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COLLABORATIVE GOVERNANCE 
CASE DATABASE 

Purpose of database 
This database provides a collective repository for collaborative governance case studies from around 
the world. The mission of the repository is to foster rich but systematic medium and large-N analysis of 
the conditions, processes, and outcomes of collaborative governance. Researchers who contribute a case 
to the database may use the entire dataset for their own research purposes. Moreover, contributed cases 
will be cited by other researchers in their analyses.  

Key definitions and scope conditions 

• All types of collaborative governance cases from all policy domains are welcome: Cases may involve
only government entities, only non-government entities, or a mix of the two. Cases may represent
successes or failures or something in between.

• Definition of collaboration: When two or more actors aim to constructively manage their differences in
order to produce joint solutions to common challenges.

• Definition of governance: The arrangements and processes through which interdependent but
operationally autonomous actors aim to formulate and achieve common goals through collective
decision making.

• Definition of collaborative governance: A collective decision-making process based on more or less
institutionalized interactions between two or more actors that aims to establish common ground for joint
problem solving and value creation.

• Definition of a case: A set of actors collaborating on a shared issue over a specified time period within a
given geographical space. The database allows contributors to chart the evolution of a collaboration over
time. However, if the set of actors, the focal issue, or the geographical scope change drastically, the data
may also be entered as separate but related cases.

Instructions to contributors 
The survey consists of eight thematic sections, each starting with a series of closed questions and ending 
with an open text question that allows you to add your qualitative insights. Please provide as much information 
as you feel confident in providing on the basis of your knowledge of the case.. You can select ‘Don’t Know’ if 
you do not have the answer. A confidence measure at the end of each section asks you to make a self-
assessment of your level of confidence in the validity and reliability of the data you have entered. The survey 
takes about four hours to complete one case. 

Before your survey is accepted into the database, a peer researcher will review your case description to make 
sure it is clear and consistent. You will also be asked to check at least one case submitted by a fellow 
contributor. Please contact the database editors at s.c.douglas@uu.nl to discuss any queries you may have 
about the database and about potential case contributions.  
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1. General case information

1. Please provide a unique name for the case you are describing.

2. Please provide your name, institutional affiliation, and email address.
Case author(s)

Institution / University
Email address first author

3. Please specify the start and termination date of this collaboration.
Start of collaboration End of collaboration 

4. Please specify the period of the collaboration covered by your research data. Note: This is not
about when you collected the data, but what period your data covers.
Start of period observed End of period observed

5. Please specify the type of data collection methods you used.
Methods Used
Documents 
Interviews 
Observations Social 
network data 
Surveys 

Other, namely:  

6. Please provide up to three weblinks to published reports, articles, or books that document this
case (e.g. a peer-reviewed article or an evaluation report).

7. At which jurisdictional level did the collaboration occur? Choose more than one if necessary.
Level of collaboration Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period 

observed 

Local 
Regional 
National 
International (across borders) 
Supranational (UN, EU, etc.) 
Multi-level (collaboration between levels) 

8. In which country or region was the case situated? Pick more than one if necessary
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2. Main case characteristics

9. What was the policy domain of the case? Choose more than one if required.

□Agriculture

□Culture/Leisure

□Economy & Trade

□Education

□Environment & Climate

□Infrastructure & Planning

□Public Health

□Security & Public Safety

□Social/Employment Policy

□Technology & Transport

□ Other, namely …………. 

10. To what extent was the collaboration driven by any of the following ambitions? (1 = not at all an
ambition, 5 = this was the core ambition)

Ambitions of collaboration Start of period 
observed 

Middle of period 
observed 

End of period 
observed 

Don’t 
know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Develop a plan or policy for a shared 
problem or societal issue 

Develop a regulatory framework for a 
policy domain or industry 

Create innovative solutions in existing 
policies, programs, practices  

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or 
boosting benefits 

Increase effectiveness by increasing 
impact of interventions  

Increase legitimacy and support among 
different constituents 

Organize crisis and emergency 
planning, response and/or recovery 

Create holding environment to contain 
conflict among stakeholders  

Other, namely: 

11. To what extent did the collaboration aim to include any of the following forms of collaborative
governance? (1 = not at all an aim, 5 = this was the core aim)

Purpose of collaboration Start of period 
observed 

Middle of period 
observed 

End of period 
observed 

Don’t 
know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Co-initiation: Jointly identify required 
policies, services, or regulation 

