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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

This report conveys results from the FY 2010 programmatic monitoring and evaluation effort designed 

to fulfill the Congressional mandate to monitor the role local communities have in the development and 

implementation of stewardship contracts or agreements.  The report briefly outlines the survey and 

interview methodology used by the Pinchot Institute and its regional partners, presents the results of the 

study, and offers several suggestions for improvement.  The report also includes three regional summary 

reports each containing their own observations and suggestions from a regional context.   

 

This monitoring program has found that there is broad support for the stewardship contracting activities 

of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).  Most agency and non-agency participants say that they 

would participate again, largely because of the specific outcomes they have achieved on-the-ground.  

Interest in stewardship contracting often stems from a desire for flexible approaches that can be readily 

paired with collaborative forms of natural resource management.  Despite the steady growth and many 

positive innovations experienced with stewardship authorities over the past 10 years, a number of 

hurdles remain.   

 

While many of these challenges are not specific to stewardship contracting, and present obstacles to 

effective federal lands management more broadly, there is a growing sense that stewardship contracting 

is being perceived as simply being a goods-for-services funding mechanism, and that this may ultimately 

limit its utility.  Likewise, while the inclusion of diverse interests in stewardship projects through 

collaborative processes and effective public engagement remains strong in some locations, it has either 

not progressed or has diminished in others.  That is not to say that collaborative and comprehensive 

restoration and management is not happening through the use of stewardship authorities; it most 

certainly is.   

 

In fact, the last few years have seen a proliferation of large, multi-year, multi-task projects that propose 

to accomplish their objectives almost exclusively through stewardship contracts or agreements.  These 

proposals tend to come from places with capacity to undertake such ambitious programs-of-work.  More 

often than not, these places are characterized by robust collaboration that is often associated with 

effective public engagement.   

 

Successes reported through the 2010 programmatic monitoring program include: 

ǐ The use of stewardship contracting has increased dramatically over the last year. 

ǐ Existing collaborative groups continue to favor stewardship contracts and agreements as a main 
vehicle for accomplishing collectively defined desired outcomes.  In some locations, stewardship 

contracting has become the preferred way of doing business and has allowed more work to be 

accomplished on-the-ground.   

ǐ There continue to be pockets of innovation in the use of stewardship contracting that yield effi-
ciencies in administration, as well as enhanced benefits on-the-ground. 

ǐ The use of stewardship MOUs continues to grow.  Ten-year MOUs with NGOs, particularly 
wildlife conservation NGOs, have been very successful in raising matching funds, engaging the 

public, and building trust.   

ǐ There are a growing number of projects that are yielding measurable economic, social, and eco-
logical benefits.   
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Benefits reported through the 2010 programmatic monitoring program include: 

ǐ Performing more work on the ground in an integrated manner (e.g., hazardous fuel reduction, 
habitat improvement, noxious weed control or eradication, road improvements and/or oblitera-

tion, and stream restoration). 

ǐ Benefits to local contractors, as well as, the creation and retention of local jobs and businesses.   

ž Increased capacity for the diverse tasks that comprise ecosystem management and restoration. 

ž Improved trust between the public and federal land management agencies and increased 
collaborative behavior in certain projects and across some regions.   

ǐ Increased administrative and fiscal efficiencies achieved through the use of best-value 
contracting, goods-for-services, designation by description and prescription, and retained 

receipts. 

ǐ Increased ability to pool and leverage partner resources, including significant new funding. 
 

Challenges reported through the 2010 programmatic monitoring program include: 

ǐ Indications that stewardship contracting projects are becoming less collaborative.   

ǐ In many places, community engagement is limited and community participation is minimal.   

ǐ Insufficient training resources, technical assistance, and financial resources are made available to 
effectively engage communities in stewardship projects.     

ǐ Agency and non-agency participants approach stewardship contracting and collaboration from 
different perspectives, and community members are often frustrated when certain activities (e.g., 

recreation sites) are deemed of low priority for stewardship contracts.   

ǐ Agency perception of the appropriateness of community engagement differs widely from place 
to place and among individuals.   

ǐ Monitoring is often the last priority for the allocation of needed resources, but is viewed as an es-
sential part of implementation.   

ǐ Economic constraints and insufficient local infrastructure can limit the effectiveness of steward-
ship contracts to meet community benefit objectives and achieve fiscal efficiencies.   

ǐ Internal rules, administrative interpretation, and individual employeesô attitudes can severely lim-
it flexible and effective use of stewardship contracting authorities.   

ǐ Some federal managers and county governments remain averse to supporting and/or using ste-
wardship contracting because of its perceived negative fiscal impacts. 

ǐ There is a need to more accurately quantify the economic, social, and environmental benefits of 
stewardship projects so that the agency, communities, and Congress can make more informed 

decisions about the trade-offs between using stewardship contracts or agreements and traditional 

timber sale contracts.   
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1ðINTRODUCTION  

 

1.1  Background and Context 
Across the United States, the health and resilience of forest ecosystems are threatened by a number of 

stressors.  This is most apparent in the nationôs vast public forests, particularlyðbut not exclusivelyðin 

the west, where recent years have seen a significant amount of tree mortality, uncharacteristically severe 

disturbance events, and long periods of drought affecting forests at a landscape level.  In spite of this, 

there are significant opportunities to increase vegetative diversity, create wildlife habitat, reduce impacts 

associated with forest roads, undertake other restoration activities, and generally put forests on a 

trajectory towards increased health and resilience.   

 

The consequences of not addressing the threats and opportunities facing federal public lands include a 

diminishment or complete loss of the benefits these resources provideðclean air, clean water, biological 

diversity, wildlife habitat, sequestration of atmospheric carbon, recreation opportunities, utilitarian 

benefits, as well as numerous cultural, spiritual, social, and economic values.   

 

In the west, where the vast majority of the 260 million acres of Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

lands exist, 
 
the mix of forest management threats and opportunities is acute.  Fire exclusion, grazing, 

timber harvesting, plantation forestry in direct replacement of natural forests, and other landscape 

manipulations that occurred during the last century, have all contributed to the degradation of present-

day forest ecosystems.  Other issues with increasingly negative impacts on the vegetative composition of 

BLM lands include the spread of noxious weeds, and encroachment of Pinyon-Juniper woodlands.  In 

the east, management issues are different, but not necessarily less of a challenge.  In many places, 

federal forests are characterized by an over abundance of vegetation and reduced fire frequencies.  

Because of this history, ecosystem restoration and management activities across much of the federal 

public lands now center on the removal of small diameter trees of low commercial value.   

 

In recent decades managers have clamored for land management tools that can effectively address these 

complex challenges during an era of fiscal austerity and enhanced public scrutiny.  While it may not be 

possible to envision a comprehensive consensus-based policy solution capable of addressing the forest 

management challenges of the 21
st
 century, there is a generally recognized need for adaptive and flexible 

management systems that enable collaborative planning, implementation, and monitoring of land 

management activities at the local level.  Stewardship End-Result Contracting (stewardship contracting) 

is viewed by many as a move in this direction.   

 

Stewardship contracting is touted as the future of vegetation management for the BLM.  Stewardship 

contracting authorities allow these federal land management agencies to package a diverse array of land 

stewardship work by combining the disposal of goods (e.g., timber or other forest products) with 

contracts to perform service tasks (e.g., forest road decommissioning, watershed restoration, stream 

restoration, hazardous fuel reduction work, etc.).  Stewardship contracting is also intended to generate 

social and economic benefits to local communities and the public at large.   

 

1.2  A Brief History of Stewardship Contracting 

Contractual mechanisms have always been an important way for federal land management agencies to 

achieve their objectives.  Contracts are used by public land management agencies for legal reasons, but 

also because they harness the ingenuity and efficiencies of the private sector and distribute some of the 
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benefits associated with land management to the public.  For instance, timber sale contracts have always 

played an important role in the management of National Forests as the production of timber is 

intrinsically tied to the agenciesô budget through annual timber production targets established by 

Congress.   

 

A number of policies have shaped the timber program over time.  The Knutson-Vandenberg Act of 1930 

(16 U.S.C. 576 et seq.) created the Knutson-Vandenberg (K-V) trust fund in order to finance replanting 

of stands in National Forests following harvest.  Like the annual timber targets for the BLM, the K-V 

fund also firmly affixed the timber sale program within the agency as timber sale receipts came to 

comprise a significant portion of the agencyôs budget.  The history of the K-V fund also has relevance 

for stewardship contracting, as K-V would later be expanded to fund other activities (e.g., habitat 

improvements, road work, stream restoration, and agency overhead, including salaries) in addition to 

replanting.  This expansion of the K-V fund as a mechanism to accomplish a wide array of stewardship 

activities set the groundwork for early experimentation with stewardship authorities.   

 

Traditionally, use of K-V for reforestation (the original intent and single largest use for these funds) only 

occurs after the sale is complete.  The use of K-V funds had been controversial at times, as it has taken 

as long as 15 years to expend them for replanting following a sale and the funds have not always been 

used for the purposes originally identified in the timber sale area improvement plan (GAO 1994; Gorte 

1995; GAO 2004).
1
  As will be discussed below, stewardship contracts offer alternative approaches to 

financing land management activities.  

 

From the late-1940s to the late-1980s the timber sale program evolved into the main method for 

achieving a variety of land management activities.  While timber was the primary focus, the receipts 

associated with timber sales also supported fish and wildlife conservation activities, recreation 

programs, and a number of other multiple-use activities.  With the broader decrease in timber sales that 

began in the late-1980s, the Forest Service lacked effective tools to finance and contract the land 

management activities normally done in association with timber sales.  During this era, financing land 

management activities became increasingly challenging because Congress was not appropriating funds 

for service-oriented work in amounts that would be sufficient to achieve the desired end-results on the 

ground (Mitsos and Ringgold 2001).   

