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Background

The Roseburg District of the Bureau of Land
Management consists of 425,500 acres of BLM-man-
aged lands located almost entirely in Douglas County,
Oregon. Small portions of the district spill over into
Jackson County to the south and Lane County to the
north. However, the great majority of the district falls
within Douglas County and therefore the Roseburg
District BLM Resource Advisory Committee’s area
of jurisdiction may be considered coterminous with
Douglas County’s boundary. Douglas County, for
the most part, is contained within the Umpqua River
Basin in southwest Oregon. It extends east to the crest
of the Cascade Range and west into the Coast Range.
The northwest corner of the county extends across
the Coast Range to the mouth of the Umpqua River
at Reedsport on the Pacific Ocean. The southern
portion of the county reaches into the first ranges of
the Klamath Mountains. It is perhaps not surprising,
given the extent of productive timberland included
within its borders, that Douglas County is considered

part of the backbone of Oregon’s forest and wood
products sector. For example, in 2004, Douglas
County’s timber harvest of 496 million board feet
was second in the state only to neighboring Lane
County’s harvest of 569 million board feet.! Douglas
County’s relatively high levels of timber harvest-
ing activity—when compared to other areas of the
state —are primarily due to cutting on private lands.
Figure 1 shows public and private timber harvest
levels between 1965 and 2004. The figure shows the
extent to which timber harvest levels on public lands
plummeted in the early 1990s and have remained at
historic lows.

Even with relatively robust timber harvest lev-
els on private lands and federal safety net legislation,
the precipitous decline in overall timber harvest
levels has sent reverberations throughout the local
economy. Mill closures, high unemployment rates,
and declining employment in the forest products sec-
tor are some of the visible symptoms of the decline.

Figure 1. Public and Private Timber Harvest, Douglas County, 1965-2004.
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! Cite: http://egov.oregon.gov/ODF/news/NR0541.shtml.
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In Douglas County, between 1990 and 2003, infor-
mation compiled by the Pulp and Paperworkers’
Resource Council shows that at least 15 mills closed,
resulting in more than 1,700 lost jobs.> These job
losses contributed to the county’s unemployment
rate, which in 2003 was 10.1%, significantly higher
that the state average of 8.1% (the highest state aver-
age in the United States for that year).> Per capita
income in Douglas County also lags behind the state
average. In 2002, the county’s per capita income
was $24,644, while the state average was $28,222.4
Given these high unemployment and low per capita
income levels, it follows that poverty rates in Douglas
County are higher than the state average. In 2002,
13.3% of the county’s population lived at or below
the poverty line while the statewide poverty rate
was 11.3%. The poverty rate for Douglas County,
while relatively high, is lower than that of neighbor-
ing counties such as coastal Coos County (15.2% in
2002) and Klamath County (14.7% in the same year)
to the east.” The higher than average poverty rates
contribute to a complex of social problems.

From the perspective of Douglas County, the
dramatic drop in timber harvests on public lands
was especially alarming because of the reliance
on receipts from those harvests for funding county
schools, roads, and other general fund expenditures.
The extent of dependence on these receipts is illus-
trated by the fact that Title I payments to Douglas
County from the Bureau of Land Management under
PL. 106-393 comprise approximately 65% of the
county’s general fund budget. Were it not for this
payment (which is based on historic timber harvest
receipt payments) the health and social services,
law enforcement, planning, and other county func-
tions funded out of the general fund would have to
be significantly curtailed. In an analogous fashion,
the county receives approximately $18 million from

the Forest Service under P.L. 106-393 to support
county schools and the Public Works Department.
Without the spotted owl safety net legislation (part
of the 1993 Omnibus Reconciliation Act) and
the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-
Determination Act, the fiscal viability of counties
such as Douglas County that rely heavily on a share
of the receipts from public lands timber sales would
be severely compromised. At particular risk are the
social services supported by the BLM receipts paid
to the county’s general fund, and the public schools
and county roads, which are supported by Forest
Service receipts.®

The roots of Douglas County’s dependence on
federal payments from public timber harvests come
into sharper focus when we consider the historical
shifts in land ownership patterns in the region.’
Much of this involves the area known as the
O&C (Oregon and California) lands. These lands,
which comprise the great majority of the area the
BLM now manages, were initially granted to the
Oregon and California Railroad Company in 1866
as part of the disposition of public domain lands.
However, because the O&C Railroad Company
and the Southern Pacific Company (of which it
had become a subsidiary) violated conditions of
the grant, this area (almost 3 million acres contain-
ing some of Oregon’s most productive timberland)
was revested in the United States by a 1916 act of
Congress. During the negotiations that accompa-
nied the revestment process, the Oregon congres-
sional delegation was able to secure favorable
payments from the federal government, including
unpaid back taxes owed by the railroad company
and a promise that 50% of receipts from this area
would be returned to the counties. This compared
quite favorably with the 25% that the Forest Service
was returning to counties at the time.

% Information on mill closures and associated job losses from: http://www.propertyrightsresearch.org/articles4/mill_closures.htm
3 State average unemployment data comes from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (http://www.bls.gov/news.release/srgune.t01.htm). County

unemployment data is found at: http://www.econ.state.or.us/stats.htm.

4 Per capita income from: http://www.econ.state.or.us/stats.htm.

5 Poverty rates are from the Economic Research Service of the United States Department of Agriculture: http://www.ers.usda.gov/data/

povertyrates/PovListpct.asp?st=OR&longname=0Oregon.

¢ Forest Service safety net payments for schools are not paid directly to the county. Instead, they are paid to the State of Oregon. They are then

redistributed to the state’s school districts.

"The discussion of the history of the O&C lands draws from S.T. Dana and S.K Fairfax, “Forest and Range Policy,” McGraw-Hill, pp.105-108, 163-167.
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The O&C lands were revested to the General
Land Office, which opened up the area to home-
steading and logging with little or no regulation.
Problems with over-exploitation and fires caused
by slash burning led Congress, in 1937, to pass the
O&C Lands Act which, for the first time, specified
that the area was to be managed (Dana and Fairfax,
1980:165) The act specified that the O&C lands were
to be “managed for permanent forest production...in
conformity with...sustained yield...providing a per-
manent source of timber supply...., and contributing
to the economic stability of local communities and
industries.” The return of 50% of timber sale receipts
to the counties and the stipulation that another 25%
be returned to fund land management activities were
some of the important ways in which local commu-
nities were to be supported by the act.

The manner in which the O&C lands shifted
from public to private and then back to public own-
ership, and the extent of monetary benefit that O&C
counties have historically derived from those areas,
illustrates some of the unique aspects of the rela-
tionship between public lands and O&C counties.
Because these areas were once privately owned and
portions were homesteaded, rural residents of south-
west Oregon have a strong feeling of entitlement or
ownership towards the O&C lands, more so than one
usually finds with national forests or other BLM-
managed areas. For many residents of the region, the

0&C lands are “our lands.” Furthermore, because of
the formula for returning receipts to O&C counties,
there is also a strong dependency on those receipts at
the county level.

The current checkerboard pattern of public/
private landownership in the area is another legacy
of the O&C lands. Although the Forest Service does
control intact areas that were initially reserved as
national forests, the original land grant to the O&C
Railroad Company was for odd-numbered sections of
the public domain. Today industrial and non-indus-
trial forestland holders own the even-numbered sec-
tions, while the BLM manages the odd sections. This
has left a fragmented landscape with respect to land
ownership, and has required that the BLM and private
landowners develop complex agreements for joint
management of roads, waterways, and other environ-
mental parameters that span ownerships. The check-
erboard pattern of public/private land ownership has
both enabled and required the development of strong
working relationships between the BLM and adjacent
landowners. The numerous public-private partner-
ships that have consequently evolved have contrib-
uted to the BLM’s institutional capacity, expertise,
and interest in partnering with other groups. This has
contributed to the Roseburg BLM RAC’s ability to
effectively support partnerships between the BLM
and a diverse array of government and non-govern-
ment organizations in Douglas County.

County Elections for Titles II and III

This section focuses on patterns of Douglas
County support for Titles II and III and the county’s
Title IIl program. Because Douglas County receives
such large payments under P.L. 106-393, we thought
it appropriate to pay closer attention to the county’s
Title III program than we have in other case studies.

Douglas County is engaged with three Forest
Service RACs and four BLM RACs. In determin-
ing the levels of support for these seven entities and
for the county’s own Title III program, the county
sought certainty, equity, and continuity. The county
achieves certainty and continuity by maintaining the
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same Title II — Title III split from year to year, and
by holding constant the proportion of Forest Service
and BLM Title II funds that it allocates to the seven
RACs with which it is engaged.

Since fiscal year 2001, the first year the legisla-
tion was implemented, and up through the current
year (FY 2005), the county has elected to allocate
15% of the total Forest Service and BLM payment
for Title II and Title III programs annually. Over the
same time period, the county has chosen to allocate
68% of the elected Forest Service amount for Title
Il and 32% for Title III. It has allocated 75% of
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the elected BLM amount for Title I and 25% for
Title III. As Douglas County Commissioner Doug
Robertson noted, “We put a majority of dollars into
Title II to comply with the intent of the legislation.”
The county seeks equity in the distribution of funds
across different RACs by employing an area-based
rule to determine how much to allocate to each RAC.
Accordingly, the three Forest Service RACs (Rogue/
Umpqua, Siuslaw, and Hood/Willamette) receive
88%, 7%, and 5%, respectively, of the total allo-
cated Forest Service amount. The four BLM RACs
(Eugene, Roseburg, Coos Bay, and Medford) receive
3%, 64%, 20%, and 13%, respectively, of the total
allocated BLM amount. Table 1 shows the total P.L.
106-393 receipts that Douglas County receives from

the BLM and the Forest Service, by Title. It also
shows the amount of funding the Roseburg BLM
RAC receives annually.

Douglas County’s division of funds between
Titles IT and III and its consistent level of support for
the RAC:s helps to ensure predictable levels of RAC
funding, allowing potential grantees (both agency
and non-agency) to plan which and how many proj-
ect applications to prepare and submit. Consistent
funding levels also provide the RAC with opportu-
nities to support an annual suite of projects, and the
collaborative relationships they entail, building on
the prior years’ work. A consistent program of work
enhances the cumulative effect, both ecologically
and socially, of the RAC’s overall efforts.

Table 1. BLM and Forest Service P.L. 106-393 Payments to Douglas County and

Roseburg BLM RAC.

