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Abstract 
Benefits-based management is an emerging framework designed to incorporate outdoor 
recreation area values into natural resources management. This research focused on identifying 
community benefits in the rural Illinois communities of the Kaskaskia watershed, which is partly 
managed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). Semi-structured interviews were 
conducted with 31 community members and 10 agency personnel about the watershed, local 
communities, and USACE resource management. An inductive approach was used to identify 
community benefits, which were comprised of psychological, social, economic, and 
environmental benefits, attained by participants. Some benefits were related to the USACE’s 
relationship with the community. The USACE developed those relationships through 
sponsorship of community activities like Fourth of July fireworks displays, rubber duck race 
fundraisers, and Halloween haunted trail tours. Results suggest that the USACE should continue 
to interact with local communities and create additional opportunities for interaction. 
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Introduction 
 
Natural resources management provides important personal, social, economic, and 
environmental benefits to both visitor and local community members. Currently, the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) manages two percent of all federal lands and waters. USACE 
projects support more than 20 percent of all recreation opportunities provided on federal lands. 
The benefit opportunities provided by these projects extend beyond administrative boundaries to 
affect nearby local communities. Benefits accruing to local communities, and the value of these 
benefits as a result of their proximity to these projects, are unknown.  
 
Benefits-based management is an emerging framework designed to incorporate outdoor 
recreation area values into natural resources management. In its most basic form, benefits-based 
management forces planners and managers to adopt a more holistic view of outdoor recreation 
areas, as well as the landscapes within which they are found, to acknowledge that these public 
land and water resources provide for a diversity of values. To date, most research has been 
concerned with on-site recreation visitor benefits. Little is understood about on- and off-site 
benefits that might accrue to community members living near federally managed outdoor 
recreation areas. Anderson, Nickerson, Stein, & Lee (2000) assert that, “…BBM provides a rich 
framework for providing the types of recreation opportunities that will satisfy visitor and com-
munity needs, protect the critical resources found within wildland recreation areas and ensure 
that quality experiences and benefits are attained within the current management environment of 
structural change and limited financial resources” (p.197). Although BBM research and practice 
has focused on the management of outdoor recreation areas, it provides a structured approach to 
identify and plan for the diversity of values and benefits beyond resource area boundaries to in-
clude nearby local communities.  
 
Improving the way managers incorporate visitor and community benefit opportunity production 
into natural resources management is a major concern of managers, planners and academics.  
Benefits-based management, though relatively new, is an extension of experience-based 
management that many federal agencies, including the USACE, have been applying for a 
number of years (Bruns 1993). However, identifying and providing for all these benefits is a 
much more complex issue than simply saying it must be done. Critical research needs exist in the 
area of identifying benefits, particularly community benefits, and how to maintain or increase 
them at USACE projects. 
 
Objectives 
This research focused on identifying community benefits in the rural Illinois communities of the 
Kaskaskia watershed, which is partly managed by the USACE. Semi-structured interviews were 
conducted with 31 community members and 10 agency personnel about the watershed, local 
communities, and USACE resource management. The primary research objectives were: 
 

1) identify benefits desired and attained by community members living near USACE 
projects in the Kaskaskia watershed,  

2) identify social features of the USACE projects, USACE management, and local 
communities that influence benefit attainment, and  

 



 

3) 3) gather community member suggestions for increasing benefit opportunities in the 
future.   

 
Study Area 
The Kaskaskia River watershed is located in central and southern Illinois. It includes 10% of the 
land area in Illinois – 5,840 square miles or 3.7 million acres. The river flows for approximately 
325 miles from its headwaters near Champaign, Illinois to where it empties into the Mississippi 
River near St. Louis, Missouri. The watershed is unique is many ways. First, the USACE pro-
jects provide access to public lands and resources that are in limited supply. There is very little 
public land in the state of Illinois with nearly 90% of the land in private ownership. Within the 
Kaskaskia watershed, about 80% of the land is used for agricultural production. Secondly, there 
are many distinctive ecological attributes in the watershed. The largest contiguous forest in the 
state can be found in the watershed, along with habitat for several threatened and endangered 
species. Furthermore, the watershed is an annual stopover site for many migratory birds (Illinois 
Department of Natural Resources 2001; Carlyle Planning Committee n.d.). “Measured by almost 
any standard – ecological, recreational, economical – it is the crucial natural resource for a great 
swathe of Mid-Illinois,” concluded an Illinois Department of Natural Resources assessment (Illi-
nois Department of Natural Resources 2001, p.1). 
 
