
 

ABSTRACT 
 
MCARDLE, KATELIN MARIE. Teaming Up: A Multiple Case Study of Nonprofit Partnerships 
in North CarolinaÕs Coastal State Parks. (Under the direction of co-chairs Dr. Yu-Fai Leung and 
Dr. Michael B. Edwards). 
 

The role of nonprofit organizations has long been an important one in public lands 

management, particularly when partnering with state government agencies. As public land 

management agencies face smaller budgets, yet higher costs, more visitors, and increasingly 

complex properties to maintain, this renders the administrative, funding, volunteer, and program 

support of nonprofit organizations more crucial than ever (Seekamp, Barrow, & Cerveny, 2013). 

The primary research questions of this study are 1) What is the role of nonprofit organizations in 

the processes and outcomes of park partnerships and collaborations? and 2) What are the goals 

and objectives of these partnerships, and to what degree are those goals and objectives shared by 

parks and partners? 

The focus of this study is on five coastal state park units in North Carolina, JockeyÕs 

Ridge State Park, Fort Macon State Park, Hammocks Beach State Park, Carolina Beach State 

Park, and Fort Fisher State Recreation Area, as well as the nonprofit organizations with which 

they partner. Staff from these parks and organizations were interviewed using a semi-structured 

approach, and transcripts were analyzed using qualitative methods to identify themes and 

relationships. Communication materials (e.g., newsletters and online content) of selected 

nonprofit organizations were used as a secondary data source. 

Results, which map current state park-nonprofit partnerships in the study area, support 

existing frameworks about structures, successes, and barriers involved in partnerships. Findings 

also indicate unique collaboration opportunities and outcomes, such as a grant-funded project 



 

 

involving a national nonprofit organization and a proximal state park. The outcomes of this study 

include meaningful illustrations of specific state park-nonprofit partnerships in North CarolinaÕs 

coastal parks, knowledge about which could be applied to similar contexts in other state parks. 

Findings of this study contribute further support and evidence for existing theoretical 

frameworks about park-nonprofit partnerships and collaborations, and identify areas of 

successful partnership and collaboration as well as potential areas for growth. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION  
 

Building effective partnerships between public lands and nonprofit partner organizations 

has become an increasingly important and central goal, for park agencies and nonprofits alike. 

The involvement of nonprofit groups in park management of natural and cultural resources, 

including aspects of fundraising, community outreach, visitor education, and volunteering, has 

steadily increased (Baker, Dhungel, Davenport, Leahy, & Bridges, 2010). In addition, the unique 

abilities of nonprofit organizations to work outside the limitations of state agencies and provide 

specific services (e.g., acquisition of land from private owners) has led to new and emerging 

opportunities (Chancellor, 2012). Even small parks with relatively low numbers of visitors may 

benefit from the opportunity to work with one or more nonprofit organizations, provided the 

parks are aware of the nonprofits’ willingness and ability to partner, and the nonprofits 

understand the needs of the park site. 

Research has documented that parks of various sizes, environments, and functions may 

benefit from nonprofit involvement. Coastal areas especially may benefit from partnerships of 

this nature, due to the unique features of these areas and accompanying challenges. The average 

population density in coastal areas is twice that of the worldÕs average, at 80 people per square 

kilometer. Urbanization, commercial fishing, and tourism result in increased use of and impact 

on coastal parks (Population Reference Bureau, 2003). The growth of coastal communities in the 

United States has been significant in the last fifty-plus years. There are 23 states defined as 

coastal by the United States Census Bureau, of which North Carolina is one of many states that 

have experienced growth to its coastal population since 1960. As of 2008, almost 10% of North 
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CarolinaÕs population, or more than 900,000 residents, lived within coastal counties in the state 

(United States Census Bureau, 2010). According to other census-based calculations, from 1990 

to 2000, the population of North CarolinaÕs coastal counties grew from approximately 658,000 to 

773,000 residentsÑ an increase of 17.5% (Crawford, 2007). North Carolina was ranked sixth in 

the top 10 states for numeric growth, with the addition of 111,602 residents from 2015 to 2016. 

Of the top states listed, all but two (Arizona and Colorado) were coastal. With this growth, North 

Carolina remains among the top 10 most populated states, with 10,146,788 residents (United 

States Census Bureau, 2016). 

This increasing demand has, on the one hand, led to more opportunities for recreation and 

outdoor experiences in the area, while on the other has placed a strain on the finite natural 

resources upon which these activities depend. Similarly, the managers of these coastal natural 

resources have been tasked with accommodating greater numbers of visitors. This makes it even 

more important to use management practices that maximize these resources for recreation 

opportunity, environmental protection, and community enhancement. As state and federal natural 

resource management entities become more limited in the scope of what they can do to promote 

environmental stewardship of coastal areas (due to limitations on staff, budget, time, or 

feasibility), many nonprofit and community organizations are recognizing that need, and 

stepping in to fill the gaps where management agencies may fall short. In North CarolinaÕs 

coastal regions, these organizations provide support to public parks in the form of funding, 

volunteers, and paid staff for some projects. Seekamp et al. (2013) note that as federal agencies 

face smaller budgets, yet higher costs and more lands to manage, determining the abilities of 

these agencies to partner with nonprofits will be of significant benefit.  
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State parks face similar strains to the management agencyÕs resources. In the face of up to 

$7.1 million in proposed appropriations cuts for North Carolina parks’ 2016-2017 operating 

budgets, park managers may struggle to balance between the various needs of recreation, visitor 

services, facility maintenance, resource management and protection, community events, and 

other costs (Earnhardt, 2015, March 21). These diverse needs complicate the impacts of 

shrinking staff, budget, and resources of the agency in recent years, resulting in fewer services to 

visitors, as well as delays in repairing critical structures such as roads, visitor centers, 

campgrounds, and trails. At both the national and state levels, park management agencies are 

tasked with an immense role, and one that often contradicts itself through the promise of offering 

both conservation and equitable recreation. 

Considering these challenges, the role of nonprofit organizations in parks and public 

lands is likely to increase in importance, as parks look to partners and collaborators to provide 

additional services and support. One area in which nonprofit organizations play a key role is in 

the acquisition of land, to manage it for protective purposes. For example, The North Carolina 

National Estuarine Research Reserve (NCNERR) recently purchased the largest of 13 remaining 

privately owned properties on Masonboro Island, a stretch of barrier island habitat located 

between Wrightsville Beach and Carolina Beach in New Hanover County (North Carolina 

National Estuarine Research Reserve, n.d.). Efforts by organizations such as NCNERR have 

resulted in increased opportunities for public access to the coast. The North Carolina Department 

of Environmental Quality (NC DEQ)Õs (2015) beach access map indicates over 550 public 

coastal access points, which vary in size, features, amenities, and levels of development.  
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Nonprofit organizations can also provide other services, such as partnering with local 

businesses in the interest of protecting resources and educating the public about social aspects of 

the ocean and the coast. Due to this involvement, even relatively small nonprofits may have a 

significant impact on the surrounding community. An economic study through the Bald Head 

Island Conservancy, for example, found that the organizationÕs Sea Turtle Protection program 

resulted in over $30 million generated in local tourism revenue (2015). 

More than ever, nonprofit groups play a critical role in the present and future of a 

regionÕs natural resources, particularly in an area such as eastern North Carolina where the coast 

and adjacent Atlantic Ocean are so vital to the community. Of North CarolinaÕs system of 41 

state park units, five of these are located on the coast, and classified as such by the agency. 

Considering accelerating development, pollution, and other threats to the sensitive and fragile 

coastline, deploying the resources of nonprofit groups dedicated to environmental protection and 

preservation is critical, if people are to continue benefitting from and enjoying these resources. 

To address these questions and concerns, the primary research questions being asked in 

this study are as follows: 

! ! What is the role of nonprofit organizations in the processes and outcomes of park 

partnerships and collaborations? 

! ! What are the goals and objectives of these partnerships, and to what degree are those 

goals and objectives shared by parks and partners? 

The findings of this study will be significant in terms of theory as well as practice, and will 

contribute to better understanding for researchers as well as park and nonprofit practitioners. 

This study will contribute examples of park-nonprofit relationships specific to a geographic 
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location that will provide additional evidence to support existing theoretical frameworks about 

partnerships and collaborations. In addition, park and nonprofit managers, within the study 

population as well as in other locations, will gain insight about the benefits of working together, 

while also identify areas that are potentially lacking in terms of partnerships. 
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CHAPTER TWO: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  &  LITERATURE REVIEW  

Due to the attractiveness of coastal areas for stakeholders, there has been significant 

interest in and study of coastal parks and tourism destinations in the past 50 years. Some 

management guidelines and best practices for coastal areas have been established; however, 

these tend to focus less on the important functions that nonprofit groups provide and more on 

natural resource management from a scientific perspective. In addition, coastal areas face many 

threats that are unique to the proximity of the ocean or body of water. Vodden (2015) described 

these concerns, which include fragmentation of coastal environments, power differences in 

management entities, dispersed causes, and limitations of ecosystems to withstand stressors. 

Studying this important area of resource management could have relevance in coastal areas 

outside of North Carolina, in regions that deal with similar issues. 

Conflicting Uses of Coastal Areas 
 

In North Carolina, coastal beach parks encompass extensive and unique ecosystems, 

providing numerous social, environmental, and economic benefits. North CarolinaÕs state parks 

are popular with residents and visitors alike, setting a record of 17.3 million visitors in 2015 

(North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation, 2016, Feb. 9). In addition, coastal counties 

where state parks are located are designated by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (2015) as 

critical habitat for many endangered species, including the Piping plover and Loggerhead sea 

turtle. 

Due to pressures from climate change, development, and natural challenges, coastal areas 

are increasingly threatened, which in turn threatens the livelihoods of residents of those areas, as 

well as opportunities in coastal state parks available to visitors and locals. Crawford (2007) 
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identified several environmental impacts of sprawl in coastal areas, including loss of fragile 

lands, reduced species diversity, increased risk of flooding, greater air pollution, and decreased 

aesthetics.  

North Carolina faces threats from climate change as well, as sea level rise continues to 

produce more flooding along the coast. In Wilmington (city located near Carolina Beach State 

Park), the current 1-in-10 year flood (i.e., the flood level with a probability of 10% in any given 

year) is expected to occur more frequently, with an annual occurrence anticipated after the year 

2050 (Kopp, Horton, Kemp, & Tebaldi, 2015). The state legislature has, in recent years, 

nonetheless acted to promote ongoing interest of developers in flood-prone coastal areas, such as 

by limiting the extent to which state employees can discuss climate change timelines (DeWitt, 

2015, May 4).  

Previous studies have made important observations and findings about park management 

and nonprofit involvement in the context of coastal areas, which begin to illustrate the 

interactions of these groups in the context of coastal state parks. Some examined the multiple, 

and often conflicting, uses that beaches and coastal parks involve. JimŽnez et al. (2007) 

examined the three primary management concerns for beachesÑ protection, recreation, and 

supporting natural valuesÑ and asked what can be done to increase the carrying capacity of 

beaches that support one or more of these values. The study proposed adopting a system of 

Coastal State Indicators to assist in beach management, a strategy that could be applied to other 

sites as well, particularly with the involvement of a nonprofit to support such work.  
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Natural Resource Management 
 

Some studies directly examined specific, physical aspects of beaches that have a role in 

shaping management, public access, and other considerations. Oh, Draper, and Dixon (2009) 

gauged the preferences of the visiting public for management of public beaches and related 

access. These findings can inform park managers as to the best uses of the finite public beaches 

that are available for recreation and tourism pursuits, with the goal of better serving coastal 

visitors. McLachlan, Defeo, Jaramillo, and Short (2013) presented a simplified model for the 

management of sandy beaches, including the pre-planning and post-monitoring phases. The 

model uses measures of conservation value (such as presence of rare species) as well as an index 

of recreation potential, combining these to create a classification model for recreational beach 

management. The values measured could be integrated into a more comprehensive tool or set of 

guidelines, which would provide nonprofit and park managers with a common set of criteria 

around which to design their efforts. 

Mitas, Mitasova, Brothers, and Weaver (2013) conducted a case study of JockeyÕs Ridge, 

an active dune site and state park in coastal North Carolina that examined the effectiveness of 

current management practices, particularly those involving visitor access to the dune. The 

findings of the study could have implications for similar coastal areas by recommending the 

preservation of larger-scale processes at the ecosystem level, rather than discreet features. 

Community & Stakeholder Involvement 
 

Relationships between the community and local natural resources is also a common 

theme in much of the literature. Fletcher and Potts (2007) focused on a community effort known 

as ÔOcean CitizenshipÕ that mitigates the negative effects of human activity on the marine 
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environment, the focus on which is a key component in engaging public support. Other studies 

that emphasize the community aspects of beach recreation and usage include Wolch and ZhangÕs 

(2004) study on beach usage in Los Angeles that used a lens of race and ethnicity, as well as 

other factors such as recreational use. Considering the patterns of use based on demographic 

factors is important at the community level, so that various groups within the residential 

communities of the coastal resource are represented in the planning and management strategies, 

as well as involved in the nonprofit realm, in an appropriate capacity. Furthermore, community 

engagement, through volunteerism, education, and public programs, often falls to nonprofit 

organizations within the context of environmental work, due to barriers (such as lack of adequate 

funding) encountered by state and federal agencies (Brinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff, 2002). 

