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In response to increasingly complex natural resource issues, collaborative 

approaches to natural resource management are being promoted as an effective way to 

achieve conservation goals.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recognizes that creating 

partnerships will strengthen and broaden support, create new allies, and aid in complex 

decision making and problem solving.  As partnerships become more prevalent and are 

integrated into agency policies, it becomes increasingly important to develop a clear 

understanding of what variables influence their effectiveness.   

This study examined the relationship between perceptions of partnerships and 

employees’ personal history, job characteristics, and partnership characteristics.  After 

initial interviews and pilot testing, a final survey was administered to 354 Service 

employees.  Respondents answered 16 questions regarding their background and one 

question with 32 items on their perceptions of partnerships.  Data collection took place 

between September 2002 and August 2004. 
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Using SPSS 10.0, independent t-tests, one-way ANOVA, Spearman’s rank order 

correlation, and chi-square tests for independence were used to analyze the quantitative 

data.  Twenty-five of the 32 perception variables could be explained by an employee’s 

background.  The background variables with the most explanatory power on perceptions 

were attendance at partnership training, who establishes their partnerships, degree to 

which job goals are related to partnership success, and amount of time spent partnering.  

Employees who have attended partnership training, establish their own partnerships, have 

a high correlation between job goals and partnership success, and spend a significant 

amount of time partnering share several perceptions.  They view partnering as a flexible 

process dependent more on relationships than on formalities that can lead to greater 

success than individual efforts.  They are comfortable with their level of training and 

believe they have the skills they need to feel confident representing the Service.  

Employees who have not attended training, work mainly in partnerships established by 

someone else, have a low correlation between job goals and partnership success, and 

spend little time partnering tend to view partnerships as a time consuming venture where 

outcomes are all or nothing that receives little support from their supervisors. 

Background variables with no explanatory power on perceptions include number of 

partnerships worked on, supervisory role, years with the Service, and job location. 

The results of this study indicate that perceptions of partnerships vary across 

agency employees.   By addressing perceptions and the role background plays in how 

employees approach partnerships, Service managers and educators have a better 

understanding of what gaps to expect in their audience and who might benefit the most 

from training.  

x 



CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

A new style of problem solving and management is under development in the 

United States (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000).  Government agencies, communities, and 

private groups are building bridges to one another that enable them to deal with common 

problems, work through conflicts, and develop forward-thinking strategies for regional 

protection and development.  Over the past several decades, these collaborative solutions 

have emerged to solve problems in every sector of society – business, government, labor, 

and the environment (Gray 1989).  From management partnerships and interagency 

cooperation to educational outreach and collaborative problem solving, this new style of 

management is developing organically in many places in response to shared problems 

(Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000). 

Collaborative efforts are proliferating for many reasons.  Some efforts are a direct 

response to problems caused by past public policies and the top-down management 

practices of government agencies that have tended to disempower landowners and local 

interest groups (McNeely 1995, Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000).  Others reflect the current 

organizational and social context of management (Selin and Chavez 1995, Whaley 1993).  

Still others spring from new ideas and energies (Darrow and Vaske 1995).  In 

combination, these factors have provided an impetus for the growth of collaborative 

initiatives.  

Collaborative management has several key advantages.  Collaboration can help 

create networks of relationships that overcome administrative and political boundaries.  It 
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can assist in the development of rich pools of knowledge that draw from diverse sources 

and provide frameworks for interdisciplinary learning and problem solving (Robertshaw 

et al. 1993).  Building bridges between public and private parties can generate a diversity 

of ideas and approaches, so that decision makers have a menu of responses to deal with 

changing conditions, problems, and values.  It can also help administrative agencies stay 

in touch with changing public values (McNeely 1995).  Collaborative processes can help 

parties understand each other, while providing a decision-making framework that 

involves groups in a way that builds support and ownership.  They also can help provide 

structures through which post-decision monitoring and evaluation can take place (Darrow 

and Vaske 1995).  Images of successful collaboration can help motivate agency staff and 

citizens alike.  In the best of worlds, it can also help create a dialogue about shared values 

and problems and assist in rebuilding a sense of individual responsibility for collective 

problems.  While not the goal of resource management, collaboration can be a helpful 

stepping stone to more effective management (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000).  

Statement of Problem 

Among resource management agencies searching for solutions to complex natural 

resource problems, there has been a growing interest in collaborative approaches to 

decision making (Selin and Chavez 1995).  Collaboration is an umbrella term for the 

establishment of a formal or informal relationship or structure and can include 

partnerships, multiparty working groups, interagency information networks, and simple 

relationships such as an agency staff member participating in community-based 

development discussions.  Collaboration provides an opportunity to link natural resource 

agencies with other agencies, organizations, communities, and individuals (Wondolleck 

and Yaffee 2000).  Partnerships, one form of collaborative management, can provide 
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vehicles for sharing expertise and ideas as public agencies reinvent themselves for the 

management challenges of the next century and communities diversify their economic 

bases and social values.  They provide an avenue for otherwise unconnected parties to 

share in strategic planning and decision making processes. 

On one hand, this new approach to the management of resources is revolutionary.  

It responds directly to the problems inherent in traditional management that has 

emphasized narrow objectives, top-down control, tight boundaries, and extensive rules 

and formal structures to institutionalize public policies.  On the other hand, a style of 

management that emphasizes people getting together to cooperatively solve shared 

problems seems almost like common sense (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000). 

A 1999 report on the National Wildlife Refuge System indicates that for many 

years the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service enjoyed partnerships with states and tribes in the 

stewardship of fish, wildlife, and cultural resources.  A more recent phenomenon is a 

concentrated effort to build partnerships with members of local business communities 

and the corporate community at large (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1999).  The Service 

recognizes that productive interagency and organizational partnerships help accomplish 

their conservation goals more effectively.  Yet partnerships are not created by agencies, 

they are formed by staff.  For this form of collaboration to be successful, their employees 

must work with both supporters and nontraditional alliances to forge new partnerships.   

It is possible for agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to take 

specific action to enable staff members to build positive relationships with other parties.  

By enabling and encouraging employees through training, modeling, mentoring, and 

shifting responsibilities, agency leaders can provide a foundation for more effective 
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partnering.  To facilitate collaboration, the Service is actively training their employees to 

form, manage, and effectively participate in partnerships.  

For training to be effective and for employees to practice their new skills, however, 

it may be important for agency leaders to understand barriers to partnering.  While people 

may represent organizations, agencies, or occupations in a partnership, they are 

fundamentally human beings.  The relationships that form the core of collaborative 

partnerships are between those individuals, not between organizations.  A partnership is 

not only at the organizational level, but also at the individual level, where perceptions and 

personalities can pose challenges to effective collaboration (Wondolleck and Yaffee 

2000).  Thus, an individual’s perceptions of agency partnerships must be acknowledged 

as one factor that can help or hinder collaboration. 

It is possible that employees vary in their perceptions of what constitutes a 

successful partnership, be it within or beyond agency walls.  For example, some 

employees may view partnerships as a relationship based venture where there are mutual 

benefits by the organizations involved reflecting a high level of cooperation among the 

parties (termed exchange theory).  Others, however, may view partnerships as 

interactions that are motivated less by anticipated mutual benefits than by a desire to 

attain resources, frequently at the expense of other organizations (termed resource 

dependence theory) (Selin and Beason 1991).  

Although extensive studies have determined situations that facilitate cooperation 

(Arnold and Long 1993, Kusler 1994, McNeeley 1995, Sawhill 1996), which group 

dynamics contribute to success and failure (Anderson et al. 1995, Darrow et al. 1993, Eng 

1994, Friendly 1993, Selin and Chavez 1995, Segil et al. 2003), and the phases through 
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which partnerships pass (Darrow and Vaske 1995, Dent 1999), there is a lack of 

information about individual variables that could influence overall perception of 

partnerships.  Preliminary interviews with agency employees conducted for this study to 

enhance literature findings support the idea that differences in perceptions may be the 

result of individual variables such as time spent in the agency, job position and location, 

training received, and previous experience.  If differences in perception exist, it is 

important for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to address these perceptions at training 

sessions in an effort to improve employees’ ability to use partnerships.  It is also 

important for supervisors to understand these perceptions when assigning tasks to 

employees.  Outcomes of partnerships could well depend on the personalities and 

perceptions that are assembled around the table. 

Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of this survey was to assess what factors U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service employees perceive to be critical to developing successful partnerships; and to 

identify the tools and resources that U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service employees feel will 

provide them with the foundation they need to be effective.  This study, based on a subset 

of the survey questions, was designed to go beyond traditional studies of the role that 

employees’ skills play in partnerships, to determine if differences exist in employees’ 

perceptions of partnering.  Objectives of this study were as follows: 

• To contribute to the partnership research base 

• To impact partnership training provided to employees by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and to provide recommendations for future research.  
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Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The following research questions were addressed in this study: 

1. Do perceptions of requirements for and results of successful partnerships vary 
across agency employees?   

2. Do perceptions of partnerships vary in a predictable way when considering 
personal characteristics, job characteristics, and partnership characteristics?   

The research hypotheses for this study were as follows: 

1. Perceptions of partnerships will vary across agency employees.  

2. Perceptions of partnerships will vary in a predictable way.  Training attendance, 
supervisory role, and years with the Service will be the variables with the most 
explanatory power.

 



CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

Perception is the way we assimilate and organize the information that surrounds us.  

Individuals notice only certain aspects of their environment.  Each person’s perception of 

the same situation may be different because of this selective perception.  Each of several 

individuals in a group will have a somewhat different perception of the group (Carroll 

1977). 

Perception is an active process and there are no static forms of understanding or 

perception (Gibson 1970).  The process however does not look like disconnected shoots 

growing out in different directions, but rather like a spiraling course evolving with the 

individual (Gibson 1988).  Perception as a whole includes all that is experienced as well 

as the history of the experiencer and the way they experience.  Each person has a 

different angle of vision which touches upon a common world (Brown 1977).  For 

example, although two employees from the Service may be working on the same 

partnership, their approach and goals may vary due to differing backgrounds such as the 

amount of time spent in partnerships.   

Although different perceptions among partners are an important consideration, the 

purpose of this study is to assess differences within one agency.  With regard to 

partnerships, perception differences might exist on four levels: the definition, the 

characteristics of successful partnerships, the obstacles to success, and the evaluation 
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methods.  There is extensive literature available on each of these topics, the most relevant 

of which is reviewed here. 

Defining the Goal and Purpose of Partnering 

Definition 

Defining the specific scope of partnerships is complicated given the diversity of 

situations and actors.  However, it is generally accepted in literature that a key aspect of 

partnerships is a situation where power, responsibility, and resources are shared (Friendly 

1993, Selin and Chavez 1993, Trauger et al. 1995, Whaley 1993).  Not surprisingly, a 

word common to most partnership definitions is cooperation.   

In defining partnerships, several authors focus on the voluntary aspect (Robertshaw 

et al. 1993, Arnold and Long 1993, Long and Arnold 1995) where agencies, individuals, 

businesses, and other organized groups work together to improve environmental quality 

or natural resource utilization.  Others focus on the joining of independent parties where 

power is shared and stakeholders take collective responsibility for their actions and 

subsequent outcomes (Selin and Chavez 1993).  The idea of unifying diverse interests 

(Northwest Michigan RC&D Council Inc. 1994) indicates that actors are working 

together to solve problems that they cannot solve on their own.  While some definitions 

refer to the resolution of a specific project in a definite timeframe (Trauger et al. 1995) 

others are vague and include any cooperative effort among organizations working 

towards a common goal and say nothing about the timeframe or the need to establish 

specific goals for the project (Robertshaw et al. 1993).  Several definitions do not 

mention the idea of collaboration at all while others view partnerships as a subset of a 

larger framework of collaboration that also includes transactive planning, open decision 
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making, and comanagement (Selin and Chavez 1995).  Still others use the terms 

partnership and collaboration interchangeably (Whaley 1993).   

Ways to Classify 

There are numerous ways to classify partnerships, the most basic of which is to 

look at the broad goal of the partnership (Eng 1994, Long and Arnold 1995).  Each 

partnership is developed for a specific purpose and can be classified based on the 

principles of that purpose (Arnold and Long 1993).  These purposes or goals may include 

one or more of the following: technical assistance; information dissemination; and 

resource conservation (Conservation Partnership for the Northern Plains 1996).  In cases 

where goals are used to evaluate success, categories focus on the degree to which that 

goal was met.  For example, partnerships designed to solve a resource conflict would be 

evaluated based on the extent to which the conflict has been ameliorated and would not 

be subjected to other analysis such as the amount of funding required or the time spent 

working towards such objectives.   

Partnerships can also be classified according to types of participants (Arnold and 

Long 1993).  For example, if an agency such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is 

seeking to classify their partnership according to participants, they could place their 

partnerships into categories of intergovernmental, interagency, federal, state, tribal, local 

government, community, college/university, and non-profit.  The effectiveness of a 

partnership could then be evaluated within those categories. 

Other ways to classify partnerships include mode of formation, ranging from 

completely voluntary to judicially mandated, administrative organization structure by 

level of formalization, time span, project type, and the degree to which the partnership 
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goal is relevant to the organizational mission (Williams and Ellefson 1996, Darrow et al. 

1993).   

Why Agencies Choose to Partner 

Creating partnerships is not itself an end.  Rather, it is a mean to several ends: 

building understanding, building support, and building capacity (Wondolleck and Yaffee 

2000).  By developing interpersonal and interorganizational linkages, agencies can be 

better informed and make choices about future direction that are more likely to solve the 

problems at hand.  Programs are more likely to be implemented successfully if they are 

supported and owned by affected groups.  In addition, on-the-ground partnerships can 

enhance the capacity of agencies and communities to deal with problems in the future 

(Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000, Rocha and Jacobson 1998). 

Specific goals of partnerships depend on the underlying motivation.  Agencies are 

motivated to partner when there is a task or issue at hand that cannot be resolved 

internally.  In those cases, partners expect some element of mutual benefit, whether it is 

financial, environmental, or otherwise (Sawhill 1996).  For large federal agencies in the 

United States, concerns revolve around shrinking agency budgets, increased demand on 

natural resources (McNeeley 1995), and the specific threat of regulatory and therefore 

litigious conflict (Arnold and Long 1993).  These agencies may also be interested in 

addressing issues beyond federal regulatory control (Kusler 1994) such as regional 

planning efforts.  There is also the desire to pool diverse expertise (Anderson et al. 1995) 

by working with partners who can provide a range of information and experience.  

Concerns that drive the establishment of conservation partnerships in other parts of the 

world, such as South America, include insufficient infrastructure and management, the 

exclusion of local communities or inhabitants of protected areas from management of 
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natural resources, and geographic isolation of protected areas in a matrix of human land 

use (Rocha and Jacobson 1998). 

The specific definition, classification, and reason for partnering are, in 

combination, all good ways to define a partnership.   If there is variation in how 

employees think about a partnership it could make for difficulty in communication, at a 

minimum.   

Characteristics of Successful Partnerships 

The literature suggests there are many specific factors that contribute to successful 

partnerships.  It would be important for members of an agency to have similar ideas about 

success, or if not identical strategies, the ability and support to pursue those factors they 

believe are most important.  The most prominent characteristic of success in the literature 

is a shared vision or a common goal that unites all of the parties such as habitat 

conservation (Friendly 1993).  Even if the represented parties have disparate missions, 

finding a common ground has to be the first step in any partnering process (Sample et al. 

1995).  For example, the Mill Creek Canyon management partnership between Salt Lake 

County, Utah and the U.S. Forest Service was built on shared goals.  Prior to the 

partnership, the canyon experienced heavy recreational use, vandalism, and water quality 

degradation.  Critical to the development of the innovative resource-sharing arrangement 

that raised funds and allowed for better management of the canyon was the perception of 

shared goals among disparate federal and local agencies (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000).  

For a shared vision to exist, the partnering process has to allow for substantive 

involvement by each member.  Rather than seeing outside involvement as a mandate, 

partnering efforts that view the ideas of each partner as integral to finding an effective 

solution are more likely to result in positive outcomes.  This involvement is facilitated by 
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consensus decision-making where all interests have a say in the process and the 

decisions.   

Another factor is the involvement of a range of partners representing each 

stakeholder group.  Leaving a partner out, whether unintentionally or deliberately, poses 

a serious threat to the validity and integrity of the outcome (Darrow et al. 1993).  It is not 

uncommon for group members to use personal appeals to aggressively press other groups 

to participate.  At other times, strategies have been used to try to represent interests that 

were important to the partnering process but that were held by those who would not 

participate on their own.  For example, in Nevada’s Clark County Partnership, ranchers 

chose not to participate in a partnership with the county since it was likely that preserving 

habitat for the desert tortoise would mean losing grazing rights on public lands.  In 

response, the county hired an attorney who was trusted by ranchers to serve as a rural 

community representative and unofficially represent livestock interests in the partnership 

(Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000).  Such involvement strengthens the commitment to 

outcomes reached during the process. 

It is critical that partners share an understanding of what is expected from the 

process (Kusler 1994).  This process of creating a unified goal for the group despite 

organizational differences requires basic communication and interpersonal skills (Eng 

1994).  Open communication and the willingness to share risks and benefits facilitate the 

development of trust that is critical to the functioning of a partnership (Sawhill 1996).  

Successful collaborations don’t require friendship between collaborators.  However, there 

must be a minimum threshold of mutual respect, tolerance, and trust for any collaboration 
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to succeed (Schrage 1990).  Successful collaborations do not try to sidestep a lack of trust 

but instead begin taking steps to build that trust (p. 57, Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000). 

Obstacles to Success 

Partnering is counter to traditional management and can be feared by both agencies 

and employees for a variety of reasons including losing the ability to protect and control 

their organizational turf (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000).  The dominant centralized, 

rational-comprehensive planning process of agencies along with characteristic inertia that 

hinders large government bureaucracies are often cited as impeding collaboration.  

Additionally, many of these organizations view compromise as watering down their 

mission.  Some agencies feel an obligation to set clear environmental objectives and 

pursue them with as much vigor and resolve as their opponent (Selin and Chavez 1995).  

For example, the establishment of a multistate recovery program for the endangered 

black-footed ferret was hindered by actions taken by the Wyoming Department of Game 

and Fish which wished to maintain control over the program (Wondolleck and Yaffee 

2000). 

How we think often affects how we act.  Our thinking, as a result of both 

institutional norms and traditional training, is often biased against collaboration 

(Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000).  Additionally, there are substantial relational obstacles, 

such as management support and the need for control, to collaboration in the 

environmental management field (Selin and Chavez 1995).  It is possible that these 

factors play a role in employee perceptions of partnerships.   

Relational obstacles reflect the attitudes and perceptions held by individuals, 

groups, and organizations that often push people apart rather than foster cooperation.  

While some think political power is essential to accomplishing goals (Porter and Salvesen 
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1995) others believe that the differences in power structure created when one partner has 

disproportionate control over resources causes tension which disrupts the group dynamic 

and leads to failure (Selin and Chavez 1995).    This struggle for power within a group 

can exaggerate the rivalries that exist among players (Kusler 1994) and enforce 

stereotyped “us-them” images that lead to polarization. For example, members of the 

public participating in a collaborative effort as volunteers may struggle to find the time to 

do the background research and reading that representatives of agencies and businesses 

can do as a part of their daily job.  A small landowner participant in the planning process 

for the San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Plan summed it up by saying: “To be a 

participant, fight back, and protect our interests took all of our spare time, evenings, and 

weekends.  It was irritating to look around and see all these people were getting paid to 

do this, especially when their decisions were affecting our land and a lot of other people.” 

(Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000).   

An unbalanced power structure can also heighten the sense of distrust in a newly 

formed group (Friendly 1993).  This distrust is common if the partners involved in the 

collaboration have historical differences that have not been resolved (Selin and Chavez 

1995).  Another obstacle is the non-binding nature of the results.  This can cause a lack of 

motivation and interest that may lead to failure regardless of whether or not trust exists 

(Anderson et al. 1995).  

Distrust can also occur when dealing with parties of varying backgrounds and 

interests.  This distrust is primarily due to conflicting missions, goals, and a lack of 

common culture which includes terminology and values (Arnold and Long 1993).  Even 

among agencies that ought to be on the “same side” slight differences in mission can 
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create differences in perspective, priorities, and objectives.  These differences can make 

trusting each other and partnerships challenging.  For example, the management of the 

water resources of South Florida involves numerous agencies with conflicting missions.  

The South Florida Water Management District is charged with supplying drinking and 

irrigation water and flood control to the public and commercial interests.  The mission of 

the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) is to ensure water quality 

and wetlands protection.  Those differences in missions have led to different priorities for 

various restoration activities.  The FDEP argued that the long-term monitoring of 

agricultural operations was essential, while the water management district pointed to 

studies that found no evidence of farming-induced aquifer pollution.  Even after joint 

monitoring showed negligible amounts of herbicides and pesticides in the East 

Everglades water, FDEP remained skeptical of the results (Wondolleck 1988). This lack 

of common perspective makes communication and trust building more difficult and more 

critical.  In combination, these factors lead to fear of committing to partnering because it 

requires new and potentially risky behavior.   

Obstacles can also exist within an agency as a function of supervisor/employee 

relationships.  Organizations are largely made up of people and their relationships with 

each other.  These relationships include both vertical and horizontal relationships within 

the organization.  The quality of relationships in this complex web of interconnections 

largely determines the quality and effectiveness of the organization.  If employees are 

uncooperative, untruthful, angry, uncaring, or unduly constrained, the organization will 

be unable to coordinate internally.  The highest quality relationships are those of 

partnership, mutual support, and mutual respect for autonomy, not those in which one 
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party dominates another (Segil et al. 2003).  Thus, if employees feel that their partnering 

efforts are not supported by their supervisor or their agency, the quality of the partnership 

may be negatively affected. 

A study in the National Park Service revealed that agency level coordination is 

needed to invigorate park-to-park as well as agency-to-agency programmatic cooperation.  

From the headquarters level, through the park superintendents to the maintenance 

foreman and the trail crew bosses, all must be empowered to work together.  To be most 

effective at successive levels, cooperation must start on a day-to-day basis at the 

superintendent’s level with positive direction and oversight from headquarters providing 

incentive and accountability (Tilghman and Murray 1995). 

Evaluation Methods 

Goal Attainment 

Partnerships are generally evaluated based on the degree to which goals were met.  

However, goals may vary from one partnership to another and from one individual to 

another.  Therefore, there are two primary measures of success.  For some, success may 

be defined as the creation or maintenance of a relationship between partners and not 

necessarily working towards or reaching a specific target (Williams and Ellefson 1996).  

Thus, evaluation of success may include the willingness of partners to continue working 

together.  However, in situations where the partnership was established to tackle a 

specific task, an evaluation would assess the achievement of those specific goals (Long 

and Arnold 1995).  This can include both environmental and process goals.  It would be 

important for all parties at the table to have common goals for the partnership, or at least 

an understanding of how their goals differ and the effect it will have on procedures and 

outcomes. 
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Phases of Partnerships 

It is widely accepted that there are a number of phases through which partnerships 

pass.  An understanding of these phases may impact an employee’s level of comfort and 

perception of the process.  People are most familiar, and therefore comfortable, with the 

stages of forming, storming, norming, and performing (Dent 1999); however there are 

two other descriptions of phases that are also common.   

The second model, which is structurally similar to the first model but uses different 

labels, identifies three phases through which successful partnerships pass: initiation, 

planning, and implementation/evaluation (Darrow and Vaske 1995).  For each phase, 

there are important issues such as motivation, activities, and indicators of success.  The 

initiation phase involves activities such as partner selection. Indicators of success include 

the ability to identify key resources and to forecast potential problems. Activities such as 

formal meetings and clarification of partner roles occur during the planning phase. 

Indicators of success during this phase include development of a strategic plan and the 

creation of an information system. The implementation/ evaluation phase includes 

creating a strategy for termination, with success indicated by the use of ongoing 

evaluation and monitoring (Darrow and Vaske 1995).   

A third perspective on partnerships, which is qualitatively different than the other 

two descriptions of phases, suggests they emerge out of an environmental context, or 

antecedent, and then proceed sequentially through problem-setting, direction-setting, and 

structuring phases which result in some set of outcomes.  In this model, antecedents are 

reasons for partnering such as crisis or legal mandate.  In the problem-setting stage, 

participants realize that problem resolution will require collective action and consensus is 

reached on who has a legitimate stake in an issue.  Direction setting is where goals are 
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established, ground rules are set, and joint information searching begins (Selin and 

Chavez 1995).  Wondolleck (1988) attributed much of the conflict over forest 

management plans to a lack of opportunity for different groups to jointly determine 

where and how timber resources are available and with what consequences.  This 

represents a breakdown in the direction setting phase.  The structuring stage involves 

institutionalizing the shared meaning of the group and devising a regulatory framework to 

guide future collective action and assure collective compliance to the goals of the group, 

similar to that of the norming stage in the first model.  Structuring is where agencies may 

formalize the process through memorandums of understanding.  This phase can be 

illustrated with a watershed planning example from Canaan Valley, West Virginia.  

Concern over development impacts in the Canaan Valley led the Environmental 

Protection Agency to convene a series of meeting to develop a resource protection plan 

for the valley.  These meetings led to the establishment of the Canaan Valley Task Force, 

an informal partnership without a legal charter, to implement the strategy.  Through the 

structuring process, participants formalized their roles by defining their responsibilities 

and assuming mutual control over the resolution of the watershed issues that confronted 

them (Clower 1993).  Assessing outcomes, the final stage in this model, involves 

implementation and impact assessment (Selin and Chavez 1995). 

Summary 

The literature suggests multiple elements that might be important to the success of 

partnerships.  These variables include: having a shared vision or a common goal that 

unites all of the parties, consensus decision making, a formalized agreement, the 

involvement of a range of partners representing each stakeholder group, the ability to 

create a unified goal for the group, basic communication and interpersonal skills, the 
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development of trust among parties, shared power, and the support of a supervisor and/or 

the agency. 

How an employee approaches partnerships is a function of perception.  These 

perceptions may be a function of training and, therefore, are likely to change.  However, 

they could be a function of experience or academic background and, therefore, harder to 

change in the short term but may inform the hiring process.  Therefore it is important to 

find out how background affects perception of the factors that make partnerships 

successful. 

If staff hold different ideas about what makes partnerships successful, it could be 

more difficult for the agency to move toward improved partnerships.  While differences 

in perception are not necessarily problematic and may simply indicate a difference in 

approach or partnership style, it may be that there are some items where agreement is 

more important than others.  For example, if the Service is expecting a specific 

measurable product from each partnership, lack of agreement for a variable such as “It is 

critical to have concrete results from your involvement in the partnership” may represent 

a perception that is a target for future Service-wide communication and training.  

While the list of variables suggested by the literature as important to the success of 

partnerships seems thorough, it is heavily weighted toward specific measurable skills.  It 

is possible that there are other factors important to successful partnerships that have not 

yet been researched or perhaps are common sense and, therefore, not given much 

attention in the literature.  Interviews were conducted with employees of the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service to serve as a supplement to the literature review in an effort to 

develop an exhaustive list of elements important to success. 

 



CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 

This chapter provides an explanation of the study process.  It covers the sample, 

initial interviews, survey design, reliability and content validity, response bias, pilot 

testing, survey distribution, and data analysis.  Study challenges and limitations are 

addressed at the end of the chapter. 

Study Process 

This survey was originally requested by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to 

explore the skills and abilities critical to successful partnerships to come up with tools 

and resources to meet their changing outreach needs.  As a result of preliminary work, the 

survey evolved into a much broader instrument encompassing not only skills and abilities 

but also perception and background variables.  This study was divided into three phases; 

initial interviews, pilot testing, and the final survey.  Each stage of the survey process is 

reviewed and significant changes resulting from the first two stages are included below. 

Sample 

Due to agency restrictions, the sample for each stage of the study was selected by 

staff from the Division of Education Outreach of the National Conservation Training 

Center, a unit of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  They provided a list of names and 

corresponding contact information for staff for the initial interviews, pilot test, and survey 

population.   

For the initial interviews, ten employees who the Division of Education Outreach 

staff felt had significant experience in partnering were contacted.  The pilot test 
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participants were split into two groups including 25 employees from the Washington 

office and 20 employees from various field offices.  The staff from the Washington office 

was comprised mostly of employees working on a recently developed partnership team.  

The field office group represents employees who are the target audience for the Division 

of Education Outreach’s training courses.  The sample for the final survey was generated 

though a list of employees who have attended educational courses at the National 

Conservation Training Center and/or were involved Ecoteams for the Service.  All eight 

regions were represented in each part of the process. 

