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Executive Summary

The National Evaluation of the Joint Fire Science Program (JFSP) Camssrt@assess the
processes and outcomed consortia programming at the aggregate level. This ongoing
evaluation includes four key components: An online survey component, taggétenfire

science informatiofrelated experiences and opinions of fire managers/practitioners, fire
researchers/scientists, and members of the general publwebmetrics component including
guantitative and qualitative elementgpecifically focusing otne operation and impacts of
individual consortia websites; an evaluation resource guide designed to assist consortia in
evaluating their own individual activities; and a qualitative interview component exploring the
perspectives and experiences of key sortia personnel as they relate to shared JFSP consortia
programming and objectives. The current report presents results obtained frorseibend

wave (Wave 2)of data collection for the online survey and webmetrics evaluation components.

All but two of the fourteen JFSP consortia participated in the online survey this year, actively
recruiting participants between March 2052dJuly 2012. A total df,309individuals accessed
the Spring 2012 online survey and agreed to participate. Tajenity of these mdividuals

(72.%%0;n = 948) responded to the Consumer survey frame (targeting managers/practitjpners
17.1% (= 229 responded to the Producer frame (targeting researchers/scientists), and 10.5%
(n=137) responded to the survey frame intended for General Public.

Most consortia are still in the beginning phases of programming, and six had just been recently
funded at the time of the Spring 2012 survey distribat Thus, Wave 2 survey results should

primarily be viewed as a baseline assessment that will be used to track future consortia

progress and impact3.he Spring 2012 survey was the first that included participants from the
newly-funded consortia, and rests were quite similar to those obtained from the 2011 (Wave

1) survey. The majority of respondents in all three survey frames reported favorable opinions

and experiences regarding fire science informatiGurrent results did, however, illuminate

some poential areas for improvement. For instan€é&nsumer results indicate that many of

these respondents experience difficulty in understanding fire science information and in

applying that information to their specific problems (though overall perceptioriketase of
understanding and applying fire science information were still slightly positive® science
AYF2NXYEGAZ2Y Aa y2i | @lwead seléctedas the/topdlystacle@mz y Sy A Sy
accessing and applying fire science information by batinsGmer and Producer respondents.

Further, General Public respondents expressed relatively neutral (rather than positive, as was

typical for most survey items) assessments of fire
science information accessibility. As a baseline

assessmenfor several conartia, it is important aL NbFtte Rz Y
to note that these findings do not yet reflect the start getting informatione
impacts of consortia programming, but rather th -General Publi®espondent

current situation that needs to be addressed.

Many JFSP consortia have highlighted the importance of fostering positive relationships
between Consumers and Producers of fire science information in attaining their overarching
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goal of increasing fire science
aLG Aa ONRGAOIFE G2 KSf LJ| information accessibility and
communicate so that new research is able to play a r¢|| applicability. Wave 2 survey
in management decisiors resultsindicatedthat both
-ProducerRespondent Consumer and Producer
groups have favorable
perceptions of one another. Managers/practitioners expressed a desire to collaborate with
researchers/scientists, and vice verSat, results also revealed a slight discrepancy between
[ 2y &dzy SSIBDA 2I38N02 T t NP R dzOgenddptiomsyhRernts iR RdzZOSNR Q & S
approachability That isthough Consumers generally agreed that Producers were
approachable, Producers ratéhemselvess even more approachable. Producers also
expressed a greater willingss to collaborate (with Consumers) than did Consumers (with
t NERAdZOSNEUO® LYONBI aAy3d /2yadzyYSNJ I gl NBySaa 27
local problems may help facilitate communicatioetweenthese two groups.

The Spring 2012 surveynflings should be considered as a baseline assessment, as this was the
first survey wave incorporating the six nevitynded JFSP consortia. The eight original JFSP
consortia, however, have had more opportunities to reach and impact their target audiences
during the past year. Thusge felt it was appropriate to compare mean survey responses

among those affiliated with the original consortia across survey Waves 1 and 2 in an effort to
highlight any early changes or improvements. Independent samgksts conducted using

data obtained from only those indentifying with original JFSP consortia did reveal some
significant differences in mean survey item responses; these differences primarily emerged in
the Consumer survey frame. Specifically, these analysesalezrithe following positive changes
among Consumer respondents

Wave 2 Consumer respondents were significantly more likely than Wave 1 Consume
respondents to agree thdire science information is easy to fiadd that theytrust fire
science research findings

Wave 2 Consumer respondents expressed a (significantly) greater willingness to
collaborate with fire science information Producers than did Wave 1 respondents

Wave 2 Consumer respondents were significantly more likely than Wave 1 responde
agree that their consortiunmas helped improve the accessibility of fire science informat
has helped improve the use and application of fire science information in my ragen,
has helped improve policy regarding fire management in my region

Wave 2 Consumer respondents were significantly more likely than Wave 1 responde
NELRZ2NU @GAaAuAy3d UKSANI O2yazNuAdzyQa 6So
O 2y a 2 Nl rdgariigea thainfointation | need in one convenient place.




GL GKAY]l GKSNBQa | f 2
information in one place. | find my information from
several different places which makes finding and
utilizing information lesgfficient and more time
consumingg
-ConsumeiRespondent

K\

Although small, the above differences were statistically significant and are particularly
encouraging given that most of the eighiginal JFSP consortia are still in the beginning phases
of program implementation and refinement.

All eight originally funded JFSP consortia (those with established webg
submitted data for Wave 2 of the quantitative webmetrics evaluation
component. Despite issues regarding missing and confounded data,
guantitative webmetrics findings did indicate that consortia are success
recruiting and retaining new site users; they also are making significan
STT¥2NIa 2 FROSNIAAS GKSANI aAads
GASsa>é 2NJ RIFGF AYRAOFGAY3 GKS f
challenging than expected. Yet, aggregate data revealed a clear user
preference for easily accessible archived learning opportunities such ag
webinars; blogs, collections of research briefs, and events pages also ‘
frequently accessed. Searchable databases and interactive features s
G!' a1 Fy 9ELISNIE¢ O2YLRYSyila RAR
relative low popularity of these features may be partially attributable to
website configuration and lack of user awareness and/or direction. Tha
FSIFGdzNBa NP aKARRSY$¢ dzy RSNJ 2K
them, features are not functional, or users are unsure of what to searc

The qualitative webmetrics component seeks to obtain a more thorough understanding of the
content, operation, and organization of individual consortigbgigesthroughan online survey

of responses from consortia personnel who are highly involved with their website (e.g., Pls,
Coordinators, WebmasterslRepresentatives from all fourteen JFSP consortia responded to the
Wave 2 qualitative webmetrics survey, though only eleven consortia had established individual
sites.Qualitative webmetrics survey findings indicate that all consortia sites (developing or
established) have the same primary purposes and target audiences, and that the established
sites include a variety of features designed to meet the needs of their tatghéaces. Results
from both quantitative and qualdétive webmetrics components as Was those obtained from
online survey respondentuggest that increased efforts should be made to inform users of
AYUGSNI OGAGS aAidS FSIFGdz2NBa 6adzOK a4 RAaAOdzaaAz2y
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that such features are usdriendly and tinctional. There were notable differences in the
reported amount of time consortia spent on maintaining their sites and in the frequency of site
updates.Representatives reporting spending more time maintaining their sites also reported
more frequent siteupdates, and these sites generally received more visitor traffic than sites
expending fewer resources on development and maintena@genended responses suggest
that many consortia experience significant challengemantaining, expandingand improvir

their websitesthat are largely attributable to lack of time, personnel, and/or resources.

Again, indings presented in this report are primarily intended as a baseline that can be used to
track consortia progress toward their shared goals at the agggeelevel. They do, however,
illuminate some consortia strengths and challenges regarding improving fire science
information delivery. Current resultsupport continuingefforts and highlight issues meriting
specific attention across consortia. Resultsirfuture waves of both the online survey and
webmetrics componentwiill help determine the extent of progress toward shared consortia
goals.

/éOur region needs fire science! We also need a <
clearinghouse of information relevant to our region
As afirefighter, fuels, weather, and topography aid
me in my decisions on the firelire
-ConsumeiRespondent

S J




Introduction

During the past several years, there has been an increasing emphasis on accountability for
federally funded programming. Programs must clearly demonstrate the impacts of their efforts
in order to secure future funding and support; this is often best acdmingd through theory
driven evaluations examining multiple facets of program activities and outcomes. To this end,
the national cluster evaluation dhe JFSRegional consortia employs a mix@dethod

approach grounded in the Logic Model to assess thegsses and outcomes of consortia
activities. As each consortium is diverse and in varying stages of development, the present
evaluation is conducted at the aggregate level to track consortia progress toward their shared
goals related to the enhancement faife science delivery. Results are intended to 1) Assist the
JFSP Board in determining how to improve and support future consortia performance and
success; 2) Provide feedback concerning consortia progress toward their goals to help maximize
the impacts obutreach and educational activities; and 3) Facilitate the development of JFSP
Best Practices toward reaching consortia goals.

