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Appendix 1 
“Other” write-in responses provided on 
close-ended questions
Survey data provided here have been edited only for 
typographical errors. 

Question 2: Other familiar programs, 
tools, or authorities used for all-lands 
management

Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program -USFWS 
•	 New Mexico Collaborative Forest Restoration 

Program- the precursor to CFLRP 
•	 NM Association of Counties
•	 BLM Wildfire Risk Reduction Grants
•	 NM Collaborative Forest Restoration Program (NM’s 

precursor to CFLRP)
•	 Authorities enabling use of CEs to accelerate NEPA 

for collaborative projects (such as the state insect 
and disease provision)

•	 National Forest Foundation funding –Matching 
Awards Program

•	 Western Bark Beetle Initiative 
•	 RAC Title II FEMA pre disaster mitigation grants
•	 FEMA project impact grant (no longer available). 
•	 Cooperative Land Management Agreement with 

USFWS 
•	 New Mexico Water Trust Board funds
•	 Pittman Robertson funds through Game & Fish
•	 Rio Grande Water Fund 
•	 NRCS Conservation Innovation Grant 
•	 CAL Fire
•	 Smart Streets
•	 Department of Transportation CTEP
•	 Smart Growth
•	 EPA Urban Waters
•	 DEQ 
•	 Forest Health Evaluation Monitoring 
•	 Title III funding
•	 Great Lakes Restoration Initiative 
•	 Wildland Fire Resilient Landscapes (DOI version of 

CFLRP)
•	 ODF Federal Forests Restoration Program

•	 Biomass Crop Assistance
•	 NRCS - Sage Grouse Initiative
•	 Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund
•	 Bonneville Power Administration funds

Question 3: Other challenging barriers to 
ALM projects 

•	 NRCS 
•	 How long it takes from conception to 

implementation. 
•	 Aligning efforts associated with different agencies 

both spatially and temporally. Hard to realize cross 
boundary benefits if we are not working in same 
locations at the same time. 

•	 Dealing with biomass generated by restoration 
projects 

•	 Need for top-level management in some agencies to 
actively promote understanding and implementation 
of Cohesive Strategy down through all ranks of their 
organizations 

•	 Inability or unwillingness of many organizations and 
funding sources to support coordinators for all-
lands collaborative groups 

•	 Lack of continuity within some agencies where staff 
move frequently or are sent away on ‘temporary’ 
assignments - this can stop a project in its tracks for 
months at a time

•	 Difficulty (within some organizations) in meeting 
long-term planning and prioritization needs across 
multiple jurisdictions - this can be highly dependent 
on individual personalities and leadership. It may be 
due to an individual’s lack of foresight, inability to 
focus on more than just immediate efforts, or lack of 
interest in working outside jurisdictions. It may also 
be due to risk aversion if line officers feel they don’t 
have support from above. In other cases it’s simply 
due to organizational capacity issues. 

•	 New Mexico anti-donation clause 
•	 Aligning work across boundaries with contractors to 

optimize costs and efficiency
•	 Figuring out how to implement NEPA for work on 

private lands. This has consistently been a problem 
over the last decade including projects utilizing 
USFS State Fire Assistance funds, Stevens Act 
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(Hazardous Fuels) funds, and Western States WUI 
funds. We have spent countless hours working 
to get clear and consistent Forest and Region-
level guidance. Our local USFS District Rangers, 
Environmental Planners, specialists and our NGO 
staff have spent countless hours struggling with this 
over the last decade. 

•	 Few if any of the Forest seem to have a project 
management perspective. 

•	 NRCS needs to be working with a ready willing and 
able customer base that will enter into contracts 
and implement in a relatively short period of time 
compared to other federal agencies. Currently 
the pace and scale that BLM and USFS generally 
work at is a barrier. In limited cases an energetic 
USFS or BLM person can make all the difference in 
motivating their internal team to action. 

•	 NRCS is a fairly “flat” organization with the authority 
to commit financial or technical assistance at the 
Team Leader level. It is not uncommon to attend 
meetings with other federal agency staff that do not 
have that authority and therefore have to go back 
and “check in”. 

•	 The differences that are found in the federal 
requirements on federal lands, compared to what 
the state is able to do, combined with what the 
private and often adjacent landowners are able and 
want to do, is a spectrum that is a mile wide. In the 
past we have done projects with our contractors on 
forest service land where we had a project going 
on adjacent private lands. We were limited to two 
chains in from the boundary, but that gave fairly 
good fuel hazard reduction in most fuel types. But 
when we lost the district ranger who was willing to 
take that step, one that we have not had since, we 
lost that wonderful capacity to help with what the 
private landowner was doing. 

•	 Staff capacity is huge...having partner capacity is 
one thing where even when there is implementation 
funding there is no administration authority for 
adding staff. We have been able to secure large 
implementation grants but have no luck securing 
staff capacity funding for our non-profit partners. 
Super frustrating that granting organizations will 
not step up to the plate to provide funding for 
administration of projects. 

•	 NEPA clearance on federal lands is a bottleneck 
•	 Funding programs are not interested or designed to 

help leverage funds for bigger picture opportunities. 
For example, with the millions of dollars coming 
into the area for projects we are creating a huge 
amount of biomass. We should be using these 
opportunities to build more industry that can create 
a market for this material and lead to a sustainable 
system to maintain these practices. But instead we 
are only focusing on acres treated, not material 
used. Jurisdictional cross boundary issues especially 
the state line. 

•	 Difference in organizational goals
•	 Willingness to use/threaten use of litigation and 

principled opposition to restoration and/or active 
management. 

•	 Funding 
•	 NEPA on private lands 
•	 USFS understaffing and staffing changing regularly 
•	 Many are designed for federal lands in Kansas; over 

90% of our ownership is private 
•	 Litigation on Forest Service projects continues to be 

a drawback from entering into all lands projects. An 
agency or private landowner that is not likely to be 
litigated has no incentive to work on a project that 
will take longer to perform NEPA analysis because 
of fear of litigation and potentially shut down work 
on all lands if litigated. 

•	 We may have qualified contractors, but getting 
them into the system so that they can bid is a huge 
burden, given a complicated process. Probably the 
largest barrier to creating local jobs around wood-
based and restoration projects. 

•	 Another barrier to large-landscape projects is that 
they fall into the EA or EIS category, placing them 
on a much longer time-frame. Agency, and to some 
extent, other local partners see opportunity around 
pursuing the Farm Bill CE or other NEPA-ready 
projects that link to adjacent lands, but these project 
areas are restricted often restricted to small scale or 
limited to 3,000 acres. 

•	 As a Grants Management Specialist, I’m really only 
on the end of the project when it comes my way. 
Lots of the above issues, if we are at award time, 
have been resolved. 

