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Abstract: Decentralization is not a binary phenomenon.eWeéentral governments
decentralize natural resource management, they odtain an interest in the success of the local
efforts to solve natural resource problems. Adisuany communities have seen continued
central government investments in “decentralizedgpams. These outside investments can
serve an important role in moving community-badéores forward. At the same time, they can
represent risks to the community if government ueses are not stable over time. Our focus in
this paper is on the effects of withdrawal of goweent resources from community-based
natural resource management. A critical quessdmiwv to build institutional capacity to carry
on when the government funding runs out. Thisystianpares coping strategies used by
community-based project leaders in two differenttegts, India and the United States. Results
indicate important differences linked to livelih@yexisting institutions, and community
participation.
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1. Introduction

Decentralization of natural resources managemenbéan occurring around the world. But it is
important to recognize that when decentralizatiapgens, that does not mean that higher-level
governments divest completely from managementtsffdn many cases they continue to give support
and resources to steer community-based managennethte U.S., for example, collaborative watershed
partnerships have received substantial federalifignfidom the Section 319 program of the Clean Water
Act, as well as technical, financial, and persomasburces from most of the states (Hardy and koont
2008). In India, national and regional governméuatge carried out, as funders and implementers
respectively, watershed development programs Vikhges create and maintain natural resourcedas
assets aimed at synergetic management of landr adevegetation geared primarily towards water
scarce regions.

While government resources can provide criticalitafgo foster community-based natural
resources management, they also may increase lierahility of local groups when such support runs
out. In order to achieve long-term goals suchradrenmental protection and the provision of needed
community infrastructure, there needs to be soméragty and stability over time. Thus accepting
government resources such as grants is a doubtsessigprd: helpful in allowing the local organizati
to conduct activities, yet risky in creating depemck on outside funding that may be discontinugds
raises an important question: How do communityedasanagement organizations cope with a decline
in government funding?

We address this question in two contexts whichvarg different in many respects, Madhya
Pradesh, India and Ohio, USA. In terms of goveceaof natural resource management (NRM) projects,
both offer us important points of commonalities difterences. One of the major points of convergenc
in the experiences of the two contexts is thataigh natural resource projects receive financidl an
technical support of the government at the prajglementation stage, for maintenance and
continuation of benefits of the projects, the goweent programs withdraw. The difference with respec
to the latter aspect is that while in the USA, éléstingcommunity institutions are expected to take the
NRM work forward, in India, these institutions anemost casesreatedby the government program. It
can be argued therefore, that an analysis of gfumin Ohio, USA and Madhya Pradesh, India oftexrs
a platform to compare two types of cases with veyylegree of government intervention in initiatargd
supporting collective action at the grassrootslleve

2. Literature Review

Prior research on community-based nonprofit orgaiomas in the USA has demonstrated the high
reliance such groups often have on government figndCuts in government funding can greatly affect
the group’s activities. In response, organizatimay creatively seek new funding sources, such as
assessing fees for services, developing new fditfmasiness ventures, and engaging in commercial
sales (LeRoux 2004). Social service organizatiotke U.S. often respond by seeking new revenue
sources from different levels of government, redgdataff, providing fewer services, and relying sor
on volunteers (Hadley and Culhane 1997; Liebsch982; Alexander 2000; Gronbjerg 1988; McMurtry
et al. 1991) One study of nonprofit organizatian®©hio, USA, found that federal funding cuts led th
organizations to divert resources away from serpio®ision and towards seeking funding sources
(Randall and Wilson 1989). A study of children’s\éees organizations in Ohio found that coping
strategies included strategic expansion of senaoeisclient base, networking to stabilize revenue
sources, and creation of outcome measures to dersramage of success to funders (Alexander 2000).
Our knowledge about organizational coping strategighe U.S. comes from the human services
context; little has been examined in the environiedeand natural resources arena. This is an irapbrt
knowledge gap, as environmentally-focused orgaioizatmay respond differently to government
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funding. For example, a study of nonprofit watesbrganizations in Ohio, USA, revealed that the
organizations were able to maintain their missiot goals in spite of government grants that aimed t
steer them in different directions (Nikolic and Ko 2008). One suggested reason for this persistenc
was that, unlike social service agencies, ther@idependent client population at risk of immediate
deprivation if funding falls short, so the orgariaas are less likely to prioritize receipt of govment
funds above adherence to mission.

Very little work has been done in India with regpecthe impact of government defunding. The
major issue here is how well the community can ma#irthe assets created by the implementing agencie
and sustain benefits from them after the procesgtbfirawal of project funding. Most of the wateesh
projects in India are funded by the government, ragnehich a significant percentage is implemented by
the government agencies, the rest being implemdnytdiGOs. It has been found that while governement
agencies are poor in terms of developing sociammations skills among members of the community,
NGOs are not only better trained to do so, but &lke this process far more seriously (Kolavalll an
Kerr 2002). One of the challenges to communityipi@ation is that the benefits of watershed prigec
have an unequal spread and tend to leave out treygbo only benefit from short term benefits like
employment gains during asset construction. Thism&sof the major constraints in getting a holistic
community support to continue program benefitsrafteject defunding. Favorable conditions for bette
collective action seem to emerge both from a homoge societal structure, and better biophysical
conditions that increase visibility of benefits, iathincreases the chances of efficient collectistioa
(Kerr et.al 2007).1t has been pointed out thatitm@ementing agencies also have inadequate focus on
gender issues and pay inadequate attention tosisfwguity, operation, maintenance and management,
which make sustenance of benefits difficult onaggmt funding ends.

Though systematic literature on post-project penémmces after withdrawal of government
funding in India is not available, government répandicate that they have been largely disappugntio
say the least (GOI, 2008). Far from the second@agien mentioned above being fulfilled, even tingt f
( repair and maintenance of the structures credugdg the project phase) have been far from
satisfactory. The reason that this generates & deahof concern is because one of the major caint
causing such inefficiencies is the inability of tmmmunity to use the watershed development fund
(WDF) which is expressly created and maintainedtr purpose. The inability to spend the fundidou
be due to various reasons. One of the importasiores could be because the benefits of the watkrshe
programs have not been felt by the community and there has been no demand for maintenance of the
structures and carrying on the benefits of thegmtojHowever, more crucially, this could be becabhse
community based institutions that were respongtri@nsuring the flow of benefits by maintaining th
assets that were created have collapsed and thukethand for maintenance of structures was not
articulated.