Frameworks for Examining Nonprofit Partnerships 
 

Some studies also highlighted effective nonprofit-park partnerships, which could help 

inform what are the best practices and processes of a successful relationship. McNeil, Rousseau, 

and Hildebrand (2006) discussed the format of Environment CanadaÕs Atlantic Coastal Action 

Program, illustrating how the community-based organization is involved with aspects of 

restoring and sustaining watersheds and adjacent coastal areas. Maguire (2013) also examined 

the practices of nonprofits in South Carolina. Although not strictly coastal in nature, the paper 

assembled steps for expanding nonprofits, while utilizing cost-effective measures. Studies like 

this are important in informing nonprofits and their partners of the best decision-making 

strategies, especially when working with organizations such as NPS that may have conflicting 

mandates or other obstacles to the mission of the nonprofit. 
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This study follows the work of many other researchers who have asked similar questions 

about the nature of park-nonprofit collaborations, and the needs addressed by these partnerships. 

Its unique contribution lies in the context of the agencies and organizations interviewed, and in 

some cases, their geographic relevance. To examine the relationships and shared goals of parks 

and nonprofits, existing frameworks were first reviewed, and then consolidated into an adaptive 

framework that was used to identify themes of this study.  

In Making Collaboration Work, Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) described strategies for 

inter-organizational collaboration, and identified some of the setbacks that may occur as well as 

factors for success. In this study, the emphasis on the strong identification with a geographic 

location, natural feature, or community/neighborhood as contributing to a successful partnership 

is especially relevant. The authors identified factors of success, including the need to foster a 

sense of responsibility and commitment, along with barriers to collaboration, such as lack of 

time, money, or management commitment. 

Schuett, Selin, and Carr (2001) examined the positive aspects of collaboration in natural 

resource management, and determined participants’ overall attitudes about processes of 

successful collaboration. McCreary, Seekamp, Cerveny, and Carver (2012) developed the Public 

Lands Partnership Model to conceptualize motivations of public land management agencies to 

work in partnerships. These motivations were sub-classified into interpersonal, intrapersonal, and 

institutional. McCreary et al. (2012) also documented eight motivations of organizations to 

collaborate, based on Schuett et al. (2001), including concern for natural resources and acquiring 

funding or grants. 
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Follman, Cseh, and Brudney (2016) examined partnerships between National Park 

Service units and nonprofit organizations, specifically for volunteer efforts. The study asked 

questions related to the topic of this investigation, but using a larger NPS sample, and examined 

the challenges involved in volunteer program collaborations, as well as strategies and best 

practices used to support collaboration. Mowen et al. (2008) used broad categories of 

Community, Recreation, and Ecology to determine the benefits provided to the public by park 

and recreation associations. The study, conducted by the National Recreation and Park 

Association, analyzed baseline health and well-being partnership initiatives of recreation and 

park associations for a nationwide sample. It asked what are the results of those partnerships, and 

in some cases, why an agency did not partner with another organization. This type of inquiry 

seeks to connect what is provided by the park, and how that is met or not by involvement with an 

outside organization. 

Adaptive Framework 

To examine the unique community of coastal state parks in North Carolina, an adaptive 

framework, found in Table 1, incorporating existing literature as well as initial findings was 

developed. Themes emerging from the preliminary data analysis were matched with literature 

supporting these elements of park-partner relationships. For example, the theme of 

Environmental, as defined in Table 1, was prominent following an initial review of the data, and 

was also identified in the literature as a key goal of nonprofit-park partnerships. The adaptive 

framework, then, served as a coding scheme for a second, closer review of the interview 

transcripts. These elements and themes were then used to organize two primary processes of 

partnerships into challenges (negative) and facilitators (positive). For example, Shared Strategic 
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Mindset is an indicator of the success of a partnershipÕs outcomes. Conflicting Goals indicates a 

lack of this shared mindset, whereas Establishing & Defining Role (of the nonprofit in the park-

partner relationship) indicates agreement between the two groups. Two major processes were 

identified, along with a third overall category, Outcomes. This category includes the realized 

goals of the park-partner relationship, such as Recreation and Volunteering. These goals were 

found to be common between items identified in the literature as well in anecdotes from the 

parks and nonprofits interviewed. The quality of the processes, therefore, indicates how 

successful will be the outcomes. In addition, Table 11 in Appendix D is a list of existing 

frameworks that were used as references for the Adaptive Framework in Table 1. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS  
 

Study Setting 

This study presents data from recorded interviews with five coastal state parks in North 

Carolina and their identified key nonprofit partners and collaborators, as well as secondary data 

from public communication and outreach materials, such as newsletters and website documents, 

from selected nonprofit organizations. This study distinguishes between a ÔpartnerÕ and a 

ÔcollaboratorÕ using Seekamp, Cerveny, and McCrearyÕs (2011) definition of a partnership as 

reflective of the goals of the agency (in this case, state parks), and collaboration as emphasizing 

joint issue identification and decision making (such as a shared interest in promoting Leave No 

Trace principles). Using existing frameworks about partnerships and collaborative efforts, an 

adaptive framework model was established, from which coding themes were drawn and added as 

needed. Interview data illustrated various projects and activities in which parks engaged with 

partners, and the challenges and successes of these efforts. Many themes aligned with existing 

frameworks and enhanced the adaptive framework, as unique interactions between parks and 

partners were revealed in the interview and communications data. 

State parks in North Carolina are a component of the North Carolina Division of Parks & 

Recreation, which oversees a diverse system of parks in addition to administering the North 

Carolina Trails System, North Carolina Natural and Scenic Rivers, and the Parks and Recreation 

Trust Fund. There are several classifications of units within the state parks system: Lakes, natural 

areas, parks, recreation areas, rivers, and trails. Together, these units encompass 222,564 acres 

(North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation, 2016a). For this study, five North Carolina state 



15 
 

 

parks and recreation areas classified by the agency as coastal (Figure 1), due to their proximity to 

the Atlantic Ocean, were interviewed:  

1.! JockeyÕs Ridge State Park in Nags Head protects the tallest living sand dune on 

the Atlantic coast, and includes a visitor center with a museum and a 360-foot 

boardwalk. This park offers recreation opportunities, such as sandboarding, as 

well as an interpretive nature trail and wading area on the sound side (North 

Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation, 2016c). 

2.! Fort Macon State Park in Atlantic Beach features a restored, Civil War-era fort 

and a coastal education center. The park, which is nearly surrounded by water on 

all sides, also has natural features in the form of salt marshes, estuaries, and 

beaches (North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation, 2016d). 

3.! Hammocks Beach State Park in Swansboro is a three-mile long, undeveloped 

barrier island only accessible by ferry or boat. The setting provides campsites, 

picnic areas, and small watercraft rentals for visitors, and is a key habitat for 

endangered species (North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation, 2016e). 

4.! Carolina Beach State Park in the town of Carolina Beach provides several 

amenities and recreation facilities, including a fishing pier, marina, camp ground, 

and hiking trails. It is also home to the rare and threatened Venus fly trap, a 

carnivorous plant species (North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation, 2016f). 

5.! Fort Fisher in Kure Beach is adjacent to both the Atlantic Ocean and the Cape 

Fear River, with opportunities for surf fishing, four-wheel drive vehicle use, and 



16 
 

 

wildlife viewing. The park is also the site of a state aquarium (North Carolina 

Division of Parks & Recreation, 2016g). 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 1. Map of North Carolina coastal state parks studied (Google Maps). 

As a concept, state and federal parks have various meanings to individuals, groups, and 

communities. Today, state parks in North Carolina operate as an entity of the North Carolina 

Division of Parks and Recreation, with headquarter offices in downtown Raleigh. Currently, the 
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state parks system includes 41 sites, five of which are classified as coastal by the agency (North 

Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation, 2016b). The year 2016 marks the centennial of North 

CarolinaÕs state parks, which together hosted over 15 million visitors in 2014, a number that 

continues to increase each year (Murphy, 2016). 

The history of the state parks system in North Carolina is closely tied to cultural, 

historical, and economic aspects. The parks system originated in the early 1900s, when 

unsustainable timbering practices in the Smoky Mountains concerned citizens, particularly about 

the fate of Mount Mitchell, the highest peak east of the Mississippi River in the United States. A 

successful campaign to save the mountain resulted in Mount Mitchell being established as North 

CarolinaÕs first state park on March 3, 1915 (NCpedia, 2016). Like many public lands across the 

nation, North CarolinaÕs state parks owe much of their existence and infrastructure to the work of 

the Civilian Conservation Corps, a government program that actively built many camps, trails, 

and day-use facilities that are still standing today (Eakes, Ledford, & Reuter, 2015). In 2009, 

Grandfather Mountain outside of Boone became the most recently chartered state park in North 

Carolina, after the purchase of nearly 2,500 acres of land from a private owner (Ch‡vez, 2016).  

As public parks occur at the interface of public use and government management, 

exploring the nonprofit aspect of coastal management, which occurs at this junction, will reveal 

new insight about how these groups can work together for the good of the natural resources in 

which they are all interested in protecting. However, achieving this harmonious and successful 

mission is a complex and ever-changing matter.  

This complexity is evident in the mission of North Carolina State Parks, which reflects 

the challenge of managing parks for recreation as well as natural resources: 
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Conservation: To protect North CarolinaÕs natural diversity through careful selection 

and stewardship of state parks system lands; 

Recreation: To provide and promote outdoor recreation opportunities in the state parks 

system and throughout the state; and 

Education: To encourage appreciation of North CarolinaÕs natural and cultural heritage 

through diverse educational opportunities; 

for all citizens of and visitors to the State of North Carolina (North Carolina Division of 

Parks & Recreation, 2016b). 

For parks to achieve these goals, they must rely on their own staff as well as look to outside 

organizations for additional contribution. This study closely examined a strictly defined 

community of state parks in North Carolina, as well as the nonprofit organizations with whom 

they work. 

Nonprofit Organizations Background 

 A variety of nonprofit partners focused on parks and public lands are active in North 

Carolina. Many organizations are headquartered in or near Raleigh, the stateÕs capital, while 

others are found in the cities of the state parks that they support. After interviewing the coastal 

parksÕ superintendents, organizations identified as nonprofit partners or collaborators were 

subsequently interviewing, using the same set of guided questions. These groups range in size, 

activities, time established, and structure, and are introduced below. 

North Carolina Friends of State Parks 
 
 The mission of Friends of State Parks, Inc. (FOSP) is to use Òits private sector nonprofit 

abilities to add value to NCÕs park system in areas where government action may be restrictedÓ 
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(Friends of State Parks, 2016). This is accomplished through work such as funding a Junior 

Ranger program for elementary school-aged students, forming a Youth in Parks Environmental 

Education (YIPEE) initiative to support school trips, organizing state park tours, and providing 

grant awards to local organizations. As a statewide organization, Friends of State Parks sponsors 

local friends groups formed to focus on one park site, such as the Umstead Coalition, which 

supports Umstead State Park near Raleigh. FOSP employs an Executive Director as their only 

paid staff person; the rest of the organizationÕs administrative work is accomplished by a 

volunteer board of directors. 

 Each of the five state parks interviewed for the study identified a local friends group 

associated with Friends of State Parks as a key nonprofit partner: 

¥! Friends of JockeyÕs Ridge State Park: For this study, this local group was 

interviewed, and is unique in that it has a paid executive director. 

¥! Friends of Fort Macon State Park: This all-volunteer group currently has over 

1,000 members. 

¥! Friends of the Hammocks and Bear Island: This group supports Hammocks 

Beach State Park and operates a gift shop at the park site. 

¥! Friends of Pleasure Island State Parks: This is a multi-park friends group 

supporting Carolina Beach State Park and Fort Fisher State Recreation Area. 

North Carolina Coastal Federation 

 The North Carolina Coastal Federation (NCCF) is a prolific nonprofit partner that has a 

long history of working with parks and other natural areas along the coast. NCCF works widely 

across eastern North Carolina, contributing to diverse activities such as retrieval of lost fishing 
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gear, coastal cleanups, legislative action, and habitat restoration. These projects involve state 

parks as well as other organizations, including local governments, schools, and universities. 

The Conservation Fund 
 
 The Conservation Fund (TCF) focuses on sites that have ecological, historic, and/or 

cultural significance. In North Carolina, this organization has protected nearly 222,000 acres, 

about half of which have been protected through the North Carolina Wildlife Resources 

Commission. One of TCFÕs initiatives, the Palmetto-Peartree Reserve, set aside 10,000 acres of 

habitat along the Albemarle Sound with funding from the state Department of Transportation. 

This space provides habitat for threatened species as well as ecotourism opportunities (The 

Conservation Fund, 2016).  

The Nature Conservancy 
 
 Another national organization with local chapters, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) of 

North Carolina uses a whole system approach to protect the various ecosystems in the state. This 

group also has a focus on coastal areas through the Coastal Plain initiative, which includes 

partnerships with state parks and national wildlife refuges. TNC also partners with non-

traditional land management entities, such as military bases (The Nature Conservancy, 2016).  

