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ample but limited time to discuss an objection to a proposal within the collaborative to move it forward. 
 
Any collaborative  should have a charter, agreement or other guiding documents that 
outline member roles & responsibilities, a decision-making process, and expectations for participation, 
and that is agreed to prior to “membership”.  Clearly stated mission, goals and strategies are 
essential, and regular feedback is necessary to avoid “mission drift”. 
 
Good leadership  is critical to efficient problem solving, decision making, formulation of 
recommendations, and information transfer.  Members must step up to provide effective leadership on 
a regular basis – “power” should not rest with only a few Partners for extended periods of time. 
 
If there is a high level of trust  among Partners, work teams can be used to develop issues or details 
for projects with final review and approval by the collective.  This is where a majority of the work is 
done and relieves the larger group of extensive 
detail development.  There must be adequate 
time for full review, discussion and approval by 
the larger group however – that approval and 
forwarding of recommendations cannot and 
should not be rushed. 
 
With all “large” agencies and organizations , 
having the right people in the right places leads 
to success, while some people in positions of 
leadership/decision making can impede success.  
People lead differently and require their staff to 
perform differently based on their personalities, 
professional perspective and direction from 
higher levels of authority.   
 
No one collaborative approach  is good or bad, but it must be accommodated as the agency and 
collaborative work together to advance respective missions and objectives.  For example, in the early 
stages the USFS had the idea of turning over the treatment of public lands - and the associated costs 
– to the Partnership through a Cooperative Agreement.  But this approach did not actually materialize 
because the Partnership could not raise sufficient working capital to pay for the work.  The 
Cooperative Agreement was converted to a Memorandum of Understanding in 203 that did not 
transfer resources. 
 
The collaborative  must be viewed as “a long haul” – a sustained, long-term commitment is required. 
 
Citizens must be able  to see/be aware of what is being discussed and what type of planning is going 
on if they are to have confidence in proposals being made – transparency is essential.  Just as with 
organizations, people may come with agendas that may or may not reflect the mission of the 
collaborative.  They must be heard, understood and addressed to secure buy-in by that segment of 
the public.  It must also be recognized that 10-15% of the people on each extreme of a position may 
be so firmly set in their position that accommodation of a collaborative position may be impossible.  
Then it is best to address why their position cannot be addressed and why a decision will be made 
and the collaborative move forward.  Litigation can sometimes arrive from this intransigence. 
 
The collaborative  and/or its ideas must have access/exposure to decision makers.  The “public” is 
not the only group that needs education and involvement.  Decision makers at all levels need to be 
educated on issues.  Ultimately, support must be provided when tough decisions are made, as well as 
the capacity to “challenge” with good science and/or reasoning when “bad” decisions are made. 
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Partnership members  must have ample decision 
making authority to operate on behalf of their 
organizations. 
 
Formal and detailed structure  is absolutely 
necessary for longevity and financial management, 
and to provide appropriate staff support.  Efforts to 
secure funding for staff and overhead must not take 
over functional aspects of a collaborative – even at 
the risk of losing staff.  GFFP went back to an all-
volunteer organization when costs of staff and other 
overhead expenses became too high of a 
percentage of our overall budget. 
 
Local efforts  can be subject to trends, constraints and opportunities that play out in the regional and 
national arenas.  There is not much that can be done in these circumstances unless the collaborative 
has the resources to become engaged in these regional and national arenas.  However, awareness is 
essential and engagement at some level appropriate. 
 
Partners will have  varying levels of resources (funding, staff, commitment, etc.) to fulfill their 
obligations to the partnership.  Those with more assets can be perceived as “taking over” or 
“controlling” what happens.  Again, transparency is necessary and well articulated positions and 
reasoning must be provided.  All voices must be equal even if capacity to support is not. 
 
Organizational posturing  is inevitable, but should be minimized to allow the collaborative process to 
make progress.  Clear goals are needed that all agree to work toward.  This is the nature of 
participation – you are there because it is important to your organization and you need to advance 
what your organization was created for.  However, it may be more appropriate to not be engaged in 
the collective if your organizational position is such that compromise and modification of positions is 
not compatible with organizational culture.  
 
