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National parks have been called America’s best ided the U.S. National Park
Service serves as a model for protected area manreagen many other nations. As
the National Park system approaches the 100-yed, thés model needs to be
examined with respect to the changing societalland-use interface between parks
and surrounding communities. Analyzing the rol@ariks in a landscape
experiencing such large-scale changes requiresgraféssionals to understand the
human dimensions of natural resource managemerg\aidate public participation
policies and practices. This study addressed dgdac local community
participation in biological resource managemenisiecs on federal reserves by
focusing on the issue of white-tailed dé@docoileus virginianusjnanagement in
National Park Service units across the northeasie®n

Based on interviews with National Park Service ngens, a public issues
education model was refined for application to Vifiddissues in National Parks. A
typology of philosophical approaches to public pgyation was expanded to capture
a new category then examined with respect to cdimepof community, revealing
shifts in paradigms for conceptualizing both commmes and public participation at a
community level. Interviews with public participat practitioners surfaced

additional insight about approaches within theedtdht paradigms.



Extensive interviews with residents of communitesr parks revealed deer
issues to be “wicked” or “messy” problems, indingtthe need for clear problem
framing when park managers engage in dialogue stakeholders. A feedback loop
was identified between the reactions of peoplesker @nd vice versa that can lead to a
“tragedy of becoming common” whereby a wildlife sggs that is initially highly
valued becomes regarded as a pest.

Finally, the communication concept of coorientatizars expanded from a
measurement tool to a theoretical foundation farosing among various formats for
participatory processes. A quantitative methodaksessing coorientation contexts
was developed for use with small groups of decismakers and large groups of
publics. Collectively, this set of papers assmsttiral resource managers in
conceptualizing and implementing robust publicipgration efforts to address
complex and controversial biological resource managnt issues in a changing

world.
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CHAPER 1

HUMAN DIMENSIONS OF BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENTN THE
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

National Parks: America’s Best Idea

The world’s first national park was established 872 when Congress created
Yellowstone National Park (Mackintosh, 2005). Otnere, additional public lands
were reserved by the federal government for spepifrposes as parklands and
monuments (e.g., Sequoia National Park, Mesa idedimnal Park, Devil's Tower
National Monument, Dinosaur National Monument; fidf list, see Mackintosh,
2005). In 1916 a federal agency, the National Famniice (NPS), was established to
administer these units as a National Park Systenserve their natural and cultural
resources and provide for their enjoyment by curasad future generations (National
Park Service Act 1916, 16 U.S.C. § 1). Nationakpdave been called “...the best
idea we ever had” (Stenger, 1983, p. 5) and the NBince served as a model for
many other nations that have developed systemsotdgqied areas to preserve their
natural and cultural heritage.

Early parks were inspired by romantic notions cdpoiled wilderness depicted
in the paintings of George Catlin, Thomas Cole, Eratierick Edwin Church, and by
writers such as James Fenimore Cooper and Henrig D&voreau (Mackintosh,
2005). Like Yellowstone, many of these early paskse preserved largely for
aesthetic qualities and managed as scenic plegsgndunds (Mackintosh, 2005;
Sellars, 1997). Over the last century, NPS uratsehexpanded from parks created to
preserve America’s scenic treasures to includegparth a variety of purposes in a
variety of settings, including: recreation areasdwvers, heritage areas, and historic

sites. Parks are being created in more urban doahizing settings that present



increasingly complex management challenges. As#mee time, protected areas
management is moving away from a single speciks)df habitat approach to an
ecosystem based, landscape approach. As a rébelthophysical proximity and a
more comprehensive ecosystem perspective, thddogebetween parks and
surrounding communities is receiving greater mamayg attention. The NPS
recognizes it can no longer view parks as isolatadsulated from their broader
communities, and that actions in parks affect th@eader communities just as actions
in communities affect parks (National Park Servig)1). The interdependence of
parks and park-proximate communities is of growmgortance.

A dominant theme throughout the history of NPS rattesource management
has been balancing the “dual mandate” for preservaind enjoyment, with periodic
efforts to manage parks based primarily on ecoldeeg., George Wright's Fauna
Report, the Leopold Committee Report) or recreali¢@.g., Mission 66) concerns
(Sellars, 1997). Recent policies clearly staté ¢lcalogically-based management
considerations are given priority, as resourcesaibe enjoyed if they are not

preserved:

Congress, recognizing that the enjoyment by fugereerations of the national
parks can be ensured only if the superb qualityaok resources and values is
left unimpaired, has provided that when theredsrlict between conserving
resources and values and providing for enjoymettterh, conservation is to be
predominant. This is how courts have consistentigrpreted the Organic Act
(National Park Service, 2006, p. 11)
At the same time, within the sideboards of ecolalfjjcsound management, many
possible ends and means can be considered foroamgiex management issue. The
growing interdependence of parks and surroundimgneonities is reflected in recent
policies that adopt a more integrative perspediiv@reservation and enjoyment. In

1999, the Natural Resource Challenge was estallish@crease substantially the



role of science in decision-making, revitalize axgand natural resource programs,
and gather baseline data on resource conditiongethgs strengthen partnerships
with the scientific community and share knowledgthweducational institutions and
the public (National Park Service, 1999). Otheerd policies emphasize proactive
ongoing relationships with the public to ensure ffarks remain relevant and
responsive to diverse public viewpoints, values @miterns (National Park Service,
2003). In essence, these new policies collectigalline a management philosophy
that strives to understand better all elementb®itanagement system, including
both the ecological components and human dimensi@tdead to prioritization of

these components.

A Systems Theory Perspective on Biological Resouréanagement

Systems theory addresses the concept of orgamahtioundaries and is a
useful framework for examining biological resourcanagement in national parks.
According to this theory, systems are capable liregulation and adapt to both
internal and external change (Fisher, 1982). 8ysté€l) receive input (either
information or matter-energy) from the environm€8j, process these inputs (known
as throughput), (3) release outputs into the enwirent in an attempt to restore
equilibrium, or solve problems, and (4) seek feettlifeom the environment to
determine effects of the output, with the proces#iauing until a satisfactory
equilibrium is reached (Figure 1.1 Grunig & Hun®84). Organizational systems can
be reactive, when the environment forces it to geanr proactive, when the
organization tries to change other systems inntgrenment even if equilibrium has

not yet been disturbed (Grunig & Hunt, 1984).
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Figure 1.1. Major systems concepts (adapted froomi@r& Hunt, 1984). The
organizational subsystem is the organization ifgedfe, NPS unit), while
the environmental subsystem is the external manageocontext. Inputs
enter the organizational subsystem as informatranaiter-energy, are
processed during throughput, and released as sutpeedback is then
used to determine the effects of the outputs.

This open-systems model is illustrative of manydmccal processes managed
by the NPS. Diverse natural resources and ecabprocesses (such as wildlife, fire,
and invasive plants) are mobile and do not respeactinistrative boundaries. In
addition, with increasing urbanization and haktagmentation, activities
surrounding parks are likely to have greater impact resources within NPS units,
and vice versa. Even in 1961, a report descrilaekispas rapidly becoming islands
surrounded by lands managed for different purp@Selars, 1997). The full set of
biological resource management issues (i.e., adblerconcerns, see Kent & Preister,

1999) facing parks are described in Table 1.1.



Table 1.1. Classes of biological resource managersgues in NPS units. Each

category may influence NPS biological resource rganegent objectives,
either in terms of determining ends or preferrecmnse

Within A: Resource B: Visitor to C: Resource D: Visitor to

NPS Unit to Resource Resource to Visitor Visitor Related to

Boundaries Resource

Outside E: Resource F: Stakeholder G: Resource H: Stakeholder to

NPS Unit outside NPS to Resource in from NPS Stakeholder

Boundaries Unit to NPS Unit Unit to Related to
Resource in Stakeholder Resource from
NPS Unit NPS Unit

There are four main classes of biological resoigsges within NPS unit boundaries:

A.

B
C.
D

Resource to Resource: e.g., deer herbivory pressui@rest regeneration

. Visitor to Resource: e.g., visitors harass wildlittrample sensitive plants

Resource to Visitor: e.g., visitors experience tigganteractions with wildlife

. Visitor to Visitor: e.g., conflicts between consutimp and non-consumptive

users (hunters vs. hikers)

Similarly, there are four classes of issues thatract with surrounding environment:

E.

F.

Resource outside NPS unit to Resource inside NRRSeug., insect or fungal
infestations on neighboring forest land threatesoueces within NPS unit
Stakeholder to Resource inside NPS unit: e.g.j@eladscape vegetation

escapes into NPS unit, urbanization causes wiltbifese NPS unit as a refuge

. Resource from NPS unit to Stakeholder: e.g., éddopulations expand from

NPS unit into local community causing human-wilelidonflicts

. Stakeholder to Stakeholder related to Resource N&8 unit: e.g., hunters vs.

animal rights activists concerned about managemi&rhatives for ungulates
in NPS units, local residents vs. conservatiorustscerned about restoration

of predators in NPS units



Figure 1.2 illustrates the placement of these s#sua systems diagram and
indicates the fundamental open-systems natureotddical resource management

issues in parks.

Surrounding
Environment

NPS Unit
A B,C

Impacts >E, F Impacts >G

Figure 1.2. A systems diagram of biological mamaget issues faced by an NPS
unit. Letters refer to classes of issues describd@@ble 1.1. Placement of
letter indicates where impact is experienced; asrtabeled “impacts”
identify effects that originate in parts of the system different from
where they are experienced.

Type A-C and E-G issues concern preservation auregs, while types B-D
and F-H concern enjoyment. The human dimensiothsotdgical resource
management, i.e. how people value resources, heywtant them to be managed,
and how they affect or are affected by managemecisibns (Decker et al., 2001),
span all eight types of issues. Human dimensiohslarship applies theory,

empirical data and insight from the various sos@énce disciplines to biological

resource issues to inform and improve the practid®ological resource management.



Rather than prioritize preservation or enjoymenthn dimensions research seeks to
understand the interface between the two; i.e., lnowan values, attitudes, interests,
and priorities shape stakeholder and manager pevospf: resource condition,
recreation and other experiences, and managemsmsacWildlife professionals

have been concerned with interactions with staldgrslfor over half a century, yet
systematic research to understand the human diorensf wildlife management
began only in the 1970’s (Decker et al., 2001)th&ligh still a young and growing
discipline, many state fish and wildlife agencieshe U.S. have at least one human
dimensions specialist. The NPS has an establisbeadl science program that
facilitates social science research on topics sischisitor use and evaluation,
comprehensive surveys of the American public, artial resource issues, as well as
natural resource issues. However, there is natyetan dimensions expertise within
the NPS Biological Resource Management DivisionNER, the Washington D.C.
policy office charged with providing “...expert sctéit, planning, and evaluation
assistance on management actions and biologicalnes management issues”
(National Park Service, 2004). This study wadated to address the need to

integrate human dimensions into the BRMD in respdnssocietal changes.

Scope of Research

Human dimensions research is conducted at scalgsgafrom local to global
and is used to develop understanding about topids as: human beliefs, attitudes
and behaviors with respect to biological resourttesr environments, and human
valuing of such resources; traits of managemekestaders at individual, group,
community and societal levels of human organizationl institutional policies and
processes vis-a-vis biological resources and thamagement. Biological resource

management issues in parks span a variety of éaxdggical and temporal scales, and



types of NPS units. To gain insight on integraiwdmuman dimensions in NPS
management, this study focuses on white-tailed @@ocoileus virginianus)n the
northeastern U.S. Studies of white-tailed deeragament issues have amply
demonstrated that management of this speciessediaitide array of human responses
to the impacts of deer and their management, mad@éeg management a fertile area
to study the array of human dimensions componéiatsmight be encountered for
other wildlife management issues (e.g., commumipivement, Decker et al., 2004,
gender differences, Lauber et al., 2001; ethicabmterations, Lauber et al., 2007,
competing values, Underwood & Porter, 1991, theafbf experience on attitudes,
West & Parkhurst, 2002; the tension between pojmatcovery and negative
impacts Woolf & Roseberry, 1998). Mobile wildligpecies epitomize open systems
concerns and therefore can serve as an instruoineke| for addressing other natural
resources and ecological processes that spani@titsthl boundaries. In addition,
white-tailed deer biology has been studied in parkke northeastern U.S. for over
two decades (for example, see Frost et al., 198eP& Underwood, 1999;
Underwood & Porter, 1991; Warren, 1991) in NPSawiith different designations
(e.g., National Park, National Historical Park, idaal Seashore).

As previously mentioned, human dimensions reseawelrs a variety of social
science disciplines, including: sociology, anthriogg, psychology, economics,
geography, political science, education, commuiooand planning. Chapters 2 and
3 examine NPS policy and the experience of NPSralateisource managers to
identify specific human dimensions research thatgaential to add the most value to
management of complex biological resource manageiss&ies such as deer in the
northeastern U.S. This line of inquiry revealee tentral role of local communities

in the evolution of public issues requiring managatattention and the desire of



managers to improve their capacity for comprehensianagement planning that
includes local (as well as national) publics thioamgt all phases of planning.

Chapter 4 examines philosophical approaches to eontynand participation.
The chapter identifies three different paradignrsafgproaches to public engagement
that practitioners may consider. These paradigesliacussed in the framework of
NPS policies that focus on procedural vs. substaragspects of public participation
and have implications for the goals and outcomse@ated with successful
participatory processes. Public participation ptianers were then interviewed to
gain insight about strategies for engaging theipulChapter 5 describes their
experiences with both procedural and substantipecaghes to public participation,
and lessons learned in negotiating between res@orcgervation and managing in the
public trust.

Research also was conducted with residents of tmramunities near parks to
learn about their experiences related to deer ard tanagement in and around
parks, the role of parks in deer and other wildiifenagement, and the influence of
public input in wildlife management at parks. Ahreographic research approach
illustrated the complexity and messiness of derds in parks, revealing the need for
clear problem framing when engaging in dialogudsiakeholders (Chapter 6). In
addition, conflicts about deer and deer managewrgoeared to be related to
interviewees’ expectations for deer in suburbanrenments. Chapter 7 describes a
feedback loop between the reactions of deer tolpeopl people to deer in urbanizing
landscapes that can lead to a “tragedy of becoosongmon” whereby a wildlife
species that is initially revered and treasuredbess regarded as a pest.

Finally, the communication concept of coorientat@iween managers and
stakeholders was expanded from a device to meaaseof communication to a tool

to inform design of participatory processes. Caaptdevelops theoretically based



goals, objectives, and participatory techniquesHerfour possible coorientation
contexts, or climates for communication. Chaptdefonstrates the use of a mail
survey to measure coorientation contexts and tipigations of designing
participatory processes without an assessmentarfesdation.

This line of research was based on a number ofdiunethtal operational
assumptions. First, a hermeneutic research plpitos(Patterson & Williams, 2002)
underpins each stage of inquiry. This philosop$guanes that there is structure to the
environment but that individuals of different baokgnds or cultures may assign
meaning to this structure. Second, the field ohlan dimensions is grounded on the
assumption that social science methodologies daw atsight into the different
meanings people assign to the environment. Thirgroved understanding of human
dimensions can improve wildilfe management theorgthod, policy, and practice.
Finally, the disciplines chosen—public participatiplanning, and communication—
are timely and relevant, and the NPS has potetatiatiopt innovative approaches to
wildlife management in these areas. Collectiviis group of papers describes
human dimensions considerations that can enharteemheesource managers’ ability
to implement policy related to public participatidaster innovation in natural
resource management, and help resolve conflictsndroatural resource issues in a

changing world.
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CHAPER 2

APPLICATION OF AN ISSUE EVOLUTION MODEL TO WILDLIFESSUES IN
NATIONAL PARKS"

Introduction

The often quoted purpose of the National Park $erfNPS) is:

“...to promote and regulate the use ofational parks...which purpose is to
conserve the scenery and the natural and histbjgcts and the wild life therein
and to provide for the enjoyment of the same irhguanner and by such means
as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoymentubfire generations”
(National Park Service Act 1916, 16 U.S.C. § 1).

Within the legally defined boundaries of a partasypark, NPS resource
managers face the challenge of simultaneouslydittgrio both the conservation and
public enjoyment of resources. Adding to this hade, parks encounter many
natural resource management issussch as those related to wildlife, that are not
limited by park boundaries. Among these, humara interactions can elicit
strong positive and negative emotions in peopkark Rctions affecting wildlife can
evoke equally strong and often disparate publictreas. These commonly evolve
into public issues as managers deal with the madcispects of responding to wildlife
concerns that extend beyond park boundaries ohievanntroversial management
practices that attract larger regional or natiahalogue.

Because of the range and intensity of cognitiomsuttvildlife extant in the

American public (Bright et al., 2000; Kellert, 199@ildlife management actions may

“This chapter was originally published as: LeongviK D.J. Decker, M.A. Wild, and J. Karish. 2006.
Application of an issue-evolution model to wildlifesues in National Park€seorge Wright Forum
23(1):62-71.

! An issue is a statement that can be acted upomt &®@reister, 1999).
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become the focus of public controversy when anpsubf stakeholdefperceives a
negative impactfrom a management intervention. This possibHiag led many
agencies to involve stakeholders more openly idlifél managemefitdecision-
making. Greater public involvement in controvergaues requires managers to
apply their understanding of the social and pditmontexts for management in
addition to their knowledge of wildlife biology amtology. Understanding the
sociopolitical factors that fuel the progressiomafilife issues from vague concerns
about human-wildlife interactions into full-blowmplic issues therefore is of practical
value to the wildlife manager.

Policy analysts, public issues educators, andipaliscientists have long been
interested in articulating the process wherebysfteek of a concern becomes a fully
engulfed public issue. Models have been develtpe@scribe the evolution of
public issues and help guide practitioners in isgselution (Dale & Hahn, 1994).

Using the model promoted by Hahn (1988), we desdolr stages in the evolution of

% Stakeholders are individuals who will be affedbgd or will affect, wildlife management (Decker et
al., 2001; Decker et al., 1996). NPS sometime=rseb people who meet this definition as “intezdst
parties”; however, we use the term “stakeholderit @smore widely applied in the natural resource
management profession. The term “stakeholder” Ishoot be confused with “special-interest group’
or only those people cognizant of their stake (eisflg in planning activities), as it is possiblar f
someone who may be affected by wildlife managerdenisions and actions to be unaware of the
consequences, or for someone who will not be dyredtected by management decisions to show a
genuine interest.

% Impacts are the socially-determined importanta®f events or interactions involving wildlife,
humans and wildlife, and wildlife management ineartions, and are defined broadly in terms of
human values with respect to wildlife (Decker et 2001; Decker et al., 1996; Riley et al., 2002).
Perceptions of impacts also are affected by théexdin which they occur, with social norms relevan
to that context influencing the interpretation wéets and interactions (Decker et al., 2006; Zinal.e
1998).

* We use the term “wildlife management” broadlyrolude planning, decision-making and actions
where wildlife is the primary focus of the managetngoal, and management of wildlife enables
achievement of objectives for other resources. adament actions also may include interventions
solely directed towards people to affect human-fédnteractions.
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public issues with respect to wildlife, adapteddtmress wildlife management in

national parks (Figure 2.1):

. Identifying potential issues:Concerns are voiced and activity from
concerned individuals increases, although issuesatryet fully formed.

. Focusing issuestssues are formally defined, goals and objectivessat,
and data are collected (laying the groundwork fogpam evaluation).

. Planning action: Potential actions to address issues are identizsed
on data collected. These are evaluated with réspe@riables such as
efficacy, social acceptability and cost.

. Taking action: Chosen management alternatives are implemented,
evaluated and adjusted. Activities may be refiag@ result of evaluation
through monitoring, as an adaptive managemengegjyat

This model reflects our understanding of emergdegis of practice with

respect to issues education. These ideals indadg and frequent dialogue with the
public (National Park Service, 2003a; 2006; Wils&owillis, 2004), which may be
adopted in practice to varying degrees. In owatinent of the model, we separate
NPS and the public to identify potential tensiomp®between natural resource
managers and stakeholders, as well as among stdkehthemselves. The four
stages are not a prescriptive, step-by-step forfionldecision-making, but rather
serve as a general guide to help managers refiegtiestions such as: Where are we
in the public or political “life” of an issue? Whsteps are needed to reach good
decisions about objectives or management actidgssffe outcome likely? How do

we know whether we are making progress toward vespthe issue?
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Identifying
Potential Issues:

» Concern

* Interaction

Taking Action: Focusing Issues:
» Implementation * Issue definition
* Monitoring and * Setting goals
Evaluation and objectives
 Adaptation  Data collection

Planning Actions:
* Alternatives

» Consequences

» Choice

Figure 2.1. Issue evolution model in wildlife mgeanent (adapted from Hahn,
1988).

Stages of Wildlife Issue-Evolution in National Parlks

Identifying Potential Issues

This stage is characterized by the emergence otdaioncerns and increased

activity from stakeholders (Table 2.1).
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Table 2.1. The “identifying potential issues” stag the model.

CONCERN

Concerns surface about overabundance, scarcity, or behavior of wildlifein a
park. Recognition develops that concerns are not simply harbored by one or a
few individuals.

NPS Public

Park managers or other employees begirPark visitors, members of gateway

to identify impacts associated with the communities, scientists, other natural

presence/absence/behavior of wildlife onresource managers, special interest

park management objectives. Concernsgroups, and/or other stakeholders

may emerge as topics of discussion begin to identify impacts from

among colleagues. presence/ absence/behavior of wildlife
in a park. Concerns may be voiced
informally to park employees.

INTERACTION

Some people with concerns about wildlife seek support from one another and
inform officials of their concerns. At this early stage, differing views about the
nature of the concerns often are expressed and likely remedies are suggested.
The potential for controversy becomes apparent. Interaction among individuals
also leadsto therealization that a quick fix does not exist and sets the stage for
issue definition.

NPS Public
Groups of natural resource managers, Park managers may start receiving
rangers, interpreters, or other park official complaints from the public.
employees may meet to assess the extentetters to the editor may appear in the
and nature of their wildlife concerns; local newspaper as the concern
regional or Washington Office becomes increasingly “public.”

consultation may be sought. Consensusinquiries may be received from
or differing views as to the nature and  congressional offices responding to
severity of concern may emerge among constituent complaints. Grass-roots
NPS employees. interest groups may form.
Established groups may show interest
in the concerns expressed by some
stakeholders.

® We use “public” as a term of convenience to rédea variety of stakeholders and affected interests
well as the general public.
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Focusing Issues

When issues develop to this stage, the natureeastue typically is formally
defined, goals and objectives are set for wildiifenagement, and data are collected,
laying groundwork for effective program evaluatiddeally, park managers and
stakeholders work together to discover areas oinconality and differences; input

from non-vocal stakeholders is actively sought (@&h2).

Table 2.2. The “focusing issues” stage of the rhode

ISSUE DEFINITION

General agreement on issue definition forms among a critical mass of park
managers and/or stakeholders, although each group may hold different
opinions about the best way to proceed. The value of identifying common
fundamental objectivesto guide discussion, analysis and decisions becomes
evident. To continue towards possible action by the NPS, issues are defined in
terms of impacts to park resources as described in enabling legislation, policy,
or park planning documents.

NPS Public

General agreement is sought among parkseneral agreement is sought within
representatives about the nature of the various segments of the public about
impacts of wildlife on park management the nature of wildlife impacts on their
objectives or the park’s relationship with community, visiting experience, or
stakeholders. NPS representatives help personal interests. Through dialogue
the public understand park priorities and with the NPS, stakeholders determine
federal planning processes. whether their concerns fall under NPS
jurisdiction.
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Table 2.2 (Continued).

SETTING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Specific management goals and objectives are defined, with an emphasison
understanding perspectives of the various stakeholder groups and identifying
common purpose. Effective communication is critical to clearly understand the
interests underlying stakeholder positions. Desired conditions are identified.

NPS Public

Park managers articulate wildlife needs Stakeholders articulate their needs and
and interests in terms of park goals interests with respect to impacts of
mandated in enabling legislation and wildlife (e.g., through early planning
defined in park planning documents (e.g.,sessions similar to public scoping

in relation to “desired conditions”). Park activities).

managers explain mandated processes

and research needs to facilitate

accomplishing necessary objectives.

DATA COLLECTION

Biological and sociological data are collected to document whether and how
wildlife significantly prevent the park from meeting management objectives.

NPS Public

Park staff, partners, and/or contractors The public is informed about data
typically conduct biological and collection. Stakeholders and partners
sociological studies and analyze wildlife also may develop complementary
impacts with respect to defined studies in communities bordering the
objectives. park.

Planning Action

If research does not show negative impacts of ifgldin park management
objectives, interpretive and/or outreach programas éxplain the situation may be
implemented to improve correlation between pubéiccpption and scientific analysis.

If research reveals that wildlife is preventing gaek from fulfilling
management objectives, park managers likely bedérnal dialogue and discuss

potential alternatives with respect to applicabS\policy. Initial, informal analysis
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of alternatives (as in developing resource stewapdsians) may reveal the need to
consider more controversial alternatives that lggalquire formal stakeholder-
involvement processes in compliance with the Nati&@nvironmental Policy Act
(NEPA, 42 U.S.C. § 4324t seq.. Regardless of compliance requirements, at this
stage managers and stakeholders typically disdtesaative actions and analyze
consequences, with respect to both short- and termg-management goals and
objectives. Park managers consider stakeholdet impen selecting the preferred
alternative for implementation. New alternativesynbhecome apparent through
discussion of consequences or evaluation of therdift choices. Emphasis is placed

on effective communication, public participatiordasreative thinking (Table 2.3).

Table 2.3. The “planning action” stage of the nmode

ALTERNATIVES

Different actions to meet objectives are suggested and discussed within the
framework of NPS policy guidelines. Discussion of alternatives may amplify
public controversy and may be challenging for park managers. Clear goals and
objectives are key in addressing alternatives.

NPS Public
Park managers explain potential Through informal and/or formal
alternatives to stakeholders. Education processes, stakeholders help evaluate
and interpretation help the public different alternatives and offer
understand the feasibility, additional solutions based on their
appropriateness, and efficacy of own interests and needs.

alternatives.
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Table 2.3 (Continued).

CONSEQUENCES

Consequences of proposed actions are evaluated on criteria, including:
environmental, cultural and social impacts; effectiveness; costs and benefits,
and trade-offs of each alternative. NPS and different stakeholdersarelikely to
have different perspectives on costs and benefits.

NPS Public

Park managers have an understanding oStakeholders have an understanding
the biological, cultural and sociological of any management alternatives that

consequences of each alternative. might impact them or require their
Education and interpretation are involvement. Stakeholders
important in helping the public communicate concerns and help
understand costs and benefits of each evaluate which alternatives are
alternative. feasible to implement.

CHOICE

As park managers and stakeholders approach making a choice, they deliberate
about which alternative(s) to adopt. New alternatives may be discovered in this
process. Final decisionsrest with the park managers, but chosen alternatives
are more likely to meet with public support in thelong run if stakeholder input

is considered.

NPS Public
Park managers are ultimately responsiblé&takeholders typically seek to make
for the alternative(s) chosen for their interests known in the evaluation
implementation in the park, ideally process. Landowners, local
considering both stakeholder interests communities, or other public agencies
and coordinated, complementary may decide to undertake management
management activities by partners activities in areas bordering the park.

outside the park in the final decision.

Taking Action

This stage involves implementation, evaluation adaptation of the chosen
management alternative(s). Evaluation is aidedl&gr goals and objectives.

Activities may be refined as a result of progressuation, informed by data acquired
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through monitoring. Modifications or fine-tuning management activities may occur

as part of an adaptive management strategy (Tadh)e 2

Table 2.4. The “taking action” stage of the model.

IMPLEMENTATION

Actions are taken as part of a wildlife management program.

NPS Public
The NPS is responsible for Stakeholders may decide to undertake
implementation of management complementary management

activities in the park and establishing a activities in communities or on public
plan that includes periodic public notice lands bordering the park.
of progress.

MONITORING AND EVALUATION

The impacts of wildlife management actions are monitored and assessed.
Evaluation isa vital component for assessing progress and key to fine tuning
and adjustment.

NPS Public

Park staff monitor and evaluate the The public is kept informed

effects of wildlife management actions throughout the monitoring and

throughout each iterative action in the evaluation process. Opportunities to

program's implementation. include stakeholders in monitoring
and evaluation are encouraged.

ADAPTATION

Activities are modified based on the outcomes of monitoring and evaluation,
perhaps as part of a formal adaptive management strategy.

NPS Public

Wildlife management actions are Public input is included in any
modified as necessary throughout the  substantial subsequent decisions
program’s implementation based on the about modifying or even continuing
outcomes of evaluation. the management program.

22



Extending the Model

The stage-to-stage progression of public issuegtdepin the model is an
approximation of how many public issues evolve,ibsitie evolution often is not a
linear process. In fact, recent application ofltadnn model to ten cases of suburban
deer management revealed that issues often pregrésa start-and-stop fashion,
advancing but then reverting back to earlier stagelse cycle (Raik et al., 2004).

This phenomenon often is related to the dispanityniowledge and understanding of
various stakeholders, a situation that may be @veecusing strategic communication.
For example, when natural resource managers avarimus stakeholder groups are
not at the same phase of the cycle, communicagbmed®en groups can improve
alignment to assure that all parties understandsthwe in the same way before
progressing to the next phase. Improving stakedtaldderstanding, attitudes and
input at all phases of the cycle is a key actiintyhis approach. Yet, because the NPS
ultimately is responsible for its natural resoumt@nagement decisions, dialogue
between managers and stakeholders technicallyt ieqoired at all phases of issue
evolution. Varying degrees of stakeholder involeem) perhaps especially in early
stages, may patrtially explain why public wildlifessues do not always evolve in a
linear fashion.

Under NEPA, NPS managers are required by law tadecpublic input only
when a park proposes or approves an action whgsacision the human environment
are significant enough to warrant an Environmeimgdact Statement (EIS); i.e., when

the issues have reached the phase of “Planningigit{Figure 2.2).
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New NPS policy indicates that

communication with the public starts here.

[/

Identifying
Potential Issues:

e Concern

* Interaction

Taking Action:

* Implementation

» Monitoring and
Evaluation

Focusing Issues:

* Issue definition

* Setting goals
and objectives

» Data collection

Iy

» Adaptation

Planning Actions:
* Alternatives

» Consequences

* Choice

!

Considering action triggers NEPA,;
formal, legally mandated communication
with the public (EIS) starts here.

Figure 2.2. Policy implications for communicatiarth respect to the issue evolution
model. “New policy” include®anagement Policies 20@6lational Park
Service, 2006) and Director’s Order #75a (Natidrelk Service, 2003a).

Reaching consensus or formal agreement with thécpairing action planning
is not legally mandated, and courts have upheld AN&Pimposing only procedural
requirements, preventing uninformed, rather tharedly unacceptable, agency action
(Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council. 19890 U.S. 332). Operating
strictly under this approach, the public is askadriput on alternative solutions to

NPS-defined issues, goals, and data. Although geaasanay have addressed each of
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the earlier phases in depth through internal NP®iag, there is no guarantee that
members of the public have reached the same Iéwgiderstanding of the issue, or
share NPS perspectives about reasonable solutidres Department of the Interior
recently addressed this discrepancy by issuinginements that interested community
members be offered training in both community-bgdadning and the NEPA
process (Office of Environmental Policy, 2003). vieheless, public input processes
that meet NEPA'’s procedural requirements frequdmdhye resulted in court
challenges to EIS’s. Lawsuits may result in anreto early phases of the issue-
evolution cycle, requiring parks to reassess theraaf the problem and appropriate
solutions, as in the case of deer management atlogg Valley National Park
(National Park Service, 2003b).

The federal government is placing greater emplasiacluding stakeholders in
policy-making from the beginning of, and continuiihgoughout, the issue-evolution
cycle (Figure 2.2), a practice known as “upstrepuoilic engagement (Wilsdon &
Willis, 2004). Recent NPS policies explicitly cédk active, on-going public
participation in the planning process (NationalkPaervice, 2006), re-emphasized in a

Director’s Order:

“The purpose of this Director's Order (DO) is tt@rate our commitment to
civic engagement, and to have all National ParkiSer(NPS) units and offices
embrace civic engagement as the essential foumdaio framework for
creating plans and developing programs...This phgbganeans that we do
more than meet the minimum legal requirements @ilip involvement in our
decisions and activities. It means a regular,nahfand sustained level of
interaction with people, both from within and odtsithe NPS. This, in turn,
will enhance our ability to achieve our mission,iethis conserving park
resources unimpaired for the enjoyment of presedtfature generations”
(National Park Service, 2003a, p. 1-2).

Engaging the public early may help managers establicommon foundation

for constructive discussion of alternatives whemglanning phase is reached.
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Utilizing a model such as the one outlined abovg assist thinking about complex
wildlife issues by encouraging attention to ea@mednt in the issue-evolution
progression. Park managers who incorporate suckitiy into their practice are
likely to be well-poised to engage stakeholdergaming, deliberation and,
eventually, decision-making. Managers may find #dgucating stakeholders about
wildlife issues and engaging them in analysis efititanagement situation, as well as
during development of solutions, enhances pubkepiance and effectiveness of

wildlife management practices in NPS units.

26



LITERATURE CITED

Bright, A. D., M. J. Manfredo, and D. C. Fulton.®D Segmenting the public: An
application of value orientations to wildlife plang in Colorado. Wildlife
Society Bulletin28:218-226.

Dale, D. D., and A. J. Hahn. 1994. Public Issuesdaton: Increasing Competence in
Resolving Public Issues. University of Wisconsintdhsion, Madison, WI. 54

pp.

Decker, D. J., T. L. Brown, and W. F. Siemer. 208tman Dimensions of Wildlife
Management in North America. The Wildlife SocieBgthesda, MD. 447 pp.

Decker, D. J., C. A. Jacobson, and T. L. Brown.@®&ltuation-specific "impact
dependency" as a determinant of management acdéptabsights from wolf
and grizzly bear management in Alaska. Wildlife istycBulletin 34:426-432.

Decker, D. J., C. C. Krueger, R. A. Baer Jr., BKAuth, and M. E. Richmond. 1996.
From clients to stakeholders: A philosophical staftfish and wildlife
management. Human Dimensions of Wildllfg0-82.

Hahn, A. J. 1988. Resolving Public Issues and CQmscéhrough Policy Education.
North Carolina Agricultural Extension Service, Rgle NC. 33 pp.

Kellert, S. R. 1996. The Value of Life: Biologidalversity and Human Society.
Island Press, Washington, DC. 263 pp.

Kent, J. A., and K. Preister. 1999. Methods for Brevelopment of Human
Geographic Boundaries and their Uses. Cooperatgreéiment Number 1422-
P850-A8-0015 between James Kent Associates and.$heDepartment of the
Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Task Order®0d.. 22 pp.

National Park Service. 2003a. Director's Order A7&ivic Engagement and Public
Involvement. National Park Service, Washington, D& pp. Available at:
http://www.nps.gov/policy/DOrders/DO75A.pdast accessed April 24, 2007.

National Park Service. 2003b. Final EIS Rural Laage Management Program.
Cuyahoga Valley National Park, Brecksville, OH. 358

National Park Service. 2006. Management Polici€628ational Park Service,
Washington, DC. 168 pp. Available at:
http://www.nps.gov/policy/MP2006.pdllast accessed April 24, 2007.

Office of Environmental Policy. 2003. PEP-Enviromted Statement Memorandum
No. ESM 03-4. Procedures for Implementing PublidiBig@ation and

27



Community-based Training. Department of the InteNgashington, DC.
Available at:http://www.doi.gov/oepc/esm/ESMO03-4.ptHist accessed April
24, 2007.

Raik, D., W. F. Siemer, and D. J. Decker. 2004. Gumity-Based Suburban Deer
management: Six Case Studies of Issue Evolutiopa€ity, and Intervention.
Human Dimensions Research Unit Publication Serigmiber 04-1. New York
State College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, &émpent of Natural
Resources, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY. 57 pp.

Riley, S. J., D. J. Decker, L. H. Carpenter, OFgan, W. F. Siemer, G. F. Mattfeld,
and G. Parsons. 2002. The essence of wildlife nemagt. Wildlife Society
Bulletin 30:585-593.

Wilsdon, J., and R. Willis. 2004. See-through Scee'Why Public Engagement
Needs to Move Upstream. Demos, London. 69 pp.

Zinn, H. C., M. J. Manfredo, J. J. Vaske, and KitWiann. 1998. Using normative

beliefs to determine the acceptability of wildlfeanagement actions. Society
& Natural Resource$1:649-662.

28



CHAPTER 3

WHITE-TAILED DEER ISSUES IN NPS UNITS: INSIGHTS FRONATURAL
RESOURCE MANAGERS IN THE NORTHEASTERN U'S.

Executive Summary

The Biological Resource Management Division of fta&ional Park Service and
the Human Dimensions Research Unit at Cornell Usitieare collaborating to study
human dimensions of white-tailed deer issues in NRI in the northeastern U.S.

By using deer as a model to examine the integratidnological and human
dimensions of wildlife management, this projectkset® improve NPS ability to
respond to wildlife management needs of park unitgeneral. This report focuses on
research in the first phase of the project, whimhststed of a web-based questionnaire
and semi-structured informal interviews with natwuesource managers throughout
the Northeast and National Capital Regions of tR&SN Managers described a multi-
tiered complex of influences shaping a park’s managnt environment and identified
five key elements for the foundation of successfahagement plans: understanding
the park’s unigue management environment, inté\is coordination, coordination
with external stakeholders, effective planning psses, and adequate resources. In
each of these areas, local communities were segigraicantly affecting
management activity. Future inquiry will examinamagers’ approaches to decision-
making, effectiveness of techniques for engagiregptliblic, and differences between

the specific values for which a park is managedtande held by stakeholders. The

“This chapter was originally published as: LeondyiK and D.J. Decker. 2005. White-tailed Deer
Issues in NPS Units: Insights from Natural Resolemagers in the Northeastern U.S. HDRU Publ.
05-5. Dept. of Nat. Resour., N.Y.S. Coll. of AgdalLife Sci., Cornell Univ., Ithaca, NY. 27 pp.
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results are anticipated to improve NPS abilitygdspond to other issues that, like deer,

primarily originate in local communities.

Introduction

Wildlife management is becoming an increasingly ptax task for land
resource management agencies. Some locally mmaity abundant species cause
marked impacts on ecosystems and introduce ecoramditiuman health and safety
risks. The biological dimensions of wildlife mamsagent have been a focus of inquiry
for nearly a century, and while it is acknowleddgieat more biological science
knowledge is desirable, the greatest need in saomisns is for knowledge about the
social aspects, or human dimensions of wildlife aggment. The human dimensions
of wildlife management are defined as, “...how peofakie wildlife, how they want
wildlife to be managed, and how they affect oraffected by wildlife and wildlife
management decisions” (Decker et al., 2001, pTBjs definition considers both
managers’ and stakeholders’ values. The BiolodResources Management Division
of the National Park Service seeks to improvebibtg to respond to wildlife
management needs of park units across the coupiygibing human dimensions
expertise and enhancing its capacity to integtregebtological and human dimensions
of wildlife management issues faced by NPS.

White-tailed deer have been a major concern in npank units of the
northeastern U.S. for over two decades, and bic&bgitudies have been undertaken at
a number of parks to determine deer populationitlemsovement, and impact on
park resources (Frost et al., 1997; Porter & Undedy 1999; Shafer-Nolan, 1997,
Underwood & Porter, 1991; Warren, 1991). Becaddberelative wealth of

biological knowledge about deer and growing reseumnanagement concerns that are
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perceived to involve deer in some way, deer isguesrtheastern parks was
identified as the “model” system for developingiedihuman dimensions insight and
expertise in the BRMD.
The research project consists of three main phases:
Phase I:In collaboration with BRMD and northeastern NP&syrdescribe the
deer situation in northeastern parks and develagpanoach for inquiry to aid in
management practice and policy interpretation,ltiegsuin a study plan.
Phase Il: Conduct study(ies) in collaboration with BRMD $tdNPS regional
staff, specific park unit staff, and NPS partnersi¢termine how public
participation and civic engagement methods fit imithPS wildlife
management, including (but not limited to) procesassociated with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, 1969, 423.C. § 432kt seq).
Phase lll: Conduct study(ies) in collaboration with BRMD $t8PS regional
staff, and specific park unit staff to describe anderstand the differences in
values and assumptions of NPS managers and stdkebi@lith respect to deer
issues, and to suggest how NPS staff might utihmeunderstanding to enhance
management practices.