Literature on watershed programs in India have moremonly focused on short-term impacts,
rather than long term ones, which would reveaktiagus of the programs after the withdrawal of
government funding (Sen 2008). In a number of gasawever, researchers have commented on
problems of sustenance (Narayanmoorthy and Kshirs2@02; Joy and Paranjape 2004; Reddy and
Soussan 2004), after the withdrawal of governmemdihg. Two broad problems with regards to
sustenance have been identified. In many cases ibéen noted that the original structures craattuk
project have not been maintained after the pragasithdrawn. Secondly, sometimes the initial
enhancement of water resources has led to chamgakivation practices in terms of switching t@ra
water-intensive crops through unsustainable groatemextraction (Narayanmoorthy and Kshirsagar
2002; Shah 2004). One issue that needs to bessddi¢hus is the distribution/access to rechargedryw
in particular, and legal aspects of property rightsommon pool resources, in general.

In order to fill the knowledge gaps relating to gavment funding withdrawal from community-
based natural resource projects, this study exaniag¢ershed programs and organizations in Madhya
Pradesh, India, and Ohio, USA. It addresses twddmental research questions:



(1.) What coping strategies are pursued by commminaised watershed organizations in response to
funding cuts from government programs on which ttedy?

(2) How and why do the coping strategies diffemetn the Ohio, USA and the Madhya Pradesh, India
context?

3. Study Context: Ohio, USA and Madhya Pradeshalnd

The implementation models of watershed prograntiseériwo settings are extremely different and it is
important to lay down the broad features of thesedontexts (Table 1). Agriculture is the singlesno
important activity in India with 67 percent of fg@pulation depending directly or indirectly on this
activity and this makes the issue of land and waire central to livelihoods. In USA, in comparison
around 2 percent of the population is dependeiigractivity, although the land under this sedsdiar
more.

The first difference of the watershed projectshim two countries is in terms of its expected
outcome. In Ohio, the watershed programs focusasiiynon water quality goals, while in India, since
the programs are mostly in water-scare regionsehghasis is on increasing water quantity. For this
reason, the watershed programs in India have agtieelihood linkage, while this linkage, though a
times observed in the Ohio watersheds, is compatativeaker.

Given the above, there is a difference in the teathapproaches of the two types of watershed
programs. The Ohio watersheds primarily focus @ewthter bodies in the downstream area which has
poor water quality and work backwards to the palusources of the upstream areas. In India, tiseae
clear ridge to valley approach, in an attempt &ptare’ as much of the rain water as possible withé
area.

Organizationally, the two models have significagpartures. The demand for the project in Ohio
comes primarily from the community organizationsgther they are government or non-government.
The proposals for the programs are typically foated at the local level and the grants come fram th
state Environmental Agency (OEPA), administeredt|giby Ohio Department of Natural Resources and
given on competitive basis. In contrast, in Inde approach is much more top-down, where the @lentr
government, on the basis of state government'sqaapallocates resources for the watershed
development programs. These resources are furtivesférred to the district (next administrative
division) level, where the district agencies sedeébe meso-watersheds (on an average 5000 heictares
size), primarily on the basis of broad need-basediderations. Micro-watersheds (on an averag®of 5
hectares in size) are then selected by the Prinlcigdementing Agencies (PIAs), which could be Bd
government agencies or non-governmental agenctbes ateso-watershed levels for project
implementation and creation of community basedtir&ins.

Though the approach towards project formulatiom@e bottom-up in Ohio compared to India,
the direct involvement with the community membeithwhe implementation process is much more
visible in case of India, albeit through governmiatgrvention. Community level institutions are ated
in each of the micro watersheds in three forms,veaiershed development committee (WDC) per
watershed and a number of user groups (to look #iiteasset created) and self-help groups or micro-
credit organizations. In Ohio, groups that functi@nthe nodal points vary between governmentakigua
governmental and non-profit organizations formear®mbers of the community, each watershed project
being coordinated by a watershed coordinator. Thahg visibility of community members in
implementation of the projects vary among theseettinds of groups, tending to be more in casbef t
latter than the former, it stays limited even inre of awareness of its activities, among relayiveler
community members than in the case of India. Trermajor reasons for this are firstly, the natur¢hef
rural society in an underdeveloped Indian ruralteginis more cohesive than in the developed USA
context, where societies tend to be more individed| and secondly and probably more importantly
because the projects in India are more directbteel to livelihoods of members of the community.
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Because the rural societies of India by and largexaich more cohesive than urban areas or even
rural areas of USA, the transaction cost of infdfamaflow or institution building is much higher the

latter context than in the former.

The nodal actor, i.e., the watershed coordinataihé Ohio program is a paid employee, who is
key to the sustenance of the project. The serdtdse watershed partners, however, which collaieora
with the watershed agency, are voluntary in natiaréndia, the WDC, the nodal grassroots institutio
responsible for running the project, consists f#fva community members nominated by the Gram Sabha,
a village level existing institution, where eachmtier of the household of the village is a membendN
of the members of the WDC, including the presiderthe secretary, are paid and their services are
voluntary. The reason that this arrangement warksach member of the WDC is usually a direct

beneficiary of the project.

Table 1

Context-Specific Differencesin the Watershed Management Programs

Madhya Pradesh, India

Ohio, USA

Aims at Livelihoods benefits through environmental
sustainability.

The environmental benefits are not overtly linkethw
economic benefits.

Treats improvements of land, water and vegetation a
inseparable and as the final outcome. For water, th
desired outcome is increase in water quantity.

The expected outcome is improvement in water quali
water quantity being the only goal in some partthef
country. Land and vegetation management used as
methods to achieve the outcome.

The technical approach for increasing water quahtss
been working from ridge to valley of the watershed

The technical approach of enhancing water quakity h
been from downstream to upstream, working backwa
from identification of the pollution to the sourcé
pollution.