Co-develop: Jointly create and arrange 
policies, services, or regulation 

Co-production: Implement policies, 
deliver services, or provide regulation 

Co-assessment: Jointly monitor and 
evaluate impact of policies, services, or 
regulation 
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12. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

13. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) societal challenges and organizational issues the
collaboration sought to address, (b) the stated ambitions and desired outputs and outcomes, (c)
how these challenges, issues and ambitions evolved during the period observed.
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3. Starting conditions

14. To what extent did the configuration of actors that made up the core of the collaborative process
have a pre-history of mutual engagement? (1 = Very little history, 5 = Very extensive history)

Score Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. To what extent was there trust between core participants at the start of the collaboration? (1 =
Very low trust 5 = Very high trust)

Score Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. How was the collaboration first initiated? Please select one option.

17. To what extent did the participants have more or less equal levels of resources, (e.g. knowledge,
influence, skills) to bring to the collaborative process? (1 = Highly unequal, 5 = Highly equal)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

18. To what extent were there incentives to collaborate for the participants, e.g. financial gain or
increased influence? (1 = Very little incentives, 5 = Very strong incentives)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

19. To what extent did the participants feel mutually dependent on each other for fulfilling their
ambitions? (1 = Very low sense of interdependence, 5 = Very high sense of interdependence)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

20. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
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21. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) the prehistory and past interactions of participants, (b) 
how the collaboration was initiated, (c) the sense of interdependence between participants and 
the incentives to collaborate, (d) any significant changes over time in the period observed. 
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4. Institutional design 

22. How many (institutional/group) actors were involved in the collaborative process? 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

    

 
23. What different types of actors took part in the collaboration. Please select the backgrounds of 

the different participants. 
Background of participants Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

Political organizations / politicians     
Public organizations / civil servants     
Private, for-profit organizations     
Private, non-profit organizations     
Citizens / informal citizen groups     
 
24. To what extent were the procedural ground rules for the collaboration clearly explicated by and 

for the participants? (1 = Very little articulation of ground rules, 5 = Very detailed articulation) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 
25. To what extent were the procedural ground rules observed and applied? (1 = Very rarely applied, 

5 = Almost always applied ground rules) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 
26. To what extent was the collaboration inclusive? (1 = Very few of the relevant and affected actors 

included, 5 = Almost all of the relevant and affected actors included) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 
27. To what extent were the decision-making processes in the key collaborative forums 

transparent? (1 = Rarely clear to participants how decisions were taken, 5 = Almost always clear) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 
28. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid, 

reliable, and rooted in data and observation? 
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29. Please describe in max 600 words (a) the ground rules of the collaboration, (b) the inclusiveness 
of the collaborative forum(s), (c) the transparency of decision making within the collaborative 
forum(s), (d) any significant changes in the institutional architecture of collaboration over time 
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5. Leadership 

30. Characterize the locus of leadership roles in the collaborative process 
Locus of leadership Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period 

observed 
Don’t 
know 

One lead actor 
A few lead actors 
Shared collective among all actors  

    

 
31. What were the backgrounds of those exercising leadership? Choose more than one if 

necessary. 
Background of participants Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

Political organizations / politicians     
Public organizations / civil servants     
Private, for-profit organizations     
Private non-profit organizations     
Citizens / informal citizen groups     
 
32. To what extent was the leadership effective in convening / bringing together the relevant and 

affected actors (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 
33. To what extent was the leadership effective in guarding the focus and integrity of the 

collaborative process intended in this case? (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 
34. To what extent was the leadership effective in resolving or mitigating conflicts between actors? 

(1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 
35. To what extent was the leadership effective in creating and realizing concrete opportunities for 

creative problem-solving resolving? (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 
36. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid, 

reliable, and rooted in data and observation? 
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37. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) the form and style of leadership within the 
collaboration, (b) the dynamics and impact of leadership on the collaborative process 
(c) changes in the leadership dynamics in the period observed. 
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6. Collaborative process 

38. To what extent did the participants engage in face-to-face dialogue through holding regular 
meetings with good attendance? (1 = Very infrequently, 5 = Very frequently) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 

39. To what extent was the collaborative process concentrated in a single forum/arena/group? (1 = 
Very low concentration; 5 = Very high centralization in a single forum/arena/group)  
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 

40. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in joint fact finding? (1 = 
Very little investment, 5 = Very high investment) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 

41. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in knowledge sharing? (1 
= Very little investment, 5 = Very high investments) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 

42. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on the alignment of interests and values 
among all actors? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 

43. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on joint problem-solving (e.g. joint problem 
framing, co-designing solutions)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 

44. To what extent did the collaborative process explicitly focus on producing tangible intermediate 
outputs (quick wins)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 

45. To what extent did the collaborative process explicitly focus on producing tangible strategic 
outcomes? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 

46. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid, 
reliable, and rooted in data and observation? 
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47. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) the collaborative process in terms of how the actors 
interacted with each other, (b) how they formulated and achieve shared outcomes, (c) how the 
process changed over the period observed. 
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7. Accountability 

48. To what extent were explicit joint goals articulated through statements of intent, memoranda, 
strategic plans, etc.? (1 = Very little explication of goals; 5 = Very highly explicated goals) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 
49. How were the joint goals operationalized? (1 = Very little operationalization of goals, 5 = Very 

highly operationalized goals) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 
50. To what extent was there active monitoring of goal attainment? (1 = Very little monitoring of goal 

achievement, 5 = Very active monitoring of goal achievement) 
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

 
51. To what extent did the participants render account of the collaboration to the following actors? 

(1 = Very little account-giving, 5 = Very active account-giving) 
Actors Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

Civil society organizations     

Affected and/or concerned citizens     
 
52. To what extent did the following external actors have influence over collaboration (1 = Very little 

influence, 5 = Very large influence) 
Actors Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

Civil society organizations     

Affected and/or concerned citizens     
 
 
53. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid, 

reliable, and rooted in data and observation? 
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54. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) how the goals of the collaboration were formulated and 
monitored, (b) how participants, elected officials, oversight bodies, and citizens held the 
collaboration to account, (c) how these dynamics changed over the period observed. 
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8. Outputs and outcomes of collaboration 

55. To what extent did the collaboration produce the following outputs or outcomes? (1 = Very low, 
5 = Very high). Note: This question mirrors the ambitions formulated in question 10. 

Produced outputs and outcomes Start of period 
observed 

Middle of period 
observed 

End of period  
observed 

Don’t 
know 

 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

Develop a plan or policy for a shared 
problem or societal issue 

    

Develop a regulatory framework for a 
policy domain or industry 

    

Create innovative solutions in existing 
policies, programs, practices  

    

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or 
boosting benefits 

    

Increase effectiveness by increasing 
impact of interventions  

    

Increase legitimacy and support among 
different constituents 

    

Organize crisis and emergency 
planning, response and/or recovery 

    

Create holding environment to contain 
conflict among stakeholders  

    

Other, namely: 
 

    

 
56. To what extent did the collaboration use any of the following forms of collaborative governance? 

(1 = Very low extent, 5 = Very high extent) NB: This question mirrors question 11.  
Realized collaboration Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

Co-initiation: Jointly identify required 
policies, services, or regulations 

    

Co-develop: Jointly create and arrange 
policies, services, or regulation 

    

Co-production: Implement policies, 
deliver services, or provide regulations 

    

Co-assessment: Jointly monitor and 
evaluate impact of policies, services, or 
regulations 
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57. To what extent did the collaboration produce innovations, such as novel solutions, systems, and 
processes? (1 = Very little innovation, 5 = Very highly innovative).  

Type of innovation Start of period 
observed 

Middle of period 
observed 

End of period  
observed 

Don’t 
know 

 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

Develop novel products or services for 
clients and partners 

    

Develop novel production processes for 
producing products or services 

    

Novel ways of coordinating between 
roles and/or services of participants 

    

 
58. To what extent did the collaboration create outcomes beyond its stated aims? (1 = Very little 

outcomes going beyond stated aims, 5 = Very high degree of outcomes beyond stated aims) 
Type of innovation Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

Built support and legitimacy for 
investing in future collaborations 

    

Built joint operational capacity for 
solving future problems and challenges 

    

Created positive unintended societal 
consequences 

    

Created negative unintended societal 
consequences 

    

 
59. To what extent did the collaboration achieve support among the different constituents of the 

collaboration? (1 = Very little support, 5 = Very extensive support)  
Constituents Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

