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Abstract

This projectocusedn dilemmas of political biogeogragimpugh a case study of wildlife
conservation amttianagement efforts in the transboun@ascadieegion Our team examindte
interface of political science &mobeograpyy or o p ol i t ithraudhits mandegtationgina p hy ,
the evolving opportunities and barriers to regional wildlife catnseiathe shared terrestrial
ecosystems of British Columbia and Washingdoin research combined content analysis of policy
documents and sestructured stakeholder interviews and questionnaires. We also produced a series of
maps and GIS data lay#rat provide useful spatial information about the wildlife commons in the
Cascadia region. The results of the content analysis and surveys present a picture of uneven manageme
with fragmentation on both sides of the border and as a result, veryrfswnefiac ecosystem
management. In short, the Cascadia wildlife corridor needs some CPR, or the resource, institutional, anc
stakeholder characteristics that have been identified as essential to the successful management of Comr
Pool Resources (CPR)ur research leads to several policy prescriptions including: (1) communication
efforts that begin to establish a geographic identity for the Casdldéitbaorridor; (2) participatory
efforts that foster civic environmentalism; and (3) institujonainance building at multiple scales.
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Executive Summary

Letds start with a borrowed but modified ana
indoors visiting the Department of Anthropology to admire &ttish blanket. This textile form
endemic to the Pacific Northwest indigenous tribes is typically made from mountain goat hair. The
dyes come from native plants and soils and the yarns are an intricate weasresdingdsers
that form complexapmetries of blocks, diamonds, and triangles. The tapestry has a complicated
and three dimensional structure. Now imagine taking a knife, sharpening it, and cutting the blanket
into more than a dozen uneven pieces, each unique in size and angieisig Ebardlls like gasps
of disbelief. The severed fibers protrude from the edges. What do these pieces amount to? We
have the same area of tapestry, but do we have more than a dozen Salish blankets? No, all we are
left with are ragged and frayed fragsp@ach one nearly worthless and commencing to come apart.

Now take the same logic outside into the Cascades and Coast Range mountains, across the
valleys of British Columbia and Washington, and this provides us with an organizing metaphor to
understandhe challenges of wildlife conservation in the common transboundary habitats along the
northwestern border of the U.S. and Canafla.ecosystem is a tapestry of species and
relationships. Chop away a section, isolate that section, and there noddsrthef unravelirig
(Quammen, 1996, p. 11). In Washington for instance, the state has lost 90 percent of old growth
forest, 70 percent of estuarine wetlands, and 50 to 90 percent of riparian habitat according to the
Washington Department of Fish anddWe (WDFW, 2005). Ecologists, biologists, and wildlife
managers are studying how to stop the Cascadia ecosystem from unraveling even more.

This report details our project that focused
management througttase study of wildlife conservation and management efforts in the
transboundary Caséadildlife corridor. We combined content analysis of policy documents, semi
structured stakeholder interviews, questionnaires, and geographic information sysiem maps t
explore the policy challenges and possibilities confronting wildlife conservation scientists and
managers in the transboundary CasCadigor. We examined the following questions. How are
federal and provincial wildlife conservation policies arayeraant diverging and converging on
both sides of the border? Is the discourse of civic ecosystem management becoming prevalent in
contemporary policy debates and documents on transboundary wildlife conservation? What
institutional arrangements limit gradentially foster transboundary ecosystem management?

With financial support from Western Washingt
Institute (BPRI), our project team spent a fair share of 2009 and 2010 explooiitgéthe
biogeography ahis Common Pool Resource (CPR) dilemma through the Huxley College of the
Environment and its Geography Progr@uarcollegé s nawmas a&leso ni cknamed
bulldog because Thomas Henry Huxley became a renowned and even more argumentative advocate
for the theory of evolution than Darwin. But there was another and less well known associate of
Darwin that is more relevant to the present study. His name is Alfred Russel Wallace.

Quammen (1997) <called him 0t héefattemof who knew
biogeography. This figbartiallysets the stage for our research because it is the spatial study of past
and present distribution, as well as tirhe abun
short, he Paci f i coghphy is lhteves siith Gslandsgy 8ut they are not only in the San
Juan or Gulf Islands dotting the Salish Sea. They are scattered across the terrestrial landscape as
well. They fall within the lands just east of the Puget Sound in Washington anidjiad&&sen in
British Columbia. There are many groups of scientists and conservationists that are trying to figure
out how to weave the pieces back together in a way that will support 16 different species. Th



scientific and political advocacy projedtuidesone Washington based group called the Wildlife

Habitat Connectivity Working Group. Other organizations like Vital Ground, the Cascades
Carnivore Project, and Wildlands are now working on the spaces between these terrestrial islands.
The human frgmentation is in the form of borders and highways cutting across the Cascadia
corridor. Moreover, protected areas appear across the region like a patchwork of tapestry pieces.

This fragmentation among protected areas is a stark contrast from thretb&arineties to
create a single large transboundary park. There also is a significant divergence in the amount of
geography protected in Canada versus the United States. Several smaller fragments are seen north
of the border while a more contiguouso$@rotected spaces stretch south to the Oregon border.
This juxtaposition also epitomizes one of the central debates in the field of biode&i@Bi8;

Single Large or Several Small?

Bi ogeographyods seminal publ acdt WilheSTeeargaf r e | e a
Island Biogeogrpmsented two fundamental principles. First, larger islands support more species
than smaller ones. Second, remote islands support fewer species than less remote ones. This began
an important debate in thenservation field. Should efforts be focused on preserving a Single
Large section of habitat, or Several Small (SLOSS)? The SLOSS debate arrived in the Northwest in
1994 and soon ended as a single transboundary unit failed to get the breadth sigymbitica
needed to establish a large conservation area (Miles, 2003). Wildlife conservationists and managers
are now confronted with the practical reality of several small units and the promise and limits of a
corridor strategy to conserve more tharzamthreatened or endangered species common to
British Columbia (BC) and Washington (WA).

But this is nosolelya biological or ecological stu@ur interest is in the dilemmagofitical
biogeograppand wetherefore combine the spatial study osgstems withan influential body of
social science theory and research to inform our study. Elinor Ostrom won the 2009 Nobel prize in
economics for her decades of work developing the theory of CPR management. Her early work in
the sixties paralleled tBeOSS debate in biogeography when she applied her research to a
dominant argument about public management. Many scholars were proponents of consolidating
metropolitan public services under one government, a single large structure that would eliminate the
inefficiency and chaos of several small governments. Ostrom specifically studied water service
delivery in California and found polycentric governance, or multiple centers of governance among
several smaller jurisdictions, was often more effectivdimsaubice delivery than unitary
governance through a single large structure.

Ostrom and her public choice colleagues would become influential voices in the field of public
administration for two more decades. They pushed the debate beyond justadikbtnce
between markets or a hierarchical government. In particular, they began to illuminate a third path
that was more plural, local, and potentially more civic. In the nineties, Ostrom also became a
significant voice challenging the conventiaratpptions offered to resolve the tragedy of the
commons (Hardin, 1968). The influential analogy described the dynamics of an open pasture
neither owned nor regulated and its inevitable collapse because users received a clear and
concentrated payoff amld more and more grazers to the system. This individual rationality to
expand each farmerds herd was collectively ir
oblivion. Hardinds prescriptions we&rsd raalmdce d
research would again challenge a prominent and arguably simplistic world view.

Ostrom and others have shown that CPR and their users are not doomed to tragedy, but instead
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can succeed with more of the right resource conditions, resourtteélugesaand a combination

of institutional features. We focus here on the latter and our research points to three that are critical
in the Cascadia wildlife corridor: (1) clearly defined resource boundaries; (2) participatory collective
choice arrangents; and (3) networking multiple levels (regional and local) of organizational
involvement in transboundary governance.

Imagining Cascadid Bildlife Geography

According to CPR theory, a resource must have several characteristics to be suitable for
polycentric governance with several smaller jurisdictions. First, the improvement of the resource
must be feasible. Second, reliable and valid indicators of the resource conditions must be available
at low cost. The predictability of resource flows isdactindition, and fourth, the spatial extent of
the resource must be amenable to defining its borders and its internal microenvironments. Many of
these conditions appeared to converge in 2009.

The environmental group Conservation Northwest hosteld thetd annual oOoWi I d L
meeting in September of 2009 in Osoyoos, Brit
bordersdé as participants discussed issues abo

and wolverines, and conservation planaanoss borders. Among scientists and conservationists,
the transboundary ecoregion boundaries are well defined, there are good indicators of wildlife
resources, and their flows are relatively well understood. However, this biogeography is not well
undestood by the publiovioreover, he USCanadian International Border (the Border) in the
Pacific Northwest divides not only two nations, but also the political identities between Washington
and British Columbia. Natural resource management north andfgshetU.SCanadian border

is markedly different and is a direct reflection of the respective political systems. Yet, these
boundaries are permeable to ideas, values, and environmental beliefs because residents of the
borderland region frequently sheweial, cultural, and economic ties on a daily basis. In one part of
our investigation, we examined the presence and absence of a transcendeamtd egiologlical

identity among a sample of college studelig\iandBC.

A survey was designed addhmmistered to 46 environmental undergraduate students from
Western Washington University in Bellinghfand 23 students from the University of Fraser
Valley in BC. The survey included both open and @osged questions and asked the student to
identfy their boundaries of Cascadia on a majpen askedow closely they idenified with several
geographicterm&itt maj ori ty of respondent sPagiic ei t her s
Northwesbd  stfvequenthyfollowed by country and city. Closentification with ecosystem was
the fourth most common response with connections to their province or state beiogviagtr,
when asked if they had heard the teascadja/7 percent answered yes. We then asked them if
Cascadia was related to ggagrapolitics, the environment, or made a personal connection. One
out every three students (33.3 percent) associated Cascadia with geography while slightly less (31.9
percent) made an environmental association. Americans made more environmeitakaSociat
percent versus 22 percent) while Canadians made more geography associations. Very few assigned .
political, recreational, or even personal mea
assign Cascadia with any meaning. Finallyaskeshhow strong they related to the Cascadia
term,the majority were neutral’hese results are consistent with other findings where a regional
ecological governance identity is weakly supported (Alper & Salazar, 2005). In sum, there may be
convergereamong scientists and wildlife managers on a perceived ecoregion, but it has yet to take
hold among broader publitBus Cascadia and its common wildlife face a dilemma of political

biogeograph
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The survey of a Cascadia ecological imagination leadsituirst policy prescription.
Education and communication efforts should be
geography of the terrestrial Cascadia toericlammunications subgroup of the Connectivity
Workinggrop put it, conservationists must o0Devel op
inform the people. . . about the importance of habitat connectivity to build support for
i mpl ementation of connectivity comrlsleSeay ati on. 0
recognized as an official geographical place and name offers several lessons for terrestrial
conservationists. Moreover, additional efforts in civic environmentalism will reinforce the
recognition of our CPR geography.

Initiating Civic Environme ntalism

Before 1970, and in the metaphor of SLOSS, L
small 6 approach with the states responsible f
developed in the seventies and eighties. The nziboralof environmental laws and institutions
l ed to the develangcmoerttr odfé s ysdemmavihcer e regul a
forcing, adversarial, and dealt with pollution at thefahé-pipe. A similar style became
prominentin naturalseo ur ce management and s omandfiimeesd iosr c
Opr eandpatt r ol 6 approach. While these environme
in air and water pollution while protecting large areas of habitat in the W/&stehey are now
reaching several limits. According to Hempel (2002), the policies and jurisdictions that functioned
reasonably well to limit resource degradation and past pollution are proving inadequate to manage
todayds envi r onnmgiretransbouadarg antl rauttilgvel stratediesa. t

A variety of alternatives to the concentration of environmental policy power at the national level
have been recognized in recent years. Two specific ideas have gained great support and include
both the @volution of policynaking responsibility from the federal government to state and local
jurisdictions and attempts to increase the influence of citizens in environmental decisions (Abel and
Stephan, 2000). This kind of governance stands in stark toeimasbnmental policy driven by
national experts or interest groups. However, the development of participatory decision making
opportunities in North American environmental governance has been uneven. We therefore
examined the prevalence of a ciwirenmental style and initiatives in transboundary wildlife
governance with a combination of content analysis, interviews, and surveys of conservation
organizations, wildlife managers, and environmental activists.

We frame our research on civic envirartadism with the theory of environmental discourses.
't i s a groupds s hadtsspalialexterh,wwof t 6het Bneat enmdn
of politics and policies should be pursued in order to restore ecosystems. Moreover, different
graups have divergent discourses that have political consequences. We expected regional
conservationists and wildlife managersdto adh
guestions and answers advanced by experts and scientists. Cgnsexjagpécted that an
alternative or o0civic discourseo would be mar
and the transboundary wildlife programs of Cascadia. To explore these hypotheses, we analyzed the
content of wildlife programs on bhajovernmental agency and environmental group websites active
in BC and WA conservation efforts. We also interviewed nine key participants in the regional
wildlife conservation community and surveyed tvgemgn more using a wedsed questionnaire.

First, following Abel and Stephan (2008), we characterized four typdifetonservation
programs on a continuum from the most technocratic to the most democratic. We also reviewed
wildlife programs in Alberta to provide some comparative perspéctive.14 Cascadia
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programs, only thé&olf Working Group through the WDF&xhibited a civic character. The most
prevalent efforts were informational followed by technical and then organizational. Our content
analysis of environmental discourses rewealetittle civic character, a key strategy that would
reflect a shift towards a new politics of ecosystem manag@unesg¢cond policy prescription calls for
more attention to developing civic wildlife conserRertinipadbgnactservatiorums must not

only involve communitigtheir citizens must be able to influence decisions. This will be fostered
when wildlife conservation programs are diffused among several smaller jurisdictions tlagher than
current and predominately techno@ratrangements.

Polycentric governance

The seeds of polycentric and transboundary governance in Cascadia can be traced to meetings in
1994. One was called B&/WA Symposium on the Marine EnviaodrtienbthefNature Has No
BordersThe latter foczed on the terrestrial ecosystems of the North Cascades and Okanogan but
did not lead to the institutional development seen in the former; or what we now call the Salish Sea.
Two years later, a Washington meeting convened U.S. and Canadian sciectivtssaital
exchange researciQOar Living Estuary ConferenCanada, the Fraser river and its basin became
the focus of a series $ffate of the Basin Confier@068sand 2003. These converged in 2003 in the
first ever Georgia Basin and Pi#mind Research Conference. Binational meetings have
continued biannually with the most recent held in 2009. No binational meetings on wildlife
followed in the wake of the terrestrial conservation initiative.

But attention on the marine side grew atsboundary ecosystem issues found an institutional
and subnational home in the BC/WA Environmental Cooperation Council (ECC). Established in
1992, the ECCO0s oOpurpose is to ensure coordin
environmental matters of mati ¢ o http:Awww.énv.gov.bc.ca/spd/ecy/ No task force
yet exists for terrestrial wildlife in the ECC, but other institutional venues for transboundary wildlife
governance are emerging.

Southofte border, The Western Governords Associ
for polycentric wildlife management. In 2008, the WGA established the Western Wildlife Habitat
Council (WWHC) to coordinate and manage implementation of the recommemdatitires f
WGA Wildlife Corridors Initiative Riepthne. next two years, this council coordinated the
development of a habitat database and wildlife assessment for Alberta and British Columbia,
Canada, and Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, MontamdJé&¥&co, Nevada, Oregon, Utah,
Washington, and Wyoming. Moreover, the initial strategy recognizes the importance of the border
and transboundary wildlife corridors.

According to the 2008 strategy, o0CdBti nued d
border security effoftsand also compromises important habitats and corridors. Prevention of
development and protection of open space near the border can help protect important wildlife
habitat and help ensure that our border agents have the rgspomsad time needed to intercept
il 1l egal i mmi grantso (WGA 2008, p. 82). Thi s
wildlife habitat protection provides an important opportunity for the further development of
transboundary wildlife governangais WGA Corridor initiative will be an important polycentric
venue for Cascadian wildlife managers and actVists.t her ef or e prescri be th
carefully cultivate their presence in these forums as our thirpolicy recommendati

While promising, the WWHC does not yet include formal governance participation from British
Col umbia and Al berta, only data sharing. At


http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/spd/ecc/

relatively new addition to the family of wildlife conservatitmtiosts. And comparatively, the

layers of conservation institutions are quite different in age on each side of the border. Wildlife
conservation in the U.S. received a major boost nearly fifty years ago with passage of the Wilderness
Act in 1964. Twoears later, the Endangered Species Preservation Act was passed by Congress,
amended in 1969, and again in 1973 to become simply the Endangered Species Act. And in
Washington, the stateds history of maeaging o0
British of Columbia established a Wildlife Act in 1996 and a federal law emerged in 2002 called the
Species at Risk Act (SARA). In short, many more layers of governance have developed over several
decades south of the border. U.S. Wildlife conserwaight be described as a collection of
middeaged institutions and experience, but Cana
institutional history north of the border is a major barrier to polycentric wildlife management in
Cascadia.