The government selects the areas to be fundediti?rio
given to backward water-scarce regions.

The local government or non-profit agencies appty f
funding through competitive processes.

Uses new community-based institutions created by
government agencies.

Uses primarily existing institutions, both governme
and non-profit.

Lower transactions costs for participatory processe

Higher transaction costs for incorporating p#tory
processes, which are somewhat lower in rural areas.

The services of the nodal agency (WDC) responéiisle
implementation are voluntary and they continuexiste
even after the withdrawal of government funding

The services of the nodal actor (watershed cootaiipa
are paid and the position cannot be retained withou
funding

The program is implemented only in rural areas

pitegram is implemented in all kinds of watershed
rural, urban, and mixed.

4. Analytical Frame and Database:

In this study, we compare the community based respof 26 watersheds in Ohio, USA and 47

watersheds in Madhya Pradesh, India. Due to tiferelinces in the watershed management programs
(see Table 1 above), adopting uniform researcts tmollooking at the issue of community response to
government defunding would neither be possible dasirable. In Madhya Pradesh, the end of

government funding through the five-year progranansethe project cannot gain additional government
funding. Projects were intentionally designed ecsblf-sufficient following the grant period, dragion
a fund that was contributed by project beneficirla contrast, the end of government funding tgrou
the Ohio watershed program does not foreclose aypities for subsequent government funding. Ohio
groups have been successful in obtaining additigoeérnment funding from the same state agency or

other levels of government.
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4.1. Ohio, USA

Over 120 collaborative watershed partnershipstareght to exist in Ohio. These groups are
community-based in that they are comprised ofeaitizwho care about a particular local waterway, as
well as various members of governments (e.g.,asmlwater conservation districts, county departsjent
township trustees, state agencies). Partnershigionis vary, but generally they focus on ensuriegrc
water in the river or lake that is usable for eoninental services and recreational pursuits inofydi
swimming, fishing, and boating. This is typicaillgne by actions to address pollution sources from
agricultural land management practices, sewerenstater runoff in urban areas, and acid mine
drainage. Many partnerships also focus on edugattizens about behavior that affects water qualit

A variety of funding sources are available to theagnerships, including from foundations,
environmental interest groups, industry groupsividdal businesses, citizens, and government progra
at the federal, state, and local levels. It hanhestimated that one federal program alone, théoBe
319 program of the Clean Water Act, provides o0& fillion to collaborative watershed groups
annually across the country, including $3 milliorsuch groups in Ohio (Hardy and Koontz 2008). In
addition, many U.S. states provide grant opporigesitio collaborative watershed partnerships. OGrtleeo
leading states in this regard is Ohio, which egghbt in 2000 the Ohio Watershed Coordinator Grant
Program (OWCGP). This program provides multi-ygrants for collaborative partnerships to hire & ful
time watershed coordinator to help the group vaiteatershed action plan and then implement iintis
to build capacity of community groups to plan amgiement activities to promote sustainable use and
protection of water resources. This program hdsdehe creation of many watershed plans and has
funded much activity on behalf of watershed cleaawg protection (Ohio DSWR 2010).

While previous studies have examined the impactkeOWCGP on watershed group activities
and accomplishments (Schott 2005, Nikolic and Kn@@08, Fleishman 2004), none has investigated the
impact of the end of these grants on watershedi@attips. One interviewee knowledgeable about this
program said that he believes about half of thenpeships who receive OWCGP funding continue to
support a full time watershed coordinator after@dWWCGP grant runs out. But he did not have any
further information about how the support is abledntinue.

For this study, we conducted interviews with kefpimants in 26 different Ohio watershed
partnerships that have participated in the Ohioafghied Coordinator Grant Program. Our key
informants were watershed coordinators. In Olnie,watershed coordinator is central for doing
watershed work. The coordinator is not only resfmeador bringing the partners of the watershedugro
together, but also for seeking funding for the iempéntation of the respective action plans. Atsdrae
time, he/she needs to plan ahead for funding higfiva position, since the Ohio Watershed Coordinato
Grant Program is for a defined period of time (¢ghlly four or six years).

Between March and June 2010, one of the authors3&r) completed interviews and canvassed
structured questionnaires with the watershed coatdis. The interviews were semi-structured, with
set of interview questions to guide the discussidrarly all of the interviews were in person, wiitie
remaining four over the phone. Each interviewdddietween 1 and 2.5 hours, and follow-up phorie cal
were undertaken in nearly all cases, lasting aBOuhinutes each. In addition, both of the authors
separately conducted interviews with OWCGP personne

4.2. Madhya Pradesh, India

Watershed development is one of the major natesdurce management programs in India and has been
directed towards ‘promotion of the overall econoniéwelopment and improvement of the socio-
economic conditions of the resource poor sectideople inhabiting the program areas’ through rzdtu
resource enhancement (GOI, 2001:1). The watersivel@pbment program in India as it is conceived
today, is increasingly understood as an integrapgnioach for rural development (Joy and Paranjape,
2004).
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The reason that the expectations are so high fremwvatershed projects is because it is expected
that with the help of peoples’ involvement, suchjgcts would continue to benefit the rural commiesit
after the government or other implementing agenwidsdraw funding, following the formal completion
of the watershed activities after a period of fpears. The way in which the rural community is etpd
to continue benefiting from watershed projectsrafteir formal completion is two-fold. Firstly, the
watershed structures that were created duringrtsjeqh duration are supposed to be maintained by
means of the supervision of a user group aidethéwiatershed development committee, financially
backed up by a fund known as the watershed deveopfund. Secondly, the long term vision for these
projects includes the possibility of creating nemactures similar to those created within the mbje
period, due to the demands generated within thexaority and with funds mobilized primarily from
within the community itself.