Participants in the collaboration     

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

Civil society organizations     

Affected and/or concerned citizens     
 

60. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid, 
reliable, and rooted in data and observation? 
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61. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) the output of the collaboration in terms of results 
produced by the collaborative governance process, (b) the outcomes in terms of the impact on 
problem solving, goal achievement and legitimacy, taking into account any unintended 
consequences, (c) the changes to collective outputs and social outcomes over time. 
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	Q13: Friends of Redington Pass began as an informal voluntary group in November 2009 committed to improving environmental conditions on Redington Pass, a neglected area of the Coronado National Forest east of Tucson, Arizona, USA. Its early membership included local hikers, dirt bikers, horseback riders, hunters, and nearby residents. Initially FRP focused on safety concerns around the recreational target shooting (RTS) areas and the interests of non-motorized recreationists. Towards the end of 2013, FRP expanded expand its mission as well as its Board membership (See next section) to create a broader and more inclusive network of recreation and conservation groups to work alongside the Coronado National Forest and other public agencies. Recreational interests became the central concern along with continuing conservation interests. FRP began pursuing a new role as an umbrella organization for all friends of Redington Pass to serve as a balanced and open forum to discuss our common and diverse interests in the future of Redington Pass. The following vision and mission statement articulates their ambitions and desired outcomesVision StatementFriends of Redington Pass envision protection of the rural backcountry setting of Redington Pass for all recreational and resource users, while providing for public access and management of future diversified recreational growth.Friends of Redington Pass (FRP) advocates for the responsible stewardship of the Redington Pass area, balanced recreational and resource uses and the preservation of its ecological, scenic, and cultural resources. FRP seeks to bring together representatives from all user groups in furtherance of its objectives and consistent with the 2013 Coronado National Forest Draft Forest Plan Revision.FRP advocates for:• Conservation and restoration of sensitive riparian areas along the Tanque Verde Creek, its watershed and wildlife corridors throughout the Pass• Improved opportunities for dispersed recreational activities on the Pass, assuring clean, natural settings and well-managed motorized and non-motorized uses• Reductions in unsafe or illegal activities and excessive noise and disturbance throughout Redington Pass.--------------------------------------------*Note re next section (a) since I didn’t have room to include it there: There was limited interaction among the participants before FRP started evolving. Several in the core group lived in the nearby neighborhood but were not well acquainted. Some individuals had interactions with users of the Pass when they recreated there. Essentially, there was a void, with the absence of active management by CNF, that needed to be filled, as issues on the Pass became more salient around RTS and OHV use.
	Q21: Over the first 3-4 years, FRP reached out to all recreational users in the Pass and learned more about its many highly valued resources and diverse recreation interests as well as the persistent challenges to assuring safe, clean, and enjoyable conditions on the Pass now and in the future.In the spring of 2010, the Coronado National Forest (CNF) alerted the public to their proposed revision of the Coronado National Forest Working Draft Management Plan (CNF-WDMP), dated March 2010. This galvanized the interest of several people living near Redington Pass. On March 18th, they convened an open meeting with the CNF District Ranger and representatives of the Arizona Game and Fish Department and the Pima County Sheriff’s office to discuss issues and answer questions about the plan and conditions along the Pass.Under the umbrella of an informal working group that came to be known as the “Friends of Redington Pass”  or “FRP” they registered their concerns through comments submitted April 30 to the Forest Service that were formally endorsed by the LCE Homeowners Association Board, the Forty Niner’s Homeowners Association, Rinconado Estates Homeowners Association, Tanque Verde Guest Ranch, Cascabel Working Group, Cascabel Hermitage Association, Saguaro Juniper Corporation, Sky Island Alliance, and Environmental and Cultural Conservation Organization. One hundred and ten individual endorsers also signed on to the comments concerning the CNF-WDMP.A second opportunity arose to provide input to CNF when it issued a draft Environmental Assessment of Proposed Changes to Motorized Travel System. During the summer of 2010, a core group of FRP volunteers went on several field trips with Forest Service personnel to study the road conditions and discuss specific recommendations for road authorizations, improvements and closures. This led to the submission of formal comments on behalf of the Friends of Redington Pass on September 19th.In 2011, the group formalized and became a non-profit 501 c (3), established bylaws and created a board.  