 As a multiple case study approach, this investigation followed several of YinÕs (2000) 

guidelines: 

¥! Investigate how or why a set of events (i.e., park-nonprofit partnerships) occur 

¥! Consider each park unit  as a separate case (i.e., five cases make up the study) 

¥! Examine multiple sources of data (i.e., interviews with parks and nonprofits and 

select communication materials) 
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¥! Study cases within a real-world context (i.e., interview park superintendents and 

nonprofit managers) 

¥! Seek to explain, describe, illustrate, and enlighten the park-nonprofit structures 

(i.e., look for commonalities and differences among the units studied) 

By examining the research questions of how do partnerships function and what are the shared 

goals between groups, using the consistent line of inquiry promoted by the case study approach, 

meaningful insight and explanations about this contemporary phenomenon can be discovered. 

Sampling 

Five state park sites and six nonprofit organizations were ultimately included in the 

sampled population for this study. To negotiate the small sample size, certain measures were 

taken to ensure that results are appropriately reflective of the limited population, including 

describing themes as present/absent, rather than using a density or count analysis. Factors to 

consider when considering the sample size include the quality of data, scope of the study, nature 

of the topic, amount of information obtained from each participant, number of interviews per 

participant, and study design (Qualitative Health Research, 2000). For this investigation, 

detailed interviews were conducted (quality of the data and information gained), and subjects 

were limited to specific parks in a set region of one state and their primary nonprofit partners 

(scope of the study). Henderson (2006) noted that, ÒNo sample size reflecting qualitative data is 

too small or too large, but rather depends on its reason for use relevant to particular research 

questionsÓ (p. 232). 

Purposive, non-probability sampling was used in this study, focusing on the five coastal 

state parks in North Carolina, which share similar environments, recreation opportunities, 
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climates, and conditions. From this sample of parks, key nonprofit partners and collaborators 

were identified. Semi-structured interviews, using a bank of pre-determined questions, guided 

conversations with interviewees at parks (superintendents) and nonprofits (managers and 

supervisors). All participants were provided with a copy of the Informed Consent document 

(Appendix C), and agreed to have the interview conversation recorded by the researcher using a 

small, portable device. Interviewees were also provided confidentiality, in that full names would 

be excluded from any published items, and identifying information (i.e., exact name of the site or 

organization) would be removed from direct quotes. Once an agreement to participate was 

reached, interview times were setup by the researcher. One-time, semi-structured, in-depth 

interviews informed by the interview guides in Appendix B were conducted with the identified 

nonprofits and a representative staff person in a management role (such as a park 

superintendent). Interviews were conducted at the employeeÕs place of work, or over the phone if 

this was not possible (due to distance). Interview sessions lasted approximately 30-60 minutes, 

with potential for follow up with brief email messages or phone calls as needed.  

The researcher began by focusing on the five coastal state park units in eastern North 

Carolina, those classified as in the Coastal Region by the state parks system. State parks were 

contacted by the researcher from October to November 2016, using the email contact form on 

each park’s respective webpage. Example messages sent to parks and nonprofits asking for their 

participation in the study are included in Appendix A. All five of the targeted parks replied and 

agreed to conduct a recorded interview session. Because the parks of interest were all located at 

least two hours away from the researcher, arrangements were made to conduct the interview via 

phone. Interviews were conducted from November 2016 to January 2017, with brief follow-up 
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questions sent via email in the weeks following the initial conversations. State park interviews 

were conducted with the site superintendent, except in one case, where the superintendent was 

new to the position at the park and deferred to a supervisory ranger who had been at the site for a 

longer time. 

From these five interviews, key nonprofit organizations that regularly partner with the 

parks were identified. Names of organizations and contact information for the nonprofits were 

requested by the interviewer from respondents at the time of the conversation. These nonprofits 

fell into categories of (1) Local nonprofit friends groups (all of which were part of the umbrella 

organization, North Carolina Friends of State Parks) that partnered regularly (i.e., at least once a 

month) with the park or parks, (2) National nonprofit organizations with state-specific offices 

and staff that partnered semi-regularly (i.e., at least once a year for the past five years) with the 

park, and (3) National nonprofit organizations that did not have a North Carolina-specific focus, 

and that were partnering with the state park for the first time. These nonprofit organizations were 

contacted and interviewed as well, from January to February 2017. If the nonprofit office was 

local (i.e., thirty minutes away or closer to the researcherÕs location), an in-person interview was 

arranged, rather than via phone, to promote more engaging responses. In total, 11 interviews 

were conducted with five parks and six nonprofit organizations, with most sessions taking about 

30-40 minutes to complete. Finally, interview subjects agreed to be available by email following 

the interview, should any further questions occur, and the researcher contacted several 

participants with brief, clarifying questions or requests for additional information. 
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Development of Interview Guide 

Interviews have been widely recognized as a means of data collection in numerous fields 

(Halcomb & Davidson, 2006). Questions for the Interview Guide (see Appendix B) were 

developed for both park and nonprofit managers, and structured around the primary topic areas 

of Subject Background (basic information, such as role in the organization), Nature of 

Partnership (such as description and duration of existing partnerships), Benefits and Drawbacks 

(such as what have been any setbacks, and how were those navigated), and Outcomes (such as 

environmental, recreation, and community goals of the park or nonprofit). The guide was 

structured so that surface-level questions were asked first, to establish a foundation of 

understanding and rapport with the interviewee (Kennelly, 2013). In addition, questions were 

designed to be broad and open-ended, to gain rich insight about individuals’ experiences (Duke 

Social Science Research Institute, 2017). Turner (2010) also suggested conducting a pilot test of 

the interview prior to the actual session, which was completed prior to the first scheduled session 

(with a nonprofit contacted initially for inclusion in the study, but which was not included in the 

final sample due to lack of current involvement with any state parks in the sampled area). 

The interviews conducted in this study followed a guided, semi-structured approach, thus 

allowing for a conversational and open-ended session that still collected consistent information 

from participants (McNamara, 2009). An interview guide provides structure about which topics 

were covered during the interview, while also allowing for specific issues to be the focus 

(Bauman & Adair, 1992). Doing so allowed for an inductive, probing approach, where 

interviews were guided by the pre-generated questions, but follow-up questions were asked to 

gain more information or insight on responses, resulting in a fundamentally emergent style. 
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Conducting interviews in-person when possible allowed the researcher to better gauge the impact 

of the questions on the interview subject, as well as take notes on other observations. 

Patton (1987) suggested several types of interview questions to help guide the data 

generated. Those used in the question guide for this study are highlighted below: 

1.! Behaviors about what a person has done or is doing (e.g., how are these partner 

relationships maintained?) 

2.! Opinions/values about what a person thinks about a topic (e.g., what are the primary 

benefits of this partnership, in your opinion?) 

3.! Knowledge to get facts about a topic (e.g., how long has this partnership been in 

place?) 

4.! Background/demographics to gather standard information such as role in the 

organization (e.g., what are your responsibilities here?) (p. 116-117). 

Asking for this type of information (beginning with the background information) 

provided a comprehensive picture of the nonprofit/government agency relationship. The 

researcher also did not know the interview subjects prior, so asking these different types of 

questions provided important contextual information. 

Interview Procedures 

Interview formats with charitable organizations in other disciplines (such as health) 

informed the design for this study. KennellyÕs (2013) interview structure was referenced as a 

model, and questions were adopted about roles and responsibilities of nonprofit staff. Nonprofit 

and park agencies were initially contacted via email correspondence, where the researcher 
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described the purpose of the study and indicated the voluntary nature of participation, as well as 

the steps taken to ensure the privacy and anonymity of responses. 

Following each interview, notes taken were written in the form of a Memo, to capture 

thoughts and observations that occurred during and directly after each conversation. An example 

of text from a memo composed by the researcher is provided below: 

Friday, December 16, 2016, 2:00 PM 
Phone call with [Park Superintendent] at [State Park] 
 
[Park Superintendent] was probably the most willing and open interview subject to date. 
We spoke for nearly an hour and probably could have talked longer, because he had so 
much to say about the nonprofit partnerships. He also mentioned an innovative project 
about the Leave No Trace principles that had not been remotely mentioned by any other 
group. I feel that he was enthusiastic about the opportunity for partnerships, and enjoyed 
being as involved in them as possible. I had a similar experience talking with the 
superintendents at [State Park] and [State Park], in that these parks as well were also 
really open to continuing work as well as try new opportunities. I really enjoyed talking 
with [Park Superintendent], and he was the most friendly and outgoing of the folks with 
whom I spoke.!
!

Qualitative Data Analysis 
 

After conducting the interviews, the recorded conversations were transcribed verbatim by 

the researcher. To ensure accuracy, the completed transcripts were reviewed by the researcher, 

and edited for misspelled or incorrect words, especially names of people and places that were 

unfamiliar to the researcher. Transcribed interviews were imported to NVivo 10.2.2 for Mac, a 

qualitative data analysis software used to organize and code data, due to the text-rich information 

and the deep level of analysis required. Through this analysis, themes based on the responses of 

interview subjects were identified. This was accomplished by coding the data, using an approach 

based on the grounded theory method where data is systematically gathered and analyzed to 
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build an emerging theory of the relationships under study (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Noding was 

approached such that there were three overall categories (Facilitators, Challenges, and Processes) 

with no more than three layers of sub-categories for each overall category. A coding scheme 

where a node selection resembles a sentence or complete thought was used. 

Halcomb and Davidson (2006, p. 41) recommend a six-step process for interviews and 

subsequent data management, elements of which were used in this investigation: 

Step 1: Recording of interview and concurrent note-taking 

Step 2: Reflective journaling (immediately, post-interview) 

Step 3: Listen to recording and revision of field notes/observations 

Step 4: Preliminary content analysis 

Step 5: Secondary content analysis 

Step 6: Thematic review 

The approach also advocated for the use of intelligent verbatim transcription, where incidental 

remarks are left out of the transcription, which was practiced in this analysis. 

Data was organized by sorting into categories through the coding process. Per the 

grounded theory approach illustrated by Strauss and Corbin (1990) and used to inform aspects of 

this study, three overall steps of coding occurred: 

1.! Open: Data is segmented into similar groups of preliminary categories (using 

common words or phrases, for example). 

2.! Axial: Categories are assembled into larger groupings resembling themes, illustrating 

the phenomenon in question in original ways. 
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3.! Selective: Categories and themes are organized and integrated in ways that develop a 

coherent understanding of the phenomenon. 

Similar studies have used comparable approaches to form thematic categories. Chen and 

Collier (2012) conducted interviews with nonprofit organizations, using theoretical constructs 

and emergent ideas to inform thematic categories. Seekamp et al. (2011) suggested six 

dimensions across various typologies of partnerships, which can be used to categorize and 

describe the different organizational relationships between parks and nonprofits, and which have 

also informed the questions included in the interview guide:  

! ! Composition: How many partnerships is a nonprofit involved with at a given time? 

How do these partnerships compare, as far as make-up and organizational diversity? 

! ! Structure: What is the type/form of the partnership (e.g., level of formality, presence 

of legal agreement, institutional setting, amount of coordination between 

organizations)? 

! ! Scope: What is the geographic extent of the issue for which the partnership exists? 

What is the size of the community served? What is the focus of the activities (public, 

private, or both)? What is the duration of the partnership agreement? 

! ! Function: What was the partnership designed to accomplish? How was the 

partnership formed? What services or activities are provided? What is the resource 

funding balance? 

! ! Process: How are the partnership goals achieved?  

! ! Outcome: What are the accomplishments of the partnership (product or process)? 
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After interviewing and transcription was completed, preliminary themes were identified 

by the researcher, which served to later guide and inform the process of node creation. These are 

shown in Table 2, with some sub-categories applying to multiple areas (e.g., Festivals & 

Celebrations contributed to Environment, Community, and Recreation efforts). Full results are 

discussed in the next section, Chapter 4. 
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Table 2: Preliminary Codes for Outcomes and Challenges 
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Ethical Considerations 

             Because this study was inquiring about working park-partner relationships, steps were 

taken to ensure the privacy of individuals participating. First, interviews conducted with 

organization and agency staff only proceeded once informed consent was granted. In addition, to 

protect the identities of interview subjects, signed consent forms were kept in a secure locker and 

shredded once the interview phase of the study was complete, and interview audio and 

transcriptions were saved on a password-protected computer. All data and materials with 

personally identifiable information were available only to the researcher and the researcherÕs 

faculty committee. Furthermore, all study and interview procedures were submitted to North 

Carolina State UniversityÕs Institutional Review Board (IRB), due to the nature of the study and 

its involvement of human subjects, and were approved prior to data collection. By taking these 

measures, interview subjects could speak more freely about their opinions and experiences 

without fear of negative repercussions, and the ongoing partnerships and collaborations between 

organizations were respected. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 
 

Overall Results 

This section presents findings from the qualitative data analysis of the in-depth, semi-

structured interviews conducted with selected state parks in coastal North Carolina and their 

nonprofit partners, while the next chapter (5. Discussion & Conclusions) interprets these results 

as well as their implications. Results are in the form of analysis of 1) interviews with the five 

coastal state parks in North Carolina; 2) interviews with the identified nonprofit partners and 

collaborators; and 3) selected communications materials from identified nonprofit organizations, 

to provide further insight into specific partnership projects and initiatives.  