In India, we have selected 47 watersheds froméhéral state of Madhya Pradesh which are no
longer funded and are expected to maintain the Wakhad been done in the project period. Theesurv
was done in 2008 by a NGO, Development Supportr€eAtmedabad in collaboration with one of the
authors (Dr. Sen) as a part of a larger study ccteduin India between November 2008 and March 2009
and the primary survey instrument was structuregstijonnaires and key informants representing
government agencies and non-government implemeatiegcies. The questionnaire canvassing in India
was done by field investigators of Development Sup@entre (DCS) under the guidance of Dr. Sen and
Mr. Rout of DSC.

5. Results
5.1. Ohio
5.1.1 General Profile of the Groups

The 26 Ohio groups included in our study exhibitgraphic coverage across the state of Ohio (sele Tab
2). The core partners of the groups are most gftaernmental organizations, although quasi-
governmental, nonprofit, and university organizasialso play a role in a number of the groups. Agnon
the 10 groups with government agencies at the 8aaee soil and water conservation districts (SWCDs
This can be attributed to OWCGP funding decisitvas tend to favor applicants with demonstrated
capacity to use existing institutional structuresip place by the government to oversee issuasetto
soil and water, i.e. the SWCD. Unlike in India,exd our data come from efforts where government
funding has ended, in Ohio, we have selected waddsswith varied grant dates, and only 9 out ohie
surveyed groups are ones that have ended. Givefatiti most of the strategies or responses of the
watershed coordinators specifically or the watedgreup generally arex antein nature. Thex post
strategies to defunding is hoped to be capturetiédp watersheds where the WCG is currently inactiv



Table 2
Profile of Watershed Groups Interviewed in Ohio

. Number of Number of Last Number of
Regional o o Grant o
Coverage Organizations | Core Partner Organizations Start Organizations

Surveyed Surveyed Surveyed

Year

Central
Ohio 4 Dominantly Governmental 10 2001 |2
Eastern Governmental with Significant
Ohio 2 Presence of Non Profit 2 2003 |1
Northern
Ohio 2 Dominantly Non Profit 5 2004 |5
North Non Profit with significant
Eastern presence of Governmental
Ohio 5 agency 2 2005 |1
North
Western Switched from Non Profit to
Ohio 4 Governmental agency 1 2006 |7
South
Eastern
Ohio 3 Quasi Governmental 5 2008 |5
South
Western
Ohio 3 University/School 2 2009 |3
West
Central
Ohio 3 2010 |1

Source: 2009-10 Annual Report, Ohio Watershed Goatar Grant Program, ODNR and Field survey
2010.

5.1.2Ex-anteStrategies of the Watershed Groups: Preparingdading Withdrawal

Ex antestrategies are those that the watershed groups exppepare themselves for securing extensions
or renewal of government grants or alternate sauntgrants before the end of the current graribder
The competitive nature of the watershed grantstlamgossibility for renewal of government funding
makes thex-antestrategies extremely important.

Results indicate groups with governmental partaetbeir core view their dependence on
governmental funding different than do groups witin-governmental partners at their core. Key
informants were asked whether, once the watershedimator puts a system in place, the continued
presence of a funded coordinator is crucial fougrsustenance. The coordinators housed with the
SWDC and quasi governmental agencies (e.g., asismsaf local governments) largely felt that the
work would fall apart completely without a full-tercoordinator. In contrast, the coordinators i
non-profit organizations felt that although the @at the work would slow down, some elements of the
work would likely follow through because the citizkased organization would remain. One interviewee
from a non-governmental organization felt that sboty from the agency would take up the leadership
to carry forward the work and get funds, while dueotfelt that their group of volunteers are invalve
enough to take up some responsibility, albeit pbytiThe reason for the non-continuance of thekwor
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absence of the coordinator in the government-damihpartnerships was articulated by a coordinator
lucidly, “Watershed approach is a holistic view aaduires coordination and collaboration. The SWCD
is demand driven and responds to requirement. Htershed coordinator has a different approach as
they are pro-active and respond to environmengadrphg.”

While governmental organizations see the role did coordinator as more crucial for their
survival (compared to non-governmental organizabiotihey also noted that having a government agency
as a core partner helped to ensure the coordipasition. One of the coordinators, who is attacioeal
government health department said, “The only redsatl can continue is because | am a Board of
Health employee and though | am funded througtettteyear, | am confident that the board of health
would retain me in some other capacity in the etlegrte is no renewal for funding”. Similar sentirte
were expressed by interviewees housed in SWCDsobte coordinators, whose grant has ended,
retains his position in the SWCD, carries out samilork, and attempts to make watershed work more
visible within the larger framework of SWCD. Helibees that this would enable him to secure another
WCG from ODNR. Another coordinator, who was asseciavith a non-profit group initially, stated that
after the planning period, the group as a delileestrategy got more linked with the SWCD, while the
non-profit agency remained in an advisory capadibpugh one of the important reasons for doing this
was because he believed that SWCD could carryngpieimentation work more effectively, this
according to him was the only effective strateggeoure a renewal of funding from ODNR.

When asked to describe the strategies they ad@gtciare continued funding, and possible
renewal of grants that run out, six themes emergpénding time on grant writing, taking advantafje
lobbying strengths, working with elected municipgbresentatives, linking to liveelihood issues, and
seeking media coverage.

One of the strategies that the coordinators wenbto adopt to secure a renewal of funding
was allocating a majority of their time in writiggants, both for implementation work and their fosi
This is a double edged-sword, as it takes time dveay spending time on other activities. One
interviewee noted that her organization has focitseefforts on more community projects where fungdi
is available, so they do less direct water qualibtyk but are able to persist when a big grant auts In
contrast, a nearby partnership focused its effamtsnplementing direct water quality projects (urdihg
dam removal) instead of spending time on securilditianal funding, so they accomplished a lot but
then they stopped when funds ran out and theyhest coordinator.

