CHAPTER 4: MAPPING THE TERRAIN

I.INTRODUCTION

Natural resource collaborative initigtives are varied and diverse by nature. With growing
adminigrative and popular support for increased citizen participation in decisonmaking,
agencies, community and non-profit organizations, local governments and individuds are
creating new ways of managing natural resources. Partnerships involve different people and
groups, have different goas, organizational structures and operating procedures. Sometimes
they are the result of government programs, projects or policies such as ecosystem
management or the Bureau of Land Management's Resource Advisory Councils. They often
represent innovation adapted to loca Stuations and have unique characteritics. In the words
of one Coordinated Resource Management (CRM) chair, “CRMs are like snowflakes; no two
aredike’ (Weter, 1999). The same may be said of watershed councils, sustainable
community initiatives, habitat conservation planning processes, ecosystem management
projects, land trust planning projects and other collaborative partnerships.

The objective of this chapter isto describe the landscape of natura resource collaborative
partnerships. Without judging effectiveness or suggesting appropriate characteristics, we
hope to depict the range and variation of some of the collaboretive initiatives throughout the
country.

In order to understand a landscape, it is useful to map the terrain, charting prominent
landmarks and significant variation. In examining over 450 cases of environmental
collaborative efforts, we identified some of the dimensions dong which partnershipsvary. A
collaborative partnership as portrayed on this map is defined as an association of individuals
or organizations working together to solve environmental problems within a defined
geographic boundary. These may include groups that do not fit everyone's criteria or model
of collaborative groups. While we certainly want to avoid adding to the confusion, it seems
essentid to include the spectrum of different groups in order to provide a synopsis of some
differentiating characterigtics. Therefore, we have included case examplesin this chapter that
fdl outsde of the specific kind of partnership that will be andyzed in the in-depth case
sudies.

Partnerships can vary in terms of the nature of their origin, issues, organizationd sructure,
process and outcomes. Within each of these broad categories, we have outlined a series of
inter-linked dimengions. Nether the categories nor the dimensions shoud be seen as sedled
boxes, but rather pathways to aid navigation across a complex terrain.
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II.ORIGIN

Collaborative partnerships vary according to the range of issues and forces that prompt their
formation. The socio-historica environment in which a partnership originates often setsthe
stage for the nature of the group. Both the level of conflict and sense of urgency create a
range of climates for collaboration. The partnership initiator may influence the misson and
structure of the group, its process and outcomes. Driven individuals are often paramount to
formation of a collaborative initiative. Government agency programs that emphasize
collaboration and citizen input may provide the framework and funding, but ultimately both
the creation and sustainability of a group depends on the dedication of the people involved.
Dimengonsin this section attempt to chart various aspects of partnership origins such as
their:

=  Trigger

= |nitiator

= Timing

Trigger

«< >

Futurecrisis Criss Impasse Legidation

The formation of collaborative processes can be traced back to aparticular trigger or set of
triggers. A trigger isthe catalyst for the creation of the group. It may be as organic asan
individud’ s concern over the future or current degradation of aresource, or as
inditutionalized as a federd mandate. Deadlock refers to the common situation when conflict
between opposing interests hats decision making or action. No one stakeholder can
influence outcomes without involving other concerned parties. Often, triggers work
concurrently to motivate a shift in policy towards a collaborative approach.

In Montana, the Blackfoot Challenge (see chapter 6) formed in order to ward off the future
crigs that atizensforesaw in their vdley. Similar to many smal townsin the Wes,

residents of the valey beganto see an influx of new people with new ideas. Agencies
responsible for managing valley resources each had their own agendas and no one was
looking at the larger picture. In order to coordinate efforts and avoid any future crises, afew
locd visonaries convened aforum to get dl of these interests together.

Many partnerships are less proactive, forming only after the problem has dready become a
crigsissue demanding immediately attention. For example, the Coeur d’ Alene watershed in
Idaho suffered from severe heavy metd contamination, erosion, sedimentation, therma and
nutrient pollution. Thisresour ce crisis was caused by mismanagement of the traditiona
indudtries of the areas: mining, timber, grazing, and farming. Degradation of the watershed
triggered a collaborative approach when it began affecting that same resource base. Instead
of a Superfund gpproach, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Department of
Environmenta Qudity (DEQ) and Coeur d’ Alene tribe decided to unite other stakeholdersto
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creste amanagement plan and conduct small-scale clean-up projects (University of Colorado
NRLC, 1996: 2-11).

A crigs can often lead to conflict over how the problem should be solved. | mpasse between
stakeholders can dso trigger a collaborative initiative. For instance, the Clark Fork River in
Montana was designated a Superfund site when arsenic was discovered in the river in 1981.
After years of court battles over jurisdiction and financia responsibility, the Clark Fork

Basin Committee formed to focus instead on a basin management plan that would address the
concerns of al stakeholders regarding both water quality and quantity (Snow, 1996).

On thefar end of the continuum, the Minnesota Forest Resource Council, formed in 1995 by
the Sustainable Forest Resource Act, illustrates alegislative trigger. This sate legidation
mandated the Governor to gppoint thirteen representatives of various interest groups to lead
current and future state forestland policies (www.frc.statemn.us). On the other side of the
country, the Washington State legidature passed the Nisqudly River Management Plan in
1987. Thelegidation created the Nisqually River Council, an inter-agency body that
coordinates the implementation of the plan and oversees land management decision-making
within the river basin (EPA, 1994:119).

I nitiator

Citizen Loca Gov. Industry

Community Group Non-profit Gov. Agency

Rdated to the trigger (what initiates) istheissue of who initiates the partnership. The
continuum for the initiator illustrates an increasing level of power or resources. An

individua citizen represents one endpoint and a government agency the other. The exact
position on the continuum will vary depending on location and the nature of theinitiator.
Some local governments are more powerful than an industry; a non-profit may have more,
equal, or less power than other entities depending on its Size, membership, age and resources.

The Mdpa Borderlands Initiative exemplifies a citizen-initiated partnership. Local ranchers
and private landowners from the Arizona and New Mexico border started this collaborative
partnership that now involvesloca, state and federal agencies, The Nature Conservancy and
the Univerdity of Arizona, anong others. The founders were concerned with the loss of
unfragmented open space, productive grasdands and ecologicd diversity in the region
(Yaffee et d, 1996:183). Citizens dso initiated the Blackfoot Challenge near Missoula,
Montanain order to create a forum through which to coordinate the management of the
Blackfoot River basin (see Chapter 6). Landowners were particularly interested in
maintaining loca control over management strategiesin the valey (Lindbergh, 1999).

The Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative (DSNI) represents a community-based planning

and organizing entity in the Roxbury / North Dorchester area of Boston. Formed in 1984,
businesses, churches, ethnic groups, and nonprofit organizations came together to revive
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their neighborhood that was nearly devasted by arson, disinvestment, and neglect. There
purpose is to organize and empower residents of the areato create a safe and economicdly
thriving region (hitp:/Avww.dsni.org/).

The Sonoran Ingtitute, anon-pr ofit or ganization, has dso initiated severd collaborative
initiatives (http:/AMww.sonoran.org/s/index.html). It is dedicated to promoting community-
based Srategies that preserve the ecologica integrity of protected lands while meeting the
economic aspirations of adjoining landowners and communities. One exampleisthe planning
processin Red Lodge, Montana that resulted in the formation of the Beartooth Front
Community Forum. The Forum plans and implements a variety of projectsto maintain the
community’s environmenta, socid and economic sugtanability.

Trout Unlimited (TU), anationd non-profit organization with loca chapters throughout the
U.S, hasinitiated collaborative partnerships focused on river and watershed resources. In
southwest Wisconsin, Trout Unlimited gpplied the Home Rivers Initiative modd to an
“integrated ecosystem management” project for the Kickapoo River watershed. TU
coordinates a diverse team of agencies, sports clubs, conservation groups, businessinterests
and other individuas and groups on aloca coordinating committee that works with TU to
oversee project activities (Hewitt and Born, 1998).

An example of alocal government initiated partnership is the Solid Waste Planning
Committee, created by the Washtenaw County Department of Environment and
Infrastructure in Ann Arbor, Michigan. The committee, comprised of diverse interests, was
established to comply with Michigan's 1994 Natural Resource and Environmenta Protection
Act (www.co.washtenaw.mi.us/depts/els/swpc).