Thisreport focuses on results of Phase | inquiry.

Methods: Phase |

Discussions with NPS regional scientists and BRNHI sesulted in the
development of a model representing wildlife isswetution in NPS units (Chapter
2). According to this model, wildlife issues evelihrough four main phases (Figure

2.1):
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Identifying potential issues:Concerns are voiced and activity from concerned
individuals increases, although issues are nofiyigtformed.

Focusing issuestssues are formally definédyoals and objectives (specific to
the issues) are set, and data are collected, lalyengroundwork for effective
program evaluation.

Planning action: Potential actions to address the issue are idedtifased on
the outcome of data collection. These are evaluatth respect to variables
such as efficacy, social acceptability and cost.

Taking action: Chosen management alternatives are implementatljated

and adapted as necessary. Activities may be tefise result of evaluation

through monitoring, as an adaptive managemenegjyat

As a first step in understanding NPS resource mensagerspectives on deer
issues throughout the northeastern U.S., a briestipnnaire was developed to
determine sources and impacts of concern with otdpeleer, as well as the level of
action parks were taking, in terms of the issuekgiian cycle (Appendix 3.AY.
Representatives from 52 NPS units in the NorthaadtNational Capital Regions that
were known to have experienced or thought to haggobtential to experience
impacts from deer in the near future were askedgpond to the questionnaire.
Forty-four rangers, biologists, natural resourcenaggers/specialists, superintendents,

and others representing 49 NPS units respondegpdRdents were not asked to

! An issue is a statement that can be acted upomt @&®@reister, 1999).

2 |n the survey instrument, we used the vernaaflanost managers with whom we spoke prior to
implementing the survey, which notably referrech&bural resource management issues involving deer
simply as “deer management” issues. As our ingastins deepened, we came to learn that many deer
management issues were actually focused primamiljmanagement of another resource element in a
park unit that deer were perceived to be affectiifgr convenience, we refer to “deer issues,” micv
implying that the primary focus of natural resounc@nagement was fundamentally a deer objective.
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provide official park position statements basedlata, thus responses were
considered to reflect professional judgments ofitlévidual responding.

Most respondents (N=32, or 73%) had current deecams and were at various
stages of taking action related to these concéMisile only four parks were planning
action and two were implementing management aesyiten were collecting data
and were poised for future action planning (Figdu®. Figure 3.2 shows level of

action for each park, in map format.

Level of action for parks with current concerns

12

10 1
10

Number of parks

Figure 3.1. Level of action related to negativerdempacts, summarized. Categories
reflect phases and sub-phases of the issue-evoleyme. Parks that
responded they were not sure how to rate currgat t& activity were
categorized as “some concern.”
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Figure 3.2.

Level of action related to negativerdepacts, by NPS unit. Warm colors reflect pdahet reported negative

impacts. Cool colors reflect parks that reportedumment deer concerns.




A subset of 22 parks (Table 3.1) was selectedditww-up site visits. Parks
were chosen to represent a range of NPS desigsdtien National Park, National
Historic Site, National Recreation Area, NationaltRefield, etc.), sizes, and phases in
the issue-evolution cycle. Between May and Oct@®&4, semi-structured informal
discussions were conducted with 47 natural resoumargagers and staff at these NPS

units.

Table 3.1. NPS units visited for follow-up discess (in alphabetical order). All
NPS units were visited by K. Leong. Asterisk desqgbarks visited by
both K. Leong and D. Decker.

NPS Unit

Antietam National Battlefield

Cape Cod National Seashore

* Catoctin Mountain Park

* Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historic Park
Colonial National Historic Park

* Delaware Water Gap National Recreation Area
* Fire Island National Seashore

Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania National Militagrie
* Gettysburg National Military Park

* Harpers Ferry National Historic Park

Hopewell Furnace National Historic Site
Manassas National Battlefield Park

* Marsh-Billings National Historic Park

Minute Man National Historic Park

Monocacy National Battlefield

* Morristown National Historic Park

* Prince William Forest Park

* Rock Creek Park

* Shenandoah National Park

* Saratoga National Historic Park

* Valley Forge National Historic Park

Weir Farm National Historic Site
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A set of guiding discussion questions was e-mdietianagers in advance to
familiarize managers with our major areas of irgerthe history of deer issues at the
park, perceptions of differences between managestakeholder concerns, the
influence of the public on park management plannamgl strategic natural resource
communication efforts (Appendix 3.B). This setjoestions was not used as a formal
interview instrument, but merely as a way to gudeussions and ensure that major
topics of interest were covered.

These discussions helped to: (1) identify the ebded general nature of deer
impacts in NPS units of the northeastern U.S.gé2) an understanding of how these
situations have been approached, especially wsihect to the public engagement and
human dimensions of wildlife management, and (8hilty common themes or
experiences with respect to successes and prolbéated to deer issues that would

be fruitful for further in-depth inquiry.

Results: Insights from Managers

For this discussion, the following definitions whié used:

Wildlife Management: “...the guidance of decision-making processes and
implementation of practices to purposefully inflaennteractions among and
between people, wildlife, and habitats to achieased] impacts” (Riley et al.,
2002, p. 586). In contrast to other approachedsfticais primarily on the
manipulation of wildlife populations and habitato{Bn & Robinson, 1995;
Caughley & Sinclair, 1994), this definition als@arporates the importance of
activities directed toward people in meeting managet goals. As noted by
Decker et al. (2001), wildlife management existsduse of the values people

place on wildlife as a resource, an assertion stersi with the observation of
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Fazio and Gilbert (1986) that wildlife managemeant be 10% managing the
resource and 90% managing the public.

Impacts: The socially-determined important effects of égesr interactions
involving wildlife, humans and wildlife, and wildé management interventions
(Riley et al., 2002). Impacts are thus defined Bhpa terms of human values
with respect to wildlife, including professionalluas informed by science.
Stakeholder: Any person who will be affected by, or will aftewildlife
management (Decker et al., 2001; Decker et al §)198lthough the National
Park Service has recently begun to refer to people meet this definition as
“interested parties,” we are continuing to usetéren “stakeholder” as it is more
widely used in the natural resource managemenegsain. “stakeholder”
should not be confused with “special-interest gfauponly those people
cognizant of their stake (especially in planningwites); it is possible for
someone who may be affected by wildlife managerdeaisions and actions to
be unaware of the consequences, or for someonawiihoot be directly

affected by management decisions to show a gelniieest.

Extent and Nature of Deer Impacts

Discussions with managers identified a broad rarideth actors and situations

that constituted the management environment. Ragkgoverned and influenced by

political, sociological, ecological and economimsiulerations (Decker et al., 2001)

acting at multiple scales, ranging from within theek, to local, regional and national

levels. An individual park’s management environmeittthus depend on the specific

combination of influences experienced at each scadeilting in a management

environment unique to each park. A range of péssifluences on the management

environment related to deer issues was describedamagers (Table 3.2).
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Table 3.2. Influences on management decisionteceta deer issues in NPS units in the northeagtesn Broad

categories of management environment components medified from Decker et al. (2001). Grey box
indicates sphere of influence for focus of futesaarch. See Appendix 3.C for definition of acroay

Scale Components of the Management Environment
Political: Law, Policy Sociological: Internal, Sociological: External, Ecological Economic
NPS/Governent Stakeholders
National < NEPA * President and Congresse National Interest Groups
* ESA * DOI  Other Federal Agencies
* FACA + OMB
* GRPA * NPS Leadership
* NHPA * NRPC (e.g., BRMD,
* NAGPRA EQD, NRID, etc.)
* NPS Policy
« Director’s Orders
Regional -« State “NEPA” (e.g., NY « NPS Regional Offices < State/Federal Agenciese Deer meta-population
State SEQRA) * NPS National advisors < Universities structure
» Programmatic Planning (e.g., WASO, NRPC, <« Regional Interest GroupsHabitat connectivity
Documents etc.)
Local * Local ordinances * NPS Regional Planning ¢ State/Federal Agenciese« Deer population density ¢ Cash crops
Office/Consultants * Universities  Immigration/emigration * Cost of
(When EIS is involved) « Local Interest Group  « Predation (hunting/poaching)landscaping
» Congressmen  Adjacent land matrix * Cost of
* Friends Groups « Local landscaping practices agricultural
 Adjacent Landowners < Agricultural practices practices
Park « Designation * Superintendent « State/Federal Agenciese Size of park  Cash crops

 Enabling Legislation

* Park Planning
Documents (e.g.,
GMP’s, Resource
Stewardship Plans)

* Superintendent’s
Compendiur

 Natural Resource
Managers

» Other Park resource
managers

 Other Park staff

» Other NPS advisors

* Universities
» Citizen Advisory

« Contiguity of park parcels < Cost of
 Deer population density preventing/

Committees « Immigration/emigration repairing
* Park Visitors « Predation (hunting/poaching)deer damage
* Inholdings « Habitat structure of park  * Cost of

« Agricultural practices EIS’s/
* Landscaping practic lawsuit:




With one exception, managers did not identify ai3@\staff whose primary
role is to address local level influences on argomg basis. Instead, NPS staff
charged with managing resources within park bouadalso addressed cross-
boundary influences if/when primary, intra-parkpessibilities were affected. When
official public scoping efforts were required, aglhe development of an
Environmental Impact Statement, contractors or kegfonal offices were recruited
to spearhead these efforts. The one park thap&adanent staff focused on local
level influences was unique because it housessitute founded on collaborative
leadership and community-based conservation inmgleboperation and partnerships.

The management environment, in turn, appears éetaffhat managers interpret
as negative impacts to the park. The suite of atgp@xperienced by a park and its
stakeholders may interact and develop into brosdees. On the preliminary
guestionnaire, negative impacts from deer wererteganost often to park natural
resources (N=28), cultural resources (N=19) araticeis with local communities
(N=15, Figure 3.3). Discussions with managersatmwrated these findings, and also
elaborated on the specifics within each categdigble 3.3 presents the categories of
impact on parks and stakeholders mentioned by neasag each park. The table was
created by first listing all categories of impaoted by managers at Park 1. Each of
these categories was then checked for impact &tZRalf managers at Park 2 noted
new categories of impact, they were then addelddaable. After categories from the
final park were added, each park was re-scoreddora that categories were
interpreted uniformly over all parks. Managers eveot asked to systematically
enumerate a list of impacts, therefore, thosedistehe table should not be viewed as
an exhaustive list, but rather as reflecting thestpoominent impacts affecting

decision-making for each park.
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Negative impacts from deer
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Figure 3.3. Negative impacts from deer on park rgameent. Deer were seen to have
negative impact primarily on natural and cultuedources, but
relationship with local communities was also aargé concern. Other
negative impacts included: relationships with farsnéving history farm
experience, and park reputation as resource steward
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Table 3.3. Deer impact profiles for parks, basedisoussions with managers. A
park’s unique set of impacts may interact to becarsaite of “issues.”
Each number represents one of the 22 parks vigitadement in cell
indicates managers’ perceived areas of impachfargark.

Impact Area Affected Parties
Park Stakeholder

Direct Impacts
Natural Resources
» Forest/plant regeneration 1,2,3,5,6,7,12, 13, 14,
15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22
,2,5,12,18, 19, 20
, 13, 15, 18, 19, 20
, 6,14, 18, 19, 20 8
, 12,14, 18, 20
, 18, 20 2
7

» Forest composition 1
» T&E Plants 2,
 Exotic species managemeng,
» Forest understory 4
¢ Plant and animal diversity 2
» Erosion 5
Impacts to deer

» Feeding 16, 20, 22 22
» Behavioral 5,22

» Population 21

Cultural Resources

* Cultural landscape 1

o1 o1 01 O1

» Agricultural damage 1 1,2, 3,9, 11, 15, 18, 19, 22

e Ornamental plantings/ 2, , 10, 21, 22 2,3,5,7,9,10, 13, 14, 16,
landscaping 17,21

» Other property damage 6

Health and Safety

» Deer-vehicle collisions 3,5,6,10, 18, 19 3,5,6,9,10, 12, 13, 14187,

19

* Lyme disease 6,7 56,7

Other

» Park reputation as resource5, 21
stewards

» Communicating park 5
significance

* Hunting (poaching) 6, 8, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22

» Wildlife viewing 2,5,16, 18,19, 20, 22

Impacts to Relationships

» Neighboring Communities 1,2,3,5,6,7,8,10, 11, 13, 14, 17, 18, 19220,
and Landownefs

» Other State/Federal Agencies 2,5,6,12,15, 20

» Park Visitors 5,7,8, 20, 22

 National Stakeholder Groups 1,8, 20

% In many cases, local community members also vigiirks on a regular basis. They were categorized
as “neighboring community” relationships when théegws more accurately reflected area resident
issues vs. one-time visitor issues.
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Patterns emerged when managers’ responses weredviewhis way.

Managers perceived almost twice as many common imfiatsanentioned by 3 or
more managers) to parks (N=11) as to stakeholtkr6)( Given managers’ primary
responsibility to park resources, it is reasonablexipect they would have more
detailed knowledge of impacts to park resources tlwastakeholders. Also,
managers’ knowledge of the extent of stakeholdexdgnition of impacts may be
limited, for reasons discussed later.

Impacts of primary concern to managers focusedspedas of the parks’ natural
resources and cultural landscapes. In contrastageas believed that most
stakeholder concerns related to property damagdthrend safety, or recreational
opportunities. Thus, managers described a managemeironment in which parks
and stakeholders were concerned about differerdatspwith parks primarily focused
on impacts within park boundaries and stakeholftengssed on impacts outside park
boundaries. Given this perception, it is not sgipg that almost every park noted
negative impacts to their relationship with neighibg communities and landowners.
The few parks that did not note negative impacthése relationships generally felt
their neighbors did not expect them to take a legdole in managing deer
populations, either due to the small size of thé& pad number of staff, the purposes
for which the park was established, history of titacon the part of the NPS, or the
fact that deer impacts had not yet reached a leigdl bf concern for the local
community.

Impact categories identified in Table 3.3 were satgd to hierarchical cluster

analysis using SPSS software (version 11.5, SRf83,tb determine which impacts

* Chase et al. (2002) indicate that agencies magdeno their understanding of stakeholder concerns by
being inquisitive rather than simply receptive takgholder input.
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were most strongly related to each other. Theltiagudendrogram is shown in

Figure 3.4.

Dendrogram using Average Linkage (Between Groups)

Rescaled Dista nce Cluster Combine
CASE 0 5 10 15 20 25
Label Num +--------- Fomeeee- +- + + +
SH-Erosion 24 T
SH-Cult. Landscapes 27 —
NPS-Lyme Disease 15 T
SH-Lyme Disease 31 E—

NPS-Property Damage 13

NPS-Deer Behavior 8 i

SH-Feeding 25 E—

NPS-Erosion 7 T

NPS-Comm. Sig. Feat. 17 —

NPS-Reputation 16 T 1
SH-Population 26 - Group 5
SH-Species Diversity 22

SH-Exotic Spp. Manag 23
Rel-NPS-Visitor 18
Rel-NPS-Nat'l. Grps. 21
NPS-Feeding Deer 9
NPS-Ornamentals 12
NPS-Spp. Diversity 5 T
SH-Wildlife Viewing 32 S —
NPS-Forest Comp. 1
NPS-TE Plants 4 — Group4 |
Rel-NPS-Agencies 20 '
NPS-Understory 3
NPS-Exotic Spp. Mgmt 6 Group 3
NPS-DVA's 14 ] J
SH-DVA's 30

SH-Hunting/Poaching 33
NPS-Agric. Damage 11 Group 2
SH-Agricult. Damage 28 1
NPS-Cult. Landscape 10
NPS-Regeneration 2 Group 1
SH-Ornamentals 29 |

Rel-NPS-Neighbor 19

Figure 3.4. Hierarchical cluster analysis of impaotpdrks and stakeholders. Major
branches show clusters of impacts that are related¢h other. Branches
that occur at larger distances are more differtgant ranches at shorter
distances. Prefix SH indicates impacts to stalddrs| prefix NPS
indicates impacts to park (as described by managdhsm refers to
variable number and indicates the order in which chpeeas were entered
into the database.
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The first major branch separated three variables 1) from all the rest:
parks experiencing impacts to forest regenerasitakeholder impacts to ornamentals
and impacts on park-neighbor relations. Agairg gattern suggests that parks
believed their relationships with neighbors weffected when parks and stakeholders
were primarily concerned with different kinds ofpact. Other major branchings
appeared to represent the following: Group 2: icbpeelated to agricultural and other
cultural landscape damage; Group 3: impacts relatedéer mortality; Group 4: more
detailed areas of impact related to forest he@tioup 5: impacts noted by only one or

two parks.

Key Elements for Successful Management of Deer Isssi

While deer issues have been a concern and focstaiay in northeastern NPS
units for over two decades, very few parks havesliged or implemented formal
activities related to deer. In our discussiondwitanagers, a number of areas
emerged as barriers to taking action with respedeer issues. Each of these barriers
also represents a necessary element in developiaffective program to manage
deer issues. The following discussion identifisgexts of each element that were
perceived to be barriers, as well as proposedtoabsolutions managers suggested

for overcoming these barriers.

1) Understanding the Uniqueness of the Managementkzironment

Each NPS unit was created by the President ortaof &ongress to preserve an
area of national significance. By definition, eaepresents a unique natural or
cultural resource. Indeed, almost all discusswitis managers started with an
explanation of the park’s unique features. Elementa park’s management

environment (Table 3.2) were seen to determinenlytthe extent and nature of
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wildlife issues, but also the appropriateness ofous solutions. It became clear that
the definition of “deer issues” varied, sometimebstantially, from park to park.

While deer issues were set within a context of@gichl and economic constraints,
the political and sociological elements of the ngmaent environment appeared to be
stronger influences on how issues were approached.

Much of the disagreement over issue definition afasa different
interpretations of impairment, based on the manage®nvironment. The
fundamental purpose of the NPS, as described Drganic Act is “...to conserve the
scenery and natural historic objects and the iddherein and to provide for the
enjoyment of the same in such manner and by sucmsres will leave them
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generatioffdtional Park Service Act, 1969,
16 U.S.C. 8 1). Congress and the courts have stensgly given priority to the
conservation mandate, as resources cannot be drjdiey are impaired (National
Park Service, 2006). However, neither the wordrfypaired” nor the phrase
“unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generatiom® defined by the Organic Act;
managers must determine not only what constitmesirment in their unique
context, but also how both the duration and seyvefithe impairment are to be
evaluated or weighed against the park’s publicvasee (Southern Utah Wilderness
Alliance v. Dabney, 2000, 222 F. 3d 819). Thus, afnde main challenges facing
managers is to determine the threshold at whiclathegimpacts on resources become
severe enough to threaten impairment. Becauseimeati is defined by the overall
management environment, managers who describethsimvels of deer browse,
complaints from neighbors, or deer-vehicle accis@fiten had very different
interpretations as to how soon or how importamtatild be to take action related to
deer. Some managers indicated that focusing oer ‘‘l@nagemengier sedetracted

from overall park goals, namely “resource healttijich they considered the real
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focus of management planning. They believed thdetstanding the unique
management environment of the park determinedppeogriate actions and partners
to include. One manager stated that the succassishgement activities related to
deer issues depended on the engagement of allodisief the park, as well as
external stakeholders, such as cooperators, caonasgs, volunteers in trail
management and backcountry hut management, aedséatagement. If deer were
moving out of park, this manager also included eeljalandowners and believed that
circumstances determine how broad a net to cdkeirdentification of stakeholders
and partners.

A number of managers also cited the importancedif/idual personalities in
shaping a park’s unigue management environmereek, attitudes of the managers
themselves seem to range from “risk averse” tk‘taking” with respect to
implementing various forms of management. Managies perceived barriers to
effective planning when their views did not matadlthwhose of their
supervisors/Superintendents. Many described ngmtvhere managers and their
supervisors placed different emphasis on the Np&dic enjoyment vs. natural
resource preservation mandate, or took differept@rhes to implementing
management actions. Not surprisingly, managersreported more success had
support from influential actors, such as Superidégrts, congressmen, or heads of
other management divisions. Understanding theopatties responsible for
management decisions seemed to be as importantasstanding the political,
sociological, ecological and economic forces actin@ park at various scales, since

these individuals ultimately determine the trajegiof park planning.
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2) Internal NPS Coordination

At the park level, many managers indicated tharivdl communication among
park staff often was weak. Lack of coordinatiotween different departments within
a park and lack of natural resource training far-nesource management staff were
reported as two major impediments to effective radttesource management. Many
managers at parks with a primarily cultural foceigarted that educators and
interpreters were not receptive to incorporatintyred resource messages into their
communication efforts. Others believed that NR& & general did not have enough
background in natural resource issues and citezkd for common goals among park
staff in different divisions. Activities of diffent divisions were often seen as being at
cross purposes; for example, salting roads in wioteeliminating weekend trash
removal exacerbated wildlife-human conflicts. Mges also suggested that
increased information-sharing by supervisors amdsacdivisions could improve
management efforts.

Some parks actively fostered internal communicatiS8ome natural resource
managers and interpreters collaborated in designeggages to further natural
resource objectives. One park even developednaalgrartnership between natural
resource managers, law enforcement officers, andagdrs to focus on deer issues.
Many managers noted that cross-training and educafiNPS staff on natural
resource management issues would be helpful indtinty support for natural
resource management activities. In one park, gnogiresearchers with magnetic
“NPS Researcher” signs for vehicles helped fatditasearch by avoiding conflicts
with law enforcement officers (i.e., parking ticket Smaller parks with natural
resource managers who also acted as interpretgrarks that housed natural resource
managers and interpreters in the same buildinge o report more success in

integrating natural resource messages in integgretiaterials. Many of these
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managers spoke of the small number of staff aslaardage in fostering information-
sharing and facilitating discussion among divisions

In general, managers attributed many difficultieghwternal coordination to
the traditional distinction between “cultural resoel’ and “natural resource” staff
within NPS culture. Parks seemed to suffer fromldbreaucratic paradox that as staff
grew in number, divisions became more compartmigetifor efficiency, yet each
division became less informed about the othersvitiets, decreasing efficiency in
dealing with issues that cross domains. For lgogeks, the role of top management
(management chiefs, superintendents, or regiofiiakod) in encouraging and
facilitating internal communication as well as poheg cross-training opportunities

was seen as key in establishing and maintaining gdernal NPS coordination.

3) Coordination with External Stakeholders

All parks that were considering development of @ management plan with
respect to deer were concerned about externalhsillers, either because stakeholder
complaints were a major impetus behind consideriagagement or because of
concerns about stakeholder reactions to manageeeisions. Managers identified a
number of areas related to stakeholders that amdit in management: increasing
public understanding of park management activitregeasing public interest in
issues before they become polarized, understankenfyll range of public views (vs.
only the vocal extremes), and coordinating manageaeivities with partners.

Most managers were of the opinion that neithetafisinor community
members understood park management goals. Imfiacty managers believed that
the public generally did not recognize the differeetween city parks, county parks,
state parks, and national parks, but treated tHeas &increasingly urban) green

space. In addition, managers thought the publ& uweaware of park planning
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processes. For example, many managers statestdakaholders were often frustrated
at perceived park inaction, even though the padkdeen involved in the initial, albeit
internal, processes of action-planning for a langet(sometimes years). Another
manager mentioned that the public does not undetstay national parks do not
consider public hunting as an option, considerivad some state parks allow hunting.
The Department of the Interior has issued requirgshat interested community
members be trained in both community-based planambthe NEPA process (Office
of Environmental Policy, 2003). However, there eatly is no one at the park level
that is specifically charged with educating thelmubn either of these topics; natural
resource managers felt that this did not fall witthieir area of responsibility, or that
of park interpreter/educators. Notably, the managéro had strong personal ties to
the local community outside of their professior@és tended to report better
understanding and respect from community memberartbmanagement, even when
community members disagreed with the park’s firedisions.

Managers were also concerned with better undersigutice public’s concerns.
A number of managers indicated they lacked thdsshécessary to engage the public
before issues became contentious, but that undeistastakeholder perspectives
from an early stage would help them move towarddasesolution. In addition,
almost all managers said that they only heard fileenvocal extremes. As one
manager stated, “People who are happy don’t tellatmout it.” Some seemed to
accept this as fact, while others desired guidambew to determine the full range of
stakeholder viewpoints. In general, managers afescribed action-planning
scenarios that garnered little public interestlaiternatives were being considered, at
which point diametrically opposed groups formed gathered support for their

positions, drawing from both local and nationaénetst groups. Some managers also
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indicated that issues changed when the dialoguanebqul from a local scale to
include national stakeholders.

Managers also indicated a general lack of cooriindietween park activities
related to deer and activities occurring outsigegark. All managers either stated
explicitly or implied that deer overabundance regional issue and not solely a “park
problem,” however when discussing potential sohgjovery few considered including
regional partners. NPS management policies rezeghe importance of cooperation
between parks and other local and regional ageaa@®rganizations in managing
these issues (National Park Service, 2006), yet ge@ansaften discussed managing for
deer issues only in terms of NEPA requirementscivBeemed to result in a park-
centric perspective. One manager identified theratmpnal environment of the NPS
(its focus on national level planning requiremensd increasingly narrow and topical
management plans) as contributing to this effedtrasulting in a public perception of
the NPS as too focused on planning.

While most managers did not refer to developindpbalrative management
plans with other agencies or organizations, theyedighge in other partnerships to
address deer issues. One park began reportingfaamplaints to the local state
wildlife management agency, which helped deterrtiieenumber of hunting permits
to issue in neighboring wildlife management are@sother park reported that
actively developing strong ties with the state agenemendously aided management,
as both agencies became more comfortable lookiegdh other as a resource. This
park is also actively seeking to develop a longateglationship with a local journalist
so that their activities will be more accuratelytpayed in the press. In addition, this
park is involving local community members in gathgrdeer movement data. A
number of parks partnered with local universitiesthier federal agencies to collect

data on deer populations or visitor behavior. pa&dks mentioned that local
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community groups had organized to reduce deerdasaadjacent to parks. Although
these parks were not considering deer reductiquaok property, managers from
these parks attended the community planning sessioth gave input.

Most managers seemed to equate the term “managewigntpopulation
reduction.” In contrast, when asked about feasiid@agement alternatives, one park
listed: population and impact monitoring (includielggaging stakeholders in citizen-
science), close coordination with the state agemeighbors, visitors and
stakeholders, education on park mandates and aicdér issue, and finally the
possibility of a program that may include a reductof deer population. This
perspective treats external stakeholders as an@stuassist in management rather
than as potential adversaries. To implement effeetxternal coordination, managers
also emphasized the need for trust among the paptidblic awareness/understanding
of the park’s mission and management processes|afeng relationships with
influentials in the local community, the importarafdong-term relationships
(especially in highly transient communities), bettaderstanding of public
expectations for park management, and better educatt and communication with
the public in general. One manager noted, itsgriimental to have partners, both

external and internal.

4) Effective Planning Processes

Discussions of deer management planning focusedlynam understanding and
implementing legal and policy requirements. Mamagg@peared to be concerned
mainly with fulfilling requirements of the genefdPS approach to NEPA outlined in
the NPS Director’s Order 12 and Handbook for Coretéwn Planning, Environmental
Impact Analysis, and Decision Making (2001a), whetnallels the issue-evolution

cycle outlined in Figure 2.1. Most activities iteldto NEPA planning were discussed

51



in terms of defending agency actions to the puldat public participation more
broadly was also discussed with respect to neveygliidelines that require an effort
to sustain partnerships and involve the public gsreral way of doing business,
beyond legal requirements (National Park Servic8320006). Managers were of the
opinion that streamlining the process of develogilagnning documents and better
guidance in how to effectively meet public inpujueements would help wildlife
planning.

Managers generally described the planning processbarious, both in terms of
the typical 3-5 years of planning prior to implertieg action(s), and in terms of
funding evaluation requirements, which they feuléed in more time spent tracking
funds than evaluating management action(s). Twia types of planning documents,
General Management Plans (GMP’s) and Environmémiaact Statements (EIS’s),
were typically referred to as illustrations of nafuresource planning in parks. A
GMP is a guidance document that specifies how tcpéar park will manage its
resources, based on its enabling legislation amgank’s mission. Many parks either
did not have a GMP or were in the process of demetpa new GMP (required every
10-15 years), and therefore did not have clear ¢jnekefor overall park management,
let alone specifics for deer management. Whiletrpagks were in the process of
collecting data related to deer, in a number oésaparks had not yet established
specific objectives for these studies because teeathpark plans had not yet been
written. As noted by members of the Inter-Regiondlite-tailed Deer Team, without
clear goals and objectives as standards, it is $sipte to evaluate the degree of
impact indicated by biological data (M. Coffey andarish, pers. comm.).

Newer GMP’s tend to be written as a combined GM&/EAccording to the
National Environmental Policy Act, an EIS is regdirwhenever a federal agency

considers any action that may significantly impghet human environment or may be
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highly controversial (NEPA, 1969, 42 U.S.C. § 4&2%5eq.. The NPS Director’'s
Order 12 and Handbook for Conservation Planningjr@nmental Impact Analysis,
and Decision Making (2001a) outlines the proceswliigh NPS adheres to this
statute, complementing regulations issued by then€ibon Environmental Quality.
Managers indicated the belief that a decade of data typically was necessary to
support an EIS related to a controversial issu asananagement actions directed
toward deer. NEPA provides no specific guidanctdke amount of data necessary
to make a decision, aside from the mandate to ystielelop, and describe
appropriate alternatives to recommend coursestmfraim any proposal which
involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternatinses of available resources”
(NEPA, 1969, 42 U.S.C. § 4332 (E)). However, idlidnged in court, agencies must
be able to show that they have taken a “hard l@bkhe action and that their decision
was not arbitrary and capricious (Administratived¢adure Act, 1946, 5 U.S.C. § 551
et seq.. Indeed, case law establishes that the purpoN&BA is to ensure that an
agency has at its disposal all relevant informasibaut environmental impacts before
embarking on a project (Friends of Endangered Sgeltie. v. Jantzen, 1985, 760 F.
2d 976; Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Count#89, 490 U.S. 332; Salmon
River Concerned Citizens v. Robertson, 1994, 3F1L346). Also, courts have ruled
against the NPS on the basis of lack of sufficéatt in EIS’s (Coalition for Canyon
Preservation v. Slater, 1999, 33 F. Supp. 2d 12fi6;Fund for Animals v. Norton,
2003, 294 F. Supp. 2d 92).

Clearly, park managers are justifiably concernesliabaving adequate baseline
data. However, in many cases, managers beliewsdihre replicating biological
studies that had already been performed repeat¢dither parks. Some thought that
a programmatic EIS or a broad policy statement B lMnowledge of deer biology

would help managers move forward with action plagrnn a more timely fashion.
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Data to support such policy may already exist, anymimanagers from different parks
indicated that they began using common techniquestimate deer population
density a few years ago. However, because dismssif management objectives and
actions that involve deer will always be locallyntwversial, an EIS at the regional or
national level would only provide an analysis déatative methods, it would not
guide individual parks in determining which methed=se most appropriate to their
unigue management environment.

Managers referred to NEPA as a double-edged swdnidk it ultimately allows
parks to move forward with preferred managemenviéies, the associated planning
process was often described as a hurdle that datdigs). This attitude is most
obviously reflected by the fact that NPS culturs daveloped the term “NEPA
compliance” which is taken to be synonymous witarfpplanning.” One manager
felt that the culture of “compliance” gave planninggeneral an unjustly negative
connotation. Most managers seemed to hold threée asaumptions with respect to
NEPA (in relation to deer): (1) it allows parksitaplement their preferred action (2)
it is time consuming and costly to write an EISg3awsuit is inevitable. A number
of parks cited the lawsuit regarding deer reductib@ettysburg National Military
Park as evidence (Davis v. Latschar. 2000. 202 853). The court ruled in favor of
the park, and interestingly, managers spoke ofa¥wsuit in both positive and
negative terms. The lawsuit was seen as furtheafphat parks can implement any
actions they deem necessary as long as they fdaleworrect procedural
proscriptions, yet the inevitability of a lawsuiaalso used as a reason to avoid
planning for deer management (where most manageis aquated “management”
with “population reduction”). One park felt the lamit illustrated a need for better
communication with the public, especially localdawners, and as a result, this park

focused efforts on fostering relationships with libeal community members.
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When asked directly about public participation lanming, most managers
immediately responded in terms of public scopirfgres related to NEPA. According
to NPS NEPA procedures, parks must solicit puloiput once they begin planning
actions (National Park Service, 2001a), which ocbatfvay through the issue-
evolution model (Figure 2.1) However, it is clélaat stakeholders can have a
significant role much earlier in the cycle, andrepday a crucial part in defining the
overall context in which the issue evolves. Onaager even believed that any future
management activities targeting deer issues catlthen spearheaded by the park, but
would have to be part of a larger community effprgcisely because of the
controversial nature of the issue. Two manageygested that early planning
meetings with the publideforeformal NEPA public scoping activities, could not
only provide earlier opportunities for public invement, but could also ensure that
both management and public concerns were reprekantat least acknowledged, in
the definition of the problem. These managers bédeved that alternatives
presented for discussion should be informed byiputgbut. Other managers felt the
NPS already did a good job of involving the publig,providing a number of avenues
to receive public input such as letters, faxes ad;rthe new Planning, Environment
and Public Comment (PEPC) website, and public mgeti They thought it was
appropriate to let EIS contractors take chargdefpublic participation element
because these contractors focus on NEPA and tmerefwe more capacity to engage
the public than do park natural resource manageére park that is entering into a
GMP intends to assign a staff member as a commplatyner, to set up public
outreach meetings and otherwise engage the publis was not the norm for most
parks we visited. Instead, most parks relied oh@zcontacts with public
information officers, interpreters, and naturabi@ge managers to transmit

information to local community members.
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As mentioned, most managers did not believe tleptiblic understood either
park missions or the park planning process, bothloth impede constructive public
participation in planning. A recent NPS DirectdDsder (National Park Service,
2003) calls for active on-going public participatitthroughout the planning process,
beyond legal requirements. Some managers belibatdhis requirement would
weaken NEPA by preventing the park from implemenéiny action. Others thought
that it was superfluous, since “...once in the forplahning process, you're already
doing it.” Many managers were wary of public papation because of experiences
with public processes that became arguments almbartized positions unrelated to
park goals. They were also concerned that consdmssed management would lead
to a situation in which all parties lose becausedlare compromises all around. They
believed that “...no matter what action is chosemeane will complain,” and
“...people will think they’re not being heard if ibdsn’t go their way.” Managers
wanted guidance in how to fulfill public participat requirements but still maintain
good relations with stakeholders. A few manageggssted that social science
studies on both internal NPS and external stakehnaititudes would help parks
prepare for scoping related to NEPA.

Other managers were concerned with the level ehdtince at public meetings
and whether attendees were representative of taalér public. Some managers
observed that public meetings typically drew onfgw people, usually the same
people with specific interests, and were concethatthis resulted in plans that
catered to only fringe users. Other managersmadpposite problem, with such a
large turnout at public meetings that it was hardfioderators to keep comments on
topic. Managers stated that the public didn’t ustéand that the volume of replies, in
terms of either loudness or number, was not neafsgaing to determine the action

taken. Again, this points to the need to manad@ipexpectations of the
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participatory process. Other managers were cordenith how to reach people in
the middle ground, how to address the small peagenof people who they believe
will (almost inevitably) challenge the park’s deors, how to reach national advocacy
groups, and how to deal with the fact that Congeasscomplicate local attempts to
engage the public in planning by creating laws raahers, bypassing NEPA entirely.
A number of managers noted that even if local comtras agreed with or at least
respected the park’s perspective, national staklen®loften changed the tenor of
issues once a Notice of Intent was posted in tlieiaé Register. While many
managers were skeptical of public participatioplemning, a few parks felt
otherwise. One manager noted that, “[public engagms] critical... Deer bring out
many emotions on all ends of the spectrum. Pulazmation, press,
communications with neighbors, state and local eigsr{are] a key component of all
of our deer work.”

Regardless of public participation activities, an@nager noted the key role of
planning in wildlife management, “The most impottaspect of dealing with deer
issues in national parks will be the thread of esiracy not in how we manage the
populations, but in the process of developing mamamnt goals, objectives, strategies
and the planning process that gets the parks temgnt ‘management’ programs

regarding their populations.”

5) Adequate Resources

Adequate resources are necessary to implemenypayf management action,
and managers focused on a number of key resoumcasling: funding, sufficient
staff, regional support, access to literature, s&te funding sources, and staff

capacity.
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Almost all managers mentioned lack of staff anddfog as impediments to
management of deer issues. Most of the managerdeltithey lacked adequate staff
indicated a need for increased support relatedtiaral resource research, such as
full-time botanists, biologists, or technicianson$ also mentioned a need for
interpreters dedicated to natural resource inteapomn. Only one park mentioned a
need for a community outreach planner. Most marsagbho mentioned lack of funds
spoke in terms of funds to increase staffing. Maranagers described short-term
grants that had increased dedicated staff for abtesource projects to illustrate this
point. All managers felt they barely had enougdotgces to meet current
management needs, let alone allocate resourcéstime management planning.

A number of managers expressed a need for guidanegting proposals that
would be approved for NPS funding and/or assistafiteir concern was not that
past proposals had been rejected, but ratheritbgtdid not receive enough feedback
to improve future proposals. Many of the managérs believed they had adequate
access to small project funding sources had work#dNPS offices that oversaw
those funds (either full time or through short-tetetails) so had better knowledge of
how the funding process worked, who to contacgtadance, or even that these
funding sources existed. Managers specificallytroaad funding sources such as the
Natural Resource Preservation Program (NRPP) dret sburces accessed through
Program Management Information System (PMIS). v parks relied on
partnerships with university researchers or locahmunity groups for funding and
other resources.

With respect to internal NPS coordination, managéss reported a need to
increase NPS staff capacity for integrating nattgaburce concerns into other areas
of park management and operation. Other capacitgerns related to a need for tools

to better understand, engage, and communicatetgthublic. Many of these
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concerns were outlined above in terms of both doatmn with external stakeholders
and effective planning processes.

Managers in the National Capital Region felt thetythad an advantage of
being able to interact regularly with their natuedource colleagues, which they do
formally through bi-monthly meetings. Managers teht this type of regular contact
fostered a “tight natural resource group,” andvadid them to give each other
feedback on experiences with funding projects, waked, who they liked to
interact with, etc. While geographic proximity fiiteited this type of regular
interaction, managers also noted supervisors asdseyirces in helping identify
funding sources, supporting proposals for additisteftf, and facilitating information

sharing between NPS employees.

Discussion

While park managers are ultimately vested with slearmaking power with
respect to natural resource management in pasgéncy recognizes that “[the
NPS] mission-both in 1916 and today-has been detius us by the American
public. We have a fundamental responsibility teugr that the public understands
and supports what we do on their behalf” (NatioreakFService, 2001b). Fulfilling
this responsibility begins with an understandindgpafv, why, and when publics (such
as local communities) influence or are influencggéark resources and management
actions performed on their behalf.

Unlike many public issues that have been studigrheks, deer issues are not
primarily driven by visitor concerns, but insteadalve local communities. The NPS
currently has teams focusing on basic biologicadlggical, and cultural landscape
inventories, as well as visitor surveys. Howeless work has been done assessing

local communities, their attitudes toward park@utsi, and their effect on management
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activities. Parks face many trans-boundary islugsmay impact local communities,
for example: fire management, invasive species gemant, ecosystem restoration
and managing disease outbreaks. A technique terhgtderstand how local
communities relate to parks and management issaeklwe applicable in these types
of situations as well. While national stakeholdexups may become involved once
an issue is defined and action is being plannea/ lstakeholders often play a crucial
role in the initial identification and developmaitthese issues.