Initial Interviews 

Ten U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service employees were selected by the agency from a 

range of field offices, wildlife refuges, and the agency’s headquarters office to participate 

in the initial interview process.  A staff member from the Division of Education Outreach 

contacted each of these employees via e-mail to request their participation in the study 

(Appendix A).  Upon their approval, an e-mail was sent by the researcher to the 

employee requesting to schedule an interview time.  Subsequently, each of the ten 

employees was contacted via telephone during September and October of 2002.  Each 

employee was asked a series of eight open-ended questions (Appendix B).  These 

questions asked participants to draw on their experience working with partnerships as 

natural resource professionals.  Participants were asked to characterize the types of 

partnerships they are involved with, describe why their successful partnerships have 

worked and what challenges they have faced, and list the types of skills, knowledge, and 

attitudes that staff have or need to have to make partnerships successful.  This discussion 

is based on responses to what makes partnerships successful since that is the focus of this 

study. 
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Some responses emphasized common sense such as, “Personalities are always key 

to success,” and are supported, or at least mentioned, in the literature.  Other examples of 

this type of response include the ability to create a shared vision for group, a clear 

timeline, a goal/ultimate desired outcome in advance, strong communication and 

interpersonal skills, and the ability to build trust with other parties.  When several people 

provided the same perception, a statement was added to the survey to discover how 

widespread this impression is.  

Other responses brought out new ideas that were not revealed in the literature 

review.  For example, several responses including, “The best partnerships occur when 

people come together naturally and not when someone binds their hands together,” and 

“Partners felt more comfortable without a formalized agreement.  You have to be open to 

just letting the process evolve,” focused on the need for a sense of freedom.  Another 

example of this type of response is “Experience is vital to success and if you fail once 

you probably won’t have any interest in working on another partnership.”  While these 

perceptions seemed highly pertinent to some, others viewed them as less significant.  

When perceptions such as these were mentioned several times, statements were added to 

determine agreement. 

Finally, some answers given were in direct contradiction to what other interviewees 

stated.  For example, one employee stated that, “You have to recognize and understand 

that as biology, forestry, chemistry, etc. are considered a “science”, collaboration is just 

as much of a science.  You need to know that there is a right and wrong way to go about 

things.  Training provides you with the skills you need to be successful.”  However when 

asked the same set of questions another employee stated that, “Partnerships are not a 
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“cookbook recipe” that can be taught.  Even if you are trained in all of the skills deemed 

necessary, your partnerships may still fail.”  These polarized statements strengthened the 

hypothesis that a difference in perception of partnerships exists and prompted the 

addition of several statements to identify how universal these perceptions are across the 

sample population. For example, as a result of these interviews, the statements “Engaging 

in a partnership is a process with a set of steps and tasks – it is a science,” and “Engaging 

in a partnership is a flexible process with a basic goal but no structure – it is an art” were 

added to the survey. 

While the interview questions were geared towards eliciting specific measurable 

skills that contribute to success, the focus of many interviews seemed to be about the way 

people perceive success.  These interviews prompted the researcher to ask two separate 

questions: one on perceptions, the other on skills and abilities that contribute to success.  

The skills and abilities section focuses on concrete skills that employees may use when 

partnering whereas the perception section focuses not on direct actions but on the way 

people think about requirements for successful partnerships. 

Survey Design 

Based on the responses received during the interviews and a thorough literature 

review, an on-line survey was developed (Appendix C).  The survey design followed 

standard procedures to construct simple questions that would elicit accurate results 

(Dillman 2000).  The decision to use an electronic survey was encouraged by the Service 

in an effort to reduce the amount of paper, an ongoing concern of the agency, and 

increase the response rate by increasing convenience. 

Lists of skills and abilities generated through the interview process were cross-

checked against variables previously identified in literature as critical to successful 
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partnerships to ensure the completeness of the survey.  The background and perception 

questions were also formed from a combination of interviews and literature searches.  

Although no interview questions were specifically geared towards perception, it became 

clear through the interview process that there were differences among participants that 

could be explored. 

The survey included five sections:  

1. Background information – There were 16 questions in this section comprised of 11 
categorical and five open ended questions.  Questions included academic training, 
time spent in the agency, position in the agency, training received, partnership 
experience, and primary expected outcome of their partnerships. 

2. Perceptions of various aspects of partnership – There was one question in this 
section which included 32 variables.  Each variable was measured on a four point 
Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  This section sought to 
measure employee perceptions on a wide range of partnership inputs and outcomes. 

3. Experience with and reasons for successful partnerships – This section had 11 
questions including nine categorical, one scaled, and one open ended question.  The 
questions were designed to elicit which specific skills are used in successful 
partnerships and which of those skills have the most influence over success. 

4. Experience with and reasons for less successful partnerships – This part of the 
survey also included 11 questions, 10 of which were categorical and one of which 
was open ended.  These questions were aimed to determine what specific skills are 
lacking in less successful partnerships and which of those skills have the most 
influence over the success. 

5. Tools and resources required for success – There were five questions in this 
section.  This included four open ended questions and one categorical question.  
This section sought to determine major roadblocks to success and asked employees 
to suggest tools and resources they could use to enhance their ability to develop and 
implement partnerships.  Respondents were invited to provide a name and contact 
information so that they could be contacted to provide additional insight. 

Reliability and Content Validity  

An instrument is reliable if it provides consistent measurements and it is valid if it 

measures what it is intended to measure (Litwin 2003).  Reliability of scales in surveys is 

commonly measured by internal consistency.  Since the perception statements in this 
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survey were not measuring the same general construct and items could not be summed 

across to obtain a total score, there was no accurate way to estimate the reliability of this 

scale. 

Content validity is a subjective measure of how appropriate items or scales seem to 

a set of reviewers who have some knowledge of the subject matter.  The assessment of 

content validity typically involves an organized review of the survey’s contents to ensure 

that it includes everything it should and does not include anything it should not (Litwin 

2003).  To ensure content validity, pilot test participants who are veterans in partnership 

development were asked to rate the scales for appropriateness, relevance, and 

completeness.  Alterations to scale items were made accordingly.  Thorough literature 

reviews also increased the validity of the survey. 

Response Bias 

Several of the perception statements were deliberately written in negative form to 

ensure that participants were actually reading the survey rather than simply marking 

answers.  For example, the phrase “The success of partnerships depends on personalities” 

was reversed to “The success of partnerships does not depend on personalities.”  The 

direction of each perception statement was determined randomly. 

Pilot Testing  

Forty-five Service employees, including 25 employees from the Washington office 

and 20 employees from field offices were chosen as pilot test participants by the Division 

of Education Outreach.  On August 1, 2003 a staff member from that unit e-mailed a 

message to each of the employees identified asking them to participate in the study.  A 

cover letter which included an electronic link to the pilot test was e-mailed by the 

researcher to participants on August 2, 2003.  Twenty of the 45 employees completed the 
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pilot test.  All 20 of these employees were interviewed via telephone.  The main purpose 

of the pilot test was to identify problematic questions in the survey, look for areas of poor 

question and instruction wording, and identify the participants’ general impressions of the 

survey’s thoroughness.  Participants were also asked to evaluate the ease of use of the 

website. 

Response to the pilot test was generally positive and the majority of comments 

focused on refining questions in order to improve clarity.  No technical problems were 

reported.  Modifications, including the addition of questions, were made to both survey 

directions and questions based on the results of the pilot test.  For example, the order of 

sections was rearranged in response to comments that the previous order seemed to jump 

from general questions to specific and then back to general.  Additionally, a question 

regarding the point at which the partnership broke down was added to the less successful 

section to determine the stage at which the majority of problems are occurring.   

During these interviews it became clear that there were several other perceptions 

that had not been addressed that employees felt were critical to success.  For example, 

one respondent stated that, “When you want to do something and your partners don’t you 

are likely to fail.  You have to be motivated to overcome failure.”  Another employee 

said, “It is critical to take off the agency patch when you work with people.  You have to 

overlook your personal feelings.”  These answers prompted the addition of several 

statements to the perception section.   

Similar to the initial interviews, several contradicting interview responses appeared 

to result from differences in overall partnership philosophy such as: What is the goal of 

partnerships – relationships or a concrete product? and, Are partnerships viewed as an art 

 



27 

or as a science?  For example, one employee stated that “Forming relationships should 

not be the goal.  Addressing the conservation issue should be the goal.”  Another 

employee stated that “For a lot of the work you do you will have nothing to show for it.  

It’s in the good will and relationship you have developed that the secrets to success exist.  

Partnerships can be of significance even if there is no direct tangible output.”  When 

these statements were made by multiple employees, additional statements such as “It is 

critical to have concrete results from your involvement in the partnership,” and “The 

most important outcome from partnerships is the relationships I build with partners.” 

were added in an attempt to determine agreement. 

Survey Distribution 

An e-mail explaining the purpose of the survey was sent to each of the regional 

chiefs by a staff member from the Division of Education Outreach on March 3, 2004.  

This emailed provided the names of all employees from that region who were selected to 

receive the survey in addition to a copy of a memo from the assistant director of external 

affairs requesting participation (Appendix A).  Regional chiefs were asked to encourage 

those employees to participate in the study. 

The final survey was administered to 354 Service employees in March and April of 

2004 (Appendix C).  A tailored design technique was used to administer the survey 

(Dillman 2000).  On March 15, 2004 each participant received an e-mail that was 

designed to serve as a cover letter (Appendix A).  In addition to including a hyperlink to 

the survey website, the e-mail explained participants’ rights as mandated by the 

University of Florida’s Institutional Review Board (protocol number 2004-U-224).  The 

e-mail also explained the general purpose of the survey and informed participants that 

their identity would remain anonymous.   
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Due to an Internet shutdown within the Department of Interior on the day following 

the first request to complete the survey a second e-mail was sent to participants on March 

25, 2004 reminding them of the survey and encouraging them to participate.  Two 

additional follow-up e-mails were sent on April 6, 2004 and April 26, 2004 in accordance 

with standard survey procedures (Dillman 2000) thanking those who had already 

participated and encouraging those who had not yet responded to do so in an effort to 

increase the response rate (Appendix A).  On August 27, 2004 a final e-mail was sent to 

non-respondents by a staff member form the Division of Education Outreach in an effort 

to obtain their job title and region.  Responses were forwarded to the researcher and it 

was determined that there was no clear pattern of non-response. 

Data Analysis 

The data presented in this paper focus on the effect of an employee’s background 

on their perception of requirements for and results of a successful partnership.  The 

complete study results are available in Appendix D. 

Raw data were downloaded from the survey website directly into Excel software.  

The data were then imported into an SPSS 10.0 software package for statistical analysis. 

The data were checked for missing values and outliers.  Questions that were not answered 

generated missing totals for that variable, which SPSS identified as missing system(s).  

Preliminary analysis included reports of frequency distributions, central tendency and 

dispersion. 

Independent t-tests were conducted to identify significant differences in mean 

scores between dichotomous background variables and perceptions.  Significance 

differences were determined using an alpha level of 0.05.  Chi-square test for 

independence were used to determine if two categorical variables such as who establishes 
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the majority of their partnerships and their supervisory role are related by comparing the 

frequency of cases found in the various categories of one variable across the different 

categories of a second variable.  Significances were determined at the 0.05 alpha level.  

One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and Tukey’s post-hoc tests were performed to 

identify significant differences in mean scores between scaled background variables and 

perceptions.  Ninety-five percent confidence intervals were used to report F values.  The 

Spearman’s Rho correlation coefficient was used to measure the strength of relationships 

between several categorical variables such as perception and years with the Service, 

average hours spent per week on partnership activities, and average weeks spent per year 

on partnership activities.  Two-tailed significances were determined at the 0.05 alpha 

level. 

Study Challenges and Limitations 

While using a web survey provided the opportunity to reach a large audience in a 

short period of time, it also created some unique challenges.  In addition to the survey 

website periodically being unavailable, the Department of the Interior was offline for one 

week immediately following the distribution of the first e-mail requesting participation.  

This prompted additional follow-up contacts with participants that are not standard 

procedure with mailed surveys. 

An additional challenge with using a web based survey is the number of incomplete 

surveys.  With standard mail surveys people generally complete the entire survey and 

return it or simply do not respond (Dillman 2000).  Thirteen respondents to this survey 

answered only part of one or two sections and skipped the remainder of the survey.  This 

could be due to the discovery of length or a forgotten intention to return and finish it at a 
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later point.  These responses had to be removed so that the data set would not be 

compromised. 

Despite an advance notice from the Division of Education Outreach to the regions, 

there was some confusion about the legitimacy since the survey was administered outside 

of the agency.  Several phone calls were received by the Division about the authenticity 

of the survey.  Aside from the letter sent by the Division of Education Outreach to the 

regional chiefs, it is impossible to know which employees received advance notice of the 

survey.  It is possible, therefore, that some employees received no advance notification 

and were hesitant to participate.  While this limitation probably did not alter the results 

that were received, it certainly reduced the response rate. 

Finally, due to agency restrictions the survey was not sent to a random sample of 

agency employees.  Thus, the results of this survey could not be extrapolated to the entire 

population of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service staff.  However, there was substantial 

diversity in the responses and there did not appear to be a non-response bias.  Response 

rate by region ranged from 40 to 84 percent.  Fifty-three non-respondents replied to an e-

mail from the Division requesting their job title.  Responses range from Regional Partners 

for Fish and Wildlife Program Coordinator to Refuge Manager to Fish and Wildlife 

Biologist and indicate no response bias on the basis of job title.  Due to Agency 

restrictions, no additional information about non-respondents could be requested or 

attained.  Assuming no bias, non-response would randomly reduce response rate and the 

effect of this on the survey data would be minimal as it only affects frequencies and 

averages. 

 



CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This section includes data analysis and discussion for participant background, 

overall perceptions, and the effect of background on perceptions of partnerships.  

Relevant discussion is included in each section with the focus on the research questions 

identified in Chapter 1: 

1. Do perceptions of requirements for and results of successful partnerships vary 
across agency employees?   

2. Do perceptions of partnerships vary in a predictable way when considering 
personal characteristics, job characteristics, and partnership characteristics?   

Survey Response 

The contact list provided by the Division of Education Outreach for the final survey 

included 354 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service employees.  This list was comprised mainly 

of employees who have attended courses at the National Conservation Training Center or 

worked as Ecoteam leaders in the Service.  Thirty-four of these people were not 

contacted, due to bounced e-mails and departures from the Service, so the effective 

population was 320.  Two hundred and thirty two responses were received.  The response 

rate, calculated as a percentage of number of responses per number of responses plus 

number of refusals, was 72.5%.  Thirteen surveys in which participants failed to answer 

more than just the background section were determined to be incomplete and were 

removed from the data set. 

Upon the completion of survey data collection an e-mail was sent to non-

respondents by a staff member from the Division of Education Outreach in an effort to 
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obtain their job title and region.  Responses were forwarded to the researcher to 

determine if there was a pattern of non-response.  Fifty-three non-respondents replied to 

the e-mail from the Division.  Responses range from Regional Partners for Fish and 

Wildlife Program Coordinator to Refuge Manager to Fish and Wildlife Biologist which 

covered the same range as the respondents, indicating no response bias on the basis of 

position in the agency (Appendix D).  Additionally, there were respondents were from all 

8 regions within the service, with response rate by region ranging from 40 to 83%, 

indicating no response bias by region. 

Participant Background 

Reponses to the background section are critical to this study in that the purpose of 

this study was to explore relationships between background and perception.  The 

background section contains sixteen questions, including four questions about personal 

history, four questions about job characteristics, and seven questions about partnership 

characteristics.  Responses to these questions are addressed by category. 

Personal History 

Academic training of respondents ranged from biology to human resources and 

environmental management and planning.  A majority, however, had some type of 

natural resource academic background.  Respondents also ranged in level of education 

from some college to doctorate degrees (Appendix D).  

The number of years that respondents have been with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service ranged from 1 to 36 ( =15.6, S=9.9).  There were at least two people in each 

year from 1 to 20 (Table 4-1).   

One hundred and thirty-two respondents (61%) reported that they have had no 

formal partnership training, while 85 (39%) have attended some type of training  
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(Table 4-2).  Respondents who indicated that they have received formal training listed a 

wide range of classes taught by the National Conservation Training Center (Appendix D).   

Table 4-1: Years with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Years with Service Number Percent 

1-5 52 24.07 
  6-10 16   7.41 
11-15 48 22.22 
16-20 29 13.43 
21-25 24 11.11 
26-30 37 17.13 
31+ 10   4.63 

Mean = 15.6          
Standard Deviation = 9.9 
 
Table 4-2: Training Attendance  

Background variable Number Percentage 

Attended formal partnership training: 
No 
Yes 

 
132 
85 

 
60.8 
39.2 

 
The definition of partnering that most respondents selected was “a voluntary 

collaboration of individuals, organizations, or both to achieve common goals on a 

specific project within a definite time” (56.9%).  A majority of the 34 people who did not 

select one of the three given definitions indicated that their definition is a combination of 

all the three choices, depending on the specific partnership (Table 4-3). 

Table 4-3: Definition of partnerships in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Definition Number Percent 

A mandated project where you are assigned to work with 
another individual or organization.

0 0 

Any voluntary collaboration among organizations working 
toward a common objective.

60 27.5 

A voluntary collaboration of individuals, organizations, or 
both to achieve common goals on a specific project within a 
definite time.

124 56.9 

If none of these completely capture your sense of the 
partnerships you work with, please provide your definition 
below.

34 15.6 
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Job Characteristics 

Participants represented a wide range of job titles and positions within the agency.  

Included in this study among others were 81 biologists, 43 refuge managers, 17 state and 

national level program coordinators, 17 specialists (covering everything from training to 

realty), and 3 division chiefs.  Although the agency has a formalized system of job 

classification, it is not consistently used and, therefore, no attempt was made to 

categorize participants by their specific job title (Appendix D).  

There were respondents from all eight regions within the service.  Since 

information about region of nonrespondents was available, calculations could be made 

about overall response rate.  Response rate by region ranged from 40% to 83%.  The 

highest rate of return was from Region 1 (Pacific) at 83.3%.  The lowest rate of return 

was from Region 9 (Headquarters) with 40.1%.  Region 4 was sent the largest number of 

surveys (80) and was also the region that contributed the greatest number of responses 

(58) (Table 4-4). 

Table 4-4: Respondents by region 
Region # Surveys 

sent out 
Number 

responded 
Percent 

responded 
Percent  
of all  

responses 

Number 
missing 

Percent  
missing 

1 36 30 83.3 13.8 6 16.7 
2 34 21 61.8   9.7 13 38.2 
3 27 19 70.4   8.8 8 29.6 
4 80 58 72.5 26.7 22 27.5 
5 69 46 66.7 21.2 23 33.3 
6 41 22 53.7 10.1 19 46.3 
7 20 12 60.0   5.5 8 40.0 
9 22 9 40.1   4.1 13 59.1 

 
Responses to the question about the degree to which the accomplishment of job 

goals are related to the success of their partnerships were spread out across all four 
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response options, with the greatest response at both extremes.  While 31.9% of 

respondents indicated that the degree to which the accomplishment of their job goals are 

related to the success of their partnerships is 0-25% an almost equivalent amount (31.5%) 

fell into the 76-100% response option (Table 4-5). 

Table 4-5: Degree to which job goals are related to partnership success 
Degree to which job goals 

relate to partnership 
success (%) 

Frequency Percent 

0-25 69 31.9 
26-50 30 13.9 
51-75 49 22.7 
76-100 68 31.5 

 
One hundred forty-five respondents (68%) indicated that they spend the majority 

of their time in an office setting.  Sixty-nine, or 32%, spend a fairly equal amount of time 

in both a field setting and an office setting.  Only four people indicated that they spend 

the majority of their time in a field setting.  The “field” sample size was not sufficient 

enough to conduct statistical analysis and therefore only the office and split office/field 

categories were included and the variable is considered dichotomous (Table 4-6).  When 

asked if they were a supervisor in their current position, 125 answered yes while 91 

answered no (Table 4-6). 

Table 4-6: Dichotomous job characteristic variables  
Background variable Number Percentage 

The majority of work time is spent: 
In a field setting 
In an office setting 
Split between the office and field 

 
4 

145 
69 

 
  1.8 
66.5 
31.7 

Currently a supervisor:  
Yes      
No 

 
125 
91 

 
57.9 
42.1 
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Partnership Characteristics  

When asked to categorize the number of partnerships they have been involved with 

while working for the USFWS, 92 people (42.2%) indicated that they had been involved 

in 25 or more.  At the other extreme, nine people (4.1%) marked that they have not been 

involved in any partnerships while working for the service (Table 4-7).  Although this 

doesn’t necessarily mean that they have never been a part of any partnership activity 

(since the survey doesn’t ask about previous work experience), it is possible that some of 

these respondents are basing their perception on ideas and not experience.   

Table 4-7: Number of partnerships involved with while working for the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 

Number of 
partnerships 

Number Percent

0 9   4.1 
1 4   1.8 

2-5 38 17.4 
6-10 37 17.0 
11-24 38 17.4 
25+ 92 42.2 
 
When asked about the primary expected outcome of partnerships they were 

involved with almost half of the respondents chose habitat conservation/restoration 

(46%).  Two outcomes were chosen by fewer than 5 people: new or improved 

relationships (.9%) and prevention of a natural resource conflict (.5%).  Almost all of the 

29 people who selected the “other” category and wrote in their own answer responded 

that the primary expected outcome of their partnerships included most or all of the 

choices and they were unable to select just one (Table 4-8).  

The range of hours per week spent on partnership activities was from one to 40    

( =16.25, S=12.6).  Ten, twenty, and fourty hours each contained at least ten percent of 

the respondents (Table 4-9). 
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Table 4-8: Primary expected outcome of partnerships 
Expected outcome Number Percent 

Promote Educational Programs 12   5.6 
Building Community Support    12   5.6 
Habitat Conservation/Restoration 98 46.0 
Endangered Species Protection/Management 23 10.8 
Controlling Exotic Species 6   2.8 
Other Species Protection/Management 9   4.2 
New or Improved Relationships 2   0.9 
Resolution of a Natural Resource Conflict 7   3.3 
Prevention of a Natural Resource Conflict 1   0.5 
General Resource Conservation 14   6.6 
Other 29 13.6 
 
Table 4-9: Average number of hours per week spent on partnerships 

Hours 
per week 

Number Percent 

1-5 55 27.77 
6-10 49 24.75 
11-15 11   5.56 
16-20 26 13.13 
21-30 26 13.13 
31-40 31 15.66 

Mean = 16.25 
Standard Deviation = 12.6 
 

Approximate weeks per year actively spent on partnership activities ranged from 

one to 52 ( =28.1, S=19.7).  Forty-five percent of the respondents answered 40 or above.  

Although there is no way to be certain, it is possible that those people that answered 45 

weeks may have been thinking every week of the federal work year which for many 

employees is 45 weeks (Table 4-10). 

Forty-five people (21%) spend more of their time creating new partnerships 

whereas one hundred and sixty-nine (79%) spend more time sustaining existing 

partnerships (Table 4-11).  One hundred and sixteen people (55%) indicated that they 

establish the majority of partnerships they work with.  Ninety-three (45%) responded that 
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the majority of their partnerships are established by someone else (Table 4-11).  Of those 

who responded, about half (117) indicated that the majority of their partnerships are 

planned as opposed to opportunistic (94) (Table 4-11). 

Table 4-10: Approximate number of weeks per year actively involved in partnerships 
Weeks 

per year 
Number Percent 

1-8 55 27.92 
9-16 22 11.17 
17-24 9 4.57 
25-32 20 10.15 
33-40 2 1.02 
41-48 37 18.78 
49+ 52 26.39 

Mean = 28.1 
Standard Deviation = 19.7 
 
Table 4-11: Dichotomous partnership characteristic variables 

Background variable Number Percentage 
More time is spent: 
Creating new partnership   
Sustaining existing partnerships 

 
45 
169 

 
21.0 
79.0 

The majority of partnerships are established: 
By me      
By someone else 

 
116 
93 

 
55.5 
44.5 

The majority of partnerships are: 
Planned     
Opportunistic 

 
117 
94 

 
55.5 
44.5 

 
This section reveals the diversity of types of partnerships and backgrounds of the 

respondents.  While not a random sample, the above data clearly speak to the inclusion of 

individuals from a wide representation of backgrounds and partnering opportunities. 

Overall Perceptions 

The survey contained 32 perception variables in which participants were asked to 

classify their perception on a 4-point Likert scale where 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 

3=agree, and 4=strongly agree (Table 4-12).  
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Table 4-12: List of perception variables sorted by mean 
Perception Mean SD 

We can accomplish a great deal more in partnerships than we can accomplish 
alone  

3.52 .62 

I can effectively represent my agency in a partnership  3.47 .59 
The most successful partnerships occur when partners come together naturally 
and are not forced into cooperation  

3.40 .59 

Partnerships are easier when the partners can meet face to face  3.32 .60 
I have the skills I need to be a good team member in a partnership setting 3.30 .52 
Very successful partnerships can occur with an informal and unofficial 
agreement  

3.29 .62 

Success is mostly due to the personalities of the active partners  3.23 .67 
My supervisor approves the time I need to make my partnerships effective  3.20 .71 
I know how to locate and contact appropriate partners  3.15 .61 
My motivation can overcome the challenges of partnerships  3.11 .53 
I'm comfortable taking responsibility for a partnership someone else 
established  

3.07 .59 

I am comfortable when working with partners with disparate missions or goals  3.07 .57 
Engag ni g in a partnership is a flexible process with a basic goal but no structure 
– it is an art  

2.95 .61 

It is important to develop relationships with other partners on a personal level 2.93 .65 
The most important outcome from partnerships is the tangible benefits unique 
to each partnership 

2.90 .56 

I am able to allocate the time I need to devote to the partnership  2.85 .75 
I have the necessary training to effectively develop and implem ten  a 
partnership  

2.84 .70 

It is critical   to have concrete results from your involvement in the partnership  2.70 .68 
The most important outcome from partnerships is the relationships I build with 
partners  

2.64 .68 

Most ch leal nges to successful partnerships occur within the agency  2.57 .68 
Partnerships have no definitive end  2.52 .65 
Success is mostly due to the skill of h t e facilitator  2.51 .65 
Partnerships are likely to fail if the partners have no experience working in 
similar situations  

2.25 .60 

Engaging in a par etn rship is a process with a set of steps and tasks – it is a 2.09 .61 
science  
It is easiest to work with people in your own agency  2.06 .60 
People can't be taught how to create successful partnerships  1.91 .58 
The success of partnerships does not depend on personalities  1.82 .63 
If I fail once in a partnership I have little interest in working  on another 
partnership  

1.57 .57 

My supervisor doesn't support my efforts in partnerships 1.55 .58  
Partnerships are a win/lose situation 1.53 .56 
Partnerships take much more time than they are worth  1.64 .58 
I feel that I have nothing to offer in a partnership setting 1.47 .68 
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For each perception variable, the “strongly disagree” and “disagree” categories 

were combined into one group and the “strongly agree” and “agree” categories were 

combined into a second grouping.  This revealed that for eight of the 32 perception 

variables, 25% or more of the respondents did not share the same response as the 

majority (Table 4-13).   

These are perceptions that, regardless of other variables, are not widely shared by 

employees.  It is possible that employees are either getting mixed messages about the 

nature of USFWS partnerships or that these perceptions are not currently addressed in 

Service-wide communications.  These perceptions will be explored further in the 

following sections.   

Table 4-13: Perception variables with twenty-five percent or more respondents in        
                   minority 

 

Perception variable Total number 
of 

respondents 

Number 
disagree 

Percent 
disagree 

Number 
agree 

Percent 
agree 

Likely to fail if partners have 
no experience 

218 159 72.94 59 27.06 

Success is mostly due to the 
facilitator 

215 111 51.63 104 48.37 

Most challenges occur within 
the agency 

217 111 51.15 106 48.85 

Partnerships have no definitive 
end 

212 105 49.53 107 50.47 

Most important outcome is 
relationships 

215 96 44.65 119 55.35 

Critical to have concrete results 217 80 36.87 137 63.13 
I have the necessary training 218 66 30.28 152 69.72 
I have the time I need 214 58 27.10 156 72.90 

Perceptions by Background Variables 

Analysis of the effect of background variables on perception is split into three 

sections to address the three types of background variables separately.  These three 

sections include personal history, job characteristics, and partnership characteristics.   
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Independent t-tests were run to compare mean scores within each of the six 

dichotomous background questions including: office versus office/field, supervisor 

versus non-supervisor, training versus no training, creating versus sustaining, planned 

versus opportunistic, and established by them versus established by someone else.  These 

tests were run to determine if any of the above affect the perception variables.  One-way 

between-groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were conducted to explore the 

impact of both the number of partnerships involved with and job goals (both categorical 

variables) on perceptions of partnerships, as measured by the 32 perception variables.  