There are severa examples of industry initiated collaborative planning or assessment efforts.
The Weyerhaeuser Corporation took the lead in Washington State to conduct watershed
andyses addressng multiple concerns for al of their land holdings. The company has
voluntarily expanded the program to Oregon, Cdiforniaand Idaho (Blackmore, 1999). In
North Carolina, Weyerhaeuser and the Environmental Defense Fund jointly initiated a

process to develop along-term management plan for the Parker Tract, a 100,000-acre coastal
plain forest owned by Weyerhaeuser. The partnership, smilar to those initiated by the

Nature Conservancy or other land trugts, proposes to maintain the ecologica integrity of the
property while continuing to yied sufficient economic profit (http:/mww.activemedia-
guide.com/profile_weyerhr.htm).

Land management agencies dong with the EPA are increasingly looking to collaboration as
away to achieve ther gods. On the mid-Atlantic coast, the EPA and state agencies created
the Chesapeake Bay Program to manage a number of issues affecting the bay and its larger
watershed. Since land is mogtly private, agencies encouraged landowners, environmentaists
and other citizensto participate in the program (Y affee et a, 1996: 113).
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Timing

« >
Proactive Reactive

Partnerships dso differ with respect to the timing of formation relative to the Sate of the
resource. Some collaborative groups form proactively in anticipation of a perceived future
threat to avalued resource. The group may also be established in response to problems
experienced in other communities. More common are those groups thet are initiated in
reaction to an gpparent problem, or when a criss Stuation is evident.

The Willapa ecosystem in southwestern Washington State includes productive forests and
encompasses one of the cleanest, most productive estuaries in the continental United States.
The Willgpa Alliance, a partnership of diverse interests formed to address the need for a
sustainable development plan to proactively “enhance the diversity, productivity and hedth
of Willgpa s unique environment, to promote sustainable economic development, and to
expand the choices available to the people who live here’ (Zdler, 1997, p.11). Another
example of a proactive group is the Beartooth Front Community Forum in Red Lodge,
Montana. Red Lodge, agateway to Y ellowstone Nationa Park, has seen increased tourism
and anticipates future changes in its socioeconomic base. Residents of Beartooth initiated the
Forum in order to identify potentia threats to the community and develop avision for the
future (Concern / Community SRI, 1998).

In contrast, al Habitat Conservation Planning processes (HCP) start because of reaction to
actud or future endangered species listings under the Endangered Species Act. The Volusa
County HCP was also spurred on by a citizen lawsuit over impacts and to avert the takings of
five species of seaturtle in Volusa County, Florida. All five species are listed as threatened
or endangered. The HCP proposes to minimize threats to the species by involving
stakeholders in the planning process (www.ncedr.org/casestudies/hcp/volusiahtmt).

1. 1SSUE

By opening the door to participation from diverse interests, collaborative partnerships
address a comprehensive range of issues. Mission and scope both affect the nature of issues.
Some partnerships retain a very narrow focus, while others integrate the myriad socid,
economic and ecologicd factors that influence the hedlth of a community. Land ownership
can affect the kinds of issues dedlt with and raise questions about the party ultimately
responsible for the resource a stake. Issues may be scientificaly or socidly complex,
emerging or & crigs stage, and varigble in terms of vighility to the community &t large.

Some of the dimensions of issue are;

Focus

Number

Land ownership
Resource responsibility
Scientific complexity
Sage
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= Visbility

Focus

<

Ecological Socio-economic

Collaborative partnerships address issues that range aong a continuum of solely ecologica to
primarily socid concerns related to resource management. Y et, when diverse stakeholders
are involved, most collaborative partnerships consider both socid and ecologica issues.
Moreover, groups vary according to emphasis placed on these socid or environmental
concerns.

The Karner Blue Buitterfly Habitat Conservation Planning processin Wisconsinis an
example of a partnership dedling primarily with ecological issues, namely the management
of disturbance-dependent habitat. The committeeis particularly concerned with monitoring
the existence of wild lupine, Lupinus perrems which provides food for the butterfly’ slarva
stage (Y affee et a, 1996:169).

In contrast, the Sustainable Development Task Force of Northhampton County, Virginia,
created to address the challenges produced by a declining population and economic upheava
in the seafood and agricultura indugtries, portrays a partnership with dominant socio-
economic interests. The Task Force proposes to protect and enhance the county’ s natural
assetsin order to encourage the development of “heritage tourism” which members hope will
“improve the qudity of life of the county’ s people and retain its young people as they enter
the work force.” Although land stewardship is an objective, the primary purpose of the
partnership is socio-economic sustainability (EPA, 1997: p.3-23).

The Ponderosa Pine Partnership in Montezuma County, Colorado illustrates the marriage of
ecological and socio-economic concerns most common in collaborative initigtives. The
partnership joins the San Juan-Rio Grande Nationd Forest, Montezuma County, Fort Lewis
College, environmenta organizations, Colorado State Forest Service, The CO Divison of
Wildlife and loca timber industries. Both economic and ecologicd gods are addressed “ina
way that furthers both.” Combining the interests of its stakeholders, the partnership promotes
harvesting smal diameter trees from unheglthy mid-elevation ponderosa pine standsin order
to restore the forest and support the struggling loca timber industry (Shelly, 1999).

Number of Issues

«

Few Many

Redated to scientific complexity, is the sheer number of issues the collaborative group
attempits to address. These may include both ecologica and socid / economic issues. For
example, a CRM may focus only on establishing best management practices for grazing on
public and private rangeand. On the other hand, most sustainable community initiatives
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address a much wider range of issues, including pollution prevention, watershed hedth,
economic development, urban revitdization, and youth development.

In west central Montana, the Devil’ s Kitchen Management Team concentrates on alimited
number of issues. The partnership unites ranchers, federa and state agencies, sportsmen and
outfittersin an effort to address conflict between increasing ek herds and cattle ranching on
lands surrounding the Gates of the Mountains Wilderness Area. Although the team is looking
a expanding the range of issues they address, the primary focus of the group is directly
related to impacts of wild and domestic grazing (Z€ller, 1997).

The Kiowa Grasdands Integrated Resource Management Program in New Mexico is another
example of agroup focused on limited issues. This program is a product of collaboration
between the Forest Service, the Soil Conservation Service, and severa local ranchers. They
convened to work together in developing a coordinated integrated management planto help
ranchers (who operated on private and public land and were interested in improving
environmenta qudity) to manage their land as a single operating unit (Wondolleck and

Y affee, 1994).

The Los Angdes/ San Gabrid Rivers Watershed Council formed precisely because of the
redization thet sngle-issue flood control projects did not address the range of issues and
problems facing the communities of the Los Angdes Basin. The council plansto develop a
multi- purpose watershed plan that addresses amultitude of connected issues. water
conservation and storage, recreetion, wildlife corridors and neighborhood enhancement
(www.rb.fsfed.usforestmana. .. html/collaborativel eadership.html, 3/1/99). Multi-issue
approaches are common to many watershed councils, especidly thosein urban aress.

Like numerous sustainable community initiatives, Sustainable Racine in Wisconsin addresses
many issues of concern to the community leaders who make up its board. The broad range of
issues include water quality, land use and open space planning, education, downtown and

nei ghborhood redevel opment, transportation, economic opportunities, civic engagement and
culture and arts, among others (Thomas, 1999).

Land Ownership

< 4
Private Public

Resources addressed by collaborative partnerships can dso be mapped on a continuum of
land ownership, from private land issues to resources located on purely public lands.
Reflecting land ownership patterns across the U.S., many western collaborative groups focus
more on public resources whereas eastern groups have a greater proportion of private
resources a stake (Yaffee et d, 1996). On the other end of the continuum sustainable
communities, Habitat Conservation Planning processes, and eastern watershed councils
encompass modtly private lands.
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In northeastern Ohio for example, the Fish Creek Watershed Project encompasses 70,400
acres of private agriculture land in an effort to protect habitat for fresh water musselsvia
improving water quality. The Indiana DNR, the Ohio DNR, USFS, and The Nature
Conservancy are working together to decrease run-off and subsequent sltation of the creek.