Within this watershed, the USACE manages two reservoir lakes, Lake Shelbyville and Carlyle 
Lake, and one navigation project, the Kaskaskia River Navigation Project. All three projects 
have multiple purposes, although they vary in designation and priority between the projects. Pur-
poses can include flood damage reduction services for the Kaskaskia and Mississippi Rivers, wa-
ter quality, water supply, recreation, fishing and wildlife conservation, and navigation (U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers 1996). The resource, management, and community context present in 
the Kaskaskia River watershed provided an excellent place to conduct exploratory research into 
the community benefit opportunities provided by the USACE, the social features that influence 
these benefits, and options for increasing community benefits in the future. 
 
 
Literature Review 
 
Benefits-based management (BBM) can be traced back to recreation choice behavior and moti-
vation literature in the field of recreation resource management (Anderson, et al. 2000). An 
original management framework, activity-based management (ABM) was concerned with the 
supply and demand of recreation activities and participation (Borrie & Roggenbuck 1995). This 
was a useful framework in that it encouraged managers to provide for a range of activities at a 
given recreation area (Anderson, et al. 2000). ABM was criticized for its lack of being able to 
explain why people recreated at a site and what significance the resource area played in people’s 
lives (Dustin, McAvoy, & Goodale 1999). Another problem with ABM was that it deemphasized 
the quality of a recreation experience – more supply and more participation at a recreation area 
was not necessarily a desirable management goal (Borrie & Roggenbuck 1995).  
 
Experienced-based management (EBM) stemmed from ABM and became a more comprehensive 
framework that included activities and the outcomes people gained from their experiences. EBM 
was based on the expectancy-value theory, which supposed that people were motivated to recre-

 



 

ate in order to achieve expected benefits from their experience (More & Kuentzal 1999). The 
goal was to identify the quality of the experience. Anderson, et al. (2000) explained the evolution 
from ABM to EBM as a shift, “…from a focus on what people do when they recreate to under-
standing the relationships among how, why, and where they recreate” (p.198). However, over 
time, planners, managers, and academics found that the EBM framework was too individualized 
and that it inadequately accounted for the full range of benefits that can be produced through 
natural resource management (Dustin, McAvoy, & Goodale 1999).  
 
This discovery led to the conceptualization of the benefits-based management (BBM) frame-
work. New features of this BBM framework encompassed a wider scope of benefits and the 
“chain of causality” which connects short-term, on-site benefits with long-term, off-site benefits 
(Borrie & Roggenbuck 1995). In BBM, the goal is to maximize the net benefits within the sys-
tem (Driver & Bruns 1999). Several authors discuss the advantages of the BBM framework and 
related their research to planners and managers. Some believe that BBM, “improves understand-
ing of human interactions with the natural environment, increases the number of management 
options available to managers, and improves the quality of management actions” (Anderson, et 
al. 2000, p.201). Others have also suggested advantages from BBM for the justification of re-
source area budgets by demonstrating what benefits are provided (Driver & Bruns 1999). More-
over, Driver & Bruns (1999) suggest several ways resource area management may improve by 
using BBM. They list increased collaborative partnerships, long-term monitoring, communica-
tion and marketing targeted toward benefit opportunities, and clearer management objectives as 
positive results from managing for specific desired benefits. 
 