Spearman’s rank order correlation is used to calculate the strength of the relationship 

between two continuous variables.  The relationships between perception of partnerships 

(where 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, and 4=strongly agree) and years with 

the Service, average number of hours spent per week on partnerships, and average 

number of weeks per year spent on partnership were investigated using this method.  Chi-

square test for independence were used to determine if two categorical variables such as 

who establishes the majority of their partnerships and their supervisory role are related by 

comparing the frequency of cases found in the carious categories of one variable across 

the different categories of a second variable. 

Effects of Personal History on Perception 

Years with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

The number of years spent working with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was 

negatively correlated with only two perception variables.  More time spent with the 

Service is associated with lower values of those perceptions (Table 4-14).   

Overall, the influence of time spent in the agency on perception appears very small.  

While there are two statistically significant negative correlations indicating that the less 
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time an employee has spent in the agency the more likely they were to agree with the 

statement, the strength of both correlations is relatively weak.  While there are some 

aspects of lengthy employment that probably enhance perception of partnering such as a 

greater sense of organizational flexibility there are also elements which probably inhibit 

partnering such as a negative attitude towards those who do not share similar values.  

Since time spent in the Service has both positive and negative influences on perception 

the overall influence is reduced. 

Table 4-14:  Perception versus years with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Perception 

variable 
Correlation between 

perception and years with 
USFWS 

Success is due to skill of facilitator Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

-.151* 
.027 
213 

Partnerships have no definitive end Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

-.203** 
.003 
210 

   *    Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed) 
   **  Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed) 
 
Formal training versus no formal training 

There was a significant difference in means for eight perception variables between 

those respondents who have not had formal partnership training versus those that have 

(Table 4-15).   

Training appears to have increased respondents’ sense of value of partnerships, as 

they were more likely to agree that they can accomplish more with partnerships than by 

working alone.  Those with training also were more confident in their abilities to locate 

partners and work through difficult situations.  Those respondents who have had no 

formal training appear to have a more negativistic attitude towards partnering than those 

who have had training.  They are more likely to agree that partnerships are a win/lose 

situation and are not worth the amount of time involved.  While it is possible that those 
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respondents who attended some form of training had a more positive attitude from the 

start and that is why they chose to attend, the above data are an indication that those 

employees who have attended partnership training share more positive perceptions of 

partnerships than those who have not attended training.   

Table 4-15: Training versus perceptions   
No training 

N=132 
Training 

N=85 
    

Perception 
variable Mean SD Mean SD t df p 

We accomplish more in 
partnerships than alone 

3.42 .66 3.67 .54 -3.00 202 .003 

I can locate and contact partners 3.05 .66 3.32 .47 -3.20 214 .002 
I have the necessary training 2.64 .69 3.15 .61 -5.71 195 .000 

I am comfortable with partners 
with disparate mission 

2.99 .61 3.19 .48 -2.51 213 .013 

My motivation can overcome 
the challenges 

3.05 .54 3.21 .52 -2.21 175 .029 

My supervisor doesn't support 
my efforts 

1.61 .57 1.45 .59 1.96 208 .050 

Partnerships are a win/lose 
situation 

1.61 .58 1.41 .52 2.58 214 .011 

Partnerships take more time 
than they are worth 

1.73 .57 1.48 .57 3.11 211 .002 

 
When comparing the means between those employees who indicated that the 

partnership training they have attended was specifically geared towards partnerships such 

as “Conservation Partnerships in Practice” versus those who indicated that the 

partnership training they received has been incorporated into other training sessions such 

as “Stepping up to Leadership” there were no perceptions that were significantly 

different.  In other words, training sessions specifically designed to enable partnering do 

not appear to have influenced perceptions of partnerships any differently than those 

courses that simply included partnerships as a sub-topic. 
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Effects of Job Characteristics on Perception 

Degree to which job goals are related to the success of partnerships 

Respondents placed themselves into one of four groups according to the degree to 

which the accomplishment of job goals are related to the success of partnerships in which 

they work (Group 1: 0-25%, Group 2: 26-50%, Group 3: 51-75%, Group 4: 76-100%).  

There were statistically significant differences at the p<.05 level for ten of the perception 

variables.  However, while results are statistically significant for ten variables, there are 

only five variables where the mean values are in continuum.  For each of these five 

variables the mean value consistently increases or decreases from Group 1 to Group 4, 

making those variables more meaningful (Table 4-16).   

The more important partnership are to an employees’ job goals, the more confident 

respondents are in their training but it is unclear if this formalized training or simply on-

the-job experience.  The idea that respondents whose job goals are highly associated with 

partnership success are more likely to disagree that “partnerships are a win/lose situation” 

can be explained by the fact that as the importance of successful partnerships increases so 

does the commitment to making a partnership succeed and the desire to look for positives 

even when a partnership may be struggling.  It follows then that the more important 

partnerships are to their job goals, the more likely they are to agree that more can be 

accomplished in partnerships than individually.  The fact that groups whose job relies 

more on partnership success feel like they have greater supervisor support is not unusual. 

Although the means for the other perception variables such as “Partnerships take 

much more time than they are worth” are not in continuum, it is important to note that 

those employees whose job goals were least related to partnerships were significantly 

more likely to agree with the statement than all of the groups.  It follows then that those 
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people whose jobs are least dependent on the success of partnerships have a more 

negative attitude towards partnerships and are more likely to give up after one failure 

than to pursue another partnership.  In contrast, those whose job goals are highly related 

to partnership success were more likely to indicate that they are able to contact 

appropriate partners and effectively represent the agency which may be due to the fact 

that they spend more time working in partnerships. 

Table 4-16: Perception versus degree to which job goals related to partnership success 
Perception                             Overall           Mean         Mean         Mean          Mean         ANOVA       Tukey 
variable                                mean*           0-25%       26-50%      51-75%      76-100%    (F – test)     Post Hoc_ 
 
Most challenges occur 2.57       2.51            2.80           2.35            2.69             3.83             2>3 
within the agency 
 
Partnerships are    1.53       1.71            1.50           1.48            1.40   3.95             1>4  
a win/lose situation 
 
We accomplish more in 3.52       3.28          3.47           3.59            3.74   6.65             4>1 
partnerships than alone 
                  
Partnerships take more  1.63       1.90          1.48           1.55            1.49   7.76          1>2,3,4 
time than they are worth 
 
I can effectively                      3.48       3.30          3.57           3.38            3.69   5.97            4>3,1 
represent my agency 
 
I can locate and  3.16       2.90          3.27           3.15            3.38   8.45            2,4>1 
contact partners 
 
I have the necessary training  2.84       2.52          2.70           3.00            3.12   10.74        3>1; 4>2 
 
If I fail once I have little        1.57       1.78          1.46           1.58            1.40   5.91            1>4,2 
interest in other p’ships 
 
My supervisor approves         3.20       2.94          3.13           3.27            3.44   6.15              4>1 
the time I need 
 
My supervisor doesn't            1.55       1.77          1.63           1.44           1.36   6.89            1>3,4 
support my efforts__________________________________________________________________________ 
p<.05 
*1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree 
 
Office versus office/field 

There was a significant difference in means for four perception variables between 

those who spend most of their time in the office versus those that spend a fairly equal 

amount of time in the office and the field.  In each of those cases, the office/field group 
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had a mean that was significantly higher and therefore in more likely to agree with the 

perception statements than the office only group (Table 4-17). 

Table 4-17:  Work type versus perceptions  
Office 
N=142 

Field/Office 
N=69 

    
Perception 

variable Mean SD Mean SD t df p 
Success when partners 
come together naturally 

3.33 .61 3.54 .53 -2.39 212 .018 

We accomplish more in 
partnerships than alone   

3.44 .66 3.66 .54 -2.64 158 .009 

Partnerships have no 
definitive end    

2.44 .61 2.70 .70 -2.72 206 .007 

I have the time I need 2.75 .76 3.03 .69 -2.62 145 .010 
 

Those people who spend a fairly equal amount of time in the office and in the field 

agreed more frequently that they have time to devote to partnership activity.  While both 

groups agree that partnerships work better when partners come together naturally and are 

not forced into a situation, the office/field group scored higher for that variable and 

showed stronger support for the idea that their agency can accomplish more through 

partnerships than they can alone.  Since there was not enough data to test the group that 

spends the majority of their time in the field it is not known if this is a trend that increases 

as one spends more time in the field and less time in the office. 

Three of the significant variables, accomplishing more, no definitive end, and 

having time, relate to productivity.  This leads to the question are partnerships inherently 

different for the office and the office/field groups?  To attempt to answer this question, 

the background variable of office versus office/field was compared to the degree to which 

job goals are related to partnership success, the number of partnerships they have been 

involved with, and time spent of partnerships (including approximate number of hours 

per week and weeks per year). 
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Although the comparison to number of partnerships was not significant (p = .78), 

the degree to which job goals are related to partnership success (Table 4-18), and time 

spent of partnerships (Table 4-19) both had statistically significant results. 

Table 4-18:  Work type by degree to which job goals are related to partnership success 
      0-25%   26-50%  51-75% 76-100%   Total 

_____________      N(%)           N(%)              N(%)    N(%)    N(%)___      
Office         55(38)    18(13)  33(23)     38(26                144(68) 
 
Office/Field        13(19)           11(16)  16(24)               28(41)     68(32) 
 
Total N (%)        68(32)       29(14)  49(23)   66(31)              212(100)_ 
χ2 = 8.95, df =3, p = .03
 
Table 4-19:  Time spent in partnership activity versus work type 

Office 
N=127 

Office/Field 
N=67 

    
 

Mean SD Mean SD t df p 

Hours per week 14.01 11.36 20.10 13.50 -3.15 116 .002

Weeks per year 25.88 19.48 32.08 19.49 -2.10 191 .037

 
Those employees who split their time between the office and field indicated that 

they average more time spent on partnerships and that the degree to which their job goals 

depend on partnership success tends to be greater.  The amount of partnership training 

that those who split their time between the office and field have had is not significantly 

different than those who work mainly in the office (P = .42).  It seems as though the 

employees who spend more time on partnering and whose job goals are highly correlated 

with partnership success would be targets for training. 

Supervisors versus non-supervisors 

There was a significant difference in means for two perception variables between 

supervisors and non-supervisors (Table 4-20).   
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Table 4-20: Supervisory role versus perceptions   
Supervisor 

N=125 
Not a supervisor 

N=91 
    

Perception 
variable Mean SD Mean SD t df p 

I can locate and 
contact partners 

3.22 .62 3.06 .59 1.94 197 .050 

I have the time I need  2.76 .78 2.98 .68 -2.15 199 .033 
 

esults are similar to what one might expect.  Supervisors were more confident in 

their ability to seek out partners however they feel they have less time to devote to 

partnership activities.  Supervisors increased confidence may be a result of time spent in 

the agency.  Supervisors had a significantly higher mean (

R

=19.87, S=8.92) than non-

supervisors ( =9.67, S=8.14) when comparing time spent with the Service (t(214)=

8.57, p<.01).  It is important to remember, however, that supervision does not correlate 

with training.  There is no significant difference between supervisors and non-supervisors 

in the amount of training they have attended (P = .88).   

Effects of Partnership Characteristics on Perception 

Number of partnerships 

Respondents divided themselves into six groups according to the number of 

partnerships they have been involved with while working for the Service (0, 1, 2-5, 6-10, 

11-24, and 25+).  There were statistically significant differences at the p<.05 level for 

two of the perception variables (Table 4-21).  

Both of the variables appear to increase with experience.  Relationship building 

may become more important the more partnerships an employee works with in order to 

maintain future contacts.  Additionally, the more partnerships an employee works with 

the greater their confidence and ability to seek out appropriate partners, which is to be 

expected.  The number of partnerships is positively correlated with length of Service 

-
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(r=.436, p<.01) indicating that the more time spent the Service, the more partnerships an 

employee has been involved with. 

Table 4-21: Perception versus number of partnerships involved with______________ 
Perception                          Overall      Mean      Mean      Mean      Mean      Mean      Mean     ANOVA    Tukey 
variable                               mean*          0             1           2-5         6-10       11-24       25+      (F – test)   Post Hoc 
                                      p’ships   p’ships   p’ships    p’ships    p’ships   p’ships__________________                                          
Developing personal           2.93           3.11        2.25        2.95       2.72          2.84        3.04        2.56          1>2  
relationships with 
partners is important 
 
I can locate and                   3.15           2.56        2.75        2.89       2.97          3.18        3.39        8.07       5>1; 6>2  
contact partners_______________________________________________________________________________ 
p<.05 
*1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree 

Average number of hours per week 

The average number of hours per week spent on partnership activities was 

positively correlated to 11 perception variables (Table 4-22).   

 While it appears as though the more time an employee spends in partnership 

activity the more comfortable they are in that role, that idea may be misleading.  It is 

possible that the more comfortable they are, the more time they spend or the more often 

they are assigned to partnerships.  They have a positive attitude towards partnering and 

feel that they have had the training and possess the skills to be effective.  Additionally, 

the more time spent in partnership activity, the more important the relationship aspect of 

partnerships become.  Hours spent per week is positively correlated with the perceptions 

that it is important to develop relationships with other partners on a personal level and 

that partnering is an art with a basic goal but a flexible process.  

Average number of weeks per year 

The approximate number of weeks per year spent doing partnership related activity 

was positively correlated with ten perception variables.  Eight of these variables were 

also significant for average number of hours per week spent on partnerships (Table 4-22). 
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Table 4-22:  Perception versus hours per week and weeks per year spent partnering 
Perception 

variable 
  Correlation between 

perception and hours per 
week spent on partnering 

Correlation between 
perception and weeks per 

year spent partnering 
Success is due to 
personalities of partners 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.055 

.443 
196 

.055 

.443 
195 

Success is due to skill of 
facilitator 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

-.013 
.853 
196 

.036 

.612 
195 

Success when partners come 
together naturally 
 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

-.045 
.525 
198 

.037 

.603 
197 

Most challenges occur within 
the agency 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.144* 
.044 
197 

.120 

.095 
196 

Likely to fail if partners have 
no experience 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

-.083 
.244 
198 

-.099 
.167 
197 

Success does not depend on 
personalities  

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

-.032 
.655 
197 

-.059 
.410 
196 

People can’t be taught to 
create successful partnerships 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.084 

.239 
198 

.053 

.460 
197 

It is critical to have concrete 
results 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.015 

.831 
197 

.036 

.612 
196 

Success can occur with an 
informal agreement 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.134 

.061 
197 

.244** 
.001 
196 

The most important outcome 
is relationships 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.028 

.699 
196 

.041 

.570 
195 

The most important outcome 
is the tangible benefits 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.036 

.621 
196 

-.045 
.533 
195 

Developing personal 
relationships with partners is 
important 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.167* 
.018 
198 

.138 

.053 
196 

Partnerships are a win/lose 
situation  
 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

-.148* 
.037 
198 

-.241** 
.001 
197 

We accomplish more in 
partnerships than alone 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.190** 
.008 
197 

.190** 
.008 
195 

Partnerships take more time 
than they are worth 

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

-.202** 
.005 
195 

-.261** 
.000 
193 

Engaging in a partnership is a 
science  

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

-.133 
.064 
196 

-.124 
.084 
195 
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Table 4-22:  Continued 

Perception 
variable 

Correlation between 
perception and hours per 

week spent partnering 

Correlation between 
perception and weeks per 

year spent partnering 
Engaging in a partnerships is 
an art 

Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.177* 
.013 
196 

.252** 
.000 
195 

Partnerships have no 
definitive end 

Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.097 

.176 
195 

.024 

.737 
193 

Partnerships are easier when 
partners meet face to face 

Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.068 

.339 
197 

.114 

.112 
196 

Easiest to work with people 
in your own agency  

Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

-.143* 
.044 
198 

-.190** 
.007 
197 

I feel that I have nothing to 
offer in a partnership setting 

Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

-.192** 
.007 
197 

-.250** 
.000 
195 

I can effectively represent my
agency 

 Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.229** 
.001 
197 

.236** 
.001 
196 

I’m comfortable taking over 
a partnership someone else 
established 

Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.026 

.712 
197 

.066 

.357 
196 

I can locate and contact 
partners  

Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.268** 
.000 
197 

.274** 
.000 
196 

I have the necessary training Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.340** 
.000 
198 

.378** 
.000 
197 

I have the skills I need to be a
good team member 

 Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.211** 
.003 
197 

.190** 
.008 
196 

I am comfortable with 
partners with disparate 
mission 

Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.211** 
.003 
195 

.285** 
.000 
194 

 My motivation can 
overcome the challenges 

Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.192** 
.007 
195 

.167* 
.020 
194 

If I fail once I have little 
interest in working on 
another one 

Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

-.171* 
.017 
195 

-.267** 
.000 
194 

My supervisor approves the 
time I need 

Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.096 

.180 
197 

.152* 
.034 
195 

 My supervisor doesn't 
support my efforts  
 

Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

-.142* 
.046 
197 

-.204** 
.004 
195 

I have the time I need  
 

Correlation Coefficient 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.150* 
.035 
198 

.065 

.362 
196 

*    Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed) 
**  Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed) 
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 The results of average number of weeks per year are nearly identical to those of 

the average number of hours per week background variable.  Time spent on partnerships, 

whether measured in hours or weeks, appears to have a similar effect on perceptions.  It is 

possible, therefore, that those employees that spend 40 hours per week for three weeks 

per year but less for the rest of the year were not captured due to the averaging of hours. 

Spend more time creating versus sustaining 

There was a significant difference in means for two perception variables between 

those people who spend more of their time creating new partnerships versus those who 

spend more time sustaining existing partnerships.  In both of those cases, the group who 

spends more time creating new partnerships had a mean that was significantly higher than 

the group who spends more time sustaining existing partnerships (Table 4-23). 

Table 4-23: Creating/Sustaining versus perceptions  
Creating 

N=45 
Sustaining 

N=214 
    

Perception 
variable Mean SD Mean SD t df p 

I have the necessary 
training 

3.04 .71 2.79 .69 2.17 212 .031 

I have the time I 
need 

3.09 .73 2.79 .74 2.40 211 .018 

  
Respondents who spend more time creating new partnerships believe they have 

both the available time and necessary training to do so.  Those who spend their time 

sustaining existing partnerships could be doing so because they are either constrained by 

time or because they feel they lack the necessary skills provided in training to locate and 

contact partners.  Although the perception variables identified here are similar to those 

identified in the supervisor versus non-supervisor analysis, a chi-square test showed no 

significant relationship between the two variables (p = .30). 
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Majority of partnerships are established by them versus by someone else 

There was a significant difference in means for nine perception variables between 

those people who establish the majority of their partnership for themselves versus those 

who partnerships are primarily established by someone else (Table 4-24). 

Table 4-24:  Who establishes partnerships versus perceptions 
Established  

by me 
N=116 

Established by 
someone else 

N=93 

    
Perception 

variable 
Mean SD Mean SD t df p 

Success does not depend 
on personalities  

1.76 .67 1.95 .56 -2.23 206 .027 

Success can occur with an 
informal agreement 

3.40 .60 3.16 .63 2.71 206 .007 

Engaging in a partnership 
is a science 

1.98 .59 2.24 .62 -3.01 192 .003 

Engaging in a partnership 
is an art 

3.04 .58 2.83 .62 2.46 188 .014 

Easiest to work with 
people in your own agency 

1.98 .59 2.15 .62 -1.99 207 .048 

I can effectively represent 
my agency 

3.57 .59 3.38 .57 2.32 206 .021 

I can locate and contact 
partners  

3.27 .58 3.03 .60 2.85 206 .005 

I have the necessary 
training 

2.99 .63 2.65 .73 3.62 181 .000 

My motivation can 
overcome the challenges 

3.19 .50 2.99 .57 2.76 202 .006 

  
The focus of the results in this section appear to pertain to the role that relationships 

play in partnerships.  Those respondents who spend the majority of their time working in 

partnerships established by someone else scored higher on “the success of partnerships 

does not depend on personalities” and on the idea that engaging in a partnership is a 

science with a set of steps and tasks than their counterparts.  It appears as though those 

people who fall into partnerships that someone else has created have missed the trust and 

relationship building stages of the process and therefore do not see partnerships as an art 

form where personalities have to be carefully considered.  Or, it is possible that they 
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simply have the type of personality that allows them to carry on with whatever task is at 

hand.  It is not a surprise that they also were more likely to disagree that a partnership can 

occur with an informal agreement because at the point where they join the partnerships, 

partners are already locked into place.  Additionally, informal partnerships are not as 

likely to be handed off to another person due to the fact that the partnership exists 

because of some element of trust or respect between two individuals so if an employee 

usually works on partnerships that someone else has established, they are likely to be 

formalized. 

 Those individuals who work mostly in partnerships that they have established are 

more confident in their level of training, their ability to locate partners, and their ability to 

represent the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  They are also more likely to view 

partnerships as an art where the process is flexible.  These results indicate that this group 

of employees has either had more training, spend more time in partnership related 

activity, or have positions that depend heavily on the success of partnerships. 

 Upon analyzing the data further, tests revealed no significant relationship between 

whether or not they establish the majority of their partnerships and their supervisory role  

(p = .24), years with the Service (p = .99), and whether or not they have attended training 

(p = .35).  Employees who work mostly in partnerships that they have established for 

themselves are more confident in their level of training even though they have not 

received more training.  It is possible that they have gotten more out of their training or 

have been more effective in putting their training to use.  However, significant 

relationships do exist between who establishes their partnerships and degree to which job 
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goals are related to partnership success (Table 4-25) and time spent in partnership activity 

(Table 4-26).  

Table 4-25: Who establishes partnerships by degree to which job goals are related to 
__________partnership success__________________________________________ 

       0-25%    26-50% 51-75%           76-100%             Total (N) 
_____________        N(%)      N(%)              N(%)  N(%)     N(%)__ 
Me         28(25)      8(7)    33(29)    45(39)   114(56) 
 
Someone else        34(38)      21(23)   15(17)    20(22)   90(44) 
 
Total N (%)        62(30)      29(14)   48(24)    65(32)   204(100)_    
_2 
χ2 = 20.23, df =3, p < .001
 
Table 4-26:  Time spent in partnership activity versus who establishes partnership 

Established 
by me 
N=109 

Established by 
someone else 

N=81 

    
 

Mean SD Mean SD t df p 
Hours per week 18.76 12.35 12.69 11.60 3.44 188 .001
Weeks per year 32.90 18.80 21.89 19.04 3.96 187 .000

 
Those employees whose job goals are highly related to partnership success are 

more likely to be establishing their own partnerships than those whose job goals are not 

highly dependent on partnership success.  Additionally, those people who average more 

time, including both hours per week and weeks per year on partnership related activity, 

working on partnerships are more likely to be establishing their own partnerships.  It is 

possible that this is related to the time it takes to establish the necessary connections to 

form a partnership. 

Planned versus opportunistic 

There was a significant difference in means for two perception variables between 

those people whose partnership activity is mostly planned versus those respondents 

whose partnership activity is mostly opportunistic (Table 4-27).   

 



Table 4-27: Planned/Opportunistic versus perceptions 
Planned 
N=117 

Opportunistic 
N=94 

    
Perception 

variable Mean SD Mean SD t df p 
The most important 
outcome is relationships 

2.55 .64 2.77 .72 -2.36 207 .019 

I have the necessary 
training 

2.97 .67 2.67 .69 3.13 196 .002 

 
This is the first background variable to address the anticipated outcome of 

partnerships.  It is possible that those that spend more time working in opportunistic 

partnerships find themselves working in situations where the partnerships form through 

relationship and trust building whereas those respondents who are working in planned 

partnerships are not as concerned with relationship building as they are about a 

predetermined set of objectives and goals.  It is also conceivable that partnerships are not 

a primary objective for those who spend more time in opportunistic partnerships and 

therefore, there is less need to have concrete results.  Additionally, those people who 

spent more time in planned partnerships agree more frequently that they have the 

necessary training indicating that employee training may have a positive effect on the 

ability to plan partnerships.  In fact, chi-square tests indicated a relationship between 

training and the planned versus opportunistic variable that supports this (Table 4-28). 

Table 4-28:  Planned/Opportunistic by training__________ 
           Not trained      Trained          Total 

______________            N(%)  N(%)          N(%)___ 
Planned     63(54) 53(46)         116(55) 
 
Opportunistic     65(69) 29(31)         94(45) 
 
Total N (%)    128(61) 82(39)         210(100)_ 
_2 
χ2 = 4.2, df =1, p = .04 
 

Employees who work mainly in planned partnerships have attended training more 

than what would be expected if there was no relationship between the variables whereas 
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those who work mainly in opportunistic partnerships have attended less training than 

expected. 

Extension to Skills and Abilities 

Part of the survey that employees completed asked them to think about a successful 

partnership that they have been involved with.  After identifying various characteristics 

about the scope of the partnership, respondents were asked to review a list of 41 skills 

and abilities that may be necessary for successful partnerships and select those that were 

most responsible for their success (Table 4-29).  These variables were treated as 

dichotomous and therefore were entered into SPSS as “1” for important if selected by the 

respondent and “0” for not important if not selected. 

To take the data analysis one step beyond the original research question, the 

background variable “have you had any formal partnership training” was compared 

against the skills and abilities that respondents indicated as critical to their successful 

partnerships to see if there are some skills/abilities that are more commonly associated 

with those employees who have had training versus those who have not.  There was a 

significant difference in means for four items from the skills and abilities list between 

those respondents who have attended training versus those that have not (Table 4-30).

 



Table 4-29: List of skills and abilities sorted by mean 
Skill/Ability Mean SD 

Building trust among group members .69 .46 
Actively listening .67 .47 
Creating a common goal for the group .65 .48 
Identifying appropriate partners .63 .48 
Effectively working with people outside of your agency .61 .49 
Finding financial resources .58 .49 
Understanding federal and agency regulations on partnerships for resource 
management 

.50 .50 

Accepting different points of view .48 .50 
Having the academic background and/or technical training you need to be an 
effective member of the partnership 

.48 .50 

Defining your role in the partnership .47 .50 
Knowing who in the community should be in the partnership .47 .50 
Conveying technical information to others who do not share your knowledge of the 
subject 

.47 .50 

Knowing partners' roles in the partnership .46 .50 
Articulating a shared vision for the group .46 .50 
Effectively working with people who are in a different power/authority level than 
your own 

.44 .50 

Developing a plan with clear, measurable objectives .43 .50 
Being comfortable in a group setting .43 .50 
Speaking clearly .40 .49 
Overcoming budget restrictions of partners .37 .48 
Finding FWS agency personnel to provide assistance .37 .48 
Thorough understanding of your partners’ background, mission, and goals .36 .48 
Not letting difficult situations bother you .35 .48 
Knowing when the agency can accept compromise .33 .47 
Figuring out how to deal with disparate missions of partners .32 .47 
Effectively working with antagonistic partners .28 .45 
Being able to function when you are delegated no authority to make decisions, even 
if you are the FWS representative and FWS is the lead agency 

.28 .45 

Creating a written agreement for all members .27 .44 
Knowing what paperwork needs to be completed .27 .45 
Accepting compromise willingly .26 .44 
Participating when you are not the lead agency and/or have no clear authority .25 .43 
Increasing comfort level for new group members .22 .41 
Developing a timeline .22 .41 
Finding equipment .21 .40 
Finding a way to work with individuals who can not speak effectively for their 
agency/organization 

.19 .40 

Controlling your temper in difficult situations .19 .40 
Setting aside deeply held opinions .18 .38 
Understanding the influence of the current administration on partnerships .18 .38 
Knowing which structure to use for a partnership .17 .38 
Understanding the influence of the media on partnerships .16 .37 
Having the partnership training you need to be an effective participant .14 .34 
Understanding the influence of Congress on partnerships .14 .35 
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Table 4-30:  Training attendance versus skills and abilities responsible for success 
Not trained 

N=109 
Trained 
N=80 

    
Skill/Ability 

variable Mean SD Mean SD T df p 
Having the training you 
need to be effective 

.05 .23 .25 .44 -3.65 111 .00 

Knowing who should be 
in the partnership 

.39 .49 .56 .50 -2.31 187 .02 

Not letting difficult 
situations bother you 

.28 .45 .43 .50 -1.99 161 .05 

Dealing with disparate 
missions of partners 

.25 .43 .40 .49 -2.21 157 .03 

 

 



CHAPTER 5 
IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION  

The objectives of this study were to add to the partnership research base, to impact 

partnership training provided to employees by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and to 

provide recommendations for future research by understanding the perspectives that 

employees have about partnerships.  The following section addresses these objectives 

while providing answers to the research questions and hypotheses posed in Chapter 1. 