Collaborative partnerships that focus on public land management are often in avery different
league. Indtitutionalized groups like the BLM’s Resource Advisory Councils only ded with
issues reated to management on BLM lands. Other partnerships that dea with public lands
may be very organic and particular to one community. For example, the Tonasket Citizens
Council in Washington State brought together diverse interests in the community to discuss
management of the Okanogan Nationd Forest. The council not only improved understanding
of issues and concerns within the community, but provided advice and guidance for the
Tonasket Ranger Didtrict’s forest management decisons (Wondolleck and Y affee, 1994).
The Quincy Library Group aso focuses soldy on management of lands contained in the
Plumas, Lassen and Tahoe Nationa Forests.

The Blue Ridge/ Berryessa Natural Area Partnership proposes to “ cooperatively manage and
enhance the Blue Ridge / Berryessa Naturd Area,” which encompasses both public (BLM,
Bureau of Reclamation, Cdifornia State) and private lands. The partnership isanewly
formed initiative involving the BLM, Cdifornia sate agencies, the University of Cdifornia,
Napa County, six land trugts, a mining company, and three ranches in the collaborative
management of 300,000 acres of natural, agricultura and recreational land in the Cache and
Putah Creek watersheds in Napa County, California (BRBNAP, 1998).

Another example of amixed land ownership partnership is the Bridge Creek Coordinated
Resource Management Planning Group (CRMP) in north central Oregon. In this case, the
Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, the I ssac Walton League and seventeen private
ranchers work together to manage 109,000 acres of USFS land and 89,000 acres of private
property to improve grazing land, control weeds, and enhance stream conditions
(http://endeavor.des.ucdavis.edu/wpi/ProjectDescription.asp).

Responsibility

< >
Single agency / group Multiple levels of responsibility

The dimengon of respongbility describes the range of parties responsible for dealing with
the group's issue or problem of concern. Collaboration can occur when the responsibility for
the resource or issue clearly belongs to one entity, or where multiple parties are responsible

for anissue or st of issues.

Following the mode of a collabortive initiative in Gunnison, Colorado the Bureau of Land
Management created its 24 Resource Advisory Councils (RACs) in 1995 to provide
management advice for BLM lands. Each RAC is sanctioned by the Federd Advisory
Committee Act (FACA) and made up of twelve to fifteen diverse stakeholders appointed by
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the Secretary of the Interior from individuals nominated by the public and state governors
(http://npr.gov/library/nprct/annrpt/vp-rpt96/secretd/environd.html). RACs address only
issues directly related to BLM land management.

In the Applegate watershed, asin many watersheds, multiple agencies are responsible for
separate parcels of land. The USDA Forest Service manages the nationd forest lands, the
BLM manages other pieces, and individua landowners, ranchers and farmers manage their
respective properties, yet no one organization is responsible for the watershed as awhole.
The Applegate Partnership formed to fill this void, serving as amode for many other
collaborative watershed initiativesin the west.

Similarly, because watershed planning does not fit nestly within the bounds of the city or any
one government entity, the Cross Lake Watershed Citizens Advisory Committee was
edtablished by the mayor of Shreveport, Louisianato “objectively and fairly andyze
watershed issues which may affect multiple jurisdictions” While other agencies maintain
authority over specific activities or areas within the watershed, the committee is reponsible
for the protection of the watershed as a whole (www.crosd akela.com/commitee html).

Scientific complexity

< >
Low High

Scientific complexity is one of the mogt difficult dimensgonsto measure. The leve of
uncertainty often defines the scientific complexity of an issue, as does the amount of
available knowledge about the issue at hand. Certain resource management issues are by
nature more complex than others. For example, endangered species habitat management is
highly scentificaly complex while land use planning to control urban sprawl isless
scientificaly than socidly complex.

The San Diego Multi- species HCP demongtrates a high leve of scientific complexity. The
HCP committee serves as an umbrellafor nine sub-area plans and covers 85 listed and
unlisted species. Moreover, individual HCPs were developed to preserve autonomy of
mulitiple jurisdictions while maintaining coverage and permitting benefits of the larger
regiona plan (http:/Aww.ncedr.org/casestudies’hcp/sandiego.htm).

In contrast, though the development of the nationd forest recreation plan in the St.
Peterdourg Ranger Didrict in Alaskainvolved stakeholders with significant vaue
differences, the collaborative process dedlt with very low scientific complexity.

The Nanticoke Watershed Alliance (Chapter 10) is another example of agroup that primarily
dedls with issues that are low in scientific complexity such asland-use planning, boat traffic
sudies, water quaity monitoring, and generd information sharing. However, the group is
now beginning to explore the cause of rising leves of pfiesteria and coliform bacteriain the
watershed - amore scientifically complex task.
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Stage
< >

Emerging Crisis

Issue stage refers to the state of the issue at the time the partnership forms. Issues may be
emergent, or newly recognized by the community. Thisend of the continuum usudly
correlates to proactive timing. Crississues are those which are aready causing severe
environmental degradation, economic decline, or human hedth repercussions.

Emer ging issues are gpparent in the case of the McKenzie Watershed Council (see Chapter
9). Although the McKenzie River boadts extremdy high water quadlity, population growth

and increasing development were beginning to impact the river. The watershed council

formed to address these impacts as they surface.

Agan, the Clark Fork Baan Committee is useful to exemplify a group reacting to crigs

issue. When arsenic was discovered in the water and Superfund designation ensued, people
redlized they had to come together to address water qudity in the region (Snow, 1996).

Visibility

< >
Low High

While many natural resource management issues are controversial, some attract more
attention and create more conflict than others. Issue vighility refers to the number of people
who were aware of the problem before the formation of a collaborative partnership.

The Quinn River Riparian Improvement and Demonstration Project in the remote Humbol dt
Nationd Forest of Nevada exemplifiesalow vighbility issue. In this case, excessive grazing
was contributing to erosion and thermd pollution problems that were little known before
Forest Service personnel met with local ranchersin 1989 to tackle the problem (Wondolleck
and Y affee, 1994).

The Citizen Management Committee of central 1daho and western Montanaiillustrates a
group dedling with ahighly visible issue: grizzly bear reintroduction in the Bitterroot
Ecosystem. The controversy surrounding the issue has so far impeded the implementation of
the committee' s recovery plan (www.nwf.org/endangered/grizzly/bear.ntml, France, 1998).
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V. ORGANIZATION

Although collaborative processes may be only part of the larger mission of an organization,
here we define “organization” as that of the collaborative partnership itself. For example, the
Soil and Water Conservation Digtrict may manage severa resource management projects,
one of which is a collaborative process involving landowners, federal agencies and loca
busnesses. When describing the variaion in organizationd structures, we are focusing on the
characterigtics of the collaborative group, not that of the parent organization.

Dimensions of organization include:

Mission
Objective
Structure

Link to existing authority
Funding source
Resource stability
Decison authority
Membership
Geographic scde
Vighility
Lifegpan
Duration

Mission

< >
Economic Sustainability Ecologica Sustainability

A defining characterigtic of collaborative groupsistheir misson. Misson refersto the
ultimate purpose of the partnership. Some groups form because of economic criss or
stagnation, job exodus, or a changing economic base. The primary purpose of these
partnerships, athough environmenta issues are part of their foundetion, isto maintain a
hedlthy economy. On the other end of the scae are groups primarily concerned with
ecologica hedlth, with limited interest in economic issues.

Most of the groups in the Sustainable Communities Network (SCN), for example, focus
primarily on economic sustainability. SCN, which has documented case studies of
community-based groups from dl fifty states working to ensure sustainable growth, links
people to both resources and other groups (Www.sustaingble.org).

In the Santa Rosa Mountainsin Nevada, the Humboldt County Riparian Codition illustrates
apartnership concerned primarily with ecological sustainability. The group involved
ranchers, the BLM, Nevada Department of Wildlife, and the Forest Service in an effort to
define and demonstrate sound riparian management practices dong the Quinn River.
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Although ranchers have aso seen economic benefits of the project in terms of hedthier
cattle, the Codlition’s misson was to restore the river to “blue ribbon status’ (Wondolleck
and Y affee, 1994).

Most common are partnerships that fal in the middle of the range, with amisson that
includes both economic and ecological sustainability. In the Svan River Vadley in
northwest Montana, for instance, citizens formed an ad hoc committee as aresult of
community divison over socio-economic and environmenta changes. In order to ded with
the most pressing issue, the declining timber economy, the committee had to address all
facets of the community. Outcomesincluded an economic diversfication plan and land
management recommendations for non-industrial private landowners (Cestero, 1999:39).

