








To the traditional social venues of block parties, street festivals and markets, a new wave of
urbanites is adding new forms to social interactions in urban neighborhoods. In Seattle, San
Francisco, Chicago, Boston, and New York, the proliferation of community gardens by
African-Americans and immigrants from southeast Asia and Latin America are creating a
recognizably new land use. These new urban open spaces not only provide opportunities for
cultural and social exchanges; just as importantly, urban gardeners are proving to be valuable
constituencies. City dwellers are also banding together to plant and maintain their immediate
neighborhood environments. Studies show that street trees planted in a neighborhood
collective are likely to be better maintained and have higher survival rates than residential trees
installed by the public works department.

=

Community Participation-Park Stewardship

At the micro scale, in cities across America, various methods of citizen involvement are
being utilized to develop consensus to accomplish protection and management objectives for
urban parks. The citizen involvement methods potentially adaptable at the macro park level are
community participation, user education and environmental stewardship. When viewed at the
micro level, community street-tree planting and community gardens might not appear to be
transferable processes or activities. However, as an example of an application at the macro
scale, BLM has organized large public work parties to clear land, create parking, and to build
trails in Cache Creck Regional Park in California. Over the past five years, BLM has also been
conducting public-process workshops in neighboring communities to develop management
policies that meet disparate users needs. In another example perhaps more dramatic, the
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landscape architect Larry Halprin sequestered a group of 100+ San Francisco residents on
Alcatraz Island in San Francisco Bay to contemplate the history of the place, the physical
surroundings, and its development possibilities. Their input served to structure the
recreational and interpretive plan developed for the island.

As evident above, community participation and user education concepts are flexible and
allow customized innovation to fit the social expectations or circumstances. In New York
City, a group of Harlem neighbors encouraged by the Central Park Conservancy’s public
participatory process for renovation of Central Park North, approached the Conservancy for
help inredesigning Frederick Douglas Circle, a barren traffic circle at the northwest corner of
the park. An ongoing process is currently partnering neighbors, families, and children with
Conservancy professionals in workshops and community outreach to create a local landmark.

Stewardship groups of users and supporters are the driving force for most successful parks
and projects and can vary in size and afliliation. Friends of Putah Creek is a small, unaffiliated
stewardship effort in Yolo County, California, whereas Friends of Cache Creek is larger and
supported in part by the Bureau of Land Management. The Trust for Public Land provides
stewardship training to citizen groups interested in establishing land trusts, and the stated
goals of the recently endowed Lila Wallace-Reader’s Digest Urban Parks Initiative is to
support community volunteerism in parks and to promote community stewardship of parks.

Conclusion

For the greater public good and in response to well-meaning interest groups, the NPS has
developed an egalitarian system of park acquisition and management. Yet in a crowded and
changing world of limited resources, it is imperative that the NPS look to examples set by
urban parks in the formulation of community participation and stewardship models. This
added dimension will extend and enhance our parks system as it develops a national foun-
dation for grassroots constituency-building.
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Leveraging Our Conservation Efforts

NicoLk Sitk, The Nature Conservancy, Western Regional Office, 2600 Broadway, Suite 230,
Boulder, Colorado 80302

The Challenge

The 21st century demands a new paradigm for conservation. In the United States, the
20th century saw the rise of the Forest Service within the Department of Agriculture, the cre-
ation of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), and the
Fish and Wildlife Service within the Department of the Interior, and the creation and expan-
sion of the National Park Service (NPS). Even state, county, and municipal governments began
pursuing open-space protection and conservation goals. The last half of the century also
brought the emergence of many international, national, and local conservation organizations
dedicated to preserving the last best places for biodiversity conservation and protecting key
ecological processes through private action. These organizations take many forms, including
advocacy for reform of governmental lands management away from commodity production
(lumber, mining, livestock) and toward aesthetic, recreation, and conservation values; land
trusts working to preserve private lands; and private conservation organizations managing their
own preserves. In the face of urban expansion and industrial pollution, these governmental
and non-governmental organizations, aided behind the scenes by many hard-working indi-
viduals and a substantial amount of capital, have made considerable strides towards creating a
resource base for current and future generations to enjoy and protecting habitat for plants and
animals.