The national cluster evaluation of the JFSP is comprised of four components:-i#aseb

survey targeting fire managers/practners, fire researchers/scientists, and members of the
general public; a webmetrics piece involving the collection and analysis of both quantitative
and qualitative data regarding the individual consortia websites; development and distribution
of an evalu#ion resource guide intended to help consortia build capacity to conduct
individualized evaluations; and interviews conducted with consortia PIs aimed at understanding
the successes and challenges encountered in efforts towards increasing the acceasitility
applicabilty of fire science information. Appendix A provides a timeline detailing past and
expected future implementations of these evaluation componeAs Pl interviews Winot be
conducted until Fall/WinteR012-2013 the current report focusesn thefindings from the

second waveof the online survey and webmetrics components of the JFSP consortia
evaluation.

Many consortia are in the beginning phases of program development and implementabon.
JFSP consortia were established and fundedhduhe late months of 201 hus, current

results are primarily intended to provide a baseline assessment that will be cethpath

results from the thirdohase of this eMaation (to be conducted in 20}3During2013

consortia will have increased oprionities to reach their target audiences through educational
activities and other interventions; they also may be continually improving and expanding their
websites. Results from Phase threfethe evaluationwhen consideredn conjunction with the
findings presated here should prove especially valuable in assessing the impacts of consortia
programming. More specifically, such comparisons will help illuminate the &t (e.g.,
changes in awareness, knowledge, skills, motivations) and meditm(eg., changes in
decisionmaking and behaviors) outcomes resulting from consortia outreach and educational
activities.

This report begins with an overview of the online survey component of the JFSP consortia
evaluation, which primarily focused on resptenti Q LISNOSLIGA 2y & YR 0SKI @7



science information accessibility and applicahilitgplications of these findings are discussed
with respect to both the primary identification of survey respondents and the relationships
between the perspecties ofrespondentsdrom different target populations (e.g., the
relationships between Consumer and Producer respon&asults from statistical tests
comparing mean responses across suéves 1 and 2 also are presented and discussed.

Next, this reporsummarizes results obtained from the webmetrics component of the JFSP
consortia evaluation. Both quantitative and qualitative findings are presented and discussed.
Many consortia have only recently launched their individual websites and begun collecting
guantitative user data via analytics packages. Thus, these findings should again be considered
as preliminary and a means of providing an initial understanding of consortia sites rather than
as an indicator of consortia performance. Initial quantitativebowetrics findings suggest that
consortia are effectively recruiting and retaining website users, and that website features and
content are currently addressing the needs of several visitors. Qualitative data collected from
consortia PIs and Coordinators/eal consistencies in website purposes and target audience,
though considerable diversity is noted in repaitmeans of website maintenance.

Thefindings presented here are intended to provide the JFSP Board and regional consortia
with a basic understaridg of the perceptions and experiences of fire science information
Consumers, Producers, and the General Public with regard to the accessibility and applicability
of fire science information. A coherent picture of consortia progress toward their shardsl goa
and a more valid assessment of the outcomes of consortia activities in terms of the Logic Model
will emerge following analysis ofth obtained from the thirgphase of this national cluster
evaluation, which will incorporatmore comprehensiveata obtaned from all fourteen JFSP
consortia Yet, we hope that the curreriindings willprove valuable to consortie ascertaining
general attitudes and behaviors regarding fire science information accessibility and
applicability, fire science information negdand preliminary consortia successes and challenges
encountered in striving toward their ultimate goal of enhancing fire science delivery.



Online Qurvey Gomponent

TheJFSPansortia are unique stities butshare the same primary objectiv&oimprove fire
science deliverpy increasing the accessibility and applicability of fifersze information.
Though eachansortium has developed a unique set of outreach and educationaliteesiv
intended to further thisobjective, many similarities eenge upon examining individual
consortium goals as proposed to the JFSP Bdardinstance, many aim to improve
relationships between fire practitioners and scientists, provide more interactive learning
opportunities for fire practitioners, and to synthesiand clarify current fire science research
results.The aline survey was developed in collaboration wettnsortiaPlsand Coordinators

to assess progress toward these and other shared goals, aaswbké effectiveness of common
consortia strategiesimed at facilitaing goal attainment.

As with other national evaluation componentke online survey aims to enhance continued
understanding othe impacts and obstaclegonsortia experiencen striving towards shared

goals. To achievihis understanding, new surveydata must be collected at regular intervals. All
consortia have the opportunity to redrsbute the online survey eaclpsing and are required to

do so at least once every two years. Survey redistribution requirements and recommendations
for each consortium depend upon their individual €ling and renewal schedul&@hus, data
collected during each annual wave of survey distribution will reflect a slightly different group of
participating consortiaSlight modifications to help improve the sty may be made between
annual distributions; however, the content will remain similar across waves to facilitate
analyses of trends over time.

The anline survey is intended as an aggregate assessreaccount for consortia diversity.

Despite annual variations in consortia participation, the overarching objective of the survey is

to assess JFSP consortia progress toward their geasvhole Accordingly, this section

focuses on reporting the comprehensive results obtained from then§@012online survey

which was distributed by all of theewly-funded consortia and sixf the original consortia.
Considering the recent establishment of six JFSP consortia, these results should primarily be
AYOGSNLINBGSR & | & adoriadlogresStawartl their Sharadg&ais.dn 2 F O2
addition, these aggregate findingsin help identify current strengths and gaps in consortia
programmingWe recognize, however, thétteseresults are based orespondents

representing consortia at variousagfes of funding. To this end, we also report on the trends
observed in comparing results from Wave 1 of the online survey (distributed during Spring 2011
by the eight original JFSP consortia) with those obtained from Wave 2 of survey data collection.

Three frames of the Online Survey were developed in order to capture the perspectives and
experiences ofhesedistinct audiences. The first targegfBnsumersof fire science information,
or fire managers/practitioners, whereas the second targ&tsducersof fire science

information, or fire researcherstsentists. The third frame istended for members of the
general publiavhich areessentially all other respondents who may be exqubs mnsortia

! Please refer to the 2012011 Report for Wave 1 results and a more comprehensive discussion of online survey
development and design
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outreach or educational activities but do not identify as fire science professiaiaisn

possible, items in the Consumer and Producer survey were construcieel complenentary

or parallel.The three survey frames, however, also contain many uniquesitena often use
different language and phrasing. The General Public version in particular differs from the other
two frames it is more focused on basic experiences and preferences regarding fire science
information. Thus, following a description of thergay methodology and participantthis

section presents spficresults for each frame separately.

Method

All of the newlyfunded JFSP consortia and six of the original consortia actively recruited

participants for Wave 2 of the online survey. Each ipgréting consortium launched the survey

between March 2012nd July 2012at a time deemed most appropriater a consortium

depending orits stages of developmenlpcation, and fire seassh &/ 2y 0 OG f A&adaé ¢
LI- NI A OA LJ y (& Q dyessasSvére used By e&cl paftidipatindconsortium for

recruitment purposes; these were developed by compiling exigmgillists, contacts from

prior needs assessments, and registrants at websites and various educational activities. To
reachasmanyparA OA LI yia a Ll2aairofsS> || aqayz2¢eoltté& al
existing contacts were encouraged to forward the survey invitation to any other qualified or

interested participantsUniversity of Nevada, Reno Institutional Review Board certificatias

sought and obtained for all data collection activities described in this report.

Recruitment followed the Dillman (2010) method, which recommends that participants receive
three separate invitations to participate in survey research: An ingi@uitment notice, a
follow-up reminder, and a final reminder. All participating consortia forwarded these invitations
via email (staggered across approximately six weeks, with two weeks between each
distribution) to all those on their respective contdists. Participants accessed the survey via

the link included in all recruitment emails. Upon entering SuiMeykey (the online survey

host site), participants were asked to select their primary identification (Consumers of fire
science information, or meagers/practitioners; Producers of fire science information, or
researchers/scientists; or the General Public, encompassing landowners/community members
not currently employed in a fire science profession). Based on these responses, participants
were electonically directed to the appropriate survey frame. Participants subsequently
responded to a variety of multiplehoice items depending on survey frame. Upon completing
the survey, participants werianked andedirected to the JFSP website home page.