Conservation views above and below the %49

To complement our secondary research described above, we completed interviews and surveys
of wildlife conservation stakeholders in the U.S. and Canada. We conducted nine interviews and
surveyed 27 key stakehol@er®ss the region. In both our surveys and interviews, we asked some
of the leading regional stakeholders to identify the key issues for wildlife conservation in Cascadia,
what the best opportunities for innovation were, and what were the most sigaifieas.

Habitat connectivity was the top issue from both sources ranking extremely important among 88.5
percent of survey respondents and discussed at length in five of our nine interviews. But
connectivity, as one U.S. respondent described, alsesmwlicy and management on both sides

of the border. ol definitely think some of t
Canada/U.S. border are completely disparate, and finding common ground between the way species
are managed heredant here is very difficult.

Climate change, shared organizational goals, and funding came in second with extremely
important ratings among tMiards (66.7 percent) of our survey respondents. However, only three
of our interview respondents (e¢he&d) discussed climate change as an important issue and only
two discussed funding at | engt h. Canadabds | a
important issue among our interview respondents. In the surveys, endangered species legislation fell
into a third tier of importance along with community involvement and public involvement. Yet
shared organizational goals was in the second tier of issue importance in the surveys. In our
interviews, the lack of collaboration and coordination ememethgs theme across several
issues.

According to one U.S. respondent, olf Canada
Endangered Species Act it might encourage more collaboration. The pressure is not on Canada to
take things as far as it shoulwl Two Washington and Canadian <co
of common goals as a major issue. For instan

of the problem is that a lot of people who are trying to protect wildlife or contegtiv d on 6t r e a
have a grasp of their goals and objectives an

government al Organi zati ons|] NGOs are not work
respondent , 0 Ag enci e sndthareds not al\gagsireward dr acoonnsabiléyr e s
system for true coll aboration. o Such discord

often preferred over governance by many organizations.

Less then one in three survey respondents riamkkdccess management and human/predator
interactions as extremely important while keystone species fell last among survey respondents.



Conversely, carnivores or keystone species were identified as important by two U.S. interviewees
and one Canadiarr,ia onethird of our interviews.

When asked if transboundary issues were of concern for wildlife conservation, nearly three
fourths of survey respondents strongly agreed. Much more discord was evident in their perceptions
about transboundary wildlifenservation research. Fiftyo percent agreed that there is adequate
scientific data while thirgyx percent disagreed. Likewise, one of our interview respondents
identified the lack of science as a major barrier while another said that we lsattatid¢hreeeded.

There was nearly as much divergence about institutional capacity ¥athr foemcent believing

that it was adequate and forty percent disagreeing. For instance, interagency dissonance was
mentioned by three of our five Canadian ireres but ndiyone U.S. respondent. A majority
disagreed that funding for transboundary wildlife conservation was adequate.

In our final set of survey questions, we focused on public education and involvement. The
former produced the strongest respsngéh 56 percent and 60 percent strongly agreeing that the
public needs more education on wildlife and large carnivores respectively. But our question about
citizen trust achieved the greatest agreement intensity as 68 percent of respondents strongly
disagreeing that citizens trust government. Slightly less intense agreement emerged on whether the
public should be involved in the decisiaking processeonly 16.7 percent strongly agreed but
58.3 percent agreed. Likewise, 60 percent agreed that ¢gpmmralnement plays a role in
wildlife conservation while only 28 percent strongly agreed. Finally, and perhaps most telling were
the uneven responses to the statement that we need more avenues for public participation in
decisiormaking. Almost onrthird (32 percent) of our respondents agreed and 28 percent strongly
agreed but many were undecided (24 percent) or disagreeable (16 percent).

New institutional and more civic avenues received some support among our survey respondents.
Among our 9 interwes, most agreed that community involvement has a role in wildlife
management. However, the respondents would focus on education programs rather than the
participation of the public in actual wildlife management governance. But a third way we believe to
be critically important in this transboundary case is the fostering of multiple layers (national,
regional, |l ocal) of oOnestedd governance struc
connected to, and as influential, as governing bodies atéha girovince and at the national
level. Or, in the language of regional geography, an assemblage of political and policy actors must
transcend two nations and many communities. The form in Cascadia would best be described as
both globalandlocal. Bu t he | atter is the most undevel ope
governance structures.

Research by numerous scholars (Swyngedouw, 2004; Alper, 2004; Fiorino, 2006; Teske, 2004;
and Klyza and Sousa, 2008; among others) on the scale and typeiaiahaitolvement in
resource management has indicated a shift tow
to Swyngedouw, glocalization is the process by which institutional and regulatory arrangements shift
simultaneously to both a global amalliéevel. In our examination of the regulatory layers
influencing transboundary wildlife management, we found the development of local polycentric
governance to be not only in its infancy, but facing major institutional barriers north of the border.
Wildlife conservation in Cascadia begins inside of our protected areas, governments, and non
governmental organizations but will be finished, footiteay the bad, outside of them.
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Introduction

Over a decade ago, many ofakdrdnetawmtetJhitddd s enviro
Nationds Conference on Environment and Devel opn
event producedgenda 2an 800 page blueprint of actions to address the wide range of
environmental and social dimensions of ecologicaldegit i on. The c-Genér&dr enceds
Maurice Strong observed that: o0The Earth Summi:t
The road beyond Rio will be a long and difficult one; but it will also be a journey of renewed hope,
of excitement chal | enge (HaasdLew, & Parsons,ule9p, pAB@nvironmental
scientists and policymakers travel this road, one of our many challenges is achieving a more
satisfying and durable blend of the techmdaflamocratic demands on environmental decision
making. These scientific and participatory intersections create many tensions in environmental
policy and this project analyzes their political and policy dimensions in a transboundary commons
dilemma streting across the northwest border of Canada and the United States.

Agendfao r2tliéest h and fi nal c haptnakiinsg 6c abl ulte dt hoel nff
resides in the rational realm of environmental science while the latter unfolds thiagiglothe
social choice, and their messy convergence attracts the attention of a growing number of scholars.
Many see a significant disconnect between scientific expertise and citizen participation especially in
the realm of environmental decision makiegslc r i bi ng t hi s o0democracy anf¢
guandary, 6 Brent Steel (2000) noted that nati on
and scientific while simultaneously experiencing increasing demands for citizen participation,
especially in trenvironmental policy arena.

In 2000, Schlosberg and Sisk traced the roots of the rationalizing and democratizing cleavages to
the disciplinary pedagogy of environmental and political sciences. They posited that many
environmental policymakers received #tkication in social science disciplines while physical and
biological degrees predominate among environmental scientists. Consequently, environmental
scientists and administrators are trained separately and then work separately; sometimes to the
detrimem of environmental problem solving. And in Cascsaliarahorthwestern bioregien
shared between Canada and the United &tespéit by an international bordepresenting
another division challenging wildlife conservation managers. This tepoatyze the challenges
and possibilities confronting wildlife conservation scientists and managers in the transboundary
Cascadia corridor. We primarily utilipeldical biggeographic perspective to guide our research.

Conservation Geography

Weconcenr at e here on the places and spaces of a
British Columbia and Washington in the United States. The natural resource management
challenges are numerous but essentially involve managing a fragmented lahdsaapeotiid
be, home to more than a dozen threatened terrestrial species. In particular, three ecozones straddle
the Canadian and U.S. border and provide important habitat for more than 70 mammal species,
hundreds of birds, and forests of Douglias/Nestern Hemlock, Ponderosa Pine, Western White
Pine, and Western Red Cedar. First, the North Cascades ecoregion makes up 10 percent of
Washington with Snolquamie Pass at its southern border, the Puget Sound trough to the west, and
the Cascade Crestteth e a st . 't runs northward and include
coast. The Okanagan is the second ecoregion that encompasses the highlands between the North
Cascades and Rocky Mountains covering about 14 percent of WashingtouorS&tateyregion
(Mapl) focusel on these two lardgerrestriabcoregions. We do not include the small portion of
the Rocky Mountairecoregion whicbovesonly4 per cent of Washihnargt onds n
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theNorthwest Coast or Puget Troy@NR, 2003).

Theinternational border cuts acrose i s 0 C a s caadlian Ghoaturali dision for this

di verse biogeography. Hi ghways and communities
wildlife. In fact, these many barriers create islandsid, reakind of terrestrial archipelago that

mirrors the San Juan and Gulf Islands of the Salish Sea. Therefore, the theory of island

biogeography provides a ussfattingframe for the conservation challenges in the region.

MacArthur and Wilson (19630)blished the seminal book for this subfield of ecology and

established two relevant principles. First, larger islands support more species than smaller ones.
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And second, more remote islands host fewer species than less remote ones.

They also built othe remoteness principle to develop the concept of insularity. This is the idea
that habitat can be insulated by not only distance between islands, but anything that divides a

| andscape such as mountains andatwdof mat e. 0l nsu
biogeography. Many of the principles graphically displayed in the Galapagos Islands and other
remote archipelagos apply in |l esser or greater

1967, p. 3). Here, the crisessing highwayesdaborder artificially divide formerly contiguous
habitat in Cascadia.

In more directly relevant work, Preston (1962a, 1962b) raised the concern that many nature
preserves and parks were just too small to support many species. Later, Diamond ét85é) conn
these ideas and developed a set of design principles for the management of an ecologically sound
park system. These included: (1) larger protected areas will hold more species than smaller ones; (2)
a protected area closer to others will suppoe sp@cies than an isolated one; (3) a round park will
hold more species than a long narrow area; and (4) corridors between conservation areas might
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mitigate the island problem. According to Quammen (1996), the conservation implications of island
biogeognahy led to a heated debate that is still relevant to our research. Should conservation area
designations strive for Single Large or Several Small (SLOSS)?

The idea of a single large and binational conservation area first emerged in 1971 as part of the
opposition to the expansion of Ross Dam on the upper Skagit river. In testimony to the
International Joint Commission, an environmental group called the North Cascades Conservation
Counci | proposed a Canadi an 0 SatthiCashadds Rarki o n a | P a
complex and the Pasayten Wilderness that together would be jointly managed as a single wilderness
arealfttp://www.nps.gov/archive/noca/adHioc.htn). But, according to Loutér998, p. 311),
the U.S. Park Superintendent was informed by B.
every possible inch of B.C. right up to the international boundary, and that they had no concern for
protection of wilderness qualities adjateotir wilderness. They...had too much, not too little
wilderness in B.C. and felt the strength of the province depended upon sustained yield harvest of all
resources. o The single |l arge idea huneg. on thro

In 1993, the Greater Ecosystem Alliance environmental group (now Conservation Northwest)
published the bookascadia Wild: Protecting an Internationaldtivosgtiegia single large and
transboundary park. In this book, geographer Steve Wa#ted a map that would later be blown
up into a poster that included a core binat:.
zoned that included many popul ated areas | ik
BC. This transboundary sgetem encompassed 2.5 million wilderness designated acres in the U.S.
and 328,355 in Canada (Miles 2003, p. 224) and included the U.S. North Cascades National Park and
Skagit Recreation Area and the Canadian Manning and Cathedral Provincial Paalgswadsis m
released at the oONature Has No Bordersdé confere
for the single large transboundary conservation agenda in Cascadia.

ona
e

Sponsored by the nonprofit National Parks and Conservation Association, thigyldrivers
Washingtonés School of International Studies, a
brought together U.S. and Canadian government commissioners, Senators, researchers,
environmentalists, and government agency directors. Howeverfitigeande¢he map in
particular galvanized conservatives in the region and mirroring national political trends, an anti
government and afgark campaign undermined any possibility for U.S. support of a single large
park (Miles, 2003). Moreover, forestigrests on the Canadian side helped cool the enthusiasm of
support north of the border. The region descri
Ecosystemo6 str et c h itidegvatér onohra westtethe Ry Qkartoga® Rivem d 6 s
Valley on theast; from Washington's Snoqualmie Pass on the south to the Canadian Similkameen
and Fraser Rivers along its northern extent (Nature Has No Border¥ehalpis bioregion
continued to receive attention from regional wildlife conservationists.

In partcular, several government agencies and nonprofits participat®uliidlitiies
conference in Oosyoos, BC on the theme of O0Thin
presentation, a Canadian environmental group observed that 3,900 of thec#e300 BIC are
transboundary (91 percent). From Washington, a state coalition presented their work studying the
habitat connectivity for wildlife and promoting chmssler coordination and cooperation. They
have modeled habitat and linkage indicdtoastt descri be a ocas€ades bott
parallel between the upper Nooksack watershed and the eastern border of Washington. Another
group discussed their analysis of a shared Okanogan ecoregion in Southern BC and North Central
WA. This areaibordered to the West by a North Cascades ecoregion that includes the traditionally
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named Coast Range in Canada and the North Cascades in the U.S. These terrestrial landscapes,
beginning with the proposed Salish Park in the seventies, never achiesieititther support to
rival the nearby marine ecosystem of the Georgia Basin and Puget Sound.

Salish Sea Envy

During the week of Earth Day in April 2009, the popular public broadcast neWwscselies
featured the Puget Sound in the-h@ar programd Poi soned Waterso (Smith 20
earlier, the Soundds transboundaSeatle Tirhéalrta'cst er as
celebrated in song, dissected in scientific journals and detailed on government Web sites. It's the
subject binternational conferences, amateur theater performances, and gatherings of Northwest

tri bal | eaderfsndd (tChorrenewanho n t2h080s9 )of medi a i nteres
Puget Sound/Georgia Basin Ecosystem Conference in Seattle. Tlois tdteng of North
Americads | argest estuarine environments oversh

ecosystem. We have extended our geographic attention further north to reflect more than a
contiguous conservation area, but a wildiifeloo that connects the wildlife of BC and WA. Map
2 displays the Cascadiari@orland cover straddling British Columbia and the state of
Washington

Environmental Governance

The political biogeography of the Cascade Corridor suffers from argmveroblem. As
Daniel Press (1994) so aptly observed,

OEnvironmental protection and ffwestoration ar
probably had less of the requisite khow for putting a craft on the moon in the

1950s than we do for solving majoriremvmental problems today. In our society,

environmental problems atemocratic diledmasp. 1, emphasi s added) .

This project continues the | ead authoros schol a
reform (Kraft, Stephan and Abel, 2011; AbhdlStephan, 2008; Abel et al., 2007; Abel, 2001; Abel

and Stephan, 2000). There are now well worn criticisms directed at the environmental regulatory
systems in North America. As one recent appraisal put it, existing environmental policies have been
widely viewed as oheavily bureaucratic, prescrip
natureo6 (Durant, Fiorino, and O6Leary, 2004, 1)
is primarily commarandcontrol. Businesses and other srii@ve long complained as well about

the overall complexity and rigidity of rules and regulations, the high costs of compliance with policy
requirements, the focus on remedial rather than preventive actions, the lack of incentives for

companies to innovate to go beyond compliance with regulatory standards to achieve better
environmental results, and the difficulty of using comprehensive and integrated strategies that cut

across different environmental media (Davies and Masurek, 1998; Eisner, 260Z06&)rin



These critiques typically focus on an overarc
regulated community, government agencies, science, social movement organizations, and public
concern in environmental policy dynamics. Thispapsréosu on t he onewd pol i ti
ecosystem management through a case study of the transbounda @asicadn particular,
we turn our attention towards the evolving opportunities and barriers to regional wildlife
governance in sharbmbgeogaphiedetween British Columbia and the state of Washington.

