécal to
national players$eekto engageall landownergo facilitate the shift to a resilience
model This is atype ofproblem-solving which Ostrom(1998)termedii p ol ycent r i c 0
governance, is characterizedgsted, serrautonomous decisiemaking units
operating at multiple scal es. Polycentric
at multiple scales more readily than centr
encourage different responses to ctargproblems and can encourage innovation by
gathering together diverse individuals and organizatiGasnming et al. 2013, p.1144)
| hypothesizdhat for largescale, cros®oundary coordin&n to endure there
must banstitutions, programs, and policiesipporing it. Successful crosboundary
coordination involing thesenstitutions, programs, and policiase collaborative,
representative of all partners, and provide funding to allgoaynstitutions in the

context of ALM refer to thecollaborative groupactive in forest managemesntd the



rules they followthat are represented in collaborative grodgsoughout this thesis,
refer to the collectin of organizations that make up each collaborative as an ALM group.

The research question guiding this thesislsw is ALM implemented in fire
adapted landscapes? | provide answers to this quéstaurghthree objectives: 1) to
describe ALM through two caséshow they organize, and engage with policies and
programs 2) to discuss the legal, regulatory, and economic contexts that facilitate and
constrain ALM; and 3)o analyze how collaboratives capitalize on opportunities and
overcome constraints to implement ALMlepict ALM as a potential tool in the shift
from fire suppression to a resilience model of forest management.

In this research, | characterize ALM as a type of CommuBétyed Natural
Resource Management (CBNRM) because oféderalCo hesi ve 8tola@lt egy 6 s
stakeholders (organizatioasd residers) to celead ALM; as well as for the critical role
local playes hadin this study CBNRM mayinclude many actors in addition to local
players, for example: state, national, and-goaernmental entitiefgAgrawal and Gibson
1999; Kellert et al. 2000Because of thiksituate this research in the CBNRM body of
literature

| contribute to CBNRM by discussing the implementation of ALM, a new
management approach involving coordination ofadtlowners on mixed ownership
landscapedo work collectivelyto shitt out of full suppressiomanagement. CBNRM
does not distinctly take place on mixed ownership landscapes whereas ALKCdzmext
al. 2010; Gruber 2010; Blaikie 2008ymitage 2005)Kellert et al. (2000) explagd that

CBNRM initially gained attention in the early 1970g¢solve conflictsetween state
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and local actors. Some conflicts involved centrally controlled conservation projects
jeopardizng the longterm sustainability of sensitive areaSimilarly, ALM addresses
vulnerabilityof sensitive areasdowever, ALM contrasta/ith CBNRM in formalizing
thedecentralizednanagement approattmatbrings all stakeholdersogether Also, very
few studies have examined collaborative and cooperative wildland fire management
another contribution of this resear@cCaffrey et al. 2015)

This research reveals how policies and prograrogide aframework for ALM
as they araitilized byALM groups intwo case studiesn Chapter 2, | situate this
research inheliterature and provide context for changing fire policlefiscuss the
ecological and budgetary crises of contemporary fire management facing policy and
decision makerdn Chapter 31 detail the research methods employed. Chapter 4
explains how two ALM cases utilize programs and policies differentlyl\,@hapter 5
highlights the differing capacitiesd challenges &ALM groups ineach case working to
shift out of full suppression management.

There were several major themregealed by the ALM casstudiesin this
research. Firstheability of locatlevel organizationgo partner with regional and
national groups builds capacity for ALM. Second, stakeholders on all levels musinshare
decisionmaking Last,ALM groups must be formally organized in order to jointlstp

and coordinatamonglandowners ira given project.



CHAPTER Il. LITERATURE REVIEW

The Changing Policies of Fire Management

In this section | provide fire policy and forest management context for federal
lands of the United States and why managers are trying to shift out of pure fire
suppressionFire management approaches can be roughly divided into two camps: the
suppression model, and the resilience modehich only partly consists of suppression
The dominant model, fire suppressitargelypreceded theandmark 1995 Federal
Wildland Fire Management Polic¥his 1995 policywasthefirst national policyto
acknowledge the need to shift away from full suppressi@hincluded the involvement
of private landowners to achieve it.

The 1995 policxc al | ed f olevel fieboaroedmsagesmpnéand
i mpl ementation é and the involvement of al
(NIFC 2001, p.1). Subsequently, in 2000 the Secretaries of the Departments of
Agriculture and Interior were tasked with producing a report recommending how to
address severe, ongoing fire actiyityduce impacts of fire to rural communities and the
environmertand ensure sufficient firefighting resources in the future. The report became
the cornerstone of thdational Fire PlanNFP), and a major feature wastéragency
collaboration and coordination involving both federal andhand e r a | entities
devel op a coordinated strategy addressing

USDA 2007, p.1).
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Themai n tenets of the NFP were fia commitn
natural resources, and most importantly, the lives of firefighters and the public. This
commitment igstill] shared among federal agencies, states, local governments, tribes,
andothepart ner so ( DOI &helEPBighaled Agency conpmitrhent.to
a forest resilience model and a shift away from full fire suppression; it has since been
updated and was the precursor to the(&Dohesive StrategytHowever, thereemain
significart challenges in making this sh{fstephens and Rug005; North et al. 2012)

As part of the shift toward a resilience model, receatrhanagement policies
and programs hawencouragedandowners and managers to work across ownership
boundaries to implement ALM. Some of these programs include theb©dditive Forest
Landscape Restoration Program, Two Chiefs Joint Restoration Partnership, Firewise, and
the Fire Learning Networkihese programs haweeated capacities for managers to
creatively adapt to threats and opportunities that current wildénelérimpos€Oregon
2015; Harling and Tripp 2014; Butler and Goldstein 2010; Cumming et al..2013)

The dominant model: suppression

Though Native American people in the American West used fire as a primary
management tool for 11,000 yedtsvas replaced by the suppression md¢8egihara
and Barbour 2006 Suppressioshapedforestfire managemergtartingin the 1880s in
the United Stateduring the European settlemena€Sugihara athBarbour 2006)In the
1890s fire was claimed to beafidhehesemgr sp

began to dominate policy (Kosek 2006, p. 203). After five million acres burned in the
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West in 1910, killing more than eighty people, suppressiandates intensified (Kosek
2006; Sugihara and Barbour 2006).

A U.S. Forest Service (USFS) study in the 1928sed Native American
burning as harmful to the primary value of national forests, which was timber production
(Show and Kotok 1924Y his and similar studieeesulted in the Clark&cNary Act of
1924, which effectively created a nationwide public land fire suppression policy
(Stephens and Ruth 2005). Further reinforcement of suppression occurred in the 1940s
when the Wartime Advertising Caouail launched the iconic Smokey the Bear campaign
(Kosek 2006).

Fire suppression would dominate funding and management priorities for decades,
though there was a slowly growiegunter view that the cumulative impacts of fire
suppression were linked toerall ecosystem decline in fiadapted forests (Agee 1993).
Over a century of fire suppression, logging, and road construction in westeaddjpeed
forests resulted imcreased stand density, decreased overall tree size, and increased fuel
loads- increasing vulnerability of forests to uncharacteristically high disturbance levels
particularly from fire, insects, and disease (Stephens et al. 2009; Collins et al. 2011; Allen
et al. 2005; Churchill et al. 2012)his resulted in high suppression costid aegative
impactsto communities and forestgverett and Fuller 2011; Stephens and Ruth 2005;

Hessburg et al. 2005)

The turn toward the resilience model

A resilience modehpproacho forest and fire managemedrds emergedAuthors

Walker and Salt (2006) discuss the ot resilience, and explainthat i s fian ent i
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new way of thinking about the management o
growing dissatisfaction, worldwide, with the ways in which natural resources are
managed where vulnerabilities to ecosystems and human communities have resulted (e.g.
loss of wetlands, increasing floods, worsening water quatityfire eventsresource
ded eti on, etc.). Commonl yhismedeloorgrastiotieRe si | i en
dominant management paradigm of coamth and control in which ecological systems
are manipulated primarilijpr human use and benefiihstead resilience thinking
acknowledges the dynamic and changing nature of ecosysiathsystemésocial,
ecological)in general and proposeadaptivepractices that work witeystems rather than
against them.

In the context of forest and fire management, a resilience rasdelts that
managementhichincludes fire like mechanicafuel reductionand prescribeefire
treatments applied together, as well as managed wildfirdhalpmne-establisiforest
health(Stephens et al. 2009; Churchill et al. 2012; Quigtegl.€1996) Studiesdefine
resilient forests as resenmg reference stands, whicbktain presettlement era
conditions. These conditions are characterized by uraged forests of varying
densitieamixed with clearingandmeadows that persisted for centuries due to frequent
fire. These patterns camovide resiliencyas the forests historically burthat low or
mixed severityreducingfuel accumulations anddder fuelsanddiscouraghg crown
fires(Skinner et al. 2006; Tayl@nd Skinner 2003; Agee 1993hifting to a resilience
model requires dramatic changes not only in stand treatnhbentslsoenvironmental

governancdy callingupon allmanagers and landowners to coordinate strategies
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In 2002, President Bush announced his Healthy Forests Initiative to implement
core components of théFPto reduce adverse human and environmental impacts of
wildland fire. These efforts led to the 2003 Healthy Forests RestoratiqiHARRA),
which in partworked to streamline the lengthy National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) review processes. It also mandated agencies to include the public in fuels
reduction projets byholding public meetings during their preparation (USKSI
2004).Additionally, theuse ofcommunity wildfire protection planlCWPPs)wvas
mandated inthe HFRA though the idea of CWPPs was first proposed and implemented
by communities active in fire management to better provide safety and protection to area
residentgShaffer et al. 2002; Abrams et al. 2016WPPsipr ovi de a seaml es
fuel reduction across ownerships, identifying those treatments to be complgtebliby
agencies and those to be(USkSamuUsnoOe2004by pr i v
p.1). CWPPs aran importanttool for local stakeholder involvement and for groups
engaging withALM (McCaffrey et al. 2015)
Since the creation of these policies in the early 2000s scholars have reviewed

whetherthey accomplish the goal ofeatinga more efficient and effective fire
management program. Conclusions are mixed. Progress toward policy goals has been
slower tha anticipated while fire suppression and fuel reduction projects have been
prioritized over restoration and community assistanagich more often engage local
stakeholdergMcCaffrey et al. 2015; Stephens and Ruth 20B8%vate landowners have
reported difficulties in partnering with federal entitiEecause oengthy ganning

processes (e.g. NEPA) when they prefer to take more timely actions toward risk
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reduction(Bergmann and Bliss 2004Yleanwhile CWPPs have been effective in
engaging partnerdicCaffrey et al. 2013)

Stephens and Ruth (2005) discuss that despite the multiple legislative and
administrative efforts in suppaoof fuel reduction and restoratigtiere is a need for
comprehensive policy. They call for policy to define key decisions in setting priorities,
and that this should be made collaboratively at local levels. An outcome of the NFP was
the formation of the Wdland Fire Leadership CoundWFLC). The Council is an
intergovernmental committee dedicated to the implementation of wildland fire policy and
goals, and is comprised of federal, state, tribal, county, and municipal government
officials (DOI & USDA 2007) WFLC was at the helm of the POCohesive Strategy
which aims to develop a collaborativeustiure for coordinated fire management filsat
inclusive of state and local governments as full partners in planning and decision making
(DOI & USDA 2010) This partly answers the call by Stephens and Ruth for a

comprehensive and inclusive fire management policy.

Implementing resilience through collaboration

The Cohesive Strategy policy encourageshalids, allands fire management by
strategically pushing diverse stakeholders on all levels to work collaboratively across all
landscapes to make progress towtaréegoals The threegoalsare il) resi | i ent
landscapes, 2) fire adapted communiteesj3 ) saf e and effective wi
(USDA and USDOI 2009, p.1). Rather thaurely suppress fire, the Cohesive Strategy

emphasizefi | i v[ i ng] wi(USDA and USDDI200E, p.flatioaad
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programs have been developed to align with principles of the Cohesive Strategy and
gather diverse stakeholders to make the shift to a new model of forest management.