All ideas and perspectives  are important, but not all are practical or can be implemented at a given 
point in time – patience and persistence are virtues.  Long-term plans are essential for organizations 
to see if and when their positions will be addressed.  A true collaborative will make sure that all 
perspectives are honored and have the means to accommodate and “resolve” any issue in a timely 
manner.  Each participant will then have to figure out how to live with the results of the collaborative 
process. 

 
Some level of trust  has to exist among Partners 
for them to come together in collaborative decision 
making – low levels of trust slow down the 
process while high levels of trust move things 
along more quickly.  Trust can be diminished or 
broken easily, but is very difficult to regain 
completely.  When trust is broken, almost 
everything becomes more difficult.  It will happen 
at some point, so tools & techniques must be in 
place to address it. 
 
Opportunities  must be provided outside formal 
meetings for participants to develop existing or 
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explore new relationships among stakeholders.  
Social events can be important in facilitating 
seamless interaction and to provide a less 
charged atmosphere for building or re-building 
trust. 
 
Any Partnership  must be able to deal with 
personnel changes as staff at member 
organizations and cooperating agencies 
changes, and recognize that some will change 
more frequently than others.  Key players from 
the USFS, Nature Conservancy and Grand 
Canyon Trust changed regularly, as well as the 
staff for the Partnership itself. 
 
The use of “best available science”  must be 
a foundation of any effort addressing the ecological, economic and social aspects of forest restoration 
and management.  GFFP always strived to apply this foundational principle. 
 
 
WHAT’S NEXT?  THE FUTURE OF GFFP  
 

While GFFP is almost 12 years old and has achieved significant accomplishments, there is still a 
considerable amount of work to do and opportunities for new activity. 
 
At the local level, cost-share grants to treat the hundreds of remaining private land parcels in need of 
fuel reduction thinning for community protection and resource management are still being received.  In 
cooperation with local fire departments, specific tracts are being targeted for treatment in 
conformance with the CWPP.  Outreach and education projects require constant attention – a 
knowledgeable and involved community is essential if the goal of restored forest ecosystems is to be 
achieved in the near future.  Tracking and monitoring the results of implementation of GFFP projects 
is necessary to provide input for adaptive management to allow improvements in future projects 
locally and throughout northern Arizona.  GFFP is represented on the Coconino County Sustainable 
Economic Development Initiative, which seeks in part to achieve much of what the GFFP Utilization 
and Economics Team was trying to accomplish in small diameter wood utilization. 
 
At a regional scale, participation and support of the Four Forests Restoration Initiative is a top priority.  
This initiative seeks to accelerate forest restoration to around 50,000 acres per year across 2.4 million 
acres within the ponderosa pine landscape of northern Arizona.  Several GFFP Partners are playing 
key roles in getting the initiative going and the Board has direct participation in the initiative, including 
financial support and contract work to prepare a Forest Landscape Restoration Act proposal that, if 
approved, would provide significant funding for implementation of 4FRI projects.  Creation of the 4FRI 
and ultimate passage of the FLRA can be partially credited to the successes of GFFP working with 
the Coconino NF and to the success of the Natural Resources Working Group (another collaborative 
effort in the White Mountains) working with the Apache-Sitgreaves NF.  These efforts were recognized 
at the national level. 
 
Statewide, GFFP continues to provide the representation for community groups on the Arizona Forest 
Health Council, which is tasked with tracking implementation of the Statewide Strategy for Restoring 
Arizona’s Forests.  In addition, we are represented in the State-Wide Assessment and Strategy for 
Forest Resources program required of all states under Title VIII of the 2008 Farm Bill (Food, 
Conservation and Energy Act of 2008). 
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One area where evaluation and analysis is required 
is the effectiveness of an all-volunteer organization 
accomplishing work through contracts or service 
agreements. So far it appears to be working, as 
illustrated by the above discussion.  However, most 
of the “work” of the Partnership has shifted to the 5-
member Board of Directors and away from the 
much more diverse Partnership Advisory Board.  
Attendance at the latter is down and it is struggling 
to identify its niche in the new GFFP.  This is 
especially important as involvement with 4FRI 
deepens and we move closer to implementation of 
forest restoration strategies in forest surrounding 
traditional GFFP projects. 
 
