ABSTRACT

MCARDLE, KATELIN MARIE. Teaming Up: A Multiple Case Study of Nonproftértherships
in North CarolinaOs Coastal StaéekB.(Under the direction ofo-chairsDr. Yu-Fai Leung and
Dr. Michael B. Edwards

The role of nonprofit organizations hiasg 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 maintaithis renders the administrative, funding, volunteer, and program
support of nonprofit organizations more crucial than ¢8eekampBarrow, & Cerveny2013)
The primary research questiongiok study are 1)What is the role of nonprofit organizatioms i
the processes and outcomes of park partnerships and collaboratidrg)®Vhat 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 coasttdte park unit; North Carolina,JockeyOs
Ridge State Park, Fort Macon State Park, Hammocks Beach State Park, Carolina Beach State
Park, and Fort Fisher State Recreation Aasawell as the nonprofit organizations with which
they partnerStaff from these parks and organizatiomere interviewed using a sestructured
approach, and transcripts were analyzed using qualitative methods to identify themes and
relationships. Communication materials (e.g., newsletters and online content) of selected
nonproft organizations werased as aecondarylata source.

Results, which map current state padaprofit partnerships in the study area, support
existing frameworks about structures, successes, and barriers involved in partnerships. Findings

also indicate uigque collaboration opportunities and outcomes, suehgaant-funded project



involving a nationahonprofitorganization and proximalstate parkThe outcomes of this study
include meaningful illustrations of specific state padaprofitpartnershipsn North CarolinaOs
coastal parks, knowledge about which could be applied to similar contexts in other state parks.
Findings of this studgontribute further support and evidence for existing theoretical
frameworks about parkonprofit partnerships and cabiorationsandidentify areas of

successful partnership and collabora@snwell 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 worktside 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

understandhe needs of the park site.

Research has documented that parks of various,®p@ironments, 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 chalhengesrage
population density in coastalems is twice tht of the worldOs average, at 80 peopleeare
kilometer.Urbanizationcommercial fishing, and tourism result in increased use of and impact
on coastal park@opulation Reference Bureau, 200@)e growth of coastal communitigsthe
United Statedias been significant in the last yHplus years. There are 2&ta defined as
coastal by the United States Census Bureau, of which North Carolisaone of mantates that

have experienced growth to its coastal population since 196df. 2808, almost 10% of North
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CarolinaOs population, or more than 900,000 residents, lived within coastal counties e the sta
(United States Census Bureau, 201 ccording to other censtissed calculations, from 1990
to 2000, the population of North @dinaOs coastal counties grew from approximately 658,000 to
773,000 residentsN an increase of 17.5% (Crawford, 2008)rth Carolina was ranked sixth in
the top 10 statef®r 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 hladdo more opportunities for recreation and
outdoor experiencen the areawhile onthe other has placed a straim the finitenatural
resources upon which these activities dep&mailarly, the managers of these coastal natural
resources have beamsked withaccommodatingreater numbers ofisitors This makes it even
more important to use management practices that maximize these resources for recreation
opportunity, environmental protection, and community enhancesstate and federal natural
resourcenanagement entities becomere limited in the scope of what they can do to promote
environmental stewardship of coastal areas (due to limitations staff, budget, time, or
feasibility), many nonprofit and communityganizations areecognizing that need, and
stepping in fill the gaps where management agencies may fall short. In North CarolinaOs
coastal regions, these organizations provide support to public parks in the form of funding,
volunteers, and paid stdfir some projectsSeekamp 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 managemeragencyOs 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 variousfmeed=sation, 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 immenselep 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 suppdde 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
Natioral Estuarine Research Reserve, n.d.). Efforts by organizations such as NCNERR have
resulted inncreasedpportunities for publiaccess téhe coast. The North Carolina Department
of Environmental Quality (NC DEQ)Os (2015) beach access map indicatéstopaslic

coastal access points, which vary in size, features, amenities, and levels of development.



4

Nonprofit organizations can also provide other services, such as partnering with local
businesses in the interest of protecting resources and edubatipghiic 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, fouhdt the organizationOs Sea Turtle Protection program
resultedin 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
regionOs natural resources, particularlyniarea such as eastern North Carolina where the coast
and adjacent Atlantic Ocean are so vital to the community. Of North CarolinaOs system of 41
state park units, five of these are located on the coast, and classified as such by the agency.
Considering acelerating 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 angiagjthese resources.

To address these questions and concdmagrimary 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?

1 Whatare 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 termistheory as well as practice, and will
contribute to better undeestding for researchers as well as park and nonprofit practitioners.

This study will contribute examples of pamknprofit 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 tesfrgartnerships.



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 tHgpeesrs. 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 persgedtivaddition, coastal areas face many
threats that are unique to the proximity of the ocean or body of water. Voddé&) d28cribed
these concerns, which include fragmentation of coastal environments, power differences in
management entities, dispersmalises, and limitations of ecosystems to withstand stressors.
Studying this important area of resource management could have relevance in coastal areas

outside of North Carolinan regions thatleal with similar issues.

Conflicting Uses of Coastal Areas
In North Carolina, coastal beach pagkeompasgextensive and unique ecosystems,
providing numerous social, environmental, and econdmiefits North CarolinaOsate parks
arepopular with residents and visitors alike, setting a record of 17.3 miilsttiors in 2015
(North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreati®016, Feb. 9)n addition, coastal counties
where state parks alecated arelesignated by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Servi@d15)as
critical habitat for many endangered species, incythe Piping ploveand 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 opportunigés in coastal state parkgadable to visitors and local€rawford (2007)



7
identified severalkenvironmental impactsf sprawl in coastal areas, including loss of fragile
lands, reduced species diversity, increased risk of flooding, greater air pobunibdecreased
aesthetics.

North Carolina facethreatsfrom climate change as wels ga level rise continues to
produce more floodinglong the coastn Wilmington (city located near Carolina Beach State
Park), the current-in-10 year flood (i.e., #aflood level with a probability of 10% in any given
year) is expected to occur more frequently, with an annual occurrence anticipattteafesar
2050 (Kopp Horton, Kemp, & Tebaldi2015).The state legislature has, in recent years,
nonethelesactedto promote ongoing interest of developerflood-prone coastal areasuch 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 firadogs park management
and nonprofit involvement in the context of coastal gre&gch begin to illustrate the
interactions of these groups in the contextadstal state parkSome examined the multiple,
and often conflicting, uses that beaches andtabparksinvolve. JimZnez et a(2007)
examined the three primary management concerns for béaphetection, recreation, and
supporting natural valuBsand asked what can be done to increase the carrying capacity of
beaches that support one or more ekthvalues. 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\wwock



Natural Resource Maagement

Some studies directly examined specific, physical aspects of beaches that have a role in
shaping management, pubdiccess, and othezonsiderationsOh, Draper, and Dixof2009)
gauged the preferences of the visiting public for management b pelaches 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. McLachlanDefeo, Jaramilloand Shor{2013) presemida simplified model for the
management of sandy beaches, including thejamening and posmonitoring phases. The
model uses measures of conservation value (such as presence of rare species) as well as an index
of recreation pantial, conining these to createchassification 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 managgisa common set of iteria
around which to design their efforts.