Perceptions Not Widely Shared 

Partnerships are meant to be creative solutions to aid in decision making and 

resource management and each employee will have a slightly different way of 

accomplishing things.  The fact that perception differences exist does not indicate an 

immediate need to change the way things are done, it simply indicates a need for 

awareness that the way people define the inputs and outcomes is not necessarily similar.  

In looking at one perception statement at a time, Service managers can determine if 

employee thinking is in line with the Service’s expectations and goals.  If there are 

perceptions where employees seem to be off track with the Service, strategies can be 

developed accordingly. 

Perhaps a first step is looking at what perceptions are not widely shared, 

irrespective of background.  Variables such as “most important outcome is relationships” 

and “critical to have concrete results” that do not have broad agreement indicate that not 

all employees share a common vision for partnerships.  It could also be that people are 

involved in different types of partnerships and we cannot treat all partnerships the same.  
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Although on the surface these seem like opposite perspectives, 72 of the 118 respondents 

agreed with both perceptions.  Additionally, there were 31 respondents that disagreed 

with both statements.  It may be of use to the Service to know how those employees who 

agreed with both struck a balance between them, particularly when working with partners 

with disparate missions.  The Service may also be interested in the goals and desired 

outcomes of those employees that disagreed with both perceptions.   

If the Service thinks that these perceptions are important perspectives to better 

quality partnerships, then these perceptions are potential targets of outreach and 

education efforts.  For example, some employees think that the most challenges occur 

within the agency while others feel that outside challenges are greater.  If employees feel 

that the challenges they face within their own agency are too great, their willingness to 

partner may be limited.  Training could address challenges faced in the agency such as 

funding and paperwork (the two barriers identified most by employees in a later section 

of the survey) and help employees work through these issues by exploring alternative 

avenues of support.  Additionally, if some employees in the same partnership think the 

Service wants them to develop relationships with partners on a personal level while 

others are less focused on a relationship and more interested in a final product, there may 

be disagreement on approach.  As a result of employee conflict, partners could be getting 

mixed messages causing a heightened sense of distrust.   

Thirty percent of employees surveyed perceive that they do not have the necessary 

training.  A later section of the survey asked employees what support the National 

Conservation Training Center could offer employees and an overwhelming majority of 

responses focused on training, including requests to improve and expand existing training 
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courses to cover funding, paperwork, regulations, and the Services’ role (Appendix D).  

These employees and the significant number of training related suggestions represent a 

gap that needs to be filled and demonstrate a desire for enhanced training opportunities.  

However, it is important to determine whether these employees have been to a training 

session and still feel that they lack the necessary skills or if they simply have not attended 

training.  The barriers to their participation in existing training courses was not explored. 

How Time Spent In Partnerships Affects Perception 

Four background variables addressed the amount of time spent and the degree to 

which the employee is involved in partnership activity.  It may be of value to the Service 

to look at how those people who spend a lot of time in partnering answered to see if their 

perceptions are in line with what the Service deems important. 

Those who spend more time in partnerships and whose jobs are highly correlated 

with partnership success have several commonalities.  These respondents have a positive 

attitude towards partnerships and believe they are a flexible, relationship-rich endeavor 

that succeeds, in part, because of the skills and personal motivation these staff bring to 

the job.  Those employees who spend less time in partnerships or whose job goals are not 

highly related to partnership success were more likely to have a vision of partnerships 

that is more onerous and troublesome, and that they would have nothing to contribute.  

Given the dichotomy in perceptions it appears as though there is a gap in the way these 

two groups of employees view the benefits of and their contribution to partnerships.  

Therefore those employees who do not partner represent potential targets for training if 

this is something that would enhance their job and site.  These results should not be 

confused with years of employment with the Service, as this variable had little impact on 

perception. 
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Who Attends Training 

Employees who split their time between the office and field indicated that they 

average more time spent on partnerships and that the degree to which their job goals 

depend on partnership success tends to be greater than those who spend all of their time 

in the office.  It is surprising, therefore, when comparing where employees do most of 

their work to whether or not they have attended partnership training there is no significant 

relationship.  In other words, employees whose jobs depend heavily on partnering are not 

attending training at a higher rate than those who spend less time on partnering.  It could 

be that those who are doing partnerships are good at it and may not feel that they need the 

courses that are offered.  It may be important to explore this further to determine if the 

right people are attending training. 

Additionally, those employees that spend more time creating new partnerships than 

sustaining existing ones, establish the majority of their partnerships for themselves, and 

work in planned as opposed to opportunistic partnerships were more likely to perceive 

that they have the necessary training.  Therefore training may be working to help people 

plan and create partnerships but may be missing some of the people involved in 

partnerships that are already established. 

Training Relationships 

As hypothesized, training attendance was one variable with a high degree of 

explanatory power.  Employees who have been trained were more likely to agree with 

several skill based perceptions than those that have not been trained including feeling 

comfortable when working with partners with disparate missions and knowing how to 

locate and contact appropriate partners.  However, the differences between those who 

have had and have not had formal training do not extend to all perceptions.  Some may be 
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common sense such as “Partnerships are easier when the partners can meet face to face” 

while others such as “I am able to allocate the time I need to devote to the partnership” 

may not be impacted by any training program.  Training attendance also does not appear 

to have an effect on any of the relationship variables such as “the most important 

outcome from partnerships is the relationships I build with partners” or structure 

variables such as “very successful partnerships can occur with an informal and unofficial 

agreement.”  The literature suggests that these are important elements of good 

partnerships, often extending from the development of trust.  Although there is high 

agreement about partnering without a formal agreement there is less agreement about the 

importance of relationships.  If the Service agrees that these relationship variables are key 

to successful partnerships, this may be an important thing for the training program to 

emphasize. 

Training may also by affecting employees’ perceptions of the skills and abilities 

needed for a successful partnership.  There were four skills (having the training you need 

to be effective, knowing who should be in the partnership, not letting difficult situations 

bother you, and dealing with disparate missions of partners) identified as significantly 

more important to the success of their partnership by those who have had training than by 

those who have not.  The variables appear to be linked in the sense that they are skills 

that are commonly addressed in literature and training (as opposed to “controlling your 

temper in difficult situations” which, although still important, is not necessarily a skill 

that is addressed in a formalized setting).  Thus, one hypothesis is that these are the top 

few skills that employees are coming away from training with and, therefore, are more 

likely to see as being significant factors in partnering.  In that skills and abilities may be 
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easier to change through training than perceptions, it may be useful to explore what other 

skills could be targeted as objectives for training. 

Significant Variables 

The research questions posed for this study were: Do perceptions of requirements 

for and results of successful partnerships vary across agency employees? and; Do 

perceptions of partnerships vary in a predictable way when considering personal 

characteristics, job characteristics, and partnership characteristics?  The following two 

sections summarize the answers to these questions. 

As collaborative efforts become more widespread and are incorporated into official 

policies, both proponents and critics seek to evaluate these new approaches.  This 

includes developing a solid understanding of what can and cannot be reasonably expected 

of partnerships and what variables influence their effectiveness (Conley and Moote 

2003).  We know that how an employee approaches partnerships is a function of 

perception.  The results of this study support the hypothesis that perceptions of 

partnerships vary across Service employees.  Of the 32 perception variables, 25 are 

influenced by variation in employees’ background.  The background variables that 

affected the most perceptions were training attendance, whether or not they established 

the majority of their partnerships, degree to which their job goals are related to the 

success of their partnerships, and the average number of hours per week and weeks per 

year spent in partnership activity. 

Employees who have attended training, establish partnerships for themselves, have 

a high correlation of partnership success to job goals, and average significant amounts of 

time partnering share similar perceptions.  These employees believe that partnering is a 

flexible process dependent more on relationships than on formalities and can lead to 

 



66 

greater success than one individual could accomplish.  They are comfortable with their 

level of training and have the skills they need to feel confident representing the Service. 

Employees who don’t fall into these categories view partnerships as a time consuming 

venture that receives little support from their supervisors where outcomes are all or 

nothing. 

Background Variables With Little or No Significance 

As important as significant variables are, variables with little or no explanatory 

value are equally as important, particularly when they are contrary to what is expected.  

This study started out with the hypothesis that supervisors’ perceptions differ from non-

supervisors.  Contrary to what was predicted however, there was no significant difference 

in the way these two groups of employees perceive partnerships except that supervisors 

felt more confident in locating partners.  Similarly, while it was hypothesized that long-

time employees would have a variety of different perceptions than newcomers, years with 

the Service had no significant effect on perception of partnerships.  While some 

employees interviewed in the beginning stages of this study had ideas about what long 

timers and supervisors think about partnerships, this study shows that differences in 

perception can not be attributed to those variables. 

Other variables with little significance were job location and number of 

partnerships.  Although those employees who split their time between the office and field 

felt more could be accomplished in partnerships than individually, the overall effect of 

the variable is very small.  Those people who are involved in a large number of 

partnerships generally share similar perceptions with those who are not.  However, those 

employees who have worked on a significant number of partnerships feel that 

relationship building is a key part of the process.  In some respects, this seems contrary to 
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what would be expected.  If someone works on a large number of partnerships it is 

possible that they have less time to devote to each one, making the time to form personal 

relationships limited.  A majority of these employees, however, feel the exact opposite 

and rely on relationships to guide them to success. 

Additional Research Possibilities 

This research is but a first step in exploring U.S. Fish and Wildlife employee’s 

understanding and use of partnerships.  To assist with the development of training 

courses, interviews with those who have attended training could reveal the aspects they 

thought were most valuable and applicable to their partnerships and what they have been 

able to use in practice.  It may also be important to find out what they didn’t learn.  Those 

employees who haven’t attended training could be interviewed to reveal the barriers to 

training. 

Second, more could be done to explore the perceptions on which there is high 

agreement.  For example, the majority of employees agreed that very successful 

partnerships can occur with and informal and unofficial agreement.  It may be of interest 

to the Service to know more about this such as how often this type of partnership occurs, 

what the circumstances are that allow for this to be successful, and the degree of 

accountability by each of the parties. 

It might be good to know if those employees who seem to be most talented and 

successful with partnerships are in agreement when it comes to what makes partnerships 

work.  Similarly, one could identify the characteristics of failed partnerships to see if they 

are the opposite of success or if there were new elements that were considered important.  

It may also be helpful to explore the successful partnerships, develop case studies about 

them, and use the stories from staff to improve the depth of training. 
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It could also be of use to compare the skills addressed at training to those that 

people identified in the survey as critical.  Are the skills these employees identified 

covered in training?  Did people already have these or is training creating significant 

gains?  Are the perceptions that were significant in this survey addressed in training or in 

other Service-wide communications?  Is attendance at training improving perception or 

do the people who come to training already have those positive attitudes?  Why are more 

people not attending training (money, time, support, lack of interest, etc)? 

It may be of use to the Service to look to those who are involved in partnerships for 

new ideas that could contribute to success.  This includes suggestions not only on how to 

expand or improve training but also novel ideas suggested by employees.  While not all 

suggestions will be feasible, ideas such as establishing a message board for employees 

where they can ask co-workers who may be involved in similar situations for advice 

suggests that employees are interested in learning and benefiting from others experiences.  

Empowering employees who seek to improve their skills, knowledge, and strategies 

should always be a priority.   

It would also be beneficial to look at partnering from the partners perspective.  Do 

their ideas and opinions match those of agency employees?  What are their barriers to 

partnering with the Service?  Are there specific steps the Service or individual employees 

can take to reduce these barriers? 

Finally, it may be valuable to look at the role personalities play in partnership 

success.  Are there people that are more equipped to work in partnerships based on 

personality characteristics?  What sorts of personalities give people a head start towards 
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success?  Are there challenges faced by some employees solely because of their 

personality and, if so, what can be done to overcome them? 

Conclusion 

Today, collaborative approaches to natural resource management are being broadly 

promoted as promising ways to deal with complex natural resource issues.  A 

comprehensive report on the National Wildlife Refuge System in 1999 recommends that 

the Service forge new and non-traditional alliances to broaden support for the System by 

establishing citizen and community partnerships on all staffed refuges.  They go on to 

state that partnerships with states, Tribes, nonprofit organizations, and academia should 

be strengthened.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recognizes that with 

encouragement, training, staff support, and clear guidance, new allies will be found, new 

partnerships developed, and the circle of support will widen and strengthen (U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service 1999).   

The Service is actively training their employees to form, manage, and effectively 

participate in partnerships.  It may help enhance this partnership training if instructors 

understand the way that employees approach partnering.  By addressing perceptions and 

the role background plays in how employees approach partnerships, managers and 

educators have a better understanding of not only what gaps to expect in their audience, 

but also who might benefit the most from training.  Although there may be no “cookbook 

recipe” for success, it is important to give employees every advantage possible when 

dealing with the increasingly difficult task of resource management. 

 



APPENDIX A 
EMPLOYEE CONTACT LETTERS 

 



Hello, 
 

I would like to request your assistance with a needs assessment that is being conducted. 
 
The Division of Education Outreach at NCTC in Shepherdstown, WV, has a cooperative 
agreement with the University of Florida to conduct a needs assessment to determine 
strengths, weaknesses, and areas of improvement with FWS partnerships.  The University 
has requested a list of approximately 10 persons they can interview initially and use the 
information obtained from the interview to shape the actual questionnaire that will be 
used in the needs assessment.  I was wondering if you would be one of those individuals. 
 
If you agree, the University will contact you to schedule a telephone interview.  It is 
believed that the telephone interview should take no more than 30 minutes. 
 
With your expertise and experience with partnerships, specifically within the Service, 
your input is very valuable.  The Division would greatly appreciate your time to assist us 
if you are available.  Please let me know if it is okay to forward your name as one of the 
interviewees.  You may e-mail me or call me at (304) 876-7339. 
 
If you are able to assist, please include your telephone number. 

 
Thank you. 

 
Dawn Lagrotteria 
Chief, Education and Outreach Training 
Division of Education Outreach 
USFWS/NCTC 
(304) 876-7339 
dawn_lagrotteria@fws.gov 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Letter e-mailed to employees by USFWS on 9/18/02 
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The Division of Education Outreach, National Conservation Training Center is working 
with the University of Florida, School of Forest Resources Conservation to conduct a 
Service-wide partnership survey.  The Division of Education Outreach wishes to learn 
what knowledge and skills you believe are needed for successful partnerships. 

 
We are requesting that you be a member of our pilot test group.  Very soon, you will 
receive an e-mail message from the University of Florida requesting your assistance and 
directing you to a web site that is hosting the survey.  You will be asked to complete the 
survey as well as participate in a follow-up telephone interview where you will be asked 
to give feedback on the survey itself. 

 
We appreciate your assistance with this effort.  If you are unable to participate, simply 
ignore the e-mail.  All responses are anonymous and will be kept confidential. 

 
Regards, 
Dawn Lagrotteria 
Chief, Education and Outreach Training 
Division of Education Outreach 
National Conservation Training Center 
(304) 876-7339 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

_________________________ 
Letter e-mailed to employees by USFWS on 8/1/03 
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PILOT TEST Survey on U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Partnerships 
 
 

Greetings: 
 

You have been selected to pilot test a survey about conservation partnerships within the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service. Your experience with partnerships and knowledge of the 
Service will be very useful in this process. 

 
The survey has been requested by the National Conservation Training Center. We hope to 
explore staff perceptions of what is successful and where the needs are by determining 
what skills you feel are necessary to be effective at creating and sustaining partnerships.   

 
To participate in the pilot, we ask that you complete this survey on-line, within the next 
two weeks, at the at the web address provided below:  

 
[SurveyLink] 

 
Shortly after you submit the survey, we would like to contact you for a follow up 
interview to review your thoughts on the clarity and completeness of the survey.  Please 
indicate in the space at the end of the survey a date, time, and number when you might be 
available for us to contact you. 

 
You do not have to answer any question you do not want to answer. All responses are 
anonymous and will be kept confidential to the extent provided by law.  There are no 
known risks or benefits to your personal participation, and no compensation is offered.  
The act of responding is an indication of your voluntary agreement. 

 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Kristy Bender at the University of 
Florida:  (352)377-7362 or benderk@ufl.edu or Martha Monroe, (352) 846-0878 or 
mcmonroe@ufl.edu. Questions or concerns about research participants' rights may be 
directed to the UFIRB Office, University of Florida, PO Box 112250, Gainesville FL, 
32611-2250, (352)392-0433. Thank you for your assistance with this project. 

 
 

Sincerely, 
Kristy Bender, Graduate Researcher,  
Martha Monroe, Associate Professor 
School of Forest Resources and Conservation, 
University of Florida 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Letter e-mailed to employees by researcher on 8/1/03 
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Attached is a memo regarding a partnership needs assessment sponsored by the National 
Conservation Training Center, Division of Education Outreach. The needs assessment is 
being administered by the University of Florida. Next week, the persons on the attached 
list will receive an e-mail from the University requesting their participation and directions 
on how to complete the assessment.  Please encourage those listed from your region to 
complete the assessment.  Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Dawn Lagrotteria at the National Conservation 
Training Center, 304-876-7339. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Letter e-mailed to employees by USFWS on 3/10/04 
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Needs Assessment on U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Partnerships 
 
 
Greetings: 

 
You have been selected to complete a needs assessment about conservation partnerships 
with the US Fish and Wildlife Service. Your experience and knowledge of the Service 
will be very useful in this process. 

 
This needs assessment has been requested by the National Conservation Training Center. 
We are exploring staff perceptions of what is successful and where the needs are by 
determining what skills you feel are necessary to be effective at creating and sustaining 
partnerships. This information will be useful in preparing future NCTC courses and 
opportunities to support partnerships. 

 
To participate, we ask that you complete this needs assessment on-line, within the next 
two weeks, at the at the web address provided below.  Pretests show this takes just 20 
minutes to complete.   

 
[SurveyLink] 

 
This website will provide an analysis of the responses without identifying the names of 
the respondents.  You do not have to answer any question you do not want to answer.  
There are no known risks or benefits to your personal participation, and no compensation 
is offered other than the deep satisfaction of helping to improve our ability to protect and 
enhance resource conservation!  The act of responding is an indication of your voluntary 
agreement.   

 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Kristy Bender at the University of 
Florida:  (352)377-7362 or benderk@ufl.edu or Martha Monroe, (352) 846-0878 or 
mcmonroe@ufl.edu. Questions or concerns about research participants' rights may be 
directed to the UFIRB Office, University of Florida, PO Box 112250, Gainesville FL, 
32611-2250, (352)392-0433.  

 
Thank you for your assistance with this project! 

 
Sincerely, 
Kristy Bender, Graduate Researcher  
Martha Monroe, Associate Professor 
School of Forest Resources and Conservation, 
University of Florida 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Letter e-mailed to employees by researcher on 3/15/04 
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Needs Assessment Window of Opportunity - Please help! 
 
 
Greetings: 

 
You may recall receiving an email from us last week asking you to complete an online 
needs assessment.  Unfortunately our timing wasn't quite right and shortly after the needs 
assessment was sent to you, your internet connection was unplugged. 

 
Since your internet connection has been re-established, at least temporarily, we would 
appreciate it if you could take just 20 minutes to complete the needs assessment by 
clicking on the link below: 

 
[SurveyLink] 

 
I just had my tonsils removed so the best way to reach me would be through email at 
benderk@ufl.edu as I will not be able to talk on the telephone until next week. 

 
Thanks in advance for your assistance with this project! 

 
Sincerely, 
Kristy Bender, Graduate Researcher  
Martha Monroe, Associate Professor 
School of Forest Resources and Conservation, 
University of Florida 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Letter e-mailed to employees by researcher on 3/25/04 
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Partnership Needs Assessment Follow-up 
 
 
Greetings: 

 
Three weeks ago an electronic link to a needs assessment seeking your perceptions about 
conservation partnerships with the US Fish and Wildlife Service was e-mailed to you.  
Your name was selected by the National Conservation Training Center.   

 
If you have already completed the needs assessment, please accept our sincere thanks.  If 
not, please do so as soon as possible.  Because this needs assessment was sent to only a 
small, but representative, sample of US Fish and Wildlife Service employees it is 
extremely important that your response also be included in the study if the results are to 
accurately represent the opinions of Service personnel. This information will be used to 
identify opportunities to support your work in partnerships and in preparing future NCTC 
courses. 

 
To participate, we ask that you complete this needs assessment on-line at the web address 
provided below.  Pretests show this takes about 20 minutes to complete.   

 
[SurveyLink] 

 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Kristy Bender at the University of 
Florida:  (352)377-7362 or benderk@ufl.edu or Martha Monroe, (352) 846-0878 or 
mcmonroe@ufl.edu. Questions or concerns about research participants' rights may be 
directed to the UFIRB Office, University of Florida, PO Box 112250, Gainesville FL, 
32611-2250, (352)392-0433.  

 
Thank you for your assistance with this project! 

 
Sincerely, 
Kristy Bender, Graduate Researcher  
Martha Monroe, Associate Professor 
School of Forest Resources and Conservation, 
University of Florida 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Letter e-mailed to employees by researcher on 4/7/04 
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Partnership Needs Assessment - Your Response Matters! 
 

 
Greetings: 

 
Several weeks ago an electronic link to a needs assessment seeking your perceptions 
about conservation partnerships with the US Fish and Wildlife Service was e-mailed to 
you.  Your name was selected by the National Conservation Training Center.   

 
If you have already completed the needs assessment, please accept our sincere thanks.  If 
not, please consider taking 20 minutes of your time to complete it.  Because this needs 
assessment was sent to only a small, but representative, sample of US Fish and Wildlife 
Service employees it is extremely important that your response also be included in the 
study if the results are to accurately represent the opinions of Service personnel. This 
information will be used to identify opportunities to support your work in partnerships 
and in preparing future NCTC courses. 

 
To participate, we ask that you complete this needs assessment on-line at the web address 
provided below.   

 
[SurveyLink] 

 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Kristy Bender at the University of 
Florida:  (352)377-7362 or benderk@ufl.edu or Martha Monroe, (352) 846-0878 or 
mcmonroe@ufl.edu. Questions or concerns about research participants' rights may be 
directed to the UFIRB Office, University of Florida, PO Box 112250, Gainesville FL, 
32611-2250, (352)392-0433.  

 
Thank you for your assistance with this project! 

 
Sincerely, 
Kristy Bender, Graduate Researcher  
Martha Monroe, Associate Professor 
School of Forest Resources and Conservation, 
University of Florida 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Letter e-mailed to employees by researcher on 4/26/04 
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This past year, you were one of the persons selected as part of a sample to complete a 
partnership needs assessment being conducted by the Division of Education Outreach, 
National Conservation Training Center, through a cooperative agreement with the 
University of Florida.  The person preparing the needs assessment report wants to provide 
an overview of the titles of the persons in the sample to show validity of the sample.  
Therefore, it is important to know the titles of all the persons in the needs assessment 
sample, regardless if the person chose to complete the needs assessment or not. 

 
This is a request to please e-mail me your title.  It will be greatly appreciated. 

 
Dawn Lagrotteria 
Chief, Education and Outreach Training Branch 
Division of Education Outreach 
National Conservation Training Center 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
698 Conservation Way 
Shepherdstown, WV 25443 
(304) 876-7339 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Letter e-mailed to employees by USFWS on 8/27/2004

 



 

APPENDIX B 
INITIAL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT OF PARTNERSHIP 

SURVEY 

 

1. What kind of partnerships are you involved in?  Who are the partners?  Is your 
agency the lead agency? 

 
2. When you think about partnerships you work with how would you characterize 

them? 
 
3. Think of a successful partnership you have been involved with.  Why was it 

successful? 
 
4. What are problems/potholes in the partnerships you have been involved with?  

What tend to be the challenges? 
 
5. What do staff need to do to be effective involved in these partnerships? 
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APPENDIX C 
PAPER COPY OF FINAL ELECTRONIC SURVEY 

 

 



Needs Assessment on  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Partnerships 

 
 
 
Introduction 
You have been selected by the Division of Education Outreach to participate in this needs 
assessment. We appreciate your honest thoughts and reactions to the questions as they 
will increase the agency's ability to provide appropriate training programs. The results of 
this needs assessment will be reported anonymously and no names will be used. 
 
PRETESTS SHOW THIS NEEDS ASSESSMENT TAKES 20 MINUTES TO 
COMPLETE 
 
 
 
Background Information 
1. How long have you worked for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

      
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
2. What is your job title?      
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
3. Please indicate which of the following best describes your work:  
_____  I spend the majority of my time in a "field setting" doing biological and other types of  

outdoor work. 
_____  I spend the majority of my time in an "office setting" doing administrative, management,  

and other types of indoor work. 
_____  I spend a fairly equal amount of time in both a field setting and office setting doing my  

work. 
 
 
4. Are you a supervisor in your current position? 
_____  Yes, I am currently a supervisor. 
_____  No, I am not currently a supervisor. 
 
 
5. What is your academic background (professional field)? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

82 



83 

6. In what region do you currently work? 
_____  Region 1 - Pacific 
_____  Region 2 - Southwest 
_____  Region 3 - Midwest 
_____  Region 4 - Southeast 
_____  Region 5 - Northeast 
_____  Region 6 - Mountain-Prairie 
_____  Region 7 - Alaska 
_____  Region 9 - Headquarters 
 
 
7. Please indicate the definition that best fits your understanding of partnerships in the 
USFWS: 
_____  a mandated project where you are assigned to work with another individual or  

organization 
_____  any voluntary collaboration among organizations working toward a common objective 
_____  a voluntary collaboration of individuals, organizations, or both to achieve common goals  

on a specific project within a definite time 
_____  If none of these completely capture your sense of the partnerships you work with, please  

provide your definition below. 
 
 
8. Have you had any formal partnership training? 
_____  No 
_____  Yes (please list the trainings below) 
 
 
9. Approximately how many partnerships have you been involved in while working for the 
USFWS? (circle one) 
 
0  1  2-5  6-10  11-24  25+ 
 
 
10. While actively working on partnerships for the USFWS, approximately how many 
hours per week do you spend doing partnership related work? 
 
___________ hours per week 
 
 
11. Approximately how many weeks out of the year do you spend actively involved in 
partnership activities? 
 
___________ weeks per year 
 
 
12. To what degree is the accomplishment of your job goals related to the success of the  
partnerships in which you work (i.e., to what extent is your job dependent on partnership 
outcomes?)? (circle one) 
 
0-25%  26-50%  51-75%  76-100% 
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13. Do you spend more time creating new partnerships or sustaining existing partnerships? 
_____  Creating new partnerships 
_____  Sustaining existing partnerships 
 
 
14. Are the majority of partnerships you work with established by you or by someone else? 
_____  Established by me 
_____  Established by someone else 
 
 
15. Are the majority of your partnerships planned or opportunistic? 
_____  Planned 
_____  Opportunistic 
 
 
16. What is the primary expected outcome of the partnerships in which you are involved?   
(check one)   
_____  Promote educational programs 
_____  Building community support 
_____  Habitat conservation/restoration 
_____  Endangered species protection/management 
_____  Controlling exotic species 
_____  Other species protection/management 
_____  New or improved relationships 
_____  Resolution of a natural resource conflict 
_____  Prevention of a natural resource conflict 
_____  General resource conservation 
_____  Other (please specify) 
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Perceptions 
Please mark the response that best describes how you perceive the 
following aspects of partnerships. 