Federal agencies and legislatdesrelopedundingmechanisms to enable
Cohesive Strategy implementation, includthg Collaborative Forest Landscape
Restoration Program (CFLRP) of 2009 and the Joint Chiefs Landscape Restoration
Partnership of 2014 (Joint Chief§§FLRP is administered by the U.S. For@stvice
(USFS) while Joint Chiefs is administered by both the USFSreidatural Resources
Conservation ServicNRCS) The two cases in this research have engaged with the Joint
Chiefs program, which funds fire restoration work on public and privatkslamixed
ownership landscape¥oint Chiefsvorkst o Ai mpr ove the health of

and private | ands meeto (USDA and NRCS 201

The riqidity trap: despite resilience policies, suppression persists

In 2007 dter five years of NFPmplementationa reportirom the Departments of
Interior and Agricultureslaimedsignificant progressvasmade by fire management
agencies in creatingffective fire protectionvhile also adhering to commitments of
collaboration with diverse stakeholdeifowever, the report showed that fire suppression
continued to dominate management practeiéls 70% of treated lands receiving
suppression while only 30% received restoration including fuel redu@oh& USDA
2007) Suppression management is deeply rooted in national forest management due to
its 100year (+) practiceandthis protocol issimilarly entrenched ipublic fire service

agencies tasked withildfire response
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The old suppression model is a form of crisis management, or emergency

responséased modeButler and Goldstein (2010) argtieatbureaucratic institutions

liketheUSFS®ar e Acaught i n t heisessuch asaviidfirgs (p2 ap o

r

e

The authors argue thfite suppression is reinforcdxy agencies hr ough Ai ncent i

structures, agency budgeasaresulisrassstanpto of essi on

noveltyand innovation (p. 1)n addition, wildland fire management has pushed the
USFS into a budget and management crisis due to the rising costs of fire suppression
(USDA 2015) Crisescanalsoreinforcefinancial and/or political suppt for the status
guo as people implement what has worked previously and what thaelready trained
to do(Yaffee 1996; North et al. 2012; McCaffrey et al. 2015; Stephens and Ruth 2005)
According to the U.S. Dept. of Agriculture (USDA), the USFS now dedicates
52% of its total annual budget to managing filés is up from 16% in 1995, and is
projected to increase to 65% by 2025 (USBDASFS 2015 A 2015 report on the rising
cost of wildfire states the USFS agenc
costs Apresent s aiakslity gfaliother seevines that supperiaotr  t
nati onal f @BRS2Q15, p. 3)(ardesniaragement challenges face national
forests like climate change, pushing the USFS towthids$ipping point. Longer fire
seasons by 78(+) days compared to 19)/fire seasons, as well as the increasing
numbers of people moving into wildfire prone areas are both compounding challenges
and driving up the cost of fire managem@iEDA - USFS 2015)Rising suppression
costs due to longer fire seasons, degraded forest conditions, and firéigmatenvices

al | complicate funding for restoration

y

(0]

t
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(USDA - USFS 2015, p.3Fire transfersare problematic as theydieect USFS monies
away from programs like restoration and others to firefighting.

Bureaucratic rigidity impastshifting to a resilience model in both planning and
implementation. Cumming et d2013)evaluatel landscape ecological studies with the
aim of enhancing landscape resilience and fahatflexibility of institutions in plaming
and implementatiors of central importancédiowever, researchers have found that
federal land management agencies often operate tigitkbureaucratic structures
lacking specialized personnel to conduct prescribed fire and other activitigstdinel
managers at risk of personal liability if, for example, a prescribed fire escapes
(McCaffrey et al. 2015; North et al. 2012)

Policy-related factors reinforcing rigiditywcludecomplex planning requirements
such as NEPAand agency protocol that incentivizes personnel to leageational
forest for anothein orderto receive promotion@Vondolleck and Yaffee 2000; Stephens
and Ruth 2005)Agency members that leave, instead of staying and investing in-a long
term collaborativgprocess such as ALM, may strain and disrupt the shift to a resilience
model. Time and personnel investment builds trust among members of g Qoutrer
and Moote 1999; McDermott et al. 1998esearchers find building relationships and
trustrequires longerm dedication antime investmentand will not work with frequent
changes in staffingDavis and Moseley@12).

On the other hand, NEPA introduces different rigidity challenges. The policy
mandates a lengthy environmental review process of federal entities to look carefully at

environmental conditions of a project area, and the potential impacts of ihtctokns.
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Professionals have referred to NEPA as a i
timelines and extensive plannifigSFS agency member, interview)1®/hen groups
involve private landowners that make up part of the mowdership landscape, NBP
can present conflicting timeline priorities sinuenfederaljurisdictions arenot required
to follow NEPA.Theydo follow otherstateand local guidelines which do not have the
complexity of NEPA
Researchelsave analyzed Athe crux of the pro
landscapes anadfindthat developing fire management, migtialar institutions
(governmental and negovernmental groups across all scales) that act flexibly and
proactively, and that can leaand adapt with discovery of new information to be critical
(Butler and Goldstein 2010; Yaffee 1996; North et al. 2012; Cumming et al.. 201i8)
opposes traditional planning and management methods led by agencies that are
centralized and operate from the4gwn, rather than collaborative partnerships, which
are expansive, inclusive of diverse viewpoints, and more flexible. Yaffee (1996)
characterizd collaborative decisioma ki ng as devel oping fAprobl e

t hat are interagency, multiparty, and inte

Collaboratives: Learning from Success in Local Places

Communitybased natural resource managementNRB!) is a collaborative, co
management form of governantbat forms around unique geographic and cultural
places and comprisés| o c a tbasedptojacts,grograms, and policies that have the

goal of advancing healthy e¢weandHibibeedht s and
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2008, p. 43Q)Under CBNRM, centralized governmental authority is devieemore
local levels and NGO@rosius et al. 1998)CBNRM contrasts with the historically
dominant Ameican environmental management paradigm, whisfolloweda
centralized, toglown method to environmental problem solving (Kusel and Baker 2003).
Instead CBNRM takes a bottorap, locally-basedapproach shown to be maecessful
as projectsncorporate timeand placespecific knowledge of residents and local
organizationgAgrawal and Gibson 1999; Kellert et al. 2000; Blaikie 2006)

Lurie and Hibbard (2008) find local, plabased projects reveal the-ground
resource management problems of a place and act as a central, organizing principle.
CBNRM projects can focuand managerand promotesolutions that may be more
broadly applied, overcoming barrie’sLM groups have built upon the lessons of
CBNRM by encompassing crodsoundary, landscape level, forest resilience planning
and implementatiomAdditionally, CBNRM is commonly discussed as taking place in the
broader context with regional and national partners, but ALM formalizes thissoaltr
partnersip structurglAgrawal and Gibson 1999; Gruber 2010; Armitage 2085M
formalizes a multscalar partnership structupecause if its muHjurisdictional nature
and its goal to engage local stakeholders in national programs with fedenraitemal
partners

CBNRM is the notion that Acommunities s
their own resources according to their | oc
(Blaikie 2006).In a study comprising twentfpur cases of CBNRM, Grub€2010) noted

that the modefi s u p[gdjdongterm management through broad participation of
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community members and r esicaconcemofdireer s i n
managers who understand tAatM and restoring forest resiliency requires letegm
consderationgp.53).Armitage(2005)addsthat CBNRM mayincorporate local
institutions, cultural practices, and knowledge systems into management and regulatory
decisionmaking processet addition to incorporating local managersd their
institutions integrating bcal knowledgebout natural systems can benefit partmess
and aid in problem solving his asset can be understood through cultural capitéich
refers to the ways huam societies have dealt withdapted tpand modified theinatura

environmenbver time(Berkes and Folke 1992)

Key insightsCBNRM offers to ALM

CBNRM has continually evolved as communities learn lessons from each other
about: efficient and fair resource use; the integration of different types of knowledge;
and, the effective participation of diverse stakeholders in land management processes
(Blaikie 2006).Successful CBNRM projects that provide lessons to ALM groups, have
tended to have: 1) socialltural,human, and financial capitél) shared decision
makingamong partnergith aparticular focus on local grougsgagedn this process
and3) information sharingmongstakeholder¢Blaikie 2006; Agrawal and Gibson 1999;
Cox et al. 2010; Gruber 2010; Armitage 2005; Lurie and Hibbard 2008; Kellert et al.
2000).

The community capitals framework (Flora and Flora 2008) analyzes how
resources hdlwithin a community may be invested to create new resources. Flora and

Flora (2008) identified seven types of capitalatural, cultural, human, social, political,
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financial and built, each of which has implications for ALMirie and Hibbard (2008)
found that as the geographic scale of projects and plans increase (i.e. landscape scale), so
too does the need for networking capacity or social capitath helps to address
barriers such as limited financial resources, time, and Stafal capital desitres the
expectations of reciprocity and networks of support that develop among members of a
group, or between groups, that help to build capacity (Putnam 1995, Woolcock 1998).
Social capital in resource management contributes to alleviating distrusir&giog
broadempublic participationandincreasng ability to obtain grant§L.urie and Hibbard
2008 Wagner and Fernand€xzmenez 2008

Human, cultural, and financial capital along with social capital, all help explain
how resources, knowledge, and skill contribute to progress a group engaged in locally
based, bottorup resource managemedrtora and Flora 2008McDermott (1999) found
that collaboration and building social networks across management scaigistl
national) facilitates information sharing, identification of knowledge gaps and learning,
mobilization of political support, and recruitment of human capital in the form of
professional expertiseluman capital the skills and expertise individsabring to a
partnership enhance capacities of a group (e.g. facilitation, technical kno\(B=atges
and Folke 1992; Becker 1994; Gruber 2010)

Cultural capital is understood as local knowledgeuabatural systems developed
from the ways human societies have dealt with, adapted to, and modified their natural
environment over timéBerkes and Folke 1992As FIl ora and Fl ora def

capital can be thought of as the filter through which people live their tiveglaily or
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seasonal rituals they observe and the way
18).

Last, financial capital refers to having the financial means or having access to the
financial means to plan and implement projects, a key factor in expensive restoration

projects.

CBNRM groups in the Pacific West

CBNRM in the Pacific West arose duritige timber wars in the early 1990s as a
response to conflict between the timber industry and environmen({&lesi€airn 1995;
Moseley 2000)Situated within forestlependent communitiestakeholders sought to
resolve conflicts that addressed both industry and environmental issues, and to resolve
mistrust between local communities and federal land neamegt agencigsSnow 2001;
Weber 2000; Grudr 2010) The Applegate Partnership and the Watershed Research and
Training Centervere early examples of CBNRM in the Klamiskiyou region
(KenCairn 1995; Weber 2000; Middleton and Baker 2002)

TheApplegate Partnership haseatedwith their social network of partners)
innovative approaches to forest management praatie®lving prescribed burning, low
impact timber harvesting, and selective cut({Btankey et al. 2006 heWatershed
Research andraining Centefwith their social network of partners) hdsveloped and
appliedsimilar forest practices but additionally worked to develop a restoratiead
workforce along with economic markets based on restoratigrducts(Stankey et al.
2006; Magyar 2013Both groups have fostered an environment of collaboration, and

networks of stakeholdg (on local to national levels) to deal with fire management
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conflicts(KenCairn 1995; Koontz et al. 2004; Moseley 2000; Middleton and Baker
2002)

In the early 1990s both the Applegate Partnership and WateRekedrchand
Training Center (WRTC) woedto overcome challenges:afisagreements on forest
practices, collaboration despite differing opinions, a downsizing timber industry, and
forest worker unemployment. They did this by spearheading collaborativersips
with federal agencies and the forest indudttylding understandings of the USFS
agency bureaucracy to enhance local capacities to partner on thigmhepklying local
skills and expertise of key players tolead projects and reach agreemeaitsl
garnering public support for their objectives (Jakes et al. 2007; USDA and USFS 2002).
The Applegate Partnership and WRTC organizations laid the foundatiand builtup

social capital that the ALM groups in this study have benefited from.

Challenge®f Collaborations

This section highlights common challenges of CBNRM and dvossdary
cooperatiorandtheir relevance to ALM. Lurie and Hibbard (2008) eaipéd that
proponents o€BNRM haveworkedto advancéoth the ecological and socioeconomic
objectives of forest communities, bdellert et al.(2000)found thati ac hi evi ng t he
of CBNRMhsbeen complicated and @r7@pAmamati onal |
tenet of CBNRM is decentrahtion ofdecision makingo shaeddecisionmaking
among diverse partners, including local stakeho]dewevetthis has proved

particularly challengingRlaikie 2006).
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Agrawal and Gibson (1999) found there must be a focus on the multiple interests
and actors within communitieésatconstitutea diverse partnerghj and thathese must
beincorporate to achieve shared decisiomaking Increasingly, NG® (e.g. The Nature
Conservancy), have partnered to broadercéipacities of local groupdacilitating
collaboration and coordination of projeatslusive of thespartneré a (Kittradge
2005; Fernande@Gimenez et al. 2004; Snow 2001; Brosiusle1898)

Kittredge (2005¥oundthat few collaboratives develop in the absence of federal
agencies and their programs, and at the same time, their participation brings bureaucratic
challenges, including long planning timelines, inflexibility, a erdtfocused on risk
aversion rather than project priorities, and a lack of incentives for innovation (see also
McDermott et al. 1999). Agency culture also brings high employee turnover requiring
regular training of new personnel on existing projects, fatisg collaborators and
straining relationships; inconsistent budget allocations; and complex management plan
requirements (Fernand€ximenez et al. 2004). Another significant challefage
stakeholders may be to overcome mistrust and suspicion of goeetrpartners due to
negative, past experiences (Bergmann and Bliss 2004).

