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Introduction

Conservation partnerships have addressed natural resource problems in watersheds
throughout the United States for over sixty years. Increased public interest, awareness, and
participation in conservation issues since the 1960s, have added to the complexity of
successfully addressing conservation issues. Conservation partnerships often involve public
agencies, private organizations, and private land owners who have interests in, concerns with,
and/or jurisdiction over land and natural resources. This report isasummary of recent
research (Toupal, 1997) that investigated indicators of success in watershed partnerships.

Topics addressed include: (1) the development of a success model; (2) a comparison
of the model with three case study projects led by the U.S.D.A. Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS), conservation districts (CDs), or Resource Conservation and
Development (RC&D) councils; (3) aguide for developing successful conservation
partnerships; and (4) a method for combining qualitative and quantitative measures of success
in order to assess partnerships.

Indicators of success in conservation partnerships from around the world were found
in such fields of study as natural resource management, environmental science, environmental
politics, sociology, and rura sociology. The conservation partnerships discussed in these
sources shared many common features including involvement of public and private interests,
concerns with water quality and erosion, and geographic areas of concern at the watershed or
subwatershed scale.

The Development of a Success Model

One of the primary purposes of this research is the establishment of methods to assess
partnership success. Data on partnership success that has been gathered under similar
paradigms is scanty. Thisresearch is intended to provide a starting point that may help in
standardizing the ways in which partnership success and failure are measured.

The effectiveness of conservation partnerships has been examined in several studies
(Endicott, 1993a; Huillet, et a, 1990; Long and Arnold, 1995). These studies, involving
analyses of projects from around the world, suggest multiple models and guides for successful
conservation partnerships, and identify numerous elements contributing to success.

Several limitations affected the development of such models and guides. Thefirst one
was the contention that no single approach would work for every partnership (Coyle, 1995;
Daly, 1994; Zube, 1991). The second limitation was a variety of definitions of “success’
(Anderson and Baum, 1987; Endicott, 1993a; Huillet, et al, 1990; Long and Arnold, 1995;
Zube, 1992). The diversity of values assigned to natural resources was identified as a third
limitation (Hatfield and Hatfield, 1986; Houghton, 1979; Napier, et a., 1995; Nowak, 1992).



The contention that no single approach could be broadly applied was addressed in this
study by assuming that “approach” was the “beginning-to-end” procedure used by
partnerships. The diversity of natural resources, resource problems, and people within a given
watershed does limit the practicality of such an “approach.” There are, however,
characteristics of success common to a wide range of conservation partnerships that may
provide a common basis for assessment (Anderson and Baum, 1987; Endicott, 1993a; Huillet,
et a, 1990; Long and Arnold, 1995; Zube, 1992).

The wide variety of definitions of success was addressed by combining quantitative
and qualitative measures of success. Common guantitative measures included the number of
acres protected from flooding, tons of reduced soil erosion, and production increases (Badger,
et a., 1966; Heady, 1951; MacGaffey, 1985; Romm, 1995). Qualitative measures included
“resource and communication outcomes’ indicative of partnership functioning as well as
constituent satisfaction (Lavigne, 1995: 5). This combination of qualitative and quantitative
measures broadened both the applicability and the usefulness of this study.

The limitation of a diversity of values was addressed by including as many interests as
possible in defining partnership success. Since local participation and community support
have been identified as important to achieving partnership success (Bouchard, et. al., 1997,
Clements, 1997; Richardson and Brunson, 1997; Sampson, 1992, 1997), development of any
guidance for devel oping successful partnerships should include citizen input in addition to that
of agencies and organizations.

Addressing these three limitations provided a framework for development of a success
model. Thirty literature sources that included material from public agencies, private
organizations, and research groups were examined". A list of elements of partnership success
identified in these sources was compiled and is included as Appendix A.

Several aspects of partnerships were addressed by these elements, including
participation, resources, communication, goals, decision-making, problem-solving, and
leadership. Participation was described by who and how people participated in conservation
partnerships’. Resources included the number of people available to the partnership, the skills
and interests of individual participants, money, project scale, technology, and coordination of
all resources’. Communication was described by what and how information was
communicated, how often information was communicated, and how information was
perceived”. Goals were described as being appropriate and achievable®. Decision-making
elements included how decisions were made, who made the decisions, and upon what basis
decisions were made®. Problem-solving elements focused on how problems were solved or
resolved’. Leadership was described relative to existence or presence, and operation®.

Many of the elementsin the list were identified by more than one source. Element
recurrence among different sources provided a basis to refine the list into 65 characteristics of
success. The characteristics were then ranked by recurrence of literature citation.  The most
recurrent characteristics were assumed to be most important to partnership success.



Mention in the literature of the 65 characteristics ranged from 1 to 29 times. More
than half of the characteristics were cited only once. Twenty-five percent of the
characteristics were cited by two or three different authors. The remaining characteristics
were cited by 4 to 29 different authors. The 65 characteristics were further divided into three
categories on the basis of the number of times a particular element was mentioned in the
literature. Thirteen characteristics having four or more citations were assumed to be the most
important and were labeled as “primary.” Sixteen characteristics with two or three citations
were listed as “secondary” and the remaining 36 characteristics with only one citation each
were listed as “tertiary” (Appendix A.).

The importance of the primary characteristics was based on the assumption that they
had greater potential for broad applicability than the secondary or tertiary characteristics.
Given the need for a broadly applicable model, only the primary characteristics were selected
to comprise amodel of partnership success.

Recurrence of the primary characteristics in the literature varied enough to suggest a
descending hierarchy of importance and applicability to partnership success. Three rankings
were chosen for smplicity. “Highly Successful” characteristics were assumed to have the
greatest applicability to abroad variety of partnerships. “Moderately Successful” and
“Minimally Successful” characteristics were assumed to have lesser applicability (Table 1.).

Table 1. The Success Model.