Mitas, Mitasova, Brothers, and Weay2013) conducted a case study of JockeyOs Ridge,
an active dune site and state park in coastal North Carolina that examined the effectiveness of
current management practicgarticularly those involving visitor access to the dune. The
findings of the study could have implications for similar coastal areas by recommending the
preservation of largescale processes at the ecosystem level, rather than discreet features.
Communty & Stakeholder Involvement

Relationships between the commuratyd local natural resourcessalso a common
theme in much of the literature. Fletcher and Potts (2007) focused on a community effort known

as OOcean CitizenshipO that mitigates the negféiots 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 ZhangOs
(2004) study on beach usagelios 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
communties of the coastal resource are represented in the planning and management strategies,
as well as involveth the nonprofit realm, in an appropria&pacity. Furthermore, community
engagement, through volunteerism, education, and public programs,abfien honprofit
organizations within the context of environmental work, due to barriers (slatkesf adequate
funding) encounteredby state and federal agenci@vinkerhoff & Brinkerhoff, 2002)

Frameworks for Examining Nonprofit Partnerships

Some studies also highlighted effective nonptpéitk partnerships, which could help
inform what are the best practices and processesf asuccessfutelationship. McNeil, Rousseau,
and Hildebrand2006) discussi the format of Environment CanadaOs Aita@bastal Action
Program, illustrating how the communityased organization is involved with aspects of
restoring and sustaining watersheds and adjacent coastal areas. Maguire (201 3jnasal exa
the practices of nonprofits in South Carolina. Althoughstioctly coastal in nature, the paper
assembled steps fexpandingnonprofits,while utilizing costeffective measures. Studies like
this are important in informing nonprafiind theipartners of the best decistomaking
strategies, especially when king 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 collaborabns, and the needs addressed by thasmeraips.
Its unique contribution lied the context of the agencies and organizations interviewed, and in
some cases, their geographic relevanc€o examine the relationships and shared goals of parks
and nonpréts, existing frameworks were first revieweahdthen consolidated into an adaptive
framework that was used to identify themes of this study.

In Making Collaboration WorkWondolleckand Yaffee (2000dlescribe strategies for
inter-organizational collaboration, and identified some of the setbacks that may occur as well as
factors for success. In this studlye 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 managemenhd determined participants’ overall attitudes about processes of
successful collaboration. McCreary, Seekamp, Cerveny, and Carver (2012) develoged the Public
Lands Partnership Model to conceptualize motivations of public land management agencies to
work in partnerships. These motivations were-slalssified into interpersonal, intrapersonal, and
institutional.McCreary et al. (2012) also documeahtaght motivations of organizations to
collaboratebased on Schuett et al. (2001), including concern for natural resources and acquiring

funding or grants.
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Follman,Cseh,andBrudney (2016)examined parterships between National Park
Service units and naprofit organizations, speaflly for volunteer efforts. The studsked
questiongelated to the topic of this investigatioou usinga largeMPSsample andexamined
the challenges involved in volunteer program collaborations, as well as stratedjiesst
practices used to support collaboratibowen et al. (2008) used broad categories of
Community, Recreation, and Ecology to determinebdrgefitsprovided to the public by park
and recreation associations. ®tedy, conducted by the National Reation and Park
Association, analyzed baseline health and4weihg 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 pariittr 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
developedThemes emerging from the preliminary data analysis were matdttetiterature
supporting these elements of pgu&rtner relationshipsor example, the theme of
Environmentalas definedn Table 1was prominent following an initial review of the data, and
was also identified in the literature as a key goal of nafitgpark partnerships. The adaptive
framework, then, served as a coding scheme for a second, closer review of the interview
transcripts. These elements and themes wereugeghtoorganize two primary processes of

partnerships into challenges (negatiaall facilitators (positive). For example, Shared Strategic
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Mindset is an indicator of the success of a partnershipOs 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 groupsnayeo processesere
identified, along with a third overall category, Outcomes. This category includes the realized
goals of the paHpartner relationship, such as Recreation and Volumigefihese goals were
found to be common between items identified in the literature asnaaallecdotefrom the
parks and nonprofits interviewetihe quality of the processes, therefore, indicates how
successful will be the outcomés.addition,Table 11in Appendix Dis a list of existing

frameworksthat wereused as references for the Adaptive Framework in Table 1.
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Table 1:AdaptiveFramework for Facilitators and Challenges of Outcomes in-Rarprofit Partnerships
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS
Study Setting

This study presents data from recorded interviews fivighcoastal statparksin North
Carolinaandtheir identified keynonprofit partners and collaborators, as well as secondary data
from publiccommunication and outreach materials, such as e&erd and website documents,
from selected nonprofit organizatiorEhis study distinguishes between a OpartnerO and a
OcollaboratorO usiBgekampCerveny, and McCreary@911)definition ofa partnersip as
reflective ofthe goals of the agency (in this castate parks), and collaboratias emphasizing
joint issue identification and decisiomaking (such as sharednterest inpromoting Leave No
Trace principles)Using existing frameworks aboutn@erships and collaborative efforts, an
adaptive framework model was established, from which coding themes wereatrdadded as
neededinterview datallustrated various projects and activitiesvhich parks engaged with
partners, and the challengasd successes of these efforts. Many themes aligned with existing
frameworks an@&nhancedhe adaptive framework, as unique interactions betwass @mnd
partners were revealeéadl the interview and communications data.

State parks in North Carolina are@mponent 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. Therare 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, 201&&)t this study, fre North Carolina state
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parks and recreation areas classified by the agency as coastal (Figure 1), due to their proximity to

the Atlantic Ocean, were interviewed:

1!

2.

3.

4.

JockeyOs Ridge State Paik Nags Head protects the tallest living sand dune on
the Atlanticcoast, and includes a visitor center with a museum and-8€860
boardwalk. This park offers recreation opportunities, such as sandboarding, as
well as an interpretive nature trail and wading area on the sound\sitth (

Carolina Division of Parks & Reeation, 2016c).

Fort Macon State Parkin Atlantic Beach features a restored, Civil Véaa 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, estumties, a
beachesNorth Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation, 2016d).

Hammocks BeachState Parkin Swansboro is a thremile long, undeveloped
barrier island only accessible by ferry or boat. The setting provides campsites,
picnic areas, and small watercredhtals for visitors, and is a key habitat for
endangered species (North Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation, 2016e).
Carolina BeachState Parkin 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 CarolinaiBion of Parks & Recreation, 2016f).

! Fort Fisher in Kure Beachis adjacent to both the Atlantic Ocean and the Cape

Fear River, with opportunities for surf fishing, fewheel drive vehicle use, and
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wildlife viewing. The park is also the site of a stateagum (North Carolina

Division of Parks & Recreation, 2016g).
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Figure 1. Map ofNorth 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 Parksand 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 miahtd#riNorth
CarolinaOs 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, andeconomic 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 ($t#tes. A
successful campaign to save the mountain resulted in Mount Mitchell being established as North
CarolinaOs first state park on March 3, 1915 (NCpedia, 2016). Like many public lands across the
nation, North CarolinaOs state parks owe much ofekistence and infrastructure to the work of
the Civilian Conservation Corps, a government program that actively built many camps, trails,
and dayuse facilities that are still standing today (Eakesiford & 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 (Chfvez, 2016).