Many types of benefits and ways of describing these benefits exist. The most commonly cited 
definition of a benefit is that it is, “A change…viewed to be advantageous – an improvement in 
condition or gain to an individual, to a group, to society, or to another entity.”  (Driver, Brown, 
& Peterson 1991, p.4). Other researchers also include preventing an undesirable condition or 
maintaining an existing condition as benefits (Anderson, et al. 2000). Frequently, researchers di-
vide the types of benefits into four categories: personal, social, economic, and environmental. 
Personal benefits typically include psychological outcomes from active participation at the rec-
reation area, although off-site psychological outcomes are possible. Outcomes would include 
benefits such as reduced stress, feeling close to nature, and feeling free (Stein & Anderson, 2002; 
Stein, Anderson, & Thompson, 1999). These personal benefits may aggregate to provide larger 
community benefits, working through a social multiplier of sorts. Social benefits extend beyond 
the individual to include family members, groups, and the local community. Examples of social 
benefits include family bonding, community cohesion, community attachment, and community 
pride (Anderson, et al. 2000; Borrie & Roggenbuck 1995). Cultural benefits are often included as 
social benefits (Borrie & Roggenbuck 1995). Economic benefits can consist of economic stabil-
ity through land values, attractiveness of development, and opportunities for employment; in-
creased property values and tax bases; and savings from flood damage reduction (Hoff 2000).  
Environmental benefits encompass benefits like community sensitivity to environmental issues, 
preservation and conservation, biodiversity, life support, and the development of a community 
environmental ethic (Anderson, et al. 2000; Borrie & Roggenbuck 1995). 
 
Many factors could influence benefit attainment in local communities. In particular, trust in the 
natural resource management agency was selected as a social feature of interest for this research 

 



 

project. Trust can affect local community member reactions to changes in management actions 
and other new policies. Because of a lack of trust, community members may not actualize benefit 
opportunities. For example, a community member may not start a new business that uses the 
project because they do not trust the USACE to abide by the management plan. Community 
members may choose not to visit a recreation area because they have negative perceptions of the 
USACE. Other researchers have found that social trust in a federal land management agency was 
a strong predictor of perceptions of and attitudes toward a proposed recreation fee program 
(Winter, Palucki, & Burkhardt 1999). Trust is an important aspect of gaining community 
member involvement in collaborative management efforts (Wondelleck & Yaffee 2000). The 
ability for an agency to learn of desired community benefits through the usual public 
involvement process would therefore be hampered by a lack of trust. 
 
Although there has been limited community benefits research, interest from planners, managers, 
and academics is increasing (Anderson, et al. 2000). One of the earliest studies involved a bene-
fits needs assessment of community members in Portland, Oregon (Borrie & Roggenbuck 1995). 
In this study the Bureau of Parks and Recreation used participant observation and focus groups 
to identify community benefit needs that could be addressed. The results suggested a shift toward 
family oriented and community building programs. Several community benefits studies have 
been completed in Minnesota (Stein & Anderson 2002; Stein, Anderson & Kelly 1999; Stein, 
Anderson, & Thompson 1999). In one study, community benefits attained by key stakeholders 
were identified using qualitative and quantitative methods (Stein, Anderson, & Thompson 1999). 
Conservation of natural areas, economic impacts from tourism, community pride and on-site ex-
periences were rated as the most important benefits in this study. In a sample of Minnesota, 
North Dakota, and South Dakota community member stakeholders in the Red River Basin, Stein, 
Anderson and Kelly (1999) found that “living in a healthy environment,” “maintaining control of 
your life and the lives of your family,” “and “knowing that a preserved natural resource exists for 
future generations” were the most valued landscape opportunities for both rural and urban com-
munity members (p.406). Finally, benefit opportunities were rated among community member 
stakeholders in the Leech Lake watershed of Minnesota (Stein & Anderson 2002). Off-site bene-
fits from living in the watershed, particularly psychological outcomes, were rated above both 
economic benefits and on-site benefits. There are opportunities for increasing the critical mass of 
knowledge related to the benefits community members desire and attain from living near a public 
resource area by studying a new and unique resource, social and management context such as the 
Kaskaskia watershed.   
 
