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'CHAPTER EIGHT

Collaboration and Performance
Management in Network Settings:
Lessons from Three Watershed
Governance Efforts
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This report was originally published in April 2004. This chapter does not include
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Introduction hat Is a Watershed?

Overview atershed is the area of land that
stches rain and snow that drains or
eps into a marsh, stream, river, lake,
®.uary, ocean, or groundwater.
atersheds come in all shapes and

ses ranging from millions of square
“iles to just a few acres. Watersheds
e also usually part of some larger
- rershed system. Since watersheds
sre defined by their hydrology, it is
goien a logical basis for managing
water resources and addressing complex water quality problems like nonpoint
urce (NPS) pollution. Unlike pollution from industrial and sewage treatment
ants, NPS pollution comes from many diffuse sources. Typically, NPS pollu-

Public managers recognize the ubiquitous nature of networks an
important roles they play in social and organizational life." The preya|
of networks is due in part to the tendency for policies and progra
aggregate around challenging public issues. This is particularly trye
area of environmental policy, where a complex array of programs ex
the federal, state, and local levels. This portfolio of government progi
varies across state and local governments due to differences in nmvmn@
the policy innovation that isan essential part of our changing feder
tem of government. Accordingly, a central challenge for public manag
finding ways to improve governance in a world of shared power wher,
capacity for solving policy problems is widely dispersed and few organt

. . ... . )
tions accomplish their missions by acting m_Odm.. o n'is caused by rainfall or snowmelt moving over and through the ground.
Governance refers to the means for mnr_m<5m Q:,mnﬁ_o? control, ang As the runoff moves, it picks up and carries away natural and human-made

coordination of individuals and organizations that have varying levels llutants and deposits them in lakes, rivers, wetlands, coastal waters, and
autonomy to advance the interests or objectives to which they jointly ¢ groundwater. Watersheds are also a logical unit for addressing other complex
tribute. It involves the configuration of: ecological problems such as protecting and restoring habitat.

* Governmental and nongovernmental organizations Public managers are focusing increasingly on developing interorganiza-
Statutes tional partnerships to address environmental problems in watersheds because
Organizational, financial, and programmatic structures watershed boundaries rarely correspond to political boundaries. Thus, collab-
Administrative rules and routines oration is a common strategy used to address watershed problems. It is also
Resource levels common for watershed management programs to E.:ﬁm performance man-
Institutionalized rules and norms agement systems to measure environmental conditions and document the

It also involves formal organizational structures, personal rela ionship progress of restoration efforts.
and judgment by those individuals working in the complex networks of pro
grams involved in administering public programs. Thus, it is inherent]
political and involves bargaining, negotiation, and compromise.?

Public managers increasingly rely on two mutually reinforcing strategie
to improve network governance: :

* Collaboration—two or more organizations working together to deliver
services and produce more public value than could be produced if th
organizations act alone

* Performance management systems—systems that include goals, pe
formance measures, monitoring, and reporting processes designed t
improve service delivery and enhance accountability
The strategies are mutually reinforcing because collaborative processes

can be used to develop performance measures and can improve monitoring

and reporting processes. Performance management can motivate organiza-
tions to work together to achieve collective goals and encourage partners
adhere to agreements developed using collaborative processes.

For more information, see hitp://www.epa.gov/owow/watershed/ and
hitp://www.ctic.purdue.edu/KYW.

ope and Purpose of This Chapter

While collaboration is clearly of practical concern, it is unclear how
anagement in network settings differs from that of individual organiza-
ns.* Moreover, while many advocate the use of performance manage-
ent techniques, it is unclear how they can be used to enhance

ollaborative processes in networks. This chapter examines the use of
P erformance management in network settings. It looks at various ways
at collaboration is used to enhance performance management systems.
Iso discusses ways that performance management encourages collab-
Biation, increases accountability, and improves service delivery in net-

7
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work settings. More specifically, the report focuses on two interre
questions:
* How does collaboration support the use of performance measurern
* How can performance measurement encourage and enhance ¢q
rative processes? ;
To answer these questions, the chapter examines the collaborgs
activities and performance management systems in three watersheq gov
nance efforts:
* Lake Tahoe, California and Nevada
* Tampa Bay, Florida
* Tillamook Bay, Oregon
Each watershed has a history of governance activities dating back sey,
decades. The watersheds vary in their geographic location, the enviy
mental problems they address, and the complexity of their governance
tems. Collaboration is a dominant strategy used to improve environme
conditions and enhance governance in each watershed. Moreover, e
watershed has a unique performance management system. ,
Watersheds are a useful policy domain for examining collaboration g
performance measurement. Problems such as nonpoint source (NPS) pol
tion and habitat protection are typically addressed by numerous agencies
different levels of government. Programs are further specialized by:
*  Medium (air, water, soil, land use, etc.)

e expertise and ideas to the table.” Another observed, “To me, the
wer of the watershed approach is in the collaboration.”

Performance management has proven to be an important tool for
roving watershed governance.® Many watershed problems are the result
e “tyranny of small decisions.” Resource management problems asso-
ed with NPS pollution and habitat loss often develop incrementally over
ecades due to a series of small decisions. Reversing the cumulative
fnpacts of poor decisions can require equally long periods of sustained
(ffort using numerous smaller projects to cumulatively produce environ-
mental improvements. Performance measurement provides a means of
cking these activities and determining whether progress has been made.
any watershed problems also have complex cause and effect relationships,
it is important to know whether policies and programs are working and
proving environmental conditions.

The following section describes how collaboration is used as a governance
frategy, and it identifies some ways that collaboration supports performance man-
gement. The chapter then examines how performance management is used
» improve network governance. The final section summarizes the lessons for
ic managers that can be gleaned from this chapter. ,

gricultyr,
land, forest land, etc.) ‘
* Pollutant (point source, nonpoint source)
* law (federal and state enabling legislation for different programs)
* Function (permitting, enforcement, public education, installing be

management practices [BMPs], issuing grants, etc.) ,

The corresponding fragmentation of interests, policies, and power creates
opportunities for collaboration but also places organizations in conf
with one another.

Accordingly, while many watershed efforts use science to develop
effective policies, implementation presents a significant governance chals
lenge.® As a respondent in Tillamook Bay noted, “[Slo much of what thi
work comes down to is-less technical, less scientific than we make it out to
be. It's more practical, political, and social, and it's local.” Moreover, wate
shed management encourages practitioners to holistically address environ- -
mental problems rather than function along traditional programmatic
boundaries. Public managers must look beyond their particular program
and acknowledge the interrelationships among problems and the institutions
that address them. As one Tampa Bay official observed, “The ecosystem
approach helped pull people together so that they deal on a geographic
scale instead of a programmatic scale. That has helped quite a bit. It brings

Research Design

This chapter builds on more than 100 field interviews with individuals
involved in the governance of the three watersheds conducted as part of a
larger study for the National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA) exam-
ining six watershed management efforts. These data were supplemented with a
wide range of archival records, program documents, and follow-up telephone
interviews. Systematic qualitative techniques were then used to examine these
data and identify lessons for practitioners.”

The data was collected as part of a study funded by the National Academy of
Public Administration pursuant to its Learning from Innovations in Environmental
Protection Project (EPA Project No. 68-W-98-211, NAPA Project No. 1815-70X).




Acronyms and Abbreviations ake Tahoe
APC Advisory Planning Commission ake Tahoe is renowned for its crystalline blue waters. The lake is 22 miles long,
ASPA American Society of Public Administration 2 miles wide, and covers 192 square miles, making it the largest alpine lake in
BMP Best Management Practice orth America. It is also the third deepest lake in the United States with a depth
ceme Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan. f 1,636 feet. The watershed spans 506 square miles with approximately two-
EIP Environmental Improvement Program thirds in California and one-third in Nevada. Sculpted peaks with elevations
EPA Environmental Protection Agency #rom 6,200 to 10,800 feet surround the lake. The combination of steep slopes,
ESA Endangered Species Act erodible soils, and the lake’s low algal growth make the watershed extremely
ETCC Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities ensitive to human disturbance. mmm::m:ﬂ.mzo: .m.:m :c&m:ﬁ loadings have
EDEP Florida Department of Environmental Protection creased as a result of many factors including artificially high lake levels, log-
EMRI . Florida Marine Research Institute ging, commercial and residential development, wetland loss, habitat alteration,
GIs Geographic Information System erosion, stormwater runoff, and atmospheric deposition. Increased sedimenta-
GPRA Goveri p 4 tion and nutrient loadings are the main causes of declining lake clarity. In 1968,
overnment Performance and Results Act clarity was measured at 100 feet. It is currently around 70 feet.
IA Interlocal Agreement
ICMA International City/County Management Association Physical environment
IPES Individual Parcel Evaluation System Water body: Lake Tahoe (CA, NV)
LRWQCB Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board Area oﬁ.imﬂmﬂmrmgn mm.: square miles
LTIMP Lake Tahoe Interagency Monitoring Program Approximate vo_uc_m.:g in the Emﬁm.qmrman .mm:ooo
MOU Memorandum of Understanding Focal problem(s): Nutrients and sedimentation
NAPA National Academy of Public >Q35_m:mzo: Main sources/causes of problem(s)
NEP National Estuary Program Stormwater, erosion, and habitat loss from urbanization
NMC Nutrient Management Consortium
NPS Nonpoint Source Planning process
NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service Initial efforts to improve watershed governance: mmq_v\ 1960s
ODF Oregon Depar p Duration of latest planning process: 1980-1987 (Regional Plan), 1998-2001 (EIP)
. egon Department of Forestry Jurisdictional complexity: High
ODFW Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Level of conflict: High
- - Hig
OsDS Onsite Sewage Disposal System
PIVOT Performance Indicators Visualization and Outreach Tool Implementation efforts
PL. Public Law Performance measures: Adopted in 1982
QA/QC Quality Assurance/Quality Control Main coordinating entity: Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
RAMP Florida West Coast Regional Ambient Monitoring Program Key stakeholders
RCWP Rural Clean Water Program The Gaming Alliance, The League to Save Lake Tahoe, Tahoe-Sierra Preservation
SWFWMD Southwest Florida Water Management District Council, Tahoe Transportation and Water Quality Coalition, Lahontan Regional
TBEP ‘Tampa Bay Estuary Program Water Quality Control Board, USDA Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Manage-
TBNEP Tillamook Bay National Estuary v«omqu ment Unit, Nevada Department of Environmental Protection, California Tahoe
TCCA Tillamook County Creamery Association Conservancy, Placer and Douglas Counties (CA), City of South Lake Tahoe (CA),
TCPP Tillamook County Performance Partnership Washoe and El Dorado Counties (NV), Carson City (NV), Tahoe Research Group
TDR Transferable Development Rights Funding level
TEP Tillamook Estuaries Partnership High ’
TRG Tahoe Research Group
TRPA Tahoe Regional _u_m::mzm Agency For more information, see http://www.trpa.org/:




Tillamook Bay roads, and development) and catastrophic events (e.g., floods and forest fires)
sxacerbate sedimentation, which hinders navigation, smothers eelgrass, and
logs gravel beds used for spawning. Salmon habitat has been degraded by
orestry operations, agriculture activities, hydromodifications, and develop-
ment activities. Coho salmon, steelhead trout, and chum salmon stocks were

isted under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in 1998.¢

The Tillamook Bay watershed spans approximately 570 square miles with ele:
vations up to 3,461 feet. It is located in a coastal, temperate rain forest. The
bay is shallow but well flushed due to tidal fluxes and heavy rainfaj|. The
watershed is located in Tillamook County, where the population of aboyt
17,000 is skewed toward retirees and the per capita income is well beloy the
national average. .