As public parks occur at the interface of pubbe @nd 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 ingtecting. However, achieving this harmonious and successful
mission is a complex and evelnanging matter.

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

the challenge of managing parks for recreation as welltasahaesources:
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Conservatiort To protect North CarolinaOs natural diversity through careful selection
and stewardship of state parks system lands;
Recreationt To provide and promote outdoor recreation opportunities in the state parks
system and throughottie state; and
Education: To encourage appreciation of North CarolinaOs natural and cultural heritage
through diverse educational opportunities;
for all citizens of and visitor® the State of North Carolina (North Carolina Division of

Parks & Recreatigr2016b).

For parks to achieve these goals, they must rely on their own staff as well as look to outside
organizations for additional contribution. This studlyselyexaminel a strictly defined
community of state parks in North Carolina, as well as tmpmadit 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 stateOs céital, whi
others are found in the cities of the state parks that they supfiertinterviewing the coastal
parksO superintendents, organizations identified as nonprofit partners or collaborators were
subsequently interviewing, using the same set of guidedigued hese 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 Oits private sector nonprofit

abilities to add vime to NCOs park system in areas where government action may be restrictedO
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(Friends of State Parks, 2016). This is accomplished through work such as funding a Junior
Ranger program for elementary schagkd students, forming a Youth in Parks Environmenta
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, aathe Umstead Coalition, which
supports Umstead State Park near Raleigh. FOSP employs an Executive Director as their only
paid staff person; the rest of the organizationOs administrative work is accomplished by a
volunteer board of directors.
Each of tke 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 JockeyOs Ridge State Parkor this study, this local group was
interviewed, and is unique in thathias a paid executive director.
¥ Friends of Fort Macon State Park:This allvolunteer group currently has over
1,000 members.
¥ Friends of the Hammocks and Bear IslandThis group supports Hammocks
Beach State Park and operates a gift shop at the park site.
¥ Friends of Pleasure Island State ParksThis is a multiparkfriendsgroup
supportingCarolina 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 suetriasal 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 Conservabin 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
Comission. One of TCFOs initiatives, the PalmBttartree 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 ecotmy@nunities (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 iniiaioleincludes
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 amarch, this investigation flowed several of YinOs (2000)
guidelines:

¥ Investigatenow or why a set of events.€., parknonprofit partnerships) occur
¥ Consider achpark unit asa separate cagee., five cases make up the study)
¥ Examinemultiple sources of data(i.e., interviews wth parks and nonprofitand

select communication materials)
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¥ Study casewithin areal-world context (i.e., interview park superintendents and
nonprofit managers)
¥ Seek toexplain, describe, illustrate,andenlightenthe parknonprofit structures
(i.e., lok 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,
meanindul insight and explanations about this contemporary phenomenon can be discovered.
Sampling
Five state park sites and six nonprofit organizations wigreatelyincluded in the
sampled population for this studiyo negotiate the small sample size, certagasures were
taken to ensure that results appropriatelyeflective of the limited population, including
describing themes ggesent/absent, rather than usindensityor countanalysisFactors to
consider when considering the sample size inclbdetiality of data, scope of the study, nature
of the topic, amount of information obtained from each participant, number of interviews per
participant, and study desig@Qualitative Health ResearcB000) For this investigation,
detailed interviews wereonducted (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 studyHenderson (2006) notedat, ONo sample size reflecting qualitatilaa is
too small or too large, but rather depends on its reason for use retepartid¢ular research
question® (p. 232)
Purposive, nofprobability samplingvasused in this studypcusing on the five coastal

state parks in North Carolina, which shammilar environments, recreation opportunities,
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climates, and conditiongrom this sample of parks, key nonprofit partreard collaborators
were identified. Serastructured interviews, using a bank of-pletermined questions, guided
conversations witinterviewees at parksuperintendentgnd nonprofitfmanagers 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 reseamchex
small, portable devicdnterviewees were also provided confidentiality, in fadithames would
be excluded from any published items, aehtifying information (i.e., exact name of the site or
organization) would beemovedrom direct quotesOnce an greement to participate was
reached, interview times were setup by the researchesti@agsemistructured, irdepth
interviews informed by the interview guides in Appendix B were conducted with the identified
nonprofits and a representative staff persoa management role (such as a park
superintendent). Interviews were conducted at the employeeOs 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 followup with brief email messages or phone calls as needed.

The researchdyegan by focusing on the five coastal state paits 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 theantet formon
each park’s respective webpage. Example messages sent to parks and nonprofits asking for their
participation in the study are included in AppendixAll five of the targeted parkeplied and
agreedo 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 ingerview

phone Interviewswere conducted frolNovember2016 to January 2017, with brief follewp
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questions sent via email in the weeks following the initial conversatgiate park interviews
were conductewith the site superintendent, except in one case, where the supenmieade
new to the position at the park and deferred smpervisoryanger who had been at the ddea
longertime.

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 framspondentat the time of the conversation. These nonprofits
fell into categories of (1) Local nonprofitfriends groups (all of which were part of the umbrella
organizationNorth 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 statepecific offices
and staff that partnered sempularly (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
contactedand intervieweds well, from January to February 2017. If the nonprofit office was
local (i.e., thirty minutes away or closer to the researcherOs locatiagnperson interview was
arranged, rather than via phone, to promote more engaging responses. 11 interviews
were conducted with five parks and six nonprofit organizations, with most sessions taking about
30-40 minutes to completeFinally, 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 collectiomerous 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 organizatidojeNé
Partnership (such as description and duration of existing partner@epgfjtsand Drawbacks
(such as what have been any setbacks, and how were those navigated), and Outcomes (such as
environmental, recreation, and community gadlthe park ononprofi). The guide was
structured so that surfatevel 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 opamded, to gaini¢h insight about individuals’ experiences (Duke
Social Science Research Institute12D Turner (2010) also suggestahducting a pilot test of
the interview prior to the actual session, which was completed prior to the first scheshdih
(with a ronprofit contacted initially for inclusion in the study, but which was not included in the
final sample due to lack of currenwvolvement withanystate park# the sampled arg¢a

The interviews conatcted in this study followed guided semistructuredapproach, thus
allowing for a conversational and opendedsessiorthat still collected consistent information
from participants (McNamara, 200¥n interview guide provides structure abeutich topics
were covered during the interviewhile alsoallowing for specific isues to be the focus
(Bauman &Adair, 1992). Doing so allowed fan inductive, probing approach, where
interviews were guided by the pgenerated questions, but follayp questions were asked to

gain more information or insig on respnsesresulting in a fundamentally emergent style.
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Conducting interviews iperson when possible allowed the researcher to better gauge the impact
of the questions on the interviewlgect, as well as take notes atner observations.
Patton (1987) suggesl several types of interview questions to help guide the data
generged. Those used in the question gumiethis study are highlighted below:
1.! Behaviorsabout what a person has done or is doing (e.g., how areptser
relationships maintained?)
2.! Opinions/valuesabout what a person thinks about a topic (e.g., what aggithary
benefitsof this partnership, in your opinion?)
3. Knowledgeto get facts about a topic (e.g., how long has this partnership been in
place?)
4.! Background/demographicsto gather stndard information such as role in the
organization (e.g., what are your responsibilities here?) (p11Ih
Asking for this type of information (beginning with the background information)
provided a comprehensive picture of the nonprofit/govent ageey relationshipThe
researcher also did not know the interview subjects prior, so asking these different types of
questiongprovidedimportant contextual information.
InterviewProcedures
Interview formats with charitable organizations in other discipl{sesh as health)
informedthe designfor this study KemellyOs (2013nterview structure waseferenced as a
mode| and questions were adoptaidout roles and responsibilities of nonjrstaff. Nonprofit

and park agenciesgereinitially contacted via email correspondence, whéeeresearcher
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describé the purpose of the study and indichtiee voluntary nature gfarticipation, as well as
the steps taken to ensure pirevacy and anonyity 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 afteceacersation. An example
of text from amemocomposed by the researcheprovided below:

