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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 

Community development is a critical piece of the work of USDA Forest Service.  
There is a general understanding that by dispersing money for community projects, 
goodwill toward USDA Forest Service increases.  But like other project-based federal 
programs, Forest Service projects do not necessarily add up to create healthy, 
sustainable communities, and linking community initiatives to both community and 
regionally determined outcomes is critical in efforts to become more strategic. 
 
 The North Central Regional Center for Rural Development (NCRCRD), working 
cooperatively with Forest Service Region 2 from November 2003 – September 2004 
identified key issues to moving from scattered projects to strategic community 
development.  Three broad questions guided this research.  Where is the Forest 
Service and its partners in terms of strategic community development; what can be 
done to increase strategic investments in forest communities instead of individual 
project funding; and what types of training and system building can help the Forest 
Service and its partners toward these ends? 
 
 A questionnaire related to these topics was constructed in consultation with Forest 
Service, and administered electronically to a sample of Region 2 Forest Service forest 
supervisors and forest staff with a fifty-three percent rate of return.  Fieldwork in 
southwest Colorado provided additional insight to the guiding questions. 

 
Key training and system issues for the Forest Service RCA Programs in 

Region 2 identified by NCRCRD include the following. 
 
 

Issue: Forest supervisors do not feel highly knowledgeable about delivery of RCA 
programs.  They unanimously indicate their familiarity with RCA programs 
is the same or less than with other Forest Service programs.  Most are 
somewhat less or much less familiar with RCA programs and approaches 
as compared to more conventional Forest Service programs and natural 
resource responsibilities.  

 
Issue: At the field level, grant management activities attached to individual 

programs remain the focus.  This perpetuates the project-based approach 
and the idea that work with communities itself is project-based.  Adding to 
this is the potential confusion caused when funding from RCA programs for 
community work with a holistic approach is diverted to fund specific 
projects. 

 
Action: To effectively support communities, forest supervisors and staff need 

support and training to increase their understanding of how RCA work fits 
with, and is not superseded by other requirements and initiatives of the 
agency.  Forest supervisors and forest staff need tools and training to 
integrate RCA work into other agency activities with communities. 
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Issue: In Region 2 we find many Forest Service employees doing the work of 
RCA programs and working with communities without these responsibilities 
included in their job description, or time allocated for these activities.  When 
this is considered in addition to increasing demands on workload faced by 
all employees in our society, this limits what any given employee is able to 
do. 

 
Issue: There is a perspective on the part of both forest supervisors and forest staff 
  that the most important thing they can do for communities remains forest 
  resource management.  Community strategic planning is not identified as 
  an important activity for communities with whom Forest Service personnel 
  are working.   
  
Action: In the same way that desired community outcomes are institutionalized as 

community goals, when work with forest communities is institutionalized in 
the agency it will become a larger portion of job responsibilities for forest 
supervisors and staff.  Community work will become one component of a 
larger body of work taking place in forest communities in which Forest 
Service staff members are an integral part. 

  
Issue: Planning that is currently taking place is often agency led and is primarily 

project or sectoral planning rather than holistic, community-led plans that 
lead to strategic action.  

 
Action: Forest service staff working with communities can identify how project and 

sectoral planning efforts can move to community based strategic plans.  
Resources such as those identified in the bibliography of this report need to 
be available to both Forest Service staff and forest and grassland 
communities to support their increased understanding of elements of 
strategic planning, and the value this has in creating sustainable 
communities. 
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I. BACKGROUND 

 
 

While natural resources are of value to all people, our national forests and 
grasslands are also home to thousands of rural place-based communities. Since 1905 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service has been the federal agency 
responsible for managing natural resources within 191 million acres held as national 
forests and grasslands (USDA Forest Service 2004).  USDA Forest Service work initially 
focused on efficient management of timber and water resources, ensuring these 
resources were available to both current and future generations (Cramer et al. 1993).  

 
Over the past century the emphasis and policies of the Forest Service have gone 

through periods of change and transition (Hirt 1999, Sabatier et al. 1995, Cramer et al 
1993).  This includes a new emphasis on community and citizen participation and 
partnerships in forest planning and management (Carr and Halvorsen 2001). Addressing 
the economic health of these communities has been a Forest Service concern, but 
largely in terms of economic support through natural resources extraction. Recent Forest 
Service initiatives such as Rural Community Assistance (RCA) programs placed an 
emphasis on the well being of communities.  Rural community assistance has a goal of 
fostering and facilitating sustainable community development through community based 
and community led efforts toward healthy communities, diverse economies, and 
sustainable ecosystems.  

 
Community development has become a critical piece of the work of U.S. Department 

of Agriculture Forest Service.  While there is a general understanding that dispersing 
money for community projects increases goodwill toward USDAFS, the role of the Forest 
Service is greater than just a source of funding.  The Forest Service is an integral part of 
forest communities, with staff members who not only represent the agency, but also live 
and participate as members of local communities.  Like other project-based federal 
programs, individual Forest Service projects do not necessarily add up to create healthy 
local communities. Community projects are often only part of any given employee's 
responsibilities.  This is why it is critical to link local projects to both community and 
regionally determined outcomes if Forest Service rural community assistance efforts are 
to become more strategic - moving from scattered projects to strategic planning.   

 
The North Central Regional Center for Rural Development was asked by the 

Cooperative Forestry unit of the Forest Service to identify key activities for their staff and 
others doing community development and implementing RCA programs in and near 
national forests and grasslands.  Central to this work is a move from administering 
scattered projects to facilitating strategic community planning and development taking 
into account community capital (human, social, natural, financial, built, political, and 
cultural).   Information was initially collected in the Southern Region (Region 8) of the 
Forest Service in 2000-01, and provided to the Forest Service in an earlier document.  
This report discusses the second phase of this research conducted in the Rocky 
Mountain Region (Region 2) in 2003-04.  The Rocky Mountain Region encompasses the 
states of South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, Wyoming, and Colorado, and includes 11 
national forests and seven grasslands.    
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This report identifies the current situation of strategic community development efforts 
of the Forest Service and its partners in Region 2.  Three broad questions guide the 
research. 
 

I. Where are the Forest Service and its partners in terms of strategic community 
development?   

 
II. What can be done to increase strategic investments in forest communities 

instead of individual project funding?  
 
III. What types of training and system building can help the Forest Service and its 

partners toward these ends? 
 
Within these broad themes, several specific areas are examined and reported here.  
  

a. Delivery and program management mechanisms in place. 
b. Partners in delivery of RCA programs 
c. Linkages to local action plans and planning. 
d. Line managers' knowledge, attitudes and practice related to Forest Service 

supported community development, including support given to local coordinators. 
e. Long-term outcomes of community development activities and projects. 
f. Mechanisms of accountability for project outputs and outcomes. 
g. Overall strategic planning and measurement. 
h. Key training and system issues to be addressed. 

 
This report summarizes research activities undertaken by NCRCRD from November 

2003 through September 2004. It is provided to the Forest Service as a tool for future 
action, both in Region 2 and other areas of the country.  In addition to the direct 
application to Forest Service programs, it can inform other agencies, organizations, and 
the general public of a methodology for determining the level of strategic action, and 
considers strategies for moving people and organizations from administering scattered 
projects to accomplishing strategic rural community development. 
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II. NATURAL RESOURCES, FOREST COMMUNITIES, 

AND THE USDA FOREST SERVICE 
 
 

Natural resource-based industries such as mining, agriculture, fishing, and forest 
products have been central to providing income for rural residents in the United States.  
The dependence on natural resources influences all sectors of community life, as they 
are dependent upon the production of a specific natural resource commodity (Krannich 
and Luloff 1991).  Because resource-dependent communities find themselves vulnerable 
to the impacts of industry fluctuations, changes in technology, and changes in federal 
and state natural resource policies, they have a history of economic insecurity (Cramer 
et al. 1993, Krannich and Luloff 1991, Flora 1990).   

 
 
A.  Forest Communities and the USDA Forest Service 
 

For the past century, the USDA Forest Service has managed millions of acres of 
national forest and grassland, home to thousands of communities that have historically 
been dependent on natural resource extraction. As resource-dependent forest 
communities have searched for ways to diversify their economies, there has been a 
concurrent shift in Forest Service priorities consistent with local development initiatives 
and changing natural resource laws and policies.  In 1990 the Forest Service launched 
“Working Together for Rural America,” a rural development strategic plan focused on 
“greater internal coordination, greater cooperation with other public and private entities, 
and greater emphasis on being part of community-based activities.”  It provided a focus 
through which a variety of programs, methodologies, and partnerships work together 
toward new ways of assisting rural communities, natural resource-based businesses, 
and community-based non-profits.  Authorities in the 1990 Farm Bill directing the Forest 
Service to provide greater direct assistance to rural communities affected by changing 
natural resource policies enhanced the efforts under the plan.  In October of 2000 a 
revised and updated national plan was released for a wide range of Forest Service 
Economic Action Programs, including Rural Community Assistance (RCA) programs. 
The new plan includes integration of rural economic, social, and ecological concerns and 
opportunities with Forest Service planning, decision making, and stewardship. 

 
Since the introduction of the 1990 plan, the Forest Service approach to rural 

community assistance has been based on community needs, as opposed to more 
conventional approaches that deliver a “program” whether or not a community’s needs 
match the program.  The newer, holistic, Forest Service approach begins with the 
community and its needs, then uses funded programs, associated technical assistance, 
and other tools to help the community build its own community development efforts.  
One component of this approach is a focus on building relationships between the Forest 
Service and communities, using multiple community partners and local action teams.  
The role of the Forest Service becomes more than just a source of funding for local 
projects.   

 
The Forest Service presence in rural communities is significantly different from many 

other federal and state agencies.  The Forest Service is an integral part of forest 
communities, with 30,000 staff members (USDA Forest Service 2004) who not only 
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represent the agency but also live and participate as members of these local 
communities. And similar to public values and legislative shifts (Hirt 1999), a shift in 
priorities has also been noted among new Forest Service line officers over the past three 
decades from commodity uses (primarily timber) to environmental values and multiple-
uses (Cramer et al. 1993).  This can impact how programs and policies of the agency 
are implemented at the local level. 

 
The Forest Service has been challenged with reaching its natural resource 

management objectives in a continually changing socio-political environment, with mixed 
success.  Critics suggest the agency has not been effective in managing multiple uses, 
managing resources in a sustainable manner, and maintaining ecological integrity (Hirt 
1999).  This may reflect the hierarchical organization of the agency, or the focus on 
“expert-driven natural resource management (p. 122)” (Baker and Kusel 2003).  It’s also 
been suggested that agency-community relationships have been largely based in formal 
comment periods that have alienated community participation and resulted in lawsuits 
between the Forest Service and stakeholder groups (Frentz et al. 1999).     

 
Effective natural resource management in national forests and grasslands is 

dependent on forest communities.  But as Baker and Kusel (2003) have pointed out, 
there is a breakdown between the RCA programs and resource management activities 
in the national forest system.  One reason for this is the culture and organization of the 
Forest Service that results in a lack of coordination at the field level between State and 
Private Forestry-Cooperative Forestry and National Forest System programs.  A 
potential solution is integrating Cooperative Forestry programs (particularly rural 
community assistance) into the mission of the National Forest System, rather than 
viewing this as a secondary set of concerns for public land managers. 

 
Carr and Halvorsen (2001:108-9) explore the new emphasis on collaborative 

decision making with local communities as partners in public and forestland 
management.  They point to four premises mutual to community development and public 
participation: the value of local decision making, the value of locally appropriate 
solutions, the practice of participatory democracy, and developing integrated and 
sustainable forest management alternatives.   

 
According to Carr and Halvorsen, local decision making is valuable in several ways.  

Local citizen positions regarding resource management may not be as extreme as those 
of either interest groups or public agency personnel.  When local residents participate in 
decision- making processes, they move from consumers to citizens, increasing 
community civic engagement.  This empowers communities to be involved in future 
decision making (Carr and Halvorsen 2001).  Locally appropriate solutions are best 
identified when there is strong local participation in decision making.  Appropriate 
solutions are contextual – and it’s the local residents who best know and understand that 
context.  It’s also suggested that solutions that take into account the local context are 
more innovative than generic solutions (Brandenburg et al. 1995).   

 
Participatory democracy has been part of Forest Service policies since the 1970s 

and 80s, but with little evidence that public input has had an impact on decisions made 
by the agency (Carr and Halvorsen 2001).  It is suggested, however, that those at the 
policy level of the Forest Service are slowly increasing their understanding of the value 
of public participation as a political, social, and economic process (Carr and Halvorsen 
2001).  While the previous three arguments for a community-based approach to public 
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forest management are process-based, the final argument made by Carr and Halvorsen 
is grounded in decision- making outcomes.  Developing integrated and sustainable 
forest management alternatives is part of a new emphasis on the coherence of 
community well being, ecosystem sustainability, and citizen participation.   
 