Paticipants

A total of1,309individuals accessed tHgpring 2012nline survey and agreed to participate,
and1,080(82.5% of these participants completed the entire survey. Amahose who began
the survey, 72.% (=949 identified themselves aSonsumer®f fire science information,
17.1% (= 224 identified themselves as Producersfioé science information, and 10/ (1 =
137) identified tremselves as the General Publmiemunity members (see Figure. 1)

11



Participant demographics (e.g., gendage, ethnicityandrole) are reportedbelowfor each
survey frame

Figure 1. Primary Identification of
Survey Respondents

10.5

m Consumers = 72.4%

m Producers = 17.1%

General Public = 10.5%

All of the six newlyfunded consortia and six of theigmal eight consortia actively recruited
participants for the Spring 2012 survé@y minimize survey fatigue among their regional
respondentsthe Appalachiamnd Great Basin consortia were not required to redistribute the
survey andhusdid not actively recruit 2012 survey participan¥&t, many participants

affiliated with these two onsortia responded to the survey due to the snowball sampling
procedure and regionajeographic 2 @S NI | LI | QddresdtallOf2hg 242RSPA |
consortia were weltepresented in the 2012 online survey.

Table 1displays thdrequencies of sueyrespondentsper frame from each consortium.
Consumer and Produceespondents werdJSNY A GG SR (2 aasStSOdG I ff
indicate the consortium in which they worked. Thus, consortium affiliation as displayed in this
table is not mutually clusive. Approximately 21.3% of Consumer respondents selected more
than one consortium. Multiple affiliations were much more common among Producers; nearly
half (47.1%) of these respondents selected more than one consortitghouldfurther be

noted tha the frequency of responses faonsortia are dependent on a variety of factors,
includinggeographic location and siz&ageof development, existing contactsd

relationships within consortieand differencesamong consortia with regards tesources and
funding.

12
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Table 1.Number of Online Survey Respondertig Consortium

Consortium ConsumemN | ProducerN | Public N TotalN
Alaska 33 12 0 45
Appalachians 20 6 2 28
California 155 41 23 219
Great Basin 36 8 0 44
Great Plains 69 23 11 103
Lake States 48 14 5 67
Northern Rockies 41 13 2 66
Northwest 22 12 3 47
Oak Woodlands 93 29 5 127
Pacific 50 11 10 71
Southern Fire Exchange 139 29 23 191
Southern Rockies 61 13 11 85
Southwest 43 27 80 78
Tallgrass 107 30 11 148
National Level 8 7 0 15
Other 10 6 4 20

*Note: These figures reflect the numbef participants who completed the entire survey and explicitly identified
their region via a multiple choice survey item.

13




Consumer urvey Results

Consistent with findings from Wave 1 of the online sun@ynsumersvere by far the most
represented group oparticipants. Nearly three quarters (724N = 94§ of total survey
respondents primarily identified &®nsumersof fire science information, arking as fire
managers, practitioners, or technical specialists. As Consumers are the primary target of
consortia outreach and educational actiesi the Consumer survey alsdhe most extensive

of the three frames. Consumers were askeddspond to avariety of multiplechoice items
including those targetintgheir experiences with fire science information and information
producers; opinions and experiences regardiegionaleducational actiities, their regional
consortium,andii K S A NJ O 2 weisieNaliprigrice® witlire science information sources
and perceptions of obstacles to accessing and applying fire science infornfdiarnth the

other survey frames, Consumer iterpamarily targeed consortia progress toward their shared
goals, effetiveness of broader educational activities/interventions designed to increase fire
science information access and applicability, and identification of strengths and challenges in
improving fire science delivery. Whenever possible, items have been comstiiacassess

short- and mediumterm outcomes of consortia programming in terms of the Logic Model (i.e.,
changes irawareness, knowledge, attitudes, motivations, behaviors, and policy/practices).

Consumer Demographics

Consumer survey resndents were pmarily male (73.8%) and Caucasian (88.00ther

reported ethnicities includedl A & LI YA Ok [ | ( A Y.2%);Asa®Ragific Isldantell K S NE
(2.5%) American Indian (2@);Multi-Ethnic (1.1%); Black (.8%hd Alaskan Native (.3%)he

mean age of Consumsurvey respondents wakb 9 years.

Figure 2. Educational Background of Consumer
Survey Respondents
0.30%

EB.A./B.S. = 38.8%

H Master's Degree = 30.6%

M Some Graduate Coursework = 13.49
M Technical/Associate Degree = 6.6%
i Doctoral/Professional Degree = 6.1%
M Some College = 4.2 %

i High School = .3%
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Figure 3. Primary Role of Consumer Survey
Respondents

H Manager/Practitioner = 28.8%
H Resource Management Specialist = 19.4¢
M Forester = 14.9%

H Land Manager = 14.6%
M Line officer = 3.9%

u Firefighter = 3.9%

i Other = 16.8%

Figure 4. Affiliation of Consumer Survey
I Respondents

H Federal agency/organization = 45.0%
H State agency/organization = 26.4%
M Local agency-organization = 9.0%
H Non-profit = 6.8%

M Private sector = 6.0%

i University-based = 5.1%

i Other = 1.8%

Consumer respondents were experienced and swdlicated. Average reported length of time
working as a fi practitioner/manager was 18.3fars, and the majority had earned a

. | OK S f ppNdactaladréktelegree (See Figure 2). Over one quarter of respondents
(28.80) described themselves as fire managers/practitioners; other reported roles included
Resource Management Specialist (19.4 T & h (i BoPwiiEh intlwded®ange managers,
graduate students, weher specialists, and a conglomeration of other specializations; Forester
(14.9%) and.and Mamger (10.4%; see Figure 3). Nearly half of Consumwenes affiliated with
federal organizations (4520), followed bystate agencies/organizations (26.4%); local
organizdions (9.06); and norprofits (6.86; see Figure 4).

15



Experiences with Firecgence Information and Information
Producers

The first section of the Consumer survey instructed participants to indicate their level of
agreement with 15 statementsrgeting their perceptions and experiences concerning fire
science information and fire science information producers. These items were designed to yield
basic information regarding the accessibility and applicability of fire science research results
andtools from the manager/practitioner perspective, as well as to help determine the extent to
which increases in fire science knowledge infhecisionmaking and behaviors. In their
proposals to the JFSP Board, most consortia empha#iizeithportance of fgtering
communication amon@onsumersand Producersof fire science information asraeans of
ultimately enhancing fire science delivery. Thus, several items in this section also focus on

Q2 y & dzYperbehtions and experiences regarding fire science inétion producers to obtain

a better understanding of the relationships between these two groégsording to the Logic
Model framework, most items were constructed to assess st@rh (e.g., changes in beliefs,
attitudes, awareness, and knowledge) and nueadterm (e.g., changes in decisiomaking and
behaviors) outcomes of consortia programming. Scithnges and improvements wilécome

more apparent following additionaliaves of survey disibution as further trendanalyses are
conducted.

Responses to alems in this section occurred on a 5 point Likert scale, where 1 = Strongly
5Aal3aINBS FyR p ' {GNRy3Ife ! IANBSd ¢ 6fS H RAA&LI
targeting their basic experiences and opinions concerning fire science information. All mean
responses occurred at the positive end of the scale, indicating relatively favorable evaluations

of fire science information accessibility and applicabil@gnsumergxpressed the strongest
FANBSYSyld 6AGK GKS aidl (SYSy iny effediveness oditkeA Sy OS A
220X SNERfSIFald AyOfAySR G2 I3INBS ¢gAGK GKS adl
FLILX @ G2 Y& &aLISOAFAO LINRPofSyaszé (K2dzZaK YSIFyYy N
of the scale Thisis consistent witfkey issuesilghlighted by consortia in their funding

proposals; namely, thafonsumergace challenges in aessing fire science research results

and toolsrelevant to their work and/or in translatingnd adapting extantire séence

information for their own use?

