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improving community health
through evaluations

joanna Becker

Abstract There has been an increasing emphasis on sustainable community
development in recent years, which is linked to community heaith
through quality of iife and intergenerational considerations. Fvaluations
are one of the basic tools to improving community health with the
most effective evaluations being those that are meaningful to the com-
munity kse, and which provide tangible feedback and incentives for
improved performance. Drawing on weli-known matheds, this paper
flustrates four important components of community evalustions.
Although each method incorporates some or il of these COMPONEntS,
thelr achievernents to date have been limited. The reasons for this, 25
well as how evaluations can play 2 more efective role in improving
community health, are discussed.

Introduction

¥

Com::*;-.z ies have historically had a close relationship to their natural
resource base and have tended to remain within the carrying capacity of
a region :f they were to survive. However, this is no Enpge* the case,
especially for North American communities, which need to address sus-
able development to continue in the future. This paper looks at o
what extent evaluations he elp to do this.
Evaluating commun e will not by itseif zmp'fcva its health but pro-
vides a reference to start from. As Besleme ¢f al. \L999 concluded from 2
study © ’*f comununity indicators in two communities, the process itself pro-
duces cutcomes, but moving from evaluation o act:cn requires both citizen
par‘ziczﬁpai:ion and poiicy implementation.
nis paper considers to what extent four evaluation methods have
improved community health in North America. These m Iti'zods ithustrate
how public participation, clarity of presentation, re@ea ed application and
s taoi shment of target ehav;ors emphasized in the Bellagio Principles
{Becker, 2004} are importani for communi ity evaluation methods. The
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improving community health 349
paper summarizes the sirengths and weaknesses of these methods and their
accomplis b nients to date based on the literature and personal interviews. It

concludes with suggestions as to how to better use evaluations io improve

comim u"i"V health.

WWhat is community health?

1

A community is an organized body of people who share a common interest,
generally living in the same area. Jacobs (1995) identifies j\iacc ag the
important Hnk between people in a community, whereas Warburton
i that the relationships between people are im@crmm as
e af piace. A shared sense of history is also important. A com-
ity may be little more than an extended famiive a megapolis of several
on peopie. Increasingly, there is also awareness of the giobal commu-
consisting of all the Earth's inhabitants. Smaller communities such
usiness, religious and political groups may nest within larger ones.
fembership in one community does not preciude membership in another.
is not easy to define commumi’y heaith, often equated with ‘quality of
life’, referred to in the ‘Caring for ihe Earth’ definition of sustainable devel-
opment (TUCN, 1991}. Quality of life has often been treated synonymously
with the term ‘well-being’ Roge*so”- et al., 1987). Many characteristics
have been identified with quality of life (Mitchell et 4l.,, 1995) and includ
personal and community development and security as well as the physica
environment and the provision of goods and services. If the intergenera-
tomal considerations of sustainable devempmim (WCED, 1987 are

included in community health, then the sustainability of many urban

communities is quesizonabie and may actually be deteriora i,zg,
Ideally, community development is closely linked to sustainable develop-
ment with provision of goods and services for both current and future
demands. Sustainable development may be less relevant in poor commu-
nitles where problems are immediate and environmen ai impacts are

..a ;.

@

o}

¥

iocal and comparatively minor {McGranahan ef al., 1596). But at the most
fundamental level, sustainable dweiopmenir means continued existence
(Bossel, 1998). Many communities have persisted in the same iocation for

years, whereas others have sadufcmy perished or been reformudated.
Most survive now at the expense of resources from other places {see
Heological Hoo*m‘mt}

Agenda 21 identified the major physical environmental issues facing
global urban settiements: roved planning and mmagerwenf; infe-
gwref‘- provision of environmental ;nf“astm"mre, the Dromoh 71 Of 51

disaster-prone areas and urban health ’L‘\CEC, }392‘
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How then can modern communities become more sustainable? Selman
proposes that a top priority for sustainable urban development is the cre-
ation of viable political and institutional systems capabie of ‘framing
broadly based strategies, programmes and policies’ (1996, p. 41). Jismy of
the characteristics of making a community sustainable are what make it a
desirable place in which to kve.