Objective

Education Assessment and Planning

< >

Information Exchange Monitoring Action

Linked to mission are the specific objectives of the partnership. While groupsfal generdly
into categories aong this range, it is not meant to represent mutualy exclusive objectives.
Indeed, partnerships that aim for specific on-the-ground projects or policy changes often
include information exchange and planning as precursor objectives. There are however,
partnershipsthat fall a other points on the range and do not ever propose the implementation
of concrete action.

The Eastern Upper Peninsula Partners in Ecosystern Management unites public and private
landownersin the eastern Upper Peninsula of Michigan in aforum for information

exchange. The partnership is comprised of the Michigan DNR, NPS, TNC, USFWS, USDA
Forest Service, and Champion International and Mead Corporations. The partnership does
not engage in land management planning, nor doesiit attempt to force changes on individud
participants. Rather, the focus of the group isto provide an open forum for discussion of
common issues, the exchange of ideas, and to act as a catdyst for voluntary change
(Williams and Ellefson, 1996).

Similarly, when the Canyon Country Partnership was formed in southeast Utah in 1994, the
purpose of the group was to resolve issues among diverse stakeholders by consensus.
However, after struggling with polarization around contentious issues, the partnership has
evolved into aforum for information exchange rather than a problem-solving group
(Www.nbs.nau.eduw/Forum/Sourcebooks/canyontcountry.html).

Some watershed councils, like the Upper Stony Creek Watershed Project, focus on
education in hopes of addressing the necessary changesin behavior that accompany
watershed improvement. The primary issuein this watershed is that of livestock
management. The group redlized that in order to change management, there had to be
changesin human behavior so they built in an educational component thet provides for
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annual workshops, demongtration exercises, guest speakers and other educationd instruction
for the landowners. Attendance at the educationd sessonsis required for digibility for
certain cost share management practices (http://mwww.brsf.org/nafec/wc_ahtm#7b2 from the
H.S.U. web site, "Upper Stony Creek, CA").

Assessment and Planning: 1n 1998, the Board of County Commissioners of Gaston County,
North Carolinainitiated a broad based citizen advisory group to conduct a strategic planning
process. The Qudlity of Natura Resources Commission (QNRC), made up of representatives
of the county’s municipalities, businesses, industries, environmental organizations, county
boards and agencies, and citizens at large, examines the Sate of natura resourcesin the
county, reviews environmenta concerns and makes recommendations to the Board of
Commissioners. The Commission, assisted by the NC Cooperative Extenson Service,
evauated surface water groundwater and air quaity and commissioned asurvey of county
resdents. Although the Commission does not implement any projects, it continues to monitor
ar and water quality and to update the assessment (www.bae.ncsu.edu/bae/program/
ension/publicat/arep/stratpln.html).

Monitoring: In Badger Creek, Colorado, an MOU was signed in 1981 and collection of
monitoring data became the emphasis for federa groups (http:/Amww.nbs.neu.edw/
CPO/Forum/Sourcebooks/bcwm.html). Monitoring of vegetation, sediment |oads, stream
channd morphology, weether and climate, and wildlife numbers and habitat are dl done by
professonds, with inclusion and assstance from nonprofessiond individuals and interest
groups. Most management actions are based on the analysis of previous management efforts
on both public and private lands (http://Awww.brsf.org/nafec/wc_ahtm#7b2).

Action: 1n 1993 in Norfolk, Virginia, the Elizabeth River Project formed because of the
interest of four concerned citizens in improving the qudity of the Elizabeth River. Although
the project’s mission includes creating a partnership and raising appreciation of theriver's
assts, the primary god is action “to restore the Elizabeth River system to the highest
practica level of environmentd qudity.” The project plansto “increase vegetated buffers,
wetland acreage and forested aress . . . implement habitat enhancement programs . . . reduce
sediment contamination in the Elizabeth River . . . and remove abandoned vessdals and
pilings’ (Western Center for Environmenta Decison-Making, 1998: p.34).

Structure

Bylaws/charter Formal

Ad-hoc/ Informal Committees w/functions

Collaborative partnerships are organized differently and range from informa loosaly
organized groups to highly structured organizations. A group with informa organizationd
structure has no written bylaws or charter, no paid staff and the coordination of group
activitiesisad-hoc. On the other end of the scale are formally organized groups with legd
status, paid coordinators, and complex divison of tasks.
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The Swan Citizen’s Ad hoc Committee is an example of an ad-hoc group that is informally
structur ed with no bylaws, dues or officid membership. The committeeisaloose
association of interested individuas, run and maintained by the core group of permanent
valley resdentswho initiated the effort (Cestero, 1999: 39).

Many partnerships in the formative stage or in a process of evolution, have not yet developed
amore forma divison of tasks, but do have a charter stating the partnership members,
gods, and by-laws. The Nanticoke Watershed Alliance in Maryland and Delaware functions
according to their by-laws. Besdes the Board of Directors, which sets policy for the group,
genera members are not assigned specific tasks. Members are encouraged to attend
meetings to share information and to educate themsdves (see Chapter 10).

Other partnerships are organized with committees that carry out different tasks. The Henry's
Fork Watershed Council, for example, divides itsdf into three subgroups: the Citizen's
Group, the Technicd Team, and the Agency Roundtable. The Citizen's Group (business,
conservation, and community interests) reviews proposas and then decides which proposas
will meet locad needs. The Technical Team coordinates and oversees research efforts and

hel ps integrate research findings into Council decisons. The Agency Roundtable is

comprised of twenty government entities with management and regulatory jurisdiction in the
basin.

In Juneau, Alaska, the Mendenhdl Watershed Partnership aso functions through five active
subcommittees, including public education, community devel opment, slorm water
management, retoration, and funding and organization (Mendenhal Watershed Partnership,
1999; Hanna, 1999).

Compared to newer partnerships, the Merrimack River Watershed Council in Massachusetts,
formed in 1976, is one of the oldest and adso most formal collaborative partnerships. It has
evolved from an ad-hoc citizens advocacy group in the seventies to a 501(c) 3 non-profit
organization with adiverse board. Board members represent environmental, business, citizen
and community interests. Both its age and size (the watershed of interest covers 5,010 square
miles) have led to the creetion of awdl-established organization (Laffin, 1999).

Link to Existing Authority

Two separate continuums illugirate the nature of linkages to existing authorities.

< >
Weak Formal bind

The firgt continuum describes the existence and strength of the link between the partnership
and the agency or agencies with respongbility for managing the resource of interest. At the
far left are groups with only aweak connection to exigting authority. The work of the group
is independent of agency decision-making processes, there are no agency participants and
only limited communication between the collaborative and other authorities. Formaly bound
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groups have alegdly recognized link to the decisorn making authority. Examples of formdly
bound groups are the BLM’ s Resource Advisory Councils or other groups chartered under
the Federal Advisory Committee Act.

The Quincy Library Group is an example of a partnership with weak linksto exiging
authority. The group, which developed a forest management plan for the Plumas, Lassen, and
Tahoe National Forests, is ad-hoc and had limited involvement of the USFSin plan
development.

In contrast, the BLM’ s Resource Advisory Councils illustrate the nature of aformal bind to
aresource management agency. RACs are convened, facilitated and funded by the BLM and
sanctioned under the Federal Advisory Committee Act. Although the BLM representative
does not actively participate as a group member, the agency must consider the
recommendations contributed by the RAC. RAC members can gpped agency management
decisons directly to the Secretary of the Interior.

Formal representation

Informal representation Complex links

The second aspect of this dimension describes the nature of the link. Understanding the links
to authority is similar to understanding the way the responsible agency participatesin the
collaborative process. Representation and resources are two linking el ements.

Informal representation refers to agency personnd who become group members primarily
out of a persond interest rather than soldy to fulfill aprofessond duty. Ther input is
generdly looked upon by members as one of purdy scientific expertise unencumbered by
gigmathat can arise from representing a government agency. In the Nanticoke Watershed
Alliance, for instance, a member of the Maryland Department of Natural Resources clearly
chooses to be a part of the collaborative process because she cares about the watershed and
fedls she can help others make sound decisions.  She just happens to aso be an agency
representative, and if anything, her title as Watershed Protection Specidist gives her added
credibility among group members.

