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Executive Summary

celerate cross-boundary fire hazard reduction

and improve forest resilience, the U.S. Forest
Service (USFS) published the Shared Stewardship
Strategy (USFS 2018). The document emphasizes
partnership with the states, Tribes, and collabora-
tive partners in order to identify priority areas for
management, coordinate work across jurisdictions,
and leverage diverse capacities. Key aspects of the
Strategy are as follows: 1) working with states to set
priorities, particularly through State Forest Action
Plans (SFAPs), share in the ownership of risks pre-
sented by fire, and coordinate planning and action;
2) using a suite of scientific tools to model and map
fire risk, largely through Scenario Investment Plan-
ning processes (Ager et al. 2019), to identify the most
strategic places to invest in forest management; 3)
utilizing tools such as the Good Neighbor Authority
(GNA), stewardship contracts, and categorical ex-
clusions under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) to facilitate and accelerate forest man-
agement work; and 4) pursuing other related goals,
such as working with stakeholders to develop out-
come-based performance indicators, streamline in-
ternal agency processes, and expand the use of risk
management principles in fire management.

In 2018, in response to calls from Congress to ac-

In 2019, Colorado State University entered into a
challenge cost-share agreement with USFS State
and Private Forestry to conduct independent re-
search on the implementation and development
of Shared Stewardship efforts. The first phase of
our work took place in 2020, when we interviewed
agency and state employees and representatives of

partner organizations in states in the West that had
signed a memorandum of understanding (MOU)
with the USFS to formally pursue Shared Stew-
ardship. Our primary goal was to understand the
main factors affecting the early stages of Shared
Stewardship efforts across these states, including
key actors’ perspectives on the Strategy and early
planning and development efforts, primary oppor-
tunities and challenges, and the types of capacities,
mechanisms, and direction needed to move ahead
successfully with partnerships and Shared Stew-
ardship implementation.

Approach

We interviewed two groups: 1) national-level actors
who were aware of the development of the Strategy
or who work for organizations that are active in for-
est policy; and 2) people who work in states that
have signed MOUs, including people who work on
forest policy or management for federal or state gov-
ernment, work in partnership or collaboration with
the USFS, represent conservation interests, or work
in the forest or wood products industry at a region-
al or state level. We conducted 21 national and 96
state-level semi-structured and confidential inter-
views across nine states in the West. Our interview
questions focused on how the Strategy is develop-
ing in different states; perceived challenges and op-
portunities; new approaches to prioritization, part-
nerships, and implementation; and institutions (i.e.,
processes, forums, positions, capacities, policies,
or measurement approaches) that support Shared
Stewardship.
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Our findings offer a snapshot in time of state-level
efforts and general trends of progress under the
Strategy in 2020. In this Executive Summary, we
present the key findings across states and discuss
our observations about the future of Shared Stew-
ardship based on our research. See Table A (page 4)
for a simplified summary of our state-by-state find-
ings and Table B (page 7) for a summary of find-
ings according to our main research questions. In
the complete report, Part 1 presents findings from
across all of our interviews, and Part 2 presents
summaries of our findings for individual states and
for our national-level interviews.

Key findings

Goals and precedents for Shared
Stewardship

Priority management needs across states include
increasing the pace and scale of work on the ground
to reduce fire hazard, protect watershed health,
and promote forest ecosystem resilience. People
also noted the need to increase capacity within the
agency, support and grow the forest products indus-
try and restoration workforce, protect local com-
munities and values, and support local economies.
Some interviewees also said it was important to ex-
pand beyond vegetation and fire management goals.

National-level interviewees said the Strategy was
meant to emphasize collaborative approaches to
more effectively address fire hazard and forest
health across jurisdictional boundaries. However,
they questioned whether partners would be effec-
tively engaged to achieve these goals. Most nation-
al-level interviewees supported the general goals of
the Strategy but said that its development and roll-
out missed opportunities to engage partners from
the outset. Interviewees wondered how partners
would be engaged and how new approaches would
intersect with existing prioritization and collabora-
tive efforts.

Shared Stewardship builds on important founda-
tions for cross-boundary collaboration among agen-
cies, organizations, and other stakeholders. Unique

aspects of state history, government structure, and
partnerships set the stage for this effort. Existing
approaches for cross-boundary land management,
including use of GNA and other policies, were im-
portant foundations for Shared Stewardship. Exist-
ing state-level funding mechanisms for supporting
cross-boundary work were also a key ingredient to
support Shared Stewardship approaches.

Progress to date

At the time of our interviews, states were at vari-
ous stages of moving from conceptual discussions
to more tangible efforts. A couple of Washington
interviewees said they were still working to move
Shared Stewardship from a “state of mind” to a
“state of being.” In New Mexico and Oregon, most
interviewees felt that the Strategy provided a more
formal umbrella and common vocabulary for con-
tinuing and expanding existing efforts. In Colora-
do, interviewees recognized that Shared Steward-
ship would represent a bigger change that could
expand partnerships and the scale of planning and
implementation. Interviewees in Utah saw Shared
Stewardship as a way to move past years of tension
between the USFS and the state stemming from di-
verse ideological perspectives.