Future research will therefore examine: the frantkwoanagers use to
approach decision-making, alternate techniquesrigaging the public, and
differences between the specific values for whigtak is managed and those held by
stakeholders. By focusing on these areas, indghtegt of deer issues in NPS units, it
is the intent of research Phases Il and Il todyiekight that will help strengthen NPS
ability to respond to other issues that involvealammmunities. This research plan
assumes that a strong understanding of not onltatiget audience (stakeholders) but
also the degree of understanding between the ateleamd change agent (agency) can
be used to design more appropriate, and therefore successful, communication
and education initiatives related to public pap#tion. In turn, tailoring participation
strategies throughout all phases of the issue gaalaycle will ultimately result in
more informed, equitable and sustainable managedsaidions. While these
assumptions must be tested, research related se®Haand 11l of this study will
develop a framework and methodology with the intenthat it can be applied

whenever the NPS faces management issues thataiggn local communities.
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APPENDIX 3.A

Questionnaire: Assessing Deer Impact in NPS Units ithe Northeastern U.S.

The Biological Resource Management Division of Ktaional Park Service
(NPS) and the Human Dimensions Research Unit atéllddniversity are
collaborating to study human dimensions of whiieethdeer(Odocoileus
virginianus)management in NPS units in the northeastern tbEbéckground on
this effort, please read more aboux udur first step is to identify the extent and
general nature of deer impacts in NPS units ohtiveheastern U.S.

We are requesting your help in determining whetlear issues affect your
park, if at all. (Note: even if you have not had and do not antiei@dtention to deer
management, we’d like your input)any park service units have, to varying degrees,
considered or pursued actions to address impast&iased with deer. Still others are
contemplating management of deer. Research aretierpe indicate that deer
management issues, like other public issues, dpvtblough phases, a process

referred to as an issue-evolution cycle

Eventually, we would like to examine the develophuwdeer management
strategies for a variety of NPS units in variouag#s of the issue-evolution cycle.
We hope to gain understanding of how these sitnati@ve been approached,
especially with respect to the public engagemedtraimman dimensions of
management. Itis assumed that the collectivereequee of NPS units is a rich source
of insight into deer management in parks. As aojget progresses, we will seek
representation of parks facing different managersgnétions and with different
management mandates (cultural, natural, etc.).

In this early stage of our project we need to daeilee the scope of deer

management issues throughout NPS units in theeestarn U.S. We request your
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cooperation by sharing just a few pieces of infdramaconcerning deer management
in your park. This brief questionnaire (just 7 stiens) will help us gain an initial
understanding of NPS management perspectives amae®ggement issues. It is
being distributed only to natural resource managepsarks throughout the
northeastern U.S.

Before we move to the 7 questions, please providdallowing background

information:

Your name:

Your e-mail address:
Name of your park:
Your current position at park:

1. Generally, which of the following statements bestakcribes your opinion of
your park’s current situation with respect to deer?

(Check one)

[ ] I believe that deer are having some negative itnpaour park resources,
visitor safety, or park relations with adjacentdawners.
(Continue with questions 2-5.)

[ ] 1do not believe that deer are having any peilsephegative impact on
our park resources, visitor safety, or park retaiwith adjacent landowners.
(Skip to question 6.)

2. How have you determined there is negative impact causdy deer?(Please
check all that apply.)

Personal observation
Data from deer-related research in the park
Reading scientific literature about deer andrtimpacts
Complaints from visitors

Complaints from local community members
Complaints from other state/federal agencies
Other(Please specify):

OO
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3. Please indicate which aspects of park managementeabeing negatively
affected as a result of impacts caused by dee(Please check all that apply.)

Natural resources
Cultural resources
Health and safety
Our relationship with park visitors

Our relationship with neighboring communities daadowners
Our relationship with other state/federal agescie
Other(please specify):

T

4. Are impacts caused by deer keeping you from meetirgny park management
objectives?

[] Yes
[] No

If you answered ES which specific objectives are being impacted2aste
identify the planning document that is the souriceazh listed objective.

5. Which of the following statementsbest describes your current activity with
respect to negative deer impacts and park responsgPlease check only one
response)

[ ] We have begun to notice negative impacts from dieehave not yet initiated
any response.

[ ] We have begun to define issues, goals and obgsctelated to deer impact on
our park.

[ ] We are collecting data to determine whether degatively impact
management objectives.

[ ] We have a planning process underway to devegimgegy for deer
management in our park.

[ ] We are currently implementing deer managemeitities at our park.

[ ] We believe deer impact our park, but are not simere we fall in the above
list.

[Skip to question 7.]
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6. Do you anticipate experiencing any impacts from deevithin the next 2
years?

[] Yes
[] No

7. Do you have any general observations you’'d like tshare regarding deer
management in national parks? (Please enter your commentsin the space
provided below.)

Thank you for your input!

If you have any questions, please contact us
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APPENDIX 3.B

Guiding Questions for Discussions with Managers Ahgd
Human Dimensions of Deer Issues

. Please describe the history of deer issues anckgtten deer management at your
park as it has evolved to date.

. Please describe your experiences with deer managewta the National Park
Service, at your park and elsewhere.

. How do you believe deer affect park managementat gark?

. What do you think are the primary concerns of lamahmunity members with
respect to deer at your park?

. What types of differences do you see in communigyniner perceptions of deer as
a focus of management compared to NPS employeepies of deer
management at your park?

. What management alternatives do you believe woelfitasible to implement at
your park?

. How do the public (e.g. local community or interggiups, national interest
groups, etc.) influence deer management activatig®ur park? At other parks?

a. Which groups are most/least successful and why?

. How does public engagement in management planififagtdhe effectiveness of
deer management at your park? in National Pargeneral?

. What types of communication/education/outreachreffoas your park designed
to address deer management? What about other parks?

a. Which of these do you consider to be the most sstekand why? What
are the management objectives these public engagefierts serve to
achieve?

b. What doesn’'t seem to work? Why?

66



APPENDIX 3.C

List of Acronyms Used in Table 3.2

BRMD: Biological Resource Management Division, NPS, NRPC
DOI: Department of the Interior

EIS: Environmental Impact Statement

ESA: Endangered Species Act

EQD: Environmental Quality Division, NPS, NRPC

FACA: Federal Advisory Committee Act

GMP: General Management Plan

GPRA: Government Performance Results Act

NAGPRA: Native America Graves Protection and Repatriafion
NEPA: National Environmental Policy Act

NHPA: National Historic Preservation Act

NPS: National Park Service

NRID: Natural Resource Information Division, NPS, NRPC
NRPC: Natural Resource Program Center, NPS

OMB: Office of Management and Budget

SEQRA: New York State Environmental Quality Review Act

WASO: Washington Office, NPS
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CHAPTER 4

PHILOSOPHICAL APPROACHES TO COMMUNITIES AND PARTICATION
IN NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Abstract

Laws and policies increasingly direct natural reseunanagers to involve the
public in management decisions, including public®eal and regional or national
scales. Approaches to public participation havenlaescribed as a continuum of
increasing public power in decision-making. Theger enhances one model, defining
six philosophical approaches to public participatiauthoritative, passive-receptive,
inquisitive, intermediary, transactional, and coaagerial. The intermediary
approach often is described by managers, yet inwaglentified in the original
typology. Theory from community sociology appli@dthese participatory
approaches identified three distinct paradigmserily used by managers to identify
and interact with stakeholders, illustrating thidftedent approaches represent
fundamentally different types of participation, gt varying amounts of
participation. Certain paradigms are more suibeeinigagement with communities of
interest while others are more suited to commusidieplace. National Park Service
policies regarding public participation reflect #neolution of these paradigms. These
policies and paradigms do not replace each otlare used contemporaneously,
depending on the context, scope, and nature ahdreagement issue. Recognizing
assumptions underlying each of these paradigmagsiat natural resource managers
who strive to meet their public trust mandate ilesting among stakeholder
engagement processes that more effectively reatmemities of interest or

communities of place.
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Introduction

This paper examines theoretical implications ofréiationship between
conception of the public and approach to publigip@ation and illustrates these
concepts in the evolution of National Park Ser¢ldBS) policies related to public
participation. By describing assumptions aboutphielic and public participation
associated with these different policies, this papay help managers select among
philosophical approaches to public participatioat tre more effective with different
stakeholder groups.

Wildlife management fundamentally involves managhilgllife-related
impacts, the socially-determined important efféetg., ecological, economic,
psychological, health, safety) of events or inteoas involving wildlife and other
natural resources, humans and wildlife, and widfifanagement interventions (Riley
et al., 2002). State and federal natural resouareagement agencies are charged
with managing wildlife under their stewardship gsudlic trust resource; i.e., a
resource that is to be protected and preservadshlty the government for the benefit
of current and future generations (Baer, 1988)soime instances, mandates for both
wildlife conservation and provision of public benefssociated with wildlife cannot
be maximized simultaneously (e.g., managing unguiainbers for effective disease
control vs. providing wildlife viewing opportunisg. In addition, different
stakeholders (i.e., people who will be affecteddrywill affect, wildlife management,
Decker et al., 2001; Decker et al., 1996) may different desires for management
based on their direct or indirect experiences willllife or wildlife management
interventions. This situation indicates one paraofowildlife management; it
typically seeks straightforward management acttoreddress complex, wicked or
messy problems (Allen & Gould Jr., 1986; ForestéB%t Patterson & Williams,
1998; Rittel & Webber, 1973).

71



Much complexity stems from different emotional réaas to human-wildlife
interactions or to proposed or implemented wildiifanagement actions that move
stakeholders to take action. This potential hdsatgencies to involve stakeholders
more proactively in wildlife management decisionking. Experience also has
demonstrated that many stakeholders welcome ine@we in management issues and
expectations are growing for public participatiarwildlife management decision-
making (Decker et al., 2001; Patterson et al., 2003)

Federal policies have addressed short-term, ooéjgispublic inclusion in
decision-making since the creation of the Admiaitte Procedures Act in 1946 (5
U.S.C. § 55%t se(, and, for environmental decisions, the NationaliEonmental
Policy Act in 1969 (NEPA, 42 U.S.C. § 432iiseq. Recently, the federal
government has begun to place greater emphasanger-term stakeholder
engagement in decision-making, as evidenced by, lsieh as the Negotiated
Rulemaking Act (5 U.S.C. 8§ 56t seq.1996), and policies, such as the Executive
Order Facilitation of Cooperative Conservation (Ex@rder No. 13352, 69 Fed. Reg.
52989, Aug. 26, 2004). Thus, natural resource mensaare operating at the junction
of: (a) raised public expectations for involvemantl (b) government policy
responding to this expectation by directing agentdeengage the public more
proactively in natural resource management deasion

Despite this trend, many natural resource managerbmited in their capacity
to implement these newer legal and policy direstifice several reasons. First, the
stakes and stakeholders involved in wildlife mamaget decisions are dynamic and
change over time (Decker et al., 2001; Marshall &&ts, 1997; Schectman, 1978).
In addition, there may be communities of placeafel to the physical context of
wildlife issues) and communities of interest, sashregional or national publics, with

different sets of concerns (Patterson et al., 20@®)ntifying the public to engage
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thus depends on manager perceptions of the relehardcteristics of stakeholder
groups. The difficulty of identifying different plics, or stakeholder communities,
can be illustrated by the field of community soomy, a discipline that focuses on
understanding the relationship between the indalidnd the collective. In this arena,
studies have identified 94 different definitionscoimmunity (Bell & Newby, 1971,
Hillery, 1955). While some of these are esoterio@longer used, a number of
competing conceptions of community have emergedpansisted throughout the last
century.

In addition, the term “public participation” can bpplied to many forms of
interaction and communication between governmedtctizens or communities.
Indeed, even the environmental planning literatges not precisely distinguish
between skills, desired outcomes, and processraesigjuired for dialogues, debates,
mediated negotiations or consensus building (Jkdter, Cornell University, personal
communication). Philosophical approaches to pytsiticipation have been
described as a continuum that reflects the dedre#izen engagement and power in
the decision-making process, ranging from nonpgagton, where the goal is
providing information and building awareness, tonc@ragement, where citizens are
embraced as partners in the final decision and geanant implementation (Arnstein,
1969; Chase et al., 2002; Decker & Chase, 1997phatPark Service, 2003; Smutko
& Garber, 2001). These approaches have not besnie&d with respect to implied
assumptions about community structure, functiod, @apacity for collective action—
three dimensions that potentially influence intéicats between natural resource
management agencies and communities of stakeholders

Over time, the NPS has adopted policies that refleanges in philosophical
approaches to public participation in environmedtadision-making. Thus NPS

policy will be used to examine implications of ceptions of community on design of

73



stakeholder engagement processes. Like other fddedamanagement agencies, the
National Park Service is mandated to serve commegmof interest (i.e., the national
public) that may be broader than communities of@l@e., those directly impacted by
park resources or management activities). Many pitiSies related to public
participation were created to help managers meet lequirements, and therefore
focused on the broadest audience, communities@rfeist. Recent policy additions
call for active and on-going dialogue and deliberabetween parks and communities
of place, with local community partnerships andvacparticipation as a standard
component of resource management planning. Thisgaiphy explicitly exceeds

legal requirements for public involvement in NPS8id®ns and activities (National
Park Service, 2003). Rather than replacing egphdicies, these more recent policies
require managers to add to their understandingefiiestions: 1) “Who is the
public?” and therefore, 2) “What does public pap@tion mean?” A similar shift in
philosophy more broadly throughout the Departménie Interior (DOI) is

evidenced by recent emphasis on cooperative coatsany as well as the development
of a DOI Director’s Order influenced by the NPSdaitor’'s Order-75A: Civic
Engagement and Public Involvement (National Parki€er2003, M. Keener,
National Park Service, personal communication)er&fore, implications of recent
NPS public participation policies may serve asefuldrame of reference for other
DOl agencies and wildlife managers who must negobatween serving

communities of interest and communities of place.

|. Theoretical Framework

Who is the Public?

The public is rarely formally defined in studiespfblic participation. In

natural resource management, the public is moshafbntrasted with agency
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decision-makers and collaborating experts; for ganNPS management policies
define members of the public as “...including exigtand potential visitors, park
neighbors, American Indians, other people withitraalal cultural ties to lands within
the park, concessioners, cooperating associatbms; partners, scientists and
scholars, and other government agencies...” (NatiBagt Service, 2006, p. 24).
Alternately, the public may be defined based omageicharacteristics: “A public is
any segment of the population that can be groupgether because of some
recognized demographic feature or common set efasts” (Kent & Preister, 1999, p.
9). Yet, neither of these definitions specifiesetiter these groupings of publics
should be treated simply as an aggregate of indalgdor as organized entities (and if
so, what kinds of organizations).

The field of community sociology focuses on undamging the relationship
between the individual and the collective. Forplieposes of this paper, the term
“‘community” will be used generically to refer toyagroup of individuals with the
ability to act collectively, such as stakeholdeyugps, issue publics, or local
communities. Sociologists have yet to agree onstexedard definition of community
and a number of both macro and micro approachesnmnunity have been
documented (Bell & Newby, 1971). Differences betwe®acro and micro
approaches to community are based on competingswéthree dimensions--group
structure, function, and capacity for collectivéi@e--which result in different
assumptions about ways to identify and interadh\wdmmunity groups. Likewise,
each of these three dimensions has implicationpublic participation in decision-
making by natural resource management agenciethikBIPS.

When viewed from a macro perspective, the soaiatsires and institutions
that make up a community are of primary importante.ensure representative

participation from the community (i.e., the publar)e would need to identify its
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component structures and engage representativasefach of these structures.
Sociologists debate whether social structures eséedonceived as webs of concentric
or intersecting associations (Pescosolido & Rubd@(?, sets of institutional services
that show systemic properties (Warren, 1978), oregages of land-based interests
(Molotch, 1976). For natural resource managersaearo approach would consider all
of these possibilities and would focus on identifybrganized special interest groups,
town councils, non-governmental organizations, camity associations, and the like.

A micro perspective instead focuses on social aaieyns. Rather than
community structure, the social-psychological agpetcommunity, or sense of
belonging, becomes the focus. Community is seennasntal construct based on
shared symbols and beliefs, and should be intexgiiatterms of the ways these
beliefs and symbols are sustained and have meaiiinigp social groups (Cohen,
1985; Hummon, 1990). While individuals may becammlved in wildlife issues
because of a specific set of stakes (a singlegdror simplex relationship), they are
whole people with diverse histories, identitiegains, education, and experiences
who interact in multi-stranded (multiplex) relatgimps that simultaneously serve
many purposes, such as parent, neighbor, propertgm religious communicant, and
citizen (Bell & Newby, 1971; Selznick, 1992). A macapproach to participation
would therefore focus on improving understandinggvieen the agency and the public
regarding not only each other’s stakes and intgrésit also their systems of beliefs
vis-a-vis the resource and other community members.

In addition to structure, community function isesftdebated. From a macro
perspective, communities can be seen as instialti@ad problem-solving entities that
fulfill a number of specific functions, epitomizeadTocqueville’s discussion of
associations as goal-oriented artificial creatithiag enable democracy to persist

(Tocqueville, 1945 [1845]). At the other extremmemmunities are described as
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having “generic functions but no special purposglgnick, 1992, p. 359-360).
Another way of conceptualizing this distinctioringerms of task versus maintenance
functions. Task functions are undertaken to cémtigroup’s social and physical
environment and yield a high outcome for its memapehile maintenance functions
are the activities that maintain interdependencerangroup members (Warren,
1978). Public participation focusing on task fuowes would be concerned about
process criteria, such as the timing of involvemespiresentativeness of participants,
whether the process was fair, and how many comnvegris received. Participation
focusing on maintenance functions would be conckat®ut process-related
outcomes, such as whether the process influenattgglecisions, achieved more
acceptable solutions, or improved public relati@@sess & Purcell, 1999; McComas,
2001).

Finally, the conception of a community’s abilitydot, or its capacity for
collective action (Luloff & Swanson, 1995), is ingtmental in designing processes to
encourage public participation. Collective actoam be thought of as being either
internally-driven or externally-driven, with intealty-driven collective action related
to maintenance functions and externally-drivenemiiVe action related to task
functions (Warren, 1978). According to the commyfigld approach, community
boundaries are not static but emerge dynamicalllyciange continuously via
interactions of participants (Wilkinson, 1970). Sheven though a natural resource
management unit may be politically separated fromeioelements of the community,
it may still be considered part of the communisidifor certain issues. From this
perspective, when the natural resource managergentwgis considered a part of the
community field, engaging communities in decisioaking would imply an emphasis
on understanding how its decisions may affect agispects of the community, with

primacy placed on downplaying individual interest$avor of the collective. When
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the agency is considered to be wholly outside tmmunity field (i.e., an external
force) its attempts to engage the local commurotylat be seen as threatening and
could actually mobilize the community to action iagdit, reinforcing boundaries
between the community and the agency rather treffirrming interdependence of the
two. As noted by one study, positive agency imagkinva community is likely to

lead to more successful program implementation (W&Hc1996).

What Does Public Participation Mean?

Similar to confusion surrounding the term “commuyyiitpublic participation”
has been used to refer to a wide variety of tealesgranging from input via letters,
faxes, or e-mail, to public meetings, focus groumpsdiation, or citizen task forces.
Each of these techniques can be designed to falfilimber of goals, and determining
the appropriate mix of techniques is related tondeiral resource management
agency’s policy, dominant philosophy of leadershipd organizational culture, all of
which affect the agency’s relationship with the jpmbDecker and Chase (1997)
defined five broad philosophical approaches to igytarticipation along a continuum
that reflects the degree of citizen engagemenipamcer in the decision-making
process: authoritative, passive-receptive, ingueitransactional, and co-managerial.
The continuum is expanded here to include a siategory, intermediary, which often
is described by managers but was not captureceioriginal taxonomy. The
intermediary approach falls between the inquisitiad transactional approaches
(Figure 4.1). Its addition expands the taxonommtie accurately reflect
management practice. Each of these philosophpgabaches has implications for the
forms of participation subsequently considered Iptairal resource management

agency (Table 4.1).
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PARADIGM SHIFT

Natural Resource Management Agency
| || | | | |

Authoritative Passive- Inquisitive Intermediary Transactional Co-
Receptive Managerial

Relative Power in Decisions

Approaches to Public Participation

Figure 4.1. Management approaches to stakehaigat and involvement (modified
from Decker & Chase, 1997). Bars indicate relatlegree of influence on
policy and natural resource management decisiorssaiyeholders and
managers. The intermediary approach is addediasmeent of original
taxonomy. Paradigm shifts refer to changes in eption of community
structure, function and capacity for collectivei@actreflected in the
different approaches to participation.
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Table 4.1. Approaches to public participation andesponding: models of communication, objectidesjsion-making power, and forms
of participation (adapted from Chase et al., 2@8utko & Garber, 2001). NRMA = natural resourcenagement agency,
SH = stakeholder groups. Arrows designate flownfdfrmation; single-headed arrow indicates one-a@ymunication,
double-headed arrow indicates dialogue.

Approach Model Objectives Decision-Making Power Form of Participation

Authoritative NRMA—> SH Improve management climate, Decision by NRMA alone One-way communication, to
(non- provide information, build inform the public
participation) awareness
Passive- NRMA<+— SH Improve management climate, Decision by NRMA alone, = One-way communication,
Receptive consider stakeholder input with minimal input from receive unsolicited comments
public for informed consent  from the public
Inquisitive  sH&=ENRMAT=SH Improve management climate, Decision by NRMA alone,  Two-way asymmetric

Intermediary SH<«>NRMA<«>SH

Transactional NRMA

4N

SH <> SH

co- .  SHessH
managerial ‘ 1

NRMA

solicit stakeholder input

Improve management climate,
solicit input, stakeholders help
make decisions

Improve management climate,
solicit input, stakeholders help
make decisions

Improve management climate,

solicit input, stakeholders help

make decisions and implement
actions

with opportunities for public
to provide input

communication, actively solicit
comments from representative
SH groups

Decision by NRMA, based onTwo-way symmetric

recommendations from the
public

Decision by NRMA, may
share some responsibility for
decision with the public

Decision shared by NRMA
and the public

communication, dialogue
between NRMA and
representative SH groups

Two-way symmetric
communication, dialogue
between NRMA and
stakeholders, as a group

Two-way symmetric
communication, dialogue
between NRMA and
stakeholders, as a group




Assumptions about community structure, functiord eapacity for collective
action are not explicit in this mapping of approaghhowever, they are implied
(Table 4.2). Differences in these dimensions et the idea that rather than
describing an increase in theountof public participation as the continuum
progresses, the philosophical approaches belodidférent paradigms, diypes of
public participation. Kuhn (1996) described a payadas an exemplar, a tradition or
worldview that provides a model for defining acadgé problems, rules for how to
approach them, and acceptable solutions. The tpamadigm shifts,” or transitions
between competing paradigms, has since been usiEst¢oibe other radical
transformations in ways of thinking. Some exampligsaradigm shifts in science
include shifts in belief from: Lamarckian inheritanof acquired characteristics to
Darwinian natural selection; single species managgito ecosystem management;
and classical, or frequentist, statistics to Bayesitatistics. Each of these paradigms
influences the way managers view resources uneeardtewardship, as well as the
most appropriate approaches for managing themile8iyn whichever paradigm is
used to identify the public necessarily affectsrapphes considered for public
participation.

Unlike in Kuhn’s usage of the term, in some insemaew paradigms may not
completely replace older paradigms; both may bd asatemporaneously with the
choice of paradigm dependent on the context, iddadi preference, or other factors.
As noted earlier, wildlife managers are addressingeasingly complex public
wildlife management issues and have responsilsilitbenultiple publics at different
scales (i.e., communities of interest and commesidif place). Thus, a manager’s
ability to apply different paradigms of public panpation to different facets of public

wildlife management issues is likely to be an imsragly important skill.

81



Z8

Table 4.2. Approaches to public participation; implied assuom about community structure, function, and capdor

collective action; and paradigms for understandivegpublic. NRMA = natural resource management agency, SH =

stakeholder groups, MU = wildlife or public land ma@ement unit. Arrows designate flow of informatisingle-headed arrow
indicates one-way communication, double-headedhairmdicates dialogue.

Community Structure

Community Function

Community Capacity for
Collective Action

PARADIGM 1: AGGREGATE VIEW OF THE PUBLIC

Approach Model
Authoritative NRMA—> SH
(non-
participation
Passive- NRMA<— SH
Receptive

The public who interact with the NRMA is an aggreegaf individuals, not a collective. These
individuals also may belong to groups with spedifterests, but they do not act collectively in
their direct interactions with the NRMA.

PARADIGM 2: MACRO UNDERSTANDING OF THE PUBLIC

Inquisitive SHE=NRMAS2SH

Intermediary SH<«+>NRMA<>SH

Social structures and
institutions

Specific/task
functions

MU is separate from
community—

Participation is collective
action in response to external
forces (represented by NRMA)

PARADIGM 3: MICRO UNDERSTANDING OF THE PUBLIC

Transactional NRMA
7N

SH <« SH

Co- SH <> SH
managerial N

NRMA

Shared systems of beliefs and
symbols

General/maintenance
functions

MU is part of community—

Participation is a manifestation
of internally-driven collective
action




In the continuum of six participatory approache3 able 4.2, the first paradigm
of public participation views the public as an aggate of individuals who do not act
collectively. A second paradigm focuses on thdipub terms of social structures
and task functions, with the natural resource mamsant unit seen as outside the
community (i.e., a macro conception of the publi8)third paradigm focuses on
shared beliefs and symbols, maintenance functamm$a view of the natural resource
management unit as part of the community (i.e.jaaconception of the public,
Table 4.2). Rather than imply that one approagbutalic participation is inherently
better than another, application of a communitydogy perspective further
illustrates the utility of certain approaches ogtiters depending on specific public
participation goals and target publics.

Adopting an authoritative or passive-receptive apph to participation implies
that the public is made up of an aggregate of idda stakeholders. These
stakeholders are not considered in terms of thedole; thus, community structure,
function, and capacity for collective action ar¢ considered. In the authoritative
approach, the agency disseminates informatiorateelblders but does not actively
seek input. While informational communication imsiaportant element of most
outreach efforts, the authoritative approach has logiticized when it becomes a
decide-announce-defend process, where public ngsetire used ritualistically to
announce and defend policies and the public contésonly the opportunity to vent
(McComas, 2001; Walesh, 1999). In the passivepteaapproach, individual
stakeholders may take initiatives to provide inppuan agency, but the natural
resource management agency does not facilitat@tbcess. Any input received in
this process should not be considered represeatatioroader publics or the result of

a systematic inquiry.
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Moving to an inquisitive approach corresponds thfferent paradigm that
considers the public in terms of collective acyiitom a macro perspective. In this
approach, managers actively solicit stakeholdeutibpit do not necessarily engage in
dialogue. For example, stakeholders may be askezspond to questionnaires,
provide written comments about specific topicsatbend public meetings where their
comments are recorded. An effort is made to resakeholders with different
interests, such as members of recreational usepgrdéocal community leaders, tour
operators, or environmental organizations. Thigag@ch assumes a focus on the
component social structures and institutions thaterup stakeholder communities,
with an emphasis on specific or task functionshese associations. The wildlife or
public land management unit is thought of as sepdram the community, setting up
social as well as physical boundaries betweendkacy and stakeholders. This
emphasis on social structures and specific funstestablishes an environment based
on “us” and “them”; the natural resource managemgency and various stakeholder
groups can be aligned either in terms of “us” Wwitlem,” or “us” versus “them.”

The intermediary approach introduces symmetric camaation between
stakeholders and the natural resource managememtyag.e., dialogue that leads to
mutual learning for both parties). Dialogue is@nmaged between individual
stakeholder groups and the natural resource mareagergency, for example when
managers or park superintendents attend regulaimgs®f stakeholder associations,
or when one-on-one discussions are initiated at bpese-style meetings. However,
there is less emphasis on dialogue between stadexhgioups with different concerns.
Instead, managers act as intermediaries in deanghsimilarities and differences in
stakeholder positions and interests, and the stdtiliee management unit as being
outside the local community is reinforced. Manageny feel as though they are

pulled in many directions by various stakeholdeugs (Decker et al., 2001), with
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social science research related to participataiyiaes used as market research to
inform managers of what the different groups de@.eCheng, Colorado State
University, personal communication). This approeagh improve relations between
the agency and individual stakeholders, yet itieen criticized when it is used as a
divide and conquer tactic that does not give stakigrs with disparate viewpoints the
opportunity to learn from each other about the deoaontext of the issues (K.
McComas, Cornell University, personal communicgtidimereby reducing the ability
of stakeholders to provide well-informed input deaving the agency with power of
interpretation of various inputs.

The transactional approach to participation reprissanother change in
conception of the public on all three dimensionsdjaating the third paradigm, or a
micro view of the public. An important featuretbe transactional approach is
interaction among stakeholder groups and betwesm #nd natural resource
managers (Decker et al., 2002). Emphasis is plagateveloping trust between the
agency and the public; learning about the issuevandus viewpoints held about
them; debating the pros and cons of alternativésgobjectives and actions; and
reaching compromises that reflect a balance betadamulated stakes and impacts
(Decker et al., 2001; Decker et al., 2002). Tipigraach is interpersonal and
subjective, and one of its goals is to create @aexttrconducive to productive future
interactions between the agency and stakeholdexkéDet al., 2002). Thus,
participation is seen as fulfilling both specifitdageneral community functions, with
the assumption that the management unit is embealideith the larger community of
stakeholders, and that specific management desismay have broader community
implications. Because the management unit isqfalte community, discussions
between the agency and the community are concémedms of “we.” This

approach often is used in developing citizen tas&ds or advisory committees who
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provide guidance and develop long-term relatiorth Wie agency. Some concerns
with this approach include: doubts about effectgresentation of all critical
interests; marginalization of national environmégtaups by the increasing
prevalence of local partnerships; and reinforcenoéekisting power hierarchies and
the status quo (Leach, 2004; Pelstring, 1999; Rutetal., 2005). In addition, there
is the concern that citizens who are involved imgkderm planning processes may
eventually become more similar to one another éir thiewpoints and may no longer
be representative of the stakeholder groups fromshwihey were originally drawn
and whose views they were intended to reflect (Bckar, Cornell University,
personal communication).

The co-managerial approach is similar to the trethma@al approach in terms of
community structure, function, and capacity folective action. However, in this
approach, decision-making power is shared withettaklers, as is responsibility for
implementation (including evaluation). Essentialking relationships, effective
local leadership, and sufficient credibility haweeh shown to be important to the
success of citizen-state agency partnerships (Detkadr, 2004). Federal natural
resource management agencies are subject to a nofrdmministrative regulations
that can become costly and time consuming to fatgli(such as the Federal Advisory
Committee Act of 1972, 5 U.S.C. App.) yet also havestory of success
implementing this approach (Chase et al., 2000; Wihack & Yaffee, 2000).

[I. NPS Policies Related to Public Participation

The mission of the U.S. National Park Service tzst been in place since 1916
is “...to promote and regulate the use afational parks...which purpose is to
conserve the scenery and the natural and histbjgcts and the wild life therein and

to provide for the enjoyment of the same in suchmea and by such means as will

86



leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of futuneegations” (National Park

Service Act of 1916, 16 U.S.C. 8§ 1). While thisecarission has remained
unchanged, the types of units administered by thgoNal Park Service have
broadened from scenic parks typified by Yellowstblaional Park and Yosemite
National Park (Runte, 1997) to include such degigna as National Recreation
Areas, National Historic Sites, and National Bdigtlels, many of which are in
increasingly urban areas. As parks have become smbedded in human-dominated
landscapes, the NPS has adopted public particippbbcies following a progression
similar to the paradigms described above.

While the federal government has adopted provisioraccept public input
(corresponding to Paradigm 1: Aggregate view ofphielic) since the Administrative
Procedure Act in 1946 (5 U.S.C. 8§ 5&tlseq), policies requiring active solicitation of
public participation in environmental decision-makwere introduced with the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA, W2S.C. 8§ 432kt seq.. NEPA
contains legal mandates for NPS units to engagpuhkc in planning whenever a
federal agency considers any action that may sogmifly impact the human
environment. Case law supports the historical W81&y emphasis on NEPA'’s
procedural requirements (outlined in NEPA Sectifg,42 U.S.C.§ 4332); “it.is
well settled that NEPA itself does not impose saibiste duties mandating particular
results, but simply prescribes the necessary psdoepreventing uninformed--rather
than unwise--agency actiofRobertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council. 1989.
490 U.S. 333). These processes can be fulfilled imacro approach to public
participation (i.e., Paradigm 2), such as the meatiary approach described in
Director’s Order #12 Handbook for Conservation Riag, Environmental Impact
Analysis, and Decision Making (National Park Sery@R@01a). The handbook clearly

states that this approach meets only minimum reqents for public input and
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encourages managers‘ie diligent and creative in your efforts to invelthe public
in your NEPA procedures and resource planning”ifvial Park Service, 2001a, p.
63); however, examples of alternate approacheshbcgarticipation are not
provided.

Recent NPS policy guidelines indicate a shift irragy perspective to include
participation that focuses on NEPA'’s substantiviecgpoutlined in NEPA Section
101, “...to create and maintain conditions under which nmrahreature can exist in
productive harmony, and fulfill the social, econopand other requirements of
present and future generations of Americans” (42.©. 8§ 4331). Newly added
policies take a micro, transactional approach taipyarticipation (Paradigm 3) and
call for an effort to sustain ongoing partnershipi local communities and involve
the public as a general way of doing business, tejegal requirements (National
Park Service, 2001b; 2003; 2006). SpecificallySNBirector’'s Order 52A
encourages managers to look beyond park boundahies making management
decisions: “Parks are part of broader communiaespns in parks affect their
communities just as actions in communities affeckg’ (National Park Service,
2001b, p. 1), and NPS Director’s Order 75A states, t‘ The foundation of civic
engagement is a commitment to building and sustgirelationships with neighbors
and communities of interest” (National Park Servi@)3, p. 1).

It is important to note that these policies haveraplaced one another, but exist
simultaneously. Rather than reflecting a fundamiesttange in conception of the
public for whom parks are managed, each added MRS/ @cknowledges one of
multiple ways to view the public, all of which mus# considered by managers at the
appropriate phase of decision-making and haverdiftamplications for the type of

participatory process that is designed.
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Policy Implications for NPS Units, the Public, andParticipation

Paradigms 2 and 3 address active solicitation bfipinput, therefore,
differences between these paradigms is the foklacro and micro approaches
(corresponding to policies related to NEPA's pragatiand substantive guidelines,
respectively) place emphasis on different aspéagbsudk function, relationship
between the park and the public, conception optiidic, goals of public
participation, and characteristics of participatprgcesses (Table 4.3).

In terms of the primary park function, the two ghgans emphasize differently
the complementary elements of the NPS Organic 2&1/.S.C. § 1, 1916):
preserving resources and providing for enjoyméinis generally agreed that
ecologically-based wildlife management consideretiare the underlying priority;
resources cannot be enjoyed if they are not predgiNational Park Service, 1999;
2001b; 2003; 2006). Yet, within the constrainteoblogically sound management,
many possible ends and means can be consideradyf@omplex management issue.
Procedural policies focus on identifying alternaels for resource preservation, while
providing for enjoyment. For example, alternatidescribed in an Environmental
Impact Statement must reflect distinctly differétels of impact to the environment,
rather than distinguishing alternatives based omrtieal, logistical, or economic
considerations (National Park Service, 2001a). l@mother hand, a dialectical
approach (Juanillo & Scherer, 1995), like that dégd in substantive policies,
emphasizes identifying alternate means to provademjoyment while preserving the
same end state of the resource. From this pergpgediscussions about techniques,
timing, costs, and logistics (means) become equaallynportant as the preferred ends
themselves. Discussions about means typicallg amigpublic scoping related to an
EIS; however, the process evaluates alternativésdistinct differences in

environmental, rather than sociological impactbsSantive policies emphasize
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discussions with the public outside of legally mated processes, creating a forum for
discussion of these sociological impacts, which tmays contentious (if not more so)
as choosing among a range of environmental impacts.

Procedural policies also focus on fulfilling spécfunctions of parks as
mandated in their enabling legislation and on sertie national public as a whole—
any community of interest should have an equaltgd provide input on resource
management decisions. Substantive policies engandisat parks also have general
responsibilities to local communities within whitttey are embedded (such as being a
good neighbor and host), in addition to their ottesiponsibilities to the national
public (National Park Service, 2003), as communitigglace may be
disproportionately (or differently) impacted by nagiement actions. For example,
many managers of NPS units in urban settings rezedghe growing recreational
value of these parks with increasing urbanizat©napter 3). Although NPS units
such as National Battlefield Parks or National bfistal Parks were designated as
monuments to nationally significant historic evemtsiny are increasingly utilized for
other community functions, such as jogging, dogkwagl, and even corridors for
commuting. Managers must constantly negotiate &etva park’s mandate and its
role as a community resource. For instance, aedfljing, rollerblading, and road
races appropriate activities in National Battlefi®larks, or are they disrespectful,
constituting visual impairment of the resource?Bt dogs be allowed off-leash
(which is against NPS policy) in a newly designatfs unit that was historically an

area where dogs were allowed to run free?
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Table 4.3. Implications of procedural and substarpolicies related to NEPA.

Procedural Policy Paradigm: Substantive Policy Paradigm:
Macro view of “the public” Micro view of “the public”
NEPA Section 102: Procedural NEPA Section 101: Productive Harmony
Requirements
DO-12 Handbook DO-75A and DO-52A

Function of Park

Identify alternate ways to preserve theldentify alternate ways to provide for
resource while providing for enjoymenenjoyment while preserving the resource

Park has specific functions mandated Park also fulfills more general functions
by law

Focus on serving national public Focus includes serving local public
(communities of interest) (communities of place)
Relationship between Park and the Public
Park is an island, independent Park is part of camty,
interdependent
Local community = adjacent Local community= park + adjacent
landowners + interested parties landowners + interested parties
HUS” and chem” “We”
Conception of the Public
Focus on special interest groups, Stakeholders are whole people who fill
stakeholders with specific concerns many roles, beyond their specific stake
Diversity in views leads to Diversity in views leads to creativity

adversity/conflict

Goals of Public Participation

Compliance Planning

Public gives input to park problem Park help solagigect of community
problem (shared cultural meanings)

Focus on process criteria Focus on outcomes obpsas

Characteristics of Participatory Processes

Need to regulate process, formal Addition of infafrmommunication

Learning=what stakeholders want Learning=rangeoskibilities

Listen (2-way asymmetric comm.) Dialogue (2-way gyetric comm.)

Negotiation=zero sum bargaining Negotiation=mugsh discussions

Position based Interest based

Consensus=all parties must agree on Consensus=all parties must be able to live

substance of outcome with substance of outcome
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The relationship between the park as an instituaiaeh the public also is
conceptualized in markedly different ways from twe perspectives of procedural
policy versus substantive policy. Procedural pesicwith their focus on the national
public, regard a park as an independent entityetheseparating the park from the
local community. Thus a collective community resg® could be stimulated by park
actions, but the park would be external to thixpss. This separateness also occurs
when the park is considering a resource manageactioh. When a park is planning
an initiative, the procedural policy perspectivevedent in the often-used term
“NEPA compliance” and the typical focus on creatiti§’s that are defensible
(Chapter 3). This language frames public involvetnpgimarily in terms of its
potential to discover adversaries, even thougheimas are used to describe public
input processes that ultimately help managers ah@terwhich management
alternative best fulfills their mandates. Givea thide range of potential stakeholders
who are solicited to provide input (i.e., the Ancan public), the potential for
adversaries is always a possibility. Substantolecies, on the other hand, focus on
the interdependence of parks and communities, esigphg the park’s role as a local
community member. This approach frames publidg@pétion from the perspective
of long-range planning, focusing on finding comngvaund and mutually supported
objectives and actions with other community memb&spending on the situation,
actions might be taken by other actors in the comtyuin addition to or rather than
the park. Managers who view the public from thesspective speak of wildlife
management in terms of regional initiatives, inethine NPS might be a principal
player but would not necessarily take the leadis @pproach, by definition, cannot
include every possible stakeholder, as it wouldhggossible to engage in a
deliberative dialogue with all stakeholders on aamal level. Yet, an effort is made

to identify all interested parties and build lagtielationships.
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Members of the public also are viewed differenttiie two paradigms. The
procedural paradigm focuses on identifying spaniakest groups or stakeholders
with specific concerns. To ensure all voices aartl, participatory processes would
emphasize identifying and including diverse integgsups, such as sporting
organizations, gardening clubs, or farmer assoaiatidVhile a diversity of views
must be represented and considered by the paikesles different constituencies can
create conflicts between them. On the other hdn@dsubstantive paradigm views
community members as individuals who fulfill a nuenlof roles and have a variety of
interests. The diversity of human experiencesawed as a resource rather than a
problem in management planning, with potentialléading to new approaches for
understanding and resolving management issues e 8dlmential community
members may not represent specific stakes relatedldlife issues; however,
successful implementation of management actionsdepgnd on their support.
Because they do not have direct stakes in thesssioese individuals may not be
identified through traditional channels used toeaatise opportunities for public input,
such as newspapers, newsletters and mailing listsead, they may be discovered
through discussions with community members in Igedhering places, such as
coffee shops and local parks (Kent & Preister, 1998)one township, this method
revealed that support from the water board and tgrnandmothers, two groups
unlikely to attend public meetings, would be essgim implementing resource
management actions (R. Whitley, Bureau of Land Manzent, personal
communication). These methodologies are reguitasdd by NPS ethnographers to
engage traditionally associated peoples in panknitey processes.