Friday, December 16, 20,18:00 PM
Phone calivith [Park Superintendejat [State Park]

[Park Superintendentyas 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@race principles that had not been remotely mentioned by any other
group. | feel that he was enthusiastic about the opportunity for partnerships, and enjoyed
being as involved in them as possible. | had a sirakperience talking with the
superintendentat [State Parkand[State Park in that these parks as well were also

really open to continuing work as well as try new opportunities. | really enjoyed talking
with [Park Superintendentand he was the most friendly and outgoing of the folks with

whom| 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 fomisspelled or incoact wordsgspecially names of people and places tha¢we
unfamiliar to the researchérranscribed interviews were imported to NVivo 10.2.2 for Mac, a
qualitative data analysis softwarsed to organize and code data, due to therigxinformation
andthe 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 systematithtyegl and analyzed to
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build an emerging theory of the retaiships under study (StrausCorbin, 1990). Noding was
approached such that there were three overall categbaetitators Challenges, anHBrocesses
with no more than three layers of scditegories for each overall category. A coding scheme
where a node selection resembles a sentence or complete thougbedias

Halcomband Davidsor{2006, p. 41) recommend a step process for interviews and
subsequent data managemeitgments of whickivereused in thisnvestigation

Step 1:Recording of interview and concurrent ndaging

Step 2:Reflective journaling (immediately, pestterview)

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

Step 4:Preliminary contenanalysis

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.

Datawasorganized by sorting into categories through the coding proceshiePer t
grounded theory approach illustrated by Strauss and Corbin (1990) and used to inform aspects of
this study threeoverallsteps of codingccured

1.! Open: Data is segmented into similgroups 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.I Selective:Categories and themes are organiaed integrated in ways that develop a
coherent understanding of the phenomenon

Similar studies have used comparable approachesm thematic categories. Chen and

Collier (2012) conducted interviews thinonprofit organizations, usirigeoretical consticts
andemergentdeasto inform thematic categories. Seekamp ef2f111) suggestdsix

dimensions across various typologies of partnerships, which can be used to categorize and
describe the different organizational relationships between parks anafitspand which have
also informed the questions included in the interview guide:

'l Composition: How many partnerships is a nonprofit involved with at a given time?
How do these partnerships compare, as far as-umalead organizational diversity?

'l 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)

I'l 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?

'l Function: What was the partnership designed to accomplish? How was the
partnership formed? What s@res or activities are provided? What is the resource
funding balance?

I'l Process:How are the partnership goals achieved?

'l Outcome: What are the accomplishments of the partnership (product or process)?
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After interviewing and transcription waempleted, preliminary themes wedentified
by the researcher, which servedaterguide and inform the process of nadeation. These are
shownin Table 2, with some sutategories applying to multiple areas (e.g., Festivals &
Celebrations contributeto Environment, Community, and Recreation effofts)l results are

discussed in the next section, Chapter 4.



Table 2: Preliminary Codes for Outcomes and Challenges
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Ethical Considerations

Because this study wasquiring about working parkartner relationships, steps were
taken to ensure the privacy of individuals participating. Finggrviews conducted with
organization and agency staffily proceegdonce informed consemtasgranted In addition, to
proted the identities of interview subjectsgsed consent formserekept in a secure locker and
shredded once the interview phase of the stualy completeand nterviewaudio and
transcriptions were saved ompassworeprotected computer. All data and nrédés with
personally identifiable informatiowere availableonly to the researcher and tresearcherOs
faculty committee. Furthermord] atudy and interview procedurggeresubmitted to North
CarolinaState UniversityOs Institutional Review Board (IRB), due to the nature of the study and
its involvement of human subjects, amdreapprovedorior todata collectionBy taking these
measures, interview subjects could speak more freely about their gpamdrexperiences
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 presentsdings from the qualitative data analysisthe indepth, semi
structured interviewsonducted with selected state parks in coastal North Carolina and their
nonprofit partnerswhile the next chapteb(Discussion& Conclusion¥interprets these results
as well as their implication®esults arén the form of analysis of lipterviews with the five
coastal state parks in North Caroli@ajnterviews with the identified nonprofit partners and
collaboratorsand 3) selected communications materials from identified nonprofit organizations,
to provde further insight into specific partnership projects and initiatives.

Table 3is a summarylescription of the organizations identified and interviewed in the
study. All state parks interviewed were in suburbasnaalttown areas, while four of the
nongofit partners werén urban cities. The establishment year of the parks and nonprofit groups
also diffeed with theearliest park studied designated in 1924, gredmost recerih 1986. The
nonprofit partners and collaborators were formed starting with the earliest in 1951, and the
newesjust over two years ago, in 2015. Finally, the number of paid staff for each organization
(for state parks, includes seasonal hires at thie piehe summer) varies. For parks where
information could be obtained, the number of staffgedfrom 14 to 22 staff members. This
number is not necessarily in proportion to the size or number of visitors to thegsasksne
parks experienceover 1 milion visitors annually, while others are closer to 100,000 visitors
each yearThe densities of visitoratre also varyas 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 alsained, with certainrganizations 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 ileuteatliversity 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 organizatiomsentified in interviews with park superintendergix
organizationsverecontactedandultimately participated in an interviewo keep the number of
interviews conducted manageafie the scope and timeline of this studye local friends
groupof the fournotedwas selectetbr an interview The groupvas selected due its
accessibility for an interviemas this organization had a paid Executive Director on staff,
compared to the other local friend®gp, which were voluntegun. Threeof the sixnonprofit
interviews were conducted-person, as their staff and affis 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 samplelliateted inFigure 2
Organizations that were interviewed are oeitinn a solid line, while those that were not are
enclosed by a dotted linEach 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 otheranprdit organization, and one park, Carolina Beatibcussed a further
collaboration with a national nonprofit organizatidinis collaboration had been formed in the
last year, as part of a grant funding opportunity, so it remains to be seen if angndur
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 prafic nonprofit organization was the North Carolina Coastal Federation, which

stated working with four of the fiveapks studied. One local groupriends of Pleasure Islands
State Parks, is part of a-partnership with two parks, Carolina Beach and Fsittéf. 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 desinare resourcds/ forming a friends

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

[ NC Umbrella Group ] [ NC Coastal State Parks ] [ NC Nonprofit Partners ] [ Collaborators ]

Jockey's
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FO
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Federation

National
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Friends of

State Parks " Hammocks The ;
. Conservation « Leave
and Bear Carolina Fund . No *
.., Island Beach SP « Trace .

+"FO ‘. Fort Fisher

Pleasure = SRA

Island The Nature
* Conservancy

+ SPs
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Figure 2 Nonprofit partnerships and collaborations identifiedfiee North Carolina state parks.

