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Adaptive collaborative (co-) management has received increased recognition 

as a novel approach to environmental governance that combines the dynamic 

learning features of adaptive management with the linking and network features of 

collaborative management. This approach is concerned with fostering sustainable 

livelihoods and ecological sustainability in the face of uncertainty and change. 

Despite the growing interest in adaptive co-management, little is known about 

processes useful for catalyzing adaptive co-management arrangements. This paper 

considers the potential of a government-led initiative designed to build capacity for 

adaptive collaborative management. We present the results of our study comparing 

the outcomes of this approach to those forwarded by the adaptive co-management 

literature, identifying process and context factors that influence the initiative’s 

effectiveness. A multi-case study approach was utilized to assess the degree to which 

the initiative helped catalyze adaptive co-management of public-lands riparian areas 

in seven cases in the western U.S. We found that the initiative influenced 

improvements in knowledge, trust among participants, and shared understanding. In 

most cases the initiative also helped work towards improvements in the 

management of specific community-level riparian issues. However, the initiative had 



a limited influence on the self-organization of new or modified governance 

arrangements capable of supporting cross-scale networks and ongoing cycles of 

learning from actions; key features of adaptive co-management. We found that 

employing adaptive co-management processes did not necessarily result in ongoing 

adaptive co-management arrangements. The presence of exogenous factors such as 

existing group capacity and facilitative leadership played an important role in 

determining whether the riparian initiative resulted in lasting outcomes, regardless 

of the approach used. We also identified constraints affecting the initiative’s ability 

to facilitate authentic dialogue and develop high-quality agreements. Our results 

suggest that government-led interventions aimed at catalyzing the transformation of 

governance arrangements toward adaptive co-management may face significant 

barriers. Suggestions for future research include further investigation of the barriers 

and opportunities for government to help catalyze adaptive co-management, and the 

role of scale in the emergence of ongoing cross-scale networks. 
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Exploring Pathways to Adaptive Collaborative Management: A Multi-Case 
Study of the National Riparian Service Team’s Place-Based Riparian 
Assistance 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Environmental conditions in the western U.S. are expected to be increasingly 

complex and uncertain over the next 100 years. Paradigms in natural resource 

management from the previous century – based on assumptions of regular and 

predictable ecological patterns – are no longer sufficient for addressing dynamic and 

uncertain future environmental threats (Armitage et al. 2009, Lawler et al. 2010). The 

reliance on command-and-control governance for regulating environmental use, for 

example, is regularly called into question by scholars and practitioners, and is seen as 

insufficient for equitably addressing the diversity of social and ecological interests, 

needs, and pressures on environmental resources (Ansell and Gash 2008, Armitage et 

al. 2009). Alternative approaches to governance of natural resources are expected to 

enhance the resilience of social ecological systems (SESs), improving their capacity to 

adapt to complex and uncertain environmental threats. 

One approach to the governance of natural resources receiving increasing 

attention is adaptive collaborative management, commonly called adaptive co-

management. A form of hybrid environmental governance that emphasizes 

collaboration between actors at different scales and sectors of society, adaptive co-

management integrates adaptive practices such as social learning, experimentation, 

and flexibility (Huitema et al. 2009). Adaptive co-management combines the learning 

and experimentation aspects of adaptive management with the linking and 

participation features of collaborative or cooperative management (Olsson et al. 

2004, Armitage et al. 2007).  

Hailed as a novel approach to natural resource governance, adaptive co-

management is thought to build the resilience of SESs thereby enhancing system 
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adaptability (Tompkins and Adger 2004). Adaptive co-management presents an 

alternative to command-and-control governance that increases system flexibility to 

cope with uncertainty by supporting ongoing processes of learning-by-doing, 

collaboration of diverse stakeholders, and cross-scale networks (Olsson et al. 2004).   

The processes by which governance arrangements transition toward adaptive 

co-management, however, are not well understood (Huitema et al. 2009, Plummer 

2009). Adaptive co-management is considered a self-organizing process that is not 

easily legislated from the top down (Olsson et al. 2004, Folke et al. 2005). Certain 

conditions are thought to influence the self-organizing process of adaptive co-

management, including the presence of a real or perceived crisis, policy windows and 

enabling legislation, and existing system variables related to culture, knowledge, and 

power (Plummer 2009). Other variables enable the transition to adaptive co-

management, and characterize it at the same time. For example, social learning, 

cross-scale networks, and the development and deployment of social and human 

capital are essential features of adaptive co-management; but these same 

characteristics are also thought to be processes through which adaptive co-

management can emerge (Plummer 2009). As more academics, practitioners, and 

government officials alike become interested in strategies for enhancing the 

adaptability and resilience of SESs, these process characteristics offer guidance for 

creating opportunities for adaptive co-management to emerge; but it is unclear 

whether simply employing the recommended processes will result in enduring 

adaptive co-management institutions. 

This study seeks to contribute to a better understanding of the opportunities 

and limitations associated with explicit attempts to catalyze the emergence of 

adaptive co-management with outside interventions. To this end, we employed an 

empirical case study approach to evaluate a government-led riparian management 

initiative that seeks to enhance place-based capacity for adaptive collaborative 

management of public land riparian resources throughout the western U.S. The 
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approach employed by this initiative aligns with a number of processes cited in the 

adaptive co-management literature, including a context-specific focus on power 

sharing, trust building, social learning and problem solving. By comparing process 

characteristics and outcomes of this initiative to those described in the adaptive co-

management literature, our research produced empirical findings that contribute to 

scholarship on the processes and conditions that shape the emergence of adaptive 

co-management, especially where government-led efforts are involved. Our findings 

also point to practical applications for governments, practitioners, and organizations 

seeking to facilitate more adaptive and equitable approaches to natural resource 

management. 

In the following pages we present findings from seven case studies of the 

National Riparian Service Team’s (NRST) activities in public rangelands contexts 

throughout the U.S. West. We suggest that what the NRST refers to as “multi-phased 

riparian assistance” may serve as a model for efforts to catalyze adaptive co-

management in certain geographic contexts. Our research focused on the following 

questions: 

1) Does the NRST’s assistance help catalyze adaptive co-management of 

riparian resources?  

2) What process and other factors contribute to or detract from the long-

term effects of interventions designed to build capacity for adaptive co- 

management? 

These research questions were designed to understand the ways in which 

(and the extent to which) the approach used by the NRST helped catalyze adaptive 

co-management of riparian resources. It is important to note that this research did 

not assess whether adaptive co-management was the most appropriate approach, or 

whether adaptive co-management – when present – resulted in ecological, social, or 

economic improvements unattainable through other approaches (e.g. top-down 

regulation).  
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We organize the rest of this paper by first explaining the current state of the 

governance of public rangelands in the U.S. West, and introduce the National 

Riparian Service Team’s (NRST) multi-phased Service Trip approach. Second, we 

review the adaptive co-management literature, identifying indicators of adaptive co-

management and the conditions thought to influence its emergence. We then 

present the results of our study, exploring ways in which components of adaptive co-

management processes and outcomes are reflected in seven cases of the NRST’s 

program. We conclude by reviewing key points and discussing opportunities and 

barriers to the use of this approach to help catalyze adaptive co-management.  
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2. BACKGROUND AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 

2.1 Public Lands Social-Ecological Systems 

Land tenure in the U.S. West, particularly in the arid intermountain areas, is 

dominated by federally owned and managed lands. Despite management by the 

federal government, a large number of communities throughout the region have 

tight economic and geographic links to public lands. According to Nie, “although 41 

percent of the Rocky Mountain West consists of public lands, less than 25 percent is 

more than 1.2 miles removed from private land” (Nie 2008; pg 22). Traditionally, 

many of the economic links consist of resource utilization and the provisioning of 

ecosystem services through practices such as mining, logging, and grazing. More 

recently, public lands-based recreation and tourism have also tightened economic 

links between local communities and public lands.  

Public lands in the Intermountain West face increasing vulnerability. Direct 

drivers of ecological change on these arid landscapes include historic overgrazing, 

increasing cycles of severe drought, wild horse overabundance, invasive insects and 

weeds, and increased development in the wildland-urban interface (Wyman et al. 

2006, Alig 2011). The function and structure of many ecological systems on and near 

public lands are threatened by these pressures. Riparian areas are particularly 

vulnerable; they are among the most fragile and easily degraded components of 

ecosystems, and also among the most severely altered landscapes (Council 2002, 

Naiman et al. 2005). Enhancing and maintaining riparian system functions at a 

landscape scale is important for ensuring equal distribution of benefits and 

responsibilities of water management among users. Coordination across multiple 

landownership types and boundaries poses a difficult challenge for public agencies 

responsible for managing the provisioning of hydrologic services. Healthy, 

functioning streams and rivers are integral to the maintenance of numerous 

ecosystem services, including nutrient cycling, chemical and pollutant filtering, and 
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clean drinking water. Climate models forecast increased drought and increased storm 

severity for the western U.S. in the coming 50-100 years (IPCC 2007), greatly adding 

to the vulnerability of these systems and the services humans derive from them. The 

vulnerability of public lands ecological systems also present threats to the ability of 

resource-dependent social systems to adapt to these changes. Particularly in the face 

of increasing likelihood of drought and land use changes, identifying strategies to 

enhance the adaptability and resiliency of SESs across multiple boundaries is 

essential.  

Management of public lands in the U.S. has typically been based on a 

regulatory command and control approach (Knight and White 2009). Within this 

natural resource management paradigm, institutions, policies, and boundaries are 

rigid; policy responses are slow and landscape scale coordination is limited. This 

rigidity poses a significant obstacle to resilience and adaptability; people who work 

closest to the land often lack authority and information to make decisions and 

respond as conditions change (Walker and Salt 2006). These challenges are 

compounded by assumptions of ecological stability and scientific certainty that 

underpin this management paradigm (Armitage et al. 2009). More recently however, 

scholars and practitioners are recognizing that social-ecological systems are 

characterized by complex adaptive cycles that have multiple states of equilibrium and 

are constantly in flux (Walker and Salt 2006, Nadasdy 2007). Future biophysical and 

social conditions are uncertain and will be increasingly complex. In order to be 

responsive and adjust to complex environmental conditions, as well as the social 

conflicts that arise from change, new strategies are needed to increase adaptive 

capacity and enhance resiliency of vulnerable SESs.  

Even though adaptive and collaborative approaches to natural resource 

management are now popular in academic circles, and increasingly so among policy 

makers and top-level government officials, the evolution of U.S. natural resource 

management agencies toward on-the-ground application of these ideals has been 
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slow. Leong and colleagues (2011) suggest that these new forms of governance are 

still in an early-adoption phase within U.S. Department of Interior (DOI) agencies. 

Their interviews with DOI employees revealed that changes toward adaptive and 

collaborative management are not being embraced by on-the-ground agency units 

for a variety of reasons, including institutional and policy barriers and agency culture. 

Strategies to overcome these barriers and connect agency-level directives with 

processes for local-level implementation and integration are starting to emerge. 

Included among these strategies is the initiative implemented by the National 

Riparian Service Team, which we introduce in further detail in the following section. 

2.2 The National Riparian Service Team’s Riparian Assistance 

The National Riparian Service Team (NRST, or Team) is an inter-agency unit 

charged with implementing and coordinating a joint initiative of the Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM) and Forest Service called “Creeks and Communities: A 

Continuing Strategy for Accelerating Cooperative Riparian Restoration and 

Management” (hereafter referred to as the Creeks and Communities Strategy, or the 

Strategy). The Strategy is implemented through a variety of approaches, including 

coordination of a network of agency-based state riparian teams, implementation of 

stand-alone trainings on technical and social dimensions of riparian management, 

development of technical references and products, and coordination of information 

exchange between national and local level agency units. The primary vehicle for 

Strategy implementation, however, is through the NRST’s place-based riparian 

assistance initiative called “Multi-Phased Service Trips” (Service Trips). Service Trips 

are a series of place-based interventions where assistance is provided to agencies 

and communities across the U.S. West as they confront conflicts over rangeland 

riparian management issues. The Service Trip approach is designed to help address 

the technical components of riparian area management while simultaneously 

addressing the social context that accompanies such conflicts and issues (Team 
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2009). Service Trips focus on “providing training and assistance in implementing 

successful collaborative adaptive management processes for riparian areas which are 

dependent upon blending biophysical and social dimensions” (Team 2009; pg 7).  

A Service Trip generally involves multiple visits to one site to assist community 

members and agencies dealing with specific challenges surrounding riparian 

management. The NRST will only provide assistance in places where the local agency 

unit leader has agreed to host the Team. In many cases, however, the appeal for 

NRST’s assistance is initiated by individuals or groups outside of the local land 

management agency. Service Trips typically begin with a situation assessment, where 

Team members gather information on the situation and conduct one-on-one 

listening sessions with all parties involved. Based on the results of the situation 

assessment, and in coordination with a local ad-hoc planning group, an assistance 

process is developed that includes meetings, workshops, trainings, and field days. 

Local members of the ad-hoc planning group coordinate recruitment of participants 

in the Service Trip offerings, with some oversight by NRST staff to ensure that all 

relevant and diverse interests are invited to participate in the process.  

Service Trips are designed to guide diverse groups through a process of 

identifying issues, learning about the issues and each other, and developing place-

based strategies to move forward collectively. The Team’s process for working 

through social issues and conflict over riparian management stems from consensus 

building and conflict management approaches. Consensus building, as used by the 

Team, is focused on facilitating processes for dialogue among diverse groups of 

people, where participants address issues of diversity, scarcity, conflict, power, and 

change. The Team works with groups to face these issues and address them directly 

rather than just acknowledging the presence of differences (Team 2009).  

Consensus building processes that permeate all aspects of the Team’s social 

and technical assistance include: the use of best and worst case scenarios, small 

group work, and the development of collective statements outlining the range of 
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perceptions and knowledge about the issues within the group. In the process for 

developing collective statements, all participants are asked to write down their 

response to an open-ended question, and then share their response with the group. 

An example of a prompt for developing a collective statement that pertains to 

working toward next steps is to ask participants “How did you feel about today’s 

meeting? What is your advice for next steps?” After responses are shared with the 

group, the facilitators collect their written responses, which are later grouped by 

common themes and typed up verbatim to be included in a workshop report. The 

compilations of these responses are called collective statements. In some cases, 

collective statements are subsequently used to as a basis to guide deliberation and 

negotiation with the intent of developing agreement on how to move forward to 

improve management or work through a conflict. In other cases, the assistance ends 

after collective statements are developed, and the information gathered is expected 

to guide further actions after the NRST departs.     

Much of the approach utilized by the NRST involves providing opportunities 

for all participants to share their own perspectives and knowledge about the riparian 

areas and issues at hand. A better understanding of others’ perspectives is thought to 

increase decision space, thus motivating individuals to make interest-based 

decisions, which are more flexible, as opposed to position-based decisions which are 

often intractable. Developing a shared understanding is one of the steps considered 

critical to the group’s ability to move forward. 

Service Trips most often address site-specific riparian issues or conflicts. 

Accordingly, a considerable amount of time in the classroom and field is dedicated to 

bringing people together to discuss and develop a shared understanding of place-

specific issues surrounding riparian function and management. In the NRST’s Strategy 

literature, this is referred to as “developing a community information base” (NRST 

2008). Central to the technical dimension of the Service Trip approach is the 

cultivation of a collective understanding of site-specific riparian function, limiting 
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factors, and root causes underlying impairments to riparian function. This process is 

rooted in the use of Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) concepts and assessments. 

PFC, as a concept, refers to an on-the-ground condition describing “how well the 

physical processes [of a riparian zone] are functioning. PFC is a state of resiliency that 

will allow a riparian-wetland area to hold together during high-flow events with a 

high degree of reliability” (Prichard et al. 1998; pg 1).  

In addition to being an on-the-ground condition, PFC is also a method for 

assessing the state of riparian area attributes and processes through consideration of 

hydrology, vegetation, and erosion/deposition characteristics of a stream. The 

assessments focus on biophysical characteristics of streams, rather than the values 

that are supported by a properly functioning stream (e.g. habitat for fish and wildlife, 

forage for livestock). In the Service Trip context, a modified PFC assessment and 

training process is used. The Team uses both classroom and field-based exercises to 

ensure that all participants, regardless of background, have the same foundation of 

knowledge and understanding about how streams and riparian areas function. This 

process has the explicit intent of building a common vocabulary that participants can 

use to communicate with each other about riparian function and be assured that 

they are talking about the same thing. 

One of the principle processes utilized by the NRST to bridge technical and 

social dimensions and bring groups of conflicted stakeholders together is joint fact 

finding. Joint fact finding is a collaborative approach to identifying and deciding on 

information to be used in environmental decision making (Karl et al. 2007, Innes and 

Booher 2010). Joint fact finding recognizes the value of various forms of knowledge; 

expert knowledge is considered alongside local ecological knowledge as groups learn 

about the current state of information regarding an issue and identify areas of 

uncertainty in need of further study. The NRST employs joint fact finding in a variety 

of ways. First, most Service Trips begin with a day or two of indoor sessions where a 

good portion of the time is dedicated to exploring various perspectives and 
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information pertaining to the current state of knowledge regarding the resource 

concern or issue. Then, the NRST uses field-exercises in which the group participates 

in dialogue and discussion using PFC as a guide to assess the current condition of the 

riparian area(s) in question, and identify factors limiting riparian function.  

The ultimate goal of Service Trips is to build capacity to create change. The 

NRST has stated that “it is not enough to simply build relationships and increase 

understanding; the goal is to use this as a means for working together to get things 

done on the ground (collective action)” (Desk Guide 2008, pg. 2-10). Service Trips are 

thought to improve issue-specific decision making and coordination while at the 

same time building the capacity of the group and individual actors to enact ongoing 

adaptive collaborative management of riparian resources. It is this premise that our 

study investigates. 

2.3 A Framework for Evaluating Adaptive Co-Management 

Definitions and scholarly prescriptions for adaptive co-management vary 

within the literature (Plummer and FitzGibbon 2004, Jacobson et al. 2009, Sandstrom 

2009). Scholars and practitioners from a variety of backgrounds are endorsing and in 

some cases practicing forms of adaptive co-management, often under a variety of 

different names. Berkes (2009) contends that adaptive management and 

collaborative management come from different scholarly histories: adaptive 

management is rooted in the literature on applied ecology, and collaborative or co-

management is often associated with the commons literature. He goes on to explain 

that adaptive management and collaborative management are evolving toward 

practices reflective of adaptive co-management because “adaptive management 

without collaboration lacks legitimacy, and co-management without learning-by-

doing does not develop the ability to address emerging problems” (Berkes 2009: 

1698).  
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The multi-disciplinary nature of adaptive co-management has resulted in a 

cross-cutting set of principles for the collective management of natural resources in 

the face of uncertainty. Thus, no single framework or prescription defines adaptive 

co-management (Plummer and Hashimoto 2011). Rather, adaptive co-management 

arrangements are typified by shared characteristics that manifest in different 

configurations according to the place-specific context. Characteristics of adaptive co-

management in common across the literature include: an emphasis on cross-scale 

networks; self-organizing institutions and governance arrangements capable of 

supporting cycles of learning-from-action (adaptive management); decision-making 

through communication and negotiation; the formation and deployment of social 

and human capital; and processes of social learning (Olsson et al. 2004, Folke et al. 

2005, Cundill and Fabricius 2010).  

The heterogeneity of adaptive co-management processes and outcomes pose 

a challenge for evaluation. Plummer and Armitage posit that “the purpose 

(instrumental rationale) of adaptive co-management … is to address resource issues 

via collaboration while concomitantly encouraging ecologically sustainable 

livelihoods” (2007; pg 70). They contend that an evaluation of adaptive co-

management would ideally entail an assessment of the two interrelated components 

of ecological sustainability and sustainable livelihoods. While these outcomes are the 

ultimate areas of concern in adaptive co-management, “they also present 

considerable challenges in terms of attribution, causation, and effect time” (Plummer 

and Armitage 2007; pg 71). In response to this challenge, Plummer and Armitage 

propose an approach that evaluates other outcomes that contribute to the 

attainment of ecological sustainability and livelihoods.  

Plummer and Armitage’s approach to evaluating adaptive co-management 

closely follows that of Innes and Booher (1999), who developed an evaluation 

framework that identifies process characteristics and first, second, and third order 

outcomes of consensus building processes. Plummer and Armitage adapt Innes and 
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Booher’s framework by including process and outcome characteristics specific to 

adaptive co-management. These include processes of social learning, connections 

across multiple scales, and enhanced adaptive capacity. However, many of Innes and 

Booher’s indicators for evaluating collaborative planning and consensus building 

processes remain pertinent, in large part because much of the literature on effective 

collaborative and consensus processes are shared. Furthermore, Innes and Booher 

situate their approach to consensus building within a complexity science perspective, 

emphasizing feedback loops and the self-organizing features of adaptive systems.  

In order to better understand the extent to which the NRST’s Service Trips 

catalyzed adaptive co-management, we adapted an evaluation framework based on 

that proposed by Plummer and Armitage (2007), and included features from Innes 

and Booher’s original framework as well. 

Table 1: Evaluation Framework 

Evaluation Framework (adapted from Innes and Booher 
1999, Plummer and Armitage 2007) 

First Order Outcomes: 

Individual knowledge and understanding 

Enhanced relationships and trust 

Development of shared understanding 

Development of agreement and next steps 

Second and Third Order Outcomes: 

Changes in individual practices 

Adaptive management and learning-from-action 

Cross-scale linkages 

Changes in group approach to governance 

Process Parameters: 

Communication and negotiation (authentic dialogue) 

Pluralism and linkages 

Social learning 
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First-order outcomes are those immediately associated with the NRST Service 

Trip process and pertain to the specific problem domain being addressed by the 

assistance. These effects can be tangible, such as development of agreements, or 

intangible, such as improved trust and understanding among participants (Innes and 

Booher 1999, Plummer and Armitage 2007, Innes and Booher 2010). We define 

second and third order outcomes as intermediate and longer-term effects that occur 

after the NRST’s assistance has concluded, but can still be attributed, in part, to the 

Service Trip process. Second order outcomes are closely connected to the specific 

assistance, and third order outcomes are longer-term effects that extend beyond the 

problem domain being addressed by the NRST (Innes and Booher 1999). Few third 

order effects were identified in this study; therefore we report second and third 

order outcomes jointly, and indicate third order outcomes when present. 

In order to identify factors that contribute to or detract from the Service 

Trips’ ability to catalyze adaptive co-management, we also examine the processes the 

NRST employs to achieve its objectives. Process parameters of concern in our 

evaluation closely follow those proposed by Plummer and Armitage, and pertain to 

the NRST’s approach to enhancing communication and negotiation, pluralism and 

linkages, and social learning. We also identified contextual factors specific to existing 

conditions that were found to influence Service Trip processes and outcomes, as 

these are commonly cited as being influential to collaborative and adaptive co-

management processes (Ansell and Gash 2008, Plummer and Hashimoto 2011). In 

the following sections we provide an overview of some of the key concepts included 

in the framework. 

2.3.1 Social learning and multiple-loop-learning 

Keen and colleagues define social learning as “the collective action and 

reflection that occurs among different individuals and groups as they work to 

improve the management of human and environmental interrelations” (2005: 4). 
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Social learning is considered an essential process capable of both enabling and 

maintaining adaptive co-management arrangements (Armitage et al. 2008, Berkes 

2009, Lebel et al. 2010). Social learning is understood to play a pivotal role in 

strategies aimed at improving the resilience and adaptive capacity of social-ecological 

systems (Fazey et al. 2005, Krasny et al. 2010, Lebel et al. 2010, Lof 2010), which 

helps explain the enthusiasm for the concept within the adaptive co-management 

scholarship. 

Social learning in environmental management borrows from a diversity of 

learning theory perspectives, specifically organizational learning (Argyris and Schon 

1978), adult and experiential learning (Kolb 1984), and transformative learning 

(Mezirow 2003). As a theoretical concept in environmental management, social 

learning suffers from the same inconsistency of definition that besets adaptive co-

management. Social learning, as a process, is thought to generate new and credible 

knowledge, increase trust, and lead to more legitimate and informed decision-

making (Muro and Jeffery 2008). Social learning is also considered a critical outcome 

of adaptive co-management; when social learning processes become embedded 

within communities of practice and governance institutions, the adaptability and 

transformability of the system is enhanced (Lof 2010). The dual role of social learning 

as a defining characteristic of adaptive systems, and social learning as a process 

capable of catalyzing adaptive governance has lead to a diverse, often unwieldy, 

range of definitions and purported effects (Reed et al. 2010). Reed et al. (2010) 

caution against defining social learning too broadly, and posit that social learning can 

be said to occur when: (1) a change in understanding occurs, (2) these changes are 

situated beyond individuals into communities of practice, and (3) changes in 

understanding occur through interaction between actors within a social network.  

In much of the adaptive co-management and environmental management 

literature imploring the importance of social learning, multiple-loop learning is 

considered a central concept. Argyris and Schon (1978), who are commonly cited as 
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having first developed the concepts of single and double loop learning, emphasize 

that single and double loop learning take place only after an action occurs. That is, 

learning occurs when the outcome of an action either matches or mismatches the 

expected outcome. This learning from action definition of multiple-loop learning has 

a similar rationale as the learn-by-doing approach advocated in much of the adaptive 

management literature. While Reed et al. argue that social learning does not 

necessarily entail multiple-loop learning (2010), we nevertheless assess it here, as 

multiple-loop learning is considered a key component of the learning dimension in 

adaptive co-management (Plummer and Fitzgibbon 2007, Armitage et al. 2008, 

Plummer 2009).  

Single loop learning is the social learning process by which groups and 

individuals learn from and reflect on past actions, resulting in modifications in future 

actions when a miss-match between desired outcomes and actual outcomes is 

identified (Argyris and Schon 1978). Double loop learning, according to Armitage et 

al. (2008, 88) “occurs when existing worldviews and underlying values are challenged 

(such as a shared reconsideration of the goals of a management process), resulting in 

fundamental changes in stakeholder behavior” (2008; pg 88). Through the iterative 

process of reflecting and learning, double-loop learning can emerge. Armitage et al. 

(2007) and Lof (2010) further emphasis that double-loop learning needs to become 

embedded into the greater social fabric in order to be considered social learning. 

When this occurs, the adaptive capacity of a system increases. Characteristics of 

processes that encourage double-loop learning include trust building efforts, and a 

focus on process, transparency, and citizen participation (Armitage et al. 2007). 

Triple-loop learning occurs when groups and individuals question and take 

actions to transform the larger governance and institutional processes that shape 

policies, actions, and norms (Keen et al. 2005, Armitage et al. 2008). Triple-loop 

learning engages actors and institutions across multiple horizontal and vertical scales 

and is dependent on other capacities within the system. Lof (2010) distinguishes 
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between system adaptation (incremental adjustments) and system transformation 

(crossing a threshold into a new system), stating that transformation requires triple-

loop learning. In this regard, characteristics to enable triple-loop learning include 

numerous antecedent and emergent conditions from processes of single and double 

loop learning.  