Agriculture, forestry, fishing, and tourism give rise to the county’s slogan
“The Land of Cheese, Trees, and Ocean Breeze.” There are 150 dairy _"m:,:m
supplying milk to the Tillamook County Creamery Association (TCCA), ,
cooperative that is one of the region’s largest employers. Eighty-nine percent
of the watershed is forested, most of which is contained in the Tillamook State
Forest. After a series of fires burned over half of the watershed, reforestation
began in 1949 on a scale never before attempted. The forest’s current valye is
estimated at more than $8 billion. The fishing industry also remains important
to the local culture and economy.

Several environmental problems affect Tillamook Bay. The watershed’s
25,000 dairy cows produce about 322,500 tons of manure annually—a majn
source of bacterial contamination causing a wide range of shellfish closures
in the bay. Bacterial contamination is also linked to onsite sewage disposal
systems (OSDSs) and wastewater treatment systems. Tillamook Bay is suscep-
tible to sedimentation because it is relatively shallow and over 50 percent of
the bay is mudflats at low tide. Human activities (e.g., harvest activities, forest

physical environment

Water body: Tillamook Bay (OR)

Area of watershed: 570 square miles

Approximate population in the watershed: 17,000

Focal problem(s): Shellfish closures, sedimentation, and endangered species

Main sources/causes of problem(s)
Bacterial loading and sedimentation from agriculture, forestry, and urban
sources

Planning process

 Initial efforts to improve watershed governance: Late 1970s
Duration of latest planning process: 1993-1999
Jurisdictional complexity: Low

Level of conflict: Low

Implementation efforts
Performance measures: Adopted in 1999

Main coordinating entity: Tillamook County Performance Partnership/
, Tillamook Estuaries Partnership

Key stakeholders

Tillamook County, Tillamook County Creamery Association, Department of
Environmental Quality, EPA, Oregon Department of Forestry, Oregon
Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service,
Tillamook County Soil and Water Conservation District, Oregon State
University

Funding level
Low

Source: Photo courtesy of the Tillamook Estuaries Partnership. For more information, see
}mﬁ..\\_\_\gno.E\NSOO».?S\mo,\\mmEmQ\m@:mb\:mw}o:ﬁ33\.
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Tampa Bay

What Is Collaboration?
Tampa Bay covers 398 square miles extending 35 miles inland from the Gulf IWhat

of Mexico. The 2,300-square-mile watershed is relatively flat and is formeq
four rivers and 40 smaller creeks and streams, the major source of the ba
freshwater. Marsh grass and mangrove trees provide critical habitat to 5 Smw‘m
range of species. The estuary also is home to hundreds of recreationally msm
commercially important species of fish and shellfish as well as bottle-noseq
dolphins and the endangered Florida manatee. :
The region has undergone explosive population growth since the 1950,
and is home to more than 2 million people. This growth resulted in the loss of
significant wetland habitat and water quality problems. Fortunately, signif;.
cant progress has been made in addressing the watershed’s environmentg]

Collaboration is any joint activity by two or more organizations
ended to increase public value by working together rather than separately.
s an interactive process involving an autonomous group of actors who
e shared rules, norms, or organizational structures to:

Solve problems
- Reach agreement
Undertake joint actions
Share resources such as information, money, or staff

i

.tqov_m_:m. Just 30 years ago, Tampa Bay was so polluted that many considered
it beyond salvage. Fortunately, water quality began to improve in the early
1980s with measurable gains in sea grass coverage of 18.5 percent observed

between 1982 and 1992.°

Physical environment

Water body: Tampa Bay (FL)

Area of watershed: 2,300 square miles

Approximate population in the watershed: Over 2 million
Focal problem(s): Nutrient loading and sea grass loss

Main sources/causes of problem(s)
Nutrient loading from diverse sources and habitat loss

Planning process .

Initial efforts to improve watershed governance: Early 1970s
Duration of latest planning process: 1990-1998
Jurisdictional complexity: Medium

Level of ‘conflict: Low

Implementation efforts
Performance measures: Adopted in 1998
Main coordinating entity: Tampa Bay Estuary Program

Key stakeholders

Hillsborough County, Pinellas County, Manatee County, Tampa,

St. Petersburg, Clearwater, EPA, Florida Department of Environmental
Protection, Southwest Florida Water Management District, Tampa Bay
Regional Planning Council, Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County, Florida Marine Research Institute, Tampa BayWatch

Funding level
Medium

For more information, see http://www. thep.org/.

Relationships cross boundaries defined by organizational or program-
atic affiliations, interests, perceptions, geography, or political jurisdictions.
articipants are autonomous in that they retain independent decision-making
owers even though they may agree to abide by shared rules when collab-
rating. Power and politics are critical because participants generally have
be convinced to voluntarily work together.” Accordingly, collaboration
typically limited to win-win or win-no-lose situations.

There are a number of rationales for using collaboration as a governance
rategy." At the heart of each explanation lies the idea that collaboration
roduces some public value, real or perceived, for organizations partici-
pating in these activities. Thus, collaboration should only be used when the
ivities add public value and produce better organizational performance
or lower costs than can be achieved without it.

Collaboration Is a Strategy for Getting Things Done

Since there are many reasons for organizations to work together, collab-
oration takes many forms. Activities may be permanent, temporary, project
based, or ad hoc in nature, and practitioners may be involved in overlapping
collaborative activities that influence one another. Collaboration also tends
to be a trial and error process in which public managers become engaged
in new activities once they learn how to work together. Thus, there is often
an evolutionary dimension in which the outcomes of one collaborative
effort (e.g., trust) create inputs that facilitate subsequent activities.

Much of the collaborative activity in the watersheds is oriented toward
getting things done by enhancing service delivery and improving environ-
mental conditions. As a respondent in Tillamook Bay noted, “People can
achieve things that were just unimaginable when they first got together.
Once they understand what their opportunities are, they create opportunities
hat were previously unbeknownst to them.” Another in Tampa Bay
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A common form of collaborative activity in each watershed was habitat
storation and the installation of best management practices such as
L rmwater detention ponds and other forms of environmental infrastruc-
' c. For example, a typical habitat restoration project may have different
ganizations providing the funding or land, technical expertise, engineer-
g or design work, construction, maintenance, and management of the
sompleted project. If volunteers were used, another organization may
ccruit, organize, and manage the volunteers.

Other collaborative activities involve streamlining permitting processes,
proving enforcement, and coordinating land acquisitions to improve
*  Respond to political pressure: Collaboration is the product of increasing vice delivery. For example, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA)

demands from politicians and the public to do more with similar o tered into Memorandums of Understanding (MOUs) with local govern-
reduced resources. pents to devolve permitting functions and streamline the process. One
| ske Tahoe official described the rationale for the effort this way: “Let’s
jentify where we are duplicating and not using our staff correctly, and let’s
e care of it through an MOU.” He also noted, “We are trying to give
re of the stuff back to the local jurisdictions, make it very user friendly
the customer—one-stop shopping.” A local official described the results
ftheir MOU this way: “It has become more of a partnership than when we
rst started. They were the authority figure. I think it has come around to
Lhore of a partnership than it was before with us being the ‘child’ of that
glationship.”
. Public education and outreach activities also focus on training and
ducating industry officials, permit applicants, and home owners about
mproved land use practices. For example, Tampa Bay developed a Boaters
uide to Tampa Bay through a cooperative effort among the Tampa Bay
stuary Program (TBEP), Florida Department of Environmental Protection
DEP), and Florida Marine Research Institute (FMRI). The guide contains
formation on habitats, sport fish, and boating safety. More than 100,000
opies have been distributed through a partnership with county tax collectors
ho distribute the materials to boat owners renewing their tags.”

Collaborative activities also make it easier to get things done. A com-
on complaint among many respondents was a shortage of resources (e.g.,
saffing, funding, and expertise) to implement watershed plans. One strategy
1o overcome these problems is pooling resources in ways that improve the

pacity for solving shared problems. Various forms of resource sharing
were employed. Activities can be relatively informal such as sharing water
quality monitoring equipment. Others involve formal relationships such as
co-locating staff, allocating staff to support another agency’s efforts, or pooling
‘nancial resources. For example, the Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF)
red a wildlife specialist from the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
DFW) to work entirely on habitat restoration in the Tillamook State Forest
0 expedite restoration activities and improve communication.”

Rationales for Using Collaboration as a Governance m:.ﬂmmv\ :

*  Exercise self-interest: Individuals and organizations collaborate becayge
they can achieve something that cannot be obtained any other way. Thig
does not imply self-interest at the expense of other organizations, H

*  Acquire resources: Organizations exist in an environment with limited
resources and depend to varying degrees on others for critical resources
Collaboration is a way to obtain these resources.

*  Reaction to institutional forces: Participants come to view collaborative
processes as an effective way to solve important economic, technical,
and strategic problems. Collaboration also provides a process that"
spreads and institutionalizes rules, resources, and practices among network

members.

* Reduce transaction costs: Organizations collaborate when transaction
costs are low or relationships offer some promise of reduced COst, ..
Conversely, organizations are unlikely to collaborate when they expect
others to engage in strategic behavior like free riding and shirking. They are
also unlikely to collaborate when coordination costs such as those assogi-
ated with interagency meetings and negotiation are higher than perceived
benefits.

* Promote democratic values: Important problems facing society cannot
and should not be tackled by a single organization or level of government
acting alone. Collaboration is a mechanism for ensuring that a greater
range of interests is represented. Thus, it enhances the democratic features
of our federal system, builds social capital, and encourages a civil society ,
by building new organizational and social networks and involving citizens
in governmental and nongovernmental institutions.

observed, “Some of the strongest opponents became the strongest proponents
when they began to see that it could actually increase their ability to get
things done rather than just taking time away from them.” An official in Lake
Tahoe observed, “We already had allies and never really realized it.... <<m
decided to start facilitating the improvements on the ground and facilitating
the projects, which will achieve the improvements we ultimately want to
get, rather than putting up hoops for those projects.”
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Collaboration m%vo:m Performance Management Systems

Collaboration supports performance management in various ways,
generates information that supports performance management ang Car

heart of collaboration also promote information sharing and even encourag
the use of performance management systems to enhance accountab Y i
network settings.

Generates Information

Watersheds are complex, dynamic, and subject to an immense numbeg
of internal and external relationships that change over time. This Createg
conditions of extreme uncertainty. Resource managers cope with th
uncertainty by incorporating additional information into decision making:
Collaboration supports these efforts in various ways. When information
does not exist, organizations undertake joint research projects to generatg
information. Participants also spend time reaching agreement on what
research means and agreeing to common facts, relationships, or methods
used to measure performance. For example, developing nutrient reductior
and sea grass restoration goals for Tampa Bay first required reaching agree:
ment on the models underlying the goals. Then the partners had to agree on
a system of nutrient reduction credits that would be given for specified
actions in order to monitor progress. ;

Information and technical expertise also reside in different organizations,
Organizations minimize asymmetries by working together in ways that
combine or synthesize information.and put it in a form accessible to dec
sion makers and the public (e.g., resource inventories and characterization
reports). Collaboration can also produce shared databases and other tech-
nical resources such as geographic information systems (GIS) that improve
the network’s capacity for solving problems and allow organizations to

exploit their technical complementarities. Shared databases and technical

resources are also important tools for rational planning, decision making,
and resource management. ;

Enhances Performance Management Systems

Collaboration can improve existing performance monitoring programs.
In Tampa Bay a collaborative environmental monitoring program was created
to coordinate the watershed’s 36 environmental monitoring programs.