There is an impressively long list of significant weaknesses or failures in four decades of North
American environmental policy. It is hardly sumgrtbenthat since the 198fslicymakers,

ra Cascades Corridor
[] Lanp cover
. Temperate or sub-polar needleaf forest
l Sub-polar taiga needleleaf forest
. Tropical or sub-tropical broadleaf evergreen forest
. Tropical or sub-tropical broadleaf deciduous forest
. Temperate or sub-polar broadleaf deciduous forest
. Mixed Forest
. Tropical or sub-tropical shrubland
. Temperate or sub-polar shrubland
D Tropical or sub-tropical grassland
D Temperate or sub-polar grassland
. Sub-polar or polar shrubland-lichen-moss
D Sub-polar or polar grassland-lichen-moss
. Sub-polar or polar barren-lichen-moss
. Wetland
EI Cropland
D Barren Lands
. Urban and Built-up

. Water

D Snow and Ice
\

.

analysts, and scholars have offeneelxpansive and varied agenda for environmental policy reform

(e.g., Chertow and Esty 1997; Marcus, Geffen, and Sexton 2002; National Academy of Public
Administration 1995 and 2000; Sexton, et al. 1999). Much sttissidn about new directions in
environmental policy has focused on the likely effectiveness, efficiency, or public and political
acceptability of alternatives to federal comraaddontrol regulationPart of his shift represents

a turn of scholarlyttention towards both supranational and subnational dimensions of

environmental governance that looks beyond just the national scale. Swyngedouw (2004) termed
this o0glocalisationdé in a broad chartesteri zati o
provide specific efforts that explore transboundary policy research and practice (Loucky et al 2008).

Many environmental governance alternatives have been identified, appraised to some degree,
and endorsed by a diversity of policy actors. Thas#eiacplethora of voluntary initiatives by
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business and voluntary pulgiicrate partnerships, substantially increased use of market incentives,

more flexible regulation based on environmental results or performance, greater involvement of

citizens and o#r stakeholders in regulatory decisionmaking, particularly through more open and

coll aborative processes (0civic environmentalis
responsibilities to the states and local or regional governments, greaiartattenti

denationalization, and more holistic approaches captured in the term ecosystem management.

Commons Governarice

Ecosystem management emerged in the nineties as an alternative to policies that dealt with
discrete environmental elements such as vteiess or forests. Grumbine (1994) defined

ecosystem management as an integration of oO0scie
a complex sociopolitical and values framework toward the general goal of protecting native
ecosystem integritye@r t he |l ong termdé (p. 31). Thi s conce

of collaborative approaches to environmental policy that can now be found in almost every federal
agency and many state governments (Bardach 1998). Yet collaborative eavitamagament

embodies one of the classic problems of politics: the collectivelitatoma 00One cannot m
assume that groups arise and are maintained; rather, formation and maintenance are the central
problerosf group | i f e lmedsleprma Banthekc1997,p.e288¢ nngpoblitical 6

science, Mancur Olson (1971) first articulated heintse#fsted individuals were unlikely to

cooperate voluntarily to capture joint benefits and political scientists have developed an extensive
literatire on the topic (Axelrod 1984; Bendor and Mookerjee, 1987; Ostromag@®@nd

Singleton, 1993). On the environmental dimension, Garret Hardin addressed the topic in a seminal

1968 publication.

OFreedom in a commons b1244higane aof the most tamoussahd 6 ( Ha
foundational statements influencing environmental policy. In his analogy of a pasture surrounded

by sheep far mer s, Hardinds parable is the story
more grazers afield farquick, concentrated payback while the costs are very low and diffuse. The
farmersd acts are characterized as individually

herds eat the resource into collapse. This tragic analogy has inforyneéesaptie around the
worl d and Hardinds prescriptions are an even ma
One must regulate or privatize and the commons world was painted black and white.

Alternatively, a rich literature has emerged that sulgeérumans are not always trapped in
the commons tragedy. Instead, a complicated web of resources, user, and institutional conditions
can lead to successful CPR management. The 2009 Nobel Prize for the Economic Sciences was
shared by the most influ&h scholar in this field. Elinor Ostrom (1990, 1999, 2009) has developed
a scholarly strand that foadis@ polycentric governance institutions that exist in successful cases of
CPR dilemmas. Ostrom and many others have challenged the conventiondhatsdmmon
property is poorly managed and should be either regulated by central authorities or privatized.

She first became influential with her research on water service delivery in California and found
ot hat mul ti pl e pub searchedaout grodpctive ways otorganiziegmatere s h ad
resources at multiple scales contrary to the view that the presence of multiple governmental units
without a c¢clear hierarchy was chaoticd6 (Ostrom,
analyze casstudies of CPR management around the world including 44 cases of inshore fisheries
and 47 cases of irrigation systems. In the latter, only 40 percent of the cases with government
management achieved high performance while 70 percent of thentamaggr water systems
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performed well. In the fishery case studies, 33 out of the 44 had developed their own regulatory
rules managing access and harvest without government coordination.

The CPR f r a neppoot leds goavesnenenhiivblvement howedeiSchlager
(2004) observed: o0The evidence from [ CPRs]
have no role to play in addressing compamh resource dilemmas. That would be as great an
error as suggesting that only governments can resulvemepool resource dilemmas. The issue
is not whether governments should be involved; rather, it is how governments should be involved in

shou

addressing such dil emmalkd@o Gpv e rlbmdhnsteaddf t, s as ano
o ( Fi o rpi19)o In2horh) governance is more than central government regulation, but
oéthe coordination of actionéthrough many di ffe

This compilation of case studies demonstrated that there could be successful commons
governace without relying on either markets or government imposed regulation. However, one of
the key conditions in these cases was the ability of citizens to participate and influence resource
management strategies. 0 Whda and theeimploréance of ieg nor e d i
involvement for the people involved instead of having someone in Washington or in a far far
di stance make a ruledé (Ostromds Nobel Lecture,
seven institutional design principlesessary for successful CPR management.

First, the CPR has clearly defined boundaries and rights for cooperators. Second, the
distribution of benefits from appropriation rules is roughly congruent to the cost imposed by
provision rules. Third, mosiaperators affected by the operational rules can participate in
modifying these rules. Fourth, a monitoring mechanism exists to assess both resource conditions
and appropriator behavior. Fifth, cooperators who violate operational rules are likely to receiv
graduated sanctions from other stakeholders, from officials accountable to these stakeholders, or
from both. Sixth, cooperators and their officials have rapid accesedst)Jdacal arenas to
resolve conflict among users or between cooperatordiatadsofSeventh, the rights of
cooperators in devising their own commitments will not be challenged by external or higher
government authorities. Finally, governance activities like appropriation, provision, monitoring,
enforcement, and conflict res@uatare organized in multiple layers of nested enterprises (Schlager,
2004). We focus on the first, third, and eighth conditions in this initial exploration.

Table 1. Ostromds (1990) Institutional Princ

1. Clearly defined boundaries
2. Congruence

3. Collectivehoice arrangement
4. Monitoring

5. Graduate&anctions

6. Conflictresolutiormechanisms

7. Rights to organize

8. Multiple layers of governance activiti

Fragile institutical settingshave few of these characteristics while moustrohes have many.
The debate over collaborative institutions as an effective alternative to adversarial regulation in
environmental policy remains vigorous. Proponents hail the superiority of collaborative institutions
over adversarial ones (John, 1B8sh and Lallas, 1995; Weber, 1998, 2003). Singleton (2002)
cautiously described a good, a bad, and one ugly environmental collaboration among Washington
watershed protection efforts. Others argue that collaborative environmental decision making is a
passing fad at best, and at worst, the collaboration may create perceptions of progress without real
changes (Kenney, 2000). For example, Lubell (2004) examined one of the most prominent

7



coll aborative instituti ons atoml BEstaawyiProgramri(NER)t a | pol
His survey results indicated that while levels of consensus were higher for NEP estuaries, there was

no more cooperation than in estuaries outside the NEP framework. The field of collaborative
ernvironmental governance pres a complementagholarly context faur social science

research on transboundary wildlife conservation.

Environmental policy scholars have explored the ways in which collaborative institutions
overcome the collective action dilemma. Trust, irstabithechanisms, and political leadership
have all been theorized as key factors in encouraging collective action. Trust is often connected to
social capitgPutnam 1995; Fukuyama 1998)experimentak#ings, researchers have found that
positive interactions in collective action simulations result in players learning to trust one another
and tend to be reinforcing (Lubell and Scholz, 2001; Ostrom, 2000). Others have found greater
collaboration amongdividuals who have experienced a history of cooperation in various
institutional settings (Lubell et al., 2002, Schneider et al., 2003, Weber, 1998). In theory then, the
success of a transboundary wildlife conservation framework will depend ondd $iiskatyolders
interacting in crogsational networks that foster reciprocal trust.

This research was also informed by a growing literature that examines the institutional challenges
of transboundary collaborative institutions. For instance, Normaakdked @009) examined how
transboundary water governance was hindered by asymmetrical governance structures, limited
institutional capacity, and the lack of intrajurisdictional integration. Alper and Salazar (2005) also
found little evidence of transboanglidentity among Canadian environmentalists. Conversely,

Alper (2004) focused on the regional governance arrangements being fostered by a set of normative
or constructivist ideas in the Georgia Basin/Puget Sound. Dupeyron (2008) conceptualized a social
political Cascadia geography dominated by technical experts and economic interests. Masters theses
(Bernstein, 2002), entire journal issues (B¥aitlgtand Simon, 2008) and book monographs (Day

et al., 2003; Loucky et al., 2008) have continued thelgdciitention to Cascadia and wetfom

scholarly discussion with thase study of wildlife conservaaon itsdilemmaf political

biogegraphy

Two recent studies are particularly relevant to this report. Norman and Bakker (2005) examined
thedrivers and barriers to cooperation as described by stakeholders collaborating on transboundary
watershed management. Pedynowski (2003) examined the limits and opportunities for continued
ecosystem management in the Crown of the Continent Ecosystem €@€xdif)assing Glacier
Nati onal Park and Fl athead National Forest in t
Castle Integrated Resource Plan Area in Canada. This study found that transboundary cooperation
is more supported in the Provinces @tades than at the national level. In both studies, the
researchers combined interviews, surveys, and management policy reviews. These mixed
methodologies rely on a case study approach that this project also utilized.

Methodology
In recent years, poliapalysis has developed an increasingly influential body of work from an
ointerpretatived perspective (Dryzek, 1990; Fi s

Discourse analysis (Hajer and Verseeg, 2005; Lofland and Lofland, 1995; Wogér2@®0bis

one kind of interpretative methodology that has recently been employed in studies of American
environmental values (Kempton, Boster, and Hartley, 1995), climate change (Backstrand and
Lovbrand, 2006), U.S. environmentalism (Brulle, 206Spauadary environmentalism (Alper and
Salazar, 2005), and environmental justice (Abel and Stephan, 2008; Taylor, 2000). In turn, our study
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empl oyed di scourse theory and methods to identi
pol i ti cs 6 oafjementaresnyasdamplenof gogemment agency reports and websites,
interviews with key conservationists, and surveys of wildlife managers.

In particular, content analysis was utilized to identify perceptions towards the conservation
problems, their po$de solutions, and the identification of those responsible. Content analysis is a
method to study written documents and uses recorded human communications as data (Berg, 2008).
Various studies have used content analysis to examine the use of lanitgiegjateomship to
environmental issues and the social beliefs of policy stakeholders (Abel and Stephan, 2008; Koski,
2007; Salazar, 2009; Kraft and Clary, 1991).

We first selected the websites of wildlife programs in British Columbia and Washington to
perform our first content analysis. For our first survey, we sampled college students from Western
Washington University and the University of Fraser Valley. Our second survey sample of
transboundary conservation stakeholders was initially constamtttefparticipants in the
annual wildlife conservation meetividd Links Sponsored by the regional environmental
organization Conservation Northwest, the 0@ Linksvas o0 Thi nki ng across bor
recogni zing the needhetransboundary idsues forehabitahamalwildlife c u s e d
between the US and Canada. The 2007 and 2008 meetings focused on the North Cascades in the
state of Washington and the northern Washington wildlife landscape respectively. Participants were
asked to identifother influential regional stakeholders to construct a snowball sample of more than
80 stakeholders in the region.

Research Questions

Fifteen years ago, a regional terrestrial ecosystem initiative met with vigorous protests outside of
a ONat ur er dearss 6N omeBeot FUnSghorder il Gascadiasseemet] 40 harden in the
nineties. It hardened even more after the terrorist attacks of September 11th. One might even
suggest that the policies, political culture, and institutions have subsequesttigkbieehe
nineties. However, the conservative ideologies behind these ever hardening borders seem to have
receded with the decline of the Republican Party and its leaders. The election of Barack Obama
brought change to national politisst that mg be fading And the set of ideas constructing a
regional ecological identity seem to femeegized. The ideas of ecosystem management are a
dominant discourse in several arenas. So which character better represents the future of regional
ecosystem magement in Cascadia? Does one really represent the past and the other an emerging
future? Are we beginning a new era in regional environmental governance, or are we in store for a
resurgence of adversarial politics and gridlock? The purpose ofdkedopopject will be to
analyze the geographical, policy, and civic obstacles to transboundary wildlife conservation and
management in the Greater North Cascades. We examined the following questions. How are
federal and provincial wildlife conservataicigs and management diverging and converging on
both sides of the border? Is the discourse of ecosystem management more prevalent in
contemporary policy debates and documents on transboundary wildlife conservation? What CPR
institutional arrangemetitait and potentially foster transboundary ecosystem management? We
begin with the convergence of perceptions.



Cascadian Imaginations

Highways and roads cut across the CaScaddor as seen in Map Bloreover,lte US
Canadian international bordethe Pacific Northwest divides not only nations and wildlife habitat,
but also political identities among Washington and British Columbia residents. However, this
boundary is permeable to ideas, values and beliefs, and the environment becausaritie borderl
region frequently shares social, cultural, and economic ties on a daily basis. In addition to the
various forms of interaction between the US and Canada across this borderland, another
commonality that transcends the border are natural resources.rBsdurces are often managed
as common resources constrained by political boundaries that are not coincident with the domain of
the resource (Giordano, 30n6d& dhe mostdifficOlsfitureo m (199 9)
problems, however, will involkgsources that are difficult to manage at the scale of a village, a large
watershed, or even a single country. Some of these refao@xasple, fresh water in an
international basin or large marine ecosy$tecosne effectively depletable only in temnational
cont e xt &xte(spe litetatar8 Nas been developed that examines the concept of a
transborder ecoregion that is sensitive to the natural boundaries of the resources it contains (Alper,
1996; Alper, 2004; Sparke, 2000; Vadidin, 200 A clearly recognized ecological region is the
first institutional characteristic from CPR theory we explore. While the transboundary ecoregions
are well recognized among wildlife managers and regional conservationists, we expected that other
0 p u b wauld ks dess familiar with a terrestrial wildlife commons. Such perceptual dissonance
would present a significant institutional barrier to polycentric wildlife conservation.

e

{2 Cascades Corridor

= Major Highways

= Secondary Highways
Urban Areas
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The term Cascadia has been embraced by many scholars to describe a region extending anywhere

from Oregon up through northern B.C. (Sparke, 2000). In the initial single large park advocacy,
environmentalists spoke of o0Cascadia Wildoéo and
throughout the literature to describe the ecoregion, an economic region, or some political identity.
Sparke (2008) describes Chadadi aFas ODhet par pbat
the recognition of a greater tranboundary region, be it economic, environmental, or political, may

perhaps be the first step in the formation oftardered imagination that could perceive a cross

border ecosystem. Betcognizing a transnational geographic boundary is only the beginning.

Fostering a deeper perception of civic and regional environmentalism will also be critical.

Ecological Citizenship

Recently, environmental ethicists have been discussing howht@isicebbligations from the
social realm to the natural world under the guise of ecological citizenship (Light, 2003) or
environmental citizenship (Dobson & Bell, 2006). CPR management faces the challenge of enabling
residents in and near a resourcegdlsemselves as members of communities encompassing both
humans and nature and hence, to recognize their civic responsibility not just to each other, but to
ecosystems. But this kind of citizenship in Cascadia is challenging because it is trangboundary an
disconnected from any identifiable and legally bounded community.

The idea of an emerging transboundary region may seem too good to be true and one of the
roots of this imagined space is found in fiction. In 1975, Ernest Callenbach pdvisimsal
story about a new nation forming when parts of northern California, Oregon, and Washington
seceded from the United States. This and the o
rainforest zone would also be imagined as the Cascadia bioregsrlo@Garreau (1981) would
provocatively argue, a geography whose features draw more attachment from its residents than their
state or nation. He too would call the Pacific
the Canadbd.S. border. Ih he s ame year , EcGtapiaEmengmgiccbe 6 s pr equ el
published.