Characteristic Recurrence
Highly Successful:
Active participation by awide variety and large number of partners 29
Common goals 16
Consensus 14
Adaptable, flexible |eadership/process 13
Moderately Successful:
A variety and number of people to do the work 10
Shared risks, rewards, credit 9
Trust 9
Money, adequate and shared 9
Regular communication 8

Minimally Successful:
Commitment
Clear, consistent communication
Local authority for decision-making
Existence of |leadership

H OO N

Comparison of the Model with Three Watershed Projects

The success model was derived from the secondary literature on partnerships
throughout the world. A comparison to primary, field-collected data was considered



necessary to test the validity of the model. If the model was to include diverse values, and
therefore be more broadly applicable, private land owners needed to be included in data
collection. Trust isan important issue, however, when working with private land owners
(Endicott, 1993a; Thompson, 1993).

The NRCS, formerly the Soil Conservation Service, is an agency that has devel oped
trust with private land owners over the past sixty-three years (Mitchell, 1988; Thompson,
1993). An examination of watershed partnerships led by the NRCS and their local partners of
CD boards and RC&D councils provides away to consistently include private land owner
perspectives. The history of NRCS's technical assistance to private land owners includes
conservation planning and management on a watershed-scale which further supports the
choice of this agency as a source for case studies’.

The geographic area examined for NRCS watershed projects encompassed ten
contiguous western states. This area had a large potential pool of partnership projects eligible
for study. Severd criteriawere used to identify projects as eligible for comparison to the
success model:

Projects had to be led by the NRCS, a CD board, or an RC& D council;
Projects had to have awritten plan of action;

Projects had to be at |east 50% complete relative to the goals stated in the plan;
Projects had to exhibit a diversity of public and private interests through
participation and land ownership; and

Projects had to represent different programmatic approaches to watershed
planning and management.

pwWd PR
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The NRCS uses three approaches in watershed planning: (1) the Coordinated
Resource Management Planning process (Anderson and Baum, 1987); (2) the Small
Watershed Program, PL83-566 (Simms, 1970; Steiner, 1990); and (3) the Resource
Conservation and Development Program, P.L. 87-703 (Steiner, 1990). These three
approaches comprised the fifth criterion for project selection noted above. Using these five
selection criteria, three projects were chosen for case studies:

The Vernon Creek Watershed project, located in Utah, began in 1967 and
was led by the local conservation district and NRCS field office. This
project had plan documents and cost-sharing contracts and was compl eted
in the mid-1970s. The project included public and private interests and was
carried out under the Small Watershed Program of the NRCS.

The Badger Creek Watershed in Colorado is led by the local Resource
Conservation and Development Council. Originating in 1981, this project
has plan documents and individual conservation plans. It is estimated to be
75% complete. The project includes public and private interests and is
being carried out under the RC& D program.



The Muddy Creek Watershed in Wyoming began in the early 1990s and is
led by the local conservation district. This project hasinformal plan
guidelines that are reviewed and updated on aregular basis aswell as
individual conservation plans. It is estimated to be over 50% complete.
The partnership includes public and private interests and is carried out
using the CRMP process.

Description of the Case Study Watersheds

The three case study watersheds share many similarities common to the western,
intermountain setting. All the selected watersheds are comprised of private, state, and federal
lands with habitat variation ranging from sagebrush and grasslands to heavily timbered areas
(Table 2.). Thethree partnerships al included federa, state, and local governments, private
organizations, and private land owners (Appendix B.).

Table 2. Physical Description of Case Study Watersheds.

ACRES
Watershed Elevations Private State USFS BLM Total

Vernon Crk.  5,200¢ 9,000¢ 31,735 4,845 47,671 49,200 133,451
Badger Crk.  6,800¢:11,654¢ 31,320 33,760 40,760 29,200 135,040
Muddy Crk. ~ 6,000¢ 9,000¢ 100,800 25,200 0 154,000 280,000

Vernon Creek Watershed. Land usein the watershed, at the time of project
initiation, was predominantly grazing with 129,360 acres of rangeland. Irrigated crops were
raised on 2,200 acres and dryland crops were raised on 1,500 acres. The rangeland in the
watershed included twenty-six ranches and provided a great deal of wildlife habitat (\VVernon
Soil Conservation District, 1967).

The Vernon Watershed Plan focused on issues of water quality and irrigation water
management. The following objectives were identified in the plan (Vernon Soil Conservation
District, 1967):

Minimize damages from sediment-laden floodwater in the Vernon drainage.
Eliminate sediment from the irrigation water supply.

Store, regulate, and otherwise control to the maximum extent feasible, the
runoff from Vernon Creek, Bennion, and Dutch drainages for irrigation
purposes.

Provide irrigation distribution facilities to enable sprinkler application of
dependable water supplies.

Protect watershed lands from erosion and summer flood runoff.



Obtain the most efficient and sustained, productive use of land and water
resources.
Increase and stabilize net farm incomes.

Badger Creek Watershed. Land usesin the watershed include livestock grazing,
wildlife habitat, private residences, recreation, and some timber harvesting (Keidel, 1994,
Sangre de Cristo RC&D Council, 1990). The principal game species are elk and antelope.
Mule deer populations aso occur but are declining. Brown trout is the principal cold water
fish species. Five ranchers have leases and/or ownership in the mgority of the watershed.
Hunting and fishing make up the majority of recreational use in the watershed (Sangre de
Cristo RC&D Council, 1990).

The Badger Creek Watershed Plan focused on livestock management and distribution
to reduce erosion and improve water quality (Vaentine and Carochi, 1993). The objectives
identified in the plan were (Sangre de Cristo RC& D Council, 1990):

Implement a proper grazing system on 23,700 acres.

Initiate deferred grazing on 6,000 acres.

Establish stockwater facilities for better livestock distribution by
developing four springs.

Construct 50 miles of fencing (electric or 3-wire-barbed) for livestock
management.

Construct 68 erosion control structures. These sites will be selected during
plan development in cooperation with landowners.

Establish a demonstration site (3.9 acres) on an eroding area to show the
effectiveness of SCS plant materials species for erosion control.

Assess the effectiveness of planned Best Management Practices (BMPs)
that are installed within the watershed as it relates to reduction of sediment
measured at the continuous monitoring station at Big Springs.

Assess impacts of management strategies on riparian areas within the
watershed.

Determine biologica impacts to Badger Creek.