Formal representation refers to agency personne who officialy represent the agenciesin the
collaborative process. Often they are appointed to participate as part of their job duties. Their
participation may be as a member of the decision-making group (executive committee, board,
efc.) or asamember of atechnical committee that advises the collaborative group on
scientific issues. The Sonoita Vdley Planning Partnership in Arizonainvolves officid
representatives of the BLM, AZ Fish and Game Department, the Fish and Wildlife Service
and the Natural Resource Conservation Service.
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Onthefar end of the scale are groups with complex links to agencies. Theselinks are
usudly developed through available funding sources, like the Governor’ s Watershed
Enhancement Board in Oregon, section 319 of the Clean Water Act, or the EPA’s
Community Based Environmenta Protection program (www.epa.gov/ecocommunity).
Agencies with access to funding may initiate a collaborative group or be able to alocate
resources to an existing process. Support may aso include managing funds, or providing a
facilitator or office gpace. The most formal link that exists is when an agency initiates and
leads the collaborative process. Some of the National Estuary Programs (www.epa.gov/nep)
like the Barataria- Terrebonne Nationd Estuary Program in Louisanainclude multi-
stakeholder committees. The EPA and the state of Louisiana coordinate both the program and
stakeholder participation in planning and decisonmaking.

Source of Funding

< >
Puhlic Private

Collaborative groups receive funding from a number of sources. Funds may come from
private sources, public sources or a combingation of the two.

State legidatures are one source of public funding for collaborative initiatives. Oregon’s
Governor’s Watershed Enhancement Board (GWEB) provides funding to certified watershed
councils throughout the state. As a state mandated interagency coordinating body, the
Nisqually Weatershed Council in Washington State also recaives funding from the legidature
(University of Colorado, Natural Resources Law Center, 1996). The EPA aso provides
funding for partnerships through the Nationa Estuaries Program, the Community-Based
Environmenta Protection program, the Clean Water Act, and other sources. Public funding
may aso include loca funds provided by county, city or state governments. For example, the
Corpus Chrigti Bay Nationd Estuary Program, which involves stakeholders on five
committees, recelved start- up funding fromthe EPA for the first four years, and now depends
on gtate funding for the remainder of the 20-40 year program (Y affee et a, 1996: 125).

Private funding sources include foundations, non-profit organizations, business donations
and member dues. The Cannon River Watershed Partnership, for instance, receives the
mgority of its funding from private sources, including The Nature Conservancy, The
McKnight Foundation, loca businesses, conservation and sportsmen’s clubs, and
membership dues. Often, one organization provides start-up funding. The Sonoran Inditute, a
non-profit organization , supplied initid funding for the San Rafadl Valey Land Trugt in

Santa Cruz County, Arizona. The partnership, initiated and facilitated by the Sonoran

Indtitute, involves ranchers, the USFS and the Sonoran Ingtitute in rangeland management on
private land in the San Refadl Valley.

Once again, mogt collaborative partnerships fal in the center of this dimension. Partnerships
mention funding as one of the primary chalenges to collaborative resource management.
Therefore, funding often comes from diver se sour ces, including federd and foundation
grants, localy raised funds, business partnerships, and in-kind support from agencies or non
profit organizations. The Blackfoot Chellenge is an example of a group seeking both private
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and public funding. The Chalenge recaives financia resources from the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife s Partners of Wildlife Program, Trout Unlimited, Ducks Unlimited and Pheasants
Forever. BLM provides in-kind support such as office materids as well as a cash grant. The
Chalenge actively pursues private funds as well.

Resource Stability
< >
Unstable/ Sporadic Stable/ Long-term

Resource stability among partnerships aso differs. On one end of the spectrum are groups
with limited or sporadic funding and / or in-kind support. Available resources are often
alocated to actively seek new funding sources. These groups may have an abundance of
resources at a particular point in time, but no guarantee of continuity. On the other hand,
some partnerships secure long-term funding or support through government programs like
the Governor’ s Watershed Enhancement Board.

San Migud Planning Team and Watershed Codition San Migud in Tdluride, Colorado, is
an example of agroup with unstable funding sources. To maintain itsfunction, al Codlition
members contribute financia resources for meetings and projects. Additiondly, the group
has received some small grants. The River Ranger is employed through the US Forest
Service, but dl other members donate funds as well. Even with current contributions,
obtaining outside funding has been a chalenge to the group (http://mwww.brsf.org/nafec/
wc_3.htm#ll).

Collaborative groups with formad tiesto a government program like the Nationd Estuaries
Program, or forma advisory committees tend to have more stable, long-term funding
sources. State legidation can d<o influence financid gability. Oregonisacasein point. The
Governor's Watershed Enhancement Board was created by the state legidature to provide
guiddines and financia support to watershed councils throughout the State,

Decision Authority

Advisory

None Action (planning /assessment/implementation, monitoring)

Collaborative groups have diverse roles in resource management decisorrmaking. Decison
authority refersto the impact that a collaborative group’s conclusions and recommendations
can have on forma decisions affecting the resource. Groups whose primary purposeis
information exchange usudly have no decison-making authority, dthough they may serve as
the impetus for projectsimplemented by individual member organizations. When focused on
public lands, adhoc processes with no links to exigting authority usudly have no decison
authority.
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Some groups have forma advisory authority as described in the section on linkages. The
advice and recommendations of a sanctioned advisory committee can have a sgnificant
impact on the management decisions made by an agency. Other groups make decisions that
lead to action, for example, the development of a plan or arestoration project that will be
implemented by the group itself or an agency.

The Eastern Upper Peninsula Partners in Ecosystem Management is agroup with no
decision authority. The partnership describes itsdlf as“fundamentaly opposed to handing
out management directives to its members’ (Williams and Ellefson, 1996). Ace Basin Task
Force Partnership in the southeast region of South Caroling, provides another example of a
group with no decison authority. Ace Basin Partnership is a " norvoting, very informd
entity for sharing information and acts as a collective voice a times' (Hamilton, 1999).

Resource Advisory Councilsillustrate groups with advisory decision authority. RACs,
sanctioned under FACA, provide management advice to the BLM on range land issues. Their
decisons do not result in automatic incorporation into management policy or action, but they
are treated as alegitimate voice that influences the agency’ s decisons. CRM groups so
servein an advisory role. Close ties to agency representatives make it improbable that an
agency would go againgt a consensus decision produced in a CRM forum. There are dso
many other committees that serve an advisory role to a specific agency. For ingtance, the
Ridgecrest Resource Area Steering Commiittee in Californiawas created “to help the Bureau
of Land Management determine good |land use decisions by incorporating public input from
day 1. To provide aforum for user groups and to obtain consensus on resource conservation
planning” (http://endeavor.des.ucdavis.edu/wpi/ProjectDescription.asp?ProjectPK =304, 98).

The Feather River Coordinated Resource Management Group is made up of 21 forma
participant organizations (agencies, local governments, landowner associations, etc) and

other non-forma participants (community groups, private consultants, county agencies, etc)
from Plumas County, Cdifornia. The partnership makes decisons that result in on-the-
ground project implementation. For example, the CRM group has demonstrated innovetive
stream restoration techniques such as meadow rewatering, check dam building, and fish
ladders (U of CO NRLC, 1996).

Membership

Invited Voluntary

Voluntary / Informal Appointed / Formal

The membership dimengon defines the ways collaborative groups determine who comprises
the group and how they became involved. Members are those participants who contribute to
the decision-making process. Groups with voluntary informa membership are open to
everyone with an interest. People participate of their own accord and anyone who attends a
meeting is consdered a member. Forma membership refers to groups whose members are
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appointed because they represent a particular viewpoint. All RACs have forma membership.
In between the two extremes are groups who have invited particular stakeholdersto
participate because of the interest groups they speek for. It isimportant to distinguish
between people who represent a particular congtituent group in the partnership, and those that
participate as individuas with a set of interests and concerns.

In Montana, the Muddy Creek Project Task Force is an informal group that is open to anyone
who wants to participate. All loca residents were invited to participate, and participation is
voluntary (University of Colorado Natural Resources Law Center, 1996). Another Montana
partnership, the Blackfoot Challenge, keeps participation in the partnership very informd.
Anyone who comes to ameeting is consdered a member and can participate in decision
making (Lindbergh, 1999). The Applegate Partnership bases part of their success on the
distinction between “participatory rather than representative democracy” (Cestero, 1999).
Partnership members may hold some of the same views astheir interest group, but do not
represent them in any forma sense.