“omponents of a community evaluation program

&)
[45)

An evaluation program uses some type of indicators, whether these
gualitative or quantitative, summarized in an index or assigned an arbitrary
vaive. Much has been written elsewhere about the desirable qualities of
indicators (Mitchell, 1996; Cairns o i, 1953; Van der Bergh, 1996; amon g
others} and those that are selected for the assessment of community
b will depend on the interests of the specific group but should
include social indicators. The social indicators movements arose in the
USA about 1910 (Smith, 1991). Environmental indicators, inciudi *zg the
pressure-siate~response (PSR} framework described subsequently, w

aiso inspired from the social indicator movement in the 1980s.

What are the important indicators of a community evaluation program?
Cobb and Rixford (1998}, in 'z'beiv history of social mdlCB‘O"‘a, conciude
that measurement itself doe t induce a,,pm,;ria*e action nor mean that
it is a good indicaior '?hﬂy ecommend seeking indicators that reveal
causes not symptoms when planning to act and that a democratic indicators
program requires more than good public participation.

Given the appropriateness of the seiecte"" indicators, can the implemen-

tation of an evalvation method itself help improve community health? No
matter how wei}: an evaluation method is devised and imy ¢
i not help improve comumunity health unless there is the 3011%‘;:&1 will
individual commitment to make it happen. However, the Bellagio Prin-
ciples are important in all evaluation methods as illustrated in the fo! Howing

Fublic participation

Community health must be determined by the citizens of that comr nunity.
artzcmatory development is defined by the World Baﬂk a8 ‘a process
hrough which stakeholders influence and share control over development
inthiatives and the decisions and resources which affect them " {World Bank,
1996, p. xi}. Lack of participation and control of resources are reco grized as
coniributing to threats and failures of projects (Machiis and Tichnell, 1985,

12424

Nepal and Weber, 1995). Cobb and Rixford (1998 conclude that movi ng
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from indicators to outcomes is more likely with ‘control over resources’.
Cozmmmztv participation helps identify local issues as well as implement-
ing necessary changes.

McAliister (1999} lists potential benefits of participatory monitoring
and evaluation: as direct learning from the lessons for the community;
inzormai:zor‘, ownership of the process by the comununity and commur nity

pacity building. A study by the World Bank’s Learning
P rticipation found that, aithough more time was required for the
preparatory stages, the costs may be no higher for preparing and imple-
meniing pa:‘tczpﬂto projects than non-participatory ones (Bhatnagar,
15923, Tifz Cy concludes that consideration should be taken of the
costs of not providing for participation.

The concept cf stakeholders has now expanded to include not only the
rural poor, as in the FAC's People Pa H.czpaﬁo'ﬁ Programme of the 1980,
but also local institutions and civil society in a power-sharing scheme
based on negotzat on and conflict management (Warren, 1998). Participation
i not guarantee success, however, and CGilbert {1987 believes that
the achievements of community participation have been greatly exagger-
ated, ﬁoﬁng that the J‘t ests of weaker groups may be damaged
depends primarily on political interests.
?arﬁczpaim’*z 1‘3‘*% n@eds to be evaiuated to determine the extent and
quality of participation, the costs and benefiis of participation and the
pa rti r*af:za on outcomes, performance and susiainal
. One evaluation program notable for its public participation

is the Sustainable Seattle Program.
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Sustainable Segttle Program