Muddy Creek Watershed. Land usesin the watershed include livestock grazing, oil
and gas development, coal reserves with development potential, recreation, and wildlife
habitat. Ranchers graze cattle and sheep in the watershed (Hicks, L., Warren, and Hicks, C.,
1996).

The Muddy Creek Watershed Plan focused on livestock management, habitat
improvements, water quality, and user relations. Six goals were identified by the Muddy
Creek partnership (Hicks, 1997: Hicks, L., Warren, and Hicks, C., 1996; Little Snake River
Conservation District and Bureau of Land Management, 1995):
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Increase cooperation, coordination, and trust among landowners,
permittees, agencies, and interest groups.

Improve critical ranges for antelope, elk, and deer in the area.
Demonstrate that properly managed livestock grazing can be compatible
with consumptive and non-consumptive use of the area’s multiple
resources.

Improve water quality and reduce erosion and sedimentation. Restore the
riparian habitats to their desired future condition, including visible changes
in plant community, stream channels, and hydrologic regimes. This
includes improvement of existing woody plant communities and their
restoration to previously occupied sites.

Manage upland habitats to improve their bio-diversity and productivity for
selected wildlife species and domestic livestock.

Reestablish Colorado River Cutthroat to headwater streams.

Collection of Partnership Data

Direct field work, in the form of persona interviews, was chosen as the primary data
collection method over non-field survey methods for several reasons. These reasons included:
the topic had a high degree of potential sensitivity that warranted a personal approach;
cooperation from respondents could be better achieved through personal interviews; and the
potential for empathy and confidence building was greater and perceived “threat” was
potentially less when using personal interview collection methods. Mail surveys were
identified as less effective for enlisting cooperation and telephone surveys were identified as
less appropriate for dealing with sensitive material (Foddy, 1993; Fowler, 1984).

Data collection was organized in a manner that alowed interviewees to answer both
closed and open-ended questions that had been pre-tested by NRCS, CD, and RC&D
individuals with watershed partnership experience in other states (Appendix C). This
combination of question types was used to capture a standard response set and alow the
expression of individual concerns and perspectives.

The case study partnerships had from forty to fifty-one active members representing a
wide variety of public and private interests. The size and diversity of the partnerships, in
addition to time and funding constraints, influenced the decision to interview a sample of each
partnership.

Sample size was determined based on a strategy that outlined subgroups of the
population of watershed partnerships (Fowler, 1984). The strategy included estimating
percentages of the total population represented by each subgroup. Using this strategy, each
partnership was divided into subgroups comprised of public or private interests. Portions of
each subgroup were selected to match the proportion of corresponding interestsin the total
partnership. For example, if the portion of federa agencies within the public subgroup was
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forty percent, then forty percent of the public portion of the sample for that partnership was
represented by federal agencies (Appendix B.).

Applying this strategy to the three case study partnerships resulted in a thirty percent
sample size. Using Multidimensiona scaling (MDYS) in SPSS (statistical software) and the
group-to-group measure in RMRATE (Gimblett, 1997), the degree of reliability and validity
of the sample sizes was determined. The MDS resulted in an r* value of 0.918 with a stress
value (equivalent to standard deviation) of 0.176. These valuesindicate high vaidity in the
sample sizes. The group-to-group coefficient was 0.918. Given that perfect agreement in this
coefficient would result in avaue of 1.00, avalue of 0.918, or almost 92%, indicates a very
high probability that the sample is representative of the defined population (Gimblett, 1997).

Analysis of Partnership Data

Interview responses were totaled by question and recorded as a percentage of
agreement (Appendix D.). Two or more questions addressed each characteristic of the
success model. Agreement regarding the level of presence of the characteristics was
determined by averaging the responses of the questions assigned to each characteristic.

Statistical tests were used to determine differencesin two areas. The first analysis
determined whether the percentages of characteristic presence in the case studies differed
significantly from the success model. The second analysis determined whether differencesin
public and private perceptions occurred (Bhattacharyya and Johnson, 1977; Soka and Rohlf,
1981).

Results

The results of the field work included identification of characteristics of successin
each case study and differences between public and private perceptions. Plan goals, relative to
project accomplishments, and participants’ perceptions and definitions of success were also
compiled.

Characteristics of Success in the Case Studies. Each characteristic was recorded by
frequency and percentage (Tables 3, 4, and 5.). The characteristics identified as present by
seventy percent or more of the respondents were determined to have “ strong presence’ (Table
6.). A response level between thirty and seventy percent resulted in a determination of
“moderate presence.” Response levels of thirty percent or lower were determined to reflect
“weak to no presence’.

Table 3. Characteristics found in Vernon Creek Partnership (n=12).

Characteristic (Rank in Model) # %
Existence of leadership (13) 115 958




Active participation by wide variety, large number of partners (1) 11.3 944
Money: adequate & shared (8) 105 875
Common goals (2) 10.0 833
Clear and consistent communication (11) 10.0 833
Shared risks, rewards, and credit (6) 9.0 75.0
Trust (7) 9.0 750
Regular communication (9) 9.0 75.0
Flexible leadership (4) 87 722
Consensus decision-making (3) 87 722
Local authority for decisions (12) 8.0 66.7
Variety of skills, large number of people to work (5) 75 625
Commitment (10) 50 417
Table 4. Characteristics found in Badger Creek Partnership (n=15).
Characterigtic (Rank in Model) _# %
Existence of leadership (13) 15.0 100
Active participation by wide variety, large number of partners (1) 13.0 86.7
Flexible leadership (4) 11.7 778
Money: adequate & shared (8) 12.0 80.0
Clear and consistent communication (11) 12.0 80.0
Flexible leadership (4) 11.7 778
Common goals (2) 11.0 733
Shared risks, rewards, credit (6) 105 70.0
Trust (7) 105 70.0
Variety of skills, large number of people to work (5) 10.0 66.7
Local authority for decisions (12) 10.0 66.7
Consensus decision-making (3) 9.0 60.0
Commitment (10) 6.7 444
Regular communication (9) 6.0 40.0
Table 5. Characteristics found in Muddy Creek Partnership (n=14).
Characterigtic (Rank in Model) _# %
Existence of leadership (13) 14.0 100
Money: adequate & shared (8) 135 964
Clear and consistent communication (11) 13.0 929
Active participation by wide variety, large number of partners (1) 12.7 90.5
Common goals (2) 115 821
Trust (7) 115 821
Flexible leadership (4) 11.0 78.6
Consensus decision-making (3) 11.0 78.6
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Variety of skills, large number of people to work (5)

Regular communication (9)

Local authority for decisions (12)
Shared risks, rewards, credit (6)
Commitment (10)

11.0
10.5
9.5
8.5
6.7

78.6
75.0
67.9
60.7
47.6

Table 6. Characteristics with strong presence in the three case studies.