 

In the late 1980s and early 1990s the federal government began exploring ways to reduce the high costs 

of management activities and address degraded forest resource conditions.  At the time, options included 

salvage timber sales to remove dead and dying trees and service contracts.  However, service contracts 

required significant appropriations, and salvage sales were not favored by a number of constituents 

because of environmental and fiscal (i.e., deficit sales) concerns.   

 

Thus, Forest Service field staff began experimenting with an alternative approach that blended timber 

sale contracts with work typically accomplished through separate service contracts.  These were known 

                                                 
1
 Each timber sale area improvement plan includes a set of required land management activities and may also include a set of 

non-required activities.  Required activities are those needed for reforestation.  Non-required activities include fish 

enhancement, riparian planting, timber stand improvement to enhance tree growth, prescribed burns to enhance wildlife 

habitat and rangeland ecosystems, stream channel restoration, wildlife habitat openings, noxious weed management, road 

decommissioning, agency administrative activities, etc.  Each of these non-required land management activities occurs only if 

funding is available through K-V, other Forest Service trust funds, grant from non-agency sources, or through Congressional 

appropriations.   
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as ñbundled land management service contractsò or ñend-result contractsò because they offered 

discretion to contractors in how they achieved the described end-results while working within the broad 

parameters established in the contracts.  The desired end-results were described in terms that explained 

what the final forest stand density, desired wildlife habitat, riparian conditions, road conditions, and 

other resource objectives should be like at the end of the project.  Contractors had the freedom to 

perform their work as long as the end-result matched the vision set forth in the contract. 

 

These early end-result contracts were used primarily to facilitate traditional timber management 

activities like sale layout, site preparation, reforestation, timber stand improvement, and tree marking.  

This approach was highly controversial at the time due to the fact that many of these contracts were 

designed to facilitate the exchange of timber for service work in areas where the value of timber was 

below the cost of administering these sales.
2
  Most of these early multi-year end-results contracts were 

comprised of a bundled set of service items and timber work that were administered through one 

contract because the value of the timber was so low, these contracts would have normally been deficit 

sales if handled under separate contracts (Mitsos and Ringgold 2001).  Essentially, the Forest Service 

was covering the cost of reaching timber targets by lowering its overall cost of administering contracts 

for multiple activities.  Thus, the harvest of timber was beginning to become one in a collection of 

linked management objectives, albeit primarily for fiscal management and not ecosystem management 

purposes. 

 

Repeated experiments with end-results contracting led to innovative thinking among Forest Service line 

officers who were interested in accomplishing resource rehabilitation and restoration activities in 

addition to timber management work.  The idea being, if contractors are out in the woods harvesting 

timber, why not also pay them to do service work in the same area of the forest.  With this concept in 

mind, the 1992 appropriations bill (P.L. 102-154) authorized two ñstewardship end-results contractsò in 

the Kaibab and Dixie National Forests to exchange the value of timber for stewardship services.
3
  The 

next two years saw additional projects authorized through Congress in the panhandle of Idaho, the 

Coconino National Forest in Arizona, and the Lake Tahoe Basin (Mitsos and Ringgold 2001; Gorte 

2001a).  

 

The Forest Service moved one step closer to institutionalizing stewardship contracting in 1997, when the 

Washington Office requested each Regional Forester submit the top projects in their region that could be 

used to test innovative ways of using the timber sale program to implement ecosystem management and 

improve forest health conditions.  According to the letter from Chief Michael Dombeck to the regional 

foresters, these proposals were intended to:  

 

Add to existing knowledge about testing stewardship conceptséexperiment with new 

processes and procedures that could improve administrative flexibility and 

efficiencyéfoster ócollaborative stewardshipôéimprove water quality and quantity, 

restore riparian areas, enhance forest and rangeland ecosystem health, encourage 

partnerships, and promote responsible recreation useésuggest new ways to handle low-

value material and/or non-traditional forest productséimprove efficiency and lead to 

                                                 
2 
These early experiments with the exchange of goods for services were done on a case by case basis and required Congres-

sional action. 
3 
Under P.L. 102-154 these services could include site preparation, replanting, silviculture programs, recreation, wildlife habi-

tat enhancement, and other multiple-use enhancements.  
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reduced costs. 

 

Of the 50 proposals received, four planned the award of contracts by less than free and open competition 

and multi-year contracts, six proposed the use of best-value contracting, nine proposed the use of 

designation by description or prescription, 11 planned the use of retained receipts, and 19 proposed the 

use of goods-for-services, all concepts that would eventually be authorized through the pilot phase of 

stewardship contracting.  Some of projects proposed would eventually be implemented during that pilot 

phase.  

 

The pilot program 

In 1998, Congress authorized a pilot program in which the Forest Service was allowed to develop a 

limited number of stewardship end-result contracts and agreements designed to achieve agency land 

management goals while benefiting rural and forest-dependent communities.  The legislation charged 

the agency to: (1) more effectively involve communities in the stewardship of nearby public lands, and 

(2) develop a tool in addition to the timber sale program that could more effectively address the 

complexity of forest ecosystem restoration.   

 

The pilot program legislation tested a number of contracting authorities that exist to this day: 

ž Best-value contracting.  Requires that other criteria (prior performance, experience, skills and 
connection to community-based stewardship enterprises) be considered in addition to cost when 

selecting contractors.   

ž Multiyear contracting.  Allows for stewardship contracts and agreements to run for up to 10 

years.   

ž Designation by prescription.  Permits the agencies to contractually describe the desired on-the-

ground end results of a particular project, while giving the contractor operational flexibility in 

determining how best to achieve that result.  

ž Designation by description.  Allows the agencies to specify which trees should be removed or re-
tained without having to physically mark them. 

ž Less than full and open competition.  Permits the agencies to award sole-source contracts in ap-

propriate circumstances, such as contracting with Native American tribes for work in areas with 

particular tribal significance.   

ž Trading goods for services.  Allows the agency to exchange goods (e.g., the value of timber or 
other forest products removed) for the performance of service work (e.g., hazardous fuels re-

moval) in the same project area.   

ž Retention of receipts.  Affords the agency the ability to keep revenues from projects in which the 

product value exceeded the service work to be performed and use those receipts to pay for other 

stewardship service work that does not need to occur within the original project area. 

ž Widening the range of eligible contractors.  Allows non-traditional bidders (non-profit 

organizations, local governmental bodies, etc.) to compete for and be awarded stewardship 

contracts. 
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The early positive response to the pilot effort resulted in the passing of legislation
4
  in 2003 in which 

Congress ended the pilot program, gave stewardship contracting authority to the BLM, extended the 

authorization for its use through September 30, 2013, and removed the limitation on the number of 

projects nationwide.   

 

Growth since the pilot program 

Stewardship contracting has grown significantly since the end of the pilot program.  Its legislatively 

defined purpose is ñto perform services to achieve land management goals for the national forests and 

the public lands that meet local and rural community needs.ò  Those land management goals may 

include, among other things: 

 

(1) road and trail maintenance or obliteration to restore or maintain water quality; 

(2) soil productivity, habitat for wildlife and fisheries, or other resource values; 

(3) setting of prescribed fires to improve the composition, structure, condition, and health of 

stands or to improve wildlife habitat; 

(4) removing vegetation or other activities to promote healthy forest stands, reduce fire hazards, 

or achieve other land management objectives; 

(5) watershed restoration and maintenance; 

(6) restoration and maintenance of wildlife and fish habitat; and 

(7) control of noxious and exotic weeds and reestablishing native plant species. 

 

Progress toward all of those goals has been impressive, as the Forest Serviceôs annual report of activities 

and accomplishments continues to show.   As one indicator of usage, in 2007, roughly 15 percent of all 

timber sold from the National Forest System was removed as a necessary part of restoration work and 

hazardous fuels work accomplished through stewardship contracts and agreements, and in 2010, that 

figure grew to 23 percent.  Likewise, over the last year, the number of new stewardship contracts and 

acres awarded through stewardship contracts increased by a phenomenal 65 percent and 73 percent re-

spectively.  For the BLM, roughly a quarter of all timber sold is presently removed as part of the work 

done under stewardship contracts.  The BLM project size has increased from an average of 100 acres per 

project in 2003 to a 2,000 acre average in 2010.  In 2010, BLM set a target of 41 contracts, yet awarded 

76 contracts, while doubling the acres under stewardship contracts to 31,000 more than the previous 

year.  

 

Stewardship contracts are increasingly viewed as an essential tool to accomplish ambitious goals for 

landscape scale ecosystem restoration and management (Nie and Fiebig 2010; Moseley and Davis 

2010).  Policy analysts also recognize stewardship contracting as an approach that promotes 

collaborative natural resource management on federal public lands (Cheng 2006; Moseley 2010; 

Moseley and Davis 2010).  Increasingly, stewardship contracts are linked to other facets of forest policy, 

as evidenced by the fact that projects selected during the first round of the Collaborative Forest 

Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP) will focus on stewardship contracts almost exclusively.  

 

Both the BLM and Forest Service would like to see their stewardship authorities made permanent before 

it expires in 2013.  The 111th Congress introduced legislation that would do this (H.R.4398 and S. 

2798), but neither bill has progressed in the legislative process.   

                                                 
4
  Interior Appropriation Act of 2003 Sec. 323 of P.L. 108-7 (16 U.S.C. 2104 Note, as revised February 28, 2003 to reflect 

Sec. 323 of H.J. Res. 2 as enrolled) the Consolidated Appropriations Resolution, 2003, amended P.L. 105-277, Sec. 347, 
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Figure 1 offers a chronology of some of the most important moments in the development of stewardship 

contracting. 

