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In 2003, Congress passed the Healthy Forest Restoration Act encouraging communities to develop
Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPP) to guide wildfire mitigation efforts on both federal and
nonfederal lands. This article provides a case study of the development and implementation of a CWPP
for the at-risk communities of the Sitgreaves National Forest in Arizona. This case study reveals a past
history of collaboration to address the issue of wildfire along with high levels of cooperation among
all levels of government and community stakeholders. The communities of the Sitgreaves National
Forest successfully established an inclusive and multijurisdictional planning process and effective
procedures for intergovernmental cooperation to mitigate the wildfire risk. The Sitgreaves CWPP
provides an excellent example of an effective community-based planning effort to mitigate the wildfire
threat.
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D uring the record-setting 2000 fire
season, fires burned 861 struc-
tures, forced the evacuation of

thousands of residents, scorched more than
8.4 million ac, and suppression costs ex-
ceeded $1.3 billion (National Interagency
Fire Center [NIFC] 2006). Much of the in-
creased threat and losses to wildfire is due to
the dramatic growth of rural communities
expanding the area known as the wildland–
urban interface (WUI). Homes intermixed
with the forest increase the risk of ignition

along with the cost and complexity of sup-
pressing wildfires when they occur. After the
2000 fire season, national fire policy was re-
oriented to accommodate the new and in-
creasingly costly reality of fire in the WUI.
Working in concert with the Western Gov-
ernors’ Association (WGA) in 2001, Con-
gress appropriated funds for the National
Fire Plan (NFP). This plan called for a strat-
egy that, while strengthening capabilities for
fire suppression, also included the multiple
goals of wildfire fuels reduction, the restora-

tion of fire-adapted ecosystems, and in-
creased assistance to at-risk communities
(US Forest 2000, WGA 2002). This more
collaborative community-based approach
was seen as necessary to comprehensively ad-
dress the underlying causes of the wildfire
problem and at the same time build capacity
at the local level to mitigate the threat to
communities.

Prompted by continued disastrous fire
seasons and wildfire events in 2002 and
2003, Congress passed the Healthy Forest
Restoration Act (HFRA; 16 USC Sec. 6501
et seq) with strong bipartisan support
(Vaughn and Cortner 2004). The HFRA
furthered the WGA’s strategies for collabo-
rative community-based approaches by in-
troducing a new policy tool in the form of a
Community Wildfire Protection Plan
(CWPP). CWPPs are a central component
of community empowerment under the
HFRA, and communities are encouraged to
develop these plans to guide fuel reduction
projects on both federal and nonfederal
lands. As part of a CWPP, communities
have the opportunity to delineate a WUI
boundary based on local values and condi-
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tions and to propose and prioritize manage-
ment actions on lands within the WUI.
CWPPs must be approved formally by “the
applicable local government (i.e., counties
or cities); the local fire department(s); and
the state entity responsible for forest man-
agement” (SAF et al. 2004, p. 3). An ap-
proved CWPP allows a community to influ-
ence where federal agencies conduct fuel
reduction projects and where federal fund-
ing is spent. Additionally, the HFRA ex-
empts projects identified in a CWPP from
the extensive environmental analysis re-
quired under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). Thus, the interim
HFRA field guide, jointly published by the
US Forest Service and US Department of
the Interior (USDI), encourages federal
managers to be full partners in the develop-
ment of CWPPs and to work cooperatively
with communities in setting fuel treatment
priorities (US Forest Service and Bureau of
Land Management 2004).

This article focuses on the development
and implementation of a CWPP for the at-
risk communities of the Sitgreaves National
Forest. This case study was first developed as
part of a larger research project examining
the CWPPs in multiple communities in Or-
egon and Arizona. In the initial study, com-
munities were chosen based on their prox-
imity to US Forest Service lands as well as to
represent differing approaches to the wild-
fire planning and community collaboration.
The data collected included documents rel-
evant to the development of the CWPP in
each community, site visits, and personal in-
terviews conducted with key participants in
the CWPP processes. Participants in this re-
search were selected based on their roles and
responsibilities in the development of the
CWPP and to ensure representation of fed-
eral, state, and local government as well as
participating stakeholder groups. Nine indi-
viduals were interviewed during a site visit to
the Sitgreaves National Forest in June 2006.
Interviewees were asked to describe their
role; the role of other participants; and the
goals, challenges, and outcomes of the
CWPP process. All interviews were recorded
with the permission of the subjects and then
transcribed into electronic text files and re-
turned to the participants for verification.
The Sitgreaves CWPP emerged as a special
case and is presented here as an example of
the potential for collaborative community-
based approaches to mitigate the wildfire
threat. A brief background of the case is pro-
vided followed by an account of the plan-

ning and decisionmaking process used in the
development of the plan. The outcomes
achieved through implementation of the
CWPP are then described along with a sum-
mary of the key factors contributing to the
plans success.