Characteristics

Active participation by awide variety, large number of partners

Common goals
Consensus
Adaptable, flexible |eadership/process

A variety and number of people to do the work

Shared risks, rewards, credit

Trust

Money, adequate and shared
Regular communication
Commitment

Clear, consistent communication
Local authority for decision-making
Existence of leadership

VCW BCW MCW

X

X X X X X X X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X X X X

X X

All characteristics displayed moderate to strong presence in the three case studies.
Importance ranks of success characteristics, however, were found to be significantly different
in the three case studies relative to the success model derived from the literature (Table 7).
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Table 7. Comparison of characteristic rankings between

three case studies and the success model.

Characteristic

Active participation by awide variety

& large number of partners

Common godls

Consensus

Adaptable, flexible leadership/process 43.3
Variety & number of people to do the work
Shared risks, rewards, credit

Trust

Model % Vernon% Badger % Muddy %
96.7 94.4 86.7 90.5
53.5 83.3 73.3 82.1
46.7 72.2 60.0 78.6

72.2 77.8 78.6
33.3 62.5 66.7 78.6
30.0 75.0 70.0 60.7
30.0 75.0 70.0 82.1



Money, adequate and shared 30.0
Regular communication 26.7
Commitment 23.3
Clear, consistent communication 20.0
Local authority for decision-making 16.7
Existence of |leadership 13.3

87.5
75.0
41.7
83.3
66.7
95.8

80.0
40.0
44.4
80.0
66.7
100.0

96.4
75.0
47.6
92.9
67.9
100.0
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The strong presence of seven characteristicsin al three case studies indicates these

characteristics consistently contribute to successful implementation of NRCS-led partnerships.
When the case study responses are combined for evaluation, however, an additional

characteristic from the model, consensus, is shown to be strongly present (Table 8.). This

change is due to the agreement of presence for consensus being very high in two of the three

case studies and moderately high in the third case study.

Table 8. Characteristics found in three NRCS partnerships (n=41%).

Characteristic
Existence of leadership

Active participation by wide variety, large number of partners

Money: adequate & shared

Clear and consistent communication
Common godals

Flexible leadership

Trust

Consensus decision-making

Variety of skills, large number of people to work
Shared risks, rewards, credit

Local authority for decisions
Regular communication
Commitment

#

40.5
37.0
36.0
35.0
325
314
31.0
28.7
285
28.0
27.0
255
18.3

%

98.9
90.2
87.8
85.4
79.3
76.6
75.6
70.0
69.5
68.3
65.9
62.2
44.7

* Combined number of individuals interviewed.

Public versus Private Perceptions. Statistically significant differences between
public and private responses to the interview questions were assumed to have the potential to
affect characteristic presence since the responses to two or more questions were used to
determine characteristic presence. Strong presence (2 70%) was interpreted as conclusive to
the importance of a characteristic to partnership success. Moderate presence (2 30% and
<70%) was interpreted as inconclusive of characteristic importance. Those characteristics of

moderate presence that were addressed by questions having significant differences between
responses might have resulted in strong presence if the responses had not been significantly

different.
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The statistical analysis of the Vernon Creek Partnership responses showed no
significant difference between private and public responses in 86% of the interview questions.
Significant differences between private and public responses occurred for only three questions.
These were:

Q4. Was the partnership able to get complete agreement when making decisions?
(consensus)

Q7. Was most of the work on the project done by afew individuals? (variety of
people)

Q15. Were your concerns addressed fairly by the partnership? (trust)

Since the characteristics of consensus (72.2%) and trust (75.0%) were strongly
present, the significant differences for questions #4 and #15 were interpreted as not affecting
the importance of these characteristics. The significant difference for question #7 may have
contributed to inconclusive importance of the characteristics of commitment (41.7%) and a
variety of people to do the work (62.5%).

Statistical analysis for the Badger Creek Partnership responses showed no significant
difference between private and public responses in 100% of the questions. Recommendations
for improvements made by the respondents, however, suggest that the characteristics of
regular communication (40.0%) and consensus (60.0%) are conclusively important to success.
Different perceptions in these instances did not contribute to levels of moderate presence.

The statistical analysis of the Muddy Creek Partnership responses showed no
significant difference between private and public responsesin 91% of the interview questions.
Significant differences between private and public responses occurred for only two questions.
These are:

Q8. Were there many problems to overcome in order to complete the project?
(leadership)

Q16. Did the partnership have the ability locally to make all project decisions?
(local authority)

Since the characteristic of flexible leadership (89.3%) was strongly present, the
significant difference for question #8 was interpreted as not affecting the importance
of this characteristic. The significant difference for question #16 may have contributed
to inconclusive importance of the characteristic of local authority (67.9%).

When the responses for the three NRCS partnerships were combined, they showed no
significant difference between private and public responses in 95% of the interview questions.
Significant difference was found in question #16, however, that may have contributed to
inconclusive importance of the characteristic of local authority (65.9%).

These findings indicate that differences between private and public responses in the
three case studies had little influence on determinations of success in these partnerships. This
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lack of influence may be due to the length of time (at least ten years) that respondents have
been associated with their watersheds, agriculture, and/or natural resource issues.