In addition to concepts related to community, thecpdural and substantive
paradigms also have different implications for goals of participation. The

procedural paradigm seeks input from the publialbernatives, with the assumption
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that the park has properly framed the problem baseal variety of scoping activities.
Public participation focuses on designing altersalations to the park’s problem,

and successful participation is judged by processria that can be shown to comply
with NEPA. Alternatively, the substantive paradigiews the problem as having
implications beyond park boundaries and involveslétcal community in framing the
problem. Outcomes of participatory processes, asanhancing agency trust and
credibility or improving relationships among difégit segments of the community, are
important in identifying solutions that can be ieplented and that are sustainable in
the long-term. A focus on durable (i.e., acce@ablstakeholders) decisions frames
the process in terms of planning rather than caanpg.

Finally, the two paradigms have different implicais for many characteristics
of participatory processes. Based on an assumegtimevitable conflict, the
procedural paradigm often attempts to diffuse pideoonflict proactively by
utilizing formal and regulated processes to leanatindividual stakeholders desire
without engaging in multi-stakeholder dialogue.eThanager’s role in this paradigm
is to elicit unbiased input from stakeholders. bdlegions are assumed often to be
zero-sum (i.e., if one party wins, the other losas}l stakeholders are offered multiple
means to state their positions (what they say thest have) with little discussion to
elicit underlying interests (the underlying reasarexds or values that explain why
they take the positions they do, Susskind et 8B9) The substantive paradigm takes
a decidedly different tack by assuming that diaksgaimed at revealing underlying
interests may identify areas of mutual gain, allgyvall parties to reach a solution that
may not be perfect for everyone, but that all @m@aps most) can live with. Thus, the
latter approach starts by finding a common goaldacloping mutually acceptable
strategies for achieving it, whereas the formeraagh starts with articulation of

disparate positions and uses iterative comprontgsagree on the final solution.
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Preliminary discussions with NPS natural resoure@agers supported these
observations about differences in the two undeglyiaradigms with respect to public
input and participation (Chapter 3). Managers whnphasized the procedural
paradigm often spoke of preventing participatorycesses from getting out of hand,
describing successful participatory processesfasimg numerous means for
stakeholders to provide input on an individual b4sig., letters, faxes, web sites),
with public meetings considered more successfulvthey provided only limited
opportunities for interaction between stakeholdes public forum. In contrast,
managers who emphasized the substantive paradigke s encouraging informal
input from community members, in addition to forrpabcesses. They were
interested in learning from stakeholders, and frot@ractions between stakeholders,
by engaging in dialogue that helped identify al&enpossibilities and ensure public
concerns were acknowledged in the definition ofgtablem before attention was
shifted to seeking acceptable solutions. Intemgiti many of the managers who
spoke from a substantive paradigm perspectiverssfdo public issues that were
emerging or not yet fully formed, while managersovadescribed a procedural

paradigm often referred to established, highly corersial issues.

Conclusion

By examining relationships between theories of camity sociology and
public participation, this paper: (1) expands oatdxonomy of approaches to public
participation described by Decker and Chase (192Y)dentifies and describes three
underlying paradigms in conception of communitysture, function and capacity for
collective action with increasing public power igeaicy decision-making, and (3)
describes implications of procedural and substamti?S policies that belong to

different paradigms.
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The taxonomy of approaches to public participatieacribed by Decker and
Chase (1997) provides a simple visualization ofémying degrees of influence given
to managers and stakeholders under each apprdaehaddition of the intermediary
approach expands this model to encompass a phepartteat is often described by
managers (Decker et al., 2001), but was not captarée original classification
scheme.

Applying community sociology theory to these classtparticipatory
approaches reveals two fundamental paradigm shiifitsincreasing public decision-
making power, indicating not an increase in amadipublic participation per se, but
fundamentally different types of participation. €Be paradigm shifts also reflect
fundamental shifts in the use of social scienogildlife management. While wildlife
professionals have been concerned with interactiotisthe public for over half a
century, systematic research to understand the maim@ensions of wildlife
management (i.e., beliefs, attitudes, and reaswomnseiople’s beliefs regarding
wildlife) began only in the 1970’s (Decker et al.02). The first paradigm shift
related to participatory approaches thus refldesatvent of human dimensions of
wildlife research, which focused primarily on swwesearch to understand social-
psychological aspects of stakeholder group preéa®for various forms of wildlife
management. Human dimensions research has sipaaded to include concern
with the process of policy and management decisiaking (Decker et al., 2001),
corresponding with the second paradigm shift. &®d by Enck and Brown (1996, p.
16), “To get the most out of a citizen participat@pproach, wildlife managers need
to move beyond simply making decisions with morbljguinput to a point where they
can make decisions through a more thoughtful pgtes

Both procedural (Paradigm 2: Macro understandinth@fpublic) and

substantive (Paradigm 3: Micro understanding ofpihiglic) NPS policies regarding
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participation meet minimum NEPA requirements foblpuiparticipation, yet they
reflect different understandings of community stoue, function, and capacity for
collective action. Like other competing paradigmgaatural resource management,
one paradigm may not completely replace the othstead, the most appropriate
approach will likely depend on the management cdntBirector’'s Order 75A
(National Park Service, 2003) recognizes a spectiuapproaches to public
participation that corresponds to the continuunppsed by Decker and Chase (1997)
and modified here, acknowledging that each maypipeapriate depending on the task
at hand. Clearly, each approach has pros and bongver, it is hoped that
identification of the paradigms that both define public and form the basis for
different approaches to public participation willjn managers design participatory

processes that are specific to their unique managesituation.

Management Implications

According to the NPS, “The public includes all bétindividuals, organizations
and other entities who have an interest in or kedgé about, are served by, or serve
in, the parks and programs administered by the Np&luding] NPS employees”
(National Park Service, 2003). Managers face #ragox of including all segments
of the public in planning, yet each approach tovagbublic participation gives
advantages to some segments of the public overspttned may not be logistically
feasible in some situations. Application of thphdosophical approaches has been
uneven in the NPS, however experience suggestexistwhere each approach may
be most fruitful. Transactional or co-managerialdels (Paradigm 3) may be useful
as ongoing approaches to engage the public in émgangldlife management issues
in a community of place, with episodes of inquistand intermediary participatory

processes (Paradigm 2) added as issues becomettmmeand interest-specific
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community structures are formed. Information catreand acceptance of public
comment (Paradigm 1) may be better described asergl way of doing business
rather than public participation processes. Futesearch is needed to clarify the
relationship between success of different appraatheublic participation and the
various stages within the life of a wildlife iss{ie., from issue definition to
formulation of an action plan, to implementing sittes), bearing in mind that
stakeholders also will have individual preferenaed varying comfort levels with
different means for providing input. While thispes examined community and
participation from the perspective of the NPS,defal land management agency, the
same considerations would apply whenever the contynahinterest is broader than

the community of place.
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CHAPTER 5

NEGOTIATING BETWEEN RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND THE BUIC
TRUST ON FEDERAL RESERVE LANDS

Abstract

When making natural resource management decidedeal land managers
must both fulfill resource conservation mandates satisfy the myriad publics for
whom they manage. Public expectations and reeeletrél policy increasingly
emphasize engaging the public in these decisibmany collective decision,
participants negotiate between three interrelatedsa each of which influences
outcomes: the substance of what is being allocatedanaged, the procedures or
processes through which participants interact,thadelationships between
participants in the decision. Negotiating thesmaarequires some degree of both
competition and cooperation between parties tohreanutually acceptable
agreement. The tension between these two strategidustrated by the Negotiator’s
Dilemma, a conceptual model that reveals how welaning people may fall into
competitive strategies where a focus on “claimiatyg” leads to lose-lose
agreements. Alternatively, strategies that intiegsabstance, process, and
relationships can help participants “create valud negotiate better outcomes for all
parties. Drawing on interviews with 22 federalurat resource managers and public
participation practitioners, this paper: (i) oudlinthe Negotiator’'s Dilemma, (i)
examines reasons that federal land managers miayrimed to “claim” value as a
strategy when interacting with the public, and @iescribes how some practitioners
are overcoming the Negotiator's Dilemma, succelsimtegrating the substance,

process and relationships under negotiation taejeat gains.
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Introduction

Federal natural resource management agenciessa@sgble for managing
resources on public lands as public trust resoutodse protected and preserved in
trust by the government for the benefit of curramd future generations (Baer, 1988).
Natural resource managers regularly address praitleat are highly complex,
ambiguous, and steeped in uncertainty in the resgpohthe ecosystem. While each
agency has a specific mission that defines itsgaeith respect to resource
management, segments of the public (for whom te@@gs manage) may have
interest in the resources based on different getaloes than managers and often
from each other. Thus, management responses tpleomatural resource issues
often evolve into public issues when stakehottleedieve they may be impacteily
either the resource itself (e.g., wildlife suclpasdators or ungulates, insect or fungal
disease outbreaks, fire, rangeland condition) @mtieans for managing the resource
(e.g., allowing or restricting certain forms of reation, eradicating exotic wildlife,
distribution of grazing allocations, access to pulands).

Federal land managers working in this context @onst find themselves
making decisions that involve negotiating betwadfilling their conservation
mandates and satisfying the myriad publics, bathlland national, to whom they are
responsible. In previous eras, federal agencype&tivere less likely to be challenged
by the public; however, expectations are growingrioreased public involvement in
natural resource management decision-making (Deatkadr, 2001). Partially fueled

by the environmental movement of the 1960’s and, @jsublic that increasingly

! Stakeholders are individuals who will be affedbsd or will affect, wildlife management (Decker et
al., 2001; Decker et al., 1996).

2 Impacts are the socially-determined importantaffée.g. ecological, economic, psychological, teal

and safety, etc.) of events or interactions invgvatural resources, humans and resources, and
resource management interventions (Riley et ab2p0
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values wilderness and non-consumptive recreatieightened distrust of government,
and democratization of information (making techhinformation more available to a
more knowledgeable public), managers are expengnaocreased pressure to adopt a
collaborative strategy of decision-making (WonddtlécY affee, 2000). The federal
government is responding by placing greater emplasstakeholder involvement in
recent law and policy, e.g., the Negotiated Rulemglict in 1996 (5 U.S.C. § 56k
seq), Executive Order “Facilitation of Cooperative Gervation” (Exec. Order No.
13352, 69 Fed. Reg. 52989, Aug. 26, 2004), andNdinal Park Service Director’s
Order #75A: Public Participation and Civic Engagatm@003a).

Some critics worry that a collaborative approachespurce management
encourages agencies to relinquish too much powec#d publics, rather than enforce
agency conservation mandates (Heilprin, 2004), wdthers believe that cooperation
between agencies and the public will lead to mastasnable resource management
practices (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). These deeeinterpretations reflect a
dilemma of collective decision-making. In any eclive management decision,
participants must negotiate between three intag@lareas, each of which influences
outcome: the substance of what is being allocatedamaged, the procedures or
processes through which those participants inteaact the relationships between the
participants in the decision. The relative weithfat federal natural resource managers
place on each of these areas will be reflectecihlpy the approach they adopt for
engaging the public.

Approaches to public participation have been dbedrin terms of a continuum
that reflects the degree of citizen engagemenipam¢er in the decision-making
process, ranging from token or nonparticipationgkgtthe decision is made by the
vested power alone, to co-management, where citiaemembraced as partners in the

final decision and management implementation (seteh 4, and: Arnstein, 1969;
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Chase et al., 2002; Decker & Chase, 1997; Smutk&a&ber, 2001). This continuum
is illustrated in Figure 4.1. Philosophical apmioas at the authoritative end of the
spectrum view participation in terms of competitlmtween divergent interests, while
those at the co-management end view participasamaopportunity for cooperation
between stakeholders who may “create value” bytifyemg areas where they share
common interests. The tension between these tategtes is illustrated by the
Negotiator's Dilemma, a conceptual model that résseame of the reasons well-
meaning people may fall into patterns of discotins¢ claim value and lead to lose-
lose agreements.

Drawing on literature from the fields of naturatoerce management,
environmental conflict resolution and planning, amerviews with 22 federal natural
resource managers, planners and public participgtiactitioners, this paper: (i)
outlines the Negotiator's Dilemma, (ii) examineagens that federal land managers
may be tempted to “claim” value as a strategy wih&racting with the public, and
(i) describes how some practitioners are overcanthe Negotiator’'s Dilemma,
successfully integrating the substance, processedationships under negotiation to

create joint gains.

The Negotiator's Dilemma

Negotiation has been described as an everydayitgcivmeans of getting what
you want from others, and back-and-forth commuiocatiesigned to reach
agreement between disputants who have some ird¢hestare shared and others that
are opposed (Emerson et al., 2003; Fisher & Ur81)19 Natural resource managers
regularly face these types of interactions withghblic in the process of developing
and implementing management plans for public tressburces. Any negotiation

requires some degree of both competition and catiperbetween the parties to reach
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a mutually acceptable agreement (Lax & Sebenius$)198he tension between these
two elements sets the stage for the “Negotiatoifsrbma.” The relative emphasis
placed on competition and cooperation in a delbe¥grocess can significantly
affect the outcomes of negotiations, in terms dhlsubstantive outcomes and
relationships between parties (for extensive exasygkee: Forester, 1999b; O'Leary &
Bingham, 2003; Susskind & Cruikshank, 1987; SugskKirField, 1996; Wondolleck

& Yaffee, 2000). As noted by Fisher and Ury (19&3)ery negotiator has interests in
both substance (the reason for negotiating initeegdlace) and relationships (most
negotiations simultaneously take place in the cordéan ongoing relationship). The
satisfaction of these interests depends, in parthe strategies the parties choose
when they interact with each other.

A competitive approach often is described as “valaeming”, “win-lose” or
adversarial negotiation (Lax & Sebenius, 1986) thlaés a positional, or “zero sum”
bargaining posture (Fisher & Ury, 1981; Susskind &ikshank, 1987). From this
perspective, whatever one party wins, the othexdpthe pluses to one side are
balanced out by the minuses to the other sidegiyigla total of zero, or a “zero sum”
(Fisher & Ury, 1981; Susskind & Cruikshank, 198This focus on the substantive
outcome, or who wins, leads to strategies sucfrasing the discussion as a debate,
putting your beliefs in direct opposition to “th&iy dramatizing the worst possible
scenario if the other side wins; seeking to coneiathers of the reasonableness and
righteousness of your cause; and challenging oppsheredibility by accusing them
of misrepresenting or falsifying facts (Susskind i&l&, 1996). By adopting a
competitive approach, a negotiator’s interestailmsgance and relationships are traded
against each other; if the relationship is moredrtgnt in the long run, you may agree
to a less desirable substantive outcome, whileld@tionships matter less, you may

push harder for the substantive outcome you déSisaer & Ury, 1981).
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Alternatively, the cooperative approach is “valueating” (Lax & Sebenius,
1986), focusing on interest based, “mutual gaingjrocipled negotiation (Fisher &
Ury, 1981; Lax & Sebenius, 1986; Susskind & Crudsk, 1987). In this approach,
the focus is on integrative bargaining (Susskindr&ikshank, 1987), where
negotiators work to understand each other’s interf@e., the needs, desires, concerns
and fears that lead them to take a position). i&yaging in an open, honest dialogue
to uncover interests, disputants discover itemg tadue differently. These
differences can be developed into a list of thitngy might trade, allowing all parties
to do relatively better on substantive outcomelis &pproach is founded on the
assumption that people can interpret the sameantbat issue differently based on
their own experiences and interests. Focusingjtockly on solutions to the issue
rather than the reasons behind the issue may kegatiators to miss creative
alternatives. Cooperative dialogue allows for tvetg that can expand the “size of
the pie,” that is, the set of considerations umagyotiation (Lax & Sebenius, 1986).
Fisher and Ury (1981) also observe that for evetgrast there are usually several
positions that could satisfy it, and that sharedl @mpatible interests often may lie
behind what appear on the surface as intractapfmsed positions. When we fail to
identify these shared interests, “...we sometimesfgaa major interest because we
are unwilling to yield on a minor one” (Jandt & @iile, 1985, p. 5).

For effective cooperation, all parties must be gemest, and transparent.
Thus, when negotiations are approached coopenatisgbstantive outcomes are
important, but a “good agreement” also is relatedrbcess outcomes. Susskind and
Cruikshank (1987) describe four such criteria falgimg success: fairness, efficiency,
wisdom and stability. Each of these criteria iatex to the principles of participation

developed by the Department of the Interior (DORI€&b.1). The DOI notes that
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most often when processes break down, it is bedaese basic principles have not

been respected (Department of the Interior, 2005).

Table 5.1. The DOI’s eight principles of publiafepation (2005).

Establish clear commitment to excellent public isgration
Base the level of public participation on the agénmtent
Be transparent in all actions

Ensure all voices are heard

Focus the process on public interests and values

Value relationships

Base decision-making on good information

Invest the necessary resources in planning puhbliggipation

ONOOAWNE

Participatory processes developed with these @ibermind can help managers create
value not only by “expanding the pie” of the substge agreement, but also by
developing understanding and building trust andibrkty that enhances long-term
relationships between parties.

So if creating value leads to a more robust seetter outcomes, why do
adversarial conflicts persist? This is the cruxhef Negotiator's Dilemma: if one
party doesn’t know what strategy the other party adopt (competition/claiming
value vs. cooperation/creating value), a competisitrategy is safer. From an
individual short-term perspective, greater substargains may be realized through
competitive actions such as pursuing advantagdoigixig others, or hiding or
distorting information (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000 cooperative strategy is risky
because revealing too early what one is willingdtile for may give the other side
bargaining advantage. But if both sides act orstraee fear of exploitation and
vulnerability, they create a situation where they laoth likely to do poorly.

Alternatively, if both sides cooperate and are opet honest, higher payoffs may be
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discovered for everyone. Thus, what is an indigliyurational strategy for each party
(competition/claiming value) is collectively irratial (Forester & Stitzel, 1989).

Lax and Sebenius (1986) describe this situatioenms$ of relative outcomes
(Figure 5.1): Two negotiators, A and B, each hawhoice between negotiating styles
that either create or claim value. If both chotsereate value, they will each receive
a good outcome. However, if A chooses to claim Brthooses to create, A will
receive an even better (great) outcome, while Bredeive a terrible outcome (and
vice versa). If both choose to claim, they fait¢alize joint gains and both receive a
mediocre outcome. This dilemma is structured dlfteffamous Prisoner’s Dilemma
that has been used to describe the dilemma of caige in all kinds of human

interactions (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000).

B’'S NEGOTIATING STYLE

Create Claim
GOOD GREAT
Create
A'S GOOD TERRIBLE
NEGOTIATING
STYLE TERRIBLE MEDIOCRE
Claim
GREAT MEDIOCRE

Figure 5.1. The negotiator’s dilemma. The lovedt éntry in each cell is A’s
outcome; the upper right entry is B’s outcome (aeldprom Lax &
Sebenius, 1986).

Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) offer a number of add#l reasons that
substance is often claimed during negotiationsth@)'tragedy of the commons”
(Hardin, 1968), where individuals approach commoal pesources in terms of

maximizing their own self-interest because costsshiared collectively, (2) biases in
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human judgment such as the “myth of the fixed peise individuals to assume that
their interests directly conflict with the othemrfyés interests, so that the only rational
behavior is to compete for the biggest share ofiksel pie you can get, and (3)
cultural norms in the United States that emphasidizidual rights and opportunities,
leading to a neglect of collective responsibilities

Lax and Sebenius (1986) acknowledge that the NeégosaDilemma is a
simplification, and that the line between creatamgl claiming may not always be
clear cut. While many are tempted to separatellyess the competitive (claiming)
and cooperative (creating) elements of negotiatioamwo elements are inextricably
entwined and influence each other: “No matter haveimcreative problem solving
enlarges the pie, it must still be divided; valboatthas been created must be claimed.
And, if the pie is not enlarged, there will be lésslivide; there is more value to be
claimed if one has helped create it first” (Lax &8rius, 1986, p. 33). Thus, the
essence of effective negotiation involves managwegension of creating while
claiming value (Lax & Sebenius, 1986), and the Niegot's Dilemma is an
instructive model that can assist managers inctfig on the ways they approach
negotiation.

When negotiating between agency conservation masd@aid public desires,
federal natural resource managers have intereh® isubstantive outcomes,
processes used to make collective decisions, daiibreships between parties. But
what happens when each of these interests areadawma detriment of the others?
As illustrated by the negotiator’s dilemma, partidso only pay attention to
“substance” risk damaging relationships (and maynecessarily do well on
“substance”); parties who only pay attention toog@ss” risk “going through the
motions”, sacrificing both substantive outcomes sindnger relationships; and parties

who only pay attention to relationships might r&glopting a process that teaches them
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nothing and ignores substantive losses. We irgemd natural resource managers,
planners, and practitioners who had experience lbath competitive and cooperative
participatory processes to learn how some managersuccessfully balancing

substance, process, and relationships to realizegains with stakeholders.

Methods

National Park Service natural resource managetseilNbrtheast and National
Capital Regions, social scientists, and plannergasked to identify practitioners or
other managers who had experience with designiddaailitating both competitive
and cooperative approaches to public participatiaratural resource management
decisions on federal public lands. Twenty-two prexigrs and agency managers or
planners identified in this way were invited tofpapate in semi-structured informal
interviews. Interviews of approximately one-houration were conducted either
face-to-face or by telephone, during normal busihesss from 1/24/05 to 10/28/05.
Interviewees were asked to describe their expeggemndth (1) civic engagement and
public participation efforts of federal land manamgst agencies and (2) designing and
implementing participatory processes (Appendix 5.8pnfidentiality was assured.

Interviewees described experiences as employeasaointractors for the
following organizations: National Park Service, Bam of Land Management, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S.D.A. Forest ServideS. Geological Survey,
Department of Energy, and U.S. Military. Responsgevere not asked to provide
official agency position statements, thus respomsee considered to reflect only
opinions of the individual responding. We did tegte record interviews; quotations
in the text are an attempt to reproduce their wasdfaithfully as possible from

handwritten notes taken during the interviews terte written up in detail
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immediately following the interviews. This resdakgas approved by Cornell

University’s University Committee on Human Subje@@sotocol ID# 04-04-043).

Findings

Interviewees experiences with public participaticere examined with respect
to the interaction between (1) strategies thatrclai create value and (2) substantive
outcomes, processes used to make collective desjsamd relationships between
parties. In addition, challenges to adopting nom@perative approaches to public

participation were identified.

Substantive Outcomes

Interviewees indicated that in addition to the atads outlined in the
Negotiator’'s Dilemma, other situations lead toiag value in terms of the
substantive outcomes of federal natural resourceagement decisions. Many
interviewees, like other managers (Chapter 3), imeatl the preoccupation of federal
agencies with the potential for every decisionéabjudicated in court. Judicial
processes are explicitly adversarial. Partiesastas opponents who need to make
the strongest case for their own interests and onéywill win; it is in no one’s
interest to think of outcomes that split the diéfiece or produce creative, win-win
decisions (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). If partibsk they can do better in court
than through a cooperative negotiation, they mapsh to sue. Because of the
diversity of values extant in the American pubiiterviewees recognized that it is
practically impossible to reach an agreement tlestges everyone. This causes many
managers to approach public participation cautiguslterms of defending agency
actions to the public, in preparation for whatesqeived as inevitable adversarial

conflict (as described in Chapter 3). Intervieweeleved that the public hearing
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approach to public participation reinforced theedarial, competitive understanding
of participation. As one planner who was inteneevdescribed, “a public hearing in
general has an outcome, you can grant or denyasltnners and losers.” An agency
scientist referred to this approach as “invite-infeignore,” while a third interviewee
used the more familiar phrase, “decide-announcerdef

In contrast, one manager described a planning psatat focused considerable
effort on discovering the interests of potentiaffected communities through
informal communication networks. In this approguwrk staff met with stakeholders
“on their turf, at their convenience,” in informgéthering places such as churches and
coffee shops to discover the topics of concernvlge being discussed every day, as
well as ways that park management might affectaloosicerns. These dialogues
helped identify the people who were influentiathie community (not necessarily as
elected officials of a known organization, but tae#o the rest of the community
listened to), who would be necessary to includeane formal scoping processes, but
who might not ordinarily come. This manager acklealges that this approach does
not necessarily lead to agreement on all faceissokes. However, by using this
approach in a recent General Management Plan dsetisat the park is now better
able to articulate why they’re doing what they'@rdy with confidence, and that the
deeply emotional issues associated with their memagt appear to be less
contentious and controversial than they had feanéidlly. Another manager
described how this process helped identify chantpiogl demographics that affected
resource use. Using a Discovery Process™ to Eawaot communities via informal
networks identified these needs which may have beeipletely missed otherwise,
an oversight that likely would have necessitatéoriaal amendment of the

management plan in the future, costing additiotedf §me and resources.
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In addition to the ever-present threat of lawstiiterviewees noted that agency
assumptions about the authority of certain kindsnaiwledge encourage a tendency
to utilize participatory processes that claim sabse. One agency scientist believed
this mindset was perpetuated through agency engpbasidecisions based on sound

science.” He indicated that,

A myth has grown up that sound science alone willesthe problem. It
relieves us of the need for the hard work of deéiben. It has decreased the
focus on relationships. Information doesn’'t makeisions, people make
decisions.
Susskind and Field (1996) note that most peopleat@drom a belief that we are able
to interpret reality objectively, and that our sdattitudes, beliefs, preferences, and
priorities are rational, unemotional, and unbiasAd.a result, we assume that anyone
with an opposing viewpoint has limited informationis biased or irrational. These
assumptions can lead to negotiations that atteongartvince or persuade other
parties, using participation as a means to gaupgeat from the public rather than
listen to public concerns.

Alternatively, as one manager noted, “...there majwsdve people with the
same issue, but twelve different reasons for hathagissue.” He argued that rather
than focus on the substance of the issues thenssehamagement should first try to
understand the reasons behind the issues. Kéystoltservation is that the same
information may be interpreted differently by diéat people based on their
underlying beliefs or on social context, such he:Historical relationship between the
community and the agency, assumptions about wkatttrer group is saying, and
level of knowledge about the topic (Weber & Word)20Weeks & Packard, 1997;

Ziman, 1991). One agency scientist emphasized that
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Information must be three things: credible and eatey salient to the issue at
hand, and legitimate in the eyes of the public.atcomplish that, you need
relationships that are transparent, open and abtess everyone. All forms of
knowledge have to be respectfully questioned amadnéxed, both traditional
and expert. This builds the legitimacy of experdwledge. Otherwise, people
will take the attitude, ‘If you dismiss my local dwledge, | will dismiss your
expert knowledge.’

From this perspective, relationships and procetssguild relationships help
participants discover each other’s (perhaps diyemsderstanding of the substantive
issue. Interviewees described processes that reghls type of comprehension as,
“...amazing, it's phenomenal...”, and “...transformatiitss amazing to watch,”
observations similar to what is described in litera as “light bulbs going off”
(Forester, 1994) and transformations of awareresssdtmg in personal growth
(Lowry et al., 1997). Through such transformativecesses, parties realize the need
to learn about each other as well as the issuesnat, helping them overcome
presumptions that might restrict their ability bank creatively about options
(Forester, 1999a). Until this understanding i€heal, “Issues look different to
opposing partisans, who think their own perceptieaad emotional reactions—are
the only ‘natural’ ones” (Susskind & Field, 1996,19).

One interviewee observed that most public partimpeefforts are focused on

agency concerns, whereas learning about the pslgaricerns may help agencies

discover more sustainable management alternatidesexplained,

Rather than asking people always to come to outing=e we need to go out to
find out what are their issues, how to align whbit goals, instead of asking
them always to align with our goals. We need tohieee to listen rather than
inform and tell, we need to be more participants.
Another practitioner believed that understandingucwnity issues, irrespective of the
specific project, can help frame the project imgiof solutions that help both the

community and the agency meet their respectivesgoas an example, he described
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an agency project to restore habitat for an endadgspecies. By learning about
community issues, they discovered that commungidents didn’t care about the
endangered species, but were concerned about awing the area and wanted more
camping spots. By learning about these commumibyipes, a wiser plan was
developed, one that created opportunities to add@®mmunity concerns via habitat
restoration.

As mentioned previously, sound scientific inforroatthat is credible, accurate,
salient to the issue at hand, and legitimate iretfes of the public is crucial in natural
resource decision-making. Yet it also is importaninderstand how each party
interprets and understands that information. THispgue based on “good
information” also requires that each party has @dgenderstanding of each other’s

interests and concerns. As one interviewee obderve

Managers carry myths around that “people don’'t wahtThere is a need for
mutual education—for the agency to learn abouttremunity on its own
terms, not what the communities can do for therd,the community learning
about the agency and its mission.
This sentiment was reiterated by another manageerflis a need for education, both
of those outside and inside the park service. ljPplarticipation] should be an
opportunity to make you a better manager.” Anothtrviewee explained, “Even if

you don’t agree, listen. Tell them why you dorgtee, have a conversation. They

may convince you.”

Process

As with substance, focusing solely on the procddigmponents in a
negotiation also can lead to poor outcomes. Agqutaral orientation focuses on

process criteria such as: how many people parteipdnow many spoke at a meeting,
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how well meetings were publicized, whether dialogaeurred, etc. Alternately,
success can be gauged in terms of process-relatednees (i.e., outcome criteria)
such as: whether participants’ comments were usehgther participants’ comments
influenced decisions, whether participants wersad with the process, and whether
relationships between the agencies and participamoved (Chess & Purcell, 1999;
McComas, 2001).

Laws such as the Administrative Procedures Act (1946.S.C. § 55%t se(
and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPAG9942 U.S.C. § 4324t seq)
require federal agencies to include public inpuetteral decision making. One
manager pointed out that agencies typically usecgapes to participation that focus
entirely on NEPA'’s Section 102, the action-forcpaytion of the law, which led them
to forget about Section 101, the portion of NEPA #raphasizes productive harmony
and working with communities. Section 101 declargslicy of the federal
government “...to create and maintain conditions umdgch man and nature can
exist in productive harmony, and fulfill the sogiatonomic, and other requirements
of present and future generations of Americans”y42.C. 8§ 4331). This manager
believed that the focus on Section 102 has not pemtuctive, and has resulted in
“...making the system more complex. We’re makingiagstions about what we
know. When we find out we don’t know, we get stietihe emphasis on Section 102
stems from legal rulings that have upheld NEPAwgs0osing only procedural
requirements, preventing uninformed, rather thamise, agency action (Robertson v.
Methow Valley Citizens Council. 1989. 490 U.S. 33%kt, as previously described,
public input processes that meet only procedu@lirements run the risk of being
framed as adversarial and historically have redutienany court challenges.
Lawsuits may force agencies to start over, reasgebsth the nature of the problem

and appropriate solutions, as in the case of deasagement at Cuyahoga Valley
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National Park (National Park Service, 2003b). Apotimanager provided an example
of what happens at a typical public meeting designeneet procedural public

involvement requirements:

At a typical public forum there are about 30 peppled maybe 3 or 4 who will
speak out. Most are sitting silently, thinkingh€ly are there because they feel
something about the place, but the majority arecoatfortable speaking in a
public forum. By the end of the meeting they fieeted to choose one of the
articulated positions. It may not be quite righif they feel they have to
choose. This leads to the creation of factionsopfe start discussing ‘I agree
with what John said’ while someone else says ‘Wéiked what Sally said
more’ and then they get entrenched.
This manager believed that more informal processakl encourage better dialogue,
providing those less comfortable speaking in aiplgdtting an opportunity to explain
how they feel, rather than siding with someone’glagiculated position. Another
manager described the typical lose-lose outconmersieg from participatory
processes that simply meet legal requirementdidiif sides are equally mad at us,
we’re successful.” Everyone leaves the procedmigas though they have done
poorly, yet they do not see how any alternativeossible. This manager believed that
agencies resigning themselves to this mindset bowed fringe organizations to
“isolate agencies in the middle,” an often desatibentiment when the intermediary
approacfito participation is adopted (Decker et al., 2001).
One interviewee described an example of a moreyotoe approach that
followed the cooperative philosophy outlined in ME®Section 101. Six years of

traditional participatory processes had been unabdievelop any sort of agreement in

a dispute over a proposed resource managementhaiawould have a lifespan of

% In this approach, dialogue is encouraged betweseolder groups and the natural resource
management agency, but not necessarily betweeeahsitiler groups with different concerns; managers
act as intermediaries in deciphering the similesititnd differences in stakeholder positions and
interests (Chapter 4).

119



approximately 20 years. Recognizing that contigulown this path was likely to end
in court, the agency adopted a new format to disceach group’s issues, facilitated
workshops around those issues, and held manyripddin weekends, including
meals together. They developed relationships @imdmal communication networks
that helped identify interested parties, complemgnfiormal announcements in
newspapers and other media. Collectively, theggeized early on that they
wouldn’t have enough information to make definitdecisions that would endure for
the 20 year span of the plan, so rather than figidth and toenail” over substantive
details, they chose an adaptive management apprddehfocus on their common
interest in a healthy ecosystem led to a solutibere a large influential landowner
voluntarily changed its management practices, anehaironmental group accepted
responsibility for monitoring ecosystem conditidBoth parties meet regularly with
the agency, examining data and making decisioms frear to year. After about three
years, they were able to implement a plan, whgoeasgously there had been six years
of negotiation with no agreements. By changingrthgproach to participation, they
were able to reach a productive outcome in hathash time.

Interviewees also indicated the importance ofzitity less formal processes to
improve understanding of local community dynami@ne manager described a
situation where an approach to participation baseshformal networks revealed that
the local community leaders were not likely to att@ublic meetings. This manager
believed that reaching out to these individualscaenmunity networks rather than
formalized processes was necessary to ensurénthagency did not “get caught
blindsided” within the 20-year planning cycle. Aher interviewee described how

informal networks could be used to improve the tutrad public meetings:
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At a public meeting where normally you would get peeople if you advertised
in the newspaper, you get 200 [if you go througbrimal networks]. If you call
five people, they call others; they post flyershe community where you
wouldn’t think to post. And the 200, they’ll betémested to hear what you have
to say, vs. the ten who only warduto hear whatheyhave to say.

Not all federal actions require extended negotmtiith the public. For
example, many standard operating activities arsidened “categorical exclusions”
under NEPA, meaning that they have no potentiahfzact the human environment
and are not likely to be controversial (NationalkP&ervice, 2001). Other situations
are not always clear-cut, and it may be up to aaganto determine the level of
participation they choose to pursue. Two intendesdescribed cases where simply
educating the public on the NEPA process resuttembmmunity developed
alternatives that were adopted as the preferrednaltive by the agency. In both
cases, the community alternatives included a coagement aspect that would have
been outside the jurisdiction of the agency; thee,agency could not have developed
that alternative on its own. In one instance tipenay was planning a visitor facility
and had identified a number of potential sitespalhgency property. A neighboring
municipality that had been looking to revitalize threa was interested in the
economic benefits this facility could bring. Thegntified two sites that were on land
owned by the municipality, but adjacent to agerand| and submitted these sites as
alternatives during the NEPA public comment phaBee agency included their sites
in the final analysis and ended up choosing ortbegpreferred alternative. With this
alternative, the agency does not need to use aity @fvn land to develop the facility,
and the facility is in a more prominent locatiorattract visitors, benefiting both the
agency and the local community.

In the second case, the agency was developingeaten management plan.
Seventeen local area recreation groups with diftefieei (e.g., shooting, off-road

vehicle recreation) organized into an outdoor ratoe association and developed an
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alternative that not only met agency objectivesdisd would help the community
prevent future sprawl, a common interest that drtite recreation groups. Agency
managers realized that if they could work with ¢bexmunities to implement this
alternative, they might be able to preserve tharsdd forever; if not, they would be
fighting with them to make it something else (ttteg communities might not
necessarily want). Managers also recognized thia¢y chose the community
developed alternative, they would already havellsadagroup of 17 organizations
who would help with implementation. This managekreowledged that, “...all [the
communities] needed was a better idea of how wi¢ with NEPA with respect to
alternatives. They were able to take what theytechto do and fit it within the

NEPA process, it wasn't hard for them to do.” Ammtmanager remarked,

There is a need to discover. Are there other plessblutions that have been
overlooked? Maybe we saw them but overlooked thecause they’re outside
our realm of control. Bringing partners and citigen opens up solutions that
you may have dismissed because you were not ablantool.

Relationships

Interviewees indicated that claiming value with o relationships affects
federal resource management in two ways. Fitsisuation where parties utilize
relationships and political power to influence demns (e.g., lobbying congress rather
than participating in collaborative processes}enviewees gave examples of
cooperative approaches to participation that hetpddce the use of this strategy.
One planner described a stakeholder who changdsehesvior when a more
cooperative participatory process was adopted éwtfency. After attending some of
these meetings, a stakeholder who used to stainoinnof the agency and picket now

engages in reasonable discussions with the plarkesther manager described a
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situation in which collaboration produced a solatibat was agreeable to all local
parties, and local environmental groups were ssteks requesting that the parent
national environmental groups (who typically haverenlobbying and political
power) not get involved. Although one nationalieowmental group appealed the
decision, voicing concerns that differed from tbedl chapter, they did not file a
lawsuit.

Alternatively, a focus on building relationship&ea to the extreme runs the
risk of ceding decision-making power to the pubhtich some fear could result in
substantive losses in terms of protection of tisewece (Heilprin, 2004). This
approach was not included in the continuum of mubdirticipation (Figure 4.1)
because it results in the agency forfeiting itpoesibility to manage in the public
trust, which is illegal (lllinois Central RailroadoCv. State of lllinois. 1892. 146 U.S.
387). Interviewees recognized that, “The buck stwith the agency. Legally the
agency has the ability to make the decision,” bat,t“...the decision is likely to be a
better one and more durable if you listen to thielipdi One interviewee described an
approach to building relationships that avoidsdinig agency management

mandates:

The Cooperative Alliance for Refuge Enhancementstaided by the agency
around 1995. It is a diverse coalition of enviromtag outdoor recreation, and
scientific organizations, about 20 different groupduding: The Wilderness
Society, Safari Club, National Rifle Associationjlillife Federation, Sierra
Club. All they agreed on was that the refuge sysseimportant and should be
funded. They developed a written agreement, aetel agreement that says
they all agree the refuge system is importantihoey don’t have to agree on
specific activities. Thegan't agree on activities because of the different
purposes for groups, they recognize that. The &ighWildlife Service set up
the group for its centennial anniversary, they dedito see if the groups would
all want to work for a common goal. Since them, fiimding for the refuge
system has increased significantly. Now the membegfthe alliance] are
listening to each other better, the level of acnmbas decreased. They don’t
deal with things they won’t agree on, they worktloimgs they can.
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Another manager explained how initiatives to budthtionships, learn about
community issues, and empower citizens to influeteasions transformed his
experiences at public meetings. Prior to relatigmbuilding, he described public
meetings where stakeholders would challenge govemhwfficials, saying “I think
the government is full of BS,” and noted that asanager, “you expect this, expect to
get beat up.” After switching to a more coopem@pproach, he described another
meeting. A member of the public stood up and bedaost personal attacks against
him. Someone else in the audience then stood digad, “Shut up. We want to hear
what he has to say.” Others in the audience ageeetit became self-policing.
Rather than being “beat up,” this manager felt eatvas being protected by citizens.
This manager notes that to adopt this approachy have to be committed to the
possibility that your whole relationship with peeplill change.”