Finally, funding projects and operations is always a challenge.  A staff supported organization was 
replaced by an all-volunteer one because of funding limitations in 2008.  With lower costs, less 
funding is required for operations, but project funding demands will be as big as the annual plan that 
GFFP creates.  Local government funding (City of Flagstaff and Coconino County), with a limited 
amount of overhead from grants, provides all of the revenue necessary to support current programs 
and projects.  Even in these lean times, they provide adequate resources to accomplish the mission.  
Only time will tell if this continues to be the case. 
 
 
WHO IS INVOLVED?  WHO SHOULD BE INVOLVED? 
 

The current number of Partners is 13 (Appendix 2), one of the lowest in its history.  Over the years, 
however, representation has been broad and diverse with most entities that are involved in local forest 
restoration and community protection issues represented at one time or another.  
 
Organizations that have played key roles in GFFP but left after long service include the AZ Game & 
Fish Department, Grand Canyon Trust, NAU College of Engineering & Natural Sciences, Arizona 
Public Service, Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce, Greater Flagstaff Economic Council, and several 
local Fire Districts.  Several local or locally active organizations never joined the GFFP for various 
reasons – Sierra Club, Friends of Flagstaff’s Future, and Center for Biodiversity. 
 
While an organization can and must accomplish its agenda with whomever participates at any given 
time, to be the “voice of the community” rather than just a forum to discuss critical issues, broad 
participation is necessary.  In that regard, the entities mentioned above plus many others should be 
convinced to join or re-join the Partnership in the near future. 
 
 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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APPENDIX 1 – GFFP Original Structure 

 

Recommendations to US FOREST SERVICE 
 

  
 
 

GFFP Board Has        
Decision-Making Authority   
Manages Program Director  
 

 
 
 
 
GFFP Staff Supports:  PAB, 
Work Teams and Sub-Groups  

 
Work Teams Advise PAB  
and GFFP Board – Advisory,  
Working and Interim Members  
participate as well as Associate and  
the general public; any  
recommendations to the Board will  
carry dissenting opinion(s) from  
PAB or Work Team members.                                                    

 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

GFFP Membership - Partnership Advisory Board and Wo rk Teams 
~ GFFP Membership approved by Board of Directors 
~ GFFP Membership categories include:  Advisory (PAB voting), Working (Work Team member) and Interim 

(Applicant for full GFFP membership category); Associates participate in Work Teams 
~ PAB meets monthly to receive full updates from & provide input to Teams, and to make 

recommendations to BoD:  PAB Chair & GFFP Director facilitate; open to the public, unanimous 
decisions 

~ Work Teams meet monthly to provide input and make  recommendations to PAB and BoD  - GFFP 
Member and/or GFFP Director facilitate and run meetings; Advisory members not required to sit on a 
Work Team; Interim, Associate and general public (non-GFFP members) encouraged to participate, but 
must be approved by Work Team 

Project 
Planning 

Team 
Meets monthly, field trips as 
needed (FS liaison, District 
Rangers, Impl. Coordinator, 
etc.) 

Public  
Information/ 
Involvement 

Team  
Meets monthly (FS liaison, 
PAO's) 

Business  
Development/ 

Utilization Team  
Meets monthly  
(FS liaison, RCA coord.) 