2 Results from the 2012 Consumer survey frame (as well as those from the other two frames) are similar to those
obtained flom the 2011 survey. Analyses conducted by consortium affiliation (i.e., recently funded vs. original)
indicate that results for the six most recently funded consortia did not significantly differ from the results of last
@S NRa adz2NISe s seénfatvés Rromithe NifhSalighRl caddrtidNEome differences did emerge when
comparing responses from the affiliates of the eight original JFSP consortia across Wave 1 and Wave 2; these will
be further discussed in the Trend Analyses section.
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Table 2 Consumer Perceptions and Experiences Regarding Fire
Science Information Accessibility and Applicability: Mean Responses

Item Mean (SD)
Using fire science information enhances my effectiveness on the jok 4.09(.68)
Fire sciencenformation should be shared more frequently within my
agency/organization 4.08(.75)
| trust fire science research findings 3.83(.65)
| often draw on fire science research when making wetkted

decisions 3.68(.84)

During the past year, | hawhanged at least one thing in my work
okraSR 2y ¢oKIG LQ@S € SINYSR | 062 3.47(.95)

Fire science information is easy to find 3.42(.84)
Fire science information is easy to understand 3.35(.80)
Fire science information is easy to apply to spgcific problems 3.18(.85)

¢FrofS o RAALIX I &@a /2yadzYSNBEQ YSIYy NBalLRyasSa

experiences concerning producers of fire science information (i.e., fire science
researchers/scientists). All responses to these items also fell at the positive endsufaliee
(with the exception of the negatively framed items), suggesting Goatsumershave relatively
favorableopinionsof fire science information producers and their wolk.particular,
Consumers wereager to collaborate with fire researchers/scientists on research projbids.
surprisingly, they were less likely to indicate that they actually had worked jointly with
researchers/scientts. Increased reports of collaboration among managers/practgicnand
researchers/scientists are expected in future survey waves, as consortia efforts continue to
establish and strengthen relationships between these two groups.
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Table 3. Consumer Perceptions and Experiences Regarding Fire
Science Information Prodters: Mean Responses

Item Mean (SD)

| would like to work/continue working jointly with fire

scientists/researchers on research projects 3.97 (.78
Fire science researchers/scientists are willing to directly work with 1

if I have questions abouesearch or how to apply fire science at my 3.37(.74)
job

Fire science researchers/scientists are easy to approach 3.37 (.75)
Fire science researchers/scientists value my knowledge and experi

as a field professional 3.35(.82
| have workedointly with fire science researchers/scientists on

research projects 3.15(1.13)
Fire science researchers/scientists are reluctant to study problems

issues suggested by local managers/practitioners* 2.85(.89
Fire science researchers/scientisssely provide information that

helps me address the management problems | face* 2.62(.87)

*Note: The last two items in this table are negatively framed. As all responses occurred on a 1 (Strongly Disagree)
to 5 (Strongly gree) scale, lower mean values these items would indicate more positive perceptions and
experiences regarding fire science information producers.

ConsumelExperiences with Regional Fi&cienceActivities

Next, respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with assefive

statements regarding the effects of fisgiencerelated activities within their region. Responses
occurred on a 5 point Likert scale, where 1 = Strongly Disagree anddngl$piAgree. Such
activities are most likely the product of consortiaogramming. Some participants, however,
were unaware of the existence of their regional consortium; thus, these items were phrased at
a more general level.

¢roftS n RAaLIX I &a (0KS YSIy NBalLkyaSa (2 AGSYa
regional firesciencerelated activities. Though all responses fell at the positive end of the scale,
there was an inclinatiotowards neutrality. Thisnay bebecause some of these items assess

more mediumterm outcomes (i.e., changes in pyliand practice), which afh takeseveral

yearsto emergeafter a program or intervention has been implementé€nsidering that half

of the consortia participating in Wave 2 had just been recently furatetiestablishedit also is

likely that someaespondentsvere generally unfaitiar with formal regional endeavors to

improve fire science information accessibility and applicabilityortantly,respondentsvere

most inclined to agree with the statement thé# consortium is needed to help coordinate

sharing of fire science inforation in my regiore
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Table 4. Consumer Opinions and Experiences Regarding Regional Fire
ScienceRelated Activities

Item Mean (SD)

A consortium is needed to help coordinate sharing of fire science

information in my region 3.93(.83)
During the lasyear, my agency/organization has effectively collabora

with other agencies/organizations to access fire science information 3.43(.85
During the last year, educational activities within my region have hely

me to connect with researchers/scientistdose work is of interest to 3.25(.94)
me

During the last year, fire sciencelated activities within my region have

helped facilitate changes in fire management and/or policy 3.18(.16)
During the last year, fire sciencelated activities withirmy region have

made it easier for my agency/organization to accomplish its goals 3.12(.82

ltems RegardingConsortiumEfforts

Due to the varying developmental stages of the consortia, it was expected that several
respondentsvould be unfamiliar with their regional consortium andlitsk to regional fire
science activities and outreach efforts. Thus, prior to receiving any survey items explicitly
referencing onsortia, respondents werasked whether they were aware of a fseience and
delivery Consortium supported by the Joint Fire Science Program in theinr&pst were
indeed awareof their regional consortium (7198) and were subsequently asked to respond to
five items regarding their opinions and experiences about their consorflima.remaining

28.1% ofrespondentdndicated that they were unaware of their regional consortium skipped
these items and continued om the next portion of the survey.

Responses to consortiwspecific items occurred on a 5 point Likert scale, where 1 = Strongly
Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. As shown in Tablériean responses fell at the positive
end of the scale, with somigending toward neutrality or uncertainty (e.gfhe Consortium has
helped improve fire management policy in my regji@mgain, this may be attributed to the time
it takes for more mediunrterm outcomes to emerger unfamiliality with consortium efforts

and their outcomes.As mostrespondentsagreed that they would recommend consortium
involvement to their ceworkers we expect to observimcreases in knowledge about the
regional consortal and their activities in subsequent survey waves
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Table 5. Consumer Opions and Experiences Barding their Regional
Consortium

Item Mean (SD)
| would recommend Consortium involvement to myworkers 3.90(.74)
The Consortium has helped improve the accessibility of fire science

information 3.65(.78
The Consortium hdselped improve communication among fire
managers/practitioners and fire researchers/scientists in my region 3.49(.79
The Consortium has helped improve the use and application of fire

science in my region 3.47(.75
The Consortium has helped improveligy regarding fire management i

my region 3.12(.72

Perceptions of Consortia Websites

A review of initial funding and renewal proposals reveals that all JFSP consortia aim to establish
and continuously improve individual websitd$ese sites arextremely critical in fostering
O2ya2NIAl LINRPINBaa G26FNR GKSANI 20SNI NOKAyY 3
AO0ASYOS AYT2NXNIOGA2Y A& y20 @LAtLI0tS Ay 2yS
accessing and applying researchulesand tools. Consortia websites aim to organize fire

science research resultsd resourced y @212 $J foRbAsyFre science professionals

and other interested users; they also inform users of continuing learning opportunities and
consortiaspansored activities. Websites incorporatiimgeractive components (e.g.,

communication forums, features allowing managers/practitioners to submit questmns
researchers/scientistglsomayhelp foster relationships between fire science information
Consunersand Producers

Ol

The purposes aninpacts of the consortia websites wile further discussed in the Webmetrics

section of this reportConsidering the importance of tee websites in enhancing fire science

delivery, howeverwe continued to exploreCoréi dzY SNE Q SELISNA Sy @Gifgda | yR 2L
GKSANI O2ya2NliAdzyQa ¢ S oranadifiGuonsliofhe mitiRl€hividez y (2 & 2
items regarding consortia websites, we added an epaded question to the Spring 2012

survey to gather more detailed febdck from website users.

The consortia are all in varying phases of website development and improvement. All of the

eight original consortia had established sites at least 6 months prior to Wave 2 of survey
distribution (some of which had been launchedtopgwo years ago), whereas all of the six
newly-funded consortia were working to develop their sitéfus, as with Survey Wave 1, it

was expected that many respondem®uld not be able to report on their experiences with
0KSANI O2y a2 NIl Atdz¥c@ving an$ WwebsitalGed itemd Echsumers were first
FAa1SR AT (KS& KIR @QAAA0SR UKSANI O2yaz2NIAdzyQa
were subsequently asked to respond to relevant items. The remaining 42.7% of respondents
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didnotNEOSA @S yeé 20KSNJ AGSYa I 02 delectronic8yi NJ O2 y & 2 N.
redirected to the next portion of the survey.