 
B.  Community Capitals and Forest Communities 
 
 Moving to collaborative work with communities and strategic community planning 
includes a change in the way success is measured.  Success has traditionally been 
measured on a project basis, with goals rooted in specific inputs, activities, and outputs.  
Inputs are resources allocated for a specific endeavor; for example, the amount of 
funding raised.  Activities are what happens - who, what, where, and in what ways.  
Outputs are what result from inputs and activities.  These are the reasons behind the 
activities - the future desired conditions and global measures that serve as long term 
institutionalized goals.  Outcomes drive strategic planning, and while specific individuals, 
inputs, activities, and outputs may change, community outcomes remain the same.  
Long-term strategic community planning is based on outcomes that remain the same 
over time, driving the inputs and activities.   
 
 Moving from scattered projects to strategic planning is focused on initiatives that 
increase community capitals.  All communities, whatever their level of poverty or 
isolation, have resources that can be consumed, stored, or invested.  When these 
community resources are invested to create new resources, we call them “capital” 
(Flora, Flora, and Fey 2003).  Folke and Berkes (1998) have defined capital as "a stock 
of resources with value embedded in its ability to produce a flow of benefits."  In other 
words, when resources are consumed they lose their future value to the community.  
When they are stored they have value for future generations but not in the present. But 
when resources are invested, they create ongoing community benefit - now and in the 
future. 
 

Sociologists have differentiated the forms of capital found within communities.  Flora, 
Flora, and Fey (2004) define these capitals as human, social, natural, financial, built, 
political, and cultural. 
 
 Human capital includes our formal education and education picked up through time; 

skills; health; values; and leadership.  While human capital is mobile, it sometimes 
connects us to a particular place. 

 Social capital is mutual trust, norms of reciprocity, collective identity, and a sense of 
working together toward a shared future.   We see two types of social capital in 
communities - bonding social capital and bridging social capital.  Bonding social 
capital refers to multiple linkages that encourage trust and enforce norms with the 
community, and bridging social capital refers to single-purpose linkages outside the 
community. Where there is bonding social capital there are a few families and people 
who run everything in town.  There are other families with strong ties, but without 
significant power.  Those without power will continue to receive benefits if they don't 
rock the boat.  Ties to the outside are limited, and controlled by a gatekeeper or 
boss.  This is a patron-client relationship of tight, exclusive networks, high boundary 
maintenance, and a single answer focus.  Where there is bridging social capital there 
are a lot of different groups who are connected or networked, and also connected to 
the outside with multiple ties.  These are open, flexible, permeable boundaries, 
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where there is a legitimization of alternatives.  In places where there is low bridging 
and low bonding social capital the rich solve problems through financial capital.  The 
poor have few options.  This often occurs in rural areas.  Where there is low bonding 
social capital but high bridging social capital community change is driven by goals of 
outsiders, often mediated through local bosses.  Where there is high bonding social 
capital but low bridging social capital the community resists change and groups 
within the community often don't cooperate or trust each other.  And where there is 
high bridging and high bonding social capital, community change is driven by 
community-determined goals and linked to external resources. 

 
     Figure 1: Community Capitals 

 Financial capital is the debt 
capital, investment capital, tax 
revenue, savings, tax 
abatement, grant funds, and all 
financial tools that can be used 
by communities to make things 
happen.   

 Financial capital is also 
converted to built capital, such 
as housing, sewers, water 
systems, factories, day care 
centers, roads, etc.  

 Natural capital includes the air, 
water, soil, bio-diversity, 
landscape, and products from 
the land.  The best way to 

conserve a community's natural capital is to convert it to other forms of capital in the 
community of place (Flora 1999). 

 Cultural capital refers to the values and beliefs that have both economic and non-
economic implications.  Cultural capital is the filter through which people interpret 
their lives and the world.  It is transmitted to subsequent generations and is part of 
socialization of new residents in the community. 

 Political capital is the ability of one segment to influence the distribution of resources 
to the entire group or community.  Power, organization, and connections are all 
components of political capital   

 
These seven community capitals are not ends in themselves, but rather, lead to a 

healthy ecosystem, vital economy, and social equity (Figure 1). Forms of community 
capital can also be converted, or invested, into other forms of capital.  For example, 
human capital can increase the social capital of a community, which in turn can increase 
financial or built capital.  Social capital and financial capital can increase the natural 
capital of a community.  Investing community resources impacts not just one form of 
capital, but potentially increases all forms of capital.  Sustainability means that investing 
in any form of capital does not mean depleting any other form1. 

 
If USDA Forest Service is to effectively move from being perceived as an outside 

entity to become an integral part of forest communities, it is increasingly important to 
understand community capitals and outcomes that define a vital community in a healthy 

                                                           
1 For additional literature on community capitals please see page 34. 
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ecosystem.  To become more strategic, it is crucial to link community and regionally 
determined outcomes to local projects.  At the same time, social justice and equity must 
be improved for historically resource dependent communities and individuals. 
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III. METHODOLOGY 

 
 

The nine regions of the Forest Service are broad geographic areas that usually 
encompass several states.  It is at the regional level where planning, coordination 
between forests, budgeting, and funding allocation activities in the forests occurs.  This 
provides an appropriate context for inquiry and comparison.  Examining the level of 
community involvement and strategic action by the Forest Service in forest and 
grassland communities began in 2000 with research efforts in Region 8 – the Southern 
Region2.  

 
The current examination of community involvement and strategic action moves to 

Region 2 of the Forest Service – the Rocky Mountain Region.  This region includes five 
states with 11 national forests and 7 grasslands.  This examination began in 2003, and 
was completed in August 2004.  The previously completed work in Region 8 served as 
the model for Region 2, with some adaptation. In the Rocky Mountain Region forest 
supervisors and forest staff identified as working with RCA programs were surveyed.  
Forest staff includes a diverse group of employees with job titles ranging from public 
affairs officer to grants and agreement specialist.  But in all cases, these staff members 
were identified as working with rural communities and the RCA programs.  In Region 2 
we also surveyed state foresters.  With a response of only 3, this group is not included in 
the analysis included here, but will be retained for future analysis.   
 

Themes in the questionnaires (modified for each group sampled) include personal 
involvement with RCA programs, work with forest communities, use of local partners to 
deliver  programs, activities being completed at the local level, use of Forest Service 
tools in work with communities, and documentation of community work.  To facilitate 
response, email reminders were sent to the sample and the initial due date was 
extended.    

 
It is important to note that the Region 2 electronic survey was administered following 

rescission of RCA funds for the budget year.  Both respondents and non-respondents 
pointed to this as an influence on response rates.  Despite this factor, response rates 
from all three groups exceeded 50 percent.  The questionnaires and distribution of 
responses are included in the appendix. 
                                                           
2 The Southern Region includes13 states and Puerto Rico – a large region including 35 national 
forests and 2 grasslands.  Initial information in Region 8 was collected using an electronic survey 
of forest supervisors, RCA coordinators and staff identified by forest supervisors as working with 
RCA programs.   The electronic survey had a 59 percent response rate.  Preliminary information 
from the survey was shared with Forest Service staff participating in a two-day workshop, and 
served as the starting point for group discussion regarding delivery of RCA programs and 
involvement with forest communities.  Discussion expanded and clarified responses from the 
survey, including ideas for moving toward more strategic planning focused on community capitals 
that became part of key training and system issues for the Forest Service RCA Programs.  An 
unplanned component of the examination was a community case study.  Through the research, 
Marianna Arkansas was identified as an example of strategic community planning with 
considerable involvement of the Forest Service.  This case study became central to the research 
in Region 8 as it demonstrated key components of moving to strategic planning and investing 
natural capital to build other community capitals in sustainable community development. 
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Working with staff from the Rocky Mountain regional office, an area was identified in 

southwest Colorado for fieldwork and potential case study.  At the outset the intent was 
to demonstrate key components of moving to strategic planning as part of sustainable 
community development.  In the final analysis, however, the field work best identifies 
examples of what is happening in the region in terms of planning and work with 
communities.  After identifying the five-county region for fieldwork, researchers 
familiarized themselves with the area using scholarly sources, government documents, 
community and county government web-sites, and review of the many research 
endeavors previously completed by government and university sources.  Discussions 
were initiated with several individuals in the five-county area identified by Forest Service 
and university sources as key informants.  Fieldwork was completed in March and 
September 2004.  Two researchers completed interviews with 26 individuals identified 
through a snowball sample process.  Interviews ranged in length from 15 minutes to over 
an hour.  Interviews were completed until themes became repetitive, and further 
contacts would not have substantially contributed to the findings.  A copy of the interview 
questions is identified in Table 2.  Participant-observation in the area and review of 
public documents related to on-going development activities in the forest and 
communities were also completed during the time in the field.  

 
Due to funding limitations within Region 2, it was not possible to bring Forest Service 

staff together for a regional workshop to discuss preliminary survey responses.  An 
alternative activity agreed to by all parties was presenting a conference paper 
summarizing findings from the research in southwest Colorado at the 2004 State of the 
San Juans Conference, a regional gathering of community members and scientists 
organized by the Mountain Studies Institute.  In addition, as part of the agreement 
between NCRCRD and the Forest Service, a paper was prepared and presented at a 
Natural Resources Interest Group session of the 2004 Meeting of the Rural Sociological 
Society.  Both papers are included in the appendix. 
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IV. MOVING FROM SCATTERED PROJECTS TO  

STRATEGIC PLANNING IN REGION 2 
 
 

This section summarizes key findings of the research.  It addresses each of the three 
guiding questions, and specific areas within each of these questions. 
 
 
A. Where is the Forest Service and its partners in terms of strategic community 

development?   
 

We began our examination with the first guiding question – where is the Forest 
Service and its partners in terms of strategic community development?  To clarify this we 
looked at a set of questions exploring the work forest supervisors and other staff are 
doing with rural communities and RCA programs.  Responses suggest forest 
supervisors and forest staff are clearly involved with rural forest and grassland 
communities.  Eighty-five percent of forest supervisors indicate they personally work with 
communities; all forest supervisors have staff working with communities; and all 
responding forest staff are working with communities.   

 
1. Delivery and program management mechanisms in place. 
 
Work with Communities 

Forest staff working with communities report active relationships with both individual 
communities and groups of communities.  They regularly work with 1-5 (50%) or 6-10 
(25%) individual communities or small groups of communities (four or fewer 
communities).  Fifty percent report actively working with 1-5 large groups of communities 
(five or more communities). 

 
While most forest supervisors and all responding forest staff are working with 

communities, when asked about the amount of time they specifically spend on RCA 
program work, most (86%) of the forest staff report spending less than 20 percent of 
their time on this work.  And within their RCA work, the mean percent of time working 
with communities is 13 percent.  What this means for forest staff doing this work is an 
average of eight hours or less each week devoted to RCA programs, with one hour or 
less each week devoted to RCA work with communities.   In contrast, they report 
spending twice as much time each week documenting RCA projects and nearly three 
times as much time on RCA grant-related paperwork.  Eighty percent of forest 
supervisors indicate that for those employees with RCA work in their position 
description, the portion of their job designated for those responsibilities is realistic for the 
level of work required to do the job effectively.   

 
We also wanted to know if the provision of assistance to communities is changing. 

Forest staff were asked to indicate how the number of employees at the forest level 
doing this work compares to the situation five years ago.  Responses suggest the 
number of forest employees providing technical assistance to communities in addition to 
the respondents has remained the same (67%) or increased (33%) compared with five 
years ago.  The mean number of other forest employees involved with this work is 
seven, with a range of 0 to 20.  While this means that in some forests only one or two 
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employees are providing technical assistance to rural communities, in other forests there 
are as many as 21 people doing this work.  It is also important to note there were no 
reports that Forest Service staff providing assistance to communities had decreased 
over the previous five years. 

 
 Forest supervisors report that communities in their forests have been connected to a 
variety of Forest Service initiatives.  Rural communities in Region 2 forests have been 
involved in the National Fire Plan (100%), reduction of invasive species (83%), 
collaborative stewardship (83%), Forest Plan revision (67%), and small diameter 
utilization (67%).   

 
Forest supervisors were also asked about the impact RCA programs have had on 

the relationships between forest service and forest communities.  All supervisors indicate 
that relationships with local communities have not changed over time with the advent of 
RCA programs.  
 
Familiarity with Forest Service Publications 
 We asked forest supervisors about their familiarity with several Forest Service 
materials related to work with communities.  There was little familiarity with the “Working 
Together” tabloids, “A Strategic Plan for the 1990’s: Working Together for Rural 
America”, or regional or national web sites.  There was no familiarity with “Toolkit for 
Transitions.”  But 50 percent of the supervisors were familiar with “Working Together for 
Rural America: 2000 and Beyond”.   
 
 Another opportunity to learn more about RCA programs is an RCA Partnership 
Conference.  Yet none of the forest supervisors report having attended a conference, 
and most of the forest staff (80%) had not attended.  
 