Previously, there was little coordination—some parts of the bay were not -

monitored and there was overlap in other locations. Data were stored in
various forms, and the agencies often used different quality assurance/quality
control (QA/QC) procedures. The results of collaboration in the new co-
ordinated monitoring program have been the following: .

Collaboration and Performance Management in Network Settings 393

Partners agreed on the new monitoring system'’s water quality, benthic,
fisheries, and habitat components.
Data collection and storage are standardized so that data are readily
synthesized into monitoring reports.
Sampling sites are coordinated with nearly 70 percent of the 126 moni-
toring stations included in a statistically valid sampling design based on
the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Environmental Monitor-
ing and Assessment Program protocols.
The partners use QA/QC procedures advocated by EPA and the FDEP
where they exchange samples and compare lab results.
Participants exchange and borrow equipment.
As one participant noted, “One benefit of collaborating was this
conomizing. The other was that we needed to be sure we were measuring
e same thing. We even share equipment now.” The effort proved so suc-
cessful that they joined forces with Sarasota Bay and Charlotte Harbor to
rm the Florida West Coast Regional Ambient Monitoring Program
%}ZTV.AA

Similarly, the Tahoe Research Group (TRG) developed the Lake Tahoe
teragency Monitoring Program (LTIMP). This expanded the number of
onitoring stations and generates information used to evaluate progress
ward the TRPA's environmental threshold carrying capacities (ETCCs).
lamook Bay took a different approach and created a collaborative volunteer
water quality monitoring program in which staff in the Tillamook Estuaries
Partnership (TEP) work with other state and local officials.

omotes Information Sharing and Encourages Performance Management
. The interactive processes associated with various collaborative activities

E 2lso promote information sharing and encourage performance measure-

ment. A common form of collaboration was the development of work
sroups, task forces, and committees that meet on a regular basis. These routine
nteractions are an effective means of:

Exchanging information

Establishing relationships

Building trust

Exploring opportunities for joint action

Unlike adversarial processes, collaboration is designed to get more

E information on the table and find creative solutions that balance multiple

bjectives. As information is exchanged, it becomes part of the shared
nowledge base and is “owned” by all participants. This eliminates infor-
mation asymmetries, promotes shared definitions of problems, and pro-
ides a forum for setting joint goals and objectives. It also promotes the type
f policy-oriented learning that leads to policy change.’s As one Lake Tahoe
icial observed, “We need to communicate with the researchers, they
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need to communicate with us. We need to integrate that _A:os\_mo_mm.
how we are going to do things in the future.”

Networks also provide information channels informing politie.
about management issues. Conversely, elected officials inform public
agers about their concerns.™ These interactive processes also provi
mechanism for involving a wide range of organizations in the developm,
of performance measures. This is particularly important when meagy
performance in network settings because its members are both clients -
performance information and accountable for achieving measures,

When individuals and organizations participating in work 8roups, tag
forces, and advisory committees begin to embrace collaborative process
make joint decisions, and act as a single entity, they in effect begin to
as a new organization—an interorganizational partnership. This organiza;
tional form goes by many names: ¥
Partnerships
Coalitions v
Alliances/strategic alliances
Consortiums
Network brokers
Network administrative organizations
Collaborative organizations
Prominent examples of this organizational form were observed
each case:

*  Tahoe Transportation and Water Quality Coalition
* Tampa Bay Estuary Program
*  Tillamook County Performance Partnership/Tillamook Estuaries Partnership

Interorganizational partnerships perform a variety of functions by serving
as a convener, catalyst for action, conduit for information, advocate, organ-
izer, funder, technical assistance provider, capacity builder, partner, dispute
resolver, or facilitator.” For example, the Tampa Bay Estuary Program:

* Serves as a convener for discussing bay issues

¢ Conducts research and disseminates information to its members as well
as other agencies

Serves as an advocate for protecting the bay

Organizes projects to address bay problems

Awards mini-grants to other organizations to address bay problems
Provides technical assistance to state and local agencies to help address
bay problems

* Participates in other interorganizational partnerships

A common characteristic of this organizational form is the absence of
formal hierarchies among its members, even though those members may
have significant differences in power and authority outside the organiza-
tion."™ This limits an interorganizational partnership’s ability to address con-
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ersial problems because its members rely on consensus building to
jpensate for imperfections resulting from other A.u_mn_m_o: rules.
interorganizational partnerships perform prominent ﬁo_mw. that support
ormance management in network settings. For example, in addition to
B’s roles already noted:

it adopted a set of shared goals for network BmEUmqm.

Its network members formally committed to mn:_mxm. shared goals.

It synthesizes monitoring information on .Umv\ no:g_ﬁ_.o:m.

its membership follows monitoring and joint-reporting processes that
assess the partners’ collective progress toward m:m.ﬁmm.momﬂ_m. .
Thus, interactive processes at the core of msﬁmﬁﬁquﬁmco:m_ _om_@marﬁm
ovide a forum for setting collective goals or priorities. As one Tillamook

3ay respondent observed, “We are not going to make watershed decisions

ntil we collaboratively define agency priorities.” .
Conversely, membership in an _:quoqmw:_Nm:ﬁ:m_. vw.;.:mar_v may
quire adhering to shared goals or priorities or require _:o__so_cm._ or joint
porting on progress. Interactive processes provide a forum for discussing
e results of monitoring processes. Performance measures can be used to

¢t direction and keep the partners focused on a common set of Qov_m,Bm
. 5t actions. Thus, performance management performs an important steering

unction that coordinates activity within a network. Moreover, the promise

 of future interactions and monitoring generates peer pressure that enforces

formal and informal agreements. The following section explores in greater
detail the rationales for performance management in network settings and
the ways it supports collaborative processes. :

Using Performance Management
to Improve Network Governance

Much has been written in recent years about the importance of measuring
the performance of public agencies, public programs, and :o:mo<m33m.w2.m_
organizations.” Performance management is now .s\ao_v\ advocated <<.:r_:
the public administration community by organizations m.cnr as the National
Academy of Public Administration, the International O_J\\.mo::a\. Manage-
ment Association (ICMA), and the American Society for Public Administration
(ASPA). It has long been promoted by various management m.:o_ budgetary
reforms such as performance budgeting, _u_m::_:m-?omquE_:m budgeting
system, zero-base budgeting, and management by objectives. More
recently, it has been promoted by the Government Performance and Results
Act of 1993 (GPRA).® Not surprisingly, performance management is
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Different users want different measures because they have different pur-
poses. But it is the nature of the purpose—not the nature of the user—that
determines which characteristics of those measures will be most helpful. The
usual admonition of performance measurement is, “Don't measure inputs.
Don’t measure processes. Don’t measure outputs. Measure outcomes.” But
outcomes are not necessarily the best measure for all purposes.? .

General Categories of Performance Measures®

* Outcome or effectiveness measure—a measure that quantifies the extery
to which goals are attained, needs are met, and desired effects
achieved.

¢ Workload or output measure—a basic sort of measure of the work per-
formed or service provided.

*  Unit cost or efficiency measure—a more refined version of an output
measure that calculates the monetary expense per unit of output.

¢ Productivity measure—a measure that combines dimensions of mEQm:Q
and effectiveness in a single indicator. :

* Service quality measure—a value-based assessment of managemens -
responsiveness to client needs or expectations.

*  Citizen satisfaction measure—the extent to which citizens feel that thejr
needs have been met by a program.

Accordingly, it is unlikely that any set of measures or monitoring
process will be appropriate for all network settings.

performance Management in Watershed Settings
The watersheds examined in this chapter developed a <m:ma\ of meas-

ures and monitoring processes focused primarily on outcome and output
easures (see Table 8.1).

increasingly accepted among federal, state, and focal officials as well.

one state official in Tillamook Bay argued, “We need to be more outcom %sS:Bm:S_ threshold carrying capacities, or ETCCs. The Tahoe Regional

based, like a business. We need real accountability. ‘We spent X amount o lanning Agency adopted nine ETCCs for scenic, recreational, water quality,
money this year and here’s what we have to show for it.””

Somewhat less attention has been given to performance manageme
in network settings. Nevertheless, public managers are often interested.
using performance management systems to improve network governance
by coordinating the activities of organizations in the network. It is also 3
useful strategy for encouraging network members to take actions tha
advance shared goals and objectives. As the old axiom goes, “What ge

measured mmﬂw done” .—._J.Cm\ Umﬂmo—.gmﬂzﬂm BNDNNGBGJA mv\mﬁ.ms.x_m can create ., Wmmc_m_\ %mmﬁmDMw to discuss
strong motivator for action that encourages network participants to work: rogress toward goals X X X
together in ways that improve service delivery. Performance management Priorities for habitat restoration X X X
systems also help public managers, politicians, and the public gauge the Priorities for infrastructure investment X
effectiveness of service delivery by documenting what was accomplished, Priorities for land acquisition X X
how well it was accomplished, and what difference these activities made: Formal shared goals X X X
Simply put, performance management lets public managers know how Formal performance targets X X X
they are doing and whether their programs are working. This improves the Agreement on monitoring protocols
accountability of the network of organizations involved in service delivery. - and shared QA/QC procedures X X
Performance management also assists in program delivery by supporting p_mo_:.ﬂ work plans - — X X X
. . ) . nvironmental conditions monitoring X X X
planning, decision making, and budgeting processes. Reports on progress using
. Since there are many reasons for measuring network nmzﬁo_‘_.jm:n@ no | environmental indicators (outcomes) X X
single measure or collection of measures is likely to be appropriate for all Reports on progress foward fargets
circumstances.” As Robert Behn observes: | using programmatic indicators (outputs) X X X
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in 1982 that are measured using 36 indicators. Beginning in 1991, &
every five years thereafter, the TRPA conducts a comprehensive thresh
evaluation to determine the extent to which each threshold is bef
achieved or maintained. The results of the 2001 threshold evaluati

Results of the Threshold Evaluations in Lake Tahoe

Oon maw

marized in Table 8.2 note that of the 36 indicators, eight are in attainmg

Of the 25 indicators not in attainment, 12 show a positive trend, and seye

have a negative trend. The threshold evaluation also includes recommends Visibility

U.S. 50 traffic volume

]

tions to address problem areas within the next five-year period.”* The TRPA Food smoke

permitting program and the $1.5 billion Environmental Improvement Progy L —Johicle miles traveled

(EIP) that extends through 2016 is currently the vehicle for c:o_mnmxsm th Atmospheric nutrient loading

ClZ| > Z]| >z >

cli

individual and collaborative efforts necessary to attain these indicatorsz Water quality

Turbidity (shallow)

[

Clarity (winter)

Tampa Bay

Phytoplankton

Tampa Bay’s planning process produced a series of specific, measurabj “Tributary water quality

goals for water quality and habitat restoration, including the following: Runoff water quality

Groundwater

* Reduce or preclude additional nitrogen loadings by 17 tons per year

Other lakes

“held the line” at 1992-1994 levels. This will provide water clarity sui Soil conservation

able for the recovery of 12,350 acres of sea grass. Impervious coverage

* Reduce bacterial contamination to levels safe for swimming and shellfisk
harvesting.