Lastly, Bergmann and Bliss (2004) state that real and perceived power inequities
can impact collaborative fire management among different land ownerships. They argue
that collabortion relies on trusting relationships where decisiakingprocesses are
equally shared between private and public landowners, but note how rare this is,

particularly at ecologically meaningful scales.
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CHAPTER lll. RESEARCH METHODS

In this chapter, &xplain how | addressed nngsearch questioribrough
developing case studies and conducting ssraictured interviews, participant

observation, and document analysis.

A Comparative Case Study

Yin states fAA case st inkstigatesacantemporarg i r i c a
phenomenon withinaredli f e contexto (2014, p.16). Cas:ce
understand the how and why of contemporary eventstheptoblems and situations of
those events (Yin 200 8)tributeknowledgexopindigidual,s fn c as
organizational, social, and political phenomena; they allow an investigation to gain the
holistic and meaningful characteristicsofrkal f e event so (2014, p. 4)
approach i s desi gnead setobdedisions!whynheynveerte takea, d e c i
how they were i mplemented, and with what r

Comparative case studies can reveal patternsrafnonality and difference from
one case to another (FWolfgramm 1997). Evidence gatheredrt multiple cases is
often considered more compelling, and the overall study more robust (Yin 2014).

Comparative case studies capture the interplay of what is going on in more than one
organization over tim@.e. ALM group) This methodologymay illuminae barriers and
problemsolvingtechniques obrganizations, anteveal complexnechanisms

responsible fothe similarities andlifferences occurring across organizations.
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| analyzel two casesn this research: the Ashland Forest ResilieffyR)

Stewardship Projegroupand the Western Klamath Restoration Partner@NiKRP)
group The WKRP and AFRyroupswere selected for their comparative differences
(Tablel). These cases were developednswer the guiding research questidow is
ALM implemented in fireadapted landscapes? | did this by documentingod) groups
organize and engage with policies and prograsthe legal, regulatory, and economic
environments of ALMcollaborativesand 3) how collaboratives implement ALM
restoration gda despite limitations

Tablel. Primary differences between ALM cases

Attributes AFR WKRP
State of origin Oregon California
Planning area 22,000acres 1.2 million acres
Project jurisdiction Rogue RiveiSiskiyou Klamath National Forest &
NationalForest City of Six Rivers National Forest
Ashland Karuk ancestral territory,
private nonindustrial forest
owners
Community setting Semturban Remote rural
Group timeline Olderi est.2004 Younger est.2013
Group makeup 4 Pimary partners Multi-organizational led
collaborative

The Ashland Forest Resiliency Stewardship Project, AFR

The AFRgroup coordinates project taking place in the Ashland Creek

Watershed ang based in Asldnd, Oregon. The groupascollaborative partnership
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among the UBS the City of Ashland, Lomakatsi Restoration Projaot] The Nature
Conservancy. These partners aomeduce the risk of severe wildfire in theterahed
whichprovidesA s h | awvater upplythrough a seriesf@ctions. Tabl& outlines the
values and strategies forming the basis of this wbk. group hasollaborated with
local organizations and landowners, interested citizens, and faculty and students at
Southern Oregon University. In 2004, the commubiyed Ashland Watershed Steward
Alliance groupsubmitted a Community Alternative to a ESproposedlan for
managing national forest lands for fire resiliendetably,the Community Alternative
waslargelyintegratednto USFS planningand is indicativeof the longterm, supportive
environment of collaboratn characterizing thisegion

Table2. AFR watershed values and strategies to accomplish project work.

Watershed Values

1 Human life and property 1 Older forests

1 Abundant, cleawrinking water 1 Wildlife habitat

1 Ecological sustainability

Strategies

Thinning smaller trees

Saving the largest trees

Preserving habitat for wildlife
dependent on older forests

Preserving stream side habitat
thereby ensuring water quality

Protectingunstable slopes and
erodible soils
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The AFR was selected for this research because it meets criteria for an ALM
group and has implemented fire restoraaetivities Also, itis inan areaich with a

collaborative land management history offering important lessons.

The Western Klamath Restoration Partnership, WKRP

The WKRP is a larger scag#fort than AFR and i®cated in California,
providing a statestate comparison between California and Onegibe geographic
settingof the WKRPdiffers gredly from the AFR (Table 1)The WKRPgroupincludes
the: Karuk Tribe, MidKlamath Watershed Council, Salmon River Restoration Council,
Happy Camp Fire Safe Council, Six Rivers National Forest, Klamath médttmrest,
and The Nature Conservancy (TNC). Additionalhe WKRP draws on broad local,
regional, and national organikatal network for information and resources. The 1.2
million acre planning area was established in 2013 encompassing the Karuk tribal
ancestral territory. Implementation of work has largely occurred throudbréseribed
Fire Training Exchange program led B\NC, and a largescale pilot project is slated
begin inspring 2017 to treat 6,500 acres.

The WKRP hasdeveloped landscape scale strategies for restordtaing3). A
defining feature motivatinthe grougs their high fire frequency and a sense of urgency
among land managers who want to see fire resilient forests and surrounding communities
protected.tlis estimated that $450 million has been spent in this ardeecsuppression

during 10 fire seasonsom 20062015(Harling 2015).
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Table3. WKRP landscape scale restoration strategies from fire history map targeting high
risk areas

Landscape scale strategies

Creating defensible space around structy Safe and reliable access and egress rout

and critical infrastructure. on existing road network.
Safeguard public/private boundaries Fuelbreakgonstructed along existing
through fuelbreak systems. firelines, ridges, trails to establish

ifireshedo or wild d

Targeted fuel treatments for cultural and

public/private lands for effectiveness. practices utilizing fire as a tool.

Methods: Data Collection and Analysis

| conducted dotal of 57 semstructured interviewsvith collaborative partners,
groupassociates, and local resideotshe two caseBom May to August 2015. Semi
structured interviews involved an interview guide with listed questions to increase the
likelihood that all topics woultie covered; as well as to allow data to be compared
across interviews and case studies (DeWalt and Mie20@2, p.122). Targeted
interviews began with collaborative leadgisllowed by snowball sampling from their
recommendations of partners and landowners. Table 4 provides a breakdown of the
interviewees, andppendices And2 list numberedntervieweesand their affiliatiornto
protect theimnonymity Questions were centered on gaining understanding of events,
insight from people involved in planning and implementation, and perspectives from

landownersFor the interview question template, sggpendix 3



28

Table4. Interviewees by case study and affiliation

Collaborative Number of Interviewees
group interviewees

- Federal/state agency: N=5

- Retired federal agency: N=5

- Local ron-profit organization N=5

- Nationalnon-governmental organization: N=3
AFR 30 - Local government: N=1

- Logging industry: N=3

- Academia: N=1

- Norrindustrial private landowner/resident. N=7

- Karuk Tribe: N=4

- Federal/state agency: N=6

- Retired federal agency: N=1

- Local ron-governmentabrganization N=6

- National on-governmental organization: N=3

- Norrindustrial private landowner/resident. N=7

WKRP 27

Fifty of the fifty-seven interviews were audio recorded, transcribed, and coded
using the methods of Corbin and Strauss 420The remaining seventerviews were
conducted either bghone (n=3), or ikperson(n=4),with notes taken but no audio
recording and thercoded. Codes were then organized and analyzed using ATLAS. i
gualitative data analysis softwarefoyo | | owi ng Susanne Frieseos
seeAppendx 4 for code list). Interview data weicompiledwith notes fran participant
observatioal events and document analysirderto cross referencdata and promote
understanding.

| participated in six eventacluding workshopsfield tours, and one conference
from May 2015 to April 2016Participaion enhances both the quality of the data
obtained during fieldwork as well as the interpretation of that data (DeWalt and DeWalt

2002).1 participated in WKRP planning workshops and attended AFR esaolsasa

I
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field tour and conference. WKRP planning workshepisibitedthe collaborativeprocess
of the groupwhich provided a unique opportunitty observe challenges faced by the
group and theiactive problem solving.

The AFR eventslluminated a different stage ah ALM effort. Field tours have
been part of a larger community engagement plan showing project actions and are offered
to encourag continuous public involvement. The AFR conference wasdidlte
request ofWVFLC national fire managers, the purpose wagquiry intoa successful
version ofALM. This rare opportunity provided a glimpse into the interaction of diverse
stakeholdersanvening aroundewideas for the future of fire managemearticipation
opportunities greatly contextualized many of the concepts people spoke about and that
were discussed in documents | had read. This data collection method theates
researchefi othes ceneo of performed work and great|l
(DeWalt and DeWalt 2002, p.8).

| conducted document analygisconcert with interviews and participatidn,
verify and supporthe information | had gathered. Document examples | engaged with
include: USFS reports, USDA and USFS policy, Karuk Tribal-Eatiural Resources
Management Plarthe WKRP Restorabn Management Plan, newspaper articles,
speeches and presentations, anceguwental/norgovernmental website searches.

The following chapter discusses how the AFR and WKaREengaging with
principles of the Cohesive Strategy affting away from pure fire suppression. Both
groupsO6 chall enges a dtenvioand to beaptacspecifeandi ve s ol

rooted in the geographic contexherethey are located. There are many similarities



between them but there are important differences that show how ALM may be

implemented in different contexts.
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Both ALM groups, the Ashland Forest Resiliency Stewardship Project (AFR) and
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the Western Klamath Restoration Partnership (WKRP), are landscajee

collaboratives conducting crebsundary (alhands, allands) restoration but are doing

so on very diffeent scalesn different ways, and for different purpogdables 5, 6)

This chapter largely expands on the contents in these tables.

Table5. ALM case study similarities shared by AFR and WKRP

ALM Group Similarities

GeographyKlamath Mountain Ecoregion

severity)

Fire regime: Mixeeseverity (however forest conditions commonly causing high

Land use history: timber production

Social capital: long regional collaborative histories (early 90s)

Knowledge baseCombination ofcientific, localand traditional ecological knowledd

Facilitation: The Nature Conservancy (TNC) linking together diverse partners

Table6. Differentiating characteristics between ALM cases

ALM Group Differences AFR WKRP
Environmental
Natural setting Semturban Remote- rural

Planningscale

22,000 acres

1.2 million acres

Political
Jurisdiction City of Ashland, Rogue | Karuk Tribe, Six Rivers &
River-Siskiyou National | Klamath National Forests
Forest privatelandowners
Economy Tourism/recreation Restoration/marijuana
Social
Governance Fourorganization Multi-partner collaborative

collaborative

Goals

Watershed health, drinkin
water security, community

involvement

Landscape healtfunction
& community weltbeing
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ALM Group Differences AFR WKRP
Funding Estimate Rough estimate
- USFS: - USFS:
$6.2 million $550,000
- JointChiefs: - Karuk Tribe:
$5.2 million $240,000(+)
- State: - Joint Chiefs urknown
$2.5 million (see p. 7Y
- Ashland & NGO match: | - State & Private Forestry
$2 million $1 million
- NGO: urknown
Crossboundary
restoration work
completed
6,800+ acres 3 TREX burns. Restoratiot
planning phase (2013
2016). Pilot project (2017)

Ashland is located at the base of Mt. Ashland, in an urban setting, and the city
boundary abuts the USFS Rogue Riéskiyou National Forest (RRSNF)Wwhich
providesAs hl andés wat er s up fik. yrisdiclidng theeCityolvo | an d c
Ashland ad the USFS, comprisethedllands aspect of the AFR gr
boundary Table §. An Ashland city official described the unique relationship the City
has historically had with the USFS:

The Secretary of Agriculture and the City signed a formal cabipe

agreement in 1929 to protect the cityos

Chief position is a little unusual for a municipal fire department to have a

forest division, which is usually relegated to the US Forest Service or state

agencies. The City unique in that we have 1000 acres of municipal forest

land [inside the RRSNF] that are managed for a combination of fire safety and

[eco] system services kinds of goals. (Interview 44, Ashland City employee)

Il n contrast to ARRWERPwWSUp&aMisguogredéfigethieoc us ,

culture of fire management by reestablishing the hufinamelationship (i.e. broad,



33
accepted use of prescribed fire). One member described a defining principle driving the
group in accomplishing their ecological ¢ma

We wanted to be able to bring fire back and bring that human interaction and
reestablish it back to thodehe ecological process of function of fire, and
restore the humafire relationships across the landscapeterview 3, Karuk
tribal member)
Many small communities in this rural, backcountry setting dot the vast landscape, but the

plan area is dominated by SRNF and KNF laihdghich also hold Karuk ancestral lands

in |l egal trust. Less than 10% of I[WdRPOs 1.

