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ABSTRACT
An analysis and critique is conducted of pluralism, the rational model, and
participatory democracy in relation to public participation in natural resource planning and
policy development. Each theory is evaluated in terms of efficacy, representation and
access, information exchange and learning, continuity of participation, and decisionmaking authority. A case study is used to assess elements of each theory in an actual
public participation process, utilizing the above criteria. The study indicates that the need
for efficiency precludes the use of practices that would more thoroughly involve the public
in decision making processes, and that policy making tends to revert to more traditional,
expert-dominated, and exclusive public processes despite efforts to the contrary. Fmally,
the analysis questions the utility of comprehensive public involvement in natural resource
policy making and planning given the constraints of existing legal mandates, polarized
public opinions, and the need for decisions made in the larger public interest.
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INTRODUCTION
Land-use planners and managers of public lands frequently have as their greatest
challenge the successful integration of the public in the decision making process (Sample,
1993 ). While such public participation is mandated by law and seeks to provide the
citizenry an opportunity to have a say in matters of importance to them, the ideal of public
..

participation and agreement is many times unrealized. The public often feels ignored and
detached from the real decision making, and planners often feel besieged and frustrated as
a resuh. Processes break down over polarized debates among interests, with each side
claiming the other has undue influence or that the decision makers are not treating them
fairly. Frequently the end resuh is a decision that is not supported by the public and which
serves as a target for appeals and lawsuits far into the future (Gericke and Sullivan, 1994 ).
Meanwhile, the real business of land management and planning is waylaid and muchneeded work goes undone.
Reacting to the seeming failure of traditional public participation processes, some
theorists have looked towards a participatory democracy model, in which a wide range of
participants are fully integrated into planning processes from start to finish (Moote, 1995;
Moote and McClaran, 1997; Moote et al., 1997; Sample, 1993; Shannon, 1990a, 1990b,
1992a, 1992b; Knopp and Caldbeck, 1990; Hayden, 1990). The model is suggestive of a
learning process, where players collect and share information from one another and then
are themselves responSI'ble for their agreed-upon decisions (Moote, 1995; Moote and
McClaran, 1997; Moote et al., 1997; Knopp and Caldbeck, 1990). This process seeks to
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avoid the traditional conflict that emerges after a plan is finalized and then attacked by the
public, frequently through the courts or through agency appeals.
This thesis seeks to evaluate participatory democracy and compare it with two
other existing political and decision-making theories. The major theories explored will be
pluralism and the rational model A descriptive analysis will be given ofhow each of these
theories addresses the central criticisms of traditional public participation models,
especially as they relate to efficacy, representation and access, information exchange and
learning, continuity of participation, and decision-making authority. The analysis is
modeled after Moote (1995) and Moote and McClaran (1997).
Following this general analysis of the three theories, a case study of a public
participation and decision-making process in the San Pedro River Valley of Arizona, in
which the author was a participant and observer, is used to illustrate the integration of the
three theories into an actual process. Most processes demonstrate recognizable elements
of numerous theories, and that is acknowledged here. Although no single theory can be
used to completely descnoe any given policy making process, looking at a process within
the context of each of the separate theories can be a useful evaluation tool, and that
method is employed here. The case study examines a controversial natural resource
planning process and its associated public participation components. The study is analyzed
using participant responses, observation of process events, and interviews with
participants. The strengths and weaknesses of process design are analyzed within the
context ofhow successfully participatory democracy elements were integrated into the
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process and whether or not those elements were successful in achieving desired results. An
assessment of the effects of the other two decision-making models upon implementation
and planning processes is also included.
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EXISTING POLITICAL AND DECISION-MAKING THEORIES
Two major theories of public policy design and implementation have specific
implications for natural resource planning in the United States today. They are pluralism
and the rational model. While any given policy may not fit perfectly into any one of these
theories, general trends in the thought and development of any given natural resource
policy can often be placed within the overall framework of these theories. Sometimes a
policy contains a sprinkling of each theory, but elements of the different theories can still
be found.
In the most general sense, policies can be analyzed by determining how their
elements are designed, conveyed, and implemented (Schneider and Ingram, 1997). Policies
can also be analyzed by investigating the consequences of their implementation. An
understanding of the desires of the policy designers in terms of intended outcomes can
also be useful in determining in which theory a policy has its roots. After the policy's
implementation, the real outcomes may differ somewhat from what was intended, and how
those outcomes are interpreted in terms of their success and failure can also be an
indicator of what policy-making framework was utilized in the policy's design and
evaluation. For example, if a policy was designed to meet the needs of a narrowly-defined
target group, then in the most limited sense the policy may be deemed a success if the
target group's desires were met. A possible example might be policies that enhance the
operation of free-trade across international boundaries. If the goal of the policy was to
enhance the profits of multi-national corporations who might take advantage of cheaper
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labor abroad to manufacture their products, then the displacement of workers at home
might not be of concern to the policy developers. In this case, if the corporations do in
fact realize profit increases due to the lowering of their labor and manufacturing costs,
then the policy would be considered a success, despite the loss of manufacturing jobs at
home. Depending on the theoretical framework that was utilized in the development and
implementation of the policy, the broader impacts of the policy outside the target group
may be determined to be an inconsequential effect of what was otherwise a successful
policy. Alternately, ifbroader effects were a point of concern to the developers, then the
absorption of negative impacts by collateral groups may be cause for concern, in which
case the policy may be deemed a failure in need of modification or discontinuation. As
such, the analysis will largely be determined by what outcome was desired, and what
outcome was desired will largely be determined by which political framework was utilized
in the policy's creation.
The development, implementation, and analysis of a policy are necessarily a
reflection of the values of the designers. As a consequence, designers of public policies
often adopt a particular theory or social construct that fits their values. Sometimes the
adoption of a political framework is an unknowing, even subconscious, series of
developments that occur over time. In other cases, the adoption is a deh"berate decision
based on core values. An example might be the ''Reagan Revolution" of the early 1980s, in
which tax cuts, the deregulation ofbusiness, increases in defense spending, and cuts in
spending for social programs were systematically promoted and implemented to reflect the
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values ofRonald Reagan and his supporters (Stockman, 1986). In extreme instances,
political frameworks are the result of coercion or indoctrination, such as the radical social
and political engineering of the Soviet Union under Josef Stalin or the Cultural Revolution
of China's Mao Zedong. Regardless, values are the underlying foundation of an
individual's and a society's view of policy, be those values the result of independent
assessment, force-fed indoctrination, or something in-between. In a society where political
discourse is allowed and encouraged, the interplay and competition among promoters of
differing values are the principal components of the process commonly referred to as
"politics," where one group attempts to promote its agenda and interests over other
groups.
Easton (1965) defines public policy as the mechanism through which values are
authoritatively allocated for society. Of course this does not mean that specific policies
always reflect the values of everyone in society. Indeed, in some cases it could be argued
that some policies are actively created and implemented that are detrimental to or against
the wishes of a significant portion of society. How is this possible? If public policy is the
"mechanism through which values are authoritatively allocated for society" then how is it
that so many policies are contentious and resented by sizeable portions of society? Does
not society have the final say in what its values are, and therefore its policies?
The answer to that question perhaps lies in the belief among many Americans that
society-at-large is not able to provide meaningful input into the policy-making process and
thus transfer their values into policy. In many cases the political arena is seen as having
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been captured by special interests and polarized groups that do not have the interest of
society-at-large at heart (King, 1997). Another possible explanation is that insufficient
time and resources are allocated to citizen participation before policies are implemented.
Public participation processes can be time-consuming and costly, and the results of such
processes are in many senses intangible and difficult to measure. Each of the political
theories to be analyzed attempt in some way to address these and other problems. Each of
the three analyzed theories seeks to work around these perceptions, but each uses very
different methods to develop what they believe are efficient and equitable policies.
Before examining how each of these theories interacted in the San Pedro River
case study, it is necessary to examine each theory independently. For each, a general
overview of essential theoretical concepts will be followed by an analysis based on how
the theory addresses various criteria, as defined by Moote (1995), Moote and McClaran
(1997), and Moote et al, (1997). Those authors discuss the various criticisms to
traditional public land planning and offer an alternative analysis of planning using the
participatory democracy approach. They assess each type of process using the following
benchmarks: 1) Efficacy, or the effectiveness ofthe theory in meeting desired goals; 2)
Representation and access, or the degree to which the theory addresses public
participation and citizen accesst'bility to planning and decision-making processes; 3)
Information exchange and learning, or how the theory fosters a wider understanding of
other participant's interests and concerns; 4) Continuity of participation, or how the
theory fosters long-term citizen participation in the formulation and implementation of
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agreed-upon goals; and 5) Decision-making authority, or how citizens can or cannot
directly select the course of a decision, including the conception, selection, and
implementation of a policy. In this discussion, the analysis of each theory--- pluralism, the
rational model, and participatory democracy---will be followed by a general discussion of
criticisms of the theories utilizing assessments presented in the published literature as well
as assessments by the author.
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Pluralism
General Theoretical Concepts
Pluralistic theories contend that the American political process is a landscape of
continual competition among interest groups struggling to gain the upper hand and thus
the implementation of policies that best serve their interests. In the pluralistic view,
individualistic interests are not a vice. Rather, interest-motivated citizens compete with
other citizens to gain a share in the marketplace of political power and policy-making. The
key to the pluralist doctrine is an informed citizenry that is allowed to effectively
participate. Under this modeL no single group will be allowed to excessively dominate the
political arena, since competing ideas and philosophies will temper the political landscape
and force compromises that are considerate and fair to all.
The challenge to pluralistic theory lies in finding the correct balance between
excessive government regulation of political participation and a laissezfaire free-for-all
where one group is allowed to obtain and exercise unbridled domination over the interests
and desires of others. Many public policies can be explained by pluralist doctrine, since
most laws and policies seek to regulate forms of individual or social behavior that might
infringe on the rights of others. The McCain-Feingold-Shays Campaign Finance Reform
Act of2001 (P.L. 107-55) is a classic example ofpluralist doctrine in action. That bill
sought to limit the influence of corporate "soft money'' donations to political parties,
which the measure's supporters believed was allowing disproportionate levels of influence
upon elected officials by corporations and other special interests. The bill's supporters
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argued that their reform would even the balance between corporate and individual citizens
and thus level the political playing field. Within the context of the Founders belief that "all
people are created equal," pluralists would argue that pluralist policies are simply trying to
promote and maintain the equality envisioned by the Founders and sought after by modem
Americans as well.

Efficacy and Pluralism
Proponents of pluralism often believe that their theory is a pragmatic description of
the American policy-making process as it actually exists. Rather than decry the influence
of special interests, pluralism embraces interest groups as a fundamental part of the
political process, with interest groups serving as a conduit to government for the people's
desire for policies that reflect the public's values. lnterest groups, in a sense, are
concentrated pockets of public opinion that represent the broader interests of the people at
large. Pluralism paints a picture of competition and bargaining among special interests,
with negotiated compromises that reflect the values of the citizenry being the end result.

Of special note, pluralists believe that there is no such thing as a "poor" policy, since they
define a "good" policy as any initiative upon which there is agreement among interests
(Schneider and lngram, 1997). Thus, interest groups and the policies they pursue are
')>eople power" in a form that is more manageable then raw democracy where citizens
participate directly in all policy decisions.
Schneider and lngram ( 1997) descn"be pluralism as a system that falls outside of
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earlier descriptions of democratic capitalism developed by Karl Marx ( 1992 ), Max Weber
(1993), and Bentley (1908). Marx contended that in a capitalistic society, economic elites

will gain and retain all power and govern only to serve their own interests. Weber's view
was that an informed citizenry would have their wishes executed by responsive elected
officials. Bentley focused on groups as the central explanatory variable for understanding
the dynamics of the American political process. Pluralism, according to Schneider and
Ingram, attempts to describe a much more chaotic governmental system, where
institutions and interests work within structured yet changing frameworks in a manner that
is reasonably responsive to the citizenry.
In regards to efficacy, pluralists would assert that policies developed under such a
system are neither good nor bad, since no one side would be allowed to dominate and that
elected decision-makers in government would simply be acting in their roles as proxy
implementers of the public's desires. Under the pluralist modeL the effectiveness of a
policy is more difficult to define, because the success of a policy is somewhat of a moving
target and depends greatly upon the perspectives of the various contenders. Also, because
pluralistic processes represent an ongoing continuum of competition and compromise
between contenders, there will always be room for corrections and modifications that
might satisfy any unsatisfied players. Pluralistic policies are not set in stone, and pressures
for modification will always assert themselves if groups do not feel that their goals are
being met. As such, policies developed under a pluralist doctrine are somewhat
neutral-they simply are what they are and are always subject to change.
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Representation and Access Under Pluralism
Not surprisingly, pluralists place great value on public participation and citizen
access to the policy making process. An informed citizenry, with their interests adequately
represented in policy-making circles, is a vital component of the pluralist doctrine.
Pluralists sometimes refer to this participation as a "civic culture" (Almond and Verba,
1963; Almond, 1989). Without active participation, citizens forfeit their opportunity to
influence policy making, and instead turn their rights over to competing groups that may
seek to implement policies that fail to reflect their beliefs. Most importantly, pluralists
believe that governments must be responsive to its citizens needs and desires, and be
accountable for outcomes through legitimate electoral and legal systems. Such an
arrangement creates a system whereby governmental entities are rewarded for their
responsiveness by the citizenry through reelection, political support, and trust. Likewise,
an unresponsive government could be punished by the citizens it had failed to serve.
Lindblom (1982) called this system a "mutual benefit society."
Pluralists also seek to equalize interest groups within policy-making processes.
Ideally, no one interest or group of interests should be allowed to dominate policy
development. Allowing this would only provide for the domination by self-interested elites
as predicted by Marx. Self-interest in and of itself is not necessarily bad. In fact it is quite
good, since it provides the motivation for public participation. So long as individuals do
not identify themselves so strongly with one group that compromise and agreement with
others is impossible, a give-and-take relationship can exist. Schneider and Ingram ( 1997)
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refer to this as an "overlapping membership," where citizens can count themselves
amongst the members of numerous social, economic, regional, and cultural groups. Such
an arrangement creates a broader view of citizenship and decreases the splintering and
polarization of society along extremely narrow group identities.

Information Exchange and Learning Under Pluralism
Pluralism relies on openness and governmental transparency to achieve the goal of
an informed public that is actively engaged in governmental actions that may affect them
Laws like the Freedom oflnformation Act of1966 (FOIA) (5 U.S. C. 552) and other
"Sunshine Laws" are pluralistic attempts to limit the influence of government and assure
that citizens are adequately informed of governmental activities. While laws like FOIA
require government to divulge details of its actions, it does not require nor provide for
dialogue between citizens and government, so while government must be forthcoming
about what it is doing, there is no mechanism within FOIA for the mutual exchange of
information between citizens and government. Other laws, such as the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 U.S. C. Chapter 55), provide for such an
exchange, but do not necessarily require government to incorporate the information they
obtain from the public into its decisions.
Pluralism's principal focus in this area centers around citizen access to political
decision-makers. Under pluralist theory, information exchange and learning occurs at both
the macro and micro levels, with citizens expressing their views through electoral
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processes (macro) and direct influence upon political decision-makers through such
activities as lobbying and direct action (micro).

Continuity ofParticipation Under Pluralism
Pluralism's principal challenge is to find a balance between the adequate control of
special interests and complete subordination of those interests. Balance must also be found

within governmental structures so that government can successfully control interest group
excesses while not unduly restraining their ability to express their interests. Pluralists
contend that these balances are largely found through governmental and societal
institutions that require an incremental approach to political change (Lindblom, 1959,
1979, 1988; Lowi, 1979). Rather than sudden, revolutionary changes, incrementalism
provides slow and subtle political changes that are products of negotiation, compromise,
and electoral processes. With some issues, this incremental approach to political change
may take place over several generations, as was the case with civil rights. Under pluralism,
continuity of participation could often be regarded as collective or societal participation,
rather than individual participation. The mobilization of interested citizens, the lobbying of
governments, the development of policies with the input of other affected groups, and the
eventually implementation of a policy are typically long processes that do not allow
overnight change. At some point during this process, a critical mass of sorts is reached and
the policy or social change is accepted by enough participants so as to become viable and
capable of implementation.
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The example of civil rights serves as an illustration of incremental political
development. With the passage of the Civil Rights Act of1964 (42 U.S. C. 2000 et seq.),
which many historians view as the defining culmination of the civil rights movement,
certain minorities in America were granted rights for which they and their advocates had
been striving for well over a century. Passage of the 1964 law was but part of a continuum
oflaws, court decisions, policies, and societal changes that had been occurring since the
end of the American Civil War in 1865. This continuum could arguably stretch back even
further to the 1600s, when early abolitionists in the English colonies began arguing for a
cessation of the slave trade and the establishment of a society with equal rights for all.
Four hundred years later the "critical mass" of political power was reached where enough
citizens and interest groups demanded civil rights reform that meaningful action was
politically possible. It could be argued that incremental change for civil rights is still
occurring. Since obviously no individuals could have participated in this complete
continuum, collective multi-generational participation has been and continues to be the
rule for the implementation of civil rights. Naturally, some issues are not as contentious as

civil rights and can be implemented relatively quickly, but the incremental nature of
political change still applies.
Natural resource law and policy also has examples of incrementalism. The idea of a
national park system was first voiced during the mid-1800s, most notably by artist George
Catlin, who in 1851 wrote ofhis desire for "a nation's park, containing man and beast, in
all the wild and freshness of their nature's beauty" (Catlin, 1851 ). Catlin even expressed
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what would later become a standing principal of the National Park Service's mandate,
when he wrote that the park would be "for America to preserve and hold up to the view of
her refined citizens and the world, in future ages!" Catlin's vision would not be
implemented for another 65 years with the passage of the National Park Service Organic
Act of 1916 ( 16 U.S. C. 1 et seq.). Numerous incremental events occurred during that time
period, however, including the creation ofYellowstone National Park in 1872, as well as
the creation of several other state and national parks during the 1880s. Nevertheless, 65
years passed before a systematic approach for the preservation and management of scenic
lands was developed and implemented. The debate over national parks and their
management has been an issue of debate and evolution ever since, and will doubtless
continue to be so for the foreseeable future. What the National Park System will look like
in 50 years will be a function of the incremental policy changes that will occur during the
intervening years, not of overnight change.
The fragmentation of power within the American system of government also
serves as a mechanism to slow the process. This slow course of self-correction provides
for political stability and well-constructed policies that assure broader acceptance of a
policy once it is implemented. Changes are unlikely to be particularly dramatic, so negative
effects are minimized and correctable through subsequent processes.
While the slow progression may be frustrating, pluralists would argue that the
incremental model assures policymakers that their actions will not outpace society's ability
to adapt and that important groups will not be alienated or have their interests ignored.
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Decision-making Authority Under Pluralism
Pluralism largely bases its tenets of decision-making authority upon the principles
of representative democracy. While pluralism relies heavily on individual citizen
participation, pluralism requires that most decisions be made by representatives serving in
the best interests of their constituents. In turn, constituents will inform their
representatives of their desires and interests. Representatives ·essentially serve as proxies
of the people, and persons so designated that do not fulfill the people's wishes are
punished or rewarded correspondingly, either through reelection or the application of
political pressure during the interim.
Non-elected civil servants and bureaucrats, though not directly accountable to the
electorate, nonetheless are constrained by the same principle. Elected officials regularly
pass broad directives that are lacking in specific direction. Civil administrators are then
charged with the task of developing, implementing, and administering the wishes of the
elected officials. However, under pluralism, the chain of accountability is not broken when
decision-making authority is passed to non-elected civil servants. Rather, the civil servants
are themselves accountable to the elected official, who retain oversight on policy and
budget. Therefore, if the civil servants create and implement a program that is contrary to
the wishes ofthe elected officials (and by extension, the wishes of their constituents),
corrections can be made through the processes of oversight.
An example might be the Clean Water Act of1977 (U.S.C. 33, 1251 et seq.), most
recently amended in 1990 (P.L. 101-549, 104 Stat. 2399). Congress did not debate and
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create the finer details of the law's implementation, many of which involved extremely
complex scientific factors. Instead, Congress granted authority to the Environmental
Protection Agency and other entities to develop and implement rules that would reflect the
intent of Congress (and thus, the people). Congress would retain oversight of the
program, and could subsequently direct the agencies as to the finer points of
implementation as public concerns were brought to light during regulatory development.
The Executive would also retain the ability to direct implementation through its appointees
to the respective agencies. This process would place decision-making authority with civil
service experts, but retain oversight with elected officials and ultimately with the public
itsel£ If rule implementation did not meet the desires of the public, then it could be
influenced by political pressure upon the elected officials who, in tum, would direct the
implementing agencies to make necessary adjustments.
The term ')Jublic," of course, represents not just individual citizen electors, but
also interest groups made up of citizens who share the same views and policy goals.
Pluralism does not decry the exercise of power by interest groups. Instead, it recognizes
such groups as an integral part of the political process. Competition among interest groups
moderates the policy-making process by forcing dehoeration and compromise. This leads
to the development of centrist policies that do not alienate portions of the electorate.
While no side gets everything it wants, neither does any side come away with nothing.
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Criticisms of Pluralism
Despite pluralism's goals, critics contend that American society only rarely reaches
these ideals. Lowi (1964, 1972, 1979); Gaventa (1980); and Manley (1983) all believe that
the American political system is far more elitist then pluralists would like to admit. In their
view, government remains far too influenced by corporate interests, the wealthy, and
powerful groups. They contend that the idea of relatively equal groups competing for
standing has been replaced by "interest group hoeralism" where powerful and usually wellfinanced groups dominate and capture the policy-making process (Lowi, 1964; Schneider
and Ingram, 1997). Lowi was especially condemning of the cozy relationships among
special interests, governmental agency administrators, and congressional committees.
Critics like Lowi argue that groups with such special standing wield the type of undue
influence that is simply not available to less-connected groups. Groups with economic,
educational, regional, or other disadvantages cannot be competitive under such an
arrangement. Lowi further states that reelection is not a satisfactory measure of how well
government is meeting the needs of the public, since the electoral process is
disproportionately manipulated by "established and organized" groups through the
financing of candidates that support their interests (Lowi, 1964). Thus, under Lowi' s
interpretation, the power ofLindblom's ''mutual benefit society" is significantly
discounted.
The effectiveness of pluralistic processes, at least as viewed by the American
people, are also perceived as problematic. Orren (1997) and Neustadt (1997) both
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illustrate a steady downward trend in measurements of the public's trust in government.
Increasingly, significant portions of the public have resigned themselves to the idea that
politics is an exclusive club of self-interested elites who govern in their own best interests.
The financing of election campaigns of politicians by interests that have business before
the government has had a significant negative impact on the public's belief that politicians
will govern in a manner that is fair to all. At best, it is believed, political contnlmtions
guarantee levels of access by contnlmtors to decision makers that would otherwise be
unavailable to average citizens. At worst, the contnl>utions are seen as a form of outright
bnl>ery, sanctioned under the banner of free speech and vigorously protected by those who
benefit from the current system Many observers view this lack of public trust in
government as extremely troubling (Nye, 1997).
Pluralism attracts its fiercest critics among traditional h"berals, who contend that
pluralism's distrust of strong central governments is especially harmful to disadvantaged,
persecuted, and under-represented groups. Under pluralist doctrine, it is argued, poor and
minority groups will not have their needs met since they do not enjoy the levels of access
held by stronger groups. In addition, such groups are essentially excluded from the
''mutual benefit society" because they have little to offer policy-makers in terms of
campaign contnl>utions, substantive voting blocks, or other benefits ( Gaventa, 1980).
Environmental needs, especially, are likely to be neglected because environmental
protection generally conflicts with the economic opportunities desired by powerful special
interests (Heilbroner, 1993; Wilkinson, 1993). This last point is of special interest, since it
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will have bearing on the analysis of the case study to follow.
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The Rational Model
General Theoretical Concepts
In its simplest sense, the rational model theory relegates the bulk of policy
formulation and implementation to technical experts who alone possess the skills and
knowledge necessary to create rational and efficient policies. The paramount
characteristics of the rational model theory are efficiency, scientific rationale, and apolitical
decision-making (Schneider and Ingram, 1997). Under this model, (FIGURE 1)
sometimes called "policy science," technical experts conceptualize desired outcomes and
develop plans and policies to meet those outcomes efficiently and consistently (Cubbage et
al, 1993). Consistent application is a prominent component of the rational model The
reliance on consistent scientific analysis and application avoids the somewhat arbitrary
nature of more political methods of distn"buting resources.
FIGURE 1

Generalized Flowchart of the Rational Model
Agenda Setting - Clear Specification of Agreed-upon Goals and
Objectives

•
•
•
•

Formulation of Alternatives
Full Analysis of Alternatives
Selection of Optimum Alternative
Implementation
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The principles ofbenefit-cost analysis are an example of a decision-making
mechanism that falls within the rational model. Benefit-cost analysis is intended to be
purely rational, with well-defined inputs and the scientific analysis of those inputs left to
scientific experts. The outcome ofbenefit-cost analysis is quite simple: If the predicted
benefits of a particular policy or project outweigh the costs of implementation, then the
policy is sound. When there is doubt as to the potential benefits, further statistical analysis
can remove the uncertainty by applying probabilities to various outcomes. In the end, a set
of numbers makes the determination regarding a policy's worthiness. Ifthe policy is
proven inefficient during the precursory analysis, then society has thus avoided the
expense of what would have predictably been an unfruitful endeavor. Bureaucratic
discretion and the vagaries of politics are thus avoided, and society is the better for it.
Rational model theory has played a dominant role in public policy formulation and
implementation for much of the 20dt century (Moote and McClaran, 1997; Kweit and
Kweit, 1980; Reich, 1990a and 1990b; Shannon, 1990, 1992; Wondolleck, 1987). While
the rational model has its principal roots in the Progressive Era of the early 1900s, its
defining elements were not widely implemented until the 1930s and World War II. The
highly coordinated management of personnel and resources during the war won many
adherents to the rational model and its reliance on management experts who define and
develop goals and then chose the best alternatives to achieve them (Schneider and Ingram,
1997). Indeed, by the time of the Vietnam War, military leaders and political advisors
spoke of"managing the war," a significant departure from the more passionate and
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patriotic philosophies ofwarfare that had dominated earlier conflicts (McNamara, 1995).
Similar exaltations were also applied to domestic policy, especially in the design and
implementation of the myriad government programs associated with Lyndon Johnson's
War on Poverty (Dallek, 1998).