Program Management 
 Forest staff were asked about the tools they use in managing their work with 
communities.  Most (60%) are using the web-based tool EAP-PMT to document work 
with communities and 67 percent have community partners who are using EAP-PMT.  Of 
other types of program management tools, only paper files and documents (handwritten 
notes, forms, etc.) and Forest Service electronic files/documents (i.e. FS615 system) are 
currently used by more than half of the respondents.  The majority of respondents do not 
currently use other spreadsheet and database files. 
 
 Forest Supervisors were asked about program management related to RCA 
programs.  In questions specific to the types of activities completed by their RCA and 
field staff working with communities, 100 percent of forest supervisors responding 
indicate grants management, developing new partnerships, and other program 
management are important.  Technical assistance to communities (83%), strategic 
planning assistance (50%), and documentation, assessment/evaluation, and reporting of 
program effectiveness (83%) were also identified as important by half or more of 
respondents.   
 
 We then asked forest supervisors to identify the two most important types of program 
management for those employees responsible for RCA programs. Grants management 
was identified most often (67%) followed by developing new partnerships (50%).  All 
other types of program management activities received only one or two responses. 
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 Forest supervisors were asked to identify their own role in supporting RCA programs.  
Their open-ended responses overwhelmingly identify a role for supervisors in working 
with communities to identify mutually beneficial projects and supporting and developing 
partnerships.  Only one respondent indicated this was a responsibility of district line 
officers.  In another question related to this, 50 percent of those responding indicate 
RCA programs have affected their management style or decision process. 
 
Annual Appropriations Authority 
 One opportunity for forests is the annual appropriations authority.  This allows all 
Forest Service appropriations to be used for technical assistance to communities, and 
interactions with communities.  We asked forest supervisors if their forests take 
advantage of this authority, and 5 of 6 supervisors who responded to the question 
indicate they do take advantage of this opportunity.   
 
2. Line supervisors' knowledge, attitudes and practice related to FS supported 

community development, including support given to local coordinators 
 
Job Descriptions and the RCA Field Coordinator Assignment 
 In Region 2 there is one individual designated as the RCA regional program 
coordinator.  In addition, there are individuals working on each of the forests with RCA 
field coordinator responsibilities, although for none of these individuals is this 
designation their actual job title.  In addition, most forest supervisors (67%) suggest 
there are other forest employees, other than individuals designated as RCA field 
coordinator, who are familiar with RCA programs.  All forest supervisors responding also 
note they have employees not designated as the RCA field coordinator who are actively 
involved in technical assistance or other interactions with rural communities.  This is 
consistent with the various job titles found among the sample identified by the Forest 
Service as completing RCA work with communities.  
 
 Responses point out that only 37 percent of the responding forest staff members 
completing RCA work actually have the RCA field coordinator assignment for their forest 
in their job description. And when RCA work is part of an employee’s job description, 
whether or not they are the RCA field coordinator it may not be the largest portion of 
their responsibilities.  In the Rocky Mountain Region, all respondents with RCA work in 
their job description had less than 20 percent of their time designated for these 
responsibilities. When forest staff reports of actual percent of time spent on RCA work is 
compared to the job description percentages, we note that these percentages are 
accurate.  Only one respondent indicated actually spending more than 20 percent of 
their time on RCA work.  So when these responsibilities are included in job descriptions, 
the time allocated appears to be accurate. However, it’s important to emphasize that for 
63 percent of staff that are completing RCA work there is no time officially designated for 
these responsibilities.  And fifty percent of forest supervisors indicate they don’t know if 
RCA responsibilities are included in position descriptions for those individuals 
designated as forest RCA field coordinators. 
 
 We wanted to know if having RCA responsibilities included in the job description had 
a relationship with other variables being examined.  While the sample size is not large 
enough to draw significance, there are some items of note.  The one individual in the 
group of forest staff who reports spending more than 20% of their time on RCA work 
does not have the RCA field coordinator assignment.  The individuals who spend the 
greatest amount of time documenting RCA projects do not have the field coordinator 
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assignment.  And the two respondents who have attended an RCA Partnership 
Conference do not have the RCA field coordinator assignment in their job description.    
 
 In terms of percent of time working with communities, there is a negative relationship 
with having the RCA field coordinator assignment in the bottom two quartiles (0-15% and 
20-30% of time spent working with communities).  For employees spending more than 
30% of their time working with communities, there were no differences between those 
with and those without the field coordinator responsibilities in their job description.   
When we look at the percent of time spent working with partners in delivery, we see the 
importance of assigned time.  The bottom three quartiles provide a similar picture to that 
of work with communities, with those without the RCA field coordinator assignment in 
their job description spending the least amount of time working with community partners.  
However, in the top quartile a different picture emerges.  Those spending the greatest 
amount of time working with partners do not have the RCA field coordinator assignment 
in their job description.   
 
Familiarity with RCA Programs 

Forest supervisors were asked about their own previous RCA program 
responsibilities.  While 50 percent of forest supervisors in Region 2 have previous RCA 
responsibilities or interactions, there was no relationship identified between this variable 
and any of the other variables explored.  Most notable is the level of familiarity forest 
supervisors have with RCA programs, where there was not a significant difference 
between those with an RCA background and those without an RCA background.  In both 
categories, all respondents indicated their familiarity with RCA programs was about the 
same or less than with other forest service programs, and two-thirds of forest 
supervisors indicate they are somewhat less or much less familiar with RCA programs 
and approaches as compared to the more conventional Forest Service programs and 
natural resource responsibilities.  One respondent seemed to recognize this, and noted 
“there is more I could do and I need to learn more about the various program 
opportunities myself.  Things are changing rapidly and there is lots I don’t know that 
might be available.” 
 
Interaction with RCA Field Coordinators 
 Forest supervisors in Region 2 suggest their level of interaction with RCA field 
coordinators is moderate (50%) to low (33%).  They are split on giving direction to forest 
line or staff officers regarding use of or support to the RCA programs on the forest with 
50 percent indicating they do this, and the other half indicating they do not.   
 
 When we asked forest supervisors what they perceived as the most important thing 
they could do to support RCA programs, their responses focused on their individual work 
with communities and organizations of communities.  No forest supervisor’s response 
included reference to support or training of field coordinators or other forest staff. 
 
Evaluation of RCA Field Coordinators 
 Forest supervisors were asked how the RCA field coordinators are evaluated on their 
performance in this area of work.  It has already been noted that many employees are 
doing this work without official reference in their job description or a percentage of their 
time allocated to this work.  No respondents indicated RCA field coordinators are 
evaluated on elements specific to community work.  There was an almost even split 
between performance being evaluated similar to other duties, and “performance in RCA 
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programs is not a factor in performance evaluation due to the small percentage of time 
devoted to RCA work.”   
 
Regional Office Role  
 The role of the regional office of the Forest Service was noted in open-ended 
responses of forest supervisors.  Of those responding, only two included responses to 
this question.  Both responses requested staffing at the regional level for RCA programs.  
One noted “The RCA program is not particularly visible at those levels with our Regional 
Leadership Team, except for encouragement to individual units in partnership 
development, stewardship contracting, and collaboration.”  
 
3. Mechanisms of accountability for project outputs and outcomes. 
 
Outcome Based Evaluation 
 We asked both forest supervisors and forest staff a series of questions regarding 
outcome-based evaluation.  We first asked forest supervisors if their forest had become 
involved in outcome-based evaluation. Eighty-three percent indicated it had not, or they 
did not know if it had or not.  Seventeen percent of supervisors were familiar with the 
Forest Service methodology for measuring outcomes in communities receiving 
assistance, and also knew how this methodology related to annual accomplishment 
reporting.  Thirty-eight percent of forest staff members were familiar with the Forest 
Service community-based outcome measurement.  In addition, 43 percent of forest staff 
members are familiar with community assessment techniques in general.  
 

We then asked forest supervisors if there is a process or procedure in place in their 
forests for collecting information from communities that receive RCA assistance.  This is 
information that is necessary to measure outputs and outcomes.  While 50 percent 
indicated this process is in place, the other 50 percent indicated it was either not in place 
or they didn't know if they were collecting this information from their forest communities 
receiving RCA assistance. 

 
Legislative Outreach and Public Participation 
 Forest supervisors were queried about inclusion of RCA information in legislative 
outreach and public participation efforts.  It is noted that 83 percent of forests incorporate 
RCA information in public participation efforts and 50 percent include RCA information in 
legislative outreach.   
 
Nomination for Awards 
 Another vehicle for recognizing RCA work in forest communities is a national RCA 
award, chief’s award, or honor award.  Most forest supervisors responding in Region 2 
have not nominated a community, group, Forest Service unit, employee, or other 
individual for one of these awards.  Responses identify one forest supervisor who has 
made a nomination for a national RCA award, and two supervisors who have made a 
nomination for a chief’s or honor award. 
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B.  What can be done to increase strategic investments in forest communities 
over individual responses?   
 
 There are really only two options for the Forest Service in terms of delivering 
programs - they can spread a little bit everywhere, or they can make connections with 
partners inside and outside forest communities.  This is the case with RCA programs 
where there is an emphasis on using partners in delivery, and linking activities to local 
action teams and action plans.   
 
1. Partners in delivery 
 
 By bringing together partners to share community work, additional resources are 
leveraged.  The greater the number of partners, the greater the resources are leveraged.  
In Region 2, forest staff members are using between two and seven partners to deliver 
RCA programs, with a mean of 4.3 partners. The agency most often cited as a Forest 
Service partner is a Resource Conservation and Development (RC&D) Council (88%).  
Other agencies used often are state forestry (72%), conservation districts (63%) and 
economic development councils (63%).  In Region 2 all forest staff indicate they use 
partners in delivery.   
 
2. Linkages to action plans and planning 
 

Integrated planning between the Forest Service and communities receiving RCA 
help is called a local action plan. In the Rocky Mountain Region survey, 17 communities 
were identified where a local action plan is in place.  Thirteen of these community plans 
are current (five years old or less).  Of these plans, seven have a fire or fuels 
component.  In seven communities a plan from another organization is being used in lieu 
of a local action plan developed by a local action team.  Fifty percent of the respondents 
indicate the forest is working on integrated planning between the Forest Service and 
communities. 
 
3. Overall strategic planning and measurement. 
 
 In both the surveys of forest supervisors and forest staff working with communities a 
set of questions were asked regarding the five most important activities for communities 
with whom the Forest Service is working.  This was a new question not included in the 
previous region.  What responses indicate (Table 1) is a perspective on the part of both 
forest supervisors and forest staff that the most important thing they can do for 
communities remains forest resource management.  Community fire planning, 
community-wildland interface work, and fuels reduction were cited most often as 
important activities. Of note is community strategic planning, which was identified by only 
two respondents as an important activity for communities with whom Forest Service 
personnel are working, and both respondents were forest staff rather than forest 
supervisors.  While community fire planning, community-wildland interface work, and 
fuels reduction can (and should from the researchers’ perspectives) be components of 
community strategic planning, it appears by this set of responses that resource 
management is viewed as separate and of greater priority than community strategic 
planning.  Fires and droughts in this region in recent years may be an influencing factor 
in this set of responses. 
 

 15 NCRCRD, 2004



 

 
Table 1.  Most important activities for communities with whom forest supervisors and field staff 
are working  (total response = 10) 
   
  8   Community fire planning 
  7   Community-wildland interface work 
  6   Fuels reduction work 
  4   Business plans/start up 
  4   Watershed restoration work 

             4   Development of capacity for wood utilization 
  3   Biomass for energy needs 
  3   Establish/improve fire services 
  2   Community strategic planning 
  2   Marketing/merchandising 
  2   Use of non-merchantable species 
  1   Transfer of technical knowledge/information 
  1   Business expansion 
  1   Feasibility studies 
  1   Focused training/education    
  1   Market analysis/development 
  1   Technology development 
  0   Equipment for small businesses 
  0   Labor skill development 
  0   Ecosystem restoration work 
  0   Multi-party monitoring 
  0   Engineering design 
  0   Recycling/composting wood 
  
 
 In a final set of open-ended questions, forest supervisors were asked to describe 
what they see as the role for Forest Service in the area of community development.  And 
specifically, in what ways can RCA programs make a difference for communities in 
Region 2.   All of their responses included reference to developing or sustaining 
relationships with rural communities, and using relationships to identify community 
needs.  Clearly forest supervisors feel community needs must be identified and when 
possible taken into account.   The following two statements exemplify elements in their 
responses. 
 

The Forest Service needs to include communities in collaborative planning so 
that local objectives can be incorporated into project planning where feasible.  
 
and 
 
Forest Service needs to consider the social and economic needs of 
communities and where possible, contribute toward community health through 
FS programs. 

 
 It is interesting to note that this set of responses points to a top-down, or technical 
assistance planning process, with local relationships and needs taken into account in 
larger plans and initiatives.  What is not identified in the responses is support for holistic 
strategic planning that begins at the community level then endorsed or adopted by the 
Forest Service.   
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4. Long term outcomes of community development activities and projects. 
 