Since the MOU was signed in each state, vari-
ous states launched new communication efforts,
formed state-level advisory committees, and cre-
ated new positions to support Shared Stewardship.
Interviewees in most states said that multi-agency
and multi-partner advisory committees had formed
or been expanded to inform agency decisions and
represent diverse perspectives. Multiple new posi-
tions had been created, including a national Shared
Stewardship coordinator at USFS headquarters.
Utah state agencies and the USFS pooled funding
to create three positions in Utah. California was in
the process of creating regional advisor positions
around the state. In Montana, the state forester
added staff to support implementation of the GNA
and created a position for a communications person
dedicated to Shared Stewardship efforts.
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Table A Year One high-level summary*

Governance
State MOU date  Signatories Key findings Goals changes to date
08/.1 .6/201 8 SS addressed the need to increase cross- Mum.al.ly 'den?lf.'ed priorl~
Official ties, joint decision-making . -
The SS Strategy was boundary, landscape-scale approaches for SS coordinator positions
. release date L o . L & cross-boundary work, .
National developed by USFS forest resilience and fire in particular; dis- at Washington, D.C.
of Shared ; . USFS to work more .
. leadership connect between written SS strategy and . Office
Stewardship T closely with state land
USFS direction (outcomes vs. outputs) A
(SS) Strategy management agencies
USFS Chief, R5 .Reglonal SS adds valuable formality to state—fed- qumallze and coordinate
Forester, R4 Acting . existing cross-boundary .
A eral efforts, need to increase treatment SS coordinator USFS
. . Regional Forester, . . . efforts, shared account- . .
California  08/12/2020 and industry capacity, need clarification as o . . position, 4 SS advisory
Governor, and CA Natural S ) ability and commitment; ..
to whether this is a new program or just positions planned
Resources Agency change in strate treat 1,000,000 acres
Secretary 9 o annually by 2025
Confusion and need for clarification about "
Undersecretary for NRE SS and RMRI; SS leading to greater col- Addresg cross bqupdary 1 position creatgd by
. . threats, increase joint Governor to advise on
Colorado 10/23/2019 on behalf of Secretary of  laboration and coordination at state level, o .
Agriculture, Governor interviewees want more transparency and prioritization, coordinate SS, RMRI may merge
9 ! . N . -~ RMRI and SS with state SS leadership
inclusivity in setting priorities
Undersecretary for NRE SS Advisory Group with
on behalf of Secretary 2 priority landscapes identified, GNA criti- 4 subcommittees, 2 joint
of Agriculture, R1 & R4 cal component of SS, "go big" mentality at Double USFS acres funded IDL-USFS SS
; . . : treated by 2025, build on . o
Idaho 12/18/18 Regional Foresters, Gov-  state level, a lot of SS information publicly - coordinators on priority
. . : GNA and existing cross- )
ernor and Governor Elect, available, and subcommittees making landscapes, 1 statewide
. boundary work ; .
Director of ID Department  progress coordinator, 1 regional
of Lands coordinator
R1 Regional Forester, Leadership emphasized inclusiveness (no . . MT Forest Action Advi-
. o " o . SS as an inclusive . .
Director and Division exclusive" MOU), building off collabora- sory Committee vehicle
04/15/19 . S R process throughout the .
Administrator of MT tion in wildland fire fighting, need for more . for SS, existing DNRC-
Montana Leaders Intent . - state, partnerships at mul- L
Department of Natural capacity/positions to support cross- . USFS position supports
Letter tiple levels to do cross- .
Resources and boundary efforts, but some good new boundary work at scale SS, new SS communica-
Conservation positions and efforts in place 2 tion position at DNR
R4 & R5 Regional History of agency collaboration in wildfire Expand existing cross-
Foresters, Regional response, culture change of SS, need to boundary work and SS Executive Committee
Nevada 11/15/19 Directors of US Fishand ~ engage private landowners, first inclusion  collaboration, complete with main agency leader-
Wildlife Pacific Southwest  of DOI agencies in MOU, USFS-driven 2 SS projects by the end  ship, Technical Advisory
Region, NV Director of strategy but with many partnerships, of 2021, increase acres committee with field staff
BLM, Governor limited timber and forestry capacity treated by 50% by 2025
Well-established example 01_‘ SS prior to Expand partnerships, No new committee
strategy development, iterative process of . .
. . cross-boundary coordina-  developed, matchmaking
New . State Forest Action Plan development with - o
. 11/14/19 USFS Chief, Governor - AN ) tion and collaboration; organization developed
Mexico scientific tools and collaborative input; o .
R - expand USFS support for  to sustain industry during
strong leadership is driving expectations . . .
collaboration MSO injunction
and support for SS
Undersecretary for NRE Important to include partners in SS efforts ~ Continuation of "all hands
on behalf of Secretary of  and build on long history of collaborative all lands" cross-boundary .
Oregon 08/13/19 Agriculture, R6 Regional  place-based work; significant budget focus and existing work, R6 USFS Coordinator
o for SS
Forester, Governor, State  and capacity issues; formal SS structure, leverage resources,
Forester leadership, and direction needed increase risk sharing
SS alternative to Roadless Rule petition, . . 3 state SS positions, SS
. . L Achieve better working . .
Secretary of Agriculture SS project funding application program relationships in historically implementation through
Utah 05/22/19 ! integrated with WRI, limited forestry ca- addendum to exist-