This resource base is nowhere more profound than on the public lands. In the United
States, public lands occupy approximately 34% of the land base, and more than 60% in many
western states.” These lands provide opportunities for mining, timber harvesting, livestock
production, recreational enjoyment, and aesthetic beauty. They also provide habitat necessary
for healthy ecosystem functioning and for the continued survival of many species and natural
communities.

Yet many people suggest we have not made enough progress.” Their evidence is the
patchwork of residential development breaking up the landscape in rural areas, the clearcuts
stretching across many national forests, the cows found overpopulating many public lands, the
demise of many native trout streams, and the decline of populations of many species. Cer-
tainly, people have seriously affected most ecosystems in the United States, directly or indi-
rectly influencing the ability of native species to survive.” About one-third of U.S. plant and
animal species are of conservation concern, and for some it may be too late—more than 500
U.S. species already have disappeared forever.' The most significant causes of this decline are
habitat destruction and degradation, the introduction of invasive non-native species, pollu-
tion, and over-harvesting of wild specics.5

Why have we not made more ofa difference? The answer is two-fold:

¢ Commodity interests often profoundly influence governmental management of public land
resources, potentially restricting these agencies from making decisions in the best interests
ofbiological diversity; and

e Even when these many governmental and non-governmental organizations could work
together towards compatible conservation goals, they function largely in isolation, some-
times even suspicious of the actions and activities of their neighbors.
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In order to move beyond where we stand today, in order to meet the conservation chal-
lenge of the 21st century, we must create a new paradigm for conservation. In this new para-
digm, organizations must work together across jurisdictional and political boundaries towards
common conservation goals. This paper explores the efforts of one organization, The Nature
Conservancy (TNC), to move beyond simply preserving a few rare species or protecting a
handful of unique places to understanding the entire conservation challenge and working with
other organizations to meet this challenge Since this biodiversity exists on public as well as
private land, we must look across jurisdictional boundaries and work together to protect the
full range of biodiversity. The U.S. federal government and its many land management agencies
is one of our partners in this quest.

Our Public Lands

Public lands are a relatively new phenomenon in the United States, as well as in other
countries. In the United States, until the turn of the century, the guiding vision was the dis-
posal of public lands to state and private ownership. Vast acreages of government land were
transferred to private landowners under laws such as the Pre-emption Act of 1841° and the
Homestead Act of 1862.”° Around the turn of the century, however, the federal government
gradually began closing off the various vehicles for disposal. Except for lands in Alaska, dis-
posal essentially ended with the enactment of the Taylor Grazing Act in 1934.°

The closure of settlement brought with it new responsibilities for the government. Sud-
denly, there was a need to manage these vast resources, covering almost a third of the United
States. Given these new responsibilities, the government established agencies to manage these
resources governed by diflerent directives: Multiple-use directives'’ guide the Forest Service
and the Bureau of Land Management, while the protection of habitat of certain fish, wildlife,
and selected plants guide some state agencies and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Na-
tional Park Service manages for long-term protection of natural resources and recreational ac-
cess. The Department of Defense agencies use the public lands they manage primarily to train
military personnel and test wcup()ns.l

Public lands represent a tremendous asset. They contributed significantly to the economic
dew:lopmcnt12 of the western United States and have provided recreational opportunities for
many millions ()fpt:ople.]3 They are also essential to the conservation of biological diversity in
the United States. Although acreage figures for public lands may vary dramatically across the
United States, these public lands house the lion’s share of biodiversity. For instance, less than
15% of the landscape of most midwestern states is administered by federal and state agencies.
Yet these lands house 78% of the federally listed and candidate threatened and endangered
species taxa, and 51% of the species ranked G1 and G2'"—the two most globally rare catego-
ries using TNC’s classification system—in this part of the country. Public lands occupy over
63% of the acreage in the western United States, and house 91% of federally listed and candi-
date threatened and endangered species and 62% of G1 and G2 species.I5

Public lands occupy a considerable amount of acreage and house a large proportion of the
biodiversity found across most landscapes in the United States. And, although different direc-
tives guide the administration of public lands by the various public land management agencies,
all are guided to some degree by principles allowing for the preservation of this biodiversity. For
instance, several laws obligate the federal land managers to broaden their management perspec-
tive to accommodate habitat protection for species survival and maintenance of ecosystem
function and vest managers with sufficient authority to experiment with ecosystem manage-
ment concepts.16 These laws include the Endangered Species Act,'” the National Environ-

mental Policy Act,'® the National Forest Management Act,"” and the Federal Lands Policy and