In the examination of moving from scattered projects to strategic planning in Region 
8, a community case study was used to demonstrate key components of moving to 
strategic planning as part of sustainable community development.  Our intent was to 
replicate this in Region 2 by locating a similar community in Colorado.  As a result of the 
fieldwork, the case we present is not a description of the future, desired, condition, but 
rather, an example of what is currently occurring in one area of Region 2 – an equally 
valuable examination.   

 
Forest Service personnel directed us to five counties located in the southwest corner 

of Colorado where a preponderance of land is held by public (USDA Forest Service and 
Bureau of Land Management) and tribal entities.  This region has historically been 
dependent on natural resource extraction, but for different areas of the region this has 
meant a different history and a different current status.  The timber, ranching, mining, oil 
& gas, and tourism industries have all had significant impact on the communities in the 
five-county area.  

 
Researchers familiarized themselves with the area using government documents, 

community and county government sponsored web-sites, and review of the many 
research endeavors previously completed by government and university sources.  
Discussions were initiated with individuals identified by Forest Service and university 
sources as key informants. As the fieldwork in this area of Colorado proceeded, it 
became apparent that the five-county region was comprised of three connected areas 
with distinct histories and characteristics.  Those we were interviewing confirmed this.  
As one individual explained, “Montezuma and Dolores Counties are a unit, La Plata and 
San Juan Counties are a unit . . .and then Archuleta County is it’s own entity.”  The 
communities in two of these areas – Dolores and Montezuma Counties, and San Juan 
and La Plata Counties – became the focus of this examination.  

 
Fieldwork was completed in March and September 2004.  Two researchers 

completed semi-structured interviews with 26 individuals identified through a snowball 
sample process.  Twenty-four of these interviews are used in this analysis.  Interviews 
ranged in length from 15 minutes to over an hour.  Interviews were completed until 
themes became repetitive, and further contacts would not have substantially contributed 
to the findings.  A copy of the interview format is included in Table 2.  Participant-
observation in the communities of these four counties and review of public documents 
related to on-going development activities in the forest and communities were also 
completed during the time in the field.  

 
Three questions guided the fieldwork in southwest Colorado. 
 
I. What is the current level of community activity and community strategic 

planning? 
 

II. What is the current level of natural capital investment? 
 

III. What is the involvement of the Forest Service with local community initiatives? 
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Table 2.  Southwest Colorado Interview Questions 
  
1.  First, why don't you tell me about the community work you do and your involvement with 
the forests in this region. 
 
1.  Beyond your personal involvement, tell me about the relationship of communities in this 
region with the forests in the region, and specifically, the Forest Service. 
 
2. Has this changed over the years?  If yes, how?  
 
3. What impact does the forest have on: 
 

- The skills, education, health, and values of the people of the region? 
      - The financial resources and built infrastructure of the region? 
      - The trust, collective identity and sense of working together toward a shared future in    
the region? 
 
4. Are you aware of, or have you been involved in project planning or strategic planning in 
your community or the region?  Tell me about this experience. 
 
5. Is there anything else you want to tell me? 
 
As we continue to interview people in this area, can you think of other people who we should 
speak with while we are here? 
 

 
Individuals who were interviewed represented the interest areas and communities of the 
area of study (Table 3).  Nine individuals represented federal, state, and other 
government agencies (three from the Forest Service, six from other agencies), four were 
elected local officials, four were local business owners, three represented community-
based organizations, and four were local residents who are currently or have been 
involved in research activities in the area in the past. Most of the individuals interviewed 
represented exclusively either the Dolores/Montezuma Counties area (8) or the San 
Jaun/La Plata Counties area (12), but four individuals worked for organizations that 
served the entire four county area and were particularly valuable for the comparative 
work.  It is important to note the sample does not over-represent Forest Service staff or 
Forest Service interests. 
 

 
Table 3.  Individuals Interviewed by Interest Area and Community 
 

DM SJLP Both TOTAL
Agency Staff (FS) 1 1 1 3
Agency Staff (non-FS) 2 2 2 6
Local Official 2 2 0 4
Business Owner 3 1 0 4
Community Org. 0 3 0 3
Researcher 0 3 1 4

TOTAL 8 12 4 24

Interest Area by Community
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Natural Capital Investment 
We began our examination with the first guiding question - what is the current level of 

natural capital investment?  Natural capital includes the air, water, soil, bio-diversity, 
landscape, and products from the land.  For communities located in or adjacent to 
national forests and grasslands, natural capital has historically been central, and the 
best way to conserve a community's natural capital is to convert it to other forms of 
capital in the community of place (Flora 1999).  The fieldwork in the communities of 
Montezuma, Dolores, San Juan, and La Plata Counties points to a high degree of 
natural capital and natural capital investment.  Natural capital is invested in other 
community capitals to create recreation opportunities, business development, 
community values, housing, a shared identity and future, project planning, community 
action around issues of natural resources, population growth and amenity migration, 
timber, and ranching – it is clearly being invested for future value.   
 

Financial capital is the debt capital, investment capital, tax revenue, savings, tax 
abatement, grant funds, and all financial tools that can be used by communities to make 
things happen.  Financial capital is also converted to built capital. In the communities in 
this region, natural resources remain the central component of the local economy either 
through extraction, tourism, or amenity migration.  Interviews suggest the forest is 
“providing jobs, processing raw materials, extracting raw materials, and they are creating 
businesses that are dependent on the tourism industry.  The tax revenue from not only 
people spending their money to enjoy some of these things but the tax revenues that 
come from the employment of people processing raw materials and they in turn pay 
state taxes and in turn pay sales taxes and property taxes.”  Examples of natural capital 
investment in financial and built capital provided by those interviewed include an 
expanding service industry that includes guide services, the Durango-Silverton train line, 
employment in extractive industries, and area ski resorts which are currently undergoing 
rapid expansion in terms of facilities and housing units. 

 
Natural capital investment in financial and built capital is also a component of 

amenity migration to the area.  One individual noted “it’s an attractive, desirable place to 
live.  Recreationally, aesthetically, visually . . . it’s why people move here.”  Amenity 
migration has resulted in new housing expansion, particularly in La Plata County and the 
city of Durango.  One key informant speculated that more than 5,000 homes in the 
county were likely results of amenity migration over the years.   

 
Human capital includes our formal and informal education, skills, health, values, and 

leadership.  While human capital is mobile, it sometimes connects us to a particular 
place, and people interviewed pointed to natural capital investment as increasing local 
human capital in the communities of southwest Colorado.  One individual stated “at an 
ever-increasing rate, people live in this community for lifestyle reasons”, and that lifestyle 
is connected to the forest and mountains.  But this can also create problems, as was 
noted by one individual who stated “Another factor in amenity migration is as soon as 
they’re here, they don’t want anybody else” coming in to the area.  Health values were 
also noted by individuals as part of the human capital.  The fieldwork suggests the 
population utilizes the recreation opportunities of the forest and mountains, and report 
reduced stress facilitated by the peacefulness and rural setting.  The programs of Fort 
Lewis College are enhanced by the natural capital that is central to many college 
programs and research endeavors. Natural capital investment in human capital is 
apparent in the indigenous knowledge held by long-term residents in regard to the forest, 
watersheds, and mountains, and the technical and professional skills of individuals who 
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move to the region because of the natural capital.  Anecdotally, there appears to be a 
larger than normal number of retired natural scientists in this area, many holding 
advanced degrees, particularly in the communities of La Plata and San Juan Counties. 

 
In the communities of Dolores and Montezuma Counties, natural capital investment 

combines timber and ranching, and also includes tourism and amenity migration.  There 
are sometimes conflicts based in the specific interests of these uses – but both are a 
result of natural capital investment in financial and built capital.  

 
Social capital is mutual trust, norms of reciprocity, collective identity, and a sense of 

working together toward a shared future.   We see two types of social capital in 
communities - bonding social capital and bridging social capital.  Bonding social capital 
refers to multiple linkages that encourage trust and enforce norms with the community, 
and bridging social capital refers to single-purpose linkages outside the community.   
Natural capital investment in social capital in southwest Colorado is seen in community 
identity linked to forest and mountain.  Community members overwhelmingly point to a 
shared past and a shared future that is dependent on natural capital, although for 
different communities this future is different.  This is largely a result of the history of the 
region, recent changes in mining, timber, ranching, and recreation, and a population 
influx that is based on regional amenities – primarily the natural capital.  This creates 
disparate views of community culture and issues of multiple vs. single uses for 
forestland.  For example, one person interviewed from the community of Dolores noted 
their community identify is “land based, more tuned in to agriculture and forestry, and it’s 
more real.”  This comment reflects the difference in shared identity between the two 
eastern counties, where community identity is based in use of forest for recreation and 
concurrent amenity development, and the western counties where identity is more 
closely linked to forest and ranching industries.   

 
Despite the different identities that come from the natural capital, it is important to 

note that the land – the forests, mountains, and rangelands – is central to community 
identity and the identified future of the communities in these four counties.   All 
individuals interviewed suggested that the future of their communities is connected to the 
land.   

 
Political capital is the ability of one segment to influence the distribution of resources 

to the entire group or community.  Power, organization, and connections are all 
components of political capital. The investment of natural capital in local political capital 
was identified in the four counties of southwest Colorado in terms of individual 
participation in project and sectoral plans developed, and organizations and action 
groups that form in response to natural capital issues and needs.  The research notes 
many citizen organizations that have been formed around natural capital issues. 

 
Cultural capital refers to the values and beliefs that have both economic and non-

economic implications.  Cultural capital is the filter through which people interpret their 
lives and the world.  It is transmitted to subsequent generations and is part of 
socialization of new residents in the community. Natural capital investment in cultural 
capital is evident in community belief structures in these four counties that place a high 
value on local natural resources and pass on those beliefs to subsequent generations.  
Preservation of natural capital for future economic and non-economic reasons is also a 
value within community cultures. 
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Community Activity and Community Strategic Planning 
The second guiding question was what is the current level of community activity and 

community strategic planning?  Throughout the four counties examined there is a high 
level of community activity taking place.  Southwest Colorado citizens have come 
together to discuss and address identified community issues and concerns, to respond 
to perceived threats to community vitality, and to participate in development of plans for 
the region, counties, and other defined sectors. 

 
Several individuals noted that a great deal of planning had taken place, but action 

was rarely taken based on those plans.  Some individuals interviewed also noted that 
the planning process is repetitious, but doesn’t reach the action phase.  This was 
particularly noted in the San Juan/La Plata area where there has been both population 
growth and population turnover.  Between 1990 and 2000 La Plata County was the 
fastest growing county in Colorado.  But that doesn’t mean the newcomers remain in the 
area.  In both San Juan and La Plata Counties this was pointed to as a problem in terms 
of planning, trust, and identity.  One San Juan County resident noted newcomers 
“usually last between 16 months and two years . . . there are very few people who come 
in and they actually stay.”  One individual who is a life-long La Plata County resident 
provided the following explanation in terms of the involvement of newcomers in planning 
processes. 

 
There is a basic skepticism of people that have been around awhile for this 
newcomer who has been here for three weeks and is already on every 
committee in town, and is going to save us. . . because they’re all sure that 
they’re the first people who ever had this to think about, and so we do it over 
and over and over . . it is usually different, there are only a few people who 
have enough endurance to be willing to do it over and over. . . I went to a 
meeting last night, and I knew before I went what the outcome was gonna be, 
and I knew that I probably wasn’t going to change it.  But those people were 
sure they were the only ones who had ever thought about those issues.  And 
in fact, I made some comments in the public comment period.  And some of 
the people were literally yelling at me, saying “well, you haven’t been to any 
of our meetings, how can you think you know that?”  What I thought, what I 
didn’t say is “Sweetheart, I’ve been to this meeting 40 times already, you’re 
the one who’s new to these meetings.” 

 
But newcomers were also noted in Dolores and Montezuma Counties, generally 

defined as amenity seeking retired individuals, “people in their 60s that have made their 
fortune, if you will, in California or wherever and they’re retiring, getting out of Dodge and 
coming out here to the wilderness.”   

 
Two examples that illustrate the type of community planning activities taking place in 

the study area are the community summits convened by Operation Healthy 
Communities, and the regional economic plan. 

 
Operation Healthy Communities is a non-profit organization that serves the five 

counties of southwest Colorado.  Operation Healthy Communities has coordinated three 
community summits for citizens of La Plata County, and two for the combined 
Dolores/Montezuma Counties.   At these summits people break in to small groups to 
develop recommendations for action in areas determined to be of priority.  In La Plata 
County the summits have increased focus on education, environment, economy, family, 
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health, and social issues.  Indicators of change in these areas are tracked and included 
in periodic research reports made available by Operation Healthy Communities.   