Another strategy available to some coordinatets take advantage of a lobbying strength, such
as highly visible or resourced water quality issinetheir watershed. Lobbying for an issue suchcd
mine drainage or protection of water quality in@ev-body with considerable tourism seems to be an
important strategy of many coordinators. In Ohimdanine drainage cleanup efforts can tap into
dedicated federal and state funds for that purp&smilarly, linking watershed cleanup directlyttoman
health issues can help the group achieve and rirasgaure funding. Table 3 lists the 13 watersheds
(exactly half our sample) that have used a visiésee as a lobbying strength. It can be obsenesd th
many of these have succeeded in getting the geaetved for a second or even a third term. There is
only one watershed in this list, which in spitehaiiing the lobbying strength of draining to LakéeEis
without a grant now. It may be noted here, thah@other half of the watersheds that do not have a
particular visible issue to lobby for, in contrasiere are 8 watersheds that are without a OWCG@HR gr
currently. Notably, the nature of the core agehmys not seem to make a difference in either sggari
renewal of grant, or working with a visible issue.



Table 3
Lobbying Strength and Renewal of Grants

Number of
Grants Last year
Watershed Groups Lobbying Strengths Core Partner of present
(renewed) Grant
for WCG
Raccoon Creek Acid Mine Drainage School/University3 2010
Monday Creek Acid Mine Drainage NGO 3 2012
Leading Creek Acid Mine Drainage Government + | 2 2011
Portage River Adjacent to Lake Erie Quasi Goverrtmen 2010
Maumee (Lower) Drains to Lake Erie Quasi Governmeri NA
Euclid Creek Drains to Lake Erie Government 2 2011
Rocky River Drains to Lake Erie Government+ |1 2010
Drains to Lake Erie,
Chagrin River Institutional Service Provider| NGO+ 1 2010
Drains to Lake Erie, Large in
Sandusky Area NGO 2 2009
Alum Creek Water quality in Columbus NGO 2 2009
Lower Olentangy Water quality in Columbus NGO 3 2010
Grand Lake St.
Marys / Wabash
River Tourism Government 2 2011
Indian Lake Tourism Government 1 2012

Note: + indicates substantial presence of a setygadof agency (government or non profit)

A third strategyex anteis reaching out to elected municipal represergativiFive key informants
described how the support of elected represengatif/ecal government not only enables them to
implement the watershed action plans better, Isotlzelps the groups directly or indirectly to eais
resources which enables them to continue their wotlke absence of an ODNR grant. Availability of
matching grants, in turn, facilitates renewal afding from ODNR.

A fourth strategy is to relate the watershed workvelihood issues. This strategy can help to
garner public support, as well as resources frautetl representatives. The example of Chagrin
watershed partnership is a case in point, whegalft was a major problem, and the watershed
partnership was created to solve this problem. Nmpartnership has become an environmental service
provider, and works on issues that have a direstihg on people’s day-to-day lives, and the pasimipr
is financially supported by more than 95% of thenownities living in its catchment. The Stillwater
watershed partnership and the Indian Lake partiperfdr example, have objectives that are strongly
linked with farmers’ livelihoods.

Finally, media exposure of the watershed work,igalerly on issues that would get public
support, can smooth access to various funding esutacal and state. Of the 26 watersheds in adiyst
16 reported to have some kind of media coverageallmewspapers are used by almost all that have

10



reported exposure in media, and four of the wagatsthave publicized their work in more than two
media outlets. Seven of the groups had low frequehcoverage (five times or less), seven had
moderate frequency (six and above) and two hadaeffequency of coverage. Media coverage has been
reported by some to be an important instrumengnaeain visible.

5.1.3Ex-postResponses to Defunding

Theex poststrategies are adopted by groups after they drefdunding to continue their work. We have
also analyzed the strategies they have adopted thikeérfunding was stopped temporarily. Among the

16 partnerships that indicated they had coped owkmow they would cope following a funding loss, we
found five different coping strategies (see Table 4

Table 4
Ex PostStrategies to Defunding
Coping Strategy Number of partnerships
Scaling up 2
Scaling down 1
Change funding sources 6
Merge resources with partner 1

organizations
Rely on one key home organizatiom
to allow work to continue
Bringing about commonality of 2
work of the watershed with the
SWCD work

Note: Since some groups have stated more thanti@tegy, the total adds up to more than the nurober
groups.

Scaling up entails shifting the geographic scope terger level. In one of our cases, this meant
that a partnership losing its watershed coordinaéaame part of a larger scale effort by a regional
organization that took over leadership for thraenierly separate smaller watersheds. In our other
example of this strategy, a watershed group thésterted with a non-profit organization is nowaat f
a large regional land conservancy group which aimotect natural resources in the Lake Erie
catchment..

Scaling down entails a partnership losing funds ¢in@isioned it would no longer operate, but
some of the watershed functions it had performediadvbe picked up by existing administrative units o
government and done piecemeal.

Changing funding sources involves searching foitaofdl funds, even if that means shifting the
organization’s goals and activities. For examptee partnership reported shifting away from direct
watershed restoration projects and towards oppitigario gain grants to conduct educational camysig
that were less likely to directly improve water lifya Another partnership had increasingly billieself
as a service provider for members — local governgneithat needed work done on stormwater issues.
The members paid dues and could expect serviaesum.

One partnership envisioned that in the face of ifumduts their group would merge resources
with partner organizations to carry out some oéitivities through others. This strategy is samtb the
scaling down strategy except this group envisiamttinuing to address broad-scale issues through
existing organizations.
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The reliance on key home organizations emergedststegy that many partnerships had already
experienced or could foresee. For example, on@grahip housed in a county health department could
continue its efforts that were closely relatedéalth (e.g., illness caused by bacteria in watesyvay
because the home organization had secure fundingther group had lost substantial funding but
continued its work focusing on the recreational andironmental protection goals it shared with its
home organization, a local park agency.

It has been observed in two of the nine cases tdralaeds without funding, that the coordinators
work part time in the period without funding. Thaiyn to strengthen their case in this transitioriqueto
seek out funding sources.

5.1.4 Comparison afx anteandex posiStrategies to Defunding in Ohio

We have observed that the working focus, normspaitigtrns can be significantly modified in the cake
Ohio watersheds as they adopt a hosbodnteandex postesponses to government defunding. Some of
these can make them more efficient. In few casels swiategies may also lead to inefficiencies in
carrying out their original objectives. Table 5 quares the two types of strategies that we haveiskis

in the preceding sections.