 

1996 ï1997: 

Pinchot Institute 

convenes regional 

workshops on land 

management contracting

1993: 

Northwest Forest Plan 

institutes ecosystem 

management across 

the PNW

Late 1980s:

USFS Timber Sale 

Program begins sharp 

decline

Early 1990s: 

Congress sanctions a 

few ñend resultsò 

pilot projects to test 

stewardship concepts

1997:

USFS Chief Michael Dombeck asks 

regional foresters to send top proposed 

ñtimber sale reinventionò projects to test 

stewardship concepts, specifically asked 

potential pilots to identify what 

authorities may need to be granted 

through congress. Fifty different pilots 

evaluated

Figure 1. Stewardship contracting chronology.

1996:

USFS Chief Jack 

Ward Thomas 

authorizes the 

pilot testing of 

stewardship 

concepts

1999:

Congress 

authorizes 28 

stewardship 

contracting pilot 

projects to test 

concepts

2000 : 

Pilot monitoring 

program initiated 

2000:

Congress 

authorizes 28 

stewardship 

contracting pilot 

projects to test 

concepts

Mid 1980s:  

USFS Field staff 

experiment with 

ñend -resultsò or 

ñland management 

service contractsò

2001:

Congress 

authorizes 28 

stewardship 

contracting pilot 

projects to test 

concepts

2004:

Pilot period 

officially ends

2003:

Congress ends stewardship 

contracting pilots early and 

grants permanent authority 

(until 2013) to the USFS to 

use stewardship contracts, 

extends authorities to the 

BLM
2005:

programmatic monitoring 

program initiated

2009 ï2010:

FY2011 USFS Budget 

Proposal communicates 

that stewardship 

contracting is to be the 

preferred tool. Two bills 

introduced for 

permanent authorization 

of stewardship 

contracting.  CFLRP 

launched

2008 :

USFS Mid-

point review 

and GAO 

Report

 

 

1.3  Purpose of this Report 
The current authorizing legislation replaced a requirement for multiparty project-level monitoring that 

was present during the pilot phase with a new requirement for programmatic level multiparty 

monitoring.  In accordance with P.L. 105-277 the Forest Service and BLM report annually to Congress 

on their activities and accomplishments in terms of land management objectives reached (e.g., number 

acres treated) and local benefits extended to communities through their use of stewardship authorities.  

Since 2005, the agencies have taken the lead in communicating their on-the-ground land management 

outputs (e.g., acres treated) and the Pinchot Institute for Conservation has provided an objective 
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programmatic-level assessment of the role communities and other stakeholders play in stewardship 

contracting.   

 

Conceiving of a national effort to monitor, assess, and communicate the role communities play in 

stewardship contracting, Congress instructed the Forest Service and BLM to use a multiparty process 

involving county, state, federal or tribal governments, NGOs, and other interested parties.  To meet this 

mandate the Pinchot Institute and its regional partners organized five Regional Multiparty Monitoring 

Teams (Regional Teams) that include the Forest Service, BLM, the forest products sector, academia, 

state, county and tribal governments, land trusts, environmental and wildlife conservation organizations, 

and other stakeholders. 

 

To date, several annual programmatic reviews prepared by the Pinchot Institute have identified ways in 

which stewardship contracts benefit forest ecosystems, the federal land management agencies in ques-

tion, and communities of place and communities of interest.
5
  This report conveys the results from the 

2010 programmatic-level multiparty monitoring effort to evaluate the role of communities in steward-

ship contracting.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
5
 Past reports on stewardship contracting dating back to the pilot era are available here: 

http://www.pinchot.org/gp/Stewardship_Contracting 

http://www.pinchot.org/gp/Stewardship_Contracting
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2ðMETHODS 

The Pinchot Institute worked closely with four regional partner organizations to gather input from 

stakeholders involved with stewardship projects.  This process included surveys conducted via telephone 

interviews, synthesizing data collected for communication to Regional Teams, and facilitation of 

Regional Team meetings.  The four partner organizations included: 
 

Á Flathead Economic Policy Center (Carol Daly) Northern Rockies and Northeast/Lake States 
Á Michigan State University (Dr. Maureen McDonough) Data Analysis/Synthesis 
Á Watershed Research and Training Center (Michelle Medley-Daniel, Nick Goulette) Pacific Northwest  
Á West 65, Inc. (Carla Harper) Southeast and Southwest 

 

2.1  Telephone Survey 
A primary data collection method was a telephone survey that was conducted to determine the role that 

local communities play in the development of stewardship contracts.  The sample set consisted of 

individuals involved with stewardship contracts such as BLM personnel, community members, and 

contractors.  To facilitate this national-level monitoring effort, the BLM (through the Forest Service 

Washington Office) provided lists of authorized stewardship contracts on federal public lands.  In 2010, 

the agencies reported a combined 382 active stewardship contracts (BLM = 63 and USFS = 319).  From 

this list, 25 percent of stewardship contracting projects in each of three regions were selected using a 

stratified random sampling protocol developed by Michigan State University (MSU).  The three defined 

regions of the United States included: 

 
Northern Rockies:     ID, MT, ND, SD, WY 

Pacific Northwest:     AK, CA, HI, OR, WA 

Southwest:    AZ, CO, KS, NE, NM, NV, OK, TX, UT 

 

A questionnaire was developed collaboratively in 2005 by the Pinchot Institute, its partners, and the 

Forest Service and BLM, reviewed and approved by the Office of Management and Budget, and has 

since been used annually to collect data relevant to the programmatic monitoring effort (See Appendix 

C).  As interviews are completed, resulting data are compiled into uniform reports and sent to MSU, 

where all questions and responses are coded for analysis using a computer program.  Michigan State 

University compiles the results from these analyses and shares them with the Pinchot Institute and its 

regional partners for vetting at Regional Team meetings. 

 

2.2  Response Rate 
The stratified random sampling protocol identified a total of 17 BLM projects across the three regions to 

be monitored for FY2010.  For each project, a total of three interviews were to be undertaken (the 

agency project manager and two external non-agency participants).  Agency project managers for each 

selected project were asked to provide a list of community members and contractors involved in the 

project.  From the project managerôs list, two external participants were randomly selected to interview.  

In some instances less than three interviews were undertaken due to difficulties in contacting project 

participants or because the project manager was unable to provide the names of two or more involved 
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non-agency individuals.  This resulted in a total of 46 interviewees being available.  A total of 40 

individuals participated in the survey, resulting in an 89 percent response rate. 

 

2.3  Regional Team Meetings and Reports 
The Regional Teams were responsible for synthesizing regional data analyzed by MSU, analyzing the 

effects of regional conditions on the success and outcome of stewardship projects, studying and 

exchanging any lessons learned in the region, and highlighting the benefits of and obstacles to engaging 

communities in stewardship contracts in their region.  The majority of these Regional Team members 

have participated in the annual programmatic review since 2005 and some were even participants during 

the pilot phase of stewardship contracting.  Their collective knowledge and experience is reflected in the 

Regional Team Reports provided in appendix A.  Each of these reports communicates important 

statistical and experiential information on the use of stewardship contracts and agreements across the 

country.  These reports include a number of important findings and recommendations that readers are 

urged to review in addition to the findings and recommendations offered in the body of this report.  

 

The Pinchot Institute and its regional partners convened and facilitated three separate Regional Team 

meetings at which representatives from the BLM, Forest Service, the forest products industry, academia, 

local governments, environmental and wildlife conservation organizations, and other interests were in 

attendance.  These meetings were conducted to help differentiate any trends that may emerge among 

projects when regional variability is considered, to provide a much needed regional information sharing 

and networking opportunity for individuals undertaking similar projects, and to foster a multiparty as-

pect of this monitoring effort.  The date and location of these meetings are listed here: 

 
Á Southwest Regional Team meeting:  September 29 & 30, 2010 ï Ft. Collins, CO  
Á Northern Rockies Regional Team meeting:  October 25 & 26, 2010 ï Bonners Ferry, ID 
Á Pacific Northwest Regional Team meeting:  November 16, 2010 ï Medford, OR 

 
The Regional Team meetings fostered a constructive dialogue about the role of communities in 

stewardship contracting within the context of these individual regions.  Meeting participants also used 

the meetings as a key opportunity to leverage each otherôs knowledge and experience, as formal 

opportunities to pull together users of stewardship contracts and agreements at a regional level and in 

such a manner are sparse.  In each of the regional team meetings, team members used region-specific 

survey data as well as their own experiences to discuss the three core questions of the programmatic 

monitoring process: 

 

1. What are the predominant problems in engaging communities in Forest Service 

stewardship contracts?  BLM stewardship contracts?   What are suggestions for improving 

the current situation for both agencies? 

 

2. What successes have emerged within this region for engaging communities in Forest 

Service stewardship contracting?  BLM stewardship contracting?  What fostered these 

successes for both agencies? 

 

3. What are the major perceived benefits of BLM  stewardship contracts to communities 

within this region? 
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3ðSURVEY RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

3.1  Perceptions of Stewardship Contracting 
Respondents were asked to explain stewardship contracting in their own terms.  Of the 40 total agency 

and non-agency respondents (see Figure 2 and Table 1 appendix B), the predominant views on how best 

to define stewardship contracting, included ñgoods-for-servicesò (50 percent), ñgetting work doneò (38 

percent), a ñcontracting mechanismò (25 percent), and a mechanism to provide ñcommunity 

collaborative benefitsò (25 percent).  A higher percentage of non-agency respondents than agency 

respondents view stewardship contracting as a way to get work done on the ground.  Agency 

respondents are much more likely to view stewardship contracting as a goods-for-services funding 

mechanism than their non-agency counterparts.  Also, non-agency stakeholders are more likely than 

BLM personnel to view stewardship contracting as a way to provide collaborative benefits to 

communities.     