During that time, extensive concentrations of lead were found by a board member through sampling on three of the most heavily used sites for recreational target shooting (RTS). Lab results convinced CNF to do their own sampling which resulted in the designation and closure of these sites under RCRA for superfund clean-up. Over $500,000 was spent by CNF contractors to remove contaminated soils and restore the sites. This led understandably to concerns in the RTS community about the intentions of FRP and its orientation to shooting in the Pass.FRP learned that in order to address this budding conflict and other recreational and conservation challenges, the Pass needed a strong inclusive network of all user groups to work alongside CNF and other public agencies. FRP participants recognized that they could not achieve their original mission nor a broader more inclusive one unless they also generated a more proactive interest in the Pass and leaned forward to anticipate and advocate for a better future for the Pass. They agreed that they had to work to bring people together for the sake of the Pass and their individual and shared interests.As a consequence, in 2013, FRP expanded its vision, mission statement and objectives as well as the composition of its board to pursue a new role as an umbrella organization of all friends of Redington Pass. They began to work together to provide a balanced and open forum to discuss those differences and seek to reach shared goals and strategies together. 
	Q29: FRP created a board and this participant researcher became its president. Over time, board responsibilities, ground rules, and decision rules were adopted. Board Members AgreementAs a Member of the Board of FRP my duties and responsibilities include:1. To know the mission, history, policies, and programs of the organization and to be able to describe them accurately.2. To work with other board members to carry out the mission of FRP, while constructively representing the interests or concerns of my home organization or constituency3. To act as both an informal and, when requested, formal ambassador and spokesperson for FRP.4. To attend each FRP meeting with the understanding that during meeting discussions:a. Civility is expected and negative personal comments are not appropriate;b. Everyone is to be respectful of one another’s views, even if disagreeing with them;c. Everyone will try to stay relevant and on taskd. Meeting decisions and announcements will be retained in writing.5. To support consensus decisions of the board on policies relating to its mission and programs.  Consensus decisions mean that 85% of the board agrees to level 4 or 5 and no one is at level 1 based upon the following 5 point scale:5= I wholeheartedly agree.4= I agree, it is okay3= I am neutral2= I disagree, but will go along1= I hate this and will work to stop it Anyone at level 1 should work to present and advocate for a different approach to the issue at hand consistent with the mission of the organization.  If a consensus decision cannot be reached, the board will continue to work on the issue, considering options, including a “minority report”.6. To attend as many meetings and other activities of the organization with the understanding that three consecutive unexcused absences from board meetings will be considered resignation from the board.7. To accept fiduciary responsibility for the organization and oversee its financial health and integrity.8. To provide oversight to ensure that our programs run effectively.9. To serve as an ambassador to the community to educate others and promote our work.10. To participate in fundraising to ensure that our organization has the resources it needs to meet its mission.  11. To act in the best interest of the organization, and to excuse myself from discussions and votes where I have a conflict of interest.To resign from the board, if I find that I cannot meet the requirements of the board, due to conflict of interest, lack of time, or lack of commitment.CAMP participants created ground rules for public and working group meetings. Ground Rules • Be respectful of different perspectives•  Listen and be patient when others are talking•  Keep remarks brief to assure time for all to comment•  Be prepared to compromise•  Remember shared values, consider each other’s interest, trust•  Ask for input from everyone•  Stay on topic, focused (may need timekeeper, “parking lot” space) •  Be mindful of those non-represented •  Open minded, understanding different invested interests •  Flexibility Decision RulesWork toward full agreement (consensus) on procedural issues, information issues, and priority setting. • On final decisions about recommendations to CNF, consensus defined by 85% at level 3, 4 or 5, and no more than one person at level 1.  (Objecting person should strive to offer alternative recommendation that meets others needs)• If group remains divided (2 or more people at level 1 or 2), or if there is a strong minority concern, those concerns should be documented in reports.
	Q37: As the President and main facilitator of the group for 9 years, I would describe my leadership style as collaborative and committed. There was a core group that became formalized into an executive committee of the board that worked together on all policy and strategic directions before presenting them for discussion at the Board meetings. I very much doubt that FRP would have made much progress without committed leadership, nor was it likely they would have done the CAMP. If they had the funds they could have hired an outside process manager/facilitator, but I doubt that would have been feasible. In fall of 2017, I began to prepare FRP for my departure from the group and spent considerable time working with the board and with the executive committee on leadership transition issues, well knowing how vulnerable these CGRs are to leadership change. This coincided with an organizational transition from a planning group to an operating entity co-managing activities beyond the clean up days, After 1.5 years, they finally had a succession plan and I stepped down (and out). The past year, from my more indirect observations and discussions with the new President and a few board members FRP is holding its own, amending the bylaws, recruiting new members to the board, retaining an outside accountant and attorney (previously an early board member had been an attorney and provide legal services free to the group). One of the major leadership concerns that has existed throughout FRP’s life, is the CNF leadership and staff capacity which changes frequently and is understaffed and less knowledgeable about the Pass than FRP because of such great turnover. The lag time for CNF response to FRP proposals puts a serious dint in the momentum of the group, particular at this important juncture.