Table 5
Comparison oEx anteandEx postStrategies to Defunding

Ex ante Strategies EX post Strategies
1 1 Scaling up

Shifting the core agency from non-profit
organizations to government agency

2 Spending a large percentage of work houra Scaling down
in writing grants

3 Lobbying around issues that capture puhl
interest

8 Change funding sources

4 Focusing on watershed work that is related Merge resources with partner organizations
to livelihood issues

5 Seeking exposure in Media 5| Rely on one’s key home organization to allow
work to continue

6 Involving Local elected representatives in 6 Bringing about commonality of work of the
the watershed work watershed with the SWCD work

From Table 5 it may be noted that some of theesiias in italics may bring about a reduction in
efficiency of the watershed work, though not neaglsso. Spending a large percentage of work hurs
writing up grants is seen to have taken the coatdirs focus away from the actual planning and
implementation work. In adopting most of tiwe poststrategies, depending on their manifestations, the
groups may experience a deviation, at best, atdrary of focus and decline in efficiency, at wors
Scaling up may mean losing details while scalingmionay involve a compromise in coverage. Merging
resources with partner organizations may forcegtbap to change their own focus or priority areas
giving way to that of the partners. Our survey edse¢hat continuing to work in one’s own key
organization may take away the coordinator’s irgefom the watershed work permanently, particularl
if there are promotional avenues in the home omgdioin. Merging watershed work with the SWCD
work may have similar effects mentioned above.uim stheex antestrategies to avoid defunding may in
sum-total be a better set of strategies to adofttsin the original objectives of the watershedkwo
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6.1. Madhya Pradesh, India

Unlike the Ohio, USA, case, watershed groups in iWadPradesh, India do not exhibit high
rates of survival. Whereas the Ohio groups caretoplateex antestrategies to prepare for
government defunding, because they can seek furfidinga wide range of government
institutions, groups in Madhya Pradesh cannot heaeéek further watershed funding sources
once the initial grant runs out. What emergeseutis the continued existence of some groups
who have maintained watershed projects throughicesase of a government program designed
for a different purpose, that of employment generafthe National Rural Employment
Guarantee Scheme). A second strategy, the providiprivate benefits, has not been successful
in fostering project sustenance. These strategeesiscussed following a description of the
study area and the nature of the assets providedgh the watershed program.

6.1.1. The Study Area and Nature of the Watergtssets

Madhya Pradesh, our sample state in central ledizers a geographical area of 308252
sq km and the state is divided into 50 districtse amples were drawn from 5 districts in the
state, namely, Jhabua, Guna, Siddhi, ChindwaraRamen (Fig 1). Between 10 to 8 micro-
watersheds each from these districts were selealleaf, which were in their post project stage.
In Madhya Pradesh, watershed development prograrareémplemented in a mission mode-
“Rajiv Gandhi Watershed Development Mission (RGWMihe Central Funds flow to the state,
and subsequently to the districts, then the PlAfaradly to the micro-watershed level. The
presence of non-governmental agency participatiomatershed projects is extremely limited in
the state, and in a randomly drawn sample of 4&msheds, only two of the PIAs were non-
governmental, while the rest were implemented kstrigt of Rural Development Agencies, an
extension of the Department of Rural Developmerthefstate government.

Figure | : Location of Sample Districts in Madl
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watersheds were covered. Though the number of sfeds is much higher than in Ohio, the average
watershed size of slightly over 350 hactares ishhamaller than in the USA.

The community response to government defundingatane understood without
understanding the nature of assets created durengrplementation phase, which fall under two
major categories in terms of their visibility. Thiest category includes structures like check
dams or percolation pits that recharge the sudiaceground water. These assets have a direct
impact on livelihood through a higher increasern§ated area. On the other hand, activities like
bunding, though extremely important in natural tese management through reduced soill
erosion and increased infiltration, probably areseen as having direct targeted benefits of
income increase to an identifiable group of peoldlete funds in the state have been spent for
the first category of assets that are visible aedsaen to have direct livelihood benefits.

Unlike Ohio in the USA, where most of the resourttele conserved and enhanced are
common property resources, in India most of thatinent is done on private property, resulting
in private benefits. It has been observed in tlgaim context, that almost all the benefits have
accrued to the cultivated and/or privately ownettllgFailure to address degradation of common
pastures and forests has significant negative ibgaboth integrated management of natural
resources and on livestock economy and hencentérests of the landless poor (Shah, 2004)
Table 7 provides the type of land in which assaigehbeen created vis-a-vis the type of benefit
that has accrued to beneficiaries.

Table7
Extent of Use of Public Land and Common Benefits from Watershed Structures

Percent of Work in Percent of Work for
Type of Work Public Land Common Use
Check Dam 90 10
Percolation Tank 5 58
Farm Pond 2 35
Contour Bunding 7 67

Check dams, which is the structure where the laigesstment was made, though mostly
constructed on common land, have mostly privatefitsn The other structures, though mostly
constructed on private land, have varying kindsashmon benefitdt needs to be mentioned here
that the use for this structure, even when spetii‘public’ is only loosely so (unlike in the easf
contour bunding), as the field work observationees that the owner of the land is the ‘primaryéys
and in times of water shortages, the use is réstrim the owner of the land and his kin. This is
particularly so in case of farm ponds. Though ashe guidelines, the WDF is meant to be usedter t
structures meant for common use, it was observétkifield that there is very little understandamy
clarity about the exact modalities of use of WDF.

6.1.2. Survival of Watershed Development Committaas User Groups

The Watershed Development Committee (WDC) is atituti®n that has an extremely important
role not only in managing the finances for repad aaintenance, but also in terms of acting as
a node for other institutions like user groups. VCxCe of vital importance in terms of
formulating and implementing projects during theject period, and subsequently acting as
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coordinating and decision-making bodies to fad#itpost-project management. It is difficult for
the benefits of watershed projects to continue #fie project period without an operational
WDC in the watershed. Not only does the secretatg@@WDC maintain the record of the
Watershed Development Fund (WDF), meant for thairegd the projects, but also the role of
WDC as a nodal institution is extremely significanth respect to any decision about allocation
of funds for repair as the fund is limited. Themaabout allocation of WDF is not clear even in
the policy documents, and without a doubt develggiome kind of consensus about it within
the community is difficult without a functioning WDin place.