Early, Innovative Collaboratives Creating Social Capital

It was really funny . . . they came out together and said something like,

i We 6 ve b ervimonmeathligts and tijnber representaiivasd we

agree on what ought to be done with oursggs®ems down here, and we

Sshoul dndét be at each otherodés throat. We

commonality of what we agree on and how

[former agency member recalling an early 1990s public meeting with the

Applegate Partnergbi

Two regional communitpased groups preceded the AFR and WKR&e

Applegate Partnership and the Watershed Research and Training Center (WRTC),
respectively. These groups, originating in the early 1990s, grew a network of forest
professionals that @erimented with collaboration and spawned regional social capital.
The quote above depicts the novel approach of the Applegate Partnership which brought
together very divided forest management stakeholders (e.g. residents, local managers,

forest industryfo reach common ground on mainly private la@#kes et al. 2007,

KenCairn 1995)In contrastthe WRTCfocused on public lands astrove to [relemploy
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forestersout of worki due to thalecline ofthe timber industryThey did sdy
encouragingollaborationand restoratiomwith the USFDanks 2000, Abrams et al.
2015) Both the AFR and WKRP have benefitted from these eatlgborativeefforts as
they have built skills among local profession@ls. human capitakp work alongside
federal agencies in projectnd social capital in developing both local organization and
agency capacity to develtyinding agreements (e.g. Memorandum aflerstanding,
MOU) and work together

The late 1980s and early 1990s is a time commonly referred to as the Pacific
Northwest Timber Warsan era of great conflict in regional forest management
(Charnley 2006)The Timber Wars were marked imyenseconflict between the
environmental community and the logging industsyvasevidencedy protests and
litigation that resulted in policy gridlock. Opposition largely centered arolesdcut
logging, old growth tree harvesting, and endangered species. Aitrthjshe Applegate
Partnership and WRTC were working to diffuse tension, fiilmést management
solutions, and create jobs in light of a slowing timber industry.

The Applegate Valley in southwestern Oregon, and Hayfork, California, where
the community groupsere based were selected as Adaptive Management Areas
(AMAS) under the Northwest Forest Plan. AMAS prioritized collaborative restoration and
were areas set aside to test principles of ecosystem management (i.e. management
practices mindful of ecological ipacts), and encouraged shifting from top down,
agencydriven forest management to incorporate local stakeholder collaboration,

learning, and experimentati¢g8tankey et al. 2006)
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The Applegate Partnership pioneered strategic landstagie management as
depicted by the following quote that talks about their fire plane of the first that was
community developed:

We took all the boundaries off the progge We actually sat down with all of

the agency folks and said | etdos take

take the boundaries off the private |

forest service | and. L dakedle statelikes t h e

out and | etds | ook at this | andscape.

ownership. (Interview 41, Applegate resident)
The quote references tBR802Applegate Fire Planone of the first Community Wildfire
Protection Plans (CWPPsh Hayfork, the WRTGimilarly co-developed and early
CWPPandalsofocused on workforce training; developing alternative economies
utilizing small diameter wood and restoratiorfimpduct; and creating a formal
partnership between the USFS and local fquestessionals.

The Applegate Partnership, WRTC, and partners in their collaborative networks,
have influenced federal fire management policies by engaging in collaborative
management inclusive of diverse partners. For example, the Applegate Partnership helped
secure sultantial funding through the 2001 National Fire Plan, while WRTC utilized
stewardship contractinigan underused, but formal mechanism for local groups to
partner with the USF&Rural Voices 20%). These activities have built local capacities
for collaborative forest managememdALM efforts today.

The Applegate Partnership and WRTC have helped build partner netavtks

opened access to resources for other collaborative efforts. A elatipleof this

occurred in 2009vith early WKRP membersn 2009,Hayfork, California hostethe
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State of Our Forests Conferenagich resulted ifinking TNC (a partneof the WRTC)

with the WKRP

AFR: How it Developed

The origin of AFR begnin 1929 with a cooperative agreement between the City
of Ashland and the USFS to jointly manage
water supply. The cooperative agreement between these two entitiesaestsotrce
extraction in the watershed lalg because the geology is composed of unstable slopes
with high rates of erosio(Bennett 2010)This unique agreement has nurtured adong
term relationship with local and federal agency managers araadibe of this has
enhanced local capacities to work alongside federal agencies. In thatenl®90s a
controversial project was proposed by the Rogue Rdgkiyou National Forest
(RRSNF). The outcome of the controversial project would ultimately tefiech local,
professional i nput that significantly shap
The Ashland Creek Watershed is in the RRSNF, and contains 100@fcres
private, municipal lands (fig. 3). The cooperative, joint management arrangement and
multi-ownership jirisdiction laid the foundation for how ALM is being carried out by the
group. Additionally, the City of Ashland has been inclugifeitizens in the
development of thAFR, which has helped build commity support for the@estoration

plani furthering the mission of ALM iro the future.
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Figure3. Ashland Creek Watershed outlined by blue dashed line. Note the pink parcel inside
boundary constitutes 1000 acres of Ashland municipal laflack dash outlineexpansion projec

AFROs restoration plan was the

the watershed
1.

eventual

project called the Ashland Interface Fire Hazard Reduction project (HazRed, fig. 4).

Critics of HazRed argued the project dmt follow the 1995 Federal Wdland Fire

Management Policy (fig. 4), which emphasized shifting away from pure fire suppression

toward reintroduction of fire and conducting broad forest restoration. HazRed

was further

criticized for having a more commercial logging focus rather #rastoration focus.

After multiple project design iterations and inative localinput, AFR plans were

finalized in 2004argely bythe Community Alternativ@eam(fig. 4).
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1995 Federal
Wilsland Fire 2004 AFR 2009 NEPA
Management 1999 Stewardship 2001 National Community sened for
Policy Alliance Fire Plan Alternative AFR
(Community team) 2002 Firewise Team (AFRCAT)
Pt P
WM JorLST AAAA
between USFS
and Ashland
1996 HazRed 2001 Ashland 2003 Healthy Forests
Project Watershed Pro- Restoration Act (HFRA)
tection Project Community Wikdfire
(AWPP) Protection Plan (CWPP)

Figure4. Timeline of policy events leading to tdevelopment of the AFR collaborative and project

AFR becomes the solution for the HazRed conflict

The Ranger at that time said, fALet ds

They [USFS] came up with a different project [alternative] that was more
informed by the public and had some concessions in it, likeiach7iameter
limit, in other words, no trees bigger than 17 inches would be cut. That

actually got signed in the early 2000s. (Interview 32, Forest Service agency

member)

This quotereferences HazRed, how it was met with resistance, but how it

ultimately led to agreement and different design priorities. Though the stated objectives

of HazRed were to reduce fire hazard levels and address fire risk, opposing stakeholders

disagreedhatproject plans reflected thi@ngalsbee 2003)Area activists led

demonstrations, rallies, and hikes into the proposed project areaxffaerdinaryUSFS

district rangeiat the time was willing to listen and to collaborate, bralight diverse
stekeholders together. The region was not new to collaboration, but for an agency
administrator to initiate such efforts was unusual.

With the involvement of Ashlandods

ranger, local stakeholders drafted a planning radtigre to the ones developed by the

RRSNF. The RRSNF was receptive to the commtuhiyeloped alternative and largely

W o

Mayor
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integrated it. However, sonstakeholdersemained unsatisfied and argued it adhered too
rigidly to fire suppressiofBennett 2010)HazRed was withdrawn for a second time. The
next draft plan redefined parameters, and again incorporated public input from the same
local group of professionalandproject gals were again refocusethis rew iteration
was named the Ashland Watershed Protection Project or AWPP, and was the precursor to
AFR. AWPP prioritized the objectives of #@Ah
large areas of old growth habitat by creating a fire resilient landsesjséant to high
sever it yIingalshée®dOB, p.232)

The district ranger, who came from an education and comntigmnidaackground,
provided skilledfadlitation. The localgroup the agency partnered with included: agency
personnel, local experts, forest industry professionals, and community members. In 2004
stakeholders proposed expanding AWPP under the newly formed CWPP policy tool
andAFRO6s restor at i.ohelogallgmaup recoavereddera hew naend
calledthe Ashland Forest Resiliency Community Alternative Team (AFRCAT), recruited
new memberke TNC, and againmhfteda community alternative (fig. 4). An AFRCAT
member spoke about @N@bisutionshnvol vement and Kk

The Nature Conservancy kind of fell into it through creating that CWPP and

the alternative. Theyodore interested in

and not just managing preserves, which they traditionally have been known for,

but row looking at the landscape and seeing how much need there was for

forest restoration and protection of key resources, that they had a lot to

contribute and were very interested. This became an opportunity for them to

look at federal land and participatea process in a really key watershed.

They became kind of a natural player in Ashland and in our work. (Interview
44, Ashland City employee)
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AFRCATG6s community alternative | argely inf
devel oped for AFRO6s restoration plan:
The Forest Service said AHey, i f you wa
[ CWPP], weoll give you dtermatve]t i me t o put
together. o0 Quickly the community rallie

The

and

together this coalition [AFRCAT] of environmental interests and community

and city as a forestlands commission. I
knowledgeable. Wput together this infrastructure. It was successful, and was

sent to the Forest Service in the form of this CWPP in 2004 and eventually

they accepted it. The final decision was maybe 80 or 85 percent of the

community alternative. (Interview 44, AshlandyCemployee)

Record of Decision for AFRO6s Environme
its Purpose and Need statements highl:@
I d A pr atRisk redudé hdzardeus fuels, reduce cronengdotential and

ain conditions that are mor e6).fhesilient
ted Need was f#Afor ur genstalerhghdaverityi on of t

d | a(USFSDRA0Y, p-6).

The political environment in the early 2000s was favorable toward collaboration

to reduce wildland fire risk. The 2001 National Fire Plan (NFP) worked to resolve

gridlock by encouraging partnerships and easating the safety of rural communities

and restoration. An AFR partner working during the rollout of the NFP offered this:

| think building the trust just takes time from succeeding in putting initiatives

together [largely catalyzed by NFP funding] andkiag though the kinks.

Having sideboards, really strong operational agreements that need to be

devel oped right wup front. Weo6pmoét doi ng i
organization member)

The NFP delivered substantial funding to southwestern @régduels reduction work

as this area was a hotbedcoflaborativeactivity. The influx of funding would be
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temporary, but this period would help build organizational capacities and put new fire

management policies and tools like CWPPs to work.

The AFRgroup and restoration accomplishments

NEPA challenges and recommended solutions

The Record of Decision (ROD) for AFR, t
process, was finally signed in 2009. It took over four years for the Environmental Impact
Statemenh(EIS) to reach a ROD in light of the extensive, collaborative effort. This delay
was mostly due to | egal chal l engteedlEPA0 AFRO
public review proces@Boucher 2016a)According to AR participants, th&lEPA
review process impoddime delays, stress on partners, and frustraitiomanagers who
wantedto see moréegal protections for such laborioystleveloped projects.

Interviewees spoke abaile important function of NEPA andéhabling public input,
but saw a need for refining how projeuatere legally challenged.

Increasedegal protections forallaborative projectsvere desired by managers
particulaty afterdevelopment of an E|Since itis the most extensive, environmaint
analysis under NEPA. Further, the most credible and trusted EIS is produced by an
inclusive and diverse collaborative partnersspt represents a wide array of stakeholder
interestsSeveral intervieweegrguedthat aROD from an inclusive and repesgative
collaborative should garner more legal authority and be challenged less. In describing
barriers like this, one BLM agency member said:

The analysis work that it takes to get a project from the ground up and into

implementation. It has just increaktremendously over the years and for a
number of reasons. Certainly increasing the defensibility of projects when they
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get challenged, legally challenged. That has certainly increased our cost.
(Interview 40, BLM agency member)

AFR partners repeatediterated the time and energy required for NEPA, and the delays
caused by the process because of the pressing need to scale up the size and number of
projects. The need for scaliugp projects was the primary argument for more legal
authorityto collaboratvesto expedite the extensive planning processes.
Moreover AFR partners and area managers have made extensive efforts at
broader public inclusion into project planning, bolstering their case for an expedited
NEPA process. AFR partners have incogtedpublic interestandconcernghrough a
formal process called the Community Engagement RGaty of Ashland 2011)
The Community Engagement Planhancesupport for AFR restoration by
building trust through public inclusion, butig also used to lgguide project priorities.
This Plan hagvolved the City: hiring a Community Engagement Coordinator,
development of @ublic website, and offering watershed tours to help educate, inform,
and provide transparency about project actions. This outreach by AFR padisers
intended tdouild suppot for restoration rather than getting caught up in lit@atAn
AFR partner describedsaccessful instance due to puldigreach
When we first were doing our helicopter logging hereab@uo s h, 1t 6s bee
almost three years now. We would be havingtiagks coming through
downtown. We actually did a real aggressive campaign to try and make
people aware of it, like going door to door all along the haul route and
meeting with businesses in town, going
gonnabehmapening. o0 (Il nterview 32, Forest Sel

Interviewees talked about how having a truck loaded with timber in the past, and driving

through town would be quite controversial. Through public inclusion from the start,



43
interviewees indicated # public tensions around forest management have been reduced

for the first time in decades.

