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Abstract
Charnley, Susan; Stuart, Claudia. 2006. Socioeconomic monitoring results. Vol. VI:  

Program development and future directions. In: Charnley, S., tech. coord. Northwest 
Forest Plan—the first 10 years (1994–2003): socioeconomic monitoring results. Gen. 
Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-649. Portland, OR: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest  
Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station. 18 p.

The socioeconomic monitoring program of the Pacific Northwest Interagency Regional 
Monitoring Program went through three phases of development between 1999 and 2005. 
Volume VI provides a history of the socioeconomic monitoring program, detailing each 
phase of its development and discussing challenges associated with socioeconomic moni-
toring at the community scale. Volume VI also evaluates the socioeconomic monitoring 
plan in the Northwest Forest Plan record of decision, and whether the questions, goals, and 
monitoring items are still relevant 10 years later. We provide recommendations for future 
monitoring. 

Keywords: Northwest Forest Plan, socioeconomic monitoring, monitoring program 
history, future monitoring.
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Preface
This report is one of a set of reports produced on this 10-year anniversary of the North-
west Forest Plan (the Plan). The collection of reports attempts to answer questions about 
the effectiveness of the Plan based on new monitoring and research results. The set in-
cludes a series of status and trends reports, a synthesis of all regional monitoring and  
research results, a report on interagency information management, and a summary report. 

The status and trends reports focus on establishing baselines of information from 
1994, when the Plan was approved, and reporting change over the 10-year period. The 
status and trends series includes reports on late-successional and old-growth forests, 
northern spotted owl population and habitat, marbled murrelet population and habitat, 
watershed condition, government-to-government tribal relationships, socioeconomic 
conditions, and monitoring of project implementation under Plan standards and guide-
lines. 

The synthesis report addresses questions about the effectiveness of the Plan by using 
the status and trends results and new research. It focuses on the validity of the Plan 
assumptions, differences between expectations and what actually happened, the certainty 
of the findings, and, finally, considerations for the future. The synthesis report is orga-
nized in two parts: Part I—introduction, context, synthesis, and summary—and Part II—
socio-economic implications, older forests, species conservation, the aquatic conservation 
strategy, and adaptive management and monitoring.

The report on interagency information management identifies issues and recom-
mends solutions for resolving data and mapping problems encountered during the prepa-
ration of the set of monitoring reports. Information management issues inevitably surface 
during analyses that require data from multiple agencies covering large geographic areas. 
The goal of that report is to improve the integration and acquisition of interagency data 
for the next comprehensive report. 

The socioeconomic status and trends report is published in six volumes. Volume I 
of the report contains key findings. Volume II addresses the evaluation question, Are 
predictable levels of timber and nontimber resources available and being produced? The 
focus of Volume III is the evaluation question, Are local communities and economies 
experiencing positive or negative changes that may 6+be associated with federal forest 
management? Volume IV assesses the Plan goal of promoting agency-citizen collabora-
tion in forest management. Volume V reports on public values regarding federal forest 
management in the Pacific Northwest. Volume VI (this volume) provides a history of the 
Northwest Forest Plan socioeconomic monitoring program and a discussion of potential 
directions for the program.
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Summary
The socioeconomic monitoring program of the Pacific Northwest Interagency Regional 
Monitoring Program has been through three phases of development. Phase 1 lasted from 
1999 to 2000, and was designed to review available information and recommend a pilot 
protocol. Phase II—lasting from 2000 to 2002—tested a pilot monitoring protocol and re-
sulted in a set of recommendations for how to undertake socioeconomic monitoring related 
to the Northwest Forest Plan (the Plan). Phase III, started late in 2002 and ended in 2005 
(also a pilot phase), produced the information contained in this monitoring report (volumes 
I through V). Volume VI provides a history of the socioeconomic monitoring program, de-
tailing each phase of its development.

The Regional Interagency Executive Committee (RIEC) has not formally incorporated 
socioeconomic monitoring into the Plan regional monitoring program; nor is there a pub-
lished socioeconomic monitoring protocol. Following publication of this interpretive report, 
the RIEC will decide how to proceed with future Plan-related socioeconomic monitoring. 
To assist with this decision, volume VI evaluates the socioeconomic monitoring plan in the 
Plan record of decision (ROD) and whether the questions, goals, and monitoring items are 
still relevant 10 years later. It also provides recommendations for future monitoring. 

We find that the Plan goals are still relevant and are consistent with the broader mis-
sions and strategic goals of the Forest Service (FS) and the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM), although some could be reworded. We also find that the ROD evaluation question 
that has received most of the program’s attention to date—Are local communities and econ-
omies experiencing positive or negative changes that may be associated with federal forest 
management?—should be revised. We recommend formulating monitoring questions that 
focus on the things that link land management agencies, federal forests, and rural commu-
nities and economies in ways that can produce positive outcomes for community well-being 
and forest ecosystem health. 
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Chapter 1: Module History
Introduction
The socioeconomic monitoring program of the Pacific 
Northwest Interagency Regional Monitoring Program has 
developed through three phases. The first socioeconomic 
monitoring team was formed in 1997, but it did not begin 
monitoring-related work until 1999. Phase I was from 1999 
to 2000, phase II from 2000 to 2002, and phase III began in 
late 2002 and is still underway. The monitoring results in 
this report (volumes I through V) come from phase III.

Phase I was designed to review available information 
and recommend a pilot monitoring protocol. Phases II and 
III were pilots for the monitoring program. The Regional 
Interagency Executive Committee (the RIEC)1 has not yet 
officially incorporated socioeconomic monitoring into the 
Regional Monitoring Program, nor has a formal protocol 
been published for socioeconomic monitoring. The moni-
toring during phase III followed a protocol developed by 
the socioeconomic monitoring team (the team) in late 2002. 
The protocol was pilot-tested in 2003–05. If the Commit-
tee formally adopts socioeconomic monitoring as part of 
the Regional Monitoring Program, the team will publish an 
updated monitoring protocol.

As stated in the Plan record of decision (ROD), “The 
monitoring plan will be periodically evaluated to ascertain 
whether the monitoring questions and standards are still rel-
evant, and will be adjusted as appropriate. Some monitoring 
items may be discontinued and others added as knowledge 
and issues change with implementation” (USDA and USDI 
1994b). Given that two pilot phases have occurred and 
that the committee must decide the future of Plan-related 
socioeconomic monitoring, evaluating the socioeconomic 
monitoring plan in the ROD; judging whether the questions, 
goals, and monitoring items are still relevant 10 years later; 
and assessing future options to ensure that agencies have 
the socioeconomic information they need to support adap-
tive management in the Plan area are timely. 