 
Figure 2. Respondentsô definitions of stewardship contracting. 

 
Most respondents (78 percent ñno,ò as opposed to 15 percent ñyesò) report that their definition of 

stewardship contracting has not changed as the result of their participation in a stewardship project (see 

Figure 3 and Table 2 in appendix B).  Non-agency stakeholders are more likely than the BLM to either 

be unsure as to whether or not their view changed, or to be certain that their view has indeed changed.   
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 Figure 3. Changed views of stewardship contracting. 

 
 

The most frequent response (50 percent) among agency and non-agency respondents that claim their 

opinion of stewardship contracting had changed as a result of their participation is that they now view 

stewardship contracting as a way to get work done.  However, 34 percent of agency and non-agency 

respondents reported that after participating in a project, they now either view of stewardship 

contracting as being more complicated or are less optimistic about using it than before.  Of the six 

individuals who responded that their view had changed (see Table 3 in appendix B), three suggested that 

they now view stewardship contracting as a "way to get work done," there were also two responses a 

piece that expressed a "more positive view of stewardship contracting/feelings of encouragement" and a 

"better understanding" of stewardship contracting.  One individual also reported they now view 

stewardship contracting as "local benefits/collaboration," yet there were two individuals who reported 

negative feelings as a result of their participation, (i.e., "less optimistic about stewardship contracting" 

and feelings that stewardship contracting is "more complicated/more work" than they previously 

believed).  Note that due to the small number of responses this should not be considered indicative of 

larger trends.   

 

3.2  Local Community Involvement in Stewardship Contracting 

 

Project Initiation  

A full  60 percent of respondents agreed that the projects they had participated in were initiated by the 

BLM.  Only six percent of respondents agreed that their projects were jointly initiated, and only six 

percent reported that their projects were initiated by non-agency participants.  A full 24 percent of 

respondents had different perceptions of who had initiated their projectsðfelt that projects were started 
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either by the agency alone or the agency jointly with non-agency participants (see Figure 4 and Table 4 

in appendix B). 

 
                                 Figure 4. Entity which initiated the stewardship contracting project. 

 
Outreach Efforts 

A number of methods are used to involve communities in stewardship contracting projects (see Figure 5 

and Table 5 in appendix B).  Personal contacts (82 percent), direct mailings (82 percent), field tours (82 

percent) and traditional public meetings (59 percent) akin to (or sometimes the same as) those used in 

the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process were the most frequently reported methods used 

to engage the public.  Discouragingly only 24 percent of responses noted that collaborative process 

meetings were used.   
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Figure 5. Frequency of outreach methods used to involve communities. 

 
Stakeholder Involvement 

Survey respondents were asked to indicate which entities participated in their stewardship contracting 

projects and at what scale of governance (i.e., national, regional, state and local).  As much as 18 percent 

of responses cited diverse participants classified as ñother interests.ò     

 

These included watershed councils/watershed organizations, power companies, Resource Advisory 

Committees (RACs), the Rural Life Foundation, Utah Partners for Conservation Development Grazers, 

Association of Oregon and Northern California Counties, prison inmates, and Resource Conservation & 

Development Councils.   

 

As in previous years, the number of stakeholders participating in stewardship projects generally 

decreases as the geographic scale increases from the local level on up to the national level (see Figures 

6a and Table 6 in appendix B).  Most involvement occurs at the local or state level, with the only 

national level interests being the BLM, environmental groups, wildlife and fisheries interests, and 

educational interests.  Respondents felt that some entities were missing from their stewardship projects, 

these included: project contractors (43 percent of respondents), adjacent landowners (43 percent of 

respondents), community business interests (29 percent of respondents), as well as the Forest Service 

and environmental interests, both with 14 percent of responses.   
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Figure 6a. Amount of time entities participate in stewardship contracts at various scales. 
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Figure 6b. Frequency of involvement in stewardship projects by various entities. 

 
 

Figure 6b indicates a fairly broad distribution of interests involved in stewardship projects, with the 

BLM, contractors, adjacent landowners, community business interests, local governments, state 

agencies, and fire interests being the most common participants in BLM stewardship contracting 

projects.  While environmental groups and the forest service were involved over 40 percent of the time, 

many respondents felt that this was not enough. 

 

It is important to note that participating entities tend to vary by region and state.  For instance, wildlife 

and fisheries interests may be reported more often in states where the National Wild Turkey Federation 

and Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation have active stewardship contracts or agreements.  Any conclusions 

drawn from the national level data regarding the diversity and frequency of participating interests may 

not necessarily reflect trends at the regional, state, and local level.  Further inquiry, possibly in-depth 

case studies would be necessary to reveal trends at these scales.    

 

Role of Local Communities 

Respondents were asked to explain their definition of ñlocal community.ò  While there was a broad array 

of definitions for local community provided by respondents, the most common definitions include 

ñcommunities/towns around the forestò and ñcounty/counties around the forest.ò Other fairly frequent 

responses include the ñstate and/or a large region of the state,ò ñadjacent landowners/neighbors,ò and 

ñcontractorsò (see Figure 7 and Table 7 appendix B).   
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                                   Figure 7. Respondent definitions of ñlocalò community. 

 
Interviewees indicated a broad range of roles for communities in stewardship projects (see Figure 8 and 

Table 8 in appendix B).  The 2010 data and data from recent years of this programmatic monitoring 

effort suggest that across the country community members are playing a largely passive role in 

stewardship projects (e.g., becoming informedð88 percent of responses, representing other interestsð

82 percent of responses, and providing comments and recommendationsð82 percent of responses).  

Less common roles for communities are more on the project planning and design (53 percent), 

implementation (59 percent), and monitoring (29 percent) end of things.   
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                  Figure 8. Frequency of the different roles local communities play in stewardship projects. 

 
 

3.3  Personal Involvement in Stewardship Contracting 
 

Circumstances Surrounding Participation 

Survey participants explained the circumstances leading to their participation in a stewardship 

contracting project (see Figure 9 and Table 9 in appendix B).  Most (82 percent) agency respondents 

report that they came to be involved in stewardship contracts through their job.  Non-agency individuals 

reported becoming involved as part of their jobð26 percent, because they bid on the contractð22 

percent, and/or because they were approached by the BLMð13 percent.  These responses reflect a 

pragmatic and business oriented approach taken to land management in many areas.   
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Figure 9. How respondents personally first became involved in stewardship projects. 

 
Reasons for Engagement 

Respondents reported their reasons for engaging in stewardship projects (see Figure 10 and Table 10 in 

appendix B).  The vast majority of agency respondents (71 percent) report that they became involved in 

stewardship contracting projects because it is part of their job, while only 4 percent of non-agency 

respondents report this.  Still, non-agency respondents did also report that they bid on the project as 

potential contractors (43 percent).  Respondents also frequently got involved because they believed that 

stewardship contracting ñgets work done.ò 
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Figure 10. Why respondents became involved in stewardship projects. 

 
 

3.4  The Collaborative Process in Stewardship Contracting 
 

Nature of Community Involvement 

Participants were asked to provide interviewers with their own definition of ñcollaborationò (see Figure 

11 and Table 11 in appendix B).  The most significant response, with over 30 percent of non-agency 

respondents and nearly 35 percent of agency responses, is that collaboration is ñworking with others.ò  

The similarities in terms of how to define collaboration largely part ways after that.  Non-agency 

stakeholders are significantly more likely than agency personnel to consider collaboration as achieving a 

common goal while agency personnel are much more likely than non-agency people to view 

collaboration as: ñgathering public comments and input,ò ñinvolving the public in decision making,ò and 

ñincluding diverse public interests,ò as is commonly done through the NEPA public involvement 

process.  Many (24 percent of agency and 39 percent of non-agency) responses suggest that people are 

unsure about how to define collaboration.  
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Figure 11. Respondentôs definition of collaboration. 

            
 

Degree to Which Projects are Collaborative 

Survey participants were asked to rate the degree of collaborative community involvement in their 

projects on a five-point scale (1 = very collaborative to 5 = not at all collaborative) (see Figure 12 and 

Table 12 in appendix B).  These data show that very few agency respondents feel that their projects are 

ñvery collaborative,ò yet this was the most common non-agency response, although tied with non-

agency respondents that simply do not know whether the project was collaborative.  The most common 

agency response was that projects are only ñsomewhat collaborative.ò  It may be that agency 

representatives for the most part did not view their projects ñvery collaborativeò because the agency 

holds a very high standard for how it defines collaboration.
6
  In Figure 12, the darker the color blue, the 

greater the perceived degree of collaboration is.    

 

                                                 
6
 See an expanded discussion of this point in the Northern Rockies Regional Team report in appendix A. 
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Figure 12. Degree to which stewardship projects are collaborative. 

 
 

Resources Needed to Participate 

Only seven projects mentioned that they needed additional resources to encourage community 

participation.  Each of these projects received all of the resources needed (see Figure 13 and Table 13 in 

appendix B).   

 
Figure 13. Resources needed for community participation. 
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even though it is difficult work, personal interaction is an important aspect of collaboration, each project 

needs to be handled individually, and working together leads to better decisions and it also builds lasting 

relationships.  Fundamentally, responses were grouped into three categories, collaboration takes time 

(almost 50percent of respondents), collaboration needs to be started early before the NEPA process 

begins (over 40percent of respondents) and just under 30percent of respondents felt that it was worth 

mentioning that it is important to treat people fairly and with respect. 

 
Figure 14. Lessons learned about community involvement. 