Background
The Sitgreaves CWPP encompasses the

communities of Vernon, McNary, Hon
Dah, Pinetop-Lakeside, Show Low, Linden,
Clay Springs-Pinedale, Aripine, Heber-
Overgaard, and Forest Lakes. The commu-
nities of McNary and Hon Dah are located
on the Fort Apache Indian Reservation with
a year-round population of a little more than
350 residents and an influx of recreational
visitors during the summer. The remaining
communities support a year-round popula-
tion of approximately 17,000 residents and
more than 65,000 seasonal residents. The
City of Show Low and Town of Pinetop-
Lakeside are the only incorporated commu-
nities. The 307,583-ac WUI described in
the plan includes approximately 71,523
acres of private, county, and state lands;
179,603 acres of federal lands; and 56,457
ac of lands administered by the White
Mountain Apache Tribe on the Fort Apache
Indian Reservation (Logan Simpson Design
2004a). Despite slow economic conditions,
the numerous amenities of the White
Mountain region continue to bring an influx
of people, particularly around the commu-
nities of Show Low and Pinetop-Lakeside.
The number of residential building permits
issued in the City of Show Low nearly dou-
bled between 1999 and 2003 (City of Show
Low 2003). As these communities have
grown, many homes have been built in areas
directly adjacent to wildlands and numerous
residential developments directly abut na-
tional forestland.

However, in 2002, a monumental
wake-up call arrived in the form of the Ro-
deo-Chediski Fire. At more than 460,000
ac, the Rodeo-Chediski was the largest wild-
fire in Arizona’s recorded history and
claimed approximately 400 homes and
forced the evacuation of more than 30,000
residents from nine communities (Logan
Simpson Design 2004a.). According to a US
Forest Service employee the Rodeo-Che-
diski fire created “a lot of negative energy”
and people “angry about feeling helpless and
out of control.” Then, again in 2003, the
smaller Kinishba Fire threatened to force
evacuations of communities on the Fort
Apache Indian reservation and the Town of

Pinetop-Lakeside. These back-to-back wild-
fire events galvanized community leaders
into action. A US Forest Service employee
stated that “Right after we closed out the
Kinishba fire, the community leaders gath-
ered together and said we can’t let this hap-
pen again. [W]e agreed that we would each
do a role and asked the county supervisors to
step up ahead and start getting the Commu-
nity Wildfire Protection Plans done.” Ac-
cording to a member of a local conservation
organization the fires also created a shared
understanding of the problem and “changed
a lot of our attitudes, at least about the
WUI.” This shift in community attitudes
provided a window of opportunity for local
leaders to build collective action toward a
solution to the wildfire problem.

CWPP Planning Process
The CWPP planning process was

spearheaded by a semiformal collaborative
effort called the Natural Resources Working
Group (NRWG). Regular participants in
this group included representatives from city
and county government; Arizona Game and
Fish Commission; University of Arizona
Cooperative Extension; US Fish and Wild-
life Services; the US Forest Service; The Na-
ture Conservancy; and the White Mountain
Conservation League and representatives
tribal government, private industry, and lo-
cal conservation organizations. Since 1994,
the NRWG had been working to address
wildfire issues and in 2001 had successfully
initiated the Blue Ridge Demonstration
Project testing differing approaches to land-
scape level wildfire fuel treatments using
stewardship contracting on the Apache-Sit-
greaves National Forest. After the passage of
HFRA in December 2003, the NRWG
formed a working group to develop a single
plan to include all the at-risk communities
of the Sitgreaves National Forest. With
funding from Coconino, Navajo, and
Apache Counties and the communities of
Show Low and Pinetop-Lakeside, the
NRWG obtained the services of Logan
Simpson Design, Inc., an environmental
consulting service based in the Southwest, to
initiate a community-based planning pro-
cess and develop the CWPP (Logan Simp-
son Design 2004a).