2.3.2 Social capital and authentic dialogue 

Social capital is the loose network of relationships, norms, and trust that exist 

within a society (Flora and Flora 2008). Sociologists Pierre Bourdieu and James 

Coleman, as well as the author Robert Putnam, are well known for developing (each 

with differing foci) the concept of social capital (Plummer and Fitzgibbon 2007). The 

importance of networks to social capital lends itself well to applications in adaptive 

co-management, which emphasizes cross-scale linkages and bridging organizations 

(Berkes 2009). According to Plummer and Fitzgibbon (2007), the understanding of 

how social capital is employed within adaptive co-management arrangements and 

processes is yet in its infancy. They contend that the presence of a critical amount of 

social capital is essential to mobilizing collective action, at which point co-

management can emerge. In the framework we adapted from Plummer and 

Armitage, features of social capital are identified by improved relationships and trust 

(a first-order outcome), and the development of cross-scale linkages (a second-order 

outcome).  

A process parameter of concern in Plummer and Armitage’s evaluation 

framework that is thought to help develop social capital is the presence of pluralism 

and linkages (2007). Collaborative endeavors that meet these criteria involve the 

active participation of the full spectrum of diverse interests representing multiple 

types of stakeholders and perspectives on the issues, with connections across 

multiple scales. Diverse participation is consistently cited across the literature as an 
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important component contributing to the effectiveness of collaborative processes 

(Ansell and Gash 2008, Innes and Booher 2010). 

Another adaptive co-management process parameter that can facilitate the 

development of social capital is negotiation and communication. Diverging slightly 

from Plummer and Armitage’s (Plummer and Armitage 2007) framework, we 

adopted Innes and Booher’s (2010) concept of authentic dialogue to assess the 

processes used by the NRST. Authentic dialogue includes processes related to 

communication and negotiation outlined by Plummer and Armitage (development of 

shared understanding, dialogue building consideration and appreciation, and 

perspectives exchanged via discursive communication) but provides a more in-depth 

framework from which to assess the NRST’s processes. Authentic dialogue involves 

processes that support interaction and joint learning, leading to the co-construction 

of knowledge that is considered legitimate and credible (Innes and Booher 2010). In 

processes that support authentic dialogue, participants can be reasonably assured 

that all claims made by other participants are legitimate, accurate, comprehensible, 

and sincere. 

Processes of authentic dialogue also are thought to help develop shared 

understanding. The development of shared understanding is considered a key 

outcome of collaborative governance (Ansell and Gash 2008), social learning 

(Schusler et al. 2003), and consensus building (Innes and Booher 1999). Shared 

understanding occurs in groups when “individual understandings align across 

participants” (Brummel et al. 2010: 685). Shared understanding is seen as an 

outcome of communicative learning, which “involves learning about values and 

intentions, learning how to work together… and gives people a better understanding 

of others’ points of view.” (Brummel et al. 2010: 682). Shared understanding is 

considered to be an important first-order effect influencing a group’s ability to reach 

agreement and work toward collective action (Schusler et al. 2003). Additionally, 
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improved understanding of policies and regulatory constraints may help the group 

begin to identify more appropriate and feasible solutions.  
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3. METHODS 

In 2009 the NRST invited us to conduct an external evaluation with the 

objective of identifying Service Trip outcomes and effective practices. Qualitative 

research methods were chosen in order to generate insights into the outcomes of 

Service Trips, and to gain an understanding of the range of participant perceptions of 

program effectiveness. Semi-structured interviews with past Service Trip participants 

and focus group interviews with NRST members were the two primary methods 

employed, along with an extensive review of Service Trip documentation. Participant 

observation at a three-day NRST-sponsored workshop also helped to inform this 

analysis. This multi-faceted approach allowed us to “triangulate” findings between 

the various approaches (Berg 2004), cross checking the perceptions of past-

participant interviewees with the information and perceptions solicited during NRST 

focus group interviews and from document review. A multi-case study approach was 

chosen in order to provide “an analysis of the context and processes which illuminate 

the theoretical issues being studied” (Hartley 2004; pg 323). This approach allows for 

comparisons between cases and identification of variables that contributed to or 

impeded the achievement of outcomes reflective of adaptive co- management. 

3.1 Case Study Approach 

The case study component of this research focused on seven Service Trips 

carried out by the NRST between 2003 and 2010. Service Trips were purposefully 

selected based on their representation of the diversity of the situations and 

assistance types the NRST provides. Factors considered in selection included the 

following: diversity in the type of agencies involved in assistance (e.g. BLM, USFS, 

USFWS), diversity in the levels of perceived “success” of the Service Trips, and 

diversity in the length of time that has passed since the assistance. Because the cases 
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were chosen to represent a wide spectrum of Service Trips, it should not be assumed 

that the outcomes and cases highlighted here are representative of all Service Trips.  

Table 2 lists the names and locations of the seven case studies. While most 

Service Trip assistance occurs in remote field locations, the most common way to 

identify each individual Service Trip is by the name of the nearest town, often where 

the classroom portion of the assistance occurred. For the sake of simplicity, each 

Service Trip is referred to by its place name.  

Table 2: Service Trip Case Studies 

Case Study 
Area of Assistance 
Focus 

Host Agency/ Organization 
Assistance 

Time-
frame 

Inter-
views 

Springerville, 
AZ 

Springerville, Alpine, 
and Clifton Ranger 
Districts 

Apache-Sitgreaves National 
Forest & Ranching Heritage 
Alliance 

2008-
present 

10 

Lander, WY Green Mountain 
Common Allotment 

BLM, Lander Field Office 2003-2004 11 

Lewistown, 
MT 

Upper Missouri 
River Breaks 
National Monument 

BLM, Lewistown Field 
Office 

2008-
present 

10 

Colville, WA Little Pend Oreille 
National Wildlife 
Refuge 

US Fish and Wildlife Service 2007 9 

Prineville, OR North Fork Crooked 
River 

Ochoco National Forest, 
Paulina and Lookout 
Mountain Ranger Districts 

2003-2004 5 

Winnemucca, 
NV 

Martin Basin 
Rangeland Project 
Area 

Humboldt-Toiyabe National 
Forest, Santa Rosa Ranger 
District 

2005-2006 5 

Enterprise, 
OR 

Swamp Creek Wallowa-Whitman 
National Forest, Wallowa 
Valley Ranger District 

2004 4 

 

Three of the seven case studies that were chosen had already been partially 

analyzed in a 2009 NRST publication called “A Progress Report on the Creeks and 

Communities Strategy” (Team 2009). This publication included case studies of the 
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Winnemucca, Enterprise, and Prineville Service Trips informed by brief, informal 

interviews with key participants which were carried out by NRST staff. In order to 

glean more information about these Service Trips and to provide a greater number of 

case studies for our more in-depth study, these three cases were included and built 

upon with additional interviews and document analysis.  

3.2 Sampling and Data Collection 

A combination purposive and quota sampling technique was used to select 

past-participant interviewees. In consultation with NRST members, lists of potential 

interviewees were developed based on Service Trip roster information. For each 

Service Trip case the intent was to interview a diversity of participants; ranging from 

those highly involved in the riparian management situation to those who participated 

simply because they were interested in learning more about riparian area function. 

Approximately half of all interviews were with agency personnel, a quarter were with 

ranchers, and a quarter was with individuals representing environmental, 

conservation, or other interests.  

In order to limit the total number of interviews across the entire evaluation to 

a reasonable number, yet ensure that a diversity of cases was examined, quota 

sampling was also utilized. We conducted four to five phone interviews for each of 

the three cases included in the 2009 Progress Report (Winnemucca, Enterprise and 

Prineville), and approximately ten in-person or phone interviews each for the 

Springerville, Colville, Lewistown, and Lander cases. In total, 54 past Service Trip 

participant interviews were completed between July 2010 and January 2011.  

The guide used to interview past-participants can be found in Appendix A. 

Interviewers used prompts as necessary to encourage the interviewee to elaborate 

more on relevant topics, and the semi-structured interview questions were modified 

slightly to better reflect the objectives of each unique Service Trip. Interviews were 

recorded and transcribed, and field notes were written following each interview. To 
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protect interviewee confidentiality, names have been replaced with numbers in this 

paper. 

In addition to interviews with past Service Trip participants, focus groups 

were conducted with NRST staff and primary consultants for each of the seven 

Service Trip case studies. These focus groups provided background information 

regarding the assistance process and contextual factors for each case, and elicited 

Team members’ perceptions of effectiveness, outcomes, and lessons learned for 

each trip. Focus groups lasted approximately two hours and were recorded, 

transcribed, and analyzed following the same method used for past-participant 

interviews.  

A large array of background documentation for each Service Trip case was 

provided by the NRST for our review. Available documentation differed slightly 

between each case, though typically the following documentation was included: (1) 

requests for NRST services; (2) situation assessments; (3) workshop and meeting 

planning documents, agendas, notes, and reports; (4) letters and memos between 

NRST and members of the local coordinating groups and individuals; (5) internal 

notes and memos among NRST; (6) assignment completion memos; and (7) final 

reports. Review and analysis of this documentation helped provide a deeper 

contextual understanding of each case, and allowed us to cross-check interviewee 

perceptions of the process with documentation from those events. This 

documentation informed much of our understanding of the specific process steps 

involved in each Service Trip, summaries of which can be found in the individual case 

studies in Appendix B.  

Participant observation during one three-day consensus building workshop 

hosted by the NRST in December 2010 was also included in this study. This approach 

was used in order to gain a better understanding of the social facilitation processes 

utilized by the NRST during Service Trips, as well as the rationale behind these 

processes and insight into how participants react to these processes. Extensive field 
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notes were taken during and immediately after this workshop, which were later used 

to cross-check findings from interviews and document review. 

3.3 Data Analysis 

The analysis phase of this study involved developing a system for organizing 

and coding themes using NVivo software (qualitative data analysis software), then 

reading through and coding the interview transcripts and field notes. The coding 

strategy utilized both predetermined and emergent codes, which helped to organize 

information by relevant topics and explore patterns in the interviews (Berg 2004, 

Patton 2002).  

Coding to identify outcomes of Service Trips was performed mainly with pre-

determined codes, which were drawn from literature on the evaluation of 

collaborative natural resource management (Innes and Booher 1999, Conley and 

Moote 2003, Plummer and Armitage 2007) and program evaluation literature (Patton 

1997). These perspectives promote the approach of identifying immediate, 

intermediate, and longer-term outcomes, as well as process and contextual factors. 

Pre-determined outcome coding involved identification of outcomes related to 

changes in individual knowledge, changes in relationships and trust, development of 

shared understanding, changes in management and monitoring, changes in 

institutional arrangements, and development of cross-scale linkages. Open-coding 

was utilized to identify emergent themes relevant to process and situational 

characteristics of each case. Some of these emergent themes were case-specific; 

however, quite a few were found to be relevant across all cases. The initial coding of 

interviews was followed by a second round of coding in order to ensure that themes 

identified in open-coding were later accounted for in all interviews and to ensure, to 

the extent possible, that interpretations of the data remained consistent.  

Coding of interviews and focus groups and analysis of background 

documentation informed the development of the seven individual case studies. Each 
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case study follows the same format, describing the timeline of NRST’s assistance, 

situational background information, objectives of the Service Trip, a detailed 

description of individual process steps, outcomes of the assistance, enabling factors 

and barriers to success, and effective process strategies and opportunities for 

improvement. Detailed accounts of process steps were omitted from the 

Winnemucca, Enterprise, and Prineville case study write-ups because this 

information is already documented in detail in the 2009 Creeks and Communities 

Progress Report (Team 2009). To inform the findings section of this paper, cases were 

then analyzed in aggregate to identify commonalities and differences in outcomes, 

processes, and contextual factors.  

3.4 Limitations of Approach 

Evaluations that employ the methods used in this study are common in the 

program evaluation and collaborative natural resource management literature 

(Conley and Moote 2003). An acknowledged limitation of this approach is the 

reliance on participant perceptions and interpretations. Another limitation common 

to program evaluations and studies of co-management social processes is the 

inability to effectively assess or quantify ecological effects of the program. Studies of 

this nature commonly evaluate on-the-ground effects by identifying changes in 

management practices affected by the intervention; however, this approach does not 

adequately assess the appropriateness of the changes, or whether they result in the 

intended ecological outcomes. While our study specifically focused on the 

governance dimensions of adaptive co-management, the omission of an ecological 

component to this evaluation limits our ability to truly assess the extent to which 

programs such as the NRST’s Service Trips enhance social-ecological resilience 

(Plummer and Armitage 2007). 

It is also important to note some of the methodological limitations of our 

sampling method. First, purposive sampling techniques do run the risk of introducing 
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bias in the results. Secondly, the contact information for participants provided by the 

NRST was often no longer accurate, affecting our ability to reach a number of the 

potential interviewees identified for the interviews. In some cases, Service Trip 

participants identified as key players had retired or were no longer reachable.  

In some cases quota sampling procedures limited our ability to reach 

“saturation,” the point in qualitative research methodology when researchers can 

reasonably conclude that if any additional interviews were conducted they would 

cease to reveal any new information (Glaser 1967). This situation was particularly 

reflected in the three cases where only four or five interviews each were conducted.  

Despite a purposive sampling technique designed to elicit information from a 

wide and diverse range of participants, the majority of interviewees would still be 

considered “key players” in the assistance; that is, only one or two individuals per 

case could be considered only marginally involved in the assistance. Only one 

individual who refused to participate in the assistance was interviewed for this 

evaluation. As such, voices and opinions of those who oppose the Strategy’s 

approach are limited to individuals who nevertheless participated in part or all of the 

assistance. In four cases, key players in the assistance either actively refused or failed 

to respond to requests for an interview. These individuals were generally considered 

less “bought in” to the NRST’s assistance than other participants. Perhaps notably, all 

happened to be federal agency staff. With these voices absent, an opportunity to 

understand the full spectrum of opinions and experiences was missed.  

Another issue is that interviewees from older cases (Service Trip occurred >4 

years prior to the interview) suffered from lack of memory or inability to provide 

specific examples. Despite these limitations we were able to solicit participation in 

this study from a wide range of individuals representing diverse interests and 

opinions regarding the situation, the Service Trip approach, and the NRST. 

Lastly, following Conley and Moote’s (2003) advice, we acknowledge that an 

evaluation of this nature is inherently normative. The search for pathways to more 
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sustainable, adaptive, and resilient forms of governance requires value judgments 

that guide the selection of evaluation criteria. We further concur with Conley and 

Moote that evaluating the effects of a collaborative process “is inevitably political, for 

it is a form where the public image of a collaborative effort is negotiated” (pg 376). 

The criteria used to measure success in our evaluation may likely be different than 

those chosen by other researchers to evaluate the same process. In light of these 

caveats, we have strived to present our criteria selection and methods as clearly as 

possible in order for our results to be more readily comparable with other similar 

studies.      
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4. FINDINGS 

In this section we present the results of our study which compared the 

outcomes and processes of Service Trips to those prescribed and described in the 

adaptive collaborative management literature. Following Innes and Booher (1999, 

2010) and Plummer and Armitage (2007), we first describe the outcomes and effects 

of Service Trips by distinguishing between first, second, and third order parameters. 

Second, we present the results of our analysis of process parameters influential in 

the Service Trip case studies. Lastly, we present results identifying some of the 

context-specific conditions that were found to affect Service Trip processes and 

outcomes. 

4.1 First-Order Outcomes 

4.1.1 Individual knowledge 

Interviewees were asked to describe how Service Trips helped improve their 

knowledge and understanding of topics related to riparian area function and 

management. Improvements in individuals’ knowledge of technical and managerial 

topics reflected instrumental learning among participants (Mezirow 2003, Brummel 

et al. 2010). This knowledge, when combined with 2nd order changes in actions, 

provided the basis for single-loop learning (Keen et al. 2005).  

A large majority of interviewees from each case readily attributed the NRST’s 

assistance with increases in knowledge about riparian function and processes 

(especially the role of vegetation), the concept of PFC, and (less often) methods for 

assessing PFC. Increased knowledge of technical topics related to riparian function 

and PFC assessments were the most commonly cited outcome in all Service Trips. 

The NRST considers this information foundational to their overall Strategy, which 

aims to ensure that all participants have a common understanding of the 

components of a properly functioning riparian area.  
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In contrast to the widespread nature of the learning about riparian science 

and assessment that took place, interviewees only occasionally discussed the ways in 

which their knowledge of riparian grazing management strategies increased as a 

result of the Service Trip activities and discussions. Of those that did discuss how 

their knowledge of strategies for grazing in riparian areas had improved, nine 

interviewees specifically credited the NRST with improving their understanding of 

ways in which grazing in riparian areas can be compatible with improvements in 

riparian function. For example, one permittee stated, “[what the NRST told us about 

grazing in riparian areas] is different than what we were told with our old range staff. 

Our old range people fenced the riparian off and [said] you’re not allowed to graze it” 

[F-2]. According to another interviewee, “the biggest asset [of the NRST] was their 

ability to use a common language with landowners and to present the fact that cows 

and creeks can go together” [G-9]. In all of the case studies, part (or all) of the 

conflicts or issues the NRST was requested to assist with involved conflicts over 

appropriate levels of grazing in riparian areas. A good deal of time in each Service 

Trip was spent with the groups of participants in the field, exploring the extent to 

which grazing was a limiting factor to riparian function and discussing opportunities 

to improve grazing management strategies.  

A handful of interviewees mentioned that as a result of their participation in 

the Service Trip, their understanding of strategies for working with diverse and 

conflicting groups improved. Interviewees who did note an improvement in this area 

typically learned new approaches for facilitating groups and meetings of diverse 

people. Specifically, these participants learned the importance of getting to know 

everyone in the group, creating spaces where people feel comfortable speaking 

openly, involving the public as early as possible in the process, using active listening 

skills, and ensuring that everyone in the group is “on the same page” and has a 

chance to speak. For example, a Forest Service staff member noted, “There were 

some very good facilitation examples and [I learned from their] overall approach of 
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involving as many people as early as possible” [E-1]. Only interviewees who were in 

existing leadership or agency positions noted improvements in this area; a logical 

finding considering these individuals are most likely to have opportunities to lead and 

work with conflicting groups as part of their professional careers.  

Depending on the focus of the Service Trip, types of knowledge gained from 

participation varied between cases; interviewees from the Springerville trip were 

more likely to report improvements in their knowledge of grazing management 

practices, while Lewistown and Prineville participants reported improved 

understanding of how to assess riparian function using PFC assessment methods. 

Each Service Trip offering is tailor-designed to fit the unique context and needs of the 

group receiving assistance; therefore areas of improved knowledge will logically 

differ as well. 

4.1.2 Relationships and trust  

Increased trust and improved relationships between participants were among 

the most frequently cited first-order outcomes of NRST assistance. Evidence of this 

intangible outcome was voiced in a number of ways. For example, a number of 

interviewees felt that the group’s ability to communicate respectfully had improved, 

and one indicated that people became more willing to participate as time went on 

and that body language became more open. Numerous interviewees mentioned that 

spending time in the field with the group helped them develop and improve 

relationships. According to one Forest Service staff member, “[participants] spent 

time together both listening to presentations… and then five days in the field 

together... That much time together enables you to start talking, develop a 

relationship… It was very beneficial” [E-1]. In some cases these improvements in trust 

and ability to work together were short lived (e.g. Lander). Interviews suggest 

however that in all of the Service Trips profiled some immediate improvements in 
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trust and relationships between participants were experienced during the NRST’s 

assistance.  

Increased trust or improved relationships between permittees/other 

agricultural representatives and federal agency staff members were most frequently 

reported. By and large, interviewees felt that the NRST’s assistance was effective at 

improving short-term working relationships between these groups. For example, 

many involved in the Springerville Service Trip felt that the NRST’s work had 

influenced improvements in trust between permittees and agency staff. “I think 

[relationships have] changed a lot in terms of permittees believing that they can work 

with the Forest Service, with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, that there is the capacity 

for change” [F-1]. Even in the Colville case, where the participants were in the midst 

of a lawsuit (against one another), a handful of interviewees noted that the NRST 

assistance helped facilitate greater understanding between members of the ranching 

community and the National Wildlife Refuge staff.  

Some relationships among agency staff or among groups of permittees also 

improved. In the Lander case, for example, some permittees who were grazing on a 

common allotment experienced improvements in their ability to work together. 

According to NRST staff, relationships within groups are often just as dysfunctional as 

relationships between groups. Our data suggest that the NRST’s assistance often 

facilitated improvements in this regard.  

Improvements in trust and relationships between individuals representing 

environmental groups or interests and agency staff and/or permittees were also 

mentioned, however to a lesser extent than between agency staff and permittees. It 

is unclear whether this is due to interview sampling limitations, the general make-up 

of Service Trip groups, or if it indeed demonstrates a shortcoming in the Strategy’s 

effectiveness at improving relationships between environmental interests and other 

parties.  
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4.1.3 Shared understanding  

Interviews, combined with analysis of NRST’s extensive documentation of 

each Service Trip, suggested that a substantial number of active participants in 

Service Trips gained a common understanding of the rationale behind the PFC 

assessment process and, to some extent, in the on-the-ground application of these 

concepts. Even more frequently, interviewees felt that they were able to use PFC as a 

“common language” to communicate with each other about riparian function. “The 

[small group of] folks that . . . were involved in the PFC assessment process, the pre-

meetings and the actual assessment now are able to speak in a common language 

and understand what everybody is saying” [H-9]. Improvements in communication, 

for many, helped foster a sense of shared understanding about both technical and 

social issues facing the group and community. 

Some participants also reported an improved understanding of the array of 

issues, concerns, or constraints that other people in their group were experiencing 

related to riparian area management or livestock grazing. Specifically, interviewees 

cited improved understanding of the regulations, policy, or protocol guiding agency 

management efforts, or understanding of constraints and issues facing permittees in 

their ability to graze livestock on public lands. For example, one Forest Service staff 

member noted, “The sessions have been extremely valuable to me in that I hear 

what the ranchers are thinking, what they’re watching, the impacts that our 

decisions have on them and our government red tape has on them” [F-5]. Ten 

different interviewees cited examples of improved understanding in these areas. 

Many more also felt that the assistance simply helped people understand each other 

and speak the same language, “I think the facilitation was important to get 

everybody talking the same language. The BLM doesn’t talk ‘permittee’ and vice-

versa” [A-6].  
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While shared understanding is considered an intangible outcome, completion 

of PFC riparian assessments was a tangible outcome of many Service Trips that is 

intended to contribute to the development of a shared understanding. In a Service 

Trip context, these assessments were completed using processes of joint fact finding, 

where all participants (that were able to attend) contributed and participated in the 

assessment process which sought to develop shared understanding and agreement 

on the functioning condition of the riparian areas in question. Information from PFC 

assessments in five cases was used as baseline data from which to set monitoring and 

management objectives. PFC assessments completed in a joint fact finding 

environment set the stage for the development of “agreed upon data” (Innes and 

Booher 2010) and “small wins” (Ansell and Gash 2008). Table 3 describes riparian 

assessments completed during each of the seven case studies.  

 

Table 3: Riparian Assessment 

Springerville Some PFC assessments were completed as part of training 
exercises 

Lander Field-based joint fact finding employed to assess riparian 
condition, no formal assessment conducted 

Lewistown PFC assessment completed with NRST assistance on the 
Missouri River 

Colville None 

Prineville PFC assessment completed in ’04 as part of assistance 

Winnemucca Assessments completed on two streams as part of 
assistance  

Enterprise Two days of Service Trip involved field-based joint fact 
finding using a PFC assessment framework; formal 
assessment not conducted 

 

Interviewees often reported that assistance helped them gain an 

understanding of site-specific riparian function, health, and limiting factors. In the 

Lewistown, Prineville, and Winnemucca cases, the field-based activities and, in some 

cases the follow-up community meetings, did appear to improve shared 
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understanding of riparian conditions. In the Enterprise case, however, three of the 

four interviewees recalled that while the group was able to move forward and agree 

on next steps, group consensus about the condition of the site had not been reached.  

4.1.4 Agreement and next steps 

In six of the seven cases, the Service Trip approach was designed to assist 

communities and agencies develop shared knowledge about a specific riparian 

management issue and jointly identify solutions to improve the situation. The NRST’s 

emphasis on developing ‘next steps’ that groups will take after the NRST’s assistance 

concluded differed to some degree in each of the cases profiled. In the Enterprise 

and Lewistown cases, the NRST’s facilitation helped lead the group to the point of 

negotiating agreement on action steps. In both of these cases a three-day workshop 

culminated in considerable time deliberating about steps that could be taken to 

move forward. Agreement was reached on a list of action items the groups would 

work on after the NRST’s assistance ended. An interviewee from the Enterprise case 

felt that, while at the end of the assistance the group may not have been “on the 

same page,” the two days in the field and the third day spent in discussing how to 

move forward allowed the group to come up with actionable steps. While agreement 

on next steps was reached in this case, a different interviewee expressed his 

dissatisfaction with the end result.  

I’ll cut to the chase. To some of us, this looked like another delay 
tactic. Like, ‘we’re gonna make it look like we’re doing something 
good…’ But you know, really, its status quo. ‘We’re just gonna keep on 
doing what we’re doing.’ [D-2] 

A third Enterprise interviewee felt that, while not everyone agreed that the steps 

developed were the highest priority, the Team did help the group move past an 

impasse and agree on steps that would improve the situation.  
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So to me that was that socio-psychological angle that when we talk 
about consensus… even if we don’t agree, we can at least agree with 
most things on the goal of where we’re going. So [the NRST] really 
played a pretty strong role in that because we did have some folks 
that were just pretty skeptical. [D-1]  

In both the Enterprise and Lewistown cases, elements of all steps developed in the 

group settings were implemented after the NRST’s assistance had wrapped up. 

In other cases, such as Prineville, Springerville, and Winnemucca, neither 

process steps designed to move the group from understanding to agreement nor 

action steps were implemented. According to background documentation and 

reports, the NRST’s assistance in these cases ended at the development of dialogue 

about how information learned from their assistance could be implemented in the 

future. This step was accomplished through the development of collective 

statements.  

In the cases where the NRST’s assistance ended after the development of 

collective statements, the NRST facilitated dialogue, but not deliberation, about how 

to move forward. Here, the expectation was that the local agency staff would 

continue the effort, incorporating information gleaned from the dialogue into their 

planning and management. Often, in cases where the large-group process ended 

without deliberation and agreement over action steps, the NRST followed up with 

agency sponsors and encouraged them to utilize information from the assistance to 

develop next steps. In the Prineville and Winnemucca cases, some further actions 

related to the assistance were in fact implemented by the local agency. In these 

cases, however, a number of recommendations and suggestions also went 

unimplemented.  

In sum, first order outcomes of Service Trips commonly included increased 

individual knowledge about riparian function, development of a shared 

understanding of others’ perspectives, development of agreed upon assessment 

data, development of creative suggestions for problem solving, and improvements in 
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trust, relationships, and communication. Vertical and horizontal linkages were 

initiated or strengthened through the Service Trip process, but typically did not 

extend beyond the assistance to form lasting cross-scale networks. Additionally, in 

five of the seven cases, Service Trips fell short of affecting the development of 

agreement on how to move forward; none of the Service Trips profiled here directly 

facilitated the development of formal agreements or compacts.  