Year Title I Title 111 Title I1 Roseburg

BLM RAC

FY 2001 $41,192,813 $2,040,190 $5,229,128 $1,961,089

FY 2002 $41,522,356 $2,056,512 $5,270,963 $1,976,778

FY 2003 $42,020,624 $2,081,190 $5,334,214 $2,000,499

FY 2004 $42,566,892 $2,108,245 $5,403,558 $2,026,506

Title I1I Projects

Douglas County has a formal process for
determining Title III project funding. Each year, a
specific period is announced during which project
applications (both from county and non-county
entities) will be accepted. The announcement is
placed in the local newspapers, and prior project
recipients are notified. Project applications are
the same for county and non-county entities. The
application requires the applicant to provide a
project description, statement of project goals and
objectives, the proposed method of accomplishing
the project, and a detailed budget. It also asks the
applicant to identify how the project meets the
purpose of the legislation, how it benefits the com-
munity, and how it will improve cooperative rela-

tionships between people and federal land man-
agement agencies. After the application period is
closed, public meetings are held, during which
county commissioners deliberate the merits of the
different proposals. Generally, one meeting is held
to discuss applications from non-county entities
and a second meeting is held to discuss proposed
county projects. Project proponents, whether
county staff or members of the public who have
submitted applications, attend these meetings and
contribute to the discussions regarding their proj-
ects. After the commissioners have decided which
Title III projects to support and at what levels,
the legislation requires a 45-day public comment
period. Barring comments that would force recon-
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sideration of a project (something that has not hap-
pened to date), the board of commissioners then
approves its Title III projects for that year.

During the first four years of the program,
Douglas County commissioners allocated $7.9 mil-
lion in support of 57 Title III projects. As Table 2
illustrates, Douglas County commissioners allo-
cated the most funding to projects that fall under the
Search, rescue, and emergency services category,
followed by Forest related education, Fire protection
and county planning, and Community service work
crews. The percentage distributions across these four
categories are 55%, 34%, 9%, and 2%, respectively.
No projects were funded under the legislatively
authorized category of “easement purchases.”

During each of the four years, the commis-
sioners allocated more money for projects pro-
posed by non-county entities than for county proj-

ects. While this amount never fell below 55% of
each year’s Title III allocation, during the second
year 85% of that year’s Title III allocation went
for projects proposed by non-county entities. Each
year, the commissioners approved five county-
proposed projects. However, the number of non-
county entity projects increased from a first year
low of 5, to 10, 12, and 10, respectively, during
the second, third, and fourth years of the program.
This level of support and the fact that total dol-
lars to non-county projects always exceeded that
allocated to county projects reflect the county’s
commitment to use the Title III program to sup-
port non-county entities.

Table 3 details the specific Title III projects
authorized by the county commissioners and subse-
quent paragraphs provide an overview of some of the
approved projects.

Table 2. Douglas County Title III Allocations, by Year and Category.

Year Search, Forest Fire Community Total
rescue, and related protection service work | (by year)
emergency | education & county crews

services planning

2001 $705,500 $595,000 $575,000 0 1,875,500

2002 $917,391 $428,543 $10,000 0 1,355,934

2003 $1,593,539 $711,313 $78,200 $64,713 2,447,765

2004 $1,172,101 $932,446 $78,225 $64,713 2,247,485

Totals $4,388,531 | $2,667,302 $741,425 $129,426 7,926,684
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Table 3. Douglas County Title IIT Allocations by Category and Recipient
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Category Expenditure Recipient Amount # of
projects
Search and emergency fire crews Douglas Forest Protection 2,269,947 4
Rescue Assoc.
S&R equipment and services Douglas County Sheriff’s 772,777 8
Dept
communication system upgrade Douglas County Sheriff’s 750,000 1
Dept.
S&R equipment and services Cascade Rescue, 15,600 2
Emergency Services
emergency van acquire/remodel Salvation Army 63,700 1
youth work crew Phoenix School 2,910 1
water facility development for fire | Douglas Soil and Water 513,597 2
fighting Conservation District
(DSWCD)
Forest Related | forest effects on Douglas Co. Douglas County Museum 175,000 1
Education development & culture
forestry education Wildlife Safari 128,813 3
forestry education Hinkle Creek Research & 560,000 4
Demonstration
forestry education Oregon Garden 213,088
forestry education Umpqua Discovery 410,000
Center
forestry education OSU Extension 256,121
forest health Northwest Youth Corps 119,142
forestry education Alder Crk. Children’s 74,522
Forest
forest ed for K-12 children Umpqua Explorer’s club 40,000 1
public education Communities for Health 275,000 2
Forests
Tillamook Forest Center Tillamook Forest Center 50,000 1
train crews Phoenix School 3,006 1
leave no county behind Assoc of O&C counties 325,000 1
forestry education DSWCD Kanipe Park 21,025 1
landowner education DSWCD 16,585 1
Fire communication system upgrade Douglas County Sheriff’s 500,000 1
Protection & Dept
Co. Planning rural area fire planning Douglas County Planning 236,425 5
Dept
Mapping Douglas County Assessor 5,000 1
Community noxious weed removal Douglas County 129,426 2
Service Work
Camps
122 Sierra Institute for Community and Environment




Roseburg District, Oregon, Bureau of Land Management Resource Advisory Committee
and Douglas County Title III Case Study

Search, Rescue, and Emergency Services

During the first four years of funding, Douglas
County commissioners approved $4.4 million to
support 19 “search, rescue, and emergency servic-
es” projects. Nine grants were made to the county
sheriff’s department, four to the Douglas Forest
Protective Association, two to the nonprofit organiza-
tion Cascade Rescue and Emergency Services Team,
two to the Douglas Soil and Water Conservation
District, and one each to the Salvation Army and the
Phoenix School (see Table 3).

As the recipient of four grants worth more
than $2.2 million, the Douglas Forest Protective
Association (DFPA) is by far the single largest recip-
ient of Douglas County’s Title III funding. Founded
in 1912, the primary purpose of the DFPA is to
provide fire protection to approximately 1.6 million
acres of private, county, state, and BLM wildlands in
the Douglas County area. Of these 1.6 million acres,
approximately one-third are BLM-managed, one-
third are industrial forestlands owned by association
members, and one-third are private lands owned
by non-association members. Taxes and fees paid
through cooperative agreements by owners of the
land association support the DFPA and association
members also pay membership fees and other dues.
Since 1970, the DFPA has had a county crew pro-
gram whose primary purpose is to provide Douglas
County youth with seasonal and full-time employ-
ment—teaching both job skills and work ethics and
accomplishing fire prevention and fire fighting. Prior
to 2001, when Title III funding became available,
the DFPA funded three 10-person summer crews.
Title III support enabled the county crew program
to expand to 10 crews. Most crews are comprised
of 16 and 17-year old youth who receive minimum
wage (plus overtime); three crews are comprised of
youth 18 years or older who receive approximately
$9.45 per hour (plus overtime). These crews reduce
fire hazards through various fuels-reduction projects
and have brushed many miles of forest roads. They
also constitute a pool of trained individuals with fire-
fighting expertise. In 2004, crews brushed approxi-
mately 120 miles of roads, improved 23 water holes
and pump chances (water sources for fire fighting
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equipment), and helped fight 26 fires. Since 2001,
more than 400 youth have received training and sum-
mer employment through the program. Some crews
work through the winter on various fuels reduction
projects funded by the National Fire Plan. National
Fire Plan funds support Title III-funded crews to
implement fuels reduction projects that are part of
the Title III-funded community fire protection plan
process.

The nine grants to the Douglas County Sheriff’s
Department, which total just over $1.5 million, reim-
bursed the county for search and rescue efforts on
federal lands, and provided funding for equipment
purchases and search and rescue infrastructure. The
largest grant ($750,000), will upgrade the county’s
emergency radio communication system, including
the construction of new radio tower sites in rural
portions of the county to provide and improve radio
reception on federal lands, and upgrading outdated
radio equipment and antenna site facilities. Improving
radio reception will significantly enhance personnel
safety and improve the effectiveness of search, res-
cue, and fire protection activities on federal lands
in the county. This project benefits both search and
rescue as well as fire protection—both of which are
authorized Title III expenditure categories.

The other eight grants to the sheriff’s depart-
ment were used to reimburse the county for expenses
associated with search and rescue efforts on federal
lands and equipment purchases. The Diamond Lake
area of the Umpqua National Forest and the Win-
chester Dunes portion of the Forest Service-managed
Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area are two
locales where the county is the first responder for
search and rescue and emergency operations. Before
Title III funding became available, the county used
general funds to support these services. One county
commissioner noted that close attention is paid to
the proportion of time county search and rescue
units spend on calls on federal lands as opposed to
non-federal lands, and reimbursement payments are
made only for those activities taking place on federal
lands.

The Douglas Soil and Water Conservation
District has received two Title III grants worth a
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total of $513,597. These grants, along with about
$100,000 from the Medford BLM RAC, supported
the district’s efforts to develop water sources for fire
fighting in the more inaccessible and remote southern
portions of the county. The goal of the project was to
have a water source within 2.5 miles of any point
in the county. As Walt Barton, a district employee,
noted, “If we can save one fire from getting away,
they’re all [the ponds and tanks] paid for.” So far, the
district has used these funds to identify and prioritize
potential sites and to construct several ponds and
tanks. Almost 25 spring-fed ponds and tanks have
been constructed, the majority of which are in the
southern portion of the county. The location of each
water source is mapped and that information will be
shared with the county’s fire fighting agencies. The
soil and water conservation district has also received
significant Title II funding; those projects and the
overall importance of PL. 106-393 for the district
are discussed below.

The last four Title III grants under the “search,
rescue, and emergency services” category include
two grants to the Cascade Rescue Emergency
Services non-profit organization, and one each
to the Salvation Army and the Phoenix School in
Roseburg. The Cascade Rescue and Emergency
Services is a volunteer-based organization that pro-
vides emergency rescue services in a remote region
of the Umpqua National Forest. Title III support is
used for vehicle maintenance, insurance, and other
required fees. The organization uses community
fundraisers and donations to purchase other needed
supplies and equipment. The grant to the Salvation
Army is to outfit an emergency disaster van that
would provide meals and other support services to
victims and emergency personnel at disaster sites.
The Salvation Army provides significant in-kind
contributions to this project, and will donate food,
time, and volunteers to operate the van during police
emergencies, search and rescue missions, and natural
disasters, thus saving the county additional money.
The Phoenix School received a small grant to sup-
port a youth work crew. The Phoenix School is an
award-winning private school in Roseburg that has
pioneered innovative approaches for meeting the
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needs of at-risk youth and helping to propel them
forward in productive and healthy directions. This
school has also received significant support from the
Roseburg BLM RAC; it is discussed below as part of
the Title II project analysis.

