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First Annual Rendezvous 

January 7-9, 2007

Stanley Hotel

Estes Park, Colorado

“On top of the Mountain is the shaman’s retreat where the medicine people used to go.

It is a place for meditation.  From up there you can see everything.”

-- Charlie Cooke

January 7, 2007

Participants

30 individuals from government agencies, universities, local communities, and organizations that provide adaptive management, communications, and collaborative problem-solving services participated in the first annual CAMNet Rendezvous.  A list of participants is attached in Appendix A.
Tour of Rocky Mountain National Park

17 people participated in a field trip organized by Harold Bergman, Ruckelshaus Institute for Environment and Natural Resources (IENR), University of Wyoming, and led by Therese Johnson, Rocky Mountain National Park, on Sunday, January 7, 2007.  Ms. Johnson provided background information on the Park’s research and assessment of vegetation management challenges, the public scoping and input process, and the development of an Environmental Impact Statement regarding alternatives to addressing the vegetation and elk management issues.

Following a brief trip into the Park, the group returned to the Stanley Hotel to hear more about and discuss this case with Ms. Johnson.  Discussion and questions focused on the legal and political barriers to using hunting and/or wolves to reduce elk numbers to within the target range.
Reception

Rendezvous participants met and talked during an opening reception at the Stanley Hotel following the field visit to Rocky Mountain National Park.

January 8, 2007

Welcome and Introductions

John Ehrmann, Meridian Institute Senior Partner and Co-Director of CAMNet, welcomed participants to the first Annual CAMNet Rendezvous.  He reviewed the purpose of the Rendezvous and encouraged frank discussions about the issues facing those working to implement collaborative adaptive management (CAM) on the ground.  He described CAMNet as a network for people to come together to learn from each other and achieve mutual goals.  He also related how CAMNet was formed through a partnership which brought together Meridian Institute, with its experience in collaborative problem-solving, and Steve Light, an expert in adaptive management, and founder of the AM Practitioners Network.

Dr. Light, Adaptive Strategies, Inc. and Co-Director of CAMNet, thanked everyone for participating and acknowledged PBS&J for their support of this first Annual CAMNet Rendezvous. 

Dr. Ehrmann initiated a round of introductions, during which participants noted the following:

· National policy on or related to adaptive management will either support or constrain ecosystem restoration efforts.
· There is no “cookbook” for managing natural resources; instead, effective processes and principles can be applied to address the challenges practitioners face, and these need to be customized to meet the needs of each location and situation.
· Integration of science and policy is key to success.
· CAM provides an opportunity to stay accountable to each other and the natural resource.  Monitoring keeps people focused on the outcome.
· Finding a place for the voice of stakeholders is critical.
· Practitioners are struggling with how to move from project-level to system-level CAM.
· Legal and institutional barriers that prevent adaptive management from reaching its full potential need to be addressed.
Barbara Stinson, Meridian Institute, noted the mix of representation from ecosystem management and restoration efforts around the country, including Colorado, Florida Everglades, Missouri River Basin, Louisiana Coast, and New Mexico’s Rio Grande.

Jennifer Pratt Miles, Meridian Institute, recognized and thanked CAMNet’s Core Advisory Group.  This group is comprised of the leads of CAMNet’s six Committees and two at-large members, and provides guidance on CAMNet’s direction to the Co-Directors.  In addition, this group coordinates the execution of CAMNet activities through the Committees.  Core Advisory Group members include:

Harold Bergman, IENR
Jim Berkley, EPA
Don Boesch, U MD
Dave Case, DJ Case & Associates
John Ehrmann, Meridian Institute
Larry Fisher, US IECR
Herman Karl, MIT
Steve Light, Adaptive Strategies Inc.
Chuck Padera, PBS&J
Tom St. Clair, EPJV
Rich Whitley, BLM

Ms. Pratt Miles also thanked the Program Committee which helped to develop the agenda and sessions for the Rendezvous, including:
Harold Bergman, IENR
Jim Berkley, EPA
Lorraine Heisler, US FWS
Larry Fisher, US IECR
Tom St. Clair, EPJV
Rich Whitely, BLM
Opening Panel
John Ehrmann introduced the panelists, who spoke about key issues on the horizon for CAM practitioners, as well as challenges and opportunities for CAMNet that should be considered as Rendezvous participants develop strategies for successful implementation of CAM.
Mike Olson, US Fish and Wildlife Service
Mike Olson provided some background on the Missouri River Basin and then discussed the following challenges and opportunities for CAM in the Basin:

Opportunities for CAM

· 2300 miles of river to restore

· An “empty canvas” for AM

· Agreement that AM represents a way forward

· Funding for AM

· Stakeholder Committee being formed
Challenges for CAM

· Different ideas about what AM means (e.g. active vs. passive AM)
· How to integrate AM into existing systems and demonstrate that AM can support existing requirements

· Legal challenges (1944 Flood Control Act)

· One response to uncertainty is more engineering

· Stakeholders feel disenfranchised from the federal government
Harold Bergman, IENR, University of Wyoming
Harold Bergman shared his observations about the following challenges facing CAM, and opportunities to overcome these:

Challenges for CAM

· Lack of trust among the public in a variety of natural resource management settings (water management, energy development, recreation, etc.)

· Constraints posed by existing laws and policies (or interpretations of those) have sometimes led government agencies to leave out key principles of CAM.  This has resulted in problems that lead people to question the value of CAM.

· Misunderstanding of the meaning of CAM

Opportunities for CAM

· Clarify what CAM means and what the critical components are that cannot be overlooked

· Build back trust through training, education and use of best practices

· Develop curricula for universities, government, AM efforts and the public

· Acknowledge those examples that are not truly CAM and why

Chuck Padera, PBS&J

Chuck Padera discussed challenges and opportunities for CAM from the perspective of a company supporting efforts to implement CAM in the Florida Everglades and other regions of the country, and then explained that PBS&J participates in CAMNet because their clients are looking at AM as a tool to address the uncertainty they face in natural resource management.
Challenges for CAM

· Attempts to implement AM in spatially and temporally large ecosystem restoration efforts

· There is a spectrum of definitions of AM; however, it needs to be made clear that trial and error is not AM
· Agency and NGO fear of new and/or different processes

Opportunities for CAM

· Funding to create and implement AM plans and strategies

· Focus on principles and processes instead of definitions

· Help set CAM efforts up for success
Barbara Stinson, Meridian Institute
Barbara Stinson summarized some of the key points made by the other panelists by noting that successful implementation of CAM requires the following elements:
· Leadership

· Authority

· Understanding

· Trust

· Education

· Communication
Ms. Stinson also outlined three questions for the group to consider as they moved into discussion of case studies:
· How can incentives be created to successfully implement CAM?
· How can the critical mass of support for CAM be developed to move forward?

· How can we reduce the amount of time it takes to get agreement to apply a CAM approach?

Collaborative Adaptive Management and Water Management:  Opportunities and obstacles for updating water management policies to increase desired ecological responses and reduce costs

Barbara Stinson opened the session on CAM and water and proposed that the group hear the two case study presentations, discuss each, and then decide whether to break into smaller groups or remain in the full group to develop strategies for addressing questions regarding implementation of CAM posed by case study presenters.
Implementing Adaptive Management in the Florida Everglades - Lorraine Heisler and John Ogden

Ms. Stinson introduced Lorraine Heisler, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and John Ogden, South Florida Water Management District, who provided an overview of the Florida Everglades Water Conservation Area 3 Decompartmentalization and Sheetflow Enhancement (DECOMP) Project and the DECOMP Adaptive Management Plan.  The adaptive management plan for DECOMP includes two main components:  1) a phased approach to implementation, and 2) an active AM physical model (field test).  Details of the AM plan will be developed by the Project Delivery Team.  A powerpoint presentation depicting the project area and the proposed design for an active adaptive management physical model is attached.
Lorraine and John described the following challenges to implementing CAM in the Everglades and invited participants to share ideas for how to address them:

· National policy/legal issues – WRDA 2000 prohibits expenditures on DECOMP until another project, Modified Water Deliveries, is complete

· History of mistrust in the region, which results in suspicion that new ideas are intended to be detrimental to the interests of some group(s), and a fear of delay

· Differences between political and scientific timeframes (e.g. new scientific information may not be available as soon as policy makers would like to have it)

· Fear of knowledge/information

· Fear of irrelevance

· Fear of flexibility being used to the detriment of the natural resource
Discussion centered around the following topics:
· Pros and cons of different approaches to stakeholder involvement – having a small group develop initial ideas that are presented to a broader group for further development vs. beginning with a broad stakeholder group

· Interim goals - Involving NGOs in setting interim goals for a project as a way to address interests up front, resolve potential disagreements, and build trust

· Adaptive governance – what does this look like in practice, and how can it be developed to support CAM in the Everglades?
Challenges to Developing a Functional Adaptive Science Process for Great Rivers of the Upper Mississippi Basin – David Galat 

David Galat, U.S. Geological Survey, provided background information on the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers, and described the following three challenges to functional AM in these basins:
· Project vs. process mentality

· Institutional dysfunction

· My farm is not your laboratory
In closing, he posed the following questions to the group:
· How do we shift water management from project based activities to system level processes?