4.2 Second and Third Order Outcomes 

In the previous section we documented the first-order outcomes of Service Trips that 

occurred within the time frame of the NRST’s assistance. In the following section we 

present findings regarding the effects of Service Trips that extended beyond the 

Service Trip time frame; these outcomes include those related specifically to the 

issues that were addressed during the Service Trip (2nd order outcomes), as well as 

those that extended into other areas beyond the specific Service Trip problem 

domain (3rd order outcomes). 

4.2.1 Changes in individual practices 

Changes in individual practices influenced by Service Trip participation vary 

across each case. For example, a number of Springerville interviewees felt that their 

ability to implement monitoring activities had improved. In the Lewistown case, 

agency staff reported that the NRST assistance had improved their ability to perform 

a PFC assessment on a large river system. Other interviewees noted that although 

they had not made any specific changes as a result of their Service Trip participation, 

they take riparian area function into consideration now more than before. “I don’t 

see that we will change a lot of things that we are doing. We will be able to keep an 

eye on [our riparian areas] because we kind of understand that a little better” [H-4]. 

Improved awareness of riparian function and attributes was a common second-order 

effect of Service Trips. 
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Interview findings suggest that changes in individual grazing management 

behaviors, in some cases, were also influenced by participation in Service Trips; 

though it is unclear the extent to which such changes occurred. Only a handful of 

interviewees cited specific changes they had implemented in their grazing 

management that were attributable to their Service Trip participation. In an example 

from the Lewistown case, a rancher-permittee couple reported changes to the timing 

of their grazing: “This summer we have changed our timing. We have a huge expanse 

upriver . . . and have been off of it all summer. So, yeah we are really looking at how 

we graze the river and trying to establish the PFC.” [H-7]. Changes in individual 

grazing management practices, however, were certainly not ubiquitous and were 

much less common than other more intangible first-order outcomes. 

Individuals participating in the Springerville Service Trips were found to have 

implemented changes in their grazing management as a result of the NRST training 

more often than individuals in any of the other cases. In this case, both livestock 

producers and Forest Service staff reported changes in their approach and 

implementation of grazing management and planning. These included an improved 

ability to assist landowners in designing appropriate grazing strategies; improved 

ability to use assessment and monitoring data to create management objectives; and 

changes in timing, intensity, and duration of grazing in riparian areas. Because 

components of the NRST’s assistance in this case focused specifically on grazing 

management, and the assistance was not focused on working through a single 

riparian management issue or concern, the higher frequency of individual 

management outcomes is logical. In cases where the assistance was focused more 

heavily on working through a site-specific riparian issue or concern, fewer individuals 

noted changes in how they manage their own riparian areas.  

Some individuals also reported changes or improvements in their approach to 

facilitating and working with diverse groups of stakeholders. According to one 

interviewee from the Lander case,  



38 
 

I did a lot of facilitation work when I was consulting, and there were 
definitely some skills that I picked up from [the NRST]. [For example], 
their willingness … to just pick up the phone and call [people]. And 
[how they work] to hash out problems with individuals or small groups 
was just really neat. [A-3]  

Other individuals who reported utilizing facilitation techniques learned or enhanced 

during their Service Trip participation included natural resource professionals such as 

a Forest Service District Ranger, a SWCD director, and a county Extension agent. 

More often, second and third-order effects associated with “the social” aspect of 

NRST’s assistance were described as increased trust and understanding rather than 

as specific improvements in how they work with others. 

Not surprisingly, individuals who report changes in their practices and actions 

typically have existing opportunities to put these tools to use. Individuals who are 

regularly involved with collaborative groups were more likely to change the way they 

facilitate meetings than those who were not already involved in collaborative 

processes. Similarly, BLM personnel were more likely to report improvements in their 

ability to conduct PFC assessments, while ranchers or agency range conservationists 

were more likely to implement changes to grazing management strategies as a result 

of their participation.  

While changes or modifications to individual actions and behaviors are 

desirable effects of adaptive co-management, a more central concern involves the 

ability of such approaches to influence collective actions. Findings in the following 

section identify actions undertaken as a result of the NRST’s assistance that are 

directly related to the specific group objectives of each Service Trip.  

4.2.2 Adaptive management and learning-from-action 

Earlier we described ways in which Service Trips helped develop shared 

understanding, including the use of riparian assessments and joint fact finding to 

create agreed-upon data, as well as ways that the NRST’s assistance helped with the 
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development of creative solutions and next steps. Here we describe the extent to 

which groups used this information to effect changes in their management and 

monitoring practices, and assess the degree to which these changes became part of 

an adaptive management approach. This section provides a simple overview and 

comparison of outcomes between cases; see individual case study write-ups in 

Appendix B for a more complete description of each Service Trip and related 

outcomes. 

Table 4 presents improvements to riparian monitoring that can be attributed 

to NRST assistance. Many of the monitoring plans listed below were developed as 

part of the NRST’s assistance; assessment and monitoring plans designed and/or 

implemented subsequent to the NRST’s assistance are also listed, where applicable. 

Table 4: Riparian Monitoring Outcomes 

Changes in Riparian Monitoring Influenced by the NRST’s Assistance 

Springerville Training in implementation and utilization of monitoring protocol 
by FS and permittees is ongoing. Riparian monitoring sites were 
installed and monitored as part of 2010 NRST training. Sites were 
read again in 2011. 

Lander None 

Lewistown Work to incorporate assessment findings into monitoring plans 
currently underway; process is ongoing at the time of this report 

Colville None 

Prineville Photo-point monitoring implemented in areas of concern after 
assistance, other recommended monitoring was not implemented. 
Re-assessed select reaches with help of NRST in 2008 

Winnemucca Monitoring protocol developed on two streams as part of 
assistance; unable to reach current FS staff to find out about 
implementation 

Enterprise Baseline and long-term monitoring plans for allotment developed 
by group as follow-up to NRST’s assistance; monitoring strategy has 
been implemented consistently since assistance conclusion in 2004 

 

Similarly, Table 5 describes ways in which NRST assistance has influenced 

riparian management activity, as related to the objectives of the specific Service 

Trips.  
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Table 5: Riparian Management Outcomes 

Changes in Riparian Management Influenced by the NRST’s Assistance 

Springerville Some changes to Forest Service allotment grazing management have 
been influenced by assistance; livestock exclusion fence was not 
built as a result of the 1st trip 

Lander None. However, ideas generated during assistance have persisted in 
later EIS drafts. 

Lewistown Experimental riparian exclosure built with help of Friends group; 
spin-off group formed to work toward changing dam flows (still 
underway) 

Colville None 

Prineville Grazing on a stream reach rated “functioning at-risk” was eliminated 
for 3 years; sections of river corridor closed to firewood cutting; 
riparian shrubs planted; environmental assessment for one 
allotment completed 

Winnemucca None/unknown 

Enterprise Riparian grazing program maintained on allotment; restoration 
objectives adjusted to account for site potential 

 

Overall, the most common technical outcome among these seven cases was 

the completion of one or more PFC assessments; all assessments were completed 

with direct assistance from the Team. Assistance with development of a monitoring 

strategy was the second most common outcome. No discernible commonality in 

management-related outcomes, however, was found between cases. The minimal 

influence of these Service Trips on changes in management, relative to other 

outcomes, is not surprising since the central technical focus of most Service Trips is 

on PFC assessment and monitoring. While the Team typically does not provide 

specific management recommendations, opportunities for changes in management 

are frequently discussed and the Team regularly provides recommendations or 

assistance with development of monitoring strategies.  

The NRST approach to providing assistance regarding management changes 

and techniques appears to differ greatly between the cases. In some cases, three or 

four day “grazing management for riparian areas” courses were held as part of the 

NRST assistance. In other cases, the technical aspects of the assistance focused more 
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exclusively on PFC assessment and monitoring. To be sure, riparian management 

techniques and information were found to be an essential element of most NRST 

Service Trips regardless of the type of training offered. These topics, however, were 

typically interspersed throughout the assistance, as opposed to more focused grazing 

management training.  

Lastly, it is unclear the extent to which groups who implemented monitoring 

or management changes integrated them into an adaptive management cycle, 

particularly within a collaborative approach. While implementation of assessments 

and development of monitoring plans are common effects of Service Trips, it is too 

early to tell if groups are using information gained from these processes to later 

evaluate and collectively learn from the effects of management changes. This is 

particularly the case in Springerville and Lewistown, where significant inroads to 

developing monitoring protocol have been made quite recently.  

4.2.3 Cross-scale linkages 

In all cases, Service Trips were found to strengthen or increase linkages 

between participants, organizations, and resources at varying levels, at least to some 

degree as part of the Service Trip process. Strengthened vertical linkages (the 

hierarchical connections between local and regional/national actors and institutions), 

were especially evident in the Springerville case. Here, the NRST provided a forum for 

participants to interact not only with others from their immediate area, but also with 

the US Fish and Wildlife Service, state staff from University of Arizona Cooperative 

Extension, and the Region 4 office of the Forest Service. While these vertical linkages 

previously existed among some individuals at the local level, the NRST’s assistance 

provided an expanded forum for others to interact and gain more familiarity with 

resources available at higher levels. These connections continued to be supported 

and developed outside of the NRST’s assistance through the local ranching group that 

was formed.  
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Service Trips also helped to strengthen horizontal linkages between different 

groups at the local level, which in some cases improved their ability to mobilize 

resources. As a result of the Lewistown Service Trip, for example, the Upper Missouri 

River Breaks National Monument (UMRBNM) BLM staff was able to enlist the support 

of the Friends of UMRBNM group, which helped BLM staff install a test exclosure 

fence along the Missouri River. Other examples of horizontal linkages include 

involvement from county soil and water conservation districts, county 

commissioners, and local environmental groups.  

Extension of cross-scale networks beyond the scope of the NRST’s assistance 

most often occurred among individuals rather than groups. Where relationships 

between actors representing diverse interests were strengthened, there was 

continued sharing of resources and expertise among the individuals. For example, in 

one case a fish biologist with the US Fish and Wildlife Service became more familiar 

with a rancher-permittee involved in the Service Trip; the more trusting relationship 

that developed continued beyond the Service Trip. According to the fish biologist,  

I have since been in contact with [the permittee] at other meetings, 
and I've called him a couple of times to try and gain that trust and 
maintain, you know, some sort of relationship with that person. So 
without… that opportunity to meet him [at the NRST Service Trip I] 
would have never done that. [C-1] 

Such linkages, however, generally did not extend beyond individual relationships; 

others from similar interest groups were not linked into an expanded network. 

Springerville and Lewistown offer notable exceptions to this, where some portion of 

these groups have continued to work together on additional issues within the original 

problem domain.  
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4.2.4 Changes in group approach to governance  

We conclude the section on outcomes by asking the question: to what extent 

did the Service Trip outcomes extended beyond the assistance to alter the group’s 

overall approach to governance? Table 6 below provides a summary of our findings. 

Table 6: Changes in Approach to Governance 

Changes in Group Approach to Governance Influenced by the NRST’s Assistance 

Springerville, AZ 
Emergence of self-organized learning group; permittees and FS staff 
more willing and comfortable coordinating 

Lander, WY No evidence of long-term changes 

Lewistown, MT Self-organized group working on dam reoperations issue 

Colville, WA No evidence of long-term changes 

Prineville, OR No evidence of long-term changes 

Winnemucca, NV Little evidence of long-term changes 

Enterprise, OR 
Existing collaborative groups integrate information, but no change 
influenced 

 

Overall, Springerville was the only case where significant evidence was found 

that the NRST’s assistance had resulted in lasting changes to a group’s approach to 

collaborative riparian management. One of the effects of the first Springerville 

session facilitated by the NRST was that the idea to develop a ranching collaborative 

group surfaced among the participants. The Springerville group then went on to form 

the Ranching Heritage Alliance (RHA), and subsequently requested the NRST’s 

assistance to help them improve their capacity for working collaboratively.  As a 

result, a number of consensus building techniques and tools learned from the NRST 

have been integrated into the RHA’s approach. The Springerville case is not typical of 

the NRST’s Service Trip assistances, however, as this group specifically requested and 

received training in how to do collaboration through an NRST sponsored “consensus 

building workshop.” While the Team is emphatic that their role in the emergence of 
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the RHA was small, the NRST’s assistance nevertheless provided the opportunity for 

the idea to form the group to surface, and, significantly, self organize into an 

organization that integrates some of the practices characteristic of adaptive co-

management. These practices include a focus on collaborative learning and 

developing a consistent approach to monitoring. 

In contrast to the Springerville case, others did not have an explicit focus on 

consensus building or collaborative management, and the formation of spin-off 

groups or altered institutional arrangements were largely absent. In the Enterprise 

case, a collaborative approach was already in existence, and it was unclear if the 

NRST’s assistance had any effect on the way collaborative riparian management is 

approached by the groups involved in this assistance. As the majority of the NRST’s 

assistance in this case was focused on addressing technical aspects, the likelihood 

that the Service Trip had a high degree of influence on the group’s approaches to 

collaboration is small.  

In regard to the Lewistown case, it is too early to tell how, if at all, the NRST’s 

assistance has had a lasting effect on the group’s approach to collaboration. A spin-

off group did self-organize as a result of the Service Trip assistance and is now 

seeking to address a more complex issue related to coordinating changes in the 

timing of flow releases from hydroelectric dams on the Missouri River. The time-

horizon for the group coordinating the dam flow discussions is unclear; depending on 

the outcome of negotiations, this group may phase out, or it could continue to self-

organize as a longer-term entity supporting cross-scale networks indicative of 

adaptive co-management governance regimes. The longer-term effects of the NRST’s 

Service Trips on approaches specific to riparian grazing management in the 

Lewistown case are also unclear. One BLM employee felt that while the Team’s 

assistance would not have a high degree of influence on management decisions, it 

might change the agency’s approach to working with stakeholders to include an 

increased emphasis on public outreach and education. For the time-being, the NRST 
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has largely influenced the inclusion of public involvement in the PFC assessment 

process. While the assessment process and sharing of results occurred through an 

involved process of stakeholder engagement, the use of these results to set 

management and monitoring objectives has been largely devoid of stakeholder 

involvement. This suggests that institutional arrangements were not significantly 

altered, and the prospect that new cooperative undertakings beyond the NRST’s 

assistance will emerge is questionable. 

The Prineville case provides an example of a less-recent Service Trip where 

little long-term change was found in how the agency approached collaboration and 

working with stakeholders. In 2008, members of the Team assisted the Forest Service 

with a re-assessment of select stream reaches originally assessed as part of the 2004 

Service Trip. The Team expressed disappointment that the Forest Service staff did not 

proactively engage stakeholders in this re-assessment. Because the 2004 Service Trip 

heavily emphasized the importance of involving stakeholders and the public 

throughout the assessment, they had hoped the Forest Service would continue to 

utilize such an approach on their own without the NRST’s insistence.  

In sum, few of the case studies exhibited evidence that the NRST’s assistance 

has had a lasting effect on the specific processes these groups and agencies used to 

engage stakeholders and work with diverse groups. New or altered long-term 

approaches to governance have typically not emerged.  

4.3 Service Trip Processes 

4.3.1 Communication and negotiation 

In the following sections we analyze process factors found to influence service 

trip outcomes. First we present our findings related to communication and 

negotiation, where we used Innes and Booher’s (2010) concept of authentic dialogue 

to assess the processes used by the NRST. The NRST has had mixed success achieving 

conditions supportive of authentic dialogue in their Service Trips. We first present 
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areas of the NRST’s assistance that were found to support authentic dialogue, 

followed by process characteristics that served as barriers to authentic dialogue. 

With some notable exceptions, most interviewees felt that the NRST treated 

all participants equally, created a safe space for open communication, and strived to 

maintain neutrality in their facilitation style. For example, one interviewee 

commented, “one of the things that I saw [the NRST] working hardest at was trying 

to maintain a level of neutrality to allow frank conversations to go on because they 

need to happen out there” [G-8]. When asked how effective the NRST was in 

maintaining a safe place for individuals to participate and speak their minds, one 

interviewee responded, “for the most part I agree with that because I felt 

comfortable enough to tell [the NRST] I didn’t want to be there and resented the fact 

that I was there. So apparently it wasn’t that hostile” [B-1]. Another interviewee 

commented,  

Everybody had an equal say… [The NRST was] very good at getting 
those that in normal situations would have been kind of ignored and 
would have walked out of there at the end of the day totally mad, they 
were actually able to say their piece. And there were times when 
there were some blunt words said. Which is good. That wakes up 
people too. [B-4]. 

While not all participants agreed with the reason for the NRST’s assistance, or 

thought favorably of facilitation processes used by the Team, the environment was 

one that encouraged candid participation. According to one interviewee,  

For the people that don’t like the warm and fuzzy, and I am kind of 
one of them, it gets a little challenging . . . It almost gets too warm and 
fuzzy. But, as we get through it, by the third day we are getting a little 
bit more respectful communication. I think it’s effective. [H-1] 

Most interviewees felt that the NRST was successful at creating a safe 

environment for open and honest communication. Claims made by participants in 

such an environment are more apt to be sincere; one of the conditions necessary for 
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authentic dialogue (Innes and Booher 2010).The NRST was also successful at 

facilitating interaction and face-to-face dialogue that helped improve relationships 

and encouraged the development of jointly constructed knowledge. Service Trips 

typically begin with one to three days of indoor workshops designed to develop a 

shared understanding of the background and perspectives surrounding the riparian 

conflict or issue, and introduce participants to PFC and technical topics. In these 

sessions, group norms are established which honor diverse forms of knowledge and 

respectful and open communication. While for the most part participants valued 

these indoor sessions, when asked what aspects of the Service Trip were most 

effective at building trust and improving relationships, interviewees often indicated 

that they valued the opportunity to spend multiple days in the field with the group. 

Field activities provided opportunities for participants to practice the technical 

aspects of what they had learned in the classroom while simultaneously supporting 

interaction, dialogue, and teamwork. Furthermore, spending informal time together 

in an outdoor environment helped to break down barriers and increase 

communication among diverse participants, particularly when more than one phase 

entailed significant interaction. 

In the field environment, joint fact finding using PFC as a common language 

helped build understanding about place-specific riparian function. Discussing and 

assessing riparian attributes with diverse participants allowed some groups, but not 

all, to reach agreement regarding the current functioning condition and limiting 

factors of specific riparian areas. The joint fact finding aspect of the PFC process 

helped instigate and guide needed dialogue. For example, according to one 

interviewee “the most beneficial piece of this whole puzzle is those discussions [that] 

are being held on the creek. Everybody’s seeing the same thing at the same time… at 

least if you walk away in disagreement, you’ve had a discussion about it” [C-3]. A 

small number of participants disagreed with the value of this approach. For example, 

one interviewee had this to say: “This is not gonna get everybody in a circle, looking 
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through the same knothole, singing the same song to the same tune. And I think it’s a 

bit naïve to think it is” [D-2]. In most situations, however, joint fact finding helped 

Service Trip groups to develop information about riparian conditions that all or part 

of the group agreed with; an outcome befitting processes of authentic dialogue. 

To achieve conditions of authentic dialogue, all claims must be 

comprehensible to all participants. The NRST’s emphasis on creating a shared 

information base among participants, where PFC concepts and terminology are 

commonly understood by all participants regardless of background, is a process that 

helps work toward meeting this condition of authentic dialogue. According to one 

interviewee,  

In my agency particularly we sometimes have a hard time with [PFC] 
because it is not real technical…  But as a communication tool I saw a 
lot of value in that. As you walk the streams… with the landowner on 
their own property and … they understand what you are talking about 
on the basic level. It makes a huge difference.” [G-8]  

Many interviewees, even those who thought unfavorably of the PFC assessment 

process, felt that the use of PFC as a common language for diverse interests to 

communicate about riparian areas was a strength of the NRST’s approach. 

Additionally, in all seven cases, the instruction provided by NRST trainers was 

consistently cited as highly effective at transferring technical content related to both 

scientific and grazing management knowledge. Interviewees were particularly 

impressed with the ability of the NRST trainers to make technical information 

accessible, easily understood, and pertinent to both lay people and specialists. For 

example, a participant in the Lander Service Trip noted, “When you start talking 

about stream geomorphology and all of that stuff, it can get pretty intense, but I 

think [the NRST] talked about things in ways that people could understand where 

they were coming from and why we want a stream to function” [A-3]. The NRST’s 

effectiveness in training on technical topics and tools, and the use of PFC as a 
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common language to communicate among diverse groups about riparian function, 

enhanced the comprehensibility of scientific and technical claims made by individuals 

in the group, and helped level power asymmetries related to different levels of 

knowledge. 

We identified two aspects of Service Trip processes that were less supportive 

of authentic dialogue. That said, the opinions on which we base these findings were 

expressed by a minority of interviewees. Despite being in the minority, these 

perspectives were evident across the various cases, revealing factors that may have 

significantly detracted from the ability of the Service Trip approach to fully support 

conditions of authentic dialogue.  

The first barrier to authentic dialogue we identified involves the base 

assumptions and policy constraints underlying the Team’s approach. These 

assumptions are that (1) cattle grazing in riparian areas can be compatible with 

improved riparian ecological function; and (2) exclusion of grazing as a management 

option is to be considered only as a last measure. These two factors combined to 

create a situation where, for the most part, the elimination of grazing from riparian 

areas was not an option included in the range of management choices under 

consideration during a Service Trip. One Forest Service range conservationist, who 

was very much in favor of the NRST’s approach and assistance, noted: “I think 

probably there’s a little perception, not from my perspective, but of bias towards 

livestock grazing… I mean I never saw an option to say ‘you know what, maybe we 

just shouldn’t be grazing here’” [D-1]. With the exception of the Colville case, which 

took place on a National Wildlife Refuge, all other Service Trip cases occurred in a 

multiple use management context which mandates the maintenance of grazing 

regimes unless all other management options are exhausted that could reasonably 

restore riparian function. 

These sidebars framing management options under consideration during 

Service Trips may have influenced the perceptions of some participants who saw the 
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NRST as biased toward approaches that favor ranching and livestock grazing 

concerns. Evidence of this perception was identified from at least one interviewee 

from each case study, often more. According to one participant, “you had the 

technical experts, and they were, I thought, biased [toward] managing with cows and 

didn’t look objectively at managing without cows” [B-1]. An interesting comment 

from a Lander participant suggests that while he perceived that the Team members 

favored grazing, the way they facilitated the Service Trip was neutral. “I didn’t feel 

that the Team was biased in anyway… Their hands were tied and they weren’t really 

allowed to be pro or con, but I think most of the Team was pro-grazing because 

without grazing what would you need a NRST for?” [A-1]. Despite being grounded in 

empirical research (as cited in Wyman et al. 2006) the assumption underlying Service 

Trips that grazing in riparian areas can be compatible with riparian recovery and 

function, in part, tinged some participant perceptions of the NRST as being on one 

“side” of the very polarized and politicized debate over public lands grazing. 

The majority of interviewees, however, felt the NRST did not advocate for one 

interest over the other, as evidenced by this comment from a rancher from the 

Lewistown case, “the Team stayed pretty neutral, they didn’t say that they advocated 

cattle or environmental, or boat floaters, or any one interest group” [H-7]. A US Fish 

and Wildlife Service biologist noted, “I thought they did a good job being neutral 

actually. I didn't feel like it was one side or the other” [C-1]. While only a small, but 

often vocal, minority of participants felt the Team’s approach was biased, the 

persistent presence of this perception across the board is indicative of a constraint 

on conditions of authentic dialogue.  

The second barrier limiting a fully authentic dialogue in Service Trips was the 

contested nature of PFC assessments. Again, those that disapproved of the NRST’s 

use of PFC or PFC assessments were among the minority of interviewees. The main 

objections to PFC had to do with perceptions that it is too subjective, not quantitative 

enough, and that PFC assessments are often implemented incorrectly (outside the 
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Service Trip environment). One interviewee who was concerned about PFC’s lack of 

quantitative measures had this to say:  

PFC is a pretty neat tool to give you a general sense of condition. It’s 
quick, it’s easy to learn, anybody can do it… I would term it as a broad 
brush approach to kind of get a sense of stream condition, and that’s 
where I’d end it…. anything beyond that broad brush stroke, you 
know, it probably has limited value. [D-2] 

The same interviewee disagreed with the NRST’s interpretation of riparian condition, 

and felt that PFC is too subjective:  

The fish biologist on the Riparian Service Team stood there on a creek 
bank that had been beat up by cows for decades… saying that he 
thought the riparian condition at that specific site was improving. And 
myself and a couple others kind of scratched our heads and said ‘how 
can you say that? Because this is just – this place isn’t hosed, but it’s in 
pretty tough shape.’ I [could] see trampling to a degree that sediments 
are falling into the creek. There’s no soil holding capacity adjacent to 
the creek, and a good hard rain’s gonna wash a bunch of silt into the 
creek. And the woody shrubs that were there had been nipped, 
presumably by cattle. They had been kept in a suppressed state for 
year after year. Yet we hear from the Riparian Service Team that this is 
on an improving trend. [D-2].  

Others felt that the PFC standard is too low, and does not adequately 

consider fish and wildlife needs. One interviewee, who overall felt positively about 

his experience with the NRST, expressed specific concerns about the lack of 

consideration in the PFC assessment over the effects of dewatering on fish habitat in 

a particular stream reach. “It was bothersome for me … to have no water in the river 

and still be evaluating it as a riparian [area]… From a fish standpoint…that was pretty 

poor management, but that wasn’t [what] we got out of [the PFC assessment]” [E-3]. 

Another interviewee also had concerns that PFC was insufficient for considering 

wildlife habitat:  

Riparian habitat like that in the Upper Missouri make up less than one 
percent of the vegetative mosaic in the West, yet a greater variety of 
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wildlife species depend on it than any other vegetative type in the 
West… So to manage for PFC does not protect the values that this 
monument was created for, which are wildlife. [H-10] 

The contested nature of PFC and PFC assessments, among some participants, 

reduced the credibility of assessment findings and served as a constraint on the 

perceived legitimacy of the process; a condition necessary for authentic dialogue.  

4.3.2 Pluralism and linkages 

A second process parameter of concern in Plummer and Armitage’s 

evaluation framework is the presence of pluralism and linkages (2007)The processes 

used by the NRST are designed with this condition in mind; a main premise 

underlying Service Trips is that diverse participation will enhance the legitimacy of 

the process, thereby improving the likelihood that outcomes will not be stalled or 

challenged after agreement or action has occurred. “Diverse participation,” as 

employed by the NRST, is defined as a group of individuals whose interests, values, 

knowledge, experience, gender, and perspectives differ (Desk Guide 2008). The NRST 

strives to enlist individuals from agency, environmental, and livestock production 

interests, ideally including individuals with diverse perspectives and backgrounds.  