20,21
Management Act.
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Yet, these agencies face obstacles to addressing the conservation challenge. For instance,
the Forest Service and BLM are often pulled in conflicting directions trying to balance com-
modity interests with conservation. These agencies are expected to generate funds for man-
agement through leasing lands for mining, timber production, and livestock grazing. Yet, due
to the influence of these commodity interests, the fees for using these lands are kept artificially
low, below market value, creating a subsidi7ed system which fails to generate suflicient funds
for ecologically based stcwmdslup. Although the pu])hc has more opportunity now than 30
years ago to urge a;,,t:nucs to consider other uses,” this system is inherently biased towards
commodity users.” Their focus, even if they are able to address the needs of healthy ecosys-
tems and native plant and animal survivul tends to be inward, limited by the geographical
boundaries of the lands they manage. * These boundaries rarely mimic natural features or eco-
system boundaries. Another large obstacle is that diminishing federal budgets and staff capacity

. . . 2
1ssues further stretch already overextended agencies.

Working Together

We need to look beyond our property and programmatic boundaries to work more pro-
ductively towards conservation goals and meet the challenge of the 21st century. TNC came
to this conclusion after looking long and hard at our own work. These discussions resulted in
the development of a new methodology to guide our work unveiled approximately one year
ago.27 What is novel about this approach is that it promises to present a clearer picture of the
entire biodiversity conservation challenge across the lands covered by the assessment. It will
help identify the key areas where TNC, other conservation organizations, and governmental
agencies should focus their conservation efforts. This effort will also help identify opportunities
for collaboration. Although TNC has experience working in partnership with every federal
landholding entity, state governments, and hundreds of town and county governments and
species districts, the conscrvulirm challenge of the next century will push us to unprecedented
levels of collaboration.*® But to make a difference, everyone must work together more closely.
The job is simply too big for one organization.

By working together, organizations can overcome hurdles that prevent them from acting
individually. When collaborating to promote the survival of particular species or communities,
we can approach management without being limited by land ownership boundaries,” assum-
ing all landowners or managers are willing, p]uun;1 r the scale of the resource interaction first and
artificial administrative boundaries second.” Goals directed to biodiversity conservation or
ecosystem management need not even exclude human activity.

What one partner lacks in resources, authority, or expertise, the other can often ])mvide.32
A private conservation organization might be able to help agency stafl create and implement a
management plan over federal lands which they might not otherwise have the expertise to
create or resources to implement. A coalition of organizations and individual landowners might
form to improve range conditions through adaptive management practices. Certainly,
communication will prove key in developing and maintaining these relationships, and we must
learn how to overcome differences in approach and leadership styles. But collaboration allows
us the possibility of leveraging our efforts beyond what any of us can accomplish individually.

The following examples help further illustrate this point:

* East Maui Watershed Partnership. The Nature Conservancy’s Waikomoi Preserve con-
tains 5,300 acres, but is small given the habitat needs of rare plants and animals that use
this habitat. Although TNC considered purchasing more land in the area, the real estate
market proved prohibitive. Yet, by working across administrative and ownership bounda-
ries, and managing resources and threats where they are found, a coalition of six public and
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private landowners in East Maui (including the NPS and the State Department of Land and
Natural Resources) and Maui County effectively leverage their efforts and protect 100,000
acres of critical watershed which provides more than 60 billion gallons of water annually to
the island of Maui and habitat for the largest concentration of endangered forest birds in the
country (eight species) and other rare and endangered plants and animals. »

e North American Wetlands Conservation Act, Council, and Fund. The North American
Wetlands Conservation Act, established in 1989, encourages partnerships between public
and private entities to conserve North American wetland ecosystems for waterfowl and
other migratory birds, fish, and wildlife that depend on such habitats. The act created the
North American Wetlands Conservation Fund to help support such projects and estab-
lished a nine-member North American Wetlands Conservation Council to review project
proposals submitted by partners for funding under the act. The Council awards grants of
up to $1 million annually (and more under special circumstances) for projects that contrib-
ute to wetland conservation as indicated by the act through acquisition, restoration, en-
hancement, and management. These grants offer an opportunity for organizations to rally
together for a common goal and learn to leverage their efforts. Similar opportunities exist
within some states, for instance, the California State Coastal lescrvuncy.:h1