· How can large-scale AM processes have meaningful stakeholder participation without institutional dysfunction?

· How do we instill “effective science” and “effective use of science” as a foundation of adaptive decision making?

Details can be found in the attached powerpoint presentation.

Discussion in the full group touched on the following:
· Incorporating actions/processes to mitigate stakeholder losses can help a project move forward – Participants from the region assessed that mitigation for farmers was probably not sufficiently addressed because the focus was on endangered species.  This highlights the benefits of developing projects in the context of ecosystem sustainability, rather than focusing solely on one issue.  In addition, this discussion raised the need to explore if laws and policies actually constrain AM actions, or if unnecessarily narrow interpretations of those laws/policies is the real constraint.
· The comparison of variables related to success provided in David Galat’s slide show is very helpful

· Stakeholder involvement – collaborative problem-solvers need to “push the envelope” in terms of considering different options for stakeholder engagement and creatively designing processes to meet the unique needs of different regions, AM efforts, etc.
· Stakeholder involvement – need to invite and involve local government

· Institutional change – how to revamp institutions and re-organize existing processes to support CAM?  The Governor’s Commission for a Sustainable South Florida brought stakeholders into the process from the beginning, featured strong leadership, and aimed for consensus, and is considered a model of effective collaboration

· Is a Congressional mandate essential for large-scale ecosystem restoration?

Collaborative Adaptive Management and Land Management in the West:  Capacity building for more effective science-based, citizen-engaged land management decision making

Jennifer Pratt Miles introduced Rich Whitley, Bureau of Land Management and Issue Lead for the panel on western lands and adaptive management.  Mr. Whitley initiated the session by observing that successful examples of CAM in the West share the following characteristics:  small scale, engaged community, use of monitoring.  He then introduced panelists Laura VanRiper of the National Riparian Service Team and Jeff Comstock and T. Wright Dickinson from the Northwest Colorado Stewardship project.
Laura VanRiper, National Riparian Service Team (NRST)
Ms. VanRiper explained that the NRST, formed in 1996 as a partnership between the USDA Forest Services, Bureau of Land Management, and National Resource Conservation Development Service, does not implement CAM directly, but works with people to build the capacity to do CAM.
She outlined the following factors for success, based on the NRST experience working with community-based groups implementing small scale riparian restoration:

· Service trips tailored to the specific social and research conditions of the project

· Interviews with stakeholders

· Joint fact-finding

· Monitoring

Ms. VanRiper shared the following barriers to CAM:

· Sometimes people are uncomfortable with the flexibility required by CAM.  Assurances and trust are needed to make this aspect of CAM work.

· Lack of interdisciplinary communication and coordination sometimes results in the wrong objectives being identified for a project

· Insufficient monitoring and lack of strategically designed monitoring

She then described an example of how these factors and barriers converged in one case and how the group recognized that the original project objectives would not have addressed the underlying causes of riparian degradation because they were based on mistaken assumptions.  

Laura posed the following question to the group:

· How to bridge scale issues (e.g. how to nest local solutions up socially, ecologically, and institutionally)? 
Jeff Comstock and T. Wright Dickinson, Northwest Colorado Stewardship (NWCOS)
Jeff Comstock, Natural Resources Director, Moffat County, Colorado, and T. Wright Dickinson, Vermillion Ranch Limited Partnership, presented a summary of the NWCOS project, which involved the re-writing of a Resource Management Plan for 3 million acres of BLM land in Moffat County.  They also provided demographics and economic information about the project area.  
Mr. Comstock and Mr. Dickinson recommended that CAMNet provide a list of people who understand CAM and can be consulted by community groups, and posed the following questions to the group:

· How can CAMNet empower agencies to support CAM?

· How to deal with participants in collaborative process that promote conflict instead of solving problems?