Forest Related Education

Douglas County commissioners have made a
total of 29 grants to 14, mostly non-county, entities
for forest related education (see Table 3). The suite
of grants made under this category support a diverse
array of education-oriented projects. Some grants,
like those for the Douglas County Museum, the
Communities for Healthy Forests non-profit organi-
zation, the Oregon Garden, the Umpqua Discovery
Center, and the Tillamook Forest Center, support
forestry-related education for the general public.
Other grants support after-school forest education
programs. These include the Wildlife Safari (with
Oregon Natural Resources Research Institute), the
Umpqua Explorer’s Club, Oregon State University
Extension Service, and Alder Creek Children’s
Forest. A third category of forest education grants
support youth employment through conservation
projects that incorporate an education compo-
nent. The work of the Northwest Youth Corps and
Phoenix School youth crews fall into this category.
A fourth group of research grants support the Hinkle
Creek Paired Watershed Applied Research and
Demonstration Project. Lastly are projects that
support landowner education and a grant to the
Association of O&C Counties for their “Leave No
County Behind” program. The following paragraphs
highlight grants from each of these categories.

Douglas County commissioners have sup-
ported the Communities for Healthy Forests orga-
nization with two grants totaling $275,000. Based
in Roseburg, the mission of this organization is “to
realize the prompt restoration and recovery of the
conifer forest in the aftermath of fire and other cata-
strophic events....” with a particular focus on federal
lands. With support from a wide variety of sources
including the Cow Creek Tribe in southern Douglas
County, Pacific Power Corporation, the Association
of Oregon Loggers, Title III programs in three south-
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ern Oregon counties, and labor unions, Communities
for Healthy Forests uses public education about for-
estry issues—particularly the need to actively man-
age forests to reduce catastrophic fires and hasten
recovery of burned areas—to advance their mission.
Communities for Healthy Forests’ work has included
conducting a statewide poll regarding Oregon resi-
dents’ perspectives on the need to manage actively
for the recovery and restoration of fire-damaged
forests and developing a 12-minute compact disk
presentation on these issues.

Other organizations promote public education
about forests with a more generalized approach.
For example, the Umpqua Discovery Center on
the Pacific coast is a regional tourist attraction that
incorporates natural history and forest and coastal
ecosystems interpretative programs. The three Title
[T grants that the Umpqua Discovery Center has
received from Douglas County support the construc-
tion of additional natural history and forest exhibits.
Visitors to the center (including organized local
school groups and out-of-town travelers) will be able
to journey on an Americans with Disabilities Act-
compliant, indoor simulated trail through a series of
interpreted ecosystems. A primary goal of the center
is to educate students and the general public about
the region’s unique natural resources and about the
history of forest management in western Douglas
County.

Two examples of organizations that have used
Title III grants for after-school forest education are
the Wildlife Safari (three grants) and Alder Creek
Children’s Forest (one grant). The Wildlife Safari,
located on the I-5 corridor south of Roseburg, pro-
vided institutional affiliation for the Oregon Natural
Resources Research Institute, whose 2-3 core mem-
bers ran the forestry education program supported
by Title III grants. The program focused on teach-
ing advanced public school students (primarily high
school) math and science concepts in an applied
context by pairing them with agency resource man-
agement professionals. BLM and Forest Service staff
instructed students in the program in research and
monitoring protocols. In consultation with agency
managers, students also designed science projects
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that would help managers meet information needs.
The goal was to create a research-directed learning
environment for students with advanced aptitudes.
Examples of some of the student-designed research
projects include macroinvertebrate surveys for the
BLM (involving 21 students from eight high schools)
and blister rust and stand surveys for the Forest
Service (involving two students). While the county
commissioners supported grants to this program
during the first three Title III funding years, they
denied funding during the fourth year, by which time
the institutional affiliation between Oregon Natural
Resources Research Institute and the Wildlife Safari
had ended. During this period, this program, both
before and after the affiliation with Wildlife Safari,
had been receiving support from the Roseburg BLM
RAC. Some of the issues that led to the discontinu-
ation of Title III support for this program include
concerns that it was not tapping into other sources
of support outside of P.L. 106-393, that the program
involved a relatively small number of students, and
that, because of institutional instability, significant
portions of the grants were used for salaries of the
project proponents.

The Alder Creek Children’s Forest is an after-
school education program—but one that has expe-
rienced consistent funding denials from both the
Douglas County commissioners and the Roseburg
BLM RAC. The Alder Creek Children’s Forest’s
experience with the Title III process, summarized
only briefly here, is important because it raises con-
cerns about the decision-making processes related
to the allocation of Title III funds. The Alder Creek
Children’s Forest is a nonprofit organization founded
in 2002 by Jim Proctor and residents of Douglas
County from the education and forestry sectors, as
well as the local south Douglas County community.
The forest is owned by Jim Proctor, whose family has
owned land in southern Douglas County for many
years. The 78-acre forest is located in the Alder-
Jordan Creek watershed. Neighboring landowners
include federal, tribal, and mixed industrial and non-
industrial owners. The guiding vision of the Alder
Creek Children’s Forest is to “offer a place, partner-
ships, and programs designed for young citizens to
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learn to work together to create healthy, sustainable
forests, watersheds, and communities.” This vision
is actualized through a wide variety of hands-on for-
est and watershed management projects, educational
camps, and community-based resource management
initiatives. These projects, camps, and initiatives tar-
get teachers and youth from area schools in southern
Douglas County.

Despite the good fit between the nonprofit’s
mission and the legislation’s intent, the Alder Creek
Children’s Forest has been denied two of the three
times it has submitted Title III proposals to Douglas
County. It received one Title III grant in 2002 and
was denied funding in 2003 and 2004. Despite
receiving a grant for $74,522 when the organization
first applied for Title III support, it appears that at
least some commissioners were concerned that Mr.
Proctor (who both owns the property and chairs the
organization that leases the property) might receive
personal benefit from Title III funds allocated to
support the Children’s Forest. These concerns were
aired publicly, in the local press, and at county com-
missioner meetings held to evaluate Title III project
applications.

The conflict of interest concern was investigated
by two attorneys—one paid for by the Children’s
Forest and one appointed by the county—who
reviewed the relevant legal documents (lease agree-
ments, MOUs, etc.) and made recommendations to
clarify ambiguous language. After these recommen-
dations were accepted and the changes made, both
lawyers assured the concerned parties that the proj-
ect clearly qualified for Title III or Title II funding.
However, two of the three commissioners continued
to oppose the project, citing the conflict of interest
concerns that had supposedly been laid to rest. In
addition, one commissioner has continued to raise
questions in public arenas about the landowner’s
allegedly unresolved conflict of interest. Despite
legal support and the landowner’s spirited defense
in the local paper and other forums, damage to the
Children’s Forest’s reputation was done. While the
Alder Creek Children’s Forest successfully orga-
nized and implemented a Summer Area Teachers
Institute for secondary school teachers during the
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summer of 2005, the organization’s ability to serve
area youth and teachers has been hampered by
their inability to hire staff—something which the
proposed Title III projects would have funded. It is
unfortunate that, even after the conflict of interest
issue was legally resolved, it remained the primary
reason the organization continued to be denied sup-
port. The involved parties at the county and BLM
Roseburg RAC would have been better served, had
they based their evaluation of the Children’s Forest
proposals on other criteria.

Four Title IIT grants have been made in support
of youth conservation crews. The Northwest Youth
Corps has received three grants totaling $119,142
and the Phoenix School has received one grant for
$3,006. The grants to the Youth Corps support youth
crews doing conservation-related work on BLM-
managed land while the grant to the Phoenix School
was to train 20 youth in fire fighting skills and to
ensure that they are “fire crew ready.” As both of
these organizations have received substantial sup-
port from the BLM Roseburg RAC, their work and
accomplishments are discussed more fully below.

Douglas County commissioners have made
yearly grants in support of the Hinkle Creek Paired
Watershed Study and Research Demonstration Area.
To date, commissioners have awarded this project
four grants totaling $560,000—the most that any
recipient has received for forest-related education
projects. This watershed research and demonstra-
tion project is funded by a wide variety of agencies,
industry groups, and others through the Watersheds
Research Cooperative in the College of Forestry at
Oregon State University. The cooperative supports
environmental research on issues related to inten-
sive forest management on private industrial forest-
lands. On land owned entirely by Roseburg Forest
Products, this long-term paired (the north and south
forks of Hinkle Creek) watershed study is designed
to determine the effects of current forest manage-
ment practices on environmental parameters such
as water quality, fisheries, and aquatic habitat. The
demonstration component of the project showcases
environmental effects of contemporary forest man-
agement practices.
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The last two Forest related education grants are
the Douglas Soil and Water Conservation District’s
landowner education project and a grant of
$325,000 to the Association of O&C Counties for
the association’s “Leave No County Behind” pro-
gram. The Soil and Water Conservation District’s
landowner education program focuses on landown-
er outreach and extension concerning issues related
to the importance of tree revetments for correcting
stream bank erosion and enhancing overall ripar-
ian ecosystem health. The project will also provide
sites for demonstrating riparian forest restoration
techniques and practices to students and the general
public. The Leave No County Behind program of
the Association of O&C Counties is designed to
showcase the accomplishments of PL. 106-393
by using web-based tools to help implement, track,
and provide oversight for Titles II and III projects,
and to facilitate the development of the Community
Wildfire Protection Plans associated with the 2003
Healthy Forests Restoration Act.

Fire Protection and County Planning

Douglas County commissioners authorized
seven Title III grants for Fire protection and county
planning-related projects. The single largest of these
grants was for $500,000 to support the county’s
communication system upgrade. This is part of the
same project (described above) that a grant to the
sheriff’s department also supported. Five grants,
totaling $236,425, were made to the county plan-
ning department to support efforts associated with
developing community fire plans. The seventh grant
in this category was made to the county assessor
to purchase equipment necessary to complete the
assessor’s cartographic records of federal forestlands
in the county.

The suite of grants to the planning department
to support the development of community wildfire
protection plans is interesting because of the ways
in which this effort dovetails with work supported
by the Healthy Forests Restoration Act and Titles
IT and IIT of P.L. 106-393. One of the many forest
management-related elements of the Healthy Forests
Restoration Act is to fund fuels reduction efforts in
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rural areas, particularly within the Wildland Urban
Interface (WUI) zone. To facilitate this process, the
Healthy Forests Restoration Act encourages at-risk
communities to develop community fire plans. At-
risk communities have rural residential homesites
and are relatively isolated from major roadways in
the county; hence they are at-risk in terms of poten-
tial losses to life, property, and natural resources
from wildfire. Title Il support enabled the county
to develop community wildfire protection plans for
14 rural, at-risk communities. The overall purpose
of these plans is to minimize risk from wildfire
in Douglas County. This purpose is accomplished
through a variety of means, including identifying,
prioritizing, and implementing landscape-scale
fuels treatment projects, promoting wildfire aware-
ness and public safety, supporting the work of the
county’s fire districts, and providing education and
wildfire prevention knowledge to residents in at-risk
communities. The fuels treatment projects identified
and prioritized within the community wildfire pro-
tection plans can be funded using Healthy Forests
Restoration Act funds. They can also be supported
using Title I of P.L. 106-393 funding, so long as the
benefits to public lands of fuels reduction on lands
adjacent to Forest Service or BLM lands can be
shown. To date, funding from Titles II and III of P.L.
106-393 and the Healthy Forests Restoration Act has
been used to implement fuels reduction projects in
the WUI. Title III support for these projects using
county work crews is described in the next section.