Solid shape outlines indicate that aorganization was interviewed for the study.



35

Table 3: Description of Interview and Study Subjects
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Processes of PartnershigsCollaborations

The partnership processes identified in the literature were revealed through the data from
this set of parks and nonprofit organizatidAmcesses are elements of the gaakner
relationships thaindicaterelativelevels 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,feowlezl 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 wiiark 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
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 allégands group.
Superintendents noted that with the larger, bets¢ablished 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 newpraiit groups may not be familiar with these
conventions, and how helpful it is for park staff to be very hamdat the beginning of a
relationship, to provide guidance, structure, and oversight.

Nonprofit partnersfor their partemphasized a willingness to work with the park staff

and try and meet the greatest needs of that site. Nonprofit organizations exhibited trust toward
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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 thgguts and activities of the parto
continue providehe extra amenities

| am totally open to whatever it is that they need. Our whole thing is weQre there to

support them. Things that IOm reallgited about, they did ask this year for the mounts

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

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

WeOve got some coolesrs planned. | would say that the other thing IOm excited about

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

ENonprofit Manager

On the other handhé challenges involved with negotiating conflicting goalsveen
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 organirations.
category of Conflicting Goals was noted as a challenge for parksoapdofits alike and an
indication of less success in terms of having a Shared Strategic MiDdsptte these
differences, therganizations talked about theys in whichtheyhave overcome these
chalenges and have been successful.

Conflicts in goas occurred either between park units and nonprofits, or between
nonprofits and statkevel 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
disagreemenrtbetween individual parks and nonprofits, suclwhsthero 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 ofahe@ar
proces8l 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 afflsequarters 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 fgitale house, and having the maintenance and
upkeep of it. So they came back and suggested we apeb@ype with all the
information, and that way all our money goes into the upkeep of the fort, and we donOt
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 andithéhe friends, and they
came to an agreement, and everybody was h&gtgte 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 sitbut nonetheless resulted in theklaf a Shared Strategic Mindset. In

this situation, Conflicting Goals presented a challenge that had to be overcome.
WeOve done those in the past where weOve gotten grant money and done it with the park,
and we have had times in the past where we seearthat 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 itOs a matter of trying to meet and show where we feel the value of
it is, and hope they’ll come to a consensusENonprofit Manager
To form successfully 8hared 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 wetiagrofit managers emphasizéhe importance of
creating a Mmorandum oAgreement, 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 atidhelr duties
and responsibilities are. ItOs a very formal partnership, not so much of an informal one.
ENonprofit Manager
Even between these friends groups, there has to be memorandums of understanding or
agreement. Most of our parks and our park agstration do have those, and thatOs an
effort to try to keep a handle on what’s going on. E6tate 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 theyOre not administratively running the park, they sometimes woulgbring u
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 canOt do. But sometimes they have to
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remember that the park superintendent is the one thatOs managing the area, @and theyOr
there to help. We always work hand in hand on a lot of different projects, but thatOs what
| see for the most pafiState 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 waysd served as another indicator of success in the partnerships
and collaborationsParks and nonprofits remarked how in the earlier stages of the partnership,
there was some tension to work througherms 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. Pbeive Attitudesvere mutual
and recipocated (parks admired the work of nonprofits, and nonprofits appreciated the work of
parks).

When | 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 viditOsa different

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

ENonprofit Manager

Park managers specifically noted the importance of keeping up the involvement of the
nonprofit group and its volunteers to ensure thaytwould contribute to the park in meaningful
and tangible waysndicating an interest in Future Worklso, 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

wouldnOt you do itBState 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 toursdgorograms, 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 volunteeristhapark 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 | like the

idea of encouraging them to do more with advacacy and our public outreach adlwe

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

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

involved would be a really goatep 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/collaboratsr 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 initiktgro

But most of the time when itOs 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 weOre

receptive to it, because usually the crowds that come for these axehese solely for
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those events, so itOs a good crowd. Not saying that on a normal weekend we get bad
crowds, by any means, but itOs usually a good group, it can sometimes just be chaotic
because of the number of people and the limited amount of pavkiimgve EState Park
Superintendent

Outcomes of Partnerships & Collaborations

The category Outcomes Partnership& Collaborationgesulted in diverse responses,
providingexamples of activities to suppadniemesn the adaptive frameworknterviews
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 oudoymesand even small, localized
friends groups, which may only have one or two paid staff members, if any at all, are providing
benefitsto parks in the way of scientific knowledge, volunteer efforts, and recreational
equipment and infrastructure.

Statepark 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 conglkaadsupon the
parks by the management (i.e., the statel headquarters in Raleigli). addition, they saw
nonprofit organizations as supporting the underlying mission of parks (conservation, recreation,
and educationMany park superintendents spdkethe 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 oted 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 pasdon certain projects that might otherwise be outside the sifopleat the
park can dayiven their budget and other constraif@sg)., purchase sea kayaks for visitor use).
addition,nonprofit partners also recognized the ways in which these effddad to the state
government level, with organizatioagvocatng for legislative action as well as working with
park superintendents to overcome structural and other barriers that are the result of state
management constraints.

Furthermorethe focus on natural resources managefiegitoth types of groups clear
from the partnershigriven 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 vasfetpannels, 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).
OutcomeTheme 1: Community Impacts & Outreach

The themeof 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 contriteuto this priority According to interview partipants,
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 stastiw this benefit of onprofit 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 statéevel office, for the most part, to update their website, and do not have their
own, separatsocial media accoun{snly North Carolina State Parks and Recreation has these
accounts).

One of the big advantages is that it puts a good spin on your park. Maybewleople
donOt have any opinion about the park, who have never been here, and then they come
and see this place is here and think itOs really cool. Maybe then we can attract those
people to come back for more visits. ThatOs a really unique advantage foaues to h
because a lot of people even that are local donOt know this place &hestimes thés
pretty crazy EState Park Superintendent
In addition, partners spoke often about their ability to host special events, sometimes on
the park property, that eage 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 vacatidaw 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 opportumtesd benefit the community,
and promote tourism activity.
And then community and recreation | would think go hand in hand, getting people out to
the parlN thereOs a lot to enjdythink that the way we help with recreation is less
financially and more mmotionally, getting people out to the park, getting the word out

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

and geipeople excid about the parfEENonprofit 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 fothe parks this fall. These events engagelooals 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 otimme donation or even interest in the nonprsfibnsoring or
hosting the event. Several nonprofits noted that some of theipayesy members may only
visit the park once a year on vacation, but are still keen on supporting it through support of the
nonprofit.
OutcomeTheme 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 restofstich 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 parkspessible 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 emergexb an integral aspect of each group interviewed.

