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Abstract

This research seeks to determine if BMPs from CWM can inform the broader concept of CBSD.
In order to answer this question, | conduct a “desk study,” which involves an extensive review of the CWM
literature in two areas: stakeholder participation and building trust among stakeholders. | then analyze my
research to deduce BMPs for these areas of CWM. As part of this analysis, | also explore how effective
environmental communication plays a fundamental role in achieving these BMPs. The culmination of this
work is the production of guidelines of best practice for stakeholder participation and building trust among
stakeholders in CWM, which then is applied to challenges identified in CBSD. While creating thorough
guidelines of best practice is not within the scope of this research, the following seven main principles
could form the foundation of such a guide: identify and involve stakeholders from the beginning, analyze
stakeholder knowledge and trust, identify and prioritize goals, implement structure to monitor and assess
successes, reduce gaps in stakeholder knowledge, bridge the gaps between scientists and non-scientists

involved, and use effective communication strategies to achieve goals.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Objective & Methods of Research

The purpose of this research is to develop guidelines for best practice in collaborative watershed
management (CWM) and to assess whether these best management practices (BMPs) could inform
community-based sustainable development (CBSD). Accordingly, the primary audience for this research is
any set of individuals who act as the facilitating entity of a collaborative process involving communities
and environmental issues because the lack of BMPs for these processes often hinders the efforts of the
facilitating entity (refer to Section 1.3.3). The methodology involves an extensive analysis of the literature
and exploration of case studies and frameworks of understanding, followed by inferring and evaluating best
practice guidelines in two key areas in the collaborative process: stakeholder participation and building
trust among stakeholders.

This research focuses on these two key areas because they are both fundamental introductory steps
in collaborative processes. Failure to involve stakeholders could cause stakeholders to view the
collaborative effort as illegitimate and could reduce the overall effectiveness of the collaborative’s efforts.
Additionally, building trust among stakeholders is essential for reducing conflict and fostering strong
relationships among stakeholders and collaborative facilitators, which in turn encourages more productive
stakeholder participation and thus can increase the success of the collaborative effort.

1.2 Community-Based Sustainable Development (CBSD)
1.2.1. Introducing CBSD

The report of the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED, 1987) defined
sustainable development as “meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs” (p. 41). The World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD,
2002) expanded this definition on a global scale by adopting a declaration identifying three fundamental
pillars comprising sustainable development: protecting the environment and developing economy and
society. However, some argue that culture should be considered as a fourth pillar in this expanded

definition of sustainable development (Hawkes, 2001); Figure 1 illustrates this concept:



Figure 1. The Fundamental Pillars of Sustainable Development
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Figure 1. The fundamental pillars of sustainable development, illustrating culture as a contended fourth
pillar additional to the three traditional pillars of protecting the environment and economic and social
development. Adapted from Johannesburg Declaration on Sustainable Development (Annex to document
No. A/CONF.199/20) by WSSD, 2002, New York: UN, declaration no. 5.

There are two primary approaches to interpreting what this definition implies: the *“constrained
growth approach” highlights the importance of economic growth, while taking environmental concerns into
consideration; alternatively, the “resource maintenance approach” highlights the intrinsic value of nature
and emphasizes that while economic considerations are important, the earth’s resources are finite and their
consumption must be curtailed (Bridger & Luloff, 1999, p. 378). Figure 2 shows a graphical interpretation
of the different relationships highlighted by the two approaches to interpreting the three-pillar definition of

sustainable development:



Figure 2. Conceptualizing the Relationship between the Traditional Three Pillars of Sustainable
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Figure 2. Conceptualizing the relationship between the traditional three pillars of sustainable development
based on utilizing either the “constrained growth approach” (0A) or the “resource maintenance approach”
(0B). Adapted from the Future of Sustainability: Re-thinking Environment and Development in the
Twenty-First Century (Report of the IUCN Renowned Thinkers Meeting No. 29) by W. M. Adams, 20086,
Gland, Switzerland: IUCN, p. 2.

Figure 2A highlights the “constrained growth approach” by utilizing a Venn diagram to show that
economic growth is constrained by the concerns of the environment and society. On the other hand, Figure
2B utilizes concentric circles to highlight the over-arching importance of the environment and its finite
nature when considering the development of society and the economy.

However, no matter which approach informs the understanding of sustainable development, trying
to achieve sustainable development on a global level is problematic. A primary problem of sustainable
development at such large levels of social organization is that it makes it inherently difficult for a
concerted, effective political effort to effect positive change (Yanarella & Levine, 1992, p.764). Acheson
(2006, p. 125) points out certain traits that doom top-down sustainable development approaches to fail,
including uniform application of regulations that do not account for local variations in ecosystems, lack of
interest in local knowledge or culture, and implementation of regulations that actually encourage people to

take actions that detriment the survival of a resource. An example of the last type of top-down sustainable

development management failure is the case of the Northwestern Hawaiian Lobster Fishery, where “a



companion use-it-or-lose-it permit provision has had the perverse effect of increasing fishing effort during
times of declining stocks” (Townsend & Pooley, 1995, p. 63).