Table 3 is a summary description of the organizations identified and interviewed in the 

study. All state parks interviewed were in suburban or small-town areas, while four of the 

nonprofit partners were in urban cities. The establishment year of the parks and nonprofit groups 

also differed, with the earliest park studied designated in 1924, and the most recent in 1986. The 

nonprofit partners and collaborators were formed starting with the earliest in 1951, and the 

newest just over two years ago, in 2015. Finally, the number of paid staff for each organization 

(for state parks, includes seasonal hires at the peak of the summer) varies. For parks where 

information could be obtained, the number of staff ranged from 14 to 22 staff members. This 

number is not necessarily in proportion to the size or number of visitors to the parks, as some 

parks experienced over 1 million visitors annually, while others are closer to 100,000 visitors 

each year. The densities of visitors/acre also vary, as some parks are on the smaller side but 

experience the highest number of visits. For nonprofit organizations, some information about 

number of staff and membership count was also obtained, with certain organizations having no 
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staff or members, and others having dozens of staff and thousands of dues paying members. 

These characteristics of the parks and nonprofit organizations illustrate the diversity of the 

groups sampled, and the widely different resources (number of staff, number of members, size of 

park) to which they have access. 

Of the 10 nonprofit organizations identified in interviews with park superintendents, six 

organizations were contacted and ultimately participated in an interview. To keep the number of 

interviews conducted manageable for the scope and timeline of this study, one local friends 

group of the four noted was selected for an interview. The group was selected due to its 

accessibility for an interview, as this organization had a paid Executive Director on staff, 

compared to the other local friends group, which were volunteer-run. Three of the six nonprofit 

interviews were conducted in-person, as their staff and offices were in proximity to the 

researcher (Raleigh/Durham/Chapel Hill area) and meeting was convenient for both parties. 

Existing partnerships and collaborations of the parks sampled are illustrated in Figure 2. 

Organizations that were interviewed are outlined in a solid line, while those that were not are 

enclosed by a dotted line. Each of the five state parks interviewed revealed an ongoing 

partnership with a local friends group. Four of the parks indicated significant partnerships with at 

least one other nonprofit organization, and one park, Carolina Beach, discussed a further 

collaboration with a national nonprofit organization. This collaboration had been formed in the 

last year, as part of a grant funding opportunity, so it remains to be seen if an enduring 

partnership will be formed out of that collaboration. 

Of the five parks, Carolina Beach, located near the urban area of Wilmington, was the 

most prolific in terms of partnerships, with four nonprofit partners and collaborators identified. 
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The most prolific nonprofit organization was the North Carolina Coastal Federation, which 

stated working with four of the five parks studied. One local group, Friends of Pleasure Islands 

State Parks, is part of a co-partnership with two parks, Carolina Beach and Fort Fisher. These 

two parks are located just a few miles down the road from one another and are often viewed 

collectively. Interviews with both of those parks revealed a sense of collaboration between the 

park superintendents at the sites, and a natural desire to share resources by forming a friends 

group that could serve both local parks as a larger entity.  

 
 
 
Figure 2. Nonprofit partnerships and collaborations identified for five North Carolina state parks. 

Solid shape outlines indicate that an organization was interviewed for the study.



35 
 

 

Table 3: Description of Interview and Study Subjects 

Organization	
!"#$ !

Name	(b!"#$!
!!"#$%&#'#()!

!"#$%&"'!
!"#$%
!"#$ !

!"#$%
!"#$%&'"()*!

!"#$%!
!"#$%&''()*%

!"#"$%&#'()*+)&#!

!"#$%&'"((!
!!"#$%&'()
!"##$%&!

!"#$%&'&()*+%&!

!"#$ tal	
!"#$%&
Carolina	
State	Parks!

!"#$%&'()*+,-%)./0/%)
!"#$ !

!"#$%&'"( ! !"#$$%&'()! !"#$ ! !"# 	 !"###"###	 !" ! !"#$%&'#()*&+,-".!

!"#$%&'(")%*$'$+%
!"#$ !

Atlantic	
!"#$%!

!"#$$%&'()! !"#$ ! !"! ! !"#$$"$$$! !"#"$%" 	 !"#$%&"'(#"$)(*+,(+*$-&)($&*".	

Hammocks	Beach	
!"#"$%&#'(!

!"#$%&'(' ! !"#$$%&'()! !"#! 	 !"#$%	 !"#$%%%! ! ! ! !"#$%&'#()!

!"#$%&'"()*"+,(-.".*(
!"#$ !

!"#$%&'"(
!"#$%!

!"#"$#%&! !"#" ! 420! !""#""" ! !" ! !"#$%&'#()!

!"#$%!&'()#%*$+$)%
!"#$"%&'()*+$"%!

!"#$%&$'()! !"#"$#%&! 1986! !"# ! !"#$###! !" !
!"#$%&'#()*&("$("#+,-.#/&
!"#! !

!"#$%&
!"#$%"&'()
!"#$%&'(
!"#$%&!

!"#$%&'()*(+),-$./'(
!"#$%&'()(%&*)+,!

!"#$%&'"( ! !"#$$%&'()! 1990	 !"# ! !"#"$%" !
! !!Executive	
!"#$%&'#)! !"#$%&'()*+,-.&!"#$%!

!"#$%&'()*(!)"+(,-.)%(
State	Park!

Atlantic	
Beach!

!"#$$%&'()! !"## ! !"# ! !"# ! ! ! !"#$%&'()*+,-.&/("01!

!"#$%&'()*(+,$(
!"##$%&'(")*(+,"-(
!"#$%&!

!"#$%&'(' ! !"#$$%&'()! !""! ! !"# ! !"# 	 ! ! Local	friends’	group	!

Friends	of	Pleasure	
!"#$%&"'()$)*	Park!

!"#$%&'"(
!"#$%&'
!"#$%&$'()!

!"#$$%&'()	 !"#$ ! !"# ! !"# ! ! ! !"#$%&'()*+,-.&/("01!



36 
 

 

 

Table 3 (continued) 
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Processes of Partnerships & Collaborations 

 The partnership processes identified in the literature were revealed through the data from 

this set of parks and nonprofit organizations. Processes are elements of the park-partner 

relationships that indicate relative levels of success, depending on what barriers arise and what 

measures are in place to negotiate those barriers. Parks and nonprofits both spoke positively 

about the processes involved in partnerships overall, and showed a desire to continue building 

those partnerships in the future. In addition, some respondents spoke to other elements of 

creating a successful partnership, such as their vision for the efforts being made or the 

considerations taken when working with park staff from a government agency. 

Process 1: Shared Strategic Mindset 

 A shared strategic mindset, indicated by common goals and values, is understood as more 

successful if roles of the nonprofit organization are clearly defined, such as by establishing a 

Memorandum of Understanding between the park and partner organization at the outset of the 

working relationship. In addition, superintendents spoke to the importance of investing time to 

work with a newly formed nonprofit organization, especially a local friends group. 

Superintendents noted that with the larger, better-established organizations (such as The Nature 

Conservancy), there is more experience in terms of working with park agencies, and projects 

tend to go smoothly. Parks recognized that new nonprofit groups may not be familiar with these 

conventions, and how helpful it is for park staff to be very hands-on at the beginning of a 

relationship, to provide guidance, structure, and oversight. 

Nonprofit partners, for their part, emphasized a willingness to work with the park staff 

and try and meet the greatest needs of that site. Nonprofit organizations exhibited trust toward 



38 
 

 

the staff, and believed that they had the best interests of the park and visitors in mind. Nonprofits 

also were focused on providing reliable funding for the projects and activities of the park, to 

continue provide the extra amenities. 

I am totally open to whatever it is that they need. Our whole thing is weÕre there to 

support them. Things that IÕm really excited about, they did ask this year for the mounts 

and the replicas and thatÕs super cool to me, that they want to educate everyone about all 

the different species in the area. So IÕm excited to figure out ways to fundraise for that. 

WeÕve got some cool events planned. I would say that the other thing IÕm excited about 

too is doing events to get people out to the park and get people excited about the park.  

ÐNonprofit Manager 

 On the other hand, the challenges involved with negotiating conflicting goals between 

parks and nonprofits were also notable, as it was reflective of some the differences in 

management structure, agency culture, and priorities between these types of organizations. The 

category of Conflicting Goals was noted as a challenge for parks and nonprofits alike, and an 

indication of less success in terms of having a Shared Strategic Mindset. Despite these 

differences, the organizations talked about the ways in which they have overcome these 

challenges and have been successful. 

 Conflicts in goals occurred either between park units and nonprofits, or between 

nonprofits and state-level park management (with the individual park site agreeing with the 

nonprofit, but facing opposition from the state). Expenses also came up as a source of 

disagreement between individual parks and nonprofits, such as whether to go through with an 

event that was planned (in this case, the nonprofit felt the money would be better spent 
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elsewhere). In these situations, a compromise was found, and this back and forth was part of the 

processÑ in fact, it was valued an important discussion and how to use funding and maximize 

the impact.  

We had a change of administrations and change of staff and presidents of friends. 

Originally, staff and everybody had agreed to build an officerÕs quarters in the park, and 

the friends were committed on doing that. And then we had our district in Raleigh staff 

concerned about trying to build a full-scale house, and having the maintenance and 

upkeep of it. So they came back and suggested we do a gazebo-type with all the 

information, and that way all our money goes into the upkeep of the fort, and we donÕt 

end up forming more of a maintenance nightmare here on the beach, on the upkeep. But 

they were able to meet and came down with a proposal and met with the friends, and they 

came to an agreement, and everybody was happy. ÐState Park Superintendent 

At times, the lack of unity in goals was the result of the overall state park management, 

not the staff at a park site, but nonetheless resulted in the lack of a Shared Strategic Mindset. In 

this situation, Conflicting Goals presented a challenge that had to be overcome. 

WeÕve done those in the past where weÕve gotten grant money and done it with the park, 

and we have had times in the past where we see an area that we feel might be a good area 

for a project to address one of those three issues and their management sometimes has not 

felt the same way, so itÕs a matter of trying to meet and show where we feel the value of 

it is, and hope they’ll come to a consensus. ÐNonprofit Manager 

To form successfully a Shared Strategic Mindset, the need for establishing and defining 

the role of the nonprofit within the structure of the park was a common observation by parks as 
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well as partners. Park managers as well as nonprofit managers emphasized the importance of 

creating a Memorandum of Agreement, which would delineate the expectations and 

responsibilities, as well as the limitations, of nonprofit involvement in the park. This was an 

advantage to both parties involved. 

With [State Park], we have a written memorandum of agreement with them with the park 

of that partnership, of the type of education and restoration projects we will do for them, 

and it specifically sets out what our duties and responsibilities are and what their duties 

and responsibilities are. ItÕs a very formal partnership, not so much of an informal one.  

ÐNonprofit Manager 

Even between these friends groups, there has to be memorandums of understanding or 

agreement. Most of our parks and our park administration do have those, and thatÕs an 

effort to try to keep a handle on what’s going on. ÐState Park Superintendent 

 Park managers applauded the enthusiasm and efforts of the nonprofit groups, but also 

cautioned that defining the role of the nonprofit (i.e., the nonprofit does not replace the park 

staff) was crucial to maintaining a productive relationship. Superintendents embraced the role 

that they had in overseeing this relationship, like how they would oversee staff and activities in 

the park.  

Working with nonprofits too, especially with the friends group, sometimes one of the 

challenges I find sometimes is the friends group or nonprofit you’re working with doesn’t 

realize that theyÕre not administratively running the park, they sometimes would bring up 

ideas that might not necessarily work, but that’s what the park superintendent is here to 

do, is inform them on things they can and canÕt do. But sometimes they have to 
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remember that the park superintendent is the one thatÕs managing the area, and theyÕre 

there to help. We always work hand in hand on a lot of different projects, but thatÕs what 

I see for the most part. ÐState Park Superintendent 

Process 2: Working with Parks and Park Staff 

 Positive attitudes between nonprofit staff (or volunteer board members) and state park 

staff was notable in several ways, and served as another indicator of success in the partnerships 

and collaborations. Parks and nonprofits remarked how in the earlier stages of the partnership, 

there was some tension to work through in terms of the different groups, but since then a strong 

working relationship was established. Both types of groups also revealed a sense of pride about 

the accomplishments of the partnerships over the years. These Positive Attitudes were mutual 

and reciprocated (parks admired the work of nonprofits, and nonprofits appreciated the work of 

parks). 

When I started with them, that was one thing that really caught my attention, and I really 

liked how much they want to teach the local community and the visitors. ItÕs a different 

and unique area that we have, and they’re really good about educating about that.  

ÐNonprofit Manager 

 Park managers specifically noted the importance of keeping up the involvement of the 

nonprofit group and its volunteers to ensure that they would contribute to the park in meaningful 

and tangible ways, indicating an interest in Future Work. Also, park managers noted the 

momentum that could be built from involving multiple nonprofit partners on a project. 

The more people you have invested or involved in certain projects, it seems to keep 

everyone on pace to get things completed if you have more groups working on certain 
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things. But if we can benefit from another nonprofit helping us and vice versa, why 

wouldnÕt you do it? ÐState Park Superintendent 

Furthermore, park staff showed a desire to build upon current volunteer efforts within the 

park, and ways in which to expand this into more educational efforts (for example, having 

volunteers take on more tours and programs, as appropriate). Growing the volunteer presence 

was more of a focus for the newer groups (such as a recently formed local friends organization), 

for both the nonprofit and the associated park. 