 
 

3.5  Local Benefits of Stewardship Contracting Projects 
 

Survey participants were asked to rate, on a five point scale (1 = very high, 5 = very low), the 

importance of various benefits that accrued to communities as a result of stewardship contracts (see 

Figure 15 and Table 15 in appendix B).  

 

With 60 percent of responses, ñspecific project outcomesò (i.e., results on-the-ground) is again the single 

most frequently cited benefit and also the benefit of stewardship contracting that is of the highest 

importance.  Other related benefits that are judged by respondents to be of very high importance include 

improved public trust (30 percent), increased efficiency (35 percent), other economic benefits (33 

percent), use of local contractors (30 percent), on the ground work (38 percent), increased collaboration 

20 percent), and more local jobs (23 percent).     
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Figure 15. Importance of benefits to local communities from stewardship contracts. 

 
As was the case in previous surveys, the most important local benefit to respondentsðand one that is 

often discussed in interviews and Regional Team meetingsðis the specific project outcomes that result 

from stewardship contracting projects.  People often refer to the measurable outcomes on the ground in 

terms of the work that they can actually see being accomplished as a result of the contract or agreement.  

Note that on-the-ground work is also rated quite high.  A number of specific project outcomes are listed 

in Figure 16 and Table 16 in appendix A.  Overwhelmingly, the most frequently cited outcomes were fire 

hazard risk reduction (88 percent of responses), habitat improvement (65 percent), and improved forest 

health (53 percent).      
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Figure 16. Specific project outcomes cited by respondents. 

 
 

When asked to comment on the importance of community involvement in stewardship contracting, 

respondents indicated a number of benefits (See Figure 17 and Table 17 in appendix B).  While 

ñimproved trustò and inclusion of ñdiverse interestsò were the most frequent responses ranked as being 

of very high importance, all benefits were generally views as being of high or very high importance, 

although some did not know whether or not such benefits were important.    

 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%



27 

 

                       Figure 17. Benefits of community involvement in stewardship contracts. 

 
 

3.6  Support for Stewardship Contracting 
 

Survey participants were asked how well supported stewardship contracting projects are in their 

communities.  Stewardship contracting is for the most part either ñwidelyò supported or ñsomewhatò 

supported within local communities, although non-agency respondents were more likely to indicate that 

stewardship contracting is widely supported in local communities (see Figure 18 and Table 18 in 

appendix B).   
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Figure 18. Support for stewardship contracting in local communities. 

 
Survey participants were also asked what the level of support for these same projects was within the 

agency (see Figure 19 and Table 19 in appendix B).  Again, survey results indicate that respondents felt 

there is either wide support or at least some level of support for stewardship projects within the agency. 

 
Figure 19. Support for stewardship contracting projects in the agency. 
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3.7  Interest in Continued Use of Stewardship Contracting 
 

Survey participants both within and outside the agency would almost without exception participate in 

another stewardship contracting project.  Every agency respondent indicated that they would like to 

participate in another stewardship contracting project.  There was a small percentage of respondents who 

are unsure as to whether or not they would participate again, and there is an even smaller percentage 

who say they would not (see Figure 20 and Table 20 in appendix B.)  Those who responded that they 

would not like to participate again suggested that this was because they had a bad experience working 

with the agency.   

 
Figure 20. Respondent interest in participating in another stewardship project. 
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4ðSUMMARY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

The main objective of the regional team meetings is to foster a constructive dialogue about the role 

communities have in stewardship contracting within their particular region, in order to gain a deeper 

understanding of how communities are engaged in stewardship projects within each region.  In each of 

the Regional Team meetings, team members used region-specific survey data as well as their own 

experiences to discuss the following three core questions: 

 

1. What are the predominant problems in engaging communities in Forest Service 

stewardship contracts?  BLM stewardship contracts?   What are suggestions for improving 

the current situation for both agencies? 

 

2. What successes have emerged within this region for engaging communities in Forest 

Service stewardship contracting?  BLM stewardship contracting?  What fostered these 

successes for both agencies? 

  

3. What are the major perceived benefits of BLM  stewardship contracts to communities 

within this region? 
 

The Regional Team Reports address these questions from a regional frame of reference.  These Regional 

Team Reports are extremely valuable resources for agency and Congressional decision makers grappling 

with how best to maximize the ecological and community benefits that stewardship contracting can 

deliver.  This section of the report lists several summary findings and recommendations.  Readers are 

strongly urged to review the findings and recommendations of the Regional Teams in appendix A. 

 

4.1 Predominant Problems with Engaging Communities in Stewardship Contracting 
 

Findings ï Collaboration and Community Engagement  
 

 Collaboration is often characterized by deliberative processes through which stakeholders debate 

management alternatives in an open, transparent, and inclusive manner in order to reach agreement on 

land management policies, forest planning, and specific proposed management actions.  Given this 

definition, it is worth considering why stewardship contracting is often associated with collaboration.  

When first authorizing stewardship authorities, Congress provided a flexible tool that could be used to 

benefit both forest ecosystems and the communities that depend upon them.  This same flexibility is 

controversial and some caution that if used in a situation without integrity, the tool could be abused (Nie 

and Fiebig 2010).  Thus, many believe that the use of stewardship authorities is best served through 

collaboration.  Unfortunately, in recent years there has been an uneven application of collaboration in 

the use of stewardship contracting authorities (Pinchot Institute 2009; Moseley 2010).     

 

ž While average size of stewardship projects has increased significantly and the agency 

far surpassed its target of new stewardship contracts awarded, there are indications 

that projects are limited in terms of collaborative activity.  A significant number of res-

pondents report not knowing whether or not their projects are collaborative, and a majority of 

agency respondents describe their projects as being only ñsomewhat collaborative.ò  Some 

interests are reported missing and non-agency involvement is usually limited to becoming in-
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formed, providing comments and recommendations, and representing other interests.  As 

stewardship projects focus more and more on the wildland urban interface (WUI), communi-

ty engagement is often limited to one-on-one conversations with private landowners located 

adjacent to hazardous fuel reduction projects.  Deliberative processes intended to facilitate 

broad agreement on management priorities among diverse interests across a landscape are of-

ten viewed as too onerous, requiring large inputs of time and energy.          

 

These trends may in part be explained by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 

(ARRA).  Interviews and Regional Team meetings revealed that stewardship projects funded 

through ARRA had the desired effect of ñgetting the money to the groundò quickly, but may 

not have resulted in increased collaboration, community engagement, or public trust.    

ž Collaboration in stewardship projects remains uneven.  The degree of collaboration that 

is reported by agency and non-agency respondents varies widely from region to region.  In 

some places, collaborative behavior runs deep; while in others collaboration remains stagnant 

or is completely absent.  Allocating resources to certain places that exhibit collaborative be-

havior may motivate others to come together, but if financial and technical resources are 

lacking in new places, the chances of successfully facilitating collaborative work are low.   

ž Agency and non-agency participants approach stewardship contracting and collabora-

tion from different angles.  Agency unit-level management and contracting personnel tend 

to view stewardship contracting as just another toolðspecifically, a goods-for-services fund-

ing mechanismðto achieve land management targets.  Non-agency participants are more 

likely to view stewardship contracting in a more comprehensive manner that encompasses 

both the full suite of stewardship authorities and a collaborative approach intended to yield 

ecological and socio-economic benefits.  The vast majority of stewardship contracts and 

agreements are initiated by the agency, and unless community interests are acknowledged by 

the agency, these interests are likely to be left out of stewardship projects.  Many community 

members and other non-agency stakeholders remain unsure about the available space for 

their participation in decision making regarding land management activities.   

ž Community members often become frustrated when certain activities are deemed to be 

of low priority for stewardship projects.  This parallels an agency trend toward a more nar-

row interpretation of stewardship contracting, where stewardship contracting is reduced to its 

goods-for-services authority used to offset the costs of vegetation management.  In projects 

that exhibit failures in community engagement and an absence of collaboration, community 

members report that some of the issues that are of prime importance to them are often not 

considered when scoping stewardship projects.  These issues often include recreation related 

projectsðtrails, signage, campground improvements, and enhancements to access points at 

sites of special importance to local communities.   

ž There continues to be differences in perception among agency personnel regarding the 

appropriate way to engage communities.  Within the agency there is a spectrum of views 

on where and when collaboration is necessary, who it involves, and what it entails.  While 

some agency personnel are comfortable with the idea of public engagement, they draw the 

line at what they perceive to be collaboration, while other agency personnel would likely 

perceive these same staff to be already actively collaborating with communities.  Likewise, 

some view participation in collaborative processes as optional while others see it as their core 
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job function.  Thus, there are benefits and costs with leaving the interpretation of community 

engagement and collaboration with line officers.  It is important to note that collaboration 

should not be expected everywhere, and forcing it can even prove counterproductive in some 

places.    

 

Recommendations ï Improving C ollaboration and Community Engagement 

 

V Provide the needed funding, training, and technical assistance to enable collabora-

tive processes and increased use of stewardship authorities.  The National Wild 

Turkey Federation and Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation have developed steward-

ship contracting trainings that are intended to inform and motivate managers and 

community collaborators alike.  These organizations also have regional biologists 

and other technical staff that bring their expertise to the table.    

 

V When feasible, utilize existing community groups representing a broad range of 

local interests as a starting venue for collaboration on stewardship projects. 

 

V Consider using readily available technologies (e.g., Skype) to facilitate the partic-

ipation of geographically isolated participants.    

 

V Enlist the participation of community organizations and other non-agency partners 

that are trusted by the local community to help run collaborative processes. 

 

V Strategically align stewardship contracts with capacity building grants and tech-

nical assistance to support the development of collaborative processes and con-

tractor capacity.  