Chapter 1 begins with an overview of previous efforts 
at socioeconomic monitoring of forest-based communities, 
followed by a history of the Plan’s socioeconomic moni-
toring module, documenting its development since 1997. 
Chapter 2 contains recommendations and options for future 
socioeconomic monitoring associated with the Plan. 

Previous Socioeconomic Monitoring of 
Forest-Based Communities
One challenge the monitoring team faced in developing a 
protocol for socioeconomic monitoring was a lack of mod-
els. The Northwest Forest Plan’s (the Plan) record of decision 
(ROD) specifically called for monitoring rural economies 
and communities as part of a regional monitoring strategy. 
The Forest Service (FS) and the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment (BLM) had done little in the way of community-scale 
socioeconomic monitoring in support of forest management 
before this effort. Although the National Forest Manage-
ment Act (1976) calls for monitoring forest plans, the focus 
is typically on implementation monitoring (Wright et al. 
2002: 2), and it rarely includes socioeconomic effectiveness 
monitoring. The FS has been actively involved in socio-
economic monitoring relating to forest sustainability at the 
national scale as a part of the Montreal Process Working 
Group on Criteria and Indicators for the Conservation and 
Sustainable Management of Temperate and Boreal Forests. 
The FS also regularly assesses trends in the supply of, and 
demand for, renewable natural resources and recreation at 
the national and broad regional scales, as mandated by the 
1974 Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning 
Act. This work does not provide guidance for community-
scale monitoring.

A regional FS monitoring effort that included a socio-
cultural module was initiated in the mid-1990s as part of 
California’s Sierra Nevada framework planning effort. This 
effort included a conceptual model as a foundation for moni-
toring an array of environmental, social, economic, and cul-
tural trends across the Sierra Nevada (Manley et al. 2000). 
The team designed rangewide sampling strategies based 
on the conceptual framework, including detailed strategies 
for monitoring change in cultural resources and the imple-
mentation and effectiveness of tribal relations programs. 

1 The RIEC is responsible for ensuring the prompt, coordinated, 
and successful implementation of the Northwest Forest Plan at 
the regional scale and also oversees the Plan’s monitoring pro-
gram and adaptive management processes. The Intergovernmen-
tal Advisory Committee advises the RIEC.
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Funding and implementing the Sierra Nevada monitoring 
program concentrated on ecological resources, however. 

In 1999, the FS began a pilot study—the Local Unit 
Criteria and Indicators Development test—to assess how 
feasible monitoring ecosystem sustainability at the forest 
scale would be (Wright et al. 2002). The study focused on 
developing a set of criteria and indicators for monitoring 
sustainability, including the sustainability of socioeconomic 
systems, in support of adaptive ecosystem management and 
forest planning. The result was a monitoring framework 
containing a core set of criteria and indicators for sustain-
ability monitoring. The pilot national forests in the study 
conducted community-level socioeconomic monitoring to 
test the indicators. Some have adopted the final framework 
and begun implementing monitoring activities in communi-
ties around their forests. Other FS monitoring efforts have 
focused on ecological monitoring (e.g., the Forest Inventory 
and Analysis Program, Maddox et al. 1999, Mulder et al. 
1999, Tolle et al. 1999) rather than socioeconomic monitor-
ing, and they are typically conducted at the broad scale. The 
BLM has not previously conducted socioeconomic monitor-
ing at the community scale (McElroy 2005). 

Outside the FS and BLM, a few models of community-
based socioeconomic monitoring relate to forest manage-
ment.2 Some researchers have developed frameworks of 
social and economic indicators that can be used for monitor-
ing sustainability and well-being in natural resource-based 
communities (such as Beckley and Burkosky 1999, Force 
and Machlis 1997, Parkins 1999, Parkins et al. 2001). More 
often than not, these research efforts conclude by identify-
ing a set of socioeconomic indicators to be used in monitor-
ing and stop short of applying them in monitoring programs 
and of reporting monitoring results useful for adaptive eco-
system management. Consequently, although they provide 
guidance for what to monitor, they do not provide guidance 
for how to monitor, nor do they demonstrate how moni-
toring results can be applied in the resource management 
context.

Some researchers have developed frameworks of 
social and economic indicators that have been used in 
conducting broad-scale assessments in support of forest 
planning. Several excellent examples demonstrate the use 
of such indicators in assessing social and economic condi-
tions and trends, community well-being, resiliency, and 
capacity3 (Christensen et al. 1999, Doak and Kusel 1996, 
FEMAT 1993, Harris et al. 2000, Struglia et al. 2001, 
Sturtevant and Horton 2000). Although such assessments 
have not been developed within a monitoring framework, 
they do provide a frame of reference for building an ap-
proach to socioeconomic monitoring. 

Related research focuses on how to conduct “multi-
party” monitoring4 and “community-based” monitoring5 
in support of ecosystem management (Bliss et al. 2001, 
USDA 2003). For example, the FS, in collaboration with 
partner organizations, has developed handbooks for multi-
party monitoring of community forest restoration projects 
(http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/spf/cfrp/monitoring/). Our moni-
toring approach does not entail multiparty monitoring, 
although we consider it to be an option for the future.

The best examples we found of socioeconomic moni-
toring relating to forests and communities came from 
the Watershed Research and Training Center in Trinity 
County, California (Danks et al. 2002) and the Ecosystem 
Workforce Program at the University of Oregon (Moseley 
and Wilson 2002). This work was highly influential in de-
veloping the monitoring approach used in phase III.

Given the scarcity of existing models to draw from 
in developing a socioeconomic monitoring program for 
the Plan area, the history of the Plan’s program is one of 
developing and testing different approaches.

3 Community capacity may be defined as the collective ability of 
community residents to respond to external and internal stress, 
take advantage of opportunities, adapt and respond to a variety of 
circumstances, and meet the needs of residents (Kusel 2001: 374).
4 Multiparty monitoring consists of monitoring by a mixed group 
of people who are affiliated with local communities, local, re-
gional, or national interest groups, and public agencies (USDA 
2003: 3).
5 Community-based monitoring refers to monitoring activities 
designed to produce information on social and ecological factors 
affecting a community that is needed or desired by the community, 
and in which members of the community participate (Bliss et al. 
2001: 145).