The goal of diverse participation has been met with mixed success during 

Service Trips. Together with members of local coordinating liaisons, the NRST was 

most successful at enlisting the participation of local federal land-management 

agency employees (e.g. district range conservationists, biologists, and District 

Rangers), other local natural resource management professionals (e.g. university 

Extension staff, county Conservation District staff), and grazing permittees associated 

with the specific riparian issue being addressed. Individuals from local environmental 

or conservation-related interest groups were typically involved, though to a lesser 

extent. In four cases, stakeholders from environmental groups seeking specifically to 

eliminate grazing from public lands riparian areas declined to participate, or ceased 
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to participate at some point during the process. Enlisting and maintaining the 

participation of higher-level federal agency staff (e.g. Forest Supervisors Office staff) 

was also problematic in at least four different Service Trips.  

We found that the participation of multiple types of stakeholders 

representing diverse interests (or lack thereof) did indeed influence the effectiveness 

of Service Trips. To illustrate these effects, we provide the following three examples 

in which the participation of a diversity of interests either negatively or positively 

influenced Service Trip outcomes. The first example is from the Lander Service Trip, 

where a majority of the grazing permittees involved eventually boycotted actions by 

the rest of the group which was seeking to develop a small working group. Without 

permittee involvement, the rest of the group decided not to move forward; they 

considered collaboration with permittees to be critical to their efforts. Any group 

progress that had been made, therefore, was effectively stalled or nullified by the 

permittee boycott. 

In the Springerville Service Trip, there was a lack of consistent participation by 

individuals representing environmental interests, and by staff from the Forest 

Supervisor’s Office (SO). The Springerville case was unique in that the focus of the 

NRST’s assistance had been to provide training and tools for collaborative riparian 

management versus helping the group improve a site-specific management issue or 

concern. In this respect, diverse participation may not have been as critical there as it 

was in situations where the group was working toward agreement. Without diverse 

participation in the future, however, the collaborative and adaptive capacity of the 

Springerville group may be limited.  

The Prineville case provides an example of how the presence of diverse 

participation can positively influence outcomes. In this case, a representative of an 

environmental group known for litigating management decisions involving grazing 

plans was an active participant in the Prineville Service Trip. The group indicated that 

because it participated in the PFC assessment process, it would not litigate any of the 
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management decisions based on the assessment without first trying to work with the 

Forest Service to negotiate a solution to disagreements that may arise. While the 

group did eventually sue over a grazing decision for one specific river reach, the fact 

that they waited and let the process set up by the NRST’s assistance run its course 

first was a significant departure from the environmental group’s normal approach.  

Connections among interests and groups representing multiple scales is also a 

key process characteristic of adaptive co-management. Service Trips frequently 

engendered cross-scale linkages of this nature, the outcomes of which were 

presented in section 4.2.3 on page 41.  

4.3.3 Social learning 

The NRST’s approach to Service Trips closely aligns with many aspects of the 

social learning processes. Following Reed et al.’s (2010) definition of social learning, 

Service Trips (1) aim to effect a change in participants’ understanding about riparian 

function and resolution of riparian-related conflicts and issues, (2) situate themselves 

within communities of practice, and (3) involve face-to-face dialogue and interaction 

between actors within networks.  

Service Trips help foster single-loop learning by guiding participants through 

joint processes of learning from past management actions, reflecting on the effects 

of those actions, and developing options for modifying future actions. Processes 

thought to lead to double-loop learning were also employed. Service Trips were rife 

with processes aimed at catalyzing self-reflection that provoked participants to 

consider their own values, feelings, and worldviews, and how these differ from other 

participants. For example, the consensus processes and joint fact finding exercises 

utilized by the Team always included a reflection component at the beginning and 

end of each session. During a session opening, all participants were asked to 

introduce themselves by explaining their relationship to the situation, and how they 

felt about being there. In closing exercises, individuals were asked to share what they 
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learned that day (or session) and how they felt about it. These combinations of 

questions are referred to by Team members and facilitators as ‘life-long learning 

questions.’ Asking participants to consistently explore ‘their feelings’ about the topic, 

issue, and their own participation requires individuals to not only reflect on what was 

learned, but also to reflect on their own reactions to the experience. Interviews 

revealed that some participants did, in fact, experience changes in their values and 

perceptions which can be partially attributed to the facilitation processes used by the 

NRST. However, our methods did not explicitly address this aspect of Service Trips, so 

we were unable to accurately assess the degree to which changes in values and 

perceptions influenced subsequent modifications to participants’ actions. If reflection 

does not lead to a modification of one’s actions, then double-loop learning cannot be 

said to have occurred.  

The social learning processes employed by the NRST occurred within 

communities of practice as part of the Service Trip. However, with the exception of 

the Springerville case, there was little evidence that longer-term learning processes 

became embedded in communities of practice or governance arrangements as a 

result of the NRST’s assistance; an important component of longer-term adaptive co-

management arrangements. 

4.4 Context Factors 

We next report on situation-specific factors that were found to influence 

Service Trip outcomes. Some individuals’ and groups’ lacked a commitment to the 

Service Trip process, ceasing to participate because they felt their interests would be 

better met through other means (e.g. litigation, boycott, or maintenance of the 

status quo). Others simply felt that the process would not yield favorable results, and 

that their time was better spent elsewhere. This was experienced to various degrees 

in the Lewistown, Lander, Colville, and Winnemucca cases. 
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The timing of NRST’s assistance, in regards to the legal, political, or economic 

situation in each case, also played a large role in the effectiveness of their assistance. 

Examples include the Winnemucca Service Trip, where a draft EIS had already been 

released prior to the request for NRST assistance, and the Colville Service Trip, where 

litigation over a planning decision was already underway. The planning and legal 

processes in these two situations were already so far along that there was little to no 

room for the development of high quality agreements within the Service Trip 

context. In these two cases, as well as in the Lander case, existing levels of conflict 

between interest groups were high, and positions were quite polarized.  

Interviews with NRST members revealed that the Team is quite aware of the 

importance of appropriate timing, or ‘ripeness’ for intervention. Nevertheless, the 

Team acknowledged that they rarely, if ever, have turned down a request for 

assistance even if they think the situation is less than ideal. Team members are 

passionate about what they do, and feel compelled to help groups improve their 

situation to whatever degree they can, regardless of the ripeness of the situation. 

According to one NRST member,  

We have been struggling with [the idea of ripeness] ourselves, 
always… Sometimes the only chance you get is to work with people 
where they are at. Even if it’s in a really bad place, that’s the only 
chance you get... We try to talk like we evaluate ripeness… and we do, 
but 95% of the time we go work with people anyway because this 
might be the only chance we get. [NRST 1] 

Another Focus Group interviewee went on to say,  

From a conflict resolution specialist standpoint… the best time to work 
with people is as soon as you can get in the door. If you can do it really 
early in the process and build relationships so that they go through it 
right, that’s the best time. If they are in litigation and they are fighting, 
the best time to go in is that time right there. But the NRST has to look 
at that a little differently, from an agency perspective, because there 
has to be a willing group of people there that are going to work with 
you. [NRST 8] 
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While the Team may be able to help groups develop improvements in their current 

situation, if the goal is to help catalyze adaptive co-management, the collaborative 

capacity of the group receiving assistance must be taken into consideration prior to 

taking on the Service Trip. 

Individuals from three different case studies felt that the time spent on the 

assistance overall was excessive, including time spent on group facilitation as well as 

technical training and field days. In these cases, interviewees felt that the issue(s) 

being addressed were not sufficiently controversial or in a state of crisis to 

necessitate the level of outside intervention and assistance provided by the NRST. 

For example, according to an interviewee from Springerville,  

[The NRST’s assistance addressed] some issues that, I think, could 
have been dealt with a lot easier had we just spent half a day out 
there discussing it among ourselves rather than taking a whole class 
up there and basically wasting the time of the class… in an area that 
really didn’t have any problems. [F-7]  

In only a few instances did interviewees express opinions such as this; therefore the 

extent to which perceptions of crisis influenced or detracted from Service Trip 

participation (and outcomes) is unclear. 

A factor that fostered a commitment to the Service Trip process was repeated 

participation. Whether through attending multiple phases of a Service Trip, or by 

attending other NRST offerings, repeat participation tended to build support for both 

the collaborative and technical processes used by the Team. Repeat participation in 

NRST activities, whether through attending many phases of a multi-phased 

assistance, or by attending multiple offerings in various other situations, tended to 

build support for both the collaborative and technical processes used by the Team. A 

number of interviewees had major concerns, at first, with the approach used by the 

NRST; including the Team’s use of PFC assessments, as well as their use of 

collaboration and consensus building tools. After interacting with the Team multiple 
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times, however, seven interviewees mentioned they had developed a more favorable 

opinion of the approach. It took repeat participation for these participants to “buy 

into” the Service Trip process, indicating that the multi-phased aspect of Service Trips 

help, in part, to build commitment to the process among participants. Most of these 

participants were either required to attend the Service Trips as part of their jobs, or 

were otherwise invested in the process because their interests were dependent on 

the outcomes.  

A final factor influencing the effectiveness of Service Trips was the presence 

or absence of local support and leadership. Among those whose support was critical, 

foremost was the local Line Officer (e.g. USFS District Ranger, or BLM District 

Manager). In two cases, the relevant Line Officer was thought to be displeased that 

the NRST was brought in to assist in their district. While these individuals officially 

“signed off” on the assistance, a majority of interviewees – including other agency 

staff – felt that the Team’s assistance had been forced onto the district staff. Most of 

these interviewees felt that this was detrimental to the overall effectiveness of the 

Service Trip. In cases where more enthusiastic support for the Team’s assistance was 

expressed by the Line Officer, the assistance tended to be more effective at 

facilitating improved relationships and increased trust between agency staff and 

other participants. Other sources of local support and leadership also positively 

influenced the Team’s effectiveness, including support from county Soil and Water 

Conservation Districts, permittee or conservation groups, and other local land 

management agencies. In the Springerville case, leadership from an influential 

rancher-permittee was essential to Service Trip outcomes. Such support allowed for 

progress made during the Service Trip to be continued post-assistance and, in the 

Springerville case, for collaborative learning processes to become embedded in the 

community. 
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5. DISCUSSION 

The NRST’s Service Trip approach offers a relatively novel model for 

integrating joint fact finding, multiple forms of knowledge, and collaborative problem 

solving to improve public lands riparian grazing management. In this approach, 

learning and dialogue helped facilitate the development of shared understanding and 

trust. In four cases, Service Trips also initiated the development of changes in 

assessment, monitoring, and management approaches to public lands riparian area 

grazing. While these effects often aligned with the immediate objectives of the 

Service Trip (i.e. to work through a specific issue or point of conflict), there was little 

evidence of long-term effects; that is, in most cases the effects did not extend 

beyond the specific issue to influence longer-term changes in place-based 

governance and institutions.  

Formal and informal institutional structures capable of supporting cross-scale 

networks, ongoing collaboration, and cycles of joint action and reflection are key 

features of adaptive co-management (Schusler et al. 2003, Plummer and Armitage 

2007) and resilient social systems (Tompkins and Adger 2004). The emergence of 

such arrangements (or the modification of existing arrangements) was seldom 

influenced by NRST’s Service Trips. In cases where groups did not continue to work 

together after the NRST’s assistance, the cross-scale linkages influenced by Service 

Trips generally did not extend beyond the Service Trip, except in the form of 

individual relationships. Without institutional arrangements to support continued 

interactions, the connections formed or strengthened during Service Trips tended 

not to continue at the group level. Cross-scale networks are one of the principle 

processes (and outcomes) characterizing adaptive co-management. Such networks 

can enhance adaptive capacity by improving feedback loops where ongoing 

opportunities for learning and the sharing of resources and information improve 

system adaptability. Because of these factors, we answer our first research question 
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by contending that, with the exception of the Springerville case, the Service Trips 

included in our study did not catalyze ongoing adaptive co-management. 

Despite our finding that Service Trips rarely influenced the emergence of 

adaptive co-management arrangements, it is important to note that they 

nevertheless had a significant effect on other more intangible first-order outcomes. 

These outcomes, which are considered essential to the overall adaptive and 

collaborative capacity of groups, included increased trust and improved relationships, 

joint learning and shared understanding, and development of new partnerships. All 

of these outcomes are likely to increase the ability of groups and individuals to work 

together more effectively in the long-run, and in some cases they contributed to the 

achievement of site-specific management outcomes. While processes supporting the 

ongoing maintenance of these outcomes were generally not embedded in 

governance institutions, they may still have resulted in cumulative effects that were 

undetectable to us considering the array of variables and factors that contribute to 

and detract from system adaptability. 

Furthermore, the influence of Service Trips on management outcomes may be 

more subtle than the linear relationship expressed in our findings. Because the 

majority of Service Trips were situated in a public lands environment, where 

regulatory compliance standards regarding management are the norm, there is 

limited potential for the NRST to directly influence changes in management. Many 

changes in management would occur regardless of the NRST’s intervention. 

However, opportunities for the Team to influence how management decisions are 

made were numerous. More often than not this tended to be the primary focus of 

NRST’s assistance; hence their focus on providing assessment and monitoring tools, 

and use of consensus building tools to aid in more collaborative decision making. 

In order to address our second research question, which sought to better 

understand what contributed to and detracted from the NRST’s ability to catalyze 

adaptive co-management, we next discuss four primary factors we found to be 
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influential. These factors relate to (1) antecedent conditions, specifically existing 

group capacity and local leadership; (2) policy windows and timing of assistance; (3) 

the development of high-quality agreements; and (4) processes supportive of 

authentic dialogue. 

First, our findings echo existing scholarship on collaborative governance, by 

demonstrating that factors external to the collaborative process influenced their 

outcomes (Ansell and Gash 2008). Springerville was the only Service Trip where the 

NRST’s assistance clearly helped build capacity for ongoing learning and collaboration 

reflective of adaptive co-management. In this case, local leaders served as change 

agents willing and able to leverage resources; a critical factor in the emergence of the 

self-organized learning group. Without leaders serving as local change agents, the 

NRST’s ability to help build capacity would have been greatly diminished, and the 

emergence of an alternative governance arrangement would have been unlikely. In 

the Enterprise case, the existing capacity of the group to work together 

collaboratively was thought to be high. This was considered critical to the successes 

of the Service Trip, where the NRST was better able to work with the group to 

overcome an impasse regarding a technical/scientific disagreement. Conversely, the 

Lander, Colville, and Winnemucca Service Trips were cases marked by high levels of 

existing conflict and distrust, and also resulted in fewer lasting outcomes. These 

cases all point to the importance of antecedent conditions, context, and situational 

factors; in places with existing forms of capacity and capital, be it the presence of 

facilitative leadership or existing collaborative institutions, interventions are more 

likely to be effective in the long-term.  

Given that the majority of the NRST’s clientele consists of groups needing 

assistance with issues resulting from low levels of existing capacity, working 

exclusively with groups with higher capacity is unrealistic. The NRST will continue to 

work in places where the probability of affecting longer-term governance 

transformations is low; but our findings suggest that there is still value in programs 
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and initiatives like the NRST focusing attention on more limited outcomes including 

the development of local leaders. The NRST does direct some of its efforts toward 

leadership and capacity building in a separate program, and these efforts are worthy 

of further investigation, but were outside the scope of this study. As a federal agency 

unit, the NRST is in a unique position to offer resources and effect changes within 

agencies that non-governmental groups and programs cannot. The Ford Institute 

Leadership Program, a program of the Ford Family Foundation in Oregon, offers 

another example of a program designed to build community-based capacity of local 

leaders through multi-year trainings and support. Similar models could potentially be 

advanced by government agencies and NGOs with an explicit objective of improving 

the collaborative and adaptive capacity of communities.  

Secondly, the timing of the NRST’s assistance and the temporal scale of its 

objectives greatly influenced its ability to catalyze adaptive co-management. Policy 

windows acted as important drivers enabling or inhibiting assistance outcomes. For 

example, in the Winnemucca and Colville cases, formal decision making processes 

were already far advanced prior to the NRST’s involvement; this left little to no room 

for the NRST to help facilitate the development of agreements within the current 

policy context. In contrast, in the Prineville case the NRST’s assistance capitalized on 

a window of opportunity (initiated by the Forest Service) to integrate a participatory 

process in the first stage of a planning process, rather than after decisions had been 

made and positions were polarized. Paying sufficient attention to the timing of an 

intervention will help practitioners assess their capacity to affect both short-term and 

longer-term changes related to adaptive and collaborative management. 

The temporal scale of the issue being addressed also may be a factor that 

influences longer-term outcomes. Perhaps one of the reasons the Service Trips, save 

for Springerville, yielded few second- and third-order outcomes was because they 

typically focused on working through a site-specific riparian area management issue. 

The capacity-building aspect of the assistance may be overlooked when the issues 
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being addressed have a specific time-horizon. Agency managers and stakeholders 

may view Service Trips simply in terms of another compliance exercise (though 

unique) designed to achieve near term objectives. Once a “solution” to the issue at 

hand is devised, incentives to continue collaborative processes into the future may 

no longer exist.  

The Springerville case provides a notable exception to this, where the focus 

was on developing tools for sustainable grazing and collaborative management, 

rather than on resolving one particular riparian management conflict. Other factors 

contributed to the self-organization of the Ranching Heritage Alliance (RHA) in the 

Springerville area. As mentioned previously, one of the primary factors driving the 

ongoing organization of the RHA was the leadership provided by a passionate 

rancher, as well as enthusiastic support from the District Ranger. In addition, many 

participants from the ranching community had felt that their long-term livelihoods 

were threatened by a multitude of factors, including the potential that grazing could 

be eliminated from riparian areas on the National Forest. The potential for crisis may 

have led some to see the need to self-organize and explore options for learning new 

practices and approaches to ensure that ranching on public lands remained 

sustainable in the long term. Thus the temporal scale of the issue being addressed 

may also be an important factor in the ability to catalyze adaptive co-management. 

A third factor we found that limited the influence of Service Trips on longer-

term outcomes associated with adaptive co-management was that the NRST rarely 

facilitated the development of high-quality agreements as part of the Service Trip 

process. In five of our seven cases, the NRST’s involvement with facilitating 

agreement generally ended with the development of ideas and recommendations by 

individuals in the group; in only two cases did the groups discuss and deliberate over 

how to use these ideas to move forward. Plummer and Armitage include agreement 

among the tangible first-order outcome parameters of concern in adaptive co-

management (2007). Other related tangible first-order outcome parameters included 
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in Plummer and Armitage’s evaluation framework include resource management 

plans, codified statement of actions, and agreed upon sanctions; outcomes largely 

missing from the Service Trips we evaluated.  

We suggest that the absence of high-quality agreements, plans, or other 

forms of agreed-upon actions from Service Trip outcomes limits self-organization 

toward adaptive co-management. When a process closes prior to reaching 

agreement, information and outcomes developed during the process are likely to be 

channeled back into the original hierarchical governance arrangement rather than 

becoming embedded in processes developed and agreed upon during the assistance. 

If information and ideas generated during the Service Trips end up being ignored, 

delayed, or altered, no system for accountability will be in place, thereby eroding 

trust and social capital generated during the process.  In order to effect longer-term 

changes, assisting groups with the development of explicit agreements – both formal 

and informal – may be critical. In a public lands context, where existing regulations 

and protocols limit the types of agreements that can be made, developing explicit 

agreements is challenging. As a bridging organization between the national BLM and 

Forest Service offices and local-level agencies, however, the NRST has knowledge and 

expertise in public lands policy that can be useful in identifying opportunities for 

communities to incorporate innovative agreements into their processes within the 

existing regulatory framework. 

Lastly, the degree to which the NRST was able to engage participants in 

authentic dialogue is a fourth factor that influenced outcomes. Features of NRST’s 

assistance that created conditions of authentic dialogue included the creation of a 

safe environment for sincere face-to-face communication, the use of joint fact 

finding processes to develop jointly constructed knowledge and shared 

understanding, and the use of PFC as a common language to improve communication 

amongst individuals with diverse knowledge. These processes helped develop social 

capital which was marked by improved relationships of trust and new partnerships, 
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as well as human capital in the form of increased knowledge and skills; key features 

of the livelihood component of adaptive co-management.  

Processes employed by the NRST that supported authentic dialogue also 

characterize social learning. Here, groups of individuals jointly engaged in learning 

and reflection about the effects of past riparian management and identified 

opportunities to make modifications to future actions and practices (single-loop 

learning). These processes often led to the development of shared understanding 

about others’ perspectives and the nature of the situation at hand. Authentic 

dialogue may also have helped initiate double-loop learning. The processes used by 

the NRST reflect many of those in the social learning literature, where participants 

reflected on their own reactions and feelings about the Service Trip process. 

However, it is unclear to what extent these processes led to changes in participants’ 

future actions and values; a requisite outcome of double-loop learning. Cycles of 

learning-from-actions are at the heart of adaptive management; without systems in 

place for groups to continuously reflect on and learn from feedback (multiple-loop 

learning), their adaptive capacity may be severely limited.  

Furthermore, our findings support assertions from the adaptive co-

management literature that emphasize the critical role self-organization plays in the 

long-term success of adaptive co-management. Because NRST members are 

employees of the Forest Service and BLM, both multiple use agencies, they are 

compelled to limit the discussion of options to those that are feasible within the 

current policy and regulatory environment. For example, unless specific on-the-

ground criteria were met, the elimination of grazing from riparian areas on multiple 

use public lands was generally not an option the NRST considered as part of their 

assistance. This runs contrary to the conditions necessary for authentic dialogue, in 

which, according to Innes and Booher, “all participants can challenge any 

assumptions or any assertions. Nothing is taken for granted, and nothing is off the 

table” (2010; pg 37). This limit to authentic dialogue reduced the ability of groups to 
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self organize; a key feature of adaptive systems. Furthermore, excluding certain 

actions from consideration, due to policy or other constraints, limits the active 

questioning of governing norms and protocol; a key feature of triple-loop learning.  

Constraints on the NRST’s ability to support conditions of authentic dialogue 

and triple-loop learning suggest limits to the government’s ability to catalyze 

adaptive co-management. Facilitating processes that question governing norms and 

protocol may not be a feasible role for the government, as doing so may result in the 

exploration of topics and options that run contrary to policies the government is 

expected to uphold or that are outside the scope of a specific initiative. We contend, 

however, that a feasible role for government-led initiatives could be in providing 

opportunities and tools for spin-off groups to form outside of the agency 

environment (for example, in the Lewistown and Springerville cases). Such assistance 

would involve an explicit acknowledgement of the limitations of government 

interventions, and an effort to raise awareness about the need for groups to identify 

the point at which self-organization is necessary in order to develop creative and 

ongoing solutions on their own. 

Our findings overall suggest that the potential for an outside intervention, 

government or otherwise, to influence longer-term transformations towards 

adaptive co-management through the facilitation of place-based problem solving 

may be limited. As much of the literature on collaborative governance contends, the 

presence of existing or exogenous factors, such as collaborative capacity and 

facilitative leadership, are often crucial for the development of successful and lasting 

adaptive co-management institutions. Yet a majority of the requests for assistance 

received by the NRST come from communities that lack many of the variables 

deemed necessary for successful adaptive co-management. The facilitation of place-

based problem solving, using approaches that reflect adaptive co-management 

processes, will not necessarily yield lasting adaptive co-management arrangements. 

As such, adaptive co-management as a process should not be conflated with adaptive 
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co-management as an outcome. In addition to working through specific 

environmental conflicts, improving the lasting capacity of communities to adapt to 

uncertain environmental threats will require a more targeted approach that builds on 

existing capacities and expands beyond a specific problem-domain.  
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6. CONCLUSIONS 

In this paper we presented the results of a study that sought to identify 

processes that help catalyze adaptive co-management governance arrangements. 

Our study examined seven cases of the National Riparian Service Team’s Service 

Trips, which is a government-led program designed to help communities improve 

decision-making in site-specific riparian management conflicts, and also has the 

overall objective of building place-based capacity for collaborative-adaptive 

management. Using a framework adapted from Plummer and Armitage (2007), and 

Innes and Booher (1999), we compared the outcomes and processes of the Service 

Trips to those forwarded by the adaptive co-management literature. The Service Trip 

model proved to be an effective approach for building relationships of trust, 

developing shared understanding, and facilitating improvements in natural resource 

planning processes. The NRST’s approach to integrating scientific inquiry into 

consensus building processes offers a model for practitioners that helps facilitate 

authentic dialogue and joint-learning. Findings from this study indicate, however, 

that the usefulness of such interventions for catalyzing adaptive co-management 

may be limited. Service Trips infrequently influenced the emergence of self-organized 

governance arrangements characteristic of adaptive co-management that are 

capable of supporting cross-scale networks and ongoing learning.  

By-and-large, our findings support those proposed within the existing 

scholarship on adaptive co-management, collaborative management, and social 

learning. In particular, our findings highlight the importance of alternative 

institutional arrangements capable of supporting dynamic learning processes. It is 

not enough to instigate an intervention reflective of adaptive co-management 

processes; for the longer-term governance arrangements to be transformed, those 

processes must become embedded within the community of practice or governance 

institutions. Many existing institutions are incapable of supporting such processes, 
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thus the need for modifications or the emergence of new governance arrangements. 

Furthermore, these findings support assertions from the adaptive co-management 

literature that emphasize the critical role self organization plays in the long-term 

success of adaptive co-management. 

Our study included an investigation of the context and situational factors that 

may have influenced Service Trip processes and outcomes. These factors included 

policy windows, incentives for participation, and existing levels of conflict. Within the 

collaborative governance literature, however, much advancement has been made in 

understanding the influence of these factors, although many questions remain (for 

an exhastive review of the literature see Ansell and Gash 2008).  

One area worthy of further investigation is the potential and limitations for 

the government to facilitate processes designed to influence changes in institutional 

arrangements. If triple-loop learning necessitates the questioning and re-definition of 

governing norms and protocol, how significant are the barriers to government 

entities serving as the initiator of such processes? Other barriers to the government’s 

role in influencing adaptive co-management may exist, and are also worth 

investigating.  

The role of scale in the transformation of governance arrangements is 

another area for further investigation. While our study suggests that there are 

limitations to the ability of place-based problem solving approaches alone to lead to 

the emergence of adaptive co-management arrangements, the scale of the issue(s) 

being addressed may be an important factor. Does the scale of the issue being 

addressed (both in terms of spatial scale and scale of political/cultural significance) 

affect the longer-term outcomes? The NRST’s assistance generally addresses issues 

within a problem domain pertaining specifically to riparian area grazing, occasionally 

around issues affecting relatively small geographic contexts. If more than one 

problem domain were involved, or if the issues occurred over a larger spatial scale 
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involving more actors, would the development of lasting cross-scale networks be 

more likely to emerge?  

Much opportunity exists to improve the adaptability and resilience of public 

lands social ecological systems. Outside facilitators and initiators of interventions, 

such as the NRST, will continue to play a pivotal role in assisting communities as they 

work through periods of change and conflict. Situating such interventions or 

initiatives within cross-scale networks will help ensure that first-order outcomes 

translate into the more lasting second and third order outcomes that enable ongoing 

collaborative adaptive management. 
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Appendix A: Interview Guide 

Interview Guide for National Riparian Service Team Site-Specific Riparian 

Assistance Participants  

Introduction 

1. Introduce yourself 

2. Remind the interviewee about the study, its purpose, and the applicable 
Federal statutes. 

The purpose of this study is to assess the satisfaction of past participants 
involved in Site-Specific Riparian Assistance offered by the National Riparian 
Service Team (NRST) as part of their “Creeks and Communities Strategy”.  In 
addition, you will be asked questions about your experience with the delivery, 
quality, value and usefulness of the products, information and services 
provided by the NRST during this particular assistance.  Specifically, we will 
seek to understand how NRST assistance has influenced participants, 
organizations, groups, communities and riparian resources in your area (i.e., 
usefulness).  
 