Quantitative Consumeaesponses

Respondentd Y RA Ol G0 Ay 3 GKIFIG (KS& KIR @AAA0SR GKSANI C
respond to five Likert scale items whete= Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Adviean

responses to this item set indicatieat users were satisfik with site contet, with most

agreeing thatheir site provided a variety of current and practical information (see Table 6).

| 2yadzySNAR |faz2 oSNBE ad]1SR 6KSGIKSNI GKSANI O2yaz

6a52S8a &2dz2NJ O2y a2NIliAdzyQa ¢ Sshardidf@malioNBndaskS || T2

jdzZSatGA2yaKéod az2adid NBaLRYyRSyda gSNB ay20 &dz2NB

feature (61.0%)Overonell KA NR 2F NBalLRyRSy(a AaddpBvidédal & GKS,
interactive forum (35.4%), and 3.6% sped that such features were not available on their

O 2 y a 2 NIi ATtr¥, ShaughirdsfloSses to websipecific items were generally quite

positive they do suggest that consortia may wishnmprove thegeneral organization of fire

science informatiomwithin their sitesandimplement or promog interactive website

components That ismany sites may include interactive compomgrbut users may be

unaware of tlem.

Finally, users were asked to indicate how often they used information obtained from their
O2yaz2NliAdzyQa 6SoaAiidsS Ay (-poistAikert &caléwhdtaiNINgvar (i K S
and 5 = Very often. Results suggest thatloa-job applications of such information were

relatively infrequent i1 =2.60,SD= .83; see Figure 5 for resporfsequencies). These findings,

however, should be considered within the context of consortia website development. Many
dzZaSNE fA1Sfte 2yte& 0SOFIYS NBOSyidfte gl NBE 2F (K
limited opportunities to visit the site, acceand digest its content, and apply what they have

learned in their job.

Table 6. Consumer Opinions and Experiences Regarding their
/] 2ya2NlOAdzyQa 2So0aArids

Item Mean (SD)
My/ 2y a2NIiAdzyQa 6S6aAidsS LINRPDARS
up-to-date 3.77 (.70

a® [/ 2yaz2NIlAdzyQa 6So60aAidS LINROJDAR 3.72(.70
information

ae [/ 2yaz2NliAdzyQa 6So0airidsS LINRJAR

job 3.63(.74)
ae /| 2yVa2NIAdY GriendySo0aAGS Aa dza & 3.61(.65)
ad /[ 2y a2 NIl Aodgan2és the iSforakidn Sneed in one 3.50(.74)

convenient place
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Figure 5. Consumers' reported frequency of applying
information obtained via consortium websites on the job

m Never = 11.4%
H Rarely = 17.2%

Occasionally = 52.29

(=]

m Often = 8.0%

m Very Often = 1.1%

Qualitative Consumeesponses

After respondingtotheclose8 Y RSR AGSYa I o2dzi GKSANI O2y a2 NIiAc
the opportunity toprovide suggestions, thoughts about website features or organization, or

other experiences with the sité\ total of 98 Consumendid so? The most common themes

expressed in such commentary are outlined as follows:

8

l gl NBySaa 27F (drbiiken@Ppifaic2aNdighatiiyaiioh of website

specific responseNumerousrespondents specified that they represented consortia

that had only recently launched their websites and emphasized that their responses to

the prior closedended questionswert dzZ t AFASR o6& (GKSAN O2yaz2NIl
stage (e.g., they could offer more waiformed responses once they became more
FEYATALFNI gAGK (KSANI O2 yrdakihifigsgiMenebsite vasS | y R
recently launched, so much ofitcbnk ya WO2YAy 3 A aRdaletid | OSK2f |
ySgs O2yaz2NIliAdzyda Ay Yé I NBIFXL éR2y Qi SELISOI

Suggestions for improving site organizati@md information synthesesResponses to

both Waves 1 and 2 from the online survey revealddth ¢ FANS aOA Sy OS Ay T
F@FAftLFofS Ay 2yS 02y @SYyASyid LI I OS¢ gl a GKS
accessing and applying fire science research results and tools. Consistent with this

concern, several Consumers commented about the orgghiz y 2F GKSANJ O2y
site. Though such commentary derived from experiences with different sifegsmay

KSf L) SyO2dzN>F 3S it O2yaz2NIAl G2 NBGASS |y
and design as necessaBome comments were more sigpeO A F A Ot sée@stedithsS &
jumpy- you have to jump from one place to anothaa links on the websitesome of

g KA OK R 2 gh@always davd to go down another linked path to find

informatioré 0 = S KSNBIFa 20§ KSNE ¢ Buelolack af Nde, | hifk/ S NI £ A |

M s
a :

3 A thoroudh analysis of all commentary provided is beyond the scope of this report; however, upon request we
can provide a complete text of all opemded comments offered here and elsewhere in the report.
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Al Aa OSNEB AYLERNIFYyGd G2 2NBFYATS AYyF2NNIEGA
odzi L GKAY]l Ylyeée 2F dza KAG GKS FoadNy OG +y
read the rest if it seems applicabjeSimilarly, someespondentssuggested that
FRRAGAZ2YIFE AYTFT2NNIGA2Y &y MEKS suinformatidsf R 0 Sy
is summarized, viewable at a glance and linked to more detailed information to allow

quick access. PDFs are great becdheg can be downloaded and referenced later

oSimplified summaries and application suggestions in addition to the research papers

g2dZd R KSf L) 6K24S )27F dza GNBAYy3I G2 FLILX & AGE

Comments aboutvebinars.Severaconsortia have proposed increasing access to

relevant webinars to help disseminate current fire science information and resources.

/ 2 y adzYy S Nehded réspdSsys seem to reflect these efforts; though few mentioned

specific products or learning activities, many mentioned webinars. Such commentary

typically expressed appreciation for these learning opportunities and indicated that the
webinars were helpful. E.g3,2 S0 AY I N&B 2y S0O02ft 23A01f | LILX AO!I
0SSy O@OSNE KSf LJF dz I-goodiresources thatyp@r? td linksrii® ¢ So A y I
0 SKI @A 2 NJSbmyeRonodiSsited dréhive past webinars for later viewing, which
alsowas appreciatedi(L f A1 S KIFI @gAy3 GKS §S&ENH NE yYNRONIIM
that do not currently archive webinars on their websites may wargdnsider doing so,

as some respondents indicated that webinars were scheduled at inconvenient times and
requested that they be posted for later viewing.

Commentson interactive featuresSeveraConsumersY SY 1 A 2 Yy SR G KSA NI aA (¢
interactive featuregor lack thereof)though few explicitly indicated that they had

actually usedhem® 9 diledna &4 |y SELISNI FSIF GdzNBz | f 1K2
fA1S GKS FT2NMzyraz odzi L ¢Aa&K OnekSgondgrdaizt R 3 S
thathe2 NJ a KS KIFIR GNRSR (2 dza$S [Ilitywashof Fes/ Nerl G A 2 y
friendly and the information was never posted, so | never tried ag@iter Consumers
recommended adding/improving interactive features (eig2 2 dzZf R 6 S 3INBI 0 G2
Discussion forum set up as a plagkere managers can easily pose questions they are
A0NYzZZIAE)AYy T 6A0KE

General positive feedbackn addition to offering suggestions for improvementany
| 2y adzYSNBA KIFIR Tl @2NloftS SO f ddrelated gfférts.2 ¥ G K
EgAaYSSL) dzLJ GKS 3INBIG 62N X¢ a¢KFyla G2 (K
ANBIG sl @& (2 aKIENBE AYyTF2NXIFGA2YZ¢é a¢ KNRdAZAK
to keep up with what has been happening in (my region) andect with people that
KIS KSfLISR YS FTGGSYR FANB Y2RStAy3 42N] aK

This specific commentary on consortia websites represents a limited sample, and many of these
respondents are likely more engaged with their consortium than the typical fire science
information Consumer. Yet, commentary surrounding the basic themes above may be useful to
consortia at varying phases in website development and expansion. This initial feedback
suggests that consortia should continue to focus on enhancing site organiaatibmaking
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0KSAN GRANISEY RdBESNI I a ¢Stf a4 LINRPOARAY3I Sl aite
and regionallyrelevant fire science research resulommentary further indicated that the

consortia efforts to increase exposure to wbhsed larning opportunities (i.e., webinars) have

been successful, and that the webinars themselves have provided Consumers with useful
information. Comments regarding site interactive features were a bit more divdreagh

respondents generally favored suctafares, few reported direct experience with them.
a2NB20SNE Y240 NBaLRYyRSyda oSNB dzyadzaNBE AT GKS
FSIGdzNBE 6a4SS | 6859 8RSRE A& RncheiélEohdortiaSnay direct

efforts towardSy K Yy OAy 3 G KSANJ &A G Svdrking loynax@riice Beér A S FSI
friendliness and prompt responses) and/or in encouraging users to take advantage of such

features.

