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Wildfire management has grown increasingly comphesecent years,
particularly in the West and in the Wildland-Urblaterface (WUI) where a steady
population growth has resulted in greater riske¢ogde and property. Recent trends
suggest the process of recovering from large {#@60,000 acres) will become
increasingly important to forest agencies and comtias (National Interagency Fire
Center 2007). However, many forest managemenopees are ill prepared to cope
with the ecological planning and public interacsdhat follow such events. Agency
personnel are called on to make technical decisiegarding fire management and
restoration, communicate current and reliable mi@iion to community members,
and include them in postfire planning (McCool et24106, Taylor et al. 2005). Such
circumstances can result in conflicts over manage@etions that play out in the
public arena.

Until recently, little research had been conduategostfire environments.
This dissertation helps close that gap by examinitigen-agency interactions in
postfire settings. Findings are presented in thmaauscripts. The first manuscript

synthesizes literature from postfire and relateatexts to identify themes associated



with citizen-agency interactions that may be useduhanagers in postfire settings.
Findings suggest interactions are key to citizastfracceptance, and overall success
of bringing communities together to agree on a sewf action.

The second manuscript evaluates interviews abaifimpcommunication
from citizens and agency personnel in five possi#ings in the western U.S.
Results highlight the complexity of communicatiand the important role it can play
in building trusting relationships. These findirajso offer several suggestions for
managers faced with planning public outreach instfpre context.

The third manuscript examines survey results framm postfire settings in
Oregon. Findings suggest an agency’s commitmeloing-term interactions with
citizens influences citizen trust in the agencied acceptance of postfire management
strategies. There is broad support for postfiraagament activities (i.e., erosion
control, seeding, replanting), though acceptandejpgendent on trustworthy relations.
Findings from this research indicate that posititzen-agency relations will need to
be developed before a fire occurs if postfire axdiare to be timely and supported by

local communities.
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CITIZEN-AGENCY INTERACTIONS:
AN INVESTIGATION OF POSTFIRE ENVIRONMENTS

Introduction to Dissertation Topic

Fire has been an important disturbance elementanéling forests across
North America for millennia (Arno and Allison-Bunih2002, Pyne 1982). Because
small wildfires routinely removed fuels, large witds (100,000+ acres) have
historically been infrequent and unpredictable (&d897a). However, fire
suppression efforts in the last century altereddtastorical fire regimes and caused
an increase in fuel loading across many forestsicpéarly in the Western United
States (Agee 1993 and 1997a). As a result, a nuafk@ge wildfires have occurred
in the past decade, including record-setting fineseveral states. Current drought
cycles and the occurrence of wildfires that burhigh intensities are additional
factors that make it difficult to effectively sugss these fires (Agee 1997b, Dombeck
et al. 2004). Future fire conditions are expettele further exacerbated by climate
shifts associated with global warming (McKenzialet2004).

Consequently, wildfire is a significant threat twdsts and communities
through the United States. At the same time, faremagement has grown
increasingly complex in recent years, particulanlyhe West and in the Wildland-
Urban Interface (WUI) where a steady populationndiohas resulted in greater risk
to people and property. Recent trends suggegtrtdeess of recovering from large
fires will become increasingly important to foragiencies and communities (National
Interagency Fire Center 2007). However, many taremagement personnel are ill

prepared to cope with the public interactions thldw such events (Olsen and



Shindler 2007). Numerous factors exist that makstfpe planning especially
problematic.

The decisionmaking environment after large firefllisd with a high degree
of uncertainty, coupled with pressure for promptarc Agency personnel on postfire
planning teams may have little personal experiégncraw on in these circumstances,
as wildfires at this scale are often a one-timeneurethe career of a line officer or
technical specialist. Forest management persaritezl look to science for guidance,
but in postfire settings help is elusive; reseanclihese landscapes is scarce and
offers conflicting interpretations (Beschta et26l04, Lindenmayer et al. 2004,
Sessions et al. 2004). Nevertheless, agency pegkare called on to make technical
decisions regarding fire management and restorat@mmmunicate current and
reliable information to community members, anduidld them in postfire planning
(McCool et al. 2006, Taylor et al. 2005). Not sisimgly, such circumstances can
result in considerable conflict over potential aetual management actions that play
out in the public arena. Additionally, emotions &rgh and much is at stake in these
situations, including valuable timber, wildlife h&ds, private property, recreation
sites, and so on. The prospects for reaching sauelttsupported decisions following
large-scale fire events appear tenuous. To beessfid, planning efforts will require
an informed and supportive constituency (Shindied.e2002).

Postfire planning also becomes more difficult asrikeds and expectations of
local residents increase. Some people have beptaded from their homes, while

others are just uncertain about what happens mekioak to forest management



personnel for leadership and guidance. This pemspressures on the agency-
community relationship (Shindler et al. 2002) asalgpersonnel attempt to determine
what to do with burned landscapes, how to managewuding (unaffected) forest
lands, and how best to interact with citizens. stworthy relations and credible
information can be essential throughout these phgnefforts (Shindler and Toman
2003, Winter et al. 2004).

Until recently, little social science research haén conducted in postfire
environments because fires were difficult to prediad occurred relatively
infrequently in any one setting. This dissertatahps close that gap by using a multi-
method approach to examine citizen-agency intemastin postfire settings. Three
broad objectives are addressed, each in a distiantiscript that explores this topic in
a different way. These objectives include: 1) expland synthesize pertinent socio-
political literature with implications for postfirgtizen-agency interactions, 2)
examine communication, outreach, and interactiamsg the federal postfire
planning and decisionmaking process, and 3) as#&En-agency interactions,
citizen trust in the federal forest agencies, amolip acceptance of postfire
management strategies.

Manuscript 1 has been published as a General TeadfReport by the
U.S.D.A Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Rese&tetion (Olsen and Shindler
2007). It addresses the first objective by explpand synthesizing the existing
literature on postfire planning, decisionmakingg amanagement, as well as literature

from related fields (e.g., habitat restorationg&irhealth, fuels management, natural
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hazards and disasters) that may be useful in postittings. The major points are
focused in a manner suitable for forest managemensonnel facing management
decisions after a large wildfire, grounding thecdission in the literature and the
research experience of myself and my co-authore Fiajor themes are examined: 1)
contextual considerations, 2) barriers and obssa8euncertainty and perceptions of
risk, 4) communication and outreach, and 5) briggiammunities together.
Subthemes and examples are provided within eacbriiggme. Suggestions about
how forest managers can interact with citizengfanning and restoration activities
after a large wildfire are made. From this summarget of management implications
have been organized to help guide planning in @ve era of postfire decisionmaking.
An abbreviated version of Manuscript 2 is in prass chapter in a General
Technical Report by the U.S.D.A. Forest ServiceififaSouthwest Research Station.
The full-length manuscript presented in this dit#tern addresses the second
objective by building on the theme of communicatiopostfire environments
through interviews with agency personnel and focestmunity members in five
regions that have recently experienced wildfiréke fives sites were purposively
chosen to include a range of fire sizes, local comiy sizes and characteristics, and
physical environments, with all fires occurringrparily on federal land in 2002 or
2003. The sites included communities adjaceredallowing national forests:
Rogue-River Siskiyou National Forest in southwestgon, Deschutes National
Forest in central Oregon, Pike-San Isabel Natiéoast in Colorado, San Bernardino

National Forest in southern California, and Clerdl&lational Forest in southern



California. Semi-structured interviews were cortddeeither face-to-face or by
telephone with a total of 24 Forest Service persband 54 community members
across the five sites. Interviews were coded anadyaed to identify key findings and
themes running through responses. Findings asepted to highlight lessons learned
within five primary topics. Factors that contribub successful communication in
postfire environments are explored. Barriers wwceasful communication are also
identified. The issues of credibility, trust, adslsing uncertainty, and attention to
special places surfaced numerous times in theseriatvs, underscoring the
importance of careful planning for communicatiotveEen agencies and citizens.
The manuscript concludes with suggestions for &utesearch.

Manuscript 3, which addresses the third objectivi#,be submitted for
publication in a scientific journal. This manugtrbuilds on findings about
interactions, trust, and acceptability in postérevironments through results from mail
surveys to the attentive public in two sites exadim the previous manuscript:
southwest Oregon near the Biscuit Fire (2002),@ardral Oregon near the Bear &
Booth Complex Fires (2003). The questionnaire sagloped based on results from
the interviews presented in the second manuscApbtal of nearly 800 surveys were
delivered, with a 61% response rate from the Btdewe site and a 70% response rate
from the Bear & Booth Complex Fires site. The moettiogy also allowed for
examination of differences between sites. Findswggyest an agency’s commitment
to long-term interactions with citizens influenaatzen trust in the agencies and

acceptance of postfire management strategies.eliti&road acceptance for most



6
postfire forest management strategies (i.e., enosomtrol, replanting, reseeding) at
both sites. However, acceptance is highly depanaletrustworthy relations among
other factors. Findings from this research indidaat positive citizen-agency
relations will need to be developed well befor&@ dccurs if postfire actions are to
be timely and supported by local communities.

The dissertation closes with a general conclusiahprovides a summary of

the dissertation and highlights relationships amitegfindings.
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ABSTRACT

This report reviews the growing literature on tle@@ept of agency-citizen
interactions after large wildfires. Because langjelfires have historically occurred at
irregular intervals, research from related fields been reviewed where appropriate.
This issue is particularly salient in the West véhexcess fuel conditions indicate that
the large wildfires occurring in many states arpested to continue to be a major
problem for forest managers in the coming yeaisis feview focuses on five major
themes that emerge from prior research: contextuadiderations, barriers and
obstacles, uncertainty and perceptions of risk,rnamication and outreach, and
bringing communities together. It offers ideashonv forest managers can interact
with stakeholders for planning and restorationwtatis after a large wildfire.

Management implications are included.



INTRODUCTION

Wildfire is a significant threat to forests andrewmnding communities
throughout the United States. The issue is pdatilyusalient in the West where
excessive fuel conditions indicate that the larg00,000-acre) wildfires now
occurring in many states are expected to contialeeta major problem for forest
management personnel in the coming years. Constyguihe process of recovering
from large wildfires will become increasingly impant to forest management
agencies and communities. However, many foresagement personnel are largely
unprepared to cope with the ecological planning@uralic interactions that follow
such events. At least four factors converge thedtarthis situation especially
problematic: (1) wildfires at this scale may beng-time event in the career of a line
officer or technical specialist on a particularioaal forest or ranger district, thus
individuals have little personal experience to digwn; (2) although forest
management personnel understand much about stivialsystems and harvest
operations, there is less understanding about gicallorestoration of lands affected by
major wildfire; (3) local residents have even legperience in these matters but
possess a high degree of concern about the riskrarettainty of ecological and
social conditions surrounding their communities ok to forest managers for
visible leadership; and (4) because timely respaessential for many postfire
decisions, forest management personnel shouldresaele information in hand and

be prepared to initiate a planning process.
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Postfire restoration and rehabilitation can redea toroad range of
management actions in the affected forest areadjagdent communities. To be
effective in their response, forest managementopers and scientists should agree
on which measures (e.g., culvert installation ptaeement, road decommissioning,
salvage logging, reforestation, no action) appedply constitute restoration activities
once the Burned Area Emergency Response (BAER) heanteft and the situation is
completely in the hands of local forest managerpersonnel. These measures are
likely to include both short- and long-term acti@sswell as the information required
to guide the planning process. Just as imporsathial need for plans that garner broad
public acceptance, especially by members of affectenmunities. For example, the
wildland-urban interface (WUI) is where many dewms will be implemented and
where resulting actions will be either supportedmposed by local residents.
Ultimately, agency personnel will need to consiaeange of ecological, economic,
and sociopolitical information in their deliberat®(Dombeck et al. 2004). One goal
then, would be to design a systematic approachaitiatnable these individuals to
address commonly encountered conditions as wédl ascount for the uncertainty
and risks of new problems. However, relatively fevstfire plans have actually
matured, and identifying a universal “model forsegs” is unlikely. Thus, this report
provides an in-depth discussion of the most relegantributing factors from existing
efforts and related research.

In this paper, our focus is on summarizing reseasdiul to federal agency

personnel (technicians, managers, decisionmakdrs)address the range of
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sociopolitical concerns in forest communities aftadfires. Throughout this
document, we refer to “forest management persorasethe primary audience. We
use this term to refer to forest technicians, marggnd decisionmakers (i.e., line
officers) who are responsible for federal foreshagement—namely, individuals in
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest ServideS. Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Park ServiM& have reviewed available
literature on postfire planning, decisionmakinggd amanagement, as well as literature
in related fields such as habitat restoration,dbhealth, fuels management, and
natural hazards and disasters. We focused the p@aijats in a manner suitable for
forest management personnel facing managemeniaecsfter a large wildfire,
grounding the discussion in the literature andresearch experience. Thus far, very
little decision analysis for postfire responsestia&en place because large wildfires
have, until recently, occurred at irregular intésvand are largely unpredictable.
However, one team (McCool et al. 2006) has sestihge for more indepth research
by providing an event-based framework for examirihmgyeffects of wildfire on
communities. Our intent here is to use these &ffand expand informed, rational
deliberation in this critical area of emerging imjamce. We have five objectives that

are most relevant to current sociopolitical consern

Identify local contextual considerations that iefhce citizen-agency

interactions.

» ldentify common barriers and obstacles encounteyddrest management
personnel.

» Describe the uncertainty and perceptions of rigk slurround these events.

» ldentify communication strategies that have beésctafe in forest

management planning processes.
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» Explore factors that bring communities togetheret@ach agreement.

From this summary, a set of management implicati@ve been organized to

help guide planning in the new era of postfire siecimaking.

MANAGEMENT SETTING

Fire has been an important disturbance elementanéling forests across
North America for millennia (Arno and Allison-Bunih2002, Pyne 1982). Because
small wildfires routinely removed fuels, large wités (100,000+ acres) have
historically been infrequent and unpredictable (A§897a). However, fire
suppression efforts in the last century altereddhestorical fire regimes and caused
an increase in fuel loading across many forestsicpéarly in the Western United
States (Agee 1993 and 1997a). As a result, a nuaftb@rge wildfires have occurred
in the past decade, including record-setting wigdfiin five Western States. Current
drought cycles and the occurrence of wildfires thah at high intensities are
additional factors that make it difficult to effectly suppress these fires (Agee 1997b,
Dombeck et al. 2004). Future fire conditions afpeeted to be further exacerbated
by climate shifts associated with global warmingc@nzie et al. 2004).

The prospects for reaching sound, well-supporteisaas following large-
scale fire events appear tenuous. The federatfaranagement agency planning and
decision process for traditional forest activitfes., timber sales) is often fraught with
pitfalls (Cortner et al. 1998, Shindler et al. 2D0hterest and community groups

frequently line up on each side of such decisiameking planning an arduous and
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lengthy endeavor. Forest management personnel lofbé to science for guidance,
but in postfire settings help is elusive; reseanclihese landscapes is scarce and
offers conflicting interpretations (Beschta et24l04, Lindenmayer et al. 2004,
Sessions et al. 2004). The spread of exotic specid increasing impacts in forested
areas can further complicate the issue (Dombeak €004). Additionally, emotions
are high and much is at stake in these situationkiding valuable timber, wildlife
habitat, private property, recreation sites, andrso

Of course, part of the challenge is the time-sasmsiiature of these decisions.
Merchantable timber volume and profit is likelylde higher if salvage occurs in the
first few years after a wildfire (Lowell et al. 189Sessions et al. 2003). Other
activities, including erosion control measures sagltontour felling for slope
stabilization or sediment traps along roadways aége most effective when
conducted soon after a wildfire. However, decisiabout active forest management
(i.e., harvesting) or more passive approaches (nenitoring, limited management
activity, restricting human use) to rehabilitat@ane certain to be contentious and
require time for thoughtful deliberation. To maeetimely implementation, both
accurate information and a well-crafted public gssseem essential.

A dominant question then is determining the appad@ness of salvage
operations. The current debate centers largelytwther salvage logging is
ecologically sound and what part economics sholad ip deciding if and where
these activities occur (e.g., Donato et al. 2008)lderness areas are excluded

because salvage logging is not consistent with gemant objectives for these areas,
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but roadless areas and late-successional reservesrdral in this argument right
now. For example, the postfire recovery projectfi@ 499,000-acre Biscuit Fire in
southern Oregon has been contentious becauseaihépbrporated salvage on land
that was previously designated for either late-sasional or roadless area
management. Although many industry groups and smeatists assert that salvage
is necessary for species recovery of desired foypsts and for economic gain (e.qg.,
Sessions et al. 2004), other researchers and nmairpiemental organizations do not
believe salvage is ecologically consistent witledsticcessional goals (e.g., Beschta et
al. 2004). Public protests of salvage sales amoon and the media provides a
forum for controversy. Not only do forest managatrgersonnel operate within a
controversial planning process, they often do gt acientific uncertainty and under
scrutiny of a watchful public representing numerpasts of view.

Infused in this context is the amount of media cage given to these events.
As the relative size of the wildfires—and the cepending threat to people’s homes
and lives—has increased, so has media attentietevition coverage of the 2003
California fires, for example, brought national piaence to wildfire and forest health
conditions; cameras recorded entire communitiesgoevacuated while more than
2,400 homes burned (North County Times 2003). Usdeh elevated levels of
public awareness, much is at stake for forest mamagt personnel in the recovery
process.

Postfire planning also becomes more difficult asrikeds and expectations of

local residents increase. Some people have beptaded from their homes, while
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others are just uncertain about what happens mekko@k to forest management
personnel for leadership and guidance. This pemspressures on the agency-
community relationship (Shindler et al. 2002) asalgpersonnel attempt to determine
what to do with burned landscapes, how to managewuding (unaffected) forest
lands, and how best to communicate with citizehsustworthy relations and credible
information can be essential throughout these phgnefforts (Shindler and Toman

2003, Winter et al. 2004).

RESEARCH SUMMARY
To help address the challenges to postfire plananmtjdecisionmaking, recent
literature was focused into five major areas faraation.
» Contextual considerations and their influence ézem-agency interactions
including spatial, temporal, and social factors.
« Common barriers and obstacles encountered by lamhgement personnel.
* Uncertainty and perceptions of risk.

« Communication strategies for effective planning.
» Factors that bring communities together to reackeagent.

Where a shortage of research in postfire settirgsse we draw from related
literature in fields such as habitat restoratieme$t health, fuels management, and

natural hazards and disasters to help expose pteanhcerns and opportunities.

Contextual Considerations

Each wildfire occurs under its own set of ecolobamnditions and within a
unique social setting. The notion of context inaplthat whatever postfire solutions

are acceptable in one community may not necesdaibo in another, even when
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problems are similar (Kneeshaw et al. 2004). Looalkextual conditions are
significant to citizens because this is how theglarstand and prioritize the spatial,
temporal, and social factors surrounding an evdfirest management personnel
usually think in terms of the first two factors,damost often from an ecological
standpoint. But for most citizens, ecological oestion (or rehabilitation) over large
spatial and temporal scales is not an intuitiveceph (Geyer and Shindler 1994); local
residents are much more likely to think in termsamhiliar places or specific sites.
Thus, an initial consideration for forest managenpeansonnel is that the public
usually does not consider time and space attribotee same manner as managers,
nor do they use the same terminology to descrieetfMagill 1991, Shindler 2000).

Fire ecology researchers typically advocate fod$zape recovery at
appropriately large spatial scales (e.g., Kauffrd@®4). But for citizens, spatial
context will require consideration of known, iddiatble places. These might be long-
time family recreation sites, particular scenionge or forest places that hold
particular relevance to the community. Becausethi#ic’s interests lie at specific
local scales (e.g., parks, recreations sites, gl@nning at larger watershed or
regional-level landscapes may be beyond theiringitope. Many will find it
difficult to relate to policies without recognizaldboundaries or geographic
significance (Stankey and Shindler 2006) and masehestant to give full support to
restoration of forest lands across a broad landsc&pr example, in southwestern
Oregon, old-growth forests used by local residémtsecreation were burned in the

2002 Biscuit Fire. Plans to salvage timber fromsthareas met significant opposition
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for a variety of reasons, one of which was pubkpeztation that the area would
continue to be forested and available for wildifed recreation purposes (Associated
Press 2005, Barnard 2005).

Confrontations about spatial scale also underli BN (not in my backyard)
arguments. Although they may be viewed as setéisponses from property owners,
these arguments can reflect a fundamental disaettish with decisionmaking
processes judged to be unresponsive to local cos¢Btankey and Shindler 2006).
Such concerns can also reveal place attachmentsdlthmeaning to citizens and
affect how people define appropriate actions irs¢hplaces (Williams and Patterson
1996). Thus, taking time to become intimately fisaniwith community meanings
and feelings about a locality (known as constrgctirisense of place”) offers forest
management personnel a way to identify, anticipatd,respond to the attachments
people form about the landscapes surrounding théithgms and Stewart 1998) and
can strengthen planning and management effortsnfRagt and Brown 2006).
Outreach strategies such as community forums, beiglood meetings, site visits,
and mapping exercises can be used effectivelystmuds these places while also
providing opportunities for local connections tofbeged and strengthened (Beverly
et al. 2006, Brown 2006, Kruger and Shannon 20@).the Deschutes National
Forest, for example, landscape architects provigsdjraphic information system
(GIS) maps and encouraged residents to mark uptbiey “identified with” prior to
planning a large thinning project. Also, just tweeks after the 90,000-acre Bear &

Booth (B&B) Fires in 2003, Deschutes personnel cated a bus tour of the burned
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area so that local property owners could see tldive event for themselves, ask
guestions to better understand what happened sifathiliar landscape, and begin to
discuss the forest recovery process (Toman eD8B)2 These forms of site-specific
attention can facilitate a connection between ttwtagjical and social importance of a
place.