Parks and we are both on the same side environmentally speaking. | canOt 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 bagublicly endorsed and been supportive of, and written

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

environmental sens€Nonprofit Manager

We would absolutely not be able to do the types of projects, such gstan project

where weOre 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 whamwork f

nonprofits like[Nonprofit 3], and then enthusiasiState Park Superintendent
OutcomeTheme 3: Financial & Fundraising

Given the taxexempt status of nonprofit organizations, as well as their donor capacity, it
is logical that financial contributiongould be a primary theme of paplartnerfacilitators 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 sheuittluded in the
overhead costs of the parkOs 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 magers 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 gd number of years, weOre always asked to provide the same
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number of service, but with cuts too, whether itOs seasonal employees, or our overall
major maintenance budget or operating budget, that kind of thing. On one side youOre
asked to maintain, fix an@pair things that are being damaged by environmental sources,
on the other side, youOre asked to do it at a much lower cost because they donOt have the
money to do it. And thatOs where we look to some of these outside organizations and say
hey, if you lke 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. ThatOs what our friendsO groups are really for, raising that awaren@ss otOs k
like how schools look to their PTAState Park Superintendent

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

financially to parksprimarily by negotiating some of the barriers of the state park management

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

occurred with financial examplegpne important way in which nonprofits can help parks

financially is to accept donations on behalf of the park. Several respsimtenght 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 Ostate coffer,0 where it

will be distributed amongst all thEark units, rather thacontributing 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 &y pput hereOs no entry fee. They say, Owell, hereOs
$10,G&ind before you almost felt dumb because we canOt 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 canOttpuin your pocket, and itOs 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, | Ekitéte Park
Superintendent
Furthermore, several park superintendents spokiee ability of nonprofgto 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 atdjaty 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 kivel 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 fihatitese cases, the
nonprofit mg 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, weOve retained
those pieces of land, and mged them ourselves, and in other cases weOve turned them
overto state and federal agenci€slonprofit Manager
Similarly, nonprofits wee better situatetb apply for grants, such as the Leave No Trace
grant that was awarded to a national nonprofit bas&diimington 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 nonprofitOs office to

the state park. Thgrant, which was an award to Leave No Trace OHotspots,O 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 prinaiples)la
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 caikelarad 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 theyOre teaching us ways we gaygerthe pulz in our efforts.
ENonprofit 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 par&as named to their hotspot program. ThatOs
pretty cool, especially when it was sort of a first effort in working with this nonprofit.
BState Park Superintendent
OutcomeTheme 4: Policy & Government
Facilitatorsinvolving Policy & Government, althoughey 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 nongrafike.Primary themes includetie ability of
nonprofits to navigate more easily the limitations placed on activities of individual parks by

statelevel management, though some frustration was still expressed.
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We have had that recently, where we wanteda a shoreline project in an area that

needed it, and the park staff was all for it, but the management was not. ThatOs where

power started getting into it, and weOre still working on those things, trying to get it done.

ItOs an issue where for some @@aasomeone has influenced somebody else to3ad

donOt want that done in the p@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 enonment, isnOt getting done because of ulterior motives. IOve only seen

that once so thatOs the norm, it doesnOt happen often. But sometimes, people outside of

the park think they see things differgmiand thereOs justdifference of opinion.

BENonprofit 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 foionnadl lobbying
activities in the state legislature, advocacy for fundingrofjframs (such as the oyster restoration
efforts), orserving as a liaison between the siateel management office and the public.

We do some things to make the interface with the public. Every so often, the governor or

somebody makes[alanket statemeh) Qve can save the budget by closing this park that

only has 76 visitoi&ind of thing. We publicize that statement, usually they donOt mean

it, usually theyOre saying that to emphasize that theyOre good with budget. Some of the

parks are in areas thate politically sensitive, we ride herd on them, to some extent. |

think we do something to make the public aware of internal things &¢oaprofit

Manager
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION & CONCLUSIONS

Thebenefitsto parks and public lands from engaging in partnerships with nonprofit
organizations are significant, and have been-veglbgnized by previous studies. In addition,
challenges to these types of relationships have been studied, aspvetessesf patnerships
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 paghgrinteradbn at the state and local levels is
less commonhan nationalevel studies, but arguably equally as importiun to the unique
partnership opportunities fourad the community levellhe purpose of this study was to
illustrate the working relationshigmetween nonprofits and North Carolina coastal state parks by
examining and comparing each groupOs responses to questions about Processes, and the
challenges and successes involved, and the Outcomes to which those processes lead. The study
also sought to aopare the perceptions of state parks to those of nonprofit collaborators and
partners, as well as compare this studyOs findings to previous research.

As in other states, North Carolina state parks are subject to the governance of the
department of with they are a part. This limits in some wadlge sitespecific activities that can
be accomplished, at least in a timely manner, by individual pagksuse most major spending
must be approved by highups in the state park agenépor this reason, it is iportant for parks
to have healthy and ongoing relationships witlitiple nonprofits, so that thegan access the
facilitatorsand services that supplement their limited staff, budgets, and fa¢iBgesy, 2016.
By seeking partnerships and collaborasiavith a variety of nonprofit groups (e.g., land

acquisition organizations, volunteer creygrant funders, special events opportunities), pamls
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other public lands agencies are lookingtpplement their resourcasd achieving the goals of
their misions (Seekamp et al., 2013).

Findings indicatd that local partnerships are critical to cultivate, as loesitlyated
groups are invested in the park through connections to the people and community in the area, and
therefore welpositioned to provide @oing supportin addition, there is opportunity for state
level groups, such as North Carolina Coastal Federation, as well as nriv@harganizations,
such as The Conservation Fund and Leave No Trace, to successfully partner or collaborate
within thecontext 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 Ibuaige 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 stedii despite their proximity to similar parks who are
engaging in partnerships, there are opportunities being missed.

Results from the coding analyssssupport these findingge shown in Table,4vhich is
the Adaptive Framework (s@@ble ) established priori. For full results tables aligning
responses of parks with responses of nonprofitthBprimarycategories, se€ables 50 through
10in Appendix D.Even within the relatively small community sampled (five parks and six
nonprofits in North Caratia), 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

contextuaevidence 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 framewarkslicated inTable
4, which includes studgpecific findings within the Adaptive Framework from Table 1, elements
contributing toProcesses (Challenges and Facilitatars) Outcomewere identified. Overall,
the themes previously identified in the litenat were supported in this study.

However, some studgpecific examples (such as outcomes for Policy & Government)
emerged to suppbsome themes more than othétsr example, the element of Knowledge &
Credibility (i.e., partner organizations can provati/anced 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 adan, 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.

Processesf Partnerships® Collaborations

In addiion to supporting outcomes identified in the literature, some of the other known
intricacies of parknonprofit partnerships are illustrated in this population. For example,
Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) identified a set of processes that promote suquassenships,
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 fdsrgroups (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.-&id& nonprofit organizations
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also engaged at the meaningfammunity 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 thef work
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 agrftacommon goals, opportunities to meet te@éace with the
otherOs 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 Okeep the lights on,O but the nonprofits enhance the value of the
park to the community, and support environmental work in creatideflexible ways.

Challenges of Partnershi@ Collaborations

Within the indicators of Processes arose several challenges that presented barriers to
successful parkonprofit partnerships. Several of those identified by Follman et al. (2016), such
as the potential of the nonprofit to impose its agenda upon the geamkya were somewhat
reflected in this research. For example, several park managers emphasized the importance of
clearly establishing the boundaries of the nonprofit partnerOs involvement early in the
relationship, and continuing to evaluate it along tlag vi~ollman 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., inabilityf park to spend money on project not defined in stpi@oved
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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
managerant (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 &bsipend 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), identifieddhnological constraints as challenges or barriers to
partnerships, though this was not observed. In addition, the-{ensmsusO conflict identified
by Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) was not revealed in this anBlysigact, parks and partners
emphasizedhe cooperative nature of their ongoing partnerships and the positive aspects of the
relationships, as evidenced in themes such as Positive Attitudes.

