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Abstract

The Bridger-Teton National Forest (BTNF) in western Wyoming comprises over 3.4 million acres of public land. This rich and diverse 
landscape borders Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and includes the headwaters of the Green, Snake, and Yellowstone 
Rivers. Robust and diverse partnerships are needed to steward this landscape on behalf of the American public. Currently, these 
partnerships are not systematically tracked or available as a dataset. The Bridger-Teton Planning Team identified the following priorities 
for partnership planning: (a) accelerate progress toward forest planning objectives by identifying shared priorities and working across 
organizational and jurisdictional boundaries to achieve outcomes at scale; (b) improve partnership tracking, inventory, and planning 
in an environment where both staffing, funding, and partnerships are dynamic; (c) develop a collective partnership knowledge bank 
among all forest staff; and (d) improve understanding about partner organizations, including who they are, where they work, whom 
they work with, and their priority interests and capacities. The Stewardship Mapping and Assessment Project (STEW-MAP) research 
tool was used to develop a better understanding of the number and types of partnerships present on the BTNF and the services the 
partnerships provide. Among the key results, partners were found to be agents of change, to be working on issues beyond natural 
resource management, and to be responding to disturbance. This report reflects an important snapshot of the Bridger-Teton National 
Forest partnership landscape in the year 2020. These data serve as an important baseline that can be updated in 2030 and beyond to 
identify key shifts in growth, capacity, interest, and engagement with new and existing groups. STEW-MAP data can be integrated with 
other data layers and initiatives relevant to forest management and revisited in future studies to understand how stewardship groups 
and their territories, impacts, and networks evolve over time.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
What is the STEW-MAP BTNF Project? 

The Bridger-Teton National Forest (BTNF) in western Wyoming comprises over 3.4 million acres of public 
land. This rich and diverse landscape borders Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and includes 
the headwaters of the Green, Snake, and Yellowstone Rivers. Robust and diverse partnerships are 
necessary to steward this landscape, yet these partnerships are not currently systematically tracked or 
available as a dataset.

In 2019, the Bridger-Teton Planning Team launched a Stewardship Mapping and Assessment Project 
(STEW-MAP) with the following objectives:

•	 Accelerate progress toward forest planning objectives by identifying shared priorities and 
working across organizational and jurisdictional boundaries to achieve outcomes at scale.

•	 Improve partnership tracking, inventory, and planning in an environment where both staffing, 
funding, and partnerships are dynamic.

•	 Develop a collective partnership knowledge bank among all forest staff.

•	 Improve understanding about partner organizations and their priority interests and capacities.  

How Did We Approach this Collaboration? 

BTNF employee survey—In early 2020, the Bridger-Teton team sent out an internal survey to all 
permanent forest employees. A survey response rate of 33.8 percent resulted in 44 responses received 
from employees who had a combined 510 years of experience working on the BTNF. Survey responses 
gathered information on partners each of these employees currently work with and who within the 
agency maintains these relationships. Survey results are available at https://arcg.is/0azejy.

STEW-MAP survey—In December 2020, the STEW-MAP survey was launched and initially sent to 105 
organizations identified through the BTNF employee survey. The survey was also shared more broadly via 
known partners across the region, and these partners were encouraged to disseminate the survey to their 
networks. A total of 43 completed responses were received through this combined effort. To learn more, 
visit https://www.fs.usda.gov/research/projects/stewmapbridgerteton.

What Did We Discover?

Partnership groups exist and persist over time—Partners working to protect the BTNF have evolved 
along with the social, political, economic, and environmental histories of the region. For example, a large 
expansion of groups in the 1970s followed key policy changes such as the Wilderness Act of 1964 and the 
consolidation of National Forest lands into the Bridger-Teton National Forest. 

Partners are agents of change—Partnership groups in the Greater Yellowstone region work on 
everything from protecting native species and ecosystems, to creating safe and accessible recreational 
spaces compatible with wildlife. Based on the responding groups, at least 1,350 full and part time staff 
members; 300,700 members; and 176,500 volunteers contribute to stewardship activities that transform 
the environment and communities. 

Many groups work on issues that go beyond natural resource management—Partnership 
opportunities emerge from many different sectors. Recreation and education are key points of 
engagement for over 50 percent of responding groups in the region. 