Building relationships outside formal participatgmpcesses also can lead to
joint gains in unexpected areas. One manager @aexample of relationship
building at all levels of the agency. A mainteraperson was sent to a farm to work
on a restoration project. While he was workingegghboring farmer came over and
asked what he was doing. He could have ignoreéhtinger; instead, he stopped the
machine and took the time to explain the projédte farmer thought the restoration
work was “cool,” said that he had land in similandition, and asked if he could do
the same thing. The refuge supervisor saw theewathis interaction and allowed
the maintenance person to go out to the second falhm maintenance person was
sent to do one farm; he came back after doing #€reint restoration projects.

The DOI emphasizes that good public participatiomolves lasting
engagements with people, not just episodes (Depattof the Interior, 2005). As

one manager explained,
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You make a deal differently with someone you knaw'if never see again vs.
someone you have to see every day. The longeliwgithe more you realize
you can’'t assume you will never see them again.

Another summarized,

To be honest, working with public is all about depéng relationships. You
always have a relationship with the public. Peapleme to meetings with
preconceived ideas, they come with a relationsk¥e also perceive them, we
have a predetermined perception of what their comsn&ill be...we think we
know what they will say. If we do business thaywae’ll never get to issues,
we’ll only see positions.

Additional Challenges

The examples described above illustrate the dangetaiming value with
respect to substance, relationships, and procesgelhas benefits of integrative
approaches that create value in all three areasvetzr, interviewees also indicated a
number of other challenges to adopting more codperapproaches to participation.
These include: the need for agency-wide commitrteeptiblic participation, clear
communication of agency intent for outcomes ofipgratory processes, and lack of
resources.

A number of interviewees identified a need for lograbased commitment to
cooperative public participation throughout theias agencies. One scientist
observed that often field managers recognize tleeygino engage the public, but they
won't be effective unless those with the authatitynake decisions (who are typically
at higher levels within the agency) are involvedhia process. Interviewees
acknowledged that using cooperative processesdoven public interests and values
can be “...very scary for a person in governmentgfipinto things with no

preconceived perception of what the outcome will Behis perception of risk can
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prevent individuals from adopting new approachgsaiicipation. As one manager

described,

It can be foggy how you get from one step to tha.né was like that for me,
like I was in a fog, | couldn’t see the end. Ya@dto have faith it's getting you
forward...[l managed to stick with it] because | haways believed...that the
public should be empowered in decision-making amplementing. Early on in
the process, | recognized this was a method thdd @low this to happen. By
aligning our management and issues to communitiesssve would empower
stewardship, empower citizens to implement actidngas willing to take that
risk because it was something | believe in deeply.

Another interviewee noted that publicly acknowledgdifferent viewpoints is a skill

that can be uncomfortable to develop. She explaine

It is obvious to invite those who support you [toyade input]. It may be
uncomfortable to invite those who are influentiat don’t necessarily support
you. What | have learned is that if you don’t tlevother views early, there will
be detractors later in process. There’s a neecifat I'm still developing this,
skills in working with people so that this approasltomfortable and
successful. It can be a challenge when you'rendpont of a group and people
say negative things about [your agency], but biusiag them, the other people

who are there see that you are inclusive. Theaebig payoff in credibility by a

lot of other people watching.

Interviewees also identified misperceptions amdregpublic about agency
intent for public participation as a barrier to m@ooperative practices. One
consultant thought this was especially true wheopfeefelt they hadn’t been heard in
the past. When this was the case, he believedcpuieletings often enhanced
antagonism, rhetoric, and stereotypes, discouragagagers from further engaging
with the public. He emphasized the importanceaff sraining in transparency:
providing good information, being clear about expgons, and building
relationships. He summarized, “I think people wamiesty. They want to know

‘what do you expect of us?’ They want a commitméray are you going to use our
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input?’ The parameters need to be articulatedeople will be skeptical.” Another
interviewee emphasized the importance of buildeigtronships and trust for

successful cooperative participation:

What communities are really looking for are relasibips. Through
relationships they build trust. They all say timyovay they can move forward
is trust. It can be two years to develop trustust has to be earned—once
someone breaks trust, that’s it. It always conseklto building long-term
relationships and trust.
One interviewee believed that one of the probleswsfy agencies is that the public
often feels that “we know you’re in charge, you démow we’re here.” In these
instances, this manager explains the importansb@iving that you've listened, and
that if you don’t agree with their solutions younaxplain why and can explore other
options together. Interviewees acknowledge thayialg public doubts about agency

intent also is a process:

Before you ever start formal public participatigou need to interject yourself,
or a few people, into the community on their territs personable. You peel
layers of the onion away, the public positions, peed to get beneath these.
And they do the same with you, they peel away theeghment facade to get to
the reasons you're doing what you do.

Many managers cite lack of funding as an impedineeffective natural
resource management planning (Chapter 3), theyt tlame the funding to invest in

public participation even if they wanted to. Howeunterviewees saw lack of

funding as an opportunity to develop partnershipse manager explained,

Lack of funding leads to inability of the agencydim things by themselves. It
becomes a great inventor, leads to solving problenmnovative ways. If you
don’t have the funding, ydoaveto partner. You get money from partners, and
are able to spend their money on your projects.oRerproject, | had a budget
that was too small, | couldn’t do it on my own. téfbuilding partnerships, |
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ended up with a 5 for 1 return on the dollar, ekible money, not money to pay
people’s salary. But you need open partnershifieatqeople are able to
influence how their money is spent. They are nvahéeng to spend money if
they are able to influence how it is spent. Say gon’'t have money for a
project but you have staff. Spend the time, pstiaff member forward. If each
partner has 1 staff member they can devote, withatthers suddenly you have
11 people working on a problem where you startet ame.

Other interviewees believed it was important tosider the timing of spending

limited resources on public participation, stating,

It's better to front-end load. There’s an exangdla park planning effort that
didn’t do this and is starting over because it wdailed effort. When this
happens, it's harder to recover, you have to g& bathe same people and do
damage control.
One consultant lamented that many agency supesvikpnot recognize that “front-
end loading” may save the agency money in the tang Individuals she had worked
with saw the value of a more collaborative appraagbublic participation, but still
framed it as something to try if the agency hadniomey to spend, rather than
something that could save the agency money inaifig dlun. A number of
interviewees noted that more dialogue-based, catiperapproaches to public
participation were only adopted after issues hawie so contentious that agencies
and the public were at an impasse or because duanitserdered more public
involvement. One interviewee believed that focgsinoperative public participation

efforts earlier, on emerging issues, provided nomgortunities to create partnerships.

He believed that waiting until issues became digvaepvas too late in the process.

Negotiating the Dilemma

Negotiating between the strategies of creatingdaiching value is not an easy

task. Interviews with managers and practitionersaborate findings in the literature
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that cooperative approaches to public participat&m reveal mutual interests between
agencies and stakeholders. Such revelation can aéntifying potential
management alternatives that create value by innpgdhe substantive outcome for

all parties as well as relationships between thérterviewees also identified
impediments to adopting this approach: an agenegquupation with adversarial
processes; agency emphasis on scientific knowledgeother kinds of knowledge;
legal precedents that focus on process criterpubfic participation rather than
outcome criteria; the ability of stakeholders tilizé political power to make an “end
run,” rendering ineffective any collaborative et&rand the fact that the agency has
the final say in the management decisions.

Interviewees described many of the DOI principlasgublic participation as
essential to successfully implementing a coopezajpproach to participation:
transparency, ensuring all voices are heard, fagusn public interests and values,
valuing relationships, and basing decisions on gofmtmation. They also identified
constraints to adopting this approach, which coaded to other principles: agency-
wide commitment to public participation, clear coomtation of agency intent, and
lack of resources. Yet, rather than treat comptneinsuccessful participatory
processes as separate principles, intervieweesloed@n underlying philosophical
approach that interwove the principles. This @ojghical approach corresponds with
a micro conception of the public and substantiyeregch to participation (Chapter 4)
and is founded on the assumption that the agerntgt@keholders are interdependent
and share interests. Interviewees indicated Hestet shared interests are better
identified when the agency is open and transpahemgstly wants to learn from and
with the public, and takes a proactive long-termrapch to relationship building.

Yet, interviewees also recognized that the micq@reg@ch can be uncomfortable for

managers who are used to the macro conceptioregdithlic and subsequent
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procedural approach to participation (Chapter 4) tulfills NEPA requirements.
Even though managers do not cede ultimate decimsaking power, they may feel
like they have less control when they take a momgperative approach to public

participation. As one interviewee described,

What I've learned is that you have to manage tlegss but let go of the
outcome—you have to trust the process. Unfortupditee seen in the past that
the agency goes through the process just becaggddive to, or more often
because they don’t know what else to do or haveadir made up their mind.
That's deadly, that's where you get into gridlockhe important thing is how to
get managers to understand that they should nobhb@mfortable with the
outcome—don’t worry about the preferred alternatfeeus on the process. It's

a leap of faith that the agency doesn’t want torabilhe alternative. What they

don’t understand is that participation is not decismaking. The agency still

has to make the decision. You can’t get to comm@emnless you understand
issues and trust the process. You need to digeetdues and put them back
together again.

This process of “dissecting the issues and puthiegh back together again” can
only take place if both managers and stakeholdggsoach public participation as an
opportunity to create rather than claim value ity for mutual learning and
transformations in understanding. The crux ofrtegotiator’s dilemma was that each
party did not know what strategy the other wouldggdleading both to choose
strategies that claim value. Federal land manageagencies engaging the public
have legal responsibilities not only to include public, but also for making the final
decisions. As such, they are in a position of pawhkative to the public. If the more
powerful party can demonstrate in good faith thai/twill adopt a strategy that
creates value, stakeholders would have more ineetdido likewise.

Experience from the fields of natural resource ngangent, environmental
conflict resolution and planning, and first-hand@ants from practitioners indicate

that, in the long run, integrative processes thati$ on building relationships to
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discover shared substantive interests are morly likdead to fair, efficient, wise, and
stable decisions. While letting go of pre-concdieeitcomes and trusting the process
can be challenging for managers, it also can beegohand transformative, resulting
in unexpected outcomes that satisfy multiple irgerand may be more sustainable.

As summarized by one interviewee,

The problem is that most people want to make dewsimickly, but sometimes
quick decisions take a long time. You will havekeep going back if you don’t
get it right the first time, but if you get it rigthe first time, it might last forever.
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APPENDIX 5.A
Guiding Questions for Interviews with Public Partidpation Practitioners
1. Please describe your experiences with natural reesonanagement on

federal lands.

2. Please describe your role in natural resource neaneagt planning with
your organization and with federal agencies.

3. If you have worked with federal agencies, at whagis of the planning
process are you generally consulted?

4. How well do you think natural resource managemeuwtsions on federal
lands align with the primary concerns of local conmity(ies) adjacent to
such lands?

a. How responsive are agencies to these local corieerns
b. How responsive should they be?
c. Do you perceive variation in responsiveness by tfpmncern?

5. How well do you think the values that govern natueaource management
decisions on federal lands align with the valuekoél community(ies)
adjacent to such lands?

a. How accurate do you think each are in their pefoaptof each
other?

6. How have you seen local communities act to infleematural resource
decision-making?

a. Which activities are most effective?
7. Please describe the different types of
communication/education/participation efforts yavé designed for
natural resource organizations.

a. What was the primary function (goal) of these df@r

b. Which of these do you consider to be the most ssfakand why?
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8. How does the amount of interaction between therabtasource
organization and local community prior to formabpa engagement affect

outcome?

a. Do you have any specific suggestions for things tte National
Park Service can do prior to formal public engagartieat might
facilitate this process?

b. What about afterwards (follow-up)?
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CHAPTER 6

EXPANDING PROBLEM FRAMES AS A WAY TO RESOLVE HUMAN-
WILDLIFE CONFLICTS IN URBAN-PROXIMATE PARKS

Abstract

Over the past century, the National Park Systenekpanded to include new
kinds of parks in increasingly urban settings. aAgsult, park managers are
experiencing growing needs for communication witd angagement of local
stakeholders. Traditional public engagement preeesvere designed as models of
rational-comprehensive decision-making. Howewaher than clear-cut, logically
simple problems, today’s park managers are facduaomplex, ill-defined, “messy”
problems. Such problems do not have clear objectverescribed solutions. We
examine one potential kind of messy natural resaranagement problem, human-
wildlife conflict. Urban-proximate parks are pattiarly likely to experience
increases in human-wildlife conflict; parks botkradt wildlife to their natural
resources and attract ex-urban immigrants to trenégnvalues they provide. As
humans and wildlife come into more frequent conédahg the urban-wildland
interface, park managers will be increasingly dralled to manage impacts resulting
from their interactions. This study utilized sertrisstured, in-depth interviews with
residents of communities near parks to articulagmehts of messy deer problems
faced by urban-proximate parks and to examine halem framing can enhance or
impede communication, conflict resolution, and/olfatooration with stakeholders.
Problem elements were not universally recognizeelhjorlly valued by various
stakeholders. In addition, stakeholders often waliéerent problem frames than park
managers. By examining problem elements for hudeer-conflicts, we develop a

conceptual model that managers may use with argiesp conceptualize human-
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wildlife conflicts and consider approaches to tlmesolution. Rather than simplifying
messy wildlife problems to the subset of compon#rdsare salient to park managers,
we suggest that managers capitalize on multiplektader frames and perspectives
to gain a richer view of problem elements and disc@ wider range of opportunities
for management intervention. By including the fuite of problem components
recognized by all stakeholders, managers and stédesis may work in concert to
affect a greater portion of the entire problemeathan simply one aspect of it. In
addition, recognizing differences in problem fraghmay help avoid conflicts

between stakeholders whose beliefs about soluticmbased on different assumptions
about the problem. Thus, expanding perspectivegsraktraditional problem frames

to embrace the complexity of messy human-wildldefticts in urban-proximate

parks may help managers identify areas of potectiaflict or areas for potential
collaboration, ultimately resulting in: clearer iogpehind management decisions,

better dialogue with stakeholders, and more dunadaleagement interventions.

Introduction

Natural resource management is in an “era of terind” (Lachapelle et al.,
2003, p. 473) characterized by controversy andlicostirrounding agency actions
and partially fueled by: the environmental moventthe 60’s and 70’s, heightened
distrust of government, a public that increasingliues non-consumptive recreation,
and democratization of information (Wondolleck & ¥, 2000). Rather than clear-
cut, logically simple problems, today’s naturaloese managers are faced with
complex and ill-defined, “wicked,” or “messy” pravhs that do not have clear
objectives or prescribed solutions (Lachapelle .e28l03; Lauber et al., 2002;
Ludwig, 2000; Patterson & Williams, 1998). Wildimanagement issues associated

with urban-proximate parks exemplify this claspodblems. This study examined a
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messy wildlife problem, white-tailed de@docoileus virginianusinanagement in

and around National Park Service (NPS) units imibr¢gheastern U.S. We sought to
understand better how problem definition and pnobleaming can affect
communication with stakeholders. Human-wildlifenfict is becoming common in
urban and suburban settings for many human-comrmeridafe species in addition

to deer: Canada geedtrénta canadens)sbeaver Castor canadensjsblack bear
(Ursus americanys and coyotéCanis latrans)to name a few. The conceptual
model we developed from discussions with localdesis about deer can be applied to
any wildlife species. Recognizing the differencethe ways stakeholders and
managers conceptualize messy wildlife problems h&dyy managers proactively

identify areas of potential conflict or areas fospible collaboration.

The Changing Role of National Parks

The National Park Service was created in 191&®"“promote and regulate the
use of the...national parks...which purpose ittserve the scenery and the natural
and historic objects and the wild life therein angbrovide for the enjoyment of the
same in such manner and by such means as will teawe unimpaired for the
enjoyment of future generations” (National Parkv&er Organic Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1.).
The resources administered by paman be considered public trust resources; that is,
resources that are to be protected and preserteasirby the government for the
benefit of current and future generations (Baer8).98

Over the past century, the National Park Systenrekpanded from parks

created to preserve America’s scenic treasures €RUAO7; Sellars, 1997) to include

! We will be using the term “park” as shorthandeter to any type of unit administered by the Nagion
Park Service. There are currently many differgpes of designations for NPS units, ranging from
National Parks to National Historic Sites, to NaibRecreation Areas.
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new kinds of parks, including: recreation areas, widrs, heritage areas, and historic
sites. Parks not only are being created in mdrarusettings, but also are attracting
into nearby communities affluent ex-urban immigsanho seek the amenity values
offered by living near protected areas (Howe etl®197). Thus, many parks now are
embedded in urban or urbanizing settings that ptesereasingly complex
management challenges. The NPS recognizes thet pag not isolated or insulated
from their broader communities, and that actiongarks affect these broader
communities just as actions in communities affeckp (National Park Service,
2001). With the NPS’s broadening sphere of infaeeaomes increased responsibility
to ensure that: (1) the public understands and@tppark management undertaken
on their behalf, and (2) public input is adequataysidered in park management
decisions. These growing needs for NPS commupitatith and engagement of the
public reflect current trends experienced by mamylip agencies charged with parks

and recreation administration.

Tame vs. Messy Management Problems

Like many land management and natural resourcecaggerthe NPS policy
environment stresses rational-comprehensive plgmmiodels, modified to allow for
public input at various stages in the decision-mgkirocess. The rational-
comprehensive model of planning focuses on idantifgoals, searching for
alternatives, evaluating them and choosing theepred alternative (McCool &
Patterson, 2000). This approach is highly effectivsolving well-defined problems
in systems that respond in predictable ways, sa¢hase found in engineering or
physics (Wang, 2002). Such problems and systemsomaimple or very complex,
but the natural laws that govern them allow marmgdrigh degree of confidence in

predicting outcomes of interventions.
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Natural resource managers work with fundamentaffgr@nt problems. They
regularly address problems that are highly com@exyiguous, and steeped in
uncertainty about the response of the affectedysta® and human systems (e.qg.,
economy, society) to management actions. In amgitor problems that involve local
stakeholders, disagreement typically arises ovtr the ends or objectives of
management (which make the “problem” concrete aedsurable) and the means to
achieve acceptable solutions to the problem. IRittd Webber (1973) described this
alternate class of problems as “wicked” problent @istinguished them from “tame”
problems by ten properties (Table 6.1). HowevisGussion of “wickedness” often is
taken to imply that a problem is intractable, whittbcourages meaningful attempts at
resolution. Consequently, many planners have hefitdo the term “messy” to
describe these ambiguous, contentious, sociallypalfitically charged, and frequently
encountered, real-world problems (Forester, 1986hapelle et al., 2003; McCool &
Guthrie, 2001).

Messy problems are characterized by scientific taingy about cause-effect
relationships and social conflicts over goals armthagement intervention alternatives
(McCool & Stankey, 2003; Wang, 2002). While trashial problem-solving
approaches may be suitable and highly effectivermgteblems are well defined,
values are shared by managers and stakeholdergpalsdare unambiguous and
uncontested, they are less applicable in solvingsynproblems (Lachapelle et al.,
2003). Some even suggest that using tame (ratcomaprehensive) problem-solving
methods on messy problems may be counterproduatiaking the problem even
more contentious (Allen & Gould Jr., 1986; Borrieakt 1998; McCool & Patterson,
2000; Rauscher, 1999).
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Table 6.1. Ten distinctive properties of a wickedipem (Adapted from Rittel &
Webber, 1973).

There is no definitive problem formulation.

Wicked problems have no stopping rule.

Solutions are not true-or-false, but good-or-bad.

There is no immediate and no ultimate test of gaiksolutions.

o bk w0 DdPE

Every solution is consequential, making it hardetarn by trial-and-
error.

6. There is not an exhaustively describable set cfii@l, permissible
solutions.

7. Every wicked problem is essentially unique.

8. Elements of the problem are interdependent; ormaeziemay be a
symptom of another.

9. The problem can be explained in numerous waygring of both the
problem’s nature and resolution.

10.The planner has no right to be wrong.

A key weakness in the argument against applyirdjtiomal linear methods of
problem solving to messy problems is a lack of @mycrete alternative. In addition,
management policies of many agencies rely on rakicomprehensive planning
processes to improve agency accountability forsieas. Rittel and Webber (1973)
noted that the process of problem formulation a&sailting outcome ofteis the
problem. Other researchers also found that assangpéibout the way management
problems are conceptualized, or framed, could irapedolution (Lauber et al., 2002).
The idea of framing has been used in the fieldoofraunication and dispute
resolution to assist practitioners in understanthegdifferent perspectives of parties
in conflict. Frames act as lenses or filters tigtowhich different stakeholders
interpret and process information (Lewicki et a002). Frames both call attention to

certain elements of an issue and direct attentieaydrom other elements (Entman,
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1993). We examine one potential kind of messymahtesource management
problem, human-wildlife conflict, to understandteethow problem framing can both
enhance and impede communication, conflict resmiytnd/or collaboration with

stakeholders.

Human-wildlife Conflict in Urban-proximate Parks

During the last few decades, urban human-wildldeftict has become an
increasingly important area of study. Urbanizatbanges both the physical and
socio-cultural landscape, resulting in increaseghtiee human wildlife interactions as
well as increased conflict over wildlife managemactions to mitigate those
interactions (Patterson et al., 2003). Urban-prate parks are particularly likely to
experience increases in human-wildlife conflictffasy both attract wildlife to their
natural resources and attract ex-urban immigrantise amenity values they provide.
One prominent example of human-wildlife conflict rban/suburban white-tailed
deer management in the east. NPS managers haressag@ concerns about impacts
from white-tailed deer in northeastern urban-pratenparks for over two decades,
although few have taken management action. Odtegr, management is desired by
some people living in communities adjacent to thgsés, but their concerns may be
very different from those of park managers. Tacalate elements of messy deer
problems faced by urban-proximate parks, this studized semi-structured, in-depth
interviews with residents of communities near parRy examining problem elements
of human-deer conflicts, we developed a framewbak managers may use with any
species to conceptualize human-wildlife conflictsnsider approaches to their

resolution, and engage in productive dialogue aifacted stakeholders.
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Methods

Potential study sites were identified based on @sioms with NPS national and
regional scientist staff. A number of NPS unitéuwnbeered to participate in the
project. Because of our focus on messy probleres;iwase two sites with decades of
dialogue on deer issues, Fire Island National Seadql-INS) in New York and
Valley Forge National Historical Park (VFNHP) in Peglvania.

To become more familiar with the physical settamgl better understand the
perspectives of community residents, K. Leong ex$ith communities near each park
for approximately three weeks (per park) in thedaR005. Semi-structured
interviews were used to elicit local community desits’ personal understandings of
deer and deer impacts in the parks and surrouraingnunities. Open-ended
guestions followed an interview guide; follow-upslgrobes were used as necessary
to elaborate on and to clarify the intended meanirigterviewee responses.

Leong and Decker (2007a; 2007b) describe the folirtgjues used in the
interview process. In brief, two types of intewgewere conducted with individuals
or small groups: (A) in-depth semi-structured iwiews with known stakeholders and
influential community residents (n=22 and 20 foNBland VFNHP, respectively) and
(B) short interviews with residents interceptedoical gathering places (n=65 and 42
for FINS and VFNHP, respectively). Type A intemvilasted from 30 to 165
minutes; Type B interviews typically lasted 15-2thaies. Over half (64%) of the
Type A interviews and eight Type B interviews weuelia recorded and later
transcribed by one of three transcriptionists. tAdhscriptions were checked for
accuracy by K. Leong. Some interviewees prefenado be audio recorded; in other
cases, environmental conditions (e.g., wind, mugttwer background noise) precluded
effective recording. Hand-written notes were tallaring the interviews and detailed

notes were written up as soon as possible followhegnterview (usually within one
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day). For interviews that were not audio-recordgcific attention was paid to
capturing the language used by interviewees.

Interview transcripts and notes were coded for #ensing ATLAS.ti (version
5.0, Scientific Software Development GmbH, Berlif)n iterative process was used
to generate codes from themes and topic areaspieghe interviews. Themes and
topic areas were linked and quotes were sorteeMeat key concepts and to capture
emergent relationships between themes. Analydiseo$pecific management context
at each park revealed a number of common themesglL&decker, 2007a; 2007b).
This paper synthesizes the themes related to uadédiag the management system

and framing the problem and potential solutions.

Findings

Local community residents collectively describedrdssues in and around the
three parks as a multi-level systeimnterrelated components (Figure 6.1). They
identified anthropogenic factors as fundamentalesgsrivers. Only a few
interviewees mentioned natural processes suchrak tvnters or disease, whereas
the majority described effects of anthropogeniovds: various aspects of hunting
(hunter motivations, state wildlife agency reguas, numbers of hunters,
effectiveness of hunters, etc.), a history of predaradication, collective effects of
individual landowner practices (ornamental landsugpand other plantings, fencing,

etc.), and large-scale land conversion and devedop(frigure 6.1: I).
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. Hunting it Landowner
Eradication Practices Development
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V. Habituation and Food Conditioning of Deer

V. DVC's Loss of Vegetation Spread Garbage Disease/Parasites

Figure 6.1. Elements of messy deer problems ireamaind northeastern U.S. NPS
units, as collectively described by local commuinggidents. Stakeholders
described a multi-level system of factors that dboted to perceived deer
problems: (I) primary anthropogenic factors werense cause (Il) broad
ecological effects that result in (11l) the proxisnbf humans and deer,
which in turn facilitates (IV) mediating anthropage factors that amplify
(V) specific impacts experienced by stakehold&takeholders did not
necessarily recognize all problem elements, notltkg value system
elements equally. For example, those that empddsigecific impacts (V)
saw deer as the source of a local problem, whdsdthat emphasized
broad ecological effects (ll) saw deer as a symptbenmore regional
problem. DVC's is an abbreviation for deer-vehictdlisions.

These anthropogenic factors were seen to have lea@ddgical effects (Figure
6.1: II). For example, changes in hunting pressimc predator eradication were
believed to result in changes in deer populatiomadyics, notably increased
population size. In addition, large-scale develeptrand individual landowner

practices outside the parks were believed to doliely alter available deer habitat, by
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both destroying natural habitat and creating aréfihabitat that attracted deer into
local communities. This, in turn affected deer mmments. As a result, the parks
became islands of habitat where deer could findgef One respondent summarized:
“Living here, I'm seeing that the park is not thelplem..there’s so much building,
the deer used to be there, but now they’ve fousanatuary in the park. Now they’re
making their way into our neighborhood.”

Changes in deer population dynamics and habitattstte brought humans and
deer into proximity (Figure 6.1: 1ll). This, innuy facilitated additional anthropogenic
activities: habituation and food conditioning (Fig.1: IV). Habituation is defined
as a reduction of response to a repeated, incoasgglustimulus (usually resulting in
loss of fear response to people), while food caomwiihg occurs when an animal learns
to associate food with the presence of peopletapesitive experiences of acquiring
food easily (McCullough, 1982; McNay, 1998). Hahiion and food conditioning
create a positive feedback loop, amplifying humaardnteractions by bringing
people and deer in closer contact on a more regaksis. Changes in deer behavior

also appeared to affect people’s perceptions af dee

| don’t even think of them as wildlife anymore. T they're like cows grazing

in a pasture...you walk by them, they may look up kind of look at you or if

they think you've got [food] they'll kind of walk t@ards you. That's not
wildlife. It's not natural and we’ve encouragedatland that's not who these
animals are supposed to be.

Human-deer interactions can have positive or negatifects. These effects
become impacts when they are important to the paopblved (Riley et al., 2002).
The majority of respondents enjoyed viewing dedricty many described
normatively: “...deer are a beautiful animal and ebedy loves to view wildlife like

that.” Yet many also were concerned about negatipacts. The impacts people
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experienced or worried about often appeared taméte whether they believed there
were too many deer, that the deer were in the wptenxce, or that the deer were
behaving unnaturally. Respondents were concerrtddour main classes of
negative impacts: deer-vehicle collisions (dvds$s of vegetation (native,
ornamental plantings, and vegetable gardens),giteng into garbage, and diseases
and/or parasites carried by deer (Figure 6.1: V).

Each component of the system described above cafidmed by a number of
management actions. This suite of potential asttbat influence a single element of
the system can be thought of as a family of solsti@ilgure 6.2). For example,
stakeholders concerned about the lack of huntiaggure on the deer population
talked about culling populations, altering huntnegulations such as bag limits,
season length, etc., or opening parks to specrgshwOther stakeholders focused at
different levels or on different components of fystem, either with respect to
problem elements or potential management actiotekeBolders often discussed
potential solutions in more detail than problem edata, seemingly based on the

assumption that everyone saw the problem in the vaay.
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Figure 6.2. Families of solutions for each pathuathe system. Each component of
the system can be affected by a number of manageangons, which can
be thought of as a “family” of potential solutionEhe families of solutions
considered to be reasonable are influenced bydhmpanents of the
system that are used to define the problem.

Yet, stakeholders did not necessarily recognizpralblem components, nor did
they value all components equally. The relativeesak of a component appeared to
be influenced by the degree to which stakeholdetpectations about that component
matched their perceptions of the current conditibthat component; elements that
were perceived to fall short of expected conditibasame salient and therefore the
focus of the problem. Problem focus had other icagibns as well. For example,
stakeholders who emphasized specific impacts (Eigut: V) often described deer as
the source of a local problem, while those who essjzted broad ecological effects

(Figure 6.1: 1) described deer as a symptom obaemegional problem. In addition,
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stakeholders who were primarily concerned aboutiBpémpacts often desired faster
results from a management action, while stakehsldéio were more concerned
about higher levels of the model were more tolecdat longer time frame to reduce
specific impacts. For example, reproductive cdnitas not a logical option for

stakeholders who desired an immediate reductiampracts from deer:

What are you going to do? Go out and castratel¢lee and how many times
can you do that? And in the meantime if they’ik stit there then we're still
hitting them and they’re still on people’s propeatyd they're still crapping on
the property and bringing Lyme disease onto yoaperty and you know? All
these things still exist.

The elements of the system that were salient t@®bktdders also constrained
their thinking about potential solutions. In otlesrds, different assumptions about
problem framing (e.g., whether the focus was oractpor on deer, the dimensions of
deer biology that were considered, and the timmaérand geographic scale that were
used to determine success) affected beliefs almtahpal solutions that should be

considered or deemed reasonable.

Implications for NPS Managers

Like local community residents, NPS managers dmfaate equal weight on all
elements of messy deer problems in urban-proxipetes. First, laws and agency
mandates and policies dictate certain management KPS natural resource
managers are primarily responsible for preservitg pesources to be enjoyed by
current and future generations (National Park Sen2606). Previous interviews
with NPS managers revealed that negative effeots fieer browse on native
vegetation, ecosystem health, and/or biodiversigre the specific impacts likely to

lead managers to consider deer management (Clgpter many parks, the
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geographic scope of deer impacts is widespreadingééncing and repellents
ineffective or impractical as means to reduce ingp#axvegetation. In addition,
habitat alteration outside a park boundary is detghe jurisdiction of NPS
management. As a result, NPS managers focus nfubkipattention on different
ways to affect deer populations in parks. ThusSMranagement priorities and
jurisdiction narrow the framework of deer managengsues to only one major
pathway in the system (Figure 6.3).

This pathway results in two main families of potahsolutions, one centered on
different forms of lethal population reduction (pigtion control, e.g., huntinf,
culling), the other on forms of non-lethal popuatireduction (reproductive control,
e.g., sterilization, contraception). Many respartdeffered opinions about various
means to affect deer populations and had diversefvand expectations for the
fundamental objective of population reduction (ergduction of specific negative
impacts, how soon improvements should be experngrate.). While concerns about
impacts to resources are the impetus for takingag@ment action, managers
recognize that these actions often result in caldimpacts, impacts generated by the
management actions themselves (Decker et al., 200&hy respondents were less
concerned about impacts from deer, and more coaedexbout collateral impacts from
potential forms of population management. By c@nsing the problem frame, the
potential families of solutions are reduced to a-lege structure: hunters vs. animal
rights vs. parks. In such a situation, controwesrsiver collateral impacts from
potential management actions can overshadow theedesnd result, reduction of

primary impacts related to deer (i.e., Figure éxel V).

2 Hunting is prohibited by the enabling legislatimimost urban-proximate parks. A park’s enabling
legislation can only be changed by Congress. N#8at lobby Congress to change the enabling
legislation.
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Figure 6.3. The NPS natural resource managemenlgpndbame for deer issues in
and around parks in the northeastern U.S. Ageranydaies, policies and
jurisdiction constrain the scope of the problenoéy one pathway in the
system. Stakeholders frame the problem in marigréifiit ways; the
similarities and differences between stakeholddrraanagement frames
suggest areas for potential conflict or collabanati

Stakeholders offered many different ways to framergroblems, some of
which aligned closely with NPS managers and sonveho¢h differed greatly. Like
managers, many stakeholders placed emphasis @opldation dynamics branch of
the system. Yet for many, their fundamental comeests over different specific
impacts, namely ornamental vegetation damage asewvaicle collisions. They
supported similar methods as NPS managers (populedintrol or reproductive

control of deer) to achieve different ends. Mamaget actions that are designed to

152



affect population dynamics will only indirectly afft specific impacts, and may affect
different impacts at different rates. Thus, efenanagers and stakeholders agree on
the means, disagreement on ends could lead taatamfer expected time frame for
alleviation of impacts.

Other stakeholders framed the problem as a deveppproblem. They
believed that unless the fundamental source optblelem was addressed (in this
case, development), it was pointless to try to rgareaspecies. Many of these
stakeholders were involved in efforts to curb depeient in the region and offered
habitat restoration outside the park as a poteswiaition. By broadening the problem
frame beyond only those components salient to NBSagers, these stakeholders
identified activities that could complement effoofsthe park, collectively reaching
more components of the entire system and improstrsgainability of management

actions.

Application to Other Wildlife Species

Managers responsible for wildlife in suburban laragtes are facing similar
challenges with many wildlife species. Given catrigends in human migration and
development, this situation is likely to contineegrow, especially around urban-

proximate parks. One interviewee observed:

I'd like to see deer tied to the Canada goose is3iey are exactly the same.
Exactly the same...the resident non-migratory Camgaaae problem...Canada
geese are not nature. They're a manmade subspeciase have created a
habitat just like the deer, so it's an identicalis. The Canada goose problem
and the deer problem and the solutions are idéntitteere’s something about
what we’re doing in suburbia that’s creating ecataghabitat and cohabitation.

Wildlife species of recent study include: Canadesge(Lauber et al., 2002), beaver
(DeStefano & Deblinger, 2005), black bear (Gord.e2806), and coyote (Martinez-
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Espifieira, 2006). For each of these species, dreagement context is strikingly
similar to messy deer problems. To help managegage in dialogue about human-
wildlife conflicts with any wildlife species we aited a general conceptual model of

messy wildlife problems in urban settings (Figu4) 6

| Anthropogenic activities that Anthropogenic activities that
' directly affect wildlife, indirectly affect wildlife,
e.g. hunting, reintroduction e.g., land use

\ /

I Wildlife Population Dynamics Wildlife Habitat

\/

. Proximity of humans and wildlife

+

v

A

\VA Wildlife Behavior
v Ecological | | Health and Safety | | Recreational Economic || Aesthetic/Emotional
’ Impacts Impacts Impacts Impacts Impacts

Figure 6.4. Components of messy wildlife problemsrban settings. Anthropogenic
activities bring humans and wildlife into closeidamore frequent
proximity. Increased human-wildlife interactioresult in an increase in
human-wildlife conflicts, which are amplified wheunldlife behavior
changes as a result of increased interactionthidrdiagram, we identify
only major pathways; we recognize that there mafebdback within the
system (for example, vehicle-wildlife collisiondedts wildlife population
dynamics), and there is a possibility for factdrsrze level to affect
multiple levels (for example, hunting affects witdlbehavior).

The specifics for each level of the system wilfetliffor each species, however, the

general concepts remain consistent: anthropogetiiatees that directly or indirectly

affect wildlife, resulting changes in wildlife pojation dynamics and habitat
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availability, the relative proximity of humans amtdlife, anthropogenic activities

that affect wildlife behavior, and perceived imgaassociated with human-wildlife

interactions.

While this conceptual model is admittedly simplifjat reveals key

characteristi

cs of messy wildlife problems that eahance management planning

when they are acknowledged and utilized to betteletstand fundamental sources of

conflict. General principles include:

1.

Any component or combination of components candmsiclered part of
the problem if a stakeholder’s (including park n@gara) expectations
for that component are not met.

There are opportunities for multiple types of maragnt interventions
at each level of the model. The traits of therweations chosen depend
on the components of the problem they are desigmaddress; i.e. the
way the problem is framed determines the familiesobditions that are
considered.

There are both direct and indirect means to affexdt components of
the model. For example, speed enforcement is aadigect pathway to
reduce wildlife-vehicle collisions because it aatshe specific impact
level. On the other hand, wildlife population amhis an indirect
pathway to reduce wildlife-vehicle collisions besauhere are a number
of intervening levels between the action and trerdd result.
Management actions undertaken on indirect pathwhgsld be
evaluated carefully to assure that they actuafigcathe fundamental
component of concern and to identify associatelhtawhl impacts of

those actions.

Additional considerations apply when multiple pastare involved:
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. The set of elements included in one stakeholdeoblpm frame may
not align with that of other stakeholders.

. Stakeholders’ fundamental concerns may be at diftdevels of the
model. For example, wildlife biologists may bekethe problem that
needs to be solved is restoring a particular dgasitvildlife to the
ecosystem (i.e., at the level of wildlife populatidynamics), while local
community residents may believe the problem thatled¢o be solved is
alleviation of specific negative impacts from wifdl

. Differences in problem framing create challengéstakeholders and
managers do not acknowledge that their interests Idifferent parts of
the system, they may apply different metrics ofcesgs to the same
management action, resulting in incompatible opiaiabout whether or
not a management action “works,” thereby decreasgency credibility,
eroding relationships, and ultimately increasingftict.

. Differences in problem framing create opportuniti@sricher and more
robust view of the problem can be achieved by sgiting multiple
frames and perspectives. If stakeholders and nessagcognize
discrepancies in their underlying interests, they e able to find
creative solutions where stakeholders with jurisdicover different
areas act in concert to affect different elemehtbh® system
simultaneously, thereby improving the durabilitynahnagement
interventions.

. Human dimensions research may be used to evaliakiehslder
problem frames before engaging in public particgratto help identify
areas of potential miscommunication and guide tiveldpment of

stakeholder engagement processes. Similarly, lstédker engagement
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processes that focus on dialogue and discussign {acilitated or
mediated negotiations, consensus building, et beaused to take
advantage of multiple frames and perspectivesftonma richer view of

the problem and potential solutions.

When the full complement of stakeholder perspestare not considered, the
rational-comprehensive model of decision-makingsrilne risk of treating a messy
problem as if it were tame by simplifying the preil to the subset of components that
are salient to decision-makers. This approachesispportunities to identify creative
solutions and may even generate unnecessary d¢onflie suggest that utilizing
stakeholder engagement processes that help idémsifill suite of problem elements
will assist managers in choosing among and undwtistg the implications of
potential management interventions. Expandingpgsats/es beyond traditional
problem frames to embrace the complexity of messygdn-wildlife conflicts in
urban-proximate parks may ultimately result in cdedogic behind management
decisions, better dialogue with stakeholders, anterdurable management

interventions.

Acknowledgments

We are grateful to the local community members wiaale this manuscript
possible by sharing their insights and experiend#s.would also like to thank
Natural Resource Management staff at Fire IslaniibNal Seashore and Valley Forge
National Historical Park for facilitating entry mtocal communities by providing
initial contacts and assistance in study designaddition, we thank NPS chief
regional scientists of the Northeast and Natioregi@l Regions for their roles as

advisors to the project. Staff of the NationalkP@ervice Biological Resource

157



Management Division and Cornell University Depaminaf Natural Resources
provided ongoing guidance on the project. Fundiimghis study was provided by the
National Park Service Biological Resource Managdrdavision, NPSDOI ID CA
4560C0047, OSP# 43138/A001 and by the Cornell Uniyetgricultural

Experiment Station federal formula funds, Projeatri¥ber NYC-147433, received
from Cooperative State Research, Education andhBixte Service, U.S. Department
of Agriculture. The opinions, findings, conclusiamsrecommendations expressed in
this document are those of the authors and shaitleninterpreted as representing
the opinions or policies of the U.S. GovernmenhisTstudy was approved by the
Office of Management and Budget, Approval #1024-0@MS #05-047), and by
Cornell University UCHS, Protocol ID# 04-04-043.