Call enbachds books, according to one journal:!
present: in the flush of a financial crisis, the Pacific Northwest secedesfimitedHstates, and
its citizens establish a sustainable economy, a cross between Scandinavian socialism and northern
Californian bacto-the-landism, with the custdimyears before the environmental writer began his
campaight o eat | oc al notdictionhdwever. Koeis ieusopian becduse an
emerging literature suggests that a Cascadian imagination is increasingly influential.

For instance, ColRavnkilde, Singh and Lee (2004) did observe both economic and
environmental interests succesdbgfyan to develop the perceptions supporting a Cascadia space.
An entire issue @anadian Political SciencarR2Q@8wvas devoted to the rise of Cascadia as a
North American border region. The papers grew out of a series of lectures at thg Ohiversit
Victoria from 200& 0 0 7 . Dupeyron (2008) found an o0ecol og
Cascadia discourse instead of an economic one at the center of two European borderlands.
Moreover, Smith (2008) concluded that an ecological brandingreviikely lead to a sustainable
regional i sm. Earlier, Alper (2004) identified
collective transboundary environmental action around the Salish Sea. This work appeared in a
special issue of tdeurnal obRlerlands Stutigiscontemplated a transparent border. We too
wanted to know how transparent the border was to regional residents so we went to our classrooms.
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This part of our study examines if college age students on either side of the bdydertiddns
greater region in ecological terms. We administered an eight question survey to 46 environmental

undergraduate students from
Figure 1: The Most Identified Geography Western Washington
University in Bellingham,
Term Respondents Most Identify With Washington and 23 students
30 from the University of Fraser
Valley in Brish Columbia,
5 Canada to compare their
identification between
traditional political

15 jurisdictions versus an
ecosystem. The survey
10 included both open and
5 closedended questions and
. asked students to identify
0 : . .

their boundaries of Cascadia
Country Ecosystem Province/State City on a map. We choseshige

20

group because these students

are the next generation of natural resource managers, economists, and politicians. Successful Cross
Border Regions (CBRS) require cooperation, collaboration, and commvienalignatten,

2009). If this generation efidents does not yet identify with a greater transboundary ecological
geography, than binational collaborations will be challenging.

We first asked what kind of geography respondents identified with the most between the Pacific
Northwest (PNW), countryc@esystenprovince or w&te, andity. Figure ldisplays the response
frequencies for geographical identity and the PNW wasadtatudents identified with followed
by country and then cit{cosystem and Province/State were the least identifiedyeoons
respondents. On the one hand, an apolitical term resonated with most of our students while on the
other, very few identified with the ecosystem cantkptever, 77 percent of our sample did
report hearing the term Cascadia. Among Canadiaesntiveaslightlymore recognized
compared to Americans (77 percent versus 72 percent). When asked about the relevance of the
border to Cascadia, one Canadian connected the
span over the bordspondednt Asmber OEaosystems cros
management system can affect
the ecosystem in another
country.o

Figure 2: Cascadia Mapmaking

16

We then asked if responden] .,
identified with this term

geographically, politically, .

environmentally, or personally. |

One out evenyhree students = American Respondents
(33.3 percent) associated Casc{ ’
with geography while slightly leg *

(31.9 percent) made an ’

environmental association.
. No Yes, No Map Vcs US/CAN Yes, I-5 Yes, Full Extent
Americans made more |  cenuic Corridor
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environmental associations (36 percent versus 22 percent) while Canadians made more geography
associ#ons. Very few assigned a political, recreational, or even personal meaning to the term.
Eighteen respondents (27.2 percent) didndt assi
how strongly they related to Cascadia, the majority was netutredyly one in four (24.2 percent)
respondents made a strong association. Four students identified very strongly to Cascadia.

Il n our final query, we asked our respondents
The majority (51 percent) ofrauapmakers drew a transboundary region that included portions of
U.S. and Canada. More anchored their Cascadia around the transportation corridor between Seattle
and Vancouver. But nearly as many drew a U.S. or Canada centric boundary that didlenot cross
border. While the term Cascadia has been recognized by numerous scholars to describe a region
extending from Oregon up through northern British Columbia, this recognition has extended only
somewhat into the environmental undergraduate world orsglthef the U&anadian border in
the Cascadia region. Cascadia has been used to describegioneeconomics, and politics,
however this study revealed that among our participants, Cascadia, when recognized, is mostly of
environmental and geographiportance by both Canadian and American participants. As
demonstrated through the sketches of Cascadi a,
(2008) conclusion that they are fluid. A Cascadian imagination did exist in some form among many
of our student respondents. These perceptions could be enhanced with the right kind of
institutional arrangements and we now turn to the civic nature of wildlife program in BC and WA
government agencies.

Civic Environmentalism

In a quick review of the ntassed environmental policy texts, they tend to focus on the laws
and institutions at the national level (Kraft, 2010; Rosenbaum, 2010). Chapters in such books will
be populated with background on the monumental legislative achievements of thersgventies a
eighties, contrasting treatments of environmental enforcement among different presidential
administrations, overviews of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the
interpretive role of federal courts. Yet, environmental policy unfoidswittAme r i cads f eder
system where authority rests both at the national level and in the states. Moreover, localities are
increasingly important actors in environmental decisions (Knopman, Susman, and Landy, 1999;
Shutkin, 2000; Sirianni and Friedl200,1; Weber, 2003).

DeWitt John (1994, 2004) offers a more realistic environment policy gebgrapiost texts
by recognizinthat governance étheruniversal (nationandsituational (subnational), with a
contrast in policy designs that are daranarrow. These combinations provide four useful
categories of environmental governance including plural, rational, prbtesower right
quadrant, forms afivicenvironmentalismThese four quadrants provide a nice summtrg of
layers ofJ.S environmental regulation. Itis an important and pervasive force affecting nearly every
aspect of modern society from the quality of the water we drink, the products we consume, and the
habitats supporting wildlife. \Af® more aware of teeveral enronmental layeeround udike
soil, atmosphere and here in the Northwest, it often seems like some kind of moisture layer. We
also are, metaphorically of course, surrounded by many invisible layers of regulation and our
objective in this section isdorvey, peel apart, and provide a critical narration of those that are
most relevant to the terrestrial wildlife that rely on the transboundry Cascadia ecosystem.
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Policy Substance

Narrow Broad

Policy Ggraphy

Plural Governance Rational Governance
Universal Clean Air Act (CAA) Endangered Species Act

Advocacy Coalitions (ESA)

Expert Coalitions

Situational Populist Governance CivicEnvironmenalism

Environmental Injustice Ecosystem Management

Protest Coalitions Participatory Coalitions

Table 2. Environmental Governance Geography adapted from DeWitt John (2004).

In Map4, the conservation areas represent a direct manifestation of the contrasting regulatory
layers between the U.S. @ashada. Th€ascadia Corridor particular is a contrast of protection.
Morecontiguousacreage is formally protected south of the border. In the next sections, we turn to
the public agencies carrying out these regulations and their programs atianfpterge the
direction of transboundary wildlife policy. Combined, these institutional features allow us to
chaacterize the regulatory flavors spanning the bammdehe extent it is beginning to shift towards
a new and civic approach to managidgcanserving wildlife resources.

&3 Cascades Corridor
Urban Areas

Protected Areas (IUCN Category)

@ |a - Strict Nature Reserve

@ b - Wilderness Area

0 || - National Park

= il - National Monument

= |V - Habitat / Species Management Area
V - Protected Landscape

VI - Managed Resource Protected Area
\ J
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U.S. Environmental Exceptionalism

U.S. environmental regulations were built in response to the very visible pollution problems of
the late sixties and seventies. There were, according to Firorino (2006), three thasons fo
centralization of federal control in environmental governance: (1) pollution control advocates in the

19706s argued that pollution does not respect p
necessary, (2) there was a fear that thevatatelslack the political will to regulate pollution if there
was an economic tradeoff, and (3) without minin

the bottomdé where states would compete for econ
controllaws. The resulting laws and the institutions implementing them have been described as a

policy style that is fragmented, legalistic, and hierarchical with an emphasis on deterrence and
complianceThe landmark laws of this character include the CieAnotACAA) and the Clean

Water Act (CWA) falling into Johnds wuniversal a

The governance through the plural contest among advocacy coalitions was simpéfied by o
author into oOadversarial iltegaloipuamd i cKdgpdby T291
Milkis, 1989), and some attributed the institutional design to a pluralist impulse (Hoberg 1992).

Melnick (1991) described the major paradox of environmental policy politics where the process
became more centralizzdh d mor e fragment ed. He observed tha
responsibilities has gone hand in hand with the dispersal of political power rather than the
concentration of power in parties or the presid
dom nant and historical style of i+4@andphet &at é edr S
of e-andfei ned6, the natur al resour candcman a @é¢ memte seq u
above. The U.S. regulation influencing the conservatiddlié¢ whe moshas beethe

Endangered Species Act (ESA).

Endangered Species Act

The first form of the ESA was passed by Congress in 1966, providing a means for listing native
animal species as endangered and giving them limited protection. TheDtsprtnerior,
Agriculture, and Defense were to seek to protect listed species, and, insofar as consistent with their
primary purposes, preserve the habitats of such species. The Act also authorized the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service to acquire landhakitat for endangered species. In 1969, Congress amended the
Act to provide additional protection to species
their importation and subsequent sale in the United States. This act called for anahternation
meeting to adopt a convention to conserve endangered species. One amendmenadaiedAct
thetitle to the Endangered Species Conservation Act.

In 1973, eighty nations signed the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of
Wild Faunand Flora (CITES), which monitors, and in some cases, restricts international commerce
in plant and animal species believed to be harmed by trade. Later that year, Congress passed and
Ni xon signed the Endangered Spadi easn dA Ot hofeal hH3
provided more intricate guidelines for managing and protecting threatened and endangered wildlife

(www.fws.gov/endangered/esasum.html As Thomas not esdalledthe pite ESA i
bull of environment al | aws because it has extra
106) . Czech and Krausman (2001) would al so obs

technocratic power that the Fish &viidlife Service has over species listing. . . These controversies
have more to do with the democraewing functions of ESA than with the technical aspects of
conser vat i onThus,ithe EAgould be(clparactesizded as rational goverrthece in
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upperr i ght of Johnds framework in Table 2 above.
Section 9 of the act epitomized a comnaartitontrol environmental regulation by prohibiting

the otakingdé of any endangered species by all P
jurisdict on s . Section 3 of the ESA defined a take ¢
trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to eng
regulatory rules through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servicesy@Wi)onstrue harm as any

habitat modification that significantly i mpairs

serious political tensions.

0 T h i sabsolweaban on take posed economic, political, and ecological problems.
Economically, ifime knew about the presence of an endangered animal species on private property,
the ESA essentially implied an order to cease activities that might cause take. Although the FWS
lacked staff to monitor such activities, environmentalists stood in theaiimgsto sue
landowners and developers for such infringements, and to sue local and state agencies for permitting
them to occur 60 ( Hxpeotooaliionswere helmost mfluentiaDaétors in the
political arena framed by the ESA.

This pditical setting became ripe for reform and in 1982, Congress laid the foundation for the
antithesis of OAmericads Best I dead (Burns, 201
The FWS was now aut hori zed ohoafederal actosifthey O0i nci den
developed a satisfactory Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). This effectively devolved policy control
from the federal government to states and localities as well as increasing the opportunity for citizen
participation, the two ogponents of civic environmentalism according to Abel and Stephan (2000).

This experiment in devolved and participatory
pace. Only fourteen plans occurred between 1982 and 1992. During the Clmirasidmi
you might say HCPs began proliferating at the speed ofdageailthe small fish infamous in the
Tennessee Valley for stopping a nearly compl ete
179 HCP permits were issued and by titightvof his presidency, 313 approved HCPs were in
place. While describing HCPs as empowering and deliberative for nonfederal stakeholders, Thomas
(2001) did question their democratic characterSd8dtde-IRvas even more skeptical and reported
thata | arge HCP approved i n {MaGQumeiamd@tifiepdOwas a OLi ¢
Nonetheless, HCPs resemble the policy geography of civic environmentalism. In the second phase
of our research, we looked for evidence of civic environmentaliemvitdiifie programs of
British Columbia and Washington.

Building Participatory Coalitions?

In 2007, the Washington Biodiversity Initiative (WBI) was launched and included a principle to
of oster | ocal decision maki.ndaglbiddiversitynsdocad.t r at egy €
While the benefits of biodiversity resources may be regional and even international in scope. . . this
strategy seeks to give local decision makers, both public and private, the capacity, tools, and
understanding to makeus decisions about their biodiversity resources and best to conserve

t hemo (p. 11). The initiative committed to pr
participatory techniques in wildlifwldiffeonservat.
(WDFW) director further stated that 0. . . | ast
require coll aborative processes with our many c
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The WBI al so procl ai med t hat olxiesfafidepograms e and e
must necessarily be based on sound scienceod6 (p.
would continue to simultaneously emphasize more accessible decision making and scientific analysis.
But many suggest that these concumeaing participation of citizens and use of technical

expertsBa mount to an irreconcilable tradeoff. Sev
i nf or mat i ¢Cine gnd laamlgl 2005y Fierce and Lovrich, 18&6has increased in the
ocoage of ecl®¥Pogy Fo(rPrienssst,ance, in a study of the

Life Protection Act, Weible et al. (2004) compared the preferences ofseievitishmentalists,

and state agency officials for the technocratic, and top down approach versus a deliberative, and
bottom up process. The former was preferred over the latter and we expected to find similar
preferences in wildlife programs beingemphted in BC and WA.

Conservation Frames and Discourses

Wildlife and habitat conservation in the northwest remains as contentious as it was in the early
nineties. According to environmental discourse theory, conflict arises from the communicative
dissonace among stakehol dersd assumptions, judgmen
remedies for wildlife and habitat degredati on.
of | ooking at t he @997, .8xndtheaddferencesdcrosg didcaurseddr y z e k
have potical consequences. Different groups hold divergent assumptions that frame their
perceptions about environmental problems and their policy prefédende® r s al so use ofr
theoryd to explain that environestowardathe conf |l i ct
dispute, the possible solutions, and the identification of those resgloasila, Gray, and Elliot
2003) Moreover, conflicting frames are a main cause darfietymtion of environmental disputes
according to one group of schol@svironmental Framing Consortium 2008)

Yanow explains:

Frame conflicts occur not only because different interpretive communities focus
cognitively and rationally on different elements of a policy isduecduge they
value different elements differefgnow 2000, p. 11)
These different environmental frames result from distinctive political, social, and economic
contexts and experiences of stakeholders. deeatiaoourses and frames are very similar concepts,
this study treats them as synonymous.

In recent years, policy analysis has developed an increasingly influential body of work from an
Oi nterpr et a(Dryzelkl®90pFescher pne Eorester £993; Stone 2002; White 1994;
Yanow 2000) One kind of interpretative methodology, discourse afidbjsisand Verseeg 2005;
Lofland and Lofland 1995; Wood and Kroger 2088)recently been employed in studies of
American environmental valEsempton, Boster, and Hery 1995)climate chang8ackstrand
and Lovbrand 200&ederbenvironmental justice policy implementation (Abel and Stephan, 2008),
and the environmental justice social move(hagtor 2000) In turn, we apply discourse analysis
to state and provincial wildlife conservation pplimyrams described on agency websites.

Talking Environmental Politics

Two influential studies applying discourse analysis to environmental politics appeared in the
mid-nineties. First, Williams and Math@®g5}ested the postulate that hazardous waste policy is
prone to gridlock because government officials, business interests, and grassroots activists all speak
from discourses incomprehensibléhe other. In particular, the authors identified three kinds of
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languages swirling underneath the politics of risk: (1) a managerial discourse that privileges questions
and answers advanced by experts and scientists; (2) a pluralist discourse ahattefsvmably

open and fair competition among stakeholders as the preferred route to policy adoption; and (3) a
communitarian discourse that emphasizes the knowledge of community experience to drive policy
decisions.

In a parallel fashion, Dryzek gainine distinctive environmental discourses that lead to
miscommunication during environmental problem solving. Three of these mirror Williams and
Mat heny. First, oadministrative rationalismd e
solvingrdter than the citizens or producers and cons
discourse, focuses on the public interest served by competitive group representation. Dryzek
describes a third and emergent discourse linked to the environmentalgusticentd g r e e n
rationalisn® This discourse emphasizes decentralized
respond to environmental problems; the preferred location of policy processes are communities
instead of bureaus or markets. This is whex@udée theory converges with the CPR perspective.