At the end of this interview, we will fully disclose information about 
applicable Federal statutes.   At this stage of the interview, we want you to 
know that: The public reporting burden for this survey is estimated to average 
one hour per response. The OMB control number for this information 
collection is 1040-0001.  The expiration date for the control number is March 
31, 2012. 
 

3. Remind the interviewee about the NRST’s purpose, goals, vision, and 
specifically the Creeks and Communities Strategy and the purpose of the Site-
Specific Assistance.   

Creeks and Communities Strategy is an approach aimed at building the 
capacity of land managers and stakeholders to address complex and often 
contentious issues inherent in managing riparian-wetland resources. It is a 
continuation of the interagency ‘Initiative for Accelerating Cooperative 
Riparian Restoration and Management’ begun in 1996 by the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) and the Forest Service (FS), in partnership with 
the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).  The Strategy’s 
mission is ‘Healthy Streams through Bringing People Together,’ and the 
focus is on addressing the technical dimensions of riparian-wetland 
related issues while at the same time recognizing and addressing the 
social context within which these issues exist.  Site-specific riparian 
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assistance activities are typically a combination of training and place-
based problem solving targeted to a particular location and specific 
riparian issue (often with some component of Proper Functioning 
Condition (PFC) Riparian Assessment Training, Grazing Management for 
Riparian Areas Training and/or conflict resolution incorporated).  
Furthermore, the assistance often occur over a series of phases and 
emphasize incorporating and facilitating respectful communication across 
a diverse range of stakeholders while also involving the appropriate mix of 
natural resource specialists.  

4. Present interviewee with consent form, go through briefly, answer any 
questions, and have them sign it, noting whether they agree to be recorded.  
Then hand them the OMB form, go through briefly and answer any questions. 
[If conducting a telephone interview, both of these documents would have 
already been mailed to the participant.] 

5. Ask the interviewee if they have any time constraints (and remember to check 

in at about an hour and see if they’re OK with continuing if you haven’t 

finished yet). 

6. Provide a brief overview of what you’re going to cover 

a. Your experience with the NRST’s assistance in your area 

b. Your perceptions of the delivery, quality, and value of the NRST 

assistance in your area, both the technical training aspects and the 

group facilitation aspects (effectiveness of products, information and 

services) 

c. Your perceptions of the usefulness related to the NRST’s assistance in 

your area– how what you learned or experienced during the 

assistance changed you, your community, and the overall health of 

riparian areas (usefulness of assistance in terms of achieving on-the-

ground outcomes) 

d. Your thoughts on what might have stood in the way of you 

implementing the tools and techniques that you learned during the 

NRST assistance  

e. Suggestions for improving  NRST Site-Specific Assistance 

7. Get settled, set up recording equipment or preparing for note taking if 

participant declines to be recorded.  

Experiences with the NRST 

1. Please tell me about your experience with the National Riparian Service Team in the 
area.  
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a. (show timeline of NRST involvement in the area)  Which of these events did 
you participate in? 

b. When, where, how many interactions? 
c. What types of activities?  
d. Why did you participate in a NRST activity/workshop? 
e. In what capacity did you participate? 

i. Part of your job, permittee, interested citizen, other? 

 

Effectiveness of Activities  

2. How effective were the technical aspects of the trainings in which you participated in 
the area?  (Do you recall which training activities you participated in?) 

a. Did the facilitators use a variety of teaching techniques to help you 
understand the concept of Proper Functioning Condition, Grazing 
Management and the principles of stream restoration?  

b. Which teaching techniques were most/least effective?  
i. In the field, in the classroom, joint fact-finding exercises, visuals, etc. 

 
3. How effective was the National Riparian Service Team at dealing with the social 

component of riparian management? 
a. What did you think of their overall approach to conflict 

facilitation/resolution? 
b. Was it a diverse group? (Were tribal members included? Enviros?) 
c. Were the facilitators able to secure the up-front involvement of all relevant 

stakeholders?  
i. Those most affected by the situation 
ii. Those needed to implement the solutions (those in positions of 

power) 
iii. People typically considered uncooperative 

d. Did the facilitators demonstrate a good understanding of the particular 
ecological, economic and social needs of your community’s specific 
situation?  

e. Did the facilitators maintain a neutral position? 
f. Did they create a “safe” atmosphere characterized by non-threatening, 

respectful communication?  
g. Did they successfully facilitate relationship-building and networking? 
h. Did they help establish more trust between and among participants?  
i. Did they create an environment of mutual learning?  
j. Were they able to build a common understanding and agreement around the 

nature of the situation (problem definition)…and necessary actions 
(solutions)? 

k. Did they help increase coordination between Federal agencies working in the 
area? 

Outcomes 
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4. How do you think your interactions with the NRST affected you? Please be specific 
about which aspects of the NRST experience had the most/least impact.  

a. Knowledge 
i. Did it impact your understanding of riparian function? 
ii. Did it impact your understanding of restoration? 

iii. Did you have any “aha” moments?  
b. Skills 

i. Did you gain skills that help you restore your riparian areas?  
ii. Did you gain skills to help you solve problems? 

iii. Did you learn skills that help manage conflict? 
c. Approach to Management 

i. How have your riparian management actions changed as a result of 
what you learned during the NRST assistance?  Specific examples?  

1. Use of PFC to assess your stream? 
2. Monitoring? 
3. Grazing management? 

a. What role does timing, intensity, duration, and 
frequency play in your grazing practices?  Did this 
change as a result of NRST?  

ii. Have your interactions with other users/owners/managers of your 
stream changed as a result of the NRST activities you participated in? 
 

5. Has the community’s interactions changed as a result of NRST’s assistance? Please 
be specific about which aspects of the NRST experience had the most/least impact. 

a. Do you feel like there is a shared vision of recovery and how to get there? 
b. Better coordination between government agencies? 
c. Better coordination between agencies and private property owners, 

permittees, stakeholders, etc? 
d. Can you think of any examples of how problems with creeks have been 

solved collaboratively? 
e. In what ways, if any, did the community’s interactions with the NRST affect 

political conditions in your area?  
i. New partnerships/alliances? 
ii. Better relations between agencies and permittees and public? 

iii. Fewer lawsuits or threat of lawsuits to solve problems?  
f. In what ways, if any, did the community’s interactions with the NRST affect 

its ability to mobilize resources?  
i. Skills, money, labor, materials, time 
ii. Examples of grants won due to new community capacity to mobilize? 

 
6. Do you think the overall stream environment has changed as a result of NRST 

involvement in your community?  
a. Trends in functionality? Moved closer to PFC? DFC?  Evidence?  

Barriers/Constraints  
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7. If there have been no changes in any of the above, why not? What do you think 
might be standing in the way? 

Conclusion 

8. Do you and/or your community still interact with the NRST and/or use them as a 
resource?  

a. If so, for what? 
b. If not, why not? 

9. What suggestions do you have for improving the NRST’s effectiveness?  
10. Are there any other relevant topics related to the performance of the NRST in your 

area that we haven’t covered that you’d like to discuss?  
11. Wrap up the interview with the PRA compliance language. 

 



Appendix B: Service Trip Case Studies 

This appendix presents findings associated with each of our seven case 

studies. Each case study provides information on the timeline of the assistance, 

background information on the service trip locale, and group outcomes that can be 

attributed to the NRST’s assistance. Each case study also discusses effective 

strategies utilized by the Team, opportunities for improvement, and external barriers 

to success. Four of the case studies (Lander, Colville, Springerville, and Lewistown) 

also provide a comprehensive description of the process steps taken by the NRST 

during their assistance. Much of the language for the background and objectives for 

the assistance provided in these cases, and some of the process steps, are taken from 

existing NRST background documentation and includes additional information learnt 

about the assistance gleaned from interviews and focus groups.   

The other three case studies (Winnemucca, Enterprise, and Prineville) all 

reference the NRST’s 2009 Progress Report, which contains a full description of 

NRST’s involvement in each of these locations; therefore a complete overview of 

process steps for these cases was deemed unnecessary. The outcomes we describe 

for these three case studies include information that has been included in the 

Progress Report write-up plus additional information gleaned from interviews and 

background document analysis.  

The organization of the outcomes for each case study roughly follows that 

used in the findings section of this paper. While some outcome categories may not 

be as relevant to all cases, maintaining the same organization for each case study 

ensures consistency and aided in comparison across cases. These case studies were 

originally included as part of an evaluation document for the NRST titled External 

Program Evaluation of the National Riparian Service Team’s Creeks and Communities 

Strategy, 2003-2010.
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Colville Case Study, 2007 

Little Pend Oreille National Wildlife Refuge  
 

Quick Facts 

 Geographic Area:  Little Pend Oreille National Wildlife Refuge (LPO), Colville, 

WA 

 Host Agency: United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

 Duration of NRST Assistance:  March to September, 2007 

 Parties Involved in Assistance:  LPO NWR, Regional FWS, Stevens County 

Conservation District, LOP permittees, Cattlemen’s Association, and members 

of the interested public 

 Interview Dates:  August, 2010 

 Number of Interviews Conducted: 9 (7 in-person) 

 

Timeline of Assistance 

March 7, 2007: Request for services 

July 25, 2007: Situation assessment 

Aug. 20-22, 2007: Creeks and Communities Riparian Workshop  

Sept. 27, 2007: Close out meeting  

November 20, 2007: Report of conclusions 

 

Background [From LOP Close-out report] 

The Portland, Oregon Regional Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 

formally requested assistance from the National Riparian Service Team (NRST) on 

March 7, 2007.  The subject of the request was a review of planning decisions on the 

Little Pend Oreille National Wildlife Refuge (LPO) near Colville, Washington.  A 

Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

had been completed in April 2000, one of the earliest of such plans within the Refuge 

System stemming from legislative direction contained in Public Law 105–57—Oct. 9, 

1997 The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 (Act of 1997). 

 

The CCP considered a number of important management activities and uses, and 

made a number of difficult and to some people, contentious decisions.  A key finding 

of the CCP was that the annual grazing program was not compatible with attaining 

the purpose and objectives of the LPO.  Grazing had been present in the general area 
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since the mid-1800’s,  By 2006, by decision in the CCP and further elaboration in the 

refuge’s Habitat Management Plan (HMP), the annual economic grazing program was 

eliminated.  Some grazing was called for in the CCP to achieve specific prescribed 

objectives within the “old fields.” 

 

On May 31, 2006 a lawsuit was filed against the FWS decision and actions by a 

coalition of parties from Stevens County, Washington.  Plaintiffs included Stevens 

County, the county Soil and Water Conservation District, county Cattlemen’s 

Association, county Farm Bureau, and the permittees who had lost their grazing 

opportunities.  Interveners included the Defenders of Wildlife and the Friends of the 

Little Pend Oreille (Friends).   

 

Objectives of Assistance 

The objectives for NRST involvement, as initially documented in the FWS request, are 

to: 

 Provide review of relevant science used to assess management actions which 

can best achieve fish, wildlife, plants, and habitat goals and objectives for 

LPO. 

 Review Fish and Wildlife Service work from a scientific perspective, and from 

your knowledge and experience outline any other management options or 

variations you see as appropriate. 

 

The ultimate hope for the process, as expressed in the NRST request and reiterated 

by the Regional FWS, was to help to build or rebuild relationships within the 

community for future cooperation regardless of the outcome in this particular 

situation.  

 

Process Steps In Detail 

 

1. Request for Assistance: The National Cattlemen’s Association, concerned that 

the decision to eliminate an annual grazing program from the Refuge would 

set a precedent on other Refuges, contacted the Department of the Interior 

and requested that the NRST provide assistance with reviewing the science 

used in the decision on the LPO. The Regional FWS Director supported the 

NRST's assistance. The NRST, despite concerns about the timing of their 

assistance in relation to the lawsuit, worked with the FWS Regional Director 
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to craft the assistance request and develop a plan for assistance. Local Refuge 

staff were unsupportive of the NRST's assistance, and local environmental 

groups were also highly opposed to the NRST's intervention. Conversely, the 

local agriculture community was hopeful the NRST's findings would help them 

reverse the decision in the CCP/HMP. The community was quite polarized and 

positions on one side or the other of the lawsuit were being firmly held during 

the planning and implementation of the NRST's assistance.  

 

2. Situation Assessment: After the request was initiated by the Regional FWS, 

two NRST members performed a situation assessment. Discussions with more 

than 50 people were held in Colville and over the phone in June and July, 

2007. The purpose of these discussions was to gather information about the 

situation from a diversity of perspectives and to foster a willingness to 

participate in NRST’s upcoming assistance. Findings were incorporated into a 

situation assessment report which was mailed out to a list of diverse 

stakeholders and agents. The situation assessment was also used to plan the 

structure and content of the subsequent workshop.   

 

The situation assessment report also included a discussion, from the NRST’s 

perspective, regarding their concerns the impacts the legal situation may have 

on their upcoming assistance, opportunities they saw for their assistance to 

be beneficial, as well as proposed next steps for proceeding forward. A 

number of comments and clarifications to the situation assessment were 

received by the NRST after the report was distributed, included a lengthy 

memo from the Regional FWS; all comments and clarifications were mailed 

out to situation assessment participants at a later date as an addendum to 

the original report.  

 

3. Creeks and Communities Riparian Workshop: The NRST held this workshop 

in Colville August 20-22, 2007; it was attended by approximately 25 

stakeholders and agency staff. Eight NRST members and contractors also 

participated in the workshop. According to background documents, The 

workshop was designed to provide a forum for open and respectful learning 

and discussion about the riparian and grazing issues on the refuge, and also to 

develop a common understanding and vocabulary about riparian function and 

the assessment process (Proper Functioning Condition, or PFC) used by the 
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NRST in evaluating streams.  Parts of two days of the workshop were 

conducted in the field, to allow the community group to further their 

understanding of the PFC process and also to look at short sections of streams 

that had been discussed in the CCP and HMP. 

 

The content of the workshop included presentations on technical 

information, interspersed with consensus building activities such as 

development of collective statements regarding best/worst possible 

outcomes, strategies that could be taken to help the community be 

successful, and responses to the question “how do you feel about the past 

three days?” Collective statements were included in the workshop report, 

which was developed and mailed to interested parties in September, 2007. 

 

4. Review of Documentation:  The NRST also performed “an extensive review of 

the numerous background documents that had been provided by the FWS 

and other parties in order to meet the two primary objectives for the NRST in 

this intervention.  This review of pertinent documents coupled with the 

community workshop provided the basis for the next step in the process.” 

 

5. Follow-up/closing:  In the initial planning for this work, the NRST intended to 

do extensive field work as part of the needed review of both the science and 

its role in the decision process used by the FWS that led to the elimination of 

the annual economic grazing program in the CCP/HMP. However, two 

elements caused that approach to change. First, the decision on the lawsuit 

sustained the legal framework by which the decision had been made. Second, 

it had become evident that the legal elements of National Wildlife Refuge 

management on the LPO were a much more compelling factor in eliminating 

the annual grazing program than was the science that was cited to support 

that decision. At that point, it became a moot question as to whether or not 

there were other meaningful economic grazing management alternatives on 

the LPO. 

 

The final phase of the assistance evolved into a close-out for the NRST, FWS 

and community.  The close-out included an open community meeting on 

September 27, 2007; thirteen community members and Refuge staff 

attended, as well as four NRST representatives. During the community 
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meeting, the NRST reported its findings to the assembled group. These 

findings are documented in the report the NRST compiled and distributed to 

interested parties in November, 2007. 

 

6. Wrap-up with Regional FWS Staff: In December, 2007, NRST members met 

with Regional FWS staff to present their findings and discuss lessons learned 

from this experience. Recommendations given to Regional FWS staff for 

consideration in development of future CCPs included the following: 1) 

provide a complete representation of the range of literature, 2) Consider a full 

range of alternatives related to the issues in question, 3) Use baseline data 

and on-the-ground information appropriately, and 4) Work with a complete 

IDT that reflects the various disciplines required to tackle issues throughout 

the process. 

 

Outcomes of Assistance 

Changes in Relationships and Trust 

Some participants reported improvements in their attitude and feelings about LPO 

staff. By and large most interviewees felt that participants in the three day workshop 

were able to better understand each other in the short-term.  One interviewee 

noted, “I think by having that three day workshop, I think that… everybody saw each 

other in a different light, not as cattlemen bad, wildlife biologist bad. [Instead], that 

this is an individual with a name with other issues, you know..." [B-4]. Collective 

statements documented in the workshop report confirm this. Some interviewees felt 

that the NRST assistance helped the group be more accepting of the result of the 

lawsuit, and that the assistance helped to lessen ill-feelings toward the LPO staff on 

behalf of the ranching community regarding the decision to eliminate an economic 

grazing program.  

 

Interviews also suggest that the conflict being addressed was fairly limited in scope 

(only directly impacted four permittees), and the influence of the assistance on the 

larger community relationships with the LPO were negligible. There was no further 

community interaction around the topic of grazing on the refuge (because decision to 

eliminate grazing was upheld). While some interviewees still held ill-feelings about 

the outcome of the management decision and lawsuit, and some still felt that the 

NRST’s assistance was inappropriate under the circumstances, most interviewees felt 

that the NRST’s assistance was a positive experience for the community.  
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Development of Shared Understanding  

Some interviewees noted that the NRST's assistance helped them better understand 

how the science that was used to support the original decision document was not 

properly representative. Also, a small number of interviewees felt that the NRST's 

assistance helped diverse participants better understand each others' perspectives. 

Most interviewees felt that they had benefited from the training and relationship 

building aspect of the workshop, and a greater understanding of riparian function 

was developed. Collective statements from participants, as documented in t he 

workshop report, confirmed this outcome. 

 

Agreement on Next Steps 

Once the policy context of the elimination of an economic grazing program from the 

refuge was understood by the Team, facilitation of agreement or development of 

next steps became a moot point. The Team did choose to incorporate activities into 

the August workshop and September close-out meeting to brainstorm strategies or 

actions that could be taken to help the community be successful. The action steps 

developed in the August workshop included improvements in community 

engagement, communication, and education.  

 

Changes in Riparian Management and Monitoring 

No outcomes of the NRST assistance related to changes in management or 

monitoring plans were identified in the course of our research. One rancher 

interviewee noted that the training did improve his awareness of riparian function 

and the effects of grazing. By and large, the technical aspects of this assistance were 

educational in nature; intermediate and longer-term outcomes are difficult to 

attribute to the NRST’s assistance. 

 

Approach to Collaboration 

No specific outcomes of the NRST assistance related to changes in groups’ 

approaches to collaboration were identified in the course of our research. One FWS 

employee noted that the experience increased his awareness of the importance of 

continued stakeholder involvement; an awareness he expected would influence any 

future planning efforts involving Refuge users.   

Barriers to Success 



89 
 

The political and legal climate of the situation on the LPO presented significant 

barriers to the NRST’s assistance. Considerable attention and time was dedicated to 

devising goals and objectives for the assistance that were not in conflict with or 

directly related to the lawsuit between Stevens County and the LOP; the NRST made 

sure to communicate to participants in a variety of ways that the two activities were 

not related. It is clear, however, that most plaintiffs and members of the agricultural 

community none-the-less held the expectation that the NRST’s assistance could help 

sway the lawsuit in their favor.  While most interviewees felt that the NRST's 

assistance was helpful in increasing knowledge and improving understanding, these 

expectations of the assistance served as a barrier to participants’ abilities to truly 

focus on the content of the assistance and not the lawsuit. In addition, the 

conservation group ‘Friends of the LPO’ had boycotted the NRST’s assistance; thus, 

the voices and perspectives of an important interest group were missing from the 

workshop. The Friends group felt that it was inappropriate for the NRST to be 

providing assistance to the LPO due to the nature of the lawsuit. 

 

Effective Strategies and Opportunities for Improvement 

Effective Strategies: 

- Enlisted the counsel of Andy Loranger, a policy specialist with the USFWS, to 

help the Team and participants better understand the policy context of the 

LOP Refuge 

- Adjusted workshop and assistance objectives away from looking at grazing 

alternatives after policy context was better understood; focusing on 

communicating policy and teaching riparian science instead 

- Consensus building tools utilized effectively in workshop to improve 

understanding and relationships 

- Communicated findings to regional FWS staff to improve transferability of 

assistance to other regions 

Opportunities for Improvement: 

- Ensure timing of assistance does not reinforce community perceptions that 

the Team’s assistance is designed to sway a lawsuit in the favor of the 

ranching community; could have delayed assistance until after outcome of 

lawsuit was determined and still have been able to reach objectives of 

assistance 

- Ensure full Line Officer support for NRST assistance prior to undertaking 

assistance 
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Lander Case Study, 2003-2004 

Green Mountain Common Allotment 
 

 Geographic Area:  Green Mountain Common Allotment (GMCA) near Lander, 

WY 

 Host Agency:  Bureau of Land Management, Lander Field Office (LFO) 

 Duration of NRST Assistance:  March 2003 to January 2004 

 Parties Involved in Assistance:  Bureau of Land Management Lander Field 

Office, Green Mountain Common Allotment permittees, Wyoming State 

Grazing Board, Wyoming Department of Agriculture, Popo Agie Conservation 

District, Wyoming State Lands, and members of the interested public 

 Interview Timeframe:  July, 2010 

 Number of Interviews: 10 (7 in-person) 

 

Timeline of Assistance:  

March, 2003:  Request for services 

April, 2003:  Situation Assessment 

June 17-19, 2003: Green Mountain Common Allotment Workshop 

September 23-25, 2003 “Managing for Healthy Riparian Areas, Rangelands and 

People” workshop 

December 16, 2003: Facilitation of annual end of season grazing review meeting 

February 9 & 13, 2004: Small working group development meetings 

February, 2004: Grazing Management for Riparian Areas Workshop 

April 19-21, 2004: Low-stress Stockmanship Workshop 

 

Background [From “3-23-04 Briefing for the Director”] 

The GMCA is one of BLM’s largest unfenced allotments, with approximately 517,000 

acres shared by 19 permittees.  Prior to 1999, no formal livestock management 

system was in place.  Between 1996 and 1999, the LFO worked cooperatively with 

the permittees, interested publics and other local and state agencies (referred to as 

the ‘large working group,’ and made-up of approximately 65 individuals) to develop a 

management plan that focused on 15 jointly agreed upon goals.  The #1 goal was to 

improve or maintain riparian areas.  This was to be completed through the use of 

intensive livestock herding, because the group agreed that it was important to 

maintain the open-space characteristics for wildlife and recreation.    
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The 2000 grazing season marked the first of four seasons of drought, which 

negatively impacted both livestock numbers and resource conditions.  In 2002, the 

LFO completed an allotment evaluation and determined that they were not making 

significant progress toward meeting the working group’s 15 goals.  At this time, the 

permittees, citing difficulties with herding, began lobbying the LFO for increased 

fencing and water developments to keep livestock out of critical riparian areas. This 

frustrated other working group members who argued that compromises regarding 

additional water and fencing developments were already made in order to reach 

agreement on the 1999 decision.  Over time, interactions between large work group 

members further deteriorated into angry shouting matches.  

 

Objectives of Assistance 

According to the request document, the objectives for the NRST were to “Build a 

constructive working environment for the Green Mountain Common Working Group.  

Help the group work together towards planning, implementing and monitoring 

management actions on the allotment that will allow us to meet the Standards for 

Healthy Rangelands.”  The expected outcome described by the requestors was that 

the assistance would result in “a functioning working group, agreement on 

management for the allotment, and agreement on what we consider success.”  

 

Process Steps In Detail (inputs and outputs): 

The following is a summary of the various stages of the NRST’s assistance with the 

GMCA working group; the content is taken from NRST’s extensive background 

documentation, as well as NRST member and participant interviews.  

 

1. Request for NRST Assistance: A private consultant for the Wyoming State 

Grazing Board, who had been working closely with the GMCA permittees, was 

familiar with the NRST and initiated conversations with the BLM at both the 

local and national levels to persuade them to request the NRST’s assistance.  

Lander Field Office staff were reluctant to request the NRST’s assistance with 

the GMCA working group, but were directed to do so by higher levels within 

the BLM. In March, 2003 the LFO Field Manager officially submitted a request 

for the NRST’s assistance.  
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2. Situation Assessment:  After the request was initiated by the LFO, an NRST 

contractor performed a situation assessment. Discussions with 28 people 

were held in Lander during April 14-18 to gather information about the 

situation from a diversity of perspectives and to foster a willingness to 

participate in NRST’s upcoming assistance. Findings from these discussions 

were incorporated into a situation assessment report and used to plan the 

structure and content of the subsequent workshop.   

 

3. Green Mountain Common Allotment Workshop:  The first NRST workshop 

was held in Lander June 17-19, 2003; it was facilitated by two contractors, 

with additional assistance from four NRST members. Twenty-seven non-NRST 

members attended all or part of this three-day workshop; BLM staff, 

permittees, interested publics, and state and county natural resource 

professionals were in attendance. The first and third days of the workshop 

were held indoors in a classroom setting, while the second day consisted 

entirely of field site visits where various ranchers shared their approaches to 

management at these sites. The purpose of the meeting was described as “a 

workshop to explore and understand the situation, develop a common short 

term and long term purpose, and develop a common short term and long 

term plan of action for the Green Mountain common Allotment area.”  

Workshop facilitators lead participants through a series of small group 

activities where each of the steps identified in the meeting purpose were 

addressed. Collective statements representing the range of individual 

responses to questions posed in the small groups were developed and 

included in the workshop report. The final output of the workshop consisted 

of a list of options and opportunities, developed by the group, of possible 

short and longer term management actions for the BLM and permittees to 

consider.  

 

4. Development of Planning Committee: Following the June workshop, a small 

planning committee was formed to work with the NRST to help decide on and 

plan for what activities would be best to move the GMCA forward. In addition 

to NRST staff and contractors, the local representatives of the planning 

committee consisted of the LPO Range Conservationist and District Manager, 

a Wyoming Dept. of Agriculture staff member, the County Soil and Water 

Conservation District Director, and a consultant with the Wyoming State 
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Grazing Board. The group planning process for the September workshop 

consisted of two committee conference calls. 

 

5. Managing for Healthy Riparian Areas, Rangelands, and People-A Community 

Workshop: The second workshop hosted by the NRST took place September 

23-25, 2003 and consisted of one day of classroom training on PFC 

assessments and riparian function, and two days in the field. The purpose of 

this workshop was to build a common vocabulary, teach and review concepts 

of riparian function and PFC, and to examine on-the-ground conditions using 

this knowledge. Approximately 30 people are thought to have participated in 

the training. The NRST completed a technical report in June 2004 that 

presented a compilation of riparian-wetland assessment and management 

findings and opportunities identified during the various field days held 

throughout their assistance; a majority of the findings presented were from 

this September workshop. 