e Parks in Peril Program. This program, supported by TNC and the U.S. Agency for
International Development, helps secure the survival of some of the most endangered and
biologically importantareas in Latin American and the Caribbean. The overall objective of
this program is to transform 61 carefully selected sites from mere “paper parks” to effective
and functional protected areas. These sites represent much of the biological diversity found
in Latin Americaand the Caribbean. TNC works with in-country conservation organiza-
tions to establish a constant on-site management presence at selected sites by hiring and
training guards and other park personnel, and providing basic park infrastructure and pro-
tection through demarcating boundaries, building facilities, and other initiatives. We help
build the capacity of these in-country conservation organizations by providing technical re-
sources, sharing our experience, and helping secure funding for their efforts. Collaborative
partnerships among national, international, public, and private organizations are key to the

5
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The Future

The groundwork for this paradigm shift has already occurred, as illustrated by the preced-
ing examples and text. Inter-organizational collaboration is more common today then twenty
years ago. Yet we need to take a giant step forward before we cross through the aperture of the
next century. The federal government must become fully active in promoting land conservation
partnerships.m These agencies already may have sufficient discretionary authority to begin this
new age of greater collaboration across property and programmatic boundaries.”

However, some commentators suggest that legal reform is necessary to propel us beyond
the current status quo. For instance, some suggest a reinterpretation of “multiple use” to mean
simultaneous resource management, not the landscape of segregated dominant uses we see
today, and reinterpret “sustained yield” to mean the sustained production of all resources over
the long term through congressional legislation or even by promulgation of new guidelines by
the agencies themselves.” Others suggest new legislation specifically endorsing the concept of
ecosystem management and transboundary collaboration on resource issues.” A few have
even suggested the privatization of our public land resources to promote greater economic
efliciency and ecolngicalintt:g;rityf10 Less radical approaches include contracts between gov-
ernment organizations and private conservation organizations and others for the management
of public lands contingent on the achievement of a particular level of'perf})rnmnce,“ and the
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creation and use of “ecosystem coordination statements” to document coordination efforts
among public agencies and private landowners to adequately accommodate for transboundary
resource issues and answer concerns raised during the planning or environmental review proc-
ess.”?

Substantial reform of the laws which govern the management of the nation’s public lands
may not be necessary to initiate this paradigm shift. But, congressional action to support the
efforts of agencies and others to work across land ownership and administrative boundaries
may produce a needed spark. What we need is creative problem-solving and collaborative ef-
forts among diverse organizations to adequately address the conservation challenge.

“We should remember, therefore, that our first task here is not to understand a law to see if
it is working and if it ought to be changed. Instead, we should first understand these lands
themselves and, after having done that, see if and how a law ought to be revised. Ul-

. . . 43
timately, what brings us here is not law but land.”
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Conservation With A Human Face: Re-Considering Stewardship

Rovr DIAMANT, Frederick Law Olnsted National Historic Site, 99 Warren Street, Brookline,
Massachusetts 02146

Davip A. DoNath, Woodstock Foundation and the Billings Farm & Museum, P.O. Box 489,
Woodstock, Vermont 05091

Nora J. MitcueLL, Olmsted Center for Landscape Preservation, 99 Warren Street, Brookline,
Massachusetts 02146

In 1847, the pioneer conservationist George Perkins Marsh, made a speech to the Agricul-
tural Society of Rutland County, Vermont. This was not the high point of Marsh’s business
career: his fortunes were at that time bound up in a series of agricultural crises. His sheep farm,
and the woolen mill in which he was a major investor, were in serious economic trouble, as
was the sheep-and wool-based agriculture that was then the mainstay of Vermont’s rural
economy. From his Rutland podium, Marsh, among many other things, observed:

Every Middle-age man who revisits his birth-place after a few years of absence, looks
upon another landscape than that which formed the theatre of his youthful toils and

pleasures.