M
T 

GFFP BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

PARTNERSHIP ADVISORY BOARD  
    Full Advisory (Voting) Members of the Partnership 

EDF MRT 
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APPENDIX 2 – Partnership Advisory Board and  
Board of Directors Members 

 
Partnership Advisory Board – Current  
Arizona Forest Restoration Products 
Arizona State Forestry Division 
Coconino County Community Development Department 
Coconino Natural Resource Conservation District 
Coconino Rural Environment Corps 
Ecological Restoration Institute, NAU 
Flagstaff Fire Department 
Mottek Consulting 
Ponderosa Fire Advisory Council 
School of Forestry, NAU 
The Arboretum at Flagstaff 
The Nature Conservancy 
US Fish & Wildlife Service 
Wildwood Consulting 
 
Partnership Advisory Board – Past  
Arizona Game & Fish Department 
Arizona Public Service 
Coconino Community College 
Coconino County Farm Bureau & Cattle Growers Association 
Cocopai Resource Conservation & Development District 
Arizona State Lands Department 
College of Engineering & Natural Sciences, NAU 
Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce 
Flagstaff Native Plant & Seed 
Fort Valley Fire District 
Grand Canyon Trust 
Greater Flagstaff Economic Council 
H&K Consulting 
Highlands Fire District 
Indigenous Community Enterprises 
Practical Mycology 
Perkins Timber Harvesting 
Ponderosa Fire Advisory Council 
Social Research Lab, NAU 
Society of American Foresters, N AZ Chapter 
Southwest Environmental Consultants 
Summit Fire Department 
 
 
Board of Directors – Current  
Anne Mottek Lucas – Mottek Consulting, LLC 
Joe Seidenberg - Ecological Restoration Institute, 
 NAU 
Paul Summerfelt – Flagstaff Fire Department 
 (President) 
Shaula Hedwall – US Fish & Wildlife Service 
Steve Gatewood – Wildwood Consulting, LLC 
 (Treasurer) 
 

Board of Directors – Past  
Dave Huffman - Ecological Restoration Institute 
Debra Larson – College of Engineering, NAU 
Doc Smith – Ecological Restoration Institute, NAU 
Jim Wheeler - Flagstaff Fire Department 
Martha Hahn – Grand Canyon Trust 
Pat Hall - H&K Consulting 
Tom Kolb – School of Forestry, NAU
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APPENDIX 3 – Summary Results from Public Opinion Polls  
 

COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS 
NAU – Social Research Lab:  Surveys of Residents of the Flagstaff area 

 
2001 – 603 individuals surveyed 

 
2006 – 606 individuals surveyed 
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NAU – Social Research Lab:  Surveys of Residents of the Flagstaff area 

 
2007 – 600 individuals surveyed  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2009 – 402 individuals surveyed 
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APPENDIX 4 – Revenues and Expenses for GFFP (FY2001- 2009) 
 

REVENUES 
 

Foundation Grants      59,455 
Government Grants            1,500,913 
Corporate Support      29,208 
Individual Donations           665 
PAB Membership      14,299 
Other Income         1,795 
    SUBTOTAL        $1,606,336 
In-Kind Donations        54,945 
 

    TOTAL INCOME        $1,661,121 
 

EXPENSES 
Payroll Expense    386,907 
Employee Benefit Expense     39,693 
Payroll Taxes       29,783 
Advertising         5,350 
Accounting       34,537 
Accounting-Audit      28,595 
Bank Charges         1,320 
Books, Publications, Subscriptions      1,480 
Conference, Convention, Meeting      4,685 
Contract Services    307,918 
Contract Services-Consulting   108,811 
Contract Services – Grand Canyon Trust   62,882 
Dues & Memberships           774 
Equipment       10,325 
Employee Recruitment & Training      5,574 
Fees & Licenses           445 
Grants and Allocations   472,263 
Insurance-Liability      16,036 
Insurance-Workers Comp       2,855 
Internet       10,570 
Meals          4,311 
Office Expense        3,776 
Postage         1,910 
Printing & Copying      23,426 
Rent        48,929 
Supplies         8,284 
Telephone         8,972 
Travel, Lodging & Meals     16,156 
Uncategorized Expenses       3,719 
    SUBTOTAL        $1,621,472 
Depreciation       25,757 
In Kind Value       28,055 
 

    TOTAL EXPENSES       $1,701,041 
 