 

6. Facilitation of annual end of season grazing review meeting: On December 9, 

2003, an NRST member facilitated the LPO’s end of season grazing review 

meeting. Because these annual meetings had not been very productive or 

respectful in the past, the GMCA planning committee decided to use a NRST 

facilitator to lead this meeting in order to create a more productive meeting 

environment. According to NRST documentation, “the goal of the meeting 

was to review the 2003 grazing season, the AMP development process, and 

provide information about things planned for 2004 season.” The meeting 

process was designed to focus equally on improvements that had been made 

in the past year as well as areas in need of improvement. During this meeting 

LFO staff presented plans to move forward with convening a smaller working 

group made up of representatives from the larger working group to 

independently develop collaborative alternative for the AMP and NEPA. 

Approximately 30 to 40 people attended this meeting. 

 

7. Grazing Workshops: At the request of GMCA permittees, the NRST hosted 

two workshops specifically targeted toward developing skills and knowledge 

for grazing in riparian areas. In February, 2004 the NRST hosted a Grazing 

Management for Riparian Areas workshop, and in April of the same year a 

Low-Stress Stockmanship workshop was held. These workshops were well 
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attended; however, few GMCA permittees were in attendance (approximately 

2- 4 at each session).  

 

8. GMCA Small Work Group Development: The BLM and NRST initiated a 

process to form a small working group to help develop an Allotment 

Management Plan for the GMCA to be included as a collaborative alternative 

in the upcoming EIS. This group was to work independently yet cooperatively 

with the BLM. On February 9, 2004 the NRST convened a GMCA meeting to 

initiate the process of developing this small work group. During introductions 

at the onset of the meeting, a permittee on the GMCA read aloud a letter on 

behalf of the GMCA permittees stating that the permittees did not support 

the formation of a small work group and were not going to participate in 

further public meetings. After this, the facilitators continued forward with the 

agenda to discuss development of a small work group, with the hope of being 

able to work with the permittees again to re-engage them in the process.  

 

Over the course of the next two weeks the group drafted, reviewed, and 

edited a proposal for a small work group structure. The revised draft was 

submitted to permittees to review on February 24th, 2004, where they were 

asked to submit feedback regarding parts of the proposal they felt they could 

live with, feedback on aspects they disagreed with, and suggestions for 

changes to accommodate the permittees needs. On March 1st the permittees 

submitted a letter to the LFO and NRST, stating that they would not 

participate in the small work group if one was formed, and did not provide 

any feedback on the proposal. The local planning committee thus decided to 

cease moving forward with the small work group, as they felt that proceeding 

without permittee involvement would not yield useful results.  

 

9. Assistance Wrap-Up: After the local planning committee decided not to 

pursue development of a small work group, the NRST also chose to end their 

assistance in Lander.  As follow-up to the February meetings, the NRST sent a 

letter to working group and assistance participants detailing the processes the 

group went through in their attempt to form a small work group. The Team 

also prepared a “Briefing for the Director” of the BLM outlining the Team’s 

assistance process and the challenges they encountered. Lastly, the NRST 

compiled a report outlining technical aspects of their assistance which was 
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finalized in June 2004. The report included assessment results as well as 

management and monitoring recommendations and alternatives.  

 

Assistance Outcomes 

 

Changes in Relationships and Trust 

Interview and document analysis indicate that the NRST’s assistance had a moderate, 

though short-term, influence on the building of trust and improvement of 

relationships among the larger diverse group of participants. Interviewees as a whole 

felt that the group's ability to communicate and listen respectfully to each other, 

compared to meetings held without the NRST’s assistance, significantly improved 

during the end of season grazing review meeting. NRST staff, however, felt 

improvements in relationships and trust corroded considerably in the down-time 

between each of their visits. In particular, the permittees’ trust in the BLM staff, and 

their belief that the process being used by the NRST would yield favorable results, 

declined significantly between each phase.  Other interviews confirmed this.  

 

While improvements in trust and relationships among the larger more diverse group 

of participants were not a prevalent long-term outcome of this assistance, other 

relationships were none-the-less strengthened. Many interviewees felt that 

relationships and trust within the permittee group improved considerably, as this 

group had previously had not been very united. Additionally, connections were 

strengthened between the permittees and State and County agency staff, improving 

the permittees access to professional resources that continues to be beneficial this 

day.  

 

Development of Shared Understanding 

The extent to which the NRST's assistance helped facilitate the development of a 

shared understanding is unclear. Interviews suggest that some participants' 

understanding of others' perspectives and awareness of the diversity of values 

supported by the GMCA was improved, at least in the short term. Other 

interviewees, however, felt that the assistance fell quite short of developing a shared 

understanding of the nature of the ecological and social situation facing the GMCA. It 

was suggested that a number of participants maintained value-based positions 

throughout the assistance, and the NRST was unsuccessful at fostering the conditions 
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necessary for the group to reach agreement and move forward toward improving the 

situation.  

 

Agreement on Next Steps 

By and large, the NRST’s work in Lander fell short of facilitating group agreement on 

next steps and how to move forward toward a shared vision. Deliberation on and 

attempts at developing agreement on next steps was facilitated by the NRST in three 

areas of their assistance; among the local planning committee between assistance 

phases, on the final day of the first GMCA workshop, and during the February small 

work group planning meetings. The approach used during the first GMCA workshop 

in June, 2003 consisted of development of collective statements from the group of 

participants concerning a long-term vision for the allotment, and short and longer 

term management options that were available to BLM and permittees. Agreement on 

how to move forward with prioritizing and implementing the proposed management 

and monitoring actions, however, was not initiated. Additionally, specific next steps 

were not developed at this time for the NRST’s assistance, as the local planning 

committee was the main source of developing next steps for the NRST’s assistance.  

 

The utilization of a local planning committee aided the NRST’s ability to maintain 

contact with key players at the local level and provided an efficient means for the 

Team to engage locals in the planning process. We suggest, however, that the 

planning process for development of next steps for the NRST’s assistance may have 

been more effective had it been facilitated within the larger group of participants in a 

self-organized and self-directed process. While the local planning group appears to 

have been a very transparent and open process, the existing levels of distrust 

between groups may have warranted an even more inclusive and open process at 

various times throughout the process. 

 

In particular, the decision to move forward with development of a small work group 

is one area of decision making that may have benefited from a more open group 

process. Despite the fact that many permittees appeared to be supportive of the idea 

during the December grazing review meeting, it appears that buy-in to the process 

severely deteriorated between December and February. The use of a large group 

consensus based approach to reach agreement on moving forward with the small 

work group may not have been sufficient to overcome the other barriers standing in 

the way of permittee involvement. However, engaging all groups in the decision 
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making process up-front, and securing support from diverse members within the 

permittee (and other) groups in an open and public format may have helped secure 

more commitment  and buy-in to the process. As it occurred, however, the decision 

making and agreement on next steps occurred in the local planning committee 

outside of the large group. On the local planning committee, a single individual was 

considered to represent the permittees. Despite what the NRST considered 

agreement of everyone in the local planning committee to move forward with a small 

work group development, outside the planning committee this individual lead the 

permittee efforts to boycott the small work group, effectively undermining the 

process. Communicating directly with the permittees themselves may have resulted 

in better success at securing their commitment to participate. Polarization, power 

imbalances, and distrust among participants nevertheless remained central issues 

facing the group; adjustments to the process used by the NRST may still have been 

insufficient to overcome these barriers.  

 

Changes in Riparian Management and Monitoring 

No specific changes to on-the-ground management or monitoring practices were 

found to be attributed to the NRST’s assistance in Lander. One management idea 

generated by the group during NRST's assistance, however, has endured. Draft 

Environmental Impact Statements for the allotment since the NRST’s assistance have 

included the idea to split the allotment into two management units, one on the 

eastside and one o the west. The development of this idea can be attributed to the 

group forum provided by the NRST during their assistance. The current EIS version 

that includes this preferred alternative has been remanded back to the BLM to be 

revised due to an appeal to the decision.  

 

In addition, some permittees tried or are trying low-stress livestock handling 

techniques and the use of herders to help minimize the impact of their livestock on 

riparian areas. While many of these techniques are required by the BLM, the NRST 

offered the opportunity for permittees to improve their skills and knowledge of these 

techniques during the grazing and livestock handling courses they offered in the area. 

Unfortunately few GMCA permittees participated in these trainings. Interviews with 

two permittees who did attend at least one of these courses had difficulty recalling 

their experience, and remained quite frustrated with the challenges of implementing 

such techniques. As a whole, GMCA permittees have had limited success with 

herding and low-stress livestock handling.  
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The NRST provided general recommendations for grazing and monitoring practices 

and alternatives in their final technical report released in June 2004. It is unclear to 

what extent, if at all, these recommendations have been incorporated into further 

management plans. The large amount of time that had elapsed between the NRST’s 

assistance and this research was a barrier to our ability to capture ways in which the 

assistance may have had indirect influences on management outcomes.  

 

Changes in Approach to Collaboration 

Few changes in the group’s approach to collaboration were identified that could be 

attributed to the NRST’s assistance. State DOA and County SWCD continue to try to 

work with Permittees to develop an agreeable AMP and EIS alternative; some 

interviewees felt that the working relationships between these groups were 

enhanced as a result of the NRST’s assistance. A collaborative alternative with diverse 

stakeholders, however, has never since been produced or attempted.  

 

Enabling Factors and Barriers to Success 

Other, more external factors served as barriers to the Team’s assistance. These 

included existing levels of distrust and conflict between permittees and the BLM and 

conservation interests, differing perceptions of the NRST and their purpose, and the 

‘between-phases’ activities of participants. Distrust appears to have permeated the 

situation on the GMCA.  When asked to work cooperatively with conservation 

interests – whose objective permittees by-and-large feel is to see public lands 

ranchers go out of business– permittees eventually chose to abandon the 

collaborative process.  Pursuing other venues and planning avenues was thought to 

yield more favorable results than continuing to work with conservation interests that 

were assumed to be diametrically opposed to their own. 

 

Perceptions of bias may also have been barriers to the effectiveness of the 

assistance. Some BLM staff and conservation interests strongly felt that members of 

the NRST were biased toward the ranching community. Additionally, many within the 

ranching community felt that some BLM staff were opposed to grazing and were 

using the large working group as a means to sideline permittee influence in planning 

processes. These perceptions may have contributed to the continuation of distrust 

between groups and of the NRST throughout the stages of Team’s assistance, as well 

as decreased perceptions of legitimacy of the process. 
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Effective Strategies, and Opportunities for Improvement,  

A variety of process factors were found to influence the effectiveness of the NRST’s 

Lander assistance. The following lists aspects of the NRST’s assistance process that 

were found to be effective, followed by opportunities for improvement: 

 

Effective Strategies: 

- Enlisted the support of local leadership; provided local leadership the 

opportunity to take a more involved role in the assistance 

- Involved natural resource professionals at a variety of agencies and fostered 

connections between groups 

- Adapted assistance plans to meet the needs of the group (incorporated field 

day into first workshop) 

- Provided trainings to meet the needs expressed by the group (e.g. grazing 

trainings) 

- Utilized consensus building tools to make short-term improvements in trust 

and communication 

- Technical trainings considered quite effective at improving knowledge of 

riparian function and management 

 

Opportunities for Improvement: 

- Provide a consistent lead contact within the NRST (trip lead) related to this 

assistance 

- Reduce lag-time between each phase of the assistance 

- Ensure that next steps are developed within the large group at the end of 

each assistance phase 

- Directly engage with permittees and other stakeholders in the planning 

process as much as possible instead of a single spokesperson 

- Work more closely with the BLM staff to improve trust between agency staff 

and the NRST, as well as within the agency’s own staff 

- Ensure full Line Officer support for NRST assistance prior to undertaking 

assistance 

- Secure up-front participation of agency staff at higher levels, such as the State 

director of the BLM 

- Incorporate more frank and specific feedback into the final report regarding 

the Team’s assessment of the deteriorated social situation, the impact it has 
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had on developing sustainable management alternatives, and suggestions for 

overcoming social and political barriers  
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Lewistown Case Study, 2008-2011 

Upper Missouri River Breaks National Monument  
 

Quick Facts 

 Geographic Area:  Upper Missouri River Breaks National Monument, 

Lewistown, MT 

 Host Agency:  Bureau of Land Management 

 Duration of NRST Assistance:  April, 2008 to 2011 

 Parties Involved in Assistance:  BLM, permittees, University of Montana, 

USGS, Soil and Water Conservation Districts, Montana Wilderness 

Association, Friends of the UMRBNM, interested publics 

 Interview Dates:  August, 2010 

 Number of Interviews: 10 (7 in-person) 

 

Timeline of Assistance 

April, 2008: Request for services 

August, 2008: Situation assessment 

September 23-25, 2008: Creeks and Communities workshop  

December 1-2, 2009: Cottonwood workshop facilitation 

February 2-4, April 27-29, 2010: PFC Assessment pre meetings (NRST and Monument 

staff) 

June 14-17, 2010: Pre assessment community workshops and meetings 

July 6-16, 2010: Upper Missouri River PFC assessment 

March, 2011: Post-assessment community briefing 

 

Background 

The Upper Missouri River Breaks National Monument (UMRBNM) is an area within 

the National Landscape Conservation System and managed by the Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM).  It covers 149 river miles of the Missouri River between Fort 

Benton, MT, and the western boundary of Charles M. Russell National Wildlife Refuge 

near Grand Island, along with the adjacent Breaks country and portions of Arrow 

Creek, Antelope Creek, and the Judith River, totaling 375,000 acres. The river corridor 

is isolated and wild country, accessible mainly by boat.  Only a few roads access the 

river, and only two of those cross the river; at Judith Landing near the middle of the 

Monument and the highway at Fort Benton.  During periods of wet weather, 
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unsurfaced roads become extremely difficult to navigate due to the clay soils. 

Congress affirmed the unique values of the river corridor in 1976 by designating it as 

one of the original rivers in the United States to be designated a National Wild and 

Scenic River.  

 

The UMRBNM was proclaimed by President Bill Clinton on January 17, 2001 – four 

days before the inauguration of George W. Bush.  Many people celebrated this as a 

culmination of years of effort to bring further national distinction to what they felt is 

truly a national treasure that deserves special protection and recognition in 

perpetuity.  Others were taken by surprise and much disappointed by what they saw 

as a last minute deal that threatened the social and economic conditions of people, 

both personally and at the community and regional levels.  Some of those feelings 

still dominated the thoughts and actions of some of the people involved in the 

NRST’s assistance. 

 

Many of the ranchers and other user groups who “earn their livings from the land”, 

as well as county commissioners and other representatives of those groups, have 

long feared that such a monument would result in severe restrictions or reductions 

of their activities on lands within the lands that became the Monument.  This fear in 

part resulted from activities on the adjacent Charles M. Russell National Wildlife 

Refuge (CMR) as it developed.  First designated as the Fort Peck Game Range by 

President Franklin Roosevelt in 1936, the founding objectives included sharptail 

grouse, antelope and other wildlife species along with livestock forage.  Over the 

years however, there have been sharp reductions in livestock numbers and areas 

available for grazing within the Refuge.  The river corridor on the CMR has largely 

been excluded from grazing by livestock.  Some of the ranchers and permittees 

within the Monument have little or no trust that they will not be likewise affected by 

the Monument designation, i.e., attrition over time. These feelings were exacerbated 

by previous BLM management’s verbal claims that they would be managing all of the 

lands within the Monument, including privately owned lands. 

 

Conservationists and environmentalists, after many years of effort seeking 

designation to protect this national treasure, had high expectations that increased 

efforts would be made by BLM to protect and enhance the resources within the 

Monument.  They expected to see visible change in conditions, or at least clear 

pathways for achieving improved conditions.  High among their expectations were 
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the conditions of riparian plant communities along the river.  The cottonwood 

communities, along with associated woody communities of green ash, chokecherry, 

snowberry and others had been largely reduced from earlier times according to some 

interviewees, and in urgent need of restoration.  The conservationists were united in 

their belief that not enough effort was being made to accomplish restoration, and at 

not nearly a rate that meets what they perceived as essential to preventing 

cottonwood stands from being devastated by livestock and passing a “trigger point” 

beyond which re-establishment of the riparian woody plant communities would be 

impossible. 

 

Objectives of Assistance 

The NRST provided assistance to the UMRBNM and community in two distinct 

phases; a community workshop phase in 2008, and a PFC assessment phase in 2010. 

According to the 2008 request document, the objectives for the first phase of the 

NRST’s assistance were to: 1) Determine perceptions/concerns/needs/issues of all 

stakeholders in regard to riparian management along the UMRBNM, 2) Determine 

need for 3rd party riparian condition assessment along the UMRBNM corridor, and 3) 

Increase public understanding/support for BLM’s management of grazing in riparian 

areas along the UMNWSR. The expected outcomes were that “all parties involved will 

speak using the same language and understand proper functioning condition, trend, 

and riparian potential. All parties will be able to discuss riparian conditions and 

management in an open and objective manner that allows for effective collaboration 

to address riparian issues.”  

 

Process Steps In Detail: 

 

1. Request Process: In September 2006, an individual concerned with riparian 

management on the UMRBNM contacted the BLM Washington Office (WO) 

requesting information about the NRST and the Montana State Team. This 

person indicated interest in having the NRST help with assessment in the 

Upper Missouri River Breaks National Monument (UMRBNM) as it did in the 

Grand Staircase Escalante Monument to help the BLM meet its stated riparian 

goals. At the request of the WO Riparian Program Lead, the NRST team leader 

and the team coordinator contacted Monument staff (hydrologist and 

Monument Manager) in response to the email.  The purpose of the call was to 

ascertain their view of the situation, and to offer NRST assistance.   
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Between the fall of 2006 and the spring of 2008 there were numerous 

contacts between all parties to discuss the NRST role, the Creeks and 

Communities approach and potential for assistance.  At each point, the NRST 

made it clear that the team will only work in an area at the request of the 

land manager, in this case the BLM UMRBNM. In the fall of 2007, the 

Lewistown Field Manager expressed interest in having the team work with 

the Monument staff and their stakeholders; however, her preference was to 

wait until the Resource Management Plan (RMP) for the area was completed 

out of concern that the multitude of issues covered in the document would 

detract from any forward movement in terms of maintaining a focus on 

riparian management.  Ongoing discussions between the Monument staff and 

the NRST continued through the winter of 2008 and culminated in April 2008 

when the Monument Manager decided to formally request NRST assistance 

to begin working with all of the parties involved and facilitate discussions 

about riparian condition, current management, trend and potential for the 

Upper Missouri Wild and Scenic River in an open and objective manner that 

allows for effective collaboration to address riparian issues in the area.  

 

2. Situation Assessment: In response to the formal request, the NRST worked 

with the Monument staff to identify and schedule discussions with a range of 

interested parties as part of the team’s situation assessment.  Discussions 

with approximately 45 people occurred in August 2008, and a report outlining 

findings was distributed in September. Based on the situation assessment, the 

NRST recommended a two-day workshop, with an optional third day for 

people willing to work on the development of ‘next steps.’  

 

3. Creeks and Communities Workshop: The September workshop was designed 

to create a climate that enabled Monument managers and staff, and the 

many involved publics and users to engage and begin working on meeting 

their current needs and enhance future management, utilization and 

enjoyment of the UMRBNM.  Twenty-six people participated in this workshop, 

including BLM employees, members of the interested public, representatives 

of conservation or environmental groups, and permittees. Five NRST 

members and contractors participated and helped facilitate this workshop. 

The first two days of the workshop provided opportunities for the 
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stakeholders/attendees to become acquainted, discuss key issues, and listen 

to presentations on riparian studies and options for grazing management and 

monitoring. 

 

The final activity of the first day ended up being quite controversial and was a 

source of conflict for many participants. This activity was intended to allow 

participants to provide their own views and information on what was going 

on with riparian management in the Monument.  One individual who was 

concerned with the impacts of grazing on the river’s riparian areas had 

requested time to show slides he has taken over the past few years of 

conditions in cottonwood stands related to livestock grazing. Two ranchers 

were asked to listen to the presentation and then explain how they felt about 

what was said, and what they learned that might help the group be 

successful.  A rancher then had an opportunity to represent landowners and 

ranchers in discussing how they felt about riparian management, and the 

actions they have been taking to improve/enhance conditions. This portion of 

the workshop did not occur as originally planned by the facilitator, in that it 

did not have an adequate balance of interests as intended. The original intent 

was to have one of the formal presentations highlight Monument activities 

and results, including those related to grazing, as well as to select a panel 

representing the interests present who would informally feed back their 

impressions on what they had learned from the presentations and discuss 

their own impressions. However, a few days prior to the workshop, one 

individual requested and received an okay to show 30 minutes of his slides.  A 

number of participants stated that this was unfair, and that equal treatment 

in terms of providing an opportunity for a prepared presentation should have 

been provided to other participants as well.  The team agrees and regrets 

how this activity was handled.    

 

The second day of the workshop continued where the first had left off, where 

the facilitators added an activity designed to give greater resolution to the 

conflict that had developed the day prior. The rest of the day was spent in 

both the large group and small break out groups, with the aim of facilitating 

shared understanding of the situation on the Monument, and develop a list of 

strategies and actions that can help achieve positive outcomes on the 

Monument. The third day of the workshop was dedicated to discussing and 
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deliberating on development of specific action items for BLM to move 

forward with. Four action items were identified that the group could reach 

consensus on; each of these four items were designed to be part of an on-

going collaborative effort among BLM, a variety of interested publics, 

agencies and livestock grazing permit holders. The action items developed 

during this third day are as follows: 

 

 Action item one:  build a large riparian exclosure to attempt enhancing 

woody species. After considerable discussion about the criteria for 

selecting a site, Ford Bottom (at river mile 99.5) was selected as the 

exclosure site.  

 Action item two: produce a newsletter as a means of updating the public. 

The newsletter, printed and distributed twice per year, is informational, 

educational, and designed to update the public about current activities 

within the Monument. 

 Action item three: develop a "River Community" weed control effort 

involving resource specialists, interested permittees, high school students, 

and concerned members of the public and county weed districts. 

 Action item four: work with the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) and other 

partners to explore the possibility for increased seasonal water flows, at 

the appropriate times, to enhance woody riparian ecosystems along the 

river and assist in managing pallid sturgeon.  

 

4. Cottonwood Meeting: This December 1-2, 2009 meeting was sponsored and 

coordinated by the BLM and other involved agencies, with one NRST member 

providing facilitation assistance, and another team member participating in 

the meeting. Approximately 45 people representing diverse local, State, 

Federal government agencies along with private citizens and non-

governmental entities met for two days in the Great Falls Civic Center. The 

purpose of the meeting was to begin developing a common understanding of 

both the legal considerations and existing  scientific knowledge relative to 

exploring the use of managed flow levels within the Monument to aid in 

recovering/restoring cottonwood as one of the “objects of protection” 

designated by the establishment Executive Order of January 2001. This 

meeting was a direct result of action item #4 that was developed in the 2008 

NRST workshop. 
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The NRST produced a report summarizing the discussions from group 

processes utilized in their assistance. In the closing processes on the second 

day, the NRST facilitated discussions on whether exploration of regulating 

peak flows should continue, what information is needed to move forward, 

what barriers or hurdles would need to be overcome, and development of 

short and long term actions that need to be undertaken (and by whom). One 

of the identified action items identified in this meeting focused on getting 

formalized commitment by the core agencies through development of a 

Memorandum of Understanding that details the purpose of the work and the 

role of the participating agencies. A second meeting, focused on that very 

thing, was held in May 2010 (the NRST was not involved in that meeting due 

to scheduling conflicts).  

 

5. 2010-2011 PFC Assessment and Follow-Up: Following the 2008 Creeks and 

Communities workshop, UMRBNM initiated conversations with the NRST to 

solicit their help to conduct a PFC assessment on the Missouri River corridor 

within the Monument. While a separate request document with specific 

objectives was not submitted for this phase of the assistance, the general 

objective was for the NRST to assist with both the technical component of the 

PFC assessment. At the insistence of the NRST, community and stakeholder 

involvement in the assessment process and dissemination of results was 

added as a component of the Team’s assistance.  NRST and associated private 

contractors worked with local BLM specialists to conduct a PFC assessment on 

the 149 Wild and Scenic stretch of the Missouri River within the Monument 

(only BLM administered lands were affected by this assessment).  

 

Assessment findings will be combined with other information to provide a 

baseline determination of resource condition in river corridor grazing 

allotments within the Monument. The information gathered will then guide 

the development of future riparian management and/or monitoring plans as 

needed on allotments.  On a broad scale, assessment results will help identify 

which areas are or are not meeting the Land Health Standards outlined in the 

Monument’s Resource Management Plan.  On a smaller scale, the baseline 

data will inform the development of future riparian management and/or 
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monitoring plans on these allotments.  It is possible that the results of this 

summer’s assessment could lead to changes in some allotments.   

 

6. Pre- PFC Assessment Specialists Meetings: In February and April, 2010, two 

pre-assessment planning meetings of the interdisciplinary team and other 

resource specialists/scientists were held in Lewistown, MT. The first meeting 

was convened to discuss applying one assessment methodology to such a 

large river system, learn about existing source information, divide the river 

into reaches, discuss and document capability and potential for each reach, 

and start planning for field work logistics. A second pre-assessment meeting 

of the interdisciplinary team was convened to examine the existing source 

material and discuss the important attributes and processes of this large river 

system, as well as finalize field work logistics for this large-scale assessment. 

 

7. Pre-PFC Assessment Community Workshop: Community pre-assessment 

workshops were scheduled June 14-17, 2010 to inform interested 

stakeholders about the PFC assessment process, how it will progress within 

the Monument, how the information will be used in future management, and 

opportunities for public participation in the process.  In order to 

accommodate a range of participants, evening and full day sessions were held 

in two different locations. Evening community meetings (giving an overview 

of C&C and the PFC assessment process and facilitating discussion) provided 

an opportunity to participate to those who are unable to attend a full day 

workshop. Full day community workshops (½ day classroom and ½ day field, 

weather permitting) provided a more detailed review of the PFC assessment 

checklist, its use on large river systems and options for applying the 

assessment findings.  The field segment provided an opportunity for 

participants to work together, applying the PFC checklist on the ground.  

 

8. PFC Assessment: The NRST and UMRBNM staff conducted a comprehensive 

PFC assessment on 139 miles of river within the UMRBNM July 6-16, 2010. 

Logistical difficulties associated with the field assessment limited the number 

of opportunities available for public participation. However, three seats per 

day were made available on BLM boats – two for permittees and one for an 

individual representing environmental concerns, media or other community 

interest. In the end, only a small number of permittees and interested publics 
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participated in the assessment; these included permittees from two 

allotments along the Breaks sections of the Missouri River, and a member of 

the Friends of the UMBRNM group. While interaction and discussion between 

specialists and the public was encouraged, the NRST and BLM emphasized 

that PFC protocol requires that the assessment be completed by an 

experienced interdisciplinary team.  

 

9. Post-assessment Activities: The following is a summary of assistance the 

NRST has provided, or plans to provide in the future, since the time this 

research was conducted.   