This Program was initiated by public participation with a multi-stakeholder
process of 150 citizens in ‘992 {Sustainable Seattle, 1598). This DrOCEss con-
tinues with a steering committee of fwenty or more citizens and a bi-annual

i:nc’alcai:o*~ review. It therefore also addresses re-application, although
ing is not guaranteed for its continuance and it is not mandated } by
siatre. 1t | has improved its clarity of presentation by reducing the
indicators from ninety to forty and presenting these as sustainability
irends that are deciming, improving or new with a further category for
those with insufficient data (Fxgure 1}. The indicators serve as educational
tools, as well as being heipful to decision-makers. Atkisson {1999) attributes
its success to its adminisirative base, good timing and skilled ‘acxiz‘satsz He
notes, however, thatt e long-term focus caused some alienation and the dif
ficuity of handling tec:‘n:cai topics by volunteers. Other limitations noted
by Hardi ef gl (1997} are that some indicators cannot be presented in time

b
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: Public Pardeipation in the Ares
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Figure 1 Susteinable Seattie indicator trends (Sustainable Seattle, 1598)

ator set making comparisons over time dif-

urrent work on the Program is addressing some of these issues, such
as considering the use of targets and applying a filter to the indicators

to determine their appropriateness, data availability and the ahi}ié

transiate the findings into action. The current Executive Director, Chantal
Stevens, is well aware of the need to incorporate the program with action.
Strategies for actions are to be developed by the Steering Committee for
the 2005 Indicators Update, with the data collected by Sustainable
Seattle and community volunicers. Stevens admits that in the past Seattie
has had litile capacity to implement the findings of the Program,
parily 4 : i i she thinks it could be instructional

eattle with other cities (personal
comumunication, 2004).
As 1o its effectiveness, a study by Olden (2003) found that, although the

3
Sustainable Seattle Program did not directly affect policies, it did have a sig-
nificant impact on decision-makers. Seatile has recent iy been praised for its
indicators and comprehensive plan {Kent, 2003). However, the lack of incor-
poration into public policy and iis dC?C“L.uCﬁC on volunteer staff has
limited the effectiveness of the program to direct changes in Seattie and

King County. As of now, therefore, its ongoing public participation is
' i articularly by the business community, so as
to maintain and improve the quality of life that atiracts its workers to the

community
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Clarity of presentation

Meadowcraft states that de”isions about sustainable development cannot
be reduced to techrical choices. . .. but require value choices about the pri-
orities of individuals and “o:rnmmtes” 004, p. 165). The information must
ve understandable so that the stakeholders can decide what the information

means to them {Lawrence, 1998). Difficulties in presenting results clearly
inchude those of comparing disparate measurements, losing disparate
values through aggregation and making the resulis comprehensible.
There are several approaches to clarity of presentation from the Barometer
of Sustainability for E.SQB:?CZﬂg British Columbia’s progress & ards sustain-
ability to the grades of the Oregon Benchimarks Program. However, one of
the simplest and conceptually clear is that of the em‘c-g-c footprint,

The Ecological Fooltpying
This method was first proposed by William Rees and was developed further
by him and Mathis We C«(ﬁfﬁ&,@;e‘ for the Lower Fraser Valley in British
Columbia {(Wackern#igel and Rees, 1994). it is an ecological accounting
met‘-"‘od using land area as the mair biophysical measuring unit. The popu-
arity of this method is predominately its simplicity and its aapiicabiﬁty
rom the personal to the national level. lis relevance is demonstras ting t
extent to which local carrying capacity has been exceeded using per
capita material consumption. The method assesses a regional “footprint’
for a subject. This footprint is quantified as the area requived to produce
goods and 1o assi mz"’a%e harmiessly the wastes from that entity s0 as to

aict ia’zw a ‘fair earth share’ (iotal productive land area
divided **y “&‘e worid population} of 1.5 ha per capita at present population
ieveis. For ¢ ﬁa}mpawsol , the average footprint of a resident of India is 0.8 ha,

Mreas at of the average North Arnerican is 10.3 ha {Rees, 1992). The
formula for caiculating an ecological footprint is based on the land area
*&,mred to produce what is consumed and the amount of forest required
o compensate for the carbon dioxide generated from this consumption,
These two are added together to produce a fotal land area that shows the
bio-capacity {{and use catmcity excluding housing}.