· How to get people to the table who have the authority to commit to a collaboratively developed agreement? 
Work Groups

Rendezvous participants were divided into two groups and asked to complete two tasks:

1) provide advice to case study presenters by responding to the questions posed by presenters, and 
2) articulate lessons learned that can be generalized and applied in many circumstances where CAM is applied
Questions Posed by Case Study Presenters

Meridian facilitators consolidated the issues and challenges raised by the case study presenters in the following six questions for consideration by the work groups:
· How to change institutions to support CAM?
· How to effectively incorporate independent scientific review into CAM projects/programs?
· How to manage collaborative process to build trust and agreement?
· How to create both project- and system-level AM processes that operate together effectively?
· How to instill “effective science” and “effective use of science” as foundations of AM decision-making?
· Is a Congressional authorization essential for large-scale ecosystem restoration?  If not, what elements are needed to implement large-scale ecosystem restoration without such an authorization?
January 9, 2007

Work Group Reports

John Ehrmann welcomed participants back and invited representatives from each of the Work Groups to present the highlights from the previous day’s small group discussions.  Reports from the two work groups can be found in Appendix B.

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Handbook and Department of Interior (DOI) Guidebook on AM and NEPA
Larry Fisher, U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution, and Rich Whitley, BLM, described the history behind two documents on AM currently under development by CEQ and DOI, and offered some comments on what tools are still needed by practitioners.
Rich Whitley described DOI’s frustration with how planning process has become so challenging as the genesis of their Guidebook.  He explained how in their exploration of how to improve NEPA, DOI focused on collaboration and AM as possible tools, and noted that different agencies have different ideas about what collaboration and AM mean.  He characterized the DOI guidebook as a good informational document with good information about CAM, but stated that a guidebook for people trying to implement CAM on the ground is still needed.  BLM is planning to develop such a guidebook.
Larry Fisher reviewed how the CEQ Handbook was developed by multiple agencies.  He noted that this document contains case studies, but that most of them do not truly exhibit CAM.  He proposed that tools, guidelines for implementing CAM, and CAM resources are still needed, as is guidance on how to integrate AM with ESA and NEPA.  Dr. Fisher also noted that these two documents provide an opportunity to bring together practitioners who do CAM on the ground to further develop the tools needed by practitioners.  
Discussion
Rendezvous participants offered the following comments:

· Case studies in the CEQ document appear to be contingency planning rather than AM, and attempts to avoid NEPA requirements.  
· The BLM guidebook for practitioners will not outline a “one-size-fits-all recipe” for CAM.  Rather, it will document guidance that helps people get started, and describe how AM could be addressed in each of the 9 steps in BLM’s  planning process.  Most of BLM plans will probably have some aspects are adaptive and some that are more prescriptive (e.g. re: ESA)

· AM is not a way to try to circumvent environmental requirements.  
· In order to get institutions to adopt AM approaches, we must provide evidence of how it works.
· The CEQ document would be improved by adding guidance on how to incorporate AM into a NEPA document.  Specifically, the Handbook should address how to include the AM process in an EIS in order to get additional information.  CEQ needs to lay out how the public will be involved explicitly in the AM process, including how the public will be involved at points through the process to reach a Record of Decision.
· A definition of AM should show the spectrum/range of what AM can look like.  It should include what to aim for as well as principles and practices.  Perhaps a variation on the figure showing the range of stakeholder involvement from participation to collaboration could help demonstrate the range of adaptive approaches.
· Next Steps:  CAMNet members should communicate comments about these documents to the DOI Secretary.  CAMNet Co-Directors or the Policy Committee could draft a letter indicating the strengths of the two documents and what can be done to build upon these efforts.

Closing Plenary Discussion

During the final plenary session John Ehrmann reviewed the strategies and take away messages developed over the course of the Rendezvous.  These are documented in Appendix C.

Dr. Ehrmann asked participants to share one thing they will do as a result of this experience or new ideas generated by discussions at the Rendezvous.  Individuals had these thoughts to share:

· Excited about curriculum development and the opportunity for agencies to develop a new approach to problem-solving.  

· A list of professionals who can help implement CAM is needed.

· CAMNet should reach out to mediators and planners who assist groups who want to implement CAM approaches.  One opportunity would be to conduct a CAM training/panel at May 2008 IECR Conference.

· CAMNet should offer comments on the DOI and CEQ documents.

· Place-based training & implementation of CAM will reach more people than annual meetings like the Rendezvous.

· At the next Rendezvous, identify a small number of challenges and focus the time on solving those problems.

· Balance discussion between collaboration and adaptive management.  

· Will work to develop internal networks of people knowledgable about/interested in CAM within agencies

· Hope to come back next year with a report on progress we have made in AM.