Plan Goals Compared to Project Accomplishments. The Vernon Creek Watershed
project was considered 100% complete by the mid-1970s, although management strategies
continue today as part of the maintenance of the project. All of the plan goals were
accomplished. Sediment reduction was achieved in Vernon Creek and Bennion and Dutch
drainages. The quality, availability, and distribution of the irrigation water supply was
improved. Floodwater damages were minimized and rangeland erosion was reduced. Farm
incomes were improved and land and water resources were developed to higher and sustained
productivity. The ranchers currently harvest up to four times more hay than they did before
the project. Some of them began shipping hay out of the area during the winter, where they
had shipped it in before the project (Soil Conservation Service, 1985; Natural Resources
Conservation Service, 1997).

The Badger Creek Watershed project is estimated at 75% complete. Many of the plan
goals have been redlized. The acreage goal for application of proper grazing systems has been
exceeded. Livestock distribution through stockwater development has resulted in improved
riparian areas and increased grazing capacity. Fencing and erosion control structures have
contributed to livestock distribution and reduced erosion. Monitoring continues to reflect
water quality improvements and direct the partnership’s activities. The demonstration siteis
showing how rest followed by proper grazing can result in a healthy riparian area (Wustrow,
19953, 1995b, 1996).

The Muddy Creek Watershed project is estimated at well over 50% complete with
over 80% of the conservation practices instaled (Hicks, 1997). The plan goals have been or
are being realized through land treatment practices and structural measures. Muddy Creek is
being protected, enhanced, and conserved for wildlife, livestock, energy, and recreation uses,
asidentified in the partnership’s mission statement. Improved rangeland health is being
realized through water quality improvements, erosion and sediment reductions, and wildlife
habitat improvements. The new grazing systems are resulting in compatibility between
livestock and wildlife uses. Cooperation and trust has been developed within the
partnership®.

Vernon Creek Respondents’ Perceptions and Definitions of Success. Almost
ninety-two percent of the respondents were very satisfied with the partnership as away to
address the conservation needs in their watershed. The twelfth respondent was dissatisfied
due to current problems with public use of the reservoir and surrounding area. Vandalism and
littering are the primary problems. Thereisalack of private control over the problems and a
lack of help from public agencies.

Over 83% of the respondents would not change anything about the way the
partnership operated. One respondent felt “government red tape” was a problem but offered
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no specific solutions. The twelfth respondent suggested better contact from the partiesin
charge of the project.

Respondent satisfaction focused on the need and desire to have everyone agree with,
and participate in, the project. “Everyone”’ included members of the watershed community
and agencies and organizations with jurisdiction in the watershed. The respondents
acknowledged a need for this diversity due to the complexity of land ownership and the
scarcity of resources such as technical skills and money. Respondents were particularly
satisfied with the sense of equality within the partnership. They specified the lack of “big
brother down the landowners’ throats’ as a positive characteristic of this effort (Vernon
Creek Interview, 1997).

The success of the Vernon Creek partnership was described by the respondents using
both qualitative and quantitative factors. A variety of natural resource improvements,
socioeconomic continuity, and recreational use by visitors from Salt Lake City were
specifically identified as measures of success. A local leader in the partnership was credited as
the key to project success by several respondents. Collectively, the respondents consider the
project to be successful, however, they a so recognize some shortcomings of the project, such
as limited wildlife benefits and unanticipated vandalism. Several respondents believe the
project could not be replicated today given the legidative changes that have occurred during
the past thirty years.

Badger Creek Respondents’ Perceptions and Definitions of Success. Over 93% of
the respondents were very satisfied with the partnership as a way to address the conservation
needs in their watershed. One respondent was dissatisfied due to a perceived lack of attention
to the upper watershed.

Over 53% of the respondents would not change anything about the way the
partnership operated. One respondent implied changes were needed but did not make specific
recommendations. Six of the respondents identified three areas for improvements. They
placed the most emphasis on more and better communication, including meetings. They
expressed a desire for more consensus and more resource studies for resource management
decision-making purposes.

Respondent satisfaction focused on the diversity of the partnership and working with
that diversity. Agency personnel appreciated the opportunity to work with and learn from
landowners and other agencies. Severa respondents appreciated the opportunity to be
involved in the (1) group process, (2) decision-making, and (3) sharing of new perspectives
which resulted in a break from traditional budget and agency driven projects. Resource
improvements were also identified as important to respondents’ satisfaction.

Partnerships were perceived by the respondents as the best way to address the
management and use of diverse resource areas. The respondents emphasized education and a
high level of private sector involvement as necessary and desirable. Respondents observed
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“dramatic changesin attitudes’ as the partnership developed and identified this as a significant
measure of success (Badger Creek Interview, 1997). The improvements to water quality and
riparian areas as well as forage and livestock increases were identified as elements of project
success. The increases and changes in wildlife populations were also interpreted as successes,
however, the elk numbers were perceived as having exceeded the current carrying capacity.
Respondents indicated that wildlife management strategies need closer attention and
modification to maintain accomplishments and realize the remaining goals.

Muddy Creek Respondents’ Perceptions and Definitions of Success. One hundred
percent of the respondents were satisfied with the partnership as a way to address
conservation needs in their watershed. Respondents focused on cooperation, consensus, and
trust within their diverse group as contributing to their satisfaction. Respondents were also
satisfied with the management change from government driven to locally-led. Sharing of
resources and conservation treatments across land ownerships were identified as contributing
to respondent satisfaction. Resource improvements, particularly related to water quality, were
tangible elements of satisfaction.

Almost 43% of the respondents would not change anything about the way the
partnership operated. Half of the respondents identified earlier involvement of more land
owners as important to future efforts. Incentives for private land owner involvement were
suggested. These included more recognition of private efforts, education of the public on
behalf of private land owners, land exchanges, and game and fish licenses for private land use.
Competing priorities within the agencies, vandalism, and public access problems were
identified as areas for improvement.

Partnership efforts like Muddy Creek’s are seen by the respondents as an effective way
to ease tensions between livestock and wildlife interests. Education, communication, and
training in the Coordinated Resource Management Planning process were identified as success
elements that should be shared with other groups. The extensive devel opment of wetlands,
overlooking of political boundaries, restraint of persona differences, and efficient use of funds
were aso used to describe the success of this partnership.