Although an aggr eg e index is produced, it is conceptually clear by
using acreage as the numeraire. This is visually comprehensible and appli-
cable at any scale. Dzmcvmtages of the method noted by Hardi ef 1. (1997)
are that it does not indicate future footprints nor does it include important
issues such as areas lost for biclogical productivity nor consider economic

effects other than resource use on the environment. They also consider
that its resulis can be overly optimistic.
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Sonoma County z:f*@mg;cai Footster Land Use
Categories

4% 4%

{3 Built area 9.6 acres
B Fishing 0.7 acres

B Eaergy 13.9 seres

Figure 2 Percentages of fand use categories in the Sonoma Footprint (Sustzinable Sonoma County
and Redefining Progress, 2""2}

Sonoma County in California was among the first counties in the USA to
undertake an Heological Footprint evaluation in 2002, In addition, the
County set two national precede s — all of the County’s municipalis
rave pledged to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions, and all of them
ha

ve \_ompmted their greenhouse gas inventories to establish their

tprint was developed for national data that are not

ata regional level. To measure the County’s footprint,
researchers d usted the national footprint using relevant and available
iocal indicators such as Dop.;.o ion, vehicle miles traveled, average house

£

beks

ize, electricity usage, sales of general merchandise and income. The per-
entages of ifs fooiprint are shown in Figure 2.

Although this method does not use public participation to select the indi-
cators, there were two Focus Groups, consisting of local scientifi

munity leaders, who reviewed the study and determined that the ecological

¥

ootprint concept was in general 2 good one (Sustainable Sonoma Count 34

y

sk

and Redefining Progress, 2002). Specific comments on its weaknesses
included difficulty in knowing how the numbers were derived , 100 many

assummptions, insensitive to small changes and anthropocentric, Liﬂey com
mented that the results are not usable for analysis 5 or put bi; policy, aithough
the City of Petaluma in Sonoma County has used the z;:ciogzc. 2! Footprint to

help select its wastewater treatment method.

s 4

ity heaith depends, i

I Hon. 8 show actual changes an
where improvements can stil be made. It may be necessary to refine the
evaluation to changing circumstances or to better reflect priorities, but
h ; ntees for re-application.

were should be guaran
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The Oregon Progress Board’s Benchmarks has had continued executive
support for sixteen years and is politically independent. The program
inciudes public participation and there is a bi-annual review of benchmarks
to incorporate changing public values. It addresses future projections with
is key ‘ceqcbm arks 3”1@ by having goals with values, vision and oblectives
r each benchmark. There are quaniitative targeis for gocial and economic
indicators as well as environmental ones. feff Tryens, Director of the Cregon
?rogress Board, notes that it is not siric tly an evaluation ‘tool’ because litile
in the way of diagnostics has occurred usir ng the benchmarks (personal
comumunication, 2005). However, it demsnsira%e that such efforts can be
incorporated inio government operations while rernaining non-partisan.

Y

Oregon Benchmarks Program
The Ben ad’*m" k Program was developed out of the Oregon Shines Strategic
"Jisio.n of 1989, The Cregon Progress Board was created by the legislature
e same year o act as steward of this vision. The legisiature demonstrated
its continued supp t of the Progress Board by removing a sunset provision
in 1097 and linking the benchmarks to the budget through the Benchmark
Blue Book. The Board was aligned closer to state operations by placing it in
Depcrtm nt of Administrative Services in 2001. Funding has been avai ’:abie

r the Board since its inception, but must be re-authorized for the program
ave?y WO years.