UT Governor

pacity, some discomfort with role of state
that predates SS

high-conflict environment,
cross-boundary work

ing funding application
program

Washington 05/08/19

USFS Chief, R6 Regional
Forester, Commissioner
of Public Lands for WA
Department of Natural
Resources, Director of
WA Department of Fish
and Wildlife

Strong foundation through partnerships,
collaborative networks, state funding
work on federal land, and existing liaison
and coordinator positions; direction and
clarification needed from leadership; need
to include and sustain forest products
industry

Formalize existing cross-
boundary work, break
down silos, increase joint
prioritization

R6 USFS Coordinator
for SS

* See Part 2 Findings: State-Level Summaries, starting on page 35 of this report for more detailed summaries from interviews in each state.



Assessment of Early Implementation of the US Forest Service’s Shared Stewardship Strategy 5

Interviewees viewed joint prioritization as a key
component of pursuing Shared Stewardship. They
said there were challenges associated with integrat-
ing Shared Stewardship prioritization processes
with existing statewide goals or programs. Utah
adapted Watershed Restoration Initiative prioritiza-
tion criteria and selection processes to also select
Shared Stewardship projects for funding and imple-
mentation. Interviewees in Colorado were looking
for clarity about how to align multiple prioritiza-
tion efforts across the state. In Oregon, interviewees
were not sure how Shared Stewardship would be
integrated with existing statewide goals and efforts.

Updating the 2020 SFAP in each state presented
an opportunity to operationalize Shared Steward-
ship. SFAPs were a chance for agencies and part-
ners to collaboratively plan across larger spatial
extents. Interviewees in New Mexico enthusiasti-
cally described a collaborative and iterative pro-
cess for updating their SFAP. Those in Nevada said
that the State Forest, Range, and Water Action Plan
also served as a forum for trying new approaches to
multi-jurisdiction prioritization. Idaho’s SFAP revi-
sion process was key to Shared Stewardship and il-
lustrated how existing and new data and decision
support tools could be integrated.

Data were critical for making prioritization deci-
sions. People shared a wide range of feedback and
potential plans to use the USFS Scenario Invest-
ment Planning approach to assist prioritization ef-
forts; some states relied heavily on the approach to
inform prioritization, and some created their own
approach. Some encouraged more use of social sci-
ence data and information to inform prioritization
efforts, assess social capacity, understand the status
of partnerships, and gauge public opinion. Inter-
viewees said that collaborative, transparent deci-
sion-making needed to occur in the prioritization
process, reflecting local, collaborative input and
other considerations.

Long-term monitoring of Shared Stewardship out-
comes will be important. People recommended the
impacts of the prioritization process be tracked
over time to understand the effects for different lo-
cations and resource areas, so that prioritization ap-
proaches could be adjusted accordingly.

Opportunities and challenges

Interviewees generally saw Shared Stewardship
as an opportunity to embrace a more collaborative
mindset and expand partnerships. Although the
Strategy often builds on existing efforts, people said
it added a layer of formality to collaborative work
between the state and federal agencies. Many inter-
viewees had specific strategies in mind for expand-
ing partnerships and also said this would require
a cultural change that emphasized collaborative
work. Interviewees saw a great need and potential
for working more closely with other state and fed-
eral agencies, Native American Tribes, private land-
owners, state-specific entities such as state trust
lands and Spanish Land Grants, utility providers,
water users, and others.

Many interviewees described Shared Stewardship
as presenting opportunities to take and share risks
across agencies, particularly state and federal land
management agencies. Some people described this
as working together to identify priorities and face
the consequences of forest management and fire
outcomes. Others felt it would spread out the risk
involved in pursuing new approaches and partner-
ships.

Interviewees emphasized that leadership is impor-
tant for the development and longevity of Shared
Stewardship. Interviewees consistently described a
need for leadership support for embarking on part-
nerships and trying new things, like building new
relationships, that may not yield immediate results.
Others described the need for clear communication
to enhance transparency and accountability for
fostering trusting relationships and partnerships.
Interviewees said agency leaders should carefully
communicate how prioritization efforts at different
levels would work together and affect programs of
work.

Interviewees in all states said they need more re-
sources for forest management (e.g., funding, staff
or personnel, training opportunities). People want-
ed more expertise and capacity for writing grants
and agreements. They needed information on how
to use different funding streams and authorities
to do cross-boundary projects. Many interviewees
wanted increased guidance and training specifical-
ly for cross-boundary planning and collaboration.
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Most people were not seeking new or changed poli-
cies. Instead, they wanted more direction and clar-
ity about how to use the existing options at differ-
ent levels. Some said NEPA was a bottleneck; they
wanted more capacity and potentially to expand
categorical exclusions.

Interviewees wanted individual positions and
committees in place to support Shared Steward-
ship. They said that coordinating roles would be
key to the success of the Strategy. Interviewees were
enthusiastic about having formal advisory commit-
tees help guide Shared Stewardship and having
partners and other agencies participate in prioriti-
zation processes.