Experiences with Fire Science Information Communication
Sources

The JFSRonsortia have proposed and implementadimerousstrategies fordisseminating

current and practical fire science information@nsumers Such plans include the

development and expansion afeb-based sources of fire science infation, synthesizindire
sciencenformation via newslettrs, fact sheets, and brochures, and increasimgnumber of

interactive and handen learring opportunities available todbsumers (e.g., workshops,

conferences, field demonstratics). Accordinglythe online survey examined CaeY SNE Q o6 a A O
experiences with 11 common communication sources of fire science information. Consumers

were first asked to indicate how often they had accessed information from each

communication source during the last year; responses occurred on a 5 jlant $cale where

1 = Never and 5 = Very ofteNext, Consumersvere asked to rate the usefulness of the

information they had accessed from each communication source on a 5 point Likert scale where

1 = Not useful and 5 = Very useful. Such responses mpyduels consortia efforts towards
RAAZASYAYFOGAY3 FTANBE aOASYOS AYTF2NNIOGA2Y @Al LN
sources.

Table 7 display€2 y & dzYnteahkeQponses to itemassessingerceived usefulness of fire
science information obtained from common communication sources and the frequency with
whichrespondentsaccessed information via these sourckshould be noted that responses
to these survey items were more variable thamsle to other survey items, as indicated by
larger standard deviations. Thisay be partially attributable to differences in learning
opportunities extended t@onsumers varying levels of exposure to communication sources,
and individual learning preferers.
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Table 7. Mean Ratings of Fire Science Information Communication
Sources: Frequency of Access and Perceived Usefulness

Often Accessed | Usefulness
Communication Source Mean (SD) Mean (SD)*
Communicating with cevorkers 3.62(1.25) 3.89(1.04)
Web-based sources 2.97 (1.0) 3.43(1.10
Journal articles, papers, or professional reports 2.95(1.02 3.31(.98
Research briefs, fact sheets, brochures 2.76 (.95 3.22(.94)
Newsletters 2.52(1.1) 2.96(1.0)
Workshops or trainings 2.22(1.03) 3.42(1.3H
Communicating with researchers/scientists 2.24(1.02 3.36 (1.29)
Professional meetings/conferences 2.15 (.99 3.26(1.3)
Webinars/teleconferences 2.25(1.16 3.11(1.27)
Fieldtours/demonstration sites 1.76(.90 3.06(1.48
Videos 1.87(.93 2.78(1.29

* Note: Because some Consumers had little or no experience with some of these fire science information sources
(i.e., had never accessed during the past year), noesfiondentsprovided usefulness ratingsls for ugfulness
ratings ranged from 49@ield tourgddemonstration siteyto 764(Research briefs, fact sheets, brochires

As Figure 6 demonstrates, the top three most frequently accessed communication sources
(Communicating with cavorkers,Web-based sourcesburnal articlespapers, or professional
reports) also were rated as providing the most useful fire science informafibese findings
suggest that Consumers are receiving helpful information via highly accessible and time
effective sources; they also highlight the importance of irdgganizationsharing of fire science
information asCommunicating with cavorkerswas the top rated sourcéore notable
discrepanciesccurred however, between frequency of participation and ratings of usefulness
for sources such a&/orkshops/traininggand Communicaing with researchers/scientisttf is
understandable that Consumers will have fewer opportunities overall to access such sources.
Yet, these relatively high usefulness ratings support continuing efforts to offer more interactive
learning opportunities anébster communication among fire science information Consumers
and Producers.
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Figure 6. Fire Science Information Communication
Sources: Mean Ratings of Usefulness and Frequency of
Access

Communicating with c0-worker T —

Journal articles/papers/reports
Web-based sources
Workshops/trainings
Communicating with researchers
Research briefs/fact sheets/brochures
Professional meetings/conferences
Webinars/teleconferences

Field tours/demonstration sites

Newsletters

Videos #
2
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Mean Rating

m Usefulness Often Accessed

Consumer Perceptions of Obstacles to Accessing and Applying
Fire Science Information

In the final section of the Consumer survegspondentsvere asked about their perceptions of
obstacles to the accessibility and application of fire science information in their region.
Specifically, they were presented wiilre potential obstacles, and instructed to indicate the
extent to which they faced ik obstacle in accessing relevant fire science information on a 5
point Likert scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree (that | face this obstacle) and 5 = Strongly Agree
(that | facethis obstacle). These items areluded to help illuminate general strengthsd

gaps in @nsortia programming; results from future waves of th@ine survey can be used to
determine if such gaps are being addressed effectively.

¢rofS y RAALI I &a /2yadzYSNBEQ YSIyYy NBalLkRyasSa G2
to accessig and applying fire science information in their regiBesponses trended towards

neutrality, with Consumers onbsfightly inclined to agree that they faced all of these obstacles

in accessing relevant information with the exceptionToiere is too muchré science

information to digest/integrate These findingslo not indicate any strong deficiencies in
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consortia programming, but they do highlight the need darrent consortia efforts in
synthesizing and communicating fire science informatkire sciace information is not
available in one convenient plasas the toprated obstaclesuggestig that @nsortiafocus on
RSOSt 2 LJA VAL & K3 LILIA y -placed STase finditya alsh suggesEthat
consortia shalld aim to facilitatentra-organiational relationships andenmunication in
addition to promoting communication among Consumer and Producer groups.

Table 8. Obstacles Consumers Face in Accessing Relevant
Fire Science Information

Obstacle Mean (SD)
Fire science information is nawailable in one convenient place. 3.32(.89
Lack of communicatiohetweenagencies and organizations in my 3.29(.99

region decreases the accessibility of fire science information

| have few opportunities to communicate with fire science

researchers/scientists 3.25(1.06)
Lack of communicatiowithin agencies and organizations in my regic 3.21(1.01)
decreases the accessibility of fire science information

There is too much fire science information available to digest/integr 2.76(.96)
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Producer Qurvey Results

The Producer surveydme is intended to complement to the Consumer frame pravide a

more comprehensive understanding of JFSP consortia procddsasgh many consortia

efforts primarily target Consumers, Rhacers can provide further insight regarding the

relations between Consumer and Producer groups as well as additional perspectives on their
regional situation (e.g., perceived impact of consortia programming, obstacles in disseminating
information).Atotal of 224 respondentq17.1% of the entire sampleselidentified as fire

science researchers/scientists, and were thus directed to the Producer survey dfahe

Spring 2012 surveyrhe Producer fame is somewhat similar in structure and conteriteo t
Consumer frame. Producers responded to items concerning their experiences with fire science
information and fire science informatioBnsumers fire-science related activities within their
region, and perceptions of obstacles to the dissemination efdaience information. Like
Consumers, Producers also were asked about their experiences and opinions regarding their
ALISOATAO NBIAAZ2Y LT 02y a2 NlPhdNfodlicgtr Ramé EhérterNdarO2 y & 2 N.
the Consumer frameprimarily targetingperspectivesand behaviorsegarding the

dissemination of fire science research resakswell asttitudestowards Consumers.

Producer Demographics

Most Poducer respondents were male (6563 and Caucasid80.96).0Other reprted
respondent ethnicitiesncluded Hispam/Latino (3.0%); Other (2.4%); Mdlithnic (1.2%); and
American Indian (.6%})he mean age of Producers wasMbyears, and they had worked as
researchergscientists for an average of 15.32ars.

Allrespondentscompleting the Producer survey had earredollege degree. Over half (5%Y

held a Doctorabr Professional degree, and nearlyeifiteK A NR 6ondm:0 KSfR | al
(See Figure)7Though most Producers strictly identified themselves as fire science
researcler/scientists (68.2), some weratudent scientists/researchers (13.6%), resource
managersspecialists (5.1%), or indicatdd2 NB & LISOA L £t AT SR NRf Sa dzaAy3
(e.g., weather, forester, research ecologist; 13.4%)Jniversitybasedaffiliation was most

common (54.%), followed ly Federal agency/organization (320, Norprofit (8.3%);State
agency/organization (3.9%); and Private sector (1.7%).
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Figure 7. Educational Background of Producer
Survey Respondents

H Doctoral Degree = 55.7%
H Master's Degree = 30.3%
i Some Graduate Coursework = 9.0%
EB.A/B.S.=3.9%

i Tech/Assoc. Degree = 1.1%

Figure 8. Primary Role of Producer
Survey Respondents

H Researcher/Scientist = 68.2%
H Student Researcher/Scientist = 13.6%
i Resource Manager/Specialist = 5.1%6
E Land Manager = 1.7%

i Other = 13.4%

Figure 9. Affiliation of Producer
Survey Respondents

H University-based = 54.1%
M Federal agency/organization = 32.0%
i Non-profit = 8.3%

M State agency/organization = 3.9%

M Private sector = 1.7%
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Producer Experiences with Fire Science Information and
Information Consumers

Producers werdirst asked to complete a series®®A 1 SYa O2y OSNY Ay 3 GKSANI
fire science information an@onsumers2 ¥ ¥ A NB & O A SRepénses gegugaddgialbA 2 y d €
point Likert scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Stronglg.Sgveral of these items

were complenentary to those appearing in the first section of the Consumer survey frame (e.g.,
Consumers were asked if they trusted fire science research findings whereas Producers were

asked if they believed that Consumers teds fire science research findings; both Camsus

and Producers were asked about thdesireto work with one another on research projects).