 

V Consider emphasizing communications/facilitation skills when hiring agency staff 

to help stakeholders develop stewardship projects in a collaborative manner. 

 

V Ensure that as stewardship contracts are developed, agency personnel evaluate 

opportunities to use each of the extended authorities, not just the exchange of 

goods for services. 

 

V Trading goods for services is an important aspect of stewardship contracting, but 
does not work well when the material is of little value.  The agency should care-

fully evaluate projects that go ñno bidò and determine the root cause of this.  In 

some instances it is probably simply due to market conditions or a lack of local 

capacity.  In others instances stakeholders suggest it may be that the tasks embed-

ded in the projects make them undesirable to bidders. 

 

V Agency human resource policy should recognize the time required to build colla-

borative community relationships and include this as a core responsibility of 

agency personnel.    
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V Effective participation in collaborative efforts should be recognized in agency 

performance reviews, nominations for awards, and other appropriate means.   

 

V Ensure that the regional stewardship plans developed through collaborative 

processes and stewardship agreements are integrated into land unit management 

plans.   

 

Findings ï Unresolved Technical Barriers  
 

The three regional teams identified the most significant barriers associated with engaging local 

communities in BLM stewardship contracts and/or agreements and have determined that a variety of 

technical barriers prevent broader diffusion of stewardship contracting and limit opportunities to engage 

communities.   

 

ǐ Moni toring is often the last priority  for funding  but is widely seen as an essential part of 
implementation.  Multiparty monitoring was very valuable in the stewardship contracting 

pilots and continues to be a beneficial concept that can yield important social, economic, and 

environmental information to non-agency and agency stakeholders alike.  Respondents report 

that communities are involved in monitoring and providing technical information in 29 per-

cent of projects.  In these projects, information is collected and often utilized by community 

collaborators to inform future management decisions in an adaptive management context.  

Funding multiparty monitoring remains a challenge and some groups that have made a com-

mitment to multiparty monitoring continue to struggle to fund such activities.  During the pi-

lot period, a number of projects used a portion of retained receipts to fund project-level mul-

tiparty monitoring as a part of implementation.  This has not been allowed since the end of 

the pilot phase, yet groups pursuing multiparty monitoring as a way to build trust and eva-

luate the impacts of stewardship projects repeatedly have urged that this prohibition to be 

lifted.      

ǐ Economic constraints and insufficient local infrastructure can limit the effectiveness of 
stewardship contracts to deliver community objectives.  In many places, ecosystem resto-

ration and ecosystem management is in part dependent on the existence of market value to 

offset costs.  While non-agency stakeholders have consistently pointed to the fact that they 

like stewardship contracting because they believe that it helps them achieve objectives on the 

ground, when markets for the ñproductsò of ecosystem restoration and management (i.e., 

biomass and small diameter timber) are weak or non-existent, stewardship contracting may 

not deliver the outcomes communities want to see.  This can lead to frustration and unwilling 

participants. 

ǐ Agency personnel can make or break stewardship contracts.  In interviews, agency per-
sonnel frequently perceive that stewardship contracting is overly complex with limited re-

turns for their time investment.  This limits the use of stewardship contractingôs potentially 

more efficient, yet more controversial authorities (e.g., designation by prescription or de-

scription) that require a high degree of trust.  Line officers play an important role in deter-

mining whether or not stewardship contracting is used.  Some of these leaders also perceive 

stewardship contracting as overly complex and time intensive. 
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ǐ Several factors limit would -be-contractors from bidding on stewardship contracts.  
While many emphasize that a high degree of professionalism should be expected from con-

tractors seeking work on federal public lands, factors that frustrate willing contractors in-

clude: poorly explained or understood proposal evaluation criteria, narrow timeframes be-

tween project advertisement and proposal deadlines, poorly defined best value criteria, and 

overly complex and lengthy documentation requirements.   

ǐ County governments, particularly those in areas where timber volumes and/or values 

are high, are faced with strong incentives to not use or support stewardship contracting.  

Unlike with timber sales, county governments do not receive a portion of the revenue from 

receipts generated by stewardship contracts because those receipts are retained and are in-

tended to go towards additional work on the ground.  While counties with significant 

amounts of federal public land have some options for replacing those lost revenues (e.g., 

county payments authorized under the Secure Rural Schools Act and Payments in Lieu of 

Taxes) there is still a reluctance on the part of many county governments to support steward-

ship contracting, particularly with the Secure Rural Schools Act scheduled to expire in 2012.    

 

Recommendations ï resolving technical barriers  

 

V Multiparty monitoring should be an allowable cost, eligible to be funded with re-

tained receipts, appropriated funds, or through some other means.   

 

V Increase the capacity of local contractors by helping them understand the com-

plexity of contracts (especially the ins and outs of the forthcoming Stewardship 

End Results Contract), the bidding process, and how to effectively manage federal 

contracts.  If the bidding process cannot be streamlined for legal reasons, the 

agency and its external partners need to help potential contractors understand the 

logistics of bidding.   The agency should commit experienced, knowledgeable, 

and willing personnel to design and let contracts. 

 

V Since conflict of interest policies are reported as a significant barrier to contractor 

participation in project development and design, the relevant laws and policies 

should be re-visited.  Any unnecessary and/or overly restrictive policies that im-

pede effective collaborative development of stewardship projects should be re-

moved.   

 

V Circulate among field level managers a national list of contracting officers who 
excel in the development of stewardship contracts and are willing and able to 

trouble shoot problems.  Ensure that these contracting officers are appropriately 

recognized for their effort.   

 

V Explore opportunities for inexperienced contracting officers or those with little 

familiarity with stewardship contracting to ñshadowò or otherwise work with 

more experienced individuals throughout the development of new stewardship 

contracts.  Contracting officers should also be encouraged to visit managers in the 
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field to gain a better understanding of what the agency is attempting to achieve 

with stewardship contracts.  Contracting officers (and all staff working with their 

first stewardship contracting projects) should not only be trained in the mechanics 

of stewardship contracting, but also learn about the background and underlying 

philosophy of stewardship contracting. 

  

V ñMapò areas where agency capacity to use stewardship authorities is insufficient.  

This would include, among others, geographic locations with little or no expe-

rience with stewardship contracting and areas where stewardship contracts are re-

peatedly limited in scope and in the use of collaboration and partnerships.   

 

V Where appropriate, encourage NGOs (e.g., organizations focused on wildlife ha-

bitat and biodiversity and on community forestry) to provide technical assistance 

to contractors in developing their proposals.  The agency should work to provide 

clear feedback to contractors when their proposals are unsuccessful.  

 

V Clarify how the technical proposal, past performance, and other factors will be 

evaluated during the selection process.   

 

 

4.2  Successful Outcomes from Engaging Communities in Stewardship Contracting 
 

The three regional teams identified the most significant successes associated with engaging local 

communities in BLM stewardship contracts and agreements.  Listed below are several key findings and 

recommendations.  Readers are urged to also view the findings and recommendations of the Regional 

Teams in appendix A.  

 

Findings ï successes in community engagement and collaboration 

 

ǐ The use of stewardship contracting has increased significantly.  The average project size 
has increased from 100 acres in 2003 to 2,000 acres in 2010.  In 2010, BLM set a target of 41 

contracts, yet awarded 76 contracts. 

ǐ Existing collaborative groups continue to favor stewardship contracts and agreements 

as a main vehicle for accomplishing collectively defined desired outcomes.  For example, 

the first round of the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP)
7
 saw 

heavy reliance on stewardship contracting in project proposals.  While BLM can participate 
in CFLRP, no BLM projects were selected in the first year of this program.  The ñstewardship 

                                                 
7
 The 2009 Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009 (P.L. 111-11) built off the success of the CFRP to expand the 

concept into a Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP), the purpose of which is to ñencourage 

collaborative, science-based ecosystem restoration of priority forest landscapeséthrough a process that encourages 

ecological and economic sustainability, leverages national resources with local and private resources, re-establishes natural 

fire regimes, tracks performance, and uses of forest restoration byproducts to offset treatment costséthis fund will be used 

for ecological treatments contributing to significantly improving watershed conditions, creating landscapes that are more 

resilient to climate change, and reducing fire risk, through collaboration with stakeholdersò (USDA 2010). 
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groupsò proliferating throughout the country (especially in the Pacific Northwest and Rocky 

Mountain regions) have emerged at least partially out of an interest in using stewardship au-

thorities, and wildlife and conservation NGOs have been increasingly and effectively using 

stewardship agreements to engage the public and leverage other resources to accomplish 

needed restoration work that benefits both the land and the groupsô members.  

ǐ Stewardship contracting has become the preferred way of doing business for communi-

ties and the agency in some locations.  In places where stewardship contracting has been a 

way of doing business for a while, the agency and its non-agency partners often express a 

growing level of comfort with using stewardship authorities and a desire and willingness to 

take on more ambitious projects.   

ǐ In many places the BLM  has been able to tap into existing social networks (e.g., existing 

collaborative groups, Firesafe councils, etc.) to effectively engage communities.  The use 

of new media tools and dedicated websites for these entities has made maintaining the con-

nections between them more fluid.  In some places, it has become a little easier to pull people 

together to work on common projects and goals.   

ǐ Stewardship agreements are growing in popularity and frequency of use.  Agreements 
are being embraced because they leverage the financial and technical resources of trusted 

partners, offer increased efficiencies in the achievement of on-the-ground outcomes, and en-

hance community engagement (usually beginning with their own membership) in the man-

agement of public lands.  Agreements are particularly attractive to NGOs whose organiza-

tional missionôs dovetail with agency management objectivesðenhancing wildlife habitat, 

protecting or recovering threatened and endangered species, maintaining important cultural 

and recreational resources, or creating and maintaining local economic resiliency.    