•	 Many partners/coalitions seem to get stuck in 
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the outreach/messaging phase of projects which 
prevents them from moving forward to actual work 
on the ground. 

•	 Many partners don’t have the capacity to write 
complicated grants for funding to support projects. 
FEMA is a good/bad example. There is considerable 
funding available for pre-disaster mitigation 
projects but it is a very labor intensive, complicated, 
and convoluted application process that many 
communities do not have the capacity to navigate. 

•	 Many cross-boundary coalitions do not focus on 
best practices and often continue to do “business 
as usual” which is often counter-productive. There 
is a lack of training and info sharing regarding best 
practices. 

•	 Timing of the funding- fiscal obligation 
requirements limit the operational implementation 
period in the western 12 states significantly. In 
most areas the field season is already hindered by 
snow off, t&e nesting LOP, and lack of infrastructure 
to process grants & contracts. When we add to 
this issue by throwing huge surges of funds at 
the system following a typically delayed budget 
approval in late Feb/March, then expect the field 
units to magically obligate and process these 
grants within a rapid timeframe- it adds creates 
chaos and stress to the system. We typically see a 
second surge in funds following final allocations 
in June- fully expecting the field units to respond 
and obligate in a short timeframe again. While I 
applaud the obligation abilities of our field units to 
go through this chaos dance annually- the incentive 
for our partners to play along with this financial 
whiplash is limited. 

•	 Winning hearts and minds, building consensus of 
the real objectives and a shared vision. 

•	 While many of these things are challenges to our 
all-lands work, I would not characterize them as 
barriers. Some just take more time than others to 
work through. 

•	 Senior leadership/headquarters program staff force 
use of authorities to field to show ‘accomplishments’ 
(especially when new or expanded authorities are 
congressionally authorized) when existing/other 
tools are a better fit. 

•	 Federal budget processing. I am a program 

manager, and the states are very good to work with. 
•	 None of the above...our partners and our creativity 

have allowed for this flexibility to achieve work on 
the ground 

•	 All-lands work can seem like separate agencies 
working in roughly the same area to leverage funds 
(e.g. Joint Chiefs). Although new authorities like 
Good Neighbor are starting to break this down by 
allowing a single agency to implement work across 
boundaries, it takes considerable time to organize 
meetings with agencies to bring these efforts 
together. Cross-agency work is streamlined by the 
lack of a matching requirement for GNA projects, 
but we need to find a way to let GNA utilize NRCS 
funds that require a private landowner match. 

•	 One of the other challenges we deal with is there is 
a prevalent perception that there is no real need, or 
opportunity for action beyond timber planning by 
public and private land managers. The conundrum 
of what we call the “transition” in our region is that 
it takes a willingness to embrace some risk to be 
proactive in this arena and we have a tendency of 
procrastinating until conditions demand change, 
regardless of how bright the writing is on the wall. 

•	 Forest Service culture of not thinking beyond the 
green line nor thinking about true restoration but 
rather ecologically-meaningless targets. 

•	 Making sure all parties have adequate knowledge 
about programs/authorities. 

•	 Most government grants are not available to be used 
on industrial forest lands, and in some instances by 
larger private landowners. 

•	 Forest Service managers want all lands initiatives. 
But Forest Service program staff and policy 
authorities do not always support all lands efforts. 
For example, we’ve struggled to use Forest Service 
trees to improve stream habitat off of NFS lands 
due to internal policy barriers. Most internal and 
external grants also will not pay salaries for federal 
employees. This leaves us in the position where we 
can often get money to do the work, but not to plan 
or administer it. Appropriated funding that can pay 
for employees is so limited that we can’t maintain 
the staff necessary to support partnerships. 

•	 Federal programs are often put together at a very 
broad scale with farming in mind, not necessarily 
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western rangelands....thus the goals and practices 
aren’t necessarily applicable to our ranch and 
public grazing allotments. Often it’s like trying to 
fit a square peg in a round hole for CSP or NRCS 
SGI funds. For just one example: Much of the SGI 
funding is targeted towards invasives and habitat 
fragmentation. Well, we don’t have much cheatgrass 
and our habitat is remarkably intact, compared to 
most. What we do have is poor bird nutrition and 
not much understory...but the programs aren’t 
designed to remediate that. I could give you several 
other similar examples - most of the CSP practices 
are not applicable to western ranches, which leaves 
a very small pool of qualifying “improvements” 
to choose from when a landowner enrolls in the 
program. One of the biggest problems is dealing 
with what funding is eligible on what type of land...
this makes no sense on the ground, when trying to 
do a cross-boundary project or management plan. 

•	 Our budget process and the contracting and 
purchasing dates have been a limiting factor. There 
is not enough time between the money being 
awarded and meeting budget and finance dates 
being set by the regional and Washington offices. 
Partnership agreements can be a barrier due to 
time frame cut-off dates and lack of capacity in 
partnership and agreement staff. 

Question 5: Once you made the decision to 
use a specific program/authority/tool, how 
did you figure out how to do it? 

•	 Presentations and networking at conferences like 
Cohesive Strategy Science Workshop, Association of 
Fire Ecology regional and international conferences, 
local events sponsored by learning networks 
like Fire-Adapted Communities and Burned Area 
Learning Network. 

•	 Received guidance from the agency sponsor for the 
specific program and authority. 

•	 Trial and error 
•	 Apply common sense 
•	 The Forest Service used the Joint Chiefs money to 

augment work they were already doing (i.e. more 
acres of the same treatments). NRCS is still trying 

to roll out their JC money and figure out how to 
prioritize those projects that use JC money. 

•	 As a regional employee, I am not involved in the 
nuts-and-bolts. But I find the answers for questions 
that the practitioners have. 

•	 We have very specific formats to use so the project 
fits within the existing template. 

•	 I’ve been a part of planning landscape scale 
treatments as a facilitator for forest collaborative 

•	 Fuels provides a great amount of instruction on how 
to fill out projects and databases. The grants and 
agreements I had to learn by myself. 

•	 Read the statute, read the Forest Service Handbook, 
consulted with other agencies in different states, 
and finally prepared agreements and negotiated 
with the appropriate specialists. 

•	 If a funding source is available for our lands, then 
we visit with that funding entity and develop the 
proposed work schedule and funding request. 

•	 Consistent NGO presence on the ground makes 
an enormous difference in complicated cross-
boundary projects. In my 25 years of conservation 
and ranching work, I would argue that it’s difficult 
to find a watershed with successful conservation/
collaborative or restoration work without a strong 
professional NGO community active over the 
long term. Projects occurring in our watershed 
almost always involve multiple ESA species, land 
ownerships and federal/state & local government 
agencies. I wouldn’t want to be a landowner trying 
to navigate this maze for the first time without 
strong NGO guidance. This is even more critical 
in watersheds where ESA restrictions or other 
federal regulations are relatively new. Even in my 
area, where extensive work and funding has been 
occurring since listing in 1994, I know that many of 
my neighbors are reluctant to engage with agencies 
because the comfort level with knowledge of the 
process is still lacking (almost non-existent). 