The benchmarks expanded to 272 before being reduced to ninets
seventeen ‘,f these being key benchmarks. There is 2 list of several de vs[i op-
mental benchmarks that mi gh t be included in the mmre i:u accommaod

al

with each key ber-chmwx "’}0"8'“' as worsening, imp*ovmg or qoidipg

steady. This format is less graphical than the md\.a that were previously
h J
igned using the base and ta ?‘g&? years compar %}m urrent year,

. The results are presented fcr each year from 1990
> set for most of the benchmarks for 2005 and 2016 {see Fig, 3
for one of %he ind'cnmrs} Benchmark performance is also camwa ed with
national and Washington State data and between Oregon Counties.

To date, however, the accomplishments of the program have been limited.

A report to the O‘*gznantzw, for Economic Co-operation and Develc spent
{OECD) by Tryens (2004} Hsts ifs significant accomplishments as: encoura-
ging coliaboration and coordination within and between State agencies;

o9

4 4

agfeez_l@m by the Federal government fo pmvide regulatory relief and
fiscal flex zh%y for im ;L-Lp*ovmé benchmark ’rcnds d the use of benchmark-
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T5e. Peroent of Siresmy Mesting Flow
Hights § Bonths Py Yesr
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Figure 3 Minimum stream rights (Oregon Progress Board, 20063}

Criticisms of the program in the OECD Report {Tryens, 2004} were: the
decreasing importance of differentiation between key indicators even
though these are prioritized; the use of the data/analysis in a general
context for decision-making rather than application to policy making or

&

esource aliocation; and the lack of meaningful impact on Oregon’s resi-
ients {stili only 20% are aware of the program). Lechier and Tryens {2003)
suggest that fiscal and political considem’rz ns rather than benchmarks

5

ive budget decisions. Hardi ef al. (1997} criticize the selection of the
benchmarks as relatively arbitrary with too many indicators for the
deciston-making process, as well as the classification of indicators being
vague and category selection inconsistent.

As to the program's impact on regional policies, Rob Bennett, Seni
Program Manager of Sustainable Development in Portland, cur‘sd
that, although the Benchmarks were heipful to Portland through th
Future Hocus Program of the early 1990s, these have been replaced to
iarge extent by local assessment programs such as Present Portland
Futures or the Sustainable Development Commission on Global Nar;fn*;ng

{personal communication, 2004).

Lechter and Tryens (2008) recomunended improving the program by ana-
tyzing why the State or County has met its Na”ge,k or not and ind
the he :zii:’r* benchmarks to enhance their internal and local
their csr.::echors with other indicators. They also note ¢

5 .

th o
rity ownership of the Oregon Shines

g

Cia

[

4] (l)

ST

e is some uncertainty about continued legisiativ

and .}:“_v“..g, perhaps most hopeful for its future impact |
reguirement that eriteria-based gmdeiine‘; for performance m
¢

E prov & 3 bt * Yeus 3 M
opment ana lepmsmg oe ‘nco*pma'ﬂd nio the pudgel ¢
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process. This, Jeff Tryens believes, holds ‘substantial promise for engaging
civil soclety in improving government performance’ {Tryens, 2004, p. 9.
He concludes that the process has significantly contributed to a culture
change in Oregon, with many leaders considering that the Omgm Bench-
marks have made the state more result-criented in the way i develops
and implements policy.

Establishment of clear target behaviors

if evaluations are to indicate where progress is being made, then it is
necessary to inciude target measures to indicate what o achieve or
ich performance should not fall. Thresholds were
fy for environmental management with Safe
Minimum Standards (Cirla rey-Wantrup, 1982), but only alert attention to
an undesirable situation rather than propos sing a sciution. Targets have
the advantage that they advocate a solution even if this is not currently

53
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Cre program that includes targets is the PSR framework. This framework
was originally developed by the Government of Can da in the 1970's and
fater adopted in a medzf,&d form by the OECD and other international
organizations. Although more appiicable at the national or regional level,
McCann (1995) notes its appropriateness for sub-national or regional use
in specific case studies and where geo-referenced data exist. The example
used here is the Canadian Department of Transportation’s application of
P5ER to fransportation issues,