Efficacy Under The Rational Model
Above all, the rational model is intended to be efficient. Rather than appeasing the
selfish motivations of special interests, the rational model is intended to disregard those
distractions and create policies that are objective and in the long term best interest of all
the people, both present and future. Rational model goals tend to be more narrow and
targeted then pluralistic goals, and effectiveness is thus easier to determine in that one
simply has to ask the question ''were the goals of the process met?" Distractions regarding
collateral effects and consequences that were not components of the targeted goals are of
minimal concern ifthe targeted goals themselves were met. Unsatisfied groups and
constituencies are similarly discounted. On the face of it, this seems a reasonable and
straight-forward evaluation. However, as shall be pointed out later, the rational model's
principle tenet is also its greatest weakness.

Representation and Access Under The Rational Model
The rational model requires that the expert decision-makers be somewhat
sequestered in their deh"berations, thereby protecting them from the corrupting influence of
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political pressure. Since laypersons lack the specific expertise needed to make a
meaningful contnlmtion to the scientific analysis, they too are excluded from policy
development. In its purest interpretation, the rational model leaves all phases of policy
development and implementation in the hands of experts. They alone possess the expertise
and objectivity to make rational decisions that are unclouded by self.interest or ignorance.

Information Exchange and Learning Under The Rational Model
Under the philosophy of the rational model, laypersons and affected parties are
unlikely to offer any information to a policy development process that is not tainted by
self.interest or lack of knowledge. For these reasons, the rational model has few
mechanisms for the gathering of public input or the sharing of information with the public.
Government policy makers who have developed their careers under the workings of the
rational model frequently view the public as an annoyance, rather than a resource for
information. Organizations with long histories of working under the rational model
regularly lack the training or the organizational temperament to deal with their publics
efficiently. As public participation has become a mandated component of policy
development over the last 30 years, these agencies have often struggled to adapt to public
processes that to them seem inefficient and frustrating (Clarke and McCool, 1996).

Continuity ofParticipation Under The Rational Model
Not surprisingly, the rational model does not place a great deal of emphasis on the
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public's continuity of participation since the public has little say in policy development.
Perhaps the only continuity issue that might be of concern under the rational model would
'

be continuity amongst the policymakers and expert analysts responSible for development
and implementation. This is especially true when policies might take significant time to
carry out, and policymaking professionals might come and go over time. However, if the
ongoing dehberations are science-based and objective, then policymakers should be
marching to the beat of the same drum, even if their tenures are not continuous. Science
and objectivity are intended to be moderating forces even if the analysts in the process are
only temporary. And, since the public and interest groups are largely excluded from the
proceedings, these professionals will not be influenced by self-interest or political fads.

Decision-Making Authority Under The Rational Model
As was stated earlier under the discussion of general theoretical concepts, the
rational model relegates all decision..; making authority to objective, science-driven
professionals. The public and interest groups are excluded from the process, and the
decisions are left to apolitical experts. Elected officials retain oversight of the decisions
made by the experts, but their oversight is somewhat minimized in that the scientifically
complex and technical decisions remain under the purview of the apolitical experts.
Ultimately, elected officials remand much of their discretionary authority to the technical
experts, since only they are capable of making the correct decisions that are unaffected by
political interests.
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Criticisms of The Rational Model
If proponents of the rational model were hopeful that the 1960s would usher in an
era of specialized experts who would lead the nation towards the well-oiled machine of
scientific perfection, they would also discover that the American public was innately
distrustful of such an arrangement. The 1960s and the following decades would also
demonstrate that policies developed within a purely scientific context that were divorced
from political considerations would face a very difficult road indeed
The demands for broader citizen participation in governmental affairs that were
characteristic of the 1960s and 1970s presented a direct challenge to the rational model
Further complicating the picture was the demand by under represented communities that
they be made players in a political process that had previously been dominated by
narrowly-defined interests. How could the clean and well-defined parameters ofthe
rational model survive the messy and chaotic taint of politics? More fundamentally, how
could the rational model be made to work in a democratic society?
Within natural resource policy, the answer to this question was the creation of
numerous laws that sought to place "public participation" within the rational model The
result was a flurry oflaws that could loosely be characterized as "pluralism meets the
rational model" The public participation mandates found within the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S. C. Chapter 55), the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) ( 43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), and the National Forest
Management Act (NFMA) (16 U.S. C. 1600 et seq.) each placed another set ofboxes
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within the flowcharts of existing rational decision-making procedures (FIGURE 2). These
additional steps included directives for scoping, explanation of alternatives, public
comment, and other forms of assessment prior to the making of final decisions. Through
these additions, the public was intended to have a voice in policy processes affecting
natural resources, or at least remain informed of the government's intentions.

FIGURE2
Generalized Flowchart of the NEPA Process
Agenda Setting

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Scoping
Notice of Intent
Formulation of Alternatives

Release ofDraft Environmental Documentation
Public Comment Period
Formulation ofFmal Environmental Documentation
Record ofDecision

Implementation
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An element of these new processes that surprises many is the lack of requirements

that decision-makers defer to the wishes of their publics. The final decision still lies with
the technical experts, not with the affected parties. Indeed, there are no explicit directives
within NEPA, FLPMA, or NFMA that expressly require that the public's preferences as
discovered through the public process be implemented as part of any final decision. Critics
of what has now been termed the ''traditional" public participation process point to this
omission as a critical deficiency. These critics would argue that the traditional public
participation processes created by NEPA and other laws only serve as a means whereby
agencies seek to legally justify decisions that have already been made. In this sense, it is
argued, public participation requirements are simply another bureaucratic hoop that must
be jumped through before a project may go forward. The public participation requirements
have simply turned into another set of boxes wedged into the already existing flowcharts
of the rational model.
Kweit and Kweit ( 1987) suggest the inevitable tension that is likely to arise from
such an arrangement. They contend that ''the criteria for evaluating policy in a democratic
process are the accessibility to the process and/or the responsiveness of the policy to those
who are affected by it, rather than efficiency or rationality of the decision." Given these
criteria, the potential for conflict is significantly enhanced, because under the rational
model the input presented by the public is frequently not blended into the final decision.
What's more, because agencies aren't necessarily required to implement the public's
suggestions, citizens who disagree with a decision are likely to appeal the decision
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based largely on procedural grounds, because that is one of the few portions of an actual
decision where an agency's discretion is limited. Indeed, the majority of appeals and
litigious conflicts are based not on scientific or ecological questions, but rather on
procedural imperfections (Gericke and Sullivan, 1994), usually involving an agency's
"failure to consider" a specific concern of the petitioners. The fact of the matter, however,
is that appeals usually have little to do with the public's yearning for agencies to dot all
their procedural ''i's" and cross all their bureaucratic "t's." Rather, the root reason for
most appeals is the public's dissatisfaction with the decisions themselves and their limited
role in deciding them. This is especially true when stakeholders perceive that their benefits
will decline under a given decision (McClaran and King, 1999). The lack of mechanisms
for true decision-making participation by affected parties remains a central reason for
public dissatisfaction with natural resource planning This dissatisfaction manifests itself in
the form of procedural appeals because such appeals are often the only recourse available
to the public to thwart a decision they view as unfavorable.
As a consequence, planners have struggled to become adept at formulating
challenge-proof planning processes, with each new court decision adding yet another box
to be checked within an already cumbersome, time-consuming, and expensive process.
This quest for procedural perfection, however, does little to solve the underlying reason
for the appeals-the public's dissatisfaction with the actual decisions and its dislike of
decision-making processes where their desires are not valued. A "perfect" process,
whether it is the result of a successful procedural appeal or an agency's initial skill in

40
developing a "bullet-proof' plan, is still of only limited value if the public hates the
decision. One can almost hear the public shouting ''It's the decision, stupid!"
The recent propensity within many natural resource agencies has tended towards
analysis and defense rather than the execution of on-the-ground actions, with agency
budgets more and more going towards planning and bureaucratic legal distractions rather
than tang~l>le field operations. Agencies work a treadmill of endless planning without ever
reaching final decisions, largely because they can't make decisions that will be accepted by
the public. Not surprisingly, many agencies have entered an era of gridlock, with staff time
and resources tied up with an endless succession of appeals and lawsuits rather than
managing and protecting the resources with which they are charged. This development
was perhaps best illustrated with the decision by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in
2000 to temporarily suspend the listing of new endangered species under the Endangered
Species Act (16 U.S. C. 1531 et seq.). The agency asserted that the tremendous backlog of
appeals and lawsuits was consuming nearly all of the agency's resources, leaving little for
the evaluation and listing of additional candidate species (Environmental News Network,
2000).
Proponents of the more pure forms of the rational model would argue that all of
this conflict is the result of the politicalization of decision-making and management
processes. This is exactly what the rational model was designed to avoid. By inviting nonexperts and special interests to have a say in the management of natural resources, there is
no way decisions can be made in a purely rational or scientific manner. Under those
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conditions., politics will necessarily become center stage, and proper, expert-directed
management will be corrupted.
Another significant criticism of the rational model is the limitations placed on the
formulation of purely rational policies when decision-makers lack a complete
understanding of ecological, social, and economic processes. Scientific uncertainty,
especially within the context of decisions involving ecological systems, can severely strain
the ability of decision-makers to create policies that fully consider the ramifications of
proposed actions. This was not a significant problem when planners operated within the
context of simple resource production. For example, during the 1960s and early 1970s, the
U.S. Forest Service managed many of its forests with the single-minded goal of
maximizing timber production. Perhaps the most striking example of this practice is the
clearcutting and terracing of entire watersheds in the American West to maximize the
efficiency of timber production. In these instances, harvesters clearcut entire
mountainsides and bulldozed terraced roads into the slopes, thus expediting harvest,
replanting, and future harvests. Hirt (1994) points out that "a technological optimist [or a
rational model proponent] would look at this scene and see order and productivity,
whereas others would see destruction and human arrogance."

Hirt' s example is a good one because it demonstrates the effectiveness of the
rational model when management goals are simple and one-dimensional Under the goals
of the time, clearcutting and terracing efficiently addressed the goals of the Forest
Service's timber program--Get Out the Cut--as efficiently and as cost effectively as
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posSt"ble. In that sense, the techniques were highly successful. However, when analyzed
within the context of other poSSt"ble outcomes for those resources, such as the preservation
of wildlife habitat, watershed heahh, and recreational opportunities, the clearcutting
techniques could be viewed as complete failures. In other words, management of natural
resources with more multi-dimensional goals rather than the production of a single
commodity could greatly complicate the workings of a purely rational approach, especially
if competing management goals and values conflicted. After all, how was it posSt"ble to

protect endangered species if an agency's operations clearcut their habitat? Conversely,
how was it posSt"ble to meet the nation's timber demands if one was only concerned with
protecting wildlife?
NEPA and other pluralism-meets-the-rational-model laws passed during the 1970s
responded to these tensions by mandating the consideration of multiple goals and multiple
desired-outcomes within the planning and management processes of natural resource
agencies. Under this revision to the rational model, agencies were required to consider a
range of poSSt"bilities beyond the single-minded foci of commodity production.
These additional requirements introduced a level of uncertainty into the analytical
efforts ofplanners and managers. While planning for efficient production of: say, one
desirable tree or wildlife species was relatively straightforward, managing for the entire
sets and variables of complexity found within an ecosystem was overwhelming. In many
cases, most ecological components were poorly understood, if at all. Even more troubling,
little was known about how ecological components interacted with one another when one
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or more factors were manipulated through management.

U: for instance, artificial water

developments were provided to raise the populations of desirable wildlife species within an
arid environment, how did that impact other organisms in the environment? Did the
availability of water where it had not existed before also enhance the ability of predators to
survive? Did it aid in the expansion of invasive plant and animal populations? Did it alter
the migratory patterns of birds and other animals? Did the new waterholes focus human
use to areas that had not previously been impacted? If the water developments were
successful and the populations of the targeted species did increase, what impact would
that have on the environment? How would the food base be affected? Would growing
populations of one species displace other plants or animals? Could an ecosystem really be
enhanced, or could it just be changed?
To properly answer these questions, ifthat was even possible, agencies would
require years, decades, or even centuries of study and analysis to determine the best
courses of action. Faced with this unrealistic prospect, agencies often have to make their
best guesses at the likely outcomes of their actions. More often than not, records of
decisions conclude that " no significant impact" is anticipated from the proposed actions.
Despite the uncertainty of how their actions will truly affect the environment, policymakers regularly press ahead with their decisions, usually under political pressure to
decide in favor of interests with stakes in the outcome. The scientific rationalists are, from
an ecological standpoint anyway, flying by the seat of their pants.
In 1993, leading members of the National Academy of Sciences referred to
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uncertainty as a "plague" to environmental policymakers (White, 1993 ). Perhaps even
more problematic than the unknowns of scientific uncertainty is the manipulation of
uncertainty by political forces. Bressers and Rosenbaum (2000) point to this in the
following statement:
Many of the most formidable difficulties confronting environmental
policymakers arise from the pervasive interplay of uncertain science and
political judgement at virtually every stage of the policy process. So much
of the scientific research essential for resolving policy conflict and for
crafting appropriate policy is unavailable, ambiguous, or preliminary that
scientific judgement becomes highly contingent, tentative, and almost
inevitably contentious.
This statement points to the oil-and-water nature existing between strict
interpretations of the rational model and the pluralistic model. The political wrangling of
Lindblom's (1959, 1969) incrementalism and 'muddling through" is rather a poor
substitute for a rational decision based on objective facts. This is especially true when
there simply isn't enough time to muddle through to a political decision, as is often the
case in environmental decisions. Incrementalism may be a poor path to follow in the case
o±: say, global warming, where forceful actions may need to be taken now to preclude
catastrophic consequences in the future (Arentsen et al., 2000). Not surprisingly,
according to Arentsen and his colleagues, pluralism provides ample opportunity for
various players to derail necessary policy implementations. As a result, policymakers may
be inclined to bypass the political messiness of consensus-building and instead opt to
regulate forcefully and unilaterally. Such actions may serve to alienate those who are
impacted by the regulations, creating an adversarial climate and a never-ending cycle of
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litigation and conflict. The fact that the regulations may have been formulated within the
context of scientific uncertainty may only serve to exacerbate the cycle of mistrust and
adversity.
In a sense, the rational model is compromised largely because of its attempt to
exclude politics from decisions regarding the appropriation and use of public resources.
Cortner and Moote (1999) rightly point out that ']>olitics" is seen by many as a dirty
word. Indeed, history tends to look unkindly toward government leaders who succumb to
the ']>oliticalization" of important issues, and instead glorifies those leaders who
disregarded the political implications of a decision and instead "did the right thing." The
acute politicalization of the later years of the Vietnam War has likely placed an eternal
cloud over the Lyndon Johnson administration, and historians continue to publish critiques
of an administration that always deferred to political considerations rather than honest and
asserted military efforts towards winning the war (Dallek, 1998).
Conversely, history is kind towards leaders who "take a stand" and abandon
politics and pursue a tact that is ultimately victorious. Winston Churchill has enjoyed
revered status because ofhis early denunciations ofBritain's policy of appeasement
toward Adolph Hitler's expansionist efforts in Europe. During his so-called "wilderness
years," Churchill found himselfhighly marginalized within British politics because ofhis
assertions that Hitler could not be trusted and that British Prime Minister Neville
Chamberlain's efforts toward peace with Hitler would ultimately lead to a war for which
Britain was unprepared (Churchill, 1948). Even though appeasement was what the British
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public wanted to hear, Churchill stood by his Elijah-like analysis that Hitler's aims were
not benign and that Chamberlain's acquiescence towards Hitler would prove ruinous.
Churchill's assertions were ultimately vindicated when Germany reneged on its
agreements with Britain and invaded Poland. In the end, Chamberlain was forced to resign
his post in disgrace and Churchill triumphantly succeeded the naive appeaser. It is
interesting to note that Churchill was not considered a hero until after his assertions were
proven correct, and suddenly the body politic began to believe that his earlier assertions
were obvious and that any thinking person would have shared Churchill's foresight.
Before Hitler's betrayal of Chamberlain's Munich Agreement, Churchill was widely
considered a warmonger and a fringe politician. Afterwards, many ofhis same opponents
considered him a hero and a highly desirable associate. Of course, hindsight offers
observers the luxury of agreeing with those that took risks and went against the tide of
popular opinion without the discomfort ofhaving had to have held those same beliefs
when it really counted. This is certainly an oft-repeated political and social phenomenon.
The principal message of these examples is that history not only loves a victor and
does not tolerate a loser, but that history also loves leaders that thumb their noses at
political considerations and pursue courses that consider the objective analysis of facts and
the long term consequences of decisions beyond their immediate political gratifications.
The examples also point toward society's adoration of rational analysis and ''truth" and its
general disdain of politics. They also demonstrate that a rational leader who is ultimately
"right" is held in high regard, while those that also operate from a rational framework but
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are determined to have been "wrong" are not held in high regard, usually because they
failed to listen to ''the will of the people." This of course demonstrates a disconnect and
tension between the public's desire for apolitical decision-making and its demands for
government responsiveness to political considerations. In natural resource management, as
well as in other government functions requiring planning, the paradox created by this
disconnect is probably best illustrated in this statement by Wildavsky (1973):
Where planning does not measure up to expectations, which is every
where, planners are handy targets. They have been too ambitious or they
have not been ambitious enough. They have perverted their calling by
entering into politics or they have been insensitive to the political
dimensions of their task. They ignore national cultural mores at their peril
or they capitulate to blind forces of irrationality. They pay too much
attention to the relationship between one sector of the economy and
another while ignoring analysis of individual projects, or spend so much
time on specific matters that they are unable to deal with the movements of
the economy as a whole. Planners can no longer define a role for
themselves. From old American cities to British new towns, from the
richest countries to the poorest, planners have difficulty in explaining who
they are and what they should be expected to do. If they are supposed to
doctor sick societies, the patient never seems to get well. Why can't the
planners ever seem to do the right thing?

Examples of this paradox exist at both the macro and micro levels of government.
To address this disconnect, a new school of thought has evolved that seeks to further
intertwine the public within government decisions. Participatory democracy seeks to take
the pluralist doctrine a step further with decision-making processes that are responsible yet
responsive. The model contains numerous implications for natural resource planning.
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Participatory Democracy
General Theoretical Concepts
Various political theorists have suggested that American political theory has
focused too aggressively on national, or macro, political processes. This focus has come at
the expense of attention to the development and practice of political processes at the
micro level In the view of participatory democracy advocates, the "one man, one vote"
principle that is so widely touted as the hallmark of democracy is in fact inadequate. As
pointed out by Moote (1995), early theorists of what would come to be known as
participatory democracy asserted that ''the existence of representative institutions at the
national level is not sufficient for democracy" (Pateman, 1970). Pateman instead argued
that active participation by all members of society is required to ensure appropriate
governance that is equitable and truly responsive to public needs. In other words, the
Congress is too distant and impersonal to provide for meaningful and complete
participation by citizens. Members of Congress representing half-a-million constituents
each are not able to look after the interests of all of their voters, and are instead
disproportionately influenced by organized or well-monied special interests. Executive
agencies of the federal government are certainly insufficient as well, since they execute
decisions largely made by faceless bureaucrats who are not connected to or affected by
their own decisions.
In relation to natural resource planning, Moote (1995), Moote and McClaran
(1997), Moote et al., (1997), and other authors discuss the various criticisms to traditional

49
public land planning and offer an ahemative analysis of planning using the participatory
democracy approach.

Efficacy Under Participatory Democracy
A central pluralist doctrine that defines the success or failure of a policy is whether
or not the policy is truly agreed upon and accepted by those affected (Schneider and
Ingram, 1997). Obviously, if a policy or plan is created that goes against the wishes of
those affected, then disagreement and perhaps ultimate defeat of the plan will be the
possible results (Wondolleck, 1985 ). Conversely, if affected parties feel that the proposal
is legitimate and was fairly constructed, then their support of the policy and the plan's
ultimate success are more likely to be obtained (Fortmann and Lewis, 1987). In this sense,
the enhanced efficacy or effectiveness of a policy, as measured by a policy's success or
failure in solving the problems it was intended to remedy, is a primary goal and reward of
participatory democracy advocates.
That this goal is more and more being infrequently met within natural resource
policy is demonstrated in the number of lawsuits and plan appeals that have been
generated over the last twenty years (Behan, 1990; Cubbage et al., 1993; Yaffee, 1994).
Rather than achieve agreement and progress, the rational and traditional approach to
public participation has achieved gridlock and stagnation. Participatory democracy, on the
other hand, seeks to involve participants throughout the planning process, rather than at
the end or only in formalized settings, when participants may feel the decision is pre-
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decided and unfair. Thus, under a participatory democracy model, disagreements and
disputes are worked out during the planning process rather than after a contested plan is
adopted and the only recourse is appeal or adjudication (Susskind and Cruikshank, 1987;
Blackburn, 1988; Pateman, 1970).
The participatory democracy model also seeks to enhance efficacy by more
completely involving affected parties in the essential crux of natural resource policy
development-the allocation of scarce resources to different uses and interests. Rather
than feeling powerless to their fates (as decided by bureaucrats with no real stake in the
outcome), affected parties are afforded the opportunity to decide the allocations that best
serve their interests. Many participatory democracy practitioners refer to this process as
"stakeholder buy-in," where competing interests have the ability to craft allocations
amongst themselves and ultimately gain ownership of those decisions. The fundamental
rational is that if affected interests can meaningfully influence decisions that impact
themselves and their concerns, then dissatisfaction with decisions will be minimized and
enhanced efficacy will be achieved.

Representation and Access Under Participatory Democracy
Participatory democracy theory has as a principal goal the inclusion of as many
affected parties into any policy-making process as possible (Moote and McClaran, 1997;
Cortner and Shannon, 1993; Fortmann and Lewis, 1987). While pluralist doctrine may
also prescn'be that effective government requires that public participation be maximized,
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many critics of pluralism claim that this ideal is rarely achieved (Lowi, 1964, 1972, 1979;
Gaventa, 1980; Manley, 1983; Schneider and Ingram, 1997). Critics contend that the
public-at-large remains largely disinterested, and that this void is filled by special interests
that do not have the well-being of the larger society at heart.
Similarly, proponents of participatory democracy would contend that the rational
model is also flawed, since its structure and processes for public participation tend to
dissuade rather than encourage widespread participation. In natural resource planning, the
rational model's prescription for scoping, comment periods, formal procedural
requirements, legal language, and other formalized procedures tend to intimidate and
discourage would-be participants rather than encourage their participation (Facaros, 1989;
Fortmann and Lewis, 1987; Shannon, 1990; Blahna and Yonts-Shepard, 1989). It has also
been suggested that the rational model public participation process allows for the
disproportionate participation of industry and organized interests, since those entities tend
to have resources allowing them to hire technical and legal experts to look after their
interests during long and complicated hearings and other procedures (Carpenter and
Kennedy, 1988; Culhane, 1981).
To be successful, participatory democracy adherents affirm, public participation
must be composed of as broad a sample of the public as possible (Fortmann and Lewis,
1987). Rather than the regular cast of characters and adversaries that are likely to
participate under a traditional public participation process, policy-makers must cast a
wider net and bring in a more accurate cross section of the public, even if that means
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including those who might disagree with agency views.

