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άL ǊŜŀƭƭȅ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ 
start getting information.έ  

-General Public Respondent 

EExxeeccuutt iivvee  SSuummmmaarryy  

The National Evaluation of the Joint Fire Science Program (JFSP) Consortia aims to assess the 
processes and outcomes of consortia programming at the aggregate level. This ongoing 
evaluation includes four key components: An online survey component, targeting the fire 
science information-related experiences and opinions of fire managers/practitioners, fire 
researchers/scientists, and members of the general public; a webmetrics component including 
quantitative and qualitative elements specifically focusing on the 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 consortia personnel as they relate to shared JFSP consortia 
programming and objectives. The current report presents results obtained from the second 
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 2012 and July 2012. A total of 1,309 individuals accessed 
the Spring 2012 online survey and agreed to participate. The majority of these individuals 
(72.4%; n = 948) responded to the Consumer survey frame (targeting managers/practitioners), 
17.1% (n = 224) responded to the Producer frame (targeting researchers/scientists), and 10.5% 
(n = 137) responded to the survey frame intended for the 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 distribution. Thus, Wave 2 survey results should 
primarily be viewed as a baseline assessment that will be used to track future consortia 
progress and impacts. The Spring 2012 survey was the first that included participants from the 
newly-funded consortia, and results 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 information. Current results did, however, illuminate 
some potential areas for improvement. For instance, Consumer 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 perceptions of the ease of 
understanding and applying fire science information were still slightly positive). άFire science 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ŎƻƴǾŜƴƛŜƴǘ ǇƭŀŎŜέ was selected as the top obstacle to 
accessing and applying fire science information by both Consumer 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 
assessment for several consortia, it is important 
to note that these findings do not yet reflect the 
impacts of consortia programming, but rather the 
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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άLǘ ƛǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ 
communicate so that new research is able to play a role 

in management decisions.έ  
-Producer Respondent 

goal of increasing fire science 
information accessibility and 
applicability. Wave 2 survey 
results indicated that both 
Consumer and Producer 

groups have favorable 
perceptions of one another. Managers/practitioners expressed a desire to collaborate with 
researchers/scientists, and vice versa. Yet, results also revealed a slight discrepancy between 
/ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ǎŜƭŦ-perceptions in terms of 
approachability. That is, though Consumers generally agreed that Producers were 
approachable, Producers rated themselves as even more approachable. Producers also 
expressed a greater willingness to collaborate (with Consumers) than did Consumers (with 
tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎύΦ LƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ /ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘȅ 
local problems may help facilitate communication between these two groups.   

The Spring 2012 survey findings should be considered as a baseline assessment, as this was the 
first survey wave incorporating the six newly-funded JFSP consortia. The eight original JFSP 
consortia, however, have had more opportunities to reach and impact their target audiences 
during the past year. Thus, we 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 samples t-tests 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 analyses revealed the following positive changes 
among Consumer respondents` :̀ 

 

  

Wave 2 Consumer respondents were significantly more likely than Wave 1 Consumer 
respondents to agree that fire science information is easy to find and that they trust 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 respondents to 
agree that their consortium has helped improve the accessibility of fire science information, 
has helped improve the use and application of fire science information in my region, and 
has helped improve policy regarding fire management in my region

Wave 2 Consumer respondents were significantly more likely than Wave 1 respondents to 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǾƛǎƛǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ organizes the information I need in one convenient place.
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Although small, the above differences were statistically significant and are particularly 
encouraging given that most of the eight original JFSP consortia are still in the beginning phases 
of program implementation and refinement.  
 

 
 
The qualitative webmetrics component seeks to obtain a more thorough understanding of the 
content, operation, and organization of individual consortia websites through an online survey 
of responses from consortia personnel who are highly involved with their website (e.g., PIs, 
Coordinators, Webmasters). Representatives 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 target audiences. Results 
from both quantitative and qualitative webmetrics components as well as those obtained from 
online survey respondents suggest that increased efforts should be made to inform users of 
ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǎƛǘŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊǳƳǎ ŀƴŘ ά!ǎƪ ŀƴ 9ȄǇŜǊǘέ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎύ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ 

All eight originally funded JFSP consortia (those with established websites) 
submitted data for Wave 2 of the quantitative webmetrics evaluation 
component. Despite issues regarding missing and confounded data, 
quantitative webmetrics findings did indicate that consortia are successfully 
recruiting and retaining new site users; they also are making significant 
ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƛǘŜ ǘƻ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǳǎŜǊǎΦ LƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǇŀƎŜ 
ǾƛŜǿǎΣέ ƻǊ Řŀǘŀ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŀƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ǎƛǘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ƳƻǊŜ 
challenging than expected. Yet, aggregate data revealed a clear user 
preference for easily accessible archived learning opportunities such as 
webinars; blogs, collections of research briefs, and events pages also were 
frequently accessed. Searchable databases and interactive features such as 
ά!ǎƪ ŀƴ 9ȄǇŜǊǘέ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ 
relative low popularity of these features may be partially attributable to 
website configuration and lack of user awareness and/or direction. That is,  
ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ άƘƛŘŘŜƴέ ǳƴŘŜǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƛǘŜ ǘŀōǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ǳǎŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ 
them, features are not functional, or users are unsure of what to search for.

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƛƴ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
information in one place. I find my information from 

several different places which makes finding and 
utilizing information less efficient and more time-

consuming.έ  
-Consumer Respondent 
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that such features are user-friendly and functional. 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 site updates, and these sites generally received more visitor traffic than sites 
expending fewer resources on development and maintenance. Open-ended responses suggest 
that many consortia experience significant challenges in maintaining, expanding, and improving 
their websites that are largely attributable to lack of time, personnel, and/or resources.  
 
Again, findings presented in this report are primarily intended as a baseline that can be used to 
track consortia progress toward their shared goals at the aggregate level. They do, however, 
illuminate some consortia strengths and challenges regarding improving fire science 
information delivery. Current results support continuing efforts and highlight issues meriting 
specific attention across consortia. Results from future waves of both the online survey and 
webmetrics components will help determine the extent of progress toward shared consortia 
goals.  

 

 
άOur region needs fire science! We also need a 
clearinghouse of information relevant to our region. 
As a firefighter, fuels, weather, and topography aid 
me in my decisions on the fireline.έ  

-Consumer Respondent 



8 
 

IInntt rroodduucctt iioonn  

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 accomplished through theory-
driven evaluations examining multiple facets of program activities and outcomes. To this end, 
the national cluster evaluation of the JFSP regional consortia employs a mixed-method 
approach grounded in the Logic Model to assess the processes 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 of fire 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 of outreach 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: A web-based 
survey targeting fire managers/practitioners, 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 evaluation 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 accessibility and 
applicability of fire science information. Appendix A provides a timeline detailing past and 
expected future implementations of these evaluation components. As PI interviews will not be 
conducted until Fall/Winter 2012-2013, the current report focuses on the findings from the 
second wave of the online survey and webmetrics components of the JFSP consortia 
evaluation.  