 
Methods 
 
A qualitative approach was chosen for this initial, exploratory research into community benefits 
provided by the USACE in the Kaskaskia River watershed. A semi-structured interview format 
was used in this study.  In semi-structured interviews, a standard set of questions is asked of all 
participants. However, because of the dynamic and interactive nature of the interviews, follow-
up questions and other probes vary depending on the participant. This method provides a distinct 
advantage over quantitative surveys where no flexibility to ask follow-up questions exists (Patton 
1990). For example, follow-up questions may allow participants to explain why they are able to 

 



 

attain certain benefits from USACE projects and what meaning they attach to those benefits. 
Semi-structured interview formats yield data that are rich and in-depth.  
 
Qualitative research studies are context-specific. In this study, the overall research goals sought 
specific information regarding community benefits in the Kaskaskia River watershed. Theories, 
grounded in the specific situation, can be developed from the data collected (Dey 1999). Partici-
pants in this research study were purposefully selected for their broad range of knowledge about 
community benefits provided by the USACE in the Kaskaskia River watershed. They were se-
lected not to be representative of the larger population, but to provide a diversity of the potential 
perspectives that exist among the watershed’s community members. The initial set of partici-
pants in the research study was USACE employees. From there, a network sampling approach 
was used to identify a set of community member participants (Babbie 1989). Many of the com-
munity members initially recommended were involved in the Kaskaskia Watershed Association 
(KWA). Participants who were involved with the KWA were encouraged at the end of their in-
terview to recommend other community members who were not involved in the KWA. Also, ini-
tial research participants identified important communities, and community leaders (city or vil-
lage mayors, clerks, and councilmen/aldermen) from those communities were asked to partici-
pate in this research study.  
 
Forty-one interviews were completed. Participants were interviewed from among many different 
stakeholder interest groups. The largest single group interviewed was USACE employees (10 
interviews). This group represents those who manage or provide benefit opportunities to 
individuals and communities. The remaining 31 people interviewed represented community 
members concerned with the recreation/tourism industry (5 interviews), agriculture (5 
interviews), residential (5 interviews), and local government interests (5 interviews); recreation 
participation on the lakes or Navigation Project (4 interviews); industrial uses of the Navigation 
Project (4 interviews); and environmental perspectives (3 interviews). 
 
Additional participant information was collected during the interviews. Both community member 
and agency personnel participants came from a cross-section of the three projects in the 
Kaskaskia River watershed. Participants were typically male, although nine women participated 
in the research project. Community members were highly active in both community organiza-
tions (81% involved in at least one organization) and on-site recreation activities at the USACE 
projects (71% participated in at least one activity). The participating community members ranged 
from 27 to 74 years of age, with an average of 56 years. They had lived in the community from 3 
to 74 years, with an average length of residency of 38 years. About half of the USACE personnel 
interviewed had participated in local community organizations or on-site recreation activities. 
They lived in the local community from 3 to 31 years, with 17 years on average of residency in 
the local community. Agency personnel participants had worked for the USACE for as little as 
three years and for as long as 32 years, with the average number of years with the agency at 23 
years.   
 
The data from this research study included interview transcripts, field notes, maps, and partici-
pant information sheets. The primary data were the interview transcripts. Each tape-recorded in-
terview was transcribed verbatim using a transcription machine. In total, 636 pages of transcrip-
tion resulted. Data analysis was an iterative process that focused on the goals of identifying rele-

 



 

vant themes, patterns and relationships concerning community benefits provided by the USACE 
in the Kaskaskia River watershed. Specifically, themes connected to desired and attained bene-
fits, influences of benefit attainment, and future management actions to increase community 
benefits were most relevant. Data analysis procedures largely followed the procedures recom-
mended by Creswell (1998). Major themes were identified through the open coding of each indi-
vidual interview transcript. The codes were then organized into topic and subtopic categories. 
Emic and etic codes were delineated (Crang 1997). Emic codes are those that originate within the 
cultural context and are what the participants think. Etic codes are constructed outside of the cul-
tural context and are what the researchers think. Themes were then refined using questions, sin-
gle word phrase analysis, and negative case analysis. Next, data gaps were identified (Davenport 
2003; Dey 1999; Nickerson, Anderson, Davenport, Leahy In Review). Many steps were taken 
during the data analysis process to certify that the analysis was valid and reliable (Davenport 
2003). 
 
