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Co-management and Collaborative Management

In Singleton’s article concerning the efficacy and institutional structure of collaborative watershed management, she discusses many variables that are perceived to be components of collaborative watershed management schemes, including: Division of labor, Mutual Accountability, Increased efficiency, Democratization of resource use and allocation, Facilitation of the inclusion of local socioeconomic and cultural issues, Encourage transfer of info from federal/state to stakeholders and vice versa, Adaptive management, Increased credibility, and Reduced implementation and enforcement costs.  In her case studies from the Pacific Northwest, she outlines the complexity of these systems and the potential negatives of co-management.  I question how it is possible to compare the efficacy or institutional legitimacy of traditional vs. collaborative management systems?  As she points out, co-management schemes are subject to corruption and inequity as much as traditional schemes of resource management.  What, then, are some of the key structural characteristics a water resource management body can have to best promote equity and representation in decision-making?  Furthermore, what are the goals of resource management? And how do we address economic, social, environmental, etc concerns and interests, particularly when the end-results are conflicting?  I don’t agree with Singleton that there are likely to be “win-win” situations stemming from any decision-making process.  To me, that is a keyword of policy-makers that is impossible to have in reality.  There will always be losers in a situation, particularly in reference to the management of limiting resources.  Some key questions concerning the structure of management schemes are: How do we draw the management lines?  Ecosystem management? Political boundaries, which will reduce jurisdictional conflict and improve efficiency of action?  Cultural, increasing “local ownership”?  

In Koontz, the issue of funding in relation to the efficacy of an institution is discussed.  This is particularly true in the case of a participatory action, which often is not backed by as many financial resources as a traditional resource management institution (i.e. government, etc).  How does this affect the efficacy and legitimacy of the collaborative management institutions?  Furthermore, in the examples from the Applegate Valley, where decision-makers go through the forest and actually mark trees together, in hands-on participation, how realistic is this in most cases?  This is particularly true in regions where there is a limited amount of funding and stakeholders do not have the time to take away from their work.  This also comes to some of the questions surrounding the actual formation of participatory decision-making committees. What are the incentives for the institutional development and the allocated systems structure? And who are the actors behind the creation of the committees?  Additionally, how does the purpose for the creation of the actual “institution” affect the management outcomes?  The equity in representation of stakeholders within the committee? 