Many consortia are in the beginning phases of program development and implementation. Six 
JFSP consortia were established and funded during the late months of 2011. Thus, current 
results are primarily intended to provide a baseline assessment that will be compared with 
results from the third phase of this evaluation (to be conducted in 2013). During 2013, 
consortia will have increased opportunities to reach their target audiences through educational 
activities and other interventions; they also may be continually improving and expanding their 
websites. Results from Phase three of the evaluation, when considered in conjunction with the 
findings presented here, should prove especially valuable in assessing the impacts of consortia 
programming. More specifically, such comparisons will help illuminate the short-term (e.g., 
changes in awareness, knowledge, skills, motivations) and medium-term (e.g., changes in 
decision-making 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 respondentǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ŦƛǊŜ 
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science information accessibility and applicability. Implications of these findings are discussed 
with respect to both the primary identification of survey respondents and the relationships 
between the perspectives of respondents from different target populations (e.g., the 
relationships between Consumer and Producer responses). Results from statistical tests 
comparing mean responses across survey Waves 1 and 2 also are presented and discussed.   

Next, this report summarizes 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 
quantitative 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 quantitative webmetrics 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 reveal consistencies in website purposes and target audience, 
though considerable diversity is noted in reported means of website maintenance.  

 The findings presented here are intended to provide the JFSP Board and regional consortia 
with a basic understanding 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 shared goals 
and a more valid assessment of the outcomes of consortia activities in terms of the Logic Model 
will emerge following analysis of data obtained from the third phase of this national cluster 
evaluation, which will incorporate more comprehensive data obtained from all fourteen JFSP 
consortia. Yet, we hope that the current findings will prove valuable to consortia in ascertaining 
general attitudes and behaviors regarding fire science information accessibility and 
applicability, fire science information needs, and preliminary consortia successes and challenges 
encountered in striving toward their ultimate goal of enhancing fire science delivery.  
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OOnnlliinnee  SSuurrvveeyy  CCoommppoonneenntt   

The JFSP consortia are unique entities but share the same primary objective: To improve fire 
science delivery by increasing the accessibility and applicability of fire science information. 
Though each consortium has developed a unique set of outreach and educational activities 
intended to further this objective, many similarities emerge upon examining individual 
consortium goals as proposed to the JFSP Board. For instance, many aim to improve 
relationships between fire practitioners and scientists, provide more interactive learning 
opportunities for fire practitioners, and to synthesize and clarify current fire science research 
results. The online survey was developed in collaboration with consortia PIs and Coordinators 
to assess progress toward these and other shared goals, as well as the effectiveness of common 
consortia strategies aimed at facilitating goal attainment.1 

As with other national evaluation components, the online survey aims to enhance continued 
understanding of the impacts, and obstacles consortia experience in striving towards shared 
goals. To achieve this understanding, new survey data must be collected at regular intervals. All 
consortia have the opportunity to redistribute the online survey each spring and are required to 
do so at least once every two years. Survey redistribution requirements and recommendations 
for each consortium depend upon their individual funding and renewal schedule. Thus, data 
collected during each annual wave of survey distribution will reflect a slightly different group of 
participating consortia. Slight modifications to help improve the survey may be made between 
annual distributions; however, the content will remain similar across waves to facilitate 
analyses of trends over time.  

The online survey is intended as an aggregate assessment to account for consortia diversity. 
Despite annual variations in consortia participation, the overarching objective of the survey is 
to assess JFSP consortia progress toward their goals as a whole. Accordingly, this section 
focuses on reporting the comprehensive results obtained from the Spring 2012 online survey, 
which was distributed by all of the newly-funded consortia and six of the original consortia. 
Considering the recent establishment of six JFSP consortia, these results should primarily be 
ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜέ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ŏƻnsortia progress toward their shared goals. In 
addition, these aggregate findings can help identify current strengths and gaps in consortia 
programming. We recognize, however, that these results are based on respondents 
representing consortia at various stages 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 of these distinct audiences. The first targets Consumers of fire science information, 
or fire managers/practitioners, whereas the second targets Producers of fire science 
information, or fire researchers/scientists. The third frame is intended for members of the 
general public which are essentially all other respondents who may be exposed to consortia 

                                                      
1 Please refer to the 2010-2011 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 professionals. When 
possible, items in the Consumer and Producer survey were constructed to be complementary 
or parallel. The three survey frames, however, also contain many unique items and 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 the survey methodology and participants, this 
section presents specific results for each frame separately.  

Method 

All of the newly-funded JFSP consortia and six of the original consortia actively recruited 
participants for Wave 2 of the online survey. Each participating consortium launched the survey 
between March 2012 and July 2012, at a time deemed most appropriate for a consortium 
depending on its stages of development, location, and fire seasonΦ ά/ƻƴǘŀŎǘ ƭƛǎǘǎέ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ƴŀƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƳŀƛƭ ŀŘdresses were used by each participating consortium for 
recruitment purposes; these were developed by compiling existing email lists, contacts from 
prior needs assessments, and registrants at websites and various educational activities. To 
reach as many parǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΣ ŀ άǎƴƻǿōŀƭƭέ ǎŀƳǇƭƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘΣ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ 
existing contacts were encouraged to forward the survey invitation to any other qualified or 
interested participants. University of Nevada, Reno Institutional Review Board certification was 
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 initial recruitment 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 contact lists. Participants accessed the survey via 
the link included in all recruitment emails. Upon entering Survey Monkey (the online survey 
host site), participants were asked to select their primary identification (Consumers of fire 
science information, or managers/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 electronically directed to the appropriate survey frame. Participants subsequently 
responded to a variety of multiple choice items depending on survey frame. Upon completing 
the survey, participants were thanked and redirected to the JFSP website home page. 

Participants 

A total of 1,309 individuals accessed the Spring 2012 online survey and agreed to participate, 
and 1,080 (82.5%) of these participants completed the entire survey. Among those who began 
the survey, 72.4% (n = 948) identified themselves as Consumers of fire science information, 
17.1% (n = 224) identified themselves as Producers of fire science information, and 10.5% (n = 
137) identified themselves as the General Public/community members (see Figure 1). 
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Participant demographics (e.g., gender, age, ethnicity, and role) are reported below for each 
survey frame. 

 
All of the six newly-funded consortia and six of the original eight consortia actively recruited 
participants for the Spring 2012 survey. To minimize survey fatigue among their regional 
respondents, the Appalachian and Great Basin consortia were not required to redistribute the 
survey and thus did not actively recruit 2012 survey participants. Yet, many participants 
affiliated with these two consortia responded to the survey due to the snowball sampling 
procedure and regional geographic άƻǾŜǊƭŀǇέ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛŀΦ As a result, all of the 14 JFSP 
consortia were well-represented in the 2012 online survey. 
 
Table 1 displays the frequencies of survey respondents per frame from each consortium. 
Consumer and Producer respondents were ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ άǎŜƭŜŎǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǇǇƭȅέ ǿƘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ 
indicate the consortium in which they worked. Thus, consortium affiliation as displayed in this 
table is not mutually exclusive. 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 consortium. It should further be 
noted that the frequency of responses for consortia are dependent on a variety of factors, 
including geographic location and size, stage of development, existing contacts and 
relationships within consortia, and differences among consortia with regards to resources and 
funding.  