 
Regional Economic Development Plans have been maintained by the Region 9 

Economic Development District for more than a decade.  These are comprehensive 
economic development strategies for each of the five counties the agency serves.  While 
this plan is officially approved by the Economic Development Administration every five 
years, Region 9 continually updates sections of the document.  The comprehensive 
economic development strategy “describes the problems, needs, potentials and 
resources of the region presents the region’s values and visions; sets the strategic 
direction for an economic development action plan” and “establishes priority programs, 
projects and methodology for implementation” (http://www.scan.org/reg_9.html).  When 
projects are completed they are removed from the plan, and new projects are added.  
There is a public meeting element to the plan, but it is largely developed using key 
informants and is approved by county commissioners.  The Region 9 Comprehensive 
Economic Development Strategy is developed with the USDA Forest Service and the 
plan serves as the Regional Action Plan for Rural Community Assistance programs. 

 
These examples illustrate the planning that has, or is currently taking place. When 

individuals were asked in the interviews if they were aware of, or had been involved in 
project planning or strategic planning in their community or the region, nearly all were 
able to list many examples.  But it was clear from both the interviews and other fieldwork 
that they were identifying project and sectoral planning, some of which could clearly be 
considered strategic, but was not holistic, community-based strategic planning.  The 
majority of these plans were initiated and led by federal, state, regional, or local agency 
staff members.  One individual interviewed was not surprised that southwest Colorado 
was being examined in this research, because in his opinion, “this San Juan corner of 
Colorado within the five states may have the best example of the interagency efforts.”  
Indeed, fieldwork suggests the involvement of agency and organizational 
representatives in planning initiatives is quite high. 
  
USDA Forest Service and Local Initiatives 

The final guiding question we explored in these four counties is what is the 
involvement of the Forest Service with local community initiatives? Since the introduction 
of the RCA program, the Forest Service approach to rural community assistance has 
been based on community needs, as opposed to more conventional approaches that 
deliver a “program” whether or not a community’s needs match the program.  The 
holistic Forest Service approach is intended to begin with the community and its needs, 
then uses funded programs, associated technical assistance, and other tools to help the 
community build its own community development efforts.  

 
 The Region 2 survey of forest supervisors and field staff indicates Forest Service 
staff members are clearly working with local communities.  In fact, through the fieldwork 
an extensive list of projects that have received RCA program support was compiled.  
 
 When asked about local planning and the involvement of USDA Forest Service in 
southwest Colorado, two planning initiatives were often cited – the San Juan Forest Plan 
that has been in process for ten years, and the recently completed county fire plans.  
While community input has been collected in both of these planning processes, these 
remain largely plans developed by the Forest Service or their contractors, in 
collaboration with other agencies.  One elected official noted “They keep us well 
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informed of their hearings, what their program is, but we have not been real involved 
with it.”  Individuals in the two western counties noted as problematic the location of 
Forest Service hearings.  When multi-county hearings are held it can mean travelling 
long distances to have input on public land hearings. 
 
 When individuals were asked about the relationship between the Forest Service and 
communities in southwest Colorado, there responses were largely dependent on the 
individual being interviewed, although nearly all persons interviewed pointed to some 
level of contentiousness.  Only one person suggested “I think the relationships are all 
outstanding across the board right now.”  We heard more comments like “Well, I think it’s 
kind of a love hate relationship,” and “it’s characterized as kind of like a love-suspicious 
relationship.”   
 
 There was a general sense in the interviews that people don’t understand the work of 
the Forest Service and the obstacles field staff confront in completing their work.  
Comments such as the one listed below exemplify what was heard in the interviews.  
 

I think there’s a fair amount of skepticism and this is hard to say because I 
love them, but distrust is too strong a word, but whatever the softer word 
would be there in terms of what they are doing and why they are doing what 
they’re doing, and where they’re doing what they’re doing.  Maybe a little bit 
of unknown as to their role and their ability to achieve those objectives and 
their charge of managing and administering the lands that are part of the San 
Juan National Forest. 

 
There were also comments regarding the changes in forestlands, and inability of the 

Forest Service to respond to these changes. 
 
If we go back in time a little bit, 50 years, the primary interaction the forest 
service had to have with the community was with extractive industry 
permittees . . . they dealt with cattle ranchers, or they dealt with loggers, or 
they dealt with miners.  But they dealt with the same person over and over 
and over.  So they had good relationships with individuals, but they had no 
particular need to develop the skill set where they could interact with the 
public.  And as times have changed, the primary interaction now, the primary 
utilization of the forest, is no longer in the extraction industries, it’s in 
recreation.  But the forest service has not changed quickly enough to become 
proficient at interacting with a changing public. 

 
Summary of Implications for Southwest Colorado 
Investment of natural capital in other community capitals is evident in the communities of 
southwest Colorado, including social capital and definition of community identity.   But 
different groups of local citizens interpret changes in use of natural capital in this 
historically natural resource dependent area differently.   Two frames emerged in the 
communities in terms of natural capital - natural resource management with a focus on 
extractive industries, and amenity-based development that limits extractive industries.  
These frames organize individual experiences and guide actions, both individual and 
collective, in the four-county area.  The research points to natural resource management 
with a focus on extractive industries as the dominant frame in the communities of 
Dolores and Montezuma Counties, and amenity-based development that limits extractive 
industries as the dominant frame in San Juan and La Plata Counties.  
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 It is important to note the centrality of natural capital as part of both frames.  
Individuals with both frames feel strongly that the forest lands must be preserved, that 
they are the source of community identify, and the forest lands are a source of future 
value for the community that is currently being invested in other community capitals.  
Individual communities can take action to bridge frames that are in dispute.  In other 
words, finding commonalties in interpretation, and initiating strategic planning with a 
holistic and inclusive approach.  This means recognizing that there is a point of 
agreement that can serve as a bridge between different frames.  The fieldwork suggests 
that in southwest Colorado natural capital is invested in social capital, and the 
community identity and shared future - elements of social capital - are critical to strategic 
community planning.  While the different frames could be a stopping point, we were 
encouraged to see several examples in the region of individuals moving from interest 
group action to collaborative action.  This suggests an environment exists for frame 
bridging to occur. 
 
 Another challenge for the communities in these four counties appears to be 
transferring the project and sectoral planning that has been completed or is underway to 
holistic community-based strategic planning.  These four counties are not unique in this 
respect.  Clearly this region is extremely active in terms of project planning and inter-
agency coordination and activity.  Agencies have also engaged community members in 
their planning processes to assure citizen input.  While these activities are extremely 
positive steps, it will be strategic plans that define the future desired conditions and 
institutionalized long term goals for southwest Colorado, and because they are 
institutionalized, they will remain the same even when individuals, inputs, activities, and 
outputs change.  An inclusive community strategic planning process will support both 
civic engagement as citizenship, and sustainable development in the communities of 
southwest Colorado. 
 

 
C. What types of training and system building can help the Forest Service and its 
partners toward these ends? 
  
 This report has summarized the current level of strategic action by USDA Forest 
Service forest supervisors and forest staff providing rural community assistance in 
Region 2.  As Luther and Emery note, “community building is NOT rocket science.  
Rocket science is easier (2003:p. 4).”  What they mean is that rocket science is fairly 
static and unchanging.  Once the elements are mastered, they can be repeated 
successfully.  Community building, however, takes place in a constantly changing 
context.  What may work in one community may be ineffective in a different community 
due to the social context.  This requires approaches that are adaptable – approaches 
that can be changed in different contexts.  This was also the intent of the Forest Service 
RCA programs and the 1990 Farm Bill – a set of programs that are holistic and 
community-based, that can be adapted to fit different communities if the Forest Service 
is to move from scattered projects to strategic development.   
 
 The historical basis of community economies in the rural United States has been 
natural resource extraction (e.g. farming, mining, and timber).  While most rural 
economies are no longer dependent on natural resource extraction (Flora, Flora, and 
Fey 2004), in many locations it is still a component of the local economy and a source of 
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employment.  More significantly, it is part of community identity and inherent in 
community belief structures (Salamon 1995).  
 
 There are three important remedies for challenges confronting rural societies 
(Swanson and Brown 2003).   First, communities matter.  Most social interaction occurs 
in local communities – making them very important.  And it’s at the local level where U.S. 
citizens feel they have the greatest influence in terms of participation and change 
(Marston and Towers 1993).  Second, decentralization or devolution of authority from 
federal to state and local governments must be recognized as an opportunity.  
Devolution of programs by federal government agencies has clearly placed greater 
emphasis on decision-making at the most local level - often the neighborhood or 
community (Swanson 2001).  Approaches with the greatest promise will embrace 
increased local jurisdiction over issues (Swanson and Brown 2003), and third, include 
the involvement of local citizens.  We know the most effective rural development is 
based in civic engagement, inclusiveness, civility, and democracy.  Also required are 
social interactions that enhance local social capital (Swanson and Brown 2003).  A 
democratic and inclusive public planning process will support both civic engagement as 
citizenship, and sustainable development. 

 
 Communities increasingly recognize that cumulative activities are a key component 
of community development.  But only with planning can projects be coordinated so they 
add up to something sustainable.  Communities and organizations have traditionally 
measured success on a project basis, with goals rooted in specific inputs, activities, and 
outputs.  Inputs are resources allocated for a specific endeavor; for example, the amount 
of funding that is raised.  Activities are what happens - who, what, where, and in what 
ways.  Outputs are what result from inputs and activities.  But it is the outcomes - the 
future desired conditions and global measures that serve as long term institutionalized 
goals – that drive strategic planning.  While specific individuals, inputs, activities, and 
outputs may change, community outcomes remain the same.  Long-term strategic 
community planning is based on outcomes that remain the same over time, driving the 
inputs and activities.   

 
In a model of long-term, strategic planning we see a series of steps that originate 

within the social capital of a community that includes broad-based participation of 
community members.  The process begins by identifying long-term goals and the 
desired future condition of the community, and an analysis of the community’s current 
assets (its community capital).  The process then moves to identification of projects that 
move the community toward the desired future condition and that have community-wide 
commitment.  The process does not end at this point, but moves on to implementation 
and evaluation of the plan.     

 
What appears to be the case in most planning efforts taking place with Forest 

Service participation is more consistent with a technical assistance approach,  where the 
final outcome is “the plan, which can then be used as a map that displays he explicit 
tasks that must be performed (Flora et al. 2004:341)”  This approach does not preclude 
community input, and in fact, it usually includes input from key informants and 
community leaders, conducting community surveys, and providing opportunities for 
community input through open meetings.  The planning is not, however, driven by 
groups of community members, but rather, by local or outside experts and planners.   
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But there are two significant differences in these approaches to community planning.  
First, community-based planning is holistic, with a long-term vision of a desired future 
condition for the community.  The technical-assistance model is focused on a specific 
area to be addressed – what we’ve identified in this examination as sectoral planning.  
The second difference is where the plan originates.  Community-based strategic 
planning comes from the grassroots as a process of social action.  Sectoral planning 
tends to be driven by community leaders and partner agencies who identify a need to be 
addressed or respond to a government requirement for a plan.  At a time when 
community decisions are increasingly complex and technical, relying on those inside and 
outside the community with expertise certainly has its advantages.  And the downside of 
a community-driven planning process is the amount of time the process can consume.  
But the participatory process that is part of community-led strategic planning results in a 
collective vision and broad-based agreement on the path to a shared future.    
  
 The following key training and system issues for the Rocky Mountain region are 
intended as tools for action – tools that will assist the region to be effective in different 
community contexts as they seek to develop community-based strategic action.  These 
tools should be considered for the rest of the Agency, where appropriate, as well. 
 
 
1.   Key training and system issues to be addressed in Region 2 
 
a.   Leadership in effectively implementing rural community assistance 
 The USDA Forest Service has done a good job with knowing and disseminating the 
“what” to their forest and grassland staff regarding rural community assistance, but not 
as good of a job in knowing and disseminating the “how”.  The “what” as described here 
is a State and Private Forestry Program; the “how” is rural community assistance that 
represents a community-based approach to identifying and working toward community 
outcomes and an opportunity for Forest Service to support their community partners.  
This approach is consistent with what the social science and natural resources literature 
suggests is the most effective means for moving toward sustainable communities.   
 

But at the forest level, Forest Supervisors (whether or not they have had previous 
experience with Rural Community Assistance Programs) did not feel highly 
knowledgeable about delivering rural community assistance.  All respondents indicate 
their familiarity with RCA programs was about the same or less than with other forest 
service programs, and most are somewhat less or much less familiar with RCA 
programs and approaches as compared to more conventional Forest Service programs 
and natural resource responsibilities. Forest supervisors also indicate that while 
encouragement for community work and collaboration is evident, rural community 
assistance training such as collaborative planning, community based forestry, or 
collaborative leadership, is not currently visible in the region. 