 

 strongly 
disagree disagree agree strongly 

agree 
Success is mostly due to the personalities of the 
active partners  

    

Success is mostly due to the skill of the 
facilitator  

     

The most successful partnerships occur when 
partners come together naturally and are not 
forced into cooperation  

     

Most challenges to successful partnerships 
occur within the agency  

    

Partnerships are likely to fail if the partners 
have no experience working in similar 
situations  

    

The success of partnerships does not depend on 
personalities  

    

People can't be taught how to create successful 
partnerships  

    

It is critical to have concrete results from your 
involvement in the partnership  

    

Very successful partnerships can occur with an 
informal and unofficial agreement  

    

The most important outcome from partnerships 
is the relationships I build with partners  

    

The most important outcome from partnerships 
is the tangible benefits unique to each 
partnership 

    

It is important to develop relationships with 
other partners on a personal level 

    

Partnerships are a win/lose situation     
We can accomplish a great deal more in 
partnerships than we can accomplish alone  

    

Partnerships take much more time than they are 
worth  

    

Engaging in a partnership is a process with a set 
of steps and tasks – it is a science  

    

Engaging in a partnership is a flex bli e process 
with a basic goal but no structure – it is an art  

    

Partnerships have no definitive end      
Partnerships are easier when the par net rs can 
meet face to face  

    

It is easiest to work with people in your own 
agency  
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strongly 
disagree disagree agree strongly 

agree 
I feel that I have nothing to offer in a  
partnership setting 

   

I can effectively represent my agency in a 
partnership  

    

I'm comfortable taking responsibility for a 
 

   
partnership someone else established  
I know how to locate and contact app opr riate 
partners      

I have the necessary training to effectively 
develop and implement a partnership      

I have the skills I need to be a good team 
member in a partnership setting     

I am comfortable when working with partne
with disparate missions or goals

rs 
     

My motivation can overcome the challenges of 
partnerships      

If I fail once in a partnership I have little 
interest in working on another partnership      

My supervisor approves the time I need to 
make my partnerships effective      

My supervisor doesn't support my efforts in 
partnerships      

I am able to allocate the time I need to devote 
to the partnership      
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Successful Partnerships 
lthough you may be involved in multiple partnerships, for the purpose 

 only one SUCCESSFUL partnership that 

an example of a successful partnership please check the box below and 
kip this section. 
____  I have no example of a successful partnership. 

artnership?  
heck one) 

ve a common natural resource problem (ex. habitat restoration, water quality) 
olve an existing natural resource conflict 

cies, communities, neighbors) 

t incentives that led to the formation of this partnership, 
lease identify them (check all that apply). 
____  To fulfill a federal natural resource mandate (ex. federal aid to state agencies) 

) 
 conflict 

cies, communities, neighbors) 

heck all that apply) 
____  Federal Agency(ies) 
____  State Agency(ies) 

l Educational Institution(s) 

rcial/Industrial Enterprises 
n(s) 

 

A
of this section please focus on
has had results. 
 
 
1. If you do not have 
s
_
 
 
2. How would you characterize the primary incentive behind the formation of this 
p
(c
_____  To fulfill a federal natural resource mandate (ex. federal aid to state agencies) 
_____  To resol
_____  To res
_____  To prevent an anticipated natural resource conflict (ex. listing a new species) 
_____  To establish a new relationship 
_____  To improve existing relationships (ex. with agen
_____  Opportunity/circumstance 
_____  Other (please specify) 
 
 
3. If there are other importan
p
_
_____  To resolve a common natural resource problem (ex. habitat restoration, water quality
_____  To resolve an existing natural resource
_____  To prevent an anticipated natural resource conflict (ex. listing a new species) 
_____  To establish a new relationship 
_____  To improve existing relationships (ex. with agen
_____  Opportunity/circumstance 
_____  Other (please specify) 
 
 
4. Who were the partners? (c
_
_
_____  Local Government(s) 
_____  Tribes 
_____  Formal/Non-forma
_____  Private Individual(s) 
_____  Comme
_____  Non-commerical non-governmental organizatio
_____  Other (please specify)
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5. How many partners, including you, are ACTIVE in the partnership? (circle one) 

. How many partners, including you, are NOT ACTIVE in the partnership and participate 
 name only? (circle one) 

5-9  10-19  20-35  36+ 

. On what scale(s) is the partnership active? 
____  International 

. Below is a list of skills and abilities that may be necessary for individuals who are 
volved in partnerships. To what extent do or did the Service employees working as a part 

 
1  2-4  5-9  10-19  20-35  36+ 
 
 
6
in
 
0  1-4  
 
 
7
_
_____  National 
_____  Regional 
_____  State 
_____  Local 
 
 
8
in
of this partnership exhibit these skills and abilities? 
Please mark your answers where 1 = not at all evident, 3 = somewhat evident, and 5 = very 
evident. 

 Not at 

 

all 
evident

2 Somewhat 
evident 4 Very 

evident

Understanding federal and agency 
regulations on partnerships for resource 

   

management 

  

Overcoming budget restrictions of partners       
Finding financial resources      
Finding FWS agency personnel to provide 
assistance 

     

Finding equipment       
Having the academic background and/or 
technical training you need to be an effective 
member of the partnership  

     

Having the partnership training you need to 
be an effective participant 

     

Knowing which structure to use for a 
partnership 

     

Knowing what paperwork needs to be 
completed 

     

Identifying appropriate partners      
Knowing who in the community should be in      
the partnership 
Developing a timeline      
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 Not at 
all 

evident
2 Somewhat 

evident 4 Very 
evident

Creating a common goal for the group      
Articulating a shared vision for the group      
Creating a written agreement for all 
members 

     

Developing a plan with clear, measurable 
objectives 

     

Being comfortable in a group setting      
Increasing comfort level for new group 
members  

     

Effectively working with people who are in a      
different power/authority level than your 
own 
Building trust among group members      
Actively listening      
Speaking clearly      
Conveying technical information to others 
who do not share your knowledge of the 
subject 

     

Being able to function when you are 
delegated no authority to make decisions, 
even if you are the FWS representative and 
FWS is the lead agency  

     

Knowing when the agen y c can accept      
compromise 
Accepting compromise willingly      
Effectively working with antagonistic 
partners 

     

Not letting difficult situations bother you      
Controlling your temper in difficult 
situations 

     

Accepting different points of view      
Setting aside deeply held opinions      
Finding a way to work with individuals who 
can not speak effectively for their 
agency/organization 

     

Figuring out how to deal with disparate      
missions of partners 
Finding a way to work with individuals who 
can not speak effectively for their 
agency/organization 

     

Figuring out how to deal with disparate      
missions of partners 
Thorough understanding of your partners’ 
background, mission, and goals 

     

Knowing partners' roles in the partnership      
Defining your role in the partnership      
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Not at 
all 

evident
2 Somewhat 

evident 4 Very 
evident

Participating when you are not the lead    
agency and/or have no clear authority 

  

Effectively working with people outside of 
your agency 

     

Understanding the influence of Congress on 
partnerships 

     

Understanding the influence of the media on 
partnerships 

     

Understanding the influence of the current 
administration on partnerships 

     

 
 
9. Which skills and abilities were most responsible for your success in this partnership? 

t 

you need to be an effective  

p 
ers 

tives 

rent power/authority level than your  

al information to others who do not share your knowledge of the  

you  

her you 

Please mark all the apply 
_____  Understanding federal and agency regulations on partnerships for resource managemen
_____  Overcoming budget restrictions of partners 
_____  Finding financial resources 

nel to provide assistance _____  Finding FWS agency person
_____  Finding equipment 

c background and/or technical training _____  Having the academi
member of the partnership 

_____  H ng you need to be an effective participant aving the partnership traini
_____  Knowing which structure to use for a partnership 
_____  Knowing what paperwork needs to be completed 
_____  Identifying appropriate partners 

should be in the partnership _____  Knowing who in the community 
_____  Developing a timeline 

al for the group _____  Creating a common go
_____  Articulating a shared vision for the grou
_____  Creating a written agreement for all memb
_____  Developing a plan with clear, measurable objec
_____  Being comfortable in a group setting 

p members _____  Increasing comfort level for new grou
_____  Effectively working with people who are in a diffe

own 
_____  ng trust among group members Buildi
_____  Actively listening 
_____  Speaking clearly 
_____  Conveying technic

subject 
_____  B le to function when you are delegated no authority to make decisions, even if eing ab

are the FWS representative and FWS is the lead agency 
_____  Knowing when the agency can accept compromise 
_____  Accepting compromise willingly 

istic partners _____  Effectively working with antagon
_____  Not letting difficult situations bot
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_____  Controlling your temper in difficult situations 
_____  Accepting different points of view 
_____  Setting aside deeply held opinions 
_____  Finding a way to work with individuals who can not speak effectively for their  

_____  ng of your partners’ background, mission, and goals 

ncy and/or have no clear authority 
de of your agency 

 
on partnerships 

0. In general, which category of skills and abilities was most important to the success of 
our partnership example? 

 steps of partnership development 
eople skills") 

ge of partners 

1. What other factors contributed to the success of this partnership? 

agency/organization 
_____  Figuring out how to deal with disparate missions of partners 

Thorough understandi
_____  Knowing partners' roles in the partnership 
_____  Defining your role in the partnership 
_____  Participating when you are not the lead age
_____  Effectively working with people outsi
_____  Understanding the influence of Congress on partnerships 
_____  Understanding the influence of the media on partnerships
_____  Understanding the influence of the current administration 
 
 
1
y
_____  Locating agency support 
_____  Knowing and applying
_____  Communication skills ("P
_____  Understanding your role/Service's role in the process 
_____  Knowing how to work with a diverse ran
_____  Assessing your partners background and goals 
_____  Being able to set the people apart from the issue 
 
 
1
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Less Successful Partnerships 
nly 2 more short sections! 

lthough you may be involved in multiple partnerships, for the purpose 

. If you do not have an example of a less successful partnership please check the box below 

of a less successful partnership. 

. At what point in the process did your partnership start to break down? 

inition of roles, formalization  

. How would you characterize the primary incentive behind the formation of this 

uality) 

 

. If there are other important incentives that led to the formation of this partnership, 

uality) 

 

You are almost done!  There are o
 
A
of this section please focus on only one LESS SUCCESSFUL 
partnership that has had results. 
 
 
1
and skip this section. 
 

____  I have no example _
 
 
2
_____  problem setting (finding or contacting appropriate partners) 
_____  direction setting (establishing goals, setting ground rules) 

ef_____  structuring (devising a framework to guide future action, d
of process) 

_____  i g (project management, activity, production) mplementin
_____  assessing outcomes (impact assessment) 
 
 
3
partnership? (check one) 
_____  To fulfill a federal natural resource mandate (ex. federal aid to state agencies) 
_____  To resolve a common natural resource problem (ex. habitat restoration, water q
_____  To resolve an existing natural resource conflict 

ict (ex. listing a new species) _____  To prevent an anticipated natural resource confl
_____  To establish a new relationship 

s (ex. with agencies, communities, neighbors)_____  To improve existing relationship
_____  Opportunity/circumstance 
_____  Other (please specify) 
 
 
4
please identify them (check all that apply). 
_____  To fulfill a federal natural resource mandate (ex. federal aid to state agencies) 
_____  To resolve a common natural resource problem (ex. habitat restoration, water q
_____  To resolve an existing natural resource conflict 

ict (ex. listing a new species) _____  To prevent an anticipated natural resource confl
_____  To establish a new relationship 

s (ex. with agencies, communities, neighbors)_____  To improve existing relationship
_____  Opportunity/circumstance 
_____  Other (please specify) 
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5. Who were the partners? (check all that apply) 
____  Federal Agency(ies) 

 

ucational Institution(s) 
Individual(s) 

governmental organization(s) 

. How many partners, including you, are ACTIVE in the partnership? 

36+ 

. How many partners, including you, are NOT ACTIVE in the partnership and participate 
 name only? 

1-4  5-9  10-19  20-35  36+ 

. On what scale(s) is the partnership active? 
____  International 

. Which obstacles were most responsible for your lack of success in this partnership? 
lease mark all the apply 

ent 

ssistance 

ning you need to be an effective  
ership 

_____  use for a partnership 

artnership 

sion for the group 
mbers 

bjectives 

_
_____  State Agency(ies) 
_____  Local Government(s)
_____  Tribes 
_____  Formal/Non-formal Ed
_____  Private 
_____  Commercial/Industrial Enterprises 
_____  Non-commerical non-
_____  Other (please specify) 
 
 
6
 
1  2-4  5-9  10-19  20-35  
 
 
7
in
 
0  
 
 
8
_
_____  National 
_____  Regional 
_____  State 
_____  Local 
 
 
9
P
_____  Understanding federal and agency regulations on partnerships for resource managem
_____  Overcoming budget restrictions of partners 
_____  Finding financial resources 
_____  Finding FWS agency personnel to provide a
_____  Finding equipment 
_____  Having the academic background and/or technical trai

member of the partn
_____  Having the partnership training you need to be an effective participant 

Knowing which structure to 
_____  Knowing what paperwork needs to be completed 
_____  Identifying appropriate partners 
_____  Knowing who in the community should be in the p
_____  Developing a timeline 
_____  Creating a common goal for the group 
_____  Articulating a shared vi
_____  Creating a written agreement for all me
_____  Developing a plan with clear, measurable o
_____  Being comfortable in a group setting 
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_____  Increasing comfort level for new group members 
_____  Effectively working with people who are in a different power/authority level than your  

_____  A  listening 

l information to others who do not share your knowledge of the  

f you  
WS representative and FWS is the lead agency 

_____  

als who can not speak effectively for their  

_____  ng of your partners’ background, mission, and goals 

ncy and/or have no clear authority 
de of your agency 

 
on partnerships 

0. In general, which category of skills and abilities was the biggest obstacle in your 
artnership example? 

ying steps of partnership development 
eople skills") 

ge of partners 

1. What other obstacles contributed to the lack of success in this partnership? 

own 
_____  Building trust among group members 

ctively
_____  Speaking clearly 
_____  Conveying technica

subject 
_____  Being able to function when you are delegated no authority to make decisions, even i

are the F
_____  Knowing when the agency can accept compromise 

Accepting compromise willingly 
_____  Effectively working with antagonistic partners 
_____  Not letting difficult situations bother you 
_____  Controlling your temper in difficult situations 
_____  Accepting different points of view 
_____  Setting aside deeply held opinions 
_____  Finding a way to work with individu

agency/organization 
_____  Figuring out how to deal with disparate missions of partners 

Thorough understandi
_____  Knowing partners' roles in the partnership 
_____  Defining your role in the partnership 
_____  Participating when you are not the lead age
_____  Effectively working with people outsi
_____  Understanding the influence of Congress on partnerships 
_____  Understanding the influence of the media on partnerships
_____  Understanding the influence of the current administration 
 
 
1
p
_____  Locating agency support 
_____  Knowing and appl
_____  Communication skills ("P
_____  Understanding your role/Service's role in the process 
_____  Knowing how to work with a diverse ran
_____  Assessing your partners background and goals 
_____  Being able to set the people apart from the issue 
 
 
1
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Additional Information 
 your partnership was successful? 

. For those skills and abilities that you indicated are major elements for successful 

. Below is a list of roadblocks that may affect the success of your partnerships. To what 

ewhat a factor, and 5 = very 

1. How do you judge whether or not
 
 
 
2
partnerships, what tools/resources do you need to use them fully? 
 
 
 
3
extent are or were these roadblocks hindering your success?   
 

lease mark your answers where 1 = not at all a factor, 3 = somP
much a factor. 
 Not at all 2 4 Somewhat a Very much 

a factor factor a factor 
policy/procedure      
paperwork       
funding       
time       
management support       
Other (please specify) 
 
 

     

 
4. What can the National Conservation Training Center offer to improve FWS's ability to 

 

. If you know of a partnership that would make a good case study for NCTC courses, 

__________ 

hanks! 
ry much for your time and your thoughts. When you submit your answers 

effectively use partnerships for resource conservation and accomplish the Service mission?
 
 
 
5
please give us an appropriate contact name and reference 
 

artnership  ________________________________________P
 

ocation  ____________________________________________________ L
 

ontact Name  ________________________________________________ C
 
 
T
Thank you ve
they will be accessed by individuals at the University of Florida. It will not have your 
name attached to it. Only a compilation of results will be reported to the FWS

 



APPENDIX D 
COMPLETE SURVEY DATA 

 

 



 

Job title of non-respondents 
Deputy Refuge Manager 2 
Refuge Manager 14 
Assistant Refuge Manager 
Refuge Planner 
Refuge Operations Specialist 3 
Field Supervisor 3 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 5 
Wildlife Biologist 2 
Fisheries Biologist  
Fisheries Project Coordinator 
Hydrologist 
Supervisory Range Technician 
Natural Resources Planner 
 
Senior Budget Analyst 
Senior Legislative Specialist 
 
Chief, Division of Contracting and General Services 
Chief, Division of Partnerships and Outreach 
Chief, Branch of Habitat Restoration 
Chief, Division of Resource Management 
Chief of Visitor Services  
Regional Chief, Refuge Law Enforcement 
 
Regional Partners for Fish & Wildlife Coordinator 2 
Coordinator, Rainwater Basin Joint Venture 
Strategic Growth Coordinator 
Distance Learning Coordinator. 
Private Lands Coordinator 
Assistant Coordinator South Atlantic Fisheries Coordination Office 
Western Colorado Supervisor 
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Academic background by category (professional field) 
Biology 
Biology (13)  
BS Biology (8) 
Biology and wildlife biology  
General biology  
Biology and Environmental Planning  
Biology with a marine emphasis  
BS Forest Biology, MS Wildlife Biology  
BS Wildlife Biology, MS Environmental Ed.  
MS Biology (3) 
 
Zoology 
Zoology (3)  
Zoology/Wildlife Science  
Zoology and Resource Conservation  
BS Zoology,  MS Zoology  
BS Wildlife Ecology, MS - Zoology  
BS Zoology/Fisheries Minor 
MS Zoology  
MS in Zoology  BA in biology  
PhD Zoology  emphasis in wildlife management  
 
Fisheries 
Aquatic Ecology  
Fisheries Biology (7) 
Fisheries Science (3) 
Fisheries Management  
Fisheries/Aquatic Biology  
Marine fisheries  
Marine Science  
Fisheries and Agriculture  
Malacology and fisheries 
MSES Water resources, BS Biology  
MS Vertebrate Zoology/Fish  
MS Aquatic Biology 
MS Fisheries (4) 
MS Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences  
PhD Zoology (aquatic sciences)  
 
Fish and Wildlife 
Fisheries and wildlife sciences (6) 
Fish and Wildlife Biology (3) 
Fish Management and Biology 
BS Fisheries & Wildlife (2) 
BS Fish and Wildlife; M.S. degree in Biology Fish/Wildlife Biology  
MS fish and wildlife biologist  
 
Wildlife 
Wildlife Biology (16) 
Wildlife Ecology (5) 
Wildlife science (2) 
Wildlife Science and Tropical Forest Ecology 
Wildlife and forestry  
Forestry/Wildlife Biology  
Wildlife biology (B.S. and M.S.)  
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Wildlife  
Wildlife Biology; Zoology 
Wildlife Biology/Education   
BS Wildlife Science, MS Range Ecology 
BS and MS in Wildlife Biology 
BS Fisheries & Wildlife Biology 
MS Wildlife Ecology (4)  
MS Wildlife (5) 
MS Wildlife biology - concentration in environmental education and public relations  
PhD Wildlife Biology  
PhD Wildlife Ecology:  Waterfowl Biology 
 
Wildlife Management 
Wildlife Management (7) 
Zoology & wildlife mang.  
Fish and Wildlife Management 
Wildlife Management ; Biology  
Wildlife management and Economics 
Forestry/Wildlife Management (2) 
BS Fish and Wildlife Management (2) 
BS Zoology, MS Wildl. Mgmt. 
BS Wildlife Management (9)  
BS Wildlife Biology, MS Wildlife Management  
BS and MS Wildlife Management  
BS/MS wildlife mgmt/ecology  
MS Wildlife Management (3)  
MS Wildlife Biology/Mgmt  
Ph.D. Zoology and Wildlife Management  
 
Miscellaneous Science Degrees 
Earth Science  
Environmental science/biology  
Biology and Environmental Studies 
BA natural science 
MS Natural Resources (2) 
Terrestrial ecology  
Botanical Sciences  
Wildlife Ecology and Botany  
Botany  
BS Forestry  
Forestry 
PhD  Physiology  
Entomology  
Vertebrate Population/Reproductive Ecology  
MS Soil Science  
Agronomy & Biology  
Ecology  
BS geography  
MS Geography 
BS Cartography  
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Management 
Natural Resources Management 
Resource management 
Wildland Recreation Mgt. 
Recreation and Parks Administration  
BS Environmental Mgmt and Planning  
Forestry and Recreation mgt.  
M.S. Forest Resources Management 
 
Other  
Accounting  
Lawyer 
Political science/attorney  
BA Justice 
Environmental policy  
Civil Engineering (Land Surveying) 
Bio Tech/Admin  
Latin American Studies / biochemistry / Spanish  
English literature; biology 
Human Resources 
BBA Human Resources Management 
Human Resources Management  
Public Relations  
BS Speech Communication  
MS History & Education  
Environmental Writing 
 
 
Years with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Years with  
Service 

Number Percent 

1-5 52 24.07 
6-10 16   7.41 
11-15 48 22.22 
16-20 29 13.43 
21-25 24 11.11 
26-30 37 17.13 
31+ 10   4.63 

Mean = 15.6 
Standard Deviation = 9.9 
 
 
Training Attendance  

Background variable Number Percentage 

Attended formal partnership training: 
No 
Yes 

 
132 
85 

 
60.8 
39.2 
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Training that employees have attended                                                                                                                          
Introduction to Conservation Partnerships 
Conservation Partnerships Basics (3) 
Partnerships: An Overview (3) 
Building Partnerships (2)                                                           
Conservation Partnerships (7) 
Conservation Partnerships in Practice (8) 
Advanced Partnerships in Practice 
Partnership Roundtable Workshop (5)                                                             
IMPACT (9)                                                                                                                                                   
Negotiation training (2) 
Negotiation Strategies and Techniques (2) 
Conflict Resolution   
Resolving complex environmental issues with stakeholders   
Community-based Consensus Building                                                                                           
Building Common Ground                                                                                 
Building Community Support  
Working with Friends Groups 
Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program (5)  
Ecosystem Team Class                                                                              
Habitat Evaluation Procedures     
Conserving Endangered Species on Non-federal Lands           
Natural Community Conservation Planning                                                                                                  
Habitat Conservation Planning (2)                                                                                                                 
Conserving endangered species on Private Lands 
Conservation Biology course                                                             
Coordinated Resource Management                                                                        
An approach to Ecosystem Conservation (6) 
Recovery Implementation Training                                                                   
Coaching for Excellence Course  
Stepping Up to Leadership (3) 
Upper Level Management Training                                                   
Team Effectiveness Training                                                                            
Teambuilding                                                                                                       
Education and Outreach  
Grant Writing                                                                                                                                                 
Conservation Easements   
Realty Academy  
Refuge Academy                                                                                                        
 
Additional responses: “Too numerous to name, both formal and informal”, “various 
supervisory courses”, “Refuge System workshops dealing with partnerships”, and 
“Partnership training has been incorporated into other training sessions” 
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Definition of partnerships in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Definition Number Percent 

A mandated project where you are assigned to work 
with another individual or organization. 

0 0 

Any voluntary collaboration among organizations 
working toward a common objective. 

60 27.5 

A voluntary collaboration of individuals, 
organizations, or both to achieve common goals on 
a specific project within a definite time. 

124 56.9 

If none of these completely capture your sense of 
the partnerships you work with, please provide your 
definition below. 

34 15.6 

 
1. A mandated project among organizations working toward a common objective 
2. A collaboration either mandated or voluntary among individuals, groups, or organizations to 

achieve a shared common objective or goal. 
3. A voluntary collaboration of individuals, organizations, agencies, or combinations of those 

working toward a common objective. 
4. A voluntary collaboration among individuals, organizations or both to achieve common 

objectives. 
5. A voluntary collaboration of individuals  organizations or both to achieve common goals and 

objectives that protect  conserve and restore fish and wildlife populations and their habitats  
thereby providing benefits to the American people 

6. Any voluntary collaboration of individuals, organizations, and/or agencies working toward a 
mutually beneficial goal or objective. 

7. A voluntary collaboration of individuals, organizations, or both to achieve common goals 
8. A voluntary collaboration of individuals, organizations, or both working toward a common 

objective or to achieve common goals on a specific project within a definite time 
9. A voluntary or mandated collaboration of individuals, organizations, or both to achieve 

commons goals either within a definite time or for the long term as long as the collaboration 
continues to meet a common objective  

10. A voluntary collaboration of individuals, organizations, and agencies in various combinations 
to achieve common goals for habitat restoration, enhancement, and protection. 

11. Any voluntary collaboration among individuals and/or organizations to achieve common 
goals or differing compatible goals on both specific and non specific projects with or without 
definite times. 

12. Voluntary, however project funding is often contingent on the level of partnership/capacity 
building involved.  

13. A voluntary collaboration of individuals, organizations, or both working towards a common 
goal  

14. A voluntary collaboration of individuals, organizations, and/or both to achieve common 
objectives.  

15. A collaboration of individuals and or organizations working together to achieve common 
resource conservation goals. 

16. A voluntary collaboration of individuals  organizations  or both to achieve common goals on 
a project  specific or being developed/defined  with or without a definite time  

17. Delivering voluntary on the ground habitat improvement projects and technical assistance to 
private landowners for the benefit of federal trust species.  

18. Partnerships are a voluntary collaboration of individuals, organizations, or both to achieve 
common goals. They can exist for the term of a project or be ongoing.  
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19. For me partnerships are indeed voluntary collaborations consisting of both individuals and 
organizations.  Generally they are initiated to achieve common goals and/or projects but some 
of the most productive partnerships continue as foundations that provide consultation, review, 
and discussion sounding boards to achieve long term landscape level projects and problem 
resolution. 

20. Most work is establishing dialog with disparate interests to identify common interests and 
lead to common goals of a specific project within a definite time.   

21. The USFWS  particularly Ecological Services  is involved with mandated and contractual 
work responsibilities;  

22. Partnerships vary between a landowner agreement for habitat restoration to an interagency 
agreement for the review of a federal project.     

23. Can be "A" and "B" 
24. All 3 definitions apply to some partnerships.  I view partnerships as a collaboration of people 

working together to address a common issue. 
25. A combination of the first three. 
26. A combination of all three  
27. My understanding includes the above three statements 
28. I like your second definition but don't underestimate the importance of the individual as being 

the catalyst for everything and the objective(s) as usually a combination of specific/shorter-
term and more general and longer-term goals & activities!  (small successes in the shorter-
term build over time to create large  long-term collaborations 

29. I agree with the definition under the second box above except that it does not include 
individuals in its definition (it only refers to organizations). 

30. Your second and third choice represent the best answer. Sometimes it is a common objective 
sometimes it is to achieve a specific project 

31. Actually a collaboration of individuals and organizations working together towards a 
common objective.  Within that the group would have common goals on specific projects not 
necessarily within a definite time.  It is a combination of the second and third choices above. 

32. #3  but add to it "to benefit Service trust resources (i.e.  listed  candidate  species of concern  
and migratory birds and their habitats)" 

33. The third definition should be the Service definition.  However often the Service forgets it is 
mandated to regulate parties  but continues to call those parties with mandated requirements 
its partner often allowing the partner to do less than required by law. 

34. As above in 3rd answer voluntary collaboration – individuals, organizations, or both working 
to achieve common goals but not always limited to a specific project with a definite timeline  
sometimes more like a common objective that can be more long term.   