There are many challenges associated with engag-
ing the forest products industry. Challenges in-
clude the fact that byproducts from restoration and
ffuels reduction are typically low in value, and in
many states, that the workforce is too small to carry
out the necessary work and there is limited indus-
try capacity and market access. Interviewees em-
phasized that industry members or representatives
should be involved closely in the Shared Steward-
ship process (e.g. sitting on advisory committees,
attending planning meetings).

Performance measures or metrics to monitor
Shared Stewardship efforts should be developed
collaboratively. Interviewees said that developing
and monitoring these measures should be a trans-
parent and collaborative process, informed by the
state’s MOU and by existing plans such as SFAPs.
Interviewees also noted that USFS timber targets
often impede their ability to pursue other goals.
They wanted to develop measures that better reflect
desired outcomes and that capture the effects of
joint prioritization, collaboration and coordination,
and partnership development.

Some interviewees were not sure whether Shared
Stewardship was a high-level USFS strategy or
a program with funding and added capacity re-
sources and capacity. They also wondered about
its longevity and how the agency intended to sup-
port it. Despite this uncertainty, most interviewees
were optimistic that the basic tenets of the Strategy
would persist.

The future of Shared Stewardship

In Table B (page 7), we summarize our key findings
for each research question. Below, we offer some ad-
ditional observations.

State-level efforts under Shared Stewardship
ranged from a continuation of existing practices to
more significant changes. While many people said
Shared Stewardship efforts were a continuation of
work that was already in progress, they also said the
Strategy lends increased formality to partnerships,
particularly between the USFS and state agencies.
The Strategy was also the impetus to add new po-
sitions, create or expand advisory committees, and
share data for assessment and prioritization efforts.

The revision of SFAPs was a ready opportunity to
incorporate Shared Stewardship goals into state-
level planning. Given the increased role of state-lev-
el funding and capacity to implement work across
jurisdictions, we expect that SFAP processes will
become a more important aspect of Shared Stew-
ardship over time.

An important, unanswered question is how pri-
oritization and collaborative processes at different
levels work together. As more emphasis is placed
on national and state-level prioritization processes,
it will be important for these different efforts to
work together in a strategic and coherent fashion
with local collaborative efforts and processes under
programs like the Collaborative Forest Landscape
Restoration Program.



Assessment of Early Implementation of the US Forest Service’s Shared Stewardship Strategy 7

Table B Key findings by research question

Research question Key findings

How is the Shared
Stewardship (SS) Strategy
playing out in different states,
and what factors are driving
choices about strategic
partnerships and directions?

SS will follow a different trajectory in each state due to varying priorities, existing structures and relation-
ships, and available resources. Interviewees saw this flexibility as a strength.

Leadership is important in each state.

Interviewees said that being open to new partnerships would allow them to identify shared values and
leverage resources.

What opportunities and
challenges are associated with
the Strategy’s implementation?

Interviewees were optimistic that SS would provide formality and impetus to collaborations with agen-
cies and partners to address forest health issues.

Interviewees questioned the longevity of SS and the commitment of the USFS to support it. Non-agency
partners and field-level agency staff were unsure that the Strategy would lead to meaningful changes.

There is a need for strong and consistent leadership and a need for clear communication about SS
directions and expectations, and there are significant shortages in staff capacity and resources.

Another key challenge was how to support and align the forest products industry with forest manage-
ment needs.

How is the Strategy leading

to changes in prioritization
strategies, collaborative efforts
and partnerships, cross-
boundary planning, and project
implementation, compared with
business as usual?

Interviewees said the Strategy prompted a shift in mindset and increased formality regarding their ap-
proaches to prioritization and partnerships.

Many interviewees were taking a more collaborative approach to updating the State Forest Action Plan
and using that process and plan to set priorities on lands across the entire state.

New projects were typically in the planning phase; existing projects were oriented toward SS goals.

Most interviewees wanted to strategically expand partnerships with agencies, Tribes, private landowners,
investors, and other stakeholders.

How are priorities being set
under the Strategy? In other
words, what approaches,
including different authorities,
collaborative forums, and
scientific tools, are being
used?

New and existing positions and advisory committees were important for advancing SS.

Interviewees planned to use existing authorities, policies, and mechanisms to accomplish their work, but
they wanted more capacity and expertise for entering into agreements and using different policies and
funding streams to do cross-boundary work.

Interviewees used existing datasets and scientific tools, often associated with recent forest health
assessments, to help inform SS planning. Interviewees in a few states used the USFS'’s Scenario Invest-
ment Planning tool.

Some wanted to see more information about social agreement and capacity integrated into prioritization
processes.

The collaborative, science-based joint prioritization process in some states’ SFAP update efforts pre-
sented an initial opportunity to operationalize SS.

What institutional and
organizational changes,
including new kinds of
capacities, policies, incentives,
and measurement approaches,
are needed to successfully
move forward with principles
of SS?

Interviewees wanted clearer communication about expectations for doing SS and support from leader-
ship support to take risks, try new approaches, and expand partnerships.

Many felt that truly achieving SS would require broadening the agency’s traditional incentives and perfor-
mance measures to include collaboratively developed metrics.

There is a significant need for more funding and staff to support SS efforts, as well as more training
around effective communication and approaches to collaboration and forums for sharing information,
examples, and lessons learned.

What political opportunities
and challenges will arise
with increased state-level
engagement?