2 Some examples of socioeconomic monitoring are associated with 
community sustainability projects, conservation and development 
projects, and certification programs, however.
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Socioeconomic Monitoring  
Program History
In 1993, President Clinton convened the Forest Ecosystem 
Management Assessment Team (FEMAT 1993) as part of 
the effort to develop the Plan. The team was charged with 
identifying management alternatives for Pacific Northwest 
federal forests that would maximize social and economic 
benefits from the forests, while complying with environmen-
tal laws and regulations (FEMAT 1993: ii). The FEMAT 
social assessment found that many communities  
in the Pacific Northwest were undergoing economic and 
social transitions from timber dependence to other types of 
economies. Time limitations imposed on FEMAT precluded 
a complete investigation of these and other changing dy-
namics across Pacific Northwest communities. 

Given the complex, ongoing changes in the region’s 
forest-based communities, the Forest Service’s Pacific 
Northwest Research Station initiated a program to study 
rural development in the Pacific Northwest. The program 
focused on improving knowledge of the region’s changing 
rural places. Researchers sought to better understand con-
temporary rural social and economic dynamics, to clarify 
relations between natural resource management and rural 
communities, and to investigate rural social values (Chris-
tensen 2003). Program scientists characterized rural condi-
tions across the Pacific Northwest at the county and larger 
scales, using data available from the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census, Bureau of Economic Analysis, state employment 
departments, and other sources (Christensen et al. 2000; 
McGinnis et al. 1996, 1997; Raettig 1999, Raettig  
et al. 1996, 1998). The program also assessed the effec-
tiveness of the Northwest Economic Adjustment Initiative 
(Christensen et al. 1999, Raettig and Christensen 1999). 
These efforts, however, did not specifically respond to the 
socioeconomic monitoring charge contained in the ROD. 

Phase I
In 1997, the Regional Ecosystem Office (the REO)6 initi-
ated an effort to respond directly to the ROD requirement 
for socioeconomic monitoring. An interagency team was 
formed to develop a monitoring protocol. The team in-
cluded social scientists, economists, and others from the 
Station, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. BLM, 
the U.S. FS Pacific Northwest Region (Region 6), and the 
U.S. Geological Survey’s Forest and Rangeland Ecosystem 
Science Center. The team investigated options for develop-
ing the monitoring program. 

In 1999, the team commissioned researchers at the 
University of Washington’s Northwest Policy Center and 
College of Forest Resources to undertake a two-part study. 
The objectives for the first phase of work were to estab-
lish a monitoring framework, undertake preliminary data 
collection, and estimate the feasibility and costs of com-
pleting the evaluation in a succeeding phase of the work. 
This phase of the project focused solely on the monitoring 
question in the ROD that pertained to well-being in rural 
communities and economies, and how that was linked to 
federal forest management policy. The team also con-
sidered the need to develop the monitoring protocol for 
broader or long-term applications. 

The report that resulted from the phase I efforts (Som-
mers 2001) found that the literature dealing with rural 
development, socioeconomic assessment, and community 
effects studies did not offer a proven model for relating 
forest management to social and economic change. Nor 
did published data allow researchers to discern the causes 
of socioeconomic change. County data, such as mill em-
ployment, was readily available but could not be used to 
attribute the causes of change, because it described vari-
ables subject to a host of influences. For example, workers 
commute across county lines from home to workplace, and 
firms import and export products across county boundar-
ies. Changing technology and business conditions further 
complicate analysis. These leakages and other confounding 

6 The REO supports Plan decisionmaking processes, and  
implementation of Plan standards and guides.
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factors make using existing county data to attribute changes 
in employment to federal forest management impossible. 

A second disadvantage is that county data do not 
reflect conditions and trends taking place at the commu-
nity scale, which can differ greatly within a single county. 
Accordingly, Sommers proposed a conceptual model of 
local economic flows that related changing forest manage-
ment to community-scale socioeconomic change. Federal 
forest management actions were linked directly to local 
and nonlocal firms, to local workers and their household 
incomes, and to local services. Federal management was 
linked indirectly to variables such as income tax revenues 
and consumption, health, crime, and social capital.  

Once estimated by using appropriate data, such a model 
can establish whether federal actions were the probable 
cause of socioeconomic changes at the community scale, or 
whether local change was more likely due to other factors. 
In addition to validating (or disqualifying) these relations, 
the data used to estimate the model could also describe 
change in community socioeconomic characteristics. The 
approach thus responded to the dual aspects of the ROD  
socioeconomic monitoring charge: to establish whether  
local communities and economies are undergoing change, 
and to discern whether that change is associated with fed-
eral forest management. 

Sommers also undertook preliminary data collection 
by using county indicators readily available from secondary 
sources to describe socioeconomic trends in the Plan area. 
The available data suggested that the Pacific Northwest’s 
metropolitan economies were stronger than its rural econo-
mies during the 1990s.

Sommers identified a complex set of issues associated 
with estimating and using the local model to determine 
cause-and-effect relations. Estimating the model would 
require assembling a substantial amount of community 
data. Community data, however, were not readily available. 
Accordingly, Sommers recommended primary data collec-
tion by using surveys or interviews to properly estimate the 
model. To control the increased monitoring costs associated 
with primary data collection, he suggested a limited sample 
of community cases. 

Which communities should be sampled? More than 
1,300 nonmetropolitan communities have been delineated 
in the Plan area (volume III, chapter 2). Monitoring every 
community is impractical; yet drawing generalizations 
about communities regionwide based on a sample is also 
difficult because the communities are unique. Sommers 
recommended monitoring a sample of communities typed 
and paired according to population size, distance from 
transportation corridors, and type of economic base. Such 
an approach would allow researchers to generalize results 
by community type. Alternatively, monitoring could sample 
a limited set of local communities before and after change 
in federal forest management. Given this emphasis on local 
data collection, Sommers also recommended evaluating 
available county data every 3 to 5 years to monitor region-
wide conditions. 

Phase II
The second phase of the project was designed to test and 
evaluate the approaches outlined in phase I. Researchers  
adopted separate survey instruments for local businesses 
and households (Sommers et al. 2002). The business survey 
was to capture information describing economic activity  
and linkages critical to estimating the local economic 
model. The household survey was developed to inform the 
social components of the model and to build a picture of 
community social capital. When tested, however, the house-
hold survey imposed a substantial time burden on test sub-
jects, requiring more than an hour to complete. Researchers 
estimated the costs of administering the surveys at over 
$50,000 per community. The need to track potentially large 
numbers of residents moving into or out of the community 
during the study period entailed additional costs and chal-
lenges. Individual and household privacy were also con-
cerns. 