Vermont’s landscape was in trouble, and Marsh could see it. Growing up in Woodstock, he
had observed the systematic destruction of Vermont’s forest cover, first for potash and lum-
ber, then for croplands and upland pastures. Beginning in his youth, Marsh was a keen ob-
server of nature. He watched as the thin soils of Vermont’s glaciated hills eroded, leaving be-
hind stony and infertile fields and pastures and filling streams and rivers with muddy water.
Later he learned that the severity of flooding was aggravated by the loss of forest cover and that
fish habitat was being systematically destroyed by silt-laden run-off. The Vermont landscape
that Marsh knew in 1847 had become nothing like the place of his birth.”

In his most famous work, Man and Nature, first published in 1864, Marsh would expand
upon these ideas, applying them to the broad ecological relationship of human culture and the
natural world far beyond his native Vermont hills. This was a vision of stewardship, where the
role of people and their good works could exercise a defining influence on nature and conserva-
tion, where sound “husbandry” could be the foundation for a more productive and civil soci-
ety. Marslh’s biographer, David Lowenthal, has observed that “unlike Thoreau, who loved
nature and wished it kept wild, Marsh wanted it tamed; Thoreau appealed chiefly to aesthetic
sensibility, Marsh to practicality.”

In 1997, exactly one hundred and fifty years after Marsh gave his Rutland speech, a new
generation of conservationists are starting to take a fresh look at this concept of stewardship.
They are raising their field of vision beyond the often fragmented preservation of individual ar-
eas and critical habitats to focus on the connecting fabric of larger landscapes and ecosystems,
and the complex interdependent relationship that exists between people and their resources.
This approach suggests that there really are no refuges in the literal sense of the term. Even the
largest and most remote national parks and preserves are dependent on the responsible stew-
ardship of the communities and productive lands that influence the greater ecosystems that
surround them. Conservation for George Perkins Marsh was not about parks, reservations,
and wilderness, but rather the “husbandry” of working landscapes and countryside. His ana-
lytical eye was fixed on the rural landscape, where conservation would be measured by the
sustainability of'its resources and the health and stability of its communities.

The term stewardship itselfis derived from the old Norse word sti-vardr, meaning “keeper
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of the house.” This definition suggests a sense of continuity with the past as well as a com-
mitment to the future. “Keeper of the house” also implies a respect for both nature and culture,
all things associated with the feeling of home and belonging. In this regard, stewardship em-
braces everything people personally value and wish to see passed on. As the historian William
Cronon observes in his book Uncommon Ground: Toward Reinventing Nature:

... amiddle ground, in which all things, from city to wilderness, can somehow be en-
compassed in the word ‘home.” Home, after all, is the place where we live. It is the
place for which we take responsibility, the place we try to sustain so we can pass on

. - . . 4
what is best in it (and in ourselves) to our children.

In today’s context, this view of stewardship suggests a broader interpretation of traditional
conservation goals, transcending an exclusive focus on a single objectives, such as biodiver-
sity, recreation, or watershed protection, to embrace a fuller range of connections between
people and the places they live and care about. This stewardship approach is evident in a
number a initiatives scattered across the country.

Along the Arizona-Mexico border, on a landscape of nearly a million acres known for its

* an alliance of ranchers and environmentalists

ecologically rich mountaintop “sky islands,’
known as the Malpai Borderlands Group, have organized around some common interests.
They are working to improve the health of the range, rejuvenate its grasslands, preserve en-
dangered species, and prevent further fragmentation of the landscape and loss of biodiversity.
They are also working to preserve the 35 ranches which encompass the “sky island” archipel-
ago in the face of mounting development pressure from the direction of Tucson. Some of the
ranches have been owned by a single family going back five generations. “We have lived,
worked and raised a family on our ranch over the past 32 years,” observed Wendy Glenn, a
rancher and Borderlands board member. “Our great-grandparents arrived in the last century,
shortly after the Civil War. Working in partnership with local agencies towards a goal of eco-
system management has enabled us as a community to begin to get the tools we need to re-
store and protect our wide open lands and our way of life.””

Across the country in the Catskill Mountains, and in the Delaware and Hudson valleys of
New York state, a coalition of local communities and the city of New York, long at war with
each other over the regulation of city’s 2,000-square-mile watershed, recently reached a land-
mark agreement to protect the city’s water supply. This is a cultural landscape of farms and
small villages that for nearly two hundred years has been shaped and sustained by agriculture.
The agreement enabled the city of New York to back ofYits threat of wide-scale condemnation
of private lands. Instead, along with a number of other measures, the city agreed to work with
local dairy farmers to upgrade and improve the efliciency of their farming operations to reduce
agricultural run-off.