· Document positive examples of CAM and CAM accomplishments.  Send these up the line to supervisors to encourage people and groups who are on the right track.

In closing, Dr. Ehrmann thanked the participants for traveling to Colorado and for taking the time to share their experiences to support successful implementation of CAM.  He committed on behalf of CAMNet to help sustain the momentum developed at the Rendezvous, and to keep participants updated on future developments and CAMNet activities.

Appendix A

Participant List

Harold Bergman
Professor and Director
University of Wyoming
Ruckelshaus Institute of Environment and Natural Resources
Dept. 3971, 1000 E. University Avenue
PO Box 3971
Laramie, WY 82071
phone number: 307-766-5150 

fax number:  307-766-5099
e-mail:  bergman@uwyo.edu
Jim Berkley
Missouri River Basin Coordinator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
EPR-EP
999 18th Street
Denver, CO 80202
phone number: 303-312-7102 

e-mail:  berkley.jim@epamail.epa.gov
Erik Brown
Professor

University of Minnesota
Large Lakes Observatory & Department of Geological Sciences
2205 East 5th Street
Duluth, MN 55812
phone number: 218-726-8891 

fax number:  218-726-6979
e-mail:  etbrown@d.umn.edu
Jeff Comstock
Natural Resources Director
Moffat County
221 W. Victory Way, Suite 130
Craig, CO 81625
phone number: 970-826-3400 

e-mail:  jcomstock@moffatcounty.net
Gina Dello Russo
Ecologist
Bosque del Apache NWR
PO Box 1246
Socorro, NM 87801
phone number: 505-835-1828 

fax number:  505-835-0314
e-mail:  Gina_DelloRusso@fws.gov
T. Wright Dickinson
Vermillion Ranch Limited Partnership

14883 MCRD 10N

Maybell, CO  81640

phone:  970-365-3677

e-mail:  twrightdickinson@vermillionranchlp.com
Larry Fisher
Senior Program Manager
U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution
Public Lands and Natural Resources Management
130 South Scott Avenue
Tucson, AZ 85701
phone number: 520-901-8544 

fax number:  520-901-8535
e-mail:  fisher@ecr.gov
Craig Fleming
Fish Biologist
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
PO Box 710
Yankton, SD 57078
phone number: 402-667-2880 

e-mail:  craig.a.fleming@usace.army.mil
David Galat
U.S. Geological Survey
University of Missouri
302 ABNR Building

Columbia, MO 65211
phone number: 573-882-9426 

fax number:  573-884-5070
e-mail:  galatd@missouri.edu
Lorraine Heisler
Supervisory Fish and Wildlife Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1339 20th Street
Vero Beach, FL 32960
phone number: 772-562-3909 x264
fax number:  772-562-4288
e-mail:  Lorraine_heisler@fws.gov
William Hinsley

Project Director, Associate Vice President
PBS&J
3260 47th Avenue SW

Seattle, WA  98116

phone number:  206-935-2234

e-mail:  wehinsley@pbsj.com
Brad Karkkainen

Professor
University of Minnesota Law School

229 19th Avenue South

Minneapolis, MN  55455
phone number: 612-624-5294

e-mail:  bradk@umn.edu
Herman Karl
U.S. Geological Survey
MIT - Department of Urban Studies and Planning
77 Massachusetts Avenue  9-330
Cambridge, MA 02139
phone number: 617-324-0262 

fax number:  617-253-7402
e-mail:  hkarl@mit.edu
Jane Ledwin
Fish & Wildlife Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Missouri Ecological Services Office
101 Park DeVille Drive
Columbia, MO 65203
phone number: 573-234-2132  x109
fax number:  573-234-2181
e-mail:  jane_ledwin@fws.gov
Chris Miller

Program Manager
PBS&J

6504 Bridge Point Parkway, Suite 200

Austin, TX  78730

phone:  512-342-3377

fax:  512-327-2453
e-mail:  lcmiller@pbsj.com
John Ogden
Chief Environmental Scientist, RECOVER
South Florida Water Management District
3301 Gun Club Road
PO Box 24680, MS 7620
West Palm Beach, FL 

phone number: 561-906-9277 

fax number:  561-682-5772
e-mail:  jogden@sfwmd.gov
Mike Olson
Missouri River Coordinator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
3425 Miriam Avenue
Bismarck, ND 58501
phone number: 701-250-4402 