 

Some local NGOs have found that agency personnel are more willing to collaborate when a 

larger regional or national NGO facilitates the effort, rather than just the local group.  Also, 

the relationship between local communities and national level NGOs can be an effective way 

to build trust and cohesion between the agency and local communities.  Some national level 

NGOs have a seemingly unique ability to engage both communities of place and 

communities of interest.  National-level wildlife conservation groups participated in over 18 

percent of projects surveyed this year.     

 

Recent years have seen the emergence of partner organizations capable of engaging 

communities in stewardship projects on both local and regional scales.  These organizations 

provide the capacity to coordinate and implement projects and take risks that neither local 

communities nor the agency are in the position to take.  Examples of groups that have taken a 

lead in stewardship agreements include: 

 

National Wild Turkey Federation ï NWTF has 31 active stewardship contracts 

and/or agreements in over 22 states, representing work on over 17,000 acres, with 

an estimated timber value of $2.8 million total.  To date they have completed nine 

different projects in six states on over 3,700 acres, yielding a product value of over 

$730,000 and making significant wildlife habitat gains on public lands.  

 

 Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation ï RMEF has five regional stewardship MOUs 
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with the BLM, six forest wide stewardship agreements, and 18 supplemental project 

agreements.  Adding in its BLM stewardship MOUs, RMEF is doing work in four 

states on nearly 22,000 acres, with an estimated timber value of $235,100.  Another 

five agreements have been signed but have not yet begun implementation.  RMEF 

also has completed work on 10 stewardship contracts as a subcontractor.  To date, 

16 projects have been completed, improving habitat for elk and other species on 

over 10,560 acres. 

 

ǐ Some express concern that long-term contracts concentrate economic benefits a few busi-

nesses in a rural economy, but innovations are coming from the field that may mitigate 

such concerns.  When stewardship contracting was authorized, the ability to establish long-term 

(i.e., 10-year) contracts was thought to be necessary to stimulate landscape-scale forest manage-

ment and restoration activities, especially across much of the west where forests are judged to 

need mechanical treatment but the value of the material produced may be significantly less than 

the cost of treating it.  Long-term contracts are also deemed desirable because they make it poss-

ible to strategically align task orders in a flexible manner that provides administrative efficiency 

as well as economic and ecological benefits.  As demonstrated by the successful division of labor 

in some of the multiple-award IDIQ contracts that have occurred, there is promising evidence 

that contracts can be structured in innovative ways to distribute economic benefits to many.
8
  

 

 

4.3  Perceived Benefits of Stewardship Contracting to Communities 
The top perceived benefits to communities provided by stewardship contracting include, in ranked order: 

ñspecific project outcomesò and the closely related ñgetting work done on-the-ground,ò the increased 

ability to ñuse local contractors,ò ñimproved public trustò and related benefits associated with ñincreased 

collaboration,ò the creation of ñmore local jobs,ò as well as ñother economic benefits,ò and ñincreased 

efficiency.ò    

 

ǐ Achieving specific project outcomes and getting work done on-the-ground. Specific project 
outcomes most often include habitat work and hazardous fuel reductions. 

ǐ Using local contractors, providing more local jobs, and other economic benefits.  The Re-
gional Team reports relate many instances where real economic benefits accrued to local com-

munities because of stewardship contracts and agreements.  Some note instances where a ste-

wardship contract provided the only economic activity in a rural community during the reces-

sion, literally keeping small contractors working.   

ž Improving public trust and support for the agency.  Of all the benefits associated with 

community involvement in stewardship contracts that are cited as being of ñvery high 

importanceò to survey respondents, the ability of stewardship contracting to improve public trust 

was the most often cited, followed closely by increased support for the agency and involvement 

of diverse interests. 

                                                 
8
 For a more in depth discussion of different approaches to landscape-scale stewardship contracting please refer to Moseley 

and Davis 2010.  



38 

 

ž Increasing administrative and fiscal efficiencies.  While stewardship contracts may often (but 

not always) require additional upfront investments of time, increased efficiency in administering 

task orders is reported.  This is especially the case in large projects and in locations where 10-

year stewardship MOUs exist.  

ž Increasing opportunities for adaptive management and shared learning.  Many people 
perceive that stewardship projects offer opportunities for experimentation, learning and 

information sharing, and that this may result in greater economic and ecological resiliency.  The 

extended authorities of stewardship contracting and the philosophy of collaborative forest 

stewardship are meant to facilitate this experimentation and learning.  The general perception for 

many is that the trust, knowledge, and confidence built through collaboration can facilitate the 

use of stewardship authorities (e.g., designation by description and prescription and long-term 

contracts) that may otherwise be too controversial to attempt, but can greatly enhance work 

quality, and efficiency with which work gets done on-the-ground.   

ž Increasing opportunities for collaboration.  Interview respondents and Regional Team 

members generally prefer increased collaboration relative to other less collaborative and 

potentially divisive approaches.  In general, people view stewardship contracting as an 

opportunity to collaborate, although there are varying ideas of what constitutes collaboration, and 

what collaboration is meant to achieve. 
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Appendix A: Regional Team Reports 

 

 

 

Northern Rockies Regional Multi-Party Monitoring Team 

DOI/BLM Stewardship End-Result Contracting 

Fiscal Year 2010 Report 
 

In preparing this report the Northern Rockies Regional Team (the Team) considered information from a 

number of sources, including but not limited to:  

¶ telephone interviews (conducted by the Pinchot Institute for Conservation through its regional 
subcontractor, the Flathead Economic Policy Center) with agency personnel, contractors, com-

munity members, and other stakeholders involved in stewardship contracting projects in Idaho, 

Montana, South Dakota, and Wyoming, 

¶ Team membersô personal observations of and experiences with stewardship contracting; and 

¶ an October, 2010, Team meeting in Idaho that included a meeting with local and tribal govern-
ment officials and other participants in the local collaborative group and a discussion of a recent 

BLM stewardship contracting project carried out in the area by a local contractor. 

 

The view from the field 

 

A former federal land manager now working for a wildlife conservation organization explained the goal 

of Stewardship End Result Contracting (SERC) this way: 

 

[I t]  is special legislation passed by Congress with three objectives ï get work done on the 

ground, stimulate local economies, and provide government agencies with a new way of 

doing business ï collaborative, working with folks in the local area to accomplish those 

objectives.  And it includes [the use of ] both contracts and agreements.   

 

Since 2001 the Team) has monitored annually the SERC activities in its area of responsibility through a 

combination of site visits, formal presentations, the study of both project-specific reports and region-

wide programmatic monitoring data, and wide-ranging conversations with agency personnel, project 

contractors, local community members, interest group representatives, and other stakeholders.  The 

Teamôs members (many of whom have served continuously since its inception) have had a unique 

opportunity to track for a decade the evolution of the administration and use of stewardship contracts 

and, more recently, agreements.
 9
    

 

There are relatively few BLM Stewardship End Result Contracting (SERC) projects in this region, so 

                                                 
9
 The authorizing legislation for Stewardship End Result Contracting projects provides for work to be accomplished ñvia 

agreement or contract as appropriate....ò    The terminology can become confusing.  Not all stewardship contracting is ac-

complished through the use of a stewardship contract, but may sometimes be done through a stewardship agreement. 
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the 50% sample the Team worked with this year consisted of only five projects.  Nevertheless, the Team 

received a good deal of useful information that increased its collective knowledge of how SERC 

contributes to BLMôs accomplishment of its management objectives in the Northern Rockies.  In 

presenting its findings, the Team prefers to let the intervieweesô comments speak for themselves 

whenever possible. 

 

What is Stewardship End Result Contracting?  As in previous years, BLM personnel interviewed in 

2010 explain SERC primarily in terms of its revenue generation and efficiency aspects.   For instance: 

 

Itôs a tool that BLM got about eight years ago that allows us to trade goods for services.  

***  

Itôs a contract to use the value of forest products to offset the costs of service activities.  

You can do in one contract what would otherwise require multiple contracts.   

***  

Itôs a way of accomplishing on-the-ground projects (i.e. fuels reduction, facilities 

improvements, road maintenance etc.) by using forest products to help offset the cost of 

service work.   

 

A local government official added that SERCôs financial benefits extend beyond the agency and into the 

community.  

 

Itôs a mechanism to use profits from a timber sale and put them back into the project and 

the community.   

 

Other respondents emphasized the end-results aspect of SERC ï the comprehensive land management 

work being accomplished.   Not surprisingly, contractors working on SERC projects focused on their 

role: 

 

 Itôs making the land better. 

***  

Stewardship contracting is taking good care of the land.   It creates revenue and jobs for 

the local community.  It includes timber removal and things that loggers donôt generally 

do ï bridges, outhouses, etc ï that subcontractors have to be found to do. 

 

A national wildlife organization representative noted SERCôs more inclusive aspects: 

 

Stewardship contracting uses the exchange of goods for services to do work on a 

landscape level while providing community benefits.  Itôs a locally driven and supported 

effort, based on collaboration and the use of best value, etc  to get needed work done on 

the ground. 
 

And a former BLM employee, now a private consultant, pointed out the potential for increasing SERCôs 

impact on the landscape through public/private partnerships and agreements: 

 

In my view, stewardship contracting is a way of getting multiple resources to work 

together.  The biggest advantage is that a federal agency canôt cross agency boundaries, 
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while with a stewardship contract someone like the [named wildlife group] can cross 

those boundaries, leverage its money [with the agencyôs and othersô]  and do more acres 

of treatment on the ground and increase the benefit to wildlife and the ecology of the 

landscape. 