Table3: Environmental Discourse Perspectives

(Williams and Mathen Agentand Ruleg. Tools (Dryzek)
Structures
Experts Scientific " .
Managerial Hierarchy Technical gg?ég';ﬁgﬁve
Vertical Information
Representatives | Democratic .
: " o Democratic
Pluralist Competitive Organizational Pragmatism
Vertical Legal g
Residents Communit
Communitarian Networks g y Green Rationalism
) Civic
Horizontal
The managerial or administratweeri onal i sm di scour se stems from
search for order at the end of the nineteenth cdR/iggher 1990; Hays 1959; Wiebe 1967)
host of new scientific bureaus gained the institutional poweo i nvent ory and overs
natural resource endowments. Administrative and rational values dominated these conservation
agencies as a national oOconservationdéd movement

representation in these new togstins. According to Dryz€k997,p.63) O0admi ni strati ve
rationalism may be defined as the proiaiing discourse which emphasizes the role of the

expert rather than the citizen..., and which stresses social relationships of hierarchy rather than
equalityorempet i tion. 0 Schneider and I ngram describ
which reality must pass. They add: 0Scientific
because they structure the rules of discourse about policy iwsughat hat ci ti zensd po
do not (Sohadideramndéngram 1997, p..201)

Technical specialists dominate in the creation of rational information. In the parlance of Hugh
Hecl(l@&@)ys ot abl e contri bution to soci al science, 0
feature of the new American political system that emerged in the séusdEgroupings of
technical experts @mssue specialists greatly influence policy discoursgeouH@breaking article
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also confronts the political i mplications of th
problem of connecting what politicians, officials, and their fedlslers are doing with what the

public at | ar ge c(betlo10M8dpe 88pldremverd he forcafullyaciitiquesghe 6

issue network effect on poltiefficacy as increasing the distance between policy specialists and

ordinary people. The influence and technocratic nature of issue networks, according to Abel (2008)

is evident in much of the published research on environmental injustice.

A varietyof voices have emerged in the last fifteen years in a critical response to administrative
rationalism and the concentration of environmental policy power at the national level or in
subnational government agencies. The resisting discourse has a c@nrtanmgtand emanates
from the | ocal l evel. oCommunitarian thought s
discovered if an enlightened citizenry governs directly in its own behalf. The delegation of authority
to experts or the relianceoncompetgy pr essure groups distances gov
(Williams and Matheny 1995, p. ZJissatisfaction with the centralization of power led to the
emergence of hundreds of locally led environmentaMegiéieveral researchers have called this
approach civic environmentaliglohn 1993; John 2004; Knopman, Susman, and Landy 1999;
Shutkin 2000; Sirianni and Friedland 2001)

Such communitpased environmental iatives have been growing in the last two decades.
oBeginning in the 1980s, -downrereiroprentdl requlatipreandor y al t
the public lobby model of formal citizen participation, which often enhanced the rigidity of
regulationtsar t ed t o e mer g irianm ant Friedlafi®®5, . 8 GivicSt at es 6
environmentalism requires the increase of local citizen participation and authority in environmental
decisiongAbel and Stephan 2006ifering not just pluralistic participation, but more influence.

Forinstance, Laifd993r dvocat e for a oparticipatory policy
independent participation of individuals in sepolicy.

The central question for this phase of our research was: How do various wildlife conservation
parties frame their issues through the distinctive discourses? This study has investigated the
presentation and construction of the different discaksmut wildlife conservation through an
analysis of agency and environmental group websites. First, we hypothesized that both state and
provincial programs and the groups seeking their support are most accustomed to the administrative
rationalism discose. They would, therefore, favor the achievement of wildlife and habitat
conservation through technocratic efforts. Thus, more funded programs would exhibit rationalistic
tools such as scientific analysis. This study also considered a second Pestuls¢e\Washington
wildlife strategy documents used participatory language, some programs would also include efforts
to foster pluralistic community participation. We content analyzed the websites of the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFWHe British Columbia Ministry of the Environment Fish
and Wildlife Branch (BCFW), Pacific Wild in British Columbia, and Conservation Northwest in
Washington. We also focused on programs involving two transboundary species: grizzly bears and
greywolve€ach website was evaluated foll owing Abel
capacitypuilding that agencies or organizations foster regarding transboundary wildlife: technical,
informational, organizational, and civic.
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WDFW displayed no formalizgly bear conservation program information on their website
(Tabled). In contrast, the BSFW provided both technical and informational programs through their
website. Both negovernmental organization (NGO) websites provided information on technical,
informational, and organizational grizzly bear conservation effort$)Table

Table 4: Government Agency Grizzly Bear Programs

Washington Department of | British Columbia Ministry

Fish and Wildlife of the Environment Fish
and Wildlife Branch
Technical X Regulate hunting quotas,
compile population
reports
Informational X Fact sheets, Bear Smart

Campaign, hunting
guides, information
regarding hunting

regulations
Organizational X X
Civic X X

Table 5: Non-governmental Grizzly Bear Programs

Conservation Northwest Pacific Wild
(Washington) (British Columbia)
Technical Conducts field work in the Conducts field work
North Cascades
Informational Fact page, videos, contact Stop the Trophy Hunt
information and Campaign: published ads,
encouragementto contact provided legislator
legislators, discusses the contacts, posted videos
transboundary civic and photos of grizzly
responsibility to grizzly recovery hunting
and stressed citizen support for
the ESA
Organizational Works with the Grizzly Bear Rallied numerous NGOs
QOutreach Project for education to join the campaign
Civic X X
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BCFW provided no information on grey wolf conservation programs while two types appeared on
WDFW&6s website. Il n particul ar, alfconservation f or m wa
approach (Tabl®. In October of 2006, WDFW requested applications and nominees for a Citizen
Working Group (CWG) to inform the agency on the development of a wolf conservation and
management plan. A separate technical group wasma&btimprovide the CWG with
information and expertise. WDFW director Jeff
this new working group reflects those various viewpoints. My goal is to involve those potentially

affected by a residentwolf popolati i n t he d e pnaking precass. e wahete i si on

|l isten and | earn. 6 Eighteen citizens were sele
from eastern Washington and eight from the west side who represented a broad range of interests

from ranchers and timber companies to environmentalists and local governments.

Between the two NGOs,

Table 6: Government Agency Grey Wolf Programs ; ~
gency brey 8 Washingtonds Conser

Northwest had three wolf
programs of a technical,
informational, and
Technical X X organizational character
Informational Wolf FAQ, facts page, links to .(Tab|e7)'. Only an
news about gray wolves in WA, informational dbrt was
photo gallery, public meeting evident on the Pacific Wild
audio, links to other regional X website. Federal efforts to
state’s wolf management recover the wolf began in the
pskiles nineties and their success has
Organizational X X led to a reappearance of the
Civic Wolf Working Group of 17 species in Eastern
citizens from different WaShmgton- Moreover, grey
perspectives that contributed to X wolves have been identified
creating a Wolf Management as an endangered speiies
Plan Washington which requires
WDFW to develop a plan
Table 7: Non-governmental Grey Wolf Programs that identifies objectives for
the targeted population and
design appropriate
conservation and
Technical Part of the conservation management strategies. This
planning involved in creating a X plan is also important if the
WA wolf management plan federal government pursues a
Informational Animated map of Published a book, The delisting of grey wuaes
historical/current distributions, ~ Last Wild Wolves, with from the endangered species
fact page, contact information photography of and list.
and encouragement to contact information about BC
legislators wolves These conditions probably
Organizational Provides links to explain why U.S.
westernwolves.org for more X conservationists are giving
information, works with the more attention to wolves
WDFW than their Canadian
Civic X X counterparts. Table 13

21



displays the combined programs and their content. Informational prograrsiggivtly more
popular than technical and organizational. The civic wolf program was an exceptional effort among
the 14 wildlife conservation programs we reviewed.

These findings have provided tentative support to the thesis that most programd sypporte
wildlife management agencies and NGOs reflect the tenets of the administrative rationalism
discourse. The evidence did not support the expectations that wildlife conservation in Cascadia was
making a transition to participatory policy. While ¢yvnalded management appeared in
WDFW6s wolf program, truly participatory effort
that a significartivichallenge remains for wildlife conservation practitioners both in and out of
government. The danant wildlife management programs to date presume that information
dissemination will stimulate community action. But knowledge of local environmental conditions,
such as habitat conditions, is only one variable potentially influencing communitpant®mns.
localities have more capacity to act on environmental information than others, and future wildlife
conservation efforts could, likeaVd¥ h i n gt olhntasageghnenepyogram, address these
deficiencies by supporting capacity building beyond qustatibnal programs.

The civic environmentalism of CPR management builds on the assumption that the most
effective way to define community problems and develop solutions may be to enhance local decision
making capacity. Information is
Table 8: Wildlife Conservation Discourses but one kind of reairce that will
improve communitpased,
environmental problem solving.

Several programs reviewed here

illustrate additional capacity

Technical 2 2 4 building tools such as technical,
organizational, or civic program

designs. Information may be a
Informational 3 3 6 necessary resource for

empowering communities to take

the lead on environmental

Organizational 2 1 3 decisions, but knowledge alone

may not be sufficient to bring

. citizens to the table in any

Civic 1 0 1 meaningful wayWe recommend
conservation policies that both produce
better information and more
participatoopportunitéa s cadi ads wil dl i fe conservation progr
significant o0i mplementation deficitédé (Fiorino,
Another policy challenge will involve navigatingdheies and governance forums north and

south of the border that are diverging instead of converging.

Polycentric Convergence?

In hisContinental Divi®k, Lipset (1990) compared the values and institutions of Canada and
the United States. He ais®ed the two nations as a prism to explore a popular social science
perspective called convergence theory. Proponents of this approach see national differences
diminishing because of the convergence of economic systems. But Lipset would observe that
Canda and the U.S.: 0. . . are |i ke trains that
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tracks. They are far away from where they star
oconvergenceo thesi s i smparingppNowhrAmeriean énvirbnenentalur e o f
policy. For instance, one year after Lipsetds
OAmerican influence over Canadian environment al

specifically note thafter a decade, Canada was embarrassed into emulating U.S. automobile
emission standards.

However, this old and very centralized style of regulation is rigid, prescriptive, adversarial, and
emphasizes compliance. Many new voices instead suggestreilorms®i nf or m and enc o
kind of governance where government and other organizations manage environmental resources
more effectively (Durant, Fiorino, and OdLeary
vernacular of CPR theory, polycentric gomemastead of centralized regulation. Polycentric
governance is:

bY

o] . many centers of decision making t1
another To the extent that they take each other into account in competitive

relationships, enter into varsocontractual and cooperative undertakings or have

recourse to central mechanisms to resolve conflicts, the various political jurisdictions

in a metropolitan area may function in a coherent manner with consistent and

predictable patterns of interactingaxeor. To the extent that this is so, they may be

said to function as a 6systemdo (V. Ostrom,

Instead of centralized regulation, CPR governance involves collaboration among many

organizations, government and-gornernment,rad has been described by others as adaptable,

reflexive, collaborative, and emphasizing performance instead of compliance (Fiorino, 2006). And
several comparative environmental policy studies have explored how much the U.S. and Canada may
be converging wards this new environmental governance.

For instance, Rabe (1996) examined how alternatives to the fragmented arohsestiium
environmental regulation characteristic of the Clean Water Act developed subnationally in the Great
Lakes basin. Traditionatlyfferent laws addressed pollution from point sources for different media
like the Clean Air Act or the Clean Water Act. Likewise, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) is organized with an office for water and one for air. Ironically, an@pm s r egul at i on
sometimes created pollution for the other. But during the eighties and nineties, several states
bordering the Great Lakes (MI, WI, OH, NY) began supporting a variety -ohedispolicy
initiatives like pollution prevention, integrgteehitting, and agency reorganization to deal with the
basins nonpoint sour ces. -ofthdpd spee OwWeprreo g atmsy d wru nt

EPA. However, Rabe did note that o0Ontario.
anysort, in many respects maintaining the meblased regulatory approach dominant in most
Basin states a decade or more agod6 (1996, p. 38

integrated environmental management sooner than their Canadian counterpart.

Decentralized, less Democratic, and Trailing in Canada

Environmental governance, particularly natural resource management, north and south of the
U.S-Canadian border is markedly different and is a direct reflection of the respective political
systemdn the Canadian Parliamentary System, the Legislative and Executive branches are fused.
This is true at both the national and provincial level. Conversely, the U.S. system institutionally
separates the legislative and executive branches. Moreov@nragdlaatural resource
management in Canada rests largely in the hands of the provinces (Alper 2004; Bernstein 2002). But
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there is insufficient legislation to support that regulatory power. For instance, environmental

governance in Canada is compagigtiyoung. The majority of the legislation surrounding wildlife
conservation and habitat managemenitentdry.th not e me
the U.S., the environment al governance framewor
2006). In short, many more layers of governance have developed over several decades south of the
border. U.S. Wildlife conservation might be described as a collection edgeuidbstitutions

and experience, but Clramlalkdchidsstutipnal bistorymaatha af the borderis & s
major barrier to polycentric wildlife management in Cascadia.

Multiple studies have found Canada trailing its southern neighbor in the development,
implementation, and enforcement of environmenliaypdiarrison (1995) found pulp and paper
compliance in Canadian mills to be well bel ow s
cooperative enforcement approach that diverged from the more adversarial American form. A year
later, she wouldedcribe environmental inaction at the national level in Canada caused in part by
little political backing, restricted administrative resources, and an absence of cabinet support
(Harrison, 1996). But there are constitutional sources of resistanceTas wadlvinces,
according to Harrison (1996), gained power to r
clauseod6 of the 1982 Constitution Act which assi
over resource production and consesmatirhis pattern was broken only in the early seventies and
again in the late eighties. But as public concerned waned, so too did national environmental efforts.

In 1999, a symposium in tRelicy Studies Jogaval a fuller treatment of US and Canadi
environmental policy convergence and divergence
environmental policy process in Canada and the United States may be quite similar at the beginning
and even comparable at the end in terms of limited success. Mz mabetween often is quite
different in the two nations, shaped by the important institutions of federalism, lexistattixee
relations, and regulatory styled6 (p. 265).

For instance, in a comparison of forest policy between the Northwestand B.E., Bryner
(1999) found failures on both sides but for different reasons. South of the border, forest policy and
agencies were caught between the legislative and executive politics between a Democratic president
and Republican control of Congre8s/ner would simply describe U.S. forest management on

public |l ands a policy trainwreck (p. 312). Li Kk
were unsuccessful but because provincial institutions were more influenced by economically
poweri | i nterests. 0The Canadian policy of | iqui

programs. . . This is particularly true in B.C., wherthinas of its coastal rainforest has been

|l ogged and devel opedod ( ponveRydn®)howeverHBothdorest f i nd o n
policy systems have become more susceptible to influence from environmentalists and policymaking
became more difficult and more contentious.

In a contrast of participatory environmental policy opportunities, VanNi{a8&8h found
more divergence than convergence during the nineties. While civic environmentalism was stable in
the U.S., she found that not only were patrticipatory opportunities declining in Canada,

environmental regulation was being scaled back. mhistrevas f aci | it ated by Car
structure that provides more centralized power to executives at both the national and provincial
l evel s. OPolicy has tended to emerge from a re

level departméal officials, Cabinet ministers, and particular societal interests. Informal,
cooperative, and exclusive patterns of bargaining among government executives and economic elites
traditionally have been t he noberf@®9)fodrdiittei j natt en
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emulation of American state environmental innovations in Canadian Provinces. While pollution
prevention, regulatory integration, and information disclosure initiatives grew in Arizona, Minnesota,
Oklahoma, and New Jersey, few, if sinyilar policy innovations were occurring in Alberta,

Mani toba, Newfoundland, or Ontario. I n particul
|l i kely to flourish in the American state settin
(1999, p. 304). I n a 2001 review, Michael Ho wl
environment al policy oOoi mplementation gapo6 wher e

reality(Howlett, 2005) Throughout the eighties and nineties, Canadiaorenental policy trailed
its southern neighbor.