HCPs generdly invite participants, but the stakeholder role is voluntary. The Karner Blue
Butterfly HCP illustrates this process. The McKenzie River Watershed Council dso hasa
more forma membership structure. Council participants represent organizations or agencies
that are formal partners of the council. Partners are invited to participate because of the
community of interest they represent, and there are explicit rules outlining the process by
which new partners can be added to the council. Partners name dternates who will attend
mestings and represent thelr interests in the case of an absence.
(www.pond.net/~mwc/backgrnd.htm#groundrul es).

In contrast, the Missssippi Headwaters Board Advisory Committee in Minnesotais
composed of formally appointed members. Each of the eight counties with commissoners
on the Headwaters Board gppoints a citizen and a technical representative to the advisory
committee. Citizens may aso gpply to participate as “at-large’ members. The Board, which
has regulatory authority over theriver corridor, selects the at-large members to represent the
diversity of interestsin the river corridor. The committee has included members representing
timber company interests, environmental organizations, redtors, Northern State Power, and
local associations. The committee has aforma role in reviewing Board proposals,
developing work plans, and bringing issues and ideas to the Board for consideration (Eclov,
1999).

Geographical Scale

City / county State/ region

Neighborhood Multi-county Multi-state

Geographic scale refers to how the partnership defines its boundaries of concern. This
dimengon differs from the geopolitica scde of the outcomes (p.27) inthat itisan
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organizationd characterigtic. The group is made up of members who are associated with a
particular place within geographic bounds. All participants may be effiliated with one
neighborhood or the partnership may unite members of diverse locales across amore
extendve area (e.g. a macro-watershed).

The Nos Quedamos committee represents a broad- based grassroots codlition of residents, city
officias, businesses and others concerned about the future of the Merose Commons
neighborhood east of Y ankee Stadium in the Bronx, New Y ork. Now a non-profit
organization, Nos Quedamos brings the concerns of the mostly Latino and African American
community into the urban renewa planning process. Neighborhood sustainability issues
include creating open spaces, water recgpture and recycling, green housing development, and
public transportation (www.sustainable.org/casetudies/newyork/NY _epa nosquedamos
html).

A group that defines its geographic bounds as those of acity isthe Chattanooga I nstitute for
Sustainable Development. Recognized as amodd sustainable communities initiative, the
Ingtitute unites business, community and government leeders in the effort to make
Chattanooga, Tennessee the “most sustainable city in America’ (http://emagazine.com/
march-april_1998/0398curr_chattanooga.html).

The Darby Partnership in central Ohio exemplifies a multi-county group. This partnership
works with the six county Darby Creek watershed (Smith, 1999). This group dso involves
members from local, sate and federd agencies, citizens, as well severd non-governmenta
organizations.

The Karner Blue Butterfly HCP exemplifies astate or regional collaborative effort.
Involving 27 private and public land stakeholders congisting of primarily of agencies, timber
companies and resident landowners in Wisconsin, the HCP formed a successful state-wide
consarvation plan for the federally listed Karner blue butterfly (http:/Avww.needr .org/
casestudies /hep/karner.htm).

The Tri- State Implementation Council oversees, revises and educates the public about the
Clark Fork-Pend Oreille watershed. This multi-state effort addresses 26,000 square milesin
northern Idaho, northeastern Washington and western Montana (Concern, 1998).

Age
< >
Emergent Established

The age of the partnership is a critica factor that relates to many other dimensions. Because
of the dynamic nature of collaborative groups, emergent groups differ greatly from those that
are wdl| established.
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The Long Tom Watershed Council in Eugene, Oregon is one example of the dozens of new
watershed councils that have formed as aresult of the Sate legidation cresting the
Governor’s Watershed Enhancement Board and the funding sources it provides. Emer gent
groups like the Long Tom have the opportunity to incorporate many of the lessons learned
from other partnerships (Erickson, 1998).

On the other hand, The M odoc-Washaw Experimental Stewardship Program covering 2.2
million acres of predominantly public land in northeast Cdifornia and northwest Nevadais
quite established. Authorized by Congress through the Bureau of Land Management in
1979, the program involves 29 rancher permittees on public lands along with agenciesin
grazing and wildlife improvement strategies (Cleary, 1998).

Duration

< >
Short-lived Long-term

Another aspect of age isthe proposed duration of the partnership. Collaborative groups may
have short-term gods, such as the development of aland management plan. After the planis
finished, many partnerships shift to an information sharing network or dissipate atogether.
Others form with long-term goals that require on-going management. These partnerships are
organizationaly more complex and dynamic through time.

Short-term collaborative partnerships are common in the planning reim. For example, in
Washtenaw County, Michigan, the Solid Waste Planning Committee was created with the
specific god of updating the solid waste management plan for the county. A broad base of
stakeholders joined together for the short-term task of developing the plan. Once the planis
finished, the committee will dishand.

The Connecticut River Joint Commission is one of the oldest collaborative resource
management groups in the country, providing an example of along-term partnership. The
commission has overseen watershed management issues in the Connecticut River Basin snce
1974. Groups that form to dedl with long-term issues like watershed management or
ecosystermn management usudly evolve sgnificantly. While the Connecticut River

partnership began as an advocacy organization, in the 1990’ s the organization has
conscioudy diversified its board of directors to represent awide range of stakeholders and
focus on collaborative problem solving.

The Vermont Forest Resource Advisory Council provides an example of adiverse
collaborative group that functionsonly as needed. The council was mandated by the
Vermont state legidature to address policy issues reating to forest sustainability, aeria
Spraying, clear cutting, and rura economic development. In the mid 1990s, the council came
together to collaborate on a statewide plan. They produced their last report in 1997 and will
disperse until needed again.
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Visibility

<

Low High

A partnership may have high or low vishility, either within the community, alarger regiond
or even nationd scae. Vighility refers to the number of people outside the partnership who
know it exists and what it does. Some factors that affect visihbility include media coverage
and political support or opposition.

An example of alow visbility group isthe White Pine CRM initiative in east centra
Nevada. Composed of a 21 member steering committee of mostly agency personnel and
ranchers, the group is steadily working since 1992 at developing ek management, catle
grazing strategy and urban development plans on that encompass remote public lands
(http://endeavor.des.ucdavis.edu/wpi/ProjectDescription.asp).

The Quincy Library Group, on the other hand, represents ahigh visibility group. Begun by
members of the town of Quincy to enhance forestry practicesin the Tahoe, Lassen, and
Plumas Nationa Forestsin northern Cdifornia, the group gained the spotlight when it went

to Congressto turn its forest plan into successful legidation in 1998
(http:/Amww.glg.org/public_html/contents/chron.htm).
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V. PROCESS

When examining the nature of the process, we refer to what actudly happens at the table.
How do participants voice concerns, make decisions and act within the collaborative
congtruct? The dimensions explored here include:

Decisonrule
Fadilitation
Transparency
Fregquency of meetings
Representation
Agency involvement
Persond invesment

Decision Rule

Consensusif possible, then majority

Consensus Majority rule

Although collaborative partnerships are commonly referred to as “ consensus groups,” the
decison-rule used within groupsis not always based on a consensus gpproach. A decison
rule of pure consensus requires al participants to agree to a decison before any actionis
taken. Decisons may aso be made by mgority rule.

By their rules, all Coordinated Resource Management planning processes are consensus-
based. Many other groups define their decision-rule as consensus, with varying levels of
detall in the definition. For example, the McKenzie River Watershed Council recognizes five
levels of consensus ranging from “wholeheartedly agree’ to “serious concerns, but can live
with the decison” (www.pond.net/~mwc/backgrnd.htm#groundrules). The Tensas Basin
Technicad Steering Committee also makes decisions by consensus, with any one member
holding veto power. The Louisiana committee is made up of nineteen members representing
a cross-section of basin interests. The committee works to develop model demonstration
projects that meet the concerns of both farmers and conservationists. Participants include the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the local Levee Digtrict, The Nature Conservancy, Six
farmers, the Louisiana Dept of Agriculture and Forestry and others (EPA?, 1998).

Majority Rule: The Nanticoke Watershed Alliance, a bi-gate effort in Maryland and
Delaware, uses an absolute mgority rule to make decisons. An absolute mgority isasmple
mgority of yeas and neas. When aquorum is present, an absolute mgjority of the voting
members present decide any matter voted on by the members (NWA, 1998).
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Mixed: The Northwest Resource Advisory Council in Colorado (see in-depth case study),
athough it strives for consensus, a decison rule system is st up where the group only needs
a 3/5 ratio from each of the three membership categories to pass a resolution.