Naturally functioning stream
environment zones (SEZs)

+

"Vegetation

* Recover an additional 12,350 acres of sea grass over 1992 levels, wh

Relative abundance and pattern-

preserving the bay’s existing 25,600 acres, and reduce propeller scarrin Uncommon plant communities

+]+

of sea grass. Sensitive vegetation

ZI>Zy | Z (Z] ([QzlZziZz|Z|z|>] |»|Z|Z|Z|>|zZzlz|Z

Z|1>Zy | Z (L (P|ZZ|Z1Z|Z)>| |2 Z|Z)> 12| ZiZ]| >

* Restore the historic balance of coastal wetland habitats by restoring a Late seral/old growth (new)

Not in effect

Not in effect

+

Fisheries

least 100 acres of low-salinity (oligohaline) tidal marsh every five year

Lake habitat

N

N

with a total increase of 1,800 acres.

Stream habitat

N

N

+{+

* Preserve and enhance the bay’s 18,800 acres of mangrove/salt mars In-stream flows

A

A

]

habitats, including the 28 coastal sites designated as priorities, through Lahontan cutthroat trout (new)

Not in effect

Not in effect

+

Wildlife

purchase or conservation easements. : — .
Special interest species

N

+.

At the conclusion of the planning process, the partners in the Tampa Habitats of special signficance

Bay Estuary Program adopted an interlocal agreement (IA) establishing an "Scenic resources

independent alliance of government entities pursuant to Chapter 163 of the Travel route ratings

Scenic quality ratings

A
N
N

Florida Statutes. The signatories of the IA agreed to these goals, all of which -
will be achieved collectively with the exception of the nitrogen reductions

ic recreation area scenic
quality ratings

Not in effect

allocated to local governments. Each signatory to the IA is required to submit Community design

C

a five-year action plan and annual supplements describing the actions Noise

taken to achieve goals. The TBEP also monitors progress toward the goals Single event (aircraft)

Single event (other)

by using a series of environmental and action (programmatic) indicators. Community nolse

For example, environmental indicators suggest that sea grass acreage has Recreation

been increasing at about 500 acres per year since 1992. At this rate, the

High-quality recreation experience

C| (Zl>|Z| 1Z|>» |Z1Zz] (Z|Z

Capacity available to the general

goal will be reached in 25 years. In terms of programmatic indicators, nitrogen oubiie

reduction targets are being met, and models suggest the reductions will .

> | (Z>»|C

A

> |Z (Z|Z|Z] |Z|Z2 (Z|Z] |Z1Z| |(>|>|Z|Z| |Z|Z|>|Z] |Z2 |Z] |(ClZ|Z|z|Zz|z]>

Threshold Fvaluation: N = Nonattainment, U'= Unknown, A = Attainment
L Trend: Positive Trend (+), Negative Trend (), No Trend (=)
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_mmmﬁow:nammmo_mmmmammooéamm.g:m_moﬁm_oo_do:_oﬂom_\mmmﬁo_m_u} _o
suant to GPRA. v

Tillamook Bay ,

Tillamook Bay’s planning process also produced a series of goals fq:
restoring critical habitat, erosion and sedimentation, water quality, ang
flooding. However, the focus throughout the planning process wag op
action. One respondent recalled that early in the process people were sayin
“Oh ... you're going to do another government plan, spend millions of do|.
lars, and put it on the shelf.” Accordingly, a great deal of attention was given
to developing strategies and measurable targets to achieve the plan’s gog|
For example, the targets for achieving the plan’s critical habitat goals
include the following:

e Enhance 200 miles of forested riparian habitat by 2010.

* Manage 90 percent of upland riparian zones to meet state forest habitat
conservation plan requirements.

* Enhance 100 miles of upland in-stream habitat by 2010. :

* Enhance 500 miles of continuous riparian habitat in the 0 to 500-foot
elevation band to healthy condition by 2010. E

* Upgrade 50 percent of all tide gates by 2010. .

* Conserve and restore 750 acres of tidal wetland by 2010.

* Allow no decline in eelgrass beds due to degradation or loss.

* Achieve an improved climate for fisheries practices and regulatory
actions.” :
The Tillamook County Performance Partnership (TCPP) was established

in July 1998 by a resolution of the Tillamook County Board of Commissioners

to oversee implementation. In 2002, it was renamed the Tillamook Estuaries

Partnership (TEP) and established as a section 510(c)(3) nonprofit organization.

As one participant recalled, “Our concept is focus on what you want to

achieve, get people around the table, and do something. Quit planning.”

The objective is to “reinvent” government by developing an interorganiza-

tional partnership to coordinate the implementation of the wide range of

federal, state, and regional plans and policies by focusing on five basic
strategies:

¢ Improving degraded roads in the Tillamook State Forest

Restoring riparian zones

Enhancing in-stream conditions

Improving floodplain conditions

Applying state-of-the-art technology and training

The TCPP/TEP monitors progress toward the targets and serves as a

forum for coordinating agency efforts. An Internet-based performance

measurement tool developed by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Administration Coastal Services Center called Performance Indicators
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sualization and Outreach Tool (PIVOT) has also been used to graphically
display performance-based information and make it available over the
Internet. It also reports on progress to EPA pursuant to GPRA.

why Measure Network Performance?

Legislators, journalists, program managers, and stakeholders are likely
o use performance management for different purposes. Legislators want to

. demonstrate that programs are working or that tax dollars are being used
~wisely. Journalists like stories that compare performance of various juris-
. dictions on measures such as test scores or crime statistics. Stakeholders

want measures to hold agencies accountable for their performance or lack
thereof.

Public managers typically fear the type of accountability resulting from
these processes. In network settings, these concerns can be amplified.
Participants cannot be compelled to act, and they typically participate in
collaborative activities voluntarily. Accordingly, it is important to be sensitive
to pragmatic concerns of cost and complexity as well as to the political
implications of holding organizations accountable, particularly when
resources needed to achieve measures are beyond the control of the net-
work actors. Nevertheless, many public managers recognize that perfor-

Reasons for Performance Measurement in Networks

*  Evaluate: How well is the program performing?

* Control/steer/coordinate: How can you ensure that your subordinates
are doing the right thing?

*  Budget: On what programs, people, and projects should money be spent?

* Motivate: How can you motivate line staff, middle managers, potential
collaborators, stakeholders, and citizens to do what is necessary to
improve performance?

* Promote: How can you convince political superiors, legislators, stake-
holders, journalists, and citizens that your organization is doing a good job?

*  Celebrate: What accomplishments are worthy of drawing attention to or
celebrating?

* learn: What is and is not working and why?
¢ Improve: What can be done differently to improve performance?

Source: Robert D. Behn, “Why Measure Performance? Different Purposes Require Different
Measures,” Public Administration Review 63 (no. 5, September/October 2003).
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mance management serves useful purposes. The following sections exai
. . . . . 3
ine the basic rationales for measuring performance in network settings

Evaluation and Accountability
Even when performance measures are collected for some other
pose, there is always the possibility that the information will be Cmmm
evaluations.” Accordingly, it is common to find that some public Manag
resist performance measurement or making monitoring information wid
available even though politicians, journalists, stakeholders, and cj ze
may desire it. In network settings, this resistance may be amplified v<<r
network participants have competing values or objectives. Nevertheles;
evaluation and accountability are frequent rationales for measuring p :
formance in network settings, and collaborative processes are often used
a forum for getting network participants to agree on a shared set of po
outcomes or performance measures. Participants also appear to be Mo
willing to accept performance management systems when they are one ¢
many organizations responsible for achieving a policy outcome. In t
three watersheds examined in this study, generating information to Suppo
evaluation and enhancing accountability were important rationales for per:
formance measurement. As one Tampa Bay respondent noted, “Because wi
have these numeric goals, it’s easy to see if we're meeting them or not. Tha
is probably our most important achievement.”

Steering, Coordinating, and Priority Setting :

Many elected and appointed officials believe that performance manage
ment systems provide a means of controlling the activities of organizations
It also provides a budgeting tool that helps public officials determine wher
to spend limited resources. In network settings, performance managemen
is unlikely to offer much control due to the autonomous nature of th
organizations ‘that compose the many interorganizational networks
Instead, the focus shifts from control to steering, coordinating, and priorit

setting. Performance management serves a steering function by improving
communication among the actors, coordinating actions, and integrating

policies such that each organization advances common shared goals or
objectives.** After all, the closer you get to measuring the results you care
about, the more likely you are to elicit desired performance. : ,

The habitat restoration goals in Tampa Bay provide an illustrative example.
The Tampa Bay Estuary Program (TBEP) has a goal of restoring 100 acres of
wetlands every five years, roughly equivalent to the rate of current restora-
tion activities. However, there are several different types of wetlands in the
watershed, some of which are easier and cheaper to restore than others. As
a result, restoration efforts were moving further away from the historic bal-
ance of wetland habitat. To combat this problem, the TBEP identified and
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rida’s state land acquisition programs, the Southwest Florida Water
inagement District (SWFWMD), and local governments now use these
orities to coordinate habitat restoration and land acquisition.” Similarly,
amook Bay uses a series of strategies and measurable targets to coordinate
implementation of a wide range of federal, state, regional, and local
fograms.

There is also a tendency to go after the “low hanging fruit,” to look for
portunities for joint action that are easy to accomplish.” This “entrepre-
weurial” spirit should be applauded and is often appropriate in the early
fages of a cooperative effort to demonstrate success; however, when pur-
ied over the long term, it becomes difficult for network actors to system-
ically address specific problems. This creates the potential for what
espondents in Tillamook Bay call “random acts of environmental kind-
s"—individual projects that produce isolated environmental improve-
ients but are too limited in scale, scope, number, magnitude, or duration
significantly change the underlying problem when viewed over time
om the perspective of the larger ecological system.

Making the transition from a series of isolated projects to systematically
ddressing specific problems is not easy, particularly when watershed
rganizations rely on funding from the federal or state level where priorities
re different from those established by basin actors. One Tillamook Bay
spondent described the challenge this way: “You have to keep focus
ecause you can get so wrapped up in the bureaucracy of keeping the staff
mployed, keeping the GIS stuff up to date, that you begin to lose the real
tent. The real intent of the performance partnership [TEP] is to help agen-
ies, landowners, interest groups implement the CCMP [Comprehensive
onservation and Management Plan] and other goals.” Performance meas-
res offset these problems by encouraging a systematic, long-term effort to
ddress specific problems. As another Tillamook Bay official observed, “We
eed to keep measuring our progress as we go and make sure we're meeting
ur targets over the time frame we've set. We need to make sure we have
measurable outcomes.... We tend to spend time on things that are urgent
but not important, and not enough on things that are important but not
rgent. That's why we need to have discipline and plans.”

otivational Tool

Performance management can also be an important motivational tool.
stablishing performance measures that are specific and difficult but realistic
and achievable helps:
Focus attention
Encourage action
Mobilize effort
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* Increase persistence
* Motivate the search for effective strategies
Thus, performance management grabs the attention of staff, m,
managers, potential collaborators, and citizens. Consequent] o
encourage network participants to resolve disagreements and 38«2 X
toward action.” As one Lake Tahoe official observed, “The vision _omnxmﬁ
us to resolve disagreements we may have. My opinion is that if we %:m
have that vision out there, then we would stomp out of the room.” .
- Performance management can also improve _.ow.m.maﬂnmnzo:.gﬂ mid
managers and staff by providing an opportunity for personal renewal wh \
staff move beyond normal organizational routines, develop new a_mmﬂ“m
ships, learn new skills, or deploy existing skills in new ways. It can also -
ate the sense that they are breaking down political and bureaucratic bar
between agencies—a frequent source of frustration for many USQEO_:@
Moreover, since these activities improve job satisfaction and 30:<mmo:.>
some workers, it is reasonable to conclude that it can also improve th
productivity and performance.
. Performance management systems not only attract the interest of pol
cians, stakeholders, and potential collaborators, but they can also provis
a way to sustain momentum for collaborative efforts and generate peer pr
sure to fulfill commitments. For example, in Lake Tahoe there is no m:ﬂ«
S&.o: of what the watershed should look like in the next decade but t
review process associated with the ETCCs helps basin actors _mm\S w
they do not want. As a member of the local business community stated,
think there is a common vision of what we don't want; and that _omnoam :
very powerful motivator of what we do.” It also motivated federal, state
regional, and local governmental and nongovernmental oﬁmm:_Nmz\o:m ;
develop a $1.5 billion EIP to address declining lake clarity. Declining lak
clarity also helped basin actors attract considerable federal and state politica
and financial support for the EIP. Similarly, a respondent in Tillamook Bay
noted that their efforts “created awareness and brought groups together tha
otherwise wouldn't have worked together.” In Tampa Bay, a responden
observed that the interlocal agreement “sets up a checks and balances &ﬁma
because there is pressure for the signatories to stick with it and to do th
right thing, and I like that.” ’ ,
3 Clear and understandable goals also provide a strong motivator for
citizens to volunteer time to support implementation efforts. For example;
in Tampa Bay, the TBEP and Tampa BayWatch have worked together to
mmﬁw_o:mr the Bay Conservation Corps to recruit volunteers for restoration
activities. More than 3,000 citizens have participated in projects such as
salt marsh plantings and island cleanups. Another respondent in Tampa Bay
noted that to recruit volunteers all you have to do is say, “You will be helping
the manatee.”