3

in this methed, precbmﬁ refers to the driving force that creates the m2aa.c*,
the current condition and response represents the mitigation

by
T3 H

or %z*gu for that pressure (Figure 4). However, although PSR is wel]
dapted to an issue-oriented approach, Hardi ef 4l {1997} criticized the
mcda titself as Eackzz*v vith over-simplification of inter-lin nkages and dif

—

culty in determining whether an issue is & driving force or a state or bott
Techirley (1996) notes the inability of the method to address the mudtiple

¥
dzmmszo:s of sustainability and that it does not function well for @33*»“?‘5“
or non-issug-oriented information. The government of New Zealand, wi
uses a P:ﬁ% framework, notes that ‘as a repor ing framework i
over-simplify the complex dynamics within any environment or ecosyster
and mzsreprcsent the causes of environmenial change’ {(New Zealand
Ministry of Environment 3999 p. 9
Despite these ”-“'riasms method i is a simple and powerful method if
the causal linkages are made ci r. To assist with identifying linkages, the

<
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Figure 4 The PSR model: A conceptual framework for Environmenial P erformance indicators

{Adviennse, 1593)

United Nations Commission on Sustainabie Development (UNCSD, 1956)

undertook an analysis of the indicator relevance and its reiaﬁoz m;; to
other indicators. The OECD is alsc pro moting harmonization of individual
initiatives of OECD member countries in the field of environmental md%
cators by dcveifm ng a common approach and concephual framewori

Iransportation is based on

s
Canada’s Sustainable Development Strategy (8DS) that is updated every
t

fwo years. Cristobai Miller, Senicr Analyst of Sustainable Deve elopment
for Tra T

ansport Canada, states that “The Pressure-Sta te-Hesponse approach
was originally explored when we were developing the indicators, but
because we wanted the indicators o be very close to the specific ob;ackzvm
of the S80S, the approach was not, strictly speaking, applied. However,
the final set of indicators chosen to track our progress with SDS’s
strategic objectives includes some of the environmental pressures’. He
fhe PSR approach may be revisited as part of our efforts
development of performance indicators for the SDS’ {perscnal communi-
cation, 2004).

&ccmz% accomplishments of Transport Canada have been a policy frame-
work for the 4r ansportation system 0 meet future economic, social and
environmenial needs (Transport Canada, 2008) and Transport Canada’s
third SDS (2004) which defines s challenges and commitmenis for the next
three years and attempts to address social and economic factors as
well as environmental ones. The SDS inciudes an Bnvir onme
Management S Systern Framework. The format is shown '* Table Z,

“}

by
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Teble I Transport Canada’s Environmental Management System Framework

Environmentai Cbjectives Targets Actions Parformance
impact indicators
Fuel consumption  To reduce exhaust  40% of new Purchase Percentage of
emissions from vehicle purchase  aternative fuel alternative fug
Transport Canada's  between 2004 technology vehicles of total
fieet vehides and 2006 te be  vehides annual vehicle
alternative fuel purchases
vehicies

Adapted from Transport Canada’s SDS, 2003.

with pressure represented by environmental impact and the target

representing the response part of the PSR framework. The state is not
Several reviews have been undertaken to improve the sustainable
ransporiation performance indicators rmethod. An early report from
six regional workshops (Transport Canada, 1996) summarizes the
general views of the framework as ‘reasonably useful, though sometimes
difficult to apply to transportation issues’. Cormments from participanis
included: dszzvu‘y of cross-modal comparisons of the indicators with
toc much focus on physical/environmenial indi icators; the need io rep-
resent costs as well as benefits and to have iocal/regional indicator
subsets and benchmarks for the chosen indicators and lack of collabor
tion with the indicator work of other government entitics. Nomercus
articipants also noted that the framework remains very broad and at
igh level. There were calls for a more expii cit and concrete long-term
vision with more tangible objectives. The framework ifself was not
exiensively debated during these workshops and was considered gerer-
iy accepted.