 
  

72.4

17.1

10.5

Figure 1. Primary Identification of 
Survey Respondents

Consumers = 72.4%

Producers = 17.1%

General Public = 10.5%
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Table 1. Number of Online Survey Respondents by Consortium 
Consortium Consumer N   Producer N Public  N    Total N 
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 number of participants who completed the entire survey and explicitly identified 
their region via a multiple choice survey item.  
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  CCoonnssuummeerr  SSuurrvveeyy  RReessuullttss  

Consistent with findings from Wave 1 of the online survey, Consumers were by far the most 
represented group of participants. Nearly three quarters (72.4%, N = 948) of total survey 
respondents primarily identified as Consumers of fire science information, working as fire 
managers, practitioners, or technical specialists. As Consumers are the primary target of 
consortia outreach and educational activities, the Consumer survey also is the most extensive 
of the three frames. Consumers were asked to respond to a variety of multiple choice items, 
including those targeting their experiences with fire science information and information 
producers; opinions and experiences regarding regional educational activities, their regional 
consortium, and ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩs website; experiences with fire science information sources; 
and perceptions of obstacles to accessing and applying fire science information. As with the 
other survey frames, Consumer items primarily targeted consortia progress toward their shared 
goals, effectiveness 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 constructed to assess 
short- and medium-term outcomes of consortia programming in terms of the Logic Model (i.e., 
changes in awareness, knowledge, attitudes, motivations, behaviors, and policy/practices).   

Consumer Demographics 

Consumer survey respondents were primarily male (73.8%) and Caucasian (88.0%). Other 
reported ethnicities included IƛǎǇŀƴƛŎκ[ŀǘƛƴƻ όоΦп҈ύ άhǘƘŜǊέ όн.5%); Asian/Pacific Islander 
(2.5%) American Indian (1.4%); Multi-Ethnic (1.1%); Black (.8%); and Alaskan Native (.3%). The 
mean age of Consumer survey respondents was 46.9 years. 

`  

 

38.8

30.6

13.4

6.6
6.1 4.2

0.30%

Figure 2. Educational Background of Consumer 
Survey Respondents

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

Master's Degree = 30.6%

Some Graduate Coursework = 13.4%

Technical/Associate Degree = 6.6%

Doctoral/Professional Degree = 6.1%

Some College = 4.2 %

High School = .3%
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Consumer respondents were experienced and well-educated. Average reported length of time 
working as a fire practitioner/manager was 18.31 years, and the majority had earned a 
.ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ƻǊ post-baccalaureate degree (See Figure 2). Over one quarter of respondents 
(28.8%) described themselves as fire managers/practitioners; other reported roles included 
Resource Management Specialist (19.4҈ύΤ άhǘƘŜǊέ όмсΦу%), which included range managers, 
graduate students, weather specialists, and a conglomeration of other specializations; Forester 
(14.9%) and Land Manager (10.4%; see Figure 3). Nearly half of Consumers were affiliated with 
federal organizations (45.0%), followed by state agencies/organizations (26.4%); local 
organizations (9.0%); and non-profits (6.8%; see Figure 4).  

  

28.8
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14.9
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3.9

3.9
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Figure 3. Primary Role of Consumer Survey 
Respondents

Manager/Practitioner = 28.8%

Resource Management Specialist = 19.4%

Forester = 14.9%

Land Manager = 14.6%

Line officer = 3.9%

Firefighter = 3.9%

Other = 16.8%

45.0

26.4

9.0
6.8

6.0

5.1
1.8

Figure 4. Affiliation of Consumer Survey 
Respondents

Federal agency/organization = 45.0%

State agency/organization = 26.4%

Local agency-organization = 9.0%

Non-profit = 6.8%

Private sector = 6.0%

University-based = 5.1%

Other = 1.8%
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Experiences with Fire Science Information and Information 
Producers 

The first section of the Consumer survey instructed participants to indicate their level of 
agreement with 15 statements targeting 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 
and tools from the manager/practitioner perspective, as well as to help determine the extent to 
which increases in fire science knowledge impact decision-making and behaviors. In their 
proposals to the JFSP Board, most consortia emphasized the importance of fostering 
communication among Consumers and Producers of fire science information as a means of 
ultimately enhancing fire science delivery. Thus, several items in this section also focus on 
CƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ perceptions and experiences regarding fire science information producers to obtain 
a better understanding of the relationships between these two groups. According to the Logic 
Model framework, most items were constructed to assess short-term (e.g., changes in beliefs, 
attitudes, awareness, and knowledge) and medium-term (e.g., changes in decision-making and 
behaviors) outcomes of consortia programming. Such changes and improvements will become 
more apparent following additional waves of survey distribution as further trend analyses are 
conducted. 

Responses to all items in this section occurred on a 5 point Likert scale, where 1 = Strongly 
5ƛǎŀƎǊŜŜ ŀƴŘ р Ґ {ǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ !ƎǊŜŜΦ ¢ŀōƭŜ н ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅǎ /ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ƳŜŀƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ƛǘŜƳǎ 
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 applicability. Consumers expressed the strongest 
ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΣ άCƛǊŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜǎ my effectiveness on the 
ƧƻōΣέ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƛƴŎƭƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άCƛǊŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ 
ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƻ Ƴȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΣέ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƳŜŀƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǘŜƳ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŦŜƭƭ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜƴŘ 
of the scale. This is consistent with key issues highlighted by consortia in their funding 
proposals; namely, that Consumers face challenges in accessing fire science research results 
and tools relevant to their work and/or in translating and adapting extant fire science 
information for their own use.2  

  

                                                      
2 Results from the 2012 Consumer survey frame (as well as those from the other two frames) are similar to those 
obtained from 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 
ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ǊŜǇǊŜsentatives from the eight original consortia. Some 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 job 4.09 (.68) 

Fire science information should be shared more frequently within my 
agency/organization 

 
4.08 (.75) 

I trust fire science research findings 3.83 (.65) 

I often draw on fire science research when making work-related 
decisions 

 
3.68 (.84) 

During the past year, I have changed at least one thing in my work 
ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ LΩǾŜ ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŦƛǊŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 

 
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 my specific problems 3.18 (.85) 

 

¢ŀōƭŜ о ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅǎ /ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ƳŜŀƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ 
experiences concerning producers of fire science information (i.e., fire science 
researchers/scientists). All responses to these items also fell at the positive end of the scale 
(with the exception of the negatively framed items), suggesting that Consumers have relatively 
favorable opinions of fire science information producers and their work. In particular, 
Consumers were eager to collaborate with fire researchers/scientists on research projects. Not 
surprisingly, they were less likely to indicate that they actually had worked jointly with 
researchers/scientists. Increased reports of collaboration among managers/practitioners and 
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 Producers: Mean Responses 
Item Mean (SD) 
I 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 me 
if I have questions about research or how to apply fire science at my 
job 

 
3.37 (.74) 

Fire science researchers/scientists are easy to approach 3.37 (.75) 

Fire science researchers/scientists value my knowledge and experience 
as a field professional 

 
3.35 (.82) 

I have worked jointly with fire science researchers/scientists on 
research projects 

 
3.15 (1.13) 

Fire science researchers/scientists are reluctant to study problems and 
issues suggested by local managers/practitioners* 

 
2.85 (.84) 

Fire science researchers/scientists rarely provide information that 
helps me address the management problems I 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 Agree) scale, lower mean values on these items would indicate more positive perceptions and 
experiences regarding fire science information producers. 