B omoting and Celebrating Progress
promoting organizational accomplishments and celebrating successes
[so strong rationales for performance management in network settings.*
aboration research is replete with advice to practitioners to “celebrate
~cess” and “promote accomplishments” in order to:
Give partners a sense of their collective relevance
_ Motivate participants
promote the work of the collaborative
Recruit new partners
Attract resources to ‘support future collaborative efforts®
performance management encourages the celebration of success by
Fiarking milestones and accomplishments as the partners progress toward
hared goals. Releasing performance reports also provides an opportunity
media coverage and for partners to promote other programmatic accom-
Llishments that demonstrate to politicians, journalists, stakeholders, and the
blic that they are accomplishing something.

Demonstrating progress toward shared goals can also attract new
ources to support collaborative efforts. For example, Tillamook Bay
easures performance in order to promote itself in an attempt to attract
uch needed federal and state funding. One Tillamook Bay respondent
scribed the rationale this way: “We in government—whether federal,
tate, or local—have a reputation for tying things up in red tape and bureau-

cy. With this [TEP], we can put benchmarks and results on the web, so
you're a federal partner or someone giving us money, you can look and
ee what we've done.” v

Marking accomplishments and celebrating success also promote the
bandwagon effect” When actors engage in collaborative efforts, a certain
mount of “collaborative inertia” has to be overcome, and efforts are often
L :lower than desired or expected. However, once a threshold level of success

s achieved, the situation can change rapidly, and the collaborative process
fakes on a new dynamic whereby collaborative efforts build momentum,
ain new members and resources, and expand efforts to address a wider set
f issues.”* Promoting accomplishments and celebrating successes help get
he bandwagon rolling and sustain momentum despite changing political,
conomic, and social conditions.

Lake Tahoe is an excellent example of collaborative inertia and band-
wagon effects. After more than two decades of conflict, governmental and
ongovernmental actors became increasingly dissatisfied with the costs and
roblems associated with inaction. This impasse created an incentive for
ollaboration, and a subset of actors began to work together on what even-
ually became known as the Tahoe Transportation and Water Quality
oalition. As these organizations experienced some success, they found
dditional opportunities for joint action. For example, local governments
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abitat restoration, redevelopment, and the installation of BMPs was
ed. This led to the search for new nonregulatory approaches and even-
y the development of the basin’s EIP.

became increasingly willing to work with the TRPA to streamline the

process. Today, the Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) h
momentum of its own, attracting new partners and resources. Moregy:
the partners learned how to work together to implement the Ejp ﬁ%<
of activity increased. Organizations overcame their o:mm«m\:nm
achieved the threshold level of success necessary to develop and ::U_mm

the EIP7 Findings: Performance Management

Learning and Enhanced Governance mv\mﬁmam in Network wm:m:mm

Network actors also learn why policies and programs are <<o%.5
not working) by measuring performance. It also helps practitioners
ways to improve how programs work.* This is particularly importan
watershed settings, where practitioners are often encouraged to prac
“adaptive management” by treating policies as experiments and adap
them in light of changing knowledge and information.» P

Learning occurs at different levels. Managers and staff can learn a gf
deal about how their individual policies and programs are working gmo
lecting and analyzing disaggregated data. Performance measures provi
information that allows managers and staff to understand how the \\_o_,.
box” that comprises their program transforms inputs into outputs and g
comes. Managers and staff are also better informed and can make be
decisions about future actions that benefit their organizations. As noted e
lier, the interactive processes at the heart of collaboration enhance th
learning processes. , :

~ Learning also occurs at the network and societal levels. Organizati
often adopt concepts, ideas, policies, practices, and even performa
management systems when they are demonstrated to be effective. Th
performance management can stimulate innovation diffusion and adopt
both within and across networks.® it stimulates policy-oriented learning
allowing competing stakeholder interests to have objective evidence abor
how programs are working (or not working).“' It stimulates learning with
the network of professionals from various disciplines and backgrounds th
share normative principles, beliefs, and values. While these individu
omm.: constitute a relatively small proportion of an agency, profession, ¢
policy network, they have a disproportionate effect on organizational learn
ing and behavior due to their influence on the policy process.®

Lake Tahoe's threshold evaluation process is an excellent example o
how performance management stimulated learning at the network level.
Consecutive threshold reviews in 1991 and 1996 revealed disappointing
progress toward the TRPA's nine ETCCs (goals) and the corresponding 36
indicators (see Table 8.2). These results indicated that the TRPA's develop-
ment regulations were unlikely to resolve many of the basin’s environmen-
tal problems and that greater emphasis on nonregulatory approaches such

what can be learned from these experiences with ._om;o::m:nm manage-
nt systems in network settings?

Einding 1: Performance Management Can Raise Questions of
fCompeting Interests and Values

Organizations responsible for “managing” a watershed often have con-
ng management objectives and priorities due to different enabling
tutes, competing public interests, and the demands of their respective
L onstituency groups. Because there are many legitimate objectives, there is
o one answer to the question of how to manage a watershed.
~ Environmental issues-also reflect competing human interests and values
bout alternative courses of public action. For example, a respondent in
tlampa Bay commenting on their sea grass restoration and nutrient reduction
oals observed, “People remember the way it was before. They also realize
hat we are never going to get back to a pristine condition. This is a very
thanized estuary. There are a lot of people, and they aren’t going to go away.
e wanted to make an aggressive but realistic goal.” Accordingly, they chose
estoring sea grass beds to 1950s levels because that period marked the intro-
uction of air conditioning and the beginning of an explosive period of pop-
lation growth. As the same respondent noted, “We want the bay to look like
did when a lot of the people who are in the office now were kids.”
Competing interests and values complicate the process of reaching
greement on suitable performance measures. For example, the Oregon
rogress Board has a well-developed series of benchmarks in a variety of
olicy areas. Many values such as reducing teen pregnancy and crime or
ncreasing test scores and per capita income are widely supported. In these
nstances, it was relatively easy to develop useful performance measures
hat are widely supported by politicians, agency officials, and the public.
onversely, establishing useful performance measures for environmental
rograms has been much more controversial. Consider some of the value
ade-offs confronting decision makers in Oregon: o
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*  Water rights for farmers versus water needs for endangered speci
* Timber harvesting versus public use of forest lands for recre "
purposes
* Rights of property owners versus restricting uses of private lands tg ¢
tect the environment °H
* Economic development versus impacts on air and water quality |
* Hydropower versus impacts on salmon populations :
Conflicting interests and values such as these complicate the proces
reaching agreement on performance measures in network settings. In th
situations, collaboration can often be a useful strategy for ﬂ.mmo_S:mm
flicting interests and values. Moreover, when collaboration focuseg y
issues where interests converge, it may be possible to develop performa :
measures that motivate joint action, even if network participants disag
on other issues. For example, in Lake Tahoe, declining lake clarity was ;
issue important to business and casino interests, residents, and m:<_8.
mental groups. Thus, there is wide support for this performance measy
and poor monitoring results continue to be a strong motivator for the o
laborative activities contained in the EIP. :
Public managers can also use collaborative processes to obtain info
tion about competing values, attitudes, and concerns of various constituer
groups. These interactive processes can be used to build concurrence
support for measures that promote a desirable course of collective acti
Moreover, interactive processes can be an effective means of determin
what is the acceptable level of performance. One respondent in Tampa Ba
explained their decision-making process this way:

" ond you have a better product and better buy-in.... | think you have to
B through the building of relationships and have the committees wrestle
the issues.” Another observed, “It [the collaborative process] has created
logue. It's created a process. It’s created a table for people to come
ether around, and that’s extremely valuable for a community....”

Given the importance of well-managed consensus-based processes, it
mportant that network participants devote the time, resources, and
rgy necessary to:

Resolve conflicts

Reach agreement on a shared understanding of problems

Set collective goals for addressing problems

Establish shared expectations for action

Public managers should also recognize that because decision making
ollaborative processes is often based on consensus, there is always the
anger that participants will bargain to the lowest common denominator
d select performance measures that are easily achieved or inappropriate
order to make their organizations look good to politicians, journalists,
akeholders, and citizens.

nding 2: There Can Be Complexity, Cost, and Attribution Problems

Aside from the potential for controversy, developing effective environ-
ental performance measures can be complicated by other factors:

Lack of longitudinal data on environmental conditions

Complexity of natural processes :

Difficulty in establishing cause and effect relationships

Long time lags between action and observable environmental changes
Difficulty of developing computer models to examine data and relationships
Difficulty in discerning human-induced changes from natural variations
in environmental data

For example, while Tampa Bay was able to establish a relationship
between nutrient reductions and sea grass restoration using a computer
model, Sarasota Bay, an immediately adjacent watershed, was unable to
e cstablish similar relationships. .

[ It is important to remember that the three watersheds in this study are
atypical in that considerable resources were devoted to support the devel-
£ opment of their performance management systems. Accordingly, some
watersheds with lower funding levels may have less sophisticated systems.
Nevertheless, the three watersheds demonstrate that technical and
 resource-based problems can be overcome. Moreover, Tillamook Bay
demonstrates that performance management can attract resources, which in
turn lead to improved measures and monitoring systems.

It was based on consensus building. Contentious. issues came and went.
There was productive controversy at best.... Virtually every major decision,
at least on the board I sat on, was made with nothing short of unanimous
approval. So you had almost diametric entities sitting across a table working
out solutions in a professional manner. Looking back on it, 1 am quite
amazed at how it did work.

Another characterized it this way:

The best part of this process is that you sat down with these guys. And it
was sort of like a bunch of jagged rocks being thrown into one of those
rock tumblers. And we just rubbed each other raw for five years because
you thought the other guy is not as big of a jerk ‘as you might have
thought.... He's got his problems and | have my problems.