Development of a Guide for
Successful Public/Private Conservation Partnerships

The differences in characteristics of success between the success model and the case
studies are attributed to the inclusion of private land owner perceptions. The results of the
case studies, consequently, are considered to have broader applicability for avariety of
public/private partnerships. The eight characteristics that were strongly and consistently
present offer abasis for arevised guide to success (Table 9.). Two potential applications of
this guide are as a developmental tool and/or an evaluation tool.
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Table 9. A Guide to Successful Public/Private Conservation Partnerships.

Begin with leadership.

Recruit active participation from awide variety and as many partners as possible.
Identify and secure funding.

Be clear and consistent with al communications.

Allow adaptability and flexibility throughout partnership functioning.

Establish common goals and

Build trust

Through consensus decision-making.

NG~ wWDNE

As adevelopmental tool, the characteristics of the guide can be viewed as building
blocks beginning with leadership and active participation. The order of establishment of the
remaining six characteristics would be determined by the partnership. This recommendation is
based on the combined percentages of presence of the characteristics. Partnerships should be
able to more effectively address conservation needs and problems when these eight
characteristics are positively addressed.

As an evaluation tool, the characteristics of the guide can be compared to the current
functioning of a partnership. Those characteristics found to be missing or weakly applied may
offer insights into a partnership’s weaknesses.

It isimportant to remember that there are more characteristics of success than the
eight characteristics in the proposed guide. Sixty-five individual characteristics were
originaly identified as contributing to partnership success. Fifty-two of these characteristics
were interpreted as having limited applicability since they were identified by three or fewer
sources. This limitation reflects the differences in the natural and human resources that
individualize each partnership. The eight characteristics of the proposed guide for success
offer a sound starting point for partnerships, not a universal remedy for their problems. As
partnerships test the proposed guide, they may find some of the other fifty-two characteristics
useful to thelr particular efforts.

Measuring Success Qualitatively and Quantitatively

Six open-ended questions addressing qualitative issues were used during data
collection (Appendix C). Assessments of qualitative measures were made on the basis of
responses to these six questions. Respondentsin all three case studies identified many
qualitative aspects of success, particularly through explanations of their satisfaction with the
partnerships. In al three case studies, respondents expressed desire for and satisfaction with
working with other people and, particularly, with people having different perspectives and
interests. Six of the eight characteristics identified as being strongly present in the combined
results are aso of a qualitative nature:
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Existence of leadership

Active participation by awide variety and large number of partners
Adaptable, flexible |eadership/process

Trust

Clear, consistent communication

Consensus

ouprwbdpE

These findings indicate that qualitative measures play a significant role in partnership
success. A true measure of success should include these qualitative aspects. Using the
qualitative and quantitative success measures previoudly identified in the second limitation of
model development, the success of the three case studies can be defined quantitatively with
the level of goal accomplishment and qualitatively with the presence of success characteristics
and level of participant satisfaction. These measurements can be expressed in percentages that
are combined and averaged for a comprehensive determination of success (Table 10.).

Additional measures of success may lie in the futures of the three projects. The
experiences of the Vernon Creek partnership have given rise to the Clover Creek Watershed
effort, located downstream of Vernon. The Badger Creek partnership is enthusiastic about
finishing their project and participating in other such efforts. The Muddy Creek partnership is
considering an expansion of their natural resource management that would incorporate new
issues and new partners.

Table 10. Comprehensive measure of partnership success.

Measures of Partnership Success Vernon Badger Muddy

% of model characteristics with strong presence 76.9% 61.5% 76.9%

% of plan accomplished 100% 75% >50%

% participant satisfaction with partnership 91.7% 93.3% 100%

Estimated level of success 89.5% 76.6% >75.6%
Conclusions

Aninitial model of the effectiveness of public/private conservation partnerships was
derived from literature sources. The model described levels of effectiveness based on
partnership functioning and conservation goals. The thirteen characteristics of the success
model summarized multiple descriptions of successful partnerships. Failed partnerships, on
the other hand, were summarized as those that could not achieve an effective, working
relationship nor the desired conservation goals.

The success model was based on characteristics identified by agencies and
organizations while the case study results combined individua private land owner perceptions
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with those of agencies and organizations. The differences between the model and the case
studies provided away to broaden the applicability of the proposed guide to success.

The selection of watershed partnerships using different programmeatic approaches was
also intended to enhance applicability of the proposed guide. There are severa limitations,
however, to thisstudy. First, the ages of the case studies potentially introduce some bias since
recent legislation and increased public involvement have altered the historic composition of
watershed partnerships. Second, the sample of the partnerships and case studies required
judgmental selections. Idedlly, al of the partners would have been interviewed and more
partnerships would have been examined. In determining the composition of the samples and
selecting the projects for study, an emphasis was placed on alevel of diversity based on the
authors' experience with the NRCS. A third limitation occurred in the development of the
guestionnaire. The decision to pre-test only with individuals associated with NRCS, CDs, and
RC& Ds had the potential to bias the study results.

The results of this research revealed eight characteristics with the potential to
contribute to partnership successin a variety of situations: (1) the existence of leadership; (2)
active participation from awide variety and large number of partners; (3) adequate and shared
funding; (4) clear and consistent communication; (5) adaptable and flexible |leadership; (6)
common goals; (7) trust; and (8) consensus. These characteristics provide a starting point for
partnerships; they do not provide a cure-al for partnership problems.

Several tantalizing directions of research were indicated by this study. It appears that
private land owner involvement does affect the success of watershed partnerships. Qualitative
measures may be very important in accurately determining the success of partnerships. Such
measures should be given as much emphasis as quantitative measures during assessment.
Within NRCS partnerships, differences between private and public perceptions can affect
success but may have alesser impact when the eight success characteristics identified by this
research are strongly present. These eight characteristics appear to provide a basis for
cooperation that may increase the success of conservation partnerships.

Additional research needs include field testing of the proposed success guidance by
new and existing partnerships. The refinement of qualitative measures of success so that
equitable consideration can be given to both qualitative and quantitative determinants during
project assessment also offers research potential.

Public/private partnerships addressing conservation problems on a watershed scale are
expected to continue increasing. Successful partnerships between the public and private
sectors offer an effective and efficient method to achieve conservation goals. This research
was done in order to provide a more concise method of forming successful public/private
partnerships.
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APPENDIX A.