In addition to surveys, the researchers tested a case-
study approach using available socioeconomic indicator 
data together with interviews. They conducted interviews 
with community members and supplemented them with 
data published by the U.S. census, local service providers, 
and others. The economic side of the analysis relied on  
economic-base theory applied at the subcounty scale. 
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The test was in Forks, Washington. Peer review indi-
cated that, although community-scale analysis can result 
in more useful information than county-scale analysis, the 
monitoring methods tested presented significant limitations. 
Foremost were the lack of a proven basis for relating local 
economic change to change in regional federal forest man-
agement policy, and relating local economic change to local 
social change. Reviewers recommended that the monitoring 
effort focus initially on improving understanding of these 
relations. They also noted the need for a rigorous method of 
delineating community boundaries to facilitate community 
monitoring, given the debate in the literature about how to 
define a “community” as a unit of analysis. 

The phase II report (Jackson et al. 2004) provided 
the researchers’ recommendations for Plan-related socio-
economic effectiveness monitoring. The report noted that 
a case-study approach incorporating community-scale 
socioeconomic indicators can be adequate for local socio-
economic monitoring. To validate causal relations between 
forest management and local communities, however, the 
report recommended longitudinal business and household 
surveys by using a sampling strategy based on community 
cases paired by type and degree of relation to the forest. The 
monitoring challenges identified by the University of Wash-
ington researchers and their key recommendations for how 
to proceed following phases I and II are summarized here.

Monitoring challenges—
•	 Determining an appropriate unit of analysis for 

monitoring (such as county vs. community).
•	 Defining and delineating “community” as a unit  

of analysis.
•	 Selecting sample communities and generalizing 

from the sample.
•	 Identifying relevant indicators for which  

community-scale data are available.
•	 Investing time and money for primary data  

collection.
•	 Distinguishing the effects of forest management 

policy on communities from the effects of other  
social, economic, and ecological processes.

Monitoring recommendations from phases I and II—
•	 Do not limit monitoring efforts to assessing indica-

tors for which data exist from secondary sources.
•	 Conduct long-term community case studies.
•	 Define communities operationally according to  

geographic patterns of employment and retail trade.
•	 Monitor communities most likely to exhibit impacts 

from land management activities.
•	 Survey individuals, households, and businesses  

over time.

Through the remainder of 2002, the interagency com-
mittee responsible for developing the socioeconomic moni-
toring module considered the results of phases I and II in 
the context of the literature and evolving methods. Focal 
considerations were methods both to improve understand-
ing of local community-forest relations, and to describe 
socioeconomic conditions and trends in rural communities  
across the Pacific Northwest. 

A third phase of the monitoring program began  
developing in late 2002. The team’s charge expanded to  
include evaluating the second question contained in the 
ROD: whether predictable amounts of timber and non- 
timber resources were available and being produced. The 
team also adopted new methods to address the question  
of how federal forest management policy was affecting  
rural economies and communities. 

Phase III used the widely accepted approach of inter-
views as part of rapid social assessment. Interviews were 
incorporated into a mixed-methods case-studies approach 
that also gathered secondary data (e.g., Yin 1994). Phase III 
adopted specific methods used in recent monitoring efforts 
(Danks et al. 2002, Moseley and Wilson 2002), as well as 
emerging approaches to delineating communities (Doak 
and Kusel 1996, Donoghue 2003, Kusel 1996). Monitoring 
was consistent with recommendations from phases I and II:
•	 Do not limit monitoring to an assessment of  

county-scale social and economic indicator data; 
these data do not reveal community-scale condi-
tions and changes and, although they may be  
readily available, they are not always relevant  
for answering the monitoring question. 
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•	 Adopt a forest-community case-study approach  
to relate community-scale social and economic 
change to changes in federal forest management 
policy. 

•	 Use a rigorous method of delineating commu- 
nity boundaries to facilitate community-scale  
monitoring.

•	 Combine community-scale social and economic  
indicator data from secondary sources with  
primary data collection by using surveys or  
interviews in a sample of communities.

The phase III approach and methods are outlined in 
detail in volumes II through V of this report.
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The information in this interpretive report is largely the 
result of retrospective monitoring. No socioeconomic mon-
itoring program was established early in the Northwest 
Forest Plan (the Plan) period. Thus there was no opportu-
nity to formulate monitoring questions, identify appropri-
ate indicators for answering those questions, and gather 
monitoring data associated with the indicators over the 
course of a decade to compile and evaluate in this inter-
pretive report. To a large extent, the monitoring team had 
to rely on existing data from secondary sources to answer 
the evaluation questions in the record of decision (ROD) 
and to evaluate success in meeting Plan socioeconomic 
goals. These data and their associated indicators were not 
always adequate for the task. There is now an opportunity 
to establish a formal socioeconomic monitoring program 
that identifies relevant monitoring questions with appropri-
ate indicators and to gather monitoring data pertinent to 
the indicators so that the questions can be answered. This 
chapter contains our recommendations for future socio-
economic monitoring.

Effectiveness monitoring asks, “To what extent are the 
goals and objectives of the Plan being achieved?” (Mulder 
et al. 1999: exec. summary). These goals form the basis for 
generating questions that the monitoring program should 
answer (Mulder et al. 1999: 5). We agree: effectiveness 
monitoring questions should be structured around Plan 
goals and should evaluate how well those goals are being 
achieved by identifying trends in associated indicators. 
However, as Noon et al. (1999: 25) pointed out, informa-
tion about changes in the status of an indicator by itself is 
of limited value. Without understanding what is causing 
monitoring trends, and how management policies versus 
other variables drive them, we don’t know what policies 
and programs are working, what aren’t, and how to effect 
change in the context of adaptive management. Although 
monitoring typically results in a description of the status 
and trends in the attributes being monitored, it also gen-
erates information that can be used to build hypotheses 
about causation that can be tested through research (Busch 
and Trexler 2003: 4–5). Thus, another thing to consider as 
the program looks ahead is, how can research be integrated 

into monitoring to better understand the cause-and-effect 
relations that underlie monitoring trends? 

The agencies’ role, not the monitoring team’s, is to 
identify the social and economic goals of federal forest 
management under the Plan. To help with that process, we 
review the Plan’s socioeconomic goals and their relevance 
10 years later and examine the ROD evaluation questions 
in light of these goals. To provide context, it is worth re-
viewing the mission and broader management goals and 
principles of the Forest Service (FS) and Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) that are relevant to socioeconomic 
monitoring.