35. A voluntary collaboration of individuals, organizations, or both to achieve common goals on 
a specific project.  Note: this is the same as #3 omitting "within a definite time" Many 
partnerships are long-term and ongoing time limits do not apply especially when many 
uncontrollable factors influence goal achievement. 
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Job title of respondents 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist (35) 
Senior Fish and Wildlife Biologist  
Supervisory Fish and Wildlife Biologist (10) 
Wildlife Biologist (8) 
Fisheries Biologist (13) 
Biologist (4)  
Regional Refuge Biologist  
Refuge biologist  
Supervisory Biologist (2)  
Supervisory Fishery Biologist (2)  
Private Lands Biologist (2) 
Migratory Bird Biologist 
Private Lands Biologist 
 
Field Office Supervisor (4) 
Field Supervisor (8)  
Deputy Field Supervisor 
Deputy Refuge Manager (5) 
Refuge Manager (Project Leader) (43) 
Assistant Refuge Mgr. (2) 
Fish Hatchery Manager (3) 
 
Human Resources Officer 
Center Director 
Team leader  
Administrative Officer 
ESA Program Advisor 
Fish and Wildlife Administrator (2) 
Program Analyst 
Private Lands Coordinator (2) 
Botanist 
Biological science technician (2) 
Supervisory Cartographer  
Cartographer 
Park ranger 
Wildlife inspector 
Evidence Custodian 
Farm Bill Coordinator 
Chief Land Surveyor  
Regional outdoor recreation planner 
Regional Coordinator - Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program (4) 
Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program State Coordinator (7) 
 
Supervisory Realty Specialist 
Realty Specialist (3) 
Realty Assistant (Realty Specialist Trainee) 
 
Supervisory fire management specialist 
International Affairs Specialist 
Human Resources Specialist (2) 
Program Specialist 
Legislative Affairs Specialist 
Training Specialist 
Information & Education Specialist  
IT Specialist 
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Intelligence Research Specialist 
Grant Management Specialist  
Refuge Operations Specialist (2) 
 
Pacific Coast Joint Venture Coordinator  
West Gulf Coastal Plain Initiative Coordinator  
Gulf Coast Fisheries Coordinator 
Illinois Private Lands Coordinator 
Lower Colorado River Coordinator  
State Private Lands Coordinator (5) 
Habitat Restoration Coordinator 
National Research Coordinator  
Regional Habitat Restoration and Partnerships Coordinator  
Federal Permits and Projects Coordinator 
Outreach Coordinator  
Asst. Joint Venture Coordinator  
Asst. State Coordinator MTPFW Program  
 
Chief  Division Fish & Wildlife Management and Habitat  Restoration  
Chief  Division of Natural Resources  NWRS  Region 5 
Director of Communications  
Deputy Regional Director 
Special Assistant to the RD 
Division Chief 
 
 
Respondents by region 

 

Region # Surveys 
sent Out 

Number 
responded 

Percent 
responded 

Percent of all 
responses 

Number 
missing 

Percent  
missing 

1 36 30 83.3 13.8 6 16.7 
2 34 21 61.8   9.7 13 38.2 
3 27 19 70.4   8.8 8 29.6 
4 80 58 72.5 26.7 22 27.5 
5 69 46 66.7 21.2 23 33.3 
6 41 22 53.7 10.1 19 46.3 
7 20 12 60.0   5.5 8 40.0 
9 22 9 40.1   4.1 13 59.1 

 
Degree to which job goals are related to partnership success 

Degree to which job 
goals relate to 

partnership success 

Frequency Percent 

0 – 25% 69 31.9 
26 – 50% 30 13.9 
51 – 75% 49 22.7 
76 – 100% 68 31.5 
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Dichotomous job characteristic variables  
Background variable Number Percentage 

The majority of work time is spent: 
In a field setting 
In an office setting 
Split between the office and field 

 
4 

145 
69 

 
  1.8 
66.5 
31.7 

Currently a supervisor:  
Yes    
 No 

 
125 
91 

 
57.9 
42.1 

 
 
Number of partnerships involved with while working for USFWS 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Number of 
partnerships 

Number Percent

0 9   4.1 
1 4   1.8 

2-5 38 17.4 
6-10 37 17.0 
11-24 38 17.4 
25+ 92 42.2 

 
Primary expected outcome of partnerships 

Expected outcome Number Percent 
Promote Educational Programs 12 5.6 
Building Community Support    12 5.6 
Habitat Conservation/Restoration 98 46.0 
Endangered Species Protection/Management 23 10.8 
Controlling Exotic Species 6 2.8 
Other Species Protection/Management 9 4.2 
New or Improved Relationships 2 .9 
Resolution of a Natural Resource Conflict 7 3.3 
Prevention of a Natural Resource Conflict 1 .5 
General Resource Conservation 14 6.6 
Other 29 13.6 
All of the above 18 
Sharing scarce resources 
Funding considerations 
Establish measurable natural resource outcomes in research projects. 
Providing a product that benefits US citizens 
Sharing spatial data 
Conservation easements 
NRDA trustee partnerships 
Fishery mitigation of federal river projects 
Fishery Mitigation/Recreational Fishing 
Anadromous fish restoration 
Monitoring non-T&E salmon stocks 
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Average number of hours per week spent on partnerships 
Hours 

per week 
Number Percent 

1-5 55 27.77 
6-10 49 24.75 
11-15 11   5.56 
16-20 26 13.13 
21-30 26 13.13 
31-40 31 15.66 

Mean = 16.25 
Standard Deviation = 12.6 
 
Approximate number of weeks per year actively involved in partnerships 

Weeks 
per year 

Number Percent 

1-8 55 27.92 
9-16 22 11.17 
17-24 9   4.57 
25-32 20 10.15 
33-40 2   1.02 
41-48 37 18.78 
49+ 52 26.39 

Mean = 28.1 
Standard Deviation = 19.7 
 
 
Dichotomous partnership characteristic variables 

Background variable Number Percentage 
More time is spent: 
Creating new partnership   
Sustaining existing partnerships 

 
45 
169 

 
21.0 
79.0 

The majority of partnerships are 
established: 
By me      
By someone else 

 
116 
93 

 
55.5 
44.5 

The majority of partnerships are: 
Planned     
Opportunistic 

 
117 
94 

 
55.5 
44.5 
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 List of perception variables sorted by mean 
Perception Mean SD 

We can accomplish a great deal more in partnerships than we can accomplish alone 3.52 .62 

I can effectively represent my agency in a partnership  3.47 .59 

The most successful partnerships occur when partners come together naturally and 
are not forced into cooperation 

3.40 .59 

Partnerships are easier when the partners can meet face to face  3.32 .60 

I have the skills I need to be a good team member in a partnership setting 3.30 .52 

Very successful partnerships can occur with an informal and unofficial agreement  3.29 .62 

Success is mostly due to the personalities of the active partners 3.23 .67 

My supervisor approves the time I need to make my partnerships effective  3.20 .71 

I know how to locate and contact appropriate partners  3.15 .61 

My motivation can overcome the challenges of partnerships  3.11 .53 

I'm comfortable taking responsibility for a partnership someone else established 3.07 .59 

I am comfortable when working with partners with disparate missions or goals 3.07 .57 

Engaging in a partnership is a flexible process with a basic goal but no structure – it 
is an art  

2.95 .61 

It is important to develop relationships with other partners on a personal level  2.93 .65 

The most important outcome from partnerships is the tangible benefits unique to 
each partnership  

2.90 .56 

I am able to allocate the time I need to devote to the partnership  2.85 .75 

I have the necessary training to effectively develop and implement a partnership  2.84 .70 

It is critical to have concrete results from your involvement in the partnership  2.70 .68 

The most important outcome from partnerships is the relationships I build with 
partners  

2.64 .68 

Most challenges to successful partnerships occur within the agency  2.57 .68 

Partnerships have no definitive end  2.52 .65 

Success is mostly due to the skill of the facilitator  2.51 .65 

Partnerships are likely to fail if the partners have no experience working in similar 
situations  

2.25 .60 

Engaging in a partnership is a process with a set of steps and tasks – it is a science  2.09 .61 

It is easiest to work with people in your own agency  2.06 .60 

People can't be taught how to create successful partnerships  1.91 .58 

The success of partnerships does not depend on personalities  1.82 .63 

If I fail once in a partnership I have little interest in working on another partnership 1.57 .57 

My supervisor doesn't support my efforts in partnerships  1.55 .58 

Partnerships are a win/lose situation  1.53 .56 

Partnerships take much more time than they are worth  1.64 .58 

I feel that I have nothing to offer in a partnership setting 1.47 .68 

 

 



109 

Perceptions with twenty-five percent or more respondents in minority 
Perception variable Total number of 

respondents 
Number 
disagree 

Percent 
disagree 

Number 
agree 

Percent 
agree 

Likely to fail if 
partners have no 
experience 

218 159 72.94 59 27.06 

Success is mostly due 
to the facilitator  

215 111 51.63 104 48.37 

Most challenges occur 
within the agency 

217 111 51.15 106 48.85 

Partnerships have no 
definitive end 

212 105 49.53 107 50.47 

Most important 
outcome is 
relationships 

215 96 44.65 119 55.35 

Critical to have 
concrete results 

217 80 36.87 137 63.13 

I have the necessary 
training 

218 66 30.28 152 69.72 

I have the time I need 214 58 27.10 156 72.90 
 
 
Primary incentive behind the formation of the successful partnership 

Primary incentive Number Percent 
To fulfill a federal natural resource mandate (ex. federal aid to state 
agencies) 

12   5.9 

To resolve a common natural resource problem (ex. habitat 
restoration, water quality) 

115 56.1 

To resolve an existing natural resource conflict 13   6.3 
To prevent an anticipated natural resource conflict (ex. listing a new 
species) 

9   4.4 

To establish a new relationship 4   2.0 
To improve existing relationships (ex. with agencies, communities, 
neighbors) 

16   7.8 

Opportunity/circumstance 8   3.9 
Other (please specify) 16   7.3 
Creating a meaningful partnership out of a pseudo-partnership 
Land acquisition assistance 
Develop an open space plan 
To address a natural resource need 
Habitat conservation on landscape scale 
Non-federal parties in violation of the ESA 
To share spatial data and reduce duplication of efforts 
To build an educational center 
To increase awareness and understanding of natural resource issues 
To promote environmental education goals within the community 
Education/Training 
To support domestic and international partnerships 
A mandate from the secretary of the interior 
It started with the primary incentive to resolve a common natural resource problem but it changed to 
several others listed as the partnership developed. 
All of the above depending on the project 
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Other incentives that led to the formation of the successful partnership 
Other incentives Number Percent

To fulfill a federal natural resource mandate (ex. federal aid to state agencies) 51 10.7 
To resolve a common natural resource problem (ex. habitat restoration, water 
quality) 

70 14.6 

To resolve an existing natural resource conflict 51 10.7 
To prevent an anticipated natural resource conflict (ex. listing a new species) 50 10.4 
To establish a new relationship 67 14.0 
To improve existing relationships (ex. with agencies, communities, neighbors) 96 20.0 
Opportunity/circumstance 78 16.3 
Other (please specify) 16   3.3 
Needed funds to buy land at refuge 
To retain all people with historical knowledge and insight into a subject (ex. endangered species) 
Archeological Resource Protection 
To reintroduce a listed species to private lands 
Achieve public education goal 
More can be accomplished when working together leveraging capabilities, funds, knowledge etc. 
To improve groundwater quality for human consumption 
Demonstrate how TEK and Western Science can be used together 
Access grant funds 
Develop international treaty and associated implementing legislation 
Private landowner involvement in resource conservation 
To gather baseline information upon which management decisions would be made 
To enhance recruitment into the Service 
Employee recruitment 
All of the above (2) 
 
Partners in successful example 

Partners Number Percent 
Federal Agency(ies) 149 19.1 
State Agency(ies) 147 18.8 
Local Government(s) 94 12.1 
Tribes 32   4.1 
Formal/Non-formal Educational Institution(s) 56   7.2 
Private Individual(s) 117 15.0 
Commercial/Industrial Enterprises   52   6.7 
Non-commerical non-governmental organization(s) 119 15.3 
Other (please specify) 14   1.8 
Institutions 
Non-governmental agency 
With other FWS E.S offices and Regions 
Retired 
Native Corp – Profit 
Watershed association 
Public television station 
Chamber of commerce  
Refuge Friends group  
Family Trust/Foundations  
District of Columbia  
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission  
Canadian Agencies 
All of the above except commercial/Industrial  
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Number of partners active in the successful partnership 

Number of 
active partners 

Number Percent 

1 1   0.5 
2-4 63 30.7 
5-9 71 34.6 

10-19 32 15.6 
20-35 13   6.3 
36+ 12   5.9 

 
 
 
 
Number of partners not active in the successful partnership 

Number of 
partners not active 

Number Percent 

0 91 44.4 
1-4 61 29.8 
5-9 14   6.8 

10-19 5   2.4 
20-35 8   3.9 
36+ 3   1.5 

 
 
 
 
Scale on which the successful partnership is active 

Scale Number Percent 
International 8   3.5 

National 20   8.7 
Regional 55 23.9 

State 68 29.6 
Local 79 34.3 
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Extent to which Service employees exhibited these skills and abilities sorted  
by mean 

List of skills and abilities Number Mean SD 
Effectively working with people outside of your agency 185 4.26 .74 
Being comfortable in a group setting 187 4.12 .69 
Effectively working with people who are in a different power/authority 
level than your own 

187 4.07 .74 

Creating a common goal for the group 185 4.06 .83 
Identifying appropriate partners 186 4.04 .77 
Conveying technical information to others who do not share your 
knowledge of the subject 

186 4.01 .81 

Building trust among group members 186 4.00 .80 
Defining your role in the partnership 186 3.99 .83 
Actively listening 183 3.99 .80 
Speaking clearly 184 3.98 .72 
Having the academic background and/or technical training you need to 
be an effective member of the partnership 

186 3.92 .90 

Articulating a shared vision for the group 186 3.92 .88 
Accepting different points of view 186 3.91 .83 
Knowing partners' roles in the partnership 185 3.88 .75 
Knowing who in the community should be in the partnership 186 3.84 .88 
Understanding federal and agency regulations on partnerships for 
resource management 

185 3.82 .97 

Finding financial resources 184 3.81 .94 
Finding FWS agency personnel to provide assistance 186 3.80 .98 
Thorough understanding of your partners’ background, mission, and 
goals 

185 3.79 .83 

Controlling your temper in difficult situations 185 3.79 .96 
Participating when you are not the lead agency and/or have no clear 
authority 

184 3.75 .93 

Increasing comfort level for new group members 182 3.72 .83 
Accepting compromise willingly 186 3.69 .78 
Being able to function when you are delegated no authority to make 
decisions, even if you are the FWS representative and FWS is the lead 
agency 

177 3.66 1.01 

Knowing when the agency can accept compromise 184 3.66 .93 
Overcoming budget restrictions of partners 187 3.66 .90 
Developing a plan with clear, measurable objectives 185 3.63 1.07 
Figuring out how to deal with disparate missions of partners 186 3.59 .91 
Finding equipment 179 3.53 1.04 
Setting aside deeply held opinions 183 3.52 .98 
Developing a timeline 187 3.51 .95 
Not letting difficult situations bother you 186 3.49 .93 
Finding a way to work with individuals who can not speak effectively 
for their agency/organization 

181 3.48 1.00 

Knowing what paperwork needs to be completed 186 3.43 1.11 
Effectively working with antagonistic partners 182 3.38 1.05 
Creating a written agreement for all members 185 3.35 1.22 
Understanding the influence of the current administration on 
partnerships 

185 3.35 1.15 

Understanding the influence of the media on partnerships 184 3.32 1.07 
Knowing which structure to use for a partnership 186 3.28 1.04 
Understanding the influence of Congress on partnerships 183 3.20 1.16 
Having the partnership training you need to be an effective participant 185 3.17 1.09 
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Skills and abilities most responsible for success sorted by mean 
Skill/Ability Mean SD 

Building trust among group members .69 .46 
Actively listening .67 .47 
Creating a common goal for the group .65 .48 
Identifying appropriate partners .63 .48 
Effectively working with people outside of your agency .61 .49 
Finding financial resources .58 .49 
Understanding federal and agency regulations on partnerships for resource 
management 

.50 .50 

Accepting different points of view .48 .50 
Having the academic background and/or technical training you need to be an 
effective member of the partnership 

.48 .50 

Defining your role in the partnership .47 .50 
Knowing who in the community should be in the partnership .47 .50 
Conveying technical information to others who do not share your knowledge of the 
subject 

.47 .50 

Knowing partners' roles in the partnership .46 .50 
Articulating a shared vision for the group .46 .50 
Effectively working with people who are in a different power/authority level than 
your own 

.44 .50 

Developing a plan with clear, measurable objectives .43 .50 
Being comfortable in a group setting .43 .50 
Speaking clearly .40 .49 
Overcoming budget restrictions of partners .37 .48 
Finding FWS agency personnel to provide assistance .37 .48 
Thorough understanding of your partners’ background, mission, and goals .36 .48 
Not letting difficult situations bother you .35 .48 
Knowing when the agency can accept compromise .33 .47 
Figuring out how to deal with disparate missions of partners .32 .47 
Effectively working with antagonistic partners .28 .45 
Being able to function when you are delegated no authority to make decisions, even 
if you are the FWS representative and FWS is the lead agency 

.28 .45 

Creating a written agreement for all members .27 .44 
Knowing what paperwork needs to be completed .27 .45 
Accepting compromise willingly .26 .44 
Participating when you are not the lead agency and/or have no clear authority .25 .43 
Increasing comfort level for new group members .22 .41 
Developing a timeline .22 .41 
Finding equipment .21 .40 
Finding a way to work with individuals who can not speak effectively for their 
agency/organization 

.19 .40 

Controlling your temper in difficult situations .19 .40 

Setting aside deeply held opinions .18 .38 

Understanding the influence of the current administration on partnerships .18 .38 
Knowing which structure to use for a partnership .17 .38 
Understanding the influence of the media on partnerships .16 .37 
Having the partnership training you need to be an effective participant .14 .34 
Understanding the influence of Congress on partnerships .14 .35 
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Category of skills and abilities most important to success 
Category Number Percent 

Communication skills ("People skills") 95 50.3 
Knowing how to work with a diverse range of partners 39 20.6 
Understanding your role/Service's role in the process 24 12.7 
Locating agency support 10   5.3 
Knowing and applying steps of partnership development 8   4.2 
Assessing your partners background and goals 8   4.2 
Being able to set the people apart from the issue 5   2.6 
 
 
Other factors that contributed to success 
1. Ability to coordinate efforts to write grant applications.  Necessity to name one of the partners as the 

leader or administrator to facilitate the group. 
2. Identifying common resource goals.  Finding sufficient funding.  Being able to work through funding 

restrictions.  
3. Sharing common goals 
4. Autonomy from the regional office. 
5. We all like each other 
6. Mutual interest in the intended outcome and finding a way to meet at least some of everyone's needs in 

the partnership. 
7. All of the above factors 
8. Previous partnerships on projects and agency reputation. 
9. Developing relationships with local community 
10. Persistence of partners to see each project to completion 
11. Finding the common ground.  Planning ahead and getting the resources needed before they were 

needed.  Taking advantage of windows of opportunity (realizing that things will change). 
12. Shared vision and interests of members 
13. the people  the people  the people! 
14. Having a clear common goal 
15. understanding role in process 
16. A common goal for natural resource enhancement 
17. Interest in reaching a settlement agreement in which all parties needs are addressed - with settlement 

agreement reached – parties are now interested in implementing the settlement agreement and we are 
working to determine how that will be done. 

18. Finding ways to address resource issues/ restoration needs and meet goals of landowners involved.  For 
once being able to focus enough FWS staff time to leverage outside funds  pull together multiple 
agency partners and manage a large project while being responsive to landowner needs. 

19. Locating agency support. 
20. Understanding the fact that the USFWS was not the lead agency or driving force behind the 

partnership and that it should not be.  By and large the USFWS is not structured to be an effective 
partner and until we fix that  all we can do is help those who should be in the drivers seat - the local 
landowners. 

21. Persistence  honesty  hard work 
22. Success. Partners realizing they are part of something well liked by the general public. 
23. Each of the partners were sincerely motivated by the goals of the partnership and had a stake in the 

outcome. 
24. common understanding of the issue that needed to be resolved 
25. Persistence.  Inclusiveness. 
26. Communication skills (People skills) 
27. finding common goals. 
28. Having a goal that was accepted by all , both those inside and outside the partnership. 
29. Being flexible. 
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30. Effectively communicating with all partners 
31. Knowledge that the Federal government was prepared to move forward with an enforcement action if 

the cooperative approach was not successful. 
32. Legal mandate and court decision  proof of effectiveness (step by step approach), honesty, don't inflate 

your needs, use best available science, create win-win atmosphere, recognize partners funding limits, 
be flexible, get authority to speak for agency - then speak! 

33. The partner organization and the Refuge really wanted to achieve a common objective--intensity of 
desire to succeed. 

34. Learning who the decision makers are within the partnerships. Finding out what is important to these 
decision makers.  

35. Learning how to fit my agenda into their agenda. Working toward compromise to accomplish shared 
goals. 

36. Having partners strongly committed to the objectives of the partnership 
37. looking at partners with respect and recognizing their contributions  not just what can they do for us 
38. Having the skills to understand/vision of the big picture.      People Skills  People Skills......    Ability to 

compromise - building the bridge a step at a time.   
39. Knowing to work with a diverse range of partners 
40. Not discussing timelines, outcomes, roles, funding, strategic plans, management plans, white papers, 

etc. until a level of trust was established. 
41. Commitment of partners to the cause and not their own glory 
42. A dedicated university research professor and talented graduate student. 
43. We identified a project and worked together to develop it so it met at least one objective of each 

partner. 
44. People Skills 
45. Technical skill in habitat restoration 
46. All of the above are important. 
47. Desire by all partners to succeed. 
48. Establishing a Steering Committee that meets monthly and is chaired by a capable  non-partisan 

individual not directly associated with any partner organization.    
49. Promote successes and accomplishments, especially through site dedications.    Recognize partner 

efforts through awards, certificates, etc.  Strive to make all partners feel like they are part of the goal 
and that they are accomplishing something for their organization. 

50. Clear Communication, Define Long-Term Management/Goals, and Willing Participation by all 
involved. 

51. Relationships from previous work efforts partnership and otherwise 
52. everyone puts something in and gets something out.  patience and tolerance. 
53. Support from supervisor and Regional Office.  Having funding available to accomplish tasks at hand.   
54. My partners have been motivated to assist in making the refuge a better place despite almost no 

funding from the agency. 
55. Development of long-term working relationships 
56. This partnership is a result of ESA Sec. 7 consultations.  The 3-year partnership is still working toward 

trying to complete their primary task (i.e. developing and implementing a basin-wide recovery plan).  
Seven years later, however, the jury is still out as to whether they will ultimately succeed. 

57. personal initiative  technical expertise  shared or overlapping natural resource goals  good 
identification of tasks to meet goals 

58. All parties were willing to work together to address the interests of each participant so it was 
successful for all parties. 

59. All of the above 
60. Trust--willingness to meet deadlines--gains for all in the partnership 
61. Basically having something to offer that is in demand.  In my case the ability of our office to supply 

highly skilled people is what drives the partnership. 
62. Support of supervisors 
63. Innovation on part of agency office heads to pursue a partnership agreement and participation and 

signing of agreement by office heads and staff. 
64. Deciding (or being directed) to partner is not enough; sufficient staff talent and funding are needed to 

nurture partnerships.  Partners need to believe that their role in the partnership is meaningful.  
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Partnerships offering meaningful involvement where partners have a shared vision are more apt to be 
successful. 

65. Bottom Line:  Working together for common goals and put aside all agendas except those that advance 
the common goals of the group. 

66. The key was/is having supervisors who trust their employees enough to give them the freedom to 
develop partnerships based on the needs for that specific area.  You can have the best employee with 
all the partnership knowledge but if his/her supervisor is a can't do person the partnership will fail. 

67. Treating people like you would like to be treated. 
68. Flexible decision making process (creative decisions).     
69. The partnership was started by a local grass roots group and they contacted our agency and asked for 

assistance primarily financial and after reviewing the project it was  
70. apparent that it was a well planned project so the best tact was to help them obtain funding and help the 

project be completed. 
71. Tenacity  
72. Leadership - having an effective leader, especially for public-private partnerships.  The individual must 

be committed and active and understand the issues and politics.  History -  Events  interactions  and 
activities of partners during the previous 10+ years (often on opposing sides of and issue) that enabled 
us to come together in response to a need where working together made sense.      Continuity of People 
- having the same personnel in place for over 10 or more years.  This enabled a historical 
understanding of the relevant issues which were maybe the most important part of the evolution of the 
partnership.  The partnership has had problems and setbacks when a new individual comes to the table 
who has no institutional knowledge or history of the issues and the partnership itself.  They don't 
understand what the partnership went through to get to the present point in time.   

73. Having Partners that can accomplish projects on the ground. 
74. Partnering with individuals who exhibit a deep dedication to accomplishing goals which directly 

benefit the resource 
75. Patience and support from my supervisors. 
76. Having the time to devote to forming relationships 
77. Developing a reputation as an honest broker of information. 
78. Willing partners 
79. Value people 
80. Developing trust and credibility with your partners is the one of the most important things you can do 

from an agency perspective.  You must be able to identify the community peer leaders that you need to 
work with to develop the trust relationship.  All good effective partnerships have a project champion or 
CEO who may have to lead from behind... this can be an agency person or a partner with previous 
experience at the of bringing people together to address a common goal.  In any case  you must have 
tangible concrete results so that success builds success.  If a partnership is nothing more than 
coordination meetings with nothing happening on the ground it will soon fail. 

 
 
Point at which partnership started to break down 

Breaking point Number Percent 
problem setting (finding or contacting appropriate partners) 7   3.4 
direction setting (establishing goals, setting ground rules) 28 13.7 
structuring (devising a framework to guide future action, definition 
of roles, formalization of process) 

27 13.2 

implementing (project management, activity, production) 50 24.4 
assessing outcomes (impact assessment) 6   2.9 
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Primary incentive behind the formation of the less successful partnership 
Primary incentive Number Percent 

To fulfill a federal natural resource mandate (ex. federal aid to 
state agencies) 

14   6.8 

To resolve a common natural resource problem (ex. habitat 
restoration, water quality) 

57 27.8 

To resolve an existing natural resource conflict 14   6.8 
To prevent an anticipated natural resource conflict (ex. listing a 
new species) 

6   2.9 

To establish a new relationship 5   2.4 
To improve existing relationships (ex. with agencies, 
communities, neighbors) 

6   2.9 

Opportunity/circumstance 8   3.9 
Other (please specify) 9   4.4 
To build and operate a visitor center 
To resolve common natural resource problems 
Improve function of the leadership team within office 
Compliance with the ESA 
To fulfill a state natural resource mandate 
Our need with symbiosis 
To celebrate the anniversary of a major piece of federal resource protection legislation 
Being assigned to a team (partnership) and conducting a procedural role. 
Mandate of Agency 
 
 
 
 
Other important incentives that led to the formation of the less successful 
partnership 

Other incentives Number Percent 
To fulfill a federal natural resource mandate (ex. federal aid to 
state agencies) 

20 10.6 

To resolve a common natural resource problem (ex. habitat 
restoration, water quality) 

35 18.6 

To resolve an existing natural resource conflict 23 12.2 
To prevent an anticipated natural resource conflict (ex. listing a 
new species) 

20 10.6 

To establish a new relationship 18 9.6 
To improve existing relationships (ex. with agencies, 
communities, neighbors) 

37 19.7 

Opportunity/circumstance 32 17.0 
Other (please specify) 3   1.7 
To provide proactive habitat enhancement for listed and candidate species 
7 Million Dollars 
New program of EPA 
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Partners in less successful example 
Partners Number Percent 

Federal Agency(ies) 78 21.25 
State Agency(ies) 74 20.16 
Local Government(s) 45 12.26 
Tribes 16 4.36 
Formal/Non-formal Educational Institution(s) 17 4.63 
Private Individual(s) 53 14.44 
Commercial/Industrial Enterprises   21 5.72 
Non-commerical non-governmental organization(s) 56 15.26 
Other (please specify) 7 1.92 
A group of federal, state, and private entities from a different region that try to dictate what we do in our 
region 
FWS - leadership team within office 
NGO 
Foreign nations 
All the above 
Commercial  non-gov't  501c3 
Academia 
 
Number of partners active in the less successful partnership 

Number of 
active partners 

Number Percent 

1 8   3.9 
2-4 45 22.0 
5-9 34 16.6 

10-19 21 10.2 
20-35 5   2.4 
36+ 3   1.5 

 
Number of partners not active in the less successful partnership 

Number of 
partners not active 

Number Percent 

0 93 45.4 
1-4 43 21.0 
5-9 41 20.0 

10-19 17   8.3 
20-35 8   3.9 
36+ 3   1.5 

 
Scale on which the less successful partnership is active 

Scale Number Percent 
International 2 1.48 

National 8 5.92 
Regional 33 24.44 

State 33 24.44 
Local 59 43.70 
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Obstacles most responsible for lack of success sorted by mean 
List of Skills and Abilities Number Sum Mean SD 

Creating a common goal for the group 205 42 .20 .40 
Building trust among group members 205 39 .19 .39 
Articulating a shared vision for the group 205 35 .17 .38 
Overcoming budget restrictions of partners 205 34 .17 .37 
Finding financial resources 205 33 .16 .37 
Developing a plan with clear, measurable objectives 205 31 .15 .36 
Effectively working with antagonistic partners 205 31 .15 .36 
Figuring out how to deal with disparate missions of partners 205 23 .11 .32 
Developing a timeline 205 17 .08 .28 
Effectively working with people who are in a different 
power/authority level than your own 

205 17 .08 .28 

Creating a written agreement for all members 205 16 .08 .27 
Identifying appropriate partners 205 16 .08 .27 
Finding FWS agency personnel to provide assistance 205 14 .07 .25 
Setting aside deeply held opinions 205 14 .07 .25 
Defining your role in the partnership 205 14 .07 .25 
Accepting different points of view 205 13 .06 .24 
Knowing who in the community should be in the partnership 205 13 .06 .24 
Knowing partners' roles in the partnership 205 13 .06 .24 
Being able to function when you are delegated no authority to 
make decisions, even if you are the FWS representative and 
FWS is the lead agency 

205 12 .06 .24 

Increasing comfort level for new group members 205 11 .05 .07 
Knowing which structure to use for a partnership 205 11 .05 .23 
Understanding federal and agency regulations on partnerships 
for resource management 

205 11 .05 .23 

Knowing when the agency can accept compromise 205 10 .05 .22 
Accepting compromise willingly 205 10 .05 .22 
Not letting difficult situations bother you 205 9 .04 .21 
Finding a way to work with individuals who can not speak 
effectively for their agency/organization 

205 9 .04 .21 

Conveying technical information to others who do not share 
your knowledge of the subject 

205 9 .04 .21 

Participating when you are not the lead agency and/or have no 
clear authority 

205 8 .04 .19 

Effectively working with people outside of your agency 205 8 .04 .19 
Understanding the influence of the current administration on 
partnerships 

205 8 .04 .19 

Knowing what paperwork need to be completed 205 8 .04 .19 
Actively listening 205 8 .04 .19 
Thorough understanding of your partners’ background, 
mission, and goals 

205 7 .03 .18 

Speaking clearly 205 6 .03 .17 
Having the partnership training you need to be an effective 
participant 

205 6 .03 .17 

Understanding the influence of Congress on partnerships 205 4 .02 .14 
Having the academic background and/or technical training you 
need to be an effective member of the partnership 

205 4 .02 .14 

Controlling your temper in difficult situations 205 3 .01 .12 
Understanding the influence of the media on partnerships 205 3 .01 .12 
Finding equipment 205 2 .01 .10 
Being comfortable in a group setting 205 2 .01 .10 
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Category of skills and abilities that was the biggest obstacle 
Category Number Percent 

Assessing your partners background and goals 31 29.52 
Locating agency support 22 20.95 
Communication skills ("People skills") 19 18.10 
Understanding your role/Service's role in the process 9   8.57 
Knowing and applying steps of partnership development 9   8.57 
Knowing how to work with a diverse range of partners 8   7.62 
Being able to set the people apart from the issue 7   6.67 
 
 
 
Other obstacles that contributed to lack of success 
1. The answers I could choose from in questions 9. and 10. do not reflect the problem with this 

partnership.  The reason the partnership is strained is that one partner is NOT meeting their obligations.  
This puts additional pressure on the other partners to provide financial and/or technical resources to 
take up the slack left by the other partner. 