fax number:  701-355-8513
e-mail:  Michael_Olson@fws.gov
Charles A. Padera
Vice President, National Sciences
PBS&J
Everglades Division Director
701 San Marco Blvd
Suite 1201
Jacksonville, FL 32207
Office - 904-232-1453
Mobile - 904-501-0930
Jennifer Parody
Middle Rio Grande ESA Coordinator
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2105 Osuna NE
Albuquerque, NM 87113
phone number: 505-761-4710 

fax number:  505-346-2542
e-mail:  jennifer_parody@fws.gov
Tahnee Robertson
Director, Resources for Environment and Community
10486 E. Sixto Molina
Tucson, AZ 85747
phone number: 520-444-6105 

e-mail:  tmr5@cox.net
Tom St. Clair
Senior Project Manager
PBS&J
701 San Marcos Boulevard, Suite 1201
Jacksonville, FL 32207
phone number: 904-232-1774 

fax number:  904-232-1056
e-mail:  thomas.St.Clair@epjv.net
Greg Steyer

Wetlands Ecologist
U.S. Geological Survey
National Wetlands Research Center
PO Box 25098
Baton Rouge, LA 70894
phone number: 225-578-7201 

fax number:  225-578-7927
e-mail:  gsteyer@usgs.gov
Laura Van Riper
Social Scientist
National Riparian Service Team
3050 NE Third Street
Prineville, OR 87754
phone number: 541-416-6702 

fax number:  541-416-6798
e-mail:  Laura_Van_Riper@or.blm.gov
Richard Whitley

Executive Liaison for Citizen Stewardship & Adaptive Management
Bureau of Land Management
PO Box 27115
1475 Rodeo Road
Santa Fe, NM 87505
phone number: 541-618-2305 

fax:  541-618-2400

e-mail:  Richard_Whitley@blm.gov
Dan Witter
Market Research Director
D.J. Case and Associates
1160 Branch Road
Holts Summit, MO 65043
phone number: 573-896-2514 

fax number:  573-896-2514
e-mail:  Dan@DJCase.com
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John Ehrmann
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Senior Partner
Meridian Institute
PO Box 1829
Dillon, CO 80435
phone number: 970-513-8340 x207
fax number:  970-513-8348
e-mail:  jehrmann@merid.org
Steve Light

CAMNet Co-Director
Collaborative Adaptive Management Network
1657 Atlantic Street
Saint Paul, MN 55106
phone number: 651-208-7001 

e-mail:  LightSS@umn.edu
Barbara Stinson

CAMNet Co-Director
Senior Partner
Meridian Institute
PO Box 1829
Dillon, CO 80435
phone number: 970-513-8340 x203
fax number:  970-413-8348
e-mail:  bstinson@merid.org
Jennifer Pratt Miles
Mediator
Meridian Institute
PO Box 1829
Dillon, CO 80435
phone number: 970-513-8340 x213
fax number:  970-513-8348
e-mail:  jprattmiles@merid.org
Holly Dobson

Project Coordinator

Meridian Institute
PO Box 1829
Dillon, CO 80435
phone number: 970-513-8340 x204
fax number:  970-513-8348
e-mail:  hdobson@merid.org
Appendix B

Work Group Reports

Work Group Report – Library Room Group
Actions/Strategies to Support Successful Implementation of CAM

WHAT CAM PRACTITIONERS CAN DO

· Involve stakeholders from the start, for example in plan development

WHAT MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC/COMMUNITY MEMBERS CAN DO

· Demand CAM approaches from agencies/Congress

· Focus on ecosystem function instead of positions

· Push for funding for monitoring

· Communicate to agency leaders when agency staff help implement CAM

WHAT AGENCIES CAN DO

· Involve stakeholders from the start, for example in plan development

· Create mentoring systems to spread/exchange CAM knowledge and experience

· Update planning processes to accommodate CAM
· Create systems to hold staff accountable for using CAM approaches

· Recruit staff with knowledge of interdisciplinary and CAM approaches

WHAT UNIVERSITIES CAN DO

· Develop and deliver CAM curricula
WHAT CAMNet CAN DO

· Create mentoring systems to spread/exchange CAM knowledge and experience

· Provide information/education about CAM to agencies, community members, etc.
· Develop a framework/criteria for the sequencing of CAM activities

· Clarify and communicate the meaning of CAM; use the principles and characteristics of successful CAM that have been documented
· Develop a 1-page checklist to help determine if CAM is being used:  “If you are doing x number of the following, you are doing CAM/AM”

· Create a checklist for when CAM is and is not appropriate
· Showcase CAM successes

· Describe how CAM will help achieve results that existing processes cannot

· Make CAM message relevant to different audiences by 
· Providing information about CAM in relation to various contexts, policies, etc. (e.g. the 2005 Forest Planning Act)
· Using terms familiar to the target audiende to describe CAM

· Continue the forum for ongoing peer-to-peer learning and support

· Provide a list of CAM practitioners who can be contacted for information

· Provide place- based training in CAM

· Promote the need for interdisciplinary and CAM studies at universities

· Meet with agency heads to promote accountability for using CAM approaches

HOW TO CREATE BOTH PROJECT AND SYSTEM LEVEL AM PROCESSES THAT OPERATE TOGETHER EFFECTIVELY?