A part of the FS mission is providing technical and 
financial assistance to communities to improve their natural 
environment by caring for their forests; helping communi-
ties use forests to promote rural economic development and 
a quality rural environment; and providing work, training, 
and education to the unemployed, underemployed, elderly, 
youth, and disadvantaged in pursuit of the agency mission 
(http://www.fs.fed.us/aboutus/mission.shtml). Two of the 
agency’s guiding principles are to form partnerships to 
achieve shared goals and to promote grassroots participa-
tion in agency decisions and activities. The 2004 Forest 
Service Planning Rule calls for understanding the social 
and economic contributions that FS-managed lands make 
by evaluating relevant economic and social conditions 
and trends during the planning process. It also states that 
national forest lands should contribute to sustaining social 
and economic systems within their plan areas. The FS 2004 
Planning Rule identifies sustainability as the overall goal of 
land management planning and recognizes that the social, 
economic, and ecological components of sustainability are 
interdependent. The rule also calls for a collaborative and 
participatory approach to planning. 

Two of the guiding principles for achieving the BLM 
mission are to understand the social and economic context 
in which the agency manages its lands, including the ef-
fects of changing social and environmental conditions on 
land uses and local communities, and to work in partner-
ship with others to achieve a shared vision of how the land 
and its use will change over time (USDI 2000: 10). One of 

Chapter 2: Future Direction
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the BLM’s goals is to serve current and future publics, and 
another is to provide economic and technical assistance to 
state, tribal, and local governments (USDI 2000: 49). An-
other BLM goal is to restore and maintain the health of the 
lands it manages. To understand and plan for the condition 
and use of BLM lands, the agency recognizes the need for 
information about the sustainability of land use activities on 
BLM districts, and their contribution to local and regional 
socioeconomic conditions (USDI 2000: 54).

Plan Goals: Are They Still Relevant?
The team identified five Plan socioeconomic goals for  
effectiveness monitoring:
•	 Produce a predictable and sustainable supply of  

timber sales, nontimber forest resources, and  
recreation opportunities.

•	 Maintain the stability of local and regional  
economies on a predictable, long-term basis. 

•	 Where timber sales cannot proceed, assist with  
long-term economic development and diversification 
to minimize adverse effects associated with job loss.

•	 Protect forest values and environmental qualities 
associated with late-successional, old-growth, and 
aquatic ecosystems.

•	 Promote interagency collaboration and agency- 
citizen collaboration in forest management.

Are these goals still relevant and worth monitoring? 

Produce a Predictable and Sustainable Supply  
of Timber Sales, Nontimber Forest Resources, 
and Recreation Opportunities 
Monitoring resource and recreation outputs from federal 
forest lands is important, because timber sales, nontimber 
resources, and recreation opportunities provide impor-
tant social, economic, and cultural benefits to forest-based 
communities. An important finding of the FEMAT report 
was that communities wanted stability, predictability, and 
certainty in timber supplies. Predictability in resource and 
recreation outputs may be difficult to achieve, however, 
given the complex and dynamic nature of natural, social, 
and economic systems—all of which influence the agencies’ 

abilities to produce a predictable supply of resources and 
recreation. Agencies may wish to assess what is a realistic 
goal for the production of timber and nontimber resources 
that will meet the needs of the public, and reframe this 
goal accordingly. 

Timber sales, nontimber forest resources, and rec-
reation opportunities are not the only socioeconomic 
benefits that federal forests and their managing agencies 
provide. They also provide a host of other benefits that 
the team monitored, such as jobs and income associated 
with resources and recreation; agency jobs; jobs created 
through procurement contracting, grants and agreements; 
community economic assistance funding; and county 
revenue-sharing programs. A broader view of the socio-
economic benefits that forests provide could be incorpo-
rated into this goal statement, for example, “maximize 
the economic and social benefits from the forests, while 
conserving forest ecosystems,” which was President 
Clinton’s intent with the Plan (USDA and USDI 1994a: 
volume II E-4). Such a goal is still relevant today. Timber 
and nontimber resources, recreation, and the other benefits 
listed here could be specified as monitoring items associ-
ated with this goal. 

Maintain the Stability of Local and Regional  
Economies on a Predictable, Long-Term Basis
The purpose of the first goal—to produce a predictable and 
sustainable supply of timber and nontimber resources—was 
to help maintain the stability of local and regional econo-
mies on a predictable, long-term basis. A finding of this 
monitoring report is that, although stable timber supplies 
may contribute to economic stability, they do not ensure 
it. Assuming that community stability depends on non-
declining, even flows of timber from federal forests can 
be misleading: many factors can influence the stability 
of forest-based communities. Consequently, the concept 
of community stability has been replaced by the concept 
of community resiliency—the ability of communities to 
respond and adapt to change in positive, constructive ways 
to mitigate the effects of change on the community (Harris  
et al. 2000: 6). 
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Agencies may wish to reframe this Plan goal in light 
of these findings. A more appropriate goal, linked to the 
first, might be “provide social and economic benefits that 
contribute to community well-being, and help communities 
improve their capacity to adapt to change.” 

Where Timber Sales Cannot Proceed, Assist  
With Long-Term Economic Development and  
Diversification to Minimize Adverse Effects  
Associated With Job Loss
The Plan sought to mitigate the effects of reduced federal 
timber sales by assisting with community economic devel-
opment and diversification through the Northwest Economic 
Adjustment Initiative. The initiative has ended, and the FS 
no longer has appropriated funds to support Jobs-in-the-
Woods or the Rural Community Assistance Program. Com-
munity assistance programs are one means of achieving 
this goal, but there are also other mechanisms for assisting 
communities with economic development and diversifica-
tion. Agency efforts to promote this goal can have positive 
benefits for forest stewardship. 

For example, one Plan objective was to integrate 
forestry and economic assistance by linking ecosystem 
management on federal forest lands with local family-wage 
jobs that would contribute to sustainable communities. 
Strategies designed to achieve this objective included Jobs-
in-the-Woods, land management procurement contracting, 
and initiative projects that supported recreation and tourism 
development, and sustainable forestry enterprises, such 
as small businesses that produce value-added wood prod-
ucts made from small-diameter wood and hardwoods from 
federal forests. This goal remains as important and relevant 
today as it was when the Plan was developed.