Consumer Experiences with Regional Fire Science Activities 

Next, respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with a series of five 
statements regarding the effects of fire science-related activities within their region. Responses 
occurred on a 5 point Likert scale, where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. Such 
activities are most likely the product of consortia programming. Some participants, however, 
were unaware of the existence of their regional consortium; thus, these items were phrased at 
a more general level. 

¢ŀōƭŜ п ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘƛƴƎ /ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ ŀōƻǳǘ 
regional fire science-related activities. Though all responses fell at the positive end of the scale, 
there was an inclination towards neutrality. This may be because some of these items assess 
more medium-term outcomes (i.e., changes in policy and practice), which often take several 
years to emerge after a program or intervention has been implemented. Considering that half 
of the consortia participating in Wave 2 had just been recently funded and established, it also is 
likely that some respondents were generally unfamiliar with formal regional endeavors to 
improve fire science information accessibility and applicability. Importantly, respondents were 
most inclined to agree with the statement that άA consortium is needed to help coordinate 
sharing of fire science information in my region.έ 
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Table 4. Consumer Opinions and Experiences Regarding Regional Fire 
Science-Related Activities 
Item Mean (SD) 
A consortium is needed to help coordinate sharing of fire science 
information in my region 

 
3.93 (.83) 

During the last year, my agency/organization has effectively collaborated 
with other agencies/organizations to access fire science information 

 
3.43 (.85)  

During the last year, educational activities within my region have helped 
me to connect with researchers/scientists whose work is of interest to 
me 

 
3.25 (.94) 

During the last year, fire science-related activities within my region have 
helped facilitate changes in fire management and/or policy 

 
3.18 (.16) 

During the last year, fire science-related activities within my region have 
made it easier for my agency/organization to accomplish its goals 

 
3.12 (.82) 

 

Items Regarding Consortium Efforts 

Due to the varying developmental stages of the consortia, it was expected that several 
respondents would be unfamiliar with their regional consortium and its link to regional fire 
science activities and outreach efforts. Thus, prior to receiving any survey items explicitly 
referencing consortia, respondents were asked whether they were aware of a fire science and 
delivery Consortium supported by the Joint Fire Science Program in their region. Most were 
indeed aware of their regional consortium (71.9%) and were subsequently asked to respond to 
five items regarding their opinions and experiences about their consortium. The remaining 
28.1% of respondents indicated that they were unaware of their regional consortium skipped 
these items and continued on to the next portion of the survey. 

Responses to consortium-specific items occurred on a 5 point Likert scale, where 1 = Strongly 
Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. As shown in Table 5, all mean responses fell at the positive 
end of the scale, with some trending toward neutrality or uncertainty (e.g., The Consortium has 
helped improve fire management policy in my region). Again, this may be attributed to the time 
it takes for more medium-term outcomes to emerge or unfamiliarity with consortium efforts 
and their outcomes. As most respondents agreed that they would recommend consortium 
involvement to their co-workers, we expect to observe increases in knowledge about the 
regional consortia and their activities in subsequent survey waves.   
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Table 5. Consumer Opinions and Experiences Regarding their Regional 
Consortium 
Item Mean (SD) 
I would recommend Consortium involvement to my co-workers 3.90 (.74) 

The Consortium has helped improve the accessibility of fire science 
information 

 
3.65 (.78)  

The Consortium has helped 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 improve policy regarding fire management in 
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 websites. These sites are extremely critical in fostering 
ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛŀ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǾŜǊŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ƎƻŀƭǎΦ [ŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ άŦƛǊŜ 
ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ŎƻƴǾŜƴƛŜƴǘ ǇƭŀŎŜέ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ŎƛǘŜŘ ƻōǎǘŀŎƭŜǎ ǘƻ 
accessing and applying research results and tools. Consortia websites aim to organize fire 
science research results and resources ƛƴ άƻƴŜ-ǎǘƻǇ ǎƘƻǇǎέ for busy fire science professionals 
and other interested users; they also inform users of continuing learning opportunities and 
consortia-sponsored activities. Websites incorporating interactive components (e.g., 
communication forums, features allowing managers/practitioners to submit questions to 
researchers/scientists) also may help foster relationships between fire science information 
Consumers and Producers.  

The purposes and impacts of the consortia websites will be further discussed in the Webmetrics 
section of this report. Considering the importance of these websites in enhancing fire science 
delivery, however, we continued to explore ConǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƎŀǊding 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜ Ƴƛƴƻr modifications to the multiple choice 
items regarding consortia websites, we added an open-ended question to the Spring 2012 
survey to gather more detailed feedback 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 launched up to two years ago), whereas all of the six 
newly-funded consortia were working to develop their sites. Thus, as with Survey Wave 1, it 
was expected that many respondents would not be able to report on their experiences with 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΦ tǊƛƻr to receiving any website-related items, Consumers were first 
ŀǎƪŜŘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ǾƛǎƛǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜΦ hǾŜǊ ƘŀƭŦ όртΦо҈ύ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ŀƴŘ 
were subsequently asked to respond to relevant items. The remaining 42.7% of respondents 
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did not ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ ŀƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ electronically 
redirected to the next portion of the survey.   

Quantitative Consumer responses 

Respondents ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ǾƛǎƛǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƴŜȄǘ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ 
respond to five Likert scale items where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. Mean 
responses to this item set indicate that users were satisfied with site content, with most 
agreeing that their site provided a variety of current and practical information (see Table 6). 
/ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ 
όά5ƻŜǎ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ŦƻǊǳƳ ǿƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ share information and ask 
ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΚέύΦ aƻǎǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ άƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜέ ƛŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ 
feature (61.0%). Over one-ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ did provide an 
interactive forum (35.4%), and 3.6% specified that such features were not available on their 
ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜΦ Thus, though responses to website-specific items were generally quite 
positive they do suggest that consortia may wish to improve the general organization of fire 
science information within their sites and implement or promote interactive website 
components. That is, many sites may include interactive components, but users may be 
unaware of them. 

Finally, users were asked to indicate how often they used information obtained from their 
ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ƨƻō ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊ ƻƴ ŀ р-point Likert scale where 1 = Never 
and 5 = Very often. Results suggest that on-the-job applications of such information were 
relatively infrequent (M = 2.60, SD = .83; see Figure 5 for response frequencies). These findings, 
however, should be considered within the context of consortia website development. Many 
ǳǎŜǊǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƘŀŘ 
limited opportunities to visit the site, access and digest its content, and apply what they have 
learned in their job.  