SIXTY-FIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF SUCCESSFUL PARTNERSHIPS



PRIMARY CHARACTERISTICS: Frequency # of Sources

1. Active participation by awide variety and large

number of partners 29 17
2. Shared risks, rewards, credit 9 8
3. Commitment 7 5
4. A variety and number of people to do the work 10 8
5. Money, adequate and shared 9 6
6. Regular communication 8 8
7. Clear, consistent communication 6 5
8. Common godls 16 11
9. Consensus 14 12
10. Loca authority 5 5
11. Trust 9 7
12. Adaptable, flexible |eadership/process 13 10
13. Existence of leadership 4 4
SECONDARY CHARACTERISTICS: Frequency # of Sources
14. Available technology 3 3
15. Coordination of resources 3 3
16. Scale of project 3 3
17. Clear roles & responsibilities - 3 3
18. Positive public perception - 3 3
19. Education 3 3
20. Prioritize objectives 3 2
21. Attainable objectives 2 2
22. Clear objectives 3 2
23. Coordinated decisions 3 3
24. Written solutions to problems 3 3
25. Credibility 2 2
26. Build Relationships 4 2
27. Unbiased leadership 3 2
28. Leadership not turf-related 2 2
29. Locd origin of leadership 2 2



TERTIARY CHARACTERISTICS: Frequency # of Sources

30. Planning team as small as practical 1 1
31. Use of work group, task force, etc. 1 1
32. Attitudes of enthusiasm, high expectations 1 1
33. Honest treatment of landowners 1 1
34. Rdiability 1 1
35. Form networks of supporting institutions 1 1
36. Build public support 1 1
37. Transfer of technology 1 1
38. Focus on technological targets & constituencies 1 1
39. Practical resource plans 1 1
40. Tangible objectives 1 1
41. Viablevision 1 1
42. Specific objectives 1 1
43. Provide benefits to local people 1 1
44. Meet local needs 1 1
45. Effective actions and tangible results 1 1
46. Decisions recorded in plan 1 1
47. Consider advantage and disadvantages 1 1
48. Based on sound science 1 1
49. Emphasis on implementation from beginning 1 1
50. Process to prioritize watersheds 1 1
51. Plan holigtically 1 1
52. Plan area as a system 1 1
53. Intelligent preserve selection and design 1 1
54. Based on sound conservation need 1 1
55. Conflicts dedlt with openly 1 1
56. Problem-solving through public participation 1 1
57. Foster scientific research 1 1
58. Employ what you learn 1 1
59. Focus on individuals, hands-on activities 1 1
60. Regional agency as mediator 1 1
61. Shared leadership 1 1
62. Pragmatic leadership, no rigid ideology 1 1
63. Permanence of actions 1 1
64. Evaluate by more effective methods than

“acres enhanced or restored” 1 1

65. Evaluate results against goals and alternatives 1 1
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VERNON CREEK PARTNERSHIP

Private Interests: 26 signed plans on private lands
Vernon Soil Conservation District
Vernon Irrigation Company

Public Interests: 5 Federa agencies
6 State agencies
1 County government
Total Interests: 40
30% Sample: 12
50/50: 6 private, 6 public

Sampled Private Interests: 4 private landowners
Vernon Soil Conservation District
Vernon Irrigation Company

Sampled Public Interests: 3 Federa agencies (SCS, USFS, BLM)*
2 State agencies (Wildlife, Water Resources)**
Tooele County

* Soil Conservation Service (SCS)
U. S. Forest Service (USFS)
Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

**While there were more state than federal agenciesinvolved, only two state agencies had
anyone available who remembered the project.



BADGER CREEK PARTNERSHIP

Private Interests:

Public Interests:

Total Interests:
30% Sample:
50/50:

Sampled Private Interests.

Sampled Public Interests:

33 private landowners

Fremont Soil Conservation District

Teller Park Soil Conservation District

Upper Arkansas Soil Conservation District
Sangre de Cristo RC& D Council

Colorado Trout Unlimited

South East Colorado Water Conservancy District
Upper Arkansas Council of Governments

5 Federal agencies
4 State agencies
2 County governments

51
15
8 private, 7 public*

Fremont Soil Conservation District

Sangre de Cristo RC& D Council

Colorado Trout Unlimited

3 private landowners with conservation plans

2 private landowners without conservation plans

Park County
3 Federa agencies (SCS, USFS, BLM)**
3 State agencies (Wildlife, Forest, Land Board)

*The odd sample number was weighted to private interests due to a perceived
lack of private landowner representation in the literature.

** Soil Conservation Service (SCS)

U. S. Forest Service (USFS)

Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
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MUDDY CREEK PARTNERSHIP

Private Interests:

Public Interests:

Total Interests:
30% Sample:
50/50:

Sampled Private Interests.

Sampled Public Interests:

13 private landowners with conservation plans
1 private landowner without a conservation plan
Little Snake River Conservation District
Saratoga- Encampment-Rawlins Conservation Dist.
Wyoming Trout Unlimited

Wyoming Chapter Sierra Club

Water for Wildlife

Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation

Wyoming Natural Diversity Database (TNC)
Wyoming Wildlife Federation

Wyoming Outdoor Council

Wyoming Riparian Association

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

Ducks Unlimited

7 Federal agencies

7 State agencies

2 University departments
1 County government

1 City government

1 Federal/State liaison

45
14
7 private, 7 public

Little Snake River Conservation District

Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation

Wyoming Outdoor Council

3 private landowners with conservation plans

1 private landowner without a conservation plan

Carbon County

3 Federa agencies (NRCS, USEPA, BLM)*
2 State agencies (Game and Fish, Agriculture)
City of Rawlins

* Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
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How long have you lived in the area?
How long have you been involved with agricultural or natural resource activities?
What was your interest in the project?