The same was true of the process in Tillamook Bay. As one participant -
recalled, the process was “a little more painful, but it’s worth it because at
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Attribution problems also impede the development of effective meag
because a wide range of government programs at the federal, stai
regional, and local levels impacts environmental conditions like
quality. Moreover, actions that take place outside the watershed inflye
conditions inside the watershed, and network partners may have lim
ability to influence these outcomes. For example, actors in Lake Tahoe ar
Tampa Bay are inherently limited in their ability to reduce nutrient loagiy,
associated with atmospheric deposition because the sources are well oygi,
their political jurisdictions. Thus, performance management is best focus
on those problems or elements of a problem that network participants ¢
influence.

maintain public support. Moreover, some of the actions suggested to
dress flooding problems have the potential to restore salmon habitat.

In all three cases, the measures created a shared sense of purpose
mong network actors. This is a strong motivator for joint action because it
eates a sense of urgency, encourages participation in collaborative
Frocesses, and helps attract resources necessary to advance shared goals.
arformance measures in each watershed are also clear and understandable
o politicians, interest groups, and the general public. This is particularly
wportant when agency officials believe that they will be held accountable
r achieving these goals, and it can provide a strong motivator for joint

Finding 3: Performance Management Systems Can Be Used fg nding 4: Performance Management Enhances Collaborative Processes

Motivate Joint Action
Performance management enhances collaborative processes in other
ays, particularly when interactions among network partners are expected
o be frequent and repeated over some considerable period of time.
articipants” evolving understanding of the personalities, goals, and prefer-
ces of other participants can lead to collaboration in new areas. The
expectation of repeated interactions also creates a sense of stability that
 cncourages organizations to make investments in network processes, such
35 shared databases. and specialized staff. Actors engaged in frequent,
curring interactions are more likely to develop specialized governance
ructures like interorganizational partnerships.®
. Repeated interactions provide the time necessary to develop the personal
and interorganizational relationships that produce trust. As one Tillamook
Bay participant observed, “Once you develop a relationship with folks,
there is a lot more trust.” Trust improves network governance in several
ays. There is a widespread preference for transacting with individuals or
rganizations with a known reputation. Information from trusted informants
or individuals or organizations with a history of positive transactions is
kely to be viewed as more reliable and accurate.* This is important in col-
borative processes where agreements are followed due to the shared
belief that they are fair and will be followed by the other parties.
Performance measures and monitoring processes “enlarge the shadow of
the future” and make it harder for participants to violate agreements without
getting caught. This creates a powerful disincentive for network actors to
olate agreements.
. Performance management also generates the behavioral norms that gov-
ern much of our political and social lives. Relationships between individuals
and organizations participating in collaborative processes can be structured
formal agreements, but more often than not they are based on-tradition,

Performance management can be a strong motivator for joint actio
The three cases offer some basic guidance on how network actors c:
develop measures that serve as motivators. Since network actors wi
unable to address every problem, it is probably wise to focus performan
management on those issues where joint action is desired by stakeholder
politicians, and the general public. Lake Tahoe presents an instructi
example. It is the largest alpine lake in North America and renowned for i
crystalline blue waters. The decline of water clarity from 100 feet in 196
to 70 feet today is due primarily to sedimentation and nutrient loading
This measure motivates joint action because continued declines exacerbate
environmental problems, adversely affect quality of life, and negative
impact Lake Tahoe as a tourist destination. Conversely, it focuses attentio
on opportunities for win/win or at least win/no-lose situations such as r
development and transportation improvements that link environment
improvements and economic development needs. :

Tampa Bay and Tillamook Bay also identified measures linking envi
ronmental and social issues in ways that motivate joint action. Tampa Ba
linked nutrient reductions to increased sea grass coverage. These wate
quality and habitat improvements enhance the use of the bay as recre:
ational and commercial resources, and the bay provides important habitat
for the endangered Florida manatee. Tillamook Bay generated goals to
restore habitat and minimize the impacts of logging in the Tillamook State
Forest. This was particularly important because of declines in coho salmon,
steelhead trout, and chum salmon stocks and their subsequent listings
under the Endangered Species Act in 1998. Flooding emerged as a critical
issue in 1996 after a devastating flood caused over $53 million in damage:
Network participants adapted and added a new goal for flooding in order
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implicit personal commitments, and shared norms and expectations dyg
communication processes embedded in interpersonal relationships
norms provide the foundation for peer pressure at the individual, organi;
tional, political, and public levels to comply with agreements. Thus, jt :
important accountability mechanism in networks of autonomouys ac
Even in Tampa Bay, where the partners signed a “binding” interlocal ag
ment, there really is no legal way to compel signatories to implement
agreement. Instead, it relies on peer pressure combined with the t

risals and criticism. As one Tillamook Bay respondent observed, “We
n't order people around or make this so threatening to people that they
ist it entirely.”
‘Care must be taken when establishing performance measures and craft-
monitoring and reporting processes. If targets are set too low, almost any
gency Will be able to meet the goals, and the goals will lack meaning. If
oals are too difficult to achieve and network participants have difficulty
hreat Fiemonstrating progress, then organizations may fear reprisals or feel like
formal (removal as a partner) or informal (verbal and nonverbal) sanctis they are set up for certain failure. In these situations, organizations may
As one Tampa Bay respondent observed, “I think we have created a meanin W ccome reluctant to participate in collaborative processes. Thus, developing
ful vmn:m.az_o where participants trust each other and where they have fective accountability mechanisms is a tricky endeavor and is unlikely to
of peer pressure to make this work.” Another observed that there is “a go e achieved through a single “standardized” approach. Rather, in networks
amount of peer pressure when you get everyone down at one table ang i 8155 critical to design performance management systems that share credit for
numbers are revealed and it gets your attention.” uccess and failure. Public managers are advised to focus on collective goal
Peer pressure is likely to be enhanced when performance manageme chievement rather than on specifying the actions agencies will take to
allows network participants to know how much effort or creativity fellg chieve goals. As a Tampa Bay respondent observed, “The agreement to
Um&nﬁm:.a invest in collaborative efforts or goal achievement. This can' oals without dictating actions has been important.”
mnr_m<mn_. by: Public managers should be cognizant of the political implications
* Routine monitoring of environmental conditions ssociated with reporting performance information. One way to limit
* Individual or joint reporting of programmatic activities ‘rotential political problems is to report formally on collective progress and
* Preparation of individual or joint work plans fo avoid singling out particular agencies for criticism. Network members
*  Regular meetings to discuss progress toward shared goals . .
Peer pressure is also increased when it becomes possible for politicians;
stakeholders, journalists, collaborators, and the public to discern the level ¢
organizational effort associated with achieving shared goals or measures

Leadership in Collaborative Processes

¢ Entrepreneur tends to view collaborative processes as a way to attract
new resources to address local problems.

¢ Coordinator calls meetings and provides a point of contact. He or she
keeps the effort going as interest naturally ebbs and flows over time.

* Facilitator is trained in facilitation and dispute resolution and is not other-
wise part of the collaborative process.

*  Fixer or broker helps find opportunities for joint action, keeps partici-
pants’ “eye on the ball,” and ensures that they are not side-tracked by
peripheral issues.

*  Devil’s advocate challenges the group’s assumptions and keeps everyone’
grounded in political and practical realities.

¢ Unsnarler helps navigate the bureaucratic maze of institutional constraints
in order to find ways to conduct desired collaborative activities.

*  Champion advocates specific courses of action and then uses his or her
powers of argument and persuasion to encourage others to commit to a
specific course of action.

Finding 5: Accountability Is a “Two-Edged” Sword

Performance management provides information that improves account?
ability by managing the diverse expectations generated within and outside
the network.* Holding networks accountable for their performance is par-:
ticularly important when resources are allocated to support network opera:
tions or when responsibility for service delivery or achieving policy
outcomes is delegated to an interorganizational partnership. However,
accountability is a “two-edged” sword. There is a constant tension in net-
works between organizational autonomy and accountability.” On the one.
hand, monitoring processes help enforce collaborative agreements and
reduce strategic behaviors such as rent seeking and shirking. In fact,
respondents were quick to note that peer pressure encouraged implemen-
tation and adherence to shared goals and measures. On the other hand,
excessive monitoring and enforcement create powerful disincentives
because collaborators may be unwilling to join the effort when they fear
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should take advantage of the opportunities available to institutionalize
formance measures in other organizational processes (e.g., plans and ecommendations

cies budgeting processes). Public managers are cautioned against devoly
too much authority to interorganizational partnerships because it o
raise accountability questions within established programs.

Use Collaboration When It Produces More Public Value Than Can Be
Achieved by Working Alone .

Use Interorganizational Partnerships as an Effective Way to Promote
Collaboration and Performance Management in Network Settings
Design Performance Management Systems That Serve the Needs of
Network Participants

Given the political nature of collaborative processes, it is not mcﬁlm WM____M_GMWMMNHM ww%nmmmﬂw:mmmama systems That Fromote and Enfance

that many respondents pointed to the importance of leaders with the politida Avoid the Tendency to Be Overly Ambitious
and persuasive skills necessary to encourage organizations to “bend # ‘ . Y !

rules” or “think differently” about a problem, a proposed course of act;
or the potential benefits of performance management.® While a variety:
people perform leadership functions, “champions” are particularly import
for encouraging the development of performance management syste
Excellent examples of the constructive roles played by champions are
Tampa Bay and Tillamook Bay, where a few key individuals were ins
mental in getting the other network partners to agree to performance m
agement systems and the institutional arrangements overseeing th
implementation.*

Finding 6: Leadership Is Critical

,commendation 1: Use Collaboration When It Produces More
Public Value Than Can Be Achieved by Working Alone

Public managers should avoid the tendency to view collaboration as an
Lnd in and of itself. Instead, collaboration is best used when there is a pos-
Libility for two or more organizations to generate more public value by
[ orking together than by working alone. Public value can be produced in
Warious ways. Collaboration can improve service delivery by sharing infor-
giation, risk, costs, or resources. It can also improve a network’s ability to
g cliver services through improved communication or coordination or per-
laps by taking advantage of economies of scale or technical specialization.
llaboration can result in new programs or changes in decision making
at advance the missions of organizations or improve the way resources
= e allocated. Collaboration could lead to the development of new inter-
irganizational partnerships that enhance the network’s capacity for solving
“nared problems. Thus, collaboration is best viewed as a means to an end
then it involves:

Getting things done

Coordinating networks

Improving performance measurement

Generating other forms of public value

~ Public managers should avoid embracing collaboration because it
akes people feel better than conflict or competition.® Some conflict can
£ind should occur because it is an important component of our federal sys-
{em, which promotes a healthy competition of ideas and stimulates policy
ange and learning. In fact, in Lake Tahoe, prolonged conflict actually set
e stage for a prolonged period characterized by productive collaborative
ationships.*" ‘ ,

Five Recommendations for Public Managers
Operating in Network Settings

Collaboration and performance management are useful strategies f
improving network governance. Collaboration provides a mechanism
which two or more network participants can work together in ways the
deliver public’ services and generate more public value than can
achieved when each works alone. Performance management systems relyin
on shared goals, measures, monitoring, and reporting processes ca
improve service delivery and enhance accountability in network setting
The two strategies can also be mutually reinforcing. Collaborative processe
can be used by network members to develop performance measures a
monitoring and reporting processes. Performance management systems ca
be a useful means of encouraging organizations to work together to achiey
collective goals while motivating partners to adhere to agreements develope
during collaborative processes. This section summarizes some of the ke
lessons and advice for public managers seeking to use collaboration an
performance measurement to enhance network governance. ;
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Since network actors are relatively autonomous, collaboratig
unlikely to be an appropriate strategy for addressing problems ipyq
zero-sum games where some organizations are winners and others mﬂmw
Moreover, while many positive virtues of collaboration have been }
lighted throughout this chapter, it will not solve all network mo<m5,
problems. Even the most imaginative practitioner is constrained b
flicting priorities and limits on administrative discretion imposed _o<om
organizations. Even if an organization’s formal rules do not noiﬂnﬁ
behavioral norms, professional values, knowledge, experience, autong,
and abilities may limit its willingness to participate in collaboratiy
ties.”> Moreover, no amount of creativity can overcome the sho
resources (e.g., staff and money) that creates obstacles to collab
One Lake Tahoe described the problem this way:

€ act
rtage
oratio

The biggest obstacle for me is just the time, the resources. Is it in some-
body’s work plan? I think some of these groups get formed on such quick-
notice, and they want your commitment and involvement but | have
already been told what | am going to do this year and this isn't it... What we
are seeing is a lot of good ideas but the actually “doing” is the challenge.