The temporal context of managing landscapes alsodtntly received much
attention by researchers. For example, ecosystenagement has spurred interest in
strategies that focus on dynamic natural procg$sa®ra and Buse 2004, Rapp 2003),
particularly historical fire regimes (Cissel et 899, Kauffman 2004). But temporal
context is especially problematic for citizens ware challenged to understand
complex ecological processes, such as naturalrdatae and succession, and to
evaluate the long-term consequences of such presess this regard, science has
been slow to provide the necessary long-term disiagnuson (1990) has criticized
the lack of time-series analysis in ecosystem reklearguing that too often we
produce landscape snapshots in time and as a,resdérestimate the degree of
change that occurs. Of course, one of the probfenresearchers is that it is difficult
to address long-term ecological change on predamtijnahort-term funding cycles.
Just recently, primarily through the multiagencind&ire Science Program, we have
begun more long-term studies at wildfire reseaitds s

On the management side, federal forest agenciesdiaw been criticized for a
lack of institutional memory about forest practi¢€®rtner et al. 1996). For example,

when a new ranger arrives on a district, frustratitay be expressed by the locals
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who feel they have to “break in” the new forest anger to specific community
conditions and concepts. Frequent moves by peet@atween jobs or from region to
region are only part of the equation. The lacknohitoring and evaluation programs
is also to blame. Because these activities ate dcmttly and time consuming, they
often may be set aside as thinly stretched forestagement personnel move on to
other duties.

If forest management personnel are unable to peosadid details about cause-
and-effect relationships following postfire managemactivities, we cannot expect
citizens to understand the dynamics involved naghinive expect them to simply go
along with untested management plans. For thag@ublch of the misunderstanding
surrounding temporal concerns (e.g., rate of impletation, length of time until
results are known) stems from the uncertainty @tdsurrounding forest management
decisions (Brunson 1996). However, after a wikdplanning situations are often
influenced by the pressure to make decisions quield certain activities have
ecological or economic time constraints on effexctmplementation For example,
the goal of recovering value from burned standsnasalvage activities should take
place within a few years (Lowell et al. 1992, Sessiet al. 2003). Thus, tension is
created between public expectations and managemeeassity. When agency
planning timeframes span several years, optionsrbedimited. Although legislation
has been proposed to speed up postfire decisiaegses, public concerns will likely
persist over the uncertainty of specific actioRerest managers and decisionmakers

are in the challenging position of balancing thésmands. As with spatial context,
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action taken for restoration or rehabilitation pases for which the long-term
consequences are not apparent—or at best, uneettamface public resistance.

The social context surrounding postfire planning/ma the most important of
all. Forest management personnel understanddbatirce decisions are not made in
a contextual vacuum, but rather they play out ameongmmunity of citizens and
forest management personnel who often have a higigether (Shindler et al. 2002).
For example, McCool et al. (2006) contended thanaling to postfire social issues
requires an understanding of what occurred befodedarring the event as well. The
level of agency-community interactions for wildfavareness, preparedness, prior
planning, evacuation, and suppression all contiboithe postfire planning
environment. This contextual culture will stronghfluence how management
alternatives are considered. Thus, it is notgbstut the options on the table in the
postfire moment. The public’'s acceptance of resopolicies will be directly linked
to how they view the quality of previous decisiorking procedures, especially
opportunities for their participation (Shindleratt 1999, Tuler and Webler 1999).
Over time, these collective interactions also fugfermine how people feel about the
decision-makers. In the end, trust in forest manant personnel and their agencies
is fundamental to social context; and it has plag@drticularly strong role in
communities during other disaster recovery eff@Pstterson 1999).

At least in one regard—at the wildland-urban irdeet—social and spatial
context are interrelated, which adds to the complexVhen a practice like

prescribed burning is implemented “somewhere atsg@ay be a non-issue; or at least
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it may affect people so slightly that they payditttention (Shindler 2000). To
illustrate, several years ago the Mayor of San Ditended an agency-sponsored
ecosystem management workshop in Portland, Oregéter two days of speakers, he
acknowledged that these were indeed interestingssdut for the citizens he
represented, ecological problems such as poortfhezdth were often low-level
concerns. His constituency was more worried abimit daily freeway commute,
getting the kids off to school, paying their bilis,crime in their neighborhood.
Shortly thereafter the national forests surroundag Diego experienced some of
their most devastating wildfires in recorded higtoNow conversations with local
forest management personnel and citizens indibatefite conditions and recovery
programs have new meaning for residents in theseramities (Olsen and Shindler
2006). The point is that forest communities arel\WUJI are where citizens are most
affected by forest management decisions, partigwenen residents are aware of the
consequences. The extent to which a managemaeaticgrar policy will affect their
personal property, alter traditional community emmies, or change unique places can
hold considerable contextual importance for thoselved (Shindler 2000). Much
is at stake in these settings—ecologically andadlyci This is also where forest
management personnel can make a difference bymezog relevant concerns and
focusing the issues for residents (Toman et al622008). Alternatively, when
managers do not make it obvious to locals that thiy considered the social
consequences of wildfire policies, it can hindeitlability to achieve broad

acceptance of management plans.
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Barriers and Obstacles

The postfire planning environment is filled withmarous obstacles. We
address a core set here; no doubt, additional wilesontinue to surface in forest
communities with each fire season. The first leainvolves how forest management
agencies and citizens communicate about the fissage. Planning and decision
processes are often characterized by a lack of eomiamnguage between those

involved. For example, forest management persaypéalally use terms such as
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“restoration,” “recovery,” “rehabilitation,” “stabzation,” and “salvage” to describe
their efforts and intentions; yet understandingl(aonsequently acceptance) of these
management approaches does not exist acrosskahstder groups (Mowrer 2004).
Indeed, conflict can arise when people derive difié meanings from terminology
(Hull and Robertson 2000). In the extreme, citizeray perceive the agencies’ use of
unclear or confusing terms as deliberate with tient to disguise the truth about
planned management activities (Brunson 1992). eikample, some citizens who do
not believe ecological recovery should includeaarmanagement activities (i.e.,
removal of big trees) have criticized the use efword “recovery” in the Bitterroot
Burned Area Recovery Plan, suggesting insteadhleaterm was deliberately used to
garner support for the plan while keeping hiddengbonomic focus (Friends of the
Bitterroot 2005).

This leaves us with the question: Where does resbittity lie for creating a

clear, more easily understood dialogue about niatesaurce problems? Ordinary

citizens have a stake in the outcomes of localsitats, but they do not come with a
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ready-made ability to engage in constructive, éelbive discussion. Thus, the job
falls to forest management personnel. Managemsldloonsider their own
communication capabilities (refer to section on fi@ounication and Outreach”) and
strive to also develop a basic competency (i.ereig@se awareness and knowledge) in
those with whom they engage (Jamieson 1994).

A second barrier involves the focus on “naturaldibons” and how they are
defined by forest management agencies. Effortsiadhgparticularly after wildfire
events, to return landscapes to their “natural’dioon. However, after 300 years of
manipulation including 100 years of extinguishinddiwes, what is perceived to be
natural about American forests is not necessarigitvis natural (Kay 1997). A lack
of scientific consensus about what constitutesrahttonditions only contributes to
the situation (Shindler et al. 2002). Underlythg problem is differing standards of
naturalness and agreement on what our “naturadistershould look like (Williams
and Stewart 1998). In a postfire environment—wl@nescape conditions may
dictate a start-over mentality—agreeing on dedwéare conditions is important, but
may only be half of the discussion. The intendeshagement plans and activities
used to achieve those desired future conditionalacepart of the deliberations.
Ample time and resources should be available frastomanagement personnel,
citizens, and other stakeholders to observe andlppiéscuss the alternatives, as well
as great patience for resulting decisions to play o

Closely related to the natural conditions dilemsianother barrier—

overcoming the dominance of forest aesthetics amsd®mmaking. Visual quality has
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long been a concern for most citizens in forestagament and, consequently, for
managers as well. Indeed, public dissent aboastananagement at times seems
concerned only with appearance. This may be symatic of more serious
underlying problems; Ribe (1999) suggests someididials may interpret a
landscape that looks bad as not being ecologisallyd. Although the visual
appearance of forests after a large wildfire is Imdifferent than that which existed
before, we will need a way to come to terms wisthconditions. If the long-term
view of ecosystem stewardship is to be promotadlilitmean instilling an expanded
set of factors for evaluation, one that encourggeple to look beyond the scenic
aesthetic to an ecological perspective (Gobstettanid2000). Gobster (1996) argued
that most reliable measures of public acceptanc®fest management activities may
be those made onsite, where people can observalifthe senses and consider the
context of management decisions. Thus, forestsleaques following large wildfires
may actually provide good opportunities for gettpepple on the ground while
simultaneously fostering an appreciation of biotad]y diverse and dynamic
environments.

The fourth barrier can be one of the most seri@msiraints on forest
management personnel in postfire planning—the predsr rapid decisionmaking.
Determining whether to salvage log is extremelyetisensitive, driven by politics and
high expectations of the players involved. As noered previously, science offers
conflicting evidence as to the proper course abadh these cases (Beschta et al.

2004, Sessions et al. 2004); thus, forest managegoeesonnel are left with little
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scientific guidance in this political debate. Muike the Healthy Forests Restoration
Act (HFRA 2003) offers methods to expedite thinnprgjects, lawmakers are likely
to devise additional regulatory remedies to ha#terplanning process and allow
timely entry onto lands disturbed by wildfire. Hewver, Stankey and Shindler (1997)
warned that rushing to judgment could deter bugdhlong-term support for
solutions. Given the high level of distrust amat@keholder groups and forest
management personnel and their organizationscgrititime should be invested to
develop credible planning frameworks that are aiat#e to the parties involved. One
potential remedy in the need for quick decision® ialready have strong community
relations in place. This has been the case fobgshutes National Forest following
the 2003 B&B Fires. The fires were preceded bgrgop of relationship building in
which a number of cooperative agency-citizen griugb-reduction projects were
accomplished. This has made postfire recoverytsfamd additional thinning
programs far less contentious than in other looatio

A final barrier we describe here is also significamhe importance of
trustworthy relations among citizens and forest agg@ment personnel is the common
thread that runs through all decisionmaking proegs#\t a basic level, trust refers to
predictable behaviors, reciprocity among parties, @n agency that follows through
with its promises (Fukuyama 1995). As Winter ef{2004: 9) noted “trust is the
willingness to rely on those who have the respalitsithor decisions and actions
related to risk management.” In an atmosphereireguapid agency response,

public trust hinges on relationships built well tvef the wildfire event (McCool et al.
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2006). Unless communities of individuals (forestnragement agencies, homeowners,
business leaders, etc.) have previously built gtrefationships through joint planning
for forest management, they are not likely to caogether quickly after a wildfire
event and agree on a course of action.

Approaches to building trust are often unique tividuals and communities,
but there is little doubt they are centered ondesgry, reliability, and predictability of
contact over the history of a relationship (Blatetal. 2003, Boon and Holmes 1991,
Fukuyama 1995). After extensive examination akei-agency interactions,
Shindler and Cheek (1999) concluded that such comteludes six common factors:
(1) sincere leadership, (2) sound organizationdl@anning skills, (3) early
commitment to citizen participation and continwtfyefforts, (4) inclusiveness, (5)
innovative and flexible methods for interactionddf) efforts that result in action.
These are all characteristics of sound managernahtan be achieved at the local
level, where the best opportunity for building siyaelationships exists. The key to
finding acceptable solutions is in the genuine ussmn and real listening that occurs
when people begin to discuss specific problemsoldayhe range of options, and
eventually see positive patterns in their inteadi(King 1993).

A recent example sheds some light on this issugatehtial outcomes of
forest management agency interactions with theipulifter one Forest Service
ranger district organized public bus tours of tB@2B&B Fires on the Deschutes
National Forest, citizens were asked their opin@insut the onsite discussions

(Shindler et al. 2004). Overall, 92 percent ratedltour as very useful, 98 percent felt
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the information was fair and balanced, and 100gydrbelieved it was credible and
trustworthy. As a result of the tour, 60 percentighey were now more confident in
the ability of the Forest Service to implement #eative fuels program, and 84
percent indicated they were more confident thattency would incorporate
citizens’ concerns into future plans. The toursen@bviously well-received by
participants. In the year following this fire, 4,000-acre thinning program proposed
by the ranger district in this community has reedibroad local support.

However, the nuances of achieving and maintaimungf tan be elusive
(Kramer 1999). To help in understanding the cptica nuances, one recent research
effort has identified three primary dimensionsroft: shared norms and values
(perception being similar), willingness to endofiseilt on confidence, expectation of
reciprocal behavior, and trustworthy behavior), patceived efficacy (belief about
the way others will act and other’s capacity tg #cijeblad 2005). The author
argued that these dimensions and the attributéshtby encompass can be used
effectively for conceptualizing and measuring traattask that has been difficult for
forest management personnel and research scienfisise earned, trustworthy
relations need to be protected too; they can quic&ldestroyed by insincere or
deceptive behaviors (Slovic 1993, Zimmer 1972).-tlBrground success can be most
easily achieved by organizations that encouragétiiding of trusting relationships

as the long-term goal of public interactions.
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Uncertainty and Perceptions of Risk

Although they are very real concerns, uncertaimty iask are not easily
addressed in a postfire context; often, few coecaeswers exist. Recent public
opinion research on the topic found views from asrihe risk spectrum. “Years of
successful fire suppression by management agecmntsbute to a feeling of control;
the extent of most wildfires is reasonably limitet there is generally enough
warning to be able to evacuate, thereby avoiditajifees” (McCaffrey 2004b: 511).

In other disaster situations, there is considerabiéence that people who survive one
event believe it will not happen to them againsthnderestimating the potential risk
and magnitude of a second event (Burton et al. 198ern-Felsher et al. 2001,
Sattler et al. 2000). Repeated exposure to a thamay even lead some to adopt a
“disaster subculture” attitude where the eveniismalized and residents become used
to dealing with it (Tierney 1993). At the samedinthe increase in fire awareness and
preparedness after recent fire events and camphagalso probably led to an
increase in the perception of risks associated hvithig in or near forests.

It is likely that different parties will focus onffierent aspects of risk in
making decisions after a wildfire. Forest managempersonnel and research
scientists necessarily will be concerned with feHop actions to reduce further risk to
a forest ecosystem. Despite generalized publipauor such ideas, when specific
proposals are introduced for local landscapes . eqgmsions may emerge. Some
decisions will be easy to support, such as sdiistation and minimizing flood

damage near developed areas (Ryan and Hamin,se)pagher decisions with greater
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uncertainty of actions may be less likely to reedivoad support. Judgments are
likely to be related to personalized factors susimgpacts on the source of peoples’
livelihood (e.g., decisions favoring or prohibitihgrvesting), changes to important
recreation sites (e.g., new use limits, treatmimglderness or roadless areas),
effects on private property in the WUI, or concetimest forest management agencies
are acting too quickly and without adequate infdrarato support their plans
(McCool et al. 2006, Wondolleck and Yaffee 200Byom the public standpoint,
central questions in these decisions will involv@ak actions will be taken and
where, as well as how serious, how certain, and $mam the consequences will be
experienced (Shindler et al. 2002).

Addressing uncertainty and risk is difficult—largdélecause results are
unknown and risks can only be calculated on théaidity that an undesirable result
will occur. However, two ideas seem helpful: (hpkwledge among individuals about
existing forest conditions and management acts/iied (2) citizens’ trust and
confidence in forest management personnel (Fisahadf. 1981). Shindler et al.
(2002) argued that the public’s recognition of Eirmanagement problems and
citizens becoming comfortable with potential outesnare likely to best evolve from
interactions in forest communitigsior to major wildfire events—simply, residents
become more at ease as they learn about the pobplismatives as well as the
individuals who will implement them. McCool et £€006) called this part of a “fire
auditing” process, where an appraisal is condustede event itself including

decisions before, during, and following the wildfirThe purpose is for forest
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management personnel and citizens together to exatinése decisions, learn from
them, and recommend changes in policy. Thus,ftbe éecomes an important
component of community recovery. Collectivelygdh ideas underscore the
importance of building a mutual literacy of locabéogy, as well as an understanding
of the economic and social influences in a comnyyamd then using a thoughtful
public planning process—in effect, giving the unagty some certainty (Stankey et
al. 2005).

We warn against the temptation to underestimateicertainty issue,
particularly as it relates to relationships in &ireommunities. Overall, the general
trend in the United States has been for citizertettess tolerant of government
personnel taking risks (Shapiro 1990). Howeveepewhen individuals have a low
level of understanding about a potential threa new program is introduced, their
apprehension over management decisions can beateifpy trustworthy, reliable
relations with those responsible for implementafigarle and Cvetkovich 1995,
Jacobson and Marynowski 1997, Siegrist and Cvetko2000). In short, people will
tend to perceive less risk and more benefits agtamtivith proposed solutions. The
greater the trust, the more citizens are likelpgbeve that wildfires can be controlled,
that the extent of the wildfire will be limited, @uation plans can save lives, and any
resulting risks will be low (McCaffrey 2004b).

We also recognize that most postfire settings cawgrtain stigma where
creating additional risks is to be avoided. Imsthesk-averse environments,

attempting new or untested ideas is not easilyeseldl, and resistance can come from
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politicians, regulatory agencies, and citizen gso(fitankey et al. 2003). Wildavsky
(1988) contended the most effective strategy fduceng this uncertainty involves
visible, local trial-and-error experimentation. dnort, to overcome uncertainty, risks
may need to be taken. Jamieson suggested thhesa cases, we should think small
and longterm; that is, it is better to put many Kin@ats out to sea than a single
Titanic (Jamieson 1994). Consider diverse projantsapproaches and monitor the
outcomes. Even in the best scenario, some thirmysnot happen quickly or
efficiently.

A good deal of the postfire uncertainty, as welbaestions about risk, can be
mitigated by multipartner relationships in forestranunities. This suggests forest
management agencies will need to be forthcomingitadhiéficult decisions as well as
the choices involved and engage the many stakehgtdaps that show interest in
forest management activities. On-the-ground ewddendicates the benefits of
mobilizing citizens far outweigh shortcomings oéithinvolvement. For example, in
the aftermath of large wildfires in southern Caiifia in 2003, citizens renewed their
efforts to organize their neighborhoods, proteechls, and communicate about
effective risk-reduction strategies. Fire Safe @mls (and similar groups throughout
the West) are devoted to providing information asburces to citizens (Fire Safe
Council 2005). Although these groups can senanasrganizing mechanism, they
have been most successful when forest managememtiag work in cooperation to
provide leadership, continuity, seed funding fomfimprojects, and expertise for

clarifying and addressing risks (Curtis et al. 200Rindler et. al. 2002). Such efforts
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often reduce uncertainty and perceived risks byidnog individuals with experience,
familiarity, and a perception of control over thation (Palm 1990, Perry and

Greene 1983).

Communication and Outreach

The need for “effective communication” in the cotitef natural resource
management is heard frequently these days. Wermoasguments with this premise
here, but a basic understanding of the two compgsra&rcommunication is useful.
Contentis what the communication is about; in other woths,information being
conveyed. In most cases, this has been the fddosest management agency
communications. For example, McCool et al. (20@@&)ined several areas where
information can be useful to local citizens inchgldescriptions of the extent of the
ecological and social impacts incurred; new po&iazards such as floods and
mudslides; needs for salvage, restoration, repad,reconstruction; and lessons
learned for future events. All such communicatioresy be useful in postfire settings.

The second component of communication invojwexess or how and why
information is conveyed. Some authors claim thaearontent has been identified,
everything else becomes process (Clark and Stat®@1)), intimating the importance
of communication skills, public outreach, and kniogvthe target audience. However,
good public process has typically been a shortcgrafrour federal forest
management agencies (Cortner et al. 1998, Shiatdkdr 2002), although in wildfire
situations some phases are handled more adeptlgxBmple, during and

immediately following a wildfire, communication iimportant for conveying
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information about emergency supplies, disastestsge, and identifying potentially
dangerous areas (Taylor et al. 2005). Accessfloleyrate, and easily understood
information can help alleviate public concerns guodstions about what will happen
next (Kumagai et al. 2004b, Taylor et al. 2005hofe trees and the Internet have
become invaluable tools at this stage; citizenstwead-time information about their
community. They also want reassurance about mamagfeactivities and short-term
actions; thus, the ability to have personal contattt forest management personnel
seems essential.