· This is an important question for CAM practitioners but we do not have a good answer yet

IS CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATION ESSENTIAL FOR LARGE-SCALE ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION?
· No, but it does expedite the process.
Work Group Report – Manor Room Group
1. How to change institutions to support CAM?

Key points:

(1) We can’t simply pound on institutions to support CAM.  And indeed, we should be savvy enough to know that leadership that might influence CAM might emerge from the top, the middle, and the bottom, so acceptance of CAM really should occur not only at administrative levels, but also at operational levels that might have the opportunity to influence adaptive management approaches for good—or sandbag CAM for bad.  Thus, there’s importance to give importance to CAM or workshops for all levels of decision-making or budget-authority within organizations.

(2) The group observed that the rationale for CAM might be as profound as (as relates to Missouri River flow regime) global climate change. 

(3) Acceptance by institutions may be as “on-the-surface” (seems superficial, but is realistically and practically important) making an administration look good through management that could be characterized as “win-win,” yet providing ecological benefits and success stories that administration’s could claim as theirs.  (Too, remember that prime directive of mid-level managers is to maintain their budget, staffing, and program AS IS—not take risks—so “looking good” has appeal for them as well.)

Acceptance of CAM might come through pilot projects (case studies) that show success and application (useful not only for administrations/institutions, but for student projects as well).

At this point, a question arose: what, indeed, is IT that distinguishes CAM, as a problem-solving model, from any of the other management models that might be has traction or recognition (one might say “selling” CAM, but that has a coercive tinge—better sense is “marketing” CAM (finding out what folks value, then responding with products and services).  So in marketing CAM, what is it—the essence—that distinguishes CAM from any number of other problem-solving models (each of which has its own literature).

· “Community Conservation” (as in Fisheries projects in developing nations—books have been written about involving local citizenries in resource allocation/economic development decisions)

· Cooperative Conservation

· Informed Consent (Bleiker model)

· Shared Conservation Governance

· Participatory Democracy (vis a vis representative democracy)

· Coordinated Resource Management 

· Enlightened Self-Interest (as economists would define)

· Peace Corps community projects

· Conservation Action Planning (Ephramson Process:  TNC)

· Others?

Why do we seem to take quick exception (“that’s not CAM”) to management models that feature:

· Trial & error

· Public involvement

· Exemplary public service

· Human dimensions

· Scientific method

So, what is “IT” (as in the commercials—what is IT?) that clearly, unequivocally, and thoroughly distinguishes CAM?

If we can’t define “IT,” institutions/managers may quickly grow:


(1) skeptical (and suspicious), because we can’t succinctly summarize the essence/overarching benefit of the CAM problem-solving model; or

(2) offended, as if only a “priest/priestess” class can intuit the benefits.

QUESTION: What is the single, most powerful, persuasive factor that distinguishes/characterizes CAM from other problem-solving models?

Or, “what are the (# of “ITS”) criteria/characteristics that distinguish CAM, and why is it that these factors can be better addressed in by CAM than the decision-making model we used before?”

An hour-long explanation may be appropriate (or may be absolutely necessary)—but is there a shorter “apology” for CAM.  (Use music/trombone imagery—stand up play the trombone—that’s what I can bring to the orchestra—hear the benefits?  “Great, now how do we do that?”  That takes training.  

Possible “ITS”:

· Fosters willingness to work through conflict in the face of high levels of uncertainty (or better, avoid conflict in the first place)

· Increase the likelihood of making the hard decisions the right decisions

· Make it less likely to make wrong decisions

· Possesses strength by reconciling multiple uses.

· Best “insurance” that the hard decisions made are less likely to be the “wrong” decisions.

· More cost-effective

· Improve likelihood of success over other approaches

· Efficient

· Expeditious

· Reduce conflict during your watch

· Enable you to achieve multiple use objectives

One possible benefit was “keeping everyone whole”—certainly an appealing outcome, but likely overly optimistic, or unrealistic.