Information Exchange and Learning Under Participatory Democracy
Participatory democracy theory holds that in traditional natural resource public
participation processes, agency planners do most of the communicating, with the bulk of
information being transferred in a one-way manner from agency to public in the form of
mailings, presentations, and tome-like environmental assessment or impact statement
documents (Cheng et al., 1993; Wondolleck, 1985). This is far removed from the
participatory democracy ideal, which seeks to create opportunities for open dialogue
between affected parties, adversaries, and the agencies. Such a process, it is believed,
would allow for greater public acceptance of the final plan, since they would have had an
adequate opportunity to ''weigh in" and share their insights in the development of the
policy (Moote and McClaran, 1997; Moote, 1995; Moote et al., 1997). Rather than having
the agency ''talk down" to the public as if participants had nothing to offer, this approach
would allow for agency personnel to learn what the true desires of the public are.
Dialogue would also allow for information exchange among adversaries. Under the
traditional model, adversaries have little, if any, interaction with one another. Rather,
players on opposite sides of an issue tend to vent their frustrations on the implementing
agency (Blahna and Yonts-Shepard, 1989). Under a process that allows muhi-way
dialogue, participatory democracy advocates contend that such exchanges allow for all
participants (including government agencies) to revise their own values and their
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perceptions of their perceived adversaries (Bachrach and Botwinick, 1992; Reich, 1985).
Again, such an arrangement serves to create a policy that is more widely accepted and
effective than a policy created under the traditional approach.

Continuity ofParticipation Under Participatory Democracy
In regards to public participation, the development of a typical natural resource

plan or policy might involve a handful of scoping meetings or hearings and two or three
opportunities for the public to comment on the proposed and alternative actions.
Depending on the complexity and controversy involved in a plan, significant time may pass
between these sporadic events, sometimes years. Strangely, stages of the process involving
the identification of issues and the development of alternatives are generally not accessible
to the public at all. Generally, plans and alternatives are devised strictly within the agency
or with agency partners, and the first time the public learns of the details of the plan is

with the release of a draft management plan, environmental assessment, or environmental
impact statement (Shannon, 1990b; Blahna and Yonts-Shepard, 1989). At this stage of the
process, most of the critical decisions regarding the proposal have already been made:
identification of issues, what groups will participate in scoping, what alternatives will be
included or excluded, which alternative is preferred, what the impacts will be on the
environment and society, and how the implemented plan will be reviewed and evaluated.
Once released, many agencies find themselves in a position where they have to defend
their decisions, while theoretically deferring to the public's input, which, unfortunately,
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had little or no impact on the fundamental structure of the proposed actions.
Participatory democracy theorists see this process as exactly the opposite of what
would need to occur if plans are to be efficacious and successful. As a tie-in to the need
for information exchange and learning, a broad-based representation of the public needs to
be involved in the process from the very beginning (Bachrach and Botwinick, 1992 ). This
approach allows for the evolution of a plan that brings the public along from beginning to
end, rather than subjecting them to the sporadic events characterize the traditional public
participation process (Behan, 1988). Continuity of participation lessens the suspicions and
adversarial tendencies that arise when significant time passes between events.

Decision-making Authority Under Participatory Democracy
As outlined above, the traditional public participation model largely excludes the

public from key decision-making events and instead relegates that power almost
exclusively to the implementing agency. This is not surprising, since the rational model
contends that decisions should be made by technical experts who have the long term
interest as their primary goal. However, participatory democracy adherents such as Paelke
( 1987), Shannon ( 1992b ), and Wondolleck ( 1987) believe that "public policy decisions are
ultimately social value choices, which the government cannot effectively make without
significant public participation" (Moote and McClaran, 1997). The public, it is argued,
should be given the opportunity to share the authority in making the final decision, as well
as at key points along the.way.
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Criticisms of Participatory Democracy
In a nutshell, participatory democracy proponents seek to overcome many of the

limitations that have been found to occur within the pluralistic and rational models. Within
the context of natural resource management, one of the primary goals of participatory
democracy is to move the planning and implementation processes from what in many cases
could be defined as "gridlock," towards workable solutions that allow the much-needed
practice of resource management to proceed. In this sense, participatory democracy could
be defined as a form of conflict management, in as much that the process seeks to involve
relevant stakeholders (and potential litigants) in such a way that they gain ownership of
decisions and are thus more likely to contnlmte constructively to the planning process and
the plan's implementation (Walker and Daniels, 1996). It is useful, then, to consider
participatory democracy's utility as a conflict management tool. It is within this context
that participatory democracy attracts numerous critics.
The record of effectiveness of participatory democracy remains undetermined.
Sample ( 1993) uses the example of a wilderness planning process in New Hampshire as an
illustration of a planning process that successfully incorporated elements of participatory
deomcracy. Moote and McClaran ( 1997) point to several other examples and ca$e studies
where participatory democracy processes were studied. Their findings suggest that the
ahemative processes had little effect on the real outcome of the planning processes since
the participatory processes ultimately had little influence on the decisions that were
eventually made (Landre and Knuth, 1993; Amy, 1987; Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1990;
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Culhane, 1981 ). This rather mixed picture of the effectiveness of participatory democracy
can possibly be explained by significant weaknesses in the movement's theoretical
underpinnings. At the core of participatory democracy theory is the idea that decisions be
reached by all affected parties in an equal and shared manner. The ideal of representation
and access meets significant challenges in the world of natural resource planning, where
processes can be long, time-consuming, divisive, and fraught with significant uncertainties.
Sample et al., (1995) note the difficulties involved with getting all affected parties
to participate. While participation from activists and stakeholders with a significant
financial stake presents fewer problems, inclusion of the ''radical middle," or the public-atlarge, is extremely problematic. In other words, on the bell curve of affected parties, the
extremes on either side are well-represented, but the larger middle is largely apathetic and
therefore absent. The idea that all members of society have a deep desire to participate in
planning the collective future but have been thwarted by existing processes seems
somewhat fanciful to many observers ofhuman behavior. Participatory democracy
proponents expend considerable time and an..xiety performing "outreach" efforts to the
majority of society that simply does not care about politics or planning. The fact that more
people are at home watching television rather than attending endless rounds of planning
meetings is a particular reality that many participatory democracy theorists seem to have
trouble accepting. Nevertheless, the fact remains that most citizens do not share the
democratic passion necessary for true and complete participatory processes to be
effective. From the start, this represents a significant undermining of the democratic ideals
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of participatory democracy theory,
Another criticism of participatory democracy is the significant fact that not all
interest groups are created equally. While large corporate interests and other well-monied
groups with full-time staffs of government relations and public relations personnel might
be able to devote the time and energy necessary to participate in and influence a
participatory democracy process, other organizations composed largely of unpaid
volunteers are unlikely to be able to participate as fully (Shannon and Anderson, 1994;
Shannon and Robinson, 1994; Sample et al., 1995). Since some participatory democracy
and collaborative processes can go on for years, this can be a significant constraint for
smaller groups.
Another criticism of participatory democracy and collaborative processes is that in
many instances it is likely that not all affected parties will want to participate, even if they
have necessary resources at their disposal. Since it is likely that each interest group will
assess the potential utility of their participation, many will determine that their positions
may be enhanced if they do not participate. This option may be especially attractive to
groups that see compromise as unacceptable. Numerous environmental groups, for
example, have forgone collaborative processes and allowed them to run their course, only
to scuttle the agreements through lawsuits or appeals. In some sense, not everyone has to
play in the collaborative game, and not playing the game does not necessarily deprive a
group of recourse. In fact, many groups might assert that not participating may actually
enhance the power of a comparatively weak group, since legal remedies remain a
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powerful and often effective recourse, and are not necessarily tied to traditional measures
of power.
Participatory democracy's goal of improved information exchange and learning can
be compromised by problems that are not easily remedied. An essential shortcoming, as
alluded to above, is that collaboration is not seen by all members of society as a good
thing. To many, the idea of compromise is morally abhorrent. In environmental matters
this attitude can be manifested in religious--like convictions regarding the protection of
natural resources. To these groups of individuals, compromise entails the loss of resources
they see as irreplaceable. The development of a ski resort in an undeveloped forested area,
for instance, would not be viewed by these individuals as a reasonable compromise and an
equitable distnoution of resources, but instead would be viewed as a loss of a resource
that can in no way be replaced or "mitigated" (Bowden, 1987). Similar devotion to
principles of property rights and fundamentalist interpretations of the Constitution are also
evident in the "wise-use" movement and other libertarian-oriented movements (Pendley,
1995). Within either perspective, adherents operate within a framework of absolutist
ideologies that view compromise as a violation of fundamental core values. It is extremely
difficult to conduct a collaborative process in such an environment, and such a process
may create deeper levels of disagreement and anger, since neither side will be willing to
move from their fundamental interests and values. Indeed, it may be naive to believe that
true information exchange can be posSiole in such a situation (Amy, 1990).
This level of devotion to non-compromise may be difficult for outsiders to
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understand, since most modem educational and social systems strive to teach a level of
acceptance where the only thing that is not tolerated is intolerance itself. This perspective
derives from the significant h"beralization of society over the last several decades. In this
newer view, acceptance and tolerance have become core values in and of themselves, and
have largely replaced the absolutism of earlier perspectives (Bloom, 1987; Kamen, 1967).
The underpinnings of participatory democracy have their roots in this newer school of
thought. The participatory democracy movement can trace its origins to the Port Huron
Statement, formulated in 1962 by Students for a Democratic Society (Hayden, 1990;
Lachelier and Weltman, 2002). The Port Huron Statement had as its principle tenets the
inclusion of all people in collective decision-making, non-judgmental values and, above all,
tolerance.
Clearly, participatory democracy theory evolved in academic and student circles
that discounted absolutism and where value-laden judgements were discouraged.
Information exchange is highly valued in academic environments, and would therefore be a
significant component of any theories developed in such circles. It could be argued that
information exchange and tolerance, by and large, are not as highly valued in society-atlarge, and for significant portions of society are not valued at all. Not surprisingly, theories
that evolve in isolation from broader society are likely to encounter problems when
applied to communities outside of the academic environment. That part of participatory
democracy theory that yearns for an environment where everyone values everyone else's
opinions and ''we all just get along" is among the most significant weaknesses of the
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theory. Strongly-held social values cannot be so casually dismisse~ as they are intimately
intertwined with the vision the public has for how natural resources should be managed
(Stankey and Clark, 1992 ). Those values have major repercussions for other types of
policy as well.
Participatory democracy theory requires participants to adopt a non-absolutist
perspective and to embrace the "win-win" ideals of compromise. However, a significant
and vocal portion of the American public still tends toward the conviction that
compromise and collaboration are not virtues, but are instead deviations from moral
absolutes that seriously threaten their own deeply-held values. This fact is especially
significant, since many such persons are active participants in the political arena, especially
at the grassroots level where many participatory democracy processes would take place.
Advocates of collaboration have failed to consider that ideological roadblocks exist
around which compromise may not pass (Amy, 1990). Another point is that these beliefs
may not necessarily always reflect minority or fringe opinions. In fact, in some
communities absolutist beliefs may be representative of the majority. This is especially true
in smaller rural communities where many natural resource decisions are made.
Given the long time frames involved with many natural resource planning
processes, continuity and consistency are critical components of any process that seeks to
invoke components of participatory democracy theory. Moote (1995) and Moote and
McClaran ( 1997) point toward several inherent difficulties that frustrate attempts to
provide for necessary continuity and consistency. Public participants can be transitory, and
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can become exhausted and frustrated by long processes that drag on for years with
seemingly little tangt"ble results (Moote, 1995). In fact, it could be argued that interest
groups with significant resources at their disposal might intentionally prolong the
processes to ''wear down" groups with less staying power (Southern Utah Wilderness
Alliance, 1994). In addition, frequent transfers of agency personnel result in a loss of
institutional memory regarding agreements and procedural developments, resulting in
confusion and charges of deception (Sample et al, 1995).
One reality is that consensus groups often operate independently of the real work
involved in piecing together a significant planning document. The amount of analysis,
documentation, and procedural protocols and time lines involved in a planning process
require agency staffers to proceed with many of these components independent of the
group. Legal and political requirements for agency performance and outputs may require
an agency to proceed with a plan before an affiliated collaborative group has reached
agreement (Cortner, 1994; General Accounting Office, 1994). In other words, procedural
and legal requirements may require an agency to outpace the ability of a collaborative
group to reach agreement. This is especially true when the issues involved are contentious
and the participants are polarized and unable to compromise. In these situations,
collaborative participatory democracy is unsustainable.
Perhaps the most critical weakness within participatory democracy theory as
applied to natural resources is the fact that, in the end, it is natural resource line officers,
not stakeholder groups, that must make the final calls on the decisions in a plan. This
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reality has broad foundations in both statute and in instances ofjudicial review (Moote and
McClaran, 1997; Moote, 1995). It is line officers, acting under the direction of Congress
and the Executive, who must ''lay it on the line," so to speak, and sign off on procedures
and plans that fit within the discretionary constraints placed upon them by existing law and
policy. These constraints may conflict with the very agreements made during collaborative
processes, regardless of the democratic righteousness of those agreements. In other
words, final plans must ultimately be justifiable to an authority that is higher than the will
of any collaborative group, i.e., the rule oflaw. In most instances, existing law and policy
are not as flexible as is necessary for participatory democracy to successfully function
(Cortner et al., 1996; Moote and McClaran, 1997; Cortner and Moote, 1999). Especially
in processes regarding federal lands, line officers and their superiors must be concerned
with a host of criteria that may go far beyond the interests of the collaborative group.
These criteria might include the larger national interest, the precedence-setting
implications that non-conventional processes and plans may have for other areas and
decisions, budgetary constraints, and bureaucratic inertia and culture (Culhane, 1981 ). The
line officers, therefore, have a significant set of discretionary constraints they must
consider that may override any agreements that may have been made during a
collaborative process. The pure democratic goodness of a collaborative process is of little
value if the resulting plan is legally challenged for being arbitrary or similarly out of step
with existing precedent, law, or policy. Certainly, most line officers understand this and

will decide accordingly. This is especially true when one considers that Congress has
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insisted that federal agencies base their decision-making on "long-term strategic goals
based on clearly defined mission priorities" (General Accounting Office, 1997). To that
end, and not surprisingly, when the final decision is different from that arrived at by the
group, even insignificantly, participants may feel betrayed and embittered and take out
their anger through appeals and litigation (Moote and McClaran, 1997). Observed from
this vantage, participatory democracy offers little to make it better than more traditional
public participation processes.
In effect, the participatory democracy process is only the first step in the long and

winding road of plan development and implementation. In the case of federal resources,
major potentially plan-busting steps in the decision-making process remain well after a
collaborative decision is reached, and stakeholders have only limited influence over those
procedural processes. Many observers would contend that without substantive changes in
federal law, this is unlikely to change. Participatory democracy advocates may lament this
fact and proclaim that "the existence of representative institutions at the national level is
not sufficient for democracy" (Pateman, 1970). However, a similarly justifiable argument
could be made that "local control" results in inconsistent and arbitrary policies that are out
of step with the national interest and the broader, and thus more democratic, goals the
national interest represents.
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Summary
A summary graphic is presented in TABLE 1, which concisely evaluates each of
the three theories using the five criteria. Following the summary table, a case study is
presented of an actual natural resource planning process and an analysis of the theoretical ·
elements demonstrated in its development.
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TABLEt
Summary Table of Theory Evaluation
EVALUATION
CRITERIA

PLURALISM

RATIONAL
MODEL

PARTICIPATORY
DEMOCRACY

Efficacy

Immediate
effectiveness not
critical. Future
effectiveness
enhanced by
incremental
adjustment.

Policies narrowly
defined to
effectively solve
policy problena at
hand. Collateral
effects
discounted.

Effectiveness
enhanced by wide
agreenaentsreached
by affected parties
during policy
formulation.

Representation and
Access

Public pressures
elected officials to
implement
favorable policies.

Unimportant.
Decisions made
by experts acting
in best interest of
all.

All parties have say in
formulation and
implementation of
policies that affect
them

Information
Exchange and
Learning

Open government
and transparent
decision making
allows citizens to
interact with policy
makers.

Experts operate
in isolation from
public. Public a
corruption of
apolitical decision
making.

All affected parties
share information in a
manner which allows
the inclusion of all
concerns in the final
policy.

Continuity of
Participation

Incremental
adjustment allows
for continuity of
participation over
tillle.

Public not part of
policy
development
component.
Experts guided by
standards to
assure
consistency.

All parties actively
involved in policy
development, from
conceptualization
through to
implenaentation.

Decision-making
Authority

Decisions made
directly by elected
officials or
bureaucrats within
oversight of
elected officials.

Decisions made
by apolitical
technical experts.

Decisions made by
affected parties.
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CASE STUDY: THE COMMISSION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
COOPERATION'S SAN PEDRO RIVER INITIATIVE
Research Objectives
This case study focuses on a public participation process and its place within the
context of existing major theories of political decision-making, as well as its integration of
participatory democracy theory. The process under discussion is the public input
component of the Commission for Environmental Cooperation's (CEC) San Pedro River
Initiative in southern Arizona, U.S.A Following a description of that public input process

will be an analysis ofhow the process addressed the benefits as well as the central

criticisms of traditional public participation models as descn'bed by Moote and McClaran
(1997) and Moote et al, (1997), and how the process inevitably incorporated elements of
pluralism and the rational model. Using again the criterion of efficacy, representation and
access, information exchange and learning, continuity of participation, and decisionmaking authority, the analysis will examine the interplay of these three theories in policy
development and implementation.

Research Methods
The author's relationship to this process was that of a participant observer. The
principal data collection methods utilized in this analysis consist of observation, participant
interviews, questionnaires, and document analysis. Data were gathered through the
following processes: 1) Observation and documentation of participant input received in
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focus group meetings, open houses, public presentations, workshops, informal meetings,
and radio call-in programs; 2) Analysis of written comments from public questionnaires,
workshop exercises, formal letters of comment, and comments received via e-mail and
facsimile; 3) Verbal comments received and documented via phone, voice mail, or direct
contact; 4) Analysis of information received through newspaper articles, editorial columns,
letters to the editor, and other media sources; and 5) Post-process interviews with
participants, facilitators, and other relevant observers. Information thus gathered was
analyzed, with trends identified and general conclusions drawn. All data gathered during
the public input process, in both raw and summarized forms, is on file at the Udall Center
for Studies in Public Policy in Tucson, Arizona, and with the author.
The analysis is preceded by a physical, ecological, and social description of the
Upper San Pedro River Basin, as well as an historical background analysis of the natural
resource issues in question.

Commission for Environmental Cooperation San Pedro Initiative:
The Public Input Process

Physical Description of the Upper San Pedro River Watershed
The San Pedro River has its headwaters near the town of Cananea, Sonora. It then
travels north across the United States border and joins the Gila River at Winkelman,
Arizona, approximately 240 km from its original source. The Gila River runs generally
westward until it meets with the Colorado River slightly north ofYuma, Arizona. The
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Colorado River, in tum, flows southward and crosses the Mexican border at San Luis Rio
Colorado, Sonora and eventually drains into the Gulf of California.
The portion of the San Pedro River addressed in this paper is a hydrological
subdivision known as the Upper San Pedro River Basin as descnoed in Thomas et al.
(1998). This subdivision is defined as the river's watershed running from its headwaters
near Cananea, Sonora northwards across the United States border to the river's
confluence with Ash Creek on the west and Tres Alamos Wash on the east at an elevation
of 1,037 m (3,405 ft), approximately 12.5 km north-northwest ofBenson, Arizona. 1

(FIGURE 3).
The basin and range topography of the watershed varies from the steep and rugged
Huachuca Mountains (2885 m) to rolling mountain foothills and the river's alluvial plain
itself. The topographical contrasts create significant climatic variations, with precipitation
ranging from 700 mm per year at higher elevations to 300 mm per year or less on the
valley floor. More than 20 different biotic communities occur within the watershed
(Brown 1994). Representative ecological communities include montane conifer forests at
higher elevations (above 2,100 m), oak woodlands and semidesert grasslands at
intermediate altitudes (approximately 1,500 m), and Chihuahuan desertscrub at lower
elevations (approximately 1,200 m) (Brown, 1994).

This air-line distance is measured on a bearing of 334 degrees from where U.S. Interstate Highway 10
crosses the San Pedro River near Benson, Arizona to the confluence of Ash Creek with the San Pedro
River.
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FIGURE3
Map of the Upper San Pedro River Basin
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The San Pedro River remains unobstructed by dams or major surface diversions
along its entire length. While the river flows along its entire length only during flood
events, significant portions of the river are perennial, especially in the Upper Basin.
Surface flows are highly variable, with average flows ranging from less than 1. 0 cfs during
the pre-monsoon summer drought to flows exceeding 8,000 cfs during monsoon flood
events (Vionnet and Maddock, 1992).
Vegetation along the river itself is characteristic of the Interior Southwestern
Riparian Deciduous Forest and Woodland biome as descnl>ed in Brown (1994). The
riparian corridor sustains three particular plant community series within this biome that are
considered endangered or threatened (Thomas et al., 1998). The Cottonwood-Willow
community, characterized by Populus .fremontii (Freemont Cottonwood) and Salix

gooddingii (Goodd.ing Willow), has undergone extensive loss or replacement by invasive
exotic Tamarix chinensis (Salt Cedar) throughout most of its former range in the
American southwest (Braatne et al., 1997). Yet, the community remains largely intact in
the San Pedro riparian corridor. Other representative species found in this community are

Juglans major (Arizona Walnut), Fraxinus pennsylvanica (ash) andMorus microphylla
(Texas Mulberry). Bird species include Coccyzus americanus (Yellow-billed Cuckoo),

Buteo nitidus (Gray Hawk) and Empidonax trailliiextimus (Southwest Willow
Flycatcher). Each of these bird species are dependent upon the unique habitat
characteristics found within the Cottonwood-Willow association, specifically the dense
forest canopies, abundant food sources, and high levels of structural diversity.
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A second endangered community found within the corridor is the Chihuahuan
Riverine Marshland, characterized by Typha angustifolia (Cattail) and species of the

Scirpus (rush) genus. This community, commonly referred to as cienegas, is represented
in narrow strips along the San Pedro, and has declined substantially throughout its entire
range, largely due to stream diversions, channel incision, and lowering water tables
(Hendrickson and Minckley, 1984; Hereford, 1991). Cienegas along the river often have
the highest avian species richness of any area along the river (Thomas et al., 1998). A
particular species of note is Chloroceryle americana (Green Kingfisher), which requires
the open, marshy characteristics of the cienegas.
The third endangered community found within the riverine corridor is the Big
Sacaton Grassland series, characterized by bands of Sporobolus wrightii grasses (Big
Sacaton). This association typically occurs with Prosopis velutina (velvet mesquite) on the
highest floodplain terraces of the San Pedro River. This community has declined by over
90 percent within its former range, largely due to hydrologic changes and land-use
conversion (Humphrey, 1958). Prominent bird species that utilize this association are

Aimophila botterii (Botteri's Sparrow) and Aimophila cassinii (Cassin's Sparrow). This
intermediate vegetation type gives way to upland vegetation within a few hundred meters
of the water's edge as the depth-to-groundwater exceeds the reach of riparian vegetation.
Each of these unique and endangered habitats is completely dependent upon the
perennial flows and natural hydrologic dynamics of the San Pedro River (Thomas et al.,
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1998). While riparian areas have always played a vital role in maintaining biodiversity in
the arid southwestern United States, their value has become even more prominent with the
loss or conversion of over 95 percent of historic riparian areas within the region (Ivanyi,
2000). Riparian areas in the Southwest have been impacted by humans more than any
other vegetation type (Bahre, 1991 ). While nearby rivers like the Santa Cruz and the San
Simon flowed perennially 100 years ago, only the San Pedro remains. This relict-like
n'bbon of riparian habitat is of vital importance to plants and animaJs dependent upon it,
especially migratory birds, which rely on it for critical stopover habitat during their
migrations (Thomas et al., 1998).