 

 Post-Assessment Community Workshop, March 15-16, 2011 

 Specialist Meeting to Design Monitoring  Strategy, April 4-8, 2011 

 Monitoring Strategy Field Test, August 22-26, 2011  

 Monitoring Community Workshop, March 6, 2012  

 Establish Monitoring Sites, July 30-August 3, 2012  

 

Outcomes of Assistance 

 

Changes in Relationships and Trust 

Most interviewees expressed that the NRST's assistance helped increase trust and/or 

improve relationships between some diverse participants. Most permittees, BLM 

staff, and two of four interviewees representing environmental or conservation 

groups agreed with this to some extent. At least two participants disagreed with the 

NRST's approach, however, and ceased to participate in further assistance offerings. 

In this case, trust or relationships was not improved among the entire group. Some 

participants, particularly permittees and others within the agriculture community, 

left the first workshop with rather negative feelings about the NRST. After much 

communication and further involvement between the NRST and some of these 

individuals, the general feelings toward the NRST and their assistance improved 

greatly.   

 

The few interested publics/permittees who participated in the on-the-ground 

assessment efforts experienced greater opportunity to work alongside Monument 

staff; participating in the assessment appears to have had a significant influence on 

continued improvements in trust and strengthening of relationships. The challenging 
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geography of the Breaks region unfortunately forced an atypical workshop design, 

with less time in the field incorporated than a typical NRST offering. Because only a 

small handful of non-agency people attended part of the assessment, the 

relationship and social benefits of participating in joint-fact-finding were limited in 

scope. Agency staff reported significant improvements in their ability to work 

together, resulting from spending an entire week together in the field; an 

opportunity that has been rare in their experience. 

 

Development of Shared Understanding 

The first phase of the NRST's assistance in Lewistown introduced a forum for the 

group to jointly develop an understanding of the diverse issues associated with 

management of the UMRBNM. Despite the conflict and breakdown in trust that 

occurred on the first day of this workshop (see above), mutual learning about 

perspectives and issues pertaining to the Monument none-the-less occurred. The 

conflict on the first day did, however, serve as a significant barrier to mutual learning 

and development of shared understanding. Additionally, because interviews were 

conducted while the NRST's assistance with the PFC assessment and follow-up was 

still underway, it is unclear to what extent their assistance has helped foster a shared 

understanding about the functioning condition of the river among the greater public. 

Among those that participated in the on-the-ground portion of the PFC assessment, it 

appears that shared understanding and agreement was initiated, though the full 

results of the entire assessment had not been released at the time of our interviews. 

 

Agreement on Next Steps 

The last day of the September 2008 workshop, the group developed a list of action 

items they agreed to work on in the future to improve management of Monument 

riparian areas. Using the large list of action items that had been developed the 

previous day, participants narrowed down the list to four specific action items. Each 

action item was described by various participants until the group reached consensus 

on what it was.  After developing a short description of the project that all attendees 

supported, needed action steps were identified, starting not with the first step but 

rather the completion step.  Then, the calendar and activities were worked 

backwards to the present in order to outline needed steps and the time/dates by 

which activities must occur.  Leaders were designated along with appropriate team 

members. While the group reached consensus on action steps during this day, a 

number of participants were missing from this discussion. Some permittees felt that, 
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had they been present this third day, they would not have agreed on moving forward 

with an exclosure fence. Interviews also suggest that after this first workshop, some 

disagreement over the priority issues affecting UMR riparian areas still existed among 

the group. Despite lingering disagreement over these two concerns, substantial 

progress in all four action items had been made at the time of our interviews, as is 

discussed below. The inclusion of this stage in the NRST’s assistance served as an 

effective strategy for linking the workshop with future actions; designating leaders 

for each action item helped ensure accountability and encouraged follow-through.  

 

Changes in Riparian Management and Monitoring 

Two of the four action items developed in the 2008 workshop relate to changes in 

riparian management and monitoring. In response to action item number 1, 

Monument staff and members of Friends of the UMRBNM installed a test riparian 

exclosure fence along a section of the river in 2010. Implementation of action item 

number three has also progressed. In October, 2009, Monument staff kicked off their 

“River Community/Youth Weed Control” Project. Eight Chinook High School students 

and their advisor spent a day on the river learning about and practicing mapping and 

identification of invasive weed species. The vision for this project is for the BLM and 

county weed districts to take the lead on introducing invasive species information 

into high school, FFA, and 4-H curriculum and activities; in addition, they plan to form 

volunteer youth weed monitoring crews to help inform Monument staff of the size of 

infestations over time. None of the BLM Monument staff interviewed for this 

research in 2010 were part of this effort, therefore no additional information was 

known regarding further progress made with this action item since late 2009.  

 

Lastly, design and testing of a monitoring strategy for the river corridor within the 

Monument had begun in 2011, with the direct assistance of NRST staff and 

consultants. Results from the 2010 PFC assessment have been used to design the 

monitoring strategy.  

 

Changes in Approach to Collaboration 

Progress on two of the four action items developed in the 2008 workshop could be 

considered improvements in the Monument’s approach to collaboration and 

outreach. As of October, 2011, three issues of the newsletter “A Monument Update” 

have been published and distributed (May 2009, February 2010, and December 

2010). The development of this newsletter is a direct result of action item number 
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two that was developed in the 2008 NRST workshop. While newsletter issues have 

not been regular, the fact that issues have continued to be released sporadically 

demonstrates that Monument staff are dedicated to continue this outreach effort 

into the future.  

 

Secondly, a cooperative approach has been initiated to investigate the feasibility of 

regulating peak flows on the Missouri River; flow regulation is considered a major 

limiting factor for cottonwood regeneration in the river’s riparian areas. The 

approach to investigating the feasibility of such a change in management includes 

cooperation among a variety of organizations, agencies, the Monument, and other 

Monument partners. The NRST was invited to facilitate the first meeting of this 

group, which was initiated as a direct outcome of action item number four from the 

2008 workshop, though the NRST has not been involved in subsequent meetings or 

progress. As of fall, 2010, groups were still working toward determining the feasibility 

of regulating dam flows.  

 

Lastly, the NRST has also directly assisted with outreach efforts to involve and 

educate community members about how the 2010 PFC assessment results will 

inform Monument monitoring and management. Because these public involvement 

activities (as well as the PFC assessment itself) are part of the NRST’s overall 

assistance, we consider these activities to be inputs and/or outputs of the service 

trip, as opposed to outcomes. Monument staff have, however, expressed optimism 

that the NRST’s assistance will influence changes in their approach to future public 

involvement and education activities, indicating that the NRST’s assistance in this 

area does indeed have the potential to affect longer-term outcomes.  

 

Despite the substantial improvements in cooperation and outreach described above, 

we suggest that additional opportunities for advancing broader, longer-term 

collaboration between the Monument and stakeholders have been overlooked. The  

 

Other Outcomes 

Few, if any, PFC assessments on large-scale river systems such as the Missouri River 

have been conducted in the past. The NRST’s assistance with developing the protocol 

to conduct this assessment, in addition to greatly improving the technical skills and 

abilities of Monument staff, also has the potential to influence and improve future 

assessments of large-scale river systems in other areas.  
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Enabling Factors and Barriers to Success 

Barriers to the effectiveness of NRST’s assistance in Lewistown include significant 

geographical barriers that limited the Team’s ability to bring groups into the field for 

joint-fact-finding. Additionally, because some viewed the conflicts and issues 

regarding Monument riparian management to be isolated to a very small handful of 

individuals, interest and incentive to participate fully and continue a collaborative 

approach may be limited due to the lack of a perceived crisis. 

 

A number of factors also served to enable the effectiveness of NRST’s assistance. 

Among these factors include the commitment and support for the NRST’s assistance 

from BLM staff, including but not limited to the Monument and Regional BLM 

Managers. In particular, Stan Benes, Lewistown BLM Regional Manager, had 

substantial past experience working with the NRST in his previous position with the 

Forest Service in Oregon, which the NRST considered beneficial to their generally 

positive reception by the Lewistown staff.  

 

Effective Strategies and Opportunities for Improvement  

A variety of process factors were found to influence the effectiveness of the NRST’s 

Lewistown assistance. The following lists aspects of the NRST’s assistance process 

that were found to be effective, followed by opportunities for improvement: 

 

Effective Strategies: 

- Development of "next steps" during final day of 2008 workshop  

- Follow-up with individuals after 2008 workshop to see how they felt the 

workshop went helped ease some concerns and garner participation in future 

NRST events  

- Worked closely with the Monument interdisciplinary team and other 

specialists on pre-work for PFC assessment 

- Involved community members in PFC assessment process; not only resulted in 

a more informed and involved public, it also allowed some individuals who 

were still suspicious of the NRST’s motivations to gain trust in the assessment 

process and the NRST 

- Ensured full team of specialists from various disciplines (e.g. hydrology, soils, 

range) were involved in entirety of PFC assessment process  
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Opportunities for Improvement: 

- Ensure sufficient field time and excursions for larger groups in order to 

increase joint-fact-finding opportunities and the development of shared 

understanding that occurs 

- Ensure that panel presentations include balanced representation of diverse 

viewpoints and information 

- Develop protocol to ensure that NRST staff/contractors who perform 

situation assessment are involved in design of workshop agendas  

- Not making sure to include ranchers in 3rd day 

- Improve timing of workshops; 2008 workshop in September was poor timing 

for ranchers, particularly considering no field component was planned for this 

workshop  

- Include processes to encourage re-formation of participant group to continue 

broader scale collaborative approaches to management and sharing of 

information into the future  
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Springerville Case Study, 2008-2011  

Ranching Heritage Alliance  
 

Quick Facts 

 Geographic Area:  Springerville and Clifton Ranger Districts  

 Host Agency:  US Forest Service,  Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest, Arizona 

 Duration of NRST Assistance:  June 2008 to Present 

 Parties Involved in Assistance:  Ranching Heritage Alliance, U.S. Forest Service, 

concerned publics, A-S permittees, University of Arizona Extension, Arizona 

State Lands, Arizona Cattlemen’s Association, Arizona Game & Fish, U.S. Fish 

& Wildlife Service, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Springerville Local 

Government, Arizona State Riparian Team, University of Florida 

 Interview Dates:  January, 2011 

 Number of Interviews conducted: 10 (8 in-person) 

 

Timeline of Assistance 

June 3-5, 2008: Riparian Grazing Training 

September 12, 2008: Request for assistance 

Feb 3-4, 2009: Turning Conflict into collaboration workshop 

June 22-25, 2009: PFC workshop 

August 25-27, 2009: Riparian Monitoring (MIM) workshop 

August 17-20, 2010: MIM workshop 

Fall, 2011: MIM workshop 

 

Background 

The Apache-Sitgreaves (A-S) National Forest is located on more than 2,000,000 acres 

encompassing the Mogollon Rim and the White Mountains of east-central Arizona. 

The Apache-Sitgreaves NF has more riparian area than any other National Forest in 

the southwest; endangered species associated with these riparian areas include the 

Apache Trout and the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher. Other critical wildlife issues in 

the area include the reintroduction of the Mexican Gray Wolf and management of elk 

and wild horse populations. Environmental groups have focused public attention on 

livestock impacts to riparian ecosystems and endangered species with the stated goal 

to end grazing on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest. 
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The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest was in the process of revising their Forest 

Plan, and there was concern that the draft desired future condition (DFC) statements 

included language that appeared to place unrealistic expectations on grazing 

permittees. Additionally, there was widespread belief among grazing permittees that 

a few Forest Service (FS) employees strongly identify with anti-grazing environmental 

groups and were working to insert untenable livestock grazing restrictions in the 

Forest Plan through guideline specifications as well as suitability restrictions. Despite 

these on-going conflicts in the area, development of a new forest plan and the hiring 

of a new Forest Supervisor provided a window of opportunity for change. 

 

The UA has held collaborative workshops and trained ranchers to monitor rangeland 

health in the region since 2004. In the summer of 2007, SNRE professor George Ruyle 

and Research Specialist, Jennifer Arnold held a focus group with six key ranching 

families to brainstorm ways to reduce conflicts, and enable ranchers to better 

manage resources. The efforts of both ranchers and researchers came together in the 

summer of 2008, when the Ranching Heritage Alliance was formed. In response to 

frustration over riparian and wildlife conflicts, and in an attempt to take advantage of 

this window of opportunity to transform conflict into collaboration, the Ranching 

Heritage Alliance (RHA) requested support from The University of Arizona 

Cooperative Extension, the National Riparian Service Team, the Forest Service, and 

the University of Florida to help them lead this group of diverse stakeholders to 

establish a collaborative process, where resource conflicts could be discussed and 

resolved productively.  

 

The RHA mission is “To promote a spirit of understanding, cooperation, collaboration 

and communication among community members, agencies and special interests, to 

work toward realizing a common vision for landscape stewardship, which includes 

the cultural attributes, ecological processes and economic viability that will sustain 

ranching families, open space, wildlife habitat, productive watersheds, recreational 

opportunities and other sustainable benefits.” The RHA mission is to change the tone 

of community relations – to turn “conflict into collaboration for improved 

stewardship of public rangelands.” 

 

Objectives of Assistance 

According to the request document from September, 2008, the objectives of NRST’s 

assistance are to “assist the group to facilitate collaborative processes with multiple 
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stakeholders to resolve riparian management conflicts on the Apache-Sitgreaves 

National Forest.” The Team was also asked to “assist with specific training in Proper 

Functioning Condition assessment involving permittees, forest service personnel and 

other interested parties, so that assessment is based on agreed upon criteria and 

indicators.”  The expected outcomes of NRST’s assistance were that “the group will 

build their capacity to provide leadership on issues of sustainable ranching and 

natural resource stewardship, using facilitation and consensus building techniques as 

demonstrated by the NRST. They will establish themselves as a group, who actively 

partners with diverse interest groups to resolve resource management conflicts. They 

will build their technical capacity to understand available research and apply 

scientific concepts to management decisions. They will extend the discussion on 

sustainable ranching beyond the issues of Forest Service policy to engage the public 

in these issues through newspaper articles and other public venues.” 

 

The Springerville case is unique in that the NRST’s assistance was not directed toward 

any one particular resource issue, and that the planning for each phase of the 

assistance was developed one at a time. Sometime after each phase of training, the 

RHA would consider their needs and request further training in response to those 

needs.   

 

Process Steps In Detail: 

 

1. Riparian Grazing Workshop: The NRST implemented a three day riparian 

grazing management course in Springerville June 3-5, 2008 at the request of a 

permittee on the Springerville Ranger District, with the support of the 

Springerville District Ranger. This permittee had learned of the NRST's riparian 

grazing course from a University of Arizona Cooperative Extension Range 

Specialist, and was very interested in having the NRST host one in 

Springerville. Over 70 people attended this workshop, including 30 ranchers. 

The purpose of the training was to provide participants with a foundation in 

PFC and riparian grazing management in an interdisciplinary/interagency 

setting to help people realize that differing objectives do not need to be 

controversial and can achieve all goals. The first half of day one and day two 

were spent in the classroom, and the second half of both days were spent in 

the field applying concepts. Day three was spent entirely in a classroom 
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setting, and included closing activities to review learning as well as a 

participant evaluation of the course.  

 

2. Request for Assistance:  After the June grazing training, a group of permittees 

on the district who had been loosely organized decided to create a more 

formal group called the Ranching Heritage Alliance (RHA). Together with a 

graduate student from the University of Florida and a faculty member of the 

UA Cooperative Extension, the RHA requested further NRST assistance in 

September of 2008. Plans to host a consensus building workshop in the 

winter and a PFC workshop the following summer were initiated at this time. 

Springerville Ranger District staff was supportive of the RHA's request and 

NRST's assistance.  No situation assessment was performed for this service 

trip. 

 

3. Turning Conflict into collaboration workshop:  Two NRST staff members and 

one contracted consultant facilitated this two day workshop February 3-4, 

2009. Sixty people attended this workshop, including individuals from the US 

Forest Service (District staff, Supervisor’s Office staff, and Region Four staff), 

members of the interested public, other state and federal agency staff, and a 

number of permittees and ranchers from across the region. The purposes of 

the workshop were to: 1) Develop a shared understanding of how people see 

the situation with conservation and their communities among participants, 2) 

Learn collaborative processes that can help lead to consensus by listening 

with respect, building relationships based on trust, and capitalizing on the 

strength of all participants while working on a real world problem related to 

the A-S RMP, and 3) Provide suggested next steps in building the knowledge 

and skills of the RHA, FS, and other interested groups for the June workshop. 

 

In order to get a feel for workshop expectations and to identify small group 

facilitators for the first day of the workshop, meeting facilitators met with a 

group of about 17 people in advance of the workshop. All three days of the 

workshop were held indoors, and followed a standard process typically used 

in Consensus Institute workshops. While the focus of the workshop was on 

building participants’ capacity for collaboration and using consensus building 

tools, the content of the workshop activities was focused specifically on 

riparian management on the A-S National Forest. Numerous collective 
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statements were developed throughout the workshop on the following 

topics: worst and best possible workshop outcomes, the situation regarding 

riparian management on the Forest, unresolved conflicts that will prevent 

motion towards healthy riparian areas and communities, actions or 

approaches that could be used to resolve NEPA issues, evidence of successful 

collaboration, and information and tools that are needed to better 

understand riparian issues.  

 

4. PFC and MIM Workshops:  To-date (Fall, 2011), the NRST has hosted one PFC 

workshop and three Multiple Indicator Monitoring workshops with the RHA 

and A-S National Forest. These technical workshops were intended to 

complement each other, and each one has built off and reinforced 

information and learning in the workshop prior. Approximately 60 people 

attended the June 22, 2009 PFC workshop, which was held in Springerville 

and was followed by three one-day field sessions in the Springerville, Alpine, 

and Clifton Ranger Districts (25-35 people at each field day). Over sixty people 

also attended the Riparian Monitoring Workshop that was held August 25-27, 

2009. Activities in this workshop included classroom presentations, field data 

collection, and a review of collected data and discussion on how to use the 

data and adaptive management to determine consequent management 

actions. The August 17-20 Riparian Monitoring Workshop was intended to 

provide another opportunity for participants to improve their monitoring 

skills before they start implementing Multiple Indicator Monitoring (MIM) on 

the A-S Forest. Thirty people attended this workshop, which covered much of 

the same topics as had been offered in the 2009 Monitoring workshop. NRST 

hosted a third MIM training in late 2011; this training was held after our 

interviews were completed, and outcomes that may be related to this training 

are not documented here.  

 

Outcomes of Assistance 

The following presents outcomes that are thought to be attributable to NRST’s 

assistance. Parsing out the influence of the NRST versus the influence of the Ranching 

Heritage Alliance on many of these outcomes is challenging due to the unique nature 

of this case. In this case study we have attempted to report only outcomes that 

interviewees directly identified as being influenced by the NRST; however, a number 
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of factors have coalesced to form the present situation with participants in the RHA, 

and outcomes have no doubt been influenced by a variety of factors.  

 

Development of Shared Understanding 

Because of the unique nature of the Springerville service trip, less attention was 

given to developing a shared understanding about any one specific riparian issue. 

Rather, each different workshop facilitated by the NRST focused on separate, but 

complimentary, objectives of teaching and modeling skills as well as gaining an 

understanding of the larger situation on the Forest. During the consensus building 

workshop, the NRST used riparian management on the A-S NF as the content with 

which to guide their training on developing skills for consensus building and 

collaboration. In this context, participants had the opportunity to gain a shared 

understanding of the nature of the situation in the A-S National Forest and listen to 

others’ perspectives. Similarly, a variety of field sites were chosen on the Forest to 

demonstrate PFC assessment and MIM monitoring processes and skills. In each of 

these training instances, the NRST did indeed aim to increase understanding of on-

the-ground conditions or the broader management and political situation and others' 

perspectives.  

 

Unfortunately, because the Springerville service trip was not designed to address a 

specific riparian issue, the interviewer for this case study did not focus sufficient 

attention in the interviews to understanding how the NRST's assistance influenced 

development of shared understanding. Consequently, we are unable to suggest to 

what extent the NRST's assistance has fostered the development of a shared 

understanding among the participants in these service trips. A Forest Service staff 

member and a permittee couple all mentioned in their interviews that the NRST’s 

assistance had improved their understanding of the perspectives of people with 

differing backgrounds, suggesting that this is indeed an area the Team was successful 

at fostering. Some disagreement regarding the current state of riparian function on 

the Forest was found between Springerville District staff and permittees, and some 

Forest Supervisor’s Office staff. It appears that individuals who have continued to 

participate in NRST and RHA opportunities tend to have a similar understanding, 

while those whose perspectives differ have participated less frequently in assistance 

offerings.  

 

Changes in Relationships and Trust 
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One of the areas interviewees felt the NRST (and the RHA) have helped out with is 

providing an opportunity for permittees and agency staff to increase trust and 

improve relationships. A number of interviewees felt that just having the opportunity 

to be around each other in the field and classroom activities has given participants 

more familiarity with each other, increasing their interactions and openness to 

working together. In the past, permittees and district agency staff had been more 

apprehensive to work cooperatively, and it was suggested that the NRST helped 

break down barriers and provide a forum for mutual learning. Improvements in 

relationships and trust were found to be mostly between permittees and 

Springerville Ranger District staff. Additionally, a USFWS staff felt that permittees 

were much more open to working with him and his agency than they had in the past. 

 

Agreement on Next Steps 

Assistance does not address a site-specific riparian concern; therefore, this category 

is generally not applicable to the Springerville assistance. The group generally agreed 

to move forward with RHA activities and involving NRST in further trainings, though 

the process used for determining these next NRST steps is unclear.  

 

Changes in Riparian Management and Monitoring 

By and large, the most significant management related changes that can be 

attributed to the NRST’s assistance is the evolution of a more cooperative and 

flexible approach to management and allotment planning. Both District FS staff and 

permittees felt that the NRST’s assistance, in concert with RHA and Extension 

activities, has enabled a change in the approach used by District staff. In addition, a 

number of interviewees attributed changes in individual permittee grazing practices 

(regarding changes in timing, intensity, and duration of grazing) to the NRST’s 

assistance. In particular, the increased permittee and district staff openness to 

working together has resulted in adjustments to grazing practices that may not 

otherwise have happened.  A FS staff person from the Supervisor’s Office, however, 

felt that the NRST’s assistance has not resulted in any on-the-ground changes or 

improvements in management. We suggest that the main difference here is that, at 

the district level, changes have occurred to permittee and agency approaches to 

management and decision making. Whereas management changes related to larger 

Forest planning processes and decisions have not directly been influenced by the 

NRST’s assistance.  
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The NRST’s assistance has had a significant influence on changes to individuals’ and 

groups’ knowledge and abilities in riparian monitoring. While movement toward 

improving monitoring and developing cooperative monitoring approaches had 

already been in progress for some time prior to the NRST’s involvement, the 

continued focus on training in MIM processes and tools has been quite influential at 

improving participants’ knowledge and abilities. The extent to which this knowledge 

and ability directly lead to specific changes in monitoring is unknown; all permittee 

interviewees had previously been doing their own monitoring and had not yet 

initiated MIM processes, though were hoping to in the future with further training.   

 

Approach to Collaboration 

Changes in groups’ approaches to collaboration are evidenced both by changes in 

District Forest Service approaches to collaborating with permittees on individual 

allotment management, as well as the continued collaborative efforts of the RHA. 

Numerous improvements in working relationships between FS and permittees were 

reported, which has increased the level of cooperation in allotment management. 

Additionally, because of their experiences with the NRST, a number of permittees 

expressed that they are now more optimistic that cooperative efforts will be 

worthwhile; they are more apt to believe that FS staff will listen to them and 

incorporate their ideas and perspectives.  

 

These changes toward more cooperation at the District level have also been 

influenced by other changes within Federal policy that encourages and enables 

permittee involvement; interviewees felt that the NRST’s assistance has greatly aided 

their ability to enact and feel comfortable with this approach. The NRST’s assistance 

does not appear to have influenced changes in approach to collaborative riparian 

management at the Forest level, however.  

 

The RHA group has continued forward mainly as a learning organization with an 

emphasis on providing tools and training to increase participant competency in 

sustainable range management, collaboration and cooperation, economic viability, 

and technical skills. Many of the consensus building process and tools presented by 

the NRST have been adopted by the RHA, including activities such as groundings, 

closings, small group work, and an emphasis on respectful listening and 

communication. Participation in RHA meetings and activities, including NRST 

trainings, has typically been limited to permittees and others in the agriculture 
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community, FS Springerville District staff, and other agency staff. Staff with the 

Arizona State Department of Game and Fish, at the time of our interviews, had 

recently started participating in the RHA; some noted this as being a particularly 

important addition to the group, as many livestock producers have been frustrated 

with management of elk herds on their state and federal allotments. Few individuals 

representing conservation/environmental interests have regularly participated in 

RHA meetings and trainings. Many are optimistic that the relationships and skills for 

working together that were developed through the RHA and NRST will be a positive 

influence on the allotment planning processes utilized by the Forest Service during 

the upcoming Forest Plan Revision. 

 

Effective Strategies and Opportunities for Improvement  

A variety of process factors were found to influence the effectiveness of the NRST’s 

Springerville assistance. The following lists aspects of the NRST’s assistance process 

that were found to be effective, followed by opportunities for improvement: 

 

Effective process steps: 

- Planned trainings in concert with the needs of the RHA; allowed for each 

training to build on previous trainings 

- Designed PFC training field days to address sites specific to the different 

Districts 

- Consistent NRST lead throughout allowed development of relationships and 

trust between participants and NRST  

- All trainings (Grazing, Consensus Building, PFC, Monitoring) effective at 

improving participant knowledge and skills 

 

Process opportunities: 

- Continue to engage Forest Supervisor’s Office staff and staff from other A-S 

districts 

- Purposefully seek out participation from a diverse range of interested publics; 

specifically environmental or conservation interests 

- Modify and communicate long-term of objectives of the assistance as the 

focus changes; ensure that assistance processes are in line with objectives 

and desired outcomes; develop metrics of success to ensure that the Team 

and partners know when the overarching service trip goals have been 

achieved 
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Enabling Factors and Barriers to Success 

Variables outside the control of the NRST also served as enabling factors or barriers 

to their effectiveness.  Enabling factors included incredible support and advocacy for 

the NRST from local leaders (Springerville District Ranger and a leader within the 

ranching community), and existing connections within the permittee community to 

Cooperative Extension and Regional FS staff. External barriers to effectiveness 

include the inconsistent or lack of participation by SO staff. Also, the lack of focus on 

specific riparian issue or management decision may provide little incentive for 

diverse participation beyond the ranching community.   