Community Service Work Camps

Douglas County commissioners authorized
two Title III grants to support the county commu-
nity corrections department’s work crews to remove
noxious weeds from rock pits and stockpiles and to
implement fuels reduction projects at selected sites
across the county on BLM land and in the WUI. The
noxious weed reduction component of this project is
important in terms of reducing the spread and dis-
tribution of weed seeds through the rock and gravel
used in projects throughout the region. The fuels
reduction element of these grants helps prevent the
spread of wildfire from public to private lands and
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vice versa by removing fuels presently located in the
WUI. Corrections department work crews are also
supported by grants from the BLM Roseburg RAC.
The corrections department has worked closely with
the BLM to identify priority project areas. The BLM
also provides the equipment, technical guidance, and
training necessary to carry out both noxious weed
removal and fuels reduction projects.

Clearly, Douglas County commissioners have
supported a diverse array of projects using the Title
IIT funds at their disposal. The formal application
process for both county and non-county-sponsored
projects, combined with the public meetings and
press coverage of the Title III funding process,
ensures that bona fide projects are funded that
comport with the intent of the legislation. The large
number of non-county entities that have successfully

applied for Title III support attests to the successful
outreach that has accompanied the Douglas County
Title III program. Because of the high federal P.L.
106-393 payments, Douglas County Commissioners
have had to refuse funding to only a small number
of projects. For the most part, these refusals appear
to be based on sound reasons such as the fact that
a project would be providing a service already pro-
vided by another Title III grant recipient, or there
was inadequate community support for a project.
The Alder Creek Children’s Forest project, discussed
above, may be the exception—after the initial (and
understandable) concerns of the commissioners were
addressed, objections persisted based on concerns
that legal experts had deemed to be without merit.
This appears as perhaps the singular blemish on an
otherwise excellent host of Title III projects.

Title II Projects

Since the passage of PL. 106-393, the BLM
Roseburg RAC has received between $1.96 million
and $2.02 million per year. This relatively constant
allocation to the RAC from the county commission-
ers 1s based on a fixed percentage (64%) of the coun-
ty’s total allocation of BLM payments to Title II pro-
grams. The other recipients of this Title Il money are
the Coos Bay, Eugene, and Medford BLM RAC:s.

Project Solicitation

In January, BLM RAC project coordinator Jake
Winn circulates announcements about the avail-
ability of RAC funding for the coming year. Project
proposals are solicited through newspaper advertise-
ments; e-mails to groups such as watershed councils,
relevant county departments, past project recipients,
and RAC members; and internally to BLM staff. In
2005, applications were due April 1 (the due date
has fluctuated slightly from year to year). Projects
are submitted to the BLM on a standardized project
application form. The form asks for information con-
cerning the project’s goals and objectives, how it will
improve cooperative relationships among people and
benefit communities, how it meets the purposes of
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the legislation, how a project will benefit federal
lands/resources, what it will accomplish, proposed
methods of accomplishment, what it will cost, and
how it will be monitored.

Once the proposals are received, the project
coordinator assembles the project proposals into
binders, which are then distributed to the RAC
members for review and prioritization. RAC mem-
bers requested that the BLM rank all the submitted
proposals. As part of its continuing effort to not influ-
ence the RAC’s deliberative process and decision-
making, the project coordinator and the Designated
Federal Official agreed to rank only the BLM proj-
ects; they declined to rank non-BLM sponsored proj-
ect applications. Each year significantly more proj-
ects are proposed to the RAC than can be supported
given available Title II allocations. Table 4 shows the
total number of applications received each year from
the BLM and non-BLM entities. It also shows the
number of proposals recommended for funding. As
Table 4 shows, while the total number of proposals
received has remained relatively constant, there is a
steady increase in both the number of proposals from
non-BLM entities and the number of funded non-
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Table 4. Number of Proposals Received for RAC Funding, by Year.

Year Total # proposals | # of proposals | Total # proposals | # of proposals
received from non-BLM | recommended from non-
entities for funding BLM entities
recommended
for funding

2001 32 8 17 6
2002 35 12 18 9
2003 37 16 26 13
2004 29 19 18 14
2005 31 20 16 11
TOTAL 164 75 95 53

BLM entity proposals, with a concomitant decline
in the number of funded BLM proposals. These
numbers reflect the outstanding job that the RAC
has done, both in soliciting proposals from a diverse
group of applicants and recommending funding for
BLM and non-BLM projects.

Project Review, Prioritization, and Selection
Since the beginning of this RAC, its members
have employed a formal decision-making process to
prioritize and select projects for funding. Multiple
prioritization methods have been used, including a
system in which each RAC member identified their
top seven proposals, and, later, a system in which
members ranked their top 20 projects, assigning the
number “1” to their highest priority project and “20”
to their lowest priority project. Projects are ranked
after RAC members hear project proponents discuss
their projects and after the annual field trip to visit
past and proposed project sites. During the review
process it is also not uncommon for some RAC
members to drive to the location of a proposed proj-
ect and investigate for themselves what the project
would entail. Facilitators Elaine Twigg Cornett and
Zane Cornett, who have worked with this RAC since
2002, integrate the project scores into a spreadsheet
that orders the projects based on their cumulative
rank. The project ranking spreadsheet is used to
guide discussion at the RAC meeting when deci-
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sions are made about which projects to fund. This
meeting is often the fourth meeting of the year and
usually takes place in June or July. Using consen-
sus as a preferred decision making rule, the RAC
discusses which projects to fund, beginning with
those projects at the top of the cumulative ranking
list. Often, a motion is made to fund the top three or
four projects as a group. If the motion is seconded
with no objections, the RAC—with the guidance
of both the facilitators and the chair—continues to
work its way down the list, discussing projects and
deciding by consensus whether or not to fund the
next project in line. If a project is not recommended
for funding, then it is temporarily placed in a “hold-
ing bin;” later in the meeting the RAC will return
to these projects for further discussion and possibly
funding. Generally, a small group of projects is also
provisionally approved for funding, pending monies
that might become available if an approved project

Figure 1.
The RAC visiting a stream
improvement project

129



Roseburg District, Oregon, Bureau of Land Management Resource Advisory Committee
and Douglas County Title III Case Study

cannot be implemented or if an unexpectedly large
amount of money is carried over from the previous
year. This process continues until all the funding has
been allocated. Those projects that are not ranked
highly on the cumulative ranking list are neither dis-
cussed nor recommended for funding, unless a RAC
member brings a particular project up for discussion.
While this renders the decision-making process more
efficient, the RAC’s silence on projects it does not
recommend for funding can be frustrating to project
applicants who want to know why their projects were
not funded. While RAC members commented that
there are always more worthy projects than funding,
the specific reason why some projects are considered
more worthy than others are not divulged through
this ranking process.

Each RAC member no doubt has their own
individual set of preferences regarding how to
rank the project proposals. However, at one of its
early meetings, RAC members developed a list of
12 criteria that, as a group, the RAC feels should
be used to evaluate proposals. The criteria concern
both project characteristics and the sorts of ben-
efits projects should generate. In terms of project
characteristics, the RAC determined that projects
should be scientifically defensible and ecological-
ly and environmentally sound, provide the “most
bang for the buck,” be ready to be implemented,
be durable, and leverage collaborative and coop-
erative efforts. Regarding the benefits projects
should generate, the RAC decided that projects
should provide entry-level jobs, contribute to the
Douglas County economy, be of appeal to a broad
spectrum of the Douglas County general public,
provide multiple economic benefits, and improve
“livability” within the county. It is worthwhile
to note the emphasis within these criteria on the
social and economic benefits of projects and the
desire to promote collaboration.

Almost without exception, RAC members
feel that the decision-making process they have
collectively developed works well. The combina-
tion of information the binders contain, the pre-
sentations by proposal proponents regarding their
projects, and the annual fieldtrips all provide a
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sound base of knowledge from which to judge the
relative merits of different projects. Additionally,
the discussion and occasional review of the values
and objectives the RAC seeks to advance helps
to create a common foundation from which to
assess and support or critique project propos-
als. The ranking system, first done by each RAC
member and then collated for a cumulative total
that still shows how individual members ranked
projects, provides an acceptable way of ordering
projects for potential funding. It also provides
opportunities for RAC members to question each
other regarding the reasons behind their ranking of
specific projects. This questioning and subsequent
discussion often helps clarify aspects of the proj-
ect that may not have been apparent.

Approved Projects

During the first five years, the RAC funded
95 projects totaling roughly $10.1 million. Table
5 shows how many different kinds of projects the
RAC has supported and the amount it has allocated
by project category.

Of the 95 projects the RAC recommended for
funding, 53 (57%) were proposed by non-BLM
entities in the amount of $3.3 million, approxi-
mately 33% of the total RAC outlay during the
first five years of the program. Non-BLM entities
that received RAC funding include the Northwest
Youth Corps and the Oregon Youth Conservation
Corps, watershed councils (such as the Elk Creek
Watershed Council and the Smith River Watershed
Council), the Douglas County Corrections
Department, the Douglas Forest Protective
Association, Douglas Soil and Water Conservation
District, Umpqua Soil and Water Conservation
District, Alder Creek Children’s Forest, University
of Washington, Wildlife Safari, and the Phoenix
School of Roseburg. The balance of the RAC
funding (approximately $7 million) was allocated
in support of the 42 BLM-sponsored projects that
the RAC recommended for funding. The following
paragraphs provide more information concerning
each of the project categories shown in Table 5.
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Table 5. Approved RAC Projects for Fiscal Years 2002-2006

Type of Project Amount # of grants Accomplishments®
Watershed Restoration-fish $3,603,000 23 | Replaced 24 culverts; restored fish
passage access to 47 miles stream habitat
Watershed Restoration-stream 1,289,000 17 | Large wood placed in 18 miles of
habitat stream for aquatic species, including
Coho salmon

Watershed Restoration-project 551,000 13

development and information

management

Road Improvement 1,699,000 9 | Renovated 9.5 miles of road;
renovated 9 sites at risk of failing

Forest health 11,000 1

Recreation 230,000 3

Noxious Weeds 678,000 9

Youth Crews 1,119,000 10 | Completed over 8,000 person days of
work

Native Seed 34,000 1

Other (education) 437,000 4

Other (infrastructure 460,000 5 | Employed additional Sheriff’s deputy

maintenance) for four years; constructed new fire
weather station

TOTAL $10,111,000 95

Watershed Restoration

Watershed restoration projects fall into three
sub-categories: fish passage restoration, stream
habitat improvements, and project development
and information management; 23, 17, and 13 proj-
ects, respectively, were supported by the RAC in
these sub-categories. Table 5 provides some indi-
cators of the scale of work accomplished through
these projects. The 24 culverts that were replaced
were aging and constituted barriers to fish passage.
Their replacement has opened up approximately
47 miles of stream habitat that was previously not
available to salmonid and other aquatic species.
The state-of-the-art culverts, designed to last 50 to

100 years, also constitute a significant investment
in the region’s public lands’ road infrastructure.
Additionally, because of the checkerboard pattern
of public/private land ownership, adjacent private
landholders, industrial and non-industrial, benefit
from these investments. Of the 23 fish passage proj-
ects, one each was proposed and implemented by
the Elk Creek Watershed Council and the Douglas
Soil and Water Conservation District; three were
proposed and implemented by the Umpqua Basin
Watershed Council; one was implemented by the
Umpqua Basin Watershed Council in partnership

8 These accomplishments do not include work approved in spring 2005 that will be implemented in FY 2006. The dollar amounts and

project counts include spring 2005 RAC allocation decisions.