Items in the Producer frame, however, were more focused on their willingness to research

applied problems and toommunicate findings to Consumer audiences. Consistent with the

Logic Model approach to evaluation, items were constructed to assesstehort(e.g., changes

in attitudes, beliefs, and behavior intentions) and mediterm (e.g., changes in actual

behavios) outcomes of consortia programming.

t NP RdZOSNBQ YSIy NBalLkRyasSa G2 AdSya GFNBSGAyYy3
Gonsumers and their attitudes and practices regarding the study of applied issues are displayed

in Table 9O0verall, Produas expressed favorable attitudes towards fire

managers/practitioners and researeimdeavors targeting this populan. No major

inconsistencies were noted between Producer and Consumer responses to related items in this
section (e.g., those assessiogrceptions of one another and willingness to worketger), but

it is interesting to note thaProducers provided slightly higher mean ratings on these items

GKIYy [/ 2yadzYSNA 00GK2dza2K /2y adzYSNEQ NI GAy3Ia &SN
agreedthat they would like to work with one another on research projects, but Producers

expressed a stronger desire to collaboraté£ 4.47;SD= .59; see Table 9) than did Consumers

(M = 3.97;SD=.78; see Table 3rurther, though Consumers considered Proehsto be

approactable (M = 3.37,SD=.75), Producers ratetiemselvess even more approachablsi(

= 4.36,SD= .62).Althoughminimal, these differencesuggest that there is some disconnect

between the ways in which Consumers percéx@ducers(regading their approachability,
gAttAy3aySaa 2 O2ttlF 02N dS | yR & GpmakeptiohsLILI A SR
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Table 9 Producer Research Practices and Experiences with Fire

Science Information Consumers

ltem

Through my role aa researcher/scientist, | hope to improve how
managers/practitioners make woitelated decisions

| would like to work/continue working jointly with
managers/practitioners on research projects

I make an effort to presenhformation to managers/practitioners in a
way that is easy to understand

Interacting with managers/practitioners enhances my effectiveness
the job

| consider myself approachable to managers/practitioners

| amwilling to work directly with managers/practitioners to address
their questions about fire science research or how to apply fire scie
research at their job

| have worked jointly with managers/practitioners on research proje
Managers/practitioners value my knowledge and experience as a fi
scientist

| believe that managers/practitioners trust fire science research
findings

| often present or publish fire science information for
manager/practitioneraudiences

| am sometimes hesitant to study problems and issues suggested t
local managers/practitioners*

| prefer that my research be focused on theoretical issues, rather tt
on applied management problems*

Mean (SD)

459 (.53
4.47 (.59)
4.45(.55)
4.37(.65)
4.36(.62)
4.35(.67)
4.19(.69)
3.79(.70)
3.61(.70)
3.58(.88)
2.24(.89)

2.10(.83)

*Note: The last two items in this table are negatively framed. As all responses occurred on a glySdieagree)
to 5 (Strongly gree) scale, lower mean values on these items would indicate an increased willingness to examine

local and/or applied fire managemeissues.

ProducerExperiences with Regional Fi&cience Activities

Producers themesponddto five items concerning their experiences with regional fire science
related activities, which weradentical to those included in the corresponding Consumgrey
frame sectionwith one exception@uring the last year, educational activities within my region
have helped me to connect with managers andlogground fire personnel whose work is of
interest to m@. As in the Consumer frame, these items prinyaidrgeted opinions and
experiences concerningpnsortiasponsoredctivities, but the consortia were not explicitly
mentioned due to someespondent® f | O] 2F T YA Al danditbeir 5 A ( K
programming. Bsponses occurred on a 5 point Likecale where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 =

Strongly Agree.
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[ A1S /2yadzYSNAQ NBalLkyaSasx ff tNRRdAzOSNI YSI vy
of the scale but Producers mean responses were slightly more favorable (see Table 4 for
Consumer reponses and Table 10 for Producer respopdesrinstance, Producers were
somewhatmore likely to agree thatly agency/organization has effectivelgliaborated with

other agenciessrganizations to access fire science informafidn= 3.86,SD= .82) thanwere
ConsumersNl = 3.43,SD=.85). This distinction is not surprising considering that many

Producers are likely more aware of/involved in programming efforts than Consumers due to the
nature of their role As expected, more neutral (but still positiyelkewed) opinions emerged

on items targeting more lorterm outcomes related to policy and practice.

Table 10. Producer Opinions and Experiences Regarding Regional Fire
ScienceRelated Activities

Item Mean (SD)
A consortium is needed to help coordinatlaring of fire science

information in my region 4.12 (.84
During the last year, my agency/organization has effectively collaborate

with other agencies/organizations to access fire science information 3.86(.82

During the last year, educational activities within my region have helpec
to connect withmanagers and othe-ground fire personnel whose work is 3.58(.96)
of interest to me

During the last year, fire sciencelated activities within my region have

helped facilitate changes in fire management and/or policy 3.32(.73
During the last year, fire sciencelated activities within my region have
made it easier for my agency/organization to accomplish its goals 3.32(.73)

ltems RegardingConsortiumefforts

As with Consumaey it was anticipated that some Producers would be unfamiliar with their

regional consortium at the time of survey distribution, and thus not equipped to respond to
consortiumspecific items. Awordingly, Producexwere first askedf they were aware of a fire

science and delivery consortium supported by the JFSP in thednrpgbr to receiving any

items referencing the JFSP consortia. The majority 8@ Producers indicated that they

were aware of their regional consortiumiheserespondentsvere then asked to respond to

fivequesh 2y a NBIF NRAY I K SHilethe Cetngiring NIb bfdesp@rden8 T F 2 NI a
skipped these items and were eleonically ralirected to the next portion of the survey.

The consortiunspecificitems included in the Producer frame were identical to those in the

Consumer frame, with responses occurring on a 5 point Likert scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree
and 5 = Strongly AgreBlean responses wenelatively positive angimilar to those obtainé

from Consumes. The majority of Producers agreed that they would recommend consortium
involvement to their ceworkers, but were a bit less certain regarding the effects of their
O2yaz2NlAdzyQa | OGAQGAGASE SgeTHRAIN2Y I+t FANS Yyl
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Table 11 Producer Opinions and Experiences Regarding their Regional
Consortium

Item Mean (SD)
| would recommend Consortium involvement to myworkers 4.07 (.82
The Consortium has helped improsemmunication among fire
managers/practitioners and fireesearchers/scientists in my region 3.66(.83
The Consortium has helped improtie accessibility of fire science

information 3.65(.82
The Consortium has helped improve the use and application of fire

science in my region 3.46(.83)
TheConsortium has helped improve policy regarding fire managemel

my region 3.11(.73)

Perceptions of Consortia Websites

Most consortiawvebsites target both Consumers and Producers of fire science information. Like
Consumers, Producers may use tf@i2 y 4 2 NIi A dzyQa aAidsS G2 FO00Saa Od:
results,obtain information on learning and funding opportunities, and to network with other

fire science professionals. In addition, interactive Consortia websites may provide more

efficient meandor Producers to share information regarding their current researcjeats

andfacilitate the applicatiorof their knowledge and expertise to Consumer problems.