A clarion statement may be: “Scientific inquiry to address uncertainties married with sound collaborative process/es to improve chances of successful project implementation.”

Observation was that institutional resistance to change comes from need to address human needs and incentives.  This observation was accompanied by observation that we need additional social science input at the regional and local level to inform CAM (or all decision-making models).  In fact, it was observed that, in some instances, “there is no information on socio-economic” issues.

CAM process:

Find “leaders” (vs. authority figures) in institutions that will champion CAM.

Provide CAM leaders in institutions support—(1) a safe haven to refresh, reflect, retool, from tension of process.  Too, consider succession planning to backfill with CAM advocates when other leaders leave.

Folks within agencies need to talk to one another—and develop resource-sharing tools (web resources)—that reveal the array of projects going on within agencies—folks in individual shops don’t know what others in their shops are doing.

Need to execute projects on the ground—well-reported cases at multiple levels (scales)—so projects have to be knit together and characteristics (ITS) knitted together.

Encourage leaders to use CAM judiciously; projects should be evaluated as to whether it’s the appropriate tool. 

Appendix C
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Practices for Successful Implementation of CAM

The following practices were identified by CAM practitioners at the January 2007 CAMNet Rendezvous.

INTRODUCING CAM 
· Recognize that all organizations, entities, individuals have interests

· Apply good principles & practices of collaboration in the introduction of the CAM process

· Develop a deliberative strategy for how to introduce CAM
· Be mindful of fitting into the existing context

· Avoid “snake oil” sales approach – do not present CAM as a panacea

· Understand needs first, then discuss if CAM approach might be appropriate (needs might be limited to support for collaboration, or for the science/AM side)

· Look for leaders and understand where authority lies.  Sometimes leadership and authority are the same, sometimes they are different.  Think about how to get people to the table who have authority to make decisions. 

DEMONSTRATION and DEFINITION of CAM
· Show examples of CAM “at work” (Success can be hard to define in long term processes that are adapting.  Consider if CAM is being compared to the ideal outcome or the likely outcome in a traditional process.)
· Document best practices

· Identify resources – for collaboration and AM (integrated)

· Don’t get into the weeds regarding definitions; instead characterize/describe the principles, parameters, appropriate applications. (Pull together what has already been developed by CAMNet members.)

PRACTICE of CAM
· Identify and nuture leaders.
· Resist the temptation to NOT reach out (all groups, be inclusive).
· Meet with people to provide them an early and meaningful opportunity to be involved.
· Develop a joint understanding of AM.  It is important to establish respect and trust at the outset.  Establish expectations up front for what AM will achieve.  Conflict happens when expectations are violated.

· Communicate clearly that agencies do not abdicate decision-making authority.  Be clear on decision-making boundaries.  Agencies need to be open, transparent, straight-forward about the boundaries, funding, etc.

· Explore ways to create incentives to participate (providing food, leaders telling stakeholders if they come up with a solution, the agency will implement it)

· Invite participants to ask questions up front; Define the problem jointly

· Help people (especially those who think they have power) understand more broadly what potential costs and benefits are to them through time, space, other dimensions.  At the same time, if people have the power to do what they need to do without collaboration, maybe collaboration is not appropriate

· Design a framework and strategies for integrating science and policy and stakeholders

· Luoma model suggests a science advisory panel to advise stakeholder group

· Involve stakeholders and parties in formulating questions that science needs to answer

· Think through design carefully with respect to scale (scale of the problem and of the strategy)
· Process does not necessarily have to be at the same scale as the problem
· Explore disaggregation of collaborative design
· Interest group/specific
· Conduct joint-fact finding
· get people on the ground early
· Stay the course/follow through!  (when agencies revert to old ways of doing business trust is lost)

LEARNING

· Opportunity for training of new leaders (retirements, etc.)
· Systematic distillation of lessons learned
· Best practices and guidance/manuals
CAMNet OPPORTUNITIES
· Get out in the field

· Training - develop and deliver training materials 
· Tools -  describe sequencing of CAM implementation through:
· Checklists

· Cast studies

· Convene forums (like the Rendezvous) for peer learning and support

· Provide or refer to lists of practitioners

· Ask IECR to describe CAM/AM as an area of practice

· Facilitate workshops on federal policy issues (NEPA, etc.)
· Respond to DOI/CEQ documents
· Intervene/communicate at senior levels
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