Beyond this initial dissemination of informatiohgtcommunication process
for planning and decisionmaking is a multifacetao-one for which forest
management agencies have come under considerahiimgc¢e.g., Cortner et al.
1996, Toman et al. 2006). Standardized, one-wassages are widely criticized, as
are meetings that follow traditional governmentitasny-style format with little two-
way interaction (McCaffrey 2004a, Toman 2005).short, people just do not like
being “talked at.” As Shindler et al. (2002) ardua common mistake for forest
management personnel is confusing the provisianfofmation with increased public
understanding, and ultimately with public accep&aotforest management programs.
This is not to suggest that technical informatibowt forest conditions or restoration
treatments is not necessary or useful for citizéPaticularly after a wildfire event,
accurate details about potential next steps wikdsential. But how and why
information is presented, as well as the ensuiagudision, are just as important.

Substantial research (e.g., Winter et al. 2002feéadnd Wondolleck 1997) indicates
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that any practice, especially new or untested idedscal communities, is more likely
to succeed if the public understands the ratiofwalé, if citizens have been genuinely
engaged in a hands-on give-and-take process (befiptementation), and if they
recognize the potential outcomes. Jamieson (1894w the need for meaningful
forms of communication that fit the target audiensea way to understand citizen

concerns and to positively alter behavior:

Facts do not speak for themselves. They musttbepieted and
appreciated. Generally programs that provide in&dirom are not very
successful in improving understanding or changielgavior. Serious
thought must be given to what it means to educatie thve public and
policy-makers. As opposed to brochures and reppetsple tend to
respond to stories, analogies, examples, and s&duacation is more
likely to occur in the context of a personal redaship than in
anonymous information provision.

In postfire environments, forest management persiozan choose how they
provide information and what the experience wilfftyecitizens. The most positive
public responses come from situations where masagerable to articulate in clear
terms the purpose of a particular restoration tneat, including the ecological basis
for it (Hull and Robertson 2000; Ryan and Haminpi|ass). But forest management
personnel have limited resources to spend acresspictrum of outreach activities
and different tools work better for different oljees. In wildfire situations, Toman
and Shindler (in press) identified that both onerdavices (i.e., brochures,
newsletters, public service announcments) and méeeactive approaches (i.e.,

interpretive activities, demonstration sites, gdidield visits) contribute to successful
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public communication strategies. Broad mass midmaats are useful for general
audiences and delivering large-scale (Smokey Bga) forevention messages,
whereas targeted, more interactive formats termtbetter for developing
understanding and building people’s capacity tai@pate in solutions. Additionally,
information that focuses on local conditions andaswns can decrease citizen
uncertainty and the tendency to blame someone (§an& al. 2004b, Tennen and
Affleck 1990). In sum, plans and practices tlesuit from a well-crafted
communication process are viewed as more credideealiable.

The notion that effective communication is a pradfeffective planning
cannot be overstated. This is particularly truonest communities where
communication strategies now often include develggommunity fire plans and
relationships with property owner groups for fusfluction and restoration activities
(Toman and Shindler, in press). In such casésjmportant to organize an outreach
planwithin the management unit before approaching the p(®hmndler and Gordon
2005b). Although it is important to bring the cmmity into the planning process as
soon as possible, initial internal planning by eecmanagement team is a key
element. Just as in planning any treatment oeptpfime should be devoted to
organizing the outreach approach (Knotek and Wa2@®, Toman 2005). This
initial step involves forest management personget@ng on how community
members will be included and how to communicatéwiem in an organized and
effective manner. By clarifying outreach objectiypersonnel can focus on the most

suitable forms of communication. For example, giscess allows management units
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to identify their relevant publics, what people htigeed to know to participate, the
most useful timing of communications, the rolezgtis will play, where established
relationships already exist, any planning constsaom apparent risks, which personnel
are best suited to be the public contact lead sanah. When it comes time to meet
with citizens, the agency will appear better orgadi be more capable of providing
sound leadership, and be better able to respoundamnticipated events or challenges
inherent in every wildfire event.

To summarize, steps to a more successful commiongatogram include (1)
going in with a plan, (2) choosing the right leadend then supporting them, (3)
taking advantage of existing resources, (4) getimgon the ground and into
neighborhoods, (5) letting actions speak for inted, (6) keeping in touch with the
community, and (7) staying in it for the longter8h(ndler and Gordon 2005b). A
comprehensive presentation of these ideas is prdvitda recent DVD production,
Communication Strategies for Fire Managemttindler and Gordon 2005a), which
draws from effective citizen-agency partnershipinest communities. A companion
field guide (Shindler and Gordon 2005b) outlines skepwise approach for

implementing these public outreach strategies.

Bringing Communities Together

Although large wildfires occur in forests, their sagrofound effects are felt
by citizens in communities. This relationship ecbming most evident as forest
management agencies attempt to plan their posifipeoach to rehabilitation and

restoration. Researchers have provided extensseegsion about the human
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community response to natural hazards and disastersintil very recently, little has
been specific to wildfire. When faced with natutedasters such as hurricanes and
floods, local residents tend to unite with the ifggethat “we’re all in this together.”
This cohesion phenomenon results primarily becthesse disasters tend to be viewed
as uncontrollable events where victims are morkess-randomly chosen (Burton et
al. 1993, Slovic et al. 1987). Although often gHed, this cohesion serves as a
coping mechanism for victims and can enable lazzadiérs to reach agreements with
citizens on postdisaster recovery activities anolripies (Burton et al. 1993). In some
cases, however, the temporary nature of citizeamttin has a negative effect. Studies
indicate that after disasters, there is a tendémcgome residents to become apathetic
to the possibility of future events, particulayhey have fared well or experienced
SO0 many other events as to normalize the aftertsf{@alm 1990, Tierney 1993).

Human-caused disasters, on the other hand, calt ireblaming behaviors
because they are seen as preventable and prosidgext for finger pointing
(Cuthbertson and Nigg 1987). For citizens, majidfive events may have elements
of both natural and human-caused disasters; tlossfifg planning efforts may
experience mixed responses (Carroll et al. 200052Rent et al. 2003; Kumagai
2001; Kumagai et al. 2004a). For example, difiees in how citizens view who is
responsible for fuel reduction and defensible sgaograms that protect homes, as
well as the importance of these activities, maydéivcommunities. Basic beliefs
about more/less involvement by government and venetitizens should accept

greater personal responsibility for property arthatroot of these concerns (Bright
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and Burtz 2006). Responses after Montana’s BaterFires and Oregon’s Biscuit
and B&B Fires show communities on both sides o$¢hissues (Campbell 2004,
Friends of the Bitterroot 2005, Olsen and Shin@[&06).

Forest management personnel are thrust into tfisuli and complex social
dynamic. They are often called upon to creategtanmprove ecological conditions,
and recognize their chances of success will begrdecitizens pull together in
support. Research indicates that the job willdser when cohesiveness already
exists within a community, demonstrated by anahitrell-being and a capacity to
respond to both internal and external stress (CGatal. 2005). Well-being simply
refers to the existing general components (soe@nomic, political) that contribute
to the community maintaining itself (Kusel 1996,d¢au et al. 1999). Capacity
involves the community’s ability to meet the neefisesidents, respond to changes,
minimize impacts, create opportunities, and takeaathge of changing conditions
(Kusel 1996). Both terms suggest that good le&geennd a well-informed,
motivated set of stakeholders are integral for esisc

McCool et al. (2006) make a strong case that fism@agement agencies should
provide the organizing framework for bringing conmities together and that much of
this organizing should manifest as planning beforevent occurs. They describe
steps to bridge the sociopolitical and environmierdatext including actions prior to,
during, and after wildfire events. Their basicmprge involves the need to (1) accept
the “uncontrollable” elements in the fire equat{ae., drought cycles) and identify

variables that can be controlled (i.e., fire rigk#tigation measures), (2) consider the
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consequences to communities, and (3) foster loeger planning. Their framework
is intended to help all parties better understaedcbnsequences of wildfire and build
the capacity for communities to link decisions tbetur at every stage of these
events. This (admittedly) is a broad-scale coned@pproach; however, Ryan and
Hamin (2006) found considerable support for thdeas in assessments following the
Cerro Grande Fire in New Mexico.

Other researchers have suggested more specifioagm@s can also contribute
to a community’s ability to come together and reagheement. For example,
Shindler and Gordon (2005b) urged forest manageagmsricies to take advantage of
existing community networks that can carry the firessage to a larger audience.
Property owner associations, watershed councits; failends” groups that already
have a constituent base can be allies in buildimgraness and increasing public
acceptance of management practices. Importapecesd community members can
help focus the message for citizens, effectivebyrisiy the load and taking forest
management personnel out of the perpetual “hot sé&brest planning. Community
members are particularly useful in identifying Ibttauble spots in need of active
management. For example, Fire Safe Councils iffd@aila have been successful
owing to the side-by-side work between citizens famdst management personnel. In
other postfire settings, many such efforts are gmgrthroughout the Western United
States. One community group in southern Califowaa formed after the 2003
wildfires and has the mission of coordinating “ficéal, economic and social

resources, and enhancing information sharing o \@herable mountain area
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families to improve their quality of life” (Rebuildly Mountain Hearts & Lives 2006).
Groups in other fire-prone regions in Montana, wabolorado, and Arizona are
coming together with a similar mission—better pregaess for wildfire. In Oregon,
citizens who patrticipated in an agency/public tolia wildfire site joined together to
support a restoration plan that included erosiortroband salvage logging (see
footnote 3). These examples and the early suafessnmunity fire planning teams
in response to the Healthy Forest Restoration HERA 2003), offer guidance on
how to build capacity among citizens and bring camities together.

In a postfire environment, program development aselof local resources
such as established social networks will be anndisgg@art of community recovery
(Carroll et al. 2005, Petterson 1999). These m®e®can help address concerns about
uncertainty (Lang 1990) and bring local stakehadegether in both a physical and
emotional sense (Daniels and Walker 2001, Gral. @081). By promoting face-to-
face interaction, humanization of the concernstbérs, and acknowledgement of
diverse viewpoints, collaboration leads to moressive communities and an
increased sense of ownership in outcomes (Wondioled Yaffee 2000). These
conditions are best achieved through local prograatker than dictated from the
regional or national level, and form the foundationwildfire recovery efforts
(McCool et al. 2006).

For these reasons, it is important to create oppdres to meet local citizens
in their neighborhood setting (Shindler and Gor@665b). Residents care deeply

about their home site, their backyards, and otherilfar places in their community.
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They have a stake in what happens there. Forestgeanent personnel can help
these committed individuals develop a better urtdadsng of the surrounding
resources and potential options, enabling themaidk wogether to accomplish mutual
objectives. But the problems considered need targent to the community, not just
to the forest management agency (Sirmon 2001yesssuch as erosion and flooding
potential, continued recreation access, or pratgatiildlife habitat may be the most
pressing concerns for community members followingldfire. Listening skills and
patience are important attributes for forest mansege personnel; creating effective
community partnerships reflects an iterative precdsis one that builds on itself and

commonly requires continual “care and feeding” (@her and Gordon 2005b).

MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

Forest management personnel are faced with manigcbes after a wildfire.
Questions persist about how natural resourceseitestored, extracted, or left alone,
as well as how the planning process will be coretlitd reach decisions that will be
broadly supported. Although each occurrencefisréint, made so by its own set of
unique conditions and circumstances, we have suietaresearch and management
experiences that can be useful in crafting postfirest management plans. This
section identifies a set of management implicatibas may be common across

jurisdictional settings.
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Acknowledge the Reality and Importance of Public @&ptance

The ability to adequately address citizens’ cons@fout postfire forest
management efforts will influence a community’'semance of resulting decisions. It
will be important to acknowledge the reality of fialpinion and the need for
multiparty relations. Although most researchers famest management personnel
recognize the value in working toward public aceepe (Kneeshaw et al. 2004,
Mascia et al. 2003, Thornhill 2003), skepticisni smains among the federal agency
culture about the need to include citizens (Shinélal. 2002). Yet, there is no
denying that citizens will have numerous quest@md concerns after a wildfire event
and, in many cases, will have an expectation tieit views will be included in
recovery and rehabilitation plans.

To legitimize efforts for postfire planning, foresanagement personnel will
need to recognize the factors that shape, sustathalter citizens’ judgments about
policies and the forest management agencies whamplement them. Three ideas
may be useful. Stankey and Shindler (2006) ndtatigublic judgments are
conditional, often based on whether actions are fair to akedtolders and if decision
processes are inclusive of those who may be imgacihey also noted that public
judgments areontextual, based on familiar, identifiable places that holganing for
citizens. Thus, planning is ideally built arouhese places where people can see the
relevance in proposed practices and become corbfentéth the longer term
consequences. This will involve discussions ofeutainty and perceptions of risk.

To the extent forest management personnel catheet, people will want to know
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how certain and how soon the effects will be, patérly the “no action” decision of
leaving burned landscapes alone.

Public judgments also apgovisional (Stankey and Shindler 2006). Plans and
decisions that people find acceptable today maytdlof favor depending on new
factors that emerge. For example, judgments cangdhbased on new science,
success of on-the-ground treatments, or the pedoce of forest management
personnel. Thus, maintaining a balance point anpamties involves a continual
process of monitoring, evaluation, and adjustmereggtley 1995).

In the postfire context, it will be useful to thiok multiparty relations not as
barriers, but as opportunities to ensure publiess¢o planning processes and as a
way to build an ecological literacy among the comityu(Orr 1992). These programs
can provide a method to communicate with the puddbicut important concepts as
well as a way to learn from citizens about theima@rns and priorities (Yankelovich
1991). Itis also useful to recognize that publiceptance is not something an
agency can directly control; instead it is morelykto evolve from an informed
citizenry. Public opinion that derives from an emstanding of the issues and the
implications of actions is more responsible, staatel consistent (Shindler et al.
2002). By giving credence to the idea of publiogass, forest management personnel
acknowledge the constant tension between citizetesest groups, and themselves,

and provide a method for reaching durable decisidvenner 1990).
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Building Public Understanding and Agreement Requ&@ Long-term Commitment

Building public support will require commitmentstohe, resources, and
leadership to develop a shared understanding esfa@onditions and practices.
Postfire planning is an ongoing process that belgimg before a fire occurs. The
learning environment that evolves through all peaxdire (pre, during, post) can
help citizens understand the implications and pg@koonsequences that must be
dealt with in the aftermath (McCool et al. 200&ven when events result in
unanticipated outcomes, the community is bettepgmed to respond if they have
worked through the entire cycle together.

Large fire events may alter the questions we tyjyiealdress in land
management planning. In effect, the area has beenew landscape with different
attributes. The old practices of planning and ngan@zent may not be appropriate for
this new landscape. Accordingly, personnel might &vhat do we have now and
what are the options available to us?” This atsnss like a good opportunity for an
open discovery process and finding community ageseron a suitable course of
action. Deliberations will not only involve thetams, but also questions about the
potential risks, tradeoffs, and costs of each, elsas how long they will take to
achieve desired outcomes. This is not likely t@alshort discussion. It is rare that
such information is readily available and, rardl, sthen it can be laid out clearly.
This will involve a commitment of resources anddeiship to work through these
new questions. Likely benefits include more thast finding potential answers.

Discussion of problems and plans results in makestolders surfacing, who then
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learn, interact, and enrich the pool of potentidiisons (Shindler and Gordon 2005a,
2005b). Effective leadership is needed to stmectine conversation and allow for a
common understanding of environmental complexiti®ach activities are costly, but

a failure to attend to these questions and congeliily to be even more so.

Uncertainty and Risk are a Natural Part of Postfifelanning

For many citizens, it is the uncertainty of progbaetions that gets them
excited. Forest management agencies will neeeélfpdil parties become comfortable
with this idea, including some of their own persehnThe presence of risk will
challenge forest management personnel to be fartingpabout difficult decisions
and choices. It will not be enough to talk abciyéar fire-return intervals and
expect this to have much relevance for citizens I in an era when postfire
science is inconclusive and definitive answergrare. This means acknowledging
the limits of scientific understanding and the imtpace of on-the-ground
experimentation, despite our inability to specifitames with precision (Stankey and
Shindler 2006). This also means that scientistg megd to play a more active role in
public deliberations about postfire options. Opmresearch from the Pacific
Northwest shows that citizens and natural resooraeagers alike believe better
decisions result when ecological scientists arelired (Lach et al. 2003).

There is another important component to this raiie®n Because natural
resource problems are complex and technical, aogipéave difficulty judging the
accuracy of information, they often base their juégts on how much they trust the

information provider (Steel et al. 1992-93). IHistg public confidence is not easy,



46
but it is important to managing in the face of fiostuncertainty. Thus, an
atmosphere of meaningful, interactive disclosueatly contributes to public
perceptions of openness and honesty. Such anagpatso helps everyone come to
terms with the idea that forest management perdaaneot know all the answers and

that methods are needed for reaching agreemerdameptable risk.”

Communicating the Wildfire Message Is a Complex Kas

Forest management agencies often think their job develop information and
deliver it to the public. However, confusing infoation provision with
understanding, and ultimately public acceptanca,rigstake (Shindler et al. 2002).
Information alone is rarely sufficient to produdenge. Instead, citizen acceptance
of planning decisions is most often linked to tlkalgy of communications that stem
from forest management agencies. Poorly commuwedaaanagement plans are
certain routes to frustration and disapproval.e/Adgtively, the ability to clearly
articulate the purpose for a practice and its egiodd basis is one crucial trait for
achieving positive public responses.

Most all recent research in fire-prone communitiescates that interactive
communication methods facilitate greater connestiorlocal problems and are better
at addressing citizens’ concerns (Toman et al. R08émply, interactive approaches
(e.g., field tours, demonstration sites, townhgtlet meetings) provide greater
flexibility to incorporate residents’ questions aodailor forest treatments to the local
context. Addressing questions together also gestisyene working on the same

problem. It is the give-and-take of these excharigat helps citizens become
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comfortable with the options and reinforces a lb¢hat forest management agencies
can carry them out. Thus, it is not the informatiself that leads to understanding.
Scientific and technical facts do not speak fontkelves; they need to be appreciated
and interpreted (Jamieson 1994). This is bestraptished by well-planned,
coordinated public outreach strategies that proeglgortunities for personal contact
and citizen involvement with forest management@amel (Knotek and Watson

2006).

Problems Are Always Local

Focusing on communities and the ability to adeduatédress familiar
settings is essential to local participants. #asy for people to agree on a general
course of action; for example, national polls iadécthat people support the concept
of basic wildfire management and the need for fadlction (Brunson and Shindler
2004). However, a specific local policy that preps to salvage log a well-known
roadless area or to close a favorite recreati@ncsibh dramatically change the
situational context in which judgments are framigdgtein 2006).

To clarify concerns, Zinn et al. (1998) identifitsde questions that help
explain how this contextual specificity plays o{it) What target is involved (the
site)? (2) What issue drives the action? (3) Whktibas are proposed? (4) What time
factor is involved (when will it occur and for hdeng)? (5) Where will it occur? By
increasing the specificity of plans for citizertse fikelihood of improving public
understanding will also be increased. Althoughsietail can also mobilize

opposition to a project, it is likely that this aygition would emerge at some point in
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any case. The benefits of addressing these quesiie apparent: plans and
associated impacts are open and explicit, and thengportunity for discussion,
informed debate, and learning (Stankey and Shirgflé6). When focused on
identifiable, local resources, these steps allesembring communities together to

more effectively respond to postfire problems.

Shared Experimentation Allows for Cooperative Satuts

Meeting the challenges of postfire planning witjuge innovative solutions
among federal forest management agencies, inclublengiillingness for shared
experimentation within communities. This will meariting the public into planning
efforts and trying new management approaches,tafédg giving citizens a sense of
responsibility about decisions that are made. @rike best outcomes of a recent
wildfire event might be that it paves the way tarpfor the next one; or rather, it
motivates people to take steps to prevent or retheseverity of the next one. When
communities escape a close call or have only mihpraperty loss in a wildfire, this
can provide a window of opportunity to organizeidests (Shindler and Gordon
2005a, 2005b). For example, tours of affecteddafter a major wildfire event can
help citizens understand the necessity of decisiooit for restoration and for
additional fuel reduction. These discussions aréiqularly effective when technical
specialists are included to elaborate on conditeargsoutline the alternatives.

There is strong evidence in southern Californi;gagon, Montana, and
Colorado—all places where large wildfires have omxi—that individual

communities are taking seriously their commitmendefensible space activities,
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including support of agency programs to treat pulalinds at the WUI (Deau and Vogt
2003, Vogt et al. 2005). The upsurge in commufnigyplanning efforts after recent
large wildfires in the West is a good indicationhaimeowner groups and forest
management agencies working together. Proje¢teat/Ul take on the character of
shared experimentation. Within this atmosphereenmmovative ideas that go
beyond “one-size-fits-all” policies become possible forest communities, this can

also make them more achievable.