Question 6: When you were figuring out 
your projects, who helped you?
 
•	 NGOs, especially The Nature Conservancy Reps 
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from special interests who helped us figure out 
sideboards required to get support or avoid 
litigation 

•	 We identified some through the CWPP partnering. 
We asked the local volunteer fire department for 
advice on fuel reduction on primary evacuation 
routes. 

•	 Non-profits are key 
•	 Critical collaboration for the Joint-Chiefs grant 

began with an all-lands meeting hosted by WA 
DNR, NRCS, and the USFS. Many partners worked 
together to put together a successful application. 
While the development of the proposal was very 
collaborative, implementation has felt fairly 
segregated due to differences in flexibility and 
timelines within different programs (mainly NRCS 
inefficient timelines and lack of capacity) 

•	 Fire Learning Networks and Joint Fire Science 
Program Knowledge Exchanges. 

•	 It’s a collaborative approach .... 
•	 USFS partners and collaborative groups. 
•	 Those with the best local connections seem to be 

able to make the most happen. 
•	 Forest Service manuals, handbooks, guides 
•	 My collaborative working group nearly 75% of the 

time 
•	 I’m in the envious position of having dedicated 

funding to work on all-lands projects (among other 
things) and this has meant that I’ve been responsible 
for sorting through these details. Essentially, I am 
the program personnel, but luckily I’m not the only 
one and we’ve worked as a team, sharing what 
worked in one geography to try it in another. 

Question 8: What did you need to be able 
to do within your organization internally 
to do ALM projects? 

•	 The state also received specific funding through 
State and Private Forestry, for outcomes that were 
ripe for use of these tools. 

•	 Looking at large landscape condition to conduct 
restoration and conservation plans is part of our 
strength as an organization. For us it was mostly a 
challenge to start gathering the partners to get to 

action. 
•	 In some aspects of doing all-lands work I have 

authority to act as I needed. In others I had to 
ask permission to do something different. In one 
instance it was a case of ‘better to ask forgiveness 
later than ask permission now.’ 

•	 Our organization already did all-lands work when I 
started here 13 years ago. 

•	 This question is a little bit assuming as to my (our) 
role. As an organization we more or less spearhead 
this type of work and look for grants that fill a need. 
If we need to develop a need to hire a person to 
“figure out a grant” we lose a person to implement 
projects and get a tail wagging the dog style of 
management. Let’s simplify the grant and emphasize 
the work! 

•	 We have been implementing all lands work since 
the National Fire Plan grants in the early 2000s, 
just not in a coordinated fashion across boundaries. 
The leap to a true all lands approach wasn’t difficult 
other than navigating agency requirements for 
applications, practices, and budgeting. 

•	 I had to take on a LOT more work. 
•	 Actually it took the strength of the agency partner 

to get this done. It was important to us, but it was 
still green ground. 

•	 I also practice flying under the radar when trying 
something new until it is a proven practice. 

•	 Seek input from the local community at the 
beginning of the process. 

•	 With a mission of providing resources and technical 
expertise to private landowners to help them be 
good stewards of their natural resources, we had 
to go out on a limb to spend a lot of energy putting 
together a proposal that carried a lot of focus on 
public lands management. 

•	 Just got Joint Chiefs grant, which expands our 
project to now include private lands. NRCS will 
handle all private lands projects, so no additional 
capacity needed from my organization. 

•	 I just facilitated the collaboratives. 
•	 Donate a lot of free time, creativity, and willingness 

to learn from small failures. 
•	 We are involved in many different initiatives and 

have used all the tools to get things done. 
•	 I review projects and approve awarding of grant funds. 
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•	 I would emphasize the need to explain how this 
works and why it’s worth trying. Much of my early 
efforts focused on “selling” the utility of using things 
like Good Neighbor to potential partner agencies. 
These kinds of projects are seen as extra work and 
agency personnel need to be convinced of the value 
of putting in the additional time. 

•	 I was instructed to participate regardless of pre-
identified internal capacity obstacles limiting our 
ability to be successful. 

•	 There are three things needed to do projects here - 
money, knowledgeable people, private resources. As 
a private landowner with solid water rights, grazing 
allotments and habitat in need of restoration/better 
management, I was part of the third group. 

•	 I arranged implementation field trips. 

Question 9: What did you need to be able 
to do externally to do ALM projects?

•	 Agency buy in was the most difficult with the USFS. 
The BLM was very willing to cooperate in these 
endeavors. 

•	 With the previous focus on public lands only, there 
wasn’t a strong connection with NRCS staff. The new 
Joint Chiefs project has helped to establish those 
relationships. 

•	 Identify stakeholders with the heart and passion to 
work together to make it work. 

•	 Collaboration. 
•	 We had to ask our leadership to stop using 

“collaboration” as a buzz word that incentivized 
somewhat passive take-overs. True collaborative 
efforts engage the entire community and invested 
stakeholders, not just the professional warriors & 
economically interested. Once we got back to the 
honest values of the “greater good” and addressed 
the ecosystem services, we provided a value to all 
of the voices in the community that wanted to work 
across the landscape. 

•	 Sometimes it can just be about coordinating 
activities and agreeing on combined 
accomplishment reporting. 

•	 Funding came more and more as collaboration grew 
•	 I utilized existing forest collaborative efforts. 

•	 I had to redirect my limited staffs energy from 
previous ongoing projects, which over time has 
resulted in those projects suffering. 

“We had to be 
opportunistic and 
work both within and 
outside of existing 
formal partnerships 
and structures as 
necessary to get to 
all-lands outcomes. 
For instance, when 
one agency and our 
collaborative group 
wasn’t interested in 
pursuing stitching 
together private lands 
work, we found new 
partners to work 
with outside of those 
existing partnerships 
and collaborative 
structures to bring 
projects together, raise 
money and implement.
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Appendix 2
Full text of open-ended question responses
Survey data provided here have been edited only for 
typographical errors. 

Question 4: What was the single most 
challenging barrier? 

•	 See one selected above. Agency staffing and capacity 
to perform regulatory work on private lands. 

•	 Individual personalities (and biases) - preconceived 
ideas and agendas that are not set aside to develop 
a collaborative partnership. These persons are being 
ignored and marginalized by the partnership indirectly 
and directly.

•	 Individual personalities: It can be hard to get a 
cohesive vision for a particular project, supported and 
championed by the myriad participants involved in 
the process and outcomes. Individual philosophies and 
value systems are hard obstacles to overcome on short 
notice. In some cases, went to the person with the 
final authority. In others, spent the time to build the 
relationship and be open to new inputs and ideas from 
those not sold one the original concept.