158



LITERATURE CITED

Allen, G. M., and E. M. Gould Jr. 1986. Complexiyickedness and public forests.
Journal of Forestr§4:20-24.

Baer, S. D. 1988. The public trust doctrine--A tammake federal administrative
agencies increase protection of public land antegsurces. Boston College
Environmental Affairs Law RevieW5:385-436.

Borrie, W. T., S. F. McCool, and G. H. Stankey. 89Brotected area planning
principles and strategies. Pages 133-154 in K. lkéng, M. E. Wood, and D.
Engledrum, editors. Ecotourism: A Guide for Plasreand Managers. The
Ecotourism Society, North Bennington, VT.

Decker, D. J., M. A. Wild, S. J. Riley, M. M. MilleK. M. Leong, J. G. Powers, and
J. C. Rhyan. 2006. Wildlife disease managementafager's model. Human
Dimensions of Wildlifel1:151-158.

DeStefano, S., and R. D. Deblinger. 2005. Wilddifevaluable natural resource vs.
intolerable pest: a suburban wildlife managemendehdJrban Ecosystems
8:179-190.

Entman, R. M. 1993. Framing: Toward clarificatidradractured paradigm. Journal
of Communicatiom3:51-58.

Forester, J. 1989. Planning in the Face of Poweivassity of California Press,
Berkeley, CA. 283 pp.

Gore, M. L., B. A. Knuth, P. D. Curtis, and J. BBaBahan. 2006. Education programs
for reducing American black bear-human conflictitators of success? Ursus
17.:75-80.

Howe, J., E. McMahon, and L. Propst. 1997. Balajp&iature and Commerce in
Gateway Communities. Island Press, Washington, 186.pp.

Lachapelle, P. R., S. F. McCool, and M. E. Pater2003. Barriers to effective
natural resource planning in a "messy" world. Sga¢eNatural Resources
16:473-490.

Lauber, T. B., B. A. Knuth, and J. D. Deshler. 20B8ucating citizens about
controversial issues: The case of suburban goosagement. Society &
Natural Resourceb5:581-597.

Leong, K. M., and D. J. Decker. 2007a. Identifyibgpacity for Local Community
Participation in Wildlife Management Planning. €ds White-tailed Deer

159



Issues at Fire Island National Seashore. Human B8ioas Research Unit
Publication Series Number 07-1. New York State €y#l of Agriculture and
Life Sciences, Department of Natural ResourcesnébUniversity, Ithaca,
NY.

Leong, K. M., and D. J. Decker. 2007b. Identifyfdgpacity for Local Community
Participation in Wildlife Management Planning. €&s White-tailed Deer
Issues at Valley Forge National Historical Parknmdun Dimensions Research
Unit Publication Series Number 07-3. New York S@tdlege of Agriculture
and Life Sciences, Department of Natural ResouiCesyell University,
Ithaca, NY. 31 pp.

Lewicki, R. J., B. Gray, and M. Elliott. 2003. Malgiisense of Intractable
Environmental Conflicts: Frames and Cases. Islaeds? Washington, DC.
469 pp.

Ludwig, D. 2000. The era of management is over skstemst.758-764.

Martinez-Espifieira, R. 2006. Public attitudes talathal coyote control. Human
Dimensions of Wildlife11:89-100.

McCool, S. F., and K. Guthrie. 2001. Mapping theelnsions of successful public
participation in messy natural resource managesitrdtions. Society &
Natural Resourcek4:309-323.

McCool, S. F., and M. E. Patterson. 2000. Trendséneation, tourism and protected
area planning. Pages 111-119 in W. C. GartnerPaWt. Lime, editors.
Trends in Outdoor Recreation, Leisure and Touridniversity of Minnesota,
Cooperative Park Studies Unit, Department of FdrRestources, St. Paul, MN.

McCool, S. F., and G. H. Stankey. 2003. Advanchegdialogue of visitor
management: Expanding beyond the culture of teehnantrol. Protecting
Our Diverse Heritage: The George Wright Societyidia! Park Service Joint
Conference. April 14-18, 2003. San Diego, CA. Pdf&s127.

McCullough, D. R. 1982. Behavior, bears, and humwillife Society Bulletin
10:27-33.

McNay, M. E. 1998. Wolf-human interactions in Alasknd Canada: A review of the
case history. Wildlife Society BulletiB0:831-843.

National Park Service. 2001. Director's Order #52Ammunicating the National
Park Service Mission. National Park Service, Wagtan, DC. Available at:
http://www.nps.gov/policy/DOrders/DOrder52A.htridst accessed April 24,
2007.

160



National Park Service. 2006. Management Policié628ational Park Service,
Washington, DC. 168 pp. Available at:
http://www.nps.gov/policy/MP2006.pdliast accessed April 24, 2007.

Patterson, M. E., J. M. Montag, and D. R. Williar®803. The urbanization of
wildlife management: Social science, conflict, @edision making. Urban
Forestry & Urban Greeninfy171-183.

Patterson, M. E., and D. R. Williams. 1998. Paradigind problems: The practice of
social science in natural resource managementetyc&iNatural Resources
11:279-295.

Rauscher, H. M. 1999. Ecosystem management deasjgoort for federal forests in
the United States: A review. Forest Ecology and &gmmentl14173-197.

Riley, S. J., D. J. Decker, L. H. Carpenter, OFgan, W. F. Siemer, G. F. Mattfeld,
and G. Parsons. 2002. The essence of wildlife nemagt. Wildlife Society
Bulletin 30:585-593.

Rittel, H. W. J., and M. M. Webber. 1973. Dilemnias general theory of planning.
Policy Scienced:155-169.

Runte, A. 1997. National Parks: The American Exgreze. 3rd Edition. University of
Nebraska Press, Lincoln, NE. 335 pp.

Sellars, R. W. 1997. Preserving Nature in the Nali®éarks: A History. Yale
University Press, New Haven, CT. 380 pp.

Wang, S. 2002. Wicked problems and metaforessyhe era of management over?
The Forestry Chroniclé8:505-510.

Wondolleck, J. M., and S. L. Yaffee. 2000. Makingll@boration Work: Lessons

from Innovation in Natural Resource ManagemenandIPress, Washington,
DC. 277 pp.

161



CHAPTER 7

THE TRAGEDY OF BECOMING COMMON: LANDSCAPE CHANGE AN
PERCEPTIONS OF WILDLIFE

Abstract

Since 1970, more Americans have lived in suburle #isewhere in the
country, and exurban development is now the fagt®esting residential sector.
Changes in land-use practices, human attitude®elnaviors, and conservation efforts
have contributed to increased numbers of many epélat are adapting to these
urbanizing settings. People are encountering iieldhore frequently with varying
reactions, which often leads to conflicts over wiklmanagement. These conflicts
may be especially apparent at urban-proximate pahlkese managers and park
neighbors can have different expectations and doalsildlife. One species
demonstrates this conundrum well—white-tailed d@efocoileus virginianus) The
National Park Service administers a number of perlssiburban areas that experience
impacts related to deer. In-depth interviews catelti with residents living near three
parks yielded insight into community perceptionsleér. Interviewees’ evaluations
of their experiences with deer appear stronglygriced by both frequency of
encounters and deer behavior. Deer were desamloee positively when perceived
as rare versus common and wild versus tame. Yetralconceptions of “wildness”
were based on deer behavior in the absence of luratrer than adaptive ability.
This study suggests that the coexistence of peoplaleer in urbanizing landscapes
creates a positive feedback loop: when deer arearatéwild,” people actively seek
encounters; deer become habituated when peoplentireeatening, which lowers
their fear response and brings them into contaitt people more frequently; people

in turn become habituated to deer as they becossenlevel, increase in abundance,
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and act less “wild”; habituated deer cause undelginapacts to people; a level of
human tolerance of negative impacts is exceededendeer are no longer viewed as
wildlife, but as pests. Just as Roderick Nash rie=s wilderness as a “state of mind,”
So too is “wildness” in wild life. The extent tdweh humans and wildlife continue to
coexist may depend on the ability of our cultu@hceptions of “wildness” to keep
pace with the rate at which wildlife adapts to aoffogenic landscape change, as well
as the effectiveness and acceptability of intemeastthat help maintain expected

“wild” traits.

Introduction

Since 1970, more Americans have lived in suburbs inywhere else in the
country (Morgan & England, 1999). Suburban andlean areas (low density
development beyond the urban fringe) are growistefahan any other type of
residential area in the United States (Crump, 20@&velopment leads to habitat
fragmentation and ecosystem simplification, whigbidally results in an increase in
generalist, human-commensal species and a dedregigecialized and human-
sensitive species, as well as changes to wildetealior (for review, see DeStefano &
DeGraaf, 2003; Glennon & Kretser, 2005). In addifiurbanization changes the
socio-cultural landscape; in urbanized societtss cultural context in which people
construct meanings of animals has become moreithdilized, with greater emphasis
on symbolic meanings and personal relationshipsJess grounded in culturally
shared utilitarian/ instrumental meanings (Patteetal., 2003). The resulting
diversity of values and meanings ascribed to wédbften leads to intractable
conflicts over appropriate wildlife management gaahd socially acceptable wildlife

uses and wildlife management practices. Few stuthee explicitly addressed the
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role of socially constructed meanings in theseactable conflicts. This study begins
to address this topic.

Historical studies reveal that wildlife populatiansNew England are changing
at a remarkable rate, generating historically ngpeicies assemblages as well as
novel and often significant conflicts with humarues (Foster et al., 2002). One
historical phenomenon is a pattern of distributamid abundance of several wildlife
species that were widespread at the time of Europetilement, decreased almost to
the point of extirpation in the region by the mideteenth century, and recently have
increased dramatically; this group comprises sgdtiat predominantly depend on
and use forested environments, with black ljgasus americanus)noosgAlces
alces) beaver(Castor canadensisgnd white-tailed ded©docoileus virginianusas
four of the more notable mammal species, all ofclvliome into conflict with humans
(Foster et al., 2002). Of these species, whiledaleer have perhaps received the
greatest management attention, including a broad bhresearch on biological and
human dimensions topics (e.g., the Wildlife SocEtjletin Summer 1997 issue was
devoted to deer overabundance).

Urban-proximate parks are particularly likely tgpexience increases in human-
wildlife conflict. They offer attractive habitab human-commensal species and
provide amenity values to ex-urban migrants whardesproved quality of life.
White-tailed deer have been a major concern in ugsarimate National Park
Service (NPS) units in the northeastern U.S. fardwo decades, and biological
studies have been undertaken at a number of padetérmine deer population
density, movement, and impact on park resourceseffample: Frost et al., 1997;
Lovallo & Tzilkowski, 2003; Porter & Underwood, 199Shafer-Nolan, 1997;
Underwood, 2005; Warren, 1991). Few studies hddeessed the ways in which

values and attitudes of local community resideffecawildlife management planning
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in national parks. Local stakeholders often are crucial to theahitientification and
articulation of wildlife issues associated with kgrsuch as those related to deer,
although park management objectives and policyénfte the degree to which NPS
becomes involved in management of those issuep(@h3d). NPS policies recognize
that “...parks are integral parts of larger regicgr@ironments...the service will work
cooperatively with others to anticipate, avoid agsblve potential conflicts...and
address mutual interests in the quality of lifeammunity residents” (National Park
Service, 2006, p. 13). While wildlife managemeit¢ focuses on decreasing the
negative impacts of wildlife on people, the rootmdny human-wildlife conflicts are
human-human conflicts (Knight, 2000); that is, cot$l between stakeholders about
wildlife or about how wildlife should be managed.

Many studies have documented the diversity of stakker attitudes, beliefs and
values towards nature and wildlife, as well asedpreferences for wildlife
management and some of the beliefs, attitudesgdambgraphic characteristics that
influence these preferences (for review, see Deekal., 2001; Decker et al., 2004;
Duda et al., 1998). In addition, there is growiagognition that context and
individual experience influence stakeholder periogstof impacts (Decker et al.,
2006; DeStefano & Deblinger, 2005). Most of thesalies used survey instruments
designed by the researchers based on their undeirsgeof the management context
and informed by stakeholders. Fewer studies hapkcély examined the personal
meanings stakeholders attribute to wildlife andiifé-related impacts or people’s
cultural expectations for wildlife in various corts. Anthropologists have long

recognized that “animals are good to think” abdudv{-Strauss, 1964, p. 89); i.e.,

! The NPS currently administers many different typesnits, one of which is National Park.
However, for convenience, the terms “national pankdl “park” will be used throughout this paper to
refer to any unit administered by the NPS, regasitef actual designation.
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animals often are signifiers of human values aaditions. Given that the way people
think about and interact with wildlife may be lesproduct of biology and more
influenced by human culture and consciousness (Ar&lSanders, 1996), this study
used a constructivist, hermeneutic, interpretiveraach to identify potential sources

of conflicting beliefs and attitudes about deeamu around suburban parks.

Wildlife as a Social Construct

The role of social construction in conservationiggoand wildlife management
is becoming increasingly recognized (Czech et 8081 Soulé & Lease, 1995). A
social construction perspective presumes that penpglke meaning of concepts such
as “nature” not only based on their physical atti@s, but also on the cultural symbols
assigned by society (Elder, 1996; Evernden, 19928)noted by psychologist William
James, “...whilst part of what we perceive comes tinoour senses from the object
before us, another part (and it may be the large) plways comes...out of our own
head” (1981, p. 747). Nash applied this idea tolevitess, which he described as a
“state of mind” (2001, p. 5). Others recognize thé process affects the way people

think about animals:

Whenever a human being confronts a living creatuhether in actuality or by
reflection, the ‘real life’ animal is accompaniegldn inseparable image of that
animal’s essence that is made up of, or influernyggbreexisting individual,
cultural, or societal conditioning. Thus ‘naturas represented by the actual
biological and behavioral traits of a particulamaal, becomes transformed into
a cultural construct that may or may not refleet émpirical reality concerning
that animal... (Lawrence, 1997, p. 1).

Duda, Bissell, and Young (1998) extended Nash’s pmetato wildlife in their book
title Wildlife and the American Mindiet they did not specifically examine wildlife as

a social construct, but rather provided a synthafsssudies on public opinion on
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attitudes toward fish and wildlife management. Wwiew studies have examined
wildlife management issues using a social constadtamework, with the notable
exception of those featured in Mad About Wildlifegfila-Rapp & Goedeke, 2005).
These studies regard wildlife issues as sociallpro and illustrate how competing
social constructions of wildlife can fuel claims-kireg and power struggles between
different stakeholders involved in wildlife contergies.

To reveal insight about social constructions ofrdeesuburban environments,
an often controversial wildlife issue, we adoptdteameneutic research philosophy.
This approach is fundamentally constructivist,hattit assumes that multiple social
realities exist (Guba & Lincoln, 1998; TashakkoriT&ddlie, 1998). Unlike extreme
relativists, a hermeneutic philosophy maintains thete is structure in the
environment and recognizes that individuals mayéepce this structure differently;
this process results in multiple realities wherfiedént individuals or cultures assign
different meaning to structure in the environmerti{@son & Williams, 2002).

Many of the emerging suburban human-wildlife candlilikely stem from differences
in the way that individuals assign meaning to iat&ions with wildlife in human-
dominated landscapes.

The goal of this study was to gain an in-depth ustd@ding of the variety of
meanings stakeholders ascribed to their experienthsieer and deer-related
impacts in and around urban-proximate parks imtirtheastern U.S. Impacts are the
socially-determined important effects (e.g., ecaalj economic, psychological,
health, and safety) of events or interactions ivwgj (a) wildlife and other natural
resources, (b) humans and wildlife, and (c) wiklhhianagement interventions (Riley
et al., 2002). Insight into the different wayskstiaolders make sense of their
experiences with wildlife will improve NPS ability address the source of conflicts

that are manifested as different desires for managé outcomes and interventions.
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Methods

Three study sites were chosen to represent variagesbf maturity of deer
issues and amount of outreach effort related teetliesues. Fire Island National
Seashore (FINS), on Long Island, New York, represargark with a long history of
deer issues and experience with deer outreachtagivValley Forge National
Historical Park (VFNHP), in southeastern Pennsylwarepresents a park with a long
history of deer issues and limited deer outreatiiies. Prince William Forest Park
(PWFP), in Virginia, represents a park where desues are emerging only recently
and relatively few outreach activities have ocodimelated to deer. In the fall of
2005, the author resided in communities near tpasks for approximately three
weeks per park, to become more familiar with thegspdal setting and better
understand the perspectives of community resideftgualitative, inductive,
interview-based approach was used to elicit looatrmunity residents’ personal
understandings of deer and deer impacts in thesgart surrounding communities.
Open-ended questions were asked based on an @weguide, with follow-ups and
probes used to elaborate on and to clarify thended meaning of interviewee
responses.

The techniques used in the interview process wegeally described in Leong
and Decker (2007a; 2007b; 2007c). In brief, tweetypf interviews were conducted,
either with individuals or small groups: (A) in-dapgsemi-structured interviews with
known stakeholders and influential community restd¢N=22, 20, and 19 for FINS,
VFNHP and PWFP, respectively) and (B) short inmg with residents intercepted
in local gathering places (N=65, 42, and 47 for §INFNHP and PWFP,
respectively). Type A interviews lasted from 3QL&b5 minutes; Type B interviews
typically lasted 15-20 minutes. Over half (61%)tué Type A interviews and eight

Type B interviews were audio recorded and laterdrabed by one of three
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transcriptionists. All transcriptions were checkedaccuracy by the author. Some
interviewees preferred not to be audio recordedendthers could not be recorded
effectively due to environmental conditions (evgnd, music, other background
noise). For interviews that were not audio-recdrdwnd-written notes were taken
during the interview and detailed notes were wrmitip as soon as possible following
the interview (usually within one day).

Interview transcripts and notes were coded for #geasing ATLAS.ti (version
5.0, Scientific Software Development GmbH, Berlit)nlike quantitative research
that emphasizes numerical data, a hermeneutic apipexamines “...things in their
natural settings, attempting to make sense ofjterpret, phenomena in terms of the
meaningpeople bring to them” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000, p. 3ather than develop
a coding framework a priori, an iterative processwsed to generate codes based on
themes that emerged in the interviews. Themesamd areas were linked and
guotes were sorted to reveal key concepts andottinigaemergent relationships
between themes. Initial analysis described theag@ment context at each park and
revealed a number of themes that were common apesks (Leong & Decker,
2007a; 2007b; 2007c). This paper synthesizesdraes that collectively revealed

insights about interviewees’ expectations for deesuburban environments.

Findings

As expected, interviewees held varying opinions atitlides about deer, deer-
related impacts and management preferences. Aewuohlfiactors appeared to affect
evaluation of these topics: people’s perceptiondesfr abundance, deer behavior, and
habituation (of deer to people and people to déleejr assessment of closeness to

deer, and; their categorization of deer along disonm from wild to domesticated.
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Expectations of Rarity: Perceptions of Abundance

One interviewee summarized general expectationdder in suburban
environments, “To see a deer should be a rare andlevful event.” These
expectations were met when encounters with deez perceived as infrequent and
primarily positive, although individuals had diféert preferences and thresholds of
tolerance for both of these conditions. When ludtthese conditions were met, deer
were described as rare. Deer were not expected seen and sightings were a
pleasant surprise. When encounters were frequerstiti mostly positive, i.e.,
positive impacts (e.g., enjoyment of viewing demrweighed negative impacts (e.g.,
damage to native vegetation, landscaping and gsydeer-vehicle collisions;
concerns about Lyme disease and ticks), deer vem@ided as abundant but
generally tolerable. When both conditions werdatex, deer were described as
overabundant. In addition, interviewees who exgrexed greater frequency of
encounters and intensity of negative impacts alsed more negative language to

describe deer, such as, “infestation,” “locusts”rats with hooves”; specifically
identified a “deer problem”; expressed a greatsirddor management action directed
at deer (versus management actions aimed at imsacts as fencing or repellents),
and; concluded that deer were not where they warpgosed to be.”

A range in evaluations of abundance was seen htggak. This variation
likely was due in part to localized abundance of deareas immediately adjacent to
forested habitat, but appeared to be more stranfilyenced by individual
assessments of impacts. While the actual size ainmalydeer populations influences

the likelihood of encounters, frequency of encotsitepresented only one dimension

in interviewees’ assessment of relative abundance.
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Expectations of Wildness: Perceptions of Behavior

Interviewees also generally spoke of deer as sysntfolvildness and nature that
were separate from culture. This resulted not anthe expectation that deer
sightings in human-dominated landscapes shoulddgeand wonderful, but also that
deer should behave as a “wild” animal and shodd ffom humans. When deer did
not violate the expectation of a rare and wonderfidounter, interviewees appeared
to tolerate and even value or seek out deer tlatati flee from humans. When
encounters on the whole were more frequent andiessderful (as at FINS and
VFNHP), expectations for “wild” deer behavior appebie play a more important
role. Under these conditions, perceptions of “ndgs” appeared to be related to

perceptions of habituation.

Effects of Habituation

In psychology, habituation is defined as decreassponse to a stimulus that is
presented repeatedly or for a prolonged time (McSwé&e8windell, 2002). In
wildlife management, habituation is defined asréduction of an animal’s response
to a repeated, inconsequential stimulus (usuadlyltiag in loss of fear response to
people). Food conditioning, a different phenomemmaeurs when an animal learns to
associate food with the presence of people, dpesdive experiences of acquiring
food easily (McCullough, 1982; McNay, 1998). Atbd&tINS and VFNHP, many
interviewees described changes in deer behaviaralypf habituation to a suburban
environment, such as decreased fear response tanswend increased diurnal
activity. Food conditioning was especially prevalat FINS, where there was long
history of visitors feeding deer as well as deeading in unsecured garbage in the

local communities.
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Interviewees often linked observations of deer tuabion with assessments of
abundance. As one interviewee described, “Ther¢car many when they’re in closer
contact with people on a regular daily basis dutiregday.” In addition, the resulting
changes in deer behavior also affected whethenvietgees thought of deer as wild
animals. Deer that were no longer considered wéde described as “tame” or
“domesticated.” Some indicated this behavior cleangs positive, describing
habituated deer as being “like pets,” while othessd more negative language,
describing habituated deer as “pests” or “vermiAs one interviewee opined, “I|
would say you cross the line when the white flagadonger showing, when they are
so familiar with people.so unafraid of people and no longer wildlife. Tlaeg
pests.” These disparate evaluations of habituatiellife result in a context ripe for
stakeholder conflict.

In discussing their own behavior, intervieweesmftedicated that they had
become habituated to the presence of deer. Amter@iewee described, “Growing
up here, when you saw a deer, people ran out oflibases, ‘Look! A deer!” Now
it's like a squirrel.” Human habituation also apped to interact with deer
habituation. As humans habituated to deer tha¢ Vess rare and wonderful and more
habituated to humans, their cultural expectationslé@r became more prominent in

contrast to their actual experiences:

They've lost the instinct to run away. They're deerified, humanized. When |
first came here, it was thrilling to see a deerrtabng across the main. Now,
they knock over garbage cans and stand their ground

...when | first came here, seeing a deer was verguadand it was something
you kind of appreciated. They're white-tailed deed one of the attractive

things was that tail sticking up, a sign of alarrd a0 on. Now you never see
that flag. It is always down because the deetaedly acclimatized to people.
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| don’t even think of them as wildlife anymore. T they're like cows grazing

in a pasture...l think they’re beautiful. But | adenthem more when | see them

in the wild or down someplace where they were maabe as opposed to
acting like a cow standing by the walk in somebsdard...I'll never forget

one time, one of the first summers here...there weethucks that came up

over the dune...and there was all this mist aroundlaeyglwere so
magnificent...I mean you really were in awe of thamd ¢hat’s no longer the
way it is out here anymore.

In addition to evaluations of deer, habituatioreaeféd evaluations of
appropriate means for population control. At Flld3esearch hunt had been
conducted in the 1980’s. Many negative reactiorthé¢ hunt also appeared to be
related to the idea of hunting habituated deer; henting was not considered
appropriate when animals were no longer wild butewaore closely associated with
humans. One interviewee described, “It was the mastfic thing...It would be like
letting all the neighborhood dogs into someonereéel-in backyard and shooting
them.” Another voiced a similar opinion, “Peoplewd kill them with a bow and
arrow right in front of kids...It was like shootingighborhood cats.”

Even those who did not have negative associatiagtistiae research hunts at
FINS (including interviewees at other study si@s3cribed hunting as inappropriate
when animals are habituated. For example, “Youhtant here with a baseball bat.
You shouldn’t hunt them, they’re like pets. People hunt upstate say this. Here,
they beg.” Others thought that any form of dinectuction, including agency

sharpshooters, would be “...unfair because the asiaral so tame, so used to

people.”

Closeness to Deer

Many who did not perceive a “deer problem” focusedanthropogenic
processes that negatively affected both themselvdsleer, namely human population

growth, associated development, sprawl, and trafficessence, by emphasizing
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shared negative impacts, they aligned themselvee olosely with deer. These
individuals attributed negative deer-related impaotanthropogenic activities that
affected deer, rather than to the deer themselgsn though many of these
individuals experienced negative impacts from dény often defined the problem
differently, “Development has created the problera; mankind has developed the
problem. The deer are doing their best to suntivey’re coming back at us and
eating our shrubbery. What are they supposed ttagaown and die?” This type of
observation was most widespread at the park withdeer densities (PWFP) but also
occurred to varying degrees at the other two padain indicating a potential source

of conflict.

Wild, Domesticated, or a Man-Made Subspecies?

Differing opinions of deer often appeared to steomfthe ambiguity that
resulted when animals typically associated with*thi&d” were encountered in a
human-dominated landscape. The different waysitidatiduals resolved this
ambiguity resulted in different evaluations of deacounters and beliefs about
appropriate management. Many expressed persdhfalilly in resolving this
ambiguity. One commented, “This is an environnveinére you can walk up to deer.
Deer are in an urban setting, it's very differenon the wild. They’re not like a cat or
dog, but they’re not wild. They’re somewhere imviEen.” Others believed that the

“somewhere in between” was an entirely new catetfwaywas not yet recognized:

I'd like to see deer tied to the Canada goose is3iey are exactly the same.
Exactly the same...the resident non-migratory Camgaaae problem...Canada
geese are not nature. They're a man-made subspauleve have created a
habitat just like the deer, so it's an identicalis.
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Interviewees collectively described a positive fesck loop between the
interactions of people and deer in urbanizing laages that resulted in a “man-made
subspecies.” When deer were perceived as rarénalagl’ people valued, and
actively sought, encounters with deer. Deer atchto suburban landscaping became
habituated to the presence of unthreatening pegbpieencountered. This lowered
their fear response and brought them into cont#bt people more frequently. As
people encountered deer more frequently, the npeélleer decreased. Although
people no longer actively sought encounters witr,ddey still did not present an
active threat to deer and allowed habituation tatiooie. Negative impacts increased
relative to positive impacts and became intolerédnlesome, especially when deer
were perceived as no longer “wild.” For some, thesdback loop culminated in deer
no longer being viewed as wildlife, but as pest thquired management attention.
Thus, the “suburban deer problem” resulted not Birfipm deer being able to exploit
an anthropogenic ecological niche, but rather ftheninteraction between people’s

responses to deer and deer responses to peopleiman-dominated landscape.

Discussion

In his famous essay “The Tragedy of the Commonsydith (1968) illustrated
how individuals acting rationally to increase pemlogains could collectively lead to
the destruction of common pool resources. If theeovations from communities near
these three parks represent a more widespread iple@on, perhaps the same process
may be responsible for the devaluation of wild§feecies in suburban environments.
Over time, individually rational behavior that ieases opportunities to enjoy
encounters with human-commensal wildlife specideciively leads to these species
becoming more common and less valuable. Left wia this process results in

what can be thought of as the ultimate “TragedBedoming Common” when these
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species become viewed as pests. This study ssghestoss of value results from
two meanings of the word “common”: “occurring opagaring frequently” and
“characterized by a lack of privilege or specialtss,” which can be equated with
loss of both rare status (i.e., overabundance)aalddcharacter (i.e, habituation).

Interviewees valued deer more highly when they wieoeght of as rare. This
was evident both in the different focus of discossat the park with lower deer
densities (PRWI) and in individual evaluations ekedat the other parks where
interviewees had different levels of tolerancerfegative impacts. These findings are
supported by studies in economics that provideenad that people assign hedonic
value to items that are rare or scarce, such as ewid other collectibles (Koford &
Tschoegl, 1998). Nash (2001) argued that relatteec#ty helped wilderness gain
value, and a recent study shows that this typelfation also applies to wildlife
species (Courchamp et al., 2006). While white-tldeer are far from an endangered
species, encounters with deer in urbanizing lanuscanay be perceived as rare
events for many individuals. Interviewees in ttisdy indicated a general expectation
that deer did not belong in suburban landscapeshat@ncounters there should be
rare and wonderful.

In addition to expectations about where wildlif@sld be encountered, this
study indicates that expectations about how wedifiould act also affect people’s
evaluations of their experiences. Thompson andleesion (1998) demonstrated that
cervid habituation in urbanizing environments carsben as an adaptive behavioral
strategy to maximize reproductive fitness. Yetnira cultural perspective, this study
suggests that habituation and food conditionindpteexpectations for behavior of

“wild” animals. As a result, interviewees had darting interpretations of deer as

2 Merriam-Webster’s Online Dictionang,v. “common,http://www.m-w.com/dictionary/common
(Accessed April 29, 2007).
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wild, domesticated, or somewhere in between. &fiect was especially pronounced
in situations where deer abundance was high arctped rarity was low.

Moreover, people’s assessment of “normal” and “ildhavior may affect
their assessment of ethical wildlife managememetradttives, which also was
suggested in a recent study on the ethical judgsretdted to wildlife fertility control
(Lauber et al., 2007). These observations indit@twhen perceptions of abundance
and lack of wildness reach a level where speciesagement is desired, significant
constraints on management action also may emdrgs. effect underscores the
potential importance of proactive management atenbefore species are perceived
to be overabundant.

An increasing body of literature documents theaff@f anthropogenic
activities on animal behavior, physiological resp@mor reproductive fitness in
various settings. Few studies have examined hegetkhanges in wildlife behavior
affect people’s attitudes towards wildlife and Wifielmanagement. In New York
state, Butler, Shanahan, and Decker (2003) obsardedrease in wildlife problem
tolerance over time and emphasized a need to ega@asons behind these changing
attitudes. This study suggests that co-habitudtien of wildlife to humans and vice
versa) that changes perceptions of wildlife behaway be one potential source of
attitude change. Further attention to this area hedy identify root causes of
conflicting desires for wildlife management in sufiam landscapes.

Deer have played a central role in the mythology symbolism that are the
foundation of American culture (Sax, 2001), yet gtisgdy illustrates that suburban
deer do not adhere to traditional cultural congsrudust as dirt can be thought of as
“matter out of place” (Douglas, 1992, p. 35), arlipests have been described as
animals in inappropriate numbers or in the wrongtext (Putman, 1989). This study

identifies two dimensions of “the wrong contextdmely “in the wrong location”

177



(i.e., abundant in suburban environments) and “bielanappropriately” (i.e., no
longer wild). A recent mail survey of suburbanidests in upstate New York
supports these findings; assessment of both abuadard wildness were strongly
correlated with people’s evaluation of deer astpaspr negative; in addition, both
factors affected judgments of severity of impateohg, et al. unpublished data).

Colpitts (2002) argues that in North America, iddedsn the Romantic era have
led to present day understandings of wildlife asrfeate creatures that live beyond the
imaginary boundaries of town and city” (p.12). Fhrtificial boundary between
natural and cultural spaces is reproduced by socikedr example, a recent
commercial for Windows Vista™ includes a man viegvanbuck in a suburban
subdivision as an example of a “Wow” event thét isso new, so delightfully
unexpected...” (Raine, 2007, p. C-1), reinforcingemtations that wildlife in suburbs
should be rare. When people’s experiences confiitt cultural expectations, they
experience cognitive dissonance and may elimirmagedissonance by altering various
beliefs or attitudes (Festinger, 1957). Colpitts0@20describes this phenomenon in
his belief that when wildlife “...violate boundariasad enter civilized spaces, they
become either virtuously domesticated or huntedkasin” (p.12), an observation
echoed by interviewees in this study.

Structural anthropologists describe animals thass<the nature-culture
boundary as “anomalous,” which some argue is thsae they become defined as
pests (see Knight, 2000 for review). In his inflti@hessay on animal symbolism,
Leach (1964) referred to this class of animalsaasbiguous.” According to his
typology, animals could be placed along a contindiiom pets (closest to self) to
wild animals (most distant from self), where bottremes were valued and animals
that fell between the two endpoints were ambigudigestock and game were

examples of ambiguous animals that had speciftti@limeaning, subject to sets of
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rules. This study indicates that suburban wildsfemerging as an increasingly
important class of ambiguous animals for whichualt rules have not yet become
established.

Even though Americans have predominantly livedulnusbs for over 35 years,
cultural expectations for wildlife encounters imsthontext clearly are still evolving.
In their analysis of changing New England landssapester et al. (2002) identify
sizeable and important lags in habitat transforomaéind wildlife responses. Given
that these ecological lags are likely to be compledrby cultural lags, it seems
reasonable to expect that suburban wildlife cotseill increase in the future. The
field of wildlife management traditionally has famd on population control and
habitat or behavioral modification to reduce phabinteractions between people (or
their property) and wildlife. This study suggettat wildlife managers also may have
an opportunity to influence how people think abitxgimselves in relation to wildlife
in different contexts. Wildlife management actidhat are conducted in a manner
that can be perceived as “pest control” may regddhe nature-culture division,
furthering the “tragedy of becoming common.” Thaose challenge for suburban
wildlife management will be to encourage a cultwahstruct where suburban wildlife
is no longer seen as ambiguously outside both @aind culture but is recognized as a
fundamental part of the nature-culture matrix thatreated by the transformation of
suburban landscapes. Establishment of this carstill require dialogue with
stakeholders, future studies that examine culexpéctations in more detail, and
increased prominence of suburban wildlife in magesin popular culture.

Just as Roderick Nash (2001) describes wilderneasstate of mind,” so too is
“wildness” in wild life. The extent to which humsiand wildlife continue to coexist
may depend on the ability of our cultural concepiof “wildness” to keep pace with

the rate at which wildlife adapts to anthropogdaizscape change, as well as the
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effectiveness and acceptability of interventioret tielp maintain expected “wild”

traits. InPlaying God in Yellowstond|ston Chase (1986) questioned the role of man
in nature and whether natural areas were made&asal by human presence. He
recognized that in many ways, Yellowstone couldbetonsidered a natural area, but
contended that, “It was not natural, but it waseni@he park was a place where nature
and culture mixed” (Chase, 1986, p. 374). Perhagslburban landscapes, wildlife
managers will do the most service to ambiguouslifeldpecies by promoting a

concept of suburban wildlife as neither naturecwture, but nevertheless nice.
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CHAPTER 8

MATCHING THE FORUM TO THE FUSS: USING COORIENTATION
CONTEXTS TO ADDRESS THE PARADOX OF PUBLIC PARTICIPAON IN
NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Abstract

Public participation in natural resource managerhastbeen described as
paradoxical: citizens want the best science togynatural resource management
decisions, but not to the exclusion of their in@gencies want meaningful citizen
involvement in their management decisions, but #deg want citizens to trust their
scientific expertise. As a result, many studiegehfacused on developing criteria for
designing successful participatory processes. dréaltlan definitive guidelines,
however, studies to date typically indicate braalds of thumb, which may differ in
application depending on political and historicahtext. These observations suggest
the need to identify contextual elements that gnflte the varying success of
participatory process designs. One such contertaalent is the degree of
understanding, or coorientation, between stakeh®laied managers. This paper
expands the concept of “coorientation” to “cooraitn contexts” to describe the
climate for communication between natural resonme@agers and stakeholders.
Examining patrticipation philosophies and correspogdechniques within the
framework of coorientation contexts reveals thatate types of communication are
better suited to certain coorientation contextailofing participation strategies to the
appropriate coorientation context throughout th@wion of public issues, i.e.,
matching the forum to the fuss, may ultimately resumore informed, equitable and

sustainable management decisions. Future empiesthg of this framework may
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improve natural resource managers’ ability to sssfidly navigate the paradox of

public involvement in natural resource management.

Introduction

Over the past few decades, natural resource mareagdras become
increasingly complex. Managers now regularly faeblems that cross jurisdictional
boundaries between agencies, involve stakeholdénswidely diverse views, and
may be defined differently depending on the scalé® proposed solution. As a
result, collaboration and public participation h@aéned popularity as a means for
addressing natural resource conflicts and idemigfgustainable management
alternatives. Yet the term “public participatiatén be applied to many forms of
interaction and communication between natural nesomanagement agencies and
citizens. To improve the success of participafmocesses, scholars and practitioners
have examined implications of different philosogthiapproaches to public
participation (e.g., Arnstein, 1969; Decker & Chaks#97), developed detailed case
studies (e.g.,Lewicki et al., 2003; Wondolleck & ¥, 2000), and examined
successes and failures of different process desgigifferent contexts (e.g., Beierle &
Cayford, 2002; Chess & Purcell, 1999). One contteat has not been studied in
detail is the degree of understanding, or coortentabetween stakeholders and
managers. Using the National Park Service (NP@hasxample, this paper develops
a framework that outlines the implications of diéfet coorientation contexts on
participatory process design.

Within the context of natural resource managemeagencies such as the NPS,
certain parameters for management have been ddfinkdv and policy and are
reinforced through agency culture. Like many agenesponsible for public trust

resources, the NPS is charged with conservatioasaiurces for the enjoyment of
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current and future generations (National Park Sergict, 1916, 16 U.S.C. § 1, Baer,
1988). Within the constraints of ecologically sdunanagement, many possible ends
and means can be considered for any complex marageéssue, such as: ecosystem
restoration, invasive species management, fire gemant, or managing wildlife
disease outbreaks. Given the range and interfsgggmitions about natural resources
extant in the American public (Bright et al., 206&llert, 1996), management actions
may become the focus of public controversy whensamget of the publtperceives

a negative impattrom a proposed management action.

Public issues in NPS units have been observedgress through a number of
phases in their evolution: (1) identifying potehtssues: concerns are voiced and
activity from concerned individuals increases, f(@using issues: issues are formally
defined and goals and objectives are set, (3) plgraction: potential actions to
address issues are identified and evaluated, grnidkihg action: chosen management
alternatives are implemented, evaluated and adjStieapter 2). Each of these
stages presents opportunities to involve the publi@atural resource management. In
practice, the degree to which the public is inctugeeach of these stages often varies
based on public awareness of the issues, percengatt from the resource and/or
potential management alternatives, level of comrsy surrounding the issues, and
philosophy of agency decision-makers regardingipydarticipation. For relatively
non-controversial issues, such as noxious weedvaknoublic input may be minimal.

However, for more complex, ambiguous, and contrgigeissues, such as white-tailed

! In this paper, we use the term “public” intercheaigly with the term “stakeholders,” i.e., any
individuals who will be affected by, or will affeatatural resource management (Decker et al., 2001;
Decker et al., 1996). The NPS defines the puldit. aall of the individuals, organizations and other
entities who have an interest in or knowledge abanat served by, or serve in, the parks and pragram
administered by the NPS” (National Park Servic&2@. 4).

2 Impacts are the socially-determined importantaef events or interactions involving natural
resources, humans and resources, and managengnemnitons (Riley et al., 2002).
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deer(Odocoileus virginianusinanagement, public participation may be crucial fo
successful implementation of management actions.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) estabéd a legal mandate to
include public input in federal decisions that nsaynificantly impact the environment
or may be controversial (1969, 42 U.S.C. § 4824e0), and many states have similar
mandates that affect state natural resource agetere, New York State
Environmental Quality Review Act. 1978. 6 NYCRR &t 7; California
Environmental Quality Act. 1986. Cal. Pub. Res. €8d2100@:t. seg). In addition,
natural resource management agencies have forgedyagpecific policies to further
the citizen involvement intent of these laws. Ewample, recent NPS and
Department of the Interior policies emphasize pupérticipation and civic
engagement in agency decision-making (Departmethteolinterior, 2004; National
Park Service, 2003; 2006). In addition to poliaedtion, natural resource managers
currently are experiencing increased pressure thenpublic for opportunities to be
involved in natural resource management decisions€lld & Sandman, 2001,
Decker et al., 2001; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000)t the same time, agencies must
inform decisions with high quality science (NatioRalrks Omnibus Management Act,
1998, P.L. 105-391; National Park Service, 2006);s¢gientific results may be
interpreted differently by experts and the pubR(gh & Krimsky, 1987; Sandman,
1987).