AFR group coordination (athands) and project work (dhnds).

Once NEPA cleared, the AFR group took three months to develop arMast
Stewardship Agreementidf 5). The Master Stewardship Agreement (MSA) formalized
the partnership between federal and-fexteral partners to jointly conduct restoration
work (USDA - USFS et al. 2010\MSAs differ from general USFS stewardship contrac
because an MSA covers a larger area and addresses a series of projects compared to a
single ongBey 2015) AFR patners quickly produced the MSA due to the availability of
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) fufadgroject work totaling $6.2
million. ARRA funds financed restoration through 2qC3ty of Ashland €al. 2010fig.
5). A RRSNF employee described some key features of the AFR group that enabled some
of their initial accomplishments:
| think part of AFR was just a perfect storm with just the right personalities and
the right people with skills cantegether. | intentionally tried not to lead the
process. |l tried to | et the group figur
have to have prescriptions written. So
Knowing how it happened with the Forest Senbcé not with a partnership.
We were fortunate to have people with all those kinds of skills in different
places (Interview 32, Forest Service agency member)
This quote shows the critical nature of havimgman capital in the personalities of the
partnership with the knoedge and expertise to enabl& SFS employee wllaborate

Collaboration by an agency with diverse partners, particularly parahersindicates

major shifts in agency culture ways critical for ALM.
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2010 American
Recovery Reinvest-
ment funds

2010 AFR Master 2012 Multi-party 2010-2013 2015 Ashland 2016
Stewardship Monitoring conducts Project work being passes city tax Renewed financial
Agreement public perception survey accomplished investments

) ) )

2010 Multi-party 2015 Two Chiefs
Monitoring begins AFR expansion
hosting public tours funding

Figure5. Timeline of events with the commencement of AFR's project work

The AFR group was finalized in 2009 with goening of thefourth and final
partner, the Lomakatsi Restoration Project (Lomakatse)restoration wrk
implementersAFR partners jointly developed 7,600 acres of treatments across the
22,000acre plan area. Planned treatments of 7,600 acres followed scientificleationa
whereby treating 1/3 of an area will markedly redingesevere imgcts of wildland fire
(Franklin et al. 2002; Quigley et al. 1998)s of 2016 ove6,000 acres have been treated
and partners are right on track with theydar MSA contracfCity of Ashland 2016)

In addition to the restoration conducted on USFS lands, coordinadéah&res
were carried out in 2013 between the RRSNF and the City of Ashland, on theyGd s
1,000acreparcel Ashl andés forester workernsttw!l osel y
coordinate treatments on adjacent la(Blsucher2016a) The Forest Division of Ashland
Fire and Rescue carried out the work on city land while Lomakatsi led the work in the
RRSNF.Also, Ashland coordinated with the USFS for the helicopter removal of timber
via helicopter A helicopter was utilizedroboth municipal and USFS lands while

Ashland used a USFS helicopter landing site, anetilUSFS roads to transpots
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(Boucher 2016b)Such close cadination is due to the workinglation$ip among
partnersongoing since the BP®s, but of coursalso rooted in the 1929 cooperative
agreement.
Noting the complexities in conducting joint restoration projects with partners like
the USFS provideinstructive lessons for future work. One Lomakatsi manager
descrbed some of the challenges in working with a federal agency like the USFS:

| 6ve had to | earn how the Forest Servic
able to navigate through it, because if

frustrated. | think buding trust takes time from succeeding in putting

initiatives together and working though the kinks. Having sideboards, really

strong operational agreements that need to be developed right up front. We

have one agreement [MSA] in the lllinois Valley [uvél ed t o AFR] . Wed
been through four district rangers, two
in the agency that are lifelfhey dondét wanna move up the
live where they work and do a whole career there. Find those people. Védey li

here, theydre gonna do 35 years here. F
outlive the ranger. (Interview 36, Ngamofit organization member)

The same individual expanded on why fostering trust while working with the USFS

agency can be difficuto maintain:

I 61 | be straight with you. Trust <can be
capacity with the agencies is limited. Too much is put on the middle

managements plate to deliver [and] trust gets broken. (Interview 3epiaéin

organization menber)

Another AFR partner spoke about the decreased capacities of the USFS agency:
The Forest Service doesn't having the funding, doesn't have the staff capacity
to be treating the amount of land they want to, so they're leaning on their
partners through these stewardship agreements. (Interview 4grhiitn
organization member)

Thesequotes illustrate some key challenges impeding progress by the AFR group:

agency turnover, and agenayerreliance on partners due to agency downsizing. The
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reduction of USFS commercial timber coupled with increasing fire severity has
restructured thagency. Consequently, there has been a significant reduction of revenue
which is compounded biyre suppressiomanagemernthat has funneled funding away

from restoration to deal with its increasing costs.

Funding challenges to restoration and compounfdiomrs.

Restoration worksuch agpretreatments involving manual and mechanical fuels
reduction,s laborintensive and very expensive. A federal agency member described the
nature of these projects:

These projects are expensive. They take a longtorpan. They take a long

time to put into effect, and yterm have t

value. (Interview 56, Oregon Dept. of Forestry agency member)

A Lomakatsi managespoke about restoration costs in the broader context of the Rogue
River Basini landscape of the Ashland Creek Watershed:

Seventy thousand acres a year just in the Rogue Basin to keep up with

everything [restoration needs according

probably close to 10,000 acres a year, 8to 10fahdat 6 s | udsour e mpl oy i

crews [alone] number about 30. So to treat 1,000 acres a year you need 10

workers. So you need a million bucks to employ ten people all year if they

were doing fuels reduction. So if you do the math, and start thinking about it

for 10,000 acres € |tds about 1,000 acre

70,000 acres in there, it gets really expensive. (Interview 36pKuit

organization member)

AFR partners repeatedly spoke about the need fortlemmg funding investmentslost
often public funding, relied heavily upon for restoration, comes in the form oftsmnort

grants. Shorterm grants do not incorporate considerations for-kemgp, regular

maintenance of areas that have had initial treatmErtduding regular maibenance can
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negate initial restoration and will not accomplish the goal of reducing firéAske
1993, Collins et al. 2011)

The AFR group hasnjoyedsuccess at obtaining grants and other public and
private sources of funding from a varietfyfunders from 2012016 {Table7).

Table7. AFR funding contributions by organization

Organization Contribution
USFSRRSNF $6,350,000
Joint Chiefs $5,200,000
State of Oregon $2,500,000
AFR collaborative estoration byproduct $1,500,000
Non-federal partners $830,000
City of Ashland resident tax $700,000

As of 2016, AFR has been awarded over $17 million, which includes itsr@sttBation
planexpansion under the Joint Chiefs program to incorporate adjacent private lands (fig.
3, p. B). This expansion grew the pect footprint from 22,000 to 53,000 acres, and was

motivated by successes of joint planning and implementation by the group.

AFRO6s expansion through Joint Chiefs.

In the early stages of AFR planning, obtaining project funding was uncertain but
the groy persisted:

Another challenge was when we planned AFR, | knew it was gonna cost $10 to
12 million to do the work. We knew, at best, this whole forest gets $1 million a
year in fuels reduction funding. We have 1.8 million acres, so to do it in ten
years [a stipulated in the MSA] we needed, basically, $1 million a year. That
would be the entire forest budget for ten years. (Interview 32, Forest Service
agency member)

As illustrated, AFR partners received $6.2 million in ARRA funds which kick started

work and funded restoration from 202013. During this time 4,000(+) acregre
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treatedand as a result the group has obtained additional funding from a variety of sources
and grown the planning area.

The expanded area added onto AFR was called AFAR, éxdhiand Forest Al
lands Restoration project. Joint Chiefs has contributed over $5.2 million so far with more
monies expected in they&ar grant program. The progress of the group has grown the
project area and recruited additional (private) landowihéngse new partners have
expanded the mosaic of stakeholders in the ALM project. The expansion and recruitment
of new landowners is in part due to the close relationship pdfivers have had with the
local Natural Resource Conservation Service (NR@8rei thefederalagency
responsible for restoration on private lands in a Joint Chiefs project. The NRCS has been
actively engaged with landowners in the area while fostering relationships with area
professionals. The NRCS and AFR partners have jointly worked togethedoplieng
AFAR, and Lomakatsi will again lead restoration work implementation.

A TNC representative spoke about how the group received Joint Chiefs funding
andaboutupcomingprojections

With the advocacy of the Mayor going bdgist [Washington D.C.] and

lobbying folks in the Forest Service and taking advantage of every opportunity
to meet with leaders, and then the Natural Resources Conservation Service, we

were successful in getting a Joint Chie

summer. Got a milliowlollars for working cros®oundary on private lands.
(Interview 28, The Nature Conservancy representative)

A key factor of AFRO0s success has been
Lomakatsi has contributed capacity for doing the work, TNC hhareed collaborative

capacity through its expertise, the City of Ashlémanally linked local stakeholders to

t

he
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agency partners, and the USFS is committed to being an equal partner while also

contributing significant funds. The next sectidascribe somedetail onpartner roles.

Capacity building of TNC, Lomakatsi, City of Ashland, and the RRSNF

A TNC representative spoke about their role in AFR:
What wedve been doing is enabling the m
with transparency, witkiocabulary, with stories, with experiences, and
empowering the middle that could see its way through this dichotomy
[environmentalists against timber] that was counterproductive, [but] which
served its purpose. (Interview 28, The Nature Conservancy rapagge)
The same TNC member spoke about how theyobv
agencies in order to link them to their local partners:
[ Webve done] a | ot of active engagement
Service, the NRCS, Oregon Departmentofifre st ry sharing how w
successful which has been all about involving the community or engaging the
community with the best available science and developing a project and
implementing it in a transparent way. (Interview 28, The Nature Conservancy
representative)
To illustrate the above quote, Lomakatsi and the City of Ashland have been integral to
gathering support from the community, and TNC has helped accomplish this priority. By
Aenabling the middled and | iackmmomglanuageal an
and understanding, TNC hashanced accomplishmerisiong partners.
The City fills a key role in leading community engagement as illustrated through
the Community Engagement Plan. The City has fostered public trust and support as
evideced by a tax on residentsd watier bill s t

projected totals = $700,000 by 2016. A local resident spoke about the Ashland Forestry

Division Chiefdés key role in fostering sup
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Ashland has accomplished something thaiss so wonderful [with AFR]. |
remember, in 2000 or so, one of their firefighters [now the Division Chief],
was able to talk to people and get them receptive to it. In meetings, he was
talking to all the rest of us, from all of our different areas. He takking with
the BLM and the Forest Service and all
Heds charismatic. He carries himself we
just knew how to get it done. The progr
phenomenal.lqterview 47, Applegate resident)
Aside from its funding and community engagement roles, the City also contributes
technical expertise to AFR as was demonstrated by the restoration work conducted on the
1,000acre parcel inside the RRSNF. These rolestilated the capacity contributions of
the City to the partnership.
Lomakatsi is a local, negovernmentabrganization implementing the restoration
for AFR / AFAR projects contributing key technical skills. In addition, like the City, the
organizations a close partner to both the public and RRSNF. Lomakatsi started in the
mid-1990s working with the broad, smallc al e, pri vate | andowners
surrounding area. They have fostered relationships and developed ecological forestry
techniques in thpast with these partnershipso ma k at si 6 s ecol ogi cal
in local and regional tribal knowledges, reinforced by forest science as represented for
example by researcher Jerry Frankliomakatsi 2005)Lomakatsi has since shifted
from smaltscale to larger scale, federal agency joint projects like AFRFAR, the
organization hasmployedthesepreviously developedkills of working with private
landownersangp art nering with the USFS. A partner

and recruitment to AFR;:

They were seen by the [RRSNF] forest supervisor at the time as a community
player, haung capacity to implement work on the ground, whereas the other

f
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partners really didndédt have much capaci
get work done on the ground and Lomakatsi had already established that they
could do that, and they were activelyirpit. (Interview 44, Ashland City
employee)

Lomakatsi pioneeredpplicationof ecological forestry at a time when deep mistrust was
prevalent between the public and the timber industry. In the mid 1990s-tbencters of
the organizatiomprooted thenelves from caresrin the timber industry to forge a new
management moderhey were guided bgcological principles sourced froaneatribes,
also referred to as traditional ecological knowledge, or TEK. Thesigngicant tribal
presence in the regi@f southwestern Oregon and northern California that both groups,
AFR and VWKRP, hare incorporatedAccordingto an organization manager:
We took the prescriptions and the innovative restoration that we developed on
private lands across thousands of acresvegre able to extrapolate it onto the
federal land side with the support of a community that was against logging
and against the agencies. They [community] backed us because we were
implementing the ecological fuels reduction approach. (Interview 36, Non

profit organization member)

The same manager expanded on their methods for completing project work and how

theydve built capacities to meet an increa
How wedve built capacities, wedve | eane
opeat ors that exist in southern Oregon, ¢

these largescale projects by hiring them and leaning on their capacity that

already exists, and then training them in the ecological fuels reduction

approach and giving them opportunity We 6 r e real ly serving |
administrative body oflarge c al e projects. Webre doing
then wedbdre soliciting bids and proposal
with over 15 other operators and employ up to 150 people atroaglikke

webre doindé right now. [ We] work acros
Non-profit organization member)
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I n addition to Lomakatsi 6s work with the p
local, available restoration workforce which has $in& the once bustling forest industry.
The organization utilizes this dwindling but remaining infrastructure to conduct work;
which is a particular mission of the groufp create jobs and grow a local, restoration
workforce.