 

A factor that also has the opportunity to enhance the longer-term effectiveness of 

the assistance is that the processes and approaches have become embedded in a 

community-based organization that is less likely to suffer from the effects of 

leadership turnover that is often found when interventions are centered on agencies 

and agency processes. This also has a down-side, in that the lack of focus on agency-

specific processes and decision making may serve as a barrier to the NRST’s 

assistance influencing any changes to the Forest Service’s approach to collaboration 

and decision making.  
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Prineville Case Study, 2003-2004 

North Fork Crooked River  
 

Quick Facts 

 Geographic Area:  North Fork Crooked River, Prineville, OR 

 Host Agency:  USDA Forest Service, Ochoco NF, Paulina and Lookout 

Mountain Ranger Districts 

 Duration of NRST Assistance:  8/2003-10/2004 

 Parties Involved in Assistance:  Forest Service, BLM, US Fish and Wildlife 

Service, interested citizens, federal grazing permittees, Juniper Chapter of the 

Sierra Club, Oregon Natural Desert Association, Oregon Fly Fishers, Oregon 

Department of Agriculture, Oregon Department of Forestry, Oregon 

Department of Fish and Wildlife, OSU Extension, soil and water conservation 

districts, county planners, and the Deschutes River Conservancy 

 Interview Dates:  Fall 2010 

 Number of Interviews: 9 phone interviews 

 

Timeline of Assistance 

August 25, 2003: Request for services 

Nov. 2003, Jan. 2004, March 2004: planning meetings with FS staff and members of 

the public 

April-May, 2004: Situation assessment 

May 14-15, 2004: Creeks and Communities workshop 

July 19-23, 2004: Community PFC assessment 

October 26, 2004: Community results briefing  

January 21, 2005: Follow-up meeting with agency staff  

July 18, 2008: Follow-up field visit 

 

Objectives of Assistance 

As written in the request for NRST services document, the objectives of their 

assistance with the Ochoco National Forest were to:  

 

1) Identify the level of functionally of the riparian corridor (functioning at risk, 

proper functioning, etc.) during a field review with public participation,  

2) Determine the factors contributing to current conditions, and 
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3) Prepare a written assessment of the situation and recommendations. 

 

The expected outcomes were described as: an assessment of cause/effect factors 

resulting in current resource concerns, an assessment of historical influences 

contributing to the existing situation, an assessment of river morphology/geologic 

features in the system contributing to current conditions, and collaboration with 

interested and affected public participants. 

 

Outcomes of Assistance 

 

Changes in Relationships and Trust 

Two of five interviewees (both Forest Service employees) spoke to this area; both felt 

the NRST’s assistance overall helped improve relationships between participants. 

Spending time in the field with a diverse group of participants conducting the PFC 

assessment together was noted as being particularly effective for developing 

relationships with others. Two other interviewees were unaware of any changes in 

relationships, as they had no further involvement with the group after the assistance.  

 

Understanding, Agreement, and Development of Next Steps 

Of the five interviews conducted for this evaluation, insufficient information was 

obtained to substantiate any claims on the extent to which a shared understanding 

was developed. One Forest Service employee did note that he felt the NRST’s 

assistance was very effective at getting permittees and the Forest Service on the 

same page in understanding concepts and understanding each others’ objectives in 

management. NRST members felt that the group involved in the assistance was in 

relative agreement about the PFC ratings that were determined during the field days. 

Unfortunately we were unable to interview any permittees for this case study, 

therefore the extent to which permittees experienced shared understanding and 

agreement is unknown.  

 

In the Prineville case, processes to develop agreement about next steps were not 

used in the large group; rather, at various points the NRST facilitated development of 

collective statements to provide the Forest Service with opinions and perspectives on 

needed steps from the group. NRST then maintained significant contact with Forest 

Service staff to ensure that information from the Service Trip was translated into 

action steps. The NRST also encouraged and coached the Forest Service to share 
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these action items with participants and interested citizens; this was accomplished 

through a letter from the Forest Supervisor in April, 2005 outlining a summary of 

actions the Forest planned to take in the future. These proposed actions were in 

relative alignment with recommendations provided by the NRST in their February, 

2005 PFC assessment report. 

 

Changes in Riparian Management and Monitoring 

The following section examines progress that has been made by the Forest Service in 

the areas indicated as next steps by the Ochoco National Forest Supervisor in his 

April 2005 letter to participants. The proposed actions below are copied directly from 

the FS letter outlining action steps; each step is followed by our assessment of 

progress that had been made toward each of these steps. Note that none of our five 

interviewees for this case were closely involved in range management on the Forest, 

particularly after 2008, and interviews did not reveal substantial information 

regarding management outcomes beyond those presented in the Progress Report. 

Most management-related outcomes presented here were developed from cross-

referencing the Progress Report case study with background documentation, both of 

which are only current up until 2008.  

 

1. William’s Prairie Channel Restoration (reach 2): “We will use an 

interdisciplinary team setting including interested community members to 

explore options for the affected channel.  The original design group will be 

included in the discussion to provide important background information…” 

 

A meeting was held March 20, 2006 to initiate planning for what needs to 

happen next at the Williams Prairie reach of the Crooked River, and how it will 

be accomplished. Fifteen people were at this meeting, including NRST 

members, permittees, CCNRPC members, and Forest Service staff. Notes from 

this meeting do not indicate what was decided or planned. A field review of 

the site with David Rosgen occurred sometime between 2006 and 2008; the 

invitation to review this channel was agency-only. We were unable to 

determine what changes, if any, were implemented on this reach. 

 

2. Reaches 2-5:  “We will work with the grazing permittee for solutions to 

resolve the “pinch point” in reach 4.  In addition, we will continue to review 

our management activities and look for ways to continue the upward trend.” 
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According to the Progress Report, District employees met with the grazing 

permittee in August 2005. Photo points were established at the pinch point 

(reach 4) in three locations. Photos were taken in 2006 of pre-, mid-, and 

postseason grazing time periods. Midseason photos were taken in 2007.  

 

3. Reach 6 immediately below Big Summit Prairie:  “This portion of the allotment 

will be rested for a three year period though livestock will be allowed to cross 

the area as they move between pastures.  We will attempt to accelerate 

shrub recovery with planting of shrub cuttings and bare root stock.  At the 

end of the three year period, we will re-assess the situation to determine a 

future grazing strategy.” 

 

FS staff and the permittee met in 2005; after examining conditions in the field 

and much discussion, the district negotiated with the permittee for three 

years of rest (2005, 2006, and 2007) in the North Fork Pasture (reaches 6, 7, 

and 8). The pasture was rested for three years as agreed; some use by cattle 

occurred almost every year. District employees planted riparian shrubs in 

2005 and 2006 in the North Fork pasture. A survey was completed in 

September 2007, and the survival rate was estimated to be about 40%. 

 

In 2008, FS staff requested the assistance of NRST staff to work with forest 

personnel to re-assess riparian conditions on reach 6. Interdisciplinary team 

members from Lookout Mountain and Paulina Ranger Districts, NRST 

members, and community members from the Gutierrez Ranch and Crook 

County Natural Resources Planning Committee (CCNRCP) participated in the 

re-assessment on July 16, 2008. According to the re-assessment, the reach 

had changed from a downward trend in 2004, to functional-at-risk with an 

upward trend. As of 2008, FS staff and the permittee were still discussing 

information to inform future management decisions. Changes implemented 

since 2008 are unknown. 

 

4. Work with landowners, particularly in Big Summit Prairie, to improve water 

quality and riparian conditions:  “Local landowners or their representatives 

were involved in the assessment process.  We all share a common interest in 

maintaining the health and productivity of the North Fork.  Many partners 
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have come to the table to discuss this stream, and as federal partners, we will 

support collaborative efforts that may emerge to address watershed 

conditions, recognizing that private landowner involvement is voluntary.”  

 

It is unknown what further efforts, if any, were pursued to work 

collaboratively with private landowners at Big Summit Prairie to address 

dewatering concerns. FS staff continued to work with individual permittees in 

other areas to address grazing management on individual allotments.  

 

5. Lower reaches (below junction with Deep Creek):  “Management of those 

reaches within the Roba allotment is in the planning process at this time with 

a decision anticipated by May of this year.  The current proposal is to rest the 

riparian pasture every other year.   The management plan calls for light 

grazing for a short duration early in the season every other year.” 

 

According to the Progress Report, Paulina Ranger District employees had 

completed an environmental assessment (as of 2008) for authorizing grazing 

on the Roba allotment in the lower reaches, which include a monitoring plan. 

Although the proposed action included early season grazing for a short time 

period, the permittee agreed to long-term rest for the riparian pasture. The 

FS and permittee were working together to plan the location and installation 

of a fence to prevent cattle access to the lower end of the river. According to 

a 2008 update provided by CCNRPC, some of the planning for the Roba 

Allotment included consideration of the lower sections of the North Fork, and 

information gained during the assessment was used to help resolve appeals of 

the grazing management plan. 

 

6. Monitoring to support the assessment results:  “The PFC assessment will 

enable us to focus our monitoring and data collection on those resource areas 

found to be lacking or impaired... We will conduct more detailed studies to 

quantify the conditions indicated in the assessment and make those studies 

available to anyone interested in the results. As a minimum, monitoring plans 

should include measurement of vegetation attributes needed for attainment 

of PFC.  We encourage your continued involvement with these efforts.”   
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Besides the photo-point monitoring established in reach 4, no other changes 

to existing monitoring was found to have occurred. Designated monitoring 

areas previously established along the NFCR were not altered. The FS and 

permittee, as of 2008, had been doing their long-term monitoring separately. 

The NRST was told during the 2008 reassessment that time, people, and 

funding were barriers to the Forest Service’s ability to improve monitoring.  

 

7. Improve firewood management to help ensure large woody debris 

recruitment along the North Fork:  “We plan to install signs along the river 

letting woodcutters know that firewood gathering is not allowed within the 

river corridor.  We will step up educational efforts to inform the public of the 

importance of large woody material along streams, and firewood regulations 

will be modified to clarify restrictions on cutting firewood within riparian 

areas.” 

 

“Do Not Cut Firewood” signs were posted along the NFCR road in 2005.  

 

Changes in Approach to Collaboration 

No lasting changes to the group’s approach to collaboration were found to be 

outcomes of this assistance. Collective statements from the May 2004 community 

workshop indicate substantial interest and support from participants for continued, 

on-going community engagement and collaboration regarding management of the 

NFCR. In our research, however, we were unable to identify any further collaborative 

efforts around NFCR management since the NRST’s assistance. An update from the 

CCNRPC in 2008 on their involvement with the North Fork Crooked River indicated 

that the Forest Service had initiated little to no outreach to include their community 

group in ongoing planning and management. Invitations to participate in field 

activities such as the review of Williams Prairie and the “pinch point” on reach 4 were 

not extended to the group of participants involved in NRST’s 2004 assistance, nor 

was extensive outreach conducted to involve diverse participation in the 2008 

reassessment.  

 

Other Outcomes  

A Soil and Water Conservation District employee attended the 2004 PFC assessment; 

a short while later, this person then contracted with one of the NRST members to do 
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a PFC assessment on Willow Creek in Jefferson County. The results from this 

assessment were then used to prioritize projects. 

 

Effective Strategies and Opportunities for Improvement 

A variety of process factors were found to influence the effectiveness of the NRST’s 

Prineville assistance. The following lists aspects of the assistance process that were 

found to be effective, followed by opportunities for improvement: 

 

Effective process steps: 

- Persistent community outreach ensured participation of a diverse group 

- Technical training and field assessment improved participants’ skills and 

knowledge 

- Followed-up with FS staff to solicit feedback on process 

- Performed self-evaluation of assistance; designed strategy for implementing 

improvements 

- Invited Prineville key players to present their experience at Riparian Network 

meeting  

 

Process opportunities: 

- Work more closely with FS staff to define roles and expectations at the outset 

of assistance; it is ok to have some planning meetings with only agency staff 

- Ensure equal levels of staff involvement from all Districts affected  

- Enlist more participation from Forest leadership team in all stages 

- Work with requesting agency to design more specific objectives and expected 

outcomes related to collaboration and community involvement  

- Extend process to involve all participants in development of next steps; take 

measures to facilitate development of a plan for continued community 

engagement 

- Incorporate training and assistance directed specifically toward improving 

groups’ collaborative capacity and ability to meaningfully engage stakeholders 

in on-going collaboration   

 

Commitment to the process from FS District line officers, staff, and the inter-

disciplinary team was critical to the effectiveness of the assistance. Barriers to 

effectiveness include lack of knowledge and institutional incentives for longer-term 

collaboration and community engagement, and turn-over in FS personnel.  
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Enterprise Case Study, 2004 

Swamp Creek Restoration Project 
 

Quick Facts 

 Geographic Area:  Swamp Creek, near Enterprise, OR 

 Host Agency:  US Forest Service, Wallowa-Whitman National Forest, Wallowa 

Valley Ranger District 

 Duration of NRST Assistance:  April-October, 2004 

 Parties Involved in Assistance:  Wallowa-Whitman National Forest, Wallowa 

Resources, National Forest grazing permittees, Wallowa County Natural 

Resources Advisory Committee (NRAC), Oregon Department of Fish and 

Wildlife, OSU Extension, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

(NOAA) Fisheries Service, FWS, The Nature Conservancy, and the Grande 

Ronde Model Watershed 

 Interview Dates: Fall and Winter, 2010 

 Number of Interviewees: 4 phone interviews   

 

Timeline of Assistance 

April 23, 2004: Request for services 

June, 2004: Situation assessment 

July 16, 2004: Planning meeting with forest staff 

August 17-19, 2004: Creeks and Communities Swamp Creek Assessment 

September 20, 2004: Group met (without NRST) to follow up on developing action 

items 

October 1, 2004: Group met with forest ecologist in the field to further investigate 

site potential 

October 1, 2004: Follow up letter sent to participants 

April, 2005: The NRST reviewed and commented on the FS adaptive management 

alternative 

 

Objectives of Assistance 

According to the request for services, the objectives for the NRST’s assistance in 

Enterprise were to help the group develop: 1) agreed upon objectives for the riparian 

resources, 2) an agreed upon management strategy to meet those objectives, 3) a 

short, mid, and long-term monitoring framework in order to guide adaptive 
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management for the group to know if objectives are being met. Accordingly, 

options/recommendations for restoration, management, and monitoring were the 

expected outcomes of the assistance.  

 

Background 

In the 2009 Creeks and Communities Strategy Progress Report, a comprehensive 

background is provided on the NRST’s Enterprise assistance with the Swamp Creek 

restoration project. The Progress Report also includes a substantive overview of 

progress that had been made toward meeting management and monitoring 

objectives that were developed during the NRST’s assistance. The information 

provided in the case study presented here, therefore, is intended to compliment the 

Progress Report. 

 

Outcomes of Assistance 

 

Changes in Relationships and Trust 

The NRST’s situation assessment revealed that, prior to the Team’s assistance, 

working relationships among members of the larger group were considered relatively 

well functioning and respectful. They exhibited a high level of existing capacity to 

work together collaboratively. The primary concern facing the group was a conflict 

over differing interpretations of ecological conditions and trends on Swamp Creek. 

Therefore, the Team chose to focus most of the Service Trip process on exploration, 

discussion, and deliberation on technical issues; the focus on improving relationships 

that is found in other Service Trips was emphasized less in this case. Despite the lack 

of focus in this area, three interviewees felt that some important relationships had 

nevertheless improved, at least in the short-term. Some mentioned that the 

interdisciplinary team experienced an improved ability to communicate and work 

together. According to one interviewee, “I really feel that, maybe not with everyone, 

but some of the relationships improved after that project between some of the ID 

team members and possibly between some of the interested publics and the ID 

team” [D-1].  While the assistance may not have had a heavy influence on longer-

term improvements in trust and relationships, short-term changes were considered 

an outcome that contributed to the group’s ability to reach agreement on objectives 

during the assistance.   
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Additionally, one interviewee emphasized that the group experienced lasting 

improvements in their ability to communicate with each other about riparian 

function using a common language. This person said, 

 

What happened that day was two or three fold. I called it a watershed 
moment in our group. Number one was we all went out on the ground 
together and we discussed issues and problems and we talked about 
what was happening on the ground. And it was great. Secondly, we all 
got out there and we looked around and we made some decisions. We 
talked after that for almost four or five years, the same language… We 
could also point to the Swamp Creek agreement, the Swamp Creek 
Monitoring Project, and everybody would go ‘oh yeah.’ And they’d 
know what you meant. It created a common language among those of 
us that were working together. And that lasted. And it still lasts with 
those of us that are still around. [D-4] 

 

Understanding, Agreement, and Development of Next Steps 

The first two days of the Service Trip were spent at various field sites conducting 

riparian assessments as a group and discussing management and monitoring options. 

The purpose of this field work was to develop a shared understanding of the 

functioning conditions and limiting factors at sites along Swamp Creek in order to 

inform the development of agreed-upon site objectives and future monitoring and 

management actions. Most felt that these discussions were fruitful and yielded 

useful information from which to determine next steps. However, three interviewees 

also mentioned that a good deal of disagreement remained after the field days.  

Despite the fact that the group may not still have been “on the same page,” the two 

days in the field – and the third day spent discussing how to move forward – allowed 

the group a needed opportunity to deliberate and negotiate agreement.  

 

The majority of the third day of the NRST's assistance was dedicated to facilitating 

discussion and negotiation of site objectives, as well as a brainstorm of possible 

management and monitoring options. Tentative agreement was reached on a list of 

site objectives, which were updated and finalized in a follow-up meeting held 

without the NRST’s assistance. Despite agreement being reached, one interviewee 

expressed his dissatisfaction with the end result. “I’ll cut to the chase. To some of us, 

this looked like another delay tactic. Like, ‘we’re gonna make it look like we’re doing 
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something good…’ But you know, really, its status quo. ‘We’re just gonna keep on 

doing what we’re doing.’” [D-2]. A third Enterprise interviewee felt that, while not 

everyone agreed that the steps developed were the highest priority, the Team did 

help the group move past an impasse and agree on steps that would improve the 

situation. “So to me that was that socio-psychological angle that when we talk about 

consensus… even if we don’t agree, we can at least agree with most things on the 

goal of where we’re going. So [the NRST] really played a pretty strong role in that 

because we did have some folks that were just pretty skeptical” [D-1].  

 

Changes in Riparian Management and Monitoring 

See Progress Report (Team 2009). 

 

Changes in Approach to Collaboration 

No specific changes to the group’s approach to collaboration were identified. While 

the assistance may have improved the group’s ability to communicate with and 

understand each other using a common vocabulary, a collaborative approach was 

already in use; the Team’s assistance does not appear to have influenced any 

procedural changes in how these groups work together.  

 

Other Outcomes  

The NRST continues to serve as a valuable resource for some of the key players in this 

Service Trip. In particular, a FS employee and a county OSU Extension agent have 

both maintained contact with the NRST and continue to seek advice or further 

assistance from the Team. In addition, a FS employee later joined the Oregon 

Riparian Cadre of the Creeks and Communities Network and has helped put on 

trainings in other areas of the state.  

 

Enabling Factors and Barriers to Success 

The largest barrier to longer-term effectiveness that was indentified is the regularity 

of agency employee turnover. A number of forest staff and other agency participants 

in the NRAC group have since left the area.  As time passes and people transfer, 

social capital and institutional knowledge that was developed during the NRST’s 

assistance is more likely to deteriorate.  

 

The existing collaborative capacity of the larger group was a critical factor to the 

effectiveness of this Service Trip. NRST members felt that other groups with more 
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deteriorated relationships would not be as capable of respectfully negotiating 

agreement. In addition, the NRST felt that this group’s history of working together 

allowed the group to successfully follow through on further planning and 

implementation of management activities based off of their experience with the 

Team. 

 

 

Effective Strategies and Opportunities for Improvement 

A variety of factors were found to influence the effectiveness of the NRST’s 

Enterprise assistance. The following lists aspects of the NRST’s assistance process 

that were found to be effective, followed by opportunities for improvement: 

 

Effective Strategies 

- Implemented situation assessment discussions with key players; situation 

assessment provided the Team with vital information for designing the 

structure of their assistance 

- Expanded the range of participants to include community members and 

groups (original request was targeted toward assisting the ID Team) 

- Tailored training to the specific needs and capabilities of the group 

- Designed the assistance to include a third day specifically for group planning 

- Decided not to produce a final report for the group; this improved the Team’s 

overall efficiency and yielded a result that many (though not all) participants 

were bought into and supported  

- Ensured that field sites were narrowed down to priority areas that were 

‘hotspots’ of concern; field day’s aided substantially in the group’s ability to 

understand each other and collectively assess the situation  

- Enlisted support of State Riparian Team in implementation of trainings; 

engaged a wide network of technical support into the assistance 

 

Opportunities for Improvement 

- Take measures to facilitate integration of a plan for continued community 

engagement around latter stages of the adaptive management cycle (e.g. 

revisit the sites together to evaluate progress and reassess management 

objectives) 
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- Incorporate more trust and relationship building activities into Service Trip; 

while group capacity was relatively high, trust issues and skepticism were still 

evident 

- Document process steps more thoroughly to aid future assessments 
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Winnemucca Case Study, 2005-2006 

Martin Basin 
 

Quick Facts 

 Geographic Area:  Martin Basin Rangeland Project Area near Winnemucca, NV 

 Host Agency:  Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest, Santa Rosa Ranger District 

 Duration of NRST Assistance:  2005-2006 

 Parties Involved in Assistance: US Forest Service, BLM, Nevada Department of 

Wildlife, Nevada Department of Agriculture, Nevada Cooperative Extension 

Service, Nevada Cattlemen’s Association, Humboldt County commissioners, 

Resource Concepts, Inc.(range consultants), and local permittees 

 Interview Dates:  Fall and Winter 2010 

 Number of Interviews: 5 phone interviews 

 

Timeline of Assistance 

January 25, 2005: Request for service 

June 8, 2005: Creeks and Communities overview meeting 

August 4-5, 2005: Cabin Creek PFC assessment  

July 17-20, 2006: PFC/Matrices stream assessments 

 

Background 

In 2005 the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest had essentially completed the first of 

what was planned to be a series of grazing management EISs on all of the Ranger 

Districts across the Forest. Concerns were expressed in comments to the draft EIS 

and continued into the process by livestock permittees, the Nevada Department of 

Agriculture (NDOA) and UNR Cooperative Extension.  These groups believed that the 

considerations and processes in the draft EIS were difficult to understand, 

inappropriate, and would lead to unnecessary restrictions on grazing if implemented.  

Furthermore, they felt they were not given adequate opportunity to be meaningfully 

involved in the process. The District Ranger and NDOA requested the NRST to 

become engaged in the issues, to see if it might be possible to improve the existing 

process and also to determine if using the Creeks and Communities approach for 

future EISs could lead to better credibility and participation by permittees and other 

interested parties. 
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The 2009 Progress Report provides background information and a more detailed 

explanation of the process steps taken during this assistance. 

 

Objectives of Assistance 

The objective of NRST’s assistance was to establish a mutual understanding of the 

resource issues and assessment and monitoring strategies to collaboratively develop 

grazing strategies that were acceptable to all parties. The ultimate goal was to 

develop an ongoing educational and collaborative strategy focused on resolving 

conflicts in Martin Basin, as well as in neighboring FS and BLM allotments.  

 

Several meetings and field days ensued during the summer of 2005, and the results 

were mixed.   Because the record of decision was in preparation, the expectations for 

changes to the selected alternative were low; however, there was hope that by 

working together, groups and the Forest Service could better understand and 

communicate expectations for implementation.   

 

Outcomes of Assistance 

 

Development of Shared Understanding 

Permittees and others did initially feel that because of the NRST's assistance, the 

group developed a better understanding of how the matrix and PFC align. One 

interviewee mentioned that, because of this improved understanding, permittees did 

not appeal the EIS record of decision (ROD). Without having participated in the 

Service Trip, the permittees most likely would have appealed.  

 

Changes in Relationships and Trust 

Immediate improvements in relationships between permittees and FS staff were 

reported as a result of community meeting and field assessment workshop. 

Improvements did not last, however. Some feel that lack of trust continues to define 

relationships between the agriculture community and the Forest Service in the 

region.  According to background documents provided by the NRST, relationships 

among the permittees, Forest Service and other participating parties (including the 

NRST) remain strained as a result of some of the activities in 2005 related to Martin 

Basin.  Some HTNF staff and managers believe that it was inappropriate for the NRST 

to be involved at that point in the decision process and that the NRST and others 

were seeking to discredit the existing work. The NRST largely agreed that timing was 
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poor and attempted to ensure that everyone understood that the opportunity for 

change was very limited at that time but that it might set the stage for a different 

process in the future.  Many of the permittees and other stakeholders who 

participated in the 2005 effort feel that it was ultimately time wasted, since the 

decision did not change.   

 

Agreement and Next Steps 

The NRST successfully facilitated group agreement at various stages of the assistance, 

though with insufficient communication and follow-up with community members 

regarding results. At the end of the June 2005 community meeting, the NRST 

facilitated development of collective statements of advice on next steps. Participants’ 

advice was overall quite in favor of continued collaboration and training to identify 

key issues and determine decision space. Following this, during the Cabin Creek 

assessment phase of the NRST’s assistance, the Team used break-out groups during 

the last half of the second day to work toward agreement on specific issues. 

According to notes taken during this assistance, the group agreed that there was a 

need for improved, clearer definitions of how to use matrices as guidelines and 

future objectives, as opposed to hard standards. The group also agreed on definitions 

of conflicting terms used in the Martin Basin FEIS.  

 

Our research suggests that that clear and specific "action steps" were not developed 

as part of the NRST assessment assistance, nor were the results of the Cabin Creek 

assessment and further meetings communicated to the larger group of participants. 

NRST staff remained engaged with the forest to help determine how the matrices 

could be implemented in a better way, though the results of these meetings are 

unknown.  The lack of follow-through by NRST/FS on developing and communicating 

transparent action steps appears to fulfill many of the "worst possible outcomes" 

that were recorded during the kick-off community meeting. 

 

Changes in Riparian Management and Monitoring 

Management/monitoring outcomes unclear/difficult to discern. We were unable to 

interview any FS staff currently working for the Santa Rosa Ranger District, and were 

unable to identify specifically how assessment results were incorporated into 

monitoring and management plans and/or what has occurred more recently. 

 

Changes in Approach to Collaboration 
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None identified.  

 

Other Outcomes 

NRST's assistance in Martin Basin directly led to the initiation of the Ruby Mountain 

Service Trip that is currently underway with the Ruby Mountain Ranger District on 

the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest. 

 

Effective Strategies 

- Enlisted the support of agency personnel more familiar with the area to help 

recruit and initiate outreach for participants 

- Shifted focus of assistance to be more appropriate for the decision space 

 

Opportunities for Improvement 

- Conduct a situation assessment to build individual relationships and improve 

knowledge of community concerns and needs 

- Ensure that all stakeholders are invited to participate 

- Work more closely with FS staff at multiple levels to build support and 

understanding 

- Increase attention to developing and communicating action steps  

- Ensure that results are communicated to stakeholders; follow-up assistance 

could have included a community briefing or other activity to engage 

stakeholders 

- Improve documentation of process steps and immediate outcomes/decisions 

to enable greater clarity on levels agreement and results 

- Perform internal self-evaluation at end of each Service Trip to document 

effective strategies and opportunities for improvement 

- Ensure timing of assistance, relative to regulatory decisions, does not impede 

objectives of assistance; the timing of the Martin Basin assistance was highly 

inopportune and served as one of the more influential barriers to the 

effectiveness of the assistance 

 

 

 

 