These requirements and desires produce a paragmbbt participation in

natural resource policy:

“Citizens’ [sic] want the best science to guideunak resource management
decisions, but not to the exclusion of their inp8tmilarly...agency personnel
know they need meaningful citizen involvement iaithmanagement decisions,
but they also want citizens to trust their scien@xpertise” (Walker & Daniels,
2001, p. 253).
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This paradox results from a tension between teahommpetence and open process;
there is a desire for the efficiency provided bysce-based solutions as well as the
equity derived from meaningful citizen input (Wall&Daniels, 2001). Navigating
this paradox can be a challenge for natural regomanagers, especially given the
general agreement on the limitations of the tradélly relied upon decide-announce-
defend model (e.g., public hearings) of publiaun{Beierle & Cayford, 2002;
Checkoway, 1981; Chess & Purcell, 1999; Kasper$886; McComas, 2003b;
Walesh, 1999).

Public participation is a broad term that encomessswide variety of
philosophies and techniques for engaging the puldliany of these techniques are
more properly described as “communication withghblic”; thus, for the purposes of
this paper, “public participation,” “participatoprocesses,” and the like will be used
to describe any active communication efforts desigoy an agency to interact with
the public. While numerous practitioner guidescdég how to design various
participatory processes, studies have shown tffateint forums for participation
(e.q., surveys, focus groups, open houses, pubktings, mediated negotiations, and
citizen advisory committees) have yielded similatcomes (e.g., better acceptance of
decisions, education of stakeholders, improvedityuafl decisions, fairness,
information exchange), and that similar forums hgeéded different outcomes
(Chess & Purcell, 1999). In addition, recent stgdhave underscored the importance
of trust and credibility in the agency (McComas &imhbo, 2001) as well as political
and historical context in which participation oce@Foster, 2002; Walker & Hurley,
2004). These observations suggest that systesiatational assessment may identify
contexts in which certain participatory processgtesare more likely to succeed than

others.
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One common approach to addressing context is to keonvaudience; that is,
to learn about the beliefs, attitudes, and valdéseopublic (Decker et al., 2001;
Jacobson, 1999; Tyson, 2002). A more robust apprdanown as coorientation
(McLeod & Chaffee, 1973), seeks to understand aedsure the differences in
viewpoints and assumptions of both agency repraseaes and members of the
public. This paper expands the concept of “codaion” to “coorientation contexts”
that describe the different climates for commun@ain which an agency may find
itself. Participation goals and desired outconredikely to vary depending on the
perceived climate for communication, thus deterngrwhich approach to public
participation (i.e., the forum) best matches eawrientation context (i.e., the fuss) to

aid managers in more successfully meeting theiliptdost mandate.

Using Coorientation to Identify Strategies for Pubic Participation

Coorientation focuses on interpersonal relatiorshipd assumes that people’s
communicative behavior is not only based on pricaignitive constructions of their
worlds but also their perceptions of other peoplésvs and how these views align
with their own (McLeod & Chaffee, 1973). Based oest assumptions, the
coorientation model indicates that an individuabsnmunication style and content
will depend largely on his/her perceptions of ttidgwades and perspectives of the
audience (Connelly & Knuth, 2002).

The coorientation model uses beliefs and attititieguantify communication
variables between individuals or groups that mfghbilitate or hinder information
exchange (Wackman, 1973). These measures mayaseareindex of how well a

person or group perceives the cognitions of angibeson or group with respect to a

% The term “attitudes” will be used generically &dar to both beliefs and attitudes.
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particular object or referent, based on: (1) trspoases of each person or group to a
set of attitudinal questions, and (2) how well epehson or group can predict the
answers the other will give to the same attitudquadstions. These measures are then
compared in terms of: (1) agreement, meaning thnéasity between the two people’s
reported attitudes on the issue, (2) congruencthesimilarity between one person’s
attitudes about the issue and his estimate of ther gierson’s attitudes about the
issue, and (3) accuracy, meaning the similaritybeth one person’s estimate of
another’s attitudes about the object and the atrestual attitudes. The ability of one
party to predict the other's answers provides asmesof their coorientation, which in
turn should predict how well the two will commurtegMcLeod & Chaffee, 1973;
Shanks, 1992).

Most work on coorientation focuses on measuregdeanent, congruency, and
accuracy to explain dependent variables such dgvkéof stakeholder satisfaction,
performance ratings, or consensus between two gr@apa discussion of historical
application of coorientation theory see: Connell)K&uth, 2002; Papa & Pood, 1988;
Purnine & Carey, 1999). Instead of focusing onr@dation as a measurement tool,
this paper examines implications of coorientationthe design of communication

interventions, in this case, participatory processes

Coorientation and Participation Model Development

For communication between two people or groups soreg of agreement and
accuracy lead to four possible coorientation casteX) true consensus: high accuracy
and high agreement, (1) dissensus: high accurady@v agreement, (lll) false
conflict: low accuracy and high agreement, and Af3e consensus: low accuracy

and low agreement (Table 8.1; Broom & Dozier, 1990).
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Table 8.1. Coorientation contexts related to theedisions of agreement and
accuracy. Agreement refers to the amount of cogndverlap between
parties. Accuracy is the similarity between onespe’s estimate of
another’s attitudes and the other’s actual attgudeis often assumed that
the ideal situation is Context I, True Consensosydver, Context I,
Dissensus, still can lead to satisfactory and nmegini interaction.

Agreement
High Low
Context I: True Consensus Context Il: Dissensus
f,, “They agree and think they agree.” “They don't agree and know it.”
T
Perception of high agreement is accuratBerception of low agreement is
accurate.
>
S
§ Context Ill: False Conflict Context IV: False Consensus
Q
<

“They think they don’t agree but do.”  “They think they agree but don't.”

Perception is inaccurate: Perceive low Perception is inaccurate: Perceive

agreement although in reality agreemenhigh agreement although in reality

is high. agreement is low. May agree on
some dimensions of issue but not
others.

Low

Each of these contexts represents a different tdifim communication with the
public, suggesting that different approaches tdipydarticipation might be more
successful in different contexts. Thus, each emation context indicates different
communication needs or objectives for communicaiiberventions. Depending on
the nature of the management context, communicageas may be greater in either
the agreement or accuracy dimension, which hagiaddi implications when
developing communication objectives. Because diffeparticipatory process
designs are better suited to different communicabdiojectives, assessing the
coorientation context and communication objectivas assist managers in

determining the appropriate mix of approaches anlrtiques for public participation
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(Tables 8.2, 8.3). This type of situational asses¥ also can assist managers in
reflecting on their expectations for the outcomegublic participatiort,

A focus on the agreement dimension of coorientatigulies that the objective
of public participation is to reach high agreem@md accuracy) with agency officials.
From this perspective, communication objectivedabe short-term with emphasis
on achieving support and consent for agency actfofundamental assumption in
this approach is that the agency viewpoint is threect viewpoint and that one-way
communication with the public (i.e., communicatibat does not include dialogue) is
adequate. Based on these assumptions, informbhtiomemunication, persuasive
communication, and education could be appropriaans to move the relationship
between the agency and the public towards recodm@igesement, regardless of the
original coorientation context (Table 8.2). Howewsiccess of these approaches may
differ based on other contextual elements, sughubBc trust in the agency and
historical relationships between parties. Becafisbe underlying assumption that
agency experts have correctly framed the issugspaphes that focus on agreement
may be most appropriate for topics where publitiggation is unlikely to affect
outcomes, i.e., efforts designed to increase aveareaf existing laws or agency

mandates, jurisdiction, and policy.

* While general types of participatory processesaténed for each coorientation context, specific
techniques are beyond the scope of this paperraeated in detail elsewhere. See for examgie: T
National Park Service Community Toolbox for Puldiarticipation (National Park Service Rivers
Trails and Conservation Assistance Program, 2008),IAP2 Public Participation Toolbox
(International Association for Public Participati@®04), The Consensus Building Handbook
(Susskind et al., 1999), Citizen Participation Agarhes to Decision-making in a Beaver Management
Context (Enck & Brown, 1996).
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Table 8.2. Predictions of appropriate forms of ggréition based on coorientation
contexts: Objectives focused on agreement dimenshofocus on
agreement gives precedence to participatory stesteéigat would move
participants from all other contexts towards troasensus with managers.
The assumption that managers have correctly idedt#nd defined the
problem leads to use of one-way communication nsdel

Agreement
High Low
Context I: True Consensus Context Il: Dissensus
5, Objective:Keep the public informed. Objective:Move towards high agreement.
I
Forum to involve stakeholders: Forum to involve stakeholders:
- Informational communication. Persuasive communication.
S
8
2 Context Ill: False Conflict Context IV: False Consensus
> Objective:Correct misperceptions. Objective:Correct misperceptions. Move
3 Move towards high accuracy. towards high agreement and accuracy.
Forum to involve stakeholders: Forum to involve stakeholders:
Education. Education and persuasive communication.

A focus on the accuracy dimension of coorientatioplies that the objective of
public participation is to correct misperceptiowsether or not full agreement is
reached. This philosophy places emphasis on tigetierm, relationship-building
elements of participatory processes. Two-way symmetodels of communication
that emphasize dialogue, mutual learning and oussuch as social justice and
participant satisfaction would be appropriate toventhe relationship between the
agency and the public from unrecognized agreemahtissagreement to recognized
agreement and disagreement, respectively (Tab)e 8l8s approach assumes that
dialogue can result in action plans that all stakedrs can live with, even if they may
not agree on all points. Again, socio-politicatidmstorical contexts are important

considerations in process design.
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Table 8.3. Predictions of appropriate forms otipgration based on coorientation
contexts: Objectives focused on accuracy dimensfofocus on accuracy
gives precedence to participatory processes thaitri@ accurate
assessments, whether or not agreement is reaclaecaglt. These
objectives suggest two-way symmetric communicatnmdels. After
accurate understanding about agreements or disagneg is achieved,
participatory processes may be further modifiecerh satisfactory and
sustainable decisions.

Agreement
High Low

Context I: True Consensus Context Il: Dissensus

Objective:Meaningful collaboration, Objective:Mutual learning to understand

capacity building, relationship interests and values behind different

building positions, finding common ground,
building respect.

High

Forum to involve stakeholders:

Collaboration, partnering. Forum to involve stakeholders:
Alternative dispute resolution, mediated
negotiation, consensus-building,

§ negotiated rulemaking.
5
3
< Context Ill: False Conflict Context IV: False Consensus
Objective:Correct misperceptions.  Objective:Correct misperceptions.
Mutual learning to understand how Mutual learning to understand different
% each party actually views the issues. interests and values behind seemingly
| similar positions.
Forum to involve stakeholders:
Dialogue, workshops. Forum to involve stakeholders:
Facilitated dialogue, deliberation,
workshops.

Context I. True Consensus: High Accuracy and High Areement

This context represents the ideal situation in Whnoth parties not only agree
fundamentally on the topic of concern but alsoireathat they are in agreement.
Rogers (1995) states that the transfer of ideasregnost frequently between two

individuals who are homophilous, i.e., similar tiridutes, such as beliefs, education,
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or social status. According to this perspectiveewtwo individuals share common
meanings, a mutual language, and similar persamhtacial characteristics,
communication is likely to have greater effectsaims of knowledge gain, attitude
formation and change, and overt behavior change (Ro$@95).

While this context has the potential for the easa@sl most productive
interactions, it also includes many levels of coemfily. Recent studies have
underscored the importance of trust and credibititgffective communication
(McComas & Trumbo, 2001); different approachesddipipation may be necessary
in situations of low vs. high trust. When trusthe agency is low, it may be more
difficult to engage stakeholders in dialogue. &wample, it has been observed that,
“when people feel they're not heard, their rhet@ao get very antagonistic, very
polarized...” (Eng, M, U.S. Institute for EnvironntahDispute Resolution, personal
communication). In this situation, communicatidfoes may need to focus first on
gaining agency trust and credibility before attangpto address the management
issue itself.

When there is high trust in the agency and objestiocus on agreement, a
public information approach may be adequate. Thdipcan be kept informed of
agency actions through formats such as press esleagb sites, and open houses, and
given opportunities to comment, meeting NEPA'’s pohaal requirements. High
levels of agreement, accuracy, and trust imply ti@issues are relatively non-
controversial.

High accuracy and high agreement on causes andtbteolutions are likely to
facilitate collaborative management approachespanherships between agencies
and stakeholders. These processes can builddradibility, problem-solving
capacity and relationships between agencies akdrsillers as well as among

diverse segments of the public, positioning bothabency and the public well for

198



future interactions. Yet, if socio-political antstorical contexts (including trust of the
decision-making bodies) are not considered, bakbkkagainst collaborative efforts
that are perceived as insincere may derail theggganciting rather than diffusing

controversy (Walker & Hurley, 2004).

Context Il. Dissensus: High Accuracy and Low Agreerent

In this context, parties fundamentally disagreg¢hmntopic at hand and know it.
When the main concern is with achieving high agmegimcommunication strategies
such as persuasion, influence, and attitude charggmdicated. In a study of attitudes
toward contraception in suburban deer, Lauber amathK(2004) found that agency
communication is most likely to influence publititdes if it is tailored to address
the particular concerns of important stakeholdeugs, suggesting that
communication can be an effective means for an@geninfluence public
perceptions of wildlife issues.

Source factors, such as charisma, authority ardilgliey can play a large role
in the effectiveness of persuasion (Perloff, 1998t persuasion efforts can backfire
and result in loss of trust and increased conflipeople view the agency as trying to
manipulate them (Weber & Word, 2001). Practitiorergphasize the difficulty of
regaining trust after it has been broken, and mensagften remark on challenges of
interacting with communities with a history of cbeif with the agency (Karl, H, MIT-
USGS Science Impact Collaborative, personal comaation). These considerations
should be evaluated against the potential bersdfisre implementing persuasive
communication strategies.

Participation objectives emphasizing the accuraegyedsion would instead
utilize methods that facilitate mutual learning toderstand the interests and values

behind the positions held by all parties, find coomnground on which to base
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dialogue, and build respect between parties. Mdangies of alternative dispute
resolution, negotiation, and public participaticaveé shown that consensus or
agreement is not necessary for satisfactory comeation (Fisher & Ury, 1981,
Forester, 1999; Gangl, 2003; McComas, 2003a). dralian focusing on achieving
agreement between all stakeholders on all aspéthe tssues, consensus-building
emphasizes mutual learning to develop managemtenhatives that all parties can
agree to live with because they represent a goitial é&ort to meet the needs of all
stakeholders (Susskind et al., 1999). In a sitnatidow agreement but high
accuracy, encouraging dialogue-based communicatenlead to increased
satisfaction with the communication process, resfmedhe agency, and support for
agency decision-making, even if agreement abouticegtements of the issues is not
reached (McComas, 2003a; Tyler, 2000). Neutratltharty mediators or facilitators
can help initiate dialogue when issues are higbhhtentious. These processes also
may help to identify areas of common ground, movirgparties to recognized

agreement where collaboration and partnering cdruiiéul.

Context Ill. False Conflict: Low Accuracy and High Agreement

The low accuracy contexts represent situationsddfby misperceptions. In
the case of low accuracy and high agreement, groelgsve that they disagree when
they actually share the same fundamental viewstaheuopic in question. In this
case, emphasis should be placed on correcting memens so that a high
accuracy/high agreement situation can be realibea. situation where managers and
stakeholders share the same underlying attitudésauoes, an environmental
education approach could be very successful. Hewestudies have shown that

stakeholders may interpret information disseminategbod faith as “objective
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science” as an attempt to manipulate (Weber & W208,1) or as lacking credibility
if the source is not trusted (Weeks & Packard, 1997)

Because of perceived disagreement, managers Iseadanflict situation may
be inclined to design highly controlled participgtéormats in an attempt to diffuse
expected controversy. Yet mutual learning throdiglhogue-based approaches may
quickly reveal more similarities than differencetvieen parties. In this instance,
flexible processes can be modified to capitalizeewealed agreement by focusing on
collaboration rather than dispute resolution.

Participatory processes designed to address petteonflicts may be more
costly and time consuming for the agency becausieeofieed for third party
mediators and the need to discover areas of congmoamd as the basis of future
discussions. When coorientation assessment irdidalse conflict as a starting point,
managers may be successful in utilizing less foredbgues that focus on areas of
misperception and learning about the reasons behew assumptions and

expectations.

Context IV. False Consensus: Low Accuracy and Low greement

False consensus may be responsible for many petct&ilures of participatory
processes. In this situation, parties think thgnea on a topic when in fact they
disagree. This could be due to agreement on somendions of the issue but not
others (e.g., agreement on ends but not meansyeoall misperceptions, such as
when they mistakenly assume they agree. If ppgtory processes are designed
based on these incorrect assumptions, disagreemeagtsurface later that derail the
process, leading to loss of trust, inability to, actd possibly litigation. In addition,
key stakeholders inadvertently may be overlookedging the legitimacy of the

process into question. Situational assessmermicisssary to reveal false consensus,
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indicating the importance of understanding thesgalitical and historical situation
as a foundation for designing effective participaiorocesses. Before embarking on
collaboration, facilitated dialogues may be userkt@al different interests and values
behind seemingly similar positions. Dialogue-bagextesses can help reveal
interests behind the issues, creating awarenessagrdements (i.e., that the false
consensus context applies).

When situational assessment is lacking and thgreaap to be little public
interest and/or likelihood for controversy earlthe issue-evolution cycle, managers
may want to err on the side of caution and assinexe tis false consensus. Education
about the issues and persuasion to become invelsdylon may lead to opportunities
for more constructive and informed dialogue as igananagement objectives and
alternatives evolve, which also may surface paddigtcontentious elements of the

issues before they become highly polarized.

Implications for Practice

The above discussion identifies areas where diftguarticipatory approaches
that focus on agreement vs. accuracy may be maly lio help managers achieve
their public participation objectives under varialisnates for communication. Yet
coorientation contexts in real-life managementassare likely to include many levels
of complexity. First, multiple stakeholder grougosd agency perspectives add
dimensions beyond this simplistic two-party treatineSecond, parties may not have
the same level of accuracy in predicting each &thatitudes. Because natural
resource issues encountered by NPS and other emérttal agencies are complex,
each stage of issue evolution likely will requiren& of participatory processes that
enhance both agreement and accuracy. Table 8s#rédtes some of the broad needs

that can be met by agreement- or accuracy-focuaditipation at each of these
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stages. Situational assessments such as resealetetmine coorientation contexts

can assist managers who have limited resourcexts ftheir attention on specific

issue areas or communities that would most befiefit participation efforts.

Table 8.4. Applications of participation focusing agreement and accuracy for each
stage of public issue evolution. Assessment ofituational context,
including trust, history of relationships, and deatation can help
managers determine where participation needs astagt. Coorientation
contexts then can be examined to determine spgxiicess design.

Stage in Public
Issue Evolution

Participation Needs

Processes that focus on
Agreement

Processes that focus on
Accuracy

Identifying
potential issues

Focusing issues

Planning Action

Taking Action

Motivate stakeholder
discussions

Increase awareness of
agency mandates and
jurisdiction

Increase awareness
about agency planning
process and limitations

Increase awareness
about implemented
actions

Identify potential issue
frames and affected
stakeholders

Determine dimensions of
issues to be addressed and
acceptable problem frame

Determine alternatives and
conseqguences acceptable
to all

Identify new stakeholders
affected by management
actions

Evaluate actions

To be sure, public participation in the NPS andptgencies charged with

natural resource management is an ongoing endéaatomay take many forms.

Clearly, public participation should not be thoughtis a one-size-fits-all solution to

resolving complex management issues. The abovespturad models coupled with
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research that evaluates coorientation contextsgeonanagers with a practical tool to
“match the forum to the fuss,” i.e., to select dpproach to participation that is best
suited to their management situation and commupoitatbjectives. The models also
provide a framework for evaluating participatiorjesitives that include a desired
change in accuracy or agreement between stakeb@ddrmanagers.

These models optimistically predict that tailorpayticipation strategies to the
appropriate coorientation context throughout tiseesevolution cycle will ultimately
lead to more informed, equitable, and sustainalaleagement decisions, helping to
resolve the paradox of public participation in matuesource management. The
framework provides a conceptual tool to help marsatgst this expectation, and
minimally to better anticipate and respond to pubtincerns related to natural
resource management issues. Analysis of the clisateunding communication
efforts can be applied at any phase of public isugdution as a means to better
understand the overall management context. Caragide of coorientation, as
opposed to just audience characterization, encearagnagers (as communicators) to
reflect on the influence of their own values ansuasptions about their relationships
with interested publics, as well as desired out@ofgublic participation. While
model predictions must be verified, applicatiorito$ strategy may enhance natural
resource managers’ ability to implement policy tedeto public participation, foster
innovation in natural resource management, andresiplve conflicts around natural

resource issues.
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CHAPTER 9

FORMATIVE COORIENTATION RESEARCH: DEVELOPMENT OF AOOL TO
IMPROVE COMMUNICATION BETWEEN SMALL GROUPS OF DECISN
MAKERS AND LARGE GROUPS OF STAKEHOLDERS

Abstract

A growing body of research recommends interactemvben managers and
stakeholders to improve natural resource managedaeigions. While formative
audience research and summative evaluations of comcation efforts have been
well-studied, less research has included formagueduations that compare managers
and stakeholders to inform communication effoifsis study applies the
communication concept of coorientation to the acd#sdeer management on Cornell
University open space lands and develops a modinedlysis for use with small
decision making teams. Mail surveys were useds$ess the level of agreement and
accuracy between decision makers and residentsaoby communities. Cornell
decision makers were more accurate than residepi®dicting the other’s responses;
these differences have implications for approathe€®mmunication that might be
adopted. This study also illustrates the utilitcobrientation research as a tool to

reveal areas of difference within the decision mgkeam as well as with the public.

Introduction

Scholars and practitioners regularly observe thainal resource management is
becoming increasingly complex. Protected areasagement is moving away from a
single species, island of habitat approach to asystem based, landscape approach.
In addition, resources and resource issues (sufifeasanagement, invasive or

endangered species management, management of mveéaal wildlife species) cross
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jurisdictional boundaries, involving greater nunef stakeholders with diverse
views. A growing body of research in a varietydadciplines (such as, natural
resource management, dispute resolution, commiumrmganvironmental justice, to
name a few) recommends more interaction betweemmgeas and stakeholders as a
way to improve the substance, durability and soatality of natural resource
management decisions (for example, see Decker, 208l1; Fisher & Ury, 1981;
Pearce & Littlejohn, 1997; Susskind et al., 199@ndolleck & Yaffee, 2000). For
federal and state agencies, public participatiah@vic engagement are
institutionalized in laws and policies such as:Agninistrative Procedure Act (1946,
5 U.S.C. § 55kt seq.) National Environmental Policy Act (1969, 42 U.S84321et
seq.)and corresponding state laws (e.g., New York Sateronmental Quality
Review Act, 1978, 6 NYCRR Part 617; California Enovimental Quality Act, 1986,
Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21060 seq); and National Park Service (NPS) Management
Policies (2006), Director’s Order 75A: Public Pagation and Civic Engagement
(2003). While much attention has been given tanfdive audience research and
summative evaluations of communication and padiogm efforts, less research has
included formative evaluations of both manager staleholder perspectives to
inform approaches to communication that may enharteeaction between these key
actors in natural resource management. This sipgires the communication concept
of coorientation to determine the prevailing clismédr communication between
managers and stakeholders in the case of deer eraeatjon Cornell open space
lands, an analogous situation to that faced by laadagers such as managers of
parks, wildlife refuges and other natural areas@eit to urban and suburban
development.

Cornell University, situated in the Finger Lakes Ragf central New York

State, maintains a variety of open space landsdacational and research purposes.
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White-tailed deer@docoileus virginianusare common on these lands and in the
neighboring communities surrounding the campusghiada, NY. Deer and impacts
associated with deer have gained attention in tg@ars in the neighborhoods
surrounding the Ithaca campus, and a team of tenelldJniversity decision makers
and advisorswas recently assembled to begin planning a lorg-s@proach to
managing deer-related impacts on Cornell lands$samer et al., 2007). Unlike
public land managers, Cornell University decisioakers are not required by law to
include public input. However, they recognize ety share interest in a local deer
population with neighboring communities and wishn@rove communication with
neighbors and explore the possibility of workintnjty on deer management (S.
Golding, Cornell University, personal communicajion

Cornell University sponsored a comprehensive suofegsidents of
neighboring communities to learn more about thegrests, experiences, and
concerns with respect to the local white-tailedrgegpulation (see Siemer et al., 2007
for full report). Cornell University decision makecompleted a parallel questionnaire
that included a subset of questions to assessertation with residents of
neighboring communities. This chapter examinesidgof coorientation research for
small groups of decision makers and large groupsabeholders as a means to

improve the effectiveness of communication straegi

Strategic Communication and Coorientation

Grunig and Repper (1992) demonstrate that commuaoiicptograms can be
used to enhance organizational effectiveness wharaged strategically. They

emphasize the importance of formative research wiinebehavior of an organization

! This team is referred to as “Cornell Universiteideon makers,” or “CU” throughout this document,
even though some team members served in advisibgrrdoan decision making roles.
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may have consequence on stakeholders, as a meamiscipate public response and
identify areas of potential conflict or opportuagifor collaboration. Formative
audience research has been called “...the backbameaiservation communications
program” (Jacobson, 1999, p. 29). Understandingattget audience’s beliefs,
attitudes, and values is essential when develogangmunication objectives and
evaluating the success of communication efforts kBeet al., 2001; Jacobson, 1999;
Tyson, 2002);

In addition, communication success can be infludrmethe accuracy of
assumptions that an organization makes aboutrgettaudience or that the target
audience makes about the organization’s inten{ipogier & Ehling, 1992; Pearce &
Littlejohn, 1997; Susskind & Field, 1996). Onedypf formative research that
examines these assumptions is known as coorientegsearch. Chapter 8 reviewed
the potential for coorientation research as a meamentify the climate for
communication and design communication strategiesrdingly. Unlike simple
audience characterization, coorientation seekaidierstand and measure the
differences in viewpoints and assumptions of b&tision makers of an organization
and members of the public (McLeod & Chaffee, 1973porientation research
measures an organization’s views on an issue,ubkcfs views on the same issue,
and each group’s estimate of the other’s viewsesé€measures are used to calculate
agreement (the extent to which the organizationthagublic hold the same attitudes
and beliefs), congruency (the extent to which ttganization’s or the public’'s
estimate of the other’s attitudes and beliefsnslar to their own), and accuracy (the
extent to which the organization’s or the publie&imate of the other’s attitudes and
beliefs is similar to the other’s actual attitudesl beliefs).

Most previous work examines coorientation variallegredictors of other

factors that may affect communication, such addwel of stakeholder satisfaction,
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consensus between two groups, or willingness totredg (for review, see Christen,
2005; Connelly & Knuth, 2002; Papa & Pood, 198Bjoom and Dozier (1990)
suggest that coorientation research can be usatbtan two-way symmetrical
communication efforts by revealing potential are@gre change in knowledge,
predispositions, and behavior of both the publid arganization leaders may improve
relationships. They also propose that when rekaaneals that relationships are
based on inaccurate perceptions, coorientationahlas can be used as outcome
criteria on which to evaluate communication efforts

A coorientation approach provides a level of dethibve audience
characterization for decision makers of an orgdiunar agency seeking to improve
communication and relationships with stakehold€&smparison of agreement and
accuracy between stakeholders and decision ma&rrsecused to reveal areas of true
consensus (high agreement and high accuracy) ndiss€¢low agreement and high
accuracy), false conflict (high agreement and loausacy), or false consensus (low
agreement and low accuracy), each of which sugliéstent objectives and
approaches to communication (Broom & Dozier, 1996ziBr & Ehling, 1992).
Chapter 8 outlines some of the specific commurocatipproaches and techniques that
are suggested by each of these four coorientatiotexts, thereby illustrating the
potential utility of coorientation assessment &sahto assist managers in tailoring
communication efforts to their specific manageneamitext. In addition, a
coorientation approach provides the opportunitydeecision makers not only to
improve their understanding of their target audegrut also to reflect on their own
assumptions that may influence the effectivenessesf communication efforts.
Dozier and Ehling (1992) warn that “Misperceptioas ¢tead to catastrophic

actions...” (p.181); coorientation assessmentréhatals misperceptions prior to
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designing communication or outreach efforts maysagssanagers in preventing
misinterpretation of their actions by the public.

In a review of coorientation research, Kelly et(2D06) found few applications
by practitioners in the field, calling it a “powalfout underutilized approach” (p.
612). In addition, they point out that most contagion research ignores the views of
organizational decision makers and often measurlgstioe public side of the
relationship. While their study extended the aggilon of coorientation to include
organizational leaders, their sample of leaderslarge enough that statistics could be
used to compare average responses of the two gstuglied. At Cornell University,
and in most public land units, wildlife managemeéetisions are made by much
smaller groups, usually on the order of 10-15 irhials. Yet these individuals make
decisions that directly affect a variety of stakeleos which in some cases can number
in the thousands to millions (e.qg., visitors to plap National Parks). In this situation,
statistical comparison of means, even between idaasakers and representative
samples of the public, would be suspect. To pmeithall leadership teams with an
additional tool to improve their communication etigeness, this study modifies the
coorientation approach for use with small groupdeafision makers and large groups

of stakeholders.

Methods

Coorientation requires measurement of the samahlag on two groups, thus

two surveys were necessary: a survey of resideta aurvey of decision makers.

Survey of Residents

A mail survey was used to collect data for thiglgtdull methods are reported

in Siemer et al. (2007). In brief, 12-page questares were mailed to all 2,638
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owner-occupied households identified via tax rollthe area referred to locally as

East Hill communities, delineated by Cornell Unsigr decision makers (Figure 9.1).

[¥7 .

Legend
I Neighborhoods Surveyed

Cayuga Northeast
Heights

EllisiHollow,

Snyder Hilll
Lower Reservol 79 Eastern Heights

Ithaca Reservoir

Figure 9.1. Geographic boundaries used to assigaedmolds to a neighborhood.

The survey instrument was designed based on prevesearch experience on
community-based deer management, discussions wifthal resource managers
(Chapter 3) and public participation practition@@iapter 5), and qualitative
interviews with a total of 267 local community @sints living near three suburban
parks that provided open spaces and deer habmdasio the situation encountered in
East Hill (Leong & Decker, 2007a; 2007b; 2007c).e&tions that are pertinent to this
chapter asked respondents’ opinions about: presdrdeser in their community and

on Cornell lands, seriousness of various typesef dnpacts, whether Cornell should
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start now to address deer impacts, impacts of daagons on surrounding
communities, the importance of understanding opleeple’s viewpoints, and
Cornell’s affiliation with the local community (Agmdix 9.A, Question A).
Respondents also were asked to predict Cornelsidecmaker responses to the same
guestions (Appendix 9.A, Question B). A four-wamailing approach was used,
following Dillman (2000). All members of the samplere mailed a cover letter,
guestionnaire, and postage-paid return envelopg@atober 21, 2006. Residents who
did not respond to the initial mailing were con&gttip to three additional times, with

the last reminder mailings taking place in mid-Naozer 2006.

Survey of Decision Makers

As previously mentioned, the team of ten Cornelivdrsity decision makers
and advisors was involved in planning a long-teppraach to managing deer-related
impacts. For a point of reference, we note thatsike of this team roughly
corresponds to that of deer management advisonysteasembled by many natural
resource agencies when addressing managementarepdslic lands, such as NPS in
developing Environmental Impact Statements. UBIR$ as an example, these teams
typically include park superintendents and nattgaburce managers, scientists from
the regional offices and inventory and monitorimgworks, and planning specialists.
The Cornell team has an analogous composition:utixecvice president of the
university, property and grounds management direcpdantation and natural areas
managers, and the university planner.

Each member of the Cornell University decision mgkieam was asked to fill
out an abbreviated questionnaire that paralleleabaet of questions on the survey of
residents, including the questions in Appendix 9The questionnaire was

administered via inter-office mail to all membefglee Cornell University decision
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making team on December 15, 2006. A follow-up retar was sent on January 8,

2007.

Analysis

All questions were asked on a 5-point Likert s¢eden Strongly Disagree to
Strongly Agree; all responses of “Not Sure” weeated as missing values. Statistical
analysis was conducted using SPSS software (vetdidh SPSS, Inc.). In most
coorientation research, both groups are large dnangd of similar enough size to
determine high and low agreement and accuracy ibg tigests to compare means.
For this study, and in most parallel managemenasdns, the group of decision
makers was small, invalidating this approach. lditeah, from a practical standpoint,
management decisions are not based on aggregaierapof individual decision
makers, but rather on a single set of assumptidoptad by decision makers as a
group. In the absence of a consensus responsehdtem from decision makers, we
used the mean response of decision makers as g pvée address limitations of this
approach in the discussion.

Coorientation was determined by computing diffeeescores for agreement
and accuracy on each item. For each residentmdspd, difference scores were
computed as follows:

CU Agreement = mean CU response to QA — residapiorese to QA

CU Accuracy = mean CU response to QB — resideriaoese to QA

Resident Agreemét resident response to QA — mean CU response to QA

Resident Accuracy = resident response to QB— méaneSponse to QA

2 CU and Resident agreement scores are the sametuaigwith opposite signs. Both were calculated
to facilitate interpretation of results.
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Perfect agreement or accuracy would result inferéihce score of zero.
Difference scores with lower magnitudes (i.e., &ltgovalues closer to zero) represent
higher levels of agreement and accuracy, whileetgfice scores with higher
magnitudes represent lower levels of agreementaadracy. The sign of the
difference score indicates the direction of disagrent or inaccuracy. One-sample t-
tests then can be used to determine whether tli#éseedce scores are significantly
different from zero. Resident responses to cotatem items were not normally
distributed and were highly skewed, violating tlsstanptions of a one sample t-test.
Therefore we used an equivalent nonparametricttestpne sample sign test, to
determine significant differences in coorientati@miables. We set the null
hypothesis to zero, i.e. no difference in respobstseen decision makers and

residents.

Results

Agreement Among Decision Makers

Even though the decision-making team was a smallggwho met to discuss
the deer situation multiple times over several henthey were not unanimous on all
items. Decision makers shared fairly consistesiveion the agreement items,
although there were some important discrepandi¢sile most agreed that it is
reasonable to have some deer on Cornell landsnameighboring communities
(N=5), one disagreed and one strongly disagreedatidg potential differences in
assumptions about goals of management even amemgahagement team. A wide
variation occurred in assessments of whether dess perious health risks; two
disagreed, two were neutral, two agreed, one syagyeed, and one was not sure.

In addition, there was some variation in assesswienhether deer management on
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Cornell lands would affect neighboring communitiegatively; six disagreed or
strongly disagreed, and one was neutral, but onagly agreed.

Decision makers also were not unanimous in thedigtions about resident
responses. Half of decision makers were unsur¢hegheommunity members think
the habitat for deer is better on Cornell landmoareighboring communities, and the
other half each responded in a different categémyaddition, decision makers varied
in their responses about whether community mentherk that: deer seriously
damage plants and other resources on Cornell laddisessing deer impacts on
Cornell lands would affect them positively or negally; it is important to understand
how other people view deer-related impacts; anaélbis part of the local

community.

Coorientation Between Decision Makers and Residents

One sample sign tests revealed significant diffeeer{(p<0.001) for almost all
measures of agreement, accuracy of decision makaisaccuracy of residents
(Tables 9.1, 9.2). There were only three exceptiddecision makers accurately
predicted resident responses about whether théahal@s better on Cornell lands or
in surrounding communities. Residents accuratedgipted decision maker responses
on the degree to which they thought that managesy celated impacts would affect
residents negatively and whether it is importaniriderstand other people’s
perspectives on deer.

Even though differences were significant on alkotitems, these differences
often were quite small; the absolute value of naifference scores ranged from only
0.02 to 1.03 (recall that on our scale, a mearedfice of one is the distance between
agree and strongly agree). Given our large sasipéeof respondents (N=1497), we

had high enough power to detect statistical sigaifce for relatively small
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magnitudes of difference. For each coorientatiemj approximately 1200 residents
responded, with a standard deviation of approximatee. Based on these
parameters, we conducted a power test to detertimenemallest mean difference that
would be detected as significant, with the powete&0%. Under these conditions,
we would be able to detect statistical significaatenagnitudes of only 0.08. When
we set the standard deviation to 0.05 for compariear sample size was large
enough to detect a difference of 0.04. Thus, wdolerientation difference scores
were statistically significant, they were not preally significant for managers.

Instead of using statistical significance to catemgocoorientation scores as high
or low, we examined the scale of response categjofliaking into account our large
sample size and that we were examining mean vakesdetermined that a 10%
difference between decision makers and residergsawaasonable value to set as the
limit of high agreement or accuracy. Coorientasonres with an absolute value
below 0.5 would fall into these categories. Angmentation scores with absolute
values of 0.5 or higher were classified as low agrent or accuracy.

When coorientation scores were re-categorized ubkigg criteria, eight of the
13 items showed high levels of agreement (Tablg $br the areas of low
agreement, decision makers believed more strohgly tesidents that deer damage
plants and resources on Cornell lands, deer preseious safety risks, deer present
serious nuisance, and that Cornell should starttocaddress deer-related impacts.
Conversely, decision makers believed less strotigly residents that the habitat for

deer is better on Cornell lands than in the suloygqhxcommunity.
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Table 9.1. Coorientation of decision makers wittalaesidents.

ltem Agreement  Accuracy
Context I: True Consensus High High
Itis r_easonable to have some deer on Cornell lands .0.36 041
and in my community
Our local deer herd uses both Cornell lands and
: : . 0.27 -0.33
neighboring communities
Deer |n.and around Cornell lands create serious 0.09 0.41
health risks for people
Addressing deer-related impacts on Cornell lands
: . " 0.29 0.04
would affect neighboring communities
Addressing deer-related impacts on Cornell lands 037 010
would affect me positively ' '
It is important to understand how other people view 012 013
deer-related impacts ' '
Context II: Dissensus Low High
The habitat is better for deer on Cornell landsiina ;5 0.10 NS

neighboring communities

Deer seriously damage plants and other resources on
Cornell lands

Deer in and around Cornell lands create serious
safety risks for people

Cornell should start now to address deer-related
impacts on their lands

Context Ill: False Conflict High Low
Addressing deer-related impacts on Cornell lands

0.80 -0.45

0.62 0.12

0.77 0.02

would affect me negatively 0.07 0.69
Cornell is part of the local community 0.29 -0.96
Context IV: False Consensus Low Low
Deer in and around Cornell lands create a serious 1.02 057

nuisance for people

Note: Numbers represent average coorientatioresddifferences between decision
maker and resident responses for each item). Whalgnitude of differences were
low, the differences were significant (p<0.001) &iritems except those marked NS.
Items categorized as high have absolute valuesvi@l and are indicated in bold,
items categorized as low have absolute valuessobOhigher.
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Table 9.2. Coorientation of local residents widtidion makers.

ltem Agreement  Accuracy
Context I: True Consensus High High
It is reasonable to have some deer on Cornell lands 0.36 0.15
and in my community
Deer in and around Cornell lands create serious -0.09 0.04
health risks for people
Addressing deer-related impacts on Cornell lands -0.07 0.08 NS
would affect me negatively
It is important to understand how other people view -0.12 -0.08 NS
deer-related impacts
Context II: Dissensus Low High
No items n/a n/a
Context IIl: False Conflict High Low
Our local deer herd uses both Cornell lands and -0.27 -0.62
neighboring communities
Addressing deer-related impacts on Cornell lands  -0.29 -0.60
would affect neighboring communities
Addressing deer-related impacts on Cornell lands  -0.37 -0.50
would affect me positively
Cornell is part of the local community -0.29 -0.72
Context IV: False Consensus Low Low
The habitat is better for deer on Cornell land# tima 1.03 0.84
neighboring communities
Deer seriously damage plants and other resources on-0.80 -0.79
Cornell lands
Deer in and around Cornell lands create a serious  -1.02 -1.01
nuisance for people
Deer in and around Cornell lands create serious -0.62 -0.63
safety risks for people
Cornell should start now to address deer-related -0.77 -0.86

impacts on their lands

Note: Numbers represent average coorientatioresddifferences between decision
maker and resident responses for each item). Walgnitude of differences were
low, the differences were significant (p<0.001) &iritems except those marked NS.
Items categorized as high have absolute valuesvi@l and are indicated in bold,
items categorized as low have absolute valuessobiOhigher.
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Accuracy scores were markedly different for Cortuiversity decision makers
and residents; decision makers accurately predretgdent responses in ten of the 13
items (Table 9.1), while residents accurately priedi decision maker responses in
only four items (Table 9.2). As a result, residgmerceived many more areas of false
conflict and false consensus than decision makeesidents mistakenly identified
false conflict over whether decision makers thimktt deer use both Cornell lands and
neighboring communities, addressing deer-relatgghots would affect neighboring
communities, addressing deer-related impacts wdtadtahem positively and
Cornell is part of the local community. For eaéhhese areas, decision makers
agreed with the statements more strongly thaneassdoredicted. This also was true
for almost all areas of false consensus. Decisiakers not only rated the seriousness
of deer impacts (damage to vegetation, nuisancksafety risks) higher than
residents, they also rated the seriousness higharresidents predicted they would.
The same was true for whether Cornell should st to manage deer. Residents
also perceived false consensus on whether theabh@blietter for deer on Cornell
lands; residents agreed more strongly with thiestant than decision makers and
also predicted that decision makers agreed witlstdement more strongly than they
actually did.