Sierra Institute for Community and Environment

131



Roseburg District, Oregon, Bureau of Land Management Resource Advisory Committee
and Douglas County Title III Case Study

with the BLM; and the rest were proposed and
implemented by the BLM.

RAC support for fish passage projects is
significant. At approximately $3.6 million, it
represents about 37% of total RAC outlay. Each
year significantly more fish passage projects are
proposed than are funded, allowing the RAC to
prioritize projects that best fit the RAC’s evalua-
tive criteria (as described in the previous section).
Stream habitat improvement projects include plac-
ing large woody debris back in stream reaches to
improve habitat for fish and other aquatic species.
Approximately 17 miles of stream habitat were
improved in this fashion through these projects.
Stream habitat improvement projects also include
work to restore riparian habitat and stabilize banks
to control and prevent sediment delivery. The
RAC allocated a total of $1.3 million to support
17 projects in this category. As with the fish pas-
sage projects, these projects entailed significant
involvement by non-BLM entities. The Umpqua
Basin Watershed Council and the University of
Washington each received one grant in this cat-
egory. The Douglas Soil and Water Conservation
District received two grants for habitat improve-
ment projects and the Umpqua Basin Watershed

Figure 2.
Lee Creek culvert during construction
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Council, in partnership with the BLM, received
support for three habitat improvement projects.
RAC support for stream habitat improvement
has increased steadily during the first five years.
A slight dip (down to $130,000) during the fourth
funding year—due to a decline in the number of
proposals submitted—was followed by a signifi-
cant increase in funding (up to $628,000) in the
fifth year.

Thirteen projects have been funded in the
“restoration project development and information
management” category. Three grants were made
for restoration project development and 10 for
information management. The three restoration
project development grants were to the Umpqua
Basin Watershed Council. Two of these grants
(approved in the third and fourth years, for $12,000
and $27,000, respectively) were to enable the
council to provide technical support for developing
and designing restoration projects. The third grant
(approved in the third year for $125,000) supports
the Umpqua Basin Watershed Council’s efforts to
implement watershed assessments and analyses and
to plan restoration projects that span public-private
ownership boundaries. The latter is particularly
important, given the checkerboard pattern of land

Figure 3.
Lee Creek Culvert after construction
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ownership in the region. Additionally, an important
advantage of supporting a watershed council to
conduct watershed assessments in mixed ownership
watersheds is that watershed councils, as a rule, do
not face the same problems of distrust that federal
land management agencies do with private land-
owners. This facilitates both the watershed assess-
ment process and the planning and implementation
of specific watershed restoration projects.

The RAC has allocated a total of $386,000 in
support of 10 information management projects.
Three projects were funded in each of the second,
third, and fourth years, with one such project fund-
ed in the fifth year. Of these 10 projects, eight were
grants to the Umpqua Basin Watershed Council
and two were grants to the Douglas Soil and Water
Conservation District. Two of the grants to the
watershed council were to support the develop-
ment of a central database for all of the restoration
projects in the Umpqua Basin. Such a database
will assist landscape-scale restoration planning
and the prioritization of future restoration work.
Two other grants to the watershed council support
the council’s efforts to train volunteers to conduct
monitoring of watershed health using a variety
of different indicators. A grant to the watershed
council in the second year supported the council’s
efforts to develop a watershed monitoring program
in the Umpqua Basin, and a grant to the council in
the third year funded a project to develop and air
commercials on Douglas County television sta-
tions about what homeowners can do to protect
water quality. The council has also received fund-
ing to support a fisheries biologist to conduct fish
and habitat inventories at restoration sites in the
Umpqua Basin. In year five, the council received
a grant to manage its restoration database, to
continue its monitoring program in the Umpqua
Basin, and to provide technical support to land-
owners regarding stewardship, restoration, and
monitoring. The various monitoring grants that the
RAC has awarded the Umpqua Basin Watershed
Council illustrate the RAC’s commitment to fund-
ing formal monitoring efforts.

The two grants to the Douglas Soil and Water
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Conservation District supported the fish passage
inventory initiative, a multi-party collaborative
effort called the Umpqua Basin Fish Access Team
(UBFAT) that involves the Oregon Departments of
Fish and Wildlife, Oregon Department of Forestry,
Umpqua Basin Watershed Council, Forest Service,
Bureau of Land Management, timber companies,
and non-industrial landowners in the Umpqua
Basin. While land management agencies have, for
the most part, already conducted surveys to identify
barriers to fish passage on their land, this work has
not yet been done in the checkerboard ownerships.
The purpose of this project is to do the outreach
necessary to private landowners in the basin in
order to obtain permission to conduct surveys on
private property regarding stream crossings and
barriers to fish passage. The surveying work will be
carried out sub-basin by sub-basin. The RAC’s sup-
port for the district’s fish passage inventory efforts
indicates the RAC’s interest in addressing issues
and challenges that cross landownership boundaries.
It exemplifies the ways in which the BLM can use
RAC funding to partner with adjacent landowners
and other key agencies and organizations to advance
restoration objectives both on BLM-managed lands
and on adjacent privately owned forestland.

Road Improvements

The primary purposes of the road improve-
ment projects the RAC has recommended for
funding are sediment reduction and infrastructure
maintenance. These are interrelated objectives;
many road projects accomplish both while others
are more focused on one or the other. Road proj-
ects include resurfacing, decommissioning, and
other improvements such as grading and drainage
work. A total of nine road improvement projects
totaling $1.7 million were funded by the RAC.
The $1.7 million total is approximately 17% of
the RAC’s total outlay to date. Both the number
of projects and the amount awarded for road proj-
ects have declined from one funding year to the
next. In the first funding year, four road projects
were approved. This dropped to two in the second
year and, since then, only one road project per
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funding year has been recommended for fund-
ing. Each year, some road projects have not been
funded—one indicator of the fact that the RAC
is consciously choosing to support other sorts of
projects in addition to road improvements.

RAC funding for road projects has enabled the
renovation of 9.5 miles of road that previously con-
tributed sediment to fish-bearing streams. It has also
funded the renovation of nine key sites that were at
high risk of failing and contributing large amounts of
sediment to streams. Contractors based in Douglas
County or counties immediately adjacent to Douglas
County did this work, and the restoration projects
discussed above.

Forest Health

Only one forest health project has been funded
by the RAC. This was an $11,000 project, approved
during the third year, to prepare a forest thinning
project that will also improve wildlife habitat.
During each of the first two funding years, three for-
est health projects were submitted to the RAC but
none were funded. During the fourth and fifth fund-
ing years, no forest health projects were submitted
to the RAC. Jay Carlson, the Designated Federal
Official, has encouraged the district’s terrestrial
biologists to submit more forest health project pro-
posals to the RAC. He also acknowledged that the
availability of other sources of funding for forest
health projects might account for the lack of RAC
work in this area. It is also possible that the rejec-
tion by the RAC of the first six forest health projects
signaled to BLM staff that this project category was
not a high priority for the RAC. Gary Schroeder, the
vice-chair of the RAC and timber industry repre-
sentative, noted that forest health projects are gen-
erally ranked low by the RAC due to the fact that
the threat of litigation raises concern about the abil-
ity to implement an approved forest health project.
Furthermore, he expressed the opinion that many
forest health projects are part of the BLM’s overall
timber program, which should be able to “stand on
its own” without financial support from Title II.
At least one of the environmental representatives
on the RAC noted that, at the beginning of their
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term on the RAC, they never would have imagined
supporting a forest thinning project. The fact that
such a project was recommended via consensus is
indicative of the development of a middle or com-
mon ground among RAC members.

Recreation

During each of the first three years the RAC
recommended one recreation project. No recreation
projects were proposed in the fourth and fifth years.
The first recreation-oriented project was a $123,000
project to construct a site for viewing spawning
salmon; the second project was a $13,000 trail main-
tenance project; and the third project was $94,000 to
restore and maintain several BLM campgrounds and
day use areas. One of the RAC members who repre-
sents dispersed recreation said that he “was devas-
tated that there was no money spent on recreation”
during the last two funding years, especially in light
of the closure of some recreation facilities.

Noxious Weeds (and Native Seed)

A total of $712,000 has been allocated by the
RAC in support of 10 noxious weed-related proj-
ects. One of these projects was a $34,000 project
to support the collection and propagation of native
seeds for a BLM habitat management area. The
other nine projects were for controlling noxious
weeds. Of these nine projects, six were awarded to
the Douglas Soil and Water Conservation District,
one was awarded to the BLM, and two were award-
ed jointly to the BLM and to Douglas County. Of
the three grants that involved the BLM, one was
to support Portuguese broom eradication, and
two grants involved collaboration with Douglas
County in the removal of noxious weeds from
rock quarries and piles to minimize the spread of
noxious weed seeds through the transport of rock
for road building and maintenance work.