Partners produce ecological knowledge—Over 67 percent of responding groups surveyed actively 
collect data, track metrics, and monitor the local environment. These insights are critical to supporting 
effective land management.

https://arcg.is/0azejy
https://www.fs.usda.gov/research/projects/stewmapbridgerteton


Partners work across sectors for collective impact—Natural resource management is accomplished by 
public agencies working collaboratively with partners and through partnership networks. Civic groups 
help connect government agencies with other government and civic partners. In the region, BTNF and 
federal partners are central collaborators, but some nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) are key 
connectors to other potential partners. County and state agencies are also key connectors of information. 
Many NGOs are pivotal links to a broader funding network. 

Partnership work happens at all scales and across the landscape—Stewardship territory ranges 
in scale from a single stream to a watershed to the entire region, including a frequent focus on 
nonmotorized trails, wildlife habitat, and wilderness areas. Areas in BTNF where more groups focus their 
work tend to mirror areas with higher patterns of visitation and use and areas nearby office locations.

Partners respond to disturbance—Stewardship is one of the ways that communities respond to 
disturbances and stressors. In this region, a third of responding groups work on fire or climate change 
and almost two-thirds on invasive insects.  

What Key Questions Can Be Examined with These Data? 

Building knowledge—Partnership data can be used to establish baseline information at the start of 
a project and can be shared with new staff and community partners working on projects over time to 
address many questions. How have partnerships changed over time on the BTNF? What are the gaps? 
Where are the areas for growth and targeted outreach? 

Data integration—Partnership information can be used in combination with other forms of geospatial 
data including places where it might make tactical sense to collaborate on projects or intensify or adapt 
land stewardship actions. Where do we find a relationship between partnerships and effective land 
management, recreation opportunities, and forest health?

Planning and action—This partnership dataset can be used in forest planning actions, for direct 
community engagement, as well as for specific projects including outreach to diverse communities. 
The dataset can also be used in efforts to strengthen local community resilience, including in disaster 
recovery contexts (e.g., wildland fire, extreme weather). Where can we expect to find a strong partnership 
response post-disturbance? What are indicators of strong social trust? What places that need more 
engagement?

Looking ahead—To help BTNF staff continue to identify new groups and monitor partnerships 
dynamically over time, the STEW-MAP group is piloting a new approach called STEW-MAP Live. Using 
publicly available data, STEW-MAP Live could be used to better understand seasonal activities and to 
provide annual reporting metrics. In addition, this ongoing data collection can be paired with a full STEW-
MAP survey on a regular basis (e.g., 5- or 10-year intervals) to understand how networks and territories of 
all groups change over time. 

Based on this successful BTNF pilot, there is potential to replicate this approach with other national 
forests, national parks, and other rural areas to better understand the partnership landscape and 
potential. The ways in which each land manager chooses to mobilize STEW-MAP data toward their 
mission may differ by location but would continue to center partnership development and sustained 
stakeholder engagement.
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INTRODUCTION
The Bridger-Teton National Forest (BTNF) in western Wyoming comprises over 3.4 
million acres of public land, making it the third largest national forest outside of Alaska. 
This rich and diverse landscape borders Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks and 
includes the headwaters of the Green, Snake, and Yellowstone Rivers. Robust and diverse 
partnerships are needed to steward this landscape on behalf of the American public, but 
these partnerships are not currently systematically tracked or available as a dataset. 

In summer 2019, the Bridger-Teton Planning Team began exploring different 
methodologies for partnership planning. The main objectives outlined by the team 
included the following:

•	 Accelerate progress toward forest planning objectives by identifying 
shared priorities and working across organizational and jurisdictional 
boundaries to achieve outcomes at scale.

•	 Improve partnership tracking, inventory, and planning in an environment 
where both staffing, funding, and partnerships are dynamic.

•	 Develop a collective partnership knowledge bank among all forest staff.

•	 Improve understanding about partner organizations, including who they 
are, where they work, whom they work with, and their priority interests and 
capacities.  

Staff on the Bridger-Teton National Forest recognized the benefits of the Stewardship 
Mapping and Assessment Project (STEW-MAP), a research tool that has previously been 
applied primarily in urban contexts, and they saw the value of applying this tool to a 
diverse landscape anchored by the national forest. Both the process and outcomes of this 
collaboration are currently informing the development of guidelines and a web platform 
that will allow national forests or other federal, state, or diverse landscapes to use STEW-
MAP to increase capacity, improve outcomes, and benefit current and future generations 
of the communities with which they engage and serve.