Several of these criticisms are being addressed in the 2004 SDS, with
focus on more tangible objectives and an effort to incorporate social and
economic indicators as well as environmental ones. A 2004 review of the
206103 855 {Transport Canada, 2004) identified future Improvements as
those of defining the commitments so that they are clear and achievabie,
inciuding better linkages between commitments, ta: rgets and performance
measures and making performance measures more result-oriented and
meaningful. The review cited recent accom@ﬁs’:*merts of Transport Canada
as: & reduction in the number of commitments and tar rgets by about 40%;
and increased performance measures for the targets. A full application of
the PSR framework may be difficuit for Transport Canada, but its continued
commitment o improving the format for measuri nig periormance and the
ongoing review of the resuits are commendable.

Q)
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Lonclusion

We need to include the Bellagic Principles in the evaluation process, but
those alone are not enough to assure improvements. These evaluation

methods demonstrate public participation in the development and review
of the program, clarity of presentation in a graphical or easily understood
*O*mat, regular application of the program with legislative and budget
guarantees or the es%abhs%men" of clear targnts that can be adjusied as

conditions change. Most of them also include all of these elements or are
plann dng © do so. However, their achievements to date in 1mpmvm.g
commumity health have been mited. What else is lacking than these

i rinczp%es and can eva iuations indeed help improve communiss ty health?
Ironically, it is the ecological footprint with only one application to clarify
in Sonoma County and its simplistic data aggregation that has %*ad the most
noticeable impact on ga E.V anizing community action. ls graphical represen-
tation of Sonoma County’s footprint made ciear that the Iz argest percentage
of the footprint is fossii energy. Implicit is the tar rget of redu ng the foot-
print. This helped to motivate all county jurisdictions to commit o Hmi
%he effects of climate change. Re-evaluation of the footp print will determine
the success of these efforts. This suggests that fewer, eas::y understandable
mdzca'ors that demonstrate where improvements need to occur can motiv-
ate the communiiy more than numerous indicators can, even with targets,
public par zc;pa’“on and regular re-application.
Further the Ecological Footprint can be applied to the individua
roups of a community, such as its businesses, schools, non-profis

3.

groups and neighborhood and trade associations. Residents of Sonoma

o
"1
L
03

County assess their own footprint to make improvements. There is
vernment bodies can accomplish without business and
toris, particularly with their budget uncertainties and political

in conclusion, therefore, it is suggested that, while evaluations are an
powa"z; first step, greater emphasis be placed on civic responsibilis

ving community health from the individual on up. Knight and
okes { 996) associate the dominance of market forces with the decling in
civic responsibility. Ca-n the two co-exist? Business evaluations do not
usually indicate positive or negative impacts to the communi&v by the
usiness {Becker, 2002). Businesses do assume o responsibility for

their practices once there ig pfssuv‘e and awareness m 4o s0 awd stifl

oy
%

remain competitive (Schi 1dheiz*v, t al., 2002; Porter and Van der Linde,
1996;}. Sustainable Seattle has realized that its businesses must ':}e inciuded
in achieving improve;mnts. improvements in the smallest communities

have a cumuiative influence on the larger ones.
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The use of indicators to educate and generate public support may be
required first (Brugmann, 1997). But these indicators may not be the same
ones that will guide action. ¥ evﬁ};u ations are to translate information into
actiory, the indicators should themselves be evaluated for their ability to
improve sustainable development, possibly by using a framework {Bossel,
1998; Becker, 2005) and for their resonance with public sentiment. Oregon
and Beattle are both working on this fo rally public commitment and o
help ensure that their resulis will indead contribute to commum*y health.
Indicators can point the way, but they will not necessaril iy lead fo improving
community health without ongoing commitment within and betweer
communities. These evaluation methods show promise that their continued
refinement can ultimately produce evatuations that resonate with the com-
munity to motivate that commitment,

foenne Becker, PO Box 278, Comptche, CA 95427, LSA.

Address for correspondence: email: joant na@groundplan.net
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