	Q47: Looking at the overarching collaboration dynamics of the FRP group since its inception over the past 10 years. By group, I am referring to the organizing hub of the network which was formalized into a board.The shared motivation of the group grew over time after initial recruitment and initial successes (CNF reception to FRP comments on the CNF plan, initial closure and clean up of RTS sites). Based on the observations of the group leader, the relational elements of that motivation became more cohesive, including trust, mutual understanding, internal legitimacy and commitment. The CAMP process created a bandwagon effect and as the group diversified and new members came on board, this cohesion was stretched and some interpersonal tensions developed. With leadership change and the coincidental departure of a few other original core members, renewed efforts on the part of the new president are now required to strengthen shared motivation.The skillfulness of the group as it engaged in defining problems, deliberating and reaching decisions increased over time. With modeling behavior by the president and formalization of ground rules and broad responsibilities these interactions became more efficient and effective. The capacity of the group for taking actions together increased. More participants volunteered more time and effort and became more knowledgeable about the Pass.  A great example is in the fall of 2017, after the CAMP process, the group agreed there was a need for a second website that featured information about the Pass that would be useful for recreational visitors, distinct from promoting FRP. Each participant was able within 10 days to create excellent content for their interest area.  See http://friendsofredingtonpass.org/about_rp.html   This would not have been possible at the outset of FRP and probably not before the CAMP process. Early on, individual skill sets and resources were acknowledged by the group and then called on and expected to be contributed (distributing flyers, making signs, outreach to media, web development, clean up coordination).  Specialization began to occur. AT its best, there was a good fit between the capacities needed and available through the participants. But this capacity varied as participants withdrew or had to be replaced with others who might not bring the same skill set or resources to the table.  Rough chronology:2009: Began as advocacy group for residential neighborhoods concerned over recreational target shooting and revisions for CNF Land and Resource Management Plano Hosted public meeting on range proposalo Commented on CNF plano Attended other meetingso Sought expanded membership of other residents and  HOAs2011: Formalized as non-profit corporation (501c (3))o Established by-laws and boardo Held monthly meetings with agencies invitedo Engaged in joint fact finding in the field and other research2012 Developed external legitimacyo Formal partnership agreement with CNFo Participated in CNF travel management planningo Sampled soil at shooting areas leading to closure of 3 RTS areas2013 Expanded Mission and Strategyo Website up, member outreach, press outreacho Strategic planning > Shift to collaborative initiative and diversified boardo Held Meet and Greet on Pass and started biannual Clean Up Days2014 Launched CAMP Processo Engaged broad community in a collaborative planning processo Presented report and recommendations to CNF and received their endorsement2016 Began Implementationo CNF gets technical assistant grant for FRPo CAMP recommendations priori
	Q54: a. The goals were formulated initially by the informal group, then by the FRP board members, then drafted by the executive committee who then presented them to the board for discussion and approval. Monitoring of the goals was done rather loosely and took the form of a newsletter account of annual accomplishments that the President drafted and had the board review and revise before sending to membership and uploaded to the website.b. This was a self-funded, volunteer group accountable to the group and to the organizations and networks that were represented. The CAMP process became a way of engaging the larger community and growing members in the planning for the Pass. For example, through a collaborative community mapping exercise and survey, FRP drafted statements of shared values and concerns for Redington Pass that were further refined at a subsequent public meeting. See below:What People Appreciate about Redington Pass • Its Rural Backcountry Landscape reveals an open desert mountain pass with scenic panoramas, broad plateaus, and diverse undeveloped landscape features.• Its Crossroads Location links two watersheds east to west and two mountain ranges north to south, providing habitat for diverse plants and animals and multiple access points and corridors for wildlife movement and human recreation.