About STEW-MAP
The Stewardship Mapping and Assessment Project (STEW-MAP) is a research tool, 
community organizing approach, and partnership mapping platform developed by 
scientists at the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern Research 
Station that answers the question, “Who takes care of the local environment?” STEW-
MAP provides insights that can foster civic participation, increase social cohesion, and 
support requests for funding and programming. A better understanding of place-based 
environmental stewardship can lead to less duplication of efforts and better coordination 
of land and resource management.
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Key STEW-MAP Findings for The Bridger-Teton National 
Forest Regional Landscape

•	 Partnership groups exist and persist over time—Partners working to protect 
the Bridger-Teton National Forest (BTNF) have evolved along with the social, 
political, economic, and environmental histories of the region, including a 
large expansion of groups in the 1970s following key policy changes such as the 
Wilderness Act of 1964 and the consolidation of national forest lands into the 
Bridger-Teton National Forest. 

•	 Partners are agents of change—Partnership groups in the Greater Yellowstone 
region work on everything from protecting native species and ecosystems, 
to creating safe and accessible recreational spaces compatible with wildlife, 
to establishing networks for disaster preparedness. Based on the responding 
groups, at least 1,350 full and part time staff members; 300,700 members; 
and 176,500 volunteers contributed to these efforts, which transform our 
environment and communities. 

•	 Many groups work on issues beyond natural resource management—
Partnership opportunities emerge from many different sectors. Recreation 
and education are key points of engagement for over 50 percent of responding 
groups in the region. 

•	 Partners produce ecological knowledge—Over 67 percent of responding 
groups actively collect data, track metrics, and monitor the local environment. 
These insights are critical to supporting effective land management.

•	 Partners work across sectors for collective impact—Natural resource 
management is accomplished by public agencies working collaboratively 
with partners and through partnership networks. Civic groups help connect 
government agencies with other government and civic partners.  In the 
region, BTNF and federal partners are central collaborators, but some non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) are key connectors to other potential 
partners. County and state agencies are key connectors of information.  Many 
NGOs are pivotal links to a broader funding network. 

•	 Partnership work happens at all scales and across the landscape—
Stewardship territory ranges in scale from a single stream, to a watershed, to 
an entire region, including a frequent focus on nonmotorized trails, wildlife 
habitat, and wilderness areas. Areas in BTNF where more groups focus their 
work tend to mirror areas with higher patterns of visitation and use and areas 
nearby office locations.

•	 Partners respond to disturbance—Stewardship is one way that communities 
respond to disturbances and stressors. In this region, a third of responding 
groups work on fire or climate change, and almost two-thirds work on invasive 
insects.  

While these findings are unique to BTNF, they follow a pattern that has 
been discovered in other STEW-MAP locations, including in urban areas, 
demonstrating the universality of the importance of collaborative partnerships 
in natural resource management.
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Approach
Bridger-Teton National Forest (BTNF) employee survey—In early 2020, the Bridger-
Teton team sent out a preliminary internal electronic survey to all 130 permanent forest 
employees. With a response rate of 33.8 percent, the survey received 44 responses from 
employees who have a combined 510 years of experience working on the BTNF. This 
internal survey gathered information on the partners each employee is currently working 
with and the individual within the agency who is responsible for maintaining these 
relationships. This first phase of the survey is a useful step to build support from staff for 
an external survey and also supplies data that will inform the sampling framework. The 
results of this partnership survey can be found here: https://arcg.is/0azejy.

STEW-MAP survey—In December 2020, the STEW-MAP survey was launched and was 
initially sent to 105 organizations identified through the BTNF employee survey.  Of the 
organizations, 72.3 percent were civic groups (nongovernmental organizations [NGOs] 
and community groups), 23.8 percent were government, and 3.8 percent were businesses. 
Responses were received from 14 organizations, for a response rate of 13.3 percent, a rate 
comparable to other STEW-MAP surveys. The survey was also shared more broadly via 
known partners across the region, and these partners were encouraged to disseminate 
the survey to their networks.  From this effort, 29 additional responses were received 
(62.0 percent NGOs, 6.9 percent community groups, 6.9 percent college/universities, 24.1 
percent local government), for a total of 43 complete responses. The survey remained open 
until early March 2021. To learn more, visit: https://www.fs.usda.gov/research/projects/
stewmapbridgerteton 

Defining Environmental Stewardship
Environmental stewardship consists of a range of diverse practices, beliefs, and 
approaches, including hands-on work, an ethic or ethos, and the knowledge and skills 
required to take action (see, e.g., Andersson et al. 2017, Bennett et al. 2018, Muñoz- 
Erickson et al. 2016, Romolini et al. 2016). Stewardship groups take on a wide range of 
functions in caring for the local environment. The main functions can be categorized 
into conservation, management, monitoring, advocacy, education, and transformation 
(Campbell et al. 2019, Connolly et al. 2013, Fisher et al. 2012, Svendsen et al. 2016). 
Definitions and examples of each of these functions are outlined in Table 1, and references 
for further reading are provided.