•	 Cross jurisdictional projects require a lot of 
coordination in a collaborative setting. Finding time to 
support multiple collaborations is a challenge for us

•	 Lack of flexibility in funding opportunities. I work in 
Urban and Community Forestry - lots of opportunities 
to create/install, almost none to maintain. I haven’t 
cracked the code yet!

•	 Making the time to collaborate. We all mean well, but 
rarely take the time to build collaboration into our day-
to-day work load.

•	 Understanding different agency and organization 
initiatives, how they do/don’t apply to current work 
and how we align them spatially and temporally. Lots 
of different initiatives across the agencies and we 
are not always in sync on our collective efforts. Best 
addressed through ramped up communication and 
coordination amongst key players in each agency and 
organization.

•	 The single most challenging issues ARE funding and 

capacity limitations. They directly impact the ability 
to do long-term, science-based planning at the same 
time as conducting (and monitoring) on-the-ground 
projects, dealing with institutional barriers, and 
doing outreach needed to garner public support and 
participation. This is often addressed in one of two 
ways: (1) reliance on a few dedicated individuals 
who provide unpaid hours of work to make sure 
things get done; (2) splitting the load by having many 
hands share different parts of the uncompensated 
burden. The second is better, but either way you risk 
burnout sooner or later. We need more creative and 
sustainable solutions. Recently some initiatives have 
been able to tap into private sector funding to help 
meet some of this need, but it’s not easy to access 
and is not sufficient to meet all the need. We also tap 
into resources of partners like the NM Forest and 
Watershed Restoration Institute and Forest Stewards 
Guild to augment capacity. We assist these partners in 
other ways, so it’s a two-way flow of support.

“The federal and state 
land management 
agencies see their 
roles narrowly, so the 
NGOs are ultimately 
responsible for 
bridging across 
ownerships.” 

•	 Figuring out roles and responsibilities between 
partners: Our state partner is fairly disorganized with 
no central policy, decision maker, or drive to make it 
work.

•	 Probably both overcoming differing roles and 
responsibilities, and structures. The federal and state 
land management agencies see their roles narrowly, 
so the NGOs are ultimately responsible for bridging 
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across ownerships. While we have some success, it 
remains challenging to get the agencies to aligning 
their planning and investments in a really cohesive 
way as they remain bound to managing their own 
environmental compliance, contracting and targets. 

•	 Lack of flexibility. We had to pull and divert funds 
to other projects and try to replace them with 
something else. While the funding gets used on a 
productive project, it is not used in the best way 
possible. 

•	 Outreach and engagement with community...in the 
rural community the same ten people show up to 
engage. It is challenging to get broader participation 
and commitment.

•	 Program/project managers do not have the time 
to do the work necessary for collaborative efforts-
-most if not all have partnership activity as a 
collateral duty; and few have any expertise. It is 
not their primary function and becomes the low 
priority. One solution is for each Forest to have a 
dedicated professional whose primary function is to 
initiate partnerships, manages and tracks funding 
(application through project completion) and tracks 
project activities through completion. and most 
important they have to have executive level clout

•	 Needed decision makers at meetings, so as to not 
waste other attendees time. Asked for assistance 
from State Conservationist to contact other feds.

•	 Identifying which programs and authorities are 
applicable. 

•	 Making time to collaborate! Many people SAY 
they want to participate, but it falls down on their 
priority list in relation to other things they normally 
do. I have personally worked on this by putting 
it deliberately in my objectives and asked my 
supervisor to judge my performance accordingly. 
However, do not necessarily have advice for others 
in other organizations.

•	 Congressional Authority: communicated to DC 
leadership

•	 Smoke management has been the largest barrier 
to getting work completed. We are participating 
in the Oregon smoke management plan 5 year 
review and have worked with ODF to maximize burn 
opportunities under the current guidelines. 

•	 Finding landowners and figuring out what type of 

projects to implement.
•	 Match requirements seem almost arbitrary in 

some programs and vary by region/administrator. 
I surveyed all state counterparts and brought a 
summary to USFS contact. Fortunately, I work with 
some terrific, open-minded people at the USFS 
that are interested in solutions versus adhering to 
process.

•	 The district ranger was willing to use his CATEX 
authority and make it work.

•	 Figuring out the roles and responsibility of the 
partner. People can find time to come to meetings 
but assignments are hardly given and no one follow 
through.

•	 Finding willing landowners in the right area. 
•	 Regulatory and policy - the Washington Office 

tends to be too conservative in allowing for 
implementation. We address this by pushing back 
early and often. 

•	 Getting resource professionals to think outside of 
their silos and to understand ecological bases for 
cross-disciplinary landscape planning.

•	 Identifying the mix of authorities and funding that 
apply to the particular project. It’s complicated. Too 
complicated. My guess is that each place ends up 
using what has worked for them in the past, but 
they miss out on other authorities / funding that 
they don’t have past experience with or knowledge 
of.

•	 We had to wade through the different programs and 
authorities.

•	 Lack of flexibility in programs and authorities. 
It’s very difficult to work across public-private 
boundaries without having several tools/
authorities/programs/funding sources to be flexible 
as a partnership.

•	 State line issues. We meet as a stakeholder group 
three times a year. Subcommittee work to address 
issues. Lots of communication.

•	 Identifying authorities. 
•	 Opposition to restoration and actions management.
•	 Sometimes the path to success is better defined as 

working in structured cooperation as opposed to 
working through principled collaboration.

•	 Fuels Reduction grants often require a 100% match, 
applicant and landowner can provide some but 
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another grant really helps. Sometimes we have been 
able to time it right, other times not.

•	 Leveraging funding sources. I haven’t; sometimes 
the funds line up.

•	 Reconciling all-lands projects with a forest health 
collaborative that is decidedly focused on projects 
on federal land only.

•	 Lack of flexibility
•	 Single most challenging factor is local FS district 

unable (capacity) / unwilling (again, capacity) to 
take on more than what is currently “on their plate”.

•	 Funding. Established a timber harvest program 
focusing on undesirable plantation pines and used 
that income to fund various resource management 
projects. Fire mgmt., invasive species mgmt., 
restoration, etc. 

•	 Our projects have mostly been on public land 
(National Forest), but a recent Joint Chiefs grant 
has expanded the scope to cover private lands as 
well. Still trying to figure out how to incorporate the 
private lands effectively.

•	 There is considerable ambiguity on the NEPA 
requirement for Private Lands where Forest Service 
monies can be used.

•	 Finding time to do it. We go with the projects who 
have willing partners! 

•	 The rate at which the USFS can work
•	 Making the time to collaborate. When planning 

is progressive and actionable, then I’m willing to 
engage. When its not, I’ve got plenty of other things 
on my plate needing some level of attention or 
another.