Economic and Demographic Description
Within the last 50 years, the Upper San Pedro River Basin has evolved from an
off-the-beaten path mining and ranching region to an assortment of communities with
highly-diversified economies. The most prominent of these communities is Sierra Vista,
the largest city in Cochise County. Approximately 90,000 people live within a 25-mile
radius of Sierra Vista (Sierra Vista Economic Development Foundation, 1998). This
represents a 20,000 person increase over 1990.
Sierra Vista's economy is closely linked to Fort Huachuca, a U.S. Army post
specializing in intelligence, communications and electronic warfare. The post accounts for
nearly 38 percent of all employment in Cochise County (Crandall et al., 1992). Nearly
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6,000 Anny personnel are stationed at the fort, along with approximately 2,500 federal
civilian employees. An additional2,000 contract workers also work at the post, and
approximately 11,000 military family members live on-post or in adjacent Sierra Vista.
Fort Huachuca also accounts for a large number of retirees that live in the area. Many
military retirees choose to permanently settle in the Sierra Vista area, and many begin
second careers in the community.
Other prominent economic activities within a 25-mile radius of Sierra Vista include
retail trade, which accounts for 20.8 percent of overall employment. Additional
employment sectors include public administration and government (17.5 percent),
education (9.9 percent), healthcare (7.6 percent), business support services (6.8 percent),
and construction (6.4 percent). Agriculture accounts for less than one percent oftotal
employment (Sierra Vista Economic Development Foundation, 1998).

IDstorical Perspective of Water-Use Conflict in the San Pedro River Basin
Though the Upper San Pedro River watershed was visited by European explorers
as early as 1539, widespread settlement of the area did not become established until the
mid-to-late 1800s with the defeat of the Chiricahua Apaches who had thwarted earlier
efforts at widespread settlement. Though harassment by Apaches continued until
Geronimo's surrender in 1886, prominent mineral strikes in Tombstone and Bisbee
brought many settlers beginning in 1878 (Sheridan, 1995). In 1877, the Church ofLatter-
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Day Saints (Mormons) authorized irrigated agricuhural settlements along the San Pedro
River at Benson and Saint David. The completion of the Southern Pacific Railroad across
southern Arizona in 1881 allowed increased opportunity for mining and livestock
development. Within four years, the area's rangelands were stocked to capacity.
Simultaneously, exploitation of the area's timber resources to provide smelter fueL
building materials, and mining timbers experienced a similar boom (Hadley, 1999).
By the end of the 1880s observers were noting significant changes in the
watershed. (Hastings and Turner, 1965, Humphrey, 1987, Bahre, 1991). In 1886, a
Tombstone newspaper published pleas from cattle ranchers to prolu"bit the importation of
additional cattle (Hadley, 1999). The over-exploitation of rangeland resources, coupled

with an extensive drought, resulted in death by starvation ofbetween 50-75 percent of
cattle in Cochise County during 1893. In 1887, a major earthquake disrupted the
hydrological regime, resulting in the drying of numerous springs and cienegas. Elsewhere
along the San Pedro, settlers diverted water into irrigation canals, dug wells, and drained
beaver ponds. In the surrounding mountains, slopes were denuded of timber and other
vegetation for use as fueL building materials, and forage. Erosion caused by subsequent
losses of groundcover and deforestation resulted in entrenchment of the San Pedro and
widespread gully erosion throughout the entire watershed (Hastings, 1959, Bahre, 1991).

In 1890, local newspapers reported one flood event causing soil to erode to a depth of
nearly nine meters (Hastings and Turner, 1965).
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The entrenchment of the San Pedro and its tributaries placed special stresses on the
river and its surrounding habitats. Significant portions of marshland were lost on the river
during this period (Hendrickson and Minckley, 1984). The sacaton grasslands and
mesquite bosques along the outer edges of the floodplain became stressed as the river's
entrenchment caused the depth to groundwater to increase. Cottonwoods and willows
also became restricted to areas immediately adjacent to the river, rather than the more
widespread distn"bution they had previously held (Stromberg et al, 1996).
By the early 1900s it was clear that the rate of exploitation was unsustainable
(Bahre, 1991 ). Livestock numbers were reduced, and most settlers abandoned efforts at
non-irrigated "dryland" agriculture. Overstocking of rangeland continued, however, well
into the mid-1900s until grazing was more strictly regulated under the 1934 Taylor
Grazing Act and administration of public lands by the Bureau ofLand Management and
the USDA Forest Service.
While during the early 1900s irrigated agriculture relied on the diversion of surface
flows from the San Pedro, opportunities for more widespread irrigation came about during
the 1940s with the development of efficient groundwater pumps. Thousands of acres
along the San Pedro were cleared and placed into cultivation using water pumped from the
underground aquifer (Bahre, 1991). This development occurred both in the U.S. and in
Mexico.
Irrigation and groundwater pumping placed significant pressures on the river. By
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the 1940s the depth to groundwater had increased by as much as 7.5 meters (Brandt,
1951 ). In a sense, groundwater pumping was skimming the top off the aquifer, with the
river representing the uppermost portion of that aquifer. As the aquifer dropped, so did
base flows in the riverbed. Base flows represent the amount of water flowing on the
surface during the warmest, driest months, usually April through June. Base flows are
almost entirely dependent on groundwater inflow, since there is very little, if any, surface
inflow available during the drier months (Thomas et al., 1998). Hood events remained
somewhat consistent, largely because such events result from excess rainfall and are thus
independent ofthe aquifer and depth to groundwater.
Accurate records of stream flows going back more than 60 years exist from two
gauging stations along the Upper San Pedro River. Gauging stations were installed in
1935 at Palominas, near the international boundary, and at Charleston where the
Charleston Road crosses the river. Records from those stations demonstrate a consistent
decline in base flows during the last 60 years. While base flows of more than 7.0 cfs were
exceeded more than 50 percent ofthe time between 1935 and 1940, by 1975 that number
had dropped to only 2. 0 cfs. During the 1990s, base flows below 1. 0 cfs were the norm
during the driest portions of the year, typically late-June through mid-July (Thomas et al.,
1998).
During the mid-1970s, agriculture began to decline in the U.S. portion ofthe
Upper San Pedro River Basin, largely due to low agricultural commodity prices and
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increased energy costs. Water usage for crop irrigation declined significantly during this
period. Between 1970 and 1992, irrigated agricultural land decreased 22 percent from
approximately 4,110 hectares to about 3,220 hectares. In 1996, gross cash receipts from
agriculture for all of Cochise County comprised only $3 7 million, with at least half that
amount deriving from areas within the county lying outside the Upper San Pedro River
Basin (Thomas et al, 1998).
The decline of agriculture, however, did not relieve pressures on the aquifer and
base flows in the river. While groundwater pumping for agricultural purposes was

shrinking, new and expanded groundwater pumping for urban uses was increasing.
Prior to World War II, Fort Huachuca served primarily as a post dedicated to
securing the international boundary and, in the very early days of the post, protecting
settlers from attacks by Apaches. During World War IT the base was made into an
infantry-training base. After the war, the post was closed for several years before being
reopened in 1954. In 1956, the community to the east of the post was incorporated as
Sierra Vista. Fort Huachuca soon became one ofthe U.S. military's principal training
stations for intelligence and electronic warfare, and the Fort's population as well as the
population of Sierra Vista began to grow dramatically. By 1990 Sierra Vista's population
had grown to nearly 33,000. Population growth continued in the 1990s, in large part due
to the attractiveness of the area for retirees. The 2000 census determined that Sierra

VISta's population was nearly 41,000, a 24 percent increase from 1990. The annual
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growth rate within the corporate limits ofthe city during the 1990s averaged 2.2 percent.
An estimated 10,000 live in surrounding unincorporated areas (City of Sierra Vista, 2001).
Sierra Vista, Fort Huachuca, and their immediate surroundings rely entirely on
groundwater for their water requirements. By the late 1990s, it was determined that
groundwater pumping from the regional aquifer was exceeding recharge by at least 7,000
acre-feet (Thomas et al., 1998). Hydrologic models developed as early as 1982 (Freethey,
1982) noted a deepening cone of depression within the aquifer in the vicinity of Sierra
Vista and Fort Huachuca. Additional models (Vionnet and Maddock, 1992; Corell et al.,
1996; Corell, 1996) reached the same conclusion. The overpumping that was creating the
cone was intercepting groundwater flow that would otherwise have made it to the river.
The later models, cited above, showed the cone of depression actually having reached the
river itself
The models suggest that this interception of groundwater has reduced the level of
inflow to the San Pedro River (Thomas et al., 1998). Of special significance, the
interception has decreased inflow to portions of the river that were historically "gaining"
reaches of the river. That is, the effect of the cone of depression has been to decrease the
base flows in stretches of the river that had historically been perennial, and in some cases,
to deplete those stretches of any base flow whatsoever. Thus, the amount of water
available to riparian vegetation and other habitat components has diminished significantly.
In 1988, Congress established the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area
(SPRNCA), to be managed by the Bureau ofLand Management (BLM). Congress
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directed the BLM to ''manage the conservation area in a manner that conserves, protects,
and enhances the riparian area and the aquatic, wildlife, archeological, paleontological,
scientific, cultural, educational, and recreational resources ofthe conservation area" (16
U.S.C. 460). The enabling legislation directed the area to be managed under the provisions
ofthe Federal Land Policy and Management Act ofl976 (FLPMA)(43 U.S.C. 1701 et
seq.). Congress also reserved "a quantity of water sufficient to fulfill the purposes of the
[area]."
During the development of the management plan for the SPRNCA, the BLM
moved to eliminate cattle grazing within the NCA, as well as to retire several thousand
acres of irrigated agricuhuralland. The BLM also began the implementation of extensive
restoration efforts of the riverbed and the adjoining riparian and grassland areas.
Subsequent purchases and land exchanges expanded the SPRNCA to 23,500 ha.
The creation of the SPRNCA, together with the release ofhydrologic studies that
demonstrated the river's vulnerability to groundwater overdrafts, focused national and
even international attention on the watershed. The San Pedro's status as a rare remnant of
what was once an extensive network of Southwestern riparian systems caught the
attention oflocally and nationally-based conservationists. The American Bird Conservancy
designated the San Pedro as a Globally Important Bird Area (U.S. Department of the
Interior, 2001). The Nature Conservancy listed the San Pedro as among its ''Last Great
Places ofthe Western Hemisphere" (Nature Conservancy, 2001). American Rivers placed
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the San Pedro on its ''Most Endangered Rivers" list (American Rivers, 2001). In addition,
the San Pedro began to draw the attention oflocally-based environmental interests, such
as local chapters of the Audubon Society and Sierra Club, as well as the Tucson-based
Southwest Center for Biodiversity (now the Center for Biodiversity). These and other
groups began to exert pressure on local and federal leaders to address the groundwater
overdraft issue within the Sierra Vista subwatershed of the basin.
At the same time, competing interests in the area, such as agricuhural users, civic
leaders, and development boosters began to protest recently-implemented and proposed
water and land-use restrictions aimed at addressing the problem. Specifically, many of
these interests resented the influence of "outside" individuals and organizations that were
interfering in what was perceived as a local issue. Significant residual resentment remained
from the creation of the SPRNCA and the subsequent restrictions on grazing and mining
imposed within the area. Some local residents especially disliked the larger role being
played by federal and state governmental entities and even international organizations
(Varady et al, 2000).

Of primary concern among many of the interests was the status ofFort Huachuca,
which many viewed as vulnerable to inclusion in the string of base-closures that were
occurring throughout the country during the early-1990s. Many residents expressed
concern that if the Department ofDefense concluded that limiting water use on the post
and in surrounding areas would be too expensive or unobtainable, then the military might
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choose to abandon the post. Given this possibility, it was perceived that if the Fort and its
surrounding area's water usage were not successfully addressed in a manner that would
protect the river, then the primary economic engine of the county would be imperiled.
Beginning in early 1994, the President of Cochise College led an intensive effort to
bring together a diverse group of interests in an attempt to resolve the conflict. The group
called itself the Water Issues Group (WIG), and met biweekly for nearly eight months. At
the end of this time, the group announced its intentions to seek the creation of a regional
water management entity that would "encompass both state-wide and local objectives,
including the conjunctive management of surface and groundwater, and would provide a
systematic way to consider the impact on the San Pedro of future development. The
management entity would also take steps to mitigate negative impacts to the riparian
system" (Gignac, 1995). Following this announcement and an additional series of
discussions, the group unanimously adopted the following mission statement:
To develop and implement a management plan for the Sierra Vista
subwatershed which protects riparian resources, including the surface flow
in the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area; provides a reliable
supply of water to residents, as necessary to promote and support a diverse
and sustainable economy, and which shall incorporate measurable,
verifiable, objective standards linked to time-specific intermediate goals to
significantly reduce the water deficit (Gignac, 1995).

A subcommittee was formed to create a concept paper that outlined the structure
and scope of the management entity. Since no legal precedent in Arizona existed in
regards to the type of entity being proposed, it was determined that enabling legislation at
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the state level would be required. The concept paper was envisioned as the guiding
document for legislation. With the paper in hand, together with the implied community
consensus contained in such a document, WIG members would take their case to state
lawmakers for enactment of enabling legislation.
Upon completing their deliberations, the subcommittee submitted a concept paper
that outlined the process for creating and operating the Sierra Vista Subwatershed
Management Agency. Among the topics covered were descriptions of the agency's board
membership, the appointment of members, the creation of a management plan, and public
participation in the plan's development and implementation.
At this point, significant opposition to the plan began to be expressed by some
WIG participants. The principal objections were the membership of the agency's board
and the perceived labeling of agricultural water users as the principal adversary. The plan
called for a seven-member board that included one representative each from the largest
city (Sierra Vista), other cities, Cochise County, agricultural users, water companies,
environmental groups, and one at-large member. Representatives from the Natural
Resource Conservation Districts (NRCD) advocated for a representative specific to their
organization. The NRCDs also sought a separate representative from the mining industry.
The WIG compromised by adding one slot for an NRCD representative, but not for the
mining industry. The plan was also modified to allow for a limited expansion of
agricultural use while the management plan was being developed. The final paper was
adopted and distnouted to WIG participants. Following the paper's release, the NRCDs
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and one environmental group requested that they be removed from the list of signatories
of the paper.
Despite the opposition, the remaining WIG participants began work with the state
legislators that represented the area in the drafting of enabling legislation. Legislative
deadlines regarding the submission of draft legislation forced this process to be
abbreviated. While the previous developments within the WIG had occurred at a pace that
allowed for discussion and consensus-building, the actual drafting oflegislation occurred
without substantial discussion and input from stakeholder representatives. Much of the
actual drafting was done by legislative and Arizona Department ofWater Resources staff,
largely by persons who had not been part of the earlier process. Early drafts of the
legislation were released, and opponents began to enlist the support from members of the
real estate and development community. These groups had been wary of the WIG effort
from the beginning, since it was likely that any efforts at controlling water use would
contain some form of growth management within the Sierra Vista area. Owners oflarge
parcels of real estate, including ranchers, also began to oppose the plan, since the proposal
was likely to place restrictions on the subdivision and sale of property.
Early drafts of the legislation did not help clarify the situation. The legal language
was confusing to many, and suspicions began to rise, along with misinformation about the
WIG process and its participants (Gignac, 1995).
Sensing that the public and participants were not fully in agreement with the plan,
the area's legislators decided to hold a public meeting in the area to gain an understanding
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of the public's feelings on the issue. With the legislative session already underway and
legislative deadlines fast approaching, the legislators wanted to hear from the public
directly before they refined the bill and attempted to move it through the legislative
process. A hearing was scheduled at the local high school for mid-January. By that time,
opposition to the plan was very well organized. Over 1,000 people showed up for the
hearing, almost all of them opposed to any form of water and land use regulation (Wade
Evans, 2001 ). The hearing spiraled out of control For six hours, a steady stream of
persons testified in opposition to the plan. Supporters were jeered and heckled, and WIG
members at times feared for their safety. Robin Silver, a local environmentalist and
prominent supporter of strong water and land use regulation, had to be escorted from the
auditorium under armed guard. The end result of the disastrous hearing was the
withdrawal of the legislation by its sponsors.
While the WIG process began with very strong and favorable prospects, it
unraveled at its most critical juncture. Judy Gignac, a 12-year member ofthe Cochise
County Board of Supervisors, a prominent community leader, and a WIG participant,
presented her analysis of the process shortly after the plan's disintegration (Gignac, 1995).
In her analysis, Gignac pointed to what she believed were the process's critical mistakes,
as well as the ramifications of the plan's failure.
Frrst, Gignac believed that the closed nature of the WIG's early deliberations
created suspicion within the community and charges of secrecy. While it was easier to
obtain group consensus without the distraction of public input, closed meetings did not lay
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a strong foundation for future public acceptance of the plan.
Second, consensus and representation need not only to be broad, but also to be
deep. While the WIG encompassed a broad community representation, there were not
sufficient mechanisms to take that consensus to the broader public and the people
represented by WIG participants. Adequate attention was not paid to keeping the public
fully informed of the WIG's activities.
Third, the nature oflegallanguage is not conducive to public understanding. The

legal language of the plan's early legislative drafts was confusing to many members of the
community, and was easily distorted and misrepresented.
Fourth, opponents of the plan appeared at the last moment and disrupted the plan.
Consensus-building is hard and time consuming work, yet non-participating opponents
were able to skip the more difficult early stages of the process and weigh-in quite
effectively at the last moment with very little effort. To quote Gignac, ''It is much easier to
oppose and destroy than it is to support and construct solutions."
Fifth, se1£:.interest is a strongly compelling characteristic, and is likely to override
considerations for desirable community-oriented future outcomes if those outcomes will
come at a cost to personal property and wealth. The WIG process verified that personal
property is a highly regarded commodity, and that attempts to regulate its use for the
community good will be strongly resisted. In addition, few property owners were able to
see the connection between their own use and the condition of natural resources. When
one is contributing but a small amount to a problem within the context of an aggregate
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involving thousands of other users, it is difficuh to provoke a sense of individual urgency.
Instead, the typical response is an attempt to shift blame off of oneself and onto other
groups. In Gignac's analysis, this propensity toward blame resuhed in community
polarization and mistrust, with different sides seeing the other as the enemy. Gignac
summarized this development thus: ''The lines were drawn between urban and rural;
between agriculture and everyone else; between the 'elite' and the 'little guy;' between
government and citizen" (Gignac, 1995).
Gignac's final point was that "no good deed shall go unpunished," meaning that
the w9rst consequence of the WIG's failure was that community leaders would be unlikely
to revisit the San Pedro issue. Well-meaning and respected citizens had taken significant
risks when they participated in the process. After being "burned" so badly, it was unlikely
that they would be willing to repeat the experience.

The Commission for Environmental Cooperation (CEC) Study
Following the collapse ofthe WIG in January of1995, the San Pedro issue
continued to simmer, though not in any centralized fashion. Sierra VISta and Fort
Huachuca worked independently on water conservation and recharge measures, and other
interest groups and governmental agencies followed separate agendas and reassessed the
situation in the absence of a central and coordinated region-wide effort. Local and national
environmentalist organizations, however, began to look toward legal means to force
action on the issue. In 1996, the Southwest Center for Biodiversity asked the Commission
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for Environmental Cooperation (CEC) to conduct an investigation ofFort Huachuca's
impact on the San Pedro. Specifically, the Southwest Center wanted the CEC to
determine if the Fort was in violation of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
for failure to address the Fort's impact on the San Pedro River (Harris et al., 2001).
The CEC was established by Canada, Mexico and the United States in 1994 to
carry out the provisions of the North American Agreement on Environmental
Cooperation, the environmental side agreement to the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) (P.L. 103-182). The CEC's primary mission is to promote
enforcement of environmental laws and to prevent environmental conflicts arising from
trade issues related to NAFTA. The CEC' s Council is composed of the cabinet-level
environmental ministers from each nation. The CEC's Secretariat is the professional staff
that carries out the mandates of the CEC and its Council. The Secretariat also investigates
submissions by the public regarding allegations that participating governments may be
failing to effectively enforce environmental laws. Investigations can be initiated when
members of the public submit a claim alleging such a failure on the part of any of the
NAFTA partners. Following a review of the submission, the CEC may investigate the
matter and publish a factual record of its findings, subject to approval by the CEC Council.
Though lacking specific enforcement authority, the CEC and its Council have the ability to
remedy identified issues through negotiation, mediation, political pressure, and funding
opportunities. An investigation by the CEC can also attract publicity to a specific problem
or conflict, thereby heightening awareness and the potential for resolution.
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As a consequence of this Southwest Center for Biodiversity's petition, the

Secretariat ofthe CEC launched the Upper San Pedro River Initiative in May 1997. The
CEC stated its objectives as threefold:
1) Initiate a process where diverse stakeholders from the region can
develop and implement economically and environmentally sustainable
strategies for enhancing and preserving the riverine ecosystem of the Upper
San Pedro River watershed;
2) Develop a model of cooperation that could have relevance to other
transboundary basins; and
3) Inform the broader public about the regional importance of preserving
migratory bird habitat and the challenges and opportunities in conserving
and protecting valued transboundary resources.
The initiative involved several specific steps (FIGURE 4). The first was to
commission a report by an interdisciplinary team of technical experts on "the physical and
biological conditions required to sustain and enhance the riparian migratory bird habitat of
the San Pedro River Basin" (Thomas et al., 1998). The expert team's draft technical
report was issued June 15, 1998.
The second step was a public input process, including a 60-day comment period
during which responses to the technical report were gathered and community dialogue
about the report and the future of the river basin were encouraged.
In the third step, both the amended technical report and a summary of the public
input was forwarded to a CEC-appointed advisory panel that then prepared specific
recommendations for the CEC Council. The CEC Council included the three heads of the
national environmental agencies from Canada, Mexico and the United States. In the
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United States, that person is the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency.
While the CEC had no technical jurisdiction over the San Pedro in terms of mandating
actions or implementing solutions, it did have significant political authority, in that it could
draw international attention to the area and focus funds and other resources toward
potential solutions.

FIGURE4
Flowchart of CEC San Pedro River Initiative Process
CEC receives petition to implement study of San Pedro River
1996

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

CEC launches Upper San Pedro River Initiative
May, 1997
Interdisciplinary Team drafts Expert Report

Draft Expert Report released
June 1998
Public Comment Period
60 days
Public comments compiled, Expert Report finalized
Advisory Panel formulates recommendations, forwards to CEC Council
September 1998
CEC Council announces final findings and recommendations
December 1998
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This case study focuses on the second step, the public input process, and its place
within the context of existing theories of political decision-making theories, as well as its

integration of participatory democracy theory.

The CEC Public Input Process
As part of the second step of the initiative, the CEC sought the services of the
Udall Center for Studies in Public Policy to design and implement the public input process.
The Udall Center is an interdisciplinary policy center at The University of Arizona in
Tucson that had been studying the environmental and economic well-being of southern
Arizona and the US-Mexico border region for several years. The Center states as its
mission a commitment to sound policy development that incorporates the interests and
concerns of all stakeholders. The Center's environmental conflict resolution program
offers outreach services including design and facilitation of public dialogues, community
problem-solving, and collaborative policy development. Because of the Center's
experience in these matters, the CEC chose the Udall Center to carry out its outreach and
public input efforts.
The scope of the public input process in the United States focused primarily on the
Upper San Pedro River Basin. A similar process was conducted on the Mexican side of
the basin, but that effort is not analyzed here. The CEC and the Udall Center also solicited
input from outside the basin, including input from federal agencies and national
environmental organizations and their constituents.
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Process Design and Execution
It is important to note that the CEC San Pedro public input process as designed by
the Udall Center was colored to a large extent by the experience and previous research of
the designers. Several process designers had significant experience in conflict resolution,
mediation, and facilitation. In addition, one of the team's leaders, Margaret Ann Moote,
had carried out extensive research on elements of participatory democracy and other
forms of public involvement in decision-making processes. The designers were also
familiar with the specific culture of the Upper San Pedro River Basin, as well as some of
the more obscure details of the existing conflict. The designers were especially concerned
with avoiding the mistakes of the failed WIG process, as well as addressing the criticisms
of traditional public participation processes as outlined in Moote and McClaran ( 1997).
As part of its efforts, the Udall Center developed specific objectives it intended to
meet as part of the public input process:
1) Assure broad access for individuals and organizations throughout the sub-basin
to the technical report and summary;
2) Solicit and collect as much input as possible from the interested public through
multiple, easy-to-use methods of communication;
3) Provide opportunities for mutual learning and constructive interaction between
the public and the CEC and the interdisciplinary technical team;
4) Facilitate civil, constructive dialogue among those representing a variety oflocal
interests concerning their shared water resources; and
5) Summarize the public input into a useful :framework of questions, comments and
concerns to assist in future planning and management processes.
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The CEC process necessarily differed somewhat from the public input processes
that have become routine in the planning and execution of federal public land planning, as
exemplified, say, in the formation of a plan for a national forest or a given parcel ofBLM
land. The reason for this is that the CEC was not legally obligated to initiate a public
process as part of its report formulation. Since the CEC does not come under the
jurisdiction ofU.S. public laws such as NEP~ it is not required to follow a formal public
process. This situation presented an interesting opportunity for process designers, since
they would not be constrained by procedural regulations. Other constraints did exist,
however, such as the requirement that the process be completed within a certain time and
within budget.