https://arcg.is/0azejy
https://www.fs.usda.gov/research/projects/stewmapbridgerteton
https://www.fs.usda.gov/research/projects/stewmapbridgerteton
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Table 1.—Examples of stewardship functions (adapted from Campbell et.l al 2019)

Function Examples Context and Description References for Further Reading

Conserve •	 Collaborative conservation of 
landscapes

•	 Land trusts

•	 Historic preservation

•	 Protecting open space from 
development  

Conservation practitioners and scholars have 
highlighted the capacities of communities to 
engage in collaborative conservation efforts, 
including through the creation of land trusts and 
community land trusts (CLTs) that purchase and 
set aside land for preservation. These land trusts 
are located in both rural and urban areas, and 
some forms of CLTs conserve not only open space, 
but also affordable housing.

Biocultural conservation offers an alternative 
framework for thinking about the relationships 
between humans and their environments 
that acknowledges nature and culture are 
fundamentally entwined, integrated, and 
reciprocal; thus, conservation planning and 
efforts must include socio-cultural dimensions 
and understanding of the people connected to the 
places to be conserved.

•	 Avins 2015 

•	 Berkes 2012

•	 Campbell and Salus 2003

•	 Gavin et al. 2015

•	 Merenlender et al. 2004

•	 Soifer 1990

•	 Sterling et al. 2017 

•	 Turner et al. 2000

Manage •	 Forest management

•	 Land maintenance

•	 Site-based programming

The natural resource management literature has 
variously described community roles through 
the lenses of community-based natural resource 
management, co-management, adaptive co-
management, and civic ecology. These literatures 
describe the governance arrangements and 
practices through which communities work 
in managing green and blue places, including 
how they operate both independent of or in 
collaboration with public agencies and the private 
sector.

•	 Koontz et al. 2004

•	 Krasny and Tidball 2015

•	 Olsson et al. 2004

•	 Weber 2000

•	 Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000

Monitor •	 Measuring water quality

•	 Tracking forest health

•	 Determining social impact

Communities are involved in diverse forms of 
knowledge production, with monitoring and 
sensing of the local environment being important 
components of those processes.  Stewardship is 
connected to traditions of public participation in 
scientific research, citizen science or civic science, 
and environmental “bucket brigades.”

•	 Bonney et al. 2009

•	 O’Rourke and Gregg 2003

•	 Silva and Krasny 2014

•	 Sorensen et al. 2018

Educate •	 Youth engagement

•	 Public education events

•	 Job training

Environmental education seeks to enhance 
the ecological literacy of the public, particular 
communities, or both, such as urban youth, 
through in-class curriculum and STEAM-based 
education, as well as through field-based and 
informal education approaches.

•	 Husler and Krasny 2010

•	 Schusler et al. 2009

Advocate •	 Lobbying

•	 Environmental justice activism

•	 Promoting sustainable policies

Civic stewards seek not only to understand 
and manage their local environments but also 
to advocate for and envision new forms of 
environmental equity, justice, and sustainability.  
There is a long tradition of civic engagement, 
activism, and local social movements related to 
the quality of the environment and community 
well-being.

•	 Andrews and Edwards 2005

•	 Carmin and Balser 2002

•	 Fisher et al. 2015

Transform •	 Composting food waste

•	 Alternate energy uses

•	 Recycling

Community-organized initiatives can be a source 
of transformations in environmental systems 
(e.g., waste systems, energy systems, food 
systems) and ecosystem service provision, and 
in environmental governance by introducing 
innovations that may lead to reconfigured 
feedbacks that govern the state of the system.

•	 Andersson et al. 2007

•	 Chapin et al. 2009, 2010

•	 Colding et al. 2006

•	 Westley et al. 2013
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SURVEY RESULTS

Part I–Geographic Scope

Where do groups work?
This report highlights results from the 43 stewardship groups that responded to the 
Bridger-Teton National Forest (BTNF) STEW-MAP survey. Groups work at different 
geographic scales, so areas of stewardship, or “turfs,” vary, ranging from a single 172 acre 
rocky crag (Rodeo Wall in BTNF; Teton Climbers’ Coalition partnership) to a multiple-
state area covering 485,463,393 acres (The Cougar Fund partnership). On the BTNF, the 
entire forest is stewarded by partners working alongside BTNF staff, showing the extent 
of contributions our partners make to land management on the regional landscape. The 
largest number of groups working in a single part of the BTNF is 29 (Fig. 1). With multiple 
groups working in the same sections of the forest, coordination may be useful, depending 
upon their activities.