Table 6. Consumer Opinions and Experiences Regarding their 
/ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ²ŜōǎƛǘŜ 
Item Mean (SD) 
My /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
 up-to-date 

 
3.77 (.70) 

aȅ /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ǿƛŘŜ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ŦƛǊŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
information 

3.72 (.70) 

aȅ /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ L Ŏŀƴ ǳǎŜ ƛƴ Ƴȅ 
job 

 
3.63 (.74) 

aȅ /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǳǎŜǊ-friendly 3.61 (.65) 

aȅ /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ organizes the information I need in one 
convenient place 

3.50 (.74) 
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Qualitative Consumer responses 

After responding to the closed-ŜƴŘŜŘ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ /ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ ƘŀŘ 
the opportunity to provide suggestions, thoughts about website features or organization, or 
other experiences with the site. A total of 98 Consumers did so.3 The most common themes 
expressed in such commentary are outlined as follows: 

§ !ǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ developmental phase and qualification of website-
specific responses. Numerous respondents specified that they represented consortia 
that had only recently launched their websites and emphasized that their responses to 
the prior closed-ended questions were ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
stage (e.g., they could offer more well-informed responses once they became more 
ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎύΦ 9ΦƎΦΣ άIn all fairness, the website was 
recently launched, so much of it contŀƛƴǎ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǎƻƻƴΩ ǇƭŀŎŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΣέ άWe have two 
ƴŜǿ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳǎ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ŀǊŜŀΧL ŘƻƴΩǘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ǇŜǊŦŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŀǘŜΦέ 
 

§ Suggestions for improving site organization and information syntheses. Responses to 
both Waves 1 and 2 from the online survey revealed thŀǘ άŦƛǊŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 
ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ŎƻƴǾŜƴƛŜƴǘ ǇƭŀŎŜέ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƻōǎǘŀŎƭŜ ǘƻ 
accessing and applying fire science research results and tools. Consistent with this 
concern, several Consumers commented about the organizatƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ 
site. Though such commentary is derived from experiences with different sites, it may 
ƘŜƭǇ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ŀƭƭ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛŀ ǘƻ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŀƴŘ ƳƻŘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ 
and design as necessary. Some comments were more site-speŎƛŦƛŎ όŜΦƎΦΣ άIt seems a little 
jumpy- you have to jump from one place to another via links on the website- some of 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿƻǊƪ-, and always have to go down another linked path to find 
informationέύΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƛȊŜŘ όŜΦƎΦΣ άDue to lack of time, I think 

                                                      
3 A thorough analysis of all commentary provided is beyond the scope of this report; however, upon request we 
can provide a complete text of all open-ended comments offered here and elsewhere in the report. 

11.4

17.2

52.2
8.0

1.1

Figure 5. Consumers' reported frequency of applying 
information obtained via consortium websites on the job 
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ƛǘ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǉǳƛŎƪ ŀƴŘ Ŝŀǎȅ ŀŎŎŜǎǎΧLǘ ƛǎ ǳƴŦƻǊǘǳƴŀǘŜΣ 
ōǳǘ L ǘƘƛƴƪ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǳǎ Ƙƛǘ ǘƘŜ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘ ŀƴŘ άƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ 
read the rest if it seems applicableέ). Similarly, some respondents suggested that 
ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅƴǘƘŜǎŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ǎƛǘŜ ǳǎŜǊǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ άMake sure information 
is summarized, viewable at a glance and linked to more detailed information to allow 
quick access. PDFs are great because they can be downloaded and referenced laterΣέ 
άSimplified summaries and application suggestions in addition to the research papers 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǳǎ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀǇǇƭȅ ƛǘέ). 
 

§ Comments about webinars. Several consortia have proposed increasing access to 
relevant webinars to help disseminate current fire science information and resources. 
/ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ƻǇŜƴ-ended responses 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.g., ά²ŜōƛƴŀǊǎ ƻƴ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǇǊŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŦƛǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ 
ōŜŜƴ ǾŜǊȅ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΣέ άL Řƻ ŜƴƧƻȅ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōƛƴŀǊǎ- good resources that point to links for fire 
ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ŀƴŘ ŦǳŜƭǎΦέ Some consortia sites archive past webinars for later viewing, which 
also was appreciated (άL ƭƛƪŜ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōƛƴŀǊǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƭŀǘŜǊ ǾƛŜǿƛƴƎέύΦ /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛŀ 
that do not currently archive webinars on their websites may want to consider doing so, 
as some respondents indicated that webinars were scheduled at inconvenient times and 
requested that they be posted for later viewing. 
 

§ Comments on interactive features. Several Consumers ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ 
interactive features (or lack thereof), though few explicitly indicated that they had 
actually used themΦ 9ΦƎΦΣ άI like the ŀǎƪ ŀƴ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ L ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜŘ ƛǘΣέ άL 
ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊǳƳǎΣ ōǳǘ L ǿƛǎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƎŜǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǾƛǎƛǘŀǘƛƻƴΦέ One respondent said 
that he ƻǊ ǎƘŜ ƘŀŘ ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜΣ ōǳǘ άit was not very user-
friendly and the information was never posted, so I never tried again.έ Other Consumers 
recommended adding/improving interactive features (e.g., ά²ƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƎǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜ 
Discussion forum set up as a place where managers can easily pose questions they are 
ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘέ). 
 

§ General positive feedback. In addition to offering suggestions for improvement, many 
/ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ ƘŀŘ ŦŀǾƻǊŀōƭŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŀnd related efforts. 
E.g., άYŜŜǇ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘ ǿƻǊƪΧέ ά¢Ƙŀƴƪǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΗέ άLǘΩǎ ŀ 
ƎǊŜŀǘ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣέ ά¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ όƳȅ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎύ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ L ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŀōƭŜ 
to keep up with what has been happening in (my region) and connect with people that 
ƘŀǾŜ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ƳŜ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ ŦƛǊŜ ƳƻŘŜƭƛƴƎ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎΦέ 
 

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 organization and making 
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ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƛǘŜǎ άǳǎŜǊ-ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΣέ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ ǎȅƴǘƘŜǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ 
and regionally-relevant fire science research results. Commentary further indicated that the 
consortia efforts to increase exposure to web-based learning 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 diverse- though 
respondents generally favored such features, few reported direct experience with them. 
aƻǊŜƻǾŜǊΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳƴǎǳǊŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ 
ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ όǎŜŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦƻǊ άhǇŜƴ-ŜƴŘŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎέύ. Thus, interested consortia may direct 
efforts toward ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƛǘŜǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ όŜΦƎΦ, working to maximize user-
friendliness and prompt responses) and/or in encouraging users to take advantage of such 
features.  

Experiences with Fire Science Information Communication 
Sources 

The JFSP consortia have proposed and implemented numerous strategies for disseminating 
current and practical fire science information to Consumers. Such plans include the 
development and expansion of web-based sources of fire science information, synthesizing fire 
science information via newsletters, fact sheets, and brochures, and increasing the number of 
interactive and hands-on learning opportunities available to Consumers (e.g., workshops, 
conferences, field demonstrations). Accordingly, the online survey examined ConsǳƳŜǊǎΩ ōŀǎƛŎ 
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 point Likert scale where 
1 = Never and 5 = Very often. Next, Consumers were 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 may help focus consortia efforts towards 
ŘƛǎǎŜƳƛƴŀǘƛƴƎ ŦƛǊŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ Ǿƛŀ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ άǳǎŜŦǳƭέ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ 
sources.   
 