A TNC representative spolabout particular skills Lomakatsi brings to the AFR
group, and also illuminates particular funding challenges in restoration:

There is a good analogy [about streams of funding] with the electrical grid.

You get these huge surges where you've got more poinehis case,

moneyd than you can deal with. We need a moderator. You need a transformer

to regulate the flow of money fromeHederal government, which is incredibly

boom and bust [sheterm grants]. For us, the transformet.@anakatsi

because of their ability to scale up and down to meet the need. They're able to

harness what would otherwise be energy just burned off as(heatview 45,

The Nature Conservancy representative)
AFR group members haweorked to addressinding challenges thaommonly face
restoration projects like thisin Ashland @y tax for restoration work provides reliable
income, the group has attradtvaried partners they can rely on, and restoratien by
producs (wood chips, biomass etc.) have been harnessed.

As the RRSNF is the primary landowner dras$ jurisdiction on 9% of the AFR

project area, an agency partner reflected on how the agenggate/itheir role in the

group as an equal partriea significant shift from their traditional role:

Typically, when the Forest Service woul
prescriptions, lay it out, give specifications on how to do the workthSrone
we started, we didndot have any of that.

doing a lot of that work that the Forest Service would usually do. That really, |
think, was really key. That added capacity to getting it off the ground and
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moving plus, | mean, having the advantage of [esisre] funding.
(Interview 38, Forest Service agency member)

This illustrates the decreased capacity challenges of the USFS and the way AFR partners
were able to shore that up. However, AFR partners spoké/fufjithe integral role of the
USFSAFR project manager. In the words of a TNC partner:
[The AFR project manager] has been key to our success. Somebody inside
Forest Service who really believes in this project and who has been willing to
rattle cages andigt do a lot of the hard labor of pulling together plans,
prospects, and proposals, and all the spreadsheets and the budgeting. He also
brings to it his history of working as a smoke jumper and working with fire and
his experience working in silvicultuend managing stands. (Interview 28, The
Nature Conservancy representative)
Each of the partners of the AFR contribute particular capacities to the group. This quote
illustratesthatthe USFSRRSNF is no exception. In fact, this AFR manager has helped

pawe a new way forward as an equal partner in a collaborative, redefining the role that the

agency may fill in ALM in the future.

WKRP: How it Developed

Stirrings of the WKRP first originated in the early 1990s whenktaruk Tribe
initiated collaborativerescribé burn projects with the Klamath National Forest (KNF).
The WKRP planning boundary follows the ancestral territory of the Karuk Tribe, but also
spans two national forests. In 1986 the Karuk received federal recognition status. They do
not have aeservation but have reacquired lands, as well as gained back lands through fee
to trust conversiofiTripp 2013) Land acgisition and fee to trust conversions tethl

1,660 acres as of 2013, and continuing acquisition of land is a high priority toibthe
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Reacauiring landshas triggered the Federal trust responsibiityn the governmertb
the Karuk(Tripp 2013) The Federal trust responsibility mandates the federal government
Aassist I ndian tri bes ( nroensea ugRedcterspdl6pd2d pr ot

The Federal trust responsibility recognizes tribal tredgtiessupporting tribal
sovereignty, and reinforces the governmengovernment relationship the Karuk Tribe
has with the federal gevnment(DOI 2012) This relationship enaldehe tribe to
prioritize conservation goals, and the Karuk Tribe Dept. of Natural Resources states their
mi ssi on i s t gandrpstorethe aultural/naturahrasoucces and ecological
processes upon whi dKarukKKTale @006, pldo pl e dependo

In addition to the Federal trust resgdoility, further rights are extended to tribes
by the 1997 Secretarial order #3206 from the Dept. of the In{@&@F 2012) This order
specifies that under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), conservation actions taken by
federal agencies must harmonize with the Federal trust responsibilitye® wiien
actions are taken under the ESA which affect tribal lamdstribal trust resources. Three
ESA species listed in the western Klamath Mountains are the northern spot{&irowl
occidentalis cauring and ChinooKOncorhynchus tshawytschand Coho salmon
(Oncorhynchus kisutghWild salmon, in particular, have historic, sacred, and
subsistence meaning to the Trilb@ruk Tribe 2006)

Management of these species between the federal government and the Karuk, in
part,shapet he tr i beds r otltuglandsthategantaegSRivegs t r i b al
National Forest (SRNF) and the KNF (fi§). Many Karuk tribal members remain on

original territory along the Klamath and Salmavers in northern Californidhey
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comprise the second largest tribe in the state in terms of population, andeading
the WKRP planning efforTripp 2013) Since 1986 the Tribe has grown its
administrative bodies from only a handéi employees and an operating budget of
$250,000, to 231 employees with a budget of $37 mi(lioipp 2013) Initially, the
Tribe pursued fisheries management, but in the early 1990s began incorporatamgl fi
fuels. At this timehe Tribe became increasingly alarmed at the deteriorating condition of
the forests and watershetldinked to past practices of extractive ¢ipigg and fire

suppressiofflUSDA and DOI 2012)
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Since the early 1990s, multiple collaborative projects have been attempted in the
region of the WKRP, but none have been markedly successful except for the 2008
Orleans Community Fuels Reduction Proj€2CFR). Although WKRP members who
participated in OCFR descrilitefor the conflictit spurred, they also noted hdke end
result was clarity by tribal and local partners regarding what components were necessary

for successful, collaborative fire restooatiefforts.

Conflict leads to clarity and goals for the WKRP

The OCFR project, originally the source of great conflict, motivated a range of
actions, ideas, and partnerships which led to a coherent vision forming the basis of
WKRP. OCFR was developed under the Healthy Forest Restoration Act emphasizing
collaboratio,rand community i nvolvement. Thaeas projec
rooted in conflict but alsaasresolved through collaborative agreement. Interviewees
generally thought planning for OCFR went well and were quite hopeful about future
collaborative pospects with the USFS. However, once implementation bdegah
partners noted certain treatments were contrary to wasitagreed upon. A local
managereflected on what happened:

Public input [during NEPA process] went into this black box and fH&FS]

came out with something that was just totally different. There were some very

specific requests that were made by the tribe regarding cultural sites that were

disregarded. There were specific requests about certain logging companies to
avoid that te community and the tribe did not feel comfortable with but that
company was the one that was chosen. There were some things that were
justd whether it was the supervisor who changed them, whether it was that
they were marked different, things didn't geinslated. Suddenly there were

specific cultural sites that were desecrated during the implementation.
(Interview 8, Nonrprofit organization member)
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OCFR resulted in litigation when the Kartikbe, along with local stakeholdeifded
suit against the KF for violating the National Historic Preservation ADOI and
USDA 2012) As a result of what transpirgithe Tribe and local partners reevaluated
their approach to collaborative restoration and formed theK¥chath Restoration
Partnership (MKRP) to coordinate treatments going forward. The MigRIeursor to
the WKRP)split priorities into instream and upsloperk because of disagreements on
treatments and shifted focus to instream restoration where significant agreement and
funding existed.
The intention of MKRP was to build social capital and gather network resources
in order to address upslope issuesedtie opportunity arose. A WKRP partner described
this time:
When we got the Mid Klamath Restoration Partnership together in 2007, all the
players for the instream stuff were there and ready to go. There was very little
disagreement. Our overlap was graatl our mission was clear. Whereas the
upsl ope it was the opposite, it was <cl e
and were unlikely to come to the table. That the issue was contentious enough
that we didndét have t haghtanwaythatwewdreo addr e
going to breakout instream from the ups
instream work initially and wait until we gathered resources to address the
upslope. (Interview 1, Neprofit organization member)
After two years of succeful instream work, the 2009 State@tir Forests Conference
was heldandwasces ponsored by the WRTC and TNC&és Fi
The instream work, along with future collaborative upslope goadsy tire attention of

the FLN Director- providing expertise and resources through programs early WKRP

partners needed to jumpstart meetings and planning.
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The FLN brought persarel and other resources to tharKlamath; they
provided much needed facilitation that unified all stakeholders arounchonrgoals. A
WKRP partner recalled this time:

[The FLN] brought those resources to the table that allowed us to have faith

that if we threw it out there to that contentious group [we would be able to]

come together. That we would be able to make thatdusitive experience

through high level facilitation and having a process that allowed us to form

relationships rather than break them. (Interview 1,-Niafit organization

member)

The FLN provided skilled facilitators fluent in collaborative fire mamaget, helped
recruit agency members to participate, and diffused tension that provided opportunities to
mend relationships among stakeholders.

Once gaining the support of the FLN, a series of actions took place that helped
build capacities of the groumcludingthe development of a CWPP, engagement in the
Firewise program, and formation of a regional Western Klamath FLN. These actions
opened up local stakeholders to funding, knowledge, and information to share with the
community to help increase safetyd reduce fire risk. The National Fire Protection
Association (Firewise), the USFS (CWPPs), and TNC (FLN) are national organizations
leading these programs and connecting local managers to a national network of fire
managers and other resources.

Other rational partners and resources gathered by area partners from2Z00¥D
included: 1) joining the Fire Adapted Communities (FACsxtension program ofliN;

2) creation of a GIS Overlay Assessment (funded by local, regional, and national sources)

that héped guide project priorities by providing understanding of landscape fire activity;
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and 3) development of the Somes Bar Integrated Fire Management Project (guiding
WKRP pilot projects) which drew largely uponreearlierCWPP(Harling and Tripp
2014, fig.7). Figure7 provides a timeline of events leading to tbemation of the

WKRP and its key partnersljscussed at length in the next section.

{+ )

2007 Mid Klamath 2“'11 W:iem
4 i < Klamath FLM
1986 I(akan-h_e 15893 Salmon Ffwer 2001 Mid Klamath Restorathn
Federal Recognition  (5R) Restoration Watershed Council Partnership
Council [MERP) 2012 OsB
CWPP
) _ 2008 Orleans
1993 SR Fire Safe 2001 Orleans Fuel Reduction 2014 Somes-Bar
Council {F5C) somes Bar Project [OCFR) Integrated Fire
roject
(058) F5C ! Mgt. Project
l_flS'B.S 2002 Firewise 2009 Recruitment 2014 prescribed Fire
California FSC Program of FLN Training Exchange
(TREX)
- T )
Figure7. Ti meline of events in the WKRPO6s devebopment
resources

In May 2013, the MKRP held their first formal collaborative meeting. By the
second meeting the group finalized its name, the Western Klamath Restoration
Partnership, to reflect the new plan area footprint. Directors at the Kaheard the
local, nongovernmentabrganization MidKlamath Watershed Council (MKWC)
initially spearheaded the WKRP effort in part due to an almost two detddeell

respected relationship:

What |1 6ve | earned in tribaltobeountry is
sacrificed for relationshipsé | 06m al wa
damages relationships. |l think thatos
on what not to do when youodre trying t
thetmg¢ of this work is that itds the pro

that process that will lead to lontgrm results. (Interview 1, Neprofit
organization member)
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This quote depictthe strong partnership and leadership within the WKRP. Once RVKR
was formalizegt wo addi-lte acdhsad Wie rdyy thelargei collaboratise,
group,totaling fourin all. One nominee was from the KNF and the other was from the
expandeglan area and local, nagovernmentabrganizationrSalmon River Restoratio
Council
The SRNF is the last remaining major partner in the WKRP. Together with the

KNF, these ational forests make up over%®of the planning area.

The WKRP Partners and Restoration Plan

The WKRP is a larger, and more sprawling ALM group comp&reé¥FR in
severalways: here are more collaborating partners; it is an open collaborative to
residents while the AFR is more closed; the planning arggnsgicantlylarger; and
although collaboration has been repeatedly attempted since the 1990srlebas been

implemented on the groumtiie to the inability opartners to align (fig8).
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Figure8. WKRP's group partners and the communities they are based in

The first tier of figureB represents the WKRP group as a whole; the second tier
are the national, federal, atrtbal partners; while the third (and fourth) tier(s) are the
local stakeholder organizations. The integral local organizatinraidition to the Karuk
Tribe) include he Salmon River Restoration Council (SRRC) and their subsidiary
Salmon River Fire Safe Council (SF5C), as well atheHappy Camp FSC areall
surrounded byhe KNF (fig.8). The remaining local partners, MKWC and their
subsidiary Orlean§Somes BaFSC,are surrounded bhe SRNF (fig 8).