•	 Outreach.....all voluntary participation..... through 
targeted marketing and GIS priority area driven 
focus

•	 Federal bureaucracy
•	 Regulatory and policy barriers: We continue to work 

within these constraints but they slow down project 
development and implementation.

•	 Finding willing partners and projects ripe for 
implementation on the federal side is our biggest 
challenge. We can almost always drum up 
landowner interest and activity in a short timeframe; 
the long planning horizon and uncertainty of 
cross-boundary projects with a federal component 
is frustrating to us at the state agency level and to 

landowners. The best resolution to this challenge 
is for federal managers to bring potential cross-
boundary projects to US. District rangers who pay 
attention to potential partnerships with adjacent 
private lands and who know that the state can serve 
as the conduit to make these happen are GOLD to 
me. Make more rangers like that. 

•	 Lack of flexibility in programs, then lack of willing 
partners. Many times the scope of funds do not 
cover projects we would like to try. Furthermore 
most of these sources usually fund large scale 
projects and not small ones - which limits what our 
partners can apply for. 

•	 Simply asking underfunded federal land managers 
to do things differently and think beyond their 
borders. We’ve addressed it by working with those 
willing to make the investment of time, and they 
have been rewarded with Joint Chiefs projects and 
other funds. Slowly, other managers take note and 
begin adopting a more collaborative mode.

•	 The Forest Service database will only allow one 
authority per grant/agreement.

•	 They are still challenging and discussions around 
how to expand to the all-lands, larger scale projects 
are in progress.

•	 Identifying partners that are ready/willing/available 
to participate in development of collaborative 
cross-boundary projects. (I used to work for a state 
forestry agency - we could always come up with 
projects and areas, but had a hard time convincing 
federal partners like NRCS and Forest Service to 
participate in making an application.

•	 Partners seem to not know their roles very well or 
their responsibilities as a federal awardee. 

•	 The biggest barrier seems to be the “”business as 
usual” approach. It didn’t work the first time so we’ll 
just try harder using the same method and hope it 
works. We are developing training on best practices 
which we’ll offer nationally and through partners.

•	 Outreach and engagement with the larger 
community. It is difficult to not get opposition to 
landscape-scale fuels treatments. The science isn’t 
clear and conclusive about the benefits of landscape 
scale treatments, which gives detractors plenty of 
ground to stand on.

•	 By far the largest barriers, which act as an inter-
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related set, has been the combination of finding 
time to collaborate and project development, due to 
the point that collaboration is necessary to effective 
project design. Leveraging or layering funds is also 
inter-ranted--without the capacity to collaborate in 
a deeper way leveraging funds across boundaries 
becomes more challenging.

•	 Timing. Shuffled funds and took risk by defunding 
personnel, counting on p-code savings, and relying 
on the consistently late delivery of Washington 
Office funds to limit the funding whiplash to the 
field.

•	 Would like to see *more* ecological principles/
objectives in the NRCS and Joint Chief’s programs.

•	 Grin and bear it and hope you are not audited.
•	 Writing grants for specific projects; secure 

individuals that have experience in the area
•	 HFRA/HFI - joint-counterpart regulations revoked, 

CE authority revoked, FFE is politically sensitive, 
short EAs don’t provide for defensible decisions, 
appeals rules don’t prevent lawsuits. Inability to 
share 25% (50% O&C) with counties constrains use 
of Stewardship contracting.

•	 My efforts are ongoing, but the short version 
is that navigating different agency culture and 
the complexities of utilizing multiple authorities 
requires immense staff time.

•	 Communicating and coordinating with potential 
partners. 

•	 budgets and workforce have decreased across 
all agencies, but expectations have not. Many of 
the grant programs have often inane reporting 
requirements beyond that necessary for financial 
responsibility. Much of the reporting seems more 
about satisfying the needs and justifying the 
positions of “program coordinators” then actually 
supplying oversight.

•	 Personalities. I have dealt with it by developing 
relationships around this person but it is not a good 
or long-term solution.

•	 Finding additional funding through grants and 
partnerships

•	 Forest Service culture. I address it by just trying to 
do what is best for ecosystems and communities 
rather than thinking about resource silos or what 
budget line item I am paid from.

•	 Addressing organizational differences... Specifically 
the FS grants/agreement world vs. partners. Sadly, 
the rigidity of FS grants and agreement staff drove 
away major partners willing to invest in restoration 
work. 

•	 Budget monies from my company is dependent on 
lumber market conditions. Have to wait until the 
markets will allow. 

•	 Lack of flexibility: agency funds only allowed to be 
spent on that agency’s lands. 

•	 Individual personalities is a challenge in any 
partnership especially when trying to understand 
organizational roles and responsibilities between 
partners. Often times this can be due to the varying 
styles of communication and the differences 
between each agencies chain of command and 
expectations. It is a work in progress that we 
are addressing by communicating often and as 
situations develop and change. An open mind, 
trust and understanding are key to this growing 
relationship and will prove necessary for the 
success of the programs.

•	 Leveraging different funding sources at the right 
time; part of the challenge has been identifying 
tangible deliverables within the context of available 
funding, and then when that finally happens 
the funding window has already passed. I find it 
necessary to plan for the next funding cycle using 
the current call for proposals to get everyone on 
the same page, knowing we won’t be successful this 
round.

•	 Salary for permanent employees is the most 
challenging. We address it by taking budget risk 
and hoping things balance by the end of the year. 
Agency policy is the other major impediment. We 
address it by taking risk on projects that are good 
for the environment and widely supported. Not 
all of them precisely follow the most conservative 
interpretation of authorities.

•	 The biggest key to successful cross-boundary 
management or projects in my opinion is the 
combination of federal/private money and the 
crucial role of the conservation or local stewardship 
NGO to be the “hub of the wheel” to which all the 
spokes (agencies, funders, landowners) are attached.

•	 Alignment between having a willing landowner and 
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having the funds that enable them to accomplish 
what they want to do. Funds are usually not flexible 
enough either with timing or location and it takes a 
willing landowner to get work done.

•	 Grant writing and finding funding is extremely time 
consuming and requires skill and expertise that are 
difficult for a small organization. We are addressing 
it by partnering with larger more experienced 
organizations on joint projects.

•	 Coordinating all programs to come together at the 
same time.

•	 Regulatory and policy barriers 

Question 7: Which specific activity, 
resource, or person was the single most 
helpful to you in figuring out what to do?

•	 For our organization, conducting the spatial analy-
ses that made the case for action. We could share 
the information to start a conversation about large 
scale restoration.

•	 Federal websites and their funding applications/
overviews.