 
 The holistic approach of the Forest Service identified in the 1990 Farm Bill 
encourages a move from scattered projects to strategic planning and work with 
communities.  However, at the field level, grant management activities attached to 
individual programs remain the focus.  This perpetuates the project-based approach and 
the idea that work with communities itself is project-based.  Adding to this is the potential 
confusion caused when funding from RCA programs for community work with a holistic 
approach is diverted to fund specific projects. 
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 For USDA Forest Service, effectively implementing rural community assistance 
means more than taking into account community’s needs in broader assessments and 
providing financial support for projects when able.  Rather, community needs determine 
investment in communities. To effectively support communities, forest staff needs 
support and training to increase their understanding of how rural community assistance 
work fits with, and is not superseded, by other requirements and initiatives of the 
agency. Forest supervisors and forest staff need tools and training to integrate rural 
community assistance work into other agency activities with communities. 
 
b.   Allocation of time for work with communities 
 Research in the Rocky Mountain Region confirms what was learned in the survey - 
Forest Service employees are clearly working with forest communities. The number of 
Forest Service employees providing assistance to communities in the forests of Region 
2 has either remained the same or increased over the past five years, and we find many 
Forest Service employees working with communities without these responsibilities 
included in their job description or time allocated for these activities.  This may limit what 
any given employee will do considering increasing demands on their workload.   
 
 While issues of job descriptions and time allocated for responsibilities can and 
should be addressed within existing Forest Service policies, this really reflects a broader 
belief about community work.  In the same way that desired community outcomes are 
institutionalized as community goals, when work with forest communities is 
institutionalized in the agency, it will become a larger portion of job responsibilities and 
not viewed as projects to be completed by Forest Service staff as time is available.  
Rather, community work will become one component of a larger body of work taking 
place in forest communities in which Forest Service staff members are already an 
integral part.   
 
c.   Understanding that community planning and community sustainability goes beyond 
resource management 
 What we see in both the survey responses and the fieldwork completed in southwest 
Colorado are the two faces of the Forest Service – community assistance and resource 
management.  In the surveys of forest supervisors and forest staff working with 
communities a set of questions were asked regarding the five most important activities 
for communities with whom the Forest Service is working.  This was a new question not 
included in the previous region.  What responses indicate is a perspective on the part of 
both forest supervisors and forest staff that the most important thing they can do for 
communities remains forest resource management.  Community strategic planning was 
identified by only two respondents as an important activity for communities with whom 
Forest Service personnel are working. While community fire planning, community-
wildland interface, and fuels reduction are components of work with communities, it 
appears by this set of responses that resource management remains a separate and 
more important function than work with communities.  Fires and drought in the region in 
recent years may be an influencing factor here.  At the same time, at the policy and 
planning level the agency is clearly placing an emphasis on community work that goes 
beyond traditional natural resource management functions.  
 
d.   Forest Service and community understanding of community-based strategic planning 

Both the Forest Service and community members benefit from increased community-
based strategic planning.  This begins with increasing understanding of the difference 
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between project and sectoral plans, and a strategic, community-based planning process.  
For Forest Service this means not just taking communities into account in broader 
assessments – but using community needs to invest in communities and take a district 
or forest approach that is based on needs identified by communities.  

  
If the fieldwork in southwest Colorado is an indicator of regional activity, planning that 

is currently taking place is often led by agencies and is largely project or sectoral 
planning, and in the case of plans led by Forest Service and their partners, natural 
resource plans. This is consistent with the findings of Frentz et al. (1999) who identified 
agency-community relationships as largely based in formal comment periods that have 
alienated community participation.  

 
The next step for the Forest Service and forest communities is identifying how 

project and sectoral planning efforts can move to community based strategic plans.  
Resources such as those identified in the bibliography of this report need to be available 
to both Forest Service staff and forest and grassland communities to support their 
increased understanding of elements of strategic planning, and the value this has in 
creating sustainable communities.  At the policy and planning level, the Forest Service is 
clearly placing an emphasis on work that encourages community-based planning that 
extends beyond traditional natural resource management.  Forest Service is at its best 
as a community partner when they support holistic, community led strategic planning 
efforts, and incorporates those efforts into Forest Service initiatives.  To do this 
effectively, it seems Forest Service staff members need support and training so they 
understand how this fits with, and is not superseded by other requirements and 
initiatives of their agency.   

  
Working together with a shared vision of the desired future condition, individuals as 

members of communities can certainly influence the future.  This includes the 
involvement of the Forest Service as supporters of community-based planning and 
decision-making processes. Rural residents should never be perceived as "passive 
consumers of broader national change (p. 17)” (Flora, Flora, and Fey 2004).  Rather, 
they should be looked to as directing the future of their communities. 

 
 

2.   Key training and system issues across regions 
 
 As a means of regional comparison, Table 4 summarizes the four key training and 
system issues identified in the earlier research in Region 8.  Of interest are the 
similarities found in Region 2 and Region 8 that are reflected in these sets of training 
and system issues.  Specifically, the need to institutionalize community work in the 
agency and increased understanding of holistic, strategic, community-based planning.  
These similarities in findings across the two regions may indicate a larger, national 
challenge for the Forest Service that warrants additional exploration. 
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Table 4.  Key Training and System Issues for Region 8 – Southern Region (2001) 
  
Institutionalization of Rural Community Assistance Programs within Forest Service 
 Forest Service Supervisors, RCA Coordinators, and local field staff are clearly working on a regular 
basis with forest communities.  But at the local level this time is not always documented due to confusion 
with position descriptions, conflicts with primary position responsibilities, or viewing this work as part of their 
'civic duty' as residents of forest communities.  There is confusion regarding what constitutes RCA work, and 
how that may or may not be different than external relations contacts.  And there is some apprehension 
regarding changing priorities within the agency - will work with communities remain a Forest Service priority? 
 While most of these areas can be addressed within Forest Service policies, there is a broader change 
to be considered.  In the same way that desired community outcomes are institutionalized as community 
goals, becoming an integral part of community rather than an outside source of funding can become an 
institutionalized outcome for the Forest Service as an agency.  When work with forest communities is 
institutionalized in the agency, confusion that is presently noted at the local level will reduce.  RCA programs 
will not be viewed as projects to be completed by Forest Service staff, but rather as one component of a 
larger body of work taking place in forest communities in which Forest Service staff members are an integral 
part.   
 
Partners in Delivery 
 Over the last five years Forest Service staff have seen no increase in the number of agency employees 
involved with technical assistance to communities.  Staff members, particularly those at the local level, 
express concern that communities are happy to let the Forest Service take responsibility for community 
work, and there are few or no Forest Service partners in many areas.  The principles of leveraging and 
stacking are central as community partners with shared goals are identified in forest communities.  This is 
how Forest Service staff can move from their role as the lead or only leader in community efforts. Allocating 
adequate Forest Service time to participate in something that is successful motivates others to take action 
and become partners.  In this way partners in delivering RCA programs are developed.  
 
Documentation of Outcomes 
 There is confusion regarding the difference between documenting community outputs and outcomes, 
and reporting evidence of community inputs and activities.  As Forest Service in some areas was 
'downsized', emphasis on documentation reduced within the agency but was not transferred to community 
partners.  As a result, community outcomes are not documented, reducing opportunities for increased 
partnerships and institutionalization of knowledge and outcomes.  Paperwork related to grants, based on 
inputs and activities, has remained with Forest Service staff (primarily RCA Coordinators). 
 Forest Service staff at all levels desire training on documentation.  Specifically, linking projects to 
outcomes rather than focusing on inputs and activities.   At this time there is no website or electronic format 
available for training in this area.  With this training, Forest Service staff and their partners will be able to 
make greater use of the new RCA documentation program being piloted in Region 8.  This is a tool for both 
Forest Service and its partners to institutionalize knowledge in the community.  It is not a Forest Service 
reporting tool, but a vehicle for all partners to document community outcomes.  
 
Strategic Planning 
 Training opportunities and knowledge of RCA programs are not located at the most local levels of the 
Forest Service.  A gap exists between those doing community work at the local level, and those who have 
the training - RCA Coordinators and Forest Supervisors.  Some of this is related to the cost of sending staff 
to training opportunities, and the staffing shortages that arise when field staff leave the forest for training.   
 Strategic planning training that encompasses skills beyond the fundamental of RCA programs is 
necessary at the district and forest level.  Materials made available via a website or other electronic means 
are most desirable as they can be accessed by field staff at their convenience, and don't require travel 
outside the forest.  Strategic planning is an acute need, evidenced by the absence of local action plans or an 
understanding of outcome-based measurement. 

 

 
 
 

 29 NCRCRD, 2004



 

 
V. BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 
Works Cited 

 
 
Baker, Mark and Jonathan Kusel.  2003.  Community Forestry in the United States: 

Learning from the Past, Crafting the Future.  Washington, DC: Island Press. 
 
Brandenburg, A.M., M.S. Carroll, and K.A. Blatner.  1995.  “Towards Successful Forest 

Planning through Local Based Qualitative Sociology.”  Western Journal of 
Applied Forestry 10(3):95-9. 

 
Carr, Deborah S. and Kathleen Halvorsen.  2001.  “An Evaluation of Three Democratic, 

Community-Based Approaches to Citizen Participation: Surveys, Conversations 
With Community Groups, and Community Dinners.”  Society and Natural 
Resources 14:107-26. 

 
Cramer, Lori A., James J. Kennedy, Richard S. Krannich and Thomas M. Quigley.  1993.  

"Changing Forest Service Values and Their Implications for Land Management 
Decisions Affecting Resource-Dependent Communities."  Rural Sociology 
58(3):475-91. 

 
Flora, Cornelia Butler.  1998.  "Sustainable Production and Consumption Patterns: 

Community Capitals."  Pp. 115-22 in The Brundtland Commission’s Report - Ten 
Years.  G. B. Softing, G. Bennich, K. Hinda, L. Walloe and A. Wijkman (eds.) 
Oslo: Scandinavian University Press. 

 
__________.  1999.  "Sustainability of Human Communities in Prairie Grasslands."  

Great Plains Research 9:397-419 
 
__________.  2001.  "Shifting Agroecosystems and Communities."  Pp. 5-14 in 

Interactions Between Agroecosystems and Rural Communities.  C. Flora (ed.) 
Boca Raton: CRC Press. 

 
Flora, Cornelia Butler, Jan L. Flora, with Susan Fey.  2004.  Rural Communities: Legacy 

& Change (Second Edition).  Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 
 
Folke, C. and F. Berkes.  1998.  "Understanding the Dynamics of Ecosystem-Institution 

Linkages for Building Resilience."  Beijer International Institute of Ecological 
Economics, Beijer Discussion Paper Series No. 112. 

 
Frentz, Irene, Sam Burns, Donald E. Voth, and Charles Sperry.  1999.  “Rural 

Development and Community-Based Forest Planning and Management: A New, 
Collaborative Paradigm.  Document available at 
http://www.uark.edu/depts/hesweb/rsweb/NRI_PDF/NRI_Report.pdf 

 
Hirt, Paul.  1999.  “Institutional Failure in the U.S. Forest Service: A Historical 

Perspective.”  Research in Social Problems and Public Policy 7:217-39. 
 

 30 NCRCRD, 2004



 

Krannich, R.S. and A.E. Luloff.  1991.  “Problems of resource dependency in U.S. rural 
communities.”  Pp. 5-18 in Progress in Rural Policy and Planning.  A. Gilg (ed.) 
London: Belhaven Press. 

 
Kremer, Kathy S., Cornelia Butler Flora, and Susan Odell.  2001.  "Converting Natural 

Capital in Forest Communities and the Role of the USDA Forest Service."  
Annual Meeting of the Rural Sociological Society, Albuquerque NM. 

 
North Central Regional Center for Rural Development.  1999.  Measuring Community 

Success and Sustainability: An Interactive Workbook.  Ames: Iowa State 
University. 

 
Paulson, D.  1998.  "Collaborative Management of Public Rangeland in Wyoming: 

Lessons in Co-management."  The Professional Geographer 50:301-15. 
 
Sabatier, Paul A., John Loomis and Catherine McCarthy.  1995.  "Hierarchical Controls, 

Professional Norms, Local Constituencies, and Budget Maximization: An 
Analysis of U.S. Forest Service Planning Decisions."  American Journal of 
Political Science, 39(1):204-42. 

 
Salamon, Sonya.  1995.  “The Rural People of the Midwest,” in E.N. Castle (ed.) The 

Changing American Countryside: Rural People and Places.  Lawrence, KS: 
University Press of Kansas. 

 
USDA Forest Service.  2004.  "Meet the Forest Service." Last modified March 18, 2004.  

http://www.fs.fed.us/aboutus/meetfs.shtml 
 

 31 NCRCRD, 2004



 

Resources for Strategic Planning & Sustainable Communities 
 
 
Toolkit for Transitions II, USDA Forest Service, Cooperative Forestry Unit FS-632, 

August 1999, www.fs.fed.us/spf/coop/eap_toolkit.htm 
 
Measuring Community Success and Sustainability: An Interactive Workbook, North 

Central Regional Center for Rural Development, Iowa State University, 108 
Curtiss Hall, Ames, IA  50011-1050; 515-294-8321.  
http://www.ncrcrd.iastate.edu/Community_Success/about.html

 
Take Charge: Economic Development in Small Communities, North Central Regional 

Center for Rural Development, Iowa State University, 108 Curtiss Hall, Ames, IA  
50011-1050; 515-294-8321. 