Part II–Stewardship Networks
Creating social networks between organizations is critical to the flow of information, ideas, 
and resources as well as for strengthening social trust and impact.  Networks are dynamic 
and can be shaped by any number of factors including shared experiences, missions, or 
spatial proximity.  

There are many ways to represent these networks to show the combination, arrangement, 
and distribution of collaboration, information, or resource relationships between 
stewardship organizations connected to the Bridger Teton National Forest. The number 
and direction of ties that exist to and from a group can indicate how the group operates 
within the network. For example, the in-degree statistic measures the number of ties from 
other groups to a particular organization (see "Connections of a Group"). In the diagrams 
in Figures 2–4, organizations are shown as circles and the connections are shown as 
lines. Circles are color-coded by sector to reflect the type of organization, which includes 
community groups, nonprofits, government organizations, universities, private groups, 
foundations, and partnerships. The size of the circle varies  and reflects the number of 
groups that have mentioned collaborating with the organization (in-degree).

 
Connections of a Group: In-Degree 
How many incoming connections 
does a group have?

In-degree measures the number of times 
other groups identify a particular group. 
For example, if three groups name Group B, 
then the in-degree for Group B is 3.

In general, groups with high in-degree are 
the leaders and are looked to by others as a 
source of advice, expertise, or information.
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Figure 1.—Geographic map showing number of partnership groups working in Bridger-Teton 
National Forest and the surrounding area.



General Technical Report NRS-213 7

Collaboration Network

Who do groups regularly collaborate with on land management projects or 
programs?
The collaboration network is represented by the 43 groups who responded to the survey, 
along with the organizations they name as collaborators (Fig. 2). Collaboration can involve 
working together on shared projects and networked activities, such as participating in 
shared working groups or coalitions. The top partners in the collaboration network with 
the highest in-degree metrics for collaboration include the following, with each having at 
least four ties with other groups:

1.	 USDA Forest Service

2.	 Bureau of Land Management

3.	 Teton County

4.	 Wyoming Game and Fish Department

5.	 National Park Service

6.	 Trout Unlimited

7.	 Greater Yellowstone Coalition

8.	 Jackson Hole Wildlife Foundation

9.	 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

10.	 The Nature Conservancy

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Forest Service is the partner most often 
named as a collaborator by other groups. Other organizations with the highest in-
degree metrics include other federal, state, and county agencies. Additionally, several 
local and regional NGOs and chapters of national NGOs were often named. Explore the 
collaboration network at https://embed.kumu.io/017695c92f0acc35b1a75378b423d276.

Information Network 

Who do groups go to for knowledge, data or expertise related to 
environmental issues?
The information network is represented by the 43 groups who responded to the survey, 
along with the organizations they go to for information (Fig. 3). This question reveals how 
knowledge, data, and expertise flow through the BTNF partnership network. The partners 
in the information network with the highest in-degree metrics for information include the 
following, with each having at least three ties with other groups:

1.	 USDA Forest Service

2.	 National Park Service

3.	 Wyoming Game and Fish Department

4.	 Bureau of Land Management

https://embed.kumu.io/017695c92f0acc35b1a75378b423d276
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5.	 Teton County

6.	 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

7.	 Lincoln County

8.	 Friends of the Bridger-Teton National Forest

9.	 Greater Yellowstone Coalition

10.	 Wyoming State Parks and Trails

11.	 Teton Conservation District

12.	 Jackson Hole Land Trust

13.	 The Nature Conservancy

14.	 Advocates for Multiple Use of Public Lands

The USDA Forest Service is the most named partner for collaboration by other groups. 
Other organizations with the highest in-degree metrics include other federal, state, and 
county agencies. Additionally, several local and regional civic organizations and chapters 
of national civic organizations were often named. Explore the information network at 
https://embed.kumu.io/1a83b01684f1744d6d7bd9e15dda22bd.

Funding Network 

Who do groups receive resources from - funding or materials?
The funding network is represented by the 43 groups who responded to the survey, along 
with the organizations from whom they receive resources (Fig. 4). This shows the way 
in which resources—including funding and materials—flow through the known BTNF 
partnership network. The groups with the highest in-degree metrics for collaboration 
include the following, with nine partners having at least three ties with other groups:

1.	 USDA Forest Service

2.	 Bureau of Land Management

3.	 Wyoming Game and Fish Department

4.	 Greater Yellowstone Coalition

5.	 National Park Service

6.	 Sublette County

7.	 The Nature Conservancy

8.	 Trout Unlimited

9.	 Wyoming State Parks and Trails 
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The USDA Forest Service is the most named partner for collaboration by other groups. 
Other organizations with the highest in-degree metrics include other federal, state, and 
county agencies. Additionally, several local and regional civic groups and chapters of 
national civic organizations were often named. Explore the funding network at https://
embed.kumu.io/a44c2d11333f19b05b78b1f144981790.