Most Producerg66.1%% Y RA OF 6§ SR G KIF i (KS& KIR @AAA0SR (KS
subsejuently responded to siwebsitespecificiemsusing a 5 point Likert scale where 1 =

Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. Some of these items were identical to those included

in the Consumer survey frame (e@.g / 2y a 2 NI A dzY @@ndig&S™ aadl S/ Avaa HMIBA
website provides a wide variety of fire science informatiaereas some diffedbaccording to

the specific needs of Producers (ey@ / 2y a2 Nl AdzyQa ¢SoaAiidsS KSf L
current research findings; @ / 2 y & 2 NIi ApdeMo@sia waySad ektdisBare my research

products or fire science delivery activijies

t N2 RdzOSNBE Q Y ShesewabBtaspdzifititerSsiare digplayed in Table 1ost

t NERdAZOSNAE | ANBSR 4AGK [/ 2y &dzySNEnddad piovide&&s A NJ O 2
wide varidy of fire science information. A substantial degree of neutrality was expressed by

Producers responding to theseins, however. As with Consumesponses, this is likely

attributable tothe varying stages afite developmedd | YR t NP RdzOSiN®ith f | O] 27
the sites Though nearlyonél KA NR 2F t NP RdAzZOSNE O0H®T: 20 O2Yy FANI
provided a forum to share information or ask questions, over half (57.5%) were unsure if such
features were offered. The remaining 9.7% said that no interactive features weluded in

GKSAN)I O2ya2NliAdzyQa aridSo
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Like Consumers, most Produceesdil K i 0 KS@ KIFIR a200FaArazylfttesg o
dza SR AYT2NNIGA2Y 200GFAYSR FTNRY GKSANMGB2Yy az2NIA
2.50;SD= .89; see Figurk0). Againthe recent establishment of many consortia sites may
partially account for the lower reported frequencies of actually applying this-baed
information; Producers may have had few opportunities to visit the sites throughout the pas
year,aRK 2NJ Yl ye& aAGS O02YLRySyida Yle& KI@S o
O2YYSyla | 062dzi GKSANI O2yaz2NlAdzy Q& LGS ya2SiS Ya LiS
Sy2dzAK (GAYS 2y (GKS aAdS (2 RSOSt2L)dnd a2t A

running, so there is not a lot of information available on the webpatjén addition, much of

the fire science information these sites provide is likely intended for Consumer applications.

Table12. ProducerOpinions and Experiences Regarding thei
| 2y a2NIAdzYyQa 2SoaArds

Item Mean (SD)
My/ 2 y &2 NIi A dzM Qs@rfrien p i$S 3.72(.67)
a® [ 2yaz2NlAdzyQa o oamjé LINE G A R

information 3.64(.79
ad [/ 2yaz2NlAdzyQa ¢So0aAidsS KSft LA

findings 3.62(.82)

ad /[ 2y a2 Nl Aouganeés firg Sienteinfonation and othe 3.53(.82
useful tools in one convenient place

a@ /[ 2y az2NdAdzy Qa way $odniekolsSare Indi) i@ 9Ba oF

products or fire science delivery activities 3.46(.77)

4 Because Producers provided a relatively small numbereidpy RS R 02YYSy Ga o62dzi GKSANI O
website (= 22), they will not be discussed in detail here. Upon request, we can provide the complete text of all
Producer commentary.
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Figure 10. Producers' reported frequency of
applying information obtained via consortium
websites on the job

m Never = 14.7%

m Rarely = 31.0%
Occasionally = 45.7%

m Often = 6.9%

m Very Often = 1.7%

Producer Perceptions of Obstacles to Fire Science Information
Dissemination and Application

As described earlier, Consumers were asked about their perceptions of obstacles to accessing
and applying fire science information. Because Producers focus on the development, execution,
and distribution of fire science research, they were correspondiaspgd to share their

perceptions of obstacles related to the effectidisseminatiorand application of fire science
information. Again, these items amtended to highlight initial gaps and strengths in consortia
performance related to the overarching @otive of improving fire science deliveRata

obtained from further survey distribution waves can help determine the extent to which
strengths are being maintained and/or enhanced amavhichgaps are being addressed.

Producers responded to these itenusing a 5 point Likert scale where 1 = Strongigddee

and 5 = Strongly AgreProducer items were similar to those included in the Consumer survey,
with the exception oManagers/practitioners seem unreceptive or disinterested in current fire
scienceesearch and informatio(see Table 13 for Producer mean responsesth Broducers

and Cosumers identified the same twimp obstacles to the dissemination (accessibility) and
applicability of fire science information: Lack of availability of fire sci@rfoemation in one
convenient placeandlack of communicatioetweenagencies/organizains. Consistent with
Wave 1 survey resultejost Producers did not implicate lack of opportunities to communicate
with mangers/practitioners as an obstacle to fi@esce information dissemination and
application.Consumershowever,were a bit more inclined to cite limited communicai
opportunities as an obstacle. Thus, consortia should continue in their efforts to increase
Consumer awareness of such opportunitjesy., via professional meetings/conferences,
workshops, or interactive websites) and of Produ€ersg A f f Ay 3y Saa (2 62NJ] 6 A
managers/practitioners.
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Table 13 Producer Perceptions of Obstacles to the Dissemination or
Application of Fire Science flormation

Obstacle Mean (SD)
Fire science information is not available in one convenient place. 3.57(.82
Lack of communicatiohetweenagencies and organizations in my 3.47(.9))
region decreases the accessibility of fire science information

Lack of communicatiowithin agencies and organizations in my regic 3.35(.83

decreases the accessibility of fire science information

Fire scientists/researchers have few opportunities to communicate
with managers/practitioners 2.97(1.02
Managers/practitioners seem unreceptive or disinterested in curren 2.71(.93
fire science research and information
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General Public Qurvey Results

TheGeneralPublic survey frame was intended for all other targetdiencesf consortiaefforts

and activities who were not primarily employed in fire management or resegaielted fields.
Thisaudienceis highly diverse, including homeowners, large and smalipei landowners,

retired fire science professionalslected offtials/decision makers, and othetterested
O2YYdzyAlléd YSY0SNRERO® ¢ K& beésSriehatnisatifidlas respordints A O ¢
to this frame tended to have more education than the average community member, and many
had occupational and/oeducationabackgrounds in fire scienaelated fields (but were not
currently employed in such professiongnderstandably, those most affected by wildfire and
those most interested in fire sciengelated issues also would be more likely to be exposed to
consortiaeducational and outreach efforts (and hence more likely to participate in the online
survey) It is important to note, however, that the majority of General Public respondents
categorized themselves as large or small private landowners.

Only a few cosortia havespecific plan$o increase fire science information accessibility and
applicability amongthé DSY SNI} f t dzof AOX¢é¢ GKAOK F3AFAY Syo02Yl
Consequently, the General Public survey is the smallest of the three framesnbuatmber of
respondentgN = 137 and in scopeMost General Public respondents identified with the

Southern Fire Exchange (20.9%) or the California (20.0%) consortia (se# foaldpecific

Participant x Consortium breakdowns). This survey fraorgans two main item sections: one

focusing on experiences with fire science information, and the atissessing perceptions and
experiences concerning various sources of fire science information.

General Public Demographics

Over threequarters (75.26)of General Public respondes were male. Most were Caucasian
Oyc om0 F2ff 296 Bdan/Padific éslantdé & B%)ispanichbaiino.6%);
American Indian (1.7%); Black (.9%); and Mkthinic (.96). The mean age of participants was
5541 yeas. Most General Public respondents were wadlucated. Over onhird (34.8%) held
aB.A/B.S.241% | Ny SR | al &l %.BEearnelaSpmiessSinal orldgtt@ral m
degree.
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Figure 11. Educational Background of General Public
Survey Respondents

EB.A/B.S. =34.8%

H Master's Degree = 24.1%

i Doctoral/Professional Degree = 14.3%
H Some graduate coursework = 13.4%
@ Some college = 7.1%

M Associate's/Technical Degree = 5.4%

i High school = .9%

Respondents indicated a wide variety of roles, demonstratiegdiversenature of the General

PuMic survey sample (see Figure).1@ver onequarter (Z.4%) of respondentprimarily

identified themselves as largeivate landowners19.8% identified themselves asnall private
flYR26YSNES MoPH: 6SNB ASYPANRYYSBYYEEBNERDI2O!I
community members Approximately 15% dgeneral Public respondents did not explicitly

identify with any predetermined responseategories and selecteth¢ a h § KSNE 2 LIGA 2y @
StFo2NF GAyYy 3 2 yredpsaGhtdyandrailyirkliSaned sighidnSrivolvement with

fire sciencerelated issues (e.g4 9 YLIX 28 SR 0@ | y-pr&ifE@corme@witor sy G £y 2
Yyl 3SNE

Figure 12. Primary Role of General Public
Survey Respondents

04 4.7 Large private landowner
27.4 Small private landowner
10.4 Other
Environmental Advocate
Interested community member

19.8 Homeowner

Elected official/Decision maker

General Public Experiences withr&iScience Information

General Publicespondentswere first asked to respond to a series of 13 items concerning their
experienca with fire science information and fire management issues usingairt Likert
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