In each of these instances there 1s a recognition that conservation goals needed to be con-
sidered within the framework of broader community goals, and that success will be largely
determined by making common cause with people who live on and work the land. There are of
course, many rural landscapes where stewardship for any variety of reasons cannot take root.
This is particularly the case in more transient, less cohesive communities, or where there is an
unbridgeable polarization of opinion oralack of will. In the places where stewardship has the
greatest potential, one or more of the following conditions are usually present:

*  People are considered an important part of the ecosystems and larger landscapes which

have been shaped by human activity and nature over time.
e Thereis a strong connection between good stewardship and sustainability, trying to live
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rightly on the land.

e Thereis a sense of continuity and a strong identification with heritage which also acknowl-
edges the diversity and dynamic nature of human culture and the positive aspects of change
and community development.

* Stewardslhip is viewed as an inclusive process which encourages broad participation and
partnerships. Itis inherently about a process of largely voluntary actions based on princi-
ples of cooperation and shared goals.

¢ Thereisa clear understanding of the values people place on natural and cultural resources
in the context of other social and economic goals.

* Thereisa strong sense of personal and collective responsibility for both family and larger
community interests and a willingness to make decisions which take future generations
into account.

Today in Woodstock, Vermont, a new national park is being established devoted to the
themes of conservation history and stewardship. About the same time George Perkins Marsh
was making his Rutland speech, another native of Woodstock, Frederick Billings, nearly a
generation younger than Marsh, was preparing to go west into the California Gold Rush. Bill-
ings made his fortune, first in law and later in railroads. In the mid-1860s, Billings returned to
Vermont and toured the places of his childhood and youth. Since his departure more than a
dozen years before, deforestation and upland grazing had continued unchecked. More than
three-quarters of the state’s forested lands had been stripped. With a matured way of looking
at landscapes, Billings must have felt a little bit like Frodo and Sam returning to the Shire after

the destruction of Mordor.’

About the time of his return to Vermont, Billings read Marsh’s Man and Nature. He must
have been intrigued with the book because it was written by one of his former Woodstock
neighbors, but he was even more profoundly impressed by Marsh’s message. Billings used his
Gold Rush fortune to purchase the boyhood home of George Perkins Marsh and to transform
it into a country estate and farm. Embracing the concepts of Marsh’s Man and Nature, Billings
developed the old Marsh property as a self-conscious model of land stewardship and scientifi-
cally informed husbandry. He bought a number of failing hill farms and began to replant the
uplands as a managed tree farm. On the lowlands, he developed a progressive dairy operation.
His examples helped show the way for the re-greening of Vermont in the 20th century.

Marsh-Billings National Historical Park today preserves the boyhood home of George
Perkins Marsh and the estate, farm, and forest created by Frederick Billings. The park, with an
operational farm and managed forest, is uniquely positioned to demonstrate the practical appli-
cation of conservation, characteristic of Billings, and to interpret a vision of stewardship that
can be traced back to Marsh—a vision that is respectful of nature, history, and community.

The environmental devastation that Marsh wrote about and Billings sought to repair largely
disappeared during the 20th century. The forests which had been reduced to less than a
quarter of Vermont’s total acreage once again cover more than three-quarters of the state’s
land. However, this story is far from over. Family-based dairy farms are steadily disappearing
from Vermont’s countryside along with their culture and distinctive way of life. The character-
istic mix of farm fields and forests, largely shaped and sustained by agriculture, that has defined
the landscape of Vermont throughout most of this century, is disappearing with the farms.
Those who care about Vermont’s rural landscape, and the people who work the land, are
now struggling to find ways to adapt to this new and diflicult challenge.

The wisdom of George Perkins Marsh haunts us. For good or ill, whether intentionally or
unintentionally, wisely or foolishly, humans shape the earth. We are stewards, and we hope
we can learn the ways of good stewardship. But first we must learn to see and understand the
places where we live. This is not easy, because as a society we are homogenized, scattered,
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and systematically alienated from the landscapes and communities that nurtured us in our
youth. Sull, by returning—perhaps by looking again with new eyes—we can gain the lessons
we need to be good stewards of our homes.
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