Under the leadership of Logan Simpson
Design, a core planning team was formed to
undertake a short-duration, high-intensity
planning process to develop the CWPP. To
facilitate community participation, the core
team established two community action
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groups (CAG), one for the eastern end of the
planning area and another one focusing on
the west (Logan Simpson Design 2004a).
The CAGs involved all significant stake-
holders in the communities, including local
government officials, US Forest Service per-
sonnel, fire district chiefs, and conservation
organizations as well as businesses, private
landowners, and homeowners’ associations.
According to a representative of Logan
Simpson Design, “We made sure that the
collaborative working group actually repre-
sented all of the interests that we knew of in
the community. Peripherally there were no
significant interests left off the table or that
weren’t actually actively sought after for in-
put.” The CAGs were charged by the core
team with the responsibility of gathering
information on existing wildfire risk condi-
tions and recommending strategies for com-
munity wildfire protection and prepared-
ness. The US Forest Service assigned a
resource specialist and provided geographi-
cal information system assistance to each
CAG. Much of the data used by the CAGs
to describe wildfire fuel hazard and risk also
were provided by the US Forest Service. Ac-
cording to a US Forest Service employee it
was important that the US Forest Service
“were partners in this process but we didn’t
lead it because it wasn’t about the National
Forest, it was about the communities.”

The two local CAGs, along with the
core planning team, committed to frequent
meetings that were open to the public and all
interested citizens were encouraged to at-
tend (Logan Simpson Design 2004a). An
employee with Logan Simpson Design re-
marked that in the initial meetings there was
considerable discussion “about when is a tree
a tree, when is it a commodity, when is it a
resource, and what do we mean when we
talk about fuel.” However, the collaborative
efforts of the NRWG in the Blue Ridge
Demonstration Project had been successful
in creating a general consensus of the types
of treatments that were necessary in the
WUI. According to a US Forest Service em-
ployee, “Having that [NRWG] group al-
ready in place and having the demonstration
forest out there helped us get a lot farther
ahead than some communities that hadn’t
talked about it much. It made ours go much
faster because we had already done the
ground work.” With “consistent and persis-
tent facilitation” provided by Logan Simp-
son Design, the CAGs went through a con-
sensus-based decision process to develop the
plan’s recommendations. “There was a wide

range of opinion and deeply held personal
beliefs . . . related to environmental con-
cerns . . . or to private property rights and
government intrusions on private lands . . .
However, because of longstanding small-
community working relationships, a high
level of trust had developed among all inter-
ests . . .” (Logan Simpson Design et al.
2004b, p. 28).

The CAGs’ recommendations included
fuel reduction priorities, land treatments
prescriptions in the WUI, and fire preven-
tion and loss mitigation strategies that in-
cluded public education, information, and
support for local wood products industries
(Logan Simpson Design 2004a). The plan
explicitly addressed environmental concerns
by including specific fuel treatment pre-
scriptions for federal lands and clarifying
language focusing on the removal of small-
diameter material and maximizing the re-
tention of large trees. An employee of Logan
Simpson Design stated that the prescrip-
tions in the plan were designed to “make it
very clear to us what types of treatments we
were willing to accept . . . within and adja-
cent to the community.” The CAGs also
attempted to ensure that the plan’s recom-
mendations were consistent with the provi-
sions of HFRA as well as other applicable
federal regulations to allow the treatments
prescriptions to be used by the US Forest
Service as the basis for developing action al-
ternatives for analysis under NEPA (Logan
Simpson Design 2004a). According to an
employee from Logan Simpson Design, the
community “wanted to make sure that when
the Forest Service came out with their action
alternative that you could very quickly con-
nect the dots between the agency action al-
ternative and the recommendations of the
community.”

Beyond focusing on the treatment of
US Forest Service lands, the CWPP also in-
cluded recommendations to assist the state
and local governments in taking a more
comprehensive and integrated approach to
mitigating the wildfire risk. The plan recom-
mended the development of an intergovern-
mental agreement between the communities
to cooperate in addressing the wildfire prob-
lem. Key recommendations included en-
couraging the communities to develop uni-
form tree and land treatment policies and
pool resources to purchase an industrial
chipper for residential slash disposal. The
plan also recommended that the communi-
ties work together to develop a prescribed
fire management plan for the WUI; cooper-

ative training programs for firefighters; and
joint educational, outreach, and workforce
development programs. The Sitgreaves
CWPP was finalized in May 2004 and
signed by Apache, Coconino, and Navajo
Counties; the city councils of Show Low and
Pinetop-Lakeside; and the chiefs of all eight
local fire departments. The supervisor of the
Apache-Sitgeaves National Forest, the Ari-
zona State Forester, and the superintendent
of Fort Apache Indian Reservation provided
signatures of concurrence (Logan Simpson
Design 2004a).