From my perspective, increasing the volunteerism at the park would be one good way to 

start off on the right foot, and maybe having them be involved in more park events. Not 

necessarily big, huge, 10,000 people type of events, but more hands on, and I like the 

idea of encouraging them to do more with our advocacy and our public outreach as well. 

Going to these fairs and festivals and representing the park and the friends group, I think 

thatÕs super important, and especially some of the local events where the local people are 

involved would be a really good step in the right direction. –State Park Superintendent 

A challenge to the process of Working with Parks & Park Staff was evident through the 

Limited Park Resources, including limited staff time, lack of workspace at the park site for 

partners/collaborators, and not enough parking and facility space in which to hold special events. 

The consensus among groups interviewed was that these challenges are to be expected, and that 

the outcomes of the relationship were well worth any challenges, whether initially or later.  

But most of the time when itÕs a large event, a popular event, it does take up our staff the 

whole day or the whole weekend, depending on how many days the event is. But weÕre 

receptive to it, because usually the crowds that come for these events are here solely for 
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those events, so itÕs a good crowd. Not saying that on a normal weekend we get bad 

crowds, by any means, but itÕs usually a good group, it can sometimes just be chaotic 

because of the number of people and the limited amount of parking we have. ÐState Park 

Superintendent 

Outcomes of Partnerships & Collaborations 

 The category Outcomes of Partnerships & Collaborations resulted in diverse responses, 

providing examples of activities to support themes in the adaptive framework. Interviews 

illustrated the unique ways in which nonprofit organizations are engaging with communities 

through the medium of parks, while also promoting environmental values that benefit coastal 

ecosystems. Nonprofit organizations are active across many outcomes, and even small, localized 

friends groups, which may only have one or two paid staff members, if any at all, are providing 

benefits to parks in the way of scientific knowledge, volunteer efforts, and recreational 

equipment and infrastructure. 

State park managers indicated that they entered into partnerships and sought 

collaboration opportunities with nonprofits primarily out of a desire to supplement their existing 

resources (e.g., budget, staff, time), as well as to mitigate some of the constraints placed upon the 

parks by the management (i.e., the state-level headquarters in Raleigh). In addition, they saw 

nonprofit organizations as supporting the underlying mission of parks (conservation, recreation, 

and education). Many park superintendents spoke to the importance of devoting time and 

commitment, on some level, to these partnerships, and saw it as an investment of some of their 

time into the quality of the park, including environmental health, facilities, and visitor services. 

Nonprofit partners noted the expanded services and opportunities that they can offer to park 
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sites, such as access to grant funding, ability to arrange volunteer work days, and willingness to 

partner with the parks on certain projects that might otherwise be outside the scope of what the 

park can do given their budget and other constraints (e.g., purchase sea kayaks for visitor use). In 

addition, nonprofit partners also recognized the ways in which these efforts extend to the state 

government level, with organizations advocating for legislative action as well as working with 

park superintendents to overcome structural and other barriers that are the result of state 

management constraints. 

Furthermore, the focus on natural resources management for both types of groups is clear 

from the partnership-driven work in ecosystem restoration, including extensive work in the areas 

of oyster management and shoreline restoration. Financial & Fundraising was also an important 

area, with nonprofits providing monetary support through a variety of channels, including grant 

co-authorship, land acquisition (through purchase and donation of sites, as well as funding in the 

form of loans to be paid back by parks when that money is available).  

Outcome Theme 1: Community Impacts & Outreach 

 The theme of Community Impacts & Outreach saw agreement across the sample, with all 

parks and nonprofit groups identifying this theme and numerous examples provided of the ways 

in which nonprofits help parks contribute to this priority. According to interview participants, 

engaging with the community of park users (both visitors, who may visit the site less frequently, 

as well as locals, who regularly use the park) is a high priority, and partnerships are a key way in 

which to do so. Park staff saw this benefit of nonprofit partnerships manifest through the 

outreach capabilities of partner organizations, such as the ability (and permissibility) of 

nonprofits to post more freely to social media accounts, an advantage since parks must work 
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through the state-level office, for the most part, to update their website, and do not have their 

own, separate social media accounts (only North Carolina State Parks and Recreation has these 

accounts).  

One of the big advantages is that it puts a good spin on your park. Maybe people who 

donÕt have any opinion about the park, who have never been here, and then they come 

and see this place is here and think itÕs really cool. Maybe then we can attract those 

people to come back for more visits. ThatÕs a really unique advantage for us to have, 

because a lot of people even that are local donÕt know this place is here. Sometimes thatÕs 

pretty crazy. ÐState Park Superintendent 

In addition, partners spoke often about their ability to host special events, sometimes on 

the park property, that engage the community through volunteering (project work days), 

recreation (5K races), and education (Leave No Trace training sessions). Special events emerged 

as an important way to promote the park and encourage visitation from locals as well as travelers 

who might be at the park as part of a beach vacation. A few nonprofit groups, primarily those 

involved in land acquisition and ecosystem restoration, also noted the ways in which providing 

this protection of areas and provision of recreational opportunities would benefit the community, 

and promote tourism activity.  

And then community and recreation I would think go hand in hand, getting people out to 

the parkÑ thereÕs a lot to enjoy. I think that the way we help with recreation is less 

financially and more promotionally, getting people out to the park, getting the word out 

about the park, having events there, just getting people excited about going out. I would 
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say that the other thing IÕm excited about too is doing events to get people out to the park 

and get people excited about the park. ÐNonprofit Manager 

In addition, parks engaged with visitors from other places, even other states, through the 

special events such as the park centennial celebrations, 5k races, and upcoming Leave No Trace 

activities at one of the parks this fall. These events engage non-locals with the park, providing a 

means of educating people who are less familiar with the site and providing them an opportunity 

to show support, through a one-time donation or even interest in the nonprofit sponsoring or 

hosting the event. Several nonprofits noted that some of their dues-paying members may only 

visit the park once a year on vacation, but are still keen on supporting it through support of the 

nonprofit. 

Outcome Theme 2: Environmental 

Park staff also emphasized the importance of nonprofit partnerships in achieving 

environmental efforts, particularly in ecosystem restoration. Along the coast of North Carolina, 

primary restoration activities in the state parks include shoreline restoration (such as by planting 

native vegetation to reduce erosion) and oyster management (involving the manual installation of 

oyster beds to promote ecosystem recovery). These activities are areas of high importance for 

parks and nonprofits alike, with parks responsible for natural resource management as part of 

their duty, and nonprofits also working toward healthier environments as part of their vision.   

The common goal of environmental restoration for both parks and nonprofit partners was 

evident, and emerged as an integral aspect of each group interviewed. 

Parks and we are both on the same side environmentally speaking. I canÕt think of any 

time we have ever disagreed on that. Things like the protection of the Falls Lake eagles 
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have been something that we have publicly endorsed and been supportive of, and written 

letters to the newspaper about. We have supported the park in every possible way in an 

environmental sense. ÐNonprofit Manager 

We would absolutely not be able to do the types of projects, such as an oyster project 

where weÕre putting a large amount of time, effort and money into improving water 

quality around any one of these islands in the park, without the financial support, the 

academic knowledge that comes along with some of these people who work for 

nonprofits like [Nonprofit 3], and then enthusiasm. ÐState Park Superintendent 

Outcome Theme 3: Financial & Fundraising 

 Given the tax-exempt status of nonprofit organizations, as well as their donor capacity, it 

is logical that financial contributions would be a primary theme of park-partner facilitators. Parks 

and nonprofit partners were largely in agreement when it came to matters of finance, with many 

successful examples of partnership in this respect. Both groups agreed that financial donations 

from nonprofit partners, whether in the form of grants received, products (such as food for 

special events) and services (such as volunteer time value), should be supplements to the 

operating budget of state parks, rather than filling in for items that should be included in the 

overhead costs of the parkÕs fiscal actions. There seemed to be little friction in this area, with 

nonprofit partners expressing a desire to provide parks with extra items that were at the top of 

their wish list. For their part, park managers indicated that these funds would be used to directly 

benefit visitors to the park and the wider community, and/or promote environmental work. 

Every year, when the economy is doing poorly, and right now the economy has basically 

been stagnant for a good number of years, weÕre always asked to provide the same 
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number of service, but with cuts too, whether itÕs seasonal employees, or our overall 

major maintenance budget or operating budget, that kind of thing. On one side youÕre 

asked to maintain, fix and repair things that are being damaged by environmental sources, 

on the other side, youÕre asked to do it at a much lower cost because they donÕt have the 

money to do it. And thatÕs where we look to some of these outside organizations and say 

hey, if you like the park, and you want to keep it the same as it was ten years ago, or if 

you want to improve it ten years into the future, then you really need to help us with these 

things. ThatÕs what our friendsÕ groups are really for, raising that awareness. ItÕs kind of 

like how schools look to their PTA. ÐState Park Superintendent 

 Nonprofits and parks also identified several extended areas in which they contributed 

financially to parks, primarily by negotiating some of the barriers of the state park management 

system (this topic constitutes aspects of another theme, Policy & Government, as well, but co-

occurred with financial examples). One important way in which nonprofits can help parks 

financially is to accept donations on behalf of the park. Several respondents brought up this 

distinction, noting that if visitors wish to donate to a park (such as after participating in a hike or 

program), the park can accept it, but that money must be returned to the Ôstate coffer,Õ where it 

will be distributed amongst all the park units, rather than contributing locally.  

On occasion, we do a nature program or do a talk to a school group or public program 

and somebody wants to give you money. Or other parks in the US have entry fees, but we 

have people who come in and want to pay but thereÕs no entry fee. They say, Ôwell, hereÕs 

$10,Õ and before you almost felt dumb because we canÕt accept that, or we can but it just 

goes to the general fund of North Carolina. This way, somebody that does that, they 
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know, obviously, you canÕt put it in your pocket, and itÕs transparent and clear, and this 

money, we point that out, it goes to this friends group and it will go back to support one 

of these two parks. That makes people feel better about it too, I think. ÐState Park 

Superintendent 

Furthermore, several park superintendents spoke to the ability of nonprofits to negotiate 

the purchase of land tracts adjacent to the park, thus increasing the protected area (and 

contributing to environmental goals). As mentioned, land acquisition is a major activity of 

several of the nonprofits interviewed, and the importance of this work was also appreciated by 

park staff, who spoke to the difficulty of making such a large purchase in a timely manner, due to 

the extensive approval process required by the state-level management. A nonprofit, on the other 

hand, can work with a private landowner to purchase the property at value, and avoid the risk of 

that area being purchased by a developer while the park arranges its finances. In these cases, the 

nonprofit may take on temporary management of the parcel. 

We identify properties that we feel are significantly in need of protection or preservation. 

We have purchased huge tracts of land through grants and in some cases, weÕve retained 

those pieces of land, and managed them ourselves, and in other cases weÕve turned them 

over to state and federal agencies. ÐNonprofit Manager 

Similarly, nonprofits were better situated to apply for grants, such as the Leave No Trace 

grant that was awarded to a national nonprofit based in Wilmington on behalf of a nearby state 

park. This is an example of how the locality of the nonprofit organization that applied for the 

funding was critical, as the collaboration emerged from the proximity of the nonprofitÕs office to 

the state park. The grant, which was an award to Leave No Trace ÔHotspots,Õ or areas of 
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ecological concern due to critical habitat and/or overuse, provides funding for a series of events 

in the fall. These events will focus on promoting the seven Leave No Trace principles, and will 

also include training for park staff to continue practicing these values in the park. 

It will be a combination of training for the public, people who see it on the website and 

social media, and come and learn about leave no trace, and they can do a hike and learn 

about Leave No Trace ethics. A service project will be involved, and hopefully also some 

training for our staff and park service staff about a little more depth, like a train the 

trainer, where theyÕre teaching us ways we can engage the public in our efforts.  

ÐNonprofit Manager 

We felt like we could really key into this Leave No Trace ethic, and ways that they can 

help us to not stomp all the flytraps, and ways that we can conserve them. Out of over 

100 applications, we are one of 16 park areas named to their hotspot program. ThatÕs 

pretty cool, especially when it was sort of a first effort in working with this nonprofit.  

ÐState Park Superintendent 

Outcome Theme 4: Policy & Government 

 Facilitators involving Policy & Government, although they tended to be more 

concentrated within nonprofits who work in advocacy (compared to friends groups who are less 

staffed, and more concerned with daily activities of their respective parks) nonetheless emerged 

in several themes across parks and nonprofits alike. Primary themes included the ability of 

nonprofits to navigate more easily the limitations placed on activities of individual parks by 

state-level management, though some frustration was still expressed. 
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We have had that recently, where we wanted to do a shoreline project in an area that 

needed it, and the park staff was all for it, but the management was not. ThatÕs where 

power started getting into it, and weÕre still working on those things, trying to get it done. 