Limitations to qualitative research should be noted. The small sample size in this study is not 
representative of all people in the Kaskaskia River watershed. It is not possible to use statistical 
inference to estimate the community benefits attained by the whole population. It is also not 
possible to statistically compare two groups or communities based on their desired community 
benefits. Finally, it is not possible to test or verify theory using the interview data. A next phase 
of research in this watershed will include a quantitative survey that will allow generalization to 
the entire population of community members in the watershed. 
 
 
Results  
 

“…You recognize immediately that there are many people who think of 
that river and navigation channel in different ways. To a town it might be 
their source of water. To a boater it might mean their weekend fun.  To the 
farmer it might mean a way to get his crop to New Orleans where he is 
going to be guaranteed to get a better price for it. To an industry…it 
means a more cost effective way to get those steel coils there. To the coal 
mines it meant a way to get their coal shipped. To Gateway FS, the 
fertilizers back to the farmer, they buy their grain from the farmers. To 
environmentalists it is a wildlife refuge – fish, and fowl and fur.” 
- Navigation Project Community Member 

 
The inductive approach used to identify community benefits attained by participants revealed an 
interconnected set of community benefits within the categories of psychological, social, 
economic, and environmental benefits. Within each of these categories, three to four sub-
categories emerged. Community residents expressed three different types of personal benefits: 
recreational, social-psychological, and cognitive benefits. There were four types of social 
benefits: recreational, rural character, community vitality, and partnerships. Environmental 
benefits included human uses of the natural resources, existence values, and restoration benefits. 
Finally, employment, economic stability, and economic growth were important economic 
benefits for those key stakeholders interviewed. Examples of specific benefits using quotatations 
from community members are provided in Table 1. 
 

 



 

Table 1. Selected Community Benefits by Type with Community Member Quotations 
 

Benefit Category     Sub-Category        Example Community Member Quotation 
Personal Recreational “Since I enjoy fishing and hunting and things along that line 

it’s very nice to live close to a nice lake like this….It’s a 
place to go swimming and boating and hunting and the 
whole schmeal.” 

 Social-
Psychological 

“When you get to the lake, it’s different. You get a sense of 
the water, and the trees, and time and it’s serene.” 

 Cognitive “You get to see some of the things that were going on then to 
bring the river, or at least making it navigable back in the 
early 70s. So that’s kind of neat to read about and seeing the 
different things that were being generated just to make that 
happen.” 

Social Recreational “…almost everybody enjoys having the lake and the facility, 
camping facility, the fishing, the swimming, the boating, and 
people that it brings into the area.” 

 Rural Character “…obviously the lake is an asset. Natural asset….So there’s 
a lot of things that we [the community] offer, not just things 
that you can go touch and feel but the bigger picture.” 

 Community 
Vitality 

“These are a couple of nice little communities that probably 
would eventually pass out of the picture over say the next 30-
40 years had it not been for the lake.” 

 Partnerships “They have been extremely instrumental in helping us get 
ourselves organized….and it is wonderful. We have a great 
relationship going. We would be in trouble in our watershed 
work around here without the cooperation of the Corps.” 

Environmental Human-Use “And the reason [we survived the flood of ‘93] was because 
of the navigation channel, and the levy that was built with 
it.” 

 Existence Values “This was prairie and I think prairie has its own asset. I en-
joy just seeing the prairie and the openness and the space. I 
appreciate it.” 

 Restoration “Well, I tell you what, that headcutting issue, the bank 
erosion would be one very, very positive thing that they could 
do…” 

Economic Employment “…[the river] means more employment, good paying 
employment, as far as the industrial side.” 