CWPP Outcomes
US Forest Service implementation of

the Sitgreaves CWPP is tied into the White
Mountain Stewardship Project. The White
Mountain Stewardship Project is the first
large, 10-year stewardship contract in the
nation and was awarded to Future Forests
Partnership, LLC, in August 2004. The con-
tract is expected to treat approximately
5,000–25,000 ac/year and is structured to
promote the marketing and utilization of
previously unmerchantable material for
power generation, lumber, and the manu-
facture of wood pellets. Using the treatment
prescriptions provided in the Sitgreaves
CWPP and a similar CWPP developed for
the adjacent Apache National Forest, the US
Forest Service has completed NEPA analysis
on more than 70,500 ac, with only one ob-
jection being filed as of January 2007 (US
Forest Service 2007). Also, as of January
2007, task orders for thinning more than
27,000 ac have been issued, with 19,000 ac
completed and 293,000 green tn of biomass
treated. Linked to the increased availability
of biomass made available through these
treatments, a wood pellet mill in Show Low
increased its capacity by 50%. A 3-MW
(megawatt) bioenergy plant opened in Eagar
in 2004 and there are plans to build a
20-MW plant in Snowflake that will use
170,000 green tn of biomass annually (US
Forest Service 2007). The ability to market
and use more of the byproduct material has
had a substantial effect on the costs of con-
ducting fuel reduction projects. Before the
stewardship contract, forest restoration costs
were estimated around $1,000/ac compared
with approximately $500/ac today, depend-
ing on the treatment prescription (US Forest
Service 2007).

Monitoring is also occurring under the
stewardship authority. According to a US
Forest Service employee, 3% of task order
funding is set aside for monitoring and a
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16-member multiparty monitoring board
has developed ecological, social, and eco-
nomic monitoring goals and priorities (per-
sonal communication, 2006). The 1st-year
economic, social, and ecological assessments
have been completed and results from the
initial economic analysis indicate that the 13
businesses directly working on the steward-
ship contract provided 450 full-time jobs in
Arizona, with 318 of those in the local area.
Second-year findings should be available
soon (US Forest Service 2007). There has
been some criticism from members of the
multiparty monitoring board, as well as
from conservation organizations, regarding
the impacts of some of the CWPP prescrip-
tions and US Forest Service fuel treatments
in the WUI on certain species of wildlife.
According to an employee of Arizona Game
and Fish some of the CWPP treatment rec-
ommendations “are not necessarily done in
ways that are as beneficial for wildlife. So we
try to . . . work with the Forest Service to get
their treatments done and in a way that . . .
[will] do more good for wildlife while still
meeting those fuel reduction goals.”

Coconino and Navajo Counties and
the cities of Show Low and Pinetop-Lake-
side signed on to an intergovernmental
agreement and hired a CWPP administrator
through the University of Arizona Cooper-
ative Extension in late-2005. The adminis-
trator is responsible for implementation,
monitoring, and updating of the plan and
for community outreach, education, and
overseeing NFP grants and fuel reduction
programs for private landowners. According
to the CWPP administrator, in addition to
performing the mitigation strategies devel-
oped in the CWPP, the cities and counties
also are working to pool resources between
fire districts to develop a fuels crew to con-
duct fuel reduction treatments and pre-
scribed burning in the WUI (interview,
2006). As a result of the impressive efforts
undertaken on both federal and nonfederal
lands, the Sitgreaves CWPP received the
2006 NFP award for excellence in collabo-
ration.

Key Factors to Success
There were five key factors important in

helping the communities of the Sitgreaves
National Forest successfully develop and
move forward with implementation of their
CWPP. First, there was strong commitment
to the value of the collaborative process
shared among all participants interviewed in
this research. According to a US Forest Ser-

vice employee on the Apache Sitgreaves Na-
tional Forest, collaborative efforts “take our
time, but the payback is then when you do
propose a project a lot of times it will go
faster and smoother because you have a
sounding board there that you can run the
project by and they can get information out
to other folks.” This commitment to collab-
oration, particularly by leaders in the US
Forest Service, has engendered substantial
goodwill among groups and individuals that
previously held unfavorable opinions of the
US Forest Service. A member of a local con-
servation organization remarked that the Su-
pervisor of the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forest “has changed a lot of things just by
force of her personality and by the way she
works with people . . . I think she has been
remarkable to work with.”

Second, the CWPP was able to build on
the positive working relationships estab-
lished through previous collaborative inter-
action in the NRWG and the experience in
the Blue Ridge Demonstration Project. The
fact that community leaders and stakeholder
groups, together with the US Forest Service,
had been working for several years to design
and test landscape level fuel treatments using
stewardship contracting helped develop
trust among diverse community interests
and a general consensus on types of fuel
treatments necessary in the WUI. Therefore,
when it came time to develop the CWPP,
outreach to the community was facilitated
by the well-established social networks de-
veloped through the NRWG and the high
degree of trust among stakeholder groups al-
lowed consensus recommendations on fuel
treatment prescriptions and mitigation mea-
sures to be developed in a relatively short
period of time.