Fortunately, when collaboration highlights common values and interes
participants often find productive ways to work together. Thus, collabors
tion is an individually rational strategy for advancing m:\oqmmawmz,o:
objectives and a means of collectively improving network governance

Recommendation 2: Use Interorganizational Partnerships as a

Effective Way to Promote Collaboration and Performance Management

in Network Settings

Managers interested in encouraging collaboration or performance meas-
urement in network settings should consider establishing a formal interorgani-
zational partnership. While interorganizational partnerships vary in’ their
formality, membership, and complexity, the advantages of formal structures
include clear rules governing membership (i.e., access rules), decision making
(i.e., decision rules), parameters for action, and conflict resolution. This struc-
ture makes the interorganizational partnership less reliant on individuals and
personal relationships and thereby helps the partnership endure over time.

Interorganizational partnerships facilitate collaboration and performance
management in various ways. The routine interactions provide a means of
exchanging information, establishing personal relationships, building trust,
and exploring opportunities for joint action. These interactive processes
also provide a mechanism for setting collective goals, establishing perfor-
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\ce measures, and discussing the data generated by monitoring efforts.
mbership in an interorganizational partnership may require individual
ioint reporting on progress toward shared goals and measures.
reover, the promise of future interactions and monitoring joint progress
nerates peer pressure that motivates network partners to take action.

scommendation 3: Design Performance Management Systems That
rve the Needs of Network Participants

The three cases demonstrate the many ways to develop useful perform-
ce management systems. However, the performance management systems
L ppear to share some common characteristics: .
i The systems produce information that is useful to network participants.
The systems focus attention on key problems of common interest to net-
work members.
The systems are designed to operate within the existing constraints of
network members, such as information availability, technical expertise,
and resource levels.
Because network actors participate voluntarily, it is important that per-
rmance management systems are realistic and sensitive to pragmatic con-
serns of public managers (e.g., cost, complexity) if they are to endure over
ong periods of time. Accordingly, it is particularly important for public
| managers to consider the costs associated with measuring network per-
rmance because the resources available for these activities are likely to
b and flow over time. This includes not only the monitoring costs (e.g.,
ff, equipment, testing) but also those associated with interpreting data. As
one Lake Tahoe official observed, “Ironically, money has been there for data
collection, and it has not been there for data interpretation. And that is
vhere the biggest need is.” To combat this problem, the United States
eological Survey and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency created the
ke Tahoe Interagency Monitoring Program to bring together and interpret
existing databases before they start adding more monitoring stations and
collecting additional data.
It is important to recognize that organizations may be reluctant to par-
icipate in performance management systems in network settings when the
esources needed to achieve goals and measures are beyond the control of
etwork participants. One strategy for overcoming these concerns is to
tructure performance management systems so that credit for success and
ailure is shared by network actors. It also appears to be useful to focus on
ollective goal achievement and let individual organizations formulate their
wn strategies for achieving the goals rather than dictating a prescribed set
f actions.
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The chapter offers some additional guidance to practitioners s
develop performance management systems in network settings:

* Since resources are often limited, simple and cheap performance ma
agement systems are likely to be easier to maintain over the long te
than costly complicated systems. ,

* Avoid the tendency to try to measure everything. Instead, be strateg
and focus on key issues of interest to most network participants,

* If outputs are measured, they should first be connected to desireg
outcomes. o

* Network participants should be “the client” for the information ?o..
duced by performance management systems because participants ysg
that information to set joint priorities, make decisions, and allocate
resources.
Public managers are cautioned to be careful when selecting perform:

ance measures in network settings. Once established, measures can he

difficult to change due to the time and energy spent developing them in the
first place. Consequently, network participants may be reluctant to particit
pate in another prolonged process to modify the performance measures,

Once a measure has shared acceptance, it may become difficult to change

because any adjustment is likely to have political consequences. In enyi.

ronmental settings, this can be problematic because it is not uncommon for
the science underlying a measure to change. One Lake Tahoe respondent
described the problem this way: “The thresholds that were set forth weré
true educated guesses as to what the environment could hold or not hold;
but as happens a lot of times with environmental law, they become the

Holy Grail, and any attempt to move them even based on good science i

questioned.” .

Conversely, it is important to avoid setting overly ambitious goals;
which can serve as an impediment and reduce motivation. While many
Lake Tahoe respondents support the Environmental Threshold Carrying’
Capacities (ETCC) for water quality and declining lake clarity, they have less
support for the goals they perceive as unattainable. As one respondent
observed, “The thresholds are lofty goals, and | think they need to be given
continued attention or focus as far as their practicality and attainability, cers |
tainly within the given time frame.”

mm_a:m,

Recommendation 4: Build Performance Management Systems That
Promote and Enhance Collaborative Processes

This chapter identifies a number of ways that managers can construct
performance management systems that promote and enhance collaborative -
processes in networks:

4
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Structure goals and measures that create a shared sense of purpose and
motivate network partners toward a specific set of actions.

Ensure that measures are understandable and easy to communicate to
the public.

Ensure that performance management systems create regular and
repeated opportunities for interaction and information exchange to foster
peer pressure and develop trust. These interactive processes should be
designed to promote learning, adaptation, and change.

Use performance management systems to steer and coordinate the
activities of network participants by improving communication, co-
ordinating actions, and integrating policies so that each organization
advances the network’s shared goals or objectives.

Use performance management to celebrate success by marking mile-
stones and accomplishments in ways that promote programmatic
accomplishments to politicians, journalists, stakeholders, and the public.
Use performance management to sustain momentum for collaborative
efforts and keep the “bandwagon” rolling by demonstrating that col-
laborative activities are making progress toward shared goals.

Use performance management to reduce “random acts of kindness” by
moving from pursuing a series of isolated projects to addressing spe-
cific problems systematically over a prolonged period of time by focus-
ing action on specific goals or measures.

It is useful to institutionalize performance measures and monitoring in

stablished programs or interorganizational partnerships. This makes per-
ormance management systems less reliant on individuals and personal
elationships. As a result, performance management is less likely to break
down due to staff turnover or changes in organizational leadership. This
dds stability and helps maintain the performance management system
ver a prolonged period of time.

Recommendation 5: Avoid the Tendency to Be Overly Ambitious

A final piece of advice for public managers is to avoid being overly

ambitious when planning collaborative activities or designing performance
management systems. It is usually better to start small and expand over
ime. When undertaking collaborative activities, public managers should
ecognize that it's not uncommon to experience “collaborative inertia.”
Collaboration tends to be a trial and error process in which outcomes such
s trust become precursors for subsequent cooperative efforts. Collaboration
_ requires significant investments of time and effort to build relationships and
rust. Some organizations are accustomed to collaborative processes, but
thers need to learn how to cooperate and work with organizations with
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differing values, procedures, and processes.’> However, once relationgh
are established and network partners learn to collaborate, the Number 4
scope of activities can expand. As early success is achieved, network _omnm
are increasingly willing to support or join future collaborative efforts k

It is common to find that finite resources are available to mcv_oo.; co
laborative efforts in a network. If public managers are too ambitioys <§o
planning collaborative activities, they can outstrip available resources mm
organizations may be unable to participate effectively in these mmo:m\ Fo
example, if resources are stretched so thin that public managers can do ._E_
more than attend meetings, then not much is likely to be accomplished ;

When planning collaborative efforts, public managers are advised g

start small, focus on key issues or problems where there is broad support
and avoid developing overly ambitious expectations among politician
network participants, and the public. As participants learn to work togethe
and experience success, collaborative efforts can be expanded as the efforts
attract new participants and resources. Once a critical threshold leve] of
success is achieved and the “bandwagon” gets rolling, it often becomes
easier to sustain the momentum for these efforts.

The same advice applies to public managers designing performance
management systems. There may be a tendency for network participants to

develop goals and measures for a wide range of issues and then try to measure.
everything. However, network partners often have finite resources to support

performance management. It also takes time for network participants to reac
agreement on underlying facts and models, agree to shared goals, develop
common performance measures, develop monitoring: systems, establish
reporting systems, and find ways to quickly and efficiently synthesize and
analyze monitoring results. And some measures will be of greater interest
than others to politicians, network participants, and the public. v

Public managers should consider designing performance management
systems so that they initially focus on the central problem(s) of shared interest
to network actors and use the measures to steer and coordinate the actions
of network participants in ways that advance shared objectives. This can
serve as a motivator for collaborative action among network participants.
The performance management system can then be expanded as network
participants discover which measures, monitoring processes, and reporting
procedures are most useful. Moreover, as politicians, network members,
and the public begin to witness the benefits of measuring network per-
formance, they become more likely to devote additional resources to sup-
port these efforts.

Collaboration and Performance Management in Network Settings 421

Endnotes

1. Robert Agranoff and Michael McGuire, Collaborative Public Management: New
g ,mﬁmm\.mm for Local Governments (Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2003);
i H,:m:nm J. O'Toole, Jr., “Treating Networks Seriously: Practical and Research-Based
[ cndas in Public Administration,” Public Administration Review 57 (No. 1, January/
“hruary 1997), pp. 45-52; Walter . M. Kickert, Erik-Hans Klijn, and Joop F. M. Koppenjan
s.), Managing Complex Networks: Strategies for the Public Sector (Thousand Oaks,
- SAGE Publications, 1997).

2. H. Brinton Milward and Keith G. Provan, “Governing the Hollow State,” Journal
Public Administration Research and Theory 10 (no. 2, 2000), pp. 359-379.

3. For a discussion of the concept of governance see: Laurence E. Lynn Jr., Carolyn
Heinrich, and Carol J. Hill, “Studying Governance and Public Management:
challenges and Prospects,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 10 (no.
April 2000), p. 236; H. George Frederickson, The Spirit of Public Administration (San
ancisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, 1996); Milward and Provan, 2000.