 Economic 
Stability 

“When the Clean Air Act hit us in the early 90s and a lot of 
the coal mines started to close, we were able to make greater 
use of the river by focusing on the agricultural industry, who 
were also learning how to use the river.” 

 Economic 
Growth 

“Now we’ve got two grocery stores, three taverns downtown 
that sit a block off the river. They like the flow of what 
happens on a Saturday and Sunday and the bass 
tournaments.” 

 

 



 

It appeared that benefit attainment was positively linked to trust in the USACE. Benefits and 
trust recently increased for community members through changes in the USACE management 
and collective action by the citizen watershed council. There was a possible link between 
recreation participation and trust. The ability to make long-term plans and decisions was affected 
by trust in the USACE. Interest in joining watershed organizations and other partnerships was 
affected by trust in the USACE. The interviewees suggested that local community members are 
involved in a complicated decision process of whether or not to trust the USACE. For many of 
the participants, they were initially distrustful of the USACE and have grown to trust the USACE 
more through their involvement with the agency. For instance, “My trust in the Corps, or my 
feelings about the Corps has sort of been kind of an evolution….I think the Lower Kaskaskia 
Stakeholders became an organization because we saw the Corps more as an impersonal organi-
zation that had its own dictates and superimposed them on our area…” The watershed organiza-
tions were attractive to join for some participants because of their initially limited trust of the 
USACE. “I think the communication has really improved over time….But why did we start it? 
Because we didn’t have a unified voice that could make any impact to convince the Corps that 
we had a handle on the various aspects of the river.” 
 
Local relationships with agency personnel and recognition of the USACE’s constraints were 
important to establishing and enhancing trust in the USACE. For the interviewees involved in the 
watershed organizations, participation in those groups brought them into contact with agency 
personnel. These personal and professional relationships at the local level put a human face to 
the organization. The commitment and dedication of the local agency personnel established 
confidence in the agency as a whole. A participant came to believe that they’re “good people to 
work with….they’ve got good people that are trying to do their best.” Often, doing the best job 
possible given the constraints was adequate for establishing or enhancing trust. Recognition of 
the constraints, such as time and money, was also important for some participants to trust local 
staff. Other participants mentioned events hosted by the USACE for the community. These 
events included annual Fourth of July parades, rubber duck race fundraisers, and Halloween 
haunted trail tours. They provided an opportunity for community members to interact with 
USACE personnel. They were also social in nature, which provides a different setting for 
interaction than the traditional public meeting. These events were perceived as a tangible benefit, 
an act of goodwill, and designed specifically for community members rather than out-of-town 
visitors. 
 
Community member suggestions for enhancing benefit opportunities focused on communication, 
decision-making processes, and community development. Within communication, community 
members desired increased environmental education efforts, increased visibility in the local 
community, and a greater focus of agency communication on benefits. Some participants sug-
gested that the majority of community members were unaware of their surrounding environment, 
local USACE management, and the benefits provided to the communities by the projects. One 
interviewee remarked, “There’s a lot of people…in New Athens that don’t realize that the water 
that comes past here, most of it’s not coming from Carlyle anyway…comes from Plum Creek….I 
didn’t realize they can open the gates at Carlyle wide open and it probably won’t raise it here 
more than a couple inches.” This participant recommended more environmental education and 
other “educational materials” that would increase the knowledge of local community members 
about the watershed and its processes.  

 



 

 
Other participants wanted the USACE to increase its visibility in the local community because, 
as one key stakeholder said, “Some people don’t even know who manages Lake Shelbyville to be 
honest about it.” One participant felt that vehicle patrols alongside the Navigation Project were 
increasing community awareness of the USACE’s management presence, which was an unin-
tended positive consequence of the river patrol boat being out of service. Participants again men-
tioned community events like the fireworks, duck races, and haunted trail tours as examples of 
increasing agency presence in the local communities. 
 
Part of the interest in increasing the visibility of the USACE in the local communities seemed to 
come from key stakeholders desiring a greater community awareness about the indirect benefits 
they currently receive or could attain in the future through direct participation. There was a 
general sense that the local community members did not appreciate the benefits provided by the 
USACE’s management. “I think the Kaskaskia is probably a sleeping asset…most people don’t 
really take a lot of interest, or don’t put a lot of respect into it….if we were to lose it, then they 
would realize how important it was.” 
 