One of the foremost issues of concern related to forest 
management expressed by community members inter-
viewed for this study was the lack of family-wage jobs in 
their communities, especially jobs tied to forest resources. 
Many community residents interviewed were from families 
who had a history of working in the woods, and who were 
struggling to stay and raise their families in the communi-
ties they considered home. Residents of forest communities 
can potentially help forest managers meet their management 

objectives given the recent climate of declining agency  
staff and budgets. Increasing federal forest-based employ-
ment opportunities would make an important contribution 
to community well-being. The desire for forest-based,  
family-wage jobs was a top priority in the case-study 
communities monitored, especially those not located near 
regional centers or urban areas that provide commuting 
options. The importance of sustaining family-wage, forest-
based jobs in rural communities was also acknowledged  
in regional public surveys (see volume V). Linking forest 
restoration work with local job creation to promote eco-
nomic development and diversification in communities is 
relevant, important, and possible. 

Protect Forest Values and Environmental Qualities 
Associated With Late-Successional, Old-Growth, 
and Aquatic Ecosystems
Several agency managers have questioned whether the  
socioeconomic monitoring team should conduct effective-
ness monitoring relating to this goal. Some view it as a 
biophysical goal that should be monitored only by the bio-
physical modules. We assessed this goal for two reasons.

First, protecting forest values and environmental quali-
ties associated with late-successional, old-growth (older 
forest), and aquatic ecosystems is a social value. Changes 
in societal values can trigger the adaptive management pro-
cess (USDA and USDI 1994a Volume II: E4). Monitoring 
how public attitudes, beliefs, and values relating to forest 
management change over time is important, so that manag-
ers can be responsive. Second, people’s perceptions of the 
effectiveness of agency management policies can influence 
their behavior and their attitudes toward the agencies. This 
information supplements, but does not replace, biophysical 
monitoring related to this goal.

In our view, the monitoring questions that continue  
to be relevant are:
•	 What forest values and environmental qualities  

associated with federal forests are important to 
members of the public, and what is the balance  
of values (both commodity and noncommodity)  
that members of the public believe federal forests 
should be managed for?
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•	 How well has federal forest management under  
the Plan provided for the forest values and environ-
mental qualities that are important to members of 
the public? 

Promote Interagency Collaboration and Agency-
Citizen Collaboration in Forest Management
President Clinton wanted federal agencies to work together 
to achieve Plan goals (USDA and USDI 1994b: 3). The Plan 
directed federal agencies to coordinate and cooperate in for-
est management. A host of new institutions and processes 
were created to improve interagency coordination and com-
munication and to eliminate duplication (Tuchmann 1996: 
6–7). The Plan also called for more collaboration between 
agencies and members of the public in forest management.

The socioeconomic monitoring team did not monitor 
interagency collaboration under the Plan because we did not 
have the resources. If interagency collaboration is viewed 
as an important subject for monitoring, it would be appro-
priate for the team to do so, and possible if resources were 
available.

The team did some monitoring of agency-citizen 
collaboration. We believe it is important and relevant to 
continue monitoring agency-citizen collaboration in forest 
stewardship. The FS units appear to rely increasingly on 
partnerships, volunteers, and joint forest stewardship efforts 
to get their work done because they lack the budgets and 
staff to accomplish all of the work themselves. The BLM 
also emphasizes cooperative partnerships for restoring and 
maintaining the health of the land. The success of these ef-
forts depends in part on the capacity of communities to en-
gage in them. Interviews with community members showed 
that many local residents have sophisticated perceptions of 
complex ecological processes and relations. Interviews also 
showed that many community members care deeply about 
nearby forests and their ecological integrity. Although many 
communities have limited capacity to engage with manag-
ers in forest stewardship activities, most communities have 
some capacity to do so. Agency-citizen collaboration pro-
vides one indicator of agency and community capacity and 
relations. Monitoring also provides insight into what kinds 

of collaborative arrangements are most successful, and how 
to better engage in agency-citizen collaboration. 

Adaptive management areas were an important Plan 
component that was not systematically monitored by the 
team. Future monitoring could examine the role of the  
areas in meeting Plan and unit-level land management and 
socioeconomic objectives, relating unit-level outcomes to 
approaches taken to collaboration. This would provide  
useful information for future management.

Plan Evaluation Questions: Are They  
the Right Ones?
The socioeconomic monitoring team addressed two  
evaluation questions from the ROD: 
•	 Are predictable levels of timber and nontimber  

resources available and being produced? 
•	 Are local communities and economies experiencing 

positive or negative changes that may be associated 
with federal forest management? 

We discuss these in turn.

Are Predictable Levels of Timber and Nontimber  
Resources Available and Being Produced?
The question has two components, one having to do with 
predictability and one with availability. We did not moni-
tor whether predictable levels of resources and recreation 
were available because we did not have the capacity to do 
so; we focused on whether predictable levels of resources 
were being produced. We believe monitoring resource and 
recreation outputs from federal forests is important, but the 
concept of predictability is problematic. Modification of this 
evaluation question will depend on how that goal is framed. 
Potential modifications could be: What were the trends in 
timber sales, special forest products harvested, grazing, 
mining, and recreation opportunities on federal forest lands? 
What amounts of timber and nontimber resources are being 
produced, and how does the Plan (vs. other factors) influ-
ence those amounts? Are opportunities to harvest timber, 
use nontimber resources, and engage in recreation on fed-
eral forest lands predictable? 
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The ROD currently states that timber sales, special 
forest products, grazing, minerals, recreation, commercial 
fishing, and scenic quality should be monitored. We recom-
mend dropping commercial fishing as a monitoring item 
because many factors affect commercial fishing, and we 
found that evaluating how the Plan might have influenced 
it was impossible. The Aquatic and Riparian Effectiveness 
Monitoring Program is evaluating watershed conditions, 
which are relevant for commercial fishing. Scenic quality 
is a relevant monitoring item because of its importance for 
recreation, and because it is one of the amenity values that 
draw people and businesses to rural communities. The  
ability to monitor it will depend on data availability (see 
volume II, app. A).

The agencies might also consider whether other moni-
toring items should and could be added to the list, such as 
indicators of ecosystem services and other amenity values.

Although monitoring resource and recreation outputs 
from federal forest lands is important, doing so is problem-
atic, as volume II of this report demonstrates. Some of the 
problems the team encountered in evaluating this question 
were the following:
•	 Indicators tracked by the agencies were not  

always the right ones for answering the moni- 
toring question.

•	 Historical data, in particular, are hard to get,  
because many of them are not stored in electronic 
format or in corporate databases.

•	 The FS regions, and the FS and BLM track some 
indicators differently, so aggregating agency data  
for the Plan area as a whole is difficult.

•	 Existing data are sometimes incomplete, and the 
numbers provided by regional and state offices,  
and by local forest units, for the same indicators 
sometimes differ.