•	 Internal colleagues.
•	 Internal and external colleagues...
•	 Statewide Coordinating Group for setting 

geographic priorities and addressing institutional 
barriers

•	 Local collaboratives for carrying things out
•	 Attending a conference sponsored by a professional 

organization.
•	 In-person and phone conversations with external 

colleagues at other organizations
•	 These type of funding sources have been used 

within our organization for a long time now so we 
sort of naturally adapt to the new constraints of the 
funding. (Let’s get rid of the word constraint and 
become locally efficient).

•	 Trying things out and learning from them.
•	 Developing a scope of work and financial plan 
•	 Oregon Department of Forestry
•	 Information sharing. 
•	 Internal colleagues at TNC always are happy to help 

when they have time!
•	 Other field specialists

•	 A dedicated Forest Service project manager and 
NRCS staff at the local level. 

•	 Internal staff who have completed projects and who 
have experience.

•	 Colleagues at my agency or other state agencies
•	 Former USFS retired fire behavior analyst. And 

then it was a matter of getting the right partner 
to participate in the Tri-County FireSafe Working 
group

•	 State Fire Management Officer
•	 Program personnel
•	 Motivated agency personnel
•	 NRCS staff
•	 Agency employees that are willing to try new things 

and work outside the bounds of their basic position 
description. 

•	 Chama Peak Land Alliance
•	 External colleagues and agency personnel.
•	 Agency partners.
•	 Our own strategic planning process and the Lower 

Mattole Fire Safe Council planning products--BOTH
•	 DNRC Urban Forester
•	 Training workshop with all partners invited
•	 Florida Forest Service
•	 NRCS Forester
•	 Retired NRCS staff now working as a consultant with 

a local RC&D group. 
•	 Just got Joint Chiefs money, but in the planning 

stage, the two agency leads were crucial in setting 
realistic goals.

•	 Our local TNC staff.
•	 NR Staff Officer
•	 Fire Learning Network
•	 Neighbors and adjacent landowners
•	 USFS & NRCS guidelines on Redesign, LSR & RCPP
•	 Trying things out and learning from them. I also 

study the enabling authorities very closely. Having 
clearly written legislative guidance is the biggest 
help to me. 

•	 Internal colleagues, and some external that have had 
experience utilizing certain funds. 

•	 Working closely with our state forestry counterparts 
to navigate new authorities and ways of doing 
business.

•	 Webinars
•	 People within Forest Service and NRCS who had 
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prior experience applying for the program.
•	 It’s a collaborative, it’s not a single person or 

resource, it’s a cohesive effort. 
•	 USFS engagement- I engaged the community, the 

field, the ecosystem.
•	 The one who brings the cookies to the meeting (that 

person that provides the warm personal connection 
that breaks down barriers and gets people to work 
together)

•	 Agency personnel, and TNC staff.
•	 Forest Service direction (manuals/handbooks)
•	 Internal
•	 Fire Adapted Communities Learning Network 

members
•	 Collaborative
•	 Mostly brainstorming conversations with personnel 

from multiple agencies.
•	 Program personnel at an agency.
•	 My staff has been creative and diligent in finding 

out how to get the work done.
•	 Collaboratively writing [a grant proposal] was 

the first most helpful things we did. Developing a 
formal structure of collaboration, including clearly 
described responsibilities and regularly scheduled 
meetings, came next. We are needing a new most 
helpful thing to help with shifting to implementation 
focus.

•	 Networking with other coordinators
•	 External partners.
•	 Me
•	 Agency personnel
•	 The stewardship coordinator at our regional office 

within the forest service.
•	 Partners who had been part of the project for longer 

than I had - they shared the context, history, and 
plans for the future. 

•	 Colleagues at other institutions with experience
•	 Internal practitioners.
•	 External colleague
•	 Conservation NGO staff from TNC, Trout Unlimited, 

and Lemhi Regional Land Trust. There were 
many others. Multi-million dollar projects don’t 
happen without federal funding, so it’s impossible 
to separate the people from the funding (in my 
case, mostly fish with some sage grouse and other 
sources)

•	 Colleagues at other organizations
•	 Grant Soil and Water Conservation District and 

Monument Soil and Water Conservation District
•	 Agency personnel
•	 Washington Office Staff
•	 Regional Office Staff
•	 Management Staff at The Nature Conservancy
•	 Regional Office / S&PF Program Coordinators 

tasked with undertaking these new authorities. 
Their counterparts in other Regions who’ve been 
through a few performances were also very useful.

•	 Internal staff
•	 District level staff

Question 11: What, if anything, has 
enabled or would enable you take risks in 
your all-lands projects?

Taking the long view. Having staff that are place-based 
and committed to making change. We don’t have the 
turnover problem or eternal change of organizational 
focus that some of our agency partners have. 
•	 Strong guiding vision and mission - if I can justify 

that the risk is in support of those, I feel confident.
•	 Proven success from other projects.
•	 Broad stakeholder involvement and support and 

continued learning and relationship building 
through multi-party monitoring.

•	 Support of leadership is #1. Support by the 
members of the collaborative is a very close second.

•	 Help in completing day-to-day task often left 
uncompleted in order to the time commitment 
required. 

•	 Working for an independent NGO with an 
independent board, our own capacity and 
relationships, and our own funding strategies. 

•	 Less specific “cookbook” wording on grant language. 
Let the local groups develop the projects from the 
needs and not “play lawyer”

•	 Feel confident in my position and have a good 
support network inside and outside my agency.

•	 Common customer-- non-industrial private 
forestland owners--and common vision for land 
treatment on private lands

•	 People that are supportive. 
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•	 Knowing others are willing to take the risk with me
•	 Realization that nobody seems to know the exact 

answers.
•	 At Tricounty FireSafe working group we have 

always said it really doesn’t matter who’s getting 
the work done as long as it is getting done, and 
we can develop contiguity of wildland fuel hazard 
reduction.

•	 Support and risk from partners.
•	 Easing up on project due dates/expectations
•	 Flexible and sufficient funding to absorb costs 

associated with risks, and good relationships with 
partners and landowners

•	 Funding flexibility
•	 Need for such projects
•	 High level agency buy-in and support. 

Understanding and support from political leaders 
in intent and concepts. Healthy relationships with 
landowners.

•	 Our successes are building a strong foundation for 
more risk

•	 Consensus. Then we fail or succeed together.
•	 Cooperative partnerships tied to funding 

opportunities/existing funding sources.
•	 More community support
•	 Retirement in 18 months.
•	 More commitment for all-lands projects from the 

forest collaborative
•	 Longstanding relationships with private landowners 

and state agencies
•	 Previous success on similar projects. Makes it easier 

to sell to upper management. 
•	 Knowing the results, lessons learned, etc., from 

other projects.
•	 I am pretty risk adverse if moving forward with 

these projects.
•	 When it is the right thing to do for the landscape 

and the community
•	 Having the support of my supervisor and other 

leadership.
•	 Support from supervisor
•	 When people/partners/admins show enthusiasm 

and support, and the ideas are met with excitement. 
•	 Strong support of supervisors to collaborate and do 

things differently. Strong relationships with state 
forestry personnel.