The WKRP has prioritized reaching agreement among partners, aligning
priorities, and engaging in joint planningll within a complex, steep, and rugged
landscape. In order for all partners to align individual priorities, the group is following an

internaional model for collaboration led by TNC called the Open Standards Process of
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Conservation (OSP). One WKRP partner compared past attempts at collaboration to the
current one guided by the OSP:

Once | heard The Nature Conservancy was involved, that reafiythe key

point for me to get involved because | was involved in other collaborative
efforts or attempted collaborative efforts, but they were pretty much being
facilitated and run by Forest Service personnel. They weren't successful. They
went on for tvo years in some cases. The trust was never there, could never be
established.

To have an outside, independent party like this come in is great. That's where
my hope lies, by having an entity like that come in that maybe we can start
building greater trst and already [we] see that it opens up dialogue that |
haven't seen before. There's more equality among participants than what there
was before. The playing field has been leveled, so to speak. That really helps
bring forth more honest dialogue. (Intew 2, Klamath Mountains resident)

TNCO6s e mpfithe @BPegnides planning, implementation, monitoramgl
learning ofprojects. According to TNC, the OSP has been used successfully for almost

twenty yearsn diverse contextmternationally(TNC 2015) Many WKRP partners

expressed great optimism in following the
facilitation.
The | andscape complexity of the western

however the scale and straieglans are quite different. WKRP pilotgpects firstbegan
out ofthe OrleansSomes Bacommuniy, but two more communities in the plan area
have developed pilot projects: Happy Camp and Sawyers Baddiraon River

subbasin) (fig9, shownbelow).
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Figure9. TheWKRP communitybased ALM project areas

The three communitpased project areas of the WKRP were designed to anchor
the restoration plan and serve to focus on different priorities of the (Jfabje8).
Priorities, icentified through the OSRire wideranging and take on an ecosystem

management approach:

Webre | ooking at bigger effects on fish
which has to be articulated over and over again, and continues to be between

fish and forests and fish and firee€8ng that logging practices and sediment

from roads and the health of the forests was very much connected with the

health of the river systems and with the fisheries and the lack of fire. (Interview

8, Nonprofit organization member)

Another partner expissed a similar sentiment, but adds the importance of community

well-being for the group:
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What is good for the forests, and the wildlife, and the rivers is ultimately really
good for everyone. | think it increases the quality of life, the ability of

subsst ence, so itbés really quality of [|if
healt hy, vital fisheri es, and wildlife,
and you have clean water. l'tds the best

tribal member)
Because of the groupds engagement with the
were developed encapsulating their mission. These priorities linked ecological, human,
and economic goals (Tab.

Table8. WKRP prioritiesdeveloped collectively through the Open Standards Process

Conservation targets/values

- Fire Adapted Communities (FACSs) - Resilient biediverse forests/plants/
animals

- Restored fire regimes - Sustainable local economies

- Healthy river systems - Cultural and community vitality

Threats to conservation targets/values

- Lack of stable jobs - Erosion of community and cultural
values, including Karuk traditional
practices

- High fuel loading - Altered forest structure and compositic
(overly densdorests)

- Lack of defensible space - Habitat degradation (terrestrial and
aguatic)

- Impaired fishery - Lack of defensible space

Group strategies developed

- Accelerate development of FACs - Develop and implement landscape lev
strategic fuelseduction treatments.

- Increase local restoration capacity - Increase use of fire to restore & mainta
preEuropean conditions in a
contemporary context

- Develop partnerships for implementing - Create sustainable diverse revenue

zones of agreement. streams to address all threats and value

- Support implementing fisheries - Develop integrated, integenerational

restoration plans education programs and activities that
complement our identified strategies.

- Integrate food security into forest

managerant
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Leadership of the WKRP is twofold. Ther
while fouid ealdsot e piiesent the different co
and direct local projeci@arling and Tripp 2014b, p.10Pne partner summarized the
vision and overall goal of the gip:

Really at the core is understanding t
been broken. Our current policies don
out of the hands of the people and they put it in the hands of a few federal

officials that are removed from its effects on the landscape scale. How we
build back that human fire relationship
ultimate goal. Is change that understanding of fearing fires to feeding the fires,

to embracing it, as well using is@a primary tool for managing this landscape.

(Interview 1, Nonprofit organization member)

h a
ot

This quote provides insight into the frustrations of local managers excluded from past
federal agencyed, topdown projects. However, interviewees seemed to haeaewed
sense of hope for collaboration that finally incorporated local priorities.

Although the WKRP was predominantly in the planning phase of AL ke
time | conductedhnterviews the group hadeceived significant fundinffom state,
federal, and tribal sourc€$able9). A primary objective of WKRPlike Lomakatsijs
building a local restoration workforcand partners understand an imperative of this is
developing diverse revenue streams that will leverage major funding sources from state

and federal agencies.
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Table9. WKRP funding mechanisms and/or resource contributions

Source offunds Amount (approximatg

Karuk Tribe Annual contributions from Federal trust
responsibilitie§ from BIA through USFS

USFSState and Private Forestry $1.1 million to norfederal partners

Six Rivers National Forest $500,000 (also committed to annual
contributions)

Klamath National Forest $26,000 (2014 WKRP restoration plan)

Joint Chiefs: MidKlamath River $3 million (2014, 201% small portion

Communities allocated to WKRPsee p. 7¥

California Fire Safe Couail (CA-FSC) Annual contributions/grants to Happy
Camp, Salmon River, and OSB FSCs

Communitybased allands projects anchoring WKR

Partners of the WKRP have recognized there is urgency for coordinating and

collaborating on work in the western Klamath Mountains because of the severe fire risk

in the landscape. A local manager reported that in the last decade (prior to 2015) over

400,0® acres burned dmwover $450 million dollars waspent on fire suppression
(Harling 2015) In response, the group devisstthtegies for scaling up restoration:

We can either choose to spend $450 million like we have in the last 10 years
on fire suppression or we can choossegend $45 million, a tenth of that, on
strategic fuels reduction foll owed
our efforts, our combined efforts on establishing those fuel breaks, getting
good fire back on the landscape where we can. That will alote embrace
managed wildfire. (Interview 1, Negprofit organization member)

The WKRP is working to restore the role of fire to the landscape, and creating conditions

to do landscape level work through managed wildfiee allowing fire to burn in

contained areas)n addition, partners are focusing on community and fire fighter safety,

and their welbeing, and getting fire back on the landscape at more opportune times

through prescribed firg outside of extreme, high fire season.
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The first pilot pojects were based out of the Orle&mmnes Bar (OSB)
community due to the support from the SRNF, previous accomplishimenetsy WKRP
leadersand readily identified projects outlined by a CWPP. The three communities
anchoring the WKRP have each focusadifferent strategies: 1) developing landscape
level fuel reduction treatmentshe focus of the OSB pilot projects; 2) developing
inclusive partnerships for implementing areas of agreemtaaus of Sawyers Bar pilot
project; and 3) accelerating dewpiment of FAC$ focus of Happy Camp pilot project.

The OSB pilot project is slated to begin 2017, totals 6,500 acres, and consists of
four project areas (fig.0). Private landownensere notifiedthrough mailed letters by
MKWC staff. The letters informd them that their lands were being incorporated into the
project area; though one interviewee talked about the difficulty in contacting residents,

some of whom did not want to participate:

Yeah, so then t he Jdumwith phone cadago dtriedtdé d b e
do that, but a | ot of times, itods ju
that they understand what |1 6dm tal kin
cut off |l 0m al ways getting cut off
Il think t her ed svacy[registance {o incotpaatian] becaudes p
of marijuana, but thereds also a str
privacy in general. Thatodos why they
Letbébs see, what el se? Welbwuptherd, so, | u
Donahue [project site], hebds I|like, 0
been doing it myself for 30 years, a

(Interview 22, Norprofit organization member)
Inclusion of private landowners has éeded upon WKRP leaders coordinating projects
to incorporate them. Landownekgho may at first be resistamire personally contacted

and persuaded, to either conduct or accept fire risk reduction treatments seldmatsall
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areincludedin project areadMIKWC has become wellespected among local residents,
and has worked to build trust; this helps to bring these lands into prajects NGOs
and area residents ihd western Klamath regidrave had fairly recenpast negative

dealings with federal agencies, and organizations like MKWC are critical for building
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Figure10. WKRP pilot projects slated for restoration work in 2017. Note light ediarcels of private
lands within each project area
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Part of the mission of the OSBlot projectsis to applylessons learned from the
WKRPG&6s multiple experiences (in 2014, 2015
Training Exchange (TREX) program. TREp&ains for federal levekildfire management
by providing national certifications to local managers to conduct treatments on public
lands. A TREX manager spoke in favor of the program:

TREX is pretty radical with gaciai ng on
barriers that have limited collaboration for decades. Some of the TREX

projects have been done on private lands, public lands, some cross boundary

work, a military base, and a giant ranch. Funding is a major barrier though to
prescribe burning butNC has shown that lots of acreage is accomplished

through volunteers. International participants have been encouraged to attend

and a group from Spain was at the 2014 TREX in the Klamath. (Interview 25,

The Nature Conservancy representative)

TREX is a najor tool for conducting crogsoundary, landscape level treatments by
local managers ofederallandsi a particular focus for future WKRP projects. A WKRP
member spoke about the innovation of TREX:

Whet her itds the prescr ijmodelbasedana t r ai n
type three incident management team, t
available for fire suppression and prescribed fire. A lot of these things are

really helping the national folks to understand what a new fire management
paradigm boks like (Interview 1, Noiprofit organization member).

i
h

The Klamath has therefore been a place of innovatiemelifying a new fire
management model for national managers and policy makers

The remaining twa@ommunitybased projectdiappyCamp and Sawyers Barte
locatedwithin the KNF. Figure 1illustrates he Happy Camp pilot projeedifferent
land uses and highlights the private lands on the eastern edge, near the town limits of

Happy Camp. The Happy Camp pilot is led by agency neesiioom the USFS Happy
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Camp Ranger District and Happy Camp FS@ainly composed of community
members. The Sawyers Bar pilot project is led by the Salmon River Restoration Council
(SRRC), the Salmon River FSG)dKNF agency representatives. While allgér
communityb ased projects adhere to WKRPO6s missi:
particul ar geographic areas. As an exampl e
experimental, scieneleased project to reintroduce fire to an area which has besitg¢he
of recent wildland fire (fig. 2). Though this project is occurring solely faderallands,
its effects will be examined by multiple partners, illustrating théxatids, collaborative

aspect of ALM.
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Figure11. Happy Camp pilot project. Note dark gray shading on eastern edge showing private lands
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Figure12. Pilot project taking place out of Sawyers Bar in the Salmon River subbasin

Changingelationships among managers of the WKRP

The WKRP has received financial and staff support from the KNF but has also
had conflicts in partnering with them. To illustrat@e of the WKRP céeads is a KNF
fire ecologist; the KNF provided the fundi
and the SRRC in Sawyers Bar has worked closely, at timestheikiNF over the years.

On the other hand, the KNF proposed a controversial Westside Fire Recovery Project
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(Westside) after a fire event in August 20that resulted in litigation actions takéy
WKRP partners.
The Karuk Tribe along with a consortium of environmental groups, dilleavsuit
challenging Westsidence its draft EIS was presented for public review. The lawsuit
warned the project would cause negative impacts to salmon antlfthledi to
incorporate fire on the | andscape. Westsid
salvaging timber, replanting, and fire suppression. The Tribe proposed an additional
alternative to the ones in the Westside EIS drafted by KNF, whigkeaksd the salvage
area by 1/ 3 and prioritized WKRPO6s princip
working towards reintroduction of beneficial fire. A WKRP partner talked about dealings
over the Westside project:
Webdbve had mont hs, saftice tmoKiamdihsNatiormln d mont h
Forest has been able to engage with us and for us to provide direction on their
Westside salvage, but because they drag
not, to me, the way you deal with a landowner on your forestbes € we 0r e a
| andowner and they dondét see us as that
owner of the land, but we are most definitely the most important component of
the landscape. (Interview 14, Karuk tribal member)
In this instance, the KNFxeluded WKRP partners from the planning of the Westside
project.
Multiple WKRP partners spoke about differing national forest priorities and the
constituencies of the SRNF compared to the KNte KNF is headquartered in Siskiyou

County and hapredominantly been a ranching/timber asghile SRNF is located in

Humboldt County, a more liberal area receptive to collaboraiiba more liberal nature
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of Humboldt County is partlgdue to the existing environmental grougs well aghe
presence offumboldt State University academics pushing SRNF in that direction.