Il n more recent research, scholars again found
behind the U.S. system. Olewiler (2006) concluded that while provincial governments were not

racing to attractine st or s wi th | ower pollution standards,
environmental protection. They had become 0stu
o0stuck at the bottomoé (p. 137) agentirbnenenalr ovi nces

policies to a lower common denominator than the U.S. states. In a comparison of rainforest
protection between Alaska and British Columbia, Brooks and Hoberg (2007) found a significant
disparity across the border. U.S. policies led &cpoot of eighty percent of the Tongass

rainforest while only thirthiree percent of the Great Bear Rainforest in B.C. was protected.

Finally, lllical and Harrison (2006) described how Canadian businesses successfully lobbied for not
emulating the Ameaa Endangered Species Act in the 2002 Species at Risk Act (SARA). ltis the
antithesi s odndcBn8d siyte because mfatsireliance not on regulation, but on

public expenditures to support stewardship programs.

In sum, the comparative envingental policy literature reviewed above leads one to conclude
that while Canadads version of federalism may D
accessible to external groups and particularly citizens than the centralized U.S. version. Moreove
American state government structures follow the national model of dividing political power among
many branches. Thus, the U.S. system, and the states in particular, have been a more fertile
institutional system for environmental policy innovatiorGleam a dads pr ovi nces. No
then, the states have become the home to several promising examples of polycentric wildlife
conservation initiatives.

Polycentrism below the 49

Some seeds of polycentric and transboundary governance in Cadwadtliacshto meetings
in 1994. One was called Be/WA Symposium on the Marine EnviawodrttenbtheNature Has
No Borderd he latter focused on the terrestrial ecosystems of the North Cascades and Okanogan
and did not lead to the institutional@lepment seen in the former; or what we now call the Salish
Sea. Two years later, a Washington meeting convened U.S. and Canadian scientists and activists to
exchange researchOar Living Estuary ConferenCanada, the Fraser River and its basamize
the focus of a series $fate of the Basin Confier@008sand 2003. These set the stage for the first
ever Georgia Basin and Puget Sound Research Conference in 2003. This meeting gathered federal,
state, and provincial authorities, environahg@noups, indigenous leaders, and scientists from both
sides of the border that laid the foundation for transboundary environmental cooperation.

However, no binational conferences on wildlife followed in the wake of the terrestrial
conservation initiate. But attention on the marine side grew and transboundary marine ecosystem
issues found an institutional and subnational home in the BC/WA Environmental Cooperation
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Counci l (ECC) . Established in 1992andt he ECCOSs
information sharing on environment al matters of
(http://Iwww.env.gov.bc.ca/spd/ecc/). Five task forces have been formed to address mutual issues

like the Abbotsford Sumas Aquifer, flooding along the Nooksack River, air qualitf-ragbe

Valley/Pacific Northwest airshed, Columbia River Basin air and water quality issues, and coastal and
ocean issues in the shared waters of the Georgia Basin and Puget Sound. No task force yet exists

for terrestrial wildlife in the ECC, but othetiingonal venues for transboundary wildlife

governance are emerging.

South of the border, The Western Governorads A
for polycentric wildlife management. It is an organization of 22 state governors frortethe Wes
region of the United States and a-partisan forum to address regional policy and governance
issues on natural resources, economic development, and international relations. On the latter, the
WGA may be most recognized for their support of theewieStimate Initiative (WCI); a
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction effort that includes several Canadian Provinces. And in 2008,
the WGA established the Western Wildlife Habitat Council (WWHC) to coordinate and manage
implementation of the recommendationsiftbe WGA Wildlife Corridors Initiative Report.

In the next two years, this council has coordinated the development of a habitat database and
wildlife assessment for Alberta and British Columbia Canada, and Arizona, California, Colorado,
Idaho, Montanadlew Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming. Habitat maps
for each state include the categories of highly sensitive areas, sensitive, and insufficient data.
However, the initial maps were created to support decisions about the developnesmilole
energy infrastructure in the western region. Consequently, the Washington data includes no
assessment of wildlife habitat in the North Cascades. But the initial strategy does recognize the
importance of the border and transboundary wildlifelors.

According to the 2008 strategy, o0Continued de
border security effofisand also compromises important habitats and corridors. Prevention of
development and protection of open space near the bandelp protect important wildlife
habitat and help ensure that our border agents have the response space and time needed to intercept

ill egal i mmigrantso6o (WGA 2008, p. 82). This <co
wildlife habitat protectigorovides an important opportunity for the further development of
transboundary wildlife governance. The WGA fur
support open space protection near the international borders. . . [and] partner with the border

enforcement authorities to seek and support strategies for achieving secure borders while
maintaining, to the extent possible, permeability for vital ecological functions and wildlife, and
protecting sensitive habitatso6o (p. 83).

The sage grouse effort is galias one of the successful efforts by the WGA. Multiple state fish
and wildlife agencies have crafted an outreach program for private landowners. Moreover, the
WGAds continue to promote reforms to tére Endang
states, more technical assistance, and more funding for incentives to encourage landowners to
conserve habitat (Cooper, 2005). While promising, these initiatives do not yet include formal
governance participation from British Columbia and Albertalatalgharing. At two years old,

the WGAOGs wildlife corridor is a relatively new
institutions. This WGA Corridor initiative will be an important polycentric venue for Cascadian
wildlife managers and activs . As Ostr om an 8omeadfthemostdifficalt | d obse

future problems . . . will involve resources that are difficult to manage at the scale of a village, a large
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watershed, or even a singl e c oolipplycenyrioveru€dst r om et
north of the border exemplifies this challenge.

Conservation Views Above and Below the 49th

To complement our secondary research described above, we completed interviews and surveys
of wildlife conservation stakeholders in the UdSCanada. Respondents were identified in two
stages beginning with eight prominent stakeholders from the Cascadia region. We identified and
asked them to participate in voluntary, confidentialenpbad interviews about their views of the
internationabpportunities and barriers to transboundary wildlife conservation. Second, we
compiled our sampling frame from participants in a September 2009 international meeting of
wildlife managers in Osoyoos, British Columbia. A total of 65 individuals weted:tmta
participate in an internet survey administered with the website Survey Monkey
(www.surveymonkey.cpmlwentyseven participated for a response rate ofdasypercent.

For the interviews, we presehfi’e main questions followed by a number of prompts to more
fully capture the respondentds perceptions. T h
Appendix A. Five interviewees identified habitat connectivity as one of the key issues facing
regioral wildlife conservation. But connectivity, as one U.S. respondent described, also involves
policy and management on both sides of the border.

| definitely think some of the levels of protection for various species across the Canada/U.S. bordel
are comepely disparate, and finding common ground between the way species are managed here and t

is very difficulty. For example, parks donot

across the border that gets a fair amount ¢fetf@ésafiam Yilderness which is as wild as it

gets on this side of the border. What 6s wil d
And for one Canadian, the key is o0l arge | andsca
ways to | i nk tthisofficialdescrived thid ohallenye/t@ aonservation.

In Canada and the United States, coexistence with ecosystems is important. Not just making
parks but working in the areas between the parks, called the matrix. These are the multiple use lands
inU.S. lingo. Protected areas are not enough, we need to manage the whole landscape. Many peopls
think that just because we have created parks the problem is over with.

Canadatdts |l ack of federal endangered species p
apearing in four of our interviews. Putting it
worst levels of protection for our species compared to our neighbors. We have a federal Species At
Risk Act (SARA) but it does not protect most specipswob | i ¢ | and. 6 According
conservationist, olf Canada had a piece of | egqgi
more coll aboration. The pressure is not on Can
another Canadian counart discussed a specific ecosystem under threat.

The antelope brush plant community is abundant in the U.S. but very limited in Canada. The
Similkameen Valley is a hotspot because they occur nowhere else in Canada but they are not protecte
The fedeB&pecies at Risk Act protects individual species but not the plants they rely on. Grassland is
one percent of the | and base but thatds where
B.C. There is a lak of understanding that dine sp@taaiesnd that 30 percent of the endangered
species rely on grasslands for survival. There are so many species you cannot take a species approa
have to take an ecosystem approach to conservation. The grasslands of B.C. are critical and
undeepresented.
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A third Canadian even described the lack of a Canadian ESA as a barrier to policy innovation.
There is not oa | ot of teeth in SARAO and o0in t
the species at risk there.

Climate change, imégency coordination, and carnivores all tied for the third most mentioned
issue with three respondents devoting a significant share of their interview to the topic. Two
Canadians focused on the species rdsppcecare of cl| i n
going to be important as climate change comes f

| think right now we have to understand the impacts that climate change is having on species in
B.C. We should be doing more to protect habitat envelopes of dpgabsdtatcharga pre
will have the most impact on. | guess that would sound like a fashionable thing to say but | do think it
will have a major impact on transboundary issues because of northward migration.

The American counterpart saw thisissue as@atht and opportuni ty. 0Cl im
0ltds a massive, looming disaster but it is als
understand what | arge | andscape planning is and

Connectivity 2 3

Canada’s | ack 3 1

Climate Change 2 1

Interagency Coordination 3 0

Carnivores 2 1

Funding 2 0

Science 1 0

Imagination 0 1

People Managemat 1 0

Inconsistent Map Layers 0 1

Outreach and Education 0 1

Another issue mentioned only among Canadians was their interagency barriers.

0lt was just as much trouble going between pr
Interjurisdictionadl i f f er ences are a big issued as one Cance
these observations
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In B.C., we have good legislation in spite of the lack of an Endangered Species Act. There is lots c
legislation to protect environmental eatussnoitethough staff or resources to enforce it all of the
time. We have a lot going in terms of policy and procedure, it is just having the ability to use it. The
conservation framework is being established in B.C. too, aplicaldepmeaihager@oesan t
agencies had not even heard about it, so it is not doing scagelhay l@irgiascross

Funding was anothereceel ded I ssue with two Canadians ment
go up and down i mrday cmlge g oo fo nfeu mekismpep,nd@d eandg oOand
any long term wor k becauseditasfthe madindarried Li kewi se,

Science, people management, imagination, inconsistent map layers, and community outreach
received one meaah each in different interviews. For instance, one U.S. respondent focused

mostly on how agencies donoét foll ow good scienc
The major issues are the science, because |60
bridge the gap betsaesand conservation. | think part of the problem is that a lot of the people

who are trying to protect wildlife or connect
how to get there. Thery toHdy ndaonédtt gwalpy odbd ke

based on incomplete data.
However, another respondent held the opposite view.

Its funny because | think a lot of the information is already out there. A lot of the work has been
done. The web of knowledgletes tdoenquestion is not what else we need to know, the question is
how do we stop the bad things from happening?

Finally, our collective Cascadia imagination, or the lack thereof, really stood out in one interview.

If there were more highways rthiemgiinthank goodness therdianeemtght seem
more connected. Because people dondt cross t
tough to build an emotional connection across two countries. |If you ceesgetqtaple from all ar
same room shaking hands and smiling at each other it builds bridges and common ground. It does no
happen enough, we are becoming increasingly more isolated. In the world of social media, the discon
is only going to get worse.

These dismnections were specificially addressed in the interviews by asking about community
involvement.

Community involvement

Only one interview respondent mentioned community involvement as a major issue without a
prompt. This U. S. g toaktreachoahddeductiorrirdopcammundtids sa h at
thatds another major issue | am working on, t
carnivores and connectivityo. The rest only
played a role. Nile three alluded to influential involvement, six interview respondents described
the more traditional avenue of outreach and education. For instance, a second U.S. respondent
drew from the traditional pluralistic frame to describe the role of commuoiitgment.

0
h a
d

It could be the most important for good or bad. Generally most people want to protect their
backyards. When local communities really get upset or excited about something, government respond
that. Communities have tremendous pewettdichamggs i f t hey get i nvol ve
pressuring government, the issue goes away. There is nothing more powerful than people speaking ot
are not part of an advocacy coalition. Those people have a lot of influenceyaragovernment because the
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get a lot of good media, generate disproportionate interest to their numbers. Their stories are personal
that is powerful.

In a third interview, getting media attention to generate interest was also mentioned.

[This outreach program] is@pgesentation of pulling community members into wildlife
conservation. If we had more funding it would mean a lot more staff, a lot more representation in rural
communities in both the U.S. and Canada, tailor made products for comomsnithes and small regi
lot more media attention.

Li kewise, a Canadian described this view a four
influence the way things work here. [Itds] a b
i ssues. O W,roneaespondént diescribed ineolvemierg as a function of knowledge, not

participation. olf society doesnd6t care then t
scientists to tell them the <chalher€Cangdlar because

joined in describing the necessity of helping residents learn about the importance of wildlife.

We have found through our work that the places with the highest number of species at risk in BC
are the places that have the most pedfaenavthartot to lose when these species disappear in
terms of ecosystem services, when they disappear it does a major disservice to the people living in the
place. Community involvement is really important because people hatectng#tedenterest in pro
species.

While these six interviews fell into what was described above as support for more informational
programs, three respondents did seem to lean to a somewhat civic view of community involvement.
Consider this view from one Canadiadlf@manager.

If climate change has the effect that we have modeled it to have then it only makes sense that we
enable ndrtBouth linkeage to allow for migration north. . . when you get into the agricultural
communities if you want n/s linkeagmyoudhae¢hem. For example, a [sanctuary] along the
border puts [wildlife] in the agricultural fields. . . We get after the cooperative initiatives with folks to try
to maintain conservation values.

Another Canadian interview respondent describedificdprd of participatory initiatifie

restoration. They described how they involve the community in land clean ups such as invasive
species removal. Finally, a third Canadian discussed the role public forums play as a parallel to
government programs.

The time that | spend in the field is important because people come out and watch the research,
getting enthused about it. | do a lot of talks and | try to include people in the discussion about bears. If
go to the citizens group and the govetnenenthisynagree with everything and have the same
valueut if the government is in the room he gets nothing out of them. It seems that there is a general
distrust of the government. In many cases things are happening without ttebigvernment even at the
People will say that they care about the wildlife just as much as he does but they do not feel like part c
the process if the government is in the room. Keep the government out of the room, call them up later
tell them what happened.
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Questionnaire Results

Our surveys (see Appendix B) encompassed nine questions beginning with a prahet about
respondents lation. Six respondents (22 percent) were from Canada and the province of British
Columbia while twentyne (78 percent) wefrem the United States. Three were from Montana
and the remainder from the state of Washington. Yet, forty percent of our sampling frame included
Canadians while sixty percent were from the United States. Therefore, our survey responses are
skewed towds a U.S. perspective. When describing their organization, most were from NGOs (14
or 51.9 percent) followed by State or Provincial governments (10 or 37 percent) with the fewest
from national governments (3 or 11.1 percent).

We also asked them tontgy the importance of different wildlife conservation igsees
Figure 3) Habitat connectivity was the top issue receiving extremely important ranking in both the
interviews and among 88.5 percent of our survey respondents.

Figure 3. Important Wildlife Conservation Issues

Community involvement
Public involvement
Endangered species legislation
Funding

Shared organization goals
Climate change

Keystone species
Human/predator interactions
Habitat connectivity

Land access management

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

M extremely important H important W neither mnot important m extremely unimportant

Funding, shared orgaaiimnal goals, and climate change fell Into the second tier of issue

importance with extremely important ratings amonghives (66.7 percent) of our survey

respondents. Third level issues included endangered species legislation, and public involvement,
while community involvement rated extremely important kpioth@f our survey respondents.

Land access management and human predator interactions were in a fourth tier of importance with
less than one in three ranking them as extremely importastibniéespecies fell into the bottom

of importance for wildlife conservation issues. We then asked our respondents about their
agreement with a series of statements about wildlife conservation.
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Nearly thredourths of our survey respondents strongly aginaettansboundary issues were
of concern for wildlife managemésee Figure)4 Much more discord was evident in their
perceptions about transboundary wildlife conservation researctwoRikycent agreed that there
is adequate scientific data avthirtysix percent disagreed. There was nearly as much divergence
about institutional capacity with feftyir percent believing that it was adequate anepfndgnt
disagreeing. A majority disagreed that funding for transboundary wildlife consexsati
adequate.

In our final set of survey questions (&gare 3, we focused on public education and

Figure 4. Wildlife Conservation Perceptions

Non-governmental organizations are more effective at addressing
transboundary wildlife conservation than governments.

The United States is willing to work with Canada on transboundary
wildlife conservation.

Canada is willing to work with the United States on transboundary
wildlife conservation.

Funding is available for transboundary wildlife conservation.

Current institutions are adequate to address transboundary wildlife
conservation issues.

There is adequate scientific data to address transhoundary wildlife
conservation.