Third, US Forest Service support and
participation was critical to ensuring the
success of the CWPP. The willingness of the
US Forest Service to provide technical ex-
pertise and participate as a “team player” in
solving the wildfire problem gave commu-
nity members a high degree of confidence
that the CWPP would be given serious con-
sideration and be faithfully implemented.
According to a local business leader, US For-
est Service participation in the planning pro-
cess established “a high level of trust that the
Forest [Service] really would implement the
prescriptions . . . but also the priorities that
the communities established would become
the priorities of the Forest.” The US Forest
Service commitment to the stewardship
contract also reinforced community percep-

tions of the US Forest Service as an innova-
tor in addressing the wildfire problem and
reliable long-term partner in the commu-
nity. Additionally, the stewardship contract
provided considerable incentive to the US
Forest Service to work with the community
to gain the advantages of the streamlined en-
vironmental analysis processes provided by
HFRA. The expedited NEPA processes cou-
pled with strong community support al-
lowed the US Forest Service to meet the sub-
stantial annual acreage commitment agreed
to in the stewardship contract.

Fourth, the Rodeo-Chediski and Kin-
ishba fires were galvanizing events and
changed community perceptions about the
need to mitigate the wildfire risk in the
WUI. These back-to-back wildfire events
provided an important window of opportu-
nity and the participating state and local
governments recognized the need to step up
to the plate with resources and mitigation
measures to compliment the actions taken
by the US Forest Service. This included not
only a focus on improved fire suppression
and fuel reduction but also planning, zon-
ing, building code enforcement, education,
homeowner assistance, prescribed burning
in the interface, and economic and work-
force development initiatives.

Last, participants in the Sitgreaves
CWPP understood the importance of the
forest to the community and vice versa. This
was manifested by the strategy to develop
the CWPP around the forest boundaries as
well as in the consideration that protecting
environmental values and maintaining a vi-
able forest industry were important to the
well-being of the community and critical to
successful implementation of the plan. Ac-
cording to a US Forest Service employee,
“People move to the White Mountains be-
cause they want to be part of the forest . . .
So we are working really closely with the fire
departments, the mayors, everybody in town
because everything we do is a big part of
their lives.” A representative from Logan
Simpson Design remarked that the commu-
nities surrounding the Sitgreaves National
Forest “make their living off the forest,
whether it is folks coming to fish . . . or trees
growing as commodities. They still saw that
as what it is going to take to police the streets
and educate their children. So . . . everyone
bit the bullet and made it work.”

Conclusions
The communities of the Sitgreaves Na-

tional Forest were successful in creating an
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inclusive and multijurisdictional planning
process that established effective procedures
for building intergovernmental cooperation
and community consensus to mitigate the
wildfire risk. The Sitgreaves CWPP was able
to build off of the previous collaborative in-
teractions and positive working relations es-
tablished through the NRWG and Blue
Ridge Demonstration Project. The experi-
ence of the Rodeo-Chediski and Kinishba
fires combined with effective leadership pro-
vided by community members, the US For-
est Service, and Logan Simpson Design al-
lowed a comprehensive and credible plan to
be produced in a relatively short time frame.
US Forest Service support for the commu-
nity-led planning effort and commitment to
a long-term stewardship contract was im-
portant in ensuring successful development
and implementation of the plan. The com-
munities participating in the CWPP also
made substantial commitments to under-
take complementary mitigation strategies
within their own jurisdictions. Through the
White Mountain Stewardship contract, de-
velopment of an intergovernmental agree-
ment and hiring of a CWPP administrator,
the Sitgreaves CWPP also established ade-
quate accountability methods to ensure im-
plementation, monitoring, and adaptation
of the plan over time. A final important fac-
tor was a commitment to enhancing envi-
ronmental values while promoting the de-

velopment of a viable forest industry critical
to successful implementation of the plan.

The annual threat of wildfire will re-
main a fact of life for communities in the
West for the foreseeable future. The Sit-
greaves CWPP shows how all levels of gov-
ernment along with community stakehold-
ers can work together to develop effective
responses to mitigate the wildfire threat.
Much of the promise of community-based
approaches in addressing the risk of wildfire
remains to be realized. However, the Sit-
greaves CWPP serves as a timely example for
other communities to follow in developing
solutions to address the wildfire problem at
the local level.
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