Okay, so Humboldt County, Indian Country, green, greeented [liberal

naturd. The Federal government, and the State governments, local
governments are stanttimodetoi tdmdemotr@nd e
the communities native communities, local communities, academic

communities. Siskiyou Couniyc ons er vati ve, agriculture.
grewup..it s hard to get out to those commu
ways (Interview 11, Karuk tribal member)

Shebéds [ KNF Supervisor] balancing a whol
includes Siskiyou County and a lot more timberland owners that are very

weary of trying to be part of the [collaborative] decision makimmgyre s s €

The Klamath [KNF] is the last bastion of the true timber beasts. They have

been getting their cut out there. (Interview 1, Nwofit organization
member)

As illustrated, Happy Camp and Sawyers Bast within the KNF jurisdiction.
WKRP partners residing in these areas are pushing forward with restoration plan

priorities and are very cognizant of the present challenges in partnering with the KNF.

Growing capacity for ALM in the Klamath also reve&larriers

Similar to the AFR, WKRP federal partners are relying on their collaborative
partners to lead owdf-the-box, innovative projects comprising-#inds, akthands
aspects of a forest resiliemmodel. Partners often cited the commonly usedlera fial |
handsondeck, 6 to invoke what is necessary to
After the failure of the OCFR project, WKRP partners began gathering resources
and building network capacity largely by continuing work through the California Fire
Safe Coucil (FSC) prograni which funds many local FSCs. FSCs support sistle,

communitybased efforts to reduce wildland fire risk to private lands. This program has
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assisted in building local capacity around fire management in the Klamath region, where
locd partners leading the WKRP have all worked through commilnaised FSE for
over twenty years (fig.3.

WKRP has worked torganize areéire managergfederal, state, locagnd local
groups andcommunites throughhe collaborativesought resourcatrough partners and
programs; and accomplished agreement on fire management not only through partner
support and inclusive expertise, but through individuals who have fostered relationships
and trust (fig. B). Figure B maps the groups who have worked to unify this partnership.
Notableg r o ugbes énabling agreement involve: TNC (expertise, Fire Learning
Network, facilitation), USFSSRNF (committedong-termfunding and staff), MKWC

director (linking participating staholders).

Regional partners
uRegion 8USFS

(California)

wCAFire Safe Council
(FSC)

WJSFPSW (research)

Local partners
uKaruk Tribe

National partners
WJSFS

WINC oKNF
oFire Learning uSRNF
Network (FLN) V' «MKWC / OSBESC

«BSRRC / SRSC
uHappy Camp FSC

Figure13. WKRP partners across multiple scales unifying partners for collective agreement
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WKRP stakeholders for the first time are collectively movioigviard on upslope
projectsst ar gel y t hr o u g hsptescabedtie TREX prégram.Wlee F L NO
prescribd-burn program has been instrumersialkeit furthersthe mission of the group
to return Agood f iOve 80%mfahe kandscape is USES land,rartls ¢ a p
the downsized agency has limited capafotywork. TREX acknowledgethis and
demonstratean alternative model through building local capacities. Capacities are built
through the programébés national <certificati
private lands, and also by bringing volunterr the form of fire crews in training.

Barriers to building capacities for ALM in the Klamath region partly involve
funding mechanisms and bureaucratic challenges that come with USFS partnerships.
Similar to AFR, a funding mechanism for the WKRP hag &leen Joint Chiefs, through
the KNF. Approximately$3 million in funding was provided by the program but because
of the conditiorthatfundswereto be used for work only, not planning, thesdlarshave
not assisted the group as much as they could a8®A and NRCS 20160nly a small
portion of Joint Chiefs funding was allocated to private lands within the OSB community
project, much more ight have been if adequate personnel from the NR&Ebeen
available. One forester from the NRCS wasiclt@d to appropriate the funding, which
was not enough support for this plan area. The majority of Joint Chiefs funds went to
NEPA-ready projects alreadyreparedy the KNF and without any input from the
WKRP1T WKRP partners felt this was another missetlaborative opportunity by the

KNF (TNC 2013)
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Interestingly, a WKRP managekpressea counterintuitive point howeceiving
money is not always a positive thing when the capacity to appropriat@itsufficiently
developed
Webre on an unl evel playing f-Beld when
million in internal funding to support their work. That was part eflteauty
of WKRP is they [SRNF] recognized that the partners also need funding to
participate in a meaningful way. That was a huge shift. At that same time a lot
of our nonfederal partners including MKW@&nd the tribe are going through
growing pains. Oustaffing levels, funding levels, triggered our first audit.
Just because of the amount of money we made which then took up a bunch of
our staff time. At a time when weodre ad
lot of money is not necessarily a good thimless we have the capacity to use
it in a good way and to weather those growing pains. (Interview J-pkugit
organization member)
This quote shows one of the major contributions of the USH8plays a cultural shift
between the USFRegion 5(i.e. California)and local SRNF offices to support groups in
ways they haveot previouslyi granting funding for planningddministrators in the
Forest Supervisor and District Ranger positions at SRNF provide key sufipese key
positions are held bjnembers othe Hoopa Native American Tribe, historic neighbor to
the Karuk. The tribal influence has been encouraged by regional partners (USFS Region
5)andisprovidig cr i ti cal support andasumdrtppgtheng WKRPO
integration of TEK with vestern sciencédowever, challenges remain that must be
addressedparticularlyformal supporfor capacity buildingif ALM is to have longevity.
Finally, WKRP partners have identified barriers to ALM and are strategizing

ways to overcome them. A WKRP mber reflected on potential solutions that largely

involve fire managers and administrators, on all levels, agyea a collective plan:
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Whet her itdés by engaging with CAL FIRE
burn windows. Or whetehgeurl aittodrsy eanggeangciyn ¢s o
restrict our treatments, time windows o0
job done because of potential impacts to [sensitive] species. All those issues

need to be addressed. As well atieinging the community alapwith us,

the information sharing, the shared learning. (Interview 1 -piofit

organization member)

This quotehighlightsa general principle of ALM whicfks calling upon all managers
and stakeholdet® jointly create agreements on what kindicdé managemerdctions
a particular landscape will receiMealsodepictsthe complex nature involved in

accomplishing thi$ butshows hownanagers arengaged irspearheadinthe effort
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSID

Top-Down Support irShifting to a Forest Resilies Model

This research examined two cases working to shift out of a pure fire suppression
mode of forest management to a resgemodel by employing ALM as encouraged by
the National Cohesive Wildland Fire Managementt8gy (Cohesive Strategyphis
researchsought to answehe research questidrHow is ALM implemented in fire
adapted landscapeshrough three objectived) how graips organizeand engage with
policies and programg) the legal, regulatory, and economic environments of ALM
collaborativesand 3) how collaboratives implement ALM restoration goals despite
limitations | hypothesized thdbr largescale, croséoundary coordination to endure
there must be institutian programs, and policies to support them.

Although each case offered different lessons for ALM planning and
implementation, | affirmed my hypothesis in that they both shared the need for a
supporting framework (i.e. institutions, programs, policies)rasdlting infrastructure
for carrying out this new management approdd¢te AFR and WKRP demonstrate
different organizational structures of ALM, restoration project work on a landscape scale,
and the difficulties and opportunities ALM presents. Despiti thiferences, both cases
shared common frameworks, were guided by common policies, and were supported by
common programs such as Joint Chiefs. They also participated in common programs,

such as Firewise, and they had common participants, such as The Slahservancy.
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The Cohesive Strategy was the common policy adhered to by both cases in this
study and exemplifies Agrawal and Gi bsonoés
bottomup resource management. This policy encourages a model of managfesmhe
addresses both the increasing costs and risks of severe wildland fire. Both groups, the
WKRP and AFR, align with Cohesamnwdks (Stamd efayl
|l andso to accompl i sh -hands, alahds managmentpsl e ment at
termed ALM,a land management approach involving collaborative, scieased
ecosystem restoration at the landscape scale that occurs across ownership and

jurisdictional boundaries

Thechallenges ofleveloping a resilieze model

This sectiorbriefly touches on what Kellert et al. (2000) describe as the challenge
of effective implementation due to the extraordinarily complex nature of CBNiRivh
this case ALM. The Cohesive Strategy calls upoaaltis jurisdictions (local, regional,
statefederal, national) to collectively conduct fire management through ALM, a vastly
different approach than traditional tdpwn, agency driven management. As illustrated,
forest management is largely separated into two camps: fire suppression and resilience
(or restoratiorbased). The Cohesive Strategy prioritizes restoration by emphasizing the
need to restore forests to become resilient tdofyresintroducing itand doing so through
a collaborative process of diverse partners on all lef@ishelong-term(DOI & USDA
2010) However, there are no blueprints in doitigs and collaborativgroups must

design and innovate how this process will take place.
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Design and innovation in both cases provided lessons in ALM planning and
implementation. Planning that orgaed partners and established shared decisiaking
included AFR6s Master Stewardship Agreemen
TNCO6s Open St dnnogatian dreunddmpementation was demonstrated by
both groups calling upon local stakeholderd axisting traditional ecological knowledge
(TEK). TEK guided new practices working toward a resilience model, which is still
relatively unknown to most managers across the ($&hos et al. 2012)

An innovative idea by a WKRP partner was to redesign forest management to
encourage ALM through an dlnds workforce. In other words, since ALM
implementation is locally base is largely dependent upon a local workforce. Thus,
local organizations should have the capacity for wateying projects yeaound,
including suppression to support the various priorites landscape. If local groups are
to address various prities and manage and conduct wideging projects, a fulime
workforce is likely necessaripepending on geographiharacteristicshis may not be
possible everywhere.dwvever, ALMwhichis localcentric, highlights the need for
significant workforce dvelopment and training?rograms addressing the need for
workforce development and training include TREX, Fire Adapted Communities,
Cali fornia Fire Safe Councils, and Lomakat
examples of proactive ways managersradeicing wildland fire risk, that could be more

effective if scaleelp.
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Funding ALM through programs and economic generation

Development of funding sources that not only support a local workforce but that
cover the cost of restoration is paramolwoimakatsi provides a work model that is doing
this and can offer lessons to be learhgathers AFR partners are contracted by an
MSA which binds them to a 20% cost match whereby the USFS provides 80% to conduct
work. The expense of restoration (partanly costs involved with initial treatments), and
a downsizing USFS agency more reliant on partners, requires creative funding strategies
to support this work.

Not only is it important to have skilled partners who can raise funds through
grants, itis abo important t@eneratalternative funding sourceExamples of this
provided by both ALM cases include: restoratiordogduct utilization (small diameter
wood, biomass, chips), biochar (fertilizer
v a | u ecasystern sewices (i.e. water storage/filtration, soil building, carbon storage).
Although these ideas are practical and creative, tiray to fall short without significant
investment. The AFRaseprovides an examplaf anapproach supplemented by
invedment. Invested funding sources include the USFS, NRCS, and state of Oregon;
while economic generation has come from selective logging, restoratiproyct
utilization, and taxing Ashland residents. The AFR funding strategies provide an

instructve modéto extrapola¢ from whergossible.

Constraints to ALM funding

Compared to AFR, the WKRPRasalsoreceived funds from the NRCS (Joint

Chiefs), among others, but has gettranslated funds to etie-ground work quite like
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AFR. Challenges ttranslating these funds included: lacking NEPA ready profeets
time, funding, capacity delayg)resence of NEPA ready projects at the KMEking
capacity of the NRC® providesufficient staff to the WKRPthe lack of aobustlocal
workforce; andhe condition thafunds be used for work implementation gyt
capacity building

ALM is a longterm, complex model that requires large amounts of funding. It is
widely agreed upon that in order to achieve forest resiliency, regular fire treatments
(every 710 yrs) must beapplied Failing toinstituteregularfollow-up treatmentsisks
futility of doing any restoration work at giNorth et al. 2012; Churchi#ét al. 2012;
Moritz et al. 2014) The AFRand WKRP showtwo different wayf engaging with
ALM that exhibitlong-term cost savings compared to suppression.

TheseALM cases ad others like therthat areapplyingCohesive Strategy
principles of increasig safety, lowering costs, and preserving vital forestspaving the
way for a resilient model of forest management. Pure fire suppression is an entrenched,
reinforced model supported by rigidireaucraciegesistant to change. Aligning with
Butler and Goldstein (2010), diverse groups like the AFR and WKRP that have high
levels of expertise, enhanced by TNC partners, foster creativity and innovation that carve

new pathways and break free from bureaucragiditly.

BottomUp Support for ALM:Social Cultural and Humagapital

Social capital is the existing links or connections of a group where mutual gains

are fostered that benefit the parties of a group and their social néuWodtcock 1998;











































