Transboundary issues are of cancern for wildlife conservation.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Hstrongly agree  Magree  Eneither M disagree W strongly disagree

involvement. The former produced the strongest responses with 56 percent and 60 percent strongly
agreeing that the public needs more education difevaiitt! large carnivores respectively. But our
guestion about citizen trust achieved the greatest agreement intensity as 68 percent of respondents
strongly disagreed that citizens trust government.

Slightly less intense agreement emerged on whethanlibashould be involved in the decision

making processenly 16.7 percent strongly agreed but 58.3 percent agreed. Likewise, 60 percent
agreed that community involvement plays a role in wildlife conservation while only 28 percent
strongly agreed. HRilty, and perhaps most telling, were the uneven responses to the statement that
we need more avenues for public participation in dewiaking. Almost orthird (32 percent) of

our respondents agreed and 28 percent strongly agreed but many were (2#dperdent) or
disagreeable (16 percent).
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Avoiding the following perception was mentioned as one of the dysfuntions of our current
wildlife conservation system.

Local landowners, especially owners of working lands, seem to faiidédeithey are being
rather than included from the beginning. Ranchers and other large private landowners provide open st
for wildlife despite all the negative press they get for grazing and other "destructive” management
practives.

Figure 5. Civic Wildlife Conservation Perceptions
||

Citizens trust the government.

We need more avenues for public
participation in decision-making.

There is a need for more public education
programs about large carnivores.

There is a need for more public education
programs about wildlife.

The public should be involved in the
decision-making processes.

Community involvement plays a role.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

M strongly agree M agree M neither M disagree M strongly disagree

Discussion and Conclusions

Ironicallyn one Lonely Pl anet guide, the Pacific No
by the Cascade Range, itods a region (often refe
than by i1ts spiritur gNcRaeevelleandSnarskyy 1889npt 1) Ass i mi | a
described hetlgowever C a s polaichlibiagéagrapmgsemblgan archipelago of terrestrial
islands facing the challenges wrought by several kinds of divisions. The border is one, as it cuts
acrosseeralecozones home to more than 70 mammals, hundreds of birds, majestic forests,
mountain ranges, and waves of grassland\Nele ork Timfes instance would report that
oDreams of a Unified Northwest Arreceddianl t ed at th
fragmented our Cascadia connections (Yardly, 2010). Here, we have focused on understanding the
challenges of wildlife conservation in the transboundary habitai®ssisg the northwestern
border of the U.S. and Canada.
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This landscape amalogous to a traditional Salish rug that has been sliced, faded, and frayed by
human developments, highways, forest clearcuts, and agricultural fields. Yet there is enough
possibility of recovery here to unite a small army of ecologists, biologigtd|inchanagers who
are studying and planning how to stop the Cascadia ecosystems from unraveling even more. Using
the lens of CPR dilemmas, we examined the following questions. How are federal and provincial
wildlife conservation policies and managéhverging and converging on both sides of the
border? Is the discourse of civic ecosystem management becoming prevalent in contemporary
policy debates and documents on transboundary wildlife conservation? What institutional
arrangements limit and paotially foster transboundary ecosystem management? We offer our
preliminary answers here with a combination of stakeholder interviews and surveys, content analysis
of conservation program documents, and a compilation of maps that explore the pEoigyschall
and possibilities confronting wildlife managers.

We conclude that the Cascadia wildlife corridor needs some CPR, or the resource, institutional,
and stakeholder characteristics that have been identified as essential to the successful management
of CPR. We offer the following three modest policy prescriptions based on our research from the
past year.

Education and communication efforts should be expanded and developed to foster the
publ i c’ s per ce phyoftheterrestrial CdseadiayGhidoy r a p

There are several prerequisites for CPR management success according to Ostrom (1990) and
Schlager (2004). The improvement of the resource must be feasible; reliable and valid indicators
must exist; resource flows must be predictable; and dieesbar spatial extent of the resource
must be comprehensible. While many of these conditions appeared to converge in 2009, the
publicbds comprehension of our terrestrial bi oge
wildlife managers.

Our surveyespondents overwhelmingly agreed strongly that the public needs more education
about terrestrial wildlife and large carnivores in our region. Public understanding was also
emphasized across our nindepth surveys and particularly striking in one VewS.
stakeholder described a seusgichological divide magnified by the border and its hardening will
only increase the isolation between publics in the U.S. and Canada. We also discovered that a
Cascadia region is well recognized among colleg@sta both sides of the border, but it is
rarely perceived in ecological terms. Rather, a regional identity is more identified with traditional
conceptions of political places like a city, state, or province before an ecosystem. We concur with
the comnanications subgroup of the Washington Wildlife Habitat Connectivity Working Group
who recommended that conservationists must o0Dev

inform the people. . . about the importance of habitat connectivity to build &uppo

i mpl ementation of connectivity conservationo.
necessary first step in cultivating the publicé
However, we argue that it is not sufficient and &ryniational strategy must be complemented by
building new avenues for public participation a

conservation governance arrangements was striking in our analysis of policy programs and
regulations on botkides of the border.
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We call for more effort in developing civic wildlife conservation programs.

The dominant tools and strategies found in ou
manifestations of the administrative rationalism discostessdirof civic ones. One of the striking
exceptions was the relatively new initiative in Washington formed to influence wolf conservation.
Washingtonds Department of Fish and Wi ldlife (V
t o i nf or mdevelogmera gf a wolf gohservation and management plan. A separate
technical group was also formed to provide information and expertise to the CWG. Therefore, the
citizen groups was put on equal footing, or in other words, the citizen and techmicpd)vooiks
were structured in a horizontal relation instead of a vertical one. In our review of the prevalance of
civic wildlife efforts in Washington and British Columbia, venues with horizontal structures and
relationships were sorely absent from theypgéography of wildlife conservation in Cascadia.

The rise of grass roots ecosystem management in the West (Weber, 2000) is one of the
manifestations of a civic approach to conservation. It involvebadadeprojects and policies
ai mi ng tology withedor®bmies @and the needs of community in pursuit of symbiotic
sustainabilitydd (Weber 2000, 238). Yet, we de
managers for their support of public participation and new avenues for it iveyuresuits.
While a majority agreed that the public should be involved and there is a need for more avenues that
provide it (76 percent and 63 percent respecitively), there were neprdytenand ortird of
our survey sample that were ambivalegwen diagreeable towards public participation and new
venues. Likewise, some scholars find environmentalists resisting grass roots ecosystem management
the most (Bryan, 2004; Hibbard 2003). Our stakeholder interviews were mildly consistent with this
characterization, but there seems to be a fair amount of support for a civic turn in wildlife
conservation. Therefore, gremsts ecosystem management presents a significant opportunity for
policy innovation in the region. We recognize that such velhueguive significant investments
so our final recommendation provides more tangible and immediate opportunities.

Cascadia’s wildlife managers should carefully c
regional governance forums

We identified several dixig polycentric venues that are not polyannaish. First, the
Environmental Cooperation Council (ECC) shared between British Columbia and Washinton
provides one opportunity for transboundary wildlife conservation. The ECC now includes five task

forcesand t s Oopurpose is to ensure coordinated acti
matters of mutual <concern. 6 No task force exis
Therefore, leading wildlife managers should initiate a newdaskJecond, the Western

Governordés Association (WGA) established the We

now organizing regional wildlife habitat databases. This WGA venue presents a significant
institutional o pp ofemanagers. yowewers both of these opmpituaite® s wi | d
stop at the border. Candudes beea relatively infertile institutional arena for polycentric wildlife

governance.
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Conclusion

Our por tr apotiticabbigeographyapdeseatdHaspictifrareeven management,
fragmentation on both sides of the border and because of it, very few efforts in civic ecosystem
management. However, the CPR lens illuminates several opportunities for innovations to pursue in
the resource, institutional, and staldshv@arenas across Cascadia. Ostrom and others have shown
that CPR and their users are not doomed to tragedy, but instead can succeed with more of the right
resource conditions, resource user attributes, and a combination of institutional features. We fo
here on the latter and our research points to three that are critical in the Cascadia wildlife corridor:
(1) clearly defined resource boundaries; (2) participatory collective choice arrangements; and (3)
networking multiple levels (regional and lo€aljganizational involvement in transboundary
governance. We found the development of local polycentric governance to be not only in its
infancy, but facing major institutional barriers north of the border. Wildlife conservation in
Cascadia begins iresiof our protected areas, governments, andma@rnmental organizations
but will be finished, for the good or the bad, outside of them in the places and spaces between the
regi on d Matyesanckuariesa n d

36



References

Abel , Troy Dal i(t2y0 Oplo)l,i coyAidre sqgiug n iChinesedoumed n: e X p
of Public Affairs Re2{éyv 145.69.
Abel, Troy D. and Mark Stephan (2008), o0Tool s

i nv ol vEnmrenméentaldPratfigd: 15263.

Abel Troy D. and Mark Stephan (20O0AMgricano The Li mi
Behavioral Sciedtdgtl): 61-628.

Abel, Troy D., Mark Stephan, and Michael Kr af
Di sclosure and Ri sk ®Rednddtdcal GavernmenBIEyetidibse St at e s,
Al per, Donal d (2004). OEmerging Coll aboratiyv

the GeorgidBasinP u g et S 0 u n dJoutneal ofByrdetlaads $9d)eTD8.

Alper, D. & Salazar, D. (). Identification with Transboundary Places and Support for
Ecological Transboundary Governance: A Case Study of British Columbia Environmental Activists.
Journal of Borderlands 20digs2313.

Axelrod, R. (1984)he evolution of coop&tatiofork: Basic Books.

Backstrand, K., and E. Lovbrand. (2006). oPI a
Di scourses of Ecological Moderni zation, Green C
Global Environmental P6(itic5075.

BardachE. (1998). Getting agencies to work together: The practice and theory of managerial
craftsmanship. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press.

Bendor, Jonathon, and Dilip Mookerjee. 1987. "Institutional Structure and the Logic of Ongoing
Collective Actin." American Political ScienceBREB398¢15.

Berg, Bruce L. (200&§)ualitative Research Methods for the SobkieWStéarhcbb: Allyn &
Bacon.

Bernstein, William T. (2002). Trsder grizzly bear recovery in the Greater North Cascades
Ecogstem: a comparative analysis of management policy on federal and provincial lands.
Bellingham: WWU Masters Thesis.

Bryan, Todd A. 2004. "Tragedy Averted: The Promise of Collabo&udiciety & Natural
Resourdas no. 10: 88396.

Chertow, Marian.Rand Daniel C. Esty, eds. 199¥nking Ecologically: The Next Generation of
Environmental PoNeyv Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

ColdRavnkilde, Signe Maidev Singhnd Robert G. Lee. 2004. o0Casc
(Re)Construction of a-Biational Spac a nd | t sJouRal sfiBardenands $9€ies59
78.

Cooper, M. H. (2005, June 3). Endangered Speci€)AResearchgr493516. Retrieved
July 31, 2010, from CQ Researcher Online,
http://library.cqpress.com/cqresearcher/cqresrre2 (IEDG

Cornwall, Warren (2009). "Salish Sead propose
Seattle Timbtarch 14.

37



Czech, Brian and Paul R. Krausman (2001). The Endangered Species Act: history, conservation
biology, and public policy. Baltimor&:Mohns Hopkins Press.

Davies, J. Clarence, and Jan Mazurek. (B888lion Control in the United States: Evaluating the
SystertWashington, DC: Resources for the Future.

Di amond, J. M. (1975) . 0The | sl andesithee mma : L
Design of Natural Reservdiological Conservatii?9146.

Dobson, Andrew, and Derek Bell, eds. (2@d8)jronmental CitizenShimbridge, MA: The
MIT Press.

Dryzek, J. (1990). Discursive Democracy: Politics, Policy, and Politemal Samhbridge
University Press, New York.

Dupeyron, Bruno (2008). o0Cascadi a ZRlécali si ted f
Spaceof Cro8 o r d er NEahadianrJdumnal @f Political2$2)eB84£03.
Durant, Robert F., Dani el J . Baviranmentalo , and Ros

Governance Reconsidered: Challenges, Choices, @ainOpgertviAtidslT Press.

Eisner, Marc Allen. (2007). Governing the Environment: The Transformation of Environmental
Regulation. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Fiorino, Daniel J2006) The New Environmental RegGlatidiridge, MA: MIT Bss.

Fischer, F., and J. Forester, eds. (IB®3)Argumentative Turn in Policy Analysis anDuanning
University Press, Durham, NC.

Fukuyama, Francis (1995). Trust: the social virtues and the creation of prosperity. New York,
NY: The Free Press.

Grumbi ne, R. Edward (1994) . Can¥eéhation Biddéhy2@d380 sy st em

Haas, Peter, Marc Levy, and Edward Parsons (1
Shoul d We Judge EtioEeB4(83, ppSAbc ces s, 0

Hajer, M., ad W. Verseeg. (2005). A Decade of Discourse Analysis of Environmental Politics:
Achievements, Challenges, Perspeclivasial of Environmental Policy and/ EaadBis4.

Hardin, Garrett. (196 8 Scient®AIBOR2AILAGg edy of t he

Hibbard, Michae{2003. "Environmental Resistance to Plaased Collaboration in the
U.S.West.Society & Natural Resdl6caes. 8: 70318.

Howlett, Michael. (2005Y.he Implementation Gap: Rhetoric and Reality in Canadian Natural
Resoures and Environmental Policjournal of Canadian SBé83s159.70.

John, DeWitt. (1994%ivic environmentali&ashington, DC: Congressional Quarterly Press.

Kempton, W., J. S. Boster, and J. A. Hartley. (E8@4pnmental Values in AmeuitareC
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Kenney, D. S. (2000). Arguing about consensus: Examining the Case Against Western
Watershed Initiatives and Other Collaborative Groups Active in Natural Resources Management.
Boulder, CO: University of Colorado SchoolayfL

38



Koski , C. (2007) . OExamining StldumlofEnvi r onmen
Environmental Planning and Mar&@(dimné83602.

Kraft, M. E., and B. B. Clary. (1991). Citizen Participation and the NIMBY Syndrome: Public
Response to Raditi@e Waste Disposdlhe Western Political Qué4ie)y298328.

Kraft, M.E., M. Stephan, and T.D. Abel (20€Dming clean: information disclosure and environmental
performan@ambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Light, Andrew (2003). Urban Ecological Gishe.Journal of Social Phil@&bfitly44563.

Light, Andrew (2003). OEcological Restoration
Perspective. 0 Andr ew L Enyitonmentah Ethicsl A AmiHdewgyR ol st on
York: Blackwell Publisiy.

Lofland, J., and L. H. Lofland. (199%)alyzing Social Settings: A Guide to Qualitative Observation
and Analysi/adsworth Publishing Company: Belmont, CA.

Loucky, James, Donald K. Alper, and John C. Day (Ze¥&boundary policy challelygesy:
University of Calgary Press.

Louter, David (1998). Contested Terrain: An Administrative History of the North Cascades
National Park Service Complex. Seattle, Washington: National Park Service.

Lubell, Mark (2004). ©oCobutabonsat alBourgahdi k r an che
Policy Analysis and Managa(8¢ns4%73.

Lubell, Mark, and John T. Scholz. {A&&MO1). o0Co
H e u r iAsnerican Jodrnal of Political45ci@66&8.

Lubel | , Mar Kk, Mar k Schnei der , John T. Schol z,

Partnerships and t he Emer gdmaien Jodrnal®bPolitical Stiencee Ac
46: 14863.

MacArthur, Robert and E.O. Wilson (196l#)e Theory siahd Biogeographigceton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Marcus, Alfred A., Donald A. Geffen, and Ken Sexton. Red:enting Environmental Regulation:
Lessons from Project\édshington, DC: RFF Press.

Marsh, L. L., & LallaB, L. (1995). Focused, spe&iah conservation planning: An approach to
reconciling development and environmental protection. In D. R. Porter & D. A. Salvesen (eds.),
Collaborative planning for wetlands and wildlife: Issu@spantBd)aviipkisgton, DC: Island
Press.

McClure, Robert, & Stiffler, Lisa. (2005, May 3). A License to Kill; Flaws in Habitat
Conservation Plans Threaten the Survival of Scores of festits Post Intelligppcérl.
Retrieved from
http://proguest.umi.com.ezproxy.library.wwu.edu/pqdlink?RQT=572&VType=PQD&VName=P
QD&VInst=PROD&pmid=7456&pcid=15284131&SrchMode=3

McRae, Bill, Judy Jewell, and Jennifer Snarsky. @£88§. Northweé$awthorn, Australia:
Lonely Planet Publications.