The Douglas County Soil and Water Con-
servation District (SWCD) has been the primary
vehicle through which the RAC has supported
weed eradication. The SWCD has been actively
involved with the Douglas County Weed Advisory
Board since the early 1980s and the district cur-
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rently serves as the weed board’s fiscal agent. The
SWCD’s involvement in weed eradication work
began in 2002 with the establishment of a Noxious
Weed Control Coordinator position. Through dis-
cussions with other relevant groups and agencies,
including the county’s public works department and
weed advisory board, the BLM, and the Douglas
Forest Protective Association, a plan was crafted
in which the SWCD would become the primary
agency responsible for implementing weed control
projects. Support from Title IT has been crucial in
enabling the SWCD to accomplish on-the-ground
weed eradication work. The district’s weed control
coordinator estimates that Title I support accounts
for 70%-80% of the district’s total weed control
funding. Since 2002, the SWCD has eradicated
noxious weeds from 8,854 acres. Each year a larger
area is treated. The district treated 675 acres in 2002,
1,972 acres in 2003, 2,560 acres in 2004, and 3,647
acres in 2005. The primary weeds that have been
treated include distaff thistle, Portuguese broom,
gorse, Scotch broom, French broom, and meadow
knapweed. The district has worked cooperatively
with the Douglas Forest Protective Association by
conducting gorse eradication in areas where the
association has conducted fire hazard reduction
work funded by the National Fire Plan. The dis-
trict has also formed the Cox Creek Cooperative
Weed Management Area; this effort includes the
signing of an MOU regarding weed management
by 36 industrial and non-industrial landowners.
In 2004, RAC support also enabled the district
to begin developing a countywide Cooperative
Weed Management Area. This effort includes
the creation of a brochure describing the 12 most
noxious weeds in the county, surveying for these
species, and expanding the weed eradication work.
Working through the SWCD on weed eradication
work is yet another way in which the BLM, via
the RAC, is able to expand its own partnering and
collaboration with private landowners on issues
that transcend jurisdictional and land ownership
boundaries.
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Youth Crews

During each of the five founding years the
RAC recommended two youth crew projects, one
for the Northwest Youth Corps and one for the
Oregon Youth Conservation Corps. A total of $1.1
million has been allocated, representing approxi-
mately 11% of the RAC’s total outlay. Youth work
crews from the Northwest Youth Corps and the
Oregon Youth Conservation Corps have completed
more than 8,000 person days of work on projects
that include trail and campground maintenance,
noxious weed removal, tree pruning, tree plant-
ing, and native seed collection and propagation.
However, while these numbers indicate the scale
and scope of the work accomplished through these
projects, they only hint at the training, job skill
acquisition, and mentoring that are part of the pro-
grams. Both the Northwest Youth Corps and the
Oregon Youth Conservation Corps, with its links
to the Phoenix School of Roseburg, prioritize the
educational, skills development, and confidence
building components of their curriculum and work
projects. These social outcomes are valued both
by the BLM and RAC members. For example,
Designated Federal Official Jay Carlson under-
stands that these programs are important because
of the ways in which they enable the BLM to do
something “for the good of the community.” He
acknowledged that, for BLM staff, embracing the
importance of these social outcomes “has been an
interesting education” especially when working
with youth crews means sometimes getting fewer
acres treated.

The consistent level of RAC support for both
the Northwest Youth Corps and the Oregon Youth
Conservation Corps indicates that RAC members
also believe their work includes a social mission, one
that involves supporting projects that are designed,
at least in part, to exert a positive influence on
youth—in addition to accomplishing important
on-the-ground outcomes. Without exception, RAC
members enthusiastically endorsed the youth proj-
ects. One noted, “We love the NYC and the OYCC.”
The RAC’s concern that youth programs benefit
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Figure 4. OYCC youth crew building a fence

Douglas County youth has led to criticism of the
Northwest Youth Corps for employing youths from
outside the county. In response, Northwest Youth
Corps staffs, with RAC support, have increased their
recruiting efforts within the county and applications
were received from 36 youth from within the county.
Of the 31 job offers that were made, 15 were accept-
ed. The RAC grant also enabled the Northwest Youth
Corps to subsidize the tuition that these 15 individu-
als were required to pay.

Unlike the Northwest Youth Corps, which
1S a non-governmental organization that accepts
applications from across the country and works
throughout the Pacific Northwest, the Oregon
Youth Conservation Corps is an Oregon State pro-
gram for Oregon youth. In Douglas County, the
vast majority of youths on OYCC crews are from
the Phoenix School of Roseburg. The Phoenix
School of Roseburg has used the standards, train-
ing, curriculum materials, and financial support
from Oregon’s OYCC program as the starting point
for developing part of its innovative and award
winning educational package for at-risk youth in
Douglas County.

The Phoenix School has blended a variety
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of approaches for working with at-risk youths to
create its own unique curriculum and programs.
The school’s Youth Corps Program is an impor-
tant element of the Phoenix School’s curriculum.
The program combines a credit-generating edu-
cational component that employs cross-learning,
e.g., kinesthetic learning-by-doing exercises,
with income-generating work, such as the work
projects the RAC has funded. Executive Director
Ron Breyne notes, “this group that was least likely
to be employable now graduates and has 98%
employment at living wage jobs.”

RAC support for the Phoenix School’s Youth
Corps Program has been essential for the program’s
growth. For example, the financial support from
the Oregon Youth Conservation Corps is enough
to only support four or five youths in the Youth
Corps Program. RAC support has enabled the
Phoenix School to expand the program to three
eight-person crews. These are the crews that, with
their trained crew leaders and teacher coordinators,
implement the various stewardship and ecosystem
management projects funded by the RAC. The
Youth Corps Program also includes an Emergency
Response Team component in which youths “shad-
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ow” first responders such as EMTs and firefighters.
The youths that have completed the Emergency
Response Team job-shadowing program constitute
a trained team that can help first responders dur-
ing an emergency or natural disaster. The Phoenix
School also has a summer work/education program
and a school-based stewardship program that runs
during the school year.

Education

The RAC has funded a total of four education-
oriented projects, one each in the second, third,
fourth, and fifth years. These four grants, totaling
$437,000, were all made to the Wildlife Safari/
Oregon Natural Resources Research Institute’s
forestry education program. This program also
received Title III support from Douglas County,
as discussed above. The Alder Creek Children’s
Forest (also discussed in the Title III section)
submitted three proposals to the RAC. None of
these proposals was recommended for funding.
Privately, RAC members stated that the initial
ACCEF proposal was not funded due to concerns
about the lack of nonprofit status of the organiza-
tion (it later did become a 501(c)(3) organization)
and questions about the lease agreement between
the property owner and the organization (which
was subsequently amended). When the grant
applicant requested that the RAC provide a formal
rationale for why the subsequent proposals were
not recommended for funding, he was told that the
RAC cannot provide such a rationale because the
RAC is essentially “silent” about those projects
that do not rank near enough to the top of each
RAC member’s priority list to be discussed. For
those projects that are not discussed before the
RAC’s budget is fully allocated, there is no formal
rationale or record of decision that can be provided
to project applicants to explain why their specific
project was not recommended for funding.

Infrastructure Maintenance

The RAC has supported a total of five infra-
structure maintenance projects, two in year three,
one in year four, and two in year five. In the first
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two years there were no proposals submitted in
this category. In the third and fourth years, the
RAC funded all three of the proposals that they
received, and in the fifth year the RAC funded two
of the three proposals it received. Two of the infra-
structure maintenance projects concern improve-
ments in the communications infrastructure. One
project was for the BLM to install a fire weather
station, and the second project supported the
Douglas Forest Protective Association’s efforts
to upgrade Douglas County’s emergency radio
system. The latter project is also supported by the
Title III program and is discussed in the Title III
section of this report.

Three of the RAC-recommended projects in
this category consist of providing support to the
BLM for funding an additional sheriff’s deputy to
patrol and protect BLM-managed campgrounds
and other infrastructure. With this support, the
BLM has been able to develop a cooperative
agreement with the sheriff’s department for three
deputy shifts. At least one RAC member who rec-
reates extensively on BLM-managed lands noted
that, in response to the increased patrolling activ-
ity, law and order problems at campgrounds (e.g.,
drinking and parties) have declined and the gen-
eral cleanliness of many areas has increased.

Title Il Projects Summary

The project categories to which the RAC
has channeled the most support are fish passage
enhancement, road improvement, stream improve-
ment, and youth crews. The RAC has dedicated
the most funding to fish passage enhancement.
The $3.6 million allocated for this category is
more than twice the amount allocated for road
improvements ($1.7 million), the second highest
funded project category. The amounts dedicated
to stream improvement and youth crews, $1.3
million and $1.1 million, respectively, reflect the
RAC’s commitment to restoration objectives as
well as its social mission. When RAC funding
allocations are viewed over the first five years,
a strong trend towards supporting more diverse
projects is clearly visible. During the second,
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third, fourth, and fifth years RAC members chose
to reduce funding levels for high-priority project
categories, such as road improvements and fish
passage enhancement, in order to free up funds to

support the increasing diversity of project proposals
the RAC was receiving. In the next section, we dis-
cuss the various decision-making processes within
the RAC that have resulted in these patterns and
trends of project support.

RAC Formation, Composition, and Operation

RAC Formation

The Roseburg BLM RAC was formed in 2001.
The BLM Designated Federal Official and other dis-
trict staff, one Douglas County commissioner, and
representatives of the Association of O&C Counties
were all extensively involved in the process of
determining which applicants should be appointed
to serve on the RAC. Extensive discussions about
this were held involving BLM staff and the county
commissioner. The pool of applicants to serve on the
RAC consisted of two lists; one list was comprised of
the applications that the BLM had received, and the
second list was comprised of the applications that the
county had received. Interviews conducted for this
case study support the notion that the RAC’s compo-
sition was designed to achieve a diverse committee.
The current BLM Designated Federal Official (who
was a field manager when the RAC was formed)
noted that the RAC’s “initial composition achieved
a sweeping representation of diverse interests,”
and that he has “no sense that the deck was ever
stacked....to the eternal credit of the county.” It is
interesting to note that, during the second iteration of
RAC appointments, the county chose to not provide
input concerning who should be on the applicant list
or who should be nominated from that list to join the
RAC. The role of Douglas County in the formation
of the RAC appears to have been motivated primar-
ily by the desire to ensure that the process would be
a model of the intent and spirit of the legislation.
The fact that Douglas County receives large sums of
money through P.L. 106-393 no doubt contributed to
the desire to ensure this, since a positive track record
in this regard would be a necessary but insufficient
condition for ensuring reauthorization of the legisla-
tion.
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RAC Composition

Consistent with the county’s hands off approach
to this RAC, no county commissioner sits on this
RAC. Many, but not all, RAC members’ interests
and areas of expertise seem to match well with their
designated categories. Some categories are not repre-
sented, e.g., energy and mineral development, feder-
al permittee, archaeological and historical interests,
and wild horse and burro interest groups. Instead
of members representing these designated interest
groups, the RAC has one more timber industry, dis-
persed recreation, and environmental organization
representative, respectively. Also, the individual in
the organized labor category is the assistant prin-
cipal at a local middle school who no longer holds
union membership (although he previously did). He
primarily represents an education-oriented inter-
est and, in his own words, he seeks to advance the
“well-rounded interests of the community.” Prior to
being appointed to this slot on the RAC, he served
as an alternate —this explains the relatively poor fit
between designated category and individual. His
predecessor in the organized labor category works in
a local mill and is active in the millworker’s union.
Replacing vacancies on the RAC with alternates
makes it difficult to ensure that the alternate does
have the skills, affinities, and interests of their new
designated category because there are several more
categories than there are alternates.