Most interviewees did not expect SS to bring any significant shift in power dynamics or final decision-
making power for any jurisdiction.

They hoped that joint prioritization and shared decision-making would be operationalized by giving agen-
cies and partners a more formal and coordinated role throughout planning and implementation efforts.

Some shared some concerns about leaving local partners behind if they are not involved in state-level
prioritization efforts or funding decisions.
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Leadership changes always present challenges for
collaborative land management, as relationships
and plans are built and implemented over many
years. This is an issue with Shared Stewardship,
which has relied on leadership from governors,
who change over time, and from federal appointees
in the U.S. Department of Agriculture, who change
with the presidential administration. Regardless,
many people intend to continue and build on the
new relationships and processes they have built
over the last two years.

Clear leadership and transparent communication
are needed to advance Shared Stewardship to en-
sure that existing capacities, incentives, and pro-
cesses align with stated goals. We know that local-
level capacities, collaborative history, political dy-
namics, and individuals make a difference in how
efforts roll out in different places. These dynamics,
all of which are important facets of advancing or-
ganizational change, were apparent in our research
and should be given concerted attention going for-
ward.

Interviewees wanted more capacity and expertise
with using existing policies, rather than new poli-
cies. A major challenge for cross-boundary work
will be to couple authorities, enter into agreements
for resource sharing, and utilize diverse funding
streams across agencies. There is a need for more
expertise and consistency in these areas, which
may mean more people in boundary-spanning po-
sitions and more centralization of expertise using
cross-boundary agreements and authorities. People
also wanted more capacity and funding in general,
particularly for coordinator positions and advisory
committees to work across different agencies and
jurisdictions.

In cross-boundary contexts, the history of collab-
oration is an important foundation for progress.
Existing relationships and trust can affect how
quickly processes proceed and whether they are
seen as legitimate. Advisory councils are useful for
handling new efforts and integrating them with ex-
isting initiatives. Building relationships takes time,
so where they already exist, new collaborative and
cross-boundary efforts are more likely to take off

quickly, but they must be carefully integrated into
existing processes.

As Shared Stewardship gets underway, robust com-
munication is needed. It will be important to share
examples of cross-boundary efforts, clarify how
the strategy will integrate with other prioritization
processes, and explain whether Shared Steward-
ship is a strategic approach or a program that will
drive funding allocations. There were many ques-
tions and some confusion about these issues among
interviewees. People are seeking opportunities for
information sharing and peer learning.

Several challenges remain foundational to improv-
ing forest management. Interviewees said state and
federal government agencies need more funding
or new strategies to support industry and get low-
to-no value biomass out of the woods. At the same
time, a strong emphasis on timber targets did not
necessarily align with high-priority work as identi-
fied through science-based assessments. In general,
while Shared Stewardship efforts seek to leverage
existing capacity, a lack of adequate funds and staff
capacity for forest management work remains a fun-
damental challenge.
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Introduction

n 2018, the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) published

a Shared Stewardship Strategy in response to

requests from Congress for a renewed vision for
improving forest management for fire hazard reduc-
tion and forest resilience (USFS 2018). The Strategy
emphasized partnering with states, Tribes, and oth-
er collaborative partners in order to identify prior-
ity areas for management, coordinate work across
jurisdictions, and leverage diverse capacities. Spe-
cifically, the Strategy involved:

1. Working with states to set priorities, particu-
larly through state Forest Action Plans (SFAPs),
share in the ownership of risks presented by
fire, and coordinate planning and action;

2. Using a suite of scientific tools to model and
map fire risk, largely through Scenario Invest-
ment Planning' processes (Ager et al. 2019), to
identify the most strategic places to invest in
forest management;

3. Utilizing tools such as the Good Neighbor Au-
thority (GNA), stewardship contracts, and cat-
egorical exclusions under the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act (NEPA) to facilitate and
accelerate forest management work; and

4. Pursuing related goals, such as working with
stakeholders to develop outcome-based perfor-
mance indicators, streamline internal agency
processes, and expand the use of risk manage-
ment principles in fire management.

The Strategy built on previous efforts that were de-
signed to accelerate forest management, coordinate
work across jurisdictional boundaries, and priori-
tize investments to accomplish work at a scale large
enough to affect ecological outcomes. Secretary of
Agriculture Vilsack emphasized in 2009 the impor-
tance of an “all lands” strategy in forest manage-
ment (USFS 2009). Also in 2009, Congress passed
the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Pro-
gram (CFLRP), which invests in collaborative proj-
ects on fire-adapted forest landscapes for 10 years at
a time, based on a competitive application process
(Schultz et al. 2012). A similar program that works
across both public and private lands is the Joint
Chiefs’ Landscape Restoration Partnership (JCLRP),
which started in 2013 (Cyphers and Schultz 2019).
The GNA, which was permanently authorized na-
tionwide in the 2014 Farm Bill, allows federal and
state agencies to enter into cooperative agreements
to restore watersheds and forests on federal lands
(Bertone-Riggs et al. 2018). The National Cohesive
Wildfire Management Strategy, finalized in 2014,
envisioned greater coordination across jurisdic-
tions (WFEC 2014). The Shared Stewardship Strat-
egy was a next step in the effort to promote cross-
jurisdictional coordination.