4. Robert Agranoff and Michael McGuire, “Big Questions in Public Network
janagement Research,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 11 (no. 3,
01), pp. 295-326; Robert Agranoff, leveraging Networks: A Guide for Public
anagers Working Across Organizations (Washington, DC: [BM Center for The Business
L.t Government, March 2003).
.. 5. Mark T. Imperial, “Institutional Analysis and Ecosystem-Based Management: The
itutional Analysis and Development Framework,” Environmental Management 24
10. 4, November 1999), pp. 449-465; Imperial and Hennessey, 2000.
6. Other notable examples where performance measurement has improved water-
hed governance include the Charles River in Massachusetts and the Chesapeake Bay.
ee generally Shelly Metzenbaum, “Measurement That Matters: Cleaning Up the Charles
iver,” in Donald F. Kettl (ed), Environmental Goverhance: A Report on the Next
[Ceneration of Envirorimental Policy (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2002),
£op. 58-117; Howard R. Ernst, Chesapeake Bay Blues: Science, Politics, and the Struggle
= 0 Save the Bay (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2003).
7. A more detailed discussion of the methods used to collect and analyze these data
an be found in the study conducted for the National Academy of Public Administration:
{ Mark T. Imperial and Timothy Hennessey, “Environmental Governance in Watersheds:
he Importance of Collaboration to Institutional Performance,” in environment.gov:
ransforming Environmental Protection for the 21st Century. Research Papers 7-10
olume II. (Washington, DC: National Academy of Public Administration, October
000), pp. 8.1-8.196.
8. Imperial and Summers, 2000.
9. Tampa Bay National Estuary Program (TBNEP), Charting the Course: The
omprehensive Conservation and Management Plan for Tampa Bay (St. Petersburg, FL:
BNEP, December 1996).

10. Eugene Bardach, Cetting Agencies to Work Together: The Practice and Theory of
Managerial Craftmanship (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 1998), p. 8;
onna J. Wood and Barbara Gray, “Toward a Comprehensive Theory of Collaboration,”
ournal of Applied Behavioral Science, 27 (2, June 1991), pp. 139- 62; Nelson Phillips,
homas B. Lawrence, and Cynthia Hardy, “Interorganizational Collaboration and the
ynamic of Institutional Fields,” journal of Management Studies 37 (no. 1, January 2000),
p. 23-43; Barbara Gray, “Conditions Facilitating Interorganizational Collaboration,”
uman Relations 38 (1985), pp. 912-931.



422 Mark T. Imperial

11. For a discussion of different rationales for collaboration see: Chris Huxham Amaw
Creating Collaborative Advantage (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, _wce.\ma ;
R. Alexander, How Organizations Act Together: Interorganizational ﬁoo&\.:m\moa e
Theory and Practice (Gordon and Breach Publishers, 1995); Richard N. Osborn angd “or\
Hagedoorn, “The Institutionalization and Evolutionary Dynamics of _:Hm«oqmm:ﬁmao::m
Alliances and Networks,” Academy of Management Journal 40 (no. 2, 1997 2
261-278. ' o

12. Mark T. Imperial, The Tampa Bay Estuary Program: Developing and Im
an Interlocal Agreement (Washington, DC: National Academy of Public Ad
August 2000).

13. Mark T. Imperial and Katheryn Summers, The Tillamook Bay National Estuar
‘Program: Using a Performance Partnership to Implement a CCMP {(Washington _unx
National Academy of Public Administration, August 2000). '

14. Imperial, 2000. )

15. For a discussion of the concept of policy-oriented learning see: Paul A. Sabatie
and Hank C. jenkins-Smith, “The Advocacy Coalition Framework: An Assessment,” in
Paul A. Sabatier (ed.), Theories of the Policy Process (Boulder, CO: Westview lmmm
1999), pp. 117-166; A. Sabatier and Hank C. Jenkins-Smith, Policy Change and mmmSSm\.
An Advocacy Coalition Approach (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1993) .

35;:&89

16. Julia M. Wondolleck and Steven L. Yaffee, Making Collaboration Work: Lessons

from Innovation in Natural Resource Management (Washington, DC: Island Press
2000.), pp. 23-27. .

17. Arthur T. Himmelman, “On the Theory and Practice of Transformational
Collaboration: From Social Service to Social Justice,” in Chris Huxham (ed.), Creating
Collaborative Advantage (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, 1996), pp. 19-43, For
examples of different types of interorganizational partnerships see: Robert Klitgaard and
Gregory F. Treverton, Assessing Partnerships: New Forms of Collaboration (Washington
DC: IBM Center for The Business of Government, March 2003). :

18. Chris Huxham, “Collaboration and Collaborative Advantage,” in Chris Huxham
(ed.), Creating Collaborative Advantage (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, 1996)
pp. 1-18. .

i

7

1

19. For a variety of perspectives on performance measurement see: Robert D. Behn, .

“Why Measure Performance? Different Purposes Require Different Measures,” Public
Administration Review 63 (no. 5, September/October 2003), pp. 586-606; Robert S,
Kravchuk and Ronald W. Schack, “Designing Effective Performance Measurement System
Under the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993,” Public Administration
Review 56 (no. 4, 1996), pp. 348-58; David Osborne and Ted Gaebler, Reinventing
Government: How the Entrepreneurial Spirit Is Transforming the Public Sector (New York,
NY: Plume, 1992); Joseph S. Wholey and Kathryn E. Newcomer, “Clarifying Goals,
Reporting Results,” in Kathryn E. Newcomer (ed.), Using Performance Measurement to
Improve Public and Nonprofit Programs (San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, 1997), pp.
91-98; Harry Hatry, Performance Measurement: Cetting Results, (Washington, DC:
Urban Institute, 1999); Patricia Keehley, ‘Steven Medlin, Sue MacBride, and lLaura
Longmire, Benchmarking for Practices in the Public Sector (San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass, 1997).

20. David G. Frederickson, “The Potential of the Government Performance and
Results Act as a Tool to Manage Third-Party Government,” in Mark A. Abramson and John
M. Kamensky (eds.), Managing for Results 2002 (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers, 2002), pp. 225-254.

.c\msmg.:m :

Collaboration and Performance Management in Network Settings 423

21. Nicholas Henry, Public Administration & Public Affairs, Ninth Edition (Upper
ddle River, NJ: Pearson Education, 2004), pp. 186-187; David N. Ammons,
erformance Measurement in Local Government,” in Frederick S. Lane (ed.), Current
sues in Public Administration, Sixth Edition (Boston, MA: Bedford/St. Martin’s, 1999),
p. 295-297; Behn, 2003.

22. Kravchuck and Schack, 1996, p. 350.

23. Behn, 2003, p. 593.

24. Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), Regional Plan for The Lake Tahoe Basin:
0071 Threshold Evaluation Draft (Zephyr Cove, NV: TRPA, 2001).

25. Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), Environmental Improvement Program:
The Cooperative Effort to Preserve, Restore, and Enhance the Unique Natural and
Human Environment of the lake Tahoe Region, Volume 1: Program Overview (Zephyr
Cove, NV: TRPA, 2001).
© 26. Imperial, 2000.

27. Tillamook Bay National Estuary Program (TBNEP), Comprehensive Conservation
and Management Plan (Garibaldi, OR: TBNEP, 1999). )

28. The discussion in this section builds on Robert Behn'’s framework identifying eight
purposes for performance measurement. See: Behn, 2003, p. 588.

29. Behn, 2003.

30. Several researchers have noted the importance of using performance measures to
‘steer” and “coordinate” the actions of network participants. See: B. Guy Peters and John
ierre, “Governance Without Government? Rethinking Public Administration,” Journal of
Public Administration Research and Theory 8 (no. 2, April 1998), pp. 223-243;
Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000, p. 37; Bardach, 1998; Osborne and Gaebler, 1992.

31. Imperial, 2000.

32. Bardach, 1998; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000.

33. Behn, 2003. . :

. 34. National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA), Using Performance Data to
mprove Government Effectiveness (Washington, DC: NAPA); Behn, 2003.

35. Bardach, 1998.

36. Mark T. Imperial and Derek Kauneckis, “Moving from Conflict to Collaboration:
Lessons from the Lake Tahoe Experience,” Natural Resources Journal 43 (no. 4, Fall
2003); Bernard L. Simonin, “The Importance of Collaborative Know-How: An Empirical
Test of the Learning Organization,” Academy of Management Review 40 (no. 5, 1997),
pp. 1150-1174; Bardach 1998; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000.

37. Imperial and Kauneckis, 2003.

38. Behn, 2003.

' 39. Kai N. Lee, Compass and Gyroscope: Integrating Science and Politics for the

- Environment (Washington, DC: Island Press, 1993); C. S. Holling, Adaptive Environmental

Assessment and Management (New York, NY: John Wiley and Sons, 1978); Lance H.
Gunderson, C. S. Holling, and Stephen S. Light (eds.), Barriers and Bridges to the
Renewal of Ecosystems and Institutions (New York, NY: Columbia University Press,
995).
40. Everett. M. Rogers, Diffusion of Innovations, Fourth Edition (New York, NY: Free
Press, 1995); Phillips, et al., 2000.

41. For a discussion of the concept of policy-oriented learning see: Sabatier and
Jenkins-Smith, 1999, 1993.

42. Researchers refer to this network of individuals as an epistemic community. See:
Craig Thomas, “Public Management as Interagency Cooperation: Testing Epistemic
Community Theory at the - Domestic Level,” Journal of Public Administration Research




424 ) Mark T. Imperial

and Theory 7 (no. 2, 1997), pp. 221-246; Peter M. Haas, Saving the Mediterrang
Politics of International Environmental Cooperation (New York, N
Press, 1990).

43. A rather robust finding from research on network processes is that inte
repeated over a long period of time promote the development of strong social ne
cooperation, and most important trust. See: Milward and Provan, 2000; Robert A
The Complexity of Cooperation: Agent-Based Models of Competition and Collap
(Princeton, Nj: Princeton University Press, 1997); Robert Axelrod, The Evolus!
Cooperation (New York, NY: Basic Books, Inc., Publishers, 1984); Elinor O
Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action (Ne-
NY: Cambridge University Press, 1990). s

44. Mark Granovetter, “Economic Action and Social Structure: The Proh)
Embeddedness,” American Journal of Sociology 91 (no. 3, November 198
481-510. .

45. Bardach, 1998, pp. 27, 145-146. _

46. For a discussion of accountability see: Barbara . Romzek, ”Accountabi
Congressional Staff,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 10 |
April 2000), pp. 413-446; Barbara S. Romzek and Patricia Wallace Ingraham, 4
Pressures of Accountability: Initiative, Command, and Failure in the Ron Brown
Crash,” Public Administration Review 60 (no. 3, May/June 2000), pp. 240-253; Wil
T. Gormley, Jr., “Accountability Battles in State Administration,” in Frederick S,
(eds.), Current Issues in Public Administration, Fifth Edition (New York, NY: St. Ma
Press, 1994). ’ .

47. Huxham, 1996; Patricia Fredericksen and Rosanne London, “Disconnect  ing
Hollow State: The Pivotal Role of Organizational. Capacity in Community-
Development Organizations,” Public Administration Review 60 (no. 3, May/June 2

pp. 230-239. : \ .

48. Researchers often point to the importance of leadership to collabér
processes. See: Stephen M. Born and Ken D. Genskow, Toward Understanding
Watershed Initiatives—A Report from the Madison Watershed Workshop (Madison
2001); W. D. Leach and N. W. Pelkey, “Making Watershed Partnerships Work: A Revj
of the Empirical Literature,” Journal of Water Resources Planning and Managem
(November/December 2001), pp. 378-385; Renu Khator, “Networking to” Ac
Alternative Regulation: Case Studies from Florida’s National Estuary Programs,” Po
Studies Review 16 (no. 1, Spring 1999), pp. 66~85; Imperial and Hennessey, 200
Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000.

49. Imperial and Summers, 2000; Imperial, 2000; Khator, 1999.

50. Bardach, 1998, p. 17.

51. Imperial and Kauneckis, 2003.

52. Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000.

53. Bardach, 1998, .

54. David P. McCaffrey, Sue R. Faerman, and David W. Hart, “The Appeal a
Difficulties of Participative Systems,” Organization Science 6 (no. 6, November—Decemb
1995), pp. 603—627. o

55. Simonin, 1997.