There is also no member on the RAC who rep-
resents Native American interests. The one tribe in
the area, the Cow Creek Tribe, was not part of the
RAC when it was first formed. During the second
iteration of RAC appointments, project coordina-
tor Jake Winn did approach the Cow Creek Tribe
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concerning their interest in participating on the
RAC. The tribe declined to participate at that time.
However, in the last few years the tribe has become
more active in Douglas County and southern Oregon
resource management and entrepreneurial activities.
For example, the tribe is a significant supporter of
the Communities for Healthy Forests initiative.
Furthermore, the tribe’s natural resource director is
one of the Umpqua Basin Watershed Council’s direc-
tors and, with RAC project coordinator Jake Winn,
serves on the council’s finance committee. Given
the tribe’s widely recognized track record of self-
confident and innovative entrepreneurial activity in
Douglas County, and the close working relations
that exist between its resource director and the RAC
project coordinator, it would appear that if the tribe
saw benefit in doing so, then it would request to be
part of the RAC.

RAC Operation

Since its inception, the RAC has had the same
chair and vice-chair. The chair represents an envi-
ronmental organization (Umpqua Basin Watershed
Council) and the vice-chair represents commercial
timber industry (through Douglas Timber Operators
and C&D Lumber—his place of employment).
Coincidently, the chair of this RAC is also a mem-
ber of the BLM Coos Bay RAC. At the first meet-
ing of each calendar year, elections are held for the
positions of chair and vice-chair. In 2003 and 2004,
both individuals were unanimously reelected to their
positions. They were also reelected in 2005. The
RAC determined that the responsibilities of the chair
included: developing a good working relationship
with the RAC members while maintaining neutral-
ity, leading the discussion of projects and whether or
not to recommend them for funding, ensuring that
project presentations provide the information RAC
members need to evaluate proposals, ensuring that
all those who want to contribute to the discussion
have the opportunity to do so, and “look[ing] at the
whole picture in pursuit of compromise.”

Since its inception the RAC has also had
professional facilitation. A non-agency facilita-
tor facilitated the first two RAC meetings on a
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short-term contract. The third RAC meeting had
no professional facilitation, but the fourth meet-
ing was facilitated by Zane Cornett and Elaine
Twigg Cornett, who had successfully bid for
a long-term facilitation contract. Since then
Zane Cornett and Elaine Twigg Cornett have con-
tinued to facilitate RAC meetings and process. The
facilitators and the chair have clearly defined roles.
For example, the RAC determined that the facilita-
tors’ roles included: guiding meetings and maintain-
ing order; resolving problems and conflicts; taking
notes on flip charts during meetings; implementing
the group’s meeting guidelines; and being circum-
spect about interjecting their own opinions. As the
facilitators noted, having clearly defined roles for
themselves and for other RAC members gives them
the RAC’s “permission” to work with the group to
help build collaborative relationships and to keep
those relationships working well. In an effort to
support positive relationship building, the RAC,
with the guidance of the facilitators, has developed
a list of meeting guidelines that lay down ground
rules for positive interpersonal relations. Having
explicit guidelines also provides the facilitators
with the opportunity to intervene when a guideline
is violated.

The facilitators, who have training and experi-
ence in the field of natural resources management,
strive to shift the terms of debate and engagement
within the RAC to discourage position-based dis-
cussion and encourage interest-based discussion.
This shift entails moving from discussions based on
fixed positions or perspectives regarding an issue,
to focusing more on the interests at play and the
individuals who are expressing those interests. By
focusing on the variety of interests and values that a
diverse group espouses, it becomes possible to find
ways to collaborate that satisfy a larger set of inter-
ests than the win-lose dynamic that prevails within
position-based settings.

On average, the RAC meets four times each
year and goes on a single one-day fieldtrip. The first
meeting of the year usually takes place in February
or March. At this meeting, in addition to electing
the chair and vice chair, past projects are reviewed,
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expectations for the coming year are discussed,
membership changes (if any) are reviewed, and the
schedule for the coming year’s work is determined.
At the second meeting, usually in late April or May,
the project coordinator distributes the binders that
contain the Title II proposals to be reviewed and pri-
oritized. The meeting usually includes a preliminary
overview of the proposed projects, a discussion of
the pattern of RAC spending to date, and planning
for the year’s fieldtrip. The fieldtrip is usually sched-
uled between the second and third meetings. The
fieldtrip offers RAC members the opportunity to visit
both projects that have been approved in the past to
assess project outcomes, as well as to investigate
the locations of currently proposed projects. This
information is used to help evaluate and rank the
year’s proposed projects. The third RAC meeting is
devoted primarily to presentations by project propo-
nents, both BLM and non-BLM. After this meeting,
RAC members rank projects. At the fourth meeting
RAC members convene to decide which projects
to fund. Using the information gleaned from the
fieldtrip, prior RAC discussions, the presentations
at the prior meeting, and the ranking spreadsheet the
facilitators provide, the RAC begins with the highest
ranked projects and, using consensus, goes down the
list to determine which projects to fund until all of
that year’s budget has been allocated.

Many RAC members described the collaborative
culture that has evolved within the RAC and attrib-
uted this to the facilitators’ efforts. Others described
the meetings as “fun” and something they look for-
ward to. Still others described the RAC members as
involved in an old marriage, one that not only works
but in which it is possible to predict what the other
person will say. This latter point speaks to the mutu-
al learning that has occurred within the RAC. Many
RAC members commented on how much they had
learned as a group since its inception. A ranking
process in which RAC members can see how each
other ranked specific projects fosters this RAC’s
“learning culture.” During the discussion of these
projects, RAC members query each other as to the
reasons behind their ranking choices. The ensuing
discussion often brings relevant information to the
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surface that everybody benefits from hearing.

There are other indicators of the RAC’s ability
to function as collaborative decision-making body.
One of these is the fact that, to date, every project
funding decision has been made by unanimous
consensus. While achieving this track record was
not a goal of the RAC, it has become a track record
that RAC members are justifiably proud of. Another
indicator is the fact that the Secretary of the Interior
recognized this RAC and the BLM in 2003 for its
accomplishments. The Designated Federal Official
at the time and the RAC vice-chair traveled to
Phoenix, Arizona to receive the Four Cs award for
“communication, cooperation, and consultation for
conservation,” from the Department of Interior.

Both the facilitators and RAC members have
noted other reasons for the RAC’s collaborative
culture and ability to make consensus-based deci-
sions. For example, the facilitators noted that the
BLM did an excellent job in choosing who should
serve on the RAC when it was first established.
They said that by populating the RAC with diverse
and thoughtful people, the BLM set the initial
conditions that allowed the RAC’s eventual suc-
cess to emerge. RAC members and the facilitators
also acknowledged the important and positive role
that the BLM continues to play. Without exception,
RAC members expressed appreciation for the sup-
portive efforts of Project Coordinator Jake Winn
and Designated Federal Official Jay Carlson. The
facilitators also noted the extensive staff time that
the BLM has devoted to the RAC and they com-
mented on how well the BLM seems to listen to
the RAC and respond to what it hears by presenting
the RAC with a menu of projects that reflects the
RAC’s own interests and priorities.

Having articulated the successes of this RAC
and suggested reasons for those successes, it is
also important to note a few shortcomings that
emerged during the fieldwork for this case study.
One concerns the depth of deliberation and dis-
cussion surrounding proposed projects. A few
RAC members expressed concern that the very
success of their decision-making process and
efficient, well-facilitated meetings has resulted
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in a situation in which, perhaps, RAC members
do not debate or deliberate the basic or core ele-
ments of proposed projects and get down to “real
conversations about how to spend the money.”
Despite such concerns, those RAC members
expressing them also acknowledged that the sys-
tem they have developed “is a reasonable solution
for the purposes of the legislation,” and that, even
if more deliberation did take place, “the outcome
would be the same in terms of projects [recom-
mended by the RAC].”

A second concern revolves around potential
conflict of interest issues. Several RAC members
represent organizations that benefit from RAC fund-
ing decisions. Organizations such as the Umpqua
Basin Watershed Council, the Phoenix School,
and the Wildlife Safari/Oregon Natural Resources
Research Institute have benefited from RAC funding
and also are represented on the RAC. RAC members
are cognizant of this issue and are also aware that
the appearance of a conflict of interest issue is as
weighty in the eyes of the public as an actual conflict
of interest. That said, the oft-used means of dealing
with a potential conflict of interest, e.g., recusing
oneself from the decision-making process when the
issue arises, is not feasible given the ranking system
that the RAC has developed. Instead of addressing
the issue using the rather formalistic method of recu-
sal, the RAC has instead decided that members with
potential conflicts of interest can still participate in
consensus-based decision-making but cannot make
motions or vote on projects in which they have an
interest. While this approach may work well in terms
of the internal decision-making dynamics of the
group, it remains to be seen if it satisfies groups that
do not have representatives on the RAC whose pro-
posals the RAC does not recommend for funding.

An example of such a group is the Elk Creek
Watershed Council. There are tensions among the
Elk Creek Watershed Council, the RAC, and the
Umpqua Basin Watershed Council, rooted in current
political divisions within the county, past differences
of opinion regarding the advisability of forming this
watershed council in the first place, and the percep-
tion by some residents of the Elk Creek watershed
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that they were being left out of developments in the
central part of the county. These broader dynamics
that are much larger than the RAC set up a situation in
which, if the RAC does not recommend a proposal
by the Elk Creek Watershed Council — as has hap-
pened — then the council would (and has) assumed
that the reasons for not funding the proposal were
without merit and tied up with these larger tensions,
and furthermore, that conflicts of interest played a
role in the proposal’s rejection. Cases such as this
raise the bar for the RAC, in terms of ensuring that
their ranking and evaluative process is transparent
and defensible and can be easily communicated to
people not on the RAC. This example also speaks
to the importance of outreach and extension and
decision-making that includes all regions within the
RAC’s jurisdiction.

A last point to note is that at least two RAC
members expressed the concern that the BLM does
not propose enough recreation projects for the RAC
to consider funding. One RAC member noted that
the BLM has a “backlist of culverts but not for rec-
reation.” This person also recommended that the
BLM develop partnerships around recreation-relat-
ed projects similar to their successful restoration-
oriented partnerships. He noted that youth groups in
the county would like to partner with the BLM for
recreation-related work, but they first need the BLM
to better integrate recreation into its work portfolio.
It is clear that recreation-related projects have not
been a high priority for the BLM or, for that matter,
many of the individuals serving on the RAC. This is
perhaps a reflection of the legislation itself, which
does not specifically mention recreation as a project
category, although recreation infrastructure can and
has been supported elsewhere, particularly where
improvements are tied to forest and watershed
health. It is also a reflection of the BLM’s primary
orientation toward natural resource management,
which might be summarized as a combination of
utilitarian and conservation objectives. Designated
Federal Official Jay Carlson underscored these twin
objectives, when he noted that the Title II funding
helps the BLM “have two hands full”—one hand
for resource extraction and commodity production
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and the other hand for conservation and restoration-
related work. RAC funding for projects helps the
BLM keep their “second” hand full. While this ori-
entation speaks to the importance of RAC funding

for the BLM’s restoration and conservation work, it
also offers a reason why the BLM has not proposed
numerous recreation projects to the RAC.