In 2019, Colorado State University entered into
a challenge cost-share agreement with the USFS
State and Private Forestry deputy area to conduct

T Scenario Investment Planning Platform. https://sipp-usfs.opendata.arcgis.com/.
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independent research on the implementation and
development of Shared Stewardship efforts. The
principal investigator for this effort is Dr. Courtney
Schultz; Drs. Heidi Huber-Stearns and Jesse Abrams
are co-principal investigators. The first stage of our
work, which took place in 2020 and is detailed
in this report, focused on early expectations for
Shared Stewardship efforts and how these efforts
were developing in each state in the West where the
USFS had signed a memorandum of understand-
ing (MOU) with the state to formally pursue Shared
Stewardship. In the future, we will research states
in the eastern United States and conduct longitu-
dinal work to see how Shared Stewardship efforts
develop over time.

We explored the following research questions:

1. How is the Strategy playing out in different
states, and what factors are driving choices
about strategic partnerships and directions?

2. What opportunities and challenges are associ-
ated with implementing the Strategy?

3. How is the Strategy leading to changes in pri-
oritization strategies, collaborative efforts and
partnerships, cross-boundary planning, and
project implementation, compared with busi-
ness as usual?

4. How are priorities being set under the Strat-
egy? In other words, what approaches, includ-
ing different authorities, collaborative forums,
and scientific tools, are being used?

5. What institutional and organizational changes,
including new kinds of capacities, policies,
incentives, and measurement approaches, are
needed to successfully move forward with
principles of Shared Stewardship?

6. What political opportunities and challenges
will arise with increased state-level engage-
ment?

We interviewed two groups of people: 1) national-
level actors who were aware of the development of
the Strategy or who work for organizations that are
active in forest policy at a national level; and 2) in
states with signed MOUs, individuals who work
on forest policy or management for the federal or
state government, partner or collaborate with the
USFS, represent conservation interests, or work in
the forest or wood products industry at a regional or
state level. We sought a wide range of perspectives
nationally and within each state to ensure diverse
representation of relevant stakeholders and part-
ners.

For the national-level interviews, we identified
agency officials and partners who were engaged
with the Shared Stewardship Strategy by review-
ing key agency publications, organizational letters
of support or opinion pieces, and press releases
about the Strategy. We then used a chain-referral
approach to identify additional interviewees and
to reach a diverse set of partners who were knowl-
edgeable about the Strategy in the early stages of its
release and implementation.

For the state-level interviews, we contacted repre-
sentatives from agencies and organizations who
signed that state’s Shared Stewardship agreement
or MOU (e.g., people from the Governor’s office,
regional or state-level USFS personnel, people at
state natural resources or forestry departments or
agencies). We then used referrals and other public-
ly available information about the Strategy in that
state to find other key organizations or groups who
were involved in forest policy and management
across the state (e.g., Shared Stewardship websites
that list key partners or advisory committee mem-
bers, press releases, media coverage about the MOU
signing in that state). Additional interviewees gen-
erally had leadership roles in state-level collabora-
tive forest restoration efforts, the timber industry,
water utilities, organizations representing or work-
ing with Tribes, non-governmental organizations,
or other partner agencies. Our interviewees were
primarily involved in forest restoration and fire
management, which were the priorities for early
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Shared Stewardship efforts. However, many other
values and land management goals were mentioned
in MOUgs, and future research could investigate fur-
ther how Shared Stewardship efforts affect other
values, such as recreation or habitat restoration.

Between late 2019 and fall 2020, we conducted
117 semi-structured and confidential interviews
(21 national and 96 state-level) across nine states
in the western United States. We strove to include
all states with MOUs that were complete or signed
by May 2020. We excluded Hawaii, as their MOU
appeared to be focused on invasive species rather
than on forest management. We included Califor-
nia, even though the MOU was not signed until
later in the year, because the MOU was completed
earlier in the year. Table 1 summarizes the overall
breakdown of interviews in each state and nation-
ally. Table 2 summarizes the different categories of
participants.

In some states, our interviews occurred a few weeks
after the agreement or MOU was signed, while in
others they occurred a year later (Table 1). The states
were at different stages of developing their Shared
Stewardship approaches and integrating them with
other processes, such as their State Forest Action
Plan (SFAP), which was an important part of op-
erationalizing Shared Stewardship in some states.
Other events in 2020 significantly impacted plan-
ning, meetings, and implementation opportunities,
such as the COVID-19 pandemic, major wildfire

events, and, in New Mexico, an injunction placed
on the USFS due to litigation over the Mexican
Spotted Owl. These factors prevent us from making
direct comparisons about temporal trajectories or
timelines for Shared Stewardship development in
each state. In short, the information in this report is
just a snapshot in time and reflects the perspectives
of interviewees when our interviews were conduct-
ed. Findings should be viewed as an overall reflec-
tion of early Shared Stewardship efforts and not
as a definitive explanation of progress in any state.

Our interview questions focused on how the Strat-
egy is developing in different states; perceived
challenges and opportunities; new approaches to
prioritization, partnerships, and implementation;
and institutions (i.e., processes, forums, positions,
capacities, policies, or measurement approaches)
that support Shared Stewardship.