Figure 2.—Collaboration network from the Bridger-Teton National Forest STEW-
MAP survey. Organizations are represented by circles (sized by in-degree, colored 
by sector), and connections between organizations are represented as lines.

https://embed.kumu.io/a44c2d11333f19b05b78b1f144981790
https://embed.kumu.io/a44c2d11333f19b05b78b1f144981790
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Figure 3.—Information network from the Bridger-Teton National Forest STEW-MAP survey. Organizations are 
represented by circles (sized by in-degree, colored by sector), and connections between organizations are represented 
as lines.
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Figure 4.—Funding network from the Bridger-Teton National Forest STEW-MAP survey. Organizations are represented 
by circles (sized by in-degree, colored by sector), and connections between organizations are represented as lines.
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Part III–Group Characteristics
These survey results represent stewardship groups engaged in conservation, preservation, 
management, restoration, monitoring, advocacy, or education activities throughout the 
Bridger Teton National Forest and surrounding landscape. Here we highlight a series of 
responses to questions from the STEW-MAP survey.

Year Founded 

In what year was each group established? 
Organizations were asked to identify the year the group was established. Sectors are 
divided into civic (registered nonprofit organizations and community groups), government 
(local, county, state, federal), and public-private partnerships and are presented 
cumulatively by decade founded (Fig. 5). Pivotal legislation and administrative actions 
affecting the Forest Service are also displayed on this timeline and include the Transfer Act 
of 1905 (33 Stat. 628; 16 U.S.C. 472, 524, 554), the Wilderness Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-
577; 16 U.S.C. 1131–1136), and the National Forest Management Act of 1976 (88 Stat. 476; 
16 U.S.C. 1601–1610).

Key findings:
•	 Responding groups founded before the 1970s were primarily state 

government-related or organizations with 501(c)(3) status. 

•	 The 1970s was the decade with the largest number of new groups created, 
with eight new groups established. This coincides with the introduction of 
major legislation such as the Wilderness Act of 1964 and the National Forest 
Management Act of 1976, which require forest plans and public planning for 
national forest management. 

Organization Type

What types of groups by sector are engaging in stewardship?
Organizations engaged in stewardship were asked to identify what type of group they 
are, and responses were categorized into civic, government, or public-private partnership 
sectors (Fig. 6). The civic sector includes registered nonprofit organizations and 
community groups; government refers to agencies at all levels, including local, county, 
state, and federal; and public-private partnerships include other organizations.

Key findings:
•	 Civic groups comprise 66 percent of responding organizations; the majority 

have 501(c)(3) nonprofit status.

•	 The three civic groups without 501(c)(3) nonprofit status are community 
groups.

•	 Government respondents are from local and state government agencies.
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Figure 5.—Timeline of the number of partnership organizations founded each decade 
for groups who responded to the Bridger-Teton National Forest STEW-MAP survey (n=39) 
and years for pivotal legislation and administrative actions affecting the Forest Service 
from 1860 to 2020.

Figure 6.—Distribution of stewardship groups who 
responded to the Bridger-Teton National Forest STEW-MAP 
survey (n=43) by sector, displayed as percentage of total 
number of responding groups. 
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Group Focus 

What issues or topics are each group working on? Which issues are the 
primary focus of each group?

Stewardship organizations work on a range of issues.  As part of the survey, organizations 
were asked to select the issues and topics they work on in general and identify the primary 
focus issue for their group.  Results are presented as a percentage of all responding groups 
(Fig. 7).

Key findings:
•	 Recreation and sports was selected by 13 groups as their primary issue and 

by 25 groups as one issue of focus.

•	 Over 75 percent of groups engage with three or more issues. 

Figure 7.—Issues focused on by partnership groups who responded to 
the Bridger-Teton National Forest STEW-MAP survey (n=42) presented 
as percentage of all responding groups, and the primary issue of focus 
identified by each group.
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Stewardship Activities

What types of environmental stewardship activities—including management, 
education, advocacy, monitoring, conservation, and restoration—are 
conducted in the Bridger-Teton National Forest and surrounding landscape?