2. Service personnel who were unwilling to set aside time to complete necessary steps to reach the goal.   
3. Primarily the partners in this region feel that they continue to accomplish the needed goals to monitor 

an endangered fish with low impact.  However the entities from the other region want specific results 
that will lead to more detrimental handling and insurmountable financial difficulties.  

4. Not having a written agreement with clearly defined goals and objectives, roles and responsibilities,  
and intended use for available funding. 

5. The group was to diverse and had to many diverging goals. Smaller groups with common goals would 
have met resource and partnership challenges. 

6. Lack of pre-project planning, failure to fully investigate other issues which may be a problem for 
project implementation (i.e.  Potential permitting issues), disparity of partner goals leading to conflicts 
in final design (i.e.  Highly managed vs more natural system design accommodating fish passage 
issues into wetland design). 

7. Politics.... 
8. different goals - group wanted to plan and update plans with less interest in implementation of plan 
9. The biggest obstacle is the widespread knowledge that this administration is not willing to aggressively 

enforce the law so the partners have little incentive to comply with the law. 
10. Knowing or not knowing hidden agendas of certain partners. 
11. one member with personality disorder who refused to respect ground rules 
12. difficulty in communicating with partners all over the world (no common language)    lack of funding 

for meeting travel    lack of guidance from chairman to subcommittees   
13. Problematic personalities; conflicting understanding of the value of the venture 
14. While the partnership had tangible successes it ceased to continue over one specific issue where 

differences in opinions could not be resolved.  
15. Inability to agree on a common goal that could meet everyone's needs 
16. The group was too big; included too many members.  2. There was not a consistent facilitator or 

coordinator of the group. 
17. Not having enough time to understand clearing all the issues. Getting past strong personalities and 

egos. 
18. U.S. Forest Service staff was not honest and forthcoming.  They were dead set against the project from 

the outset but pretended to be cooperating while setting up every administrative obstacle they could 
think of.  

19. Lack of personnel on the ground to deliver the program  
20. larger political issues within one of the partner's organizations  so we were all doing this great project  

but budget structures  program jealousy  etc.  made it not work the following year 
21. It is not uncommon to find that you are trying to develop a partnership with either someone who is not 

trustworthy or does not fulfill commitments or who as an individual or agency/organization has an 
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attitude about the agency you are representing (eg. the federal government) because of historic 
conflicts. 

22. I inherited this partnership midway - the transition was not smooth. 
23. Lack of funding to implement the stated research and monitoring projects. 
24. The project leader ignored other partner's concerns and comments included projects to get funding but 

did not intend to do and refused to finalize a proposal prior to starting the project.  
25. Flexibility 
26. Ability of partners to commit the time needed for a more successful partnership. 
27. time to devote to the partnership was the biggest obstacle.  Unable to devote adequate time to a 

partnership is the biggest contributor to the failure of partnerships in this agency.     -Lack of Staff 
time- 

28. Non-traditional partnerships with turf issues, cultural issues and differences and least informed 
leadership (Public Facilities District) on vision goals and o project technical skills. 

29. Other agencies regulatory requirements were not addressed early in the process.  Financial 
implications of the conservation were greater than the partners were willing to take on. 

30. I find that the biggest stumbling block to developing projects through partnerships is simply the work 
of getting the project done.  People start out with loads of energy but then get beset with other 
priorities. 

31. Lack of timely partner involvement at key periods of planning (partner dropping the ball)  
32. External agenda setting, non-voting member status for USFWS, after-the-fact agreements. 
33. Personal Agendas 
34. Getting full participation, follow through, and acceptance of responsibility. 
35. Top down approach!  We along with some other Federal State and NGO's went into a community and 

held public meetings prior to building trust and credibility with the local folks.  Based on the typical 
government approach we need to invite everyone to the table to find out what the issues are and then 
try to solve them.  This may work in some areas but certainly not in the rural west.  The FWS needs to 
lead from behind; we need to build trust and credibility prior to ever holding public meetings!  The 
meetings and the structure should come because that is what the locals want to have happen it can't be 
forced on them, and that is why we failed.   

36. Lack of interest 
37. Erosion of state-level political support for the partnership based on concerns of commercial entities. 
38. We were contacted to become part of a project we signed an agreement to provide technical and 

financial support another agency had made the initial contact with the private landowner and it was my 
understanding that the process for the completion of the project had been adequately explained to the 
landowner.  The project was designed and implemented by the Service and partially funded by the 
Service.  When the project was completed problems arose with the landowner following through with 
the financial re-imbursement of the contractor and it became apparent when I sat down with the 
landowner that the process had not been adequately explained to the landowner by the agency 
representative and that I should have done a better job insuring this explanation with the private 
landowner. 

39. Technical skills needed to correct resource problem 
40. Lacking a strong leader    Partners not committed to the partnership    Project area to large and 

complex.    External factors that made the project difficult. 
41. Unclear goals  unclear responsibilities 
42. contracted vendor went bankrupt during project implementation 
43. when objective factors point to it  being able to get out of a partnership when it no longer benefits you. 
44. Incompatible beliefs and goals of partner in relation to other partner's perspectives 
45. This is the same partnership I used for an example of a successful partnership.  It is successful in that 

the partners are still actively working toward trying to achieve its mission.  On the other hand, it has 
failed to accomplish its mission in an expedient  timely manner.        

46. over-rides of partnerships by outside politics or higher agency-level interference with goals agreed 
upon within the partnership due to politics 

47. Essentially leadership changed in at the local level and new partner did not have the same creativity 
and flexibility. State and Federal partners started dropping out. 

48. Not having a local agency presence in the community made it difficult to develop trust and deliver 
tangible results.  You have to put a face on the bureaucracy.  Partnerships are like a marriage not a 
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one-night stand... they take lots of time and nurturing to develop.  Often agencies want immediate 
results or have specific outcomes that need to be accomplished within a fiscal year.  Partnerships don't 
come together because someone wrote a plan that specified the number of outputs to be accomplished 
within a rigid timeline.  Agencies must realize that we need to color outside the lines. 

49. Different agendas driving from behind without willingness to compromise. 
50. Greed and politics driven by lawyers 
51. None of your questions fit my situation.  The partnership did not work because the other agency did 

not commit the staff resources to make it a productive, long term relationship. 
52. The partnership was mandated by higher authorities not entered into willingly by all partners. 
53. Partner did not want to partner but to take care of their own needs. Partner worked behind our backs 

and not in collaboration. 
54. Highly heated personal issue. 
55. State politics 
 
 
 
Ways to judge whether or not a partnership was successful 
1. Partnership continuing and everyone working toward a common goal. 
2. a measurable product 
3. Goals of partnership were accomplished. 
4. On-the-ground conservation benefits and landowner satisfaction 
5. Common goal is agreed upon  action is taken to achieve the goal and goal is reached. 
6. It has become a win/win situation 
7. Final outcome of the project is to buy land for the refuge.  If we succeeded then we met our goal. Of 

course in succeeding we worked together in a professional sense, acknowledged each other strengths 
and weaknesses, and saw where we could help each other protect land. It is advantageous for the FWS 
to have partners who can help us with our mission since budgets are shrinking and we have land to 
protect from development. Without partners like NGO’s we can't do as much on our own.  

8. Are the resource goals met?  Can we extend this partnership by increasing the goals? 
9. IF fish or wildlife habitat was restored. 
10. If habitat restoration/enhancement has been initiated and is leading toward accomplishing goals. 
11. Net gain for the resources we are charged with protecting. 
12. If the goals are not met the partnership fails. 
13. If I built lasting relationships the partnership was successful. I may not meet all of the objectives of 

any one project but if I can build on even minor success with a partner something good will eventually 
come. 

14. If all partners agree that the project was successful.  
15. A good relationship was built; the partnership continues.  Partners feel good about the outcome.  The 

resource was protected/restored/conserved.  Good cost: benefit ratio for outcome.  Long term 
protection of the outcome. 

16. Goals and objectives of the partnership are successfully met; all partners are happy and satisfied--win-
win 

17. The ability for the group to work together to produce measurable accomplishments. 
18. resource objective is accomplished with willing consensus of the stakeholders/affected parties/partners 
19. By evaluating the outcomes - even the negatives. 
20. The success of the partnership can be judged by the relationships developed in the process and the 

quality and quantity of the projects.  
21. If partners are reasonably satisfied with the results.  If their needs were addressed in the outcome.    If 

partnership leads to future projects - if individuals would agree to work together again    If the resource 
is protected  enhanced etc 

22. Whether or not our funding timelines were met and project was implemented, resource goals and 
partner's goals both achieved, cost effectiveness maintained. 

23. All partners work well together to ensure that project objectives are met. 
24. Doing actions that bring the partnership closer or completion of the established goal.  Being able to 

measure positive changes in issues that caused the partnership to form. 
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25. Whether a tangible, demonstrable result was reached - one that all members of the partnership 
recognize and agree upon as being the end result of what we set out to do. 

26. 1.  Parties involved came to conclusion of a common goal.      2.  A relationship was established and 
another partnership can be established on additional goals. 

27. whether or not I was able to establish a working relationship with the other group or individual. 
28. The group must feel success and see the completion of goals/projects in order to remain in the 

partnership 
29. a completed habitat project 
30. tangible habitat accomplishments    non-FWS funds leveraged 
31. Whether or not we got the job done satisfactorily or not. 
32. If the on-the-ground restoration activity is completed and the partners want to take on another similar 

project it was a success. 
33. When something happens on the ground not just talk! 
34. Was the goal accomplished?  Were the participants satisfied with the outcome? 
35. Results - either improved communication and trust  or on the ground results. 
36. A partnership is considered successful based on each agency or group meeting the expectancy of the 

deliverables. 
37. 1.  Degree of change in number or make-up partners. An increase in number of partners is healthy. 

However losing partners from the partnership is not.  2.  Meeting discreet goals. Getting something on-
the-ground accomplished.  3.  The ability to identify new goals or objectives as the partnership ages. 
New energy into the partnership. 

38. If goals of entering partnership are met -  In the latter case  our goal was to develop partnership for 
habitat conservation - group interested in developing a plan and updating plan but not in actual 
implementation so little was actually accomplished by group other than the agreement that habitat 
conservation was an important issue and goals developed 

39. Whether or not we were able to implement the investigation or activity. 
40. Success if dependent upon the partners' ability work cooperatively on a good project proposal to 

successfully obligate funds, efficient expenditure of funds for stated objectives,  measurable results. 
41. By the accomplishments whether tangible or not; ie while the partnership may not accomplish the 

original goal the relationship led to other success.  
42. The accomplishment of restoration goals. 
43. Tangible benefits plus the condition of our relationship with partners at the end of the project. 
44. Did we fully achieve the goals? 
45. if habitat improvement objectives are reached in a cost-effective manner.   
46. If the partnership continues even though one mission fails, it is a good partnership and after several 

projects some positive work is done. 
47. The results in protecting our environment and wildlife both short term and long term. 
48. Was the goal or mission accomplished or were relationships strengthened. 
49. We are successful if we achieve the goal or objective for which we were working. 
50. Successful restoration on the ground 
51. whether there were any benefits at all from the partnership.  even if objectives were not achieved  if 

lines of communication remain open  then there is at least some success because it may lay the 
groundwork for a future collaboration 

52. Whether the goals and objectives of the partnership were achieved or substantial progress made 
without significant strife between the partners. 

53. I judge the effectiveness of a partnership by the continuing interest (or lact thereof) in the goals of the 
partnership and continuing willingness to participate. 

54. outcome 
55. On-the-ground results with satisfied partners and landowners 
56. We continue to work together to develop projects under the partnership agreement 
57. If the end goal was accomplished and also if new goals for the partnership are developed and 

attempted. 
58. the same problems in communication keep occurring  causing delays in producing results; these 

problems are caused by one person who refuses to cooperate on any but his own terms 
59. A successful partnership results in meeting the various goals and objectives of all partners. 
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60. If it lasts; if it produces results (agreement  cessation of antagonism  products); if it is more often 
pleasant than not 

61. Completion of a project to the satisfaction of all parties. 
62. success was a measure of actual on-the-ground accomplishments and support provided to support the 

Presidents program budgets 
63. Do all partners feel a sense of accomplishment for their respective organizations? 
64. Success has a wide range.  In some partnerships it may be accomplishing a specific resource objective.  

In others it may be developing relationships that have future benefits.  I consider a partnership non-
successful if it did not build better understanding, did not enhance the credibility of the service, did not 
improve relationships with others, or did not result in resource accomplishments. 

65. Does the partnership last? 
66. Products 
67. do they achieve results 
68. 1.  Projected is completed  2.  Goals of project are met  3.  Relationships established in the partnership 

continue and carry over into other into other areas of work.  4.   
69. Feedback from multiple audiences and satisfaction of partners. 
70. Whether we accomplish habitat restoration with individual land owners 
71. Whether we can make it a win-win situation for most of the partners and do something to help the 

resource. 
72. If we make progress on our objective. 
73. if partners want to collaborate again 
74. Project was implemented, all goals & objectives were met (according to monitoring activities of recent 

years).  The same partners continued to work on other projects.  
75. If our project was built and functioned well enough to accomplish our agreed-upon goals.  
76. Implementing projects that meet partnership objectives.  Acceptance of projects in the community  

Evidence of local ownership of the partnership and commitment to continue addressing resource 
concerns 

77. Accomplishing one or more goals through consensus 
78. The impact on the resources and relationships and trust developed from the partnership 
79. Whether or not the objectives were ultimately achieved. 
80. Degree of progress towards achieving the established goals and objectives 
81. My partnerships are still being formed (so I haven't had much experience with them yet).  I have been 

an invited speaker to many conservation groups to provide outreach type information.  I consider this a 
beginning success.  I expect success within the partnership by having active members complete 
outreach materials and have them delivered to the public.  Increasing the partnership members may 
also be success. Finally getting volunteers from the partnership to assist with on-the-ground 
conservation will be a success. 

82. The actual restoration of habitat. 
83. Based on acres restored/enhanced 
84. whether you accomplish the work 
85. Did it result in a tangible accomplishment or did it improve relationships to such a degree that 

something tangible is more likely to occur in the future. 
86. Whether or not common goals have been achieved 
87. if we accomplished what we set out to accomplish 
88. An identified, measurable natural resource outcome has been accomplished. 
89. Tangible accomplishments as a result of the partnership, willingness of members to continue working 

together.  
90. On the ground accomplishments; willingness to continue/expand existing partnerships with new or 

additional goals 
91. Ability to identify objectives and identify appropriate partners and the degree to which objectives are 

accomplished. 
92. If the stated goal(s) or objective(s) were accomplished.  For example, did the project address the 

questions that were determined to be of importance? 
93. Measurable goals and if partners are interested in working together again. 
94. Willingness to continue participation annually 
95. results 
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96. The stated goals are achieved.  Meetings are effective and timely. 
97. Whether or not the goal of the partnership is achieved. 
98. Do the partners understand the desired goal/outcome and their respective roles in achieving that goal.    

Is any portion of the goal measurable so success can be documented to show partners and potential 
partners. 

99. If goals are accomplished and maintained 
100. Management Plan is implemented, on-the-ground projects are conducted, and willing participation by 

landowners and participating agencies. 
101. 1) Accomplishment of stated on-the-ground objectives; 2) Improved relationships among partners; 3) 

Continued interest in partnership by existing and new partners. 
102. Did you accomplish defined objectives 
103. It is successful when most members agree the partnership has made a positive impact on natural 

resources conservation. 
104. Was there a product developed which addressed a specific issue-concern 
105. Measurable outcomes  Willingness by parties to do it again  Willingness by all parties to defend the 

outcome 
106. Goals are met and partnerships are sustained to meet new goals. 
107. All of the Regional Partnerships are still working (except one)...I don't know the outcome yet.  

Individual/localized partnerships - success was typically defined with the issuance of a endangered 
species permit. 

108. Habitat restoration is completed on-the-ground. 
109. Implementation of the restoration project 
110. outcome compared to goals/objectives 
111. People are excited to meet again and continue. 
112. longevity  partners still meeting their goals  it's not about control  flexibility  everyone gets to 

participate  like a family - dysfunctional at times  people are happy 
113. I was deemed successful when the goals established by the team were met.   
114. Did the partners achieve things together that they were not able to achieve separately?      Do the 

partners want to work together again? 
115. Beneficial knowledge gain and if possible successful outcome. 
116. By the results obtained from the partnership. 
117. If the described outcomes have been reached successfully and agreeably by all parties. 
118. If the partnership constructively addresses problems and develops solutions or approaches to issues; 

communication continues through disagreements or disparity in perspectives; they call me as much as I 
call them. 

119. See notes in previous sections 
120. achievement of a goal and sustain the partnership 
121. Did we accomplish the mission of developing a Regional Interpretive and Heritage Center and the 

funds to build it.  Did we raise a Phoenix from the ashes of several separate interest groups desires into 
one larger story.  Do we have a greater appreciation and understanding of each other.  Synergy 

122. Achieved the goals and objectives of the program or project while maintaining a good working 
relationship with the partners 

123. positive feeling from both sides and a product 
124. The project is completed, the money spent, and everyone is happy. 
125. Were the goals in general met and is the partnership still enacted after the process. 
126. Everyone has a win-win attitude and there are no serious complaints and negative dialog.  Stated goals 

and objectives are met or adequate rationale provided. 
127. Did the project result in benefits to improving/protecting habitat and did it build partnerships and 

educate about natural resource values. 
128. Meeting the specified objectives and doing so with consensus at each step or at least overall 

agreement. 
129. (1) How quickly common ground is identified.  (2) How quickly goals are set  plans made.  (3) How 

well goals/plans are implemented.  (4) Increased use by trust resources upon completion.  (5) Partner 
satisfaction. 

130. Work progressing towards objective 
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131. If there are natural resource gains made that would not have been made without the partnership and if 
relationships were formed or strengthened that will help in the future.  

132. Accomplishment of stated objectives. 
133. 1.  bonded by and committed to achieving a common goal  2. bonding was through shared values and 

mutual interests  3. meaningful involvement  4. staff talent and funding available to nurture the 
partnership  5. including rather than excluding partners 

134. 1.  Are all partners committed?  2.  Is there a common goal or goals?  3.  Were those goals reached (if 
truly possible?  4.  Are the majority of partners still able to    work together after involvement in the 
partnership? 

135. If we achieved anything which could not have been done by any partner individually. 
136. Many ways but ultimately for the FWS is has to come down to the biology.  The only problem with 

this is sometimes the biological results take years to achieve.  Partnerships need tangible results on a 
yearly basis.  So sometimes bringing money in is a success new partners on the ground projects, 
brochures etc.  But always with the long goal of the resource.   

137. If we are making progress toward goals that were originally set or if we have successfully identified 
and taken advantage of new opportunities. 

138. On the ground benefit to fish and wildlife resources. 
139. Mutually agreed goals and objectives are met (or are being accomplished) 
140. Goals are accomplished and partnerships are supportive of accomplishment. 
141. Resources are improved for the actual landowners and the improvements benefit the Service's trust 

species.  Also another important  
142. Partnership longevity, developing new initiatives, and challenges. Overcoming constant budget 

problems. 
143. tangible results on the ground and customer satisfaction 
144. Communication, Progress reports on achieving the common goal.    
145. A resource issue was recognized and implemented on the ground. 
146. If you got the work done and involved partners are satisfied. 
147. Accomplishment of goals    How well we work together  
148. Achieving set goals 
149. If we accomplish our goals. 
150. When all partners have been pleased with the habitat restoration results accomplished 
151. As these are ongoing projects, it would be inappropriate to judge them overall successful or not.  Some 

things works some don't. 
152. If the goals were achieved to some degree, if a majority of parties are satisfied with the outcomes, 

and/or if the current project ends but relations amongst the partners are good enough to establish other 
projects in the future. 

153. Whether or not the established goals where largely or completely realized. 
154. If they take my calls immediately or put me off. 
155. Meet the goals of the group. 
156. were the goals & objectives satisfied? 
157. If you have broad participation from partners who initially you may have felt were the opposition.  

Inviting only your supporters to the partnership is a critical error.  Also the partnership must result in 
tangible concrete projects getting done that benefit the shared vision or common goal. 

158. Acres of habitat protection and restoration. 
159. A successful partnership should give the partners a sense of accomplishment from developing a 

win/win agreement.  Everyone should believe that their needs/concerns were heard and addressed.   
160. either the partners are continuing to work towards a common goal or the goal has been reached. 
161. 1.  If the partnership has resolved the issue/issues.    2.  If the partnership continues to be active.    3.  If 

the partnership created additional opportunities for partnering.  
162. Buy in by the partners, willingness to compromise for the good of a common goal, and measurable 

results for the resource. 
163. Am I seeing results that benefit my agency and also benefit partners 
164. Final product. 
165. Members that participate, relationships, and outcomes. 
166. Outcome  did all partners end up with viable solutions or outcome 
167. On the ground results  improved relationships that have other on the ground result benefits 
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168. by outcomes realized; whether the relationships formed through the partnerships continue and whether 
they continue to influence agency.     

169. Met objectives  developed new professional relationships 
170. If there are positive outcomes. 
171. Either the established goals were met or the long term relationships developed justifies the time and 

effort devoted to the project regardless of whether or not the goals were fully met. 
172. Completion of a collaboratively developed project. 
173. Did it effectively identify goals and then attain them. 
174. Whether or not we can retain relationships, accomplish common goals, and benefit the resources with 

the results of our project. 
175. Goals and objectives are met; parties are still interested in participating. 
176. Success is defined by the quantity and quality of landscape accomplishments. 
177. Were results achieved?  It doesn't matter to what extent though. 
178. Both sides agree and feel they have contributed toward a worthwhile project. 
179. The degree to which partnership members are actively involved and promoting same. 
180. If it met the agreed-upon goals and objectives 
181. If the goals and objectives of the partnership were achieved in a timely manner. 
182. was the stated goal accomplished and are the partners still communicating after the specific project is 

finished 
183. Did you achieve your goals 
 
 
Tools/resources needed 
1. Listening 
2. funding 
3. Limited paperwork. Simple policy. 
4. updated training  current brochures describing FWS programs   
5. interpersonal communications 
6. More practice with actual partnerships. I have taken classes but need the actual experiences to build 

upon. One does need a commitment to the job and the ability to ride with the ups and downs. One does 
need the ability to work with others outside the agency and within the agency. Often times  it is our 
own agency management which puts restrictions on how much we can do. 

7. Agency support  (including financial resources) 
8. Training 
9. Support of the agency. 
10. less top down influence 
11. Training and specifically more resources that explain the dos and don’ts of partnerships.  
12. Clear goals and objective setting, Timeline, Identification of resources needed and the means to get 

them (grants  donations  volunteers) 
13. Support from upper management. 
14. Good and persistent communication skills  Staying on top of the issues-oversight  Correcting problems 

to the satisfaction of all partners in a timely manner   
15. trust and credibility 
16. training on communication skills, training on team process/facilitation, knowledge of grant/funding 

programs and how to apply for funds, Partnership training should be mandated for all Service 
personnel 

17. time & energy 
18. The people and trust building skills are so important, Having adequate training and mentoring are 

essential tools, A flexible budget and the support of your agency is  critical resource.  
19. to be able to understand diverse viewpoints/beliefs, to work together to attempt to achieve a win-win 

outcome, to step back and de-emotionalize an adverse emotional reaction to a partner's actions 
20. More staff time needs to be dedicated to partnership development (new ones) and to ongoing project 

management.  This would enable more strategic (rather than opportunistic) partnership formation and 
broader involvement of more partners.  More Service technical resources need to be available (survey  
engineering  design  and geomorphology expertise) 
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21. People skills.  Being given the authority to act on behalf of the FWS with no supervisor changing your 
decisions or position within the partnership. 

22. Less policy restrictions and guidance from the region and Washington. Micromanagement is killing 
this agency. Bureaucrats cannot comprehend effective partnerships by sitting in front of a computer 
staring at the results of an anonymous survey -the only way our leadership will ever figure out how 
things can be effective will be to get out on the ground  involved with projects and landowners. Not for 
a week through and NCTC junket to Wyoming and not from a 20 minute PowerPoint presentation 
from a Partners program biologist but by doing it themselves.  

1. Funding (Agency/Congressional support).  2.  Understanding partner(s) background and reasoning for 
desired result.  3.  That compromising on objectives is an option.  4.  Ability to present complex ideas 
or plans (orally and written) at a level that is easily understood by partners.     

23. Give up your own/agencies rules and regulations or sense of being in charge in order to gain the 
common goal. 

24. time  money  travel budget   
25. flexibility & creativity    effective time-management    more discretionary dollars         
26. Adequate training, adequate support resources, and a personal commitment to not allow failure to be 

an option. 
27. You need enough time to develop a relationship with the partners.  You need to be enough of a people 

person to get to know the others on a personal level.  You need be willing and able to contribute 
something to help accomplish the goals of the partnership (funding, facilitation, grant writing, etc.).  
You need to be a resource for the partnership; be able to provide accurate information on all parts of 
the FWS.  If you are asked about something you don't know, say you will find out the answer and get 
back to them.  Then get back to them (follow through).  This has happened many times in my 
experience: a partner gets know you on a personal level, learns to trust you as a competent individual, 
and thus learns to trust the FWS enough to work with us on a project.  Supervisors of employees 
working on partnerships need to give the employee enough freedom to develop partnerships without 
demanding instant results.  I have been fortunate to have supervisors who realize that more can be 
accomplished via partnerships than via regulation and that partnership development takes time. 

28. It helps to have someone on a committee/board/etc that has experience in successful partnerships.  
Helps when people park their ego at the door.  It is helpful to have a planner or organized person on the 
committee.  Need to have a chairperson or facilitator.  Helpful to have funds or ability to raise funds. 

29. Time to devote to partnerships 
30. Patience 
31. A lot of the skills are learned on the job or by actively undertaking a partnership project. 
32. 1.  Effective formal training.  2.  Ability to identify new/appropriate partners.  3.  Ability to integrate 

the partnership into the community. 
33. I wanted to comment on questions in first section. I did not answer some because the proper answer 

would have been both answers;  partnerships are both planned and opportunistic; they are both 
initiated by us and by others; time is spent both sustaining and building new partnerships;  I think to be 
successful one must be able to be as flexible as possible.  There is no one size fits all in partnerships... 
no cookbook. Thanks 

34. Verbal and written communications  listening skills  technical skills 
35. Efficiency to comply with federal and state regulations upon the obligation of funds. 
36. Training and experience. 
37. Adequate funding 
38. people skills 
39. Time and travel money to meet face to face with partners.   
40. For partnerships that evolve because of statutory mandates it is essential that the public know that the 

administration is prepared to enforce the laws.  Examples of successful enforcement become powerful 
incentives for many other parties to work as partners. 