Decision-makers

«

Members at large Executive board

Another important distinction illugtrated in the above continuum is varigion in the decison
making entity. Given the highly varied organizationa sructures of partnerships, the
decisionrmaking body aso varies. Some partnerships give voice and vote to al members.
Others delegate ultimate decision-making authority to an executive committee or board.
Within either body, the decison rule may be consensus or mgority or a combination.

The Scott River Watershed CRMP Council, for example, (Chapter 13) demands that all
member s at lar ge vote on decisions (which the exception of agency personnel). Focused on
the protection of sdmon habitat, the group believes the landowner-based nature of protection
necessitates voting power for al stakeholders (hitp://watershed.org/ wmchome/ news/win
_91/coop_plan.html).

The Owl Mountain Partnership (Chapter 12), in Jackson County, Colorado, is composed of
generd membership as wdl as a seering committee. The steering committee acts asthe
group's decision-maker. This committee is composed primarily of ranchers, an environmentd
representative, and agency personnd, and serves as the governing body to establish goals and
objectives as well as make any forma recommendations and/or decisions (Porter, 1999).

The Nanticoke Watershed Alliance (Chapter 10), an example of a collaborative group in
which the Board of Directors sets the policies of the group and has ultimate decisonmeking
authority. Members are given opportunity to share information and voice concerns, but it is
the Board of Directors that determines what stance or direction the Nanticoke Watershed
Alliance will take on a particular issue (Frech, 1999).

Facilitation

<

Unassisted Assisted

Decision-making process may be either asssted by a neutrd facilitator or unasssted / self-
facilitated.

Unassisted: The Double H Ranch CRM in Ten Segp Wyoming represents asmal livestock
forage improvement partnership that has met informaly snce 1992. Conggting of amere
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ten participants from state agencies aong with ranchers, the group has never seen the need to
run meetings with professiond facilitator (Weseter, 1998).

Assisted: In comparison, the Clark County HCP process (Chapter 7) has used a highly
skilled facilitator for nearly nineyears. Aimed at protecting the habitat of the Desert Tortoise
through conservation of public lands, multiple stakeholder interest accompanied by hested
fedlings over the issue of public land access and protection have made facilitation of
meetings a necessity  (www.ncedr.org/casestudies’hcp/clark.htm).

Findly, many partnerships begin with assstance from a neutra facilitator, but then continue

on their own once established. The Animas River Stakeholders Group (Chapter 5), for
ingtance, was formed in 1994 when the Colorado Center for Environmental Management was
asked by the Colorado Department of Health to help organize interested parties to address
meta contamination in the Animas Vdley, ahigtoric mining community. Once the group
gained momentum, internal members replaced the outside facilitator on avoluntary basis
(Buffdo River Stewardship Foundation,1999).

Transparency

« >
Closed Open

Collaborative decison-making also variesin the degree to which the process is open or

closed. In an open process, the non-participating public has access to the decisions made and
information exchanged at the table. Participation may be closed yet the process remains

open. For example, aFACA chartered advisory committee may limit participation to chosen
gtakeholders, but by law must be fully open to the public.

In the Blackfoot Challenge (Chapter 6), meetings are entirdly open to the larger public. All
stakeholders in the Blackfoot Valley are encouraged to become part of the process and
different conduits for communication announcing meetings and projects are used to recruit as
many people as possible. Participantsin the Blackfoot Chalenge do not want resdents to
fed that resource decisons are being made for them.

The San Migud River Codition, based in Telluride, Colorado, feds that to keep the group
focused and collaborative in nature, meetings should be closed to the public. Codlition
members include the BLM, the USFS, San Miguel County, the Town of Tdluride, Telluride
Mountain Village Metro Didrict, The Nature Conservancy, and representatives from the
private sector (Buffalo River Stewardship Foundation, 1999).
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Frequency of meetings

Monthly

Biweekly Biannually

Meseting frequency varies not only from partnership to partnership, but also within
partnerships. Organizationaly complex groups with committee functions may meet only
twice ayear as awhole group. However the working committees or executive committee
meet monthly. Groups may aso meet as needed given the nature of current projects. Other
groups find it necessary to meet regularly and often. The culture of the group aso affects
mestings. For example, groups that include ranchers meet during down times such as early
winter and avoid meeting during calving season.

The Applegate Partnership in Southwestern Oregon convenes biweekly. Participantsfed
that the frequency of these meetings is fundamentd to maintaining the forward momentum of
the group. At one point, the group tried meeting once a month but many participants fet that
this was too infrequent so they switched back to the origind plan of biweekly meetings
(Shipley, 1999).

The Nanticoke Watershed Alliance (Chapter 10) meets monthly. The Board of Directors
mesetings and the generd membership meetings both meet on the same day, a the same
location (the Greater Sdlisbury Building in Sdisbury, Maryland), but at different times. The
Presdent of the Board of Directors runs both meetings (Frech, 1999).

Chicago Wildernessis aregiond partnership of 76 public and private organizations that have
joined forces to protect the remaining natura areas in the greater Chicago region. The
membership meets bi-annually at the Congress of Chicago Wilderness and has the ability to
propose and vote on resolutions (Chicago Wilderness, 1999).

Asneeded/irregularly: Findly, the Three-Quarter Circle Ranch CRM (Chapter 14) hasan
irregular meeting schedule. Though the group met once amonth for the first two years when
edtablishing its goal's an objectives for increasing biodiversity and economic growth, the busy
lives of its partners does not permit regular meetings, particularly during caving season. As
such, the group continues to meet only afew times a year as needed to address new issues as
they arise.
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Representation

< >

Homogeneous Heterogeneous

Representation denotes the composition of stakeholders participating in the process. While
the term “collaboration” infers the dliance of diginct individuds (or organizations) working
towards a common goal, groups vary in terms of the diversity of perspectives represented.
Homogeneous groups include only participants with overlgpping or shared viewpoints on the
issue a hand and may even exclude some stakeholders from the process. Heterogeneous
groups on the other hand, are very diverse, including al interested stakeholders. There are, of
course, many partnerships that fal in between.

In Rice County, Minnesota, the Big Woods Project formed in 1992 as a collaborative
partnership to save remaining remnants of the Big Woods ecosystem. Although partners

come from diverse backgrounds, they have rdatively homogeneous ideds and perspectives
regarding the importance of preservation. Members include severd environmentd citizen
groups, the Minnesota DNR, loca government, the Nature Conservancy, the Cannon River
Watershed Partnership, and the River Bend Nature Center, among others (www.dnr.state.mn.
us'ebm/ebm_works/bigwoodl.htm). There are no participants with conflicting viewpoints
involved on the steering committee (Canon, 1999).

In contragt, the participants in the Henry’ s Fork Watershed Council in Ashton, Idaho are a
heterogeneous group, including environmenta, business, triba, and agriculturd interests.
Once bitter adversaries, the participants came together to collaborate over sedimentation,
irrigation, grazing and trout habitat (among other issues) (University of Colorado Natura
Resources Law Center, 1996).

Agency | nvolvement

< >

None Significant

Agency involvement describes the extent to which representatives of government agencies
(locd, gate or federd) participate in the collaborative process. The role agencies play can
vary from non-exigent to sgnificant. Groups that act completely autonomoudy with no
agency participation fall on one end of the scale. Partnerships with sgnificant agency
participation include those initiated by agencies such as RACs or HCPs. Groups a thisend
often receive funding or other support from an agency, and include forma agency
representation in the decison-making process.

The Quincy Library Group again illugtrates a group with little or no agency involvement.
Initiated in 1992, the group has been recognized for not incorporating the Forest Service
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directly in its design and development of management plans for three nationd forestsin
northern Cdifornia (http:/Amww.glg.org/)

In contrast, The Clay County Beach Ridges Forum in northwest Minnesotaillustrates the
significant role played by the Minnesota Department of Naturad Resources (DNR). The
Minnesota Legidature funded the project that established the Forum, which was coordinated
and facilitated by the DNR. The Forum was a short-term process that brought a broad base of
interests together to “identify and recommend ways to achieve a balance between the
protection of our naturd prairie heritage and environmentally yet economically sound gravel
mining opportunities through appropriate land use management” (MN DNR, 1997: p. 4).
Although the loca Steering Committee made decisions and recommendations, the DNR was
essentid to the work of the forum. DNR staff was responsible for administrative tasks,
technica assstance, the creation of a GIS database, the production of educationd materids
and the find report, and the eventua implementation of the Forum'’ s recommendations.