• Its Lasting Quality offers visible reminders of the natural and human history of the Southwest still preserved as public lands in an unfragmented landscape.• Its Open Accessibility makes multiple outdoor recreational opportunities freely available to enjoy by many people in close proximity to Tucson.• Its Road and Trail Network attracts a highly diverse range of motorized and non-motorized uses as well as access to more distant backcountry destinations.• Its Rugged Outback Nature creates opportunities for independent recreational adventures shared with others or experienced on one’s own. • Its Our Pass shared with thousands of people over the decades who hold memories and personal connections to their experiences in Redington Pass.List of Issues of Concern for Redington Pass Recreational Target Shooting: pervasive concern about unsafe and unmanaged shooting activityIssues:1. Unsafe and irresponsible shooting practices2. Shooting too close to roads and trails3. Increased dispersal of shooting into other areas 4. Designated shooting areas and managed range Recreational Access to Pass, Roads, Trails and Trailheads: interest for more trails and improved amenities, concern about loss of current access Issues:1. Attention to OHV, ATV and Single Track Trails (existing and proposed,  short and long distance loops)2. Attention to Hiking, Mountain Biking, and Equestrian Trails (existing and  propose)3. Conditions of road, trails, and trailheads4. Unfamiliarity with accessible roads, trails and trailheads and related restrictionsHighly Used Areas: popular sites t facing issues of congestion, in some cases, over-use or misuse, as well as resource damage, and insufficient facilities to handle number of visitorsIssues:1. Congestion2. Litter3. Impacts on natural resources (e.g. graffiti, resource damage, erosion sedimentation)4. Inadequate Facilities (e.g., restrooms, staging areas)5. ParkingConflicts with others’ behavior: how others’ behaviors impacting their experience or feeling of safety in visiting the Pass Issues:1. Occurrence of unsafe, irresponsible or illegal activity2. Perception/reality of no or limited law enforcement on Pass3. General awareness of “bad” reputation of Redington Pass
	Q61: FRP Outputs:• Meetings: monthly open broad meetings since 2010; 3 public CAMP meetings; 15 + working group meetings for the CAMP• Community survey completed on recreational needs and experiences in the Pass• Collaborative mapping with community on areas of interest and areas of concern in the Pass• Multiple field trips for joint fact finding• Frequent Media coverage at events• CAMP Report with recommendations were approved by FRP working groups and the board with full consensus*• A second website on Redington Pass was collaboratively built, consistent with the CAMP• The Tanque Verde Recreational Enhancement Plan was designed, consistent with the CAMP recommendations• A signage plan was completed and approved by CNF, consistent with the CAMPIntermediate Outcomes:• Commitment from CNF on CAMP priorities consistent with the CAMP• Master Agreement was signed w/ CNF extending the first partnership agreement to operational collaboration• Public awareness & use of Pass has increased• A broader community commitment to the Pass appears to be developingOutcomes on the Ground• Closure of three concentrated RTS areas, declaration of superfund sites leading to ~ $500,000 worth of clean up and site restoration. • A Recreational Target Shooting closure zone was agreed to and recognized in the subsequent CNF closure orders.• Reopening of one RTS area with routinized FRP monitoring per the CAMP recommendations.• Bi-annual FRP cleanups became routinized and continue to expand co-sponsors and participation. The Pass is cleaner, legacy trash has been cleaned up, tons of trash picked up are not increasing.Executive Summary of CAMPFriends of Redington Pass convened a Collaborative Area Management Plan (CAMP) process for Redington Pass in 2014. That process brought together a diverse array of people who appreciate the Pass and want to assure it continues to provide multiple beneficial recreational opportunities while maintaining its unique back country environment. A broad range of user groups including hikers and mountain bikers, high clearance highway vehicles and all terrain vehicle riders and motor cyclists, conservationists, horseback riders, hunters and recreational target shooters, the area ranching permittee, and neighborhood associations and adjacent landowners came together to work on four major issue areas that were identified through extensive community scoping: recreational access, recreational target shooting, high use areas, and conflicts among users.  The CAMP recommendations are the result of over a year of study, deliberation, negotiation and consensus building by the CAMP working groups. A synthesis of these recommendations has been organized into five areas:• Recreational Activities by Location (Western Slope, Central Plateau, Eastern Section);• Enforcement;• Services and Facilities;• Orientation and Education; and• Monitoring Conditions. Chief among the recommendations are: the strategy to enhance hiking and mountain biking opportunities along the Western Slope accessible to those with low-clearance vehicles; an adaptive management plan for both designated target shooting areas and dispersed shooting primarily in the Central Plateau of the Pass; maintenance of existing forest service roads and study of some additional connector loops; and improvements for parking, staging areas, signage and other needed services and infrastructure. Where possible, these recommendations come with suggestions for partnering and funding opportunities to assist the Forest Service in carrying out these recommendations. 
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