41. Depends on the partnership.  For some all of the resources are provided except for enough time in the 
day.  For others, additional funding would help. 

42. We need staff to develop and implement partnerships; or at least staff to take care of other daily details 
so that I can invest time in the partnerships. 

43. Time is the biggest factor.  Partnerships need a lot of massaging.  If there is not enough time to 
dedicate to a partnership due to other responsibilities your involvement becomes less and less 
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important to others in the partnership if that partnership was started by others; and if the Service 
formed the partnership if other commitments are in the way  the partnership could fail due to lack of 
leadership.    Enough staff to deliver the goods on the ground is also important.  Generating interest on 
a particular project must net results.  If there is a lack of available staff to address the needs of 
individuals in a partnership, the partnership can quickly falter.    Effective training for ALL Service 
employees. 

44. time money  and people  probably in that order 
45. Financial and manpower resources through the support of upper management. 
46. I think I need additional training in implementing partnerships. 
47. Being a good listener and follow through.  That builds trust & trust is what makes partnerships succeed 
48. Knowledge of all tools available for fostering and working with partners. 
49. Support from above.  b. Training in people skills and group dynamics.  c. Personality traits which 

allow for compromise (without giving away the store) and which demonstrate trust, honesty, and 
integrity. 

50. Authority to contribute funds or in-kind services towards the partnership.    Authority to make 
decisions 

51. Good communication skills 
52. TIME!  It takes time to develop and grow partnerships.  It can take longer to accomplish resource 

objectives but in making cases the solutions are more long lasting.  Timing of involvement needs to be 
flexible to meet partners’ schedules and needs.  Not all partnerships will result in immediate results 
and we need to accept the time commitment up front to invest in relationships for the long term. 

53. More time to work with the partners, more staff to assist in working with the partners. 
54. Communication skills.  People skills.  The ability to see what CAN be done rather than to focus on 

what CANNOT be done. 
55. Time    Perseverance    Ability to build TRUST in your partners    Deliver what you promise 
1. More training on how to structure a partnership; working with antagonistic people; gaining (our) 

agency support. 
56. Is there a tool/resource for developing patience and compassion? 
57. An adequate budget to do the work and spend the time to accomplish the goal. 
58. Time  I need more time to use the tools and resources I have available. 
59. time  information  facilities 
60. A different position 
61. This question is too nebulous. I had what I needed except for one idiotic thing---the inability of the 

FWS to purchase coffee and cookies for meetings-- I had to do this out of my pocket. 
62. Exchange of information from successful partnerships in other parts of the country.  There are 

obviously more and perhaps better ways to do things...innovative approaches…additional ways to 
leverage funds as well as sources of funds. 

63. TIME which is currently allocated to permitting and other regulatory issues. 
64. Ability to make decisions at the field level! 
65. An opportunity to participate first in a partnership that is non-threatening in order to gain experience 

and build confidence in one's self prior to engaging in one likely to be highly controversial and 
stressful: jumping into a potentially hostile situation without experience and confidence will likely lead 
to failure for the partner you represent    Plenty of opportunity to practice and improve those 
communication/people skills under various circumstances: unless you are exceptionally gifted  it takes 
time and experience to learn how to maintain good communication skills and an objective point of 
view in heated/stressful situations 

66. Not really sure.   
67. Training on the rules of partnerships so that no legal boundaries are violated.     
68. FUNDING AND PERSONNEL TO IMPLEMENT 
69. time 
70. Support from supervisors/leaders within the agency to allow flexibility necessary and at least a 

minimum amount of financial resources on which to build. 
71. Normally lack of funding  coupled with the inexperience/ignorance of funding opportunities  is the 

limiting factor in successful partnerships 
72. time and people to tend to the partnerships 
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73. Most skills and abilities are behavioral attributes in nature and therefore difficult to describe in terms 
of tools or resources. 

74. Support of upper level management for field staff to be creative in developing partnerships. 
75. Time to build a trusting relationship 
76. Partnership building training  Public outreach training  Communications skills 
77. open personality  willingness to listen  effort to go beyond what is needed  avoiding the tragedy of the 

commons  negotiation and compromise   
78. time and authority 
79. Funding and time 
80. training - money 
81. Time  management support. 
82. Ability to motivate people to participate and see benefit of participating. 
83. Time and staff support 
84. Need more assistance.  Need full time staff dedicated to a partnership.  Need funding and full 

cooperation by resource agencies. 
85. Funding to accomplish objectives through grants (i.e. grant writing skills) as well as the staff time to 

devote to grant writing/administration    More advanced training in partnership 
development/maintenance (e.g. roundtable discussions of people involved in actual partnerships - not 
just cookie-cutter approaches)     

86. Time and money 
87. a firm commitment to accomplishing the goal of the partnership is critical 
88. Communication training - knowing your own style as well as that of others at the table 
89. Time to attend formal training sessions. 
90. Agency support. 
91. Having enough time to commit to the partnerships is a problem.. 
92. People skills 
93. communication skills  psychology skills  good business skills  diplomacy skills  supervisory skills  

arbitration skills 
94. Funding  Time  Effort on behalf of the partners  Support from supervisor 
95. Time and Authority 
96. I need more money to bring to the table to help to encourage more partnerships. 
97. articulate thoughts well  listen well  write well  be enthusiastic  be responsible  be dependable  be 

positive 
98. phone and internet; travel resources to support meetings 
99. time  money  staff 
100. staff and money 
101. Communication  communication  communication. People Skills, Active Listening, Compromise, 

leading from the rear. 
102. Programs need to be fully funded so that the Service can bring something to the table (dollars, 

expertise, etc)  staff workload has to be managed so that the FWS has sufficient time to do the job right 
and in a timely fashion; and training needs to be provided to FWS staff in programs  laws  partnerships  
and resource issues such as restoration  screens  etc). 

103. speaking and listening  and knowing the paperwork 
104. Very unclear question. 
105. I didn't indicate any. 
106. Negotiation/communication skills; building trust and credibility with partners 
107. Many of the skills are personality traits like ability to work with others motivated  ability to multitask.  

This is not the type of stuff you learn in a 4-day class. 
108. Funds for travel are crucial and are currently being limited.  When we are unable to meet with partners 

our voice is greatly diminished. Opportunities to pursue technical training to help meet the needs of the 
project. 

109. (1) More understanding of our own responsibility to meet federal state regulations.  (2) Team building 
or facilitation training.     

110. working knowledge of service regulations and processes 
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111. Need the people with the right background and training to engage in the process and need fiscal and 
human resources to do our core set of tasks before we can devote time and energy to establishing and 
maintaining partnerships. 

112. 1. appropriate staff talent  2.  sufficient funding  3.  senior-level management support  4.  time to 
nurture the partnership 

113. people skills 
114. Good people skills and a commitment to the partnership goals. 
115. Basic partnership training such as Partnerships in Practice.  On-the-ground experience working one on 

one with partners.  Finding a mentor who can spend sometime upfront with new employees and be 
available for the many questions that they will have over the first 5 plus years.  Patience is critical  the 
supervisor has to understand the partnerships take years not weeks or months!!! 

116. More training in use of technical tools including GIS  etc.     
117. More emphasis on the ground results and less on policy and procedure.  Policy and procedure is 

necessary but results should be measured on the ground and not in a file cabinet or hard drive. 
118. Flexible decision process and responsive financial commitment.  To avoid knee-jerk reactions or 

inability to respond to opportunities we need enlightened thinking to prepare (i.e. plan) for 
opportunities that will present themselves. 

119. Communication, knowledge of resources, and knowledge of agency policy and guidance. 
120. Good people skills and the ability to personal differences aside to accomplish a common goal.  All 

parties have to benefit from the project and the ability to generate or contribute funding or technical 
assistance is also important. 

121. have financial or material resources to bring to the table as a fully engaged partner 
122. Technical skill and people skills 
123. Flexibility  ability to obtain needed equipment  persistence 
124. Support of the Agency, Flexibility to be responsive to the needs of the partnership 
125. TIME AND FUNDING 
126. Highly trained staff in a diversity of disciplines funded with resource management funds. 
127. More time  staff  and money 
128. Adequate funding to bring something to the table other than my time 
129. Available time is always the primary problem. 
130. $$$ for travel and to 'prime the pump'. 
131. Time is the single most thing agency staff need to develop and foster partnerships.  It is difficult for 

agencies to simply give staff the freedom to go forth and do good things.  Typically the agency wants 
to write a plan then take it out to our partners and sell it.  This top-down approach is typically what 
kills many potential partnerships from developing. 

132. A solid background in realistic   on-the-ground habitat management and credibility. 
133. Clearly articulating the Service's needs/concerns.  Actively listening to potential partners' 

needs/concerns and looking for creative ways to address those issues.    
134. time and agency support 
135. Time and staffing. 
136. Funding is almost always the biggest limitation. 
137. Positive attitude  not having mind made up  willing to find common ground and working from there 

(ie. focus on what you agree on or have in common first  rather than what are the disagreements that 
cause separation) 

138. Facilitation training. 
139. Clear messages from within the Service and full support from Management.  
140. Agency support  Appropriate funding 
141. Time - can't be proactive when you are tied up with reactive frivolous lawsuits and FOIAs. 
142. need ongoing management support 
143. Time which equates to enough human resources to take care of the day-to-day responsibilities and 

adequate technical/scientific support to answer questions 
144. Time and money. 
145. Funding from the Service is needed for the agency to be viewed by some as a serious 

partner/stakeholder.    
146. Without funding it is difficult to be a real player in many partnerships. 
147. Setting common goals and achieving them. 

 



132 

148. Training and time/funds to attend training. An outreach planner/partner position that can devote time 
to this issue. 

149. Time to put into the effort.  Too involved with daily tasks due to lack of staff to put needed time into 
creating and maintaining partnerships. 

150. Additional training and total support from the agency leadership. 
151. A good neutral facilitator.  A supportive agency head/supervisor.  A realistic and somewhat flexible 

budget. 
152. Time and good staff 
 
 
Categories of roadblocks sorted by mean 

Roadblock Mean SD 
funding 3.88 1.22 
time 3.80 1.20 
policy/procedure 3.07 1.28 
paperwork 2.82 1.27 
management support 2.77 1.39 
other .56 1.31 
 
 
What NCTC can offer employees 
1. Not sure. 
2. Don't know  
3. Don't know  
4. Don't know.  
5. Don't know.  
6. Nothing  
7. Can't think of anything 
8. I will need to give this question additional thought.  
9. Since I haven't been in a partnership I'm not sure how NCTC can help fws. 
10. I can't answer that because I don't know what the NCTC is offering now since I have not taken any of 

their courses on creating or maintaining partnerships.   
11. Additional partnership building/communication training. 
12. Updated training on partnership establishment and coordination that has the ability to be given at 

different locations around the country. 
13. Continue offering classes with representatives from partnership agencies so that we can meet and 

discuss ways to work together. Brainstorm ideas for meeting common goals. Networking. Sharing 
weaknesses and strengths of our agency and where they can help. 

14. The problems we face are not ones that can necessarily be resolved with more training in partnerships.  
I believe the best training EVERY field biologist and mid-level supervisor should have are 
1.  Workings of Congress as it relates to agency budget appropriations and  2.  The Service's budget 
development process.  That will be a tall order and should probably left to mid-level supervision and 
State Coordinators.  

15. grant procurement training  
16. Grant writing courses are good.  A course focusing on the myriad conservation funding opportunities 

would be helpful.  Courses on developing mission statements and planning documents for partnerships 
would likewise be helpful.  

17. training on grants/funding sources; negotiation; and specific partnership categories 
18. Redirect resources to on the ground projects 
19. Courses in goal setting  vision  mission  values  objectives  timelines  process development  people 

skills  funding sources 
20. Every case has a different scenario.  Communication leading to a compromise that benefits the 

resource is key.  If the compromise is solely to appease one of the entities then this will not work. 
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21. Continue to offer partnerships-related courses.  Offer tuition support for Service staff to attend with 
their partners.   

22. Training that shows successful partnerships and breaks down what works and typically doesn't work in 
various situations.  Hands on exercises to the extent possible.  Negotiation training included. 

23. Continue to develop interactive training that provides roll playing activities with diverse players. 
24. Screening test to assess biologist's personality traits to determine suitability to partnership efforts; what 

traits do we look for when hiring new personnel; 
25. They can offer courses that focus primarily on people skills - something close to a salesmanship 

course.  
26. field classes (outside NCTC) offering courses in negotiation training/other sorts of partnership training 

to diverse groups (not just FWS) 
27. I thought the Recovery Implementation course was a good one; it emphasized that the responsibility 

for overcoming problems was ours at an individual level and that making good things happen was 
dependent on our ability to be creative. 

28. In conducting training clearly outline the Service's policy in various partnerships.  Provide priority 
partnership needs specific to each Region. 

29. Educate administrators that building partnerships takes people with the right attitude, personality, and 
skills.  Hiring someone just because they met OPM standard hiring policy does not ensure the person 
has the right personality for the specific culture he or she is working in. 

30. 2 things come to mind – One, an extended training course based upon the advanced partnerships 
course but one that lasts several weeks where the attendees actually develop a partnership and get 
something done on the ground.   Second, a training program for administrators/program directors 
taught by landowners who have been involved in successful partnerships. Maybe if the powers-that-be 
hear it from the landowners rather than the budget or personnel office  it will sink in. The overall 
message from the landowners to the policy people should be why their experience was good/bad. 

31. Classes on establishing and maintaining partnerships for managers or creators of the partnerships but 
also for other personnel working on the partnerships. 

32. Train NEWLY employed Service staff how to develop and maintain partnerships.  
Recovery/prevention of listings and the myriad of goals that the Service is trying to accomplish can 
NOT be accomplished by the Service alone.  We need the wealth of knowledge and energy that other 
partners possess in order to meet our lofty goals. 

33. train facilitation  use facility for partnership meetings  facilitate partnership meetings  teach effective 
communication  

34. inreach opportunities for upper level managers    effective partnership training  
35. NCTC could offer a course that provides students with the following (not in priority order):    1. Basic 

info on the various funding sources available (FWS funding as well as other sources: NRCS, NOAA, 
EPA, State, local, & private foundations, etc.).    2. A basic understanding of the FWS funding 
paperwork needed (cooperative agreements, grants, purchase order, etc.).    3. A working 
understanding of the federal compliance requirements for habitat restoration projects (NEPA, ESA, 
NHPA)  as well as an overview of State and local compliance and permits required.  For the latter, just 
giving the students an idea of what kinds of requirements to expect and where to find more specific 
info for each state would be enough.    4. Some background on conservation planning: deciding which 
projects are the highest priorities in your area rather than letting opportunity determine the projects you 
work on.  What kinds of things are people in the FWS (and other conservation organizations) using to 
prioritize projects?    5. A mechanism for developing a network of people in the FWS who are working 
on partnerships that can provide advice when needed.    6. An introduction to facilitation so that 
students can learn how to find the common ground in a diverse group and define goals clearly.    7. 
Some kind of people skills training that includes active listening.    8. An introduction to project 
planning so that once an on-the-ground project is agreed upon it will get implemented in a timely 
manner.    9. A session on writing a good habitat restoration project proposal.    10. A session on 
workload prioritization.  There are many different activities involved in partnership work.  How do you 
know what to do when?    11. A session on outreach and media relations.    12. Lots of case studies and 
lessons learned.  These are a great way for students to understand how non-linear partnership building 
can be - that it usually takes longer to accomplish something than you anticipate and that each 
partnership is unique.  

 



134 

36. The Basics course was very well done and the large case studies are great examples of the potential to 
accomplish big tasks.  However the course should take time to illustrate (with examples) how much 
difference the many small partnerships involving individuals or local organizations can make in the 
success of an office's mission. 

37. Concentrate on developing the basic communication skills which is the foundation to developing 
partnerships. 

38. Continue to develop effective training in the partnership and gateway community arena. 
39. More training on information on authorities of Service for entering partnerships - e.g. fw coord act, etc. 

with examples.  e.g. assisting other purchase land for habitat protection through NAWCA  Coastal 
Program or there's more ways to permanently protect fish and wildlife habitat than establishing a 
NWRefuge-   NCTC already offers EXCELLENT courses through introductions  leadership training  
program training and especially NCTC partnership training and excellent (probably best in world) 
advanced partnership roundtable training opportunities.  Keep it up !  These are very important ... 

40. Continue course OUT8118 
41. Develop localized/regional workshops with local/regional PFW coordinators.  
42. Develop material for broadcasting to a wider audience.  
43. Workshop oriented classes dealing with Partnerships where successful partnerships are presented and 

discussed.   
44. Continue to offer the Conservation Partnerships class.  I learned a lot and met several people who 

provided interesting and exciting examples of how partnerships have worked for them. 
45. NCTC at its Foundations training and perhaps other trainings does a very poor job of training FWS 

employees to recognize that they are regulators, not just people who work with partners.  By not 
educating Service employees of the Service's statutory obligations and the obligations of the regulated 
public, Service employees are easily mislead by those who are regulated.  This lack of education - or 
Service support - empowers the regulated to offer very little in partnerships.  One timber official 
indicated in my class that if not for examples where the Service was willing to enforce the law the 
examples of great partnerships' may never have happened - there wouldn't have been an incentive. 

46. Offer training across the country and include the partners in the training 
47. The training center can develop courses similar to an ecosystem approach to conservation to help 

develop the people skills necessary to recognize how to lead a group of people with different 
backgrounds towards a common goal.    NCTC can also develop appropriate educational materials 
which speak to preserving biodiversity and why that should be important to Mr. and Mrs. Jones who 
live on 50 acres in Outoftheway County  USA.  We need a better message than what we are promoting 
as an agency now.   

48. I’m not sure since I am skeptical that partnership skills can be taught.  In my experience  you either 
have it or you don't.  I think it is more important to be able to identify those traits in recruiting than it is 
to find a skilled biologist and try to train them in partnering.  Perhaps providing a forum to share 
ideas/successes/failures would be good. 

49. Provide more information on how field stations may acquire more personnel, funding, and 
administrative support to pursue partnerships. 

50. I think NCTC could offer additional courses dealing specifically with implementing partnerships and 
getting the word out to potential students. 

51. How to hold/build partnerships in an era when FWS budgets are not provided to field offices until well 
into the field season sometimes when the Fiscal Year is half over!  

52. Change the mindset of most of the Service employees who think they can do it all themselves. 
53. Offer a wider variety of partnership courses.  The one I took was on large regional partnerships, but I 

work on smaller ones every day.  For example partnerships with HCP's  issuing permits, working with 
folks applying for and receiving non-traditional section 6 grants  etc...  Or, at least incorporate smaller 
examples into the training.  

54. NCTC already has numerous training opportunities to develop partnership skills.  Elements of these 
should be included in specific modules for leadership development courses (e.g.  SUTL, ALD, etc.). 

55. Teach Service employees how to publicly speak; continue to teach how to listen; continue to teach how 
to facilitate 

56. Update Service employees on outcomes from previous Partnership Roundtable workshops. Whatever 
came out of the workshops held in TX amd MT?  We had heard that the Service Director requested a 
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priority listing of actions items that he could do both within and outside of policy to push partnerships 
to a new level in the Service? 

57. Ecosystem Course  Grant writing course   
58. The most important aspect of a partnership is to know how to initiate the partnership and what tools 

and funding are available.  A course that covers these basic but important aspects would be important. 
59. Forums where folks can learn from each other.      Training in risk assessment and how to deal with 

uncertainty.    How to set up and implement an effective Adaptive Management Program. 
60. Set up internships for new people to work with experienced practitioners. 
61. Focus on providing training for those individuals who are not outgoing/not extroverts/not focused upon 

working with a team.  Get them out of their cave and on the team pulling with the group. 
62. Teach how to approach situations.  USE EXAMPLES don’t try and do it in the abstract.  Get folks in 

who have done it.  Teach negotiation skills, accountability training. 
63. 1. More courses on creating partnerships and how to work with partners.  2. Make the courses as 

hands-on as possible e.g.  incorporate field trips to partnership projects  etc.  3. Create a FWS 
Partnership Network where employees who work with partners could have access to each other and 
share the benefits of experience and collaboration. 

64. team and facilitator training. 
65. How to find funding and leverage funds to do the work. 
66. The Hans Bleiker training was excellent-- anything similar to that.  Also training in negotiation and 

conflict resolution. 
67. Partnership training that covers the range of skills and tools that characterize effective partnerships.   
68. Training for the endangered species folks that seem to always be wearing their combat boots  We need 

to work on providing Service in a positive way to the public and the resource as our name implies U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

69. Any class that provides opportunities to learn: how to communicate well under stressful/heated 
circumstances; how to keep listening objectively to others who may be hostile to FWS; how to talk 
with others outside of your comfort zone without talking down to them.   

70. Help clarify the role and responsibilities of service representatives working with partners.   
71. Training on the rules of partnerships so that no legal boundaries are violated. 
72. Continued training 
73. grant writing courses and other support to find funding      
74. A mentoring program specific to this issue. 
75. Online training; short job-aids that would have helpful hints, things to watch out for, etc.  
76. do a web course  
77. Let partners identify FWS employees in successful partnerships identify the employees behavioral 

traits and look for FWS employees with like traits.  The fallacy may be that this can be taught. 
78. Perhaps something on conference/symposium planning (agenda development  facilitation resources  

etc.); annual report development and tools/tricks of trade in informing public  boss  partners about 
successes of the partnership 

79. Provide biologists courses on funding opportunities, grant writing, and short courses on MOAs, 
MOUs, and other partnership agreements. 

80. Provide examples to inspire people and educate them on the time required and responsibilities one 
takes when we start working with partners outside our agency. 

81. more field training ops 
82. Provide support for managing a partnership and help submit grants for funding a partnership. 
83. Continue to offer training on complex environmental negotiations; training on group dynamics and 

group problem solving; training on meeting facilitation 
84. Continue to offer appropriate formal training courses.  Offer condensed courses in a centralized 

location in the Southeast Region. 
85. Educate higher managers on the need for support of the 1st line staff and how important it is for us to 

be able to be decision-makers (when it comes to negotiations). 
86. continue to provide courses on successful partnership building 
87. People skills 
88. Offer a course located on the site of a partnership(s) to use as a case study.   
89. Training on establishment of partnerships  Lobby for additional funding 
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90. Advisors that could come in and access a partnership and develop a report to improve or develop a 
partnership. 

91. NCTC can continue to work with national refuge friends groups to ensure that they are informed about 
how to create and sustain partnerships designed to assist in protecting and managing refuges. 

92. Train us to hire the right individuals.  But in addition, training on people skills and how to compromise 
would be helpful.  

93. Provide high quality training with real world examples of what worked and what didn't.  There is no 
cookbook for this stuff because each one has it own life circumstances unique to that time and place.  
Should be some lessons learned or golden nuggets to glean from what went right and what went wrong 
and why.  Sometimes it is just circumstance. 

94. I think NCTC does a great job   the Conservation Partnerships in Practice Workshop was excellent.      
I recommend that training that includes specific information on useful tools would be good (for 
example: good conservation easements and MOUs). 

95. procedures personal skills 
96. Continue to offer good training on negotiation; examples of successful partnerships-analyzed 
97. Networking is one of the most important functions NCTC could facilitate to get others together who 

work with partnerships and let them share info. 
98. NCTC could provide training in meeting and project facilitation.  I also think the Service's training 

options need to focus more on higher level science and analysis.  I don't see NCTC dong this directly  
but perhaps establishing a cooperative effort with universities that offer the appropriate classes.  For 
example the modeling and statistics course are very general and remedial when compared to the type 
of work we are involved with.  In my opinion what we are able to offer the partnership is the most 
important factor.  In some cases it is capital while in others it is the expertise and ability of individuals. 

99. A short course on all regulatory responsibilities perhaps in conjunction with development of a 
standardized tool kit for dealing with our own regulatory responsibilities.  

100. Continue good courses on partnerships such as the Blackfoot Challenge example.  Continue or 
incorporate importance of partnerships into existing courses where partnerships are important  e.g. 
HCP training. 

101. First need to identify and define partnerships and how different partnerships that are formed through 
different FWS program areas apply and are being utilized.  Some training in the utility and 
applicability of partnerships would be helpful.  Any training of the rank-and-file should be 
supplemented by speakers with field experience. 

102. Continue to offer entry level and advance partnership courses.  Hire good course leaders who are 
engaged and have great people skills.  Continue to look for new ways for the service to look/work 
outside the traditional box.  Programs like Walk a mile in my Boots is a great example.  The FWS has 
tremendous experience and background in biology but natural resource management in the 21st 
century has very little to do with biology and everything to do with people skills.  Anything NCTC can 
do to better teach people skills and being a team player the better off the resource and the Service will 
be.   

103. Classes using examples of successful & unsuccessful partnerships - with all the steps (increments) 
broken down.  Would be great if some of the partnership projects could be visited by the class 
participants.   

104. Training on the rules and regulations affecting partnerships would be helpful but some guidance on the 
people skill necessary to go along with them would even be better.  Much of what it takes to maintain a 
good partnership depends on the people you are dealing with and some can't be officially taught in a 
class.  Also  it will vary from administration to administration.  A class for administrators and 
politicians on reduced policy and procedures and increased support for the field would be nice. 

105. A realistic approach to partnership training.  Successful partnerships are a result of need not 
convenience.  They demand work, time, and the ability and willingness to compromise. Too often I see 
the FWS vision of partnership is getting someone else's money to do our work.  Sorry that just doesn't 
cut it.   

106. Assess availability of program funds to carryout partnerships, if sufficient funds are available; then 
provide training to Service and non-Service partners. 

107. Possibly provide some on line training. 
108. Train field biologists in the art of the deal! 
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109. Technical skill to put a project on the ground  Guidance on filling out the paperwork  Finding sources 
on non-federal match     

110. Develop a better questionnaire than this one.  
111. I really don't believe the elements that make an effective on-the-ground partnership work can be 

provided through training. However, courses that illustrate the value and accomplishments of 
partnerships can be motivating to Service employees predisposing them to seek involvement in 
productive partnerships when and where opportunities arise in that employee's work environment. 

112. Teach future leaders that partnerships do not work well when forced on someone    Teach future 
leaders that developing partnerships just for the sake of partnering is a waste of time.  There must be a 
need/benefit 

113. Provide more technical training courses (in water quality, fluvial geomorphology applications, habitat 
assessment, etc.) to better prepare Service staff to offer skills and knowledge to our partners. 

114. Continue to provide opportunities to interact with effective partnerships out on the ground rather trying 
to teach the concepts in the classroom.  Hearing from actual partners with the Service about what 
works and what doesn't is the best way to convey the science and art of developing partnerships. We 
have done this with NCTC in western Montana with a partnership called the Blackfoot Challenge. 

115. In my experience the Service's failure of partnerships is due to their failure to hire qualified and 
motivated people.  Selections are made on EEO grounds which just doe not work! 

116. courses in group facilitation 
117. They are doing a great job - they need to keep up the good work. 
118. Not familiar with existing training. 
119. We understand the importance of partnerships.  It would be helpful if instructors could participate in a 

meeting or so doing early stages to share information with all participants and not just Service 
employees.  It may help participants to start and/or continue to function at a similar level. 

120. Provide classes/training based on Service employee needs rather than an agenda devised to provide full 
utilization of the facility 

121. Bring short course to the field regularly like Interest Based Negotiating.  Provide full-time facilitators 
when requested.    Fund partnership coordinators not hampered by the brush fire regulatory 
assignments. 

122. promote courses that help build skills for effective partnerships...look for ways to identify how a 
variety of NCTC's courses might assist in building skills that will help us realize successful 
partnerships  

123. Selected consultation on specific partnership issues  ex. customized training and/or facilitation for a 
formative or floundering partnership 

124. Education opportunities which include presentations by effective partnerships.  Good examples are the 
best teachers. 

125. Correspondence course or short instructional video on building partnerships. (This may be already 
available and I'm just not aware of it.) 

126. Training, hands-on models. 
127. Need to advertise available courses and do some serious outreach about what the course is all about, 

who should take it, benefits, etc., and STRONGLY ENCOURAGE supervisors to send their folks to it.  
Training is becoming more limited as dollars grow scarcer and there are always lots of other training 
needs out there to compete with partnership training so a strong case needs to be made for promoting 
this type of training.  Believe me, if faced with taking a natural resources training versus a partnership 
training course, I'd invariably choose the former.  Someone needs to emphasize the importance of the 
latter however. 
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