39


http://proquest.umi.com.ezproxy.library.wwu.edu/pqdlink?RQT=572&VType=PQD&VName=PQD&VInst=PROD&pmid=7456&pcid=15284131&SrchMode=3
http://proquest.umi.com.ezproxy.library.wwu.edu/pqdlink?RQT=572&VType=PQD&VName=PQD&VInst=PROD&pmid=7456&pcid=15284131&SrchMode=3

Mil es, John (2003). 0Cascade233ihMetsenyDaygdnd o n a | P
Sportza (eds.) Protected asabsthe regional planning imperative in North America : integrating
nature conservation and sustainable develop@aigary: University of Calgary Press.

National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA), (2@@jronment.gov: Transforming
Environma&l Protection for the 21st G&asinipgton, DC: National Academy of Public
Administration.

Nelson, James, John C. Day , Lucy Sportza eds. (2003) Protected areas and the regional planning
imperative in North America : integrating nature conseraatissustainable development.
Calgary: University of Calgary Press.

Nor man, Emma S. and Karen Bakker (2005). oDri
Transboundary Water Governance: a CafReporStudy of
to The Wakr and Duncan Gordon Foundation. November 8.

Nor man, Emma S. and Karen Bakker (2009). oO0Tr a
CanaddJ. S. B o rAmhaly of tlerAslsociation of American G&dappe8a17.

Olson, Mancur. 197The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the TikzonpotGrpups.
MA: Harvard University Press.

Ostrom, Elinor. (1990). Governing the Commons. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Ostrom, ElinorrZ 000) . o0Col | bBet Evel Attt banJodnal®fot i al Nor 1
Economic Perspédatiy@s 13958.

Ostrom, Elinor. (2009) . oBeyond Markets and
Economic Systems. 6 Nobel Lecture, December 8,
http://nobelprize.org/mediaplayer/index.php?id=122&cessed June 11, 2010.

Ostrom, Vincent, Charles M. Tiebout, Robert W
i n metropolitan arTeeadmerican PotitibabStiene@Hguda8B42.i nqui ry. O

Pedynowski, Dena (2003). o0OProspects for ecosy
Continent Ecosystems, Candda i t ed St at es: Sur WengervatiordBioRgyc o mme n

17(5): 12612609.

Press, Dani (1994) Democratic dilemmas in the age of ecology: trees and toxics in the American West
Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Preston, F.W. (1962a). 0The Canoni ckxdlogyDi stri b
43: 182215.

Preston, FW.(89%2a) . 0The Canoni cal Di stri b&dologgn of Ci
43: 41432.

Put nam, Robert (1995). o0Bowl i ngurna bf demecracyAmer i ¢
6(1): 6578.

Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling alone: the collapsevava of American community. New
York: Simon & Schuster.

Quamman, David (1997)he song of the dodo: island biogeography in the. ayewf\¥tkactions
Scribner.

40


http://nobelprize.org/mediaplayer/index.php?id=1223

Schlager, Edella (2004). Comypoal resource theory. In R.F. Durant, D.J.ifkao% R.
OO0 L e ar Envifloramergal governance reconsidered: challenges, cho{pgs, @84l opportunities
Washington, DC: Island Press.

Schneider, Mark, John Scholz, Mark Lubell, Denisa Mindruta, and Matthew Edwardsen. (2003).
0Bui |l di ngl nCotnistewntsiucans: Net wor ks dAmaticah Jownaldat i on a
Political Scieitel4858.

Sexton, Ken, Alfred A. Marcus, K. William Easter, and Timothy D. Burkhardt, ed<B¢11@99).
Environmental Decisions: Strategieshfoefs, Businesses, and Cowasimitggen, DC: Island
Press.

Singleton, Sar a. (2002) . 0Col |l aborative Env
Good, t he Ba &nvionmentdl Poli¢3)) 545y . 0

Smith, Hedrick (2009) 0 Poi soned Waters. o0
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/poisonedwatei@ccessed April 2009).

Smith, Patrick J. (2008). oBranding Cascadi a
ConceptualizatiordWho Gets To Decidé?Canadian Political Science2iviers3.

Sparke M (2002) ONot a state, butecoaomes at e of
ofcrossbor der regional i sm. 6 | nGlobalizalheRedionadizationaachd N. L
CrosBorder Regipps218240). New York: Palgrave Publishers

Steel, Brent (2000), Review of "Controlling technocracy: citizen rationality and the NIMBY
syndrome" by Gregory McAv@ymerican Political Science SRedignwo52

Paul C. Stern, Thomas Dietz, Troy D. Abel, Gr
SociaPsychol ogical Theory of Support for Soci al M
Human Ecology Re6{@N 817.

Stone, Deborah A. (200Rplicy Padox: The Art of Political Decision. MEkWg Norton &
Company, New York.

Swyngedouw, E. (2004). 0GlI obal i satsicoanl ionrg,06g! o
Cambridge Review of Internationdl Affgi38.
Taylor, DorcetaE. (2000 . 0 The Rise of the Environment al J

and the Soci al Const r uc tAmerican Behavitral Scid@iEbdBme nt a | Di
580.

Taylor, Michael, and Sara Singleton. (1993). "The Communal Resource: Travstacimh C
the Solution of Collective Action Problenflitics and So2ieti9s214.

VanNi jnatt en, EbBvednmental CrbsBorderROgbis)and the Canblda.
RelationshiBui | ding from t he Bot t OcmssithppPa3®Pagest3® Second
52. Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson Center for International Scholars, Canada Institute.

Washington State Department of Natural Resources &@@@3)f Washington Natural Heritage
PlanOlympia, Washington.

Weber, Edward. P. (1998urBlism by the rules: Conflict and cooperation in environmental
management. Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press.

41


http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/poisonedwaters/

Whi t e, Loui se G. ( 19 9 4 Yaurnab d® Bolicy Anglysisand Mapagément a s
13(3):508625.

Wood, L., and RKroger. (2000Doing Discourse Analysis: Methods for Studying Action in Talk and
Text Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Yardly, W lliam. (2010). o0Dreams NeWwYok Uni fi e
TimesA9.

Yaffee, Steven L.,iA. Phillips, Irene C. Frentz, Paul W. Hardy, Sussanne M. Maleki, and
Barbara E. Thorpe. (199Bfosystem Management in the United States: An Assessment of Current
Experiend&/ashington, D.C.: Island Press.

42



Appendix A. Student Quesionnaire

1. Please r&nhow closely you identify with each of the following, 1 being the choice you most
identify with and 5 being the choice you least identifyPaittic Northwest, Country,
Province/State, City.

2. Have you heard the term Cascadia?
If yes, how would you iddfiytyourself with this term? Choose the answer that best describes
your opinion. Geographically (i.e. a place on a map), Politically, Recreationally, Environmentally
(i.e. a regional ecosytem), Personally, or Other (Please Specify).

Appendix B. Interview Questions

4. What major issues are you and other in the wildlife conservation field occupied with the
most?Can you list them in order of importance? Why do you think these are receiving attention?
Are transboundary issues of concern? Does communitgmegahyplay a role?

5. Should some issues receive more attention from wildlife conservation sdtewashs?ding?

6. What is driving or should drive the science of wildlife conservation?

7. What is prohibiting scientific innovation and data gathering irevetatigervation?

8. Where are the opportunities for innovation in wildlife conservation science?

9. What is driving, or could drive, policy innovation in the wildlife conservation field? Can you list

them in order of importance?

10.Why do you think these are reicgj\attention?

11. Are transboundary issues of concern?

12.What is preventing policy innovation in wildlife conserva@tan?/ou list them in order of

importance?

13.Why do you think these are receiving attention?

14. Are transboundary issues of concern?

15.Where are thepportunities for innovation in wildlife conservation? Regionally? States?

Provinces? NGOs? Organizations and networks?

16. What agencies/departments do you interact with when performing transboundary work? Are

these long term relationships or are theygbrspecific? Are these relationships vertical?
Horizontal? Both? Does one jurisdiction tend to take the lead?

17.Who were your interactions accountable to? Other groups? Province/state? Federal

governement?

18.What programs and new approaches are you anchdtieefield working on to facilitate

transboundary workCan you list them in order of importanééfat is your role in this
effort? How long have you been involved?

19. What transboundary wildlife management and conservation issues might be irbpgstemt 2

down the road?

20.How much support are you getting for transboundary work? Who? Financial? Staffing?

21. Are the current institutions sufficient to pursue transboundary work?
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22.Do you feel there is a need to pursue more transborder collaboration in thia fstieate?
Policy? Both?

23. Should future funding be directed towards more field studies and scientific research or policy
implementation?

24.1f the wildlife community had unlimited resources, what strategies would you envision this
organization/department gating in the next five years to effectively promote wildlife
conservation? Would it be a transboundary effort?

25.What geographic areas or individual species, in your opinion, deserve more attention in current
conservation programs?

26.What education or mediaograms do you believe would most contribute to improving the
publicbs perception of and attitude about | ar

Appendix C. StakeholderSurvey Questions

Please indicate where you are located.
2. What type of organization do you work for?

Please teine how important each of these issues is to transboundary wildlife conservation. The
categories included extremely unimportant, not important, neither important or unimportant,
important, extremely important.

¢ Land access management

e Habitat connectivity

e Human/predator interactions

¢ Keystone species

e Climate change

e Shared conservation goals between organizations
e Funding

e Endangered Species legislation

e Public involvement

e Community involvement

4. The following statements are about wildlife conservation. Riézete iyour level of
agreement with each. The categories included strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree or
disagree, agree, strongly agree.

e Transboundary issues are of concern for wildlife conservation.
e There is adequate scientific data to addeesbtaundary wildlife conservation.
e Current institutions are adequate to address transboundary wildlife conservation issues.

¢ Funding is available for transboundary wildlife conservation.
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e Canada is willing to work with the United States on transboundiiey saitcservation.

¢ The United States is willing to work with Canada on transboundary wildlife
conservation.

¢ Non-governmental organizations are more effective at addressing transboundary wildlife
conservation than governments.

5. Please also indicate yourllev@agreement in the following statements. The categories included
strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree or disagree, agree, strongly agree. In terms of wildlife
conservation:

¢ Community involvement plays a role.
e The public should be involved in thexisioamaking processes.
e There is a need for more public education programs about wildlife.
e There is a need for more public education programs about large carnivores.
e We need more avenues for public participation in detialong.
e Citizens trust theagernment.
6. What is working in transboundary wildlife conservation? This question wergdepen

7. What is not working in transboundary wildlife conservation and needs the most attention? This
guestion was opaanded.

8. What species are most at risk foclk ¢d transborder management? This question was open
ended.

9. Did we miss anything? Additional comments? This question waaod@en

Responses for the question “What I s working I n

1. Conservation NW (and other N&&eem to be making strides in transboundary
coordination/collaboration through venues such as Wild Links. Washington Dept. of Fish and
Wildlife is also progressing with Wildlife Habitat Connectivity Workgroup process, and, concerning
Canada Lynx, my ovpnogress as facilitator of the Lynx Working Group in Washington State.

2. Conservation organizations; Landscape Conservation Cooperatives hold great promise;
WGA Wildlife Corridors Initiative is also very important for transboundary conservation

3. Indviduals working together through personal partnerships and working relatidaships
sharing etc

4. People are beginning the discussion and there is beginning to be good collaboration among
transportation and wildlife management in each regioteor sta

5. You need a column in the above questions that says, Don't Know. Some are willing to work
across border

6. Work with mountain caribou in the Southern Selkirk Mountains

7. Crown Managers Partnership in Glacier Waterton; Grasslands Partri&astemin
Montana and Saskatchewan; Flathead Wild Initiative with WildSight and NPCA, Yellowstone to
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Yukon effort;

8. Coordinated strategies between US government & independent biologists and ENGOs to
achieve habitat connectivity for grizzly bears ilB8tiEh Columbia. Some cooperative efforts to
protect arid lands in Okanagan area.

9. don't know. | only know of one group that is working with transborder issues and they are
doing a fabulous job Conservation Northwest trying to break through therpasuiss.

10. Intergovernmental agreements, e.g. Western Governor's Association

11. WA state fisher reintroduction (fishers from Canada)
Conferences such as Wildlinks last year which focussed on Canada/US

12. Cros$®order participation on formal conttees addressing species considered at risk on
both sides of the border (ex. grizzly bear committees for transborder recovery areas).

13. Dialogue. Baseline studies.

14. Non'profit organizations like Conservation Northwest gathering researchgess naath
interested folks from both sides of the border to discuss these issues is extremely beneficial.

15. NGOs and Government organizations seem to be workig well on both sides of border.
16. MOUs are a good start, but we need real action.

17. Seeral efforts that pair NGOs and goverment across the international border (e.g. Y2Y and
Transborder Grizzly Bear Project)

18. Climate change is making many government agencies and officials look beyond our borders
at these issues, and so is the scatpolicy discussions around habitat connectivity.

19. Awareness, willingness to act
20. Many of the folks on the ground are collaborating, sharing information and data.

21. scientists are working together to share data and goals. Symbolic Mi@bsbetivies
have been signed but that's about it.

22. There is beginning to be some conversations across the borders between Canada and the
us.

23.Cooperative research endeavours

Responses for the question “Whaftei comoper watrikomg

1. We need more funding for lynx and boreal ecosystem research and conservation efforts.
Current management of lynx in Canada is not conducive-terimngpnservation of lynx in
Washington. WDFW is in process of developing a BC/UShaprko address shared
challenges/concerns for lynx and other boreal species.

2. My observations are that we are at early stages of an improving trend in transboundary
wildlife conservation; a huge challenge however is tight budgets along withcstpetotiéds of
persons involved.

3. Government to government recognition of issues
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4. Agencies and organizations are silo'ed and there is not always reward or accountability system
for true collaboration

5. Funding and will and understanding thtieadrimportance. Maybe we need to articluate what
happens when we don't work cross boundary? What are the impacts? Maybe we need to see
examples of what went wrong when we didn't work together and how it could have been avoided if
we did. This might hefanders and others on the ground.

6. Habitat protection along transboundary linkage corridors; access management in the
corridors and providing sgfassage corridors across highways and urban/rural settlements that
parallel the boundary.Mon

7. Homelan&ecurity; BC Government; Transboundary Governance entities

8. Differences in hunting/trapping regs where one country is killing species that are protected in
the other. Coordinated proactive conservation/recovery efforts particularly with regaktescarni
& aquatics. Comprehensive ecosystem integrity conservation that coordinates management actions
& science on a landscape level internationally.

9. what we are doing now

10. incompatable or inconsistent data across borders, inconsistent spgeegentana
objectives across borders, lack of macro (landsgafglanning and policy
prioritization within government agencies

11. GIS data layers are quite different across borders. For landscape wildlife habitat and
connectivity mapping this createslienges for transboundary work.
In addition, on both sides of border, biologists are strectched very thin.

12. Lack of coordination compatible management of species at risk on only one side of the
border (ex. lynx, wolves, badgers, shiefpe herpshlso lack of funding for cros®rder efforts.

13. Political momentum. Funding.

14. We need to get better at sharing basic information like maps and GIS layers to information
on species of concern across borders. Data is collected differently atgossiaiing any habitat
connectivity modeling difficult.

15. Local landowners especially owners of working lands seem to feel like they are being
railroaded rather than included from the beginning. Ranchers and other large private landowners
provide operspace for wildlife despite all the negative press they get for grazing and other
"destructive” management practives.

16. Translation from big picture thinking tetlemground conservation.
17. Habitat protections and access management on the Caedian s

18. There is no government to government documents focused on wildlife conservation, like an
MOU that provide the authority to all agencies below to spend time and resources on these issues.

19. Consistent mapping, agency coordination re: goalgeatiyes, sufficient communication.

20. Legislation, funding, programming, focus from government agencies is not necesarily
complimentary.

21. Actual on the ground projects demonstrating the commitments laid out in MOUs need to
be more common. Homogarmsomanagement for sensitive species must occur in transboundary
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regions as wildlife dont get political borders. The border wall.

22. These conversations are at the personal level rather than between managers or executive.
We need commitment (on the Caaadide) for cooperation. At this time we are barely allowed to
travel outside of the province.

23. Independent, narooperative efforts with data and idea sharing.
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