Prior to designing the input process, Udall Center staff consulted with community
members and groups in the basin, including representatives from local and county
government, federal agencies, the business community, and agricultural and environmental
interest groups. The design that emerged was based on this early assessment process, and
Udall Center staff worked under the following guidelines:
1) Be respective and non-evaluative of all comments directed toward the
report;
2) Do not attempt to translate or defend the content of the report;
3) Prepare and present verbatim all attributed comments directed toward
the report;
4) Accept no anonymous comments; and
5) Respect the privacy of those who request their names be withheld.
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Since the Udall Center was serving as an objective, third-party facilitator of the
process, it was not in a position to favor any particular management ahemative over
another, and it was also not in a decision-making role regarding the final selection of any
particular ahematives. While this added credtl>ility to the Center's role in the process, it
did create confusion among some members of the public, who failed to understand the fact
that the Udall Center was not part of the CEC. However, this confusion affected a
minority of participants. For the large majority, the Center's third-party role was
understood and appreciated.

Report Distnl>ution
The Udall Center printed 2,500 copies of the technical report, Sustaining and
Enhancing Riparian Migratory Bird Habitat on the Upper San Pedro River, in English.

The reports were distributed in a variety of ways (fABLE 2). Approximately 600 copies
were mailed directly to all area elected officials, interest group representatives, and others
who requested it, along with an invitation to provide written comments. One thousand
copies of the report were also available for pickup at municipal and county offices,
hl>raries, and Bureau of Land Management offices within the upper basin and at the Udall
Center in Tucson. Another 500 copies were mailed or handed out at focus groups and
workshops. The report was also made available on the Internet at both the CEC's and the
Udall Center's websites, where the complete report could be viewed or downloaded from
either site.
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TABLE2
Report Distribution
Report Distribution

Number of Copies

Elected Officials

45

Interest Group Representatives

100

Municipal and County Officials

100

Federal Agency Officials

25

Media Representatives

30

Other requesters

300

Libraries (copies available for pick-up)

400

Bureau of Land Management Field Office (copies available for
pick-up)

100

Udall Center for Studies in Public Policy (available for pick-up or
mailing upon request)

500

World-Wide-Web (available for download)

--

Distn"buted at focus group meetings, workshops, etc.

500

Summary Insert Report
Sierra VISta Herald
Bisbee Observer
Bisbee Journal
Tombstone Tumbleweed
Douglas Daily Dispatch
San Pedro Valley News

60,000
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Local newspapers and radio shows announced the report's release on June 15,
1998 and indicated where and how to get copies of the report. 60,000 copies of an eightpage summary of the CEC Initiative and the technical report was printed by a local
publisher and inserted into all area newspapers. The summary insert was also available at a
number of outlets around the basin and at all subsequent public discussion forums.
On the back of the summary insert was a full page public input form, where
respondents were encouraged to write their comments and questions for submission to the
Udall Center. The form was also available on the Internet, and comments could be
forwarded to the Udall Center electronically. Approximately 60,000 summary inserts were
distnl>uted via area newspapers, workshops, and focus group meetings. Approximately 50
response forms were received and transcnl>ed.
In addition to the public input form, a dedicated phone line was established to take
comments through voice mail. A dedicated email address was also established where
respondents could relay their comments. Email and Internet locations for both the CEC
and the Udall Center were published to encourage electronic input. Input through each of
these avenues as well as numerous letters and faxes were also collected and transcribed.
Udall Center staff members also took part in several90-minute hosted call-in radio
programs on a local radio station. During the course of these programs, Udall Center
staffers presented some of the findings of the report, took calls from members of the
public, and presented information on how listeners could respond to the report.
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Media Coverage
Media coverage ofboth the report and the public input process was extensive. A
local radio station talk show held weekly discussions of the report. Over 40 articles in
eight newspapers reported specifically on the public input process. The media played a
significant role in publicizing the public input process and stimulating public dialogue
about the report. During the public input process, Wick Publications, publisher of the
Sierra Vista Hearald/Bisbee Review, commissioned a poll of public values and ideas
regarding the San Pedro River and its management. The Herald/Review printed a series of
articles summarizing the poll results. Many people expressed their views of the report and
issues it raised in letters to area newspapers (copies of all of these items are on file at the
Udall Center and with the author).

Focus Group Meetings
During the 60 day comment period, Udall Center staff arranged, designed, and
moderated focus group meetings on the U.S. side of the basin to gather input on the
report from members of different community groups (fABLE 3). Input received during
each of these gatherings was collected and transcn"bed. Summaries ofthe focus group
meetings as recorded by the author can be found in APPENDIX A.
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TABLE3
CEC Public Input Process Focus Group Meetings
ORGANIZATION

TYPE OF
ORGANIZATION

NUMBER OF
PARTICIPANTS

Hereford Natural Resource
Conservation District

Agriculture, Ranching

12 (Board only)

San Pedro Natural
Resource Conservation
District

Agriculture, Ranching

10

Sierra Vista Multiple
Listing Service

Real Estate, Development

60

Hereford Natural Resource
Conservation District

Agriculture, Ranching

30

Palominas Neighborhood
Association

Community, Development,
Agriculture, Ranching,
Wise-Use

20

Friends of the San Pedro

Conservation

10 (Board only)

People for the U.S.A

Wise-Use

20

Huachuca Audubon
Society

Environmental

35

Masonic Lodge

Civic

55

Bisbee Residents

Mixed representation

35
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Public Workshops
During the last week of July, 1998, toward the end of the public comment period,
the Udall Center organized a series of public workshops where CEC

staft: the technical

experts who had drafted the report, and members of the community could interact, ask
and answer questions, raise issues, and consider alternative management options.
In preparation for the public workshop facilitation, the Udall Center conducted an
eight-hour training oflocal facilitators in Cochise County, drawn from the pool of
volunteer mediators and arbitrators that serve the county court system's ahemative
dispute resolution program. Dr. Greg Walker, from Oregon State University, developed
the training program with the Udall Center and served as an advisor throughout the public
workshops. These trained facilitators teamed with Udall Center staff and other
professional facilitators to help manage the input process and dialogue sessions at the
public workshops held during the week of July 27-31, 1998.
Prior to the workshops, the Udall Center undertook extensive efforts to advertise
the dates and locations of the workshops. Announcements were published in English and
Spanish in area newspapers, radio announcements were made on a local radio stations,
and notices were posted at local horaries, government offices, shopping centers, and
community centers.
An open house was held in Sierra Vista on July 28 to allow interested members of
the public to ask questions and discuss issues with the authors of the report.
Approximately 100 people attended and engaged in informal discussions with the authors
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and CEC representatives. Following the open house, three public workshops were held on
July 29 and 30, I998, each lasting over four hours. Two workshops were held in Sierra
Vista, on the morning of July 29 and the evening of July 30, and one was held in Benson
in the evening of July 29. Approximately 300 people attended the workshops. At each of
the workshops, an interpreter was on hand to provide simuhaneous translation from
English to Spanish.
In the first portion of each workshop, the report authors gave brief presentations

summarizing their findings. The audience then broke into groups of I 0-20 people to
discuss specific items in the report and next steps the communities could take to address
the issues raised in the report. Participants were given a worksheet to fill out as an aid to
stimulate discussion, containing the following four questions:
I) What are your comments, questions, and feedback on the findings of the report?
2) What are your comments, questions, and feedback on the different management
options (solution opportunities) presented in the report?
3)What next steps might be taken to work on improving the situation in the Upper
San Pedro River Basin?
4) What additional comments, questions, or other concerns would you like to add?
Local volunteer mediators and Udall Center staff facilitated the small group
discussions and took detailed notes. During the break-out sessions, the CEC panel of
experts and report authors alternated between the groups, where participants could ask
questions of them and challenge the report's assertions.
Each break-out session lasted approximately 90 minutes. During the last ten
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minutes of the meetings, each small group was asked to decide on five key points from
their discussions to report back to the larger workshop. These key points represented
important commentary that had occurred during the group's deliberations, and were not
necessarily points with which all participants personally agreed. The key points were not
represented as points of group consensus on substantive issues (although a few actually
turned out to be substantive consensus points).
After the small group discussions, facilitators summarized their discussion group's
key points for the entire workshop audience. Each of the report authors then briefly
responded to questions and comments raised during the discussions. At the end of these
sessions, participants were informed of the next steps in the process:
1. The Udall Center would compile all of the public input and comments
that had been gathered, both in a summarized digest form as well as the
raw data, and forward that information to the Expert Team for their
review.
2. The Expert Team would review and consider the public input, and
would revise their report and recommendations if they felt necessary.
3. The Expert Team would reissue their report and their recommendations
and present them to the thirteen-member Advisory Pane~ a broad-based
group ofU.S. and Mexican stakeholder representatives, who would review
the information (TABLE 4).
4. The Advisory Panel would evaluate the information and present its
findings and final recommendations to the Secretariat for Environmental
Cooperation as well as to local leaders and the public.
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TABLE4
Advisory Panel Composition
MEMBER

AFFILIATION

TYPE OF
REPRESENTATIVE

Jack Piister (CoChair)"

Arizona State University, Retired
General Manager Salt River Project

Academic, Water
Management

Fedro Carlos Guillen
Rodriguez (Co-Chair)

lnstituto Nacional de Ecologia (INE)

Mexican Federal
Government

Alejandro Castellanos

University of Sonora

Academic

Robert Halliday

Water Management Consultant,
former Director, Canadian National
Hydrology Research Institute

TechnicaL
Engineering, Water
Management

Michael Harcourt

University ofBritish Columbia,
Former Premier ofBritish Columbia

Academic, Canadian
Government

Paul Hardy

Nature Conservancy

Conservation,
Environment

JackLadd

Supervisor, Hereford Natural
Resource Conservation District

Agriculture, Ranching,
Community

Rita Pearson

Director, Arizona Department of
Water Resources

Arizona State
CJovernment, Water
Management

Ruth Russell

National Audubon Society

Environment

Cecilia Soto

Mexican Federal Assembly
(diputada)

Mexican Federal
Government

Robert Strain

Sierra Vista Economic Development
Foundation

Community,
Economic
Development

Kenneth Symmes

Cochise County Industrial
Development Authority

Community,
Economic
Development

John Wirth

Stanford University

Academic
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Summaries of the three workshops as recorded by the author can be found in
APPENDIX B. Following the adjournment of the public workshops, the public input
phase of the initiative effectively ended. From that point on, the public had no formalized
conduit for input, except possibly through the representatives sitting on the Advisory
Panel The Udall Center's role essentially ended once the public input was compiled,
summarized, and sent to the Expert Team. The Center did, however, continue to play a
peripheral support role in the CEC initiative, but its solicitation of public comment ended.
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Analysis of the CEC San Pedro Initiative Public Input Process Using Pluralist,
Rational Model, and Participatory Democracy Theory

The objectives ofthe public input process as defined by the Udall Center (see page

69) provide insight into what theoretical concepts were in play during the development of
the process (TABLE 5). In their broadest sense, each objective tries to fulfill a
requirement advocated by at least one of the principal theories of political decisionmaking.
The observations and conclusions presented in this section derive from the analysis
of all public comment received through all mediums available to the public during the
public input process. A summary of the types of input received is depicted in TABLE 6.
Summaries of focus groups and workshops, which serve to present a broad overview of
the types of comments that were received, are presented in Appendices A & B.

TABLE 7 presents an evaluation of the major components of the CEC process as
they were actually applied in practice, and a classification of those elements relative to
which theory they best represent. A narrative evaluation of the process as it relates to each
theory follows.

Pluralism
The CEC Public Input Process demonstrated several significant components of
pluralist theory, especially in terms of its open style and its extensive attempts to gain
participation from as many participants as possible.

It: as Almond and Verba (1963)
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TABLES
Theoretical Basis for Objectives of the CEC Public Input Process
OBJECTWE

THEORETICAL BASIS

Assure broad access for individuals and
organizations throughout the sub-basin to
the technical report and summary

Pluralism, Participatory Democracy

Participatory Democracy
Solicit and collect as much input as
posSiole from the interested public through
muhiple, easy-to-use methods of
communication
Provide opportunities for mutual learning
and constructive interaction between the
public and the CEC and the
interdisciplinary technical team

Participatory Democracy

Facilitate civil, constructive dialogue
among those representing a variety of
local interests concerning their shared
water resources

Participatory Democracy, Pluralism

Summarize the public input into a useful
framework of questions, comments and
concerns to assist in future planning and
management processes

Rational Model, Pluralism
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TABLE6
Summary of Public Input Reviewed
Participants in focus groups and public workshops

580

Written comments from individuals
within Upper San Pedro River Basin

49

outside Upper San Pedro River Basin in Arizona

67

outside Upper San Pedro River Basin in U.S. but outside Arizona

55

outside Upper San Pedro River Basin and outside U.S.

1

unknown origin

9

Written comments from organizations
Town, city and county in basin

6

Federal and state agencies

10

Environmental organizations

6

Total written comments

203
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TABLE7
Actual Applied Process Components and Theoretical Characteristics
PROCESS COMPONENT OR
CHARACTERISTIC

THEORETICAL BASIS AS APPLIED

Open and public style of process, attempts
to gather as much participation as possible

Pluralism, Participatory Democracy

Attempt to inform public about issues
affecting them; creation of a "civic
culture"

Pluralism, Participatory Democracy

Equalization ofinterest groups; promoting
equal standing among contenders

Pluralism, Participatory Democracy

Exclusion of public in the formulation of
proposed actions; relegation of policymaking to apolitical technical experts

Rational Model

Attempt to create rational choices
between various alternatives

Rational Model

Utilization ofbenefit versus cost analysis

Rational Model

in determining uses of the water budget
Brief public comment period on proposed
actions

Rational model, Pluralism

Limited dialogue between decision-makers
and public regarding policy
recommendations; tendency of experts to
try to educate the laity

Rational Model

Final decisions made by non-elected
officials with no citizen representation

Rational Model
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suggest, a decision-making process's principal goal is to create a "civic culture" in which
citizens are active and informed about issues that affect the~ then the process certainly
demonstrated that tendency. Significant time and financial resources were expended in
getting out the message of what the process was all about and how citizens could become
involved. An informed citizenry, with their interests adequately represented in policy
making circles, is a vital component of the pluralist doctrine.
The process also tried to equalize interest groups within policy-making processes
by not allowing any one interest or group of interests to dominate policy development.
The process attempted to allow participants to look beyond their own and perhaps narrow
self-interests and consider the broader community. By downplaying the role of interest
groups within the process, the organizers attempted to dissuade participants from
identifying themselves so strongly with one group that compromise and agreement with
others was impossible. This method was intended to promote what Schneider and Ingram
( 1997) refer to as an "overlapping membership," where citizens can count themselves
amongst the members of numerous socia~ economic,

region~

and cultural groups.

The process departed from pluralistic theory, however, in several significant ways.

If pluralists believe, as Schneider and Ingram ( 1997) assert, that governments must be
responsive to its citizens needs and desires, and be accountable for outcomes through
legitimate electoral and legal systems, then the CEC process failed to deliver on that
measure. Despite the great efforts made to inform citizens and seek their input, there was
no mechanism whereby citizens could reward or punish governmental entities for their
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success or failure in deferring to the public's will when it came time to formulate the final
plan. Since the CEC and the CEC-appointed Expert T earn were non-elected officials with
no ties to the local area, there was no way for the ''mutual benefit society" as described by
Lindblom ( 1982) to properly function. A system whereby governmental entities and
policy-makers were rewarded for their responsiveness by the citizenry through reelection,
political support, and trust was not available. The only possible avenue available for public
influence following closure of the public input stage was through the 13-member Advisory
Panel, but this entity was largely composed of persons who were not representative of the
local comnnmity (see TABLE 4). This point was not lost on members of the local
community who were likely to be affected by the CEC's recommendations. A significant
portion of public comments (see Appendices A and B) revolved around the fact that the
decision-makers were essentially unaccountable to the communities they were impacting.
Another departure from pluralist doctrine was the role of interest groups. The
CEC process sought to solicit the input of interest groups (see TABLE 3) while at the
same time mediating the dominating effects of any one group or collection of groups. This
process is consistent with pluralism. However, there was little time for the competition
and bargaining between interest groups that is also advocated by pluralism (Schneider and
Ingram, 1997). In this process, it was unclear how interest groups were able to serve as
conduits to government for the people's desire for policies that reflect their values. The
negotiated compromises between interest groups that reflect the values of the citizenry-atlarge as advocated by pluralism were not apparent. In this sense, it is clear that there is a
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fundamental tension between promoting the participation of interest groups while at the
same time limiting their effectiveness. It is more likely, at least in terms of the CEC
process, that this valuable and important component of pluralist doctrine was watereddown by the desire to completely level the playing field. The "people power" represented
by special interests can be more manageable and in some senses more powerful than the
chaotic raw democracy of direct citizen participation. However, the negotiating,
bargaining, and other incremental components of interest group politics takes significant
time, which was an unavailable luxury given the construction of the CEC process.
The CEC process also violated a pluralistic doctrine in its reliance on an Expert
Team composed entirely of technical and academic elites. The exclusion of the public or
even public representatives in the formulation of the recommendations advocated in the
Expert Report was a fundamental violation of pluralistic doctrine. It could be argued that
the Expert Team's recommendations lacked the incremental and "go slow" nature of
policy-making within pluralistic doctrine. This may be explained by the fact that the Expert
Team was not strictly accountable to the affected community, thereby allowing the Team
to advocate management solutions that they themselves would not have to live with in any
real sense. Again, this point was not overlooked by community members who stood to
lose a great deal if the Expert Team's recommendations were implemented. The
"overnight" changes advocated by some components of the report were difficult for many
people to swallow. A significant portion of the negative comments received in the public
input process trace their roots back to the non-incrementalist approach advocated by the
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Expert Team, as well as the charge that members of the Expert Team were "outsiders"
telling local people how to run their lives.
Perhaps the most telling departure from pluralist doctrine can be garnered from the
fact that broad agreement on the Expert Team's recommendations was never fully met.
This fact was not so much a function of the public input process itself: but rather the larger
process in which the public input process was but a component. Generally speaking, most
participants feh that the public input component of the CEC process was run extremely
well and was very inclusive and open (see Appendices A and B). The problem lay in the
larger CEC process itself: which many public participants viewed as intrusive, elitist, and
inequitable. An advocate of pluralism would view this result as unsurprising, given the
significant violations of pluralist doctrine that occurred throughout much of the process.

The Rational Model
At many levels, the public input process differed very little from the rational model.
The underlying structure of the entire CEC process was essentially an unmodified
manifestation of the rational model: the relegation of policy making to technical experts
isolated from public input, the release of a document, a brief public comment period, and
finally a huddle of experts and decision-makers making the final policy formulation, again
isolated from public observation. Despite the fact that the CEC process was not held to
traditional public processes as set forth in U.S. laws like NEPA and FLPMA, it varied
little from the rational model formulas set forth in those laws (see FIGURES 1 and 2).
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Rational model theory relegates the bulk of policy formulation and implementation
to technical experts who alone possess the skills and knowledge necessary to create
rational and efficient policies (Schneider and Ingram, 1997). The CEC's Expert Team
represented these technical experts. These experts were charged with developing a
scientifically rational policy regarding the future management of the San Pedro River.
Their mission, along with the :final outcome, shared many of the same characteristics as,
say, a management plan for a national forest or other federal land area.
The rational model also advocates decision-making that is apolitical and is based
purely on rational choices between various alternatives. Again, this doctrine was
manifested in the CEC process. The CEC and its Expert Team essentially operated
independently oflocal political constraints. In other words, the CEC and the Expert T earn
were not from the area and were not beholden to an electorate or other democratically
elected authority. At least during the formulation of its draft report, the Expert T earn
operated in isolation from the public and did not seek information from area residents.
This arrangement relieved the team of any political distractions and the somewhat messy

nature oflocal politics. As outlined in Cubbage et al., ( 1993 ), the rational model charges
technical experts to conceptualize desired outcomes and develop plans and policies to
meet those outcomes. In the CEC process, the conceptualization of desired outcomes and
the development of plans to meet those desired outcomes was done entirely by the Expert
Team A frequent complaint from area residents was that the CEC did not solicit their
opinions before it formulated its plans. Area residents felt ignored by the CEC and the
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Expert Team (Udall Center, 1998b ), who went about their tasks without gathering what
many feh was valuable information held by residents. Many community members were
extremely uncomfortable with the idea of a group of internationally-appointed nonresidents making decisions that might radically affect their lives without consuhing with
them or giving any value to their knowledge and opinions. In this sense, the political
isolation required under the rational model was successfully implemented. It could be
argued, however, that the political isolation created unnecessary tension and mistrust that
far outweighed any benefit gained from the supposedly apolitical nature of the process.
The Expert Team utilized many of the tools of the trade that have come to be
associated with the rational model The team essentially calculated the amount of water
available, the amount necessary to maintain the river's viability, the amount being used,
and the amount of overdraft. It then determined which water uses were more valuable,
and, in the process, determined which uses were worthy of retaining and which uses
should be discontinued. This benefit versus cost analysis relegated some water uses a
higher standing than others based on their utility and potential benefits as dictated by the
predefined desired outcomes. These apolitical 'number-crunching" formulations represent
a classic application of rational model theory.
The public input process offered an opportunity for a brief pause in the consistent
application of the rational model by the CEC and the Expert Team However, the public
input process as implemented differed little from traditional public input process as
descnoed by Moote and McClaran (1997), where "efficiency, not representation, is the
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goal." While great pains were taken to offer as inclusive a process as possible and some
non-traditional facilitation techniques were attempted, the public comment period
remained somewhat of a mechanical endeavor. The public input period was brief(60 days)
when compared with the amount of time given to the entire process (approximately two
years). The comment period was composed largely of one-way statements made by
participants to the Expert Team and Udall Center facilitators with only limited opportunity
for dialogue and mutual learning. The Expert T earn's interaction with the public was brief:
formal, and inconclusive, with few agreements made and no opportunity for joint policy
formulation. In the end, once the comment period was over, the Expert Team again
entered a period of isolation from the public while they formulated their final
recommendations. From there, the process remained isolated from the public through to
its conclusion. The entire exercise, including the public input piece, bore a striking
resemblance to traditional natural resource planning processes with which the public and
federal agencies have grown quite familiar.