 
Working Toward Community Goals: Helping Communities Succeed.  North Central 

Regional Center for Rural Development, Iowa State University, 108 Curtiss Hall, 
Ames, IA  50011-1050; 515-294-8321. 

 
The Economic Renewal Guide: How to Develop a Sustainable Economy Through 

Community Collaboration, by Michael Kinsley, Rocky Mountain Institute, 1739 
Snowmass Creek Road, Old Snowmass, CO 81654; (970) 927-3851. 

 
Measuring Community Capacity Building: A Workbook in Progress for Rural 

Communities, The Aspen Institute Rural Economic Policy Program, 1333 New 
Hampshire Avenue NW, Suite 1070, Washington, DC 20036; (202) 736-5804. 

 
A Guide to Sustainable Community Indicators, Maureen Hart, QLF/Atlantic Center for 

the Environment, 55 Main Street, Ipswich, MA  01938; (508) 356-0038. 
 
Where We Live: A Citizen's Guide to Conducting a Community Environmental Inventory, 

Donald F. Harker and Elizabeth Ungar Natter, Mountain Association for 
Community Economic Development; Island Press, P.O. Box 7, Covelo, CA  
95428; (800) 828-1302. 

 
Community by Choice: An Introduction to Sustainable Community Development.  

Mountain Association for Community Economic Development; 433 Chestnut 
Street, Berea, KY 40403; (606) 986-2373. 

 
Your Field Guide to Community Building, Vicki Luther and Mary Emery, Heartland 

Center for Leadership Development, 941 O Street, Suite 920, Lincoln, NE 68508; 
(800)927-1115. 

 
Community Visioning/Strategic Planning Programs: State of the Art, N. Walzer, S.C. 

Deller, H. Fossum, G. Green, J. Gruidl, S. Johnson, S. Kline, D. Patton, A. 
Schumaker, and M. Woods. North Central Regional Center for Rural 
Development, Iowa State University, 108 Curtiss Hall, Ames, IA  50011-1050; 
515-294-8321. 

 
 
 

 32 NCRCRD, 2004

http://www.ncrcrd.iastate.edu/Community_Success/about.html


 

 
Leadership: Sustaining Action on Community and Organizational Issues, C. Hein, J. 

Ayres, D. Boothe, S. Huntington, B. Kimball, and D.R. Scheffert. North Central 
Regional Center for Rural Development, Iowa State University, 108 Curtiss Hall, 
Ames, IA  50011-1050; 515-294-8321. 

 
Vision to Action: Take Charge Too. Green, G.P., T.O. Borich, R.D. Cole, D.L. Darling, C. 

Hancock, S.H. Huntington, M.S. Leuci, B. McMaster, D.B. Patton, F. Schmidt, 
A.H. Silvis, R. Steinberg, D. Teel, J. Wade, N. Walzer, and J. Stewart. North 
Central Regional Center for Rural Development, Iowa State University, 108 
Curtiss Hall, Ames, IA  50011-1050; 515-294-8321. 

 
North Central Regional Center for Rural Development - Rural Development Links 
 http://www.ag.iastate.edu/centers/rdev/rdlinks/rdevlink.html
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 33 NCRCRD, 2004

http://www.ag.iastate.edu/centers/rdev/rdlinks/rdevlink.html


 

Resources on Community Capital 
 
 
Becker, Gary S. 2002. “Human Capital.” In The Concise Encyclopedia of Economics. 

Online; available at http://www.econlib.org/library/Enc/HumanCapital.html. 
 
Bourdieu, Pierre, 1986. “The Forms of Capital.” Pp. 241-58 in Handbook of Theory and 

Research for Sociology of Education.  J.C. Richardson (ed.) New York: 
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Flora, Jan L., Jeff Sharp, Cornelia Flora and Bonnie Newlon. 1997, “Entrepreneurial 

Social Infrastructure and Locally-Initiated Economic Development.” Sociological 
Quarterly 38(4):623-645. 

 
Force, Jo Ellen, Gary E. Machlis, Lianjun Zhang, and A. Kearney, 1993. “The 

Relationship between Timber Production, Local Historical Events and Community 
Social Change: A Quantitative Case Study.” Forest Science 39(4):722-742. 
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Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 
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____________. 2000. Bowling Alone. The Collapse and Revival of American 

Community. New York: Simon and Schuster. 
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Presentations and other online resources: 
 
http://www.ag.iastate.edu/centers/rdev/pubs/pres.html  
 
http://www.cardi.cornell.edu/images/Community%20Capitals%20Framework1.ppt  
 
http://www.ag.iastate.edu/centers/rdev/newsletter/Vol27No1-2004/fey.htm
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VI. APPENDIX 
 

Rural Community Assistance Programs Survey - 
 

RCA Coordinators and Forest Service Staff working with RCA Programs 
Distribution of Responses 

 
  
1a.) Does your official job description include the RCA Field Coordinator assignment?  
  
3         Yes   
5         No   
 
 
1b.) If yes, what percentage of your time is officially designated for this work?  
 
100%  Less than 20%  
0         20% to 39%  
0         40% to 59%  
0         60% to 79%  
0         80% to 100%  
0         No percent given in job description 
 
 
2.) Whether or not your official job description includes RCA work, what percentage of 
your time do you actually spend on these duties? 
 
86%     Less than 20%  
14%     20% to 39%  
0 40% to 59%  
0 60% to 79%  
0 80% to 100%  
 
 
3.) Of the total amount of time you spend on RCA work, what percentage is used for each 

 types of activities?  of the following  
Working directly with communities Mean = 13% of time 
     Median = 12.5% of time 
     Range = 30 (0-30)  
    
Working with other partners  Mean = 14% of time 
     Median = 9% of time 
     Range = 70 (0-70) 
     
Documentation of projects   Mean = 26% of time 
     Median = 16% of time 
     Range = 70 (0-70) 
    
Grant-related paperwork   Mean = 36% of time 
     Median = 35% of time 
     Range = 75 (0-75) 
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Other Activities    Mean = 10.5% 
     Median = 3% 
     Range = 50 (0-50)  

 
 

4.) During the normal course of your work how many individual communities, or groups of four 
or fewer communities, do you work with or maintain an active relationship with at any given 
time (not how many grants are active)?    
 
1 No communities or small groups of communities 
4 1-5 communities or small groups of communities 
2 6-10 communities or small groups of communities 
1 More than 10 communities or small groups of communities 
 
 
5.) During the normal course of your work how many large groups of communities (5 or more) 
or counties do you work with or maintain an active relationship with at any given time (not 
how many grants are active)?  
 
4 No large groups of communities 
4 1-5 large group of communities 
0 6-10 large groups of communities  
0 more than 10 large groups of communities 
 
 
6). How many of these communities or groups of communities are on your list primarily 
because they require grant administration?  
 
0
 
 
7.) How many of the communities that you work with have an active Local Action Team?  
 
Mean = 4.25% of the communities 
Median = 4.5% of the communities 
Range = 4 (2-6)    
 
8a.) How many of the communities that you work with have a Local Action Plan that is 
current (5 years old or less)?    
 
Mean = 3.75% of the communities 
Median = 3.5% of the communities 
Range = 4 (2-6) 
 
 
8b.) How many of these plans have a fire or fuels component? 
 
Mean = 3 plans 
Median = 2 plans 
Range = 3 (2-5) 
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9a.) How many plans by other organizations are being used in lieu of a Local Action Plan 
developed by a Local Action Team?    
 
Mean = 3.5 plans 
Median = 3.5 plans 
Range = 7 (0-7) 
 
 
9b.) If a plan for a larger area (RC&D Area Plan, EDC District Plan, etc.) is being used in 
lieu of a Local Action Plan, in most cases is the larger plan evaluated and/or certified by 
the Local Action Team?  
 
1 Yes  
0 No 
7 Don't know  
 
 
9c.) In most cases, is the plan for the larger area tiered down to the level of the individual 
community with which the Forest Service is working?  
 
2 Yes  
0 No 
6 Don't know  
 
 
9d.) In most cases, does the Local Action Team develop a plan of work from the larger 
plan?  
 
3 Yes  
1 No 
4 Don't know  
 
 
9e.) In most cases, does the Local Action Team evaluate their progress against the larger 
plan?  
 
1 Yes  
1 No 
5 Don't know  
 
 
10.) Does the Local Action Team, in most cases, evaluate their progress based on the 
amount of funding raised?  
 
0 Yes  
0 No 
8 Don't know  
 
 
11a.) Is your Forest working toward integrated planning between the Agency and the 
communities receiving RCA help via Local Action Plans?  
 
4 Yes  
2 No 
2 Don't know  
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12a.) How many "partners in delivery" are you using to deliver assistance to communities?  
 
Mean = 4.33 partners 
Median = 4.5 partners 
Sum = 26 partners 
Range = 5 (2-7) 
 
 
12b.) Which of the following partners are you using?  
 
87.5% Resource Conservation & Development (RC&D) 
37.5% Cooperative Extension  
62.5% Economic Development Councils (EDC) 
12.5% Watershed-based groups  
62.5% Conservation Districts (RCD) 
71.4%  State Forestry 
37.5% Other groups/organizations 

 
 
13a.) If you are a Ranger District employee, how many other employees on your district are 

chnical assistance to communities now or within the past two years?   involved with te  
No other employees = 1 
1 other employee = 1 
  
 
13b.) How does this compare with the number who were doing so five years ago?  
 
0 More  
2 About the same  
0 Less  

 
 

14a.) Regardless of which office you work in, how many other employees on your forest 
are involved with technical assistance to communities now or within the past two years?  
  
Mean = 7 other employees 
Median = 6 other employees 
Range = 20 (0-20) 
 
  
14b.) How does this compare with the number who were doing so five years ago?  
 
2 More  
5 About the same  
0 Less 

  
 

15.) Are you familiar with the Forest Service community-based outcome measurement 
process?  
 
3 Yes  
5 No  
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16.) Are you familiar with community assessment process techniques?  
 
3 Yes  
4 No 

 
 

17.) Have you ever attended a national RCA Partnership Conference?  
 
2 Yes  
6 No 

  
 

18.) Have you ever used specialized or focused training for Local Action Teams or 
community leaders, such as entrepreneurial training, BLM Partnership Series, Extension 
Service leadership training, grant writing, etc.?  
 
3 Yes  
5 No 

  
 

19.) Do you keep records with information on communities in your area?  
 
3 Yes  
5 No 

  
 
20a.) Do you keep records with information on communities in your area that are 
receiving, or have received, assistance from RCA programs?  
 
5 Yes  
3 No 

  
 

20b.) If yes, do you use the web-based tool (EAP-PMT) to document your work with these 
communities? 
 
3        Yes 
2        No 

 
 

21a.) If you don't do the actual community assistance work, does your delivery partner 
keep community records?  
 
2 Yes  
1 No 
4 Don't know 
 
 
21b.) If yes, do your community partners use the web-based tool (EAP-PMT) to document 
your work with communities? 
 
2        Yes 
0        No 
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22.) Do you get information from your delivery partners for your annual accomplishment 
reports?    
 
5 Yes  
2 No 

 
 
23.) Which of the following other program management tools are you currently using?  
 
2 Spreadsheets for grant administration  
1 Spreadsheets for community accomplishments  
2 Spreadsheets for other purposes  
4 Databases for grant administration  
4 Databases for community accomplishments  
3 Databases for other purposes  
6 Forest Service electronic files/documents (i.e. FS 615 system, etc.)  
8 Paper files/documents (handwritten notes, forms, etc.)  
 
 
24.) In helping strengthen forest communities through the National Fire Plan and Healthy 
Forest Restoration, which five of the following activities are most important to the 
communities you work with?  
  
4  Business plans/business start-up 
1  Business expansion 
1  Feasibility studies 
2  Community strategic planning 
5  Community fire planning 
1  Focused training/education 
0  Engineering design 
2  Establish/improve community fire services 
1  Technology development 
0  Purchase of equipment for small businesses 
0  Labor skill development 
3  Community-wildland interface work 
0  Ecosystem restoration work 
0  Multi-party monitoring 
4  Fuels reduction work 
1  Market analysis/development 
2  Marketing/merchandising 
2  Biomass for community energy needs 
2  Development of capacity for wood utilization 
2 Use of formerly non-merchantable species 
0 Transfer of technical knowledge/information 
0  Recycling &/or composting – involving wood 
2  Watershed restoration work 
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                           Forest Supervisors – Distribution of Responses 
 

 
1.) Are you personally working with rural communities at this time?  
 
6 Yes 
0 No  

 
 

2.) How would you rate your level of familiarity with the RCA programs and approaches as 
compared to the more conventional NFS programs and natural resource responsibilities?  
 