Interviews were recorded, transcribed, and coded
for analysis to identify themes in the interviews
across hundreds of pages of interview text. We then
summarized our findings by state and for our na-
tional interviews and present those results as two-
page summaries at the end of this report. We sent
a draft of each state-level summary to each inter-
viewee for that state so that they could review our
analysis and interpretation of the data and pass
along any key updates that occurred after our inter-
views were conducted. Efforts across states contin-
ued to progress since the time of our writing.
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Table 1 Number of interviews, interview dates, and MOU signing date

National or state-level Number of interviews? Interview dates MOU signing date
National 21 December 2019-July 2020 n/a®
California 8¢ May—September 2020 August 12, 2020
Colorado 12 July—August 2020 October 23, 2019
Idaho 11 February—July 2020 December 18,2018
Montana 10 January—May 2020 April 15,2019
Nevada 10 April-July 2020 November 15, 2019
New Mexico 15 April-July 2020 November 14, 2019
Oregon 10 January—March 2020 August 13, 2019
Utah 10 March—July 2020 May 22, 2019
Washington 10 January—March 2020 May 8, 2019
TOTAL 117

2 Some interviews included more than one interviewee, and some interviewees discussed more than one state. We interviewed
more people in New Mexico as part of a preliminary exploration of a deeper analysis in the state.

® There is no national MOU, but the Western Governors’ Association signed the first MOU on December 13, 2018, several months
after the Strategy was released in August 2018.

¢ We paused the interview process in California due to the impacts of the 2020 wildfire season on potential interviewee lands,
project, and availability; since the MOU had been signed only a short time earlier, many non-agency partners had not developed
strong perspectives on Shared Stewardship yet.

Table 2 Interviewee breakdown across all 117 interviews

Category of interviewees Number of interviews Number of interviewees?®
Federal agencies 35 39

State agencies 30 35

NGOs, collaborative groups, other partners not 40 41

associated with the forest products industry®

Partners associated with the forest products industry © 12 12

TOTAL 117 127

2 Some interviews were conducted with multiple interviewees present.

® We did not interview anyone about perspectives from a specific Native American Tribe, although we and many interviewees
acknowledge their important role. No Tribe was a signatory to an MOU for this stage of our research, and none of our referrals were
to Tribal representatives. Rather, people recommended interviewees from state and federal agencies who focus on Tribal relations
or individuals representing Tribes in the forest products industry; these people are counted in the appropriate categories.

¢ Forest products industry partners included non-agency individuals in the forest, timber, or wood products industry, as well as
representatives of the industry who serve on state or national councils, associations, or advisory groups. Interviewees from NGOs or
collaborative groups who focused primarily on forest products were placed in the forest products industry partner category.
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Part I Findings: Main Themes Across States

Here, we present overall findings synthesized from
all 117 interviews. We provide insights or examples
from different states to help illustrate the range of
the overall themes. These state-specific examples
are not exhaustive. For more details about findings
from individual states, please see the summaries in
Part 2 of this report beginning on page 36.

Goals for Shared Stewardship

Interviewees said that they needed to increase the
pace and scale of work on the ground to achieve
their goals. Nearly every interviewee spoke about
the need to reduce wildfire risk and mitigate im-
pacts from catastrophic wildfires. They also em-
phasized the need to improve and maintain forest
and watershed health, make habitat improvements,
improve ecosystem resiliency to disturbances and
climate change, and reintroduce wildland fire or
mimic natural fire processes. Interviewees said
they had significant funding and workforce capac-
ity limitations, including a lack of funding and
staffing to effectively plan and implement projects
at the necessary scales. Many participants also dis-
cussed socio-economic needs, including protect-

ing communities, infrastructure, and watersheds
from wildfire impacts. They wanted to support lo-
cal communities by increasing forest-related jobs,
providing workforce training, and ensuring other
benefits from increased forest management (e.g.,
tax revenue from timber sales). Interviewees agreed
that supporting the forest industry, locally and
more broadly, through increased investments and
innovations was key for sustaining forest restora-
tion work.

National-level interviewees said that the Strategy
was developed in response to discussions around
the fire funding fix,” related to increasing account-
ability to Congress for how USFS funds are spent,
and finding innovative approaches to address fire
hazard and forest health across jurisdictional
boundaries. Most national-level interviewees also
said the Strategy was a continuation of trends in na-
tional forest governance over the last two decades—
the key difference being that the Strategy and sub-
sequent state MOUs emphasized state engagement.
Some interviewees also noted that the agency is
increasingly using science-based decision-support
tools to prioritize investments.

2 The FY 2018 Omnibus Spending Package included a "fire funding fix’ that provided a new funding structure from FY 2020
through FY 2027 in which Congress can appropriate federal disaster funding to the USFS and DOl for a portion of their wildfire
suppression activities. The package created a fire suppression account funded at $1.011 billion annually, part of a $2.25-billion
budget authority available to USDA and DOI that increases by $100 million each year until FY 2027 (U.S. Secretary of Agriculture,
2018). The goal of the fix was to S|gn|f|cant|y reduce the need for agencies to borrow from non-fire programs when they exceed

their fire suppression budgets.
fix-omni



https://www.usda.gov/media/press-releases/2018/03/23/secretary-perdue-applauds-fire-funding-fix-omnibus
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Most national-level interviewees shared these
goals but described the Strategy’s development and
rollout as USFS-centric. Some felt that this was a
missed opportunity to engage partners in develop-
ing a Strategy that would focus more on the key
role of partnerships. Some national interviewees
expressed concern and uncertainty about how ex-
isting local partnerships would be affected by for-
mal agreements like MOUs between the USFS and
the state that did not include many other partners
as signatories. While some at the state level shared
this concern and uncertainty, most state-level in-
terviewees thought that Shared Stewardship would
provide opportunities to engage partners more for-
mally at the state level.