 

Who participates in BLMôs SERC projects?  Those individuals or interests most likely to be involved 

in BLM projects in this region are adjacent landowners and residents, followed by local government 

officials, community business interests, contractors, environmental/conservation groups, wildlife and 

fisheries organizations, fire interests/organizations, and state agencies.
10

   

 

Whatôs the communityôs role in SERC?  The three categories of community engagement most 

frequently cited by interviewees are: providing ñcomments and recommendationsò about projects, 

ñbecoming informed,ò and providing ñrepresentation of concerned/affected local interests.ò  The first 

two are basically reactive activities, occurring most frequently during the public involvement process 

associated with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis of proposed activities.  The 

third can include a more proactive, advocacy role on the part of at least some community participants.   

 

In the FY2008 interviews, most BLM respondents said that the community participated in the ñplanning 

and designò of their stewardship projects.  The same level of participation was reported in the less 

proactive roles of ñbecoming informed,ò  ñproviding comments and recommendations,ò responding to 

ñpublic outreach and education,ò and ñrepresentation of concerned/affected local interests.ò  In FY2009 

and again this year, however, only one project manager reported community involvement in ñplanning 

and design.ò  The one interviewed this year clearly perceives benefits for BLM from active community 

participation: 

 

The more people you can get involved in the planning stage of a project, the more voices 

you have out there sharing your goals and objectives for the project.  Itôs a good way to 

get a positive image of your projects out to the general public by involving some of the 

local organizations.   

 

What is meant by ñcollaborationò in SERC?    The authorizing legislation for SERC does not address 

that question, but the BLMôs 2007 ñCollaboration Desk Guideò provides the in-house definition: 

 

Collaboration is a cooperative process in which interested parties, often with widely 

varied interests, work together to seek solutions with broad support for Federal, State, 

and county managed public and other lands. Collaboration is all about building and 

maintaining relationships with communities of place and interest, partners, volunteers 

and cooperating agencies, and each other. It is a tool for implementing and building 

Cooperative Conservation. 
 

Perhaps because of the relatively high standard set in the desk guide, none of the BLM field personnel 

                                                 
10

 The standard interview question asks, ñWho has been involved?ò  Some respondents consider that anyone who received a 

scoping letter as part of the NEPA process was ñinvolvedò, while others believe that a more substantial level of participation 

ï attending meetings or field tours, providing comments on proposed activities, etc. ï is needed if someone is to be deemed 

ñinvolvedò.  Interviewees whose own participation began in the later stages of a project (contractors, for instance) may not be 

aware of all those who participated in the earlier stages. 
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interviewed rated his/her project as having ñvery collaborativeò community involvement.  At the same 

time, however, 37.5% of the non-agency respondents accorded a ñvery collaborativeò rating to the 

projects in which they participated. 
 

Responses to specific agency questions 

 

 

I. What are the predominant problems in engaging communities in BLM stewardship 

contracting projects?  What are the teamôs suggestions for improving the current situation? 
 

A. Differences in perceptions of how communities should be engaged ï Defining the problems 

in engagement can be complicated when participants have varying views of what the desired result is.   

Some BLM interviewees clearly see collaboration (at least in concept) as involving non-agency stake-

holders in SERC projects in a meaningful way.  Said one:  
 

Ideally it would include hands-on, substantive involvement by concerned 

individuals/interests, regular meetings and communication between them and the agency, 

[and] involvement throughout the course of the project.   
 

Others, however, see it as considerably more limited in scope and depth and, as far as the general public 

and other non-government interests are concerned, a one-way street going toward BLM: 

 

[Itôs] getting input from the public.  

***  

Collaboration on these types of projects is more in the initial NEPA development stage 

when we are holding the public meetings and addressing what we are proposing and the 

benefits that we feel will be the result of the project.  There is additional collaboration 

with resource specialists and state organizations when the actual project is implemented 

to give us better ideas on how we can reach our objectives with the project.   

 

Non-BLM respondents expect collaboration to be a little meatier.  A local elected official defines it as  

 

The ability to interact with a community so that they have a meaningful opportunity to 

shape a project.   

 

And a community NGO envisions collaboration with the BLM as making SERC projects a ñweò effort, 

rather than ñus and themò: 

 

[Itôs] having open discussions about the needs and goals of a project and how we are 

going to meet those goals and effect the treatments desired [to achieve] community safety 

ï wildfire protection -- and the creation of local jobs.   

 

B. Difficulties in engaging everyone who needs and/or wants to be involved --  BLM personnel 

used a variety of approaches to try to get community members and other stakeholders involved in their 

projects.  The most commonly used were field tours and personal contacts, followed by traditional 

public meetings, direct mail, and email.  Only one project manager reported working with an organized 
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collaborative group.  

 

A former BLM employee shared some hindsight thoughts on the timing of public involvement: 

 

Our first mistake, we were in a contentious battle over [an unrelated,  non-SERC 

project], and to try to not rile up the other constituency groups, we decided not to release 

the EA for this project [right away].  We waited until the public comment period, and  

people were upset that they werenôt involved earlier.   

 

One of the things we often do wrong, we have all the meetings during the day, and the 

people who show up are those who are paid to show up, the agencies.  The ranchers are 

working then, and the government people donôt want to go to night meetings. 

 

A contractor saw changes in local economics and demographics contributing to limited response to 

agency efforts to get early community involvement in SERC projects: 

 

The other local loggers -- you donôt get much involvement from them and other special 

interests groups.  When you go to other groups, they really have no input. Thereôs a lot of 

folks that donôt understand logging.  Our whole landscape has changed over the years.  

With mill closures, that part of the community starts moving away, and the farming 

community doesnôt have much education with it.  When they do drive through the project 

when itôs finished, you get a lot of ñboy, that really looks good.ò  Thatôs a positive thing 

that comes out of it. 

 

A BLM project manager also saw more after-the-fact than upfront interest: 
 

During the planning and implementation, we had very little interest from recreation users 

of the area.   Following the completion of the contract, weôve had a lot of input from 

recreationists (mostly hunters) who said it benefited wildlife and theyôve seen more game 

there than they ever had before.  And mushroom contractors -- because of the burning we 

did, it resulted in a lot of traffic up there from mushroom collectors.    

 

Two of the projects studied this year are relying heavily on the BLMôs agreement partners (a national 

wildlife organization and a local community development group) to stimulate and facilitate community 

involvement.  A third has been able to benefit from the existence of an well-established and effective 

community collaborative.  Even having those resources has not made it easy getting all the desired 

stakeholders to the table.  The wildlife groupôs local representative said: 

 

[Itôs been] really hard for us.  Weôve wanted to do more with the community, and weôre 

not pulling it together very well, and Iôm not sure why or how.  I would like to see them 

out on the ground helping us work toward a shared goal. I had [a senior official of 

the]Department of the Interior out on the project four years ago, and she asked me, if I 

could take one college class to get this project moving better, what would it be?  I said 

sociology, so that I could figure out the public better.  

 

C. Difficulties in for ming and maintaining productive collaborative relationships --  Productive 
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relationships normally require a significant level of time, commitment, and some degree of trust and/or 

enlightened self interest among those involved.   Sometimes the relationships can be of intermittent and/or 

relatively short duration and still be useful, as was the case with one project described by an interested NGO 

representative: 

 

The agency did their NEPA work.  Those that are interested have had an opportunity to 

talk and participate and go out on the ground, but thereôs not an organized 

[collaborative] group.  Itôs more sharing information.   

 

A wildlife organizationôs agreement manager described the intermittent but long-term relationships his 

group and the BLM are building with stakeholders across a large rural landscape: 
 

We havenôt gone back and done much more [community involvement work lately].  Weôre 

wrapping up our fourth year of implementation.  Itôs just kind of moving along.  This 

summer they finished the burning.  The access road [to the main project area] will be a 

place to take people and show them all the treatments.  Next year will be a time to set up 

a tour and show people ï like the conservation community and the ranching community ï 

whatôs going on.  Weôve worked really, really hard to minimize the impacts on the 

ranching community, and I think they appreciate the efforts.  This will be the monitoring, 

implementation, show-you-whatôs-going-on kind of stuff ï instead of just showing you 

pictures of what will happen.     

 

In the Northern Rockies, federal lands are vast, federal agency staffs are shrinking, and numerous offices 

closures and consolidations have physically distanced many BLM and/or Forest Service employees from 

the communities they serve.  Under those conditions, it is particularly difficult to establish and maintain 

a productive long-term collaborative relationship with community members and other concerned parties.    

Intermediary partners or facilitators then may become critical to success.  A local elected official de-

scribed how that worked successfully in his county:   

 

These[stakeholder] interests were involved through the [local collaborative] resource 

initiative.  Itôs a  locally-based group that was put together to represent the interests of 

the community on natural resource issues.  Itôs a forum for all the agencies to come to 

and put [ideas and plans] out into the community for discussion and/or action.  The 

community input is what should drive most projects, because the local community usually 

knows whatôs best for their land..  BLM really listened to the community.  It shows that 

they trust the views of the community and take them into consideration.   

 

D. Economic constraints and local infrastructure limitations ï Because of the close 

identification of SERC with its goods-for-services funding mechanism, some BLM personnel feel it is 

not as useful to them when lumber prices are poor.  With little value to exchange for planned service 

work, projects that would have provided additional community benefits are delayed and/or scaled back.   

When asked whether he would consider doing another SERC project, a project manager said: 

 

Should the timber value ever recover, I would be willing to go forward with another 

stewardship contract.  Right now we probably couldnôt do another one because the value 

of timber is so far in the tank we wouldnôt be able to afford any service work.  We 

wouldnôt be able to consider one.   










































































