Table 7 displays CƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ mean responses to items assessing perceived usefulness of fire 
science information obtained from common communication sources and the frequency with 
which respondents accessed information via these sources. It should be noted that responses 
to these survey items were more variable than those to other survey items, as indicated by 
larger standard deviations. This may be partially attributable to differences in learning 
opportunities extended to Consumers, varying levels of exposure to communication sources, 
and individual learning preferences. 
  



25 
 

Table 7. Mean Ratings of Fire Science Information Communication 
Sources: Frequency of Access and Perceived Usefulness 

 
Communication Source  

Often Accessed 
Mean (SD) 

Usefulness 
Mean (SD)* 

Communicating with co-workers 3.62 (1.25) 3.89 (1.04) 

Web-based sources 2.97 (1.01) 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 (1.11)      2.96 (1.01) 

Workshops or trainings 2.22 (1.03) 3.42 (1.35) 

Communicating with researchers/scientists 2.24 (1.02) 3.36 (1.29) 

Professional meetings/conferences          2.15 (.99) 3.26 (1.31) 

Webinars/teleconferences 2.25 (1.16) 3.11 (1.27) 

Field tours/demonstration sites          1.76 (.90) 3.06 (1.48) 

Videos 1.87 (.93) 2.78 (1.25) 

*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), not all respondents provided usefulness ratings. Ns for usefulness 
ratings ranged from 499 (Field tours/demonstration sites) to 764 (Research briefs, fact sheets, brochures).  

As Figure 6 demonstrates, the top three most frequently accessed communication sources 
(Communicating with co-workers, Web-based sources, Journal articles, papers, or professional 
reports) also were rated as providing the most useful fire science information. These findings 
suggest that Consumers are receiving helpful information via highly accessible and time-
effective sources; they also highlight the importance of inter-organization sharing of fire science 
information as Communicating with co-workers was the top rated source. More notable 
discrepancies occurred, however, between frequency of participation and ratings of usefulness 
for sources such as Workshops/trainings and Communicating with researchers/scientists. It 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 and foster communication among fire science information Consumers 
and Producers. 
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Consumer Perceptions of Obstacles to Accessing and Applying 
Fire Science Information 

In the final section of the Consumer survey, respondents were asked about their perceptions of 
obstacles to the accessibility and application of fire science information in their region. 
Specifically, they were presented with five potential obstacles, and instructed to indicate the 
extent to which they faced this obstacle in accessing relevant fire science information on a 5 
point Likert scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree (that I face this obstacle) and 5 = Strongly Agree 
(that I face this obstacle). These items are included to help illuminate general strengths and 
gaps in consortia programming; results from future waves of the online survey can be used to 
determine if such gaps are being addressed effectively. 

¢ŀōƭŜ у ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅǎ /ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ƳŜŀƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƻōǎǘŀŎƭŜǎ 
to accessing and applying fire science information in their region. Responses trended towards 
neutrality, with Consumers only slightly inclined to agree that they faced all of these obstacles 
in accessing relevant information with the exception of There is too much fire science 
information to digest/integrate. These findings do not indicate any strong deficiencies in 
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consortia programming, but they do highlight the need for current consortia efforts in 
synthesizing and communicating fire science information. Fire science information is not 
available in one convenient place was the top-rated obstacle, suggesting that consortia focus on 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ άƻƴŜ-ǎǘƻǇ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎέ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜǎ ƛǎ ǿŜƭƭ-placed. These findings also suggest that 
consortia should aim to facilitate intra-organizational relationships and communication, 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 not available in one convenient place. 3.32 (.88) 

Lack of communication between agencies and organizations in my 
region decreases the accessibility of fire science information 

3.29 (.99) 

I have few opportunities to communicate with fire science 
researchers/scientists 

 
  3.25 (1.06) 

Lack of communication within agencies and organizations in my region 
decreases the accessibility of fire science information 

  3.21 (1.01) 

There is too much fire science information available to digest/integrate 2.76 (.96) 
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  PPrroodduucceerr  SSuurrvveeyy  RReessuullttss  

The Producer survey frame is intended to complement to the Consumer frame and provide a 
more comprehensive understanding of JFSP consortia processes. Though many consortia 
efforts primarily target Consumers, Producers 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). A total of 224 respondents (17.1% of the entire sample) self-identified as fire 
science researchers/scientists, and were thus directed to the Producer survey frame of the 
Spring 2012 survey. The Producer fame is somewhat similar in structure and content to the 
Consumer frame. Producers responded to items concerning their experiences with fire science 
information and fire science information Consumers, fire-science related activities within their 
region, and perceptions of obstacles to the dissemination of fire science information. Like 
Consumers, Producers also were asked about their experiences and opinions regarding their 
ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΦ The Producer frame is shorter than 
the Consumer frame, primarily targeting perspectives and behaviors regarding the 
dissemination of fire science research results as well as attitudes towards Consumers.  

Producer Demographics 

Most Producer respondents were male (65.3%) and Caucasian (90.9%). Other reported 
respondent ethnicities included Hispanic/Latino (3.0%); Other (2.4%); Multi-Ethnic (1.2%); and 
American Indian (.6%). The mean age of Producers was 45.18 years, and they had worked as 
researchers/scientists for an average of 15.22 years. 
 
All respondents completing the Producer survey had earned a college degree. Over half (55.7%) 
held a Doctoral or Professional degree, and nearly one-ǘƘƛǊŘ όолΦм҈ύ ƘŜƭŘ ŀ aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ 
(See Figure 7). Though most Producers strictly identified themselves as fire science 
researcher/scientists (68.2%), some were student scientists/researchers (13.6%), resource 
managers/specialists (5.1%), or indicated ƳƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǊƻƭŜǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ 
(e.g., weather, forester, research ecologist; 13.4%) . A University-based affiliation was most 
common (54.1%), followed by Federal agency/organization (32.0%); Non-profit (8.3%); State 
agency/organization (3.9%); and Private sector (1.7%). 
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Figure 9. Affiliation of Producer 
Survey Respondents
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Producer Experiences with Fire Science Information and 
Information Consumers 

Producers were first asked to complete a series of 12 ƛǘŜƳǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ άŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ 
fire science information and Consumers ƻŦ ŦƛǊŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΦέ Responses occurred on a 5 
point Likert scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree. Several of these items 
were complementary 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 trusted fire science research findings; both Consumers 
and Producers were asked about their desire to work with one another on research projects). 
Items in the Producer frame, however, were more focused on their willingness to research 
applied problems and to communicate findings to Consumer audiences. Consistent with the 
Logic Model approach to evaluation, items were constructed to assess short-term (e.g., changes 
in attitudes, beliefs, and behavior intentions) and medium-term (e.g., changes in actual 
behaviors) outcomes of consortia programming. 
 
tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ƳŜŀƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŦƛǊŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 
Consumers and their attitudes and practices regarding the study of applied issues are displayed 
in Table 9. Overall, Producers expressed favorable attitudes towards fire 
managers/practitioners and research endeavors targeting this population. No major 
inconsistencies were noted between Producer and Consumer responses to related items in this 
section (e.g., those assessing perceptions of one another and willingness to work together), but 
it is interesting to note that Producers provided slightly higher mean ratings on these items 
ǘƘŀƴ /ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ όǘƘƻǳƎƘ /ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŦŀǾƻǊŀōƭŜύΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ōƻǘƘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ 
agreed that they would like to work with one another on research projects, but Producers 
expressed a stronger desire to collaborate (M = 4.47; SD = .59; see Table 9) than did Consumers 
(M = 3.97; SD = .78; see Table 3). Further, though Consumers considered Producers to be 
approachable (M = 3.37, SD = .75), Producers rated themselves as even more approachable (M 
= 4.36, SD = .62). Although minimal, these differences suggest that there is some disconnect 
between the ways in which Consumers perceive Producers (regarding their approachability, 
ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύΣ ŀƴŘ tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ǎŜƭŦ-perceptions.   
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Table 9. Producer Research Practices and Experiences with Fire 
Science Information Consumers  
Item Mean (SD) 
Through my role as a researcher/scientist, I hope to improve how 
managers/practitioners make work-related decisions 

 
4.59 (.53) 

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

 
4.47 (.59) 

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

 
4.45 (.55) 

Interacting with managers/practitioners enhances my effectiveness on 
the job 

 
4.37 (.65) 

I consider myself approachable to managers/practitioners 4.36 (.62) 

I am willing to work directly with managers/practitioners to address 
their questions about fire science research or how to apply fire science 
research at their job 

 
 

4.35 (.67) 

I have worked jointly with managers/practitioners on research projects 4.19 (.69) 

Managers/practitioners value my knowledge and experience as a fire 
scientist 

 
3.79 (.70) 

I believe that managers/practitioners trust fire science research 
findings 

3.61 (.70) 

I often present or publish fire science information for 
manager/practitioner audiences 

 
3.58 (.88) 

I am sometimes hesitant to study problems and issues suggested by 
local managers/practitioners* 

 
2.24 (.89) 

I prefer that my research be focused on theoretical issues, rather than 
on applied management problems* 

 
2.10 (.83) 

*Note: The last two items in this table are negatively framed. As all responses occurred on a 1 (Strongly Disagree) 
to 5 (Strongly Agree) scale, lower mean values on these items would indicate an increased willingness to examine 
local and/or applied fire management issues. 

Producer Experiences with Regional Fire Science Activities 

Producers then responded to five items concerning their experiences with regional fire science-
related activities, which were identical to those included in the corresponding Consumer survey 
frame section with one exception (During the last year, educational activities within my region 
have helped me to connect with managers and on-the-ground fire personnel whose work is of 
interest to me). As in the Consumer frame, these items primarily targeted opinions and 
experiences concerning consortia-sponsored activities, but the consortia were not explicitly 
mentioned due to some respondentsΩ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇs and their 
programming. Responses occurred on a 5 point Likert scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree and 5 = 
Strongly Agree. 
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[ƛƪŜ /ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ŀƭƭ tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊ ƳŜŀƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŦŜƭƭ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŜƴŘ 
of the scale, but Producers mean responses were slightly more favorable (see Table 4 for 
Consumer responses and Table 10 for Producer responses). For instance, Producers were 
somewhat more likely to agree that My agency/organization has effectively collaborated with 
other agencies/organizations to access fire science information (M = 3.86, SD = .82) than were 
Consumers (M = 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 positively-skewed) opinions emerged 
on items targeting more long-term outcomes related to policy and practice.  

Table 10. Producer Opinions and Experiences Regarding Regional Fire 
Science-Related Activities 
Item Mean (SD) 

A consortium is needed to help coordinate sharing of fire science 
information in my region 

 
4.12 (.84) 

During the last year, my agency/organization has effectively collaborated 
with other agencies/organizations to access fire science information 

 
3.86 (.82)  

During the last year, educational activities within my region have helped me 
to connect with managers and on-the-ground fire personnel whose work is 
of interest to me 

 
3.58 (.96) 

During the last year, fire science-related activities within my region have 
helped facilitate changes in fire management and/or policy 

 
3.32 (.73) 

During the last year, fire science-related activities within my region have 
made it easier for my agency/organization to accomplish its goals 

 
3.32 (.73) 

 

Items Regarding Consortium efforts 

As with Consumers, 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 
consortium-specific items. Accordingly, Producers were first asked if they were aware of a fire 
science and delivery consortium supported by the JFSP in their region prior to receiving any 
items referencing the JFSP consortia. The majority (82.9%) of Producers indicated that they 
were aware of their regional consortium. These respondents were then asked to respond to 
five questƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ, while the remaining 17.1% of respondents 
skipped these items and were electronically redirected to the next portion of the survey. 
 
The consortium-specific items 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 Agree. Mean responses were relatively positive and similar to those obtained 
from Consumers. The majority of Producers agreed that they would recommend consortium 
involvement to their co-workers, but were a bit less certain regarding the effects of their 
ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƛǊŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ (See Table 11). 
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Table 11. Producer Opinions and Experiences Regarding their Regional 
Consortium 
Item Mean (SD) 

I would recommend Consortium involvement to my co-workers 4.07 (.82) 

The Consortium has helped improve communication among fire 
managers/practitioners and fire researchers/scientists in my region 

 
3.66 (.83)  

The Consortium has helped improve the 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) 

The Consortium has helped improve policy regarding fire management in 
my region 

 
3.11 (.73) 

   

Perceptions of Consortia Websites 

Most consortia websites target both Consumers and Producers of fire science information. Like 
Consumers, Producers may use their ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŦƛǊŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
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 means for Producers to share information regarding their current research projects 
and facilitate the application of their knowledge and expertise to Consumer problems.  

Most Producers (66.1%) ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ǾƛǎƛǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ ŀƴŘ 
subsequently responded to six website-specific items using 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., aȅ /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ǳǎŜǊ-friendƭȅΤ aȅ /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ 
website provides a wide variety of fire science information), whereas some differed according to 
the specific needs of Producers (e.g., aȅ /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƘŜƭǇǎ ƪŜŜǇ ƳŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ƻŦ 
current research findings; aȅ /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ provides a way for me to share my research 
products or fire science delivery activities).  

tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ƳŜŀƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ these website-specific items are displayed in Table 12. Most 
tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ /ƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜǊ ŦǊƛŜndly and provided a 
wide variety of fire science information. A substantial degree of neutrality was expressed by 
Producers responding to these items, however. As with Consumer responses, this is likely 
attributable to the varying stages of site developmenǘ ŀƴŘ tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊity with 
the sites. Though nearly one-ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ όонΦт҈ύ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ 
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 were included in 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜΦ    



34 
 

Like Consumers, most Producers said ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ άƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅέ όпрΦт҈ύ ƻǊ άǊŀǊŜƭȅέ όомΦл҈ύ 
ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ƨƻō ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊ όM = 
2.50; SD = .89; see Figure 10). Again, the recent establishment of many consortia sites may 
partially account for the lower reported frequencies of actually applying this web-based 
information; Producers may have had few opportunities to visit the sites throughout the past 
year, anŘκƻǊ Ƴŀƴȅ ǎƛǘŜ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜΦ tǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ƻǇŜƴ ŜƴŘŜŘ 
ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǎƛǘŜ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ όŜΦƎΦΣ άLΩǾŜ ƴƻǘ ǎǇŜƴǘ 
ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƛƳŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ǎƻƭƛŘ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣέ άaȅ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳ ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǳǇ and 
running, so there is not a lot of information available on the webpageέ).4  In addition, much of 
the fire science information these sites provide is likely intended for Consumer applications.  