Because decision makers had specified neighborhafadserest, coorientation
scores also were calculated for each neighborh@dlden the sample was segmented,
the sample size for each item was appropriategéamns sample sign tests to
determine high and low categories of coorientatidn.item was classified as high
agreement or accuracy when a significant differemag not detected and classified as
low when a significant difference was detected.aAsxample, we include one
guestion of management concern (Table 9.3); arsabfsall 13 items by all eight

neighborhoods is beyond the scope of this paper.
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Table 9.3. Coorientation scores by neighborhood.

Item Agreement Accuracy of Accuracy of
Neighborhood (Decision Decision Residents
Makers- Makers
Residents)
Cornell should start now to
address deer-related impacts ~ 0.77** 0.02** -0.86**
on their lands (Not=1371)
Cornell Heights (N=36) 0.79 0.04 -1.21**
Cayuga Heights (N=269) 0.68 -0.07 -0.83**
Northeast (N=347) 0.62 -0.13 -0.88**
Forest Home (N=57) 0.98* 0.23* -0.43
Varna (N=58)  1.05** 0.30** -1.15%*
Ellis Hollow (N=140) 0.92* 0.17** -0.96**
Snyder Hill/Eastern Heights - % ) %
(N=129) 0.94 0.19 0.90
Belle Sherman/Collegetown o o ) %
(N=335) 0.79 0.04 0.81

Note: Numbers in cells represent average cootientacores. Scores that are not
significantly different (i.e., high agreement ocaracy) are indicated in bold. * =
scores that are significantly different at p<0.05= scores that are significantly
different at p<0.01.

For the item “Cornell should start now to addressretelated impacts on their
lands,” decision makers and residents were in Aggeement for the neighborhoods
of Cornell Heights, Cayuga Heights and Northe#&staddition, responses of residents
in these neighborhoods were most similar to the tivayyCornell decision makers
thought about the public in general (accuracy aisien maker scores). All other
neighborhoods did not agree as strongly with decisiakers on this item, which is
reflected in the overall low accuracy of decisioakars. It is interesting to note that
the three neighborhoods that most closely correspmCornell decision maker views
on this item also are the neighborhoods that haea lworking closely with Cornell

on deer management research for over a decadethéfetccuracy in predicting
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decision maker response on this item was low. deess of all three neighborhoods
believed Cornell decision makers agreed less styamigh this item than they actually
did. This level of inaccuracy also was true férogher neighborhoods, except for
Forest Home, the neighborhood that has most rgckeaedn engaged in discussions

about deer management with Cornell.

Discussion

As demonstrated in this paper, a coorientationagugr to formative
communication research can add value on two leVElst, it provides a learning
opportunity for decision makers. Second, it reseabas of similarity and difference
between decision makers and the public that havéadatipns for content and
delivery of communication messages. Togetherginisn these areas can be used to
improve effectiveness of communication efforts.

The survey of decision makers revealed differeltepinion within the
decision making team. These differences are impbasthey have potential to affect
communication among team members. While respamess similar for most of the
agreement questions, decision makers were not mmoasi on whether it was
reasonable to have deer on or around Cornell ldhdseriousness of health risks
posed by deer, and whether managing deer on Cdandls would affect neighboring
communities. Beliefs about these items are funadahe assessing whether deer
management is warranted and to what extent; seergial to framing the
management problem and potential solutions (Ch&)tetUnless disparate beliefs are
identified and addressed, individual decision mskeay base their assessment of
appropriate management goals and potential actiomsfferent metrics, which may
impede constructive discussion between team menalbens these topics. To move

forward with analysis leading to management act@oland management authority or
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entity with management responsibility eventuallyl weed to articulate a single set of
assumptions on which the organization basis iis@&t Participation in coorientation
research is one technique that can assist a maeagésam in exploring potential
differences in their own assumptions to developifoum understanding of the
various elements of the management context. Toeedeof consensus among
decision makers also has practical implicationgtiervalidity of quantitatively
measuring coorientation with stakeholders. Forlsgnaups of decision makers,
means of individual opinions may not accuratelyectfthe decision making process
of that management unit. For more a more validieatation instrument, decision
makersas a groupwould select one response to each item askedeocotbrientation
guestionnaire (both agreement and accuracy qusitidinis group response would
be used to calculate difference scores, ratherriean opinions of individuals. How
group responses are determined may vary by managéean (e.g., via consensus-
based approaches, a vote, or even a single indiMidith actual decision making
authority). Coorientation scores calculated bg thethod would more accurately
reflect the way decisions are made by small gramaswould obviate the problem of
using means based on small samples.

The need for a common understanding of the managernatext was even
more evident in the variation of decision makeraacy in predicting resident
response. These differences are especially imptaftdifferent team members plan
to regularly engage with the public or develop eath materials. In general,
assumptions about the target audience and thenpal reactions shapes the
approach to communication that is adopted (Dozi&héing, 1992). If individual
decision makers have different beliefs about puldactions, they may adopt different
communication strategies or messages. Coorientatouracy questions can be used

to reveal potential areas where decision makerspyesentatives of an organization
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might deliver inconsistent messages in the absehceorientation research.
Discussion among decision makers on the topicseviey are less unanimous can
help ensure consistency in future communicatiooreffwith residents (which may
include consistently acknowledging that decisiorkena were not unanimous on
certain topics).

Additional implications for strategic communicatiaere evident when the
coorientation contexts for decision makers anddezgs were compared; Cornell
University decision makers currently appear to tiegl a better job of listening to
residents than effectively informing residents alyelevant Cornell perspectives
about land management. Given that Cornell Unitersistill fairly early in the
planning process and has not yet engaged in compsele communication outreach,
this result is unsurprising.

In a sense, coorientation from the decision makespective (i.e., Table 9.1)
reveals a similar amount of information as can leared from traditional audience
research. Decision makers can use traditionakagdiresearch to assess the degree
to which the public holds similar views to their mand whether these results were
expected. In this study, decision makers werdivels accurate in their perceptions
of areas of agreement and disagreement with thkcpuriaicating true consensus and
dissensus for almost all items. If Cornell decismakers relied only on their own
coorientation to the public, and referred to thggasted communication objectives
and approaches outlined in Chapter 8 for each eptation context, they might
pursue informational communication and collaborafr areas of true consensus and
persuasive communication or alternative disputelogien for areas of dissensus.

Yet, coorientation of residents to decision makergaled many more areas of
misperception, indicating that communication e8dyased solely on decision maker

coorientation to residents could be misinterpretéthen false conflict or false
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consensus exist, coorientational variables bectmeutcome criteria of interest for
communication objectives (Broom & Dozier, 1990) auldication, dialogue and
deliberation have been hypothesized as communicatiategies that may improve
accuracy (Chapter 8). In the case of false cdnfhaccurate perceptions may be
more easily changed via communication than actoaflicts over beliefs (Christen,
2005), whereas recognizing false consensus atuisetocan avoid premature attempts
at collaboration that may be derailed when arealsaigreement surface later in the
process.

While this study demonstrates the utility of a ¢eotation approach to
formative communication research, implementatiam lwa challenging with small
groups of decision makers. Coorientation reseagghires decision makers to
articulate assumptions about the public and caealemaccuracies that may be
uncomfortable to accept. Unlike studies conduciethrge groups, identities of
individual decision makers may be easy to discethe raw data of responses, which
may cause additional discomfort. Indeed, decisi@kers in many natural resource
agencies with whom we have worked often expresgtahce to participate in
coorientation research, citing that they anticigateide range of public responses and
that part of the reason for a survey of the puBlio acknowledge that decision
makers need more information. While valid arguragfiom a practical standpoint
any communication effort is designed based on ptiedis of stakeholder response,
whether or not these assumptions are explicitlpgazed in communication
planning. Nonetheless, coorientation of the pufolidecision makers (rather than
decision makers to the public) has more importamtications for effectiveness of
communication efforts. For decision makers whousmmeomfortable predicting
responses of the public, measuring accuracy sooigdor the public should

nevertheless yield useful information.
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It is important to reiterate that coorientationr&sowere based on mean scores
for a small group of decision makers; for items weh@ecision makers’ opinions
varied greatly, these coorientation values mayaessirately reflect the assumptions
that form the basis of actual decisions. In thtisasion, small groups of decision
makers are at an advantage over larger groupsirittey can more easily engage in
discussions that examine the root of any differenceheir perceptions and may find
it easier reaching consensus on topics that foeésis of management decisions.
As previously mentioned, such early conversatibas ¢stablish uniform
understanding among decision makers will improeevillidity of coorientation
measures. Thus, before using results of this dtudyform communication strategies,
the Cornell University decision making team woudhéfit from discussions that
result in a single team response to agreementsareninimum. Coorientation
scores then can be recalculated to determine whethot public accuracy (as well as
corresponding approaches to communication) is tftiec

On the whole, this study illustrates the importaotd1) surfacing and
acknowledging differences in perspectives of deaisnakers, either through a survey
instrument such as the one used in this studyrough other means that allow
decision makers to articulate and discuss theietstdnding of all components that
comprise the management context, and (2) undeisgndt only the beliefs and
attitudes of decision makers and the public abanagement topics but also the
assumptions each group holds about the other. i€tation research can provide
insight in both of these areas, and assessmebokatation contexts may be a
useful tool to assist managers in more effectiwelfifling public engagement
directives. Coorientation research also can adsigsion makers in tailoring
communication strategies to specific subgroups,reemghborhoods or interest groups.

Finally, participating in coorientation researcloais decision makers who are open
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and inquisitive to test their own assumptions altbetmanagement environment,
learning not only about differences with the pubtiat also about differences within

their own team.
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APPENDIX 9.A

Coorientation Questions

Question A:

Please indicate to what extent YOU agree or disagree g o
with the following statements. : 5
> 38 = > @
(=) B E o 3
Please circle one number for each item. s 85852
Boz222g 2
It is reasonable to have some deer on Cornell lands and 11213145 9
in my community
The habitat is better for deer on Cornell lands than in 12345 9
neighboring communities
Our local deer herd uses both Cornell lands and
. . o 112/3/4|/5|9
neighboring communities
Deer seriously damage plants and other resources on 12345 9
Cornell lands
Deer in and around Cornell lands create a serious 11213145 9
nuisance for people
Deer in and around Cornell lands create serious health 12345 9
risks for people
Deer in and around Cornell lands create serious safety 11213145 9
risks for people
Cornell should start now to address deer-related impacts 12345 9
on their lands
Addressing deer-related impacts on Cornell lands would
affect neighboring communities 1/2/3/4|5|9
Addressing deer-related impacts on Cornell lands would 12345 9
affect me positively
Addressing deer-related impacts on Cornell lands would 11213145 9
affect me negatively
It is important to understand how other people view 12345 9
deer-related impacts
Cornell is part of the local community 1213145 9
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Question B.
Please indicate to what extent YOU agree or disagree

with the following statements about Cornell dedisinakers’ £ 3
.‘Dé’ 5
<<
> 3 = > 9
oD L © o 2
Please circle one number for each item. s g 3 g S g
hoz<H =
It is reasonable to have some deer on Cornell lands and
_ _ 1/2/3/4|/5|9
in my community
The habitat is better for deer on Cornell lands than in 11213]4|5! 9
neighboring communities
Our local deer herd uses both Cornell lands and 12/34/5 9
neighboring communities
Deer seriously damage plants and other resources on 12/345 9
Cornell lands
Deer in and around Cornell lands create a serious 1123459
nuisance for people
Deer in and around Cornell lands create serious health 12345 9
risks for people
Deer in and around Cornell lands create serious safety 123459
risks for people
Cornell should start now to address deer-related impacts 12345 9
on their lands
Addressing deer-related impacts on Cornell lands would
affect neighboring communities 112131415/ 9
Addressing deer-related impacts on Cornell lands would 12345 9
affect me positively
Addressing deer-related impacts on Cornell lands would 11213145 9
affect me negatively
It is important to understand how other people view 12/345 9
deer-related impacts
Cornell is part of the local community 1/2/3/4/5/ 9

% In the questionnaire distributed to decision mak#re main question was reworded to “Please
indicate to what extent YOU agree or disagnéth the following statements about members of
neighboring communities”; individual items werewe+rded to read “Community members think...”
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CHAPER 10

RETHINKING PROTECTED AREAS IN A CHANGING WORLD

The theme of the 2007 George Wright Society Bidrb@anference on Parks
and Protected Areas and Cultural Sites was “ReifmgnRrotected Areas in a
Changing World.” Sub-themes included: globalizatishifting demographics,
increasing democratization of heritage, erosiohiodliversity, alienation of people
from the past, ongoing debates over privatizatiiopaoks and heritage sites, and the
emergence of civic engagement. Rethinking theabfearks in response to such
large-scale changes was seen as the next chaflanggrk professionals, in which
understanding the human dimensions of natural reeauanagement will play a
fundamental role.

As this collection of papers demonstrates, thel feélhuman dimensions is
evolving to meet this challenge. New paradigmspidslic participation have
emerged, and managers are gaining experiencemjleimenting innovative
approaches to better understand stakeholders. &Ssigpdf both policy and practice is
shifting to a more inclusive, landscape view ofunak resource management and
dialectic, dialogue-based approaches to publidgyaation. With this emphasis on
dialogue, clear communication is essential. Fonglex, messy natural resource
issues, problem framing is a non-trivial task, atrdtegies to improve two-way
symmetric communication between stakeholders anthges will need to be
developed and adopted to a greater degree. Thlg began to address this task by
examining capacity for local community participatio biological resource

management decisions on federal reserves.
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Contributions to Theory, Method, Policy and Practie

This study contributed to theory, method, policyg anactice in a number of
disciplines related to public participation in nmaiiresource management. In the first
phase of research, a public issues education matetefined for application to
wildlife issues in National Parks and was used teearetical framework for
examining public participation needs throughoutssgfuent phases of research
(Chapter 2). In addition, a popular typology oflpsophical approaches to public
participation was expanded to capture a categatwtas not originally identified
(Chapter 4). Because of NPS interest in local camities (Chapter 3), this typology
was examined with respect to conceptions of comtyurgvealing paradigm shifts in
ways to conceive of both communities and publidgip@ation. These paradigms are
reflected in policies that differentially privileg@mmunities of interest and
communities of place. Yet the policies are usett@mporaneously depending on the
nature and scope of the issue at hand and the phseissue evolution cycle.
Referring to these conceptual models may assisagaas in reflecting on the
philosophical approach to public participation tisatnost appropriate for their unique
management context. Interviews with public papition practitioners revealed
additional insight on challenges and opportunitetated to applying approaches
within the different paradigms (Chapter 5).

Next, a hermeneutic research philosophy was addptkérn from residents of
communities near parks. This research resultégeimlevelopment of a conceptual
model that illustrates components of messy wildiif@nagement issues at urban
proximate parks as a tool to assist managers akdtslders in engaging in dialogue
about problem framing (Chapter 6). In additioywban/urban wildlife were
identified as “ambiguous” animals for which a umifocultural construct had not yet

been established. Dialogue between managers akehsiders, as well as interaction
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between the wildlife profession and broader socigtgly will be important in the
evolution of this cultural construct (Chapter Mhe significance of cultural
expectations for wildlife revealed by this studyldhe declining response rate of mail
surveys indicate a need for future human dimensstudies informed by ethnographic
research traditions, such as the approach usedisttidy.

The final phase of research centered on commuaic#tieory. The concept of
coorientation was broadened from a descriptive oreasent tool to examine
theoretical implications of coorientation conteatsdifferent approaches to
participation (Chapter 8). Different objectivesiaachniques for engaging the public
were suggested depending on not only the coorientabntext and phase in issue
evolution, but also the underlying philosophicabagach to participation. A
guantitative method for assessing coorientationecds also was developed for use
with small groups of decision makers and large gsoaf publics (Chapter 9), the

typical situation encountered by natural resoure@agers of federal reserve lands.

Capacity for Innovative Approaches to Public Partigpation

The complex, dynamic, ecological processes and veidge of stakeholders
who influence biological resource management in NRi& are characteristic of the
open systems nature of parks and protected aRethinking the role of protected
areas in a changing world will include shifts franclosed to open system perspective
that considers influences beyond jurisdictionalrimtaries and from one-way to two-
way symmetric models of communication (i.e., tratismal and co-management
approaches to participation, Chapter 4). Thesaggmin philosophy can be thought
of as adoption of innovations (Rogers, 1995).

NPS organizational culture and the closed-systemtdwiew in which it

historically developed are elements of institutiacepacity that influence adoption of
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inclusive approaches to communication and publitgpation. Individual capacity
for adoption of innovation may be linked to instidmal capacity but is influenced by
other factors as well. These include: (1) knowtedgthe innovation and an
understanding of how it functions, (2) developinign@rable or unfavorable attitude
towards the innovation, (3) experiences implementine innovation (Rogers, 1995).

Adopting two-way symmetric communication is nosasightforward a
proposition as it may seem. Applying this commatan model to public
participation in natural resource management assuanfiegndamentally constructivist
paradigm (Guba & Lincoln, 1998; Tashakkori & Teddli®98), where there are
multiple, valid ways that people value natural teses, desire resources to be
managed, and affect or are affected by naturalress and management decisions.
Yet, natural resource managers often are schonleddlogy, where a postpositive
paradigm (falsification of hypotheses) is appliedrtanagement questions. While
ecologists recognize that, “Understanding is arabjely determined, empirical
match between some set of confirmable, observdi#agmena in the natural world
and a conceptual construct” (Pickett et al., 19928), the scientific community
attempts to agree on a single “reality” througHiogpion, confirmation, critique, and
peer-review. Stakeholders may not agree withwéision of “reality.” Before
managers can successfully implement dialogue-baseebaches to public
participation, they must be open to the legitimatwglternative worldviews.
Otherwise, communication runs the risk of revertm@gttempts to persuade the public
to adopt the scientific paradigm.

As reported in Chapters 3 and 5, managers alsdomayary to adopt a two-way
symmetric approach to public participation becanfsatitudes formed towards
participation in general. Negative past experiesngigh other forms of public

participation may result in the assumption that-timay symmetric approaches simply
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advocate “more” public involvement, rather thanffeelient” public involvement.
Fears such as loss of control, fear of the pubhd, fear of lawsuits also may act as
barriers against more inclusive approaches to pyarticipation.

Individual capacity for adoption of innovation alsan be affected by
experiences implementing the innovation, whichroftelinked to institutional
capacity. For example, lack of administrative sampdack of agency funding for
refreshments or to defray travel costs for paréinip, and lack of authority may
prevent interested managers from adopting moreisna participatory practices
(Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). Conversely, organiaas that encourage openness,
sharing of information and group achievements waiteward system that rewards risk
taking, willingness to change, and long-term foatesperceived as more supportive of
innovation (Montes et al., 2004).

Institutional capacity for dialogue-based partitipa may be increased by
instituting a team structure throughout the orgaimin and developing practices that
expand the information flow throughout the orgatima(Zamanou & Glaser, 1994).
In addition, institutionalizing a reward systemtteacourages risk taking, willingness
to change, openness, and sharing of informatiorgamab achievements are
positively related to an innovation-supportive adt (Montes et al., 2004).

Fundamental to the success of open and honest aysymmetric
communication is an individual’s capacity to recagnmultiple, valid ways to
perceive systemic natural resource risks and patezftects of management, and a
commitment to understanding the reasons behinthatie perceptions. One metaphor
that explains the existence of these multiple patpes is described by Porter and
Underwood (1999), who liken NPS and state agenayepéions of deer issues to the

blind men touching different parts of an elephart disagreeing about its form.
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Kuhn (1996) takes this idea one step further inctivecept of incommensurable

paradigms:

“The proponents of competing paradigms practice tredes in different

worlds...Both are looking at the world, and what thagk at has not changed.

But in some areas they see different things, aeg skke them in different

relations one to the other...it is why, before thag bope to communicate fully,

one group or the other must experience the cororetbat we have been calling

a paradigm shift. Just because it is a transhiEtween incommensurables, the

transition between competing paradigms cannot kierasstep at a time, forced

by logic and neutral experience. Like the gestaitch, it must occur all at one

(though not necessarily in an instant) or not At(pl150)

This phenomenon is reflected in the different peabframes and cultural
expectations for wildlife discussed in Chapter$1@ @ and can be visually illustrated
by images that are perceptually ambiguous, suétuam’s well-known face-vase
(Figure 10.1). Focusing on different elementshefimage suggest two very different
subjects, a vase or profiles of two people engagedalogue. Similarly, the diverse
interests and values of natural resource managerstakeholders may lead them to
focus on different aspects of natural resourcessstesulting in different conclusions
about: impacts related to the resource or resauarggement activities, what science
tells them about the resources, and managemei#’sund responsibility toward the
resources. Two-way symmetrical dialogue may akbaeh party to understand how
the other views the “big picture,” allowing themdee both the “vase” and “faces” as
different ways of understanding the same envirorim&then parties achieve the
ability to understand how the other sees, or fraitiesproblem, the experience can be
transformative, as described in Chapter 5. Whaé\peeviously incommensurable

paradigms are recognized as different aspectseafdame environment, allowing for

the possibility of identifying areas of common gndu
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Figure 10.1. Ambiguous face-vase (after Rubin5)9By focusing on different
elements of this well-known illustration, the viewsan see two very
different subjects.

Pearce and Littlejohn (1997) extend this concem@immensurability to
communication, where they define moral conflictsifisations in which normal
discourse does not work because the normal dise@ifirsne group does not match
that of the other; “...participants not only diffdsaut what they want, believe or need
but also lack shared procedures for arguing thaims and standards for judging the
validity of those arguments” (p. 97). They sugdkat “normal patterns of discourse”
(e.g., adversarial participatory processes, Chd&jteray lead participants to fall into
proscribed roles, while “abnormal patterns of digse,” such as those that grow out
of two-way symmetric communication can facilitatetoel understanding, where
participants learn to see with a different visid@@hapters 8 and 9 developed a
methodology to assist managers in determining vaiberormal patterns of discourse
may assist in triggering the “gestalt switch” leaglto improved understanding of the

overall management system.
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Adoption of “abnormal patterns of discourse” as\dtad practice in natural
resource management throughout the NPS likelybeilh gradual process that
accompanies broader cultural changes. The emergdmpolicy that embraces this
approach indicates the beginning of this trendciishould increase as managers
experience positive results from implementing mootusive forms of participation.
To become widespread, this type of innovation nbesadopted throughout the NPS
line authority, from policy-makers, to field officse and most importantly to the
influential decision-makers at mid-levels who cohfunding and set rewards. The
more procedurally focused approaches to publiagyaation (i.e., inquisitive and
intermediary, Chapter 4) likely will continue taaglan important role in natural
resource management, however they are less saitddritifying and addressing the

root causes of emerging messy natural resourcesisaci@g today’s managers.

Natural Resource Management on the Third Frontier

Perhaps it is not a coincidence that the natioagt mlea was born in the era
when manifest destiny and westward expansion rekitteer apex. In 1890, the U.S.
Census Bureau officially declared the frontier elihs'...the unsettled area has been
so broken into by isolated bodies of settlemeritttinere can hardly be said to be a
frontier line...it can not, therefore, any longer Bavplace in the census reports”
(Turner, 1920, p. 1). In his frontier thesis, Feedk Jackson Turner speculated that
the closing of the frontier and the end of freedlém homesteaders signaled the
conclusion of the first significant period in Ameain history and believed that the
nation was “...readjusting its old ideals to new dtinds and...turning increasingly
to government to preserve its traditional democtré&tyrner, 1920, p. 321). As
America entered its next era of agrarian developyamicern turned from taming the

wilderness to preserving it. Nature was vieweddasingly through the lens of
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romanticism and the NPS grew in prominence as &heetor preservation of wild
nature. In 1990, one hundred years after thergjosi the first frontier, the U.S.
Census Bureau officially stopped counting farmdests, which Richard Louv
describes as the closing of the second frontier{L2005). Natural resource
management is now entering what Louv calls thedthiontier,” an era he
characterizes by electronic detachment from natbeetise of a new kind of suburbia,
and blurring of distinctions between the urban #renatural. The nation is again
readjusting its old ideals to new conditions, alitjio this time it appears that renewed
civic engagement and collective decision makingtlaeepreferred means to preserve
democracy.

The research presented in this collection of mamtscexamined implications
of these changing ideals about public participatamatural resource management
on public trust lands. Policies for public pamp@iion and civic engagement are
evolving in response to this need and practitioaeesmplementing more inclusive
forms of public participation. As societal shifisd changing land-use practices alter
the continent, natural resource management orhtreeftontier has become more
complex. Stakeholders experience protected arehtha resources they conserve
from multiple perspectives, and techniques to fslgmioblem frames and recognize
multiple valid ways to view the environment are g increasingly valuable. In
the absence of a uniform understanding of natesaurces, dialogue and civic
engagement have emerged as mechanisms to helpatiédes and managers see from
the same vision.

Wallace Stenger wrote, “The national park idea libst idea we ever had, was
inevitable as soon as Americans learned to contrentvild continent not with fear
and cupidity but with delight, wonder and awe” (398. 5). Louv warns that children

growing up on the third frontier run the risk offeuing “nature-deficit disorder,”
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which may lead them to fear nature as adults (LA005). According to Kahn’s
hypothesis of environmental generational amnelseanatural environment
experienced as children becomes the norm againshwhdults gauge the status of the
environment (Kahn, 1999; 2002). If current largalschanges continue (e.g.,
societal detachment from nature, anthropogenicsieaque transformations that alter
human-wildlife interactions, and additional spe@ascumbing to the tragedy of
becoming common), and fear of nature becomes widadpthe national park idea as
originally conceived could become threatened. allenge for natural resource
managers on the third frontier thus will be prevemthese fears from developing.
Better understanding and communicating about timeamuand ecological dimensions
that affect protected areas will be essential impghocess. By effectively engaging the
public throughout all stages of issue evolutionnagers have the opportunity to
improve appreciation of national parks and the weses they conserve and address
fears of the natural world, ensuring that curremd future generations continue to

view parks with delight, wonder and awe.
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6/20/05 amendment to begin Phase IIIA, consisting of in-depth, semi-structured interviews with local
residents, and 2) short interviews with residents in local gathering places.

Please take note of the following:

Please submit the mail-back survey to UCHS with an amendment before beginning Phase IIIB, the mail-back
survey to community residents.

If you requested modifications to a consent form(s):

- Use only the modified form for additional subject enrollment.
- Include on the form the date of this notification for the revised UCHS approval date.

If you submitted revised/final versions of interview guides, questionnaires, or debriefing scripts, you have approval to
use these materials immediately.

All other study procedures/instruments are to remain unchanged from the original submission and UCHS approval.

Your protocol remains "Exempt" with this modification.

c:  Daniel Decker (djd6)
IDC 43138
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UCHS Amendment Approval: Mail Survey with East Hill Residents

. . University Committee on

Cornell University Human Subjects

O f f f 35 Thornwood Drive, Suite 500
1Ce O Ithaca, New York 14850-1285

t. 607.255.5138

f. 607.255.0758

e. uchs@cornell.edu

www.osp.cornell.edu/Compliance /

UCHS/homepageUCHS.htm

NOTIFICATION OF AMENDMENT APPROVAL Protocol ID# [96-03-005

Research Integrity and Assurance

To: Tommy Brown q\
i
From: Sarah J. Demo, UCHS Coordinator >/ &A_ Le/\ /’ . D_Z/ﬂq/r)
Date of approval:  QOctober 3, 2006
Project(s):

Human Dimensions of Natural Resources Management

I have reviewed the following amendment(s) to the above referenced project and find that your protocol remains "Exempt"
with this modification:

10/2/06 amendment to conduct new survey, ’ﬁ)eer, Cornell Lands, and East Hill Communities"

If you requested modifications to a consent form(s):

- Use only the modified form for additional subject enrollment.
- Include on the form the date of this notification for the revised UCHS approval date.

If you submitted revised/final versions of interview guides, questionnaires, or debriefing scripts, you have approval to
use these materials immediately.

All other study procedures/instruments are to remain unchanged from the original submission and UCHS approval.

JDC 42190, 48804, 50525, 51078, 51500

Cornell University is an equal opportunity, affirmative action educator and employer.
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Fire Island National Seashore Research Permit

Study#: F1IS-00035
i Permit#: FTIS-2005-SC1-0012
1Start Date: Aug 15, 2005
Expiration Date: Dec 31, 2006
Coop Agreéements: n/a
Optional Park Code: n/a

Name of principal investigator:

Name: Ms Kirsten Leong Phone: 607-255-413¢ Emall: KMLAT@cornell.edu fopx’ 970 ~ JI5 - 35857
Name of institution ripresented:

Cornell University

Co-Investigators:
Name: Daniel J, Decker Phone: 607-255-2559 Email: djd6@cornell.edu
Name: Margaret A, Wild Phone: 970-225-3593 Email: Margaret Wild@nps.gov
Project title;

Idenﬁﬁn%hqmciw for Local Community Participation in Biological Resouree Mma%cmcnt Planning on Federal
Reserves: White-tafleid Deer Issues in National Park Service Units in the Northeastern U.S.

Purpose of study:

The National Park Servige (NPS) regularly addresyes biological resource management issues that are of interest to the
public. While biologizal expertise is nocded to understand and predict ecosystem responscs to management actions, a
diffcrent type of expertisc (i.c., human dimensions) is needed to understand and predict social responses 1o management
actions, In addition, implementstion of recent NPS policy that emphasizes Jocal community g_ammpation in planning can
be aided by human ditensions knowledge. Despite the eppatcnt potential benefit of human dimensions knowledge
specific to park situations, lirtle human Imcngions inquiry and systematic eaggln:aticm‘has occurred with respectto
biological resource management. This study is intsnded to address this need by focusing on whitc-tailed deer issues in
northeagtern NPS units, White-tailed deer have generated a number of ongoing public issues whose biological
dimensions have been studied extensively jn NPS units throughout the northeastern U.S, My tesearch wil usc inquiry
about deer issucs in the northeast to examine the general research question: How can the NPS improve its ability to
anticipate and responc. t5> human dimensions of bttul(;gcal resource management issues, such as those associated with
deer, that originatc in local communitics? As part of a larger dissertation project, this study will utilize qualitative
Sttuation assessments and mail-back surveys of local community members to: (1) describe the differences in values for
which a park iy maua‘iz_;-:d and those of stakcholders with respect to deer issues, and (2) suggest how NPS staff might
utilize this understan m%to design successful interactions with the public. research will develop a fremework and
methodology to help MFS managers meet new policy directives related to public participation and will imptove NPS
ability to respond to other issues that, like deer. involve local communities in their emergence and evolution.

Locations suthorized:

Activities will take placs in communities surrounding (ot encompassed withjn) the patk, at local gathering spots (may be
both public and private ::stablishmcnmg or pnivate hotzmehold& &a oceagion, interwgwees ma heggncoutfe&? inside the

patk, and investigator:. will be required to pass through the patk en route to interview gites. Only access points and trailg
opcn’mthe pubh%a will be used. d P RHAK P 4 8

—

Transportation method to research site(s):
Foot, rental car

Collection of the following specimens or materials, quantities, and any limitations om collecting:
n/a

Name of repository for specimens or sample materials if applicable:
n/a

Specific conditious or restrictions (also see artached conditions):

PermitF11S-2005.8C1.0012 - Page | of 2
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See Attached

Recommended )¢ staff(namerand title): Reviewed by Collections Manager:
) ; Yes No {
y park officl: : - ﬁnle Approved:
!Iw. e _Hlgus

T

Title:

Superintendent’

1 Agree To All Conditions And Restrictions Of this Permit As Specified
(Not valid unless signed and dated by the principal investigator)

Kifstn (gong_ o5 s
{Principal investigaoy's signature) [ (Date)

THIS PERMIT AND) ATTACHED CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS MUST BE CARRIED AT ALL TIMES
WHILE CONDUCTING RESEARCH ACTIVITIES IN THE DESIGNATED PARK(S)

Permit:F(18-2005.8C1-0012. - Page 2 of 2
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Valley Forge National Historical Park Research Pernt

Study#: VAFO-00013

Permit#: VAFO-2005-SCI-0003
Start Date: Aug 15, 2005
Expiration Date: Dec 31, 2006
Coop Agreement#: n/a
Optional Park Code: n/a

Name of principal investigator:
Name: Ms Kirsten Leong Phone: 607-255-4136 Email: KML47@cornell.edu

Name of institution represented:

Cornell University

Co-Investigators:
Name: Daniel J. Decker Phone: 607-255-2559 Email: djdé@cornell.edu
Name: Margaret A. Wild Phone: 970-225-3593 Email: Margaret Wild@nps.gov

Project title:

Identifying Capacity for Local Community Participation in Biological Resource Mana%:ment Planning on Federal
Reserves: White-tailed Deer [ssues in National Park Service Units in the Northeastern U.S.

Purpose of study:

The National Park Service (NPS) regu]aréy addresses biological resource management issues that are of interest to the
public. While biological expertise is needed to understand and predict ecosystem responses to management actions, a
different type of expertise (i.e., human dimensions) is needed to understand and predict social responses to management
actions. In addition, implementation of recent NPS policy that emphasizes local community participation in planning can
be aided by human dimensions knowkeddge. Despite the apparent potential benefit of human dimensions knowledge
specific to park situations, little human dimensions inquiry and systematic a&;ﬂiicalion_has occurred with respect to
biological resource management. This study is intended to address this need by focusing on white-tailed deer issues in
northeastern NPS units. White-tailed deer have generated a number of ongoing public issues whose biological
dimensions have been studied extensively in NP§ units throughout the northeastern U.S. My research will use inquiry
about deer issues in the northeast to examine the general research question: How can the NPS improve its ability to
anticipate and respond to human dimensions of biological resource management issues, such as those associated with
deer, that originate in local communities? As ;tgart of a larger dissertation project, this study will utilize qualitative
situation assessments and mail-back surveys of local community members to: (1) describe the differences in values for
which a park is managed and those of stakeholders with respect to deer issues, and (2) suggest how NPS staff might
utilize this understanding to design successful interactions with the public. My research will develop a framework and
methodology to help NPgS managers meet new policy directives related to public participation and will improve NPS
ability to respond to other issues that, like deer, involve local communities in their emergence and evolution.

Locations authorized:

Activities will take place in communities surrounding (or encompassed within) the park, at local gathering spots (may be
both public and private establishments) or private households. On occasion, interviewees may be encountered inside the
park, and investigators will be required to pass through the park en route to interview sites. Only access points and trails
open to the public will be used.

Transportation method to research site(s):

Foot, rental car

Collection of the following specimens or materials, quantities, and any limitations on collecting:
n/a

Name of repository for specimens or sample materials if applicable:
n/a

Specific conditions or restrictions (also see attached conditions):

Permit: VAFO-2005-5CI-0003 - Page | of 2
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‘n/a

Recommended by pj?taff('n e and title): Reviewed by Collections Manager:
/f arevref . é‘ff: M ; @zgwj/ Yes No JC

rovéd by park official;

Date Ap ruv?d:

‘TI 19]0§~

DeeT

Superintendent

I Agree To All Conditions And Restrictions Of this Permit As Specified
(Not valid unless signed and dated by the principal investigator)

Kivsftn (gone 7l os-

(Principal in@gawr’s signature) (Date)

THIS PERMIT AND ATTACHED CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS MUST BE CARRIED AT ALL TIMES
WHILE CONDUCTING RESEARCH ACTIVITIES IN THE DESIGNATED PARK(S)
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Prince William Forest Park Research Permit

tudy#: PRWI-00034

ermit#: PRWI-2005-SCI-0014
tart Date: Aug 10, 2005
xpiration Date: Dec 31, 2006
Coop Agreement#: n/a
Optional Park Code: n/a

Name of principal investigator:
Name: Ms Kirsten Leong Phone: 607-255-4136 Email: KML47@cornell.edu

Name of institution represented:

Cornell University

Co-Investigators:

Name: Daniel J. Decker Phone: 607-255-2559 Email: djd6@cornell.edu
Name: Margaret A. Wild Phone: 970-225-3593 Email: Margaret Wild@nps.gov
Project title:

Identifyin%giapacity for Local Community Participation in Biological Resource Mana{?ment Planning on Federal
Reserves: White-tailed Deer Issues in National Park Service Units in the Northeastern U.S.

Purpose of study:

The National Park Service (NPS) regularly addresses biological resource management issues that are of interest to the
public. While biological expertise is needed to understand and predict ecosystem responses to management actions, a
different type of expertise (i.e., human dimensions) is needed to understand and predict social responses to management
actions. In addition, implementation of recent NPS policy that emphasizes local community gartlcipation in planning can
be aided by human dimensions knowledge. Despite the apparent potential benefit of human dimensions knowledge
specific to park situations, little human dimensions inquiry and systematic a ghcatlon has occurred with respect to
biological resource management. This study is intended fo address this need by focusing on white-tailed deer issues in
northeastern NPS units. White-tailed deer have generated a number of ongoing public issues whose biological
dimensions have been studied extensively in NPg units throughout the northeastern U.S. My research will use inquiry
about deer issues in the northeast to examine the general research question: How can the NPS improve its ability to
anticipate and respond to human dimensions of biological resource management issues, such as those associated with
deer, that originate in local communities? As part of a larger dissertation project, this study will utilize qualitative
situation assessments and mail-back surveys of local community members to: (1) describe the differences in values for
which a park is managed and those of stakeholders with respect to deer issues, and (2) suggest how NPS staff might
utilize this understanding to design successful interactions with the public. My research will develop a framework and
methodology to help NPS managers meet new policy directives related to public participation and will improve NPS
ability to respond to other issues that, like deer, involve local communities in their emergence and evolution.

Locations authorized:

Activities will take place in communities surrounding (or encompassed within) the park, at local gathering spots (may be
both public and private establishments) or private households. On occasion, interviewees may be encountered inside the
park, and investigators will be required to pass through the park en route to interview sites. Only access points and trails
open to the public will be used.

Transportation method to research site(s):

Foot, rental car

Collection of the following specimens or materials, quantities, and any limitations on collecting:
n/a

Name of repository for specimens or sample materials if applicable:
n/a

Specific conditions or restrictions (also see attached conditions):

Permit:PRWI-2005-SCI-0014 - Page | of 2
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Please see attached park specific conditions.

Recommended by park staff(name and title):

M madar U Tf@t

Reviewed by Collections Manager:

. Yes No
p \YJ —
prr official: Date Approved:
y //«%ML 2 frefos
Title:
Superintendent

T Agree To All Conditions And Restrictions Of this Permit As Specified
(Not valid unless signed and dated by the principal investigator)

Hoisan Lo )15 fos

(Principal investir‘s signature) (Date)

THIS PERMIT AND ATTACHED CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS MUST BE CARRIED AT ALL TIMES
WHILE CONDUCTING RESEARCH ACTIVITIES IN THE DESIGNATED PARK(S)

Permit:PRWI-2005-SCI-0014 - Page 2 of 2
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