0 Much more familiar with RCA programs  
0 Somewhat more familiar with RCA programs  
2 About the same level of familiarity with RCA programs  
2 Somewhat less familiar with RCA programs  
2 Much less familiar with RCA programs  

 
 

3.) Is your understanding of RCA programs based on:  
 
2 Local information or exposure  
4 Regional information or exposure  
3 National information or exposure 

  
 

4.) Have you had other responsibilities or interactions with RCA efforts prior to being a 
Forest Supervisor?  
 
3 Yes 
3 No  

 
 

5.) Are you familiar with any of the following materials?   
 
2 "Working Together" tabloids  
0 "Toolkit for Transitions"  
2 "A Strategic Plan for the 1990's: Working Together for Rural America"  
3 "Working Together for Rural America: 2000 and Beyond” 
1 Regional or national web sites  

 
 

6.) Have you ever attended a national RCA Partnership Conference?  
 
0 Yes 
6 No 

 
 
7.) What level of interaction do you maintain with the RCA Field Coordinator(s) on your 
forest?  
 
1 Very high level of contact with RCA Field Coordinator(s)  
0 High level of contact with RCA Field Coordinator(s)  
3 Moderate level of contact with RCA Field Coordinator(s)  
2 Low level of contact with RCA Field Coordinator(s)  
0 Never have contact with RCA Field Coordinator(s)  
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8.) Are employees, other than the designated RCA Field Coordinator(s), familiar with RCA 
programs?  
 
4 Yes 
1 No 
1 Don't know  

 
 

9.) Are employees who are not designated as the RCA Field Coordinator(s) actively 
involved in technical assistance or other interactions with rural communities?  
 
6 Yes 
0 No 
0 Don't know  
 
 
10.) Does your forest take advantage of the annual appropriations authority, which allows 
all Forest Service appropriations to be used for technical assistance to, and interactions 
with, rural communities?  
 
5 Yes 
1 No 
0 Don't know  
 
 
11.) Are RCA responsibilities included in position descriptions for those individuals 
designated as RCA Field Coordinators?  
 
1 Yes 
2 No 
3 Don't know  
 
 
12.) How are RCA Field Coordinators evaluated on their performance in this area of work?  
 
3   Performance evaluated similar to other duties through the performance  evaluation 

process. 
0  Performance evaluated on elements specific to community work 
2 Not a factor in performance evaluation due to the small percentage of time  devoted 
to RCA work. 
0 Other (please describe) 
 
 
13.) For those employees with RCA work in their position description, is the portion of their 
job that is designated for those responsibilities realistic for the level of work required to do the 
job effectively?  
 
3 Yes 
1 No 
1 Don't know  
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14.) What kind of program management do you see as important for those employees 
responsible for RCA programs?  
 
6 Grants management  
5 Technical assistance to communities  
3 Strategic planning assistance to local action teams  
6 Developing new partnerships  
5 Documentation, assessment/evaluation, and reporting of program effectiveness within 

assisted communities  
0 Other  

 
 

15.) Of these types of program management, please identify the two that are most 
important.  
 
4 Grants management  
2 Technical assistance to communities  
2 Strategic planning assistance to local action teams  
3 Developing new partnerships  
1 Documentation, assessment/evaluation, and reporting of program effectiveness within 

assisted communities  
0 Other  
 

 
16.) What do you see as the most important thing you currently do to support the RCA 
programs in your unit? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17.) Are you familiar with the Forest Service's methodology for measuring outcomes in 
communities that are receiving Agency assistance?  
 
 Yes 
 No  
 
 
18.) Do you know how this methodology relates to the annual accomplishment reporting, 
or to GPRA?  
 
1 Yes 
5 No 

  
 

19.) Has your forest become involved in any "outcome-based" evaluation or measurement 
processes for any programs?  
 
1 Yes 
3 No 
2 Don't know  
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20.) Does your forest incorporate RCA information into your legislative outreach?  
 
3 Yes 
3 No 
0 Don't know  
 
 
21.) Does your forest incorporate RCA information into your public participation efforts?  
 
5 Yes 
0 No 
1 Don't know  

 
 

22.) Have the Forest Service's RCA programs affected your management style or the 
decision processes used by your Management Team?  
 
3 Yes  
3 No  
 
 
23.) Do you give direction to your line or staff officers regarding use of or support to the 
RCA programs on your forest?  
 
3 Yes 
3 No  

 
 

24.) Have planning or administrative processes changed in order to more effectively 
develop opportunities to work with rural communities that are developing their capacity to 
help care for the land?  
 
4 Yes 
1 No 
1 Don't know  

 
 
25.)  Have relationships with local rural communities changed over time with the advent of 
RCA programs?  
 
2 Yes 
1 No 
3 Don't know  

 
 

26.) Do you have a process or procedure in place for collecting information from 
communities that receive RCA assistance?  
 
3 Yes 
2 No 
1 Don't know  
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27.) Have you involved rural communities in any of the following Forest Service 
initiatives?  
 
5 Collaborative stewardship  
3 Recreation and tourism strategies  
3 Watershed restoration  
6 National Fire Plan 
4 Small diameter utilization  
6 Reduction of invasive species  
2   Forest Plan Revision 

 
 
28.) In helping strengthen forest communities through the National Fire Plan and Healthy 
Forest Restoration, which five of the following activities are most important to the 
communities you work with? 
  
_____ Business plans/business start-up 
_____ Business expansion 
_____ Feasibility studies 
_____ Community strategic planning 
_____ Community fire planning 
_____ Focused training/education 
_____ Engineering design 
_____ Establish/improve community fire services 
_____ Technology development 
_____ Purchase of equipment for small businesses 
_____ Labor skill development 
_____ Community-wildland interface work 
_____ Ecosystem restoration work 
_____ Multi-party monitoring 
_____ Fuels reduction work 
_____ Market analysis/development 
_____ Marketing/merchandising 
_____ Biomass for community energy needs 
_____ Development of capacity for wood utilization 
_____ Use of formerly non-merchantable species 
_____ Transfer of technical knowledge/information 
_____ Recycling &/or composting – involving wood 
_____ Watershed restoration work 
 

 
29.) Has your forest ever nominated a community, group, Forest Service employee, or 
other individual for a National RCA Award?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No  
_____ Don't know  
 
 
30.) Has your forest ever nominated a Forest Service unit or employee for a Chief's Award 
or Honor Award based on RCA accomplishments?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 
_____ Don't know  
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31.) Please describe for us what you see as the role for the Forest Service in the area of 
community development. In what ways can RCA programs make a difference in your 
region? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.) What do you see as your role in supporting RCA programs on your forest, within your 
state, and in your region? 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
33.) What do you see as the Regional Office role in supporting RCA programs on your 
forest, within your state, and in your region? 
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Rural Community Assistance Programs Survey - 
 

State Foresters  
 
 
1.) Are you personally working with rural communities in your state at this time?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No  

 
 

2.) How would you rate your level of familiarity with the RCA programs and approaches as 
compared to the more conventional state and private forestry programs and your natural resource 
responsibilities?  
 
_____ Much more familiar with RCA programs  
_____ Somewhat more familiar with RCA programs  
_____ About the same level of familiarity with RCA programs  
_____ Somewhat less familiar with RCA programs  
_____ Much less familiar with RCA programs  

 
 

3.) Is your understanding of RCA programs based on: (Please check all that apply)  
 
_____ Local Forest Service information or exposure  
_____ Regional Forest Service information or exposure  
_____ National Forest Service information or exposure 
_____ State forestry programs 

  
 

4.) Have you had other responsibilities or interactions with RCA efforts prior to being a State 
Forester?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No  

 
 

5.) Are you familiar with any of the following materials? (Please check all that apply)  
 
_____ "Working Together" tabloids  
_____ "Toolkit for Transitions"  
_____ "A Strategic Plan for the 1990's: Working Together for Rural America"  
_____ "Working Together for Rural America: 2000 and Beyond” 
_____ Forest Service Regional or national web sites  

 
 

6.) Have you ever attended a national RCA Partnership Conference?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 
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7.) What level of interaction do you maintain with your RCA staff?  
 
_____ Very high level of contact with your RCA staff 
_____ High level of contact with your RCA staff 
_____ Moderate level of contact with your RCA staff 
_____ Low level of contact with your RCA staff 
_____ Never have contact with your RCA staff  

 
 

8.) Are employees, other than the designated RCA staff, familiar with RCA programs?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 
_____ Don't know  

 
 

9.) Are employees who are not designated as the RCA staff actively involved in technical 
assistance or other interactions with rural communities?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 
_____ Don't know  
 
 
 
11.) Are RCA responsibilities included in position descriptions for those individuals designated as 
RCA staff?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 
_____ Don't know  
 
 
12.) How are RCA staff evaluated on their performance in this area of work?  
 
_____ Performance evaluated similar to other duties through the performance   
 evaluation process. 
_____  Performance evaluated on elements specific to community work 
_____  Not a factor in performance evaluation due to the small percentage of  time  devoted 
to RCA work. 
_____ Other (please describe) 
 
 
 
13.) For those employees with RCA work in their position description, is the portion of their job 
that is designated for those responsibilities realistic for the level of work required to do the job 
effectively?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 
_____ Don't know  
 
 
 

 50 NCRCRD, 2004



 

14.) What kind of program management do you see as important for those employees 
responsible for RCA programs? (Please check all that apply)  
 
_____ Grants management  
_____ Technical assistance to communities  
_____ Strategic planning assistance to local action teams  
_____ Developing new partnerships  
_____ Documentation, assessment/evaluation, and reporting of program effectiveness within 

assisted communities  
_____ Other (please describe) 

 
 

15.) Of these types of program management, please identify the two that are most important. 
(Please check only two of the following)  
 
_____ Grants management  
_____ Technical assistance to communities  
_____ Strategic planning assistance to local action teams  
_____ Developing new partnerships  
_____ Documentation, assessment/evaluation, and reporting of program effectiveness within 

assisted communities  
_____ Other (please describe) 
 

 
16.) What do you see as the most important thing you currently do to support the RCA programs 
in your state?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17.) Are you familiar with the Forest Service's methodology for measuring outcomes in 
communities that are receiving RCA assistance?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No  
 
 
18.) Do you know how this methodology relates to the annual accomplishment reporting, or to 
GPRA?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 

  
 

19.) Has your state become involved in any "outcome-based" evaluation or measurement 
processes for any programs?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 
_____ Don't know  
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20.) Does your staff incorporate RCA information into your legislative outreach?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 
_____ Don't know  
 
 
21.) Does your staff incorporate RCA information into your public participation efforts?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 
_____ Don't know  

 
 

22.) Have RCA programs affected your management style or the decision processes used by 
your Management Team?  
 
_____ Yes  
_____ No  
 
 
23.) Do you give direction to your line or staff officers regarding use of or support to the RCA 
programs?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No  

 
 

24.) Have planning or administrative processes changed in order to more effectively develop 
opportunities to work with rural communities that are developing their capacity to help care for the 
land?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 
_____ Don't know  

 
 
25.) Do you have a process or procedure in place for collecting information from communities that 
receive RCA assistance?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No 
_____ Don't know  
 
 
26.) Have you been involved in any of the following Forest Service initiatives? (Please check all 
that apply)  
 
_____ Collaborative stewardship  
_____ Recreation and tourism strategies  
_____ Watershed restoration  
_____ National Fire Plan 
_____ Small diameter utilization  
_____ Reduction of invasive species  
_____  Forest Plan Revision 
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27.) In helping strengthen forest communities through the National Fire Plan and Healthy Forest 
Restoration, which five of the following activities are most important to the communities you work 
with? (Select five) 
  
_____ Business plans/business start-up 
_____ Business expansion 
_____ Feasibility studies 
_____ Community strategic planning 
_____ Community fire planning 
_____ Focused training/education 
_____ Engineering design 
_____ Establish/improve community fire services 
_____ Technology development 
_____ Purchase of equipment for small businesses 
_____ Labor skill development 
_____ Community-wildland interface work 
_____ Ecosystem restoration work 
_____ Multi-party monitoring 
_____ Fuels reduction work 
_____ Market analysis/development 
_____ Marketing/merchandising 
_____ Biomass for community energy needs 
_____ Development of capacity for wood utilization 
_____ Use of formerly non-merchantable species 
_____ Transfer of technical knowledge/information 
_____ Recycling &/or composting – involving wood 
_____ Watershed restoration work 
 

 
28.) Has your staff  ever nominated a community, group, Forest Service employee, state 
employee, or other individual for a National RCA Award?  
 
_____ Yes 
_____ No  
_____ Don't know  
 
 
29.) Please describe for us what you see as the role for the Forest Service in the area of 
community development. In what ways can RCA programs make a difference in your state?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
30.) What do you see as your role in supporting RCA programs in your state? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
31.) What do you see as the Regional Office role in supporting RCA programs in your state? 
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