Instead, it is much more effective to focus sustainable development efforts at a community-level
“where the consequences of environmental degradation are most keenly felt and where successful
intervention is most noticeable” (Bridger & Luloff, 1999, p. 380). Additionally, Maser (1997) proposes
that the idea of CBSD is includes shared quintessential human values, “active learning,” willingness to
communicate and cooperate, understanding of the relationships between humans and their environment,
patience to address root causes of issues, and an overall “shared society vision that is grounded in long-
term sustainability” (p. 123).

In addition, in the specific case of making the community, as a whole, more sustainable, Condon
(2010, p. 15) suggests the restoration of a “streetcar city” characterized by short distances between life
activities (school, work, home), frequent and efficient transportation, sustainable infrastructure, affordable
and diverse housing options, and ample green spaces interspaced throughout the city. Besides the obvious
benefit of achieving sustainable development, benefits of CBSD are numerous, including: autonomy,
economic diversification at the local level, energy consumption reduction, conscientious waste
management, safeguarding natural resources, growth of biological diversity, protection of biological and
other environmental resources, and “social justice” (Bridger & Luloff, 1999, p. 381).

Therefore, not only does CBSD benefit the environment, but also it provides numerous tangible
benefits to the people in the community as well. Both in the past and present, CBSD efforts, combining the
elements outlined above, have proven to be more successful than larger-scale efforts; a few highlights of

these numerous successes include:

e The Village Homes Development in Davis, CA (Corbett & Corbett, 2000)

e  The Hamilton-Wentworth Community in Canada (Bekkering & Eyles, 1998)

e Louisiana State University (LSU)’s Community University Partnership (CUP) in Baton
Rouge, LA (Livermore & Midgley, 1998)

e The Great Lakes Basin in the USA (Rabe & Gaden, 2009)



1.2.2. The Value of Public Participation & Collaboration in CBSD

According to Roseland (2005, p. 5), the community aspect of sustainable development relates to
community capital, including human, social, natural, cultural, economic, and physical forms of capital.
Therefore, CBSD encourages consumption within our means so as not to deplete our stock of community
capital in any one area, in order to ensure it continues to be available in the future. Furthermore, CBSD
requires mobilization of the community and its government in order to maintain and strengthen community
capital (comprised of the six types of capital illustrated in Figure 3 below) (Roseland, 2005, p. 12).

Figure 3. Community Capital as “a Framework for Sustainable Community Development”

Natural Capital

Mobilization

Figure 3. The six types of community capital, which form “a framework for sustainable community
development.” Reprinted from Toward Sustainable Communities: Resources for Citizens and Their
Governments (Revised ed.) by M. Roseland, 2005, Gabriola Island, BC, Canada: New Society, p. 27.

One way collaboration can preserve and strengthen community capital is by using policy
instruments, such as regulations, expenditures, financial incentives, and voluntary instruments to encourage
equitable and sustainable use of community resources (Roseland, 2005, p. 32). Effective collaboration
amongst all community members (stakeholders) through democratic public participation is a fundamental

necessity in achieving effective CBSD (Roseland, 2005, pp. 26-27). However, even in the best-case

scenarios, implementation of public participation efforts often fails to make the mark, as was the case in the



application of the public participation requirements of the European Landscape Convention (ELC) through

initiatives in England, Norway, Slovakia, and Malta (Conrad et al., 2011, p. 23).

Figure 4. State of Public Participation Initiatives in England, Norway, Slovakia, and Malta
Scope
5
4
Influence . . Representativeness
Lomtmii and Timing
convenience
= England = Norway — Slovakia Malta

Figure 4. Evaluation of England, Norway, Slovakia, and Malta’s public participation initiatives
performance in five areas: scope, representativeness, influence, comfort and convenience, and timing.
Reprinted from “Rhetoric and Reporting of Public Participation in Landscape Policy,” by E. Conrad, L. F.
Cassar, M. Jones, S. Eiter, Z. Izaovi¢ova, Z. Barankova, M. Christie, and |. Fazey, 2011, Journal of
Environmental Policy and Planning, 13(1), p. 40.