The significance of user groups in efficient re@aid maintenance of structures can hardly
be over-stated. These groups are the groups aft diemeficiaries usually connected to a
structure or in some cases plantations, which lagglg associated with economic benefits. It is
the responsibility of the user groups to devisensofor raising funds for any repair and
maintenance that the structure needed. The denoarfainid for repair has to be made by the user
groups of a watershed to the WDC and then folloviouphe release of funds from the WDF. An
attempt has been made here to compare the statMBGE and user groups (UGs) before and
after the withdrawal of Government Funding.

Table 8
Survival of CBIsin Completed Projects
Whether Madhya Pradesh
WDCsare No. Percent
Surviving
Yes 10 21.3
No 37 78.7
Total 47 100
Formed Now 9% of formed
Mean UGs per Micrc
\Water Shed Lo S
Total 333 139 41.7

Microwatershedsvith

UGS 32 24 75.0

As can be observed from Table 8, the survival ratése CBIs (community based institutions)
after the government funding withdrawal is poortigalarly for the WDCs. Less than one
fourth of these CBIs survive. The state of the @geups is better, yet less than one half (41.7
%) of those formed during the initial period of f@grams survive.

The poor response of the CBIs, particularly the VED@hich are the nodal agencies for
fund allocation and disbursal for repair and maiatece after the completion of the project
period was investigated. Our analysis suggesttotlmeving points:

* Problems of sustenance of village level watershstitutions start from levels higher
than the village and community. Among the differgmes of capacity building carried
out by the PIAs in the different states, institatiouilding or community organization
does not figure prominently. 10 out of the 19 caydwuilding training programs meant
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to strengthen the CBIs, had no particular focusrelas only one focused on
community organization.

* It was our contention that the composition of thB®/should be such that the
‘community’ is able to identify with it, notwithstaling the fact that the ‘community’ is
not an undifferentiated unit. In other words, thenbers, particularly the leaders of the
WDC, i.e. the President and Secretary, should septehe interests of the community,
and hence belong to social, economic and occugtgroups that represents the at least
the numerically dominant groups. Our analysis, &y, reveals that the majority of the
WDC members are not representative of their comtyumiterms of gender or social,
economic, and occupational status. In fact moshbegs have land ownership far
higher than the average land ownership size iwvittege, and no WDCs in our sample
watersheds had any women members. The share ahgXsaders in the WDC's
President’s post is sizable. All the above indisdl®at the existing power relations
within the fabric of rural society manifest themad in the formation of the watershed
institutions.

» Institution building processes such as mode oftielecattendance in gram-sabha
(village level institutions present in all villagégat nominate or elect members for
watershed CBIs) meetings and watershed charaaterigie area and size of households
have emerged as significant in determining the @ity of survival of WDCS. Age of
project affects the probability of survival advdyse

* The key informants’ interviews in the field revélaat since the WDF is typically not
accessible, in many cases, the beneficiaries, worganized as UGs take a joint
decision to undertake minor repair works by prawvidiheir labour hours. Where the
material need is substantial, the repair work irshoases have not been undertaken. The
better survival rates for the UGs compared to th@CMlso show that if the expected
outcome of collective action is perceived in tewhslirect livelihood benefits, the rates
of survival are higher.

6.1.3 Strategies for Survival: Private Benefits &ttler Government Programs

Policy design for the watershed program assumedhbarivate benefits accruing from water
projects would motivate users to participate inugimg the sustenance of the projects.
Sustenance requires maintenance and repair over #motal of 37 out of the 47 watersheds
selected from the state of Madhya Pradesh repogfedr needs. The repair needs to investment
is high for percolation tanks and check dams, whiehthe two major structures on which a
large chunk of investment was made (Table 9). Epair need per micro watershed for check
dams is somewhat higher than percolation tankse Matt more than 81 percent of the check
dams require repairs.

' The result reported here pertains to a larger Logit analysis of 4 states in India with 200 watersheds.
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Table 9
Repair Need Status of the Major Watershed Strusture

Check Percolation Farm All

Dam Tank Pond Structures
Percentage of Repair to Investment 34.56 46.7 2.24 23.21
Repair Need per Micro Watershed in dollars 2830 8243 1908 7176
Percentage of Structure needing repair 81.6 26.9 5 3.

Out of a total of 84 structures needing repair$y drwere attended to. This situation matches
the overall rough situation reported in the govesntmdocuments (GOI:2008). It may be noted
that all the repairs had private benefits, butpitesof that, in 2 of the 4 repairs, funds haverbee
sanctioned from the WDF (see Table 10). In nonth@# repairs done, were the funds
sanctioned/available as much as the repair needs.

Table 10
Details of the Repairs Done by Structures
Nature of
Percent Whether Land on Nature
Type of of repair Person who Formal which of use of
Structure needs Source  applied for the Applicatior | structure ic the
Repaired available of Fund Fund was Done | constructe Structure
Secretary -

Check Dam 80 WDF president Yes Public Private
Check Dam 30 WDF Beneficiary Yes Public Private
Percolation

Tank 50 PIA Beneficiary No Private Private

Any

Farm Bundin¢ 40 Other Beneficiary Yes Public Private

Overall, these data indicate that projects arébrotg repaired as needed; private benefits have
not been sufficient to mobilize project sustenance.

One strategy used mesponse to government defunding in watershed anagis the use of the
funds available through the National Rural Emplogim@uarantee Scheme (NREGS), which is meant for
employment generation at the village level, formiepnd maintenance work of the watershed programs.
Thus one way to deal with defunding of one souméddbe to treat all existing government programs i
a holistic manner, and sequence these in a manadeitisat the benefits of one program are sustdiged
another. It has been argued that increased fatpsaaluctive assets actually increases community
participation in the NREGS scheme (David 2008)oun study cases, 4 projects used this strategy to
attain funding beyond the initial grant timeline.

6. Discussion: Comparing contexts: US and India

The contexts in US and India are extremely diffestarting with demographics, economics and
social structure. It was our purpose to examinethdregiven very diverse conditions, there are some
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issues common to both contexts, where there issilgtity of learning from the experiences in these
different contexts.