Nearly all state-level interviewees described their
goals for Shared Stewardship as building an ethos
and strategy to collectively address interconnected
forest management issues and needs, because no
single entity or organization had the capacity and
resources to address them on their own. Interview-
ees recognized that meeting these needs requires
increasing the pace and scale of forest management
and restoration, forming effective cross-boundary
partnerships and coordinating across jurisdictions,
efficiently using available resources and mecha-
nisms to accomplish goals, and building public
support for forest management.

“[Shared Stewardship] creates an opportunity to
do something different, not necessarily do busi-
ness as usual. No one entity can do this work
alone. [It’s about] how can we identify mutual
commitments, mutual goals, share decision
space, identify shared priorities, and look at it
as a whole, take more of a holistic approach and
remove the jurisdictional boundaries—or, you
know, recognize that they’re there, but make
alignment on either side to get at a bigger scale,
to do business a little bit different. I think that’s
very exciting.” (National)

Many interviewees saw the potential for more
cross-boundary collaboration among agencies,
organizations, and other stakeholders to expand
existing multi-jurisdictional work. Interviewees
wanted to use Shared Stewardship to improve co-
ordination between agencies and partners and to

seek more opportunities to efficiently leverage re-
sources, particularly to increase the pace and scale
of fire hazard reduction, watershed protection, and
other forest restoration activities.

Interviewees hoped that shared decision-making
responsibility and joint prioritization would help
states work with the USFS. Many interviewees
hoped this shift in relationships across agencies
would encourage state, USFS, and other federal
agency personnel to try new approaches, expand
potential funding opportunities, and invite new
partners to the table. Some interviewees in Utah
viewed Shared Stewardship as an opportunity to
ameliorate long-standing conflicts between the
state and the federal government.

“On the federal side, I think they’re feeling like
this is maybe a good move forward where the
state won't be fighting them on everything, and
they’ve both got money and boots on the ground.
And then for the state, I honestly think that they
kind of feel like this is a way for them to keep the
federal government in check a little bit.” (Utah)

Interviewees did not feel that increased coordi-
nation between agencies would significantly shift
power dynamics. Most recognized that the USFS
still had the final say on USFS lands, and that other
landowners would make decisions for their juris-
dictions. Many also said that agencies or landown-
ers still have their individual mandates and objec-
tives, and not all of their efforts will fit the Shared
Stewardship mold. In one notable exception, inter-
viewees from the Utah conservation NGO commu-
nity expressed concerns that the timber industry
would be empowered and conservation interests
disempowered under the state’s approach to Shared
Stewardship. Other exceptions were in Oregon and
Idaho, where some interviewees were concerned
that increasing state and federal partnerships could
reduce the influence of partners or collaborative
groups on decision making.

Many interviewees also stated that generating eco-
nomic activity was a goal of Shared Stewardship,
through increased investments that would sustain
the forest products industry and support local eco-
nomic development. Many state-level interviewees
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mentioned the need to keep the timber industry
functioning in their state. Some interviewees also
pointed out that different aspects of the broader for-
est products and timber industry (e.g., skilled labor,
mills and processing facilities, funding for restora-
tion generated by selling forest products) are key to
supporting restoration and wildfire mitigation ac-
tivities.

In each state, a few people also saw opportuni-
ties to expand Shared Stewardship beyond forest
and wildfire-centric management to address other
cross-boundary issues, such as invasive and en-
dangered species management, wildlife and fish-
eries habitat improvement, and recreation access
and maintenance. They explained that these issues
also require multi-jurisdictional attention, partner-
ships, shared prioritization, leveraged resources,
and creativity to achieve desired outcomes.

® Designation letter for landscape-scale areas in Idaho. h
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Cross-boundary efforts that precede
Shared Stewardship

Multi-jurisdictional coordination and collabora-
tive partnerships at the state level provided a foun-
dation for Shared Stewardship. For instance, inter-
viewees in Nevada said that agencies had a history
of working together on cross-boundary wildfire
response and more recently on mitigation efforts,
guided by the state’s Cohesive Wildfire Strategy.
Interviewees in Idaho, Montana, and Washington
described the importance of scientific forest health
assessments, such as those facilitated by the 2014
Farm Bill, which documented widespread forest in-
sect and disease outbreaks and illustrated the need
to work across boundaries to mitigate and respond
at scale.?

Interviewees described the importance of prior
use of federal authorities and programs such as the
GNA, Wyden Authority, stewardship agreements,
the Joint Chiefs’ Landscape Restoration Partnership,
and the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration
Program. These mechanisms facilitated communi-
cation among agencies and partners and the ability
to leverage re