Within decision-making suggestions, community members desired the USACE to remain 
flexible in response to natural flooding events, develop consistency in management so long-term 
community decisions can be made, and use transparent processes so communities know how 
decisions are reached. Numerous community members interviewed had noticed a change in the 
management. One participant said, “In the beginning I think they were more concerned about the 
ability to do everything by the book. Now I think they’re more responsive and action [oriented].” 
Another participant elaborated, “…the Corps’ still a little bit more confident that they can make 
some variances, as long as they know they’ve got…the supporting key players here, they can take 
a little heat from a chain of command because they know they’ve got the public…and Congres-
sional support.” One aspect of this flexibility was the willingness to partner with local commu-
nity organizations. “…I think that through our organizing the Lower Kaskaskia Stakeholders, 
and then the Corps…were flexible in their own way to work with, that has caused my feelings not 
to soften, but to feel like we have somebody who is a partner with us, rather than somebody who 
will tell us how it is going to be and then rely on us to figure out how to live with it.”  
 
Not all of the participants interviewed agreed with the notion that the USACE has used a more 
flexible management style in recent years. “I guess they got a book and they open it up and say 
this is the rules and this is what we’re going to do. Everything I’ve ever asked them, that seems 
to be their pat thing.” This same participant described a recent example of the USACE’s 
inflexibility when another community member requested permission to mow vegetation on 
USACE land, which was adjacent to his private property, to reduce the chances of catching West 
Nile Virus. He said, “The Corps won’t let them mow it….and they will really get on them if they 
do, or if they cut down a tree, or a small tree or something and you know….that’s just not being 
a good neighbor.” 
 
Community development suggestions from community members focused on concomitantly 
developing recreation and tourism, and maintaining facilities for commercial industry. Several 
participants wanted the USACE to spend time developing the recreation/tourism and commercial 
industry potential within the watershed. After discussing the nature-based tourism attractions in 

 



 

places outside of Illinois, one interviewee from Shelbyville expressed, “That’s what I want for my 
community and my community doesn’t have that. We should be a destination just like these other 
places are.” Several key stakeholders believe that the recreation and tourism potential of the 
Kaskaskia watershed have yet to be realized. “…That’s 300 people that would be in town that 
wouldn’t normally be in town….the economic benefit that we get from them, I think, most places 
in town are probably just tapping the minute potential of the whole situation.” Even interviewees 
with agricultural interests were supportive of some recreation and tourism development, 
particularly high water facilities that would allow recreation to continue while the lakes hold 
water back from flooding downstream crops.  
 
 
Discussion and Conclusion 
 
This preliminary research has provided a description of community benefits, trust influences on 
benefit attainment, and community suggestions for improving benefit attainment in the Kaskaskia 
Watershed of Illinois. Thirty-one local community members and ten USACE personnel were 
interviewed using a semi-structured interviewing technique. The results suggest there is a wide 
range of experiences and benefits desired and attained by community members living near the 
three USACE projects in the Kaskaskia watershed. The USACE provides more to these local 
communities than flood control and recreation opportunities. Benefits were distributed among 
personal, social, economic and environmental benefits. Trust appeared to be a prominent social 
influence on benefit attainment. Participants suggested improving the USACE’s management of 
the Kaskaskia watershed through communication, decision-making and community development 
to enhance benefit attainment. 
 
Our results suggest that the USACE should continue to interact with local communities and create 
additional opportunities for interaction. In addition to considering the community-generated 
suggestions, two additional recommendations are to encourage on-site recreation and maintain 
sponsorship of community events such as Fourth of July fireworks displays, annual duck race 
fundraisers, and guided Halloween haunted trail tours. These activities provided benefit 
opportunities and built relationships between the agency and local communities. A future mail 
survey will collect quantitative BBM data from communities. 
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