Participatory Processes Are Essential to Long-TeBuccess

Public responses and support are intricately lirtkeithe processes used to
involve (or exclude) citizens. After all, a majwildfire event has affected everyone’s
forest community, not just the forest managemeahag responsible for managing
these lands. How citizens are incorporated intasitens that affect their livelihood
and quality of life is critical to their judgmengShindler et al. 2002). One route is to
listen to individual preferences and attempt tauagse individuals or interest groups
independently. Another is to structure public @s8es to determine what a
community of people acting together believe is tjigiot just merely what vocal
individuals prefer. Policies based on shared comiywalues often require engaging
all relevant parties about what is best for a paldir setting (Sagoff 1988). It follows
that the public’s idea of fair treatment includies tjuality of these procedures and the
ability to be active participants (Tuler and Weld®09). This ultimately translates to

how citizens will feel about the decisionmakers.
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A forest management agency’s ability to publiclifcarlate objectives and to
lead its stakeholders through a decision processdskey factor for achieving more
fundamental, tangible on-the-ground results. Mustrested people like to be part of
the solution and citizens respond much more favgnrahen they feel ownership in
ideas. We understand that public process is sek¥ifty in some cases progress will
be frustratingly slow. Here, it is important t@wognize small victories; remember, the
cumulative effect of group experience is a tangdnedend. Sometimes getting to
know others around the table, realizing their come@re common concerns, and
building relationships are thanly measurable benefits that accrue (Shindler and
Neburka 1997). These should not be underestimagethey often mean the
difference between success and frustration. Eactessive project then builds on the
experience of previous ones. In the end, managepnegrams that result from public
partnerships are more likely to gain broad citigapport. The common thread that
runs through all successful resource managemersioies is the importance of

trustworthy relations among citizens and agencies.

CONCLUSION

This summary has shown that planning in a posgimaronment is replete
with challenges. These forest landscapes areréelifférom those forest management
personnel typically administer, with different ditrtes requiring divergent strategies.
Technical complexity and uncertainty characterigegroblem, varied levels of public

knowledge and interests are involved, and effarfsame solutions often face an
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interest-ridden political context. This mixtureralst guarantees that finding common
understanding and agreement will require multipegtyiedies involving forest
management personnel, scientists, policymakerscitimdns. By its nature, and the
promise of more large wildfires in our future, thr@blem of postfire decisionmaking
will be a continuing, long-term concern. It wilquire arrangements for innovation,
experimentation, and collaboration that contridoteur knowledge base and

influence our collective judgment.



Chapter 2: Communication Strategies for Postfire RAnning:

Lessons Learned from Forest Communities

Christine S. Olsen
Bruce A. Shindler

Eric L. Toman

An abbreviated form of this manuscript is in press:

United States Department of Agriculture, Foreswiger
Pacific Southwest Research Station

800 Buchanan Street

West Annex Building

Albany, CA 94710-0011

PSW-GTR-XXX, 2008

52



53

ABSTRACT

Wildfires have grown in number and in size in rdogrars. Research suggests
this trend will continue, making postfire recovengreasingly important to forest
agencies and communities. Local residents lo@gency personnel for leadership
during these difficult times, yet personnel haweliprior experience with ecological
or social management after very large fires. Comuoation between the agencies and
local citizens will be especially important in suaficertain times. This paper reports
on results from 78 interviews with agency persoramel forest community members
in five regions that experienced large wildfiresfederal lands in 2002 and 2003.
Findings underscore the importance of careful ptagnfor communication between
the agencies and citizens. Citizen participanpessed frustration with feeling left
out or lied to about postfire forest planning. Agg participants noted the importance
of being supported by supervisors when it caméedime, money, and energy
necessary to carry out good public outreach andwamication. Factors that
contribute to successful communication in pos#ingironments are explored, as are
barriers. The issues of credibility, trust, addneg uncertainty, and attention to
special places surfaced numerous times in thiarelse Suggestions for future

research are included.
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INTRODUCTION

Wildfire management has grown increasingly comhesecent years,
particularly in the West and in the Wildland-Urblaterface (WUI) where a steady
population growth has resulted in greater riske¢ogde and property. Recent trends
suggest the process of recovering from large {#@60,000 acres) will become
increasingly important to forest agencies and comtias (National Interagency Fire
Center 2007). However, many forest managemenopees are largely unprepared to
cope with the ecological planning and public intéians that follow such events.
Numerous factors exist that make postfire planesigecially problematic.

The postfire environment is filled with a high degrof uncertainty and
pressure for prompt action. Agency personnel naaehittle personal experience to
draw on in these circumstances, as wildfires atdhale are often a one-time event in
the career of a line officer or technical spectadis a particular national forest or
ranger district. Additionally, while much is undewod about silvicultural systems and
harvest operations, there is greater uncertaimyiadcological restoration of lands
affected by major wildfire (e.g., Donato et al. BQ@essions et al. 2004, Thompson et
al. 2007). Agency personnel are called on to me&enical decisions regarding fire
management and restoration, communicate currentediattle information to
community members, and include them in postfirapilag (McCool et al. 20086,

Taylor et al. 2005). The postfire environmentlied with a high degree of



55
uncertainty and pressure for prompt action. Ngbssingly, such circumstances can
result in considerable conflict over potential mgeraent actions.

To be successful, planning efforts will requireiaiormed and supportive
constituency. Research indicates that citizen kedge and understanding of the
rationale behind management practices is centaliblic acceptance of agency
programs (Shindler et al. 1999). Accordingly, ngeraent personnel in fire-affected
areas have focused their communication strategiesityeach activities to influence
citizens’ attitudes and understanding about farestoration practices. However, the
recent occurrence of numerous large-scale fireekpssed a research gap. While a
growing body of research addresses communicatiarpire-fire context, relatively
little is known about the factors that influencdreach success of postfire activity.
Communication strategies that meet the informatie&ds and expectations of local
citizens will be at the heart of successful postfiranagement.

The purpose of this pilot study is to identify feelemanagement units that
have recently experienced large wildfires and hesd settings to examine the
effectiveness of agency-citizen communications.st what is known about fire
communications comes from research in pre-fireasitns, particularly interactions
with citizens about fuel reduction activities arefehsible space programs. The intent
here is to learn from both agency personnel andwanity members specifically
about their experiences in postfire circumstandessentially, we are interested in
identifying factors that lead to effective commuation and that build stronger

relationships, but we also wanted to know abouttrestraints that both groups
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confronted. Ultimately, the goal is to providednhation to management personnel
so they are better prepared to develop their oviatippautreach approach following a

fire event.

PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Just as the number of large wildfires has increaseatdily in recent years, so
has research on the social aspects of forest mareagen relation to wildfires.
Across diverse regions, agency communication effioftuence citizen trust in the
agencies to complete fuel treatments (Winter €2@02). One recent article examined
the entire fire cycle (pre-fire, during-fire, pastf pre-fire) from a social perspective
and identified the major decisions that must beerddting each phase (McCool et al.
2006). Agency communication was the one topiceaes all phases. This research
also made clear that decisions made in one ph#gence the options available in
other phases. Hence, agency outreach conductdateveould influence
communication during- and postfire as well, whicbuld also lead into the next pre-
fire phase. This conclusion supports other rese@raatural resource-based
communities that suggested agencies and natu@inescommunity residents are
more likely to work together on current problem#hidy have a history of

communicating and working together (Flint and La2®05).

Pre-fire research

Prior research has primarily focused on commurocaiti pre-fire or other

natural resource settings. The major componerasipcommunication message are
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content,or what the message says, @ndcessor how the message is delivered
(Olsen and Shindler 2007, Toman et al. 2006). ¥méssage content is a more
clear-cut concept that can be easily catered tarsdividual site needs, message
process is less well understood. In one forestnaonity, panel research conducted in
a pre-fire setting suggested that most citizensdichgree that the Forest Service
does a good job of providing information aboutitanagement activities, and the
number of citizens agreeing that they did a go@dwyas dropping over time (Shindler
and Toman 2003). This research team further exasmigency communication
strategies for fuels management programs (e.gdeguield trips, visitor centers,
conversations with personnel, public meetings, lwoes, web pages, television
messages) across diverse settings. While all anogiwvere considered easy to
understand, trustworthy ratings were more varig@béeman et al. 2006). Overall,
guided field trips, brochures, and interpretiveteemwere the most highly regarded,
while agency public meetings received the lowestesz Of the eleven
communication strategies that were studied inrésgarch, interactive programs
seemed to be more trustworthy than unidirectionako

This message that interactive programs are motdyhiggarded than
unidirectional ones is not a new finding. Receuatlies have suggested that two-way,
interactive communication activities are also meffective at increasing
understanding and support than one-way activitiesrevcitizens had no opportunity
to interact with agency personnel (McCaffrey 20@akinson et al. 2003, Sturtevant

and Jakes 2008, Toman et al. 2006). It has besmied that this is true because of



58
how adults learn new material; that is, adultstetter able to retain material when it
is “hands on” and reinforced through exchangef information (Parkinson et al.
2003, Toman et al. 2006). Site visits may alscehtve potential for increasing
agency credibility because of their interactivegkband forth nature set in a
meaningful, on-the-ground context (Toman et al.200

Other research has focused on how communicatiovitaest can change
participant understanding and attitudes. Loomd @ileagues (2001) found that
participant knowledge about wild and prescribed fircreased after the introduction
of informational materials on these topics. Toraad Shindler (2005) found that
after participation in on-site outreach activitadsut prescribed fire and forest
management, participant knowledge did increasealmotrresponding influence on
participant attitude about these issues was naraed. In their models, the variables
with the largest influence on participant changeennitial levels of knowledge or
attitude. Another research team found that whilect attitudes about forest
management issues are not generally changed bgyagemmunication, the strength
of the attitude can be changed (i.e., strong opipostan be lessened) (Bright and
Manfredo 1997). They also found in a fire managa&nentext that success of
communication programs may be more dependent osttdegth and direction of the
attitude and the perceived credibility of the agetian the content and structure of
the message (Bright et al. 1993). One finding camin many studies is the
importance of thorough planning within the agenglat will be said, how it will be

said, and who will say it (Olsen and Shindler 2007)
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Postfire research

Postfire communication is less well understoodyefyr because until the last
decade or so, opportunities to study the postbraext were few, far between, and
difficult to predict and be prepared to study. @esearch team examined the use of
guided field trips to the burned landscape (Shineltal. 2004, Toman et al. 2008).
The field trips improved citizens’ understandingpotential actions and generated a
substantial amount of good will among participanigeir confidence in the local
Forest Service personnel also improved. Parti¢gpsimowed appreciation for the
opportunity to see the burned forest first-handdmaof the landscape was closed to
the public at the time) and discuss with agencgqmamnel face-to-face the management
options in a meaningful context.

Another research team evaluated communicationfé@ctad communities
before, during, and immediately following a fireeen (Taylor et al. 2005). Findings
suggest citizens seek real-time and place-specfficmation, particularly about their
properties and favorite places. The national medéagency information provided
during and following the event was also found tallssatisfying, outdated,
inaccurate, and overdramatic. The importance adlloetworks was highlighted, as
citizens relied heavily on local businesses anamiations for information. Local
media and personal networks were also importanth 8etworks may provide a
structure for improving the effectiveness and sitiion of agency information.

Burns et al. (2004) took a case study approach fiviéhpostfire recovery

efforts implemented immediately following fire exsn Findings highlight the
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importance of engaging local social networks, idolg community leaders and
organized groups, to the successful implementatioahabilitation projects.

Through local networks, considerable volunteerderwere organized to complete
large-scale restoration activities that otherwiseil have overwhelmed agency
resources. While accomplishing important ecoldgiestoration on the landscape,
researchers observed that community recovery vgasagicurring through these
activities. This represents an important findiag some of the most profound effects
of a wildfire are felt by citizens in adjacent conmmities (Olsen and Shindler 2007)
because recovery is a social process (Bolin 1984iccessful postfire management on
federal lands may often require agency personnedtas committed to social factors
as they are to ecological concerns. Communityeawtr activities have an important
role to play in these efforts.

The dynamics of postfire environments suggest smfdit factors may also be
critical. For example, concerns related to risét ancertainty are likely to be
heightened, while citizen trust will be influendey perceptions about how well the
fire was managed (Kumagai et al. 2004b). Long-textationships between the
agency and local citizens will likely also be imgmt (McCool et al. 2006). Because
a large wildfire would likely be a first in any spc community, expectations about
agency management practices and communication vibeukhsed on prior, pre-fire
experiences (Olsen and Shindler 2007). For marmgeas, pre-fire experiences with
the agencies may be few, making the importancesofid, trusting long-term

relationship between agency personnel and locahoamities critical.
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This prior research helps set the context for agenmmunication activities
following a wildfire event. Findings suggest tisatccessful outreach is not only a
function of the content of information provided tlalso how the information is
presented as well as tangential factors includnegcredibility of the information
provider, perceived relevance of the topic, andofe knowledge and experience of
participants. This study provides an opporturatgxplore how these factors

contribute to communication success in postfirdrenwments.

METHODS

This study uses qualitative interviews to exploaetigipants’ experiences with
citizen-agency communication in postfire contextgerviews were conducted during
2005 and 2006 with agency personnel and commuretylers at five locations, each
of which had been affected by large wildfires dgrit©02 or 2003 in the wildland
urban interface on federal land. Study sites weirposively chosen to include a
range of fire sizes, local community sizes and atiaristics, and physical
environments. We knew that many contextual difiees existed across sites but as
the literature review in the previous chapter sstgehere might also be common
problems or successes. It is these commonalieesoped to expose with the intent

they may be useful and meaningful to managers acnasy settings.

Study sites

Study sites included communities adjacent to figgamal forests:
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Rogue River-Siskiyou NF (Orego@ommunities represent a wide range of
cultures and economic livelihoods, ranging fromiswvith a strong history of timber
dependency where mills still operate today, tdes@gents with a strong focus on
environmental preservation, to port cities witlaaye fishing industry, to prospering
art communities with a strong tourism income. Thies of Grants Pass, Medford,
Brookings, and Ashland, as well as small dispessttiements throughout the
Applegate and lllinois Valleys and other commuisitreest of the I-5 corridor are
included. The landscape is equally diverse withrtigged slopes of the Siskiyou
range, including protected wilderness to more WUl forested areas. The major
event was the 499,000-acre Biscuit Fire in 2002.

Deschutes NF (Oregon)Although the cities of Bend and Redmond were
impacted, the areas most affected by fires wereitii@f Sisters and the small
neighborhoods and resort communities in the moagiheforested areas to the west.
This includes the Metolius Basin, popular amongees and recreation visitors. A
series of fires has hit the area since 2000, imeudome that burned houses; the
largest was the 91,000-acre B&B Complex Fire in2@@ich prompted the
evacuation of Camp Sherman on two different ocecesio

Pike-San Isabel NF (Colorado)Adjacent communities are representative of
the Colorado front-range. Denver is noteworthydose fires threatened the city’s
public watershed and water supply. Many smallenainities in the WUI to the

south and west were hit the hardest by the 138z2008-Hayman Fire in 2002.
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Residents in this region also had the memory obnmigod damage after a fire in the
mid-1990s.

San Bernardino NF (California)This forest borders the Los Angeles Basin
and serves many of its population as a recreatiea @nd as a place for second homes
in the WUI. The sites most affected by the Old @ndnd Prix Fires (160,000 total
acres) in 2003 include the numerous forest andarangmmunities on the slopes
surrounding national forest outside of San BermaxrdiOther areas substantially
impacted were the resort and other small communiti@ipper elevations, including
Lake Arrowhead, Crestline, and Big Bear Lake. Tombination of fires in 2003
burned hundreds of homes.

Cleveland NF (California) This forest is fragmented around numerous small
but growing communities typical of the spreadingteern California metropolis.
Many are bedroom communities for commuters anduskeed away into canyon
areas up against the forest boundary. The sitdmhdest by the complex of fires
(Paradise, Otay, and Cedar; 375,000 total acre&)03 included El Cajon, Ramona,
Alpine, and Lakeside east of San Diego where oy@®homes were burned and

more than a dozen lives were lost.

Interviews

Interview participants were purposively chosemidude individuals who
were within close proximity to the fires and, thbad personal experience with the
research topics. This included line officers agxhhical specialists in the forest

agencies (i.e., Forest Service, Bureau of Land igement) and group leaders and
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members of affected communities. When potentigigpants were first contacted, it
was explained that this was a Forest Service-fumelgearch project being conducted
by an Oregon State University College of Forestgtdral student. It was also
explained that their identity and responses woelddnfidential and that any
documents that resulted from these interviews wodhblide only general identifiers
(e.g., “agency person”). Arrangements to meet wega made at the convenience of
the participant during the date range when anvigeser was scheduled to be in their
community.

Most interviews took place face-to-face, though samere conducted by
telephone. A total of 78 individuals were intewesl by one of three project
researchers. Of these interviewees, 24 were fagesicy personnel and 54 were
community members. Interviews took place in pgéints’ homes, offices, and in
vehicles while touring the burned landscape. Niastrviews were between 45 and 90
minutes long, though a few lasted more than 2 Yshotihe interviewer first briefly
described the project and the intended use ofdkeettiat was collected. Permission
to digitally record the interview was requested grahted in all cases. With as few
prompts as possible, the interviewer then followadnterview protocol and took
notes throughout the discussion. Participantsriesttheir experiences with agency-
citizen communications and provided insight intcatvhas worked, what has not, and
contextual factors that influence success in pessiettings. Contact information for
additional interviewees was solicited from initgarticipants as well, until the

research topics had been satisfactorily addre$eldspn 2002). At the end of each
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interview, the participant was asked if they hay additional questions and the
interviewee gave the participant contact informafiar the project.

As soon as possible after the completion of therunew, the interviewer
developed field notes to capture as much as pessbmut the data collection.
Interviews were then transcribed approximately 9@¥batim (off-topic discussion

was abbreviated), generally within a few hoursaysdof the event.

Data Analysis

Analysis consisted of coding the data with guidafinem the research and
interview questions, resulting in standardizatibthe data into categories and sub-
categories (Robson 2002). The first review ofttheé was conducted line-by-line
with open codes, to fully tag the subjects coveneglach interview. With the second
review of the text, codes were then grouped inéoriss relevant to citizen-agency
communication, which were more thoroughly developét references to the
original content and context of the data (Babbi@1)0 Key findings were then
identified. Because this was a pilot study, thention was to capture learning
experiences from affected individuals.

The intent in the following pages is to report @meersations with agency
personnel and citizens by noting points commonsactibese settings that are relevant
to the success and/or difficulties associated witiken-agency communication during
postfire forest management planning and decisiommgakT his approach is useful to
time-strapped forest managers who often need irdtbom in an accessible, summary

form. Although these findings may not apply evengne, it is likely they provide
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examples and ideas that managers can adapt tetheisituations. This presentation
style serves to focus on the objective of lesseamked. Thus, five primary areas of
importance are presented, each followed with kegtpaeflecting specific ideas as
well as interview quotes to further illuminate oextual relevance. To help protect
participant confidentiality, and because the fasuszn the common themes, specific
guotes are attributed by state (CA, CO, OR) arttiedype of respondent (agency or

community member) rather than with more specifentifiers.

FINDINGS

Lessons learned about citizen-agency communicétion the five study sites
are presented here with a focus on issues manegemddress at the local level.
Findings are grouped into five themes: 1) compleaftcommunication, 2)
communication process, 3) working with communitgups, 4) pre- and during-fire

relations, and 5) teachable moments.

Complexity of communication

Many managers in this study recognized this newotlarge wildfires, and

how it involved experiences outside their previknswledge and understanding.

The fact is, we learned that judging our actiorseldaon our past
experience was not adequate for this set of fifldsere’s been no
experience like this during our lifetimes, or oargnts’ or
grandparents’ lifetimes. (CA, agency member)
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Despite this uncertainty, respondents identifisg@es of suggestions and ideas that
contribute to an agency’s ability to operate irs ttwmplex communication

environment.

Have an internal plan for community outreach

Some responding agency personnel saw the importdrarganizing within
their work unit before engaging the community. y¥hecognized the need to plan
their communication approach just as with any othanagement activity; others

lamented they had not done so.

A failure in our communication effectiveness coblve been a fatal
flaw... we developed protocols to maintain consisyenithin the
agency. (OR, agency member)

Employing this strategy allowed agency personnér$d agree on how citizens
(property owners, members of interest groups) woelihcluded and how to
communicate with them in an organized and effeatnamner. Managers also saw
this as a way to keep the message consistent andftiimation more accessible to

the public.

Contradictions can create confusion and unreaksfpectations among
the public. (CO, agency personnel)

In summary, management teams reiterated the ndesldtear on their own
objectives, to consider the community’s expectaj@nd to assess internal resources

for accomplishing the outreach job.
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Have the “right” people in the communication job

Both agency and community respondents recognizedlthity to genuinely
communicate with the public is a necessary, buwrofare, talent, and many suggested
having the right person in the lead was essenlibky identified these individuals as
well informed, able to think on their feet, and donable talking to individuals,

groups, and the media.

The key is finding the right people with the rigiills for the position.
(OR, agency member)

To a large extent, success has been based on akissen The type of
individuals the Forest Service has here makesiffezehce. (CA,
community member)

Several respondents also noted the best persdnef¢gob is an agency member who

already has established credibility and trust \Wotal citizens.

If I had it to do over again, | would use existstgff who have
connections to the community. (CO, agency member)

Several agency participants also brought up thiseach staff need adequate
training. When individuals with no experience wptg in lead positions, the entire

effort suffered.