Organizations were asked to indicate the types of stewardship activities or functions they 
conduct on the BTNF and the surrounding landscape and identify the primary activity.  
(See Table 1 on page 4 for more information on the types of stewardship functions.) 
Results are presented as a percentage of all responding groups (Fig. 8). 

Key findings:
•	 Over 90 percent of groups identify more than one form of stewardship 

activity and 56 percent (24 groups) engage with more than three forms of 
stewardship activities.

•	 The one group that chose “None” identifies stewardship activities elsewhere, 
working within a forest ecosystem to protect vulnerable species. 

Figure 8.—Types of stewardship activities groups who responded to the Bridger-Teton National 
Forest STEW-MAP survey (n=43) engage in, as a percentage of all responding groups, and the 
primary activity identified by each group. 
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Time Focused on Stewardship

What percentage of groups’ effort has been for natural resources stewardship 
during the past year?

What proportion of groups’ time devoted to stewardship in the past year 
focused on the Bridger-Teton National Forest?

Respondents were asked to identify the amount of time over the past year their 
organization spent in natural resources stewardship in general (Fig. 9), and more 
specifically, what percentage is stewardship work conducted on the BTNF (Fig. 10). 

Key findings:
•	 In all, 56 percent of the groups (23 groups) identify stewardship as making 

up over 60 percent of their activities. 

•	 Of the groups, 24 percent (10 groups) indicated that 60 percent or more of 
their stewardship activities were related to BTNF.

Figure 9.—Proportion of time groups who responded to the Bridger-Teton National Forest 
STEW-MAP survey (n=41) spent on stewardship, presented as percentage of all responding 
groups.
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Figure 10.—Proportion of time groups who responded to the Bridger-Teton National 
Forest (BTNF) STEW-MAP survey (n=43) spent on stewardship activities at the BTNF, 
presented as percentage of all responding groups (n=43).

Volunteers doing trail work at Cache Creek Trail on the Bridger-Teton National 
Forest near Jackson, Wyoming on August 26, 2012. USDA Forest Service photo.
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Site Type

What sites do groups work on?

Each organization was asked to select all site types they work on and identify the primary 
site type of all those selected.  Results are presented as a percentage of all responding 
groups (Fig. 11).

Key findings:
•	 Groups identified working on an average of five sites. 

•	 One fifth (21 percent) of groups engage with 10 or more site types.

•	 “Other” responses include dog friendly areas, wildland-urban interface, 
recreational conflicts with ecosystem values and wildlife habitat, national 
parks, and the Wyoming Range Legacy Act. 

Figure 11.—Site type groups who responded to the Bridger-Teton National Forest STEW-
MAP work at (n=43), presented as a percentage of all responding groups, and primary site 
type where each group works.
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Services 

What types of services do groups provide?

Respondents were asked to identify the types of services their organization provides 
(Fig. 12).  Results are presented as a percentage of all responding groups, categorized 
into civic, government, and other sectors.  The civic sector includes registered nonprofit 
organizations and community groups; government includes  local, county, state, and 
federal agencies; and other includes remaining groups. Responding groups could select 
more than one option, so the total is greater than 100 percent.

Key findings:
•	 Education and trainings are provided by 77 percent of groups, the most 

common service for civic and government groups. 

•	 Other responses for services provided include recreational activities, 
conservation transactions expertise, and cost share opportunities to benefit 
the grizzly bear. 

Figure 12.—Services provided by stewardship groups who responded to the 
Bridger-Teton National Forest STEW-MAP survey (n=43), presented as percentage 
of all responding groups, color-coded by sector.
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Information Sharing 

How do groups share information with the public?

Organizations were asked to identify the different ways in which they share information 
with the public (Fig. 13).  General categories of information sharing include through 
broadcast media, relaying information in person, and sharing information through either 
digital or printed media.

Key findings:
•	 Local media was the most common category for information sharing 

overall, followed by social media.

•	 Other responses include “trail maps” and using local government facilities. 
 

Figure 13.—Ways groups who responded to the Bridger-Teton National Forest STEW-MAP 
survey (n=43) share information with the public, shown by category of information sharing, 
as a percentage of all responding groups.
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Influential Events 

What events have impacted groups’ activities?