Although these initiatives represented base-case scenarios in meeting the public participation
requirements of the ELC, they still exhibited many weaknesses, summarized in the table below:

Table 1. Weaknesses in Public Participation of 4 ELC Initiatives

Comments

Slovakia

o
c

&
(=2
c
L

Limited to consultation with a small degree of
public input

Few efforts made to ensure representativeness,
especially in the case of marginalized groups
Public involvement usually left to end stages of

wn
w
w
w
o
N
o
N
\‘

Scope 2.

Representativeness | 2.3 21 20 20 21

Timing 21 28 20 20 22
the process
Comfor.t & 25 25 20 10 20 Very harq .to learn ak?qut initiatives and limited
Convenience opportunities to participate
Influence 22 30 30 20 26 Limited influence of public input as it is mostly

used to enhance the opinions of experts




Table 1. Performance scores and weaknesses of public participation initiatives in England, Norway,
Slovakia, and Malta, by evaluation area. Adapted from “Rhetoric and Reporting of Public Participation in
Landscape Policy,” by E. Conrad, L. F. Cassar, M. Jones, S. Eiter, Z. Izaovi¢ova, Z. Barankova, M.
Christie, and 1. Fazey, 2011, Journal of Environmental Policy and Planning, 13(1), pp. 35-41.

Chapter 2 highlights the importance of effective public participation, as well as its evolution from
one-way interactions to bidirectional communication through collaborative efforts. Furthermore, it
addresses the driving forces of collaboration and thus, public participation. Typically, conflict is the
driving force of collaboration, particularly when that conflict leads to an impasse among stakeholders
regarding policies and threatens to use vast amounts of resources in vain attempts to find a resolution
(Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000, p. 7). However, this is not necessarily so: according to the EPA (United
States Environmental Protection Agency) (2008, pp. 3-2 - 3-4), driving forces can include regulatory issues
(e.g. new regulations), government initiatives (e.g. cleaning up the Chesapeake Bay), and community-
driven issues (e.g. increasing development pressures or protection of interests including recreational uses,
drinking water, etc...). The absence of singularly influential agencies, which have the power to supersede
collaborative decisions and can utilize alternative decision-making tools to address such issues, is often a
factor in the success of such collaborations (Sabatier et al., 2005, p. 9).

1.2.3. CBSD in Practice: Case Study Approaches

CBSD is an attempt, at the community-level, to achieve sustainable development by defining the
community’s interpretation, vision, and plans of sustainable development. As no two communities are
alike, case studies are an excellent way to understand how different CBSD efforts succeed in various areas
under differing circumstances. While the characteristics of the community may differ, key lessons from
exemplary communities can help provide general guidance to those pursuing CBSD initiatives.

In order to achieve the goal of CBSD, there are some key elements to success, including: a core
group of visionaries with leadership skills, financial support, and an understanding that economic
improvement goes hand-in-hand with environmental protection, and development of people (Hoff, 1998, p.
229). In regards to the importance of financial support, LSU’s CUP in Baton Rouge, LA serves as an
example that while their CBSD initiative started without financial backing, it could not have been sustained
without the support from LSU; furthermore, this initiative recommends that communities seeking to pursue
sustainable development work in conjunction with local universities, if present, as they often can provide

financial support if the project has research or educational components and the involvement can prove



mutually-beneficial for both the university and the community (Livermore & Midgley, 1998, p. 137).
Furthermore, in regards to people development, the two years it took to establish LSU’s CUP serves as a
reminder that relationships do not develop overnight and it takes time to build community among different
stakeholders; additionally, when the community involved is poor or has declined significantly over the
years, additional time is required to rebuild those relationships (Livermore & Midgley, 1998, p. 137).

While LSU’s CUP illustrates the practical aspects of implementing CBSD initiatives, Judy and
Michael Corbett (2000, pp. 53-59), delve into the theoretical side of sustainable development by outlining
assumptions that form the basis of sustainable urban design in their book on the Village Homes
Community. Corbett and Corbett state that everything in an ecosystem is interconnected and relies upon
the transfer and input of energy into that ecosystem; furthermore, ecosystems that feature higher
biodiversity are more resistant to natural or man-made environmental changes. Fundamentally, humans in
an ecosystem must have their social and environmental needs met sustainably, as not only are humans
genetically adapted for less industrialized times, but also humans shape and are shaped by their
environment (2000, pp. 53-59).

Ultimately, Judy and Michael Corbett (2000, pp. 53-59) conclude that humans can adapt to
environments not based on these sustainable design principles, but such adaptations could cause temporary
or chronic stress if overall the ecosystem’s environment remains unfavorable. In essence, Corbett and
Corbett argue that based on these assumptions, the current trend of urban sprawl is unsustainable and
communities should be designed more in the manner of the Village Homes community in California, which
encourages an increase in population density, common areas (including gardens), and eco-friendly home
designs. In other words, the Village Homes community was a community-based approached to sustainable
development, in the case of urban planning.