•	 My leadership team
•	 Strong collaborative partnerships that have 

developed social agreement and mutual benefit 
around the project.

•	 Sufficient funding to make the application and 
implementation worth doing and worth changing 
standard procedures, if necessary.

•	 I’m not the biggest risk taker in that it’s my role to 
ensure that the project is viable and doable legally.

•	 People need to focus on the results and develop 
a process that gets to those results. Work within 
the spirit of the law to achieve results and look for 
partners who do the same. 

•	 Backing of collaboratives
•	 More flexibility in the programs would create more 

room for risk taking.
•	 National level agreements
•	 I always work to minimize risks and build consensus 

first. If you have a lot of backers, it is easier to try 
something that has a lower probability of success.

•	 We rely on our years of experience working 
with private property owners knowing that we 
are capable to moving into an increasing scope 
and scale scenario. There is risk in increasing 
staff capacity to ensure we ware able to meet 
accomplishment objectives, and that staff can be 
retained long-term.

•	 Seeking stakeholders with like vision
•	 Support from partners.
•	 My partners and collaboration have given me large 

social license and with their support I am very 
comfortable

•	 Leadership fluency with programs
•	 I have a position dedicated to inter-agency 

cooperation and it’s temporary. I have nothing to 
lose.

•	 Starting small and monitoring results. 
•	 Investment capital for pilot projects.
•	 Hard work and also going through the proper chain 

of command to convince overhead
•	 Supervisor support. Also, leadership support that 

we can point to at Regional and Washington Offices, 
etc.

•	 Leadership’s desire to improve results on the 
ground.

•	 A supervisor with trust and a vision.
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•	 Enhanced monitoring at a cross-boundary, large-
landscape scale. To be able to take risks, we need 
to be able to see whether those risks are getting us 
to the desired outcomes or not. This is challenging 
to do at the landscape-scale in real time, and across 
land ownership boundaries. 

•	 More examples of tangible projects and deliverables; 
it’s too often just a conversation

•	 Would be nice if agency leadership accepted more 
risk.

•	 Long term funding mechanisms that would allow 
for internal capacity growth to a level that supports 
more than basic performance of the required 
elements of our work.

•	 Because it’s the right thing to do on the ground, I 
believe.

•	 Enough time to accomplish the work, including the 
assumption that there is lag time in progress in the 
start up phase.

•	 Landowner and board member support
•	 Leadership
•	 Support from the collaborative group.
•	 Forgiveness if it fails, and a willingness of the 

parties / partners to keep trying if it does.
•	 Internal support and funding, independent of the 

partnership
•	 Being a NGO

Question 12: If there was one lesson 
learned that you could share with others 
attempting all-lands projects, what would 
it be?

•	 Be clear about why action is need here and now, and 
what success will look like on the land

•	 Understand what each collaborator/landowner 
is getting out of the project, and work hard to 
accommodate that within the greater scope.

•	 Be willing to step outside of your box and take risks 
with a new approach even if it has an uneven or no 
track record of success.

•	 Focus on the larger picture and keep your 
mind open to new ideas/possibilities. Invest in 
relationships.

•	 Collaborate with other stakeholders to identify your 

shared vision. Be inclusive and open-minded.
•	 Do not underestimate the time needed to complete
•	 Find or nurture a partner whose mission and 

operating structure embraces all-lands management 
who can bridge agencies and landowners with 
narrower authorities, responsibilities or focus. 

•	 Risk taking does pay off. Be creative.
•	 Willingness to take informed risks
•	 Exercise courage. 
•	 Marketing can be a powerful tool for building 

internal support for future projects. I have seem 
numerous projects that were deemed risky, that now 
have a really well made video or news story about 
them; and other organizations are proud to share 
this, and more willing to keep the momentum going

•	 Establish community communication and social 
license before attempting any major project work. 
Start small and build up if possible. Work early on 
partnership roles and rules of engagement. 

•	 They are a lot of work but worth it.
•	 Be creative and recklessly idealistic.
•	 The ability to have a diverse, really diverse, group 

of interested people who can make decisions about 
getting things done. Not people who need to go 
back to some other authority for the decision is 
critical. We have had some projects that got totally 
stalled because the agency couldn’t agree to move 
forward. Not a problem with the private landowner.

•	 Persistence and finding willing partners 
•	 The need to identify common goals and the 

appropriate information needed to make informed 
decisions. 

•	 It’s all about relationships
•	 Find motivated partners
•	 Step up and do it
•	 No one understands all of this, but there’s an expert 

in each piece somewhere; find them and ask dumb 
questions.

•	 The kindergarten rules...play nicely, share, no name 
calling, and so forth

•	 Peace with all interested parties. Be inclusive and 
civil.

•	 Get over the reticence to work with private 
landowners.

•	 Communicate, communicate, communicate
•	 Thicken your skin.
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•	 Clear plan for continued collaboration throughout 
implementations and commitment to telling the 
story to the public.

•	 Fine that community spark plug/leader
•	 Be willing to learn from the short comings that may 

be associated with collaborative processes in terms 
of effectiveness.

•	 Find someone who has done this before, and get 
them to show you the way. 

•	 shared vision and clarity about strategies to achieve 
that vision

•	 Implementing all-lands projects should not be 
considered a voluntary pursuit and that these 
projects are strategic and mitigate the threats of a 
growing population. We must do them.

•	 These type of approaches are centered on ecological 
integrity

•	 Identify and work with knowledgeable and action-
minded people.

•	 Building coalitions/partners/identifying match/
leverage before writing proposals 

•	 Get to know district rangers. Some will be helpful; 
others will not be and there is no point in trying to 
recruit them. Focus on the helpful ones - they are 
the key to getting things done. 

•	 Pilot projects and demonstrations, or small-scale 
trial approaches build momentum. Programs that 
provide these funds should build into their awarding 
mechanisms some open categories to be a bit more 
‘unconventional’. 

•	 Learn to trust. Listen to the objectives and needs of 
others to seek alignment with your own.

•	 There is a way to effectively plan and implement 
these projects. Working with all involved 
stakeholders is key.

•	 Start with something small and less complex to build 
trust and mutual understanding of opportunities, 
agreement to stay the course, and a framework of 
how to work together.

•	 Convince the federal partners that it’s worth it to 
complete the applications because the proposals can 
be successful.

•	 Honesty and being sure to address issues. Training 
- all people need to understand how and what their 
roles are around federal funding. 