Outcome®f Partnershipsk Collaborations

In terms of Outcomes, findings within this community of pakd 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 ofneroic 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 tbugh the youth programs funded by Friends of State Parks, which provide

transportation and funding for underserved, ireigr 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 Oconcern for natural resourcesO as a motivation of collaboration. This
was illustrated in these examples through the Environmemtalehwhich included activities
such as partndunded 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 sustdihgbFinancial & Fundraising (through nonprofit
dollarsO support of ecosystem restoration), and Policy & Government (through organizationsO
lobbying of legislation to promote environmental goals, an activity in which park staff are not
allowed to partigate).

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 scopestfdiz. 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) fod 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 recgnized had this question been specifically asked.
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Table 4: FindingsAdaptive Framework for Facilitators and Challenges of Outcomes in Park

Nonprofit Partnerships
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StudyLimitations

The results of this study should only be interpitetensidering its limitationsncluding 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 providiepém in
look at parks and partners within a specific contard 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 trostwness of the study results, due
to possible bias from thesearcherOs previous experiences working with park agencies and
nonprofit organizationsas well as @oding procesthatwas limited primarily to the researcherOs
own perspectiveSeveral meases were taken, however, to promote trustworthiness of the study
results.Shenton (2004) describésur criteria of trustworthiness in qualitative research:
Credibility, confirmability, dependability, and transferability. These criteria have been ntet, wit
the first, credibility, accomplished in several ways. First, there was inclusion of Oreflective
commentaryQ through the writing of piosérview memorandums by the researchdrich
allowed for keeping track of methods used and reflection upon persdues This can address
the potential for researcher bias, considering that the reseeaehformer employee of both a
park agency as well as a partner nonprofit organizatoaddition, the researcher met with
faculty advisorst various stages thughout the data collection and analysis process, such as to
review initial codes developed from the interview téxta form of peer dériefing.
Confirmability was present in that the researcherOs potential bias was acknowledged and

discussed, and studiynitations 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. Finahsferability was enabled
through the detailed description of the padaprofit relationships studied, and the specific
context (i.e., coastal state gain North Carolina) provided.

Implications& Future Research

Answers to these questions will be of interest to many groupgsding 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 amdtp suppliers of coastal
recreation oportunities. By providingtakeholders with guidelines for whadrtnership
approaches and activities wdskst in the context of coastal parks, outcomes that will benefit the
interests of multiple groups can be &sted.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 relationshipg.,Schuett et al., 200Biegel et al., 2011; Follman et
al.,2016) At the broader level, park visitors and users will benefit in the long term from
enhanced opportunitiesd improved experiences at parks they already wistt new visitors
may find opportunities that allow them to enjoy these spaces as welly Fim&rvention 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 researoglpancrease
understanding afionprofitpark partnershipsCombining dimensions of partnerships established

by previous studiege.g., Wondolleck & Yaffee, 200Mowen et al., 2008; McCreary et al.,
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2012)with findings from this population, an adaptive framework for examithieg”rocesses,
and Clallenges and Facilitators of those, as well as the Outcomes of partnerships was designed.
Based on these finding$ere is opportunity to further explore thcesses, successes,
challengesand outcomesf nonprofit partnershipss shown by the themt#sat emerged from
this analysisThis 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, natiovadprofits) provide different values to the parks
with which they partnein 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,ithtiee 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, sommay 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.
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Appendix A
Email Messages to Interview Subjects

First Email N Initial Contact:
Hello [NAME],

My name is Kati McArdle, and | amgraduate student at NC State University here in
Raleigh. | 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, | am exploring the dynamics atationships 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 outcapeensideringhe increasingly important role that
nonprofits are playing in resource management.

| am still in the early stages of the project, but as our semester gets underway | am
quickly moving toward data collection, which in my case would be piiynarthe form of staff
interviews. These would be recorded conversations, so that the responses and data could be
accessed for analysis and theme identification.

| am reaching out to see if this is something in which you or someone in your
organizationwould be interested in participating? | can certainly provide you full dédsdlis
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 warkthe parks and recreation or nonprofit
management area, both of which | 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 wherain from).

Thanks for your consideration, and please let me know if | 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 Email Interview Arrangement/Study Specifics:
Hello [NAME],

My name is Kati McArdle, and | am a graduate student at NC State University here in
Raleigh. | am in my second year, pursuingaster of Science in Natural Resources, through the
Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism Management.

For my thesis research project, | am exploring the dynamics and relationships between
nonprofit organizations (such as [ORGANIZATION]) and governtakeaigencies (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 outconeesisideringhe increasingly important role that
nonprofits are playing in resoee management. Specifically, | am looking for emerging themes
that indicate how nonprofits and parks are partnering, and what are the outcomes of these
partnerships.

Todo so, | am conducting or@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, | will be interviewing staff members such as
yourself, to gain insight to these relationships. This informatit be completely dedentified
and your responses will remain completely confidential. Interviews will be -aedavded and
transcribed, but identifying information will not be published. An informed consent document

that provides detailed informati@pout your participation will be provided to you prior to the
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interview. This semstructured interview will take approximately-80 minutes to complete. In
addition, | may ask for your clarification of certain responses with a faljpwmail.

Please leme 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 generoustedople like you. If you
have any additional questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at
kmmcardl@ncsu.edwr call me at 44829-3567.

Thank you very much,
Kati



74
Appendix B
Interview Guide: Questions for Nonprofit and Park Managers

Subject Background
1.! What is your title at (hame 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.! Descibe the existing nonprofpbark partnership(s).
2.! What is the history of this partnershig@w 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 betw#smnorganizations (if someoeésg?
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 growihig relationship?

Facilitators and Drawbacks
1.! What are théacilitatorsof 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 nonprofitOs goalsskawat bdds with the
goals of the parkPlow was that resolved?

Outcomes of Partnership
1.! What have been some outcomes from the partneishipe following
a! Environment/natural resourse
b.! Community/volunteers

c.! Progranginitiatives/projects



Appendix C

Informed Consent Document

North Carolina State University
INFORMED CONSENT FORM for RESEARCH

Teaming Up: Nonprofit Parinerships in North Carolina’s Coastal Parks
Katelin M. McArdle

What are some general things you should know about research studies?

You are being asked to take part in a rescarch study. Your participation in this study is voluntary. You have the right to be a part of
this study, to choose not to participate or to stop participating at any time without penalty. The purpose of research studics is to gain a
better understanding of a certain topic or issue. You are not guaranteed any personal benefits from being in a study. Research studies
also may pose risks to those that participate. In this consent form you will find specific details about the research in which you are
being asked to participate. If you do not understand something in this form it is your right to ask the rescarcher for clarification or
more information. A copy of this consent form will be provided to you. If at any time you have questions about your participation, do
not hesitate to contact the rescarcher(s) named above.

‘What is the purpose of this study?

The purpose of this study is to examine the working relationships between nonprofit organizations and coastal public parks in the state
of North Carolina. The goal of this rescarch is to provide information that will help nonprofits and park agencies to work together
more cffectively.

What will happen if you take part in the study?