The top-down approach in India seems to be lessdsto participatory approaches, on which the
sustenance of impacts of the watershed progratmglia is based. The bottom up approach of USA, it
could be argued, is more amenable to participgimrgesses from the grassroots, which also implies a
smoother transition in the stage of funding witlwdxh For a start, the watershed projects that are
conceptualized in the USA are demand-based, comipar@ notion of ‘perception’ of demand by the
government agencies in India, of what is essentih#ir understanding of need in the grassroots.

Yet, in terms of the mechanics of the institutiomboth countries, participation of individuals of
community in these natural resource managementgisoeem to have a wider base in the Indian contex
compared with that in the USA, where very few memalod the community knew about the large scale
watershed work that was going on to improve watedity that affect their everyday life.

It is probably simple to explain as to why this paps, given the socio-economic differences in
the two countries (See Table 1). But the operajivestion to ask here is whether community
participation is less important in the USA tharridia success. Probably not, given that the whéers
coordinators interviewed in USA were unanimous alitsimportance in the success of the programs
there. The attempts to increase visibility of thegpams in terms of lobbying around issues thatlg/ou
garner public interest, supports this point.

One reason that community participation in termmdividual involvement is higher in India is
probably due to the clear livelihood link with eroiimental programs. As Ostrom (1990) has argued, th
likelihood that stakeholders will contribute toxday common pool resource problems is related éar th
level of dependence on the resources. In rurd et connection is clear, while in the USA most
watershed residents do not depend on the resourdecir survival.

The institutional set-up in both contexts have ding in common, when one takes a larger
view. In the USA the watershed coordinators ardéraéim the functioning of the watershed work,
whereas in India it is the Watershed Developmemh@itees (WDC). After the withdrawal of the
government funding, the performance or even theialrof WDCs is low. On the other hand in the
USA, many of the watersheds carry on their workngtibere is a public issue to rally around, inespit
having to compete for funding time and again. Oith® major reasons of this is because the prognams
USA work around existing institutions, whereasd¢hes in India are created with the program, aralias
analysis shows, usually cease to exist after theiafend of the program.

Renewal of funding in the USA is definitely an aptj which is done through a competitive
process, whereas India is currently moving towéhgsdirection (GOI 2008). It appears that without
continued support from the government, possibly latver level, the area covered by former projects
will not sustain their benefits.

As we have seen in the case of US, there are bbsisantestrategies along witbx postones
that watershed groups may adopt. In India, theagmpr is primarilyex postand as the US experience
show us, these are strategies that tend to betatiadly worse than thex anteones

7. Conclusion: Can we Learn from Each Other?

Decentralization has occurred in many commons rmeneagt efforts around the world. When central
government resources are withdrawn, local groupsedirto cope. Sustenance of such efforts isdoy n
means assured, and the groups can pursue a \afr&tategies to survive. In the Ohio, USA context
community-based watershed organizations undertottkex antestrategies, to prepare for grant
termination, as well asx poststrategies to respond when funding was withdralmnmost cases, the
organizations managed to survive and continue thaiershed management efforts. In the Madhya
Pradesh, India context, local Watershed Developi@enimittees and User Groups most often failed to
survive after the project funding ended. Moreotteg, projects undertaken during the grant perioeroft
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failed to be maintained and repaired. This resal despite the policy design to encourage sustenan
through the provision of private benefits.

Data collected in the two contexts provided adddi insights about communities and watershed
management, includingvelihoods, existing institutions, and communigrpcipation. In Madhya
Pradesh, India, watershed projects such as chew&, geercolation tanks, and farm ponds are
directly and visibly connected to livelihoods. 3ieads to a demand for the benefits these
projects provide, but demand alone does not ertkanesustenance. In contrast, in the Ohio,
USA context, watershed projects aim to improve watelity for ecological and amenity values
not directly linked to livelihood. Neverthelessatershed groups were largely successful in
surviving and conducting water quality activitiesybnd the initial period of the Ohio Watershed
Coordinator Grant Program.

Community participation rates correlate with coetians to livelihood. In the Madhya
Pradesh context, there was a relatively high le¥etakeholder involvement in watershed
infrastructure project, as community members saectliconnections to their livelihoods. In
contrast, in the Ohio context very few of the wsltexd residents engaged in watershed
management activities, largely due to lack of iivebd connections. Nearly all of the Ohio
watershed coordinators indicated they valued stakeh participation and wished for higher
levels of it; some had used high visibility issgesh as public health concerns to galvanize such
participation. This raises the question of whetrat how watershed coordinators in the USA
can build better connections between citizen lhabds and the health of their watersheds.

A key factor affecting survival and sustenance thiered across the two contexts was
the role of existing institutions. This benefitgups in the Ohio context in two ways. First,
funds were granted to existing watershed groupthepdid not have to spend energy creating a
new institution from scratch. Second, watershedigs recognized that in addition to the Ohio
Watershed Coordinator Grant Program funding, te&rsted numerous other institutions to
whom they could turn if and when their primary furglended. This raises the question of
whether policymakers in India might successfullgypde resources to existing local institutions,
rather than creating new ones for the progranfadhthe previous Central Government policy
directed at watershed projects did just that. dssarose in that approach relating to the
exacerbation of existing power differentials in coamities that hindered the ability to provide
sustainable efforts (GOI 2001). A related oppatiufor Indian watershed projects to tap into
existing institutions would be to use a programhsas theNational Rural Employment Guarantee
Schemeo fund ongoing work once a project has been starte

Understanding the factors that can help improwtasiniability of community-based
watershed projects is important for policy makerd eommunity members. As indicated by our
comparative study, these factors are likely to \ampss contexts. While government
involvement is not always positive, it can playieportant role in providing resources for
groups to plan and implement their work. When goreents decentralize, there are
opportunities for local efforts to try different@oeaches and, hopefully, learn from each other.
As scholars, we also aim to learn from examinirigres in different contexts. We hope that this
study can provide some useful insights and dirastfor future research.
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