Participatory Democracy
While the Udall Center sought to invoke some elements of participatory
democracy theory within its design of the public input process, it was necessarily
constrained by some outside factors over which it had little or no control. Frrst, it was
asked to facilitate the process well after the CEC' s San Pedro Initiative had been
underway. Second, it was held to a strict time frame in which to complete its work, which
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disallowed the use of some participatory democracy techniques. Third, instead of being an
active participant in the development of the Expert Report, the Udall Center was merely a
facilitator of the public input process. It had no stake in the outcome, per se, and was
therefore seen more as an outsider rather than a stakeholder
Many of the weaknesses in the design of the process, in regards to its meeting the
requirements of participatory democracy theory, stem from these basic constraints. This is
instructive, however, since it serves to illustrate many of the same constraints that are
placed on other natural resource planning efforts.
In relation to the ahemative of no public participation, as the CEC initially had
planned, the Udall Center's public input process was an enormous success. Utilizing the
public input process as constructed, concerned citizens were afforded the opportunity to
comment on the Expert Report and its recommendations. The overall effectiveness of the
process, however, in terms of its ability to solve groundwater overdraft problems and the
:future of surface flows on the San Pedro River, is questionable. The Expert Team's
recommendations are unlikely to ever be fully implemented, largely due to political
constraints rising from continuing polarization within the basin. Even though the CEC
initiative ran its course, the initiative itself did little to fix the problem of San Pedro aquifer
overdrafts outright. It did, however, motivate different players within local, state, and
federal government to begin anew discussions of how to address the problem of the water
deficit. That these discussions are largely occurring only within government, and not
amongst citizens, is telling in and ofitselfbecause it demonstrates that in the end it is
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government that must do the hard analysis and decision-making regarding an issue of this
nature, despite any theory to the contrary.
Extraordinary measures were taken to persuade as many citizens and interest
groups as posSJ.ole to participate in the public input process. Significant resources in time
and money were utilized to "get the word out" and meet participants on their O\W. terms.
During the public input process, participants had unlimited access to Udall Center
facilitators and coordinators, and some access to the Expert Team and CEC personnel It

is this last statement that is perhaps the most contrary to participatory democracy theory,
in that this abundant access was available only during the two-month public comment
period rather than during the entire twenty-four months of the complete process. So, while
it could be suggested that participants had broad access and that great efforts were made
to solicit their participation, that access was unavailable to them during the most crucial
stages of the initiative: plan formulation, finalization, and implementation. This very
narrow window of opportunity is little different from traditional planning processes. Time
constraints and the momentum of the process prevented the more thorough treatments
called for under participatory democracy theory. While many participants praised the Udall
Center's facilitation during the public comment period, the very limited access available
during the other phases of the process was a continual source of irritation for many
participants. More than a few participants recognized that the bulk of the decisions had
already been made before the report was released, and that they had no opportunity to
make their concerns kno\W. during the most important periods of the process.
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During a planning meeting preceding the workshops, one of the members of the
Expert Team. stated that his goal was to educate the people of the basin as to "the facts"
of the hydrologic situation in the San Pedro basin and to dissuade them of the
misinformation that plagued the area. Despite the Udall Center's desire for an environment
where information exchange and learning could occur, many participant~ including
/ members of the Expert Team, saw the public comment period as an opportunity to inform
others as to the errors of their ways. In the case of the Expert Team, this propensity fell in
line with their training in the rational model, in which experts have "answers" and thus
"educate" the misguided public by assessing and analyzing a problem and then presenting
the logical conclusions in the form of management scenarios and alternatives. In this sense,
"disclosure" might be a more accurate description of their modus operandi, where during
a public comment period the experts merely make known what they have already planned
to do, rather than solicit knowledge from citizens and thus inform and educate themselves
with different perspectives. Again, this propensity has its roots in the rational model, and
ha~

through decades of training and application, been well incorporated into the habits of

many planners and policy-makers.
In the case of the public-at-large, there tended to be frustration among many
participants because there were rarely opportunities for them to address the Expert Team
directly and thus inform them of their perspectives. On numerous occasion~ Udall Center
facilitators were asked the question, ''Why didn't they [the Expert Team] talk to us? Why
didn't they ask us?" During the focus group

meeting~

for example, members ofthe Expert
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Team and the CEC were not in attendance, and Udall Center facilitators served only in a
neutral role, so in a sense there was no one in attendance that could be educated: Rather,
the discussions were really a series of one-sided comments made by participants which the
facilitators duly noted but did not comment on. In those situations, there was no
information exchange occurring at all, since the conversation was essentially one-sided and
all the participants like-minded.
The public workshops provided some opportunity for information exchange, since
both the Expert Team and the CEC were in attendance. However, the structure of the
workshops minimized the amount of time in which interaction and dialogue might have
occurred. The workshops were three hours long, but nearly half of that was taken up by
each member of the Expert T earn, in tum, presenting their findings while the audience
listened. Following this lecture format, Expert Team members and CEC representatives
rotated through the half-dozen breakout rooms. It was only during this period, for perhaps
ten minutes at a time, that participants were able to speak directly with members of the
Expert T earn and the CEC. Likewise, dialogue among participants of different opinions
was similarly constrained by the short time available. The one hour allotted to the
breakout sessions was not sufficient for trust and mutual respect to develop. Rather,
conversations and statements were generally "sound-bite" in nature, with only enough
time for participants to state their opinions and move on. At the end of each discussion,
facilitators asked participants what they agreed on, and these statements of agreement
tended to be non-committal and vague, such as ''we all agree that the San Pedro is
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important." However, there was no time to develop and explore these thoughts further.
It must be noted that a significant factor in the design of the public workshops was
the desire by the developers to avoid conflict. Given that past processes had resulted in
open conflict and even the threat of violence, this was a real concern. However, it is
probably safe to say that one effect of this concern was workshops that were structured so
participants could not "get out ofhand." Many observers would concede that this had a
constraining effect on participation.
Perhaps the most effective form of information exchange to occur during the entire
process was the release of the Expert Report itself In that instance, members of the
Expert T earn were given the opportunity to express their findings and recommendations
with few constraints. This incident, however, was largely one-sided, so it is difficult to
identify what type of "exchange" actually occurred. At any rate, it was clear that the
Expert Team was afforded the larger opportunity to get its message across, whereas the
public was given a lesser opportunity to do so. This of course contradicts the central idea
of ''information exchange."
Time was the greatest deterrent to adequate information exchange. Much like the
traditional public input processes that derive from the rational model, this public input
process was constructed and executed more for its efficiency rather than its representative
virtues. This was not intentional, but rather a function of the situation itselt: which
demanded efficiency due to the constraints inherent in the process. It is certainly clear that
efficiency may not always be the friend of information exchange or mutual learning. In this
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situation, there was not time, money, or patience for the longer processes necessary to
adequately provide for level of dialogue and exchange required by participatory
democracy theory.
Continuity of participation was not a characteristic of either the entire CEC San
Pedro Initiative or the public input process. No individuals or groups participated or had
access to participate in the process from beginning to end. The only possible exception
would be the CEC itself: which initiated the process, funded it, and subcontracted or
facilitated the entire effort. Still, even with the CEC, there were times when they were
conspicuously absent, and the times they were in the area were short and typically hurried.
No citizen or stakeholder group had the opportunity to participate through even a
significant portion of the process, let alone the entire process. In this respect, the process
was little different from traditional planning and public input processes. The public had but
a very narrow opportunity to participate, and the amount of influence any single citizen or
group of citizens had to direct the course of the CEC's efforts was negligt"ble.
The San Pedro Initiative, especially the public input process, followed a course
that would be familiar to anyone who participates regularly in natural resource planning.
Decisions were made by experts, and those experts opened a very narrow window of
opportunity for the public to present their views. Following that window, the experts
huddled once again before releasing their final recommendations. This process varies little
from natural resource planning protocols with which the public has grown quite familiar.
The only potential twist in this predictable course of events was the Advisory Panel
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(see TABLE 4). This portion of the initiative took the process out of the hands of the
experts and placed it in the hands of a pseudo-representative body, but the Advisory
Panel's actual function demonstrated few of the characteristics associated with
participatory democracy theory. The Advisory Panel was only convened at the end of the
process. It itself had not been present during the development of the proposals being
considered, nor had many of its members been given the opportunity to hear the public's
feelings first-hand during the public input process. It did not serve as a forum for
information exchange and learning. Finally, the Advisory Panel did not wield any decisionmaking authority per se, though it did have the authority to make recommendations to the
CEC Secretariat. In the end, the final decisions were made by the Secretariat of the CEC,
not any body of individuals or groups that were representative of the affected area.
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CONCLUSION
It is important to note that the constraints placed on the CEC and the Udall Center
during its execution of the San Pedro Initiative were not particularly unusual in terms of
natural resource planning. Given the political, legal, and social functions that are the norm
in such matters, the unsuccessful attempt by the Udall Center to implement the criteria of
participatory democracy theory into the San Pedro Initiative, as illustrated in TABLE 8, is
not particularly surprising. It is also not surprising that despite the best of intentions, the
process ended up looking more like a traditional decision making process created under
the doctrines of pluralism and the rational model Any natural resource planning official

with much experience in decision-making processes can relate similar difficulties and
constraints.
Moote and McClaran ( 1997) have noted that a primary goal of traditional natural
resource planning processes is efficiency rather than representation. In this case, efficiency
is not to be confused with effectiveness or efficacy. Efficacy would be a measure ofhow
wen the process served to solve the policy problem in question. Process efficiency, by .
contrast, would be a measure of how wen the process itself was executed, not necessarily
taking into account the final success or failure of the plan or policy itself In this sense, the
public processes and the actual policymaking are distinctly separate components. It is not
surprising, therefore, for observers of public planning efforts to sense an unconscious
desire among planners and policymakers to simply get the public processes over with as
quickly and efficiently as possible. Since the public's views need not determine the final
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outcome of the policy, then the perceived tendency is often to get through the legally
mandated public processes as smoothly as possible before moving on to the real
work-final decision and implementation. The public gets its say (even though its views
may be ignored), the legal requirements are met, and the real work can once again
commence. The disconnects between the actual policym.aking and the public's wishes are
clearly palpable, but all of the boxes in the process have been checked, so what does it
matter?
It is worth asking whether this was the case with the San Pedro Initiative. Based
on the criteria that have been the foundation of this thesis, the answer is clearly ''yes." The
policymakers placated the public's demands for a more public process, but not in any truly
meaningful sense. TABLE 8 explicitly illustrates the overall failure of the process in terms
of the identified criteria. Despite the concerted efforts of many individuals seeking a
different approach, the San Pedro Initiative process fell into the same pattern as the
traditional processes we have come to know so well.
The real question is whether or not any natural resource planning process can
avoid the constraints placed upon it by existing laws, customs, and factual realities. That
is, can a planning officer realistically convene a process that is wholly-representative and
inclusive and places all authority in the hands of persons or groups that are not legally
accountable to broader interests? Can groups oflaypersons make responStole decisions
involving matters that are scientifically or technically complex? Are all beliefs and opinions
really equal? Can participants ever get beyond their core values and reach a consensus that
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TABLES
Actual Process Outcomes Versus Evaluation Criteria
EVALUATION
CRITERIA

SUCCESSFULLY
ACHIEVED?

RATIONALE FOR EVALUATION

Efficacy

No

The goal of resolving issues relating to
groundwater overdraft and surface
flows in the San Pedro River Basin as
a result of this process has not been
realized

Representation and
Access

No

Citizen representation and access was
largely unavailable and restricted to a
very narrow public comment period

Information Exchange
and Learning

No

Opponrurrritiesforinfonnation
exchange and learning between
decision-makers and the public was
extremely limited. Communication was
largely one-way with little opponrurrrity
for dialogue

Continuity of
Participation

No

No participating member or affected
party participated in the process from
beginning to end

Decision-making
Authority

No

Citizens were not allowed
participation in decisions regarding
process construction, formulation of
alternatives, or decisions regarding
policy options
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is based on the compromise of those values? Can an agency legally implement a decision
arrived at through such a process without regard to factors that reach beyond the
particular area or group in question?

In most situations, the answer is probably "no." While participatory democracy
may have its place in planning situations involving very small areas and fewer participants,
its utility on regional scales involving multiple jurisdictions and polarized interest groups,
such as the San Pedro River Basin, is doubtful While the contest between representation
and efficiency is a valid concern, it is unclear if either goal can be met using participatory
democracy in a regional setting. At some level, the American legal system requires firm
decisions and actions. This tendency seems at odds with the fluid and comparatively
chaotic nature of participatory democracy. There are many good reasons why the pluralist
and rational models have been the mainstays of policy-making for so long, despite their
many flaws. The principle reason is that the long list ofluxuries required by particpatory
democracy and other nontraditional process are simply not available to land use planners.
Participatory democracy assumes that an infinite amount of time is available in
which to reach a decision or consensus. It also assumes that all of the players will be
willing to come to the table and "hang in there" for as long as it takes to reach agreement.
Lastly, it assumes that everyone involved will be willing to compromise, and that natural
resource managers will have the discretion to implement whatever the group decides.
The luxuries that are the foundation of these assumptions are rarely, if ever,
available in natural resource planning. Planners rarely have the time and resources
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available to afford them the luxury of holding an endless number of get-togethers with
participants. In the real world, there comes a time when commitments and decisions must
be made, and that is why the "get-it-done" aspects of the rational model are so appealing.
Decisions may come too soon for many participants, particularly those who know they

will not get everything they want in the final outcome.
Another unlikely luxury is the participatory democracy assumption that
compromise between polarized ideologies is possible. This assumption has little
precedence to lend it support. Regardless of whatever clever facilitation techniques and
mediation tactics are utilized, the fact of the matter is that some people and groups will
never compromise, and they will be the most likely candidates to scuttle the process or
seek judicial relief when they have not gotten their way. Nevertheless, natural resource
management is frequently about hard choices regarding finite yet deeply valued resources.
It is very difficult to please all of the people all of the time.
This last point ties in with another major problem with participatory democracy
theory, a question that is more-or-less mitigated under pluralist and rational model
processes: How to deal with opinions and beliefs that are outside the realms of accepted
scientific and political thought? How does a theory or process deal with participants or
groups that are clearly wrong and serve only to distract other participants with their oft:
the-wall beliefs? This problem is greatly disturbing to participatory democracy advocates,
mainly because it places into conflict their deeply held belief that all opinions are valid with
the uncomfortable fact that many Americans hold scientific and political opinions that are,
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to put it plainly, of the fringe variety.
Pluralism and the rational model deal with this problem in different ways. With
pluralism, fringe elements are pushed aside by stronger, more mainstream interests and
beliefs. Fringe beliefs are marginalized in the political process and thus do not receive the
rewards associated with mainstream political inclusion. Fringe groups lack power and are
thus are not a major distraction. This stands in contrast to participatory democracy, where
fringe elements have equal standing with mainstream participants.
The rational model deals with this problem more directly in that it simply ignores
fringe elements and beliefs. Rationality necessarily discounts the irrational or the fringe.
The kooky political or scientific beliefs ofparticipants are simply brushed aside.
Rationality does not require that all participants be stroked and recognized for their
beliefs. At some level, the rational model calls a spade a spade. True, the fringe
components might not be satisfied, but that is simply too bad. It is difficult to please all of
the people all of the time, and the rational model makes few attempts to do so.
A principal tenet of American democracy is that government not be allowed to
make decisions affecting its citizens that are arbitrary and capricious. As a result, the level
of discretion available to natural resource managers and other executive branch
representatives, and, for that matter, representatives from all branches of government, is
limited. Decisions and policies must answer to a higher order than that afforded to any
individual or group, no matter how ''representative" that group may be. It is perhaps in
this matter that participatory democracy has its greatest shortcoming. The theory requires,
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at some level, that this fundamental protection be eased, however slightly. It should,
therefore, come as no surprise that implementation of participatory democracy on a wide
scale is likely to face a very rocky road indeed. This is largely why pluralism and the
rational model continue to appeal. While most observers would agree that the American
attempt to combine the two has not been wholly successful, it could also be said that the
effort remains a work in progress. As new ideas emerge to refine the processes of
policymaking, the way Americans make decisions will incrementally change. This process,
in and of itselt: combines pluralism and the rational model in that it incrementally
deh"berates the merits of ideas while unconsciously seeking the most rational and effective
path.
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APPENDIX A: FOCUS GROUP SUMMARIES
Summary of a scheduled meeting with:
Hereford Natural Resource Conservation District (NRCD)
Sierra Vista, June 18, 1998
ATTENDANCE: Meeting consisted ofboard members only (12 people). A Udall Center
staff member took notes and facilitated the discussion.
GENERAL SUMMARY OF THE FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION:
Overall, the members had very negative feelings about report. There was a strong feel
expressed that agriculture was being singled out because it is politically weaker than other,
larger water users (Fort Huachuca, municipal growth around Sierra Vista, etc.). The
scientific credl.oility of the report was also questioned; it was viewed as biased in favor of
environmentalist goals. The protection of private property rights was stressed.
REPRESENTATIVE POINTS MADE BY PARTICIPANTS:
The group questioned why birds were the main focus. It was voiced that the report is a
ploy to justify intervention by an international organization (the CEC). Also, that the
report is a front for non-local control, and will serve as a vehicle for a later lawsuit.
It was suggested that the report contains major assumptions that are not backed up with
adequate documentation.
There was disagreement with the report regarding Carl Miller's farm on the San Pedro. It
was fek that the report's claim that the farmer had reinitiated irrigation after being bought
out by BLM was misleading. The group pointed out other factual errors in report, such as
the number of pivot irrigation systems deployed along the river. One member stated that if
the CEC and the expert team obviously hadn't been out in the .field to check these items,
and if they couldn't even get basic facts right, how could the"scientific findings" in the
report be trusted?
Participants wished to clarify that property being developed along the river for agricultural
use was actually offered to BLM, but BLM refused to purchase it.
It was stated that the report is generally "a slap in the face to agriculture." Page 57,
paragraph 3 states that agriculture is a marginal industry and can thus be sacrificed
without a significant loss to the local economy. The group disagreed. It was suggested
that even low value crops like alfalfa are well above marginal value, and that agriculture is
a significant contributor to the local economy. Further, it was stated that agriculture and
beef production are really the only exports from Cochise County.
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A comment was made that the Endangered Species Act goes against evolution, and that
extinction is part of the evolutionary process.
There was some disagreement in the group about whether or not there is a cone of
depression or a water deficit. Some believed there is not a problem, others believed there
definitely is.
Information was relayed about wells in the area that had not dropped or had even risen
during 50 years of monitoring, leading some participants to believe that the problem is
overstated.
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Summary of a scheduled meeting with:
San Pedro Natural Resource Conservation District (NRCD)
Benson, June 24, 1998
ATTENDANCE: All but one ofthe NRCD members were present (about 10 people),
including the Mayor of Benson, and a Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS)
representative. A Udall Center staff member took notes and facilitated the discussion.
GENERAL SUMMARY OF THE FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION:
This group expressed serious concerns that the report is largely an attack on agriculture as
an economic and political underdog, but there were numerous constructive comments
regarding ahemative management scenarios. The bulk of the meeting was spent discussing
other management scenarios that were not included in the report, such as enhanced
recharge efforts. There was strongly negative comments about the report itself
Participants were displeased that they had not been consulted, and feh that they would
have had recommendations that could increase recharge and increase in-stream flow
without drastic measures being necessary (like removing agriculture).
REPRESENTATIVE POINTS MADE BY PARTICIPANTS:
The group stressed that agriculture is not that widespread along the river, and they
questioned whether one farmer could possibly be responsible for as much drawdown as
the report suggested (1200 AF).
Participants suggested that removal of agriculture and cattle from along the river has had
an adverse effect on wildlife. Some perceive that there aren't nearly as many animals as
there used to be as a result. The feeling is that the area has not necessarily improved.
There was general agreement that the report's premise is flawed. That is, participants
questioned whether a water deficit actually exists.
Participants expressed concern that cottonwood numbers have increased and they are now
utilizing a significant amount ofwater.
The group felt that agriculture and Fort Huachuca have been targeted because they are the
only groups that can legally be changed. Other interests, like urban sprawl around Sierra
Vista, are not as easily controlled through policy and legislative initiatives, so these more
di:fficuh problems are being ignored.
There was strong agreement that storm water management practices can be modified to
allow for better recharge of precipitation. Currently, the water is usually managed so it
runs off as soon as possible and leaves the area. Why not design and construct structures
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that can hold the water and slow it down long enough to successfully recharge? This is
low-dollar technology (gabbions, recharge fields, etc.). Further, money is already being
spent on flood water/storm water control as it is. The group suggested modifying existing
and future designs to allow for more recharge potential.
There was a suggestion that NRCDs have a broader mission then just technical assistance
to agriculture. They represent conservation in genera~ and with minimal funding they
could successfully implement many of these projects. It was said that the technology is
already available and it is neither complicated nor expensive, but there needs to be some
funding available.
It was put forth that developers should create these structures at new developments.
Currently, when a building, parking lot, or other impervious structure is built, that surface
area is made unavailable for recharge. It was felt that this needs to be changed, and it
should be done through incentives, not increased regulation. As one participant stated,
'We can't stop growth, but we can stop the water."
There was dissatisfaction that the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) was
not consulted in constructing the report. The NRCS is a taxpayer-funded agency
comprised of conservation experts, yet they were not approached for advice and expertise.
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Summary of a scheduled meeting with:
Sierra Vista Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
Sierra Vista, July 7,1998
ATTENDANCE:
Approximately 60 persons were in attendance. Discussion was incorporated into the
group's regularly scheduled meeting. Two Udall Center staff members took notes and
facilitated the 30-min.ute discussion.
GENERAL SUMMARY OF THE FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION:
The group had a very negative impression of the report and its solution opportunities.
There were strong sentiments that all decisions regarding the San Pedro and the local
community should be made only at the local level Participants questioned the scientific
validity of the report and generally believed that the water deficit problem is overstated.
POINTS MADE BY PARTICIPANTS:
There was general agreement within the group that Sierra Vista's growth was not
impacting the river. Several participants suggested that economic growth was more
important than the river. As one participant said, ''The title [of the report] goes against
people's grain: 'sustain migratory bird habitat' at the expense of the populace?" Another
suggested that the basin was far from exceeding its carrying capacity. One member
suggested that cattle use much more water then people, and removing one cow could free
up enough water to support a family of six people.
One member was concerned that the Korsten Report was not included in the analysis. It
was suggested that the report compiled by former County Public Works Director Eric
Korsten had a far less negative outlook on the cone of depression than does the CEC
report.
Another member wondered why the report did not consider the posSibility of damming the
San Pedro River to create a reservoir.
The suggestion was made that the city and county could implement more initiatives to
increase infiltration and recharge.
There was general support for beaver reintroduction.
One participant suggested that the report will be thrown out because it is based on the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). He made the point that the ESA is flawed in that it
doesn't allow new species to evolve and is therefore contrary to evolution.
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Summary of a scheduled meeting with:

Hereford Natural Resources Conservation District (NRCD)
Palominas, July 8, 1998
ATTENDANCE:
Approximately 30 people attended this focus group session. Four Udall Center staff
members facilitated the meeting and took notes.
GENERAL SUMMARY OF THE FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION
This group was generally quite critical of the report, for a number of reasons. First, they
noted that the report doesn't give a full history of events impacting the river, including: the
1887 earthquake, floods, and the BLM's planting of500 cottonwoods after the National
Riparian Conservation Area (NRCA) was created. Second, they feh that the report should
contain a glossary, and should be written in language that is understandable to laypersons.
Third, they wanted vague language eliminated, e.g., "considered," "endangered", and
"notable" decline. Fourth, they wanted more and better documentation, noting that this
was completely lacking in a number of places. Fifth, data inaccuracies, such as the price of
hay being $85 instead of the actual $120 to $200 per ton, made people question the
integrity of the report's data as a whole. However, they noted that the report could serve
as a tool for bringing funding for conservation projects, and they recognized this as a
potentially positive contnbution to the area.
These participants would have liked to see the authors of the report interview old timers in
the area who know the history of the river. One person stated, "Has the CEC been on the
ground with agricuhural producers? No, they've walked around with The Nature
Conservancy and the Bureau of Land Management." And another: ''It boggles my mind
how folks from D.C. and Canada can save this river when God has been working at it for
so many years... Folks in D.C. don't know [the details of this area ... such as the fact that]
when cottonwoods leaf: water dries out of the floodplain around them" Participants
wanted local knowledge to be seen as valuable and pertinent, and spent a lot of time
during the discussion providing it. Recharge was a major topic, with people contributing
that recharge is not happening to the extent it once did, and providing explanations as to
why, and what should be done.
Concerns were expressed as to whether their input would have any impact. Or, would [the
CEC and others] "keep doing what they are going to do anyway?" One person feh that the
CEC and the authors are not trying to work with people here, and said, ''Help a guy stay
in business. Don't put people out of business--work with them" Participants also wanted
to know whether the Udall Center would put their words into the public input document,
or, would their input ''be reworded by the Udall Center to say what it wants?"
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Perhaps the most important and pervasive reaction to the report from participants was the
view that the report is an attack on agriculture. Many of the comments were specifically
directed at refuting any ideas that ranching and irrigated agriculture should be eliminated,
and ranged from assessment of the hydrological impacts of ranching and agriculture in
relation to other uses, to explanations of the benefits which agriculture provides to birds,
other wildlife, people, and the prevention of subdivision. The depth of feeling expressed
on this issue was very noteworthy... "I read this report as, 'Eliminate Agriculture.' I see
this happening nationwide... I don't think a nation can survive without agriculture.
Remember the Berlin airlift? The same thing could happen here, to us. When we reduce
our ability to produce food and fiber, we put ourselves at risk. This is a very threatening
feeling to me." Finally, one person, a food producer, summed up his overall reaction to the
report by noting that the report was basically saying to him, "You're not worth nothin'."
REPRESENTATIVE POINTS MADE BY PARTICIPANTS:
Ecological Features:
The report says that the river is uncontrolled, but participants noted that there are already
two dams on the river. One is in Mexico, the other is the Pomerene Dam