If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to participate in a semi-structured interview lasting approximately 30-60
minutes. Questions will be developed from an interview guide focusing on nonprofit organizations and park management, and the
partnerships between the two. Example questions include: “What are some challenges involved with partnering with other
organizations?" and “With what groups, if any, does this organization currently work?". The interview will take place at a time and
location of your choosing. Interviews will be audio-recorded, for later analysis of themes.

Risks
There are minimal foresecable risks or discomforts of the procedures to be used in the study.

Benefits
This rescarch will improve the understanding of how nonprofit organizations and park agencies work together, and how these
partnerships contribute to economic, cultural, environmental, and community impacts.

Confidentiality
The information in the study records will be kept confidential to the full extent allowed by law. Data will be stored in a secured and

locked cabinet in the rescarcher’s office. Only the rescarcher and rescarcher’s advisory committee will have access to the recordings.
No reference will be made in oral or written reports which could link you to the study.

Compensation
You will not receive anything for participating.

What if you have questions about this study?
If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the rescarcher, Katelin McArdle, at 4008

Biltmore Hall, CB 8004, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC 27695, or by calling 440-829-3567.

What if you have questions about your rights as a research participant?

If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a participant in rescarch have been
violated during the conrse of this project, you may contact Deb Paxton, Regulatory Compliance Administrator, Box 7514, NCSU
Campus (919-515-4514).

Consent To Participate

“1 have read and understand the above information. I have received a copy of this form. I agree to participate in this study with the
understanding that I may choose not to participate or to stop participating at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which I am
otherwise entitled.”

Subject’s signature, Date

Investigator’s signature Date
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Appendix D
Results of Qualitative Analysis of Interviews

The results of the coding analysis conducted in NVivo are displayeabies10 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 emergedsathe state parks and nonprofit
organizationstudied.Table 11lincludes 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:JockeyOs 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 JockeyOs Ridge State Park
Nonprofit 2: Friends of State Parks

Nonprofit 3: North Carolina Coastal Federation
Nonprofit 4: The Conservidon Fund (North Carolina)
Nonprofit 5: The Nature Conservancy (North Carolina)
Nonprofit 6: National Center for Outdoor and Adventure Education



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, Financi&dwadraising
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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!

#9608 ()*+#, (-.+)0#%(1.+2 |

I"HEH08 ()" &+, (I"HSI& Y&

Facilitators to Collaboration

Making Collaboration Work
(Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000)

Public Interest and Awareness

Public Interest and Awareness!

I"HSYO&YOSH H() "+ +- ()

Collaboration
!
Extended Partnership Opportunities!

"#$%&B& () #%S*+,-.'/..0*#1%-#-$+

I"HSHYL"S& SH(DH(*S"+"H,
|

I"#$%8$Y0' $H#() %6 +,&-(.$/%$OL2*"

Information sharing
| "#$%8&%'()$*+(,-"(./01&2
|#$%8 ()&t ./

|Managing uncertainty through joint research and fact-finding

|So|ving common problems
|8 () -+ 4, 48

| 489648 (48)"++,8), (-8%6(." 11+
|Coordinating efforts

|Sharing management responsibility
| H$%585 )+, "+

| Building staff capabilities
|!"#"$%&'()*+%,,—('.'"/ !

Keys to Successful Collaboration
(Schuettlet al., 2001, in McCreary
etal., 2012)

Environmental

Extended Partnership Opportunities

"#8%E&'()*+,+-*')/'01.,+)+--2'3)$%)+".)/"
Social Media Presence

Extended Partnership Opportunities!

| Responsibility to collaborate as standard part of job

|Concern for natural resources
|Deve|oping better partner relations

|Fu|fi|ling a personal interest!
| Improving communication

| I"HSY6& (&)*+"#, ("--"H#* &Y6* %)/

|Learning more and enhancing skills
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Sense of accomplishment

Institutional, Individual, and Socio!
Cultural Domains (McCreary "#$%¢ Ecocentrism

2012) I"#$%&"™(

Health Partnerships of Recreation
and Park Associations (Mowen et
al., 2008)

Enhancing employee productivity

Reducing crime




Community Outreach
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|Attracting new business
|Attracting tourists

| Increasing property values

Barriers to Collaboration

I"HS96& ()" +),"-$)%") # |
I"HSUHEE ()*+*,-."[*0111 )

Conflicting Goals
State Management

Structural Issues

Establishing Role

State Management

Learning Curve

Learning Curve

Lack of opportunity or incentives (competitive environment not conducive
to collaboration)

|Conflicting goals and missions (statute, tradition, political realities)
|Inflexible policies and procedures (red tape, lack of authority)
|Constrained resources (lack of time, money, personnel)

| Mistrust (toward government or other groups)

|Group attitudes about one another (them-versus-us)

Organizational norms and culture (behavior, values, traditions,
organizational turf)

Lack of support for collaboration (lack of commitment from higher-ups,
fear, apathy)

|Unfami|iarity with the process (importance of taking steps gradually)

|Lack of process skills (management, ground rules, interpersonal skills)!

I"HBOHBE (H) Yo #&+ (', (H&- /() &"HO&, * . 10&" *2#0&Y%'&3/*442H#%'56&
I"#'$%6&()' & +%6&*$',-06-". *&OFOHEPE.

Structures, Challenges, and
I"##%$%es of Co-Managed VIP
Programs (Follman et al., 2016)

State Management!
Structural Issues

Establishing Role!

| Lack of appreciation of volunteer programs by some NPS staff or divisions

| Resistance by some NPS staff to assuming volunteer leadership roles
|Bureaucratic hurdles to collaborating/doing things in new or different ways
|Overwhe|med trying to run the volunteer program at current staffing levels

|Fear the nonprofit will take over/push its agenda on the park

|Staff turnover disrupts collaboration and continuity



Establishing Role

Structural Issues
Conflicting Goals

Structural Issues

|Vo|unteers 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
|Hard to collaborate in a spread-out park

|Pressure to fund programs that are not park priorities
|!"#$%"&'$()%*$+&$,&—./&0*%"&1”&62?130&1ication among partners!

|Cha|lenges in sharing electronic files because of NPS computer firewalls
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Health Partnerships of Recreation
and Park Associations (Mowen et
I"H# S |

Learning Curve
I"#8%E& ' (&#H)*+",%-
I"#$5%"$H&' () **B+*

| I HSYOV&H " H() ¥ $Ho*
| Lack of experience/unfamiliar
|N0t core mandate of agency

Not enough resources

Processes "#$%&&'((

"#$%&'()**"+),"-$)%".),#'
(Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000)

Positive Attitudes
I"#3%&$&' () *#% S +,-.+
"#$%&" ((%0)*+",-./0,1/

Definition of Success

Park Staff Relationships

Positive Attitudes, Park Staff Relationships
Future Work

Extended Partnerships

goals/fear, or shared vision

|Create new opportunities for interaction among diverse groups

|Emp|oy meaningful, effective, enduring collaborative processes

Focus on problem in new/different way by creating more open, flexible,
holistic mindset

|Foster a sense of responsibility and commitment!
|Recognize that partnerships are made up of people (not institutions)
|Move forward via productive and entrepreneurial behavior

|Mobi|ize support and resources from many sources!

Build on common ground established by sense of place/community, mutual