Fire information is seen as a need during thes;rizit the agency
doesn’t see there is a need to train people fardha (CA, agency
member)
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Many recognized that communicating with citizensnediately after the fire is out
also pays dividends, potentially leading to incegbgublic support for postfire
activities and decisions. One respondent suggestedional resources for

community engagement could have improved outcomes.

More outreach resources could have decreased gerdggoand
increased acceptance. (OR, agency member)

Engage the public about big picture ideas anddmmmon goals

Many individuals spoke about the need for all garto consider which
specific forest values were at stake and to agnesefew common goals.
Identification of a “common enemy” helped seve@heunities agree on
management practices that had previously beentédpuAgreeing on what a

recovered forest should look like (desired futusaditions) is a useful step.

If you want to create unity it is very useful tovikaa common enemy.
The bark beetle was our red flag and our commomegrveas the dead
trees. (CA, agency member)

It's no longer about hugging every tree. It's abainealthy forest... a
healthy forest is more fire resistant. Now we’llighting for the
same thing. (CA, community member)

After a fire, there are often multiple options unding restoration for a range of
factors, salvage harvest, and leaving the forestdover on its own. When
considered from a landscape perspective, eachroptay provide a relevant

contribution for a recovery plan. To reach agrestno@ an overarching goal,
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respondents highlighted the need to discuss theilbotions each individual action
can have towards this goal.

We all agree. We don’t want it to burn down. Ttugs through all the
barriers. (CA, community member)

Everyone agrees on need to reduce density fortfbesdth... we need
to talk about what the forest will look like, ndietvolume cut. (CA,
agency member).

Target controversial issues (don’t avoid them)

Everyone agreed that most postfire plans invol¥ecdlt decisions. Both
agency and citizen respondents also recognizedstimno one’s interest to sugar

coat or soft pedal the more controversial ones.

| hate it when they blur the truth. If this EISalsout economic
recovery, don't talk about restoration as the psepal think it becomes
offensive and it harms the credibility of the ageaad the individuals.
(OR, community member)

Sometimes | think we should just be upfront andtkayplan is about
economic recovery. (OR, agency member)

Some respondents indicated strong beliefs about tiveaagencies do with public
input and who actually makes the final decisiok&ny hinted at a larger political

interference in what they argued should have bdeoadlevel decision.

The Forest Service held the meeting just becausedare mandated by
law to meet with the public... they already had tmeinds made up.
(OR, community member)
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The administration has directed them to do poslbgging. (OR,
community member)

Many also noted how the salvage logging issue amtite nature of the discussion,

especially in Oregon and Colorado.

There’s often support for everything but salva@@R, agency
member)

Recognize the role of emotions and uncertainty

Many respondents recognized a wildfire affects raireecommunity of

individuals, not just those who have the job otaaag forest conditions.

It's completely understandable why people are ntaoime of them lost
everything. (CA, agency member)

A range of emotions were noted among affectederi8z from simple curiosity about
the extent of the damage to blaming the agencglfowing forest conditions to
become more conducive to wildfire. Many individuatsponded positively when the
agencies acknowledged where they did not have anbtvers and how citizens might
feel about this. Managers also noted the laclgoge@ment on how to proceed after a

fire.

We appreciate it when the Forest Service acknoveledacertainty.
(OR, community member)

Key thing is there is a lot less professional, fpedi, and public
understanding on what you do after a fire than whbatdo before a
fire. Before a fire, the public generally suppdhmning, reducing fire
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risk, and protecting big trees... after a fire, reskaprofessional

understanding, and public opinion are not conckISi@R, agency
member)

A number of agency respondents noted their ownnaioges, particularly
around the salvage issue. They acknowledged féselijues were in place and that a
mechanism for paying for recovery efforts beyorel Burned Area Emergency

Response (BAER) team'’s initial response was needed.

This postfire situation is a relatively new phenome... this is a part
of land stewardship we haven't figured out yet. (@QBency member)

You've spun an idea to the public and gotten byyien it doesn’t
happen... it challenges our credibility that we haw/ftlowed through
on things. (OR, agency member)

When agencies were unable to follow through witmplbecause of a lack of funding,
community members voiced that they felt misleatius, several agency members

took the approach of “under-promise and over-perfor

Communication process

Agency respondents acknowledged they tend to measumnmunication
success by counting products rather than their etnpraeffectiveness. Conversely,
many citizen respondents viewed the agency’s conoation tactics as a one-way

flow of information that ignored their interestsdaconcerns.

The Forest Service has the public input processidowhey just
ignore responses. They already had their mindsropd (OR,
community member)
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There was a real sense from respondents thatdh&agls of disseminating
information are simply not enough, and that simplermation provision such as
press releases was not very successful at imprguhbfic understanding or changing
behavior. Participants were particularly critiodkhe limited role of the media in

communication.

Using the media is one-way communication; it’s thet best way of
getting information out. (CA, agency member)

The media just transmits sound bites. We needediatation and new
methods because traditional approaches are unsigicefOR,
community member)

This response was typical among study participahis recognized that citizens listen
to and gain understanding through numerous meadghase most often occur in the
context of personal experiences in their commusiti€his is particularly true in
postfire settings where people have attachmergpdoific places that have been
affected and they want to know the particular detsii proposed actions.

Citizens and agency personnel alike acknowledgedr#ditional National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) approach is just gofficient for postfire planning.
Many were in favor of new outreach strategies tiedpped provide real education
about problems and helped gained public acceptane@etions. Many management
units were trying new ideas to reach out and hwnilderstanding. Methods viewed as
positive and helpful in gaining better cooperatimm communities included:

* meetings in local communities (even neighborhoedwre they could talk
with and listen to residents
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» small workshops with subject experts at the tablaniswer questions

* demonstration sites where citizens could see thdtseof different
treatments

* interactive field trips with personnel to discussditions, problems, and
options

* home inspections to offer advice on creating defidaspace

* regular updates on progress to organized groups

» targeting groups at both ends of the preferencetspe

One idea employed on the Deschutes NF after the B&d3generated
considerable good will among community resider@slided field trips to the affected
landscape were conducted by personnel on the 'Sitistrict. Following the tours,
participants indicated an increased level of urtdading and support for fuel
treatments and forest restoration activities. Eweme striking were responses
showing a substantial increase in participant camice in Forest Service personnel
(Toman et al. 2008). Overwhelmingly, responderigessed appreciation for the
opportunity to observe the fire effects first-haml interact with agency professionals

and discuss management options in a meaningfuégbnt

Public tours were going before the smoke was oute.gained access
to areas that had been closed. It gave us a sémg®at was going on
and a chance to talk about prior treatments. Tadability of key
staff was really great. (OR, community member)

Some suggested that addressing questions togathisrpossible on a tour such as the
one described here, can get everyone working osahe problem. One manager
noted citizens need to “see, hear, taste, and fieel8ituation first hand in order to

understand what is being proposed to address adgenslitions.
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Working with community groups

Numerous agency respondents noted the emergehmeabfjroups who
organized around fire issues, including the valuia@ir participation. In several
communities organized groups focused their effontsehabilitation projects. This
local involvement provided the necessary voluntéziomplete large-scale

restoration activities that otherwise would havershelmed agency personnel.

There wasn’t enough emphasis on working with threroanity
(groups) before the fire, but afterwards we saw ithaas a better way
to keep people informed. (CA, agency member)

These activities not only resulted in importantlegaal restoration but also
contributed to the emotional recovery of commusity bringing people together.
Many also noted working with community groups léadhcreased acceptance of

decisions.

On the Deschutes, we don't even think of makinga#®on the land
without input from the public. We find it leadsadetter product and
we get better support. (OR, agency member)

Another point respondents made was that citizenggdave a different set of
abilities for outreach. They have a flexibility¢communicate in ways that agencies
cannot. Citizens enjoy a peer-to-peer relationgiaigher than the government to the

public.

Local focus, local leaders make the difference. ,(&dency personnel)
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| think the answer is the Fire Safe Council (orgadiby citizens in
California). There are a lot of people in thesmownities who don't

like government... they are more likely to get invedvin activities
implemented by the FSC. (CA, agency member)

Local community groups are able to contact peomeemuickly by tapping into

established communication networks like group nngstor phone and e-mail trees.

The FSC has a tremendous network of individualsadmigty to
motivate people locally and gain their commitmeCA, agency
member)

Agency respondents also noted these groups are adgtaprised of people
who have the skills to manage volunteers. Manyaented and qualified individuals
who gained their skills from careers in the workgla-business, education,
government service—and are motivated to help restair community and local
forests. These groups also now include a growunghber of retirees who have the
time to organize others in community efforts. Thés been most notable in
producing community wildfire protection plans faret reduction activities around

neighborhoods.

We just don’t have the organizational skills anchp@wver for
organizing volunteers, but we do have a lot of peego are willing
to work because they live near or recreate indhest. Fortunately,
local groups can do the organizing. (CO, agencybe)

With talented citizens who have a sincere intarekical conditions, many managers
recognized it makes sense to enter into partnesshiih organized groups. In most

cases, everyone is working towards a common goal.
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The bark beetle infestation put all of us on theeaide of the fence

because it's no longer about keeping every trés.about a healthy
forest. (CA, agency member)

Community groups also provide a way to communieatanples of success.
It was noted that some are organized to promaizeaiteducation and have helped
create demonstration sites, while others are namesied on protecting neighborhoods
and getting homeowners involved in defensible spatgities. In any case,

examples are set from neighbor to neighbor andntbgsage is carried to others.

Community cohesiveness is the biggest factor... itkeshfe model is
useful for bringing communities together. (CA, agg member)

Once agency-group partnerships were formed anb#refit accrued in some cases.
Local groups mediated between a frustrated gepetdic and the agencies who are

trying to accomplish projects.

When the community initiates public meetings thera lot less agency
bashing and its much more productive. (CA, ageneynber)

Pre- and during-fire relations

A number of agency respondents noted the necedsityod community
relations prior to a wildfire. They recognizedtithden the agency, citizens, and
business leaders had already built strong reldtipeshey were able to come together
more quickly after a fire event. But how well ages communicated with citizens

during the fire also influenced their ability to kaeffectively within the community.
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No agency has enough manpower or ability to dgahdoy

themselves, so we built relationships out of netes§CA, agency
member)

During a fire citizens seek real-time and placecgmeinformation (e.g., is my home
affected? when can | return?). If homeowners cagebtimely information from fire
personnel, they may be less likely to trust agesmymunications afterwards.
Some citizen respondents thought it may be easi@etelop management
alternatives prior to the fire event when time wabdor greater discussion and

evaluation of the options.

Have discussions ahead of fires...make deals befbrsi(regarding
salvage) to allow prompt removal. (OR, communigmier)

However, it is difficult for agencies to predicetkevel of disturbance that comes with
a large fire. Consistency in planning activitisglso a problem when personnel move

on to other locations.

The prior plan didn’t anticipate that 57% of theterahed would be hit
by catastrophic fire in less than five years.” (@Bmmunity member)

The continuity of staff is important... transfers aatrease trust that
has been built.” (OR, agency member).

The community’s history together appears to inflieesuccess. Some even
suggested communication over time is key for regythe complacency that sets in

after the fire is over and people turn their aitanto other things. In the end, the
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long-term quality of those interactions seems 1p helationships endure mistakes or

disagreements.

| can’t imagine not having our history (with theg®ups). It only
comes from doing stuff together. (OR, agency meinbe

People here know what we do and what we care ab@oime are still
asking hard questions but there is a willingnesshiimgs to move
forward because they are more trusting of us.” (&@d&ncy member)

Teachable moments

Managers often noted the advantage of using rgedreences to “show”
people fire conditions instead of just talking ¢o &t) them. The situation becomes

more relevant when people can see things for thieese

| show houses that had defensible space and oaeditim’'t and | tell
them fuel is one leg of the fire triangle we caadi... | say ‘you may
be on your own’ and that gets them thinking. (Cémenunity
member)

With the drought and the bark beetle infestatiomeahe realization
that we're living in a tinderbox... we changed ounp@ary message to
‘it's not if, it's when.” (CA, agency member)

Agency personnel suggested demonstration sitesnae®cellent place for such
conversations and allow people to see how managemgvities are implemented on
the ground. People responded better to visual@nagd ideas they could place in a
meaningful context. Such opportunities seemedquéatly effective at targeting the

full range of citizens.
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If the Forest Service doesn’t provide a rationaledecisions, the

public will never understand specific treatmeniSA, agency
member).

We spend a lot of time on the ground with diversmigs, not just
those who are supportive. (OR, agency member)

After a big fire has occurred, the window of oppoity is wide open. Some
personnel noted that the fire captured the pubéttesntion, making it easy to
capitalize on what people see and learn from tleatevMany used this time to build
increased awareness of what makes for a healtbgtfand change opinions about
thinning activities. Most all Forest Service resgents noted an increase in support

for thinning programs after a fire.

Residents in Palomar Mountain didn’t want to cuivdanything...
now they understand fire ecology better and segliage too many
trees. Now they embrace removal of dead and ewae green trees.
(CA, agency member)

We got the public out there to talk to them (altbetfire) and we
listened to what they thought about salvage. (&fncy member)

Getting people out in the field was an easy wayeibcommunity
perspectives. This has really benefited us ... idgger support
when we ask for public input. We recognize thaigalf tours as a
teaching tool. (OR, agency member)

It was also noted that learning experiences ateagignportant for agency
personnel. A number spoke of the need to haveydevshare experiences across

management units.
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We constantly reinvent the wheel. We’ve gone thlothe Panorama
Fire, the Old Fire, the Bear Fire; it's the sanmies over and over. We

can't get through the hoops fast enough becausmeosemembered
the lessons from past fires. (CA, agency member)

Community members recognized this situation as,\&elll as even more organized
groups come forward they will be looking for ther€st Service to provide strong

leadership in setting strategies after large fires.

DISCUSSION

Postfire forest management on federal lands is texgrologically and
socially. This paper explores citizen-agency comication strategies at five postfire
sites, with a focus on commonalities across sitasrhay be applicable in other
locations. Data was collected from both citizend agency personnel, allowing
examination of many themes from both sides of thraraunication process. Several
findings are noteworthy.

First, it seems essential that forest managemesbpeel recognize the
complexity of the communication situation in pagtfcontexts and be better prepared
to handle it. Inheriting the aftermath of a 20@:66800,000 acre wildfire is likely to
be career event for most resource professiondie. rdmifications are complex. The
media has brought regional or even national pronge¢o the fire, many homeowners
are uncertain about what happens next, speciaksttand community groups line up
on both sides of potential actions, and all deasiseem to be time-sensitive. This

level of disturbance to forest systems and surrmgncommunities puts a premium on
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organizational competence and support for persomhelfind themselves in
leadership roles. Agency respondents in this staglyn previous research (Toman
2005), identified internal outreach planning ancetid selection of communication
personnel as helpful to their ability to navigdte postfire environment. Once an
outreach plan is developed, it becomes easieetttiigt the skills necessary for the
communications job so that appropriate candidaaese selected. Most important
seems to be that they have a natural ability t@gegyeople in thoughtful
consideration of a problem and also listen to tii®mndler and Neburka 1997,
Toman et al. 2006). Giving credence to the outrgals is a way for the entire
management unit to offer support to personnel whaesponsible for engaging and
informing the community about physical recoveryes.

Other helpful practices include finding common gaalrough discussion of
big picture ideas and targeting controversial isga¢her than avoiding them.
Management units that target tough issues andcggiublic involved in discussions
early are seen as more proactive and honest. Wiuselo not may be viewed as
attempting to hide something and can have diffycg#ining the public’s trust
(Brunson 1992). National politics also play a nolssome postfire planning processes.
Creating realistic expectations about what is fssvithin federal guidelines can
give both managers and citizens more open and hpaesmmeters for finding
solutions. Acknowledging emotions and uncertamisealso appreciated by citizens,
and can be viewed as genuine care and concerndaommunity (Olsen and

Shindler 2007, Stankey et al. 2005). Thus, itMpartant to be responsive to public
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comments and concerns. Providing a means to &zt the severity and extent of
the fire as well as the potential management optisma next logical step.

A second notable finding is the prevalence and mapae of interactive
communication strategies in many of these reseaoimunities. Overall, if agency
personnel do not take the time to engage citizbonstananagement activities, it is
unlikely community members will understand the dyines involved or go along with
untested plans (Burns et al. 2008, Shindler €t39). Residents care deeply about
their homes, their backyards, and familiar placetheir community and nearby
forests. They have a stake in what happens tmelevant agencies to be responsive
to their comments and ideas (Shindler et al. 2002us, projects must be seen as
urgent and relevant to community members as waet #se agency (Olsen and
Shindler 2007). Outreach programs are a way tenjsas well as inform, and
ultimately can build understanding of planning aedision process (McCaffrey
2004a). Simply, these more interactive approaphe@gde greater flexibility to
incorporate the public’s questions, concerns, deds into the planning process
(Toman et al. 2006). Local context is very impott& community members, and
interactive outreach approaches give managersppertunity to learn what the key
contextual issues are (Sturtevant and Jakes 2008).

The alliances that can be formed with communityugsois the third notable
point from this research. In most cases afterea fesidents are hungry for
information and will often turn to relatives, nelgirs, or community groups to get the

latest updates as well as to air their feelingyi@reet al. 2005). Making progress in
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postfire settings means resource professionalswe@d to be as attentive to social
factors as they are to ecological concerns. Paities with community groups have
an important role to play in these efforts. Sonmanagement units have recognized
how to harness the ready-made communication nesaorglace with many
community groups, and how effective the peer-to-pelationship can be for
disseminating and soliciting information (Burnsa€t2008). There is also great
potential for community groups to actually assisbiganizing volunteer efforts and
accomplish physical restoration activities. Agesavill need to empower community
groups to play an active role for this to be susfids In this effort, it will be
important to recognize that the public’s interastgally are in specific locations (e.g.,
around subdivisions, recreation sites, old growtprotected areas). Thus, planning
at a larger watershed or landscape level may beriaetheir initial interest or even
their scope to fully grasp (Olsen and Shindler 2@Mndler 2000). In short, many
will find it difficult to organize around projectmless there are recognizable
boundaries or there is geographic significancéédr efforts, which in many cases
community groups can offer.

The fourth notable point is the need to recognizgtfpre success is rooted in
pre-fire and during-fire actions. No single eveaturs in isolation from other actions,
even recovering from large wildfires (McCool et2006). How well agency
personnel have worked with and included citizengrexfire planning activities will
have carry over effects (Burns et al. 2008, Staméand Jakes 2008). The

communities in this research that had the mostl solisting relationships in place
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prior to the fire event seemed to experience tleatgst cooperation and least conflict
during postfire planning. Efforts towards buildiagtrong community relationship
also give managers the chance to know their commumll, allowing future
discussions and planning processes to better tefbmemunity concerns and special
places (Sturtevant and Jakes 2008). A next stgpomao discuss postfire activities
and ideaveforea fire occurs. This may allow faster implementatdter a fire event,
increasing the effectiveness of many postfire manamnt strategies.

The final point is the opportunity to build undenstling among citizens and to
bring people together in agreement after a fireugh teachable moments. Managers
often noted the advantage of using real experietactshow” people fire conditions
instead of just talking to (or at) them. The diiia becomes more relevant when
people see things for themselves. Discussionbkatg to erupt around real life
stories and personal experiences (Jamieson 1@9dportunities abound after a large
fire has occurred to take interested citizens ouhe burned landscape, discuss what
happened, how the fire was handled, and poterntiadites that may occur during
immediate and long-term restoration efforts. &lso a chance to learn about
individual’'s preferences, local knowledge, and lycdesirable outcomes (Carroll et
al. 2005, Toman et al. 2008). Managers noted toeyd also utilize a “lessons
learned” agency summary, as they acknowledged migegyhad gone through these

postfire motions but they seemed to be reinverttiegvheel each time.
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CONCLUSION

This research helps set the context that surroagescy communication
activities following a fire event. The above finds suggest that successful outreach
is not only a function of the information providdujt also the method used to provide
information and the role that citizens are encoedan play. We interviewed
numerous individuals, all who were directly invalvi fires, about just how
important issues of credibility, trust, addressimgertainty, and attention to special
places are to citizens. This study provided arodppity to explore many of these
factors and how they contribute to successful comaation in postfire environments.
The take-away message may be that these envirossiemtld not be treated like any
previous management challenge. Because of issuggertainty, special places and
their recovery, and of trust and prior citizen-agerelationships, the postfire social
arena is different than any other setting encoedtéefore. This new and different
setting requires special attention to communicatiod outreach. Local citizens are
anxious to get information and are listening infenMuch can be learned from
events within a community, and from other expergsnacross the West, but personnel
must carefully sort out their own circumstances apply lessons learned in the local
context. This research identified many commoredificross five sites, but differences
abound too and must be addressed for outreachvandual implementation to be
successful in the long-term.