People saw a direct correlation between the growth of the cottonwood forest and the drop
in river flow. They stated that the birds don't need cottonwood forests--they used the river
before the cottonwoods were here, when it was dammed by beaver.
Participants felt that the report should consider other species, not just birds. ''If it's got,
fur, they don't care about it." And, ''I think birds are beautiful, too, but what about deer
and racoons? People are running off the deer. They're chased out by hikers and
birdwatchers. They need to control people walking around down there." They noted that
the exclusion of fire and cattle from the riparian area has reduced its use by wildlife, who
now go into agricultural fields in search of green food.
Biohydrological Requirements:
No basis was seen for the statement that riparian habitat needs perennial flow. They cited
that in 1540 Coronado documented the semi-dry feature of the river. They noted that
water is very near the surface, but areas always dry up every year. Stratigraphy is very
important--geology should have been considered.
Groundwater-Surface water interactions:
They were critical of the lack of discussion of the effects of Phelps-Dodge pumpage, as
well as the statement that pumping in Cananea is not significant. They did not see wells
dropping significantly, noting that wells near the river have been static or even gained
since 1990. The cone of depression, said some, is isolated to some points in the valley.
. They felt that conclusions are based on tweaked models, not data.
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Some questioned whether eliminating agriculture affects the groundwater level, because
when wells were shut down, the river didn't rise, and the 20,000 acre-feet that were
regained from agriculture when the NRCA was created has not been reflected in river
flow. No one knows where that water went. One person noted that the effect of surface
·runoff is downplayed in the report, but it is not insignificant. There was some uncertainty
about how the water moves in the aquifer, and where it goes. There was a request for
more measurement--stream gauges and in wells.
Water Use Patterns:
Someone asserted that riparian vegetation is the biggest water user, but it is not quantified
in the report. Participants insisted that Cananea mines are a major user. Someone noted
that the effects of reducing irrigated agriculture have never been measured, and therefore
there is no documentation of the benefits of eliminating irrigated agriculture.
This group was angry about the report's discussion, on page 57, of Carl Miller's actions.
Mr. Miller, who was at this meeting, stated that he'd never agreed to not farm for a living,
and his agreement with the BLM was that he could pump elsewhere. He has a three year
deal tore-vegetate with native grasses as he phases out, and a year is left on this deal. He
resented the report's suggestion that he had acted dishonorably.
Solution Opportunities:
The idea to reduce or limit irrigated agriculture was not supported by this group, who
noted that it has already been reduced a great deal, and nothing happened. They noted that
urban sprawl has taken prime agricultural land out of production, and the results are
accelerated storm water runoff and erosion. They felt, contrary to the report, that keeping
ranchers and farmers in business keeps water in the aquifer because of recharge in
producing fields, rather than runoff in retired fields. They felt that agriculture was being
attacked because it is easy to pick on a minority. They wondered why it's okay to use
water for subdivision, but not to irrigate. Furthermore, they stated that agriculture
provides food for birds and other wildlife.
Developers need to take responsibility and keep water on land in catchment basins, using
the Storm Water Management Act. Support was expressed for recharging runoff. They
did not understand why mountain front recharge is not considered a viable option.
There were mixed reactions to a suggestion from the participant group to manage growth
instead of focusing on agriculture. Some expressed that they need to manage growth
without taking away people's rights, and that there should be a county plan, with cluster
development and control on where growth occurs. Transfer of development rights and
conservation easements were discussed as other options. The group discussed additional
conservation options such as establishment of a "riparian" tax category similar to an
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agricuhural tax category, ie., tax reduction as an incentive to conserve. One suggestion
was tax breaks on wetlands, but they noted that the Wetlands Act and the Endangered
Species Act discourage conservation efforts, because "one little place on your property
opens you up to lawsuit and being shut down ... people need certainty they won't be
trapped."
Participants suggested the re-vegetation of old agricuhural fields with native grasses,
including dead fields within the NRCA Brosh should be cleared andre-vegetated with
native grasses as this would help restore hydrologic processes. They felt that state and
federal agencies should help to finance this, and that the state needs to change its
philosophy regarding financing conservation efforts.
Beaver reintroduction as an option brought forth mostly questions. What will they live on?
Would they eat cottonwood? They were gotten rid of in the first place because of malaria.
Swampy areas bring disease, and this needs to be considered. Is there enough running
water for them to dam? Could they cause erosion? One person noted that beavers could
do good ifthey back up water and create ponds.
The group was against importing Douglas water as it would be expensive and it is of poor
quality. They did not support the Tombstone pipeline option. Cooperative management as
an option was discussed briefly. The concerns expressed included the perception that such
processes always have heavy representation from The Nature Conservancy and the BLM,
and these entities are not willing to meet them halfway. Agricuhural people would need to
be involved and equally represented.
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Summary of a scheduled meeting with:
Palominas Neighborhood Association
Palominas, July 13, 1998
ATTENDANCE:
Participants in this focus group meeting numbered approximately 20. Two Udall Center
staff members facilitated the meeting, and two additional staff members took notes.
GENERAL SUMMARY OF THE FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION:
This group generally agreed that there is, or will be, a problem with water deficit in the
area, but disagreed with a number the report findings, as well as many of the solution
opportunities presented. They were particularly critical of the data presentation in the
report, stating that much of the facts presented were not substantiated. They wanted to
see specific references and a complete listing of references cited in the body of the report,
and to have reported how and where data was acquired. They particularly wanted to know
what information was specific to the valley, and what was inferred from research in other
areas. As one participant stated, '"This report doesn't have a system of expressing data,
citing assumptions, drawing conclusions, and making recommendations. Everyone wants
to know the assumptions and wants to be able to assess the credibility of the data."
They focused on questions about the impact of increased cottonwoods and other nonnative vegetation in using water, and were opposed to a perceived attack on irrigated
agriculture. They suggested instead that human activities actually support the birds,
providing food and water via irrigated agriculture.
There was a general assessment that coordinated water planning is needed, and a criticism
that individual groups and communities should not be singled out for their contn"bution to
water deficits. Instead, they felt that all users should reduce water use, across the board.
And they were specifically interested that Sierra Vista, as a powerful entity in the area,
should be accountable for doing its fair share.
Finally, this group was very specific about its criticism of the process by which the report
was generated and public input sought. In addition to the questions about data
presentation, they wished that the expert team had talked to people who have lived in the
area for many years. Additionally, they questioned how long the expert team had spent in
the area. They also wished that the experts had attended the focus group meetings so that
they could answer questions and explain the report. They clearly preferred smaller
meetings, feeling that larger meetings are packed by such groups as The Nature
Conservancy, and that there's too many people in general... "you have three minutes to say
something, and you have to wait three hours to say it." [Note: these comments occurred
prior to the public workshops, and were apparently based on previous experience with
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large meetings to discuss issues concerning the San Pedro].
REPRESENTATIVE POINTS MADE BY PARTICIPANTS:
Ecological Features:
There was no mention of the earthquake in the previous century, which was a contnoutory
factor to the river going underground. They suggested other sources for historical data on
the ecology of the area, including Mormon records (since the Mormons were charged with
reporting all water sources) and records from Spanish missions. They wanted to know
what kind of trees were seen historically.
They wanted to know the impact of the 500 cottonwoods planted by the BLM, and
specific information about water used by vegetation, especially cottonwoods. Someone
stated that he has pictures from 6 years ago, and the trees are four times as big now.
Another noted that the non-indigenous cottonwoods out-compete native vegetation, and
one person stated, ''Don't expect people to sacrifice their water to feed an introduced
species." They were concerned that with cottonwoods, there will be no marshes necessary
to support the Southwest Willow Flycatcher, and cited Mexico as a point of comparison,
where there are marshes and very few trees. And, they noted that cattle used to keep
cottonwoods down because they ate the saplings. Now, however, there are no cattle on
the river. Frre also kept vegetation down. "They are killing the river as long as the
cottonwoods are around."
Biohydrological Requirements:
The criticisms about this section of the report focused on specifics of the river flow. In
sum, the participants noted that water has never flowed year round on the San Pedro. It's
bone dry, then flowing, then bone dry. The river goes up and down from the surface
according to how the bed was fractured by the earthquake 100 years ago.
Groundwater and Surface Water Interactions"
There were a lot of questions about the use of water at Cananea. The report states that
Cananea is the largest water user, but it doesn't impact the river. They saw this as
contradictory. They also saw an inconsistency in the report's statement that pumping at
Cananea is too far away to affect the river, when Fort Huachuca is even farther away from
the river than Cananea.
They had questions about the cone of depression. One person noted that aquifers always
run downhill, and so the cone of depression must be at the top, not the bottom Since
there are more trees at the bottom than there were in 1935, the report is, in effect,
charging what the trees are really taking, to people.
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Water Use Patterns:
Someone noted that the amount of irrigation on this side of the river has decreased by the
amount of increased irrigation on the Mexican side. However, several noted that we can't
blame the Mexican people, because they are starving... "how can we say they should
starve for a few birds?"
It was also contended that people in agriculture on this side of the border shouldn't have
to lose their livelihood, either. "Agriculture is an easy target, because it's the smallest
target." Irrigated agriculture was not seen as a major use... "there's only one person doing
it, and he is using a small amount of water in comparison to residences with individual
wens." Another person noted that without irrigation pivots running, birds won't make it
through the dry season, because there will be no water, and no bugs to eat. One
participant connected growth with subdivision of agricultural land, and noted one pasture
ofl3,000 acres was sold and subdivided. ''That pasture had no more than four or five
windmills, but there will be 500-600 new wens in the next 10 years." Another wanted to
see figures on recharge from agricultural use. And still others noted that agriculture is a
necessary use--food has to be produced to feed people. Someone noted that golf courses
use more water than irrigated agriculture. Someone else noted that mesquites are also
soaking up water.
One person noted that an oldtimer told him about caves in Huachuca which go to a huge
underground lake which you could follow in a boat out to the hills of Cananea. He stated
that "there's more water here than people want to admit ... we're sitting on an
underground lake."
Several complained about having no planned growth, and no political leadership to
address growth. One noted that RVers using the area are nomadic, and haven't been
included in water use figures. There was a question about the population projection
figures and whether these included people living outside the metro area of Sierra Vista.
In the report, it was noted, birdwatching and Fort Huachuca were cited as the major

economic engines of the region. There was general disgruntlement that they had been put
in the same category when they are not really comparable in their respective contnoutions
to the economy. Fort Huachuca, they noted contributes far more to the local economy
than birdwatching.
Solution Opportunities:
Most favored planning, zoning, controls on development via water pricing and demanding
payment by developers for reserving greenway set-asides. Most were not supportive of
purchasing Tombstone water, saying that it could increase growth. .. ''ifthere's water, they
will come." Most feh that the idea of re-introducing beaver needs more study. What
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would be the effect on landowners if swampland is created? Would beaver eat the
cottonwood like they did the native species that used to be here? Participants thought that
pumping groundwater to keep the river flowing is a ridiculous idea, and felt the same
about importing water from Douglas.
Participant suggestions for solutions:
Give tax breaks for water recycling. Cut mesquite and eliminate 4 out of 5 cottonwoods.
Build check dams. Improve coordination/communication among all water users, and do
more town hall meetings. Government bureaucracy shouldn't do what it pleases--it should
consult people, and involve people throughout planning processes, using accessible, small
meetings.
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Summary of a scheduled meeting with:
Friends of the San Pedro
Sierra Vista, July 20, 1998
ATTENDANCE:
This meeting was a part of a Friends of the San Pedro Board meeting. Ten board members
were present. One Udall Center staff member facilitated the meeting and another took
notes.
GENERAL SUMMARY OF THE FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION:
This group was generally supportive of the report and its findings. They feh that though it
contained little new information, it had drawn national attention to the future of the San
Pedro River. They appreciated the way that the report had opened up local discussion of
the problems and the posSI"ble solutions it outlined, and expressed hope that the attention
the issue was receiving would pressure state and local governroents into better addressing
water conservation and growth management issues. They also hoped that the report's
prominence would make it easier to find outside funding for actions aimed at preserving
the river.
They generally agreed that the report underestimated the potential benefit of enhancing
recharge in the watershed, and called for more research into the subject. They were
enthusiastic about the idea ofbuilding check dams and other water retention structures in
washes on both private and public land in the basin, and discussed possible incentives that
would encourage private landowners to do so.
The group called for better enforcement of existing zoning laws as well as for new growth
control measures, especially in unincorporated areas under county jurisdiction. They also
called for more water conservation efforts, especially on golf courses. They expressed
their support for Fort Huachuca, and commended the fort's water conservation efforts.
They supported the idea of buying and retiring irrigation rights on both sides of the
border, and hoped that The Nature Conservancy would develop such a program in the
Mexican portion of the basin. They supported the idea of expanding the National Riparian
Conservation Area south into Mexico, but opposed shifting the NRCA south because it
would mean removing part of the lower river from the protected area.
The group did not support any of the various water importation schemes presented in the
report, and only one member expressed any support at all for the idea of pumping
groundwater to maintain flow in the river.
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REPRESENTATIVE POINTS MADE BY PARTICIPANTS:
Ecological Features:
It was stated that the black tailed prairie dog is not extinct in Mexico, but is in the US
portion of the basin. (The report states the opposite.)
Ground Water and Surface Water Interaction:
There was some disagreement about the reliability of the studies on which the report was
based, and whether or not the cone of depression had reached the river. However, all the
participants agreed with the general idea that the water deficit is harming the river.
Several people felt that the report overestimated evaporation and underestimated the
amount of water that runs off the watershed as surface flow during storm events. Some of
the group called for more gauging stations to put in place on tnl>utaries ofthe San Pedro,
while others emphasized the need for immediate action, rather than further study. Many
participants doubted the report's claims that pumping by the mines at Cananea did not
impact the NRCA.
Water Use Patterns:
Concern was expressed over the rapid rate of development, and several examples were
given of parcels in the process of subdivision. Several people expressed outrage at seeing
green golf courses in the desert and pushed the idea of requiring golf courses to irrigate
with treated effluent.
Solution opportunities:
One member of the group who has worked to promote ecotourism in Mexico stated that
there was little potential for ecotourism development in the Mexican portion of the San
Pedro Basin. He emphasized that the report was unrealistic when it claimed that
ecotourism could replace the earnings lost if irrigation were retired.
Participant Suggestions for Solutions:
There was talk of the need for more prescnl>ed burning to improve the vegetation
in the riparian area. As mentioned in the overview, there was a great deal of discussion
about using check dams to improve recharge. An area in the Chiricahua Mountains where
such work has had good results was discussed at length.
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Summary of a scheduled meeting with:

People for the U.S.A.
Sierra Vista, July 23, 1998
ATTENDANCE:
There were approximately 20 participants at this meeting. One Udall Center staff member
facilitated the meeting; two additional staff members took notes.
GENERAL SUMMARY OF THE FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION:
This group was generally quite critical of the report, noting that the report was
unsubstantiated and lacked adequate documentation and appropriate references. They
were concerned that parts of the report are based on computer models, which are not
reliable... 'junk in, junk out." One person noted that the biologist on the expert panel is
also the most frequently quoted biologist in the report, concluding, "this is not an
independent panel." They wanted to know biographical data on the expert team members,
including what criteria determined their inclusion on the pane~ their memberships and
affiliations, where they are from, and whether they work with government agencies. Also,
participants wanted to see the study cost published as part of the report. They suggested
that the SALSA report should have been looked into as part of the CEC expert report.
And, they were critical of the fact that there is no new science in the report.
The most prominent theme heard from this group was the desire for local control One
person said that the report "is a tool for people who hate humans to attack our town
which is trying to do the right thing. It's attacking our military and our way oflife. They
[the CEC] haven't saved a single twig." This person noted that Sierra Vista is already
doing a number of conservation measures, and ''we did it without the expertise of
international bureaucrats ofthe CEC." For example, Sierra Vista has already created
wetlands with effi.uent. 'We were doing ecotourism before the term was coined... because
it was cheap, smart, and the right thing to to." And soon, the city will start doing recharge,
again, because it's the right thing to do, and cost effective. These measures, he added, will
be done whether the CEC gives local government accolades or not. However, one person
suggested, ''you gotta ask yourselves, would the City Council be doing all this without
pressure from environmentalists?"
The group noted that they want sound, hard, good science, and this is critical to the area.
They noted that they want wildlife, trees, birds, water, and growth... ''we all want
conservation with common sense." But, several noted that the report is based on New Age
religious ideas which are anti-human... ''the report doesn't say. anywhere that humans are
# 1 or even equal. This isn't science. It's a New Age view of what's important.''
The Udall Center... "elected by no one, and having to report to no one"... was criticized
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by one person for providing a platform to the CEC that it would not otherwise have. He
asserted that the Udall Center had "prostituted itself for money," and should re-evaluate
its role.
REPRESENTATNE POINTS MADE BY PARTICIPANTS
Ecological Features:
There was a general feeling that the scientific documentation in the study was inadequate.
Terms used in the report like ''frequent", and "considered" were criticized because they
were not associated with specific studies and criteria. One participant asked, ''If this
information is based on scientific studies, then why aren't they listed?"
One participant thought that the ecological importance of the river was greatly overstated.
The idea that the San Pedro was internationally significant was specifically questioned. He
said, "What is globally important? Who determines that? fd get by OK if Victoria Falls
dried up in Africa. They'd get by ifthe San Pedro dried up." Members also questioned the
anecdotal and historical information presented in the report. It was felt that many of these
early sighting and descriptions of the area were made by inexperienced laymen and could
not be considered science.
Biohydrological Requirements:
The computer models used in the hydrological analysis ofthe report were questioned. It
was felt that these models were often based on broad assumptions and inadequate data.
Overall, participants criticized what they perceived to be a lack of field data to support the
findings of the report.
Cottonwoods were identified as significant users ofwater. One participant said, "If want
the river to run again, you'd better take out some of those sponges."
Groundwater/Surfacewater Interactions:
There was disbelief that the Cananea mines did not have an impact on the aquifer. It was
suggested that the reason this was left out ofthe report is because the Mexican
government would never tolerate such an intrusion into their affairs. It was stated that
most water flows underground. The idea that low flows have been decreasing was
believed to be untrue.
Water Use Patterns:
It was stated that a substantial portion ofthe water pumped to irrigate fields was
recharged through the soil, and that both this and recharge from septic tanks were not
considered in the report's water budget.
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Management Options:
Participants were offended to see Fort Huachuca and birdwatching both referred to as
important industries, stating that to compare the Fort's $250 million contribution to the
local economy to the $5 million brought in by bird watching was absurd. There was
concern over the costs of any attempted solution. One participant stated, "There's nothing
in, on or around that river that rd sacrifice one single job to." Participants were adamantly
opposed to any further reductions in irrigated agriculture in the basin. They supported the
idea of water conservation, and were quick to point out existing conservation and
recharge efforts, stating that the report had no business telling local governments to do
what they were already doing. They opposed any restrictions on domestic wells and were
opposed to purchase of the Tombstone Pipeline.
Group members disagreed about the need for increased coordination among local
governments and other stakeholders. Several participants maintained that things were fine
as they were, while others emphasized that if there was no local coordination, the state or
federal government would step in to regulate affairs.
There was no support for water importation or pumping groundwater to sustain flows
during drought. One member said ''I won't even mention that one. I can't get a drink but
birds and trees can." Beaver reintroduction was also met with scepticism. It was felt by
some that the reintroduced beaver might be reclassified as endangered species and that
would result in more regulation. Also, it was thought that beavers might create wetlands
which might encroach on private property and also result in more regulation.
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Summary of a scheduled meeting with:
The Huachuca Audubon Society
San Pedro House, August 5, 1998
ATTENDANCE:
Participants in this focus group numbered approximately 35. Three Udall Center staff
members facilitated the meeting and took notes.
GENERAL SUMMARY OF THE FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION:
This group was generally supportive of the report and its findings. The group feh that the
report was an accurate representation of available science and that many of the proposed
solutions would have a positive impact on the river. However, many in the group feh that
the report and the recommended solutions did not go far enough to adequately address the
issue of declining base flows. It was pointed out that the report projected a continuing
water deficit even if all ofthe solution opportunities were implemented. Participants feh
that the report should have addressed other solution opportunities, like growth
management and increased recharge.
The group feh that many residents within the basin are not fully aware of the extent of the
problem The group identified lack ofknowledge as well as intentional and unintentional
misinformation as the primary reason for this perceived lack of awareness. Some of the
poSSI"ble misinformation the group pointed to were the controversy regarding cottonwood
densities along the river; and the perception by community members that ifthere is 50
million acre/feet in the aquifer, then there is not a problem Many participants felt that
local government had not done enough to protect the river, and in fact local government
was making the situation worse by implementing an aggressive promotional campaign for
the area.
Participants did not agree on everything in the report. Some were concerned that the
adequate hydrological information on the area is still lacking. Some believed that Fort
Huachuca should play a greater role in water conservation, not only on the Fort itselfbut
within the surrounding community as well. Many favored strong growth controls, some
did not. A representative from city government stated that the city and county were
hampered by existing state and federal laws as they sought to implement solutions. It was
also stated that the city has already done a tremendous amount to conserve and recharge
and this has not been adequately recognized. There was unanimous consent that more
funds were needed to implement further conservation and recharge strategies.
REPRESENTATIVE POINTS MADE BY PARTICIPANTS:
Ecological Features:
Participants stressed the ecological importance of the river. Not only is the river a critical