ItÕs an issue where for some reason, someone has influenced somebody else to say, ÔWe 

donÕt want that done in the park,Õ where the people in the park want it done. It truly is an 

issue where politics are involved, and a project that is wanting to be done, for the good of 

the park and environment, isnÕt getting done because of ulterior motives. IÕve only seen 

that once so thatÕs the norm, it doesnÕt happen often. But sometimes, people outside of 

the park think they see things differently, and thereÕs just a difference of opinion.  

ÐNonprofit Manager 

Another important area was that of advocacy and lobbying by nonprofit organizations, an 

activity mostly prohibited for state park employees. This could take the form of formal lobbying 

activities in the state legislature, advocacy for funding of programs (such as the oyster restoration 

efforts), or serving as a liaison between the state-level management office and the public. 

We do some things to make the interface with the public. Every so often, the governor or 

somebody makes a [blanket statement], Ôwe can save the budget by closing this park that 

only has 76 visitorsÕ kind of thing. We publicize that statement, usually they donÕt mean 

it, usually theyÕre saying that to emphasize that theyÕre good with budget. Some of the 

parks are in areas that are politically sensitive, we ride herd on them, to some extent. I 

think we do something to make the public aware of internal things there. ÐNonprofit 

Manager 
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION  &  CONCLUSIONS 

The benefits to parks and public lands from engaging in partnerships with nonprofit 

organizations are significant, and have been well-recognized by previous studies. In addition, 

challenges to these types of relationships have been studied, as well as processes of partnerships 

that increase advantages and decrease drawbacks. However, the extent and nature of these 

partnerships, particularly in geographically defined communities (such as the five state parks 

sampled) are not as well known. Examining partnership interaction at the state and local levels is 

less common than national-level studies, but arguably equally as important due to the unique 

partnership opportunities found at the community level. The purpose of this study was to 

illustrate the working relationships between nonprofits and North Carolina coastal state parks by 

examining and comparing each groupÕs responses to questions about Processes, and the 

challenges and successes involved, and the Outcomes to which those processes lead. The study 

also sought to compare the perceptions of state parks to those of nonprofit collaborators and 

partners, as well as compare this studyÕs findings to previous research.  

As in other states, North Carolina state parks are subject to the governance of the 

department of which they are a part. This limits in some ways the site-specific activities that can 

be accomplished, at least in a timely manner, by individual parks, because most major spending 

must be approved by higher-ups in the state park agency. For this reason, it is important for parks 

to have healthy and ongoing relationships with multiple nonprofits, so that they can access the 

facilitators and services that supplement their limited staff, budgets, and facilities (Berry, 2016). 

By seeking partnerships and collaborations with a variety of nonprofit groups (e.g., land-

acquisition organizations, volunteer crews, grant funders, special events opportunities), parks and 
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other public lands agencies are looking to supplement their resources and achieving the goals of 

their missions (Seekamp et al., 2013). 

Findings indicated that local partnerships are critical to cultivate, as locally-situated 

groups are invested in the park through connections to the people and community in the area, and 

therefore well-positioned to provide ongoing support. In addition, there is opportunity for state-

level groups, such as North Carolina Coastal Federation, as well as national-level organizations, 

such as The Conservation Fund and Leave No Trace, to successfully partner or collaborate 

within the context of state parks. Coastal environments pose special challenges in terms of visitor 

management, historic structures, threatened species, and climate change that state parks may not 

be prepared to handle, in terms of their staff, facilities, and budget, and consistently funded, well-

known organizations such as these are ideally positioned to offer their services, such as 

ecosystem restoration and fire management, to state parks. However, as shown by the limited 

partnering activities of some parks studied, despite their proximity to similar parks who are 

engaging in partnerships, there are opportunities being missed. 

Results from the coding analysis to support these findings are shown in Table 4, which is 

the Adaptive Framework (see Table 1) established a priori. For full results tables aligning 

responses of parks with responses of nonprofits for the primary categories, see Tables 50 through 

10 in Appendix D. Even within the relatively small community sampled (five parks and six 

nonprofits in North Carolina), parks and nonprofits discussed similar activities (e.g., Special 

Events) as contributing to themes and associated goals (e.g., Community Impacts & Outreach). 

Results support existing frameworks used to build the Adaptive Framework, providing 

contextual evidence for this community of parks and partners. Emerging themes could be 
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categorized underneath elements found by previous research, and concrete examples from these 

interviewed groups add further value and evidence for current frameworks. As indicated in Table 

4, which includes study-specific findings within the Adaptive Framework from Table 1, elements 

contributing to Processes (Challenges and Facilitators) and Outcomes were identified. Overall, 

the themes previously identified in the literature were supported in this study. 

However, some study-specific examples (such as outcomes for Policy & Government) 

emerged to support some themes more than others. For example, the element of Knowledge & 

Credibility (i.e., partner organizations can provide advanced technical knowledge and support 

resource management through scientific validity) as contributing to Science, Research, & 

Technical outcomes may be especially important in the context of coastal parks, due to the threat 

of climate change. In addition, Ecosystem & Resource Management was identified as supporting 

the theme of Environmental outcomes. This may be a focus for these state parks, because of the 

complex ecosystems found in coastal areas. 

Processes of Partnerships & Collaborations 

 In addition to supporting outcomes identified in the literature, some of the other known 

intricacies of park-nonprofit partnerships are illustrated in this population. For example, 

Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) identified a set of processes that promote success in partnerships, 

including mobilizing support and resources, enduring collaboration, and building on the common 

ground of the shared community. These features were exemplified by the partnerships examined 

in this study, through the ongoing work of local friends groups (who are members of the same 

community of their respective parks) and who commit time, volunteers, and if possible, paid 

staff to promoting and supporting the mission of the parks. State-wide nonprofit organizations 
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also engaged at the meaningful community level, by identifying local projects (e.g., obtaining a 

tract of land adjacent to a park) and working with park staff at the field level to successfully 

collaborate. Park staff, for their part, exhibited enthusiasm and gratefulness for the work of 

nonprofits, and appreciated the significant ways in which these partners were having a positive 

impact on the park and community. 

 Both groups discussed their ability to maintain productive partnerships in terms of these 

processes of success, such as having common goals, opportunities to meet face-to-face with the 

otherÕs staff, and cooperation. Nonprofits were most interested in identifying the needs of the 

park that were not being met by the current budget or resources, and showed a strong desire to 

provide as much support and ongoing effort as could be managed. Parks acknowledged that their 

existing resources are enough to Ôkeep the lights on,Õ but the nonprofits enhance the value of the 

park to the community, and support environmental work in creative and flexible ways. 

Challenges of Partnerships & Collaborations 

 Within the indicators of Processes arose several challenges that presented barriers to 

successful park-nonprofit partnerships. Several of those identified by Follman et al. (2016), such 

as the potential of the nonprofit to impose its agenda upon the park agency, were somewhat 

reflected in this research. For example, several park managers emphasized the importance of 

clearly establishing the boundaries of the nonprofit partnerÕs involvement early in the 

relationship, and continuing to evaluate it along the way. Follman et al. (2016) also identified 

bureaucratic hurdles as a barrier to collaboration, due to the restrictions imposed by some state 

agencies. This theme emerged as a Challenge to collaboration, primarily in Limited Park 

Resources (e.g., inability of park to spend money on project not defined in state-approved 
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budget), but also came up as a Benefit (e.g., Negotiation of State Management Constraints). 

Although park staff and nonprofit partners both provided examples of ways in which state park 

management (i.e., Raleigh statewide office) limited or slowed the progress of the partnerships in 

some ways, both also brought up the ways in which nonprofits could overcome these restrictions 

(e.g., apply for grants, promote events on social media, have ability to spend funds with fewer 

parameters).  

Although the challenges identified in this study were supported by the existing 

frameworks and categories, some were missing from themes identified here. Several authors, 

including Follman et al. (2016), identified technological constraints as challenges or barriers to 

partnerships, though this was not observed. In addition, the Ôthem-versus-usÕ conflict identified 

by Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) was not revealed in this analysisÑ in fact, parks and partners 

emphasized the cooperative nature of their ongoing partnerships and the positive aspects of the 

relationships, as evidenced in themes such as Positive Attitudes.  

Outcomes of Partnerships & Collaborations 

In terms of Outcomes, findings within this community of parks and nonprofits supported 

existing frameworks from previous studies. Through partnerships with nonprofits, state parks 

enhanced their capacity for education and outreach. The theme of Community Impacts & 

Outreach supports previously identified goals of economic development, civic engagement, and 

public education (e.g., McCreary et al., 2012; Mowen et al., 2008; Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000). 

Through partnerships, parks increased their ability to provide services to a wider spectrum of the 

community, such as through the youth programs funded by Friends of State Parks, which provide 

transportation and funding for underserved, inner-city youth to attend field trips to state parks.  
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Given the importance of natural resource stewardship to state parks, this facet of 

partnerships was highly evident in this study, reflecting previous findings. For example, Schuett 

et al. (2001) recognized Ôconcern for natural resourcesÕ as a motivation of collaboration. This 

was illustrated in these examples through the Environmental theme, which included activities 

such as partner-funded shoreline and oyster reef restoration. Environmental work was closely 

connected to other Benefit themes, such as Community Impacts & Outreach (through volunteer 

engagement and education about sustainability), Financial & Fundraising (through nonprofit 

dollarsÕ support of ecosystem restoration), and Policy & Government (through organizationsÕ 

lobbying of legislation to promote environmental goals, an activity in which park staff are not 

allowed to participate).  

Although Outcomes identified from the interviews and communication materials meshed 

with existing observations, some benefit themes previously established were not supported in 

these cases, potentially due to the limited sample size and scope of the study. For example, 

responsibility or obligation to participate was identified as a motivation for partnering by several 

authors (e.g., Schuett et al., 2001; McCreary et al., 2012), but did not emerge in the analysis. In 

addition, Mowen et al. (2008) found improving physical as well as mental health and wellness to 

be among the advantages of partnerships. Although Recreation emerged as a theme and benefit 

of partnerships, mental wellbeing was not mentioned by the interviewees, though it may have 

been recognized had this question been specifically asked. 
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Table 4: Findings, Adaptive Framework for Facilitators and Challenges of Outcomes in Park-
Nonprofit Partnerships 
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Study Limitations 

The results of this study should only be interpreted considering its limitations, including a 

limited geographic scope, and researcher and coding bias. Although the study was limited to the 

five state parks designated as coastal by the agency, this was intended to provide an in-depth 

look at parks and partners within a specific context, and results are not unique to coastal parks. 

Future research may examine a completely different geographic area (i.e., mountain state parks 

in another state), and make a comparison to this study.  

In addition, there was a potential for undermined trustworthiness of the study results, due 

to possible bias from the researcherÕs previous experiences working with park agencies and 

nonprofit organizations, as well as a coding process that was limited primarily to the researcherÕs 

own perspective. Several measures were taken, however, to promote trustworthiness of the study 

results. Shenton (2004) describes four criteria of trustworthiness in qualitative research: 

Credibility, confirmability, dependability, and transferability. These criteria have been met, with 

the first, credibility, accomplished in several ways. First, there was inclusion of Ôreflective 

commentaryÕ through the writing of post-interview memorandums by the researcher, which 

allowed for keeping track of methods used and reflection upon personal values. This can address 

the potential for researcher bias, considering that the researcher is a former employee of both a 

park agency as well as a partner nonprofit organization. In addition, the researcher met with 

faculty advisors at various stages throughout the data collection and analysis process, such as to 

review initial codes developed from the interview text, in a form of peer de-briefing. 

Confirmability was present in that the researcherÕs potential bias was acknowledged and 

discussed, and study limitations and potential impacts were recognized. Dependability was 
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ensured through the thorough description of the methodology used, including provision of the 

interview guide and the steps taken for coding analysis. Finally, transferability was enabled 

through the detailed description of the park-nonprofit relationships studied, and the specific 

context (i.e., coastal state parks in North Carolina) provided. 

Implications & Future Research 

Answers to these questions will be of interest to many groups, including park 

management staff (such as in the National Park Service, state, and city parks) nonprofit 

organizations (including land trust institutions, environmental educators, conservancies, and 

advocacy groups), as well as local government officials and private suppliers of coastal 

recreation opportunities. By providing stakeholders with guidelines for what partnership 

approaches and activities work best in the context of coastal parks, outcomes that will benefit the 

interests of multiple groups can be achieved. Also, park staff may be encouraged to seek out 

additional partnership and collaboration opportunities, as this study supports previous findings 

about the value of these relationships (e.g., Schuett et al., 2001; Siegel et al., 2011; Follman et 

al., 2016). At the broader level, park visitors and users will benefit in the long term from 

enhanced opportunities and improved experiences at parks they already visit, and new visitors 

may find opportunities that allow them to enjoy these spaces as well. Finally, intervention that 

results in better protection and management of coastal parks will have a positive impact on the 

health of the environment. 

The results of this study highlight potential areas of research to help increase 

understanding of nonprofit-park partnerships. Combining dimensions of partnerships established 

by previous studies (e.g., Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2001; Mowen et al., 2008; McCreary et al., 
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2012) with findings from this population, an adaptive framework for examining the Processes, 

and Challenges and Facilitators of those, as well as the Outcomes of partnerships was designed. 

