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ABSTRACT UNIFYING OBJECTIVES PRELIMINARY INSIGHTS
Collaborative management techniques are emerging to address complex Objectives: Guided by existing institutions, the convening agencies sighed a  [Institutional Arena: Agency requirements are the most rigid institutions at
socio-ecological problems that cut across boundaries. One such approach Memorandum of Understanding to solidify commitment and outline four play in the early stages. Also, individuals with decision-making authority
is adaptive co-management which emphasizes learning-by-doing and broad objectives prior to non-state stakeholder engagement: are in meetings, not just supporting the collaborative. This allows the
broad stakeholder participation. This paper presents an institutional - most flexibility in decision-making and cuts down on transaction costs of
. . . . iectives .

analysis of an emerging co-management case in Arizona. Three JeC :

y . SinS . S Protect native fishes and their habitats, including designated critical habitat for the Gila gettmg approval
government agencies and multiple non-government stakeholders agreed 1 chub, an endangered native fish species.
t(l)l dte VelOtp a7808(;gmated I‘eSOtLrl:‘Ci g;]anag.emsetnt(prl]alt dfOI’ .tV;/O grz;zmg Manage native grassland and scrubland communities which are the essential habitats for » Resources: Temporal resources appear to be the most important resource

. 3 P N ’ - - - o - synthesis, stakeholder inclusion, and co-planning. Those with more time
stakeholder engagement and goal settmg) in order to analyze how Conserve terrestrial and emergent riparian habitat communities which serve as the . )
O ctitutional rigidit ovx;er ~nd learning influence the brocess ,  foundation for numerous species of wildlife such as Neotropical Migratory Birds. have greatest influence on development of collaborative process, such as
Coopgration liarmylggp and,power play iﬁ\portant roles II:I)’I any téam Maintain the tradition of ranching and livestock grazi historically admired deciding level of stakeholder involvement. Expertise and financial

, , aintain the tradition of ranching and livestock grazing as a historically admire . : . .

. . : . . S . . resources become more important in the later phases (ex. monitoring).

setting. These insights may be applied to other collaborations working to 4 Utiization of these lands and a contributor to local economies. P P ( S)

address multifaceted problems n SOC]al-eCOloglcal SyStemS ’ Note: These allotments are also home to rich cultural resources and outdoor recreation

activities that will be considered when selecting preliminary projects to implement.

sharing and learning are more evenly distributed between all parties
THE CASE AND INSTITUTIONAL ARENA , , , (Webster, 1995). This has not yet happened. Conflict resolution is also
Though non-agency stakeholders did not have a say in drafting these, the

. e S important to keep momentum moving forward in early stages.

In June 2011 three government agencies and two NGOs formed a new objectives are broad which allows flexibility and stakeholder participation P P S y stas
configuration to co-manage a small area of land. at the project-level.
Core Team:

» Facilitation: If the facilitator controls information flow, knowledge-

* Mechanism for Adaptive Learning: The core convening group must build in

_ mechanisms to capture and loop new information back into the process,
o I ommaore | =0 35 POWER AND LEARNING DEFINITIONS though best practices for executing this have not been identified in the
Organization/Agency Type e - , | o literature. This is an area of uncertainty expressed by multiple core
| : Knowledge and power-sharing dynamics unfold between actors in this
AZ Game and Fish Dept State Agency e : . stakeholders.
L T predefined decision space.
Bureau of Land Mgmt Federal Agency \iN . . . . .
I . ,  Institutionalize Collaboration: In order to structure adaptive management
The Nature Conservancy  Conservation NGO (/ {_ Power: Imbalances stem from unequal access to resources such as time, during implementation stage, collaboration will need to be
aouthwest Decision i { - ;%c(:)fg)n(xogyilmogeg, 1Ef§6r(1)18at1|_(|)n (Wc;rg)cic())llecrl](. a;q \ﬁ\ffee zogo, Vﬁ@dell institutionalized by incorporating increased resource needs (time, staff,
SSOHTEES aeTation M‘L’ﬂ—*— P nsett an js N euer v )kw lg S"r: uen2c0e1’1c gaDl ]htly 1t§57 monitoring) into agency job descriptions and annual reviews, creating a
US Forest Service Federal Agency J?/ orce someone to do what you want (York and >choon via Ua )- coordinator position or independent NGO to facilitate the process,
e mechanizing learning and information synthesis, and establishing a stable
Goal: Develop a coordinated resource management plan (CRMP) for Learning: In ACM, learning takes places when strategies are assessed and funding base that is resilient to political shifts in government policy.
managing two allotments totaling 70,000 acres in the Agua Fria National adjusted based on new evidence (Folke et al., 2002). This may occur
Monument: Copper Creek (USFS) and Horseshoe (BLM), using adaptive when actors connect information between social and environmental NEXT STEPS
management and broad stakeholder participation. systems, synthesize diverse knowledge, and reflexively evaluate activities . . .
(Plummer and Fitzgibbon, 2007). This is done via intentional mechanisms 1. Complete interviews with non-agency stakeholders
o L. . . N . to capture and utilize diverse knowledge and new evidence (Armitage, 2. Code data - MAXQDA
Institutional Arena: Existing requirements define the institutional arena in .
. 2007). 3. Report for agencies and The Nature Conservancy
which the CRMP process can develop. . o .
4. Journal article - publication TBD (suggestions welcome)

Agency Side Board (Institution or Rule) Specific Requirements
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