•	 The direction we were given in evaluating this 
question was to obtain all of the monitoring data 
from the FS regional and BLM Oregon state offices, 
rather than from individual forest units. This direc-
tion limited our ability to obtain data because some 
data are available from local units only.

•	 The monitoring team consisted of social scientists, 
not agency program specialists with expertise in 
the areas of timber, special forest products, recre-
ation, grazing, and minerals. The team had to rely 
on agency program specialists to help us retrieve, 
analyze, and interpret the data. Although most of the 
program specialists invested a great deal of time and 
effort assisting us, a few were less responsive, mak-
ing it difficult to obtain data and use the benefit of 
their expertise. And, there were many instances of 
reviewers questioning whether our claims about data 
availability for different indicators were accurate 
and whether our interpretations of the data were  
correct. 

We recommend that the agencies continue to monitor 
resource and recreation outputs from federal forest lands as 
part of the monitoring program. Our recommendations on 
how to do so are as follows:
•	 Identify what indicators need to be monitored to  

answer the evaluation question, and track data  
relevant to those indicators in a systematic,  
coordinated way between agencies and regions.

•	 Collect resource data directly from field units,  
rather than from regional and state offices. 

•	 Charge agency specialists in the timber, special 
forest products, grazing, minerals, and recreation 
programs with the responsibility for monitoring  
associated with this evaluation question to improve 
accuracy, efficiency, and accountability.

Are Local Communities and Economies 
Experiencing Positive or Negative Changes 
That May Be Associated With Federal Forest 
Management?
We believe that effectiveness monitoring questions should 
be structured around Plan goals and should evaluate how 
well those goals are being achieved. This evaluation ques-
tion is very broad, general, and not tied to a specific Plan 
goal that can be evaluated for effectiveness. Moreover, it  
is difficult to measure the extent to which federal forest 
management policy, versus other variables, contributes  
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to positive or negative change in communities. Finally, the  
ROD gives a list of monitoring items associated with this 
question, several of which we found were impractical or  
irrelevant to monitor. 

We believe the question, “Are communities experienc-
ing positive or negative changes that may be associated with 
federal forest management” is the wrong one to be asking 
now. The question stemmed from concern in the early 1990s 
about how cutbacks in federal timber production would af-
fect forest-based communities. Reduced federal timber har-
vests have been in place for over 10 years, and are unlikely 
to change much in the near future. Instead, we believe that 
monitoring should focus on those forest management poli-
cies, programs, projects, and practices—whether initiated 
by forest management agencies or local communities—that 
have already been identified through research as potentially 
making a positive contribution to both community well- 
being and forest health. Monitoring would focus on the key 
linkages between forests and communities that have the 
potential for positive outcomes for the agencies, forest land-
scapes, and community well-being. Monitoring could help 
evaluate whether those linkages are becoming stronger or 
weaker over time; their socioeconomic outcomes for com-
munities; their stewardship outcomes for federal forests; 
and the causal factors underlying observed trends. Moni-
toring could also track agency and community capacity to 
engage in the kinds of mutually-beneficial relations that link 
healthy forests and healthy communities. 

For example, a stable, predictable supply of small- 
diameter wood is needed to support community invest- 
ments in technologies and businesses that utilize small- 
diameter wood, which can lead to reduced community  
wildfire risk, improvements in ecosystem health, and more 
jobs and income for communities (COPWRR 2005). Thus, 
it makes sense to monitor the supply of small-diameter 
wood coming off of federal forests, community infra- 
structure development for processing and manufacturing 
that wood, and jobs and income associated with removing, 
processing, and manufacturing it. Participatory monitor-
ing of forest resources (such as nontimber forest products) 

by community members can contribute to forest manag-
ers’ knowledge of those resources and help to manage them 
(Lynch et al. 2004). Participatory monitoring also contrib-
utes to harvester knowledge about, and sustainable use of, 
nontimber forest products. Socioeconomic monitoring could 
look at community engagement in forest monitoring and its 
outcomes. A finding of this report is that consistent oppor-
tunities to obtain family-wage jobs doing forest restoration 
work for at least part of the year through agency contracts, 
grants, or partnership agreements help sustain rural liveli-
hoods. Monitoring agency contracting practices is relevant 
to understanding contributions to community well-being. 
Collaboration in joint forest stewardship—such as that 
which occurs through resource advisory committees, Fire 
Safe councils, volunteer programs, partnership agreements, 
and potentially in adaptive management areas—is having 
some positive outcomes for both communities and forest 
landscapes; it makes sense to monitor them. 

These are just some examples that illustrate the poten-
tial for monitoring the variables that link agencies, federal 
forests, and rural communities and economies in a way that 
promotes achieving the socioeconomic goals of the Plan: 
to produce a predictable and sustainable supply of timber, 
nontimber forest products, and recreation opportunities; 
to maintain the stability of local and regional economies 
on a predictable, long-term basis; to assist with long-term 
economic development and diversification; and, to promote 
agency-citizen collaboration in forest management. Moni-
toring these items could also help assess progress toward 
achieving some of the biophysical goals of the Plan associat-
ed with forest protection, ecological restoration, and habitat 
improvement. 

Additional Considerations for  
Future Monitoring 
1.	 We identified more than 1,300 nonmetropolitan 

communities in the Plan area. Although communi-
ties share commonalities, they are also unique. The 
Plan affected local communities in different ways 
because of variation in the conditions associated with 
Plan implementation on forest units, variation in the 
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socioeconomic conditions and circumstances in the 
communities, and variation in the external factors 
at play in influencing community-scale change. The 
monitoring results reported here do not do justice to 
this variation because time and resources only permit-
ted us to sample 4 case forests and 12 communities 
before preparing this report. Nor was our sample size 
large enough to permit evaluating some of the expec-
tations contained in the ROD associated with Plan 
effects. Socioeconomic monitoring should encompass 
a broader range of forest-community cases in order to 
adequately capture these differences and to provide a 
better evaluation of Plan effectiveness for the region 
as a whole. 

We recommend developing a sample of cases to moni-
tor on a rotational basis over a 5- or 10-year monitor-
ing period (depending on program resources). One 
forest-community case would be selected from each 
of the 12 planning provinces for long-term monitor-
ing. The number of communities monitored around 
each case-study forest would differ, depending on 
how much variation in community “types” and com-
munity-forest relations exists. 