Future research is warranted here. This pilotysaultiresses how citizens are

affected by agency planning after fires, but ther@ great deal more to learn. Itis
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clear many citizens have much at stake and aneti@eo decisions an agency makes
and how these affect their daily lives. It alspegrs there may be
miscommunications and misperceptions that affexptiblic’s trust in the agencies to
effectively manage after fires. A next step migatto expand the scope of this project
by surveying a larger body of the public. Spediiieas to target include public trust
levels in the federal agencies and whether podtinest planning and decisions have
affected that trust, public opinion about spediiency postfire outreach activities,
and public acceptance of postfire management gtest@cross different landscapes.
With replication across multiple postfire siteszain be determined whether patterns
exist, offering agency personnel in the positiomainaging future fires some
potential starting points for planning outreachwaiés. This type of research would
be useful to agency personnel, as it would giventaegreater understanding of how

their local publics are affected by postfire mamaget.
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ABSTRACT

Wildfires have increased in number and size innmegears, making postfire
forest management an increasingly important tofitizen-agency interactions,
citizen trust, and citizen acceptance of managemsteatiegies are central to successful
planning and decisionmaking in postfire settingibe purpose of this paper is to
improve understanding about citizen-agency inteyastconcerning forest
management after large wildfires on federal lanidsthis study citizen opinions from
the attentive public are evaluated in two locatia&htral Oregon (near the 2003 Bear
and Booth Complex Fires) and southwest Oregon @hea?002 Biscuit Fire).
Results suggest an agency’'s commitment to long-tetenactions with citizens
influences citizen trust in the agencies and aerea of postfire management
strategies. There is broad acceptance for sepestiire forest management strategies
(i.e., erosion control, replanting, reseeding)@hlsites. However, acceptance is
highly dependent on trustworthy relations. Furthesults suggest it is not enough to
simply offer opportunities for public engagemeritizens need to feel that these
activities were meaningful opportunities to pagate. Although results differed
between locations, overall the majority of responidelid not agree with how the
local Forest Service and BLM handled forest plagrafter recent fires. Findings
from this research indicate that positive citizgeacy relations will need to be
developed well before a fire occurs if postfired@uts$ are to be timely and supported

by local communities.
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INTRODUCTION

The magnitude and severity of wildfires in the veestU.S. has greatly
increased in recent years (National Interagenay Egnter 2007), particularly in the
wildland-urban interface (WUI) where steady popolaigrowth has resulted in
greater risk to people and property. With thesads expected to continue in the
future, the process of recovering from large fiigggater than 100,000 acres) will
become increasingly important to forest agenciescammunities. However, many
forest management personnel are ill prepared te woih the agency-public
interactions that follow such events (Olsen andh8ler 2007). Numerous factors
exist that make postfire planning especially protdéc.

The decisionmaking environment after large firefllisd with a high degree
of uncertainty, coupled with pressure for promptarc Agency personnel on postfire
planning teams may have little personal experiégncFaw on in these circumstances,
as wildfires at this scale are often a one-timeneurethe career of a line officer or
technical specialist. Additionally, while muchusderstood about silvicultural
systems and harvest operations, there is greatertamty about ecological
restoration of lands affected by major wildfiregie Donato et al. 2006, Sessions et al.
2004, Thompson et al. 2007). Nevertheless, agearsonnel are called on to make
technical judgments regarding forest managementestdration, communicate
current and reliable information to community memnsband include them in postfire

planning (McCool et al. 2006, Taylor et al. 2008)ot surprisingly, such
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circumstances can result in considerable confirer @otential actions and the
resulting management decisions that play out irptli#ic arena. To be successful,
planning efforts will require an informed and sugp@ constituency (Shindler et al.
2002). Trustworthy relations, developed well beftire fire occurs, are significant to
bringing agency personnel and citizens togethagtee on a course of action after a
fire (Carroll et al. 2000, Liljeblad and Borrie 2800Isen and Shindler 2007).

A growing body of research addresses citizen-agesiayions in natural
resource settings, particularly interactions witizens regarding fuel reduction
activities and defensible space programs. Howeesearch is limited in postfire
contexts. The purpose of this study is to impronderstanding about citizen-agency
relations concerning forest planning and decisidangpafter large wildfires on
federal lands. More specifically, the intent wa®valuate public opinion of citizen-
agency interactions (i.e., U.S. Forest ServiceBuneau of Land Management
(BLM)), citizen trust in the federal forest managarhagencies to plan and implement
appropriate practices, and public acceptance dfippmanagement strategies. This
was accomplished by exploring the experiencestizietis engaged in postfire
planning using survey data in two locations: so@ivand central Oregon where large
wildfires recently occurred. Prior to the survetygse two sites were also examined
as part of a qualitative study including interviegigitizens and agency personnel
(described in a previous chapter of this dissenti Survey responses from two
locations also allowed exploration of differencedween sites. Responses suggest the

pre- and postfire planning and outreach approdantdy agency personnel can have



92
a substantial influence on citizen trust in therages and acceptance of postfire
management strategies. In the results that folioflyencing factors that emerged in

each location are examined.

MANAGEMENT CONTEXT

Forests in Oregon illustrate the challenges crelayetie increase in fire
magnitude and frequency. Two study sites werectsdenvhere large wildfires had
recently occurred; southwestern Oregon in the iticof the Biscuit Fire (2002), and
central Oregon in the vicinity of the Bear & BodB&B) Fires (2003). Lightning
was the official cause of both fires. Both buraedariety of land use types and were
eventually extinguished by fall precipitation. Rdgor recovery projects were
developed at both sites that included a varietyahagement practices applied in
different areas. These practices included seediegsures to control erosion,
replanting of conifers, harvest of burned trees (salvage), actions to protect human

safety, and leaving some areas alone.

2002 Biscuit Fire in southwest Oregon

The Biscuit Fire encompassed nearly 500,000 aorteei Siskiyou Mountains,
primarily in designated wilderness and roadlesasaos the Rogue River-Siskiyou
National Forest. Portions of the Six Rivers Nagioforest in California and the
Medford District BLM lands were also affected. Qoomities near the fire include
Medford, Grants Pass, Selma, Cave Junction, anokiBrgs, among others. Many of

these communities have a strong history of timle&vi#y as a primary source of local
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income. Included in the burn area were areasbfjobwth forest, a passionate issue
for many Oregonians, and several popular recreaites. Four residences and ten
other structures were burned, and 15,000 resiaes put on evacuation notice. It
was one of the largest wildfires in U.S. historgldhe largest recorded fire in the state
of Oregon. Plans for management of the affectesste on the Rogue River-Siskiyou
National Forest and Medford BLM lands were devetbfrem 2002-2004. During the
planning phase there was an emphasis from locahational-level agency personnel
and from local citizens that some timber extracboour from the burned areas
(Biscuit agency source 2005, Biscuit community sel2005). At the same time,
there were strong reactions from local citizens emdronmental groups that timber
removal be minimized or excluded altogether. Fpiahs included harvest of over
370,000 million board feet from over 19,000 acthsusands of acres of which were
in Late Successional Reserves and Inventoried Readireas (Biscuit Fire Recovery
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2004).

A broad range of outreach activities were impleradrduring the planning
phase of the Biscuit Fire Recovery Project. Numsragency-led public meetings
were held in the communities surrounding the frema Citizen-organized meetings
were also held, some facilitated by professionaliaters. The agencies hosted a
workshop-style conference with multiple stationsndbérmation, giving the
opportunity for members of the public to meet stgts and managers face-to-face
and ask questions. Agency presentations with gureand-answer periods were also

held at various public locations. A designatedkggperson was identified for the
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agencies and was the primary contact for releasiogf information and for
communicating with the media. A limited numbefagency-led, invitation-only field
trips were also conducted so people could seh@nselves results of the fire.
Participants on these field trips included memioétscal environmental groups. The
purpose of the invitation-only trips was to intéraath those individuals who the
agency perceived as most likely to challenge mamagéplans (Biscuit agency
source 2005). The communication focus for the eigsrduring this planning phase
was to keep information flowing and to remain cetesit with released messages
(Biscuit agency source 2005). Overall, nearly @8,@ritten comments were received
by the Forest Service and BLM regarding planstiertiurned area.

The Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest and Medldistrict BLM have
had mixed success interacting with community mesbarforest management issues
in the past. One notable example is the AppleBaténership. This cooperative
management group, organized in the early 1990satgsein the Applegate Valley (a
relatively small portion of the Rogue-River SiskiyNational Forest) and has dozens
of partners, two of which are the local Forest erand BLM. The now-defunct
Applegate Adaptive Management Area (AMA) was usedraexperimental site and
to incorporate interaction with local citizens.itigly, agency relations with
community members through the AMA and the Partnprafere productive; however,
these interactions cooled considerably over tinten@@er 2003). At the time many

individuals attributed this, in part, to policy ahddget constraints imposed by the
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federal government on the ability of local persdriaavork cooperatively with citizen
groups (Stankey et al. 2003).

Prior to the Biscuit Fire, there have been few médees in southwest Oregon.
As the largest fire in the nation for 2002, thedsis Fire received a great deal of
national media attention and later became the cehtdebate on salvage logging.
Controversy sparked over who was actually makirgsitens for the region, and
numerous claims were made that illegal managenotivitees were conducted on
Forest Service land (Conroy 2007). There was #negption by some that
management decisions were being made at the nhliswehwith no consideration for
local concerns (Biscuit community source 2005) efEhwas also turmoil when the
Forest Service increased the proposed salvages|baskd on a privately-funded
analysis released by Oregon State University rekesas in 2003, causing many to call
into question the information and process useddpare postfire management plans
(Biscuit agency source 2005, Biscuit community sel@#005, Durbin 2003). The
controversy continued in 2006 and 2007 when otbsgarchers from the same
university concluded that salvage in the Biscuiyrhave caused more harm than

good (Milstein 2007).

2003 B&B Fires in central Oregon

The B&B Fires encompassed nearly 92,000 acreseiiCtscade Mountains of
central Oregon, an area where forest use is foonisedcreation and amenity benefits.
Most of the fire burned in designated wildernegmam the Deschutes National

Forest, though some portions of the Willamette dial Forest, the Confederated
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Tribes of Warm Springs Reservation, State of Ordgods, and private lands were
also affected. Communities near the fire weree®stCamp Sherman, Black Butte
Ranch, Bend, and Redmond. Old-growth forestedsasese included in the burn
area. Few structures were affected, though 1,88idents were evacuated on two
different occasions. It was the largest wildfineécorded history for the Deschutes
National Forest. Plans for management of the edtelands on the Deschutes
National Forest were developed from 2003-2005. inuthe planning phase, as with
the Biscuit Fire, there was an emphasis that thersome level of timber extraction
from the burned areas from local and national-legeincy personnel as well as some
local citizens (B&B agency source 2005, B&B comntyisiource 2005). And, as
with the Biscuit Fire, some citizens and environtakgroups advocated that timber
removal be minimized. Final plans included harggsiver 29 million board feet
from over 6,800 acres, some of which were in LatecBssional Reserves (B&B Fire
Recovery Project Final Environmental Impact Staten2005).

Numerous outreach activities were conducted duheglanning phase of the
B&B Fire Recovery Project. Face-to-face interatsiovere important to both citizens
and agency personnel and were incorporated intg fimms of communication
(B&B agency source 2005, B&B community source 2005¢veral agency-led public
field trips were conducted within weeks of contaemn(with participation based on
first-come sign up sheets) where citizens had gp@dunity to visit the burn sites
with agency managers and resource specialistaddnion, local community groups

were invited to provide feedback and suggestiomistanvork with agency personnel
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on planning choices. Agency-led public meetingsevadso held. The
communication focus during this planning phase twasse “plain English” and
humanize concerns and individuals wherever pos§f# agency source 2005). In
the end, hundreds of written comments were recdiyetie Forest Service.

Deschutes National Forest personnel have a recgotyhof interacting with
community members on forest management issuesidimg) cooperation on the
Metolius Basin Forest Management Project (B&B comityusource 2005, Shindler
and Toman 2003). The Sisters Ranger District @isiked cooperatively with a local
community group to develop the Heritage Forest Destration Project, a set of
permanent forest plots that show common forestrtreats on the ground. Residents
in this area are also familiar with recent smahNédfires, some requiring evacuations
and destroying homes in the immediate area. Iitiaddo the B&B Fires, five other
fires burned more than 50,000 acres of ponderasa@inus ponderogsand mixed-

conifer forests in the region since 2002 (Tomaal e2008).

RELATED RESEARCH

Research on the socio-political aspects of fonedtfeie management has
steadily increased in recent years. Findings faovariety of contexts are relevant to
this study. However, very little research has bemmducted in postfire settings thus
much of the discussion here draws on literaturenf(pre-fire) agency-citizen
interactions for fuel reduction activities. Ingtgection the concepts of citizen-agency

interactions, trust, and acceptability are intragtljcas each is an influencing factor in
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successful forest planning and decisionmaking (@émet al. 2002, Toman et al.

2006, Winter et al. 2004).

Citizen-agency interactions

Citizen-agency interactions, especially communaragfforts, are important
during all phases of the fire cycle (pre, duringd @ostfire), and, decisions made in
one phase often influence the options availabt#her phases (McCool et al. 2006).
Hence, public expectations about agency communpitaind management decisions
are often based on prior, pre-fire experiencesg@®&nd Shindler 2007). Historically
speaking, forest agencies have been criticizeth&r public process (Cortner et al.
1998, Shindler et al. 2002). However, a few staidigggest relationships can be
forged and strengthened through citizen-agencyaont®ns during postfire phases.
Toman and colleagues (2008) highlight goodwill asgaificant result of citizen
participation in agency-led field trips. Reseairtlive other postfire recovery efforts
emphasizes the importance of engaging local saetaorks and including
community leaders and organized groups for theessfal implementation of postfire
projects (Burns et al. 2008).

The process diiowcitizens and community groups are engaged is an
important determining factor to how useful and eifee citizen-agency
communications or interactions can be (Toman €@06). Communications can be
either unidirectional (e.g., brochures, press sasatelevision campaigns) or
interactive where there is personal contact wittnag personnel or the learning

experience occurs on-the-group (e.g., guided frghd, neighborhood meetings,
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conversations with personnel) (Toman and Shindd@62Toman et al. 2006). One
study on agency communication strategies for foeleagement programs
specifically evaluated the effectiveness of unicli@nal and interactive programs
across diverse settings. While all eleven formsamhmunication were considered
easy to understand, the interactive programs veenedfto be more trustworthy than
the unidirectional ones (Toman et al. 2006). Caersible research also indicates two-
way, interactive communication activities are meffective at increasing
understanding and support than one-way informatalivery (McCaffrey 2004a,
Parkinson et al. 2003, Toman et al. 2006).

Numerous barriers and obstacles also exist in ¢ls#ipe planning
environment that affect citizen-agency interactio@sen and Shindler (2007)
identified five, with the caveat that additionalesnwill continue to surface during
each new fire season. The first barrier is thk tflacommon language between those
involved. For example, terms like “restorationéaften used in planning, yet a clear
understanding of what this term means does not agisss stakeholder groups
(Mowrer 2004). The second and third barriers idiet by these authors are closely
related; that there is a focus on returning langissdo their “natural” condition when
the American perception of “natural” in many casesot necessarily natural (Kay
1997), and that there is a dominance of aesthieticsest management
decisionmaking. While there is nothing inherentlypng with choosing management
practices based on aesthetics, Ribe (1999) pouttdhat some individuals interpret

uglier landscapes to be ecologically unsound, wigctot always the case. The fourth
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barrier is one of the most serious for agency persbin a postfire setting — that there
is incredible pressure for rapid decisionmaking mveeological and social uncertainty
may be considerable (Olsen and Shindler 2007). tAadinal barrier, trust, runs
through all decisionmaking processes, yet theasitiagency relationship is not always
characterized as having high levels of trust (€gryoll et al. 2000, Kumagai et al.

2004b, Winter et al. 2004).

Trust

Citizen trust in forest agencies may be the mostrsal component to
successful implementation of any forest managemegram (Burns et al. 2008,
Carroll et al. 2000, Shindler et al. 2002, Winteale 2004). With limited prior
exposure to large wildfires, trust may be criti@atitizen acceptance of postfire
management plans and decisions (Olsen and Sh2@tat). Community relations
built on trust have many positive benefits, inchglconflict reduction, ability to
organize, decreased costs, and cooperative beH&oasseau et al. 1998). In a
natural resource management context, “trust isvilimgness to rely on those who
have the responsibility for decisions and actiaiated to risk management” (Winter
et al. 2004: 9). It is widely recognized that &stimg and maintaining trust can be
challenging (e.g., Kramer 1999, Shindler et al.20While a lack of trust can
negatively influence public response to fire-raflateanagement decisions (Liljeblad
and Borrie 2006).

Numerous studies show the public is reluctantusttagency managers in

carrying out forest practices (Liljeblad 2005, Ma&ll2006, Shindler and Toman 2003,
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Winter et al. 2004). However, recent research ssiggthat more trusting relations
can be developed when agencies and citizens omhgeipre fires occur, specifically
to build fire-safe communities and work togetherfel reduction activities (Knotek
and Watson 2006, Liljeblad et al. 2005, Winterle2@04). Citizen trust in the
agencies after a fire is less understood, but reBes beginning to emerge. One study
indicated trust in the Forest Service may increhseg and after a fire event because
citizens see the agency as working hard and pmyigiadership (Ryan and Hamin
2006). Elsewhere citizens’ confidence in the Fogesvice increased after
participation in a postfire tour, also contributitagimproved understanding and
support for potential management actions (Tomam. &008). Beyond this, research
that specifically addresses trust in postfire sgtihas yet to materialize.

These types of citizen-agency interactions and comeation efforts are
important to the development of trusting relatiapsi{Olsen and Shindler 2007,
Toman et al. 2008, Winter et al. 2002). Posititeen-agency interactions can help
bring communities together to make decisions abpptopriate forest management
activities, particularly after a fire when uncentgiis high (Burns et al. 2008, Ryan
and Hamin 2006, Olsen and Shindler 2007, Tomah 2088). Methods for building
trust are unique to individuals and communitieg,regearch has shown they are
centered on the frequency, reliability, and preabdity of contact over the history of a
relationship (Fukuyama 1995, Toman et al. 2006,téviat al. 2004). It has also been
suggested that in a natural resource context, iegsits when individuals believe the

managing agency has similar goals and values to {@wetkovich and Winter 2002,
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Cvetkovich and Winter 2004, Kasperson et al. 199ter and Cvetkovich 2008).
Once earned, trustworthy relations also need forbeected; they can quickly be
destroyed by insincere or deceptive behaviorseeitdal or perceived (Slovic 1993,
Zimmer 1972).

Shindler and Cheek (1999) outlined a set of comattibutes in trustworthy
interactions that can be achieved at the local lehere the best opportunity for
building strong relationships exists. These inetuyd) sincere leadership, (2) sound
organizational and planning skills, (3) early cortment to citizen participation and
continuity of efforts, (4) inclusiveness, (5) inraive and flexible methods for
interaction, and (6) efforts that result in actiokn example of a successful trust-
building interaction comes from one of the sitearaied in this research where
public bus tours were organized by the Sisters Babggtrict after the 2003 B&B
Complex Fires. Participants responded very paditito the tours, rating them as
useful, fair, balanced, and contributing to theddsgity and trustworthiness of
managers (Toman et al. 2008). Similar experiehess been reported on other
management units as well; research after postfusstin Montana indicated improved
relations between the Forest Service, National Barkice, and citizens (U.S.D.l.
National Park Service 2003). However, Toman anlgéagues (2008) point out that
trust and credibility are too complex to be fostleoe repaired exclusively with one
activity. Rather, events like these tours, comtbivwwth numerous other interactions

over an extended period of time, feed the developmokthe citizen-agency
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relationship (Shindler et al. 2002). Building ting relationships is a long-term

process.

Acceptability

A forest management practice must be socially dabépin order to be
sustainable and adopted for the long-term (Shiretlat. 2002). Researchers and
forest management personnel have come to undergtanélue of working toward
public acceptance (Kneeshaw et al. 2004, Masah 2003, Thornhill 2003).
However, public acceptance is not something the@gean fully control. Rather,
managers can work with citizens to influence fastbat affect acceptance, such as
trust, knowledge of conditions and practices, us@eding of management
objectives, and perceptions of risk (Shindler eR80D2, Stankey and Shindler 2006).

At a basic level, acceptance of forest managemmaigatipes is a function of the
perceived risk associated with conditions and prest(Brunson 1996). Of particular
relevance to postfire settings, Stankey and Shir{@d@06) noted that public
acceptability judgments amonditional, contextualandprovisional They are
conditionalbecause they are often based on whether actierfaiato all stakeholders
and if decision processes are inclusive of those mhy be impacted. They are
contextuabecause they are based on familiar, identifialdegs that hold meaning
for citizens. And they arprovisionalbecause public judgments change; what people
find acceptable today may fall out of favor depegddon new factors that emerge
(e.g., new science, lack of successful on-the-gitdreatments, lackluster

performance or poor follow through by managemensganel). Numerous authors
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identify trust as a factor that shapes, sustamd adters public acceptance of
management practices, particularly after wildfifBarns et al. 2008, Olsen and
Shindler 2007, Ryan and Hamin 2006). Additionatdas include knowledge, local
context, esthetics, and risk and uncertainty (Stgr@dnd Shindler 2006). Citizen-
agency interactions are one platform where pubiaeustanding of postfire issues and
implications can be fostered, creating a more nesipte, stable, and consistent public
opinion (Shindler et al. 2002).