1. Everyone actively participated in the project.
Agree Neutral Disagree

2. The partnership included everyone who was interested in the project
Agree Neutral Disagree

3. The partnership had a variety of talents and skills to accomplish the project.
Agree Neutral Disagree

4. The partnership was able to get complete agreement when making decisions.
Agree Neutral Disagree

5. Everyone was involved in deciding what would be done on the project.
Agree Neutral Disagree

6. Goals and objectives for the project were decided by everyone.
Agree Neutral Disagree

7. Most of the work on the project was done by afew individuals.
Agree Neutral Disagree

8. There were many problems to overcome in order to complete the project.
Agree Neutral Disagree

9. The partnership tried a variety of ways to solve problems encountered on the project.

Agree Neutral Disagree

10. The partnership met at least once a month to work on the project.
Agree Neutral Disagree

11. | was dways aware of project developments.
Agree Neutral Disagree

12. Everyone contributed equitably to the project.
Agree Neutral Disagree

13. Everyone was credited for the accomplishments of the project.
Agree Neutral Disagree
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14. | had serious concerns about the project.
Agree Neutral Disagree

15. My concerns were addressed fairly by the partnership.
Agree Neutral Disagree

16. The partnership had the ability locally to make all project decisions.
Agree Neutral Disagree

17. There was adequate funding for the project.
Agree Neutral Disagree

18. Funding was from public and private sources.
Agree Neutral Disagree

19. Information was always provided in a clear and consistent manner.
Agree Neutral Disagree

20. There was adequate leadership for the partnership.
Agree Neutral Disagree

21. Leadership was well-coordinated.
Agree Neutral Disagree

22. Leadership was facilitative.
Agree Neutral Disagree

Are you satisfied with the partnership as a way to address conservation needs in this
watershed? Why?

Would you change anything about the way the partnership operated? If yes, what?

Is there anything | haven’t asked you about that you would like to add?
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1. Did everyone actively participate in the project?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 10 2 0 83.3%
Badger 9 2 4 60.0%
Muddy 10 0 4 71.4%
TOTAL 29 4 8 70.7%

2. Did the partnership include everyone who was interested in the project?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 12 0 0 100.0%
Badger 15 0 0 100.0%
Muddy 14 0 0 100.0%
TOTAL 41 0 0 100.0%

3. Did the partnership have a variety of talents and skills to accomplish
the project?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 12 0 0 100.0%
Badger 15 0 0 100.0%
Muddy 14 0 0 100.0%
TOTAL 41 0 0 100.0%

4. Was the partnership able to get complete agreement when making
decisions?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 6 4 2 50.0%
Badger 5 4 6 33.3%
Muddy 10 2 2 71.4%

TOTAL 21 10 10 51.2%



5. Was everyone involved in deciding what would be done on the project?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 9 2 1 75.0%
Badger 10 3 2 66.7%
Muddy 10 3 1 71.4%
TOTAL 29 8 4 70.7%

6. Were goals and objectives for the project decided by everyone?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 11 1 0 91.7%
Badger 12 2 1 80.0%
Muddy 13 1 0 92.9%
TOTAL 36 4 1 87.8%

7. Was most of the work on the project done by a few individuals?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 6 3 3 50.0%
Badger 9 1 5 60.0%
Muddy 6 0 8 42.9%
TOTAL 21 4 16 51.2%

8. Were there many problems to overcome in order to complete the project?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 11 1 0 91.7%
Badger 9 2 4 60.0%
Muddy 8 2 4 57.1%

TOTAL 28 5 8 68.3%



9. Did the partnership try a variety of ways to solve problems encountered
on the project?
Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aqgreed

Vernon 8 3 1 66.7%
Badger 14 0 1 93.3%
Muddy 12 2 0 85.7%
TOTAL 34 5 2 82.9%

10. Did the partnership meet at least once a month to work on the project?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 8 3 1 66.7%
Badger 2 1 12 13.3%
Muddy 8 3 3 57.1%
TOTAL 18 7 16 43.9%

11. Were you always aware of project developments?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 10 1 1 83.3%
Badger 10 0 5 66.7%
Muddy 13 0 1 92.9%
TOTAL 33 1 7 80.5%

12. Did everyone contribute equitably to the project?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 8 2 2 66.7%
Badger 7 3 5 46.7%
Muddy 5 2 7 35.7%

TOTAL 20 7 14 48.8%
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13. Was everyone credited for the accomplishments of the project?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 10 2 0 83.3%
Badger 14 1 0 93.3%
Muddy 12 2 0 85.7%
TOTAL 36 5 0 87.8%

14. Did you have serious concerns about the project?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 7 1 4 58.3%
Badger 7 0 8 46.7%
Muddy 7 0 7 50.0%
TOTAL 21 1 19 51.2%

15. Were your concerns addressed fairly by the partnership?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 9 3 0 75.0%
Badger 11 3 1 73.3%
Muddy 13 1 0 92.9%
TOTAL 33 7 1 80.5%

16. Did the partnership have the ability locally to make all project decisions?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 7 4 1 58.3%
Badger 10 2 3 66.7%
Muddy 9 2 3 64.3%

TOTAL 25 7 9 61.0%



17. Was there adequate funding for the project?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 12 0 0 100.0%
Badger 12 2 1 80.0%
Muddy 13 0 1 92.9%
TOTAL 37 2 2 90.2%

18. Was funding from public and private sources?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 9 2 1 75.0%
Badger 12 2 1 80.0%
Muddy 14 0 0 100.0%
TOTAL 35 4 2 85.4%

19. Was information always provided in a clear and consistent manner?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 10 1 1 83.3%
Badger 14 1 0 93.3%
Muddy 13 0 1 92.9%
TOTAL 37 2 2 90.2%

20. Was there adequate leadership for the partnership?

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

Vernon 12 0 0 100.0%
Badger 15 0 0 100.0%
Muddy 14 0 0 100.0%

TOTAL 41 0 0 100.0%



21. Was leadership well-coordinated?

Vernon
Badger
Muddy

TOTAL

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

11
15
14
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22. Was leadership faciliative?

Vernon
Badger
Muddy

TOTAL

O O

[ —

0
0
0
0

91.7%
100.0%
100.0%

97.6%

Agree  Neutral Disagree %Aagreed

7
12
13
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58.3%
80.0%
92.9%

78.0%
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