Often, agency involvement falsin the middle, with agency representatives participating as
group members or serving as technica consultants. For example, the Long Tom Watershed
Council in Oregon has atechnica advisory committee made up of agency representatives,
environmental consultants, and university professors. Committee members can be cdled
upon as needed to provide advice or review project proposals (Erickson, 1998).

Personal | nvestment

< >
Low High

Persond cost describesthe level of participants persona investment in making a process
work. Investment may be in terms of time, money or other resources. More forma agency
dominated partnerships often require less persond investment from participants compared to
grass-roots community level collaborative initigtives. Low time investment means attendance
a occasond meetings, while high invesment sgnifies consstent involvement of

participants in meetings, committee work, or on-the-ground projects. It isimportant to note
that not dl participants commit the same amount of time to a process. Partnerships often
describe a core group of committed individuals. The time investment dimension refersto
those participants, rather than the occasiond interested meeting attendee.

For most members of the Darby Partnership (Chapter 8) in central Ohio, persona investment
islow. Darby Partnership meetings consst of very informa discussions and no member is
bound to any decison made by the group. Meetings rarely go beyond information sharing
(Devlin, 1999).

The Clark County HCP (Chapter 7) exemplifies high personal investment. Meetings are
held in Las Vegas and many members travel over 100 miles round trip to attend meetings,
some environmenta groups fly in. Depending on the issue at hand, the group sometimes
meets severd times a month. Representatives of multiple-user groups usudly have to give up
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aday of work to participate. Meetings over the Desert Tortoise HCP lasted up to 12 hours at
atime. Despite the leve of investment required, dmost dl of the stakeholders have
participated continuoudy since the process started ten years ago (Selzer, 1999).

VI. OUTCOMES

Collaborative partnerships result in avariety of outcomes. Outcomes may be concrete
projects directly affecting the resource, or they may be abstract impacts such as education,
socia cohesion, or relationship building. Some of the dimensions of partnership outcomes
are:

= Geopolitica impact
= Socid impact
* Products

Geopolitical I mpact

County / Micro watershed National

Loca Regional /Macro-Watershed

An important dimension of outcomesis their geopolitical impact. Some collaborative
partnerships have impacts on alimited politica boundary, such as a neighborhood or town.
Others can have nationd impeacts, if they result in the passing of legidation or achangein
nationa policy. In between are initiatives that impact resource management on amicro or
macro-watershed scale, and those that have statewide impacts.

Local: The Beartooth Front Community Forum, represents aloca effort by the town of Red
Lodge, Montana near Y elowstone. To control increasing urban growth and protect open
gpace, the group has worked since the early 1990s to conduct regiona water qudity
monitoring, develop acity growth master plan, and promote affordable housing devel opment.
(Beartooth Front Community Forum, 1996).

Micro-water shed: Severd watershed initiatives have associated sub-basin groups that
address and affect amuch smaler geographic area. For example, the Mohawk Sub-Basin
group is a community-based effort associated with the McKenzie Watershed Council in
Oregon (see chapter 5). The Mohawk Group addresses issues related to a micro-watershed
within the McKenzie River basin. Decisons made within the group, including

implementation of on-the-ground restoration projects, affect only the sub-basin.

Although the proposad “ Citizens Management Alternative’ for grizzly bear reintroduction in

the Selway- Bitterroot Ecosystem is till working its way through the NEPA process, if
adopted, it would impact a wilderness region of nearly 4 million acres. The plan, drafted by a
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codition of environmenta and timber interests, proposes a Citizens Management
Committee that would co-manage bear reintroduction aong with the Fish and Wildlife
Service in the Selway-Bitterroot region along the Idaho/ Montana border (France, 1998;
Cestero, 1999; Kenworthy, 1997).

National: EPA Negotiated Rule-making processes are a good example of collaborative
processes that result in outcomes having anational impact. Involving diverse stakeholdersin
deliberating the reach and content of regulaing and implementing federa environmenta

laws, the recommendations emerging from these processes become proposed rules that will
be applied nationwide.

Social I mpact
< 4
Negative Positive

Collaboretive partnerships often have a significant impact on their communities. Socid

impact is one primary outcome, and it may be pogtive or negative. Most partnerships report
positive socia impacts such as increased understanding, communication, trust and cohesion
among stakeholders. However some groups may cause increased division, conflict and
distrust in the community. Characteristics of group organization, process, and representation
influence where a particular group fals on this spectrum.

An exampleof negative socia impact can be seen in the case of the Sitka, Alaska
“Sugtainable Communities Initiative.” In 1993, Sitka townspeople, fishermen, loggers and
Native Americans joined together to confront the economic crisis caused when the
community’slargest employer, the Alaska Pulp Plant, closed. The Sitkainitiative addressed
concerns that new economic development should be environmentally sound. The group
brought areferendum to local eections cdling for sustainable logging practices and an end to
clear-cutting. The measure failed twice and heightened conflict between citizens and the
timber industry that had not been involved in the process and fdt that outside environmenta
interests had influenced the ballot process.

In contrast, participants in the Dry Creek Basin Resource Management Committee in
Norwood, Colorado note the positive socia impacts the committee has had on the
community. The process hasimproved interpersona relationships and enhanced trugt,
education and community building. Networks formed between residents and agency
representatives expand beyond the bounds of the committee to benefit other projects
(http://www.endeavor.des.ucdavis.edu/wpi/ProjectDescription).

Members of the Swan Citizens Ad-hoc Committee in the Swan Vdley of northwestern
Montana aso cite the pogitive socid impacts resulting from the committeg' s work.
Collaboration builds *the community’ s capacity to deal with change,” aswell asreducing
polarization and creeting a forum for information exchange (Cestero, 1999).
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Products
< >
Intangible Tangible

Specific outcomes may vary and often change through time. Thus, this particular dimension

is represented on a dynamic continuum. Outcomes range from intangible to tangible

products. An example of an intangible product of collaborative initiativesis the cregtion of a
network of stakeholders for information exchange. Tangible products include on-the-ground
projects like streambed restoration or the implementation of an dternative management plan
for aforest or other resource. In the center of the continuum fal partnerships that develop a
plan, but do not implement it. Many collaborative groups form in order to develop aplan to
be implemented by a separate resource management agency. One product does not preclude
another; instead a partnership must often develop a network and some type of plan before
achieving on the ground change.

The Chattooga River Watershed Codiition, is an affiliation of organizations and agencies
with an interest in the hedlth of the Chattooga River in Georgia. The Codition's primary
outcomeis the creation of an information sharing networ k (Chattooga River Watershed
Coadlition, 1997).

On the San Carlos Apache Indian Reservation in east-central Arizona, adiverse team

of community members, Triba Council and adminigration, Bureau of Indian Affairs, and
other affected federd, Sate, and loca agenciesjoined together to develop a Strategic Plan
that addresses a complex range of issues, including the sustainable use of the tribe's natural
resources. Through an on-going series of workshops, participants continue to address issues
and identify strategies (Philbin, 1998).

Sinceitsinception in 1991, Owl Mountain Partnership (Chapter 12) has focused much of its
time on completing pr oj ects. Projects include a vegetative inventory, sagebrush trestment,
redigning fences, soil studies and irrigation projects (Porter, 1999). Currently Owl Mountain
Partnership is going through changes that many believe will lead them to more of a policy-
based partnership with less of afocus on on-the-ground projects.
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VII. CONCLUSION

Given the diversty of collaborative activity across the country, it is difficult to make
assumptions about the decison-making of individua partnerships without examining themin
more depth. Often the critiques of these intiatives assume that what happens in one Situation
can be extragpolated to other collaborative efforts. With what we had learned about their range
and variation, we knew that while partnerships must certainly face numerous chdlenges, the
nature of those challenges and the Strategies used to dedl with them must certainly vary from
case to case. In the interest of exploring a few sdlect cases® in more depth, we conducted in-
depth interviews with participants and affected observersin ten partnerships.

Our understanding of the common critiques of collaboratior? informed the development of
interview questions that explored challenges and opportunities that partnerships face, and
investigated the drategies used by both individuals and the group to overcome these
chdlenges.

! See Chapter 2: Methodology for clarification of case selection criteria
2 See Chapter 3: Critiques of Collaboration
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