2.	 Our assessment of agency effectiveness in meeting 
Plan goals was based on a regional-scale assessment 
supplemented by four local-scale examples. We used 
our results to draw general conclusions in response 
to the monitoring questions. Generalizations always 
have exceptions, and undoubtedly, examples could 
be found that counter our general findings. 

Investigating local successes in achieving Plan socio-
economic goals would be useful. Future monitoring 
should document and profile examples that illustrate 
how Plan socioeconomic goals are being successfully 
achieved. These examples could provide useful mod-
els and valuable lessons to draw on for adaptive man-
agement. For example, in 2005, monitoring around 
the Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest identified 
successes that were unlike those described in this re-
port. A greater depth of monitoring will provide more 

complete evaluation of Plan effectiveness and clearer 
insights into the causes of organizational effectiveness 
in meeting Plan goals.

Data describing trends in staffing and budgets could 
also be used to identify units with potentially dif-
ferent institutional capacities. The relations between 
these units and associated communities could be more 
closely studied to provide better information on how 
institutional investments can affect local community 
outcomes.

3.	 Socioeconomic monitoring at the local scale would 
be most efficient and useful if done around forest 
units undergoing land and resource management plan 
revision. The case-study monitoring yields social and 
economic information that supports local planning 
and management needs, and can provide information 
for social and economic assessments and impact state-
ments. Northwest Forest Plan-related socioeconomic 
monitoring could also be coordinated with individual 
forest plan monitoring. Coordination will improve 
cost-effectiveness and efficiency and enable local 
units to maximize their use of monitoring results.

4.	 To date, the focus of the socioeconomic monitoring 
program has been on rural communities and econo-
mies. This focus excludes metropolitan areas and 
broader regional stakeholder groups and emphasizes 
communities of place rather than communities of 
interest. Forest managers frequently commented that 
by focusing on rural communities we were missing 
an important segment of their client population. In 
evaluating the socioeconomic monitoring program, 
consideration should be given to whether including 
metropolitan areas and a wider range of forest stake-
holders and communities of interest is important, or 
whether rural communities and economies should 
continue to be the focus. This decision will depend on 
the socioeconomic goals identified.

5.	 A possible revision of the tribal monitoring protocol is 
being discussed. Interest has been shown in refocus-
ing that protocol to include questions similar to some 
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of those investigated by the socioeconomic monitor-
ing team. The socioeconomic and tribal monitoring 
teams both worked with tribal communities, but not 
in a coordinated way. Integrating tribal and socioeco-
nomic monitoring is possible because of overlapping 
interests and areas of inquiry. The agencies may wish 
to explore how tribal and socioeconomic monitoring 
could be integrated in the future.

6.	 The methods that produced the results contained in 
this monitoring report did not include primary data 
collection by using surveys. Surveys can provide 
quantitative monitoring data for a broader geographic 
area and population than was reached during phase 
III and may be an appropriate tool for broad-scale 
socioeconomic monitoring relating to some of the 
Plan goals. One drawback of surveys is that it can be 
time-consuming to obtain approval from the Office 
of Management and Budget to implement them. 
Nevertheless, the team should consider developing 
survey methods for future monitoring if the agencies 
desire socioeconomic data from a larger sample popu-
lation.

7.	 The FS has been actively involved in socioeco-
nomic monitoring at the national scale as part of 
the Montreal Process Working Group on Criteria 
and Indicators for the Conservation and Sustainable 
Management of Temperate and Boreal Forests. It 
would be useful to align some of the socioeconomic 
monitoring indicators for the Plan area with the 
Montreal Process social and economic indicators, 
in order to better link regional- and national-scale 
socioeconomic monitoring for forest management and 
sustainability. Not only would this improve national 
reporting; it would help managers situate regional 
trends within a national context.

8.	 The monitoring results reported here were, for the 
most part, at two scales: the Plan area as a whole, and 
the community. We sometimes reported results by 
agency or by state, but for the most part, did not pro-
vide an analysis of the spatial distribution of trends at 

any intermediate scale. Initially the team also intend-
ed to report monitoring trends at the province scale 
(the Plan area is divided into 12 planning provinces). 
However, this quickly became problematic from a 
methodological standpoint. The majority of our data 
are for individual FS and BLM units, or are for coun-
ties (an exception being the community-scale U.S. 
census data). Planning province boundaries do not 
correspond to national forest or BLM district bound-
aries; nor do they conform to county boundaries. The 
methodological complexity of trying to aggregate 
county and forest-scale data at the province scale 
given these inconsistencies proved to be more than 
the team could address for this interpretive report, 
given time limitations. Nevertheless, we recognize the 
value of analyzing the spatial distribution of socio-
economic trends and Plan effects across the Plan area, 
and encourage the team to investigate the potential for 
analyzing subregional (such as province scale) varia-
tion in socioeconomic monitoring trends in the future.

9.	 Multiparty and community-based monitoring ap-
proaches are becoming more widespread for moni-
toring forest resources and the social and ecological 
benefits of forest management activities. The advan-
tages of these approaches are that they build trust and 
relations between stakeholders and management agen-
cies, they raise public awareness and promote public 
participation in forest management and stewardship, 
they create an opportunity for participants to contrib-
ute their skills and knowledge to improve the moni-
toring program, they enhance the credibility of the 
monitoring effort among community members, and 
they build capacity among participants. Among the 
drawbacks are that they take time and energy to set up 
and add organizational complexity to the monitoring 
process. Nevertheless, if the socioeconomic monitor-
ing program is adopted by the RIEC, the team should 
consider whether and how multiparty or community-
based monitoring methods could be integrated into 
the program for agency and community benefit.
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10.	 Monitoring produces information that is important for 
adaptive management, yet it is also a process that can 
play an important role in building relations between 
agencies and communities. A common comment the 
team received from community interviewees was 
that Plan-related socioeconomic monitoring should 
have begun much sooner. Just as many community 
residents felt that forest management under the Plan 
had failed to produce many of the intended socioeco-
nomic benefits, so they felt that agency monitoring 
programs that focus on the biophysical components of 
the Plan have taken precedence over socioeconomic 
monitoring. This continued emphasis on the biophysi-
cal dimension of forest management was perceived as 
a bias toward the ecological components of the Plan, 
in contrast to the original Plan intent of balancing 
ecological and socioeconomic needs. Interviewees 
welcomed the opportunity to tell their stories and 
share their perspectives, and wanted them to be heard 
by the agencies. Investing in socioeconomic monitor-
ing demonstrates that agencies are interested in and 
care about the social and economic dimensions of 
forest management, and how federal forest lands can 
better contribute to community well-being, improving 
relationships between agencies and communities.
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