The few studies conducted thus far found high Eeélpublic acceptance for
restoration activities such as erosion control @pdanting. However, acceptance of
salvage harvesting appears highly contextual (RyaehHamin 2006, Toman et al.
2008), with higher rates of approval evident whi¢izens trust the managing agency
(Carroll et al. 2000). Acceptance of salvage $® @lependent on the specific location
where work will be conducted (Ryan and Hamin 20@6)ywell as the openness and
quality of deliberation in the planning processdisedetermine sales (Olsen and

Shindler 2007).

METHODS

The results presented in this paper representituns phase of research in
these communities. The first phase included imters with a total of 11 agency
personnel and 15 community members from the twdyssites. Themes identified
during the interviews were used to develop the @epaail questionnaire examined in

this paper. Using categorical and Likert-type #ethe survey questions addressed
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respondents’ awareness and opinions of federalgg#anning and decisionmaking
with regards to general forest management, forastagement after fires, and forest
management after the Biscuit and B&B Fires spedliffc

This research employed an attentive public samytéh is characterized by a
higher level of citizen participation in governméiman the general public (Barber
1984, Lunch 1987). This is appropriate for thregsons: 1) some questions in the
survey required respondents to have experiencectieg with the agencies after the
recent fires, 2) findings from this population aseful to agency personnel because
the attentive public includes people who are engagel likely to participate, block,
or support agency plans, and 3) opinion surveyendfirget the attentive public
because these individuals are usually the “firspomders” to a new management plan
or initiative (Shindler and Mallon 2006). Samplesre drawn from citizen lists
maintained by the Forest Service in each regists ivere comprised of individuals
who submitted comments on the Biscuit, B&B, or ottezent fires, participated in
recent fire-related outreach activities, or rege@shformation about recent forest
management activities. Only residents within the study regions were included in
the sample. In short, the sample includes lo¢eaderis who had interacted with or
submitted comments to their local Forest Servidée®ffter the fires occurred.

In the Biscuit Fire region, 261 out of 427 survewere completed and returned
for a response rate of 61%. The B&B Fires survag distributed to 358 individuals,
with 250 surveys returned for a response rate %6.7This level of response is

sufficiently high to make inferences to the largtrdy population of the attentive
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public in the two study locations (Lehman 1989)d#ionally, because managers
may interpret these results as they relate to aimsettings, it is likely these findings
will ultimately be useful beyond the current study.

Survey administration included a hand-signed reztfon postcard followed
by three waves of the survey packet accordingnmdified “tailored design method”
(Dillman 2007). The survey packet included a hamghed cover letter, the
guestionnaire, and a self-addressed, stamped retwneiope. The first wave of
mailings occurred in January 2007. Second and thave mailings to individuals
who did not return the questionnaire occurred efweek intervals, with the final
mailing completed in March. Given these high remsgorates and the associated
reduction of non-response error (Lehman 1989, Naedind Vaske 2008), no non-
response bias check was completed.

Data analysis included examination of frequencresraean scores. To
explore potential differences between sites, chiasg analysis was used where
frequencies (percentages) were examined, andstuest used for examination of

mean Scores.

FINDINGS

The survey was completed by members of the ateritveal public at each
site. Over 90% of all respondents indicated theyeamoderately or well informed
about forest conditions and management after fikdsst respondents indicated they

participated in postfire planning in some way; thaority spoke to agency personnel
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about plans, and about half submitted written conts® the agencies about plans or
attended an agency-led public meeting. In additbmer one-quarter of respondents
participated in a field trip with agency personn@pproximately half of Biscuit
respondents lived within 20 miles of the fire boand with over 10% living within
one mile of the fire. Over 80% of B&B respondelnted within 20 miles of the fire
boundary, with nearly 20% living within one mile thie fire.

Findings are presented in three sections: 1) pestfteractions with the

agencies, 2) trust in the agencies, and 3) accepiainpostfire management practices.

Postfire interactions with the agencies

Respondents’ opinions of citizen-agency interadimnplanning and decision
processes after the Biscuit and B&B Fires are diggd in Table 1. Response choices
included a 4-point scalstfongly disagre¢o strongly agregand a don’t know
option. For each statement, the percerastgr€eor strongly agregesponses, the mean

score, and the percentadn’t knowresponses are presented.
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Table 1. Citizen-agency interactions for postfirgplanning and decisionmaking.

% Agree/strongly agree
(mean scord

Statement % don’t know
Biscuit Fire B&B Fires
Citizens had meaningful opportunities to contribiote 31% 43 %
decisions * (2.12) (2.52)
8 % 20 %
Federal managers have used public input to helggma 24 % 45 %
decisions * (1.96) (2.48)
9% 16 %
Thus far, management decisions after the Biscuit (o 11 % 33%
B&B) Fire have been made according to a fair preces (1.73) (2.32)
11 % 25%
Decisions were based on scientific information * 17 % 38%
(1.88) (2.43)
12% 29 %
Federal forest managers did a good job of explginin 32% 46 %
management options, activities, and consequences * (2.18) (2.63)
12 % 19 %
| am skeptical of information from federal forest 73 % 57 %
agencies * (2.96) (2.69)
5% 3%
Federal forest managers have effectively builttteunsl 13 % 40 %
cooperation with local citizens * (1.72) (2.412)
6 % 9 %
| agree with how local agency staff have handleddb 11 % 31%
management after wildfires * (1.68) (2.26)
8 % 16 %
Local agency staff are constrained from doing tfadis 74 % 76 %
by government restrictions at the national level (3.20) (3.32)
15% 15%

@ Response categories range from 1 = strongly digaigr4 = strongly agree. Don't

know responses omitted from mean scores.

* Responses for these statements are significdiftgrent between sites pt< 0.05.
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Overall, respondents at both sites were substntialical of agency actions.
At the same time, B&B participants tended to loakrenfavorably on interactions
than their Biscuit counterparts. The lack of agrest for the first four statements,
dealing primarily with agency decision processagggsts citizens are not satisfied
with their role in decisionmaking or in the infortitan agencies use to make decisions.
The next two statements indicate citizens are e@ymtagency information and
management explanations. Citizens’ overall lackwdt and agreement with how
postfire management was handled is revealed ifotlmaving two statements, and the
final statement expresses respondents’ beliefitai@dnal-level restrictions constrain
agency personnel at the local level. It is alseworthy that numerous™ respondents
indicateddon’t knowfor many statements, particularly B&B participants.

To better understand perceptions about specifezactions with agency
personnel, respondents were first asked if theypaaticipated in four activities that
occurred at both sites: 1) provided written comraa@mt forest plans, 2) spoke with
agency personnel about forest plans, 3) attengedblc meeting with agency
personnel, and 4) participated in field trips orsiie demonstrations with agency
personnel. The majority (more than half) of Bisecespondents provided written
comments, spoke with personnel, or attended a@ui#eting, and one-quarter had
participated in a field trip or demonstration. tAé B&B site, between one-third and
one-half of survey respondents participated in edi¢he four activities. Respondents

were then asked to rate how worthwhile activitiesevn which they had participated.
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The questionnaire also explained that “worthwhiteant an activity was a good,
credible exchange of information and they wouldipgrate in it again. Findings are
presented in Table 2.

Response options included a 4-point scale fnotnworthwhileto extremely
worthwhile. Again results are mixed. Biscuit respondents tdrideate their
experience poorly with only participation in fidigps judged asnoderatelyor
extremely worthwhiléy at least a third of respondents. Responses tihe B&B site
were significantly better; the majority found atitizities except providing written
comments amoderatelyor extremely worthwhile Field trips faired the best at both

sites.



Table 2. Worthwhile interactions with agency personel after fire.

% Moderately/extremely worthwhile
(mean scord

Activity
Biscuit Fire B&B Fires
Provided written comments on forest plans 17 % 34 %
a.77) (2.23)
Spoke with agency personnel about forest plans 25 % 56 %
(1.89) (2.52)
Attended public meeting with agency personnel 26 % 51 %
(2.90) (2.50)
Participated in field trips or on-site demonstrasiavith agency personnel 37 % 73 %
(2.09) (2.73)

@ Response categories range from 1 = not worthwhite= extremely worthwhile.
Responses for all interactions are significantffedent between sites pt< 0.05.

TT1T
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Respondents were also asked about how effectiat dgency personnel were
in planning for and managing lands affected byfitee Response options included a
4-point scalerfot effectivedo very effectiviand ‘don’t know with scores reported in

Table 3.

Table 3. Agency effectiveness.

% Moderately/very effective
_ (mean scor€)
Question % don’t know

Biscuit Fire B&B Fires

How effective have local forest personnel been |in 13 % 38 %
planning for and managing lands affected by this (1.67) (2.39)
fire? 13 % 23 %

#Response categories range from 1 = not effectiviestavery effective. Don’t know
responses omitted from mean scores.
Responses are significantly different between sitgs< 0.05.

As before, ratings were substantially low. Sigrafitly fewer indicated
moderatelyor very effectivat the Biscuit site than the B&B site. Fewden’'t know
responses were also recorded at the Biscuit Aitellow-up question asked why they
responded as they did, and nearly 80% of partitgogave an answer. Primary
reasons for indicatingot effectiveor slightly effectivancluded slow decision
processes because of government “red tape,” dsangnat with the amount of planned
harvest (too much or too little), belief that patdind local concerns were ignored, and

that mistakes were made because action was takequickly. Although fewer in

number, most positive responses focused on goodhcomsation with environmental
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groups early in the planning process, though manlyeaBiscuit site note this was lost

when management plans were changed to increassgedbvels.

Trust in the agencies

Research has shown citizen trust in forest agemiegportant to the success
of forest management policies and practices. Retgrus’ rated their level of trust in
the local Forest Service or BLM to make good decisiabout forest management
using a 4-point scala¢ trustto full trust) and a tlon’t know category.
Subsequently, they were asked if their trust inftliest agencies had changed based
on how management activities were handled aftefithe Results are reported in
Table 4.

Trust in local Forest Service or BLM staff to maj@od decisions differed
significantly between sites, with 41% of Biscuispendents and two-thirds of B&B
respondents indicatingoderateor full trust. Very few respondents used than't
knowoption. Change in trust in the forest agencies becaupesifire management
was also significantly different between sites.e Thajority of Biscuit respondents
indicated a decrease in trust, while the majoritB&B respondents said trust levels
did not change. However, a substantial number |3i%he B&B site also noted a

decrease. Very few respondents at either siteatell an increase in trust.



Table 4. Trust in the agencies.

114

% Moderate/full trust
(mean scord

Trust % don’t know
Biscuit Fire | B&B Fires
My level of trust in local Forest Service or BLMaftto 41 % 66 %
make good decisions about forest management. (2.33) (2.84)
1% 4 %

Based on how management activities were handled aftthe fire, my trust in the

forest agencies has...

Increased
Not changed

Decreased

1%

43 %

56 %

8 %

62 %

30 %

#Response categories range from 1 = no trust téul trust. Don’t know responses

omitted from mean scores.

Responses to both measures are significantly diftdsetween sites at0.05.

As before, an open-ended follow-up question askieg their trust had

changed, and the majority of respondents answebédhe few who indicated an

increase in trust, good public-agency interactiott @mmunication skills was noted.

Reasons for a decrease in trust included beliefatgtolitical influence (both national

government and interest group) on agencies atghense of ecological factors, that

management activities were illegally conducted, #uad citizen input, local needs,

and forest needs (some arguing more harvest wakdgegome less) were ignored.
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Acceptance of postfire management practices

Forest agencies have a number of options for magdgnds after a fire once
emergency crews have finished stabilizing hazardouslitions. Table 5 displays six
common postfire management strategies and resptd@mions about their use.
The practices were accompanied with the followiafirdtions in the questionnaire:

» Erosion control Activities such as installing water diversion\aits to

help reduce damage from erosion after fires.

* Replanting Plant seedlings in areas where desired speceascarexpected

to return naturally.

» SeedingPlanting grass and forb seeds to help reduce giaufin@m erosion
after fires.

» Harvest burned tre€lrees that are dead or expected to die are hadres
and sold for economic gain.

* Manage for safety onlyConduct management activities only in areas as
required for human safety. Leave the rest to eatur

* No action No action should be taken on lands affected tey fLet nature
take its course.

Response options for each practice were as folleukis practice is a
legitimate tool that land managers should be ablage whenever they see 2} this
practice should be done only infrequently, in callgfselected areas3) this practice
should not be considered because it creates toymeagative impacist) this is an
unnecessary practicand 5)don’t know Because the second response choice
represents the common form of agency implementétiomanagement practices,
selection of the first or second choice was inttgnt as acceptance of the specific
practice. Responses were significantly differegttneen sites for all practices except

taking no action.



Table 5. Acceptance of post-fire management praces.

No action. Let

Erosion Control* Replanting* Seeding* Harvesting . TR fo*r SR nature take its
burned trees only
course.

Public Acceptance of
Post-fire Practices

Biscuit B&B Biscuit B&B Biscuit B&B Biscuit B&B Biscuit B&B Biscuit B&B
This practice is a
legitimate tool that land
managers should be able 70 % 78 % 70 % 85 % 63 % 78 % 46 % 56 % 43 % 33 % 37 % 29 %
to use whenever they see
fit
This practice should be
done only infrequently, in| 24 % 18 % 21 % 11 % 29 % 16 % 28 % 27 % 28 % 35 % 21 % 25 %
carefully selected areas
This practice should not
be considered because it 5, | 9o | 296 | 106 | 2% | 1% | 16% | 7% | 16% | 12% | 19% | 19%
creates too many negativ
impacts
;:‘;it'li :" unnecessary |- 3 1% 4% 1% 5% 1% | 10% | 9% | 11% | 183% | 21% | 23%
Don’t know 1% 3% 3% 2% 2% 4% 1% 1% 3% 7% 2% 5%

* Responses for these practices are significantigrént between sites at< 0.05.

911
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Three practices were acceptable (first two ansywaowns) to over 90% of
survey respondents from both sites: erosion cqmgplanting, and seeding. In each
case B&B participants were willing to give manageasre discretion for
implementation by allowing managers to use a peactinenever they believe it is
appropriate. Even the most contentious practiae/dsting burned trees, was
acceptable to nearly three-quarters of responasiriisth sites (74% on the Biscuit
and 83% on the B&B). Given this level of acceptafar the first four management
actions, it is curious that a majority at each sitk rated managing for safety only and
let nature take its course as acceptable. Iss @bteworthy that scores at each site
were significantly different except for the no actialternative. Overall it appears that
B&B respondents favored more active managementttienBiscuit counterparts.
Finally, it is evident that almost everyone hadamion on these practices as few
don’t knowresponses were given.

To better understand what influences public accegtarespondents were
asked how important ten factors were to their judgts of agency actions and
decisions. Response options included a 5-poinbrtapce scalenpne, slightly,
moderately, very, an@éxtremely. The ‘don’t know” option was not provided.
Findings are presented in Table 6, roughly ranleed from most important to the
least important factor. For each statement, thegoe ofvery and extremely

importantresponses and the mean score are presented.
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Table 6. Influences on public acceptance of agenagtions and decisions.

% Veryl/extremely important
Statement (mean scord
Biscuit Fire B&B Fires

Trust in the decision-maker 74 % 83 %

(4.04) (4.15)
The decision is based on environmental 74 % 82 %
consequences (4.15) (4.30)
When | know the objectives of a proposed 74 % 79 %
management action (4.02) (4.10)
Scientists play a role in reviewing alternative 68 % 80 %
for management decisions (3.95) (4.13)
Actions will help reduce the spread of non- 65 % 76 %
native species (3.86) (4.02)
The decision leads to active management 60 % 66 %
(thinning) to maintain or restore conditions * (3.60) (3.84)
The decision protects wildlife habitat over 56 % 65 %
human use * (3.63) (3.90)
The decision maintains forest access for 52 % 51 %
recreation (3.52) (3.53)
Actions will help support the local economy 1 53 % 34 %

(3.57) (3.06)
The decision was based on economic 46 % 34 %
consequences * (3.32) (3.07)

@ Response categories range from 1 = not importafitt extremely important.
* Responses for these statements are significdiffgrent between sites pt< 0.05.
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A number of influences were highly rated as vergxtremely important at
both sites. Among these were trust in the decis@ker, basing the decision on
environmental consequences, and knowing the obgsctf a proposed management
action. Beliefs were somewhat stronger among B&RBigipants, who also gave high
ratings (at least 70% or more) to scientists plgyrole in reviewing alternatives and
actions helping to reduce non-native species.rdstmgly, actions that support the
local economy and basing decision on economic cuesees were among the least

important influences on public acceptance.

DISCUSSION

Postfire forest management on federal lands is texrgrologically and
socially. This paper explores citizen-agency itéons, trust, and acceptance of
postfire management practices in two postfire sgéti It must be emphasized that this
study did not employ random public sampling, aretefore findings cannot be
generalized to the general public. Rather, thidysexamines the attentive public —
individuals who by definition are more active invgonment (Barber 1984, Lunch
1987). Findings about this population can be udefunanagement personnel, as
these citizens are the most engaged, and are ikelgttb participate, block, or
support agency plans. Several findings are notiwor

First, there is broad acceptance from respondaritgs study for all postfire
treatment options. Acceptance is nearly unaninfioiuthe easy decisions such as use

of erosion control, replanting, and seeding in tdieselected areas. A strong
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majority of respondents in this study also accepiteduse of salvage in carefully
selected areas, despite the fact that the comrhbameest of burned trees has been at
the center of postfire controversy in several lmret (Duncan 2002, Preusch 2004).
Although the acceptance of these practices is litigHikely they are also influenced
by trust. Findings here are in line with otherds#s where people seem to be saying
they will withhold their opinion of agency trustwbmess until they see how these
treatment options are implemented and whetherdbagy follows through with what
citizens think is right (Cvetkovich and Winter 20@vetkovich and Winter 2004,
Kasperson et al. 1992, Winter and Cvetkovich 2008).

At the same time, a majority of respondents algpstted the no action
alternative. This apparent conflict of acceptighbheavily intensive (i.e., salvage)
and totally passive (i.e., no action) approacheg masult from the expectation that
each practice would take placedifferentand carefully selected areas, and that each
practice may have an acceptable use somewhere @ffétted landscape. Findings
from this research support this notion; particigantde it clear one of the most
important factors influencing their judgment of agg actions and decisions was
knowing the objectives of a proposed managemerdraavhich presumably includes
knowing the spatial context for these actions aé wadso noteworthy is that 40% of
respondents completely rejected the “no actioréraktive, suggesting many citizens
see a need for some form of management on theds. lan

Second, respondents’ assessments of citizen-agaecgctions were

generally negative across the board. Not onlypdidicipants give managers low
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marks for providing information and opportunities interaction, they also largely
indicated that many interaction activities were wotthwhile. One possible
explanation for these low marks surfaced in thenegreded questions in this survey;
citizens were dissatisfied with how the agenciesiysublic input and what
information was used to make decisions. Failuradiequately listen and respond to
citizens has been cited as a common problem elsevwyBampbell 2004, Cortner et al.
1998, Kent et al. 2003, McCool et al. 2000, Meneleal. 2003) and also leads to loss
of trust as was noted by respondents in this st@lgser examination of these
responses reveals more clues; participants frorB&t site generally responded
more positively than participants from the Bisaiie. These findings suggest the
more developed relationships and history of pasitifizen-agency interactions at the
B&B site were a factor in higher assessments #fiefire, lending support to the
notion that pre-fire interactions influence postfielationships (Burns et al. 2008).

As in previous studies (Shindler and Toman 200®8) ability of agency
personnel to engage citizens about forest treatoy@mins appears just as important
as providing good information. This frequently megoing beyond the traditional
agency-public meeting, often cited as one-way foofmommunication that are used
to comply with the National Environmental PolicytAbut do not serve the needs and
interests of concerned citizens (Cortner et al81$hindler et al. 2002). Indeed,
citizen interviews from both study sites reveal skeatiment that agency-public
meetings were held as a formality, and that managéntecisions had been made

before the public was invited to participate (clea@ in this dissertation).
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Considerable research supports the need for ergloew approaches for
disseminating and explaining information. Suchcpsses would also include
providing timely information, and providing opponities that allow for real
participation with genuine discussion that, assallteinspires greater citizen
commitment in the plan itself and the process biclvit was developed (Taylor et al.
2005, Toman and Shindler 2003, Toman et al. 2006).

Additionally, many participants are simply unawéespondeddon’t know”)
about how agency personnel interact with locateris. This suggests an opportunity
for local personnel to make a real difference girtkommunity by influencing
attitudes among those who are undecided. The nuofilden’t knowresponses
amounted to nearly one-third of participants fanecsurvey questions in this study.
Given these responses came from the attentivequils likely there are a far greater
number of “undecideds” in these communities. laficing even a portion of these
citizens in a positive way would make a substamtitiéérence. A pathway towards
this goal is to restructure citizen-agency commaiton strategies to focus on a more
personalized form of public interaction (Cortneakt1998). For example, learning
about local concerns and specific forest placespbrtance make the interaction
more meaningful to participants and result in nqoositive public responses (Shindler
and Neburka 1997, Shindler and Toman 2003, Wirtal. 2002).