Another successful case of CBSD is that of the Regional Municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth in
Canada, where a concerted effort has led to successes in working towards the goal of the VISION 2020
Sustainable Community initiative to “integrate the concept of sustainable development into the decision
making of individuals, businesses, community groups, and government agencies by building an ethic of
sustainability in all of our citizens” (Bekkering & Eyles, 1998, p. 157). Careful monitoring of 29

sustainable indicators show that the initiative is progressing towards achieving its goal; additionally, the



Hamilton-Wentworth community has served as a model to over 300 communities and agencies desiring to
replicate the Hamilton-Wentworth’s standard for CBSD (Bekkering & Eyles, 1998, p. 157-159). Through
extensive planning, education campaigns, a variety of individual sustainability projects, new policies, and
citizen involvement, Hamilton-Wentworth has spearheaded the movement towards successful CBSD
(Bekkering & Eyles, 1998, p. 153).

1.2.4. Challenges of CBSD

Since sustainable development is an abstract idea, placing the focus at the community-level makes
sustainable development more relevant to daily life and thus allows sustainable development to have “a
context within which it may be validated as a process” (Yanarella & Levine, 1992, p. 769). Yet, the fact
remains that CBSD derives from the abstract concept of sustainable development, which results in a lack of
systemic understanding on what best practices to implement in order to achieve effective CBSD.

The fundamental issue caused by the abstractness inherent in CBSD is how to go about defining
the “community” on which to base sustainable development. Kumar (2005, p. 276) states that the literature
defines “community” in a myriad of ways and therefore finds it more suitable to examine the evolution of
the use of “community,” rather than its changeable definition. Kumar goes on to explain the evolution of
the idea of a “community” gained ground after the introduction of “participatory” projects in the 1980s.
Typically, the consideration of a “community” was the “lowest level of aggregation at which people
organize for common efforts” although it was “often found to be ambiguous as to whether to “community”
is meant to be a means or end” for the project” (2005, p. 277). Over time, the primary definitions of
community were either based on defining the community “as a spatial unit, as a social structure, and [or] as
a set of shared norms;” however, “these conceptions fail to explain the cause of these features or articulate
their effect on natural resource use” (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999, p. 633). Figure 5 provides an illustration of

this understanding of community:
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Figure 5. “A Conventional View of the Relationship between Community and Conservation”

Community as small area
and/or number of individuals

Desirable resource use and
CD]'I.SEI'."E.TJ‘.DII outcomes

Community as set of shared
understandings
{about resource use)

Community as homogeneous
social structure

Figure 5. “A Conventional View of the Relationship between Community and Conservation.” Reprinted
from “Enchantment and Disenchantment: The Role of Community in Natural Resource Conservation,” by
A. Agrawal and C. C. Gibson, 1999, World Development, 27(4), p. 636.

Kumar expands upon this viewpoint by stating “the problem is of identifying ‘community’
boundaries: where do they begin and end, what form do boundaries take — spatial, social, ethnic, and
ideological? Who is inside and who is outside ‘community’ boundaries?” (2005, p. 282). Therefore, not
only does CBSD face the problem of defining the community that is to serve as the basis of sustainable
development, but also CBSD must identify the relationship between the community’s actions and end

outcomes on resource management and sustainable development. To address these conceptual issues,

Agrawal and Gibson (1999) propose viewing the role of community in sustainability efforts in another

light:
Figure 6. “An Alternative View of Community and Conservation”
Community groups vary by: Institutional arrangements
size Resource management
composition > — > outcomes
norms
resource dependence

Processes of decision making
and enforcement

Figure 6. “An Alternative View of Community and Conservation.” Reprinted from “Enchantment and
Disenchantment: The Role of Community in Natural Resource Conservation,” by A. Agrawal and C. C.
Gibson, 1999, World Development, 27(4), p. 636.
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By acknowledging the inherent variability in a community’s structure, as well as the function of
institutions in CBSD efforts, this alternative view illustrates more completely the true nature of the
relationship between communities and their role in affecting sustainable development. Leach, Mearns, and
Scoones (1997) affirm that “the relationships among institutions, and between scale levels, is of central
importance in influencing which social actors [...] gain access to and control over local resources” (p. 12).

In an effort to propose solutions to these challenges, this research focuses on analyzing the
application of BMPs from CWM to CBSD in two primary areas: stakeholder participation and building
trust among stakeholders. By identifying stakeholders and analyzing their knowledge, attitudes, and
relationships with other stakeholders, facilitators of collaborative efforts can more accurately define what
sustainable development means specifically for its community. Furthermore, such stakeholder analysis can
help further define the collaborative community within the framework of understandin