•	 Focus on results

•	 Don’t get bogged down in meetings.
•	 Plan effectively and move to implementation
•	 Maintain accomplishments
•	 Money is not the answer
•	 Getting mechanical treatments done in roadless 

areas is difficult.
•	 Building, managing and maintaining relationships 

between public and private actors and funders is the 
single most important requirement for successful 
programs. Trust leads to more comfort in risk taking 
and building a larger vision for potential outcomes. 

•	 Set up the partnership well in advance of the 
projects. It’s like a good soup- once it stews for a 
while the ingredients work better together.

•	 Read specific authority in its entirety, follow manual 
& handbook direction, look for best practices if 
available 

•	 Relationships matter.
•	 We don’t have to be the experts, and we even might 

not be for a given landscape, relax and listen
•	 Someone needs to be able to answer questions 

about any funding sources or authorities in use. 
Designate a lead for each authority/funding source.

•	 There is a lot more work to be done. 
•	 Do not be shy about spending time cultivating trust 

in key relationships.
•	 That the time put in at the beginning is worth it for 

a real, landscape-scale positive outcome.
•	 Contracting and grants/agreements people should 

be at the table.
•	 You need to find the explicit reasons that different 

landowners will benefit by working together.
•	 Patience and understanding of various personalities 

and how they can influence a project’s progress.
•	 It’s critical to take time at the beginning (and 

throughout the project cycle) to build and maintain 
trust, communication, and accountability. This is the 
foundation on which all other successes are built. 

•	 Be specific and action-oriented
•	 Just do it. Better to ask forgiveness than permission.
•	 Look out 10 years to your agency’s predicted 

capacity before committing to an over-aggressive 
project.

•	 Share “ownership” in the project with your partners 
and funding agencies. It may not be exactly as 
you expect, but if you get close enough, good stuff 
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will happen, and then you can go from there. The 
unsuccessful projects I saw were usually unwilling 
to bend towards agency rules, or various funding 
requirements.

•	 Talk to someone else who has done/tried something 
similar, even across the country, they will have 
useful insights for you.

•	 Communicate with landowners and listen to their 
feedback.

•	 Commitment from leadership
•	 Communicate and then communicate some more. 

Keep communicating and repeat. Let everyone 
involved be updated on a regular basis.

•	 Start early. Expect obstacles. Most of all, staff the 
effort with people who are open to new ideas... 
people who ask what’s possible rather than dwell on 
what’s not.

•	 The partners with authority/responsibility for the 
desired outcomes (funding, accomplishments, land 
management) need to be heard and in agreement 
on the partnership goals, over the opinions and 
interests of other “partners” who do not have 
specific requirements/obligations for the outcomes. 
Before partnerships are formed, the local land 
management agencies and communities need to be 
engaged and supportive of the proposed approach 
- otherwise, there will be delays as engagement, 
capacity, local issues, and potential obstacles are 
addressed.

•	 Find the allies and core team you can work 
with and move the intuitive forward. Over 
processing collaboration and attempting to involve 
representatives from various stakeholder groups 
will create paralysis. Use your core team, make 
it happen, then engage others building upon the 
success.

•	 The biggest key to successful cross-boundary 
management or projects in my opinion is the 
combination of federal/private money and the 
crucial role of the conservation or local stewardship 
NGO to be the “hub of the wheel” to which all the 
spokes (agencies, funders, landowners) are attached.

•	 Before partnerships are formed, the local land 
management agencies and communities need to be 
engaged and supportive of the proposed approach 
- otherwise, there will be delays as engagement, 

capacity, local issues, and potential obstacles are 
addressed.

•	 Emotions run high on these projects... need to 
find and cultivate people who can lead, manage 
relationships and tension and who are comfortable 
taking risks. This is not something most 
organizations are hiring for, directly....

•	 Building trust between partners is key. 
•	 Match. You mention leverage, but arranging match 

can be painful on large-scale all-lands projects.
•	 Improve our collective understanding of the various 

efforts and initiatives each agency or organization 
is involved with to increase alignment of efforts and 
outcomes. 

•	 Find ways to make it not so damn complicated
•	 Aligning environmental compliance to help align 

the timing of other issues (funding, contracting, 
implementation, etc.) is among our greatest 
challenges. Also, we struggle with federal programs 
excluding cannabis farmers from funding assistance 
programs. This makes it hard to stitch together 
projects on our landscape. End the Drug War now!

•	 The future of all this. I’m fearful that our partner 
agencies may be running short of knowledgeable, 
committed personnel, at a time when the need is 
getting more and more necessary. The cave in to 
unreasonable environmental issues needs to be 
addressed from a legal standpoint. The federal 
agencies, at least the USFS, are paralyzed as to what 
to even attempt to do.

•	 The staff capacity issue is the unmentioned elephant 
in the room. Program funders want acres but don’t 
want to pay for staff time to get acres ready or 
treatments implemented. We also need support for 
big picture goals like building and supporting an 
industry to utilize biomass sustainably.

•	 Are agencies tracking their own commitments to all 
lands implementation and what does that look like 
internally in terns of funding and prioritization.

•	 If funds remain available, will you use these 
programs in the future?

•	 Is leadership on your home unit supportive? Has 
leadership remained supportive? 

•	 These projects take years to make successful and 
document..........

•	 Did I mention enough how important it is that 
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district rangers know what’s going on with adjacent 
ownerships and understand the “lay of the land” 
with respect to potential for cross-boundary 
projects?

•	 Money is not always the key to success, work 
can be accomplished without a lot of funding. 
A big infusion of cash to a project can be 
counterproductive. 

•	 How disruptive are side deals & behind the scene 
conversations with the Chief to all-lands planning 
and projects?.....VERY. The Chief needs to recognize 
and respect the resources that work for him- 
when commissioners, TNC, or other major players 
circumvent the system and go direct to the Chief, it 
throws a wrench into everything. 

•	 Let everything from the past go...some of your 
partners may have sued you or were purchasers 
or commented positive and negative on projects 
formerly, but this is about our future

•	 We need more all-lands success stories to share and 
learn from in order to increase the pace and scale of 
forest restoration efforts. 

•	 I did not really see any questions that get at the role 
that average citizens or local workforce play in all-
lands project success. 

•	 Maybe sharing something about what kind of 
rewards followed from the all-lands projects. When 
these projects are successful, there is a lot of 
positive buzz around them.

•	 I think the concept of these types of projects is well 
grounded, but can be very limited by the capacity of 
ones agency as well as inconsistent funding sources.

•	 Be patient. The process is complicated, and staff 
time is short. Advocacy for cross-boundary projects 
must include some acknowledgement that there 
needs to be an outside entity helping to bridge 
the gaps between the agency people in their silos 
(which are sometimes of their own making, and 
sometimes because of rigid regulations)

•	 Do what you said you were going to do. Share both 
success and failure. Monitor as you implement.