Based on these findings, there is opportunity to further explore the processes, successes, 

challenges, and outcomes of nonprofit partnerships, as shown by the themes that emerged from 

this analysis. This study reveals that communities made up of parks and nonprofit organizations 

function, partner, and collaborate in ways unique to their context, and different types of 

organizations (e.g., local friends groups, national nonprofits) provide different values to the parks 

with which they partner. In addition, the nature and extent of nonprofit partnerships within public 

lands management continues to grow and change, providing justification for further research in 

this area.  

These outcomes could be examined using another group of parks, such as those located in 

a different type of environment. To expand on the findings of this study, one approach could be 

to select another set of North Carolina state parks (for example, those in the western/mountain 

region) and conduct similar interviews. This study could be replicated in other states and park 

systems as well, as the questions are not specific to one region. In addition, of the 41 park units 

in the North Carolina system, some may not yet be associated with a dedicated friends group, 

and sampling these parks could provide insight as to why they have not chosen to form a 

partnership. 

 

 
 
 
 
 



62 
 

 

REFERENCES 
 
Bald Head Island Conservancy. (2015). Annual fund for the environment. Retrieved from 

https://www.bhic.org/annual-fund/  

Baker, M. L., Dhungel, S., Davenport, M. A., Leahy, J. E., & Bridges, C. A. (2010). An 

exploratory investigation of the roles friends groups play in national park management. 

Journal of Outdoor Recreation, Education, and Leadership, 2(3), 285-300. 

Bauman, L. J., & Adair, E. G. (1992). The use of ethnographic interviewing to inform 

questionnaire construction. Health Education Quarterly, 19(1), 9-23. 

Berry, J. M. (2016). Nonprofits and Civic Engagement. Public Administration Review, 65(5), 

568Ð578. 

Brinkerhoff, J. M., & Brinkerhoff, D. W. (2002). Government-nonprofit relations in comparative 

perspective: Evolution, themes and new directions. Public Administration and 

Development, 22(1), 3Ð18.  

Buchner, D. M., & Gobster, P. H. (2007). Promoting active visits to parks: Models and strategies 

for transdisciplinary collaboration. Journal of Physical Activity & Health, 4(1), 36Ð49. 

Carolina Beach State Park. (2017). Carolina Beach State Park ecology. Retrieved from 

https://www.ncparks.gov/carolina-beach-state-park/ecology 

Chancellor, C. (2012). Assessing the intention of land trust representatives to collaborate with 

tourism entities to protect natural areas. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 20(2), 277-296.  

Chaskin, R. J., & Greenberg, D. M. (2015). Between public and private action: Neighborhood 

organizations and local governance. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 44(2), 

248Ð267.  



63 
 

 

Ch‡vez, K. (2016, August 24). Grandfather Mountain State Park celebrates centennial. Asheville 

Citizen-Times. Retrieved from http://www.citizen-

times.com/story/life/2016/08/24/grandfather-mountain-state-park-celebrates-

centennial/89007992/  

Chen, Y.-W., & Collier, M. J. (2012). Intercultural identity positioning: Interview discourses 

from two identity-based nonprofit organizations. Journal of International and 

Intercultural Communication, 5(1), 43Ð63.  

Corbin, J. & Strauss, A. (1990). Grounded theory method: Procedures, canons, and evaluative 

criteria. Qualitative Sociology, 13, 3-21. 

Crawford, T. W. (2007). Where does the coast sprawl the most? Trajectories of residential 

development and sprawl in coastal North Carolina, 1971-2000. Landscape and Urban 

Planning, (83)4, 294-307. 

DeWitt, D. (2015, May 4). The state that Ôoutlawed climate changeÕ accepts latest sea-level rise 

report. North Carolina Public Radio, WUNC. Retrieved from http://wunc.org/post/state-

outlawed-climate-change-accepts-latest-sea-level-rise-report#stream/0 

Duke Social Science Research Institute. (2017). Qualitative interviews. Retrieved from 

https://dism.ssri.duke.edu/survey-help/tipsheets/tipsheet-qualitative-interviews 

Eakes, A., Ledford, L., & Reuter, D. (2011). History of the North Carolina state park system. 

Retrieved from http://www.ncparks.gov/sites/default/files/ncparks/37/NC-State-Parks-

History.pdf  



64 
 

 

Earnhardt, T. (2015, March 21). As NC parks turn 100, a missed opportunity. The News & 

Observer. Retrieved from http://www.newsobserver.com/opinion/op-

ed/article15524633.html  

Fletcher, S., & Potts, J. S. (2007). Ocean citizenship: An emergent geographical concept. Coastal 

Management, 35(4), 511Ð524. 

Follman, J., Cseh, M., & Brudney, J. L. (2016). Structures, challenges, and successes of 

volunteer programs co-managed by nonprofit and public organizations. Nonprofit 

Management and Leadership, 26(4), 453Ð470. 

Friends of State Parks. (2016). About FSP. Retrieved from http://www.ncfsp.org/About  

Halcomb, E. J., & Davidson, P. M. (2006). Is verbatim transcription of interview data always 

necessary? Applied Nursing Research 19, 38Ð42.  

Henderson, K. A. (2006). Dimensions of choice: Qualitative approaches to parks, recreation, 

tourism, sport, and leisure research. Urbana, IL: Venture Publishing. 

James, K. J. (1999). Understanding successful partnerships and collaborations. Parks & 

Recreation 34, 38Ð46. 

JimŽnez, J. A., Osorio, A., Marino-Tapia, I., Davidson, M., Medina, R., Kroon, A.,ÉAarnikhof, 

S. G. J. (2007). Beach recreation planning using video-derived coastal state indicators. 

Coastal Engineering, 54(6-7), 507Ð521. 

Kennelly, P. (2013). Roles and responsibilities of nonprofit boards: The Peace Case. Journal for 

the Study of Peace and Conflict, 1Ð20.  



65 
 

 

Kopp, R. E., Horton, B. P., Kemp, A. C., & Tebaldi, C. (2015). Past and future sea-level rise 

along the coast of North Carolina, USA. Climatic Change, 132(4), 693Ð707.  

Leave No Trace Center for Outdoor Ethics. (2017). Hot Spots. Retrieved from https://lnt.org/  

Maguire, K. A. (2013). South Carolina nonprofit policies and procedures: Achieving best 

practices for NPOs of different sizes. Journal of Management and Sustainability, 3(3), 1-

24. 

McCreary, A., Seekamp, E., Cerveny, L. K., & Carver, A. D. (2012). Natural resource agencies 

and their motivations to partner: The Public Lands Partnership Model. Leisure Sciences: 

An Interdisciplinary Journal, 34(5), 470-489.  

McLachlan, A., Defeo, O., Jaramillo, E., & Short, A. D. (2013). Sandy beach conservation and 

recreation: Guidelines for optimising management strategies for multi-purpose use. 

Ocean & Coastal Management, 71, 256Ð268.  

McNamara, C. (2009). General guidelines for conducting interviews. Online integrated library 

for personal, professional and organizational development. Retrieved from 

http://managementhelp.org/evaluatn/intrview.htm  

McNeil, T. C., Rousseau, F. R., & Hildebrand, L. P. (2006). Community-based environmental 

management in Atlantic Canada: The impacts and spheres of influence of the Atlantic 

Coastal Action Program. Environmental Monitoring and Assessment, 113, 367-383.  

Mitas, O., Mitasova, H., Brothers, G., & Weaver, K. (2013). Managing dune landscape changes 

at JockeyÕs Ridge State Park, North Carolina. Tourism in Marine Environments, 9(3-4), 

155-167.  



66 
 

 

Mowen, A., Godbey, G., Liechty, T., Kerstetter, D., Payne, L., Orsega-Smith, E. (2008). Health 

partnerships of recreation and park organizations: Results from a nationwide study. 

Ashburn, VA: National Recreation and Park Association. 

Murphy, M. (2016). North Carolina state parks: Established 1916. Retrieved from 

http://www.visitnc365.com/files/files/2015/mon/Monday%20-

%20NC%20State%20Parks%20(Murphy).pdf  

NCpedia. (2016). North Carolina State Parks centennial timeline. Retrieved from 

http://timemapper.okfnlabs.org/ncpedia/north-carolina-state-parks-centennial-timeline#2 

North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality. (2015). Find access sites. Retrieved from 

https://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/coastal-management/coastal-management-beach-

waterfront-access-program/find-access-sites 

North Carolina National Estuarine Research Reserve. (n.d.). Land acquisition and boundary 

expansion plan. Retrieved from 

http://portal.ncdenr.org/c/document_library/get_file?uuid=a12d8879-4507-4d6c-8ded-

a58bc3af61f1&groupId=61572  

North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation. (2016a). About the state park system. Retrieved 

from https://www.ncparks.gov/more-about-us/about-state-parks-system 

North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation. (2016b). Find a park. Retrieved from 

http://www.ncparks.gov/find-a-park  

North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation. (2016c). JockeyÕs Ridge State Park. Retrieved 

from https://www.ncparks.gov/jockeys-ridge-state-park 



67 
 

 

North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation. (2016d). Fort Macon State Park. Retrieved from 

https://www.ncparks.gov/fort-macon-state-park 

North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation. (2016e). Hammocks Beach State Park. 

Retrieved from https://www.ncparks.gov/hammocks-beach-state-park 

North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation. (2016f). Carolina Beach State Park. Retrieved 

from https://www.ncparks.gov/carolina-beach-state-park 

North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation. (2016g). Fort Fisher State Recreation Area. 

Retrieved from https://www.ncparks.gov/fort-fisher-state-recreation-area 

Oh, C.-O., Draper, J., & Dixon, A. W. (2009). Assessing touristsÕ multi-attribute preferences for 

public beach access. Coastal Management, 37(2), 119Ð135.  

Patton, M. Q. (1987). How to use qualitative methods in evaluation. New York, NY: Sage 

Publications, Inc. 

Population Reference Bureau. (2003). Ripple effects: Population and coastal regions. 

Washington, DC: L. Creel. 

Qualitative health research. (2000). Editorial: Determining sample size, 10(1), 3Ð5. 

Schuett, M. A., Selin, S. W., & Carr, D. S. (2001). Making it work: Keys to successful 

collaboration in natural resource management. Environmental Management, 27(4), 587Ð

593. 

Seekamp, E., Barrow, L. A., & Cerveny, L. K. (2013). The growing phenomenon of 

partnerships: A survey of personnel perceptions. Journal of Forestry, 111(6), 412Ð419.  



68 
 

 

Seekamp, E., Cerveny, L. K., & McCreary, A. (2011). Institutional, individual, and socio-

cultural domains of partnerships: A typology of USDA Forest Service recreation partners. 

Environmental Management, 48(3), 615Ð630. 

Shenton, A. K. (2004). Strategies for ensuring trustworthiness in qualitative research projects. 

Education for Information, 22, 63-75. 

Siegel, B., Kwass, P., Seidman, K., Kane, M., Winey, D., Bates, T., & Michaels, C. (2011). 

Measuring collaboration: The facilitators and impacts of nonprofit centers. San 

Francisco, CA: The Nonprofit Centers Network. 

Strauss, A. & Corbin, J. (1994). Grounded theory methodology. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln 

(Eds.). Handbook of Qualitative Research, 217-285. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 

Strauss, A. L., & Corbin, J. M. (1990). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory 

procedures and techniques. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

The Conservation Fund. (2016). Where we work. Retrieved from 

http://www.conservationfund.org/where-we-work/north-carolina  

The Nature Conservancy. (2016). Coastal Plain. Retrieved from 

http://www.nature.org/ourinitiatives/regions/northamerica/unitedstates/northcarolina/plac

esweprotect/coastal-plain.xml  

Turner, D. W. (2010). Qualitative interview design: A practical guide for novice investigators. 

The Qualitative Report, 15(3), 754Ð760.  

United States Census Bureau. (2010). Coastline populations in the United States: 1960 to 2008. 

Retrieved from https://www.census.gov/prod/2010pubs/p25-1139.pdf 



69 
 

 

United States Census Bureau. (2016). Utah is nationÕs fastest-growing state, Census Bureau 

reports. Retrieved from https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2016/cb16-

214.html 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. (2015). Endangered and threatened species and species of concern 

by county for North Carolina. Retrieved from 

https://www.fws.gov/raleigh/species/cntylist/nc_counties.html 

Vodden, K. (2015). Governing sustainable coastal development: The promise and challenge of 

collaborative governance in Canadian coastal watersheds. The Canadian Geographer, 

59(2), 167-180. 

Wolch, J., & Zhang, J. (2004). Beach recreation, cultural diversity and attitudes toward nature. 

Journal of Leisure Research, 36(3), 414Ð443. 

Wondolleck, J. M. & Yaffee, S. L. (2000). Making collaboration work: Lessons from innovation 

in natural resource management. Washington, DC: Island Press. 

Yin, R. K. (2000). Case study research: Design and methods (5th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publishing. 

 

 

 

 

 
 



70 
 

 

APPENDICES 
 

 

  



71 
 

 

Appendix A 

Email Messages to Interview Subjects 

First EmailÑ Initial Contact:  

Hello [NAME], 

My name is Kati McArdle, and I am a graduate student at NC State University here in 

Raleigh. I am in my second year, pursuing a Master of Science in Natural Resources, through the 

Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management. 