147
habitat for migratory birds, they said, but it also has a significant level of mammal
diversity. Members generally believed that the impact of the 1887 earthquake was
overstated by many members of the community. Many considered the question irrelevant,
since the goal was to preserve the river as it is currently, not the way it was before 1877.
Biohydrologic Requirements:
Participants agreed that base flow is the item which is most at risk. It was stated that the
estimated 50 million acre/feet of water in the aquifer confuses the issue, because it sounds
like a great deal. However, overpumping is skimming of the top of that aquifer, and that
is affecting the river. Members generally believed that Mexico was not a major contnoutor
to water quantity issues within the NRCA, but it was a possibly significant contnoutor to
water quality problems, especially from mine tailings at Cananea.
Groundwater/Surfacewater Interactions:
Participants suggested that agricultural retirements along the river had been offset by
increased pumping elsewhere.
Water Use Patterns and Deficit:
There was concern that many in the community view cottonwoods negatively as a major
contnl>utor to drawdown. Several people commented that cottonwoods shade and recycle
water in the river, and that their existence is a positive component of the river.
Participants wondered why the city was trying to attract more people to the basin when
the river is already in trouble. They questioned where the additional water was going to
come from There was concern that if action was not taken soon, the San Pedro would
soon suffer the fate of other southwestern rivers that have ceased to flow. Most notably,
participants pointed to the Santa Cruz, the Gila, and the Salt Rivers. It was stated that
there is a "that could never happen here" attitude about the San Pedro, but experiences
from other river basins suggest otherwise.
Solution Opportunities:
It was feh by many that local government is not adequately addressing the water issue.
One participant stated that the river is not Sierra Vista's alone, and that any solutions
should be nationally accountable. One participant stated that if the city and county did not
act soon, solutions would be forced on them from other levels of government. The
posStl>ility of an Active Management Area (AMA) was discussed, and participants agreed
that a specially-tailored AMA might be part of the solution in the basin. It was also
suggested that a more marketable system of transferable water rights might allow the
purchase and retirement of selected water rights on a voluntary basis. There was general
agreement that Fort Huachuca should not be closed, and that the Fort had done an
admirable job of decreasing their water usage. However, many feh that since the Fort is a
major contnl>utor to the local economy and thus to population growth, it should take a
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more active role in mitigating its indirect effects on the aquifer.
Concern was raised that the public's enthusiasm for recharge might be in response to the
desire to find an easy, painless solution. Participants were not necessarily critical of
recharge as much as they were concerned that the focus on recharge initiatives might keep
the community from implementing other necessary and more comprehensive strategies.
There was no support for using Tombstone or Douglas Basin water. However, there was
some agreement that groundwater could be pumped to maintain streamflows during
droughts, but this should only be a solution of last resort. Many participants believed the
report was seriously lacking because it did not advocate growth management as a solution
opportunity. Generally speaking, there was strong support for intensive growth
management strategies. Several participants noted that current laws restrict what local
governments can do to control growth.
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Summary of a scheduled meeting with:
Residents from the Bisbee area
Bisbee, August 13, 1998
ATTENDANCE:
Approximately 35 residents attended this meeting. One Udall center staff person facilitated
the meeting while two staff members took notes.
GENERAL SUMMARY OF THE DISCUSSION:
This group was critical of the way Bisbee had been left out of the earlier public input
process. It was stated that they feh "insulted" that they had not been included in
workshops where the technical experts were present. Further, it was suggested that it was
indicative of the lack of concern for the public interests that the federal agency
representatives had not come to this meeting. As the "environmental conscience of the
county" this group feh they had much to contnoute to the report.
Generally there was agreement that current growth patterns are very destructive to
hydrology and habitat and that development practices need to change. Participants agreed
that a coordinated approach by all agencies and groups is needed to manage conservation
and growth issues. Until such an approach is agreed upon by agencies, they suggested that
a moratorium should be placed on all growth until issues of water tables, responsibilities,
goals and methods, and controlling/ regulatory devices are determined. They also felt that
decision-making groups need the legal authority to ensure policies can be enacted.
Participants also feh that newcomers should be educated about issues so they would be
more emotionally and financially invested in the area.
This group was disappointed by the technical components of the report. They feh that
explanations of major concepts needed to be clearly explained, omission of prior research
justified, and limitations of models and conclusions more clearly defined.
REPRESENTATIVE POINTS MADE BY PARTICIPANTS:
Ecological Features:
Participants saw the San Pedro River as very important economically to the area. Local
businesses gave their support for maintenance ofthe river saying ''This [is an] economic
cone of depression." They also saw the river as important not just for birds. ''This is the
most important area for butterflies in the United States and the river habitat is a critical
part of that." Others feh that the role ofthe river in maintaining human populations should
have been acknowledged. That the focus of the report was on protecting migratory bird
habitat left some feeling that "On top of the endangered species list are farmers and
ranchers."
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Biohydrologic Requirements:
There was a desire to know how the optimum flow levels of the river were determined.
Residents pointed to the changeable nature of flows. They also mentioned the earthquake
of 1887, which they believe caused the level of the river to drop. They thought it would be
useful to know the effects of geologic, climate and human influences, like pump age from
wells for irrigated agriculture and urban settlements. Participants wanted information on
how hydrologists get and interpret their data. They wondered why the Army Corps of
Engineers report from the 1970s was not included in the study.
Participants were uncertain if the origin of the headwaters of the San Pedro was in the
Huachuca Mountains or near Cananea, but many felt these headwaters should be
protected. Similarly, they felt any perennial streams flowing into the San Pedro should also
be protected.
Groundwater Surface Water Interactions:
Residents felt that greater explanation was needed of subsurface hydrology; specifically
aquifers, watersheds, cones of depression from pumping, and their interaction. There were
also questions about the consequences for recharge of changes to overland and subsurface
flows through impacts like overgrazing and the construction of impermeable surfaces
associated with urban development.
Some residents felt that despite imperfect knowledge about the hydrology of the region,
action should be taken rather than waiting for scientists to test hypotheses, which may
take a long time. One said, ''In the absence of knowing, do we kill off an area, or do we
wait and see and then act?" ''It isn't a victory to stop the deficit at 7,000 acre feet because
it means [the river] is slowly dying. We need to get [the deficit] to zero acre feet."
All felt that pumping water from the Douglas basin was not an option. They pointed out
that while inter-basin water transfers were currently illega~ political agitation could see a
law that would enable larger centers like Sierra Vista to take water from smaller
communities. People from Elfrida voiced their feelings of vulnerability in a political system
they did not trust to speak for them nor to protect them. The Cochise County Supervisor
at the meeting reminded participants that there had been prior efforts to rezone a half mile
wide strip on either side of the river from RU 4 to RU 10 to lower pumping from wells,
but they did not pass the County Board of Supervisors. Other participants stated that they
felt that the CEC report did not capture the past efforts of citizens.
Water Use Patterns:
Participants felt that Bisbee's water use should have been explicitly stated in the report.
Participants felt that Mexico's use of groundwater in mining and agriculture will have an
impact. They wondered ifbuying and retiring land was an option, similar to what the
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Bureau ofLand Management (BLM) was doing along the San Pedro in the United States.
The sentiment was expressed that "regardless of what Mexico does we should still look
after the US side of the San Pedro."
Several participants asked about measures to control water use in the area. Specifically,
why there was no moratorium on well drilling and why wasn't an Irrigation Non
Expansion (INEA) formed in this area. Acknowledging that an INEA was a function of
the Arizona Department ofWater Resources (ADWR), these residents felt that initiation
for the management area could come from the county and city.
New populations with money and loyalties out of the area were seen as a problem
Retirees and RVers do not depend on the local economy and are not seen to contnlmte
much to it. Fort Huachuca on the other hand, was seen as less of a problem because of its
focus on water conservation. Some members of the meeting noted that it would take
money, probably from state and federal sources, to ensure protection of the area. Without
such support one member noted, ''it would be akin to asking a small town in Wyoming to
look after Yellowstone."
Solution Opportunities:
Participants suggested that opportunities needed to be created for voluntary conservation
easements to keep the land open, but there was uncertainty about how these easements
would be paid for. Further, it was stated that binding covenants were needed to ensure
that land removed from agriculture would not be converted to subdivisions. Some
members believed that more agencies could be involved in buying land and retiring the
surface water rights, similar to what BLM is doing. The participants felt strongly that
subdivisions need to be stopped and a moratorium placed on all urban and suburban
growth. Respondents felt that a major shortcoming of the report was that it did not
suggest that Sierra Vista be held accountable for its growth. Some participants feh there
was a collision of ideologies between private property rights and environmentalists and
that these disagreements needed to be addressed if the "save versus develop" dilemma is
to be resolved.
All the options mentioned as possible for recharge were seen as possible but participants
feh that importing water was not an option, since such action would limit communities
that provided water and send a signal to Sierra Vista to keep growing. Most people at the
meeting believed that there is no single solution. They feh that the possible solution
options outlined in the report wouldn't amount to much unless they were carefully thought
out and coordinated by all agencies. They recognized the need for strong political will to
enable this coordination and implementation to occur.
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APPENDIX B: PUBLIC WORKSHOP SUMMARIES
Summary of:
Sierra Vista Workshop I
July 29, 1998
ATTENDANCE:
Approximately 45 people attended this public workshop. Five of the six expert team
members were present to answer questions during both the plenary session and the
breakout groups.
COMPILED RESULTS OF KEY POINTS REPORTED BY SMALL GROUPS:
More clarity on the effects ofMexico is needed.
Suggested management options reported by various groups: smaller check dams along the
river; beaver re-introduction; an education program for newcomers to the area (as well as
longer-term residents) concerning conservation efforts that are necessary and can be done
by individuals and families; cottonwoods in and along the river should be managed in
number to reduce their use of water use.
Better scientific studies of recharge are needed. Recharge options suggested by various
groups were: a) slow down water to reduce evaporation in developed areas, and along
streams and drainage channels; b) current building codes should include provisions for
retrofitting for recharge and conservation; c) linear parks should be established. d) require
all new construction to capture stormwater runoff.
Local residents should input their knowledge and data into the process of trying to
understand what is happening along the San Pedro. Locals should also explore what
legislative changes they could help to implement, e.g., grey water use.
There is a need to investigate the economics of preserving vs. not preserving habitat.
There is a need for more hydrological information, and clarification of the cone of
depression.
People should make their wants and needs known now in order to secure funding of
conservation measures and public action.
Fort Huachuca is really a moot point. It has low water usage because of its concerted
conservation efforts, and the area will always be populated, even if the Fort were to close.
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It is better that the Fort remains, since it has instituted strict conservation measures, which
would probably not be the case if the Fort were closed and sold to developers.
There is a need for international cooperation.
Everyone needs to distinguish between ranching and irrigated agriculture. Ranching does
not make nearly the demands on water as does irrigated agriculture.
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Summary of:
Benson Workshop
July 29' 1998
ATTENDANCE:
Approximately 70 people attended this public workshop. Four of the six expert team
members were present to answer questions during both the plenary session and the
breakout groups.
COMPILED RESULTS OF KEY POINTS REPORTED BY SMALL GROUPS:
A strong concern was reported that while the report's findings referred specifically to the
Sierra Vista sub--basin, the recommendations would be used to make policies that applied
to the entire river basin, and these would entail more regulation. A broadbased study
should be done of the whole basin before concluding that there is a generalized problem
There should be more focus on water issues, and less on birds.
Several groups reported the point that people should take individual responsibility for
conservation, and regulations should not be used. There is a need for education on water
conservation in urban as well as rural areas.
Most of the groups included the importance of researching and enhancing recharge as a
key point.
All groups expressed strong support for agriculture, and a feeling that it had been unfairly
picked on. One group asked why the social benefits of agricultural lifestyles were not
considered when considering the value of agricuJture to the local economy. People asked
who would buy out irrigation rights and where would the money come from They also
talked of ways that agricuJture could be part of the solution, such as using cattle to
manage vegetation.
Two groups reported a strong desire for local control, at the lowest possible level.
It was noted that uncontrolled growth will be the problem of the future, and there needs to
be more emphasis on growth management.
It was noted that there needs to be better use made oflocal expertise in research efforts.
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Summary of:

Sierra Vista Workshop ll
July 30, 1998
ATTENDANCE:
Approximately 85 people attended this public workshop. Four of the six expert team
members were present to answer questions during both the plenary session and the
breakout groups.
COMPIT...ED RESULTS OF KEY POINTS REPORTED BY SMALL GROUPS:
Two groups reported that all stakeholders must contribute to the solution in order to make
real progress.
It was noted that there is a concern that local politicians do not adequately represent
citizen's interests.
Several groups reported on the importance of effective growth management.
Four of the five groups reported on the importance of controlling runoff to improve
recharge. Both check dams and improved vegetative cover were called for. One group
reached a consensus that rehabilitating grasslands in the watershed would improve the
situation, and two groups reported more research into recharge options was called for.
Different participants had different degrees of confidence in the report. Several groups
mentioned that the data was incomplete or untrustworthy. They proposed additional
studies on the socioeconomic studies of the impacts of proposed solutions on local
colDJDJmities, especiaJly in Mexico. They also emphasized the need to draw on historical
knowledge of old timers with more than 30 years experience in the area and the need for
more data on the impacts of the Cananea mine.
One group reached a consensus that there must be fair compensation for agricultural lands
taken out of use, and a better balance among different solution options so that agriculture
does not bear the burden alone.
One group reported a need for action now, with local leadership. Another group reported
concern over which levels of government should implement solutions, but in general there
was a feeling that local government should be responSible. Another group presented the
phrase, ''local control with national accountability."
A program of continuous community education concerning the need for individual
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conservation measures, ecological functioning in the area, and so on, should be
implemented.
One group reported that voluntary water conservation should be promoted. Another
reported that possible rewards and incentives for water conservation should be explored.
One group reported reaching a consensus that ecotourism was not an economically viable
replacement for irrigated agriculture in the Mexican portion of the basin.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF INTERESTED PARTIES IN THE UNITED
STATES AS OF JUNE, 1999
Following is a summary of interested parties and researchers within the United
States portion of the Upper San Pedro River Basin at the conclusion of this study, June,
1999. Contacts given are the names of representative individuals who were utilized for the
purposes of this study. In some cases, the contacts given may no longer be at their listed
posts.
Federal Government
Bureau of Land Management: BLM manages the San Pedro National Conservation
Area, which runs along the San Pedro River. BLM is a participant in the Upper San Pedro
Partnership. Contact: Bill Childress, Program Manager. (520) 458-3559.
Commission for Environmental Cooperation: NAFfA-created entity that sponsored
expert environmental study of San Pedro River. Report was issued June, 1998. Contact:
Greg Block, Director of Programs (514) 350-4330.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: The USFWS is currently undertaking reviews as part of
consultation for several endangered species that reside in the basin. Through its decisions,
USFWS can declare critical habitat and aher the actions of government agencies.
U.S. Forest Service: The USFS manages federal lands on the west side of the watershed
in the Huachuca and Whetstone Mountains. The USFS is a participant in the San Pedro
Partnership and the Interagency Fire Management Group. Contact: Jeanne Wade, District
Ranger, Sierra Vista Ranger District, (520) 378-0311.
U.S. Geological Survey: USGS has several ongoing research projects within the basin,
including a structural geophysical survey that will assist in determining aquifer boundaries,
underground flows, etc. USGS is also a collaborator with SALSA and the San Pedro
Partnership. Contact: Bill Steinkampf(520) 670-6671. .
Fort Huachuca: Post is participating in the San Pedro Partnership, the Interagency Fire
Management Group, the Ahemative Futures project, and numerous other water
management forums. Contact: Gretchen Kent (520) 533-3043.
National Park Service: NPS manages the 5,000 acre Coronado National Memorial in the
southern Huachuca Mountains. It is a member of the Interagency Fire Management
Group. Contact: Jim Bettemy, Superintendent, Coronado National Memorial (520) 3665515.
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State Government
Arizona Department of Water Resources: ADWR is coordinating the Upper San Pedro
Partnership and would be responsible for approving and implementing significant water
management scenarios involving Irrigation Exclusion Areas or Active Management Areas.
Contact: Dennis Sundie (602) 417-2460.
Arizona State Parks Department: The State Parks Department manages the Kartchner
Caverns State Park in the Whetstone Mountains.
University of Arizona, Sierra Vista: UASV has cooperated in water management efforts
within the basin in the form of providing support to water management initiatives
(including the Udall Center) and community water conservation outreach. Contact: Randy
Groth, Dean, University of Arizona, Sierra Vista Campus (520) 458-8278.

]jocal(;overnmment
City of Benson: City lies in northern end of watershed. Contact is: Larry Kreps, City
Manager (520) 586-2245.
City of Bisbee: Bisbee draws its water from the San Pedro basin. So far as is known, it is
not a participant in any water management processes. Contact: Bill Kelly, City Manager
(520) 432-5446.
City of Huachuca City: Huachuca City is a small incorporated area north of Sierra Vista.
The city is a member of the San Pedro Partnership. Contact: Bob Fenimore, City Manager
(520) 456-1354.
City of Sierra Vista: City is participating in numerous ongoing programs related to water
management, including participation in the San Pedro Joint Task Force, the San Pedro
Partnership, and its own water management programs. Contact: Marie Hansen, Public
Affairs Officer (520) 458-3315.
City of Tombstone: City lies within watershed and draws its water from the San Pedro
aquifer. Contact: Kathy Miller, City Manager (520) 457-2202.
Cochise County: County is involved with San Pedro Partnership, San Pedro Joint Task
Force, water management regulation, and zoning. Contact: Rick Koehler, Cochise County
Hydrologist (520) 432-9674.
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Unincorporated Areas: Many developing and rapidly growing ''urban areas" within the
basin are unincorporated and thus come under county jurisdiction. These include
Hereford, Naco, Whetstone, St. David, and Palominas.

Cooperative and Interagency Groups
Dialogue San Pedro: Collaborative group facilitated by the Udall Center with objective of
enhancing the availability of accurate information on the San Pedro River. Members
include the City of Sierra Vista, Cochise County, Fort Huachuca, People for the US~
Water Wise, and private citizens. Contact: Ann Moote, Udall Center for Studies in Public
Policy (520) 621-7189.
Interagency Fire Management Group: Interagency group within the basin dealing with
issues of fire management, coordinated fire suppression activities and watershed
treatments, including prescn"bed fire. Agencies and organizations include USFS, BLM,
The Nature Conservancy (Ramsey Canyon Preserve), Fort Huachuca, Arizona State
Lands Department, National Park Service (Coronado National Memorial) and City of
Sierra Vista. Contact: Randall Smith, Acting District Ranger, Sierra Vista Ranger District,
USFS (520) 378-0311.
Natural Resource Conservation Districts (NRCD): Upper watershed is split into two
NRCDs: the Hereford NRCD in the southern portion and the San Pedro NRCD in the
Benson/St. David area. NRCDs provide education and extension services to agricultural
users within the watershed. Contacts: Hereford NRCD-Mary Ann Black (520) 458-6100,
San Pedro NRCD-Paul Brick (520) 586-3467.
San Pedro Joint Task Force: Organization of planning and zoning professionals from the
City of Sierra Vista and Cochise County. JTF compiled and submitted a list of
recommendations for conservation and recharge measures in the basin. Contact: Pat Call
(520) 459-4215.
Upper San Pedro Technical Review Committee: The TRC is a county sponsored
organization that provides a forum for information exchange on research within the basin.
Contact: Rick Koehler, Cochise County Hydrologist (520) 432-9674.
Upper San Pedro Partnership: The Partnership was convened by the Arizona
Department ofWater Resources that is coordinating the feaSl"bility and funding of various
water projects in the basin. Currently, the group is discussing recharge, augmentation, and
conservation projects. Partners include, ADWR, City of Sierra Vista, Cochise County,
Huachuca City, Fort Huachuca, BLM, U.S. Forest Service, USGS, and SALSA.
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Coordinator and contact: Dennis Sundie (602) 417-2460.
Water Wise: Water Wise is a water conservation and education program provided
through University of Arizona Extension. Contact: Cado Daily (520) 458-8278.
San Pedro Social Science Advisory Group: Loose afliliation of social science
researchers that are conducting research within the basin. Facilitated by the Udall Center,
the objective of group is to coordinate efforts among researchers and thus pool resources,
share data, avoid redundancy, and avoid stakeholder fatigue. Contact: Ann Moote (520)
621-7189, or Barbara Morehouse (CLIMAS) (520) 622-9018.
Udall Center for Studies in Public Policy: University of Arizona-based organization that
has facilitated several processes in the basin, including the public input phase of the
Commission for Environmental Cooperation's Expert Report on the San Pedro River, the
San Pedro Social Science Advisory Group, and Dialogue San Pedro. Contact: Ann Moote
(520) 621-7189.

Environmental and Community Groups
Fort Huachuca 50: Booster group for Fort Huachuca, composed of community and
business leaders and interested individuals. Principal mission is to discourage the closure
of Fort Huachuca through the base realignment process. Contact: Bob Abney (520) 3780131.
Friends of the San Pedro: Volunteer organization in association with BLM. Provides
interpretive activities, docents, volunteers, and community support for the San Pedro
National Conservation Area. Contact: Cecilia Pierce (520) 538-7513.
Huachuca Audubon: Local environmental group concerned with water issues in the San
Pedro River Basin. Contact: Tricia Gerodette (520) 378-0233.
The Nature Conservancy: TNC manages the Ramsey Canyon Nature Preserve in the
Huachuca Mountains and is active in water management issues on both sides of the
border. Contact: Paul Hardy (520) 378-2640 and Holly Richter (520) 803-0881.
People for the USA: Organization concerned with private property rights and
environmental issues. Contact: Emil Bovich ( 520) 378-1808.
San Pedro 100: Organization formed to advocate greater protection for the San Pedro
River. Contact: Tnn Horton (520) 378-2460.
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San Pedro Alliance: A recently formed organization of environmental groups seeking
protection of the San Pedro River. The Alliance includes members ofHuachuca Audubon,
Southwest Center for Biological Diversity, Sierra Club, San Pedro 100, and Defenders of
Wildlife. Contact: Jim Horton (520) 378-2460.
Sierra Vista Chamber of Commerce: Local organization of area business owners. In
May, 1999 the Chamber's president urged that a solution be found to regional water
problems and that the county and city should approve the recommendations of the San
Pedro Joint Task Force and cooperate in any way posSI"ble to get the situation resolved.
Contact: Glenn McDaniel, President (520) 458-0494.
Southeastern Arizona Bird Observatory: SABO leads ecotourism groups along the
river and throughout the area, and is actively involved in education on natural history
issues. Contact: Tom Wood (520) 432-1388.
Southwest Center for Biological Diversity: The Southwest Center has been active in
area water issues for several years. It petitioned the Commission for Environmental
Cooperation to initiate its expert study on the San Pedro River. It recently filed suit
against Fort Huachuca for not doing more to conserve water in the off-post community.
Contact: Kieran Suckling, Director (520) 624-7893. (Note: In 1999, the Southwest
Center for Biological Diversity changed its name to the "Southwest Center.")

Researchers
Alternative Future's Study: A joint effort by Harvard University and the U.S. Army, this
study predicts the hydrologic future of the basin using a variety of different growth and
development scenarios and assessing their impact on regional hydrology by running them
through a hydrologic model Contact: Gretchen Kent (520) 533-2549.
Arizona State University: ASU has two ongoing studies in the basin. One study is
assembling an atlas of the Upper San Pedro that depicts changes in landscape uses.
Contact: Subhrajit Guhathakurta (602) 965-6343. Another study is compiling a "sensitive
areas" inventory that monitors areas affected by environmental change. Contact: Kathy
Mitchell (602) 286-6269.
Border Ecology Project: BEP is a coordinator of the Northwest Sonora Water Project, a
research project concerned with water quality issues on the Mexican and American
portions of the Upper San Pedro River basin. Contact: Dick Kamp (520) 432-7456.
CLIMAS (Climate Assessment Project for the Southwest): University of Arizona-
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based interdisciplinary study aimed at determining the effects of climate change on rural
communities. The CLIMAS group has been doing anthropologica~ economic, and social
research in Benson, Arizona and in outlying communities. Contact: Barbara Morehouse,
UofA and Institute for the Study of Planet Earth (520)621-5004.
SALSA (Semi-Arid-Land-Surface-Atmosphere Program): SALSA is an
interdisciplinary team of researchers doing extensive hydrologica~ ecologic~
climatologic~ and geophysical work in the watershed. Participating organizations include
USGS, EPA, the University of Arizona, and BLM. Work is led and sponsored by the
USDAs Agricultural Research Station. SALSA is is a participant in the Upper San Pedro
Partnership. Coordinator and contact: Bruce Goff(520) 670-6380.
Southwest Center for Environmental Research and Policy: This San Diego State
University organization is carrying out a study which compares the Upper San Pedro
River with the Tijuana River, and how land use practices are affecting natural resources.
Contact: Rick Van Schoik (619( 594-0568.
University of Arizona: The Department ofHydrology and Water Resources is
undertaking a study with three principal objectives: 1) A report on San Pedro River flow
diminishment; 2) A report on effects on river baseflow resulting from agricultural
retirement, and; 3) Restoring and maintaining riparian ecosystem integrity in arid
watersheds. Principal researchers are Drs. Tom Maddock, and Bob MacNish (520) 6217115.
Wick Foundation: The Wick Foundation is sponsoring a social study of the basin aimed
at identifYing community concerns on the U.S. side of the basin in regards to water
management. The exact program of work for the study is under discussion, and it is being
coordinated with a researcher from the Natural Resource Conservation Service. Contact:
Karlene McCabe (541) 752-9609.

Media
Arizona Daily Star: Regional newspaper that covers San Pedro issues. Contact: Tony
Davis, reporter (520) 573-4240.
Bisbee Observer: Local newspaper with county-wide distribution. Contact: Janet
Thompson, publisher ( 520) 432-4400.
KTAN Radio: KTAN has been a frequent forum for on-air discussions of San Pedro
issues, including several interviews with the Udall Center. Contact: Valley Owen (520)
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417-2000.
Sierra Vista Herald/Bisbee Daily Review: Local newspaper with wide distnoution that
extensively covers water and other natural resource issues. Contact: Bill Hess, reporter
(520) 458-9440.
Tombstone Tumbleweed: Local newspaper that frequently covers water and other
natural resource issues. Contact: Pat Koester, publisher (520) 457-3008.
Tucson Citizen: Regional newspaper that covers San Pedro issues. Contact: Rhonda
Bodfield, reporter (520) 573-4591.

Others
Arizona Congressional Delegation: Congressman Jim Kolbe of Arizona's 5lh
Congressional district has taken a specific interest in the San Pedro River, Fort Huachuca,
and natural resource issues. Contact: Bernadette Polley, District Aide (520) 459-3115.
Bella Vista Water Company: Private water company serving portions of Sierra Vista
and adjacent unincorporated areas. Contact: Judy Gignac, President, (520) 458-5470.
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