Table 12. Producer Opinions and Experiences Regarding their 
/ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ²ŜōǎƛǘŜ 
Item Mean (SD) 
My /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ is user-friendly 3.72 (.67) 

aȅ /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ǿƛŘŜ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ŦƛǊŜ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
information 

 
3.64 (.79) 

aȅ /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƘŜƭǇǎ ƪŜŜǇ ƳŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ƻŦ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 
findings 

 
3.62 (.82) 

aȅ /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ organizes fire science information and other 
useful tools in one convenient place 

3.53 (.82) 

aȅ /ƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ a way for me to share my research 
products or fire science delivery activities 

 
3.46 (.77) 

 

                                                      
4 Because Producers provided a relatively small number of open-ŜƴŘŜŘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΩǎ 
website (n = 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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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 correspondingly asked to share their 
perceptions of obstacles related to the effective dissemination and application of fire science 
information. Again, these items are intended to highlight initial gaps and strengths in consortia 
performance related to the overarching objective of improving fire science delivery. Data 
obtained from further survey distribution waves can help determine the extent to which 
strengths are being maintained and/or enhanced and to which gaps are being addressed. 
 
Producers responded to these items using a 5 point Likert scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree 
and 5 = Strongly Agree. Producer items were similar to those included in the Consumer survey, 
with the exception of Managers/practitioners seem unreceptive or disinterested in current fire 
science research and information (see Table 13 for Producer mean responses). Both Producers 
and Consumers identified the same two top obstacles to the dissemination (accessibility) and 
applicability of fire science information: Lack of availability of fire science information in one 
convenient place, and lack of communication between agencies/organizations. Consistent with 
Wave 1 survey results, most Producers did not implicate lack of opportunities to communicate 
with mangers/practitioners as an obstacle to fire science information dissemination and 
application. Consumers, however, were a bit more inclined to cite limited communication 
opportunities as an obstacle. Thus, consortia should continue in their efforts to increase 
Consumer awareness of such opportunities (e.g., via professional meetings/conferences, 
workshops, or interactive websites) and of ProducersΩ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ŦƛǊŜ 
managers/practitioners.   
 

14.7

31.0

45.7

6.9
1.7

Figure 10. Producers' reported frequency of 
applying information obtained via consortium 

websites on the job 

Never = 14.7%

Rarely = 31.0%

Occasionally = 45.7%

Often = 6.9%

Very Often = 1.7%
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Table 13. Producer Perceptions of Obstacles to the Dissemination or 
Application of Fire Science Information  
Obstacle Mean (SD) 
Fire science information is not available in one convenient place. 3.57 (.82) 

Lack of communication between agencies and organizations in my 
region decreases the accessibility of fire science information 

3.47 (.91) 

Lack of communication within agencies and organizations in my region 
decreases the accessibility of fire science information 

3.35 (.83) 

Fire scientists/researchers have few opportunities to communicate 
with managers/practitioners 

 
  2.97 (1.02) 

Managers/practitioners seem unreceptive or disinterested in current 
fire science research and information 

2.71 (.93) 
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GGeenneerraall  PPuubblliicc  SSuurrvveeyy  RReessuullttss  

The General Public survey frame was intended for all other target audiences of consortia efforts 
and activities who were not primarily employed in fire management or research-related fields. 
This audience is highly diverse, including homeowners, large and small private landowners, 
retired fire science professionals, elected officials/decision makers, and other interested 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άDŜƴŜǊŀƭ tǳōƭƛŎέ may be somewhat misleading, as respondents 
to this frame tended to have more education than the average community member, and many 
had occupational and/or educational backgrounds in fire science-related fields (but were not 
currently employed in such professions). Understandably, those most affected by wildfire and 
those most interested in fire science-related issues also would be more likely to be exposed to 
consortia educational 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 consortia have specific plans to increase fire science information accessibility and 
applicability among the άDŜƴŜǊŀƭ tǳōƭƛŎΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƎŀƛƴ ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎŜǎ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 
Consequently, the General Public survey is the smallest of the three frames, both in number of 
respondents (N = 137) and in scope. Most General Public respondents identified with the 
Southern Fire Exchange (20.9%) or the California (20.0%) consortia (see Table 1 for specific 
Participant x Consortium breakdowns). This survey frame contains two main item sections: one 
focusing on experiences with fire science information, and the other assessing perceptions and 
experiences concerning various sources of fire science information.      

General Public Demographics  

Over three-quarters (75.2%) of General Public respondents were male. Most were Caucasian 
όусΦм҈ύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ άhǘƘŜǊέ όпΦо%); Asian/Pacific Islander (3.5%); Hispanic/Latino (2.6%); 
American Indian (1.7%); Black (.9%); and Multi-Ethnic (.9%). The mean age of participants was 
55.41 years. Most General Public respondents were well-educated. Over one-third (34.8%) held 
a B.A./B.S., 24.1 % ŜŀǊƴŜŘ ŀ aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ 5ŜƎǊŜŜΣ ŀƴŘ м4.3% earned a professional or doctoral 
degree. 
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Respondents indicated a wide variety of roles, demonstrating the diverse nature of the General 
Public survey sample (see Figure 12). Over one-quarter (27.4%) of respondents primarily 
identified themselves as large private landowners, 19.8% identified themselves as small private 
ƭŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊǎΣ моΦн҈ ǿŜǊŜ άŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜǎΣέ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ млΦп҈ ǿŜǊŜ άƛƴǘŜǊŜsted 
community members.  Approximately 15% of General Public respondents did not explicitly 
identify with any pre-determined response categories and selected the άhǘƘŜǊέ ƻǇǘƛƻƴΦ Lƴ 
ŜƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ άhǘƘŜǊέ ǊƻƭŜΣ respondents generally indicated significant involvement with 
fire science-related issues (e.g., ά9ƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƴƻƴ-profitΣέ άconservation 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊέ). 3

 
 

General Public Experiences with Fire Science Information 

General Public respondents were first asked to respond to a series of 13 items concerning their 
experiences with fire science information and fire management issues using a 5-point Likert 
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Figure 11. Educational Background of General Public 
Survey Respondents

B.A./B.S. = 34.8%

Master's Degree = 24.1%

Doctoral/Professional Degree = 14.3%

Some graduate coursework = 13.4%

Some college = 7.1%

Associate's/Technical Degree = 5.4%

High school = .9%
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Figure 12. Primary Role of General Public 
Survey Respondents
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