For my thesis project, I am exploring the dynamics and relationships between nonprofit 

organizations (such as [ORGANIZATION]) and governmental agencies (such as state and 

national parks). My intention is to uncover the nature of these relationships, with the goal of 

identifying best practices as well as outcomes, considering the increasingly important role that 

nonprofits are playing in resource management. 

I am still in the early stages of the project, but as our semester gets underway I am 

quickly moving toward data collection, which in my case would be primarily in the form of staff 

interviews. These would be recorded conversations, so that the responses and data could be 

accessed for analysis and theme identification.  

I am reaching out to see if this is something in which you or someone in your 

organization would be interested in participating? I can certainly provide you full details later, 

but right now am just getting a sense of which organizations with offices in the Raleigh area 

might possibly be on board. 

I will also mention that my intention is to work in the parks and recreation or nonprofit 

management area, both of which I have done following my undergraduate career at Michigan 

State (I worked in Cuyahoga Valley National Park and James A. Garfield National Historic Site, 

both in northeast Ohio where I am from). 

Thanks for your consideration, and please let me know if I can provide more information 

for you up front. 
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Best, 

Kati 

--  

Katelin McArdle 

Graduate Student | Research Assistant 

North Carolina State University | College of Natural Resources 

Parks, Recreation, & Tourism Management | 1003 Biltmore Hall 

 

Subsequent EmailÑ Interview Arrangement/Study Specifics: 

Hello [NAME], 

My name is Kati McArdle, and I am a graduate student at NC State University here in 

Raleigh. I am in my second year, pursuing a Master of Science in Natural Resources, through the 

Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management. 

For my thesis research project, I am exploring the dynamics and relationships between 

nonprofit organizations (such as [ORGANIZATION]) and governmental agencies (such as state 

and national parks). My intention is to uncover the nature of these relationships, with the goal of 

identifying best practices as well as outcomes, considering the increasingly important role that 

nonprofits are playing in resource management. Specifically, I am looking for emerging themes 

that indicate how nonprofits and parks are partnering, and what are the outcomes of these 

partnerships. 

To do so, I am conducting one-on-one interviews with nonprofit and park management 

staff. Through initial contact with your organization, you have been identified as a potential 

interview subject. 

Over the course of the fall semester, I will be interviewing staff members such as 

yourself, to gain insight to these relationships. This information will be completely de-identified 

and your responses will remain completely confidential. Interviews will be audio-recorded and 

transcribed, but identifying information will not be published. An informed consent document 

that provides detailed information about your participation will be provided to you prior to the 
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interview. This semi-structured interview will take approximately 30-60 minutes to complete. In 

addition, I may ask for your clarification of certain responses with a follow-up email. 

Please let me know by one week from now, if possible, if you are willing and able to 

participate in this study. If so, we can setup a time during business hours at your place of work, 

at your convenience. 

This research can only be successful with the generous help of people like you. If you 

have any additional questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at 

kmmcardl@ncsu.edu, or call me at 440-829-3567. 

 

Thank you very much, 

Kati 
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Appendix B 

Interview Guide: Questions for Nonprofit and Park Managers 

Subject Background 

1.! What is your title at (name of organization or agency)? 

2.! What are your responsibilities here? 

3.! How long have you been with the organization or agency? 

 

Nature of Partnership 

1.! Describe the existing nonprofit-park partnership(s). 

2.! What is the history of this partnership? How long has this partnership been established? 

3.! What are the current projects or initiatives involved with the partnership? 

4.! Who are the main points of contact between the organizations (if someone else)? 

5.! How are resources shared between the agency and nonprofit (e.g., technical, legal, 

personnel, volunteers)? 

6.! How do the missions/visions of the two organizations align? 

7.! How much time is allocated to maintaining or growing this relationship? 

 

Facilitators and Drawbacks 

1.! What are the facilitators of this partnership, in your opinion? 

2.! What challenges are involved, which might not arise without this partnership? 

3.! Have there ever been situations where the nonprofitÕs goals have been at odds with the 

goals of the park? How was that resolved? 

 

Outcomes of Partnership 

1.! What have been some outcomes from the partnership for the following: 

a.! Environment/natural resources 

b.! Community/volunteers 

c.! Programs/initiatives/projects 
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Appendix C 

Informed Consent Document 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



76 
 

 

Appendix D 

Results of Qualitative Analysis of Interviews 

 The results of the coding analysis conducted in NVivo are displayed in Tables 10 through 

15 below. A shaded cell indicates that the theme/outcome was identified in the analysis of the 

transcripts and/or communication materials for the organization to the left. This allows for a 

more detailed view of the common themes that emerged across the state parks and nonprofit 

organizations studied. Table 11 includes references used to develop the Adaptive Framework, 

with a shaded row indicating the emergence of the identified category in the results of this study. 

The organizations listed in the tables are as follows: 

State Park 1: JockeyÕs Ridge 

State Park 2: Fort Macon 

State Park 3: Hammocks Beach 

State Park 4: Carolina Beach 

State Park 5: Fort Fisher 

Nonprofit 1: Friends of JockeyÕs Ridge State Park 

Nonprofit 2: Friends of State Parks 

Nonprofit 3:  North Carolina Coastal Federation 

Nonprofit 4:  The Conservation Fund (North Carolina) 

Nonprofit 5:  The Nature Conservancy (North Carolina) 

Nonprofit 6:  National Center for Outdoor and Adventure Education
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Table 5: Outcomes of Partnerships, Overall Results 
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Table 6: Outcomes of Partnerships, Community Impacts 
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Table 7: Outcomes of Partnerships, Financial & Fundraising 
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Table 8: Outcomes of Partnerships, Policy & Government 
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Table 9: Challenges of Partnerships, Overall Results 
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Table 10: Processes of Partnerships, Overall Results 
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Table 11: References Used for Adaptive Framework Themes (shaded row indicates that framework contributed to adaptive category) 

Framework! !"#$%&'()*+#,(-.+/)0#%(1.+2 ! !"#$#%&'()"&*+,-".( !"#$%&"'%&	
Facilitators	to	Collaboration	

Making	Collaboration	Work	
(Wondolleck	&	Yaffee,	2000)	

Public	Interest	and	Awareness	 Information	sharing	

Public	Interest	and	Awareness! !"#$%&%'()$*+(,-"(./01&2!

!"#$%&%$#'#()"*'"+*,+-.'#()"! !"#$%&'()*&+,*-#./'$!

	 Managing	uncertainty	through	joint	research	and	fact-finding	

Collaboration	 Solving	common	problems	

! !"#$%&'()*+'#,-."#!

Extended	Partnership	Opportunities! !"#$%#&'()*&)"++,&),(-&%(."//*+0!

!"#$%&$&'()*#%$*+,-.'/..0*#1%-#-$+	 Coordinating	efforts	

	 Sharing	management	responsibility	

!"#$#%"$&'$#('!)#(*$"+"#,! !"#$%$&$'()*+,"-*.+,!

! Building	staff	capabilities	

!"#$%&$%'$#()%*+,&-(.$/%$012*"! !"#"$%&'()*+%,,-('.'"/ !

Keys	to	Successful	Collaboration	
(Schuett!et	al.,	2001,	in	McCreary	
et	al.,	2012)	

	 Responsibility	to	collaborate	as	standard	part	of	job	

Environmental	 Concern	for	natural	resources	

Extended	Partnership	Opportunities	 Developing	better	partner	relations	

	 Fulfilling	a	personal	interest!
!"#$%&'()*+,+-*'.)/'01.,+)+--2'3)$%)+'.)/'
Social	Media	Presence	 Improving	communication	

Extended	Partnership	Opportunities! !"#$%&'(&)*+"#,("--"#*.&%*%)/	

	 Learning	more	and	enhancing	skills	
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Financial	and	Fundraising	 !"#$%&%'()*$'+%'(),&)(&-'./	

Institutional,	Individual,	and	Socio!
Cultural	Domains	(McCreary	!"#$%&!"
2012)	

Positive	Attitudes	 Partners'	passion	

Community	Outreach	 Civic	engagement	

Community	Outreach	 Community	connections	

Positive	Attitudes	 Personal	relationships	

!"#$%&%'(&)"(*$++',)-	 Building	constituency!

	 Sense	of	accomplishment	

	 Ecocentrism	

	 !"#$%&'"( 	

Positive	Attitudes	 Necessity	

Financial	and	Fundraising	 !"#$#%"$&'()**+,-	

	 Job	responsibility		

Interpretation	and	Education	 !"#$%&'()$"*+,'%)"-	

	 Leadership	emphasis	

Health	Partnerships	of	Recreation	
and	Park	Associations	(Mowen	et	
al.,	2008)	

Community	Outreach	 Providing	a	sense	of	community	

Recreation! Improving	physical	health/wellness!

! !"#$%&'()*"+(,-.*/+-.,/01+..(+22 !

Environmental	 !"#$%&"'(#%")#&#)*'+,-$	

Community	Outreach	 Community	and	economic	development	

	 Enhancing	employee	productivity	

	 Reducing	crime	

Environmental	 Promoting	a	sustainable	ecological	environment	
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	 Attracting	new	business	

Community	Outreach	 Attracting	tourists	

	 Increasing	property	values	

Barriers	to	Collaboration	

!"#$%&'()**"+),"-$)%'.),# !
!"#$%#&&'()*+*,-..''/*0111 )	

	
Lack	of	opportunity	or	incentives	(competitive	environment	not	conducive	
to	collaboration)	

Conflicting	Goals	 Conflicting	goals	and	missions	(statute,	tradition,	political	realities)	

State	Management	 Inflexible	policies	and	procedures	(red	tape,	lack	of	authority)	

Structural	Issues	 Constrained	resources	(lack	of	time,	money,	personnel)	

	 Mistrust	(toward	government	or	other	groups)	

	 Group	attitudes	about	one	another	(them-versus-us)	

Establishing	Role	 Organizational	norms	and	culture	(behavior,	values,	traditions,	
organizational	turf)	

State	Management	 Lack	of	support	for	collaboration	(lack	of	commitment	from	higher-ups,	
fear,	apathy)	

Learning	Curve	 Unfamiliarity	with	the	process	(importance	of	taking	steps	gradually)	

Learning	Curve	 Lack	of	process	skills	(management,	ground	rules,	interpersonal	skills)!

	
!"#"$%#$&'(#)%*#&+(',((#&-.*/())&"#0&,*.10&".*2#0&%'&3/*442#%'56&
!"#"$%&'()'&*+%&'*$',-%-".'/*&0-0+%&'arena)	

Structures,	Challenges,	and	
!"##$%ses	of	Co-Managed	VIP	
Programs	(Follman	et	al.,	2016)	

	 Lack	of	appreciation	of	volunteer	programs	by	some	NPS	staff	or	divisions	

	 Resistance	by	some	NPS	staff	to	assuming	volunteer	leadership	roles	

State	Management! Bureaucratic	hurdles	to	collaborating/doing	things	in	new	or	different	ways	

Structural	Issues	 Overwhelmed	trying	to	run	the	volunteer	program	at	current	staffing	levels	

Establishing	Role! Fear	the	nonprofit	will	take	over/push	its	agenda	on	the	park	

	 Staff	turnover	disrupts	collaboration	and	continuity	



86 
 

 

 

Establishing	Role	 Volunteers	have	conflicting	or	confused	identifications	and	loyalties	

	
Volunteer	coordinators	are	excluded	from	high-level	program	decision	
making	

	 Nonprofit	maintaining	a	strong	identity	in	order	to	fundraise	effectively	

Structural	Issues	 Hard	to	collaborate	in	a	spread-out	park	

Conflicting	Goals	 Pressure	to	fund	programs	that	are	not	park	priorities	

Structural	Issues	 !"#$%"&'$()%*$+&$,&-./&0*%"&1*+2"30&communication	among	partners!

	 Challenges	in	sharing	electronic	files	because	of	NPS	computer	firewalls	

Health	Partnerships	of	Recreation	
and	Park	Associations	(Mowen	et	
!"#$%!""#$ !

	 !"#$%%&#'"#()*'$%*!

Learning	Curve	 Lack	of	experience/unfamiliar	

!"#$%&'(&#)*+",%-	 Not	core	mandate	of	agency	

!"#$%"$#&'()**$+*! Not	enough	resources	

Processes	!"#$%&&'((!

!"#$%&'()**"+),"-$)%'.),#'
(Wondolleck	&	Yaffee,	2000)	

Positive	Attitudes	
Build	on	common	ground	established	by	sense	of	place/community,	mutual	
goals/fear,	or	shared	vision	

!"#$%&$&'()*#%$*+,-.+	 Create	new	opportunities	for	interaction	among	diverse	groups	

!"#$%&'"((%)*+"',-./0,1/	 Employ	meaningful,	effective,	enduring	collaborative	processes	

Definition	of	Success	
Focus	on	problem	in	new/different	way	by	creating	more	open,	flexible,	
holistic	mindset	

Park	Staff	Relationships	 Foster	a	sense	of	responsibility	and	commitment!

Positive	Attitudes,	Park	Staff	Relationships	 Recognize	that	partnerships	are	made	up	of	people	(not	institutions)	

Future	Work	 Move	forward	via	productive	and	entrepreneurial	behavior	

Extended	Partnerships	 Mobilize	support	and	resources	from	many	sources!