Conclusion

This case study has examined Douglas
County’s Title III program and the Roseburg BLM
RAC. The county’s Title III program has been
extremely successful. The formal application and
review process required for all Title III projects
is transparent and ensures that approved projects
comport with the intent of the legislation. Each
year the county has allocated more than 50% of its
Title III dollars in support of projects proposed by
non-county entities; Douglas County commission-
ers should be commended for seeing the wisdom
of using the Title III program for strengthening
the region’s private and non-profit sector, instead
of prioritizing the funding of county government.
From the county’s support for the Douglas Forest
Protective Association’s youth crew program to
the funding of a variety of forest-related education
initiatives, the county has shown its willingness to
support a broad range of important activities within
the project categories spelled out in the legislation.
Its support for search, rescue, and emergency ser-
vices—both public and nonprofit—has strength-
ened the ability of first responders to be successful
in their jobs, and has relieved the county’s budget of
the burden of providing search and rescue services
on federal lands. The fact that more applications
are received each year than can be funded speaks
well of the county’s public outreach regarding this
program. While rejecting project proposals is never
anybody’s favorite task, it is always important
that the criteria for rejection (and acceptance) be
clear and transparent, and for those criteria to be
applied equitably across all project applications. It
appears that, in one instance, a Title III application
was rejected despite the fact that the applicant had
addressed the (valid) concerns that had been raised
during the project review process.

The overall success of the county’s Title III

142

program is perhaps only matched by the qualities
of the award-winning Roseburg BLM RAC. There
are several reasons why this RAC has a well-earned
reputation for being effective and successful. To
begin with, both the BLM and the county commis-
sioners of Douglas County wanted the RAC and the
Title III program to be successful. There is much
at stake for Douglas County because of the size of
the county’s PL. 106-393 payment. Implicit in the
county commissioners’ acknowledgement that hav-
ing Title II and Title III in the legislation was the
price of Title I, is the notion that the track record
established by these two programs will influence
the likelihood of getting the legislation reautho-
rized and continuing the federal payments. With
an eye on these longer term issues, both county
commissioners and key BLM staff realized that, in
order for the RAC to be successful, a first step was
to deliberately populate the RAC with diverse indi-
viduals who would be able to perceive the benefits
of working collaboratively. Both the county com-
missioners and the BLM subsequently played roles
consistent with their interest in having the RAC be
as successful as possible. For the county, this meant
playing an entirely “hands-off” role with respect to
the RAC. While Commissioner Doug Robertson
did attend the first one or two meetings of the
RAC in order to discuss the overall importance and
purpose of the legislation, the county has not been
involved in RAC deliberations; furthermore, it has
consistently endorsed and supported the RAC’s
decisions regarding which projects to recommend
for funding.

The BLM has also played an admirable role in
supporting this RAC. While perceiving the benefit
of professional facilitation, the BLM was also quick
to learn that the facilitator needed to be someone
outside of the agency. By the third or fourth meet-
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ing of the first year, an outside facilitator team was
engaged. This team (Elaine Twigg Cornett and
Zane Cornett) continues to work as facilitators for
the RAC. Although they have suggested that they
are no longer essential to the RAC’s functioning,
RAC members themselves have requested that the
facilitators remain with the RAC—this shows that
even though this group values “getting dollars on
the ground,” it is also willing to invest some of its
funding in facilitation services. The facilitators’
focus on fostering productive and positive relation-
ships among RAC members and shifting frames of
references from position-based to interest-based,
combined with their experience and background in
natural resources and public lands agency issues,
has enabled them to play an extremely construc-
tive role in helping this RAC develop its culture of
collaboration. The facilitators also play important
roles during RAC meetings in terms of meeting
facilitation and the development of the RAC’s pol-
ished system for prioritizing, ranking, and choosing
which project proposals to recommend for funding.
The RAC’s large operating budget affords it the
luxury of paying for facilitation, while still having
a significant pool of money with which to support
on-the-ground projects.

The Roseburg District of the BLM has also
chosen to prioritize working with this RAC in
constructive ways and to dedicate as much staff
support as the RAC requests. For example, Project
Coordinator Jake Winn is credited by many on
the RAC for the myriad ways in which his efforts
have contributed to the RAC’s success. Mr. Winn,
who has been project coordinator since the RAC
was formed, has been able to prioritize his RAC
responsibilities within his own job description.
This means that, in addition to the work of solicit-
ing project applications, organizing and distribut-
ing the binders of applications, helping to arrange
RAC meetings and fieldtrips, and generally play-
ing a support role for the RAC, Mr. Winn has also
been able to respond to RAC members’ requests
for information concerning the “spending habits”
of the RAC. Each year Mr. Winn prepares detailed
spreadsheets, graphs, and pie charts that depict
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the overall pattern of RAC spending for that year
as well as all previous years. Information such as
RAC spending by category, the ratio of funded to
unfunded project applications by category, and the
ratio of BLM to non-BLM project funding by cat-
egory is presented each year to the RAC. This com-
prehensive quantitative record of what the RAC has
chosen to do with its annual budget has proven very
useful for RAC members as they assess what they
have accomplished to date and determine what, if
any, adjustments they would like to make in subse-
quent years.

BLM support for the RAC does not stop with
the project coordinator. The fact that the current
Designated Federal Official was previously a field
manager within the Roseburg District before being
promoted to the position of district manager means
that he has long experience with the communities
that comprise Douglas County and extensive local
knowledge of the region. Like the county commis-
sioners, he too is invested in the success of this
RAC. The BLM staff that develop project propos-
als for consideration by the RAC have also been
commended by RAC members for their willingness
to provide further documentation regarding projects
when such requests are made. Furthermore, RAC
members generally expressed appreciation for the
professional quality, both in terms of content and
delivery, of the presentations by BLM staff at RAC
meetings regarding their proposed projects.

Another factor that accounts for the RAC’s suc-
cess is the fact that its boundaries are coterminous
with Douglas County. There are several implica-
tions that follow from this fact. First, it is relatively
easy for all the members of the RAC to attend meet-
ings because they do not have to travel long dis-
tances. This helps account for the high attendance
levels at RAC meetings, even though this RAC
meets on average four times a year. Secondly, it can
be argued that the RAC members share a sense of
place because they all belong to Douglas County.
Because of residing in the same county, RAC mem-
bers see each other outside of RAC meetings more
often than occurs in large, multi-county RACs.
They are also more likely to be involved in other
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civic, non-governmental, religious, or other organi-
zations; if this is the case (and it is for at least some
RAC members), then being part of social networks
outside the RAC further strengthens the social rela-
tions that support the collaborative culture of the
RAC. Thirdly, when it comes to disbursing RAC
funding, RAC members don’t have to worry about
achieving equity across multiple counties (although
within-county parity is still an issue) nor do they
have to grapple with understanding and evaluating
restoration and other stewardship needs across a
large multi-county RAC, parts of which they may
never have visited. The mental challenge of evalu-
ating landscape needs is easier when dealing with
one county than several.

Given the ways in which the cards are stacked
in favor of this RAC, it is perhaps not a surprise
that the approximately $2 million they allocate
annually has accomplished much on-the-ground
work. Like the county’s Title III program, this
RAC has been serious about supporting BLM and
non-BLM projects; 53 of the 95 proposals the RAC
has recommended for funding have been from
non-BLM entities. This unusually high proportion
speaks to the importance that both the RAC and
the BLM attach to partnering with non-BLM orga-
nizations. It also reflects the checkerboard pattern
of public/private landownership that characterizes
the O&C lands. As Designated Federal Official Jay
Carlson remarked, “we are a neighborhood.” It is
clear that the RAC understands “neighborhood” in
the ecological as well as social sense. The fact that
outlays for fish passage enhancement are the largest
expenditure category (more than twice the amount
of the next highest—road improvements) speaks to
the RAC’s prioritization of its restoration mandate.
However, the RAC also has a clear and shared
understanding of its social mission, as evidenced
by the fact that it recommended funding 98% of
all applications involving youth crews (which is a
significantly higher percentage than for any other
project category) and requested that the Northwest
Youth Corps concentrate more of its recruitment
efforts within Douglas County.
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The RAC also understands that its work entails
more than fish, roads, and youth. Although these
continue to be priority areas of attention for RAC
focus and funding, there has been a distinct diversi-
fication of RAC support for more and different kinds
of projects. For example, RAC support has grown for
projects in the infrastructure maintenance, restoration
project development, education, and information
management categories. This increase in the diver-
sity of projects that the RAC now supports reflects
shifts in the types of project applications that are
submitted, and a maturing process within the RAC
as members broaden their own understanding of the
RAC s role and the types of benefits it can provide.

One indicator of the organizational matura-
tion of the RAC is its support for projects involving
the collection of information regarding restoration
needs and outcomes. Projects such as fish passage
inventories and databases of past restoration proj-
ects combined with habitat surveys at restoration
project sites are providing the RAC (and indeed
the whole restoration community) with important
landscape-scale tools and layers of information.
These tools and information layers are essential for
effective site evaluation and strategic investment
of limited restoration funds. They are beginning to
enable the RAC to adopt a landscape-scale perspec-
tive when it comes to determining how they can
most effectively be part of the neighborhood. The
Roseburg BLM RAC is one of the few RACs that
has begun the tasks necessary to organize its work
and activities at a landscape scale.

Lastly, by supporting the work of the
Northwest Youth Corps and especially the Oregon
Youth Conservation Corps and the Phoenix
School, the RAC is also becoming an agent of
positive social and community change. The pro-
grams of these organizations are more than a job
in the woods. The youth crews associated with the
Phoenix School are part of an overall package that
has been recognized for its success at enabling
youths to escape the pitfalls endemic to impov-
erishment. Rather than dropping out of school as
socially- and self-defined failures, youth partici-
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pating in the Phoenix School programs are gradu-
ating from high school and going on to become
contributing citizens. While achieving lasting
changes in the social and community structures
of these underprivileged segments of Douglas

County will take longer than the first iteration of
PL. 106-393, it is clear that the Roseburg BLM
RAC has taken seriously the legislation’s mandate
to use Title II funds to advance both ecological
and social sustainability.
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