A third notable finding is the respondents’ deceemstrust in the agencies
associated with how they managed after the fifldgs decrease reflected many

concerns, including beliefs about political infleen(from several directions) on
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agencies at the expense of ecological factorgyeheeption that illegal activities were
carried out, and a belief that citizen input, locaéds, and forest needs were ignored.
These all suggest a failure in having authenticroomications and ways for people to
understand the decisionmaking process (LiljeblatiBorrie 2006, Olsen and Shindler
2007, Toman et al. 2008, Winter et al. 2004).Idoaupports the notion that
respondents believe the agencies do not have gioalar to themselves, as evidenced
by the extremely low percent who agreed with homaggment was handled after the
fires (Winter and Cvetkovich 2008). Most belietattbasing the decision on
environmental consequences was important, sintlaegponses about how trust in
decision-makers is essential to supporting agenastiges. Clearly, trustworthy
relations is the key to bringing these communitiggether for a consensus on postfire
management (Olsen and Shindler 2007).

Responses from the few individuals who indicatedharease in trust suggest
managers have means to change this trend, as gbtd mteraction and
communications skills were the primary reason fpositive trust assessment.
Although skepticism exists about influence on Iqeaisonnel from the national level,
many concerns can still best be addressed at stvéctllevel. Citizens value sincerity
in their interactions with agency personnel, ad aglgenuine discussion of both
problems and possible solutions (Burns et al. 20@&genport et al. 2007, Shindler
and Cheek 1999). This is usually possible onlhatiocal level, often in face-to-face
interactions. With the potential for more trustiggationships as a direct result of

such frank encounters, conflict may be reducedperive behavior may increase,
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and the process for organizing and making decisioang become more efficient
(Burns et al. 2008, Rousseau et al. 1998).

Finally, considerable variance in opinion existsamen the two study sites.
Though some sentiments are similarly shared (eogstraints on local agency staff,
importance of trust in decision-makers), the sigaiit differences in agreement
between most statements about citizen-agency atiena argue against a one-size-
fits-all planning and management approach aftesfirFrom the initial descriptions of
these communities, one can see there are diffesendke size of the fire,
management emphasis, and the type of interactimosi@ stakeholders. Overall,
B&B respondents were much more positive in thdings of agency actions than
Biscuit respondents, underscoring the importan@ckhowledging local-specific
social and environmental concerns (Brunson anddBmi2004, Winter et al. 2004).

An open public process for identifying and decidapgpropriate action for
local conditions is often complex and one whichuregg patience, leadership, and
commitment (Lachapelle and McCool 2005, Shindl&@@®®hindler and Neburka
1997). Shindler and Gordon (2005b) outlined a-stes@ approach to building
citizen-agency partnerships for fire and fuel mamagnt that included these attributes
as well as other planning strategies. Their mettadso seem appropriate for use in
postfire settings. Such interactive, place-bastidiies serve many purposes,
including fostering good will among all stakeholslesind improving public

understanding of the rationale behind proposed gemant actions (Toman et al.
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2006). In turn, this often leads to reducing cehtnd increased support for

management programs (Shindler et al. 1999, StaakdyShindler 2006).

CONCLUSION

Postfire planning and decisionmaking for federatlgis a highly complex
process, one that is affected by citizen trusizem-agency relations, and citizen
acceptance of management strategies. Most persamthéocal citizens will not have
experienced an event of the magnitude describ#&ddrstudy, making it even more
difficult to reach consensus on a course of actidrcentral conclusion from this
analysis is that people are generally willing toegat postfire management practices,
but they are much less trusting of the agenciesitry them out. It is likely that many
people are withholding trust until they see if mgera can make good on their word,
and whether final agency actions match what cisZsglieve should happen. People
seem to agree something needs to be done, buig&eptemains and the need for a
well crafted planning process and good leaderst@guamdamental to success.

Findings from this study also help us to understaiode specifically the
elements important to citizens. Clearly, postfieatment options were broadly
supported by respondents in this study, yet thexegdly gave negative assessments
to citizen-agency interactions. Many were alsoaamied on this issue.
Environmental impacts of management practices arsd in the agencies were
important to most participants. Many of those Wa#st trust in the agencies because

of postfire management cited reasons such as digapgent in how decisions were
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made and what information was used in decisiorg differences between the two
study sites in this research suggest positiveiogiships may be more likely to
develop from a long-term investment in engagingeits in real problem discussion
and deliberation.

For managers, an initial use for information frdnststudy is to engage local
citizens and discuss whether this is an accurateng of their local community. It
offers a good starting point for managers andeaitszto work together and come to
agreement on what is important here, what areltbenatives and their likely

outcomes, and how will the planning process selhiatarests.
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General Conclusion

The work presented in this dissertation is sigaifitcfor postfire forest
management on federal land. With little previoesearch conducted in this context,
these findings provide direction for future reséaaod suggestions for citizen-agency
interactions, building citizen trust in the agesciand creating wider citizen
acceptance of management strategies after wildWiemts. The complexity of postfire
relationships and interactions is highlighted imdings throughout this dissertation.

The first manuscript approaches these topics byrsanmaing research useful
to federal agency personnel (technicians, manadecssionmakers) who address the
range of sociopolitical concerns in forest commesitfter wildfires. Research
conducted to date is reviewed on postfire plannilegjsionmaking, and management.
Important literature in related fields such as teatlrestoration, forest health, fuels
management, and natural hazards and disasters attexldiscussion. Several
themes are delineated, including the importandeust, acceptance, communication,
and development of long-term relationships to tiecess of management plans. The
intent here is to build on prior efforts to examthe postfire social context and
expand informed, rational deliberation in thisicat area of emerging importance.

Using this background research, the next logiag stas to explore citizen-
agency relationships first-hand in postfire comntieai This was accomplished
through exploratory interviews in five sites thadirecently experienced large
wildfires. Findings are presented using a “lesdeamed” approach in manuscript

two, with a specific focus on communication stragegn postfire forest communities.
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Analysis here suggests agency communication withingonities after fire is a
complicated situation. In particular, postfire sess is rooted in 1) the quality of
long-term (pre-fire and during-fire) actions, 2mmunication strategies that go
beyond simple information provision, and 3) builglirelationships with the attentive
public who may be useful partners in reaching ouhe larger community. This
manuscript concludes with suggestions for futuseaech, including the need for
examination of these concepts among a broader savhfte public. This qualitative
analysis led to the development of a survey prapdsch is reported in the final
chapter.

The third manuscript further explores citizen-ageimteractions in postfire
environments by examining 1) local citizens’ petaaps of their interactions with the
federal agencies during postfire planning, 2) eitig levels of trust in the agencies,
and 3) public acceptance for postfire managemeaitesfies. This is accomplished
through a mail survey developed on the findingaftbe second manuscript. The
survey was administered in two postfire communitieg were also examined in the
gualitative interviews and analysis. The recipearitthe survey were the attentive
public. Information about these citizens can ljgeemlly useful for local managers
because they are the citizens who are most likepatticipate in postfire planning
processes. Findings indicate attentive citizeadargely supportive of the use of
postfire management strategies, yet they genedallyot trust the agencies to make
fire-related decisions and many are not satisfiettheir interactions with agency

personnel.
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Data presented in manuscript two provide some inelfterpreting these
results. It suggests these citizens may be suppmt management strategies because
they see a need to manage these lands, yet tleepaiseive the agencies as already
having made up their minds about how managemensplal be implemented.

Differences between sites in the survey study sstgggzen trust and
assessment of interactions with agency personngl@anore positive in
communities where citizen-agency relationships wideneeloped well before the fire
occurred. Interview responses from manuscriptpgvawvide more depth here as well.
Agency personnel in the sites with more develogdationships relied heavily on
citizens and citizen groups to engage the publitsaicit input during postfire
planning. Community members commented on how #pgyeciated this form of
interaction, valuing open honesty and acknowledgermkeemotional responses
among residents.

This research is somewhat limited by the samplailadipns examined. All
three studies employed a level of purposive sargplin manuscript 1, literature is
reviewed and synthesized. Because little resdastbeen conducted in postfire
environments, most literature comes from pre-firether contexts. While this may
be a valid approach, and currently useful, addaigostfire research will provide
more certainty in outcomes. Manuscript 2 expldhesnes from fives sites based on
purposively-chosen interviews with citizens andraxyepersonnel. The intent was to
characterize postfire communication at these sitied,not necessarily to produce

widely generalizable results. In manuscript 3diitgs are specific to the attentive
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population from which the sample was drawn. Regag] these individuals are an
important part of the local culture. Thus, despiis targeted sampling, it is likely
results from all three manuscripts will be usefubther postfire contexts with similar

issues and problems.
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APPENDIX A: QUESTIONNAIRE FOR INTERVIEWS FOR CHAPTE R 2
(Based on agency interviews)

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Could you tell me briefly about your backgroundsrent position, and role during the
[Biscuit, Bitterroot, Hayman, etc]?

When you first inherited the post-fire planningoet§, how did you determine what your

priorities were? What were they?

a. Organize: How did you organize to begin the planning proce¥# were the
players? How was this determined? Was the palghart of this process? How?

b. Change:Over time, did this change? If yes, what causedctiange?

c. Activities: Briefly, what are the major post-fire activitiegfovery plan, rest &
rehab...use their language]? (salvage, watershedagbian, wildlife protection, etc)
How were the priorities set in developing thesagPa(ecological considerations first,
fear of runoff, economics, social acceptabilitg)et

Thus far, what factors have made the post-firerptanand decision-making effort a

success?

a. Unique: Anything really unique or special to this areaioe?

b. Special placesWhat about “special places”? Were any affectethbyfire? How is
the recovery being handled?

Have there been any barriers to the post-fire fteghand decision-making efforts? If yes,

what? How were they handled?

a. Future: Do you anticipate additional barriers and obstéclgghat?

b. Heartburn: What are the heartburn issues for the agency? WWimtt for the
community? Have they pooled together?

c. Controversy: Has there been any controversy? Could you eladf®rat

d. Lawsuits: Have any lawsuits or appeals been filed? For witét® is that being
addressed?

How was the public considered or brought in on piiag what to do after the fire?

a. Communication: What were the specific communication or outreadivities?
(identify one-way or interactive) What did you vwam accomplish with these
activities? Were some activities more effectivantiothers? What has been the
reaction to these activities?

b. Decisions & challengesHow were decisions made regarding communication
activities? Were there challenges associatedtiwéltommunication efforts? If yes,
what were they? How were they handled?

c. Change & future: Have communication and outreach activities charagechore time
has elapsed since the fire? How? Are additioc@liies planned that involve the
public? What are they?
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6) What kind of relationship exists between the FS @rmmunity?

a.

oo

Change:Did the fire change that? How? What was it likeédoe the fire? Are
(were) certain leaders or groups really active?

Public concern: How would you describe the public’s level of awarss about forest
issues prior to the fire? (defensible space...)

Expectations:What are the FS’s expectations of the communitgP@unity of FS?
Trust: What is your sense about the public’s trust inEBeto do post-fire planning?
How has it changed during the post-fire planninfRat seemed to cause these
changes?

7) Have there been any unifying activities or factbiet seem to have brought the
community together (both within, and with the FSjwhat way?

a.

Disaster culture: Have you noticed a kind of attitude where neighlveadly come
together to help each other? Is this still ocag?i If not, what caused it to stop?

8) Suggestions to other forests/districts that mayesday be in your shoes?
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY FOR CHAPTER 3 (Based on BiscuitFire Survey)

W Il LDLANMNTD

Federal Forest
Management
after Large Wildfires

A Survey of Citizens in
Southwest Oregon

Oregon State

UNIVERSITY

FIRE«RESEARCH College of Forestry

This questionnaire was developed by researché&segfon State University. The findings will be
summarized to help federal land managers and stiebetter understand citizens’ opinions of
forest management planning and activities. Weaaking for your help because of your interest|in
forests in Southwest Oregon. The first set of aes is about general forest management. These
are followed by questions specific to the BiscuieF
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Section 1 General Perspectives
We are interested in your opinions about fedenadoplanning and management. For each of
following questions, please select the answerrtiatt closely reflects your beliefs. Please note
these questions do not pertain to designated wikderareas (i.e., Kalmiopsis) where certain
management activities are restricteshswers and comments are strictly confidential.

1) How long have you lived in Southwest Oregon?

years

2) Prior to this survey, how much had you thought abotinational forest issues or problems?

Circle one number.
1

2

2
(o]

4

/
None

A moderate amount

\

Aafjceal

3) Public opinion and support are important factors inthe success of forest policies. We would

like to know what influences your opinion of forestmanagement decisions. How important

are the following factors to you when making judgmats about BLM or Forest Service
actions and decisions? Circle one number for eaddtatement.

Not Slightly Moderately  Very Extremely

Important | Important | Important | Important | Important
The_ decision is based on 1 5 3 4 5
environmental consequence
The dec_|5|on is based on 1 2 3 4 5
economic consequences.
Actions will help support the 1 > 3 4 5
local economy.
Actions will help r_educe th_e 1 2 3 4 5
spread of non-native species.
The decision leads to active
management (thinning) to 1 > 3 4 5
maintain or restore
conditions.
Trust in the decision-maker. 1 2 3 4 5
When | know the objectives
of a proposed management 1 2 3 4 5
action.
The decision maintains fores 1 5 3 4 5
access for recreation.
Scientists play a role in
reviewing alternatives for 1 2 3 4 5
management decisions.
The_ decision protects wildlife 1 5 3 4 5
habitat over human uses.
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4) Trust in natural resource organizations is essentiao the success of forest management
programs. Please indicate your level of trust inhe following agencies to make good decisions
about forest management.Circle one number for each or checKM) “Don’t know.”

Agenc No Limited | Moderate Full Don't
gency Trust Trust Trust Trust know
U.S. Federal Agencies (Forest

Service, BLM) in Washington, D.C. ! 2 € 4 U
Your local Forest Service or BLM 1 5 3 4 0
staff

Oregon Department of Forestry 1 2 3 4 L]

Section 2: After Wildfires

This section deals with making forest managemecisiams after wildfires occur. Please select the
answer that most closely reflects your beliefs.

1) Prior to this survey, how much had you thought abotiforest management after wildfires?
Circle one number.

1 2 3 4 5
/ | \
None A moderate amount Aafjcieal

2) How well informed would you consider yourself to beabout conditions and management of
forests after wildfires? Circle one number.

1 2 3 4 5
/ | \
Not informed Moderately informed Venjormed

3) Many federal forest management issues involve diffult trade-offs between natural
environmental conditions and economic consideratian In regards to forest management
after wildfires, where are your priorities on the following scale? Circle one number.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
\ | /
Highest priority should be given to Equal Highest priority should be given
maintaining natural environmental priority to to economic considerations after
conditions after wildfires, even if both. wildfires, even if there are
there are negative economic negative environmental

consequences. consequences.
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4) Federal forest agencies can use a humber of differepractices to maintain or change
conditions in forests following a wildfire. We wan to know what you think. Please review
the four responses listed below; then, for each tiie practices listed in the table, circle the
number that best reflects your opinion about each.If you know too little to make a
judgment about a particular practice, check i) the far right hand column.

Response 1:This practice is a legitimate tothlat land managers should be able to use whenever
they see fit.

Response 2:This practice should be done only infrequeniycarefully selected areas.

Response 3:This practice should not be considetetause it creates too many negative impacts.

Response 4:This is an unnecessary practice

Practice Legitimate Only Should Not B{ Unnecessary Don't
(with description) Tool Infrequently | Considered Practice know
Replanting
Plant seedlings in area
where desired species 1 2 3 4 [

are not expected to
return naturally.
Harvest burned trees
Trees that are dead or
expected to die are 1 2 3 4 (]
harvested and sold for
economic gain.
Erosion control
Activities such as
installing water
diversion culverts to
help reduce damage
from erosion after fires.
Seeding

Planting grass and forb
seeds to help reduce 1 2 3 4 (]
damage from erosion
after fires.

Manage for safety
only

Conduct management
activities only in areas 1 2 3 4 ]
as required for human
safety. Leave the rest
to nature.

No action

No action should be
taken on lands affected 1 2 3 4 (]
by fire. Let nature take
its course.
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Section 3: Biscuit Fire (2002)

Now we would like your opinions about planning aos and decisions for lands involved in the
Biscuit Fire. Please select the answer that mosely reflects your beliefs. Your responses are
important and will help us understand what citizémisk about forest management after large
local wildfires. Answers and comments are strictly confidential.

1) Federal forest agencies (Forest Service, BLM) intact in various ways with local
communities after wildfires. Please evaluate theoflowing statements based on your
experiences with these agencies in your area aftdre Biscuit Fire. Circle one number for
each statement or checkil) “Don’t know.”

S_trongly Disagree Agree Strongly | Don't
disagree agree | know

Federal forest managers have
effectively built trust and cooperatio 1 2 3 4 [l
with local citizens.
Federal managers have used publig

input to help make decisions. L 2 3 4
The information provided by agencig

. . 1 2 3 4
is up-to-date and reliable.

| am skeptical of information from 1 > 3 4

federal forest agencies.

Local agency staff are constrained
from doing their jobs by government 1 2 3 4 L]
restrictions at the national level.
There are adequate opportunities fo
citizens to participate in the local 1 2 3 4 (]
agency planning process.

=

2) Federal forest managers need feedback about theictons after the Biscuit Fire. Overall,
how effective have local forest personnel been ingmning for and managing lands affected by
this fire? Circle one number or check(d) “Don’t know.”

1 2 3 4
/ / \ \ Don't know []
. Slightly Moderately .
Not Effective Effective Effective Very Effective

Please tell us one or two reasons for your responabove:
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3) We are interested in your opinions about specificspects of how the federal forest agencies
conducted planning and decision-making activitiesdr lands affected by the Biscuit Fire.
Please indicate your level of agreement with the flowing statements. Circle one number or

check(M) “Don’t know.”

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Don't
know

Decisions were based on
scientific information.

1

2

3

4

]

Citizens had meaningful
opportunities to contribute to the
decisions.

[

Local public concerns were
incorporated into management
plans.

Federal forest managers did a
good job of explaining
management options, activities,
and conseqguences.

Thus far, management decision
after the Biscuit Fire have been
made according to a fair proces|

Local Forest Service and BLM
staff are reliable when managin
forests after fires.

Residents of the Siskiyou
mountain region find the local
Forest Service and BLM staff to
be trustworthy when managing
forests after fires.

| agree with how local Forest
Service and BLM staff have
handled forest management aft

the Biscuit Fire.

4) Please tell us if your trust in the federal foresagencies (Forest Service, BLM) has changed
because of how they handled management activitiefter the Biscuit Fire.

My trust in the agencies has...

If your trust has increased or decreased, what idhe primary reason?

[] Increased.

(] Not changed.

[

Decreased.
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5) We would like to understand how much contact you hae had with agency personnel after the
Biscuit Fire, and how worthwhile you think it was. By “worthwhile” we mean activities you
feel were a good, credible exchange of informatioeind you would participate in again. For
each item, indicate whether you participated in thé activity following the Biscuit Fire. Then,
for each activity in which you patrticipated, indicate how worthwhile you found that activity.

Participated? Worthwhile?
Activity (Circle
Choice) No | Somewhat Moderately Extremely
Provided written comments on fore ves / No 1 2 3 4
plans
Spoke with agency personnel about Yes / No 1 2 3 4
forest plans
Part|C|pateq in flel_d trips or on-site Ve /I NG 1 2 3 4
demonstrations with agency persor
Attended public meeting with agengy </ o 1 2 3 4
personnel
Other (specify): Yes/No | 1 2 3 4

Section 4: Your Background

this survey will remain confidentia

Questions in this final section help us to bettedarstand peoples’ opinionall information in

1) Do you belong to a neighborhood association or othgroperty group that has a defensible
space or fuels reduction program?

[ 1 No [] Yes

(] Don’t know

2) Approximately how far do you live from the nearestboundary of the Biscuit Fire?

(] 0-1 miles
(] 2-5 miles
(] 6-10 miles
[]111-20 miles
(] 21+ miles
(] Don’'t know
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3) Did you live in Southwest Oregon during the 2002 Btuit Fire?

[J] No =——— Skip to question 4.

[ Yes ——  Answer the following quesson

Were you evacuated during the Biscuit fire? (1 No L] Yes
Were you affected by smoke from the Biscuit fire? (1 No L] Yes
Did you have any property damaged in the Biscuit iFe? (1 No L] Yes
4) What is your gender? L] Male (] Female
5) What is your age? years

6) What is the highest level of formal education you éve completed?

(] Some high school [J Bachelor's degree
(] High school graduate ] Some graduate school
[] Some college [ ] Completed graduate degree

7) Inyour own words, what do forest agencies really eed to concentrate on after a large
wildfire event like the Biscuit Fire? Please usehe space below to write any comments or
suggestions.

Thank you for completing this questionnaire. We kiow your time is valuable which makes us
appreciate your responses even more. Please folebtquestionnaire and use the stamped
envelope to mail it back to us.