Groups were asked to identify the degree of influence that external events have had on 
organizational operations and rank them from 1 (not influential) to 7 (highly influential). 
All events had some level of influence on groups’ activities. The average influence ranged 
from largest to smallest for the following events: 

•	 neighborhood development or rezoning (5.50) 

•	 COVID-19 (5.31) 

•	 climate change (4.90) 

•	 changes in elected officials (4.84) 

•	 financial crises (4.77) 

•	 extreme weather (4.56) 

•	 social movements (4.52)

Neighborhood zoning was the only event where all respondents marked 4 or higher, and 
the majority of respondents (94.9 percent) selected 4 or higher for COVID-19. Average 
values were similar for civic and government organizations, but civic groups were more 
influenced by social movements (Mann Whitney U test, W = 165, p = 0.04219) and 
government agencies were more influenced by extreme weather (W = 77.5, p = 0.004076).

Volunteers collecting data along transects on the Jackson Ranger District, Bridger-Teton 
National Forest, Wyoming.  USDA Forest Service photo.
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Improvement of Outcomes 

How has your stewardship group contributed to social and environmental outcomes in 
the community? 

Groups were asked to identify the degree of influence they have on a series of social and 
environmental factors and rank them from 1 (not influential) to 7 (highly influential). All groups 
reported having at least some level of influence on social and environmental outcomes, with self-
reported influences being higher for all social factors than environmental factors. The average 
influence ranged from largest to smallest for the following factors: 

•	 community participation (5.32)

•	 influence on policies and programs (5.30) 

•	 trust between neighbors (4.98) 

•	 trust in management agencies (4.98) 

•	 urban sustainability (4.77) 

•	 plants and habitat quality (4.55) 

•	 land protection (4.5)

•	 air and water quality (3.98, below the midpoint) 

The range of responses was tightest for community participation and influence on policies and 
programs, showing agreement among groups. The difference in group responses was highest for air 
and water quality, likely because not all groups focus on these aspects of the environment (see Fig. 
11). Average values for social outcomes were similar for civic and government organizations, but 
government agencies reported higher values for plants and habitat quality (Mann Whitney U test, W 
= 81.5, p = 0.0491), air and water quality (W = 63.5, p = 0.0175), and urban sustainability (W = 99, p = 
0.04931).

Forest Service staff and partners provide information to participants during the 2018 
National Free Fishing Day on the Bridger-Teton National Forest, Wyoming. USDA Forest 
Service photo.
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Land Ownership 

Who manages the primary properties where groups work?
Organizations were asked to identify who manages the primary property where their 
group works (Fig. 14).  Categories include government, both public and private lands, 
nonprofit, and private only, with government presented by scale: city/local, county, state, 
and federal.

Key findings:
•	 The majority (79 percent) of responding groups work primarily on lands 

managed by federal, state, local, or some combination of government 
ownership.

Figure 14.—Primary land ownership of areas where groups who responded to the 
Bridger-Teton National Forest STEW-MAP survey (n=43) engage in stewardship, shown 
by category.
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Staff and Volunteers 

How many staff, members, and volunteers do groups have? What is groups’ 
labor capacity?
Respondents were asked to identify the number of staff (full and part time), members, 
and volunteers within their group (Table 2). Results are displayed by sector and include 
government (local, county, state, federal), civic (registered nonprofit organizations and 
community groups), and public-private partnerships. The mean values highlight the 
average group staff and volunteers, while range shows the smallest and largest group staff 
and volunteer numbers, and sum highlights the total staff and volunteer numbers for all 
responding groups.

Key findings:
•	 A total of 1,350 full and part time staff manage operations for all the 

stewardship groups who work on and around the BTNF.

•	 Some groups operate with no staff or volunteers, while others have hundreds 
of staff and thousands of volunteers.

•	 Groups receive assistance from a total of 300,742 members and 176,506 
volunteers.

•	 Volunteer hours contribute an average of $744,660-valued labor per year 
(valued at $15/hour). 

Group / metric Full time staff Part time staff Members Volunteers Volunteer hours 
per month

Government

Mean 14 4 46 52 133

Range 1-80 0-20 0-552 0-500 0-1,430

Total 178 50 598 671 1,728

Civic

Mean 23 15 10,348 6,063 36,553

Range 1-233 0-350 0-157,190 0-150,000 0-905,940

Total 681 441 300,079 175,823 1,060,041

Public-private partnerships (n=1)

Mean 0 0 65 12 17

Range 0 0 65 12 17

Total 0 0 65 12 17

Overall total 859 491 300,742 176,506 1,061,785

Table 2.—Number of staff, members, volunteers for groups who responded to the Bridger- 
Teton National Forest STEW-MAP survey (n=43)
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Budget 

What are groups’ estimated annual budgets?
Groups were asked to self-estimate their annual budget (Fig. 15). Results are 
reported in binned categories by sector and include civil groups, government, and 
other. The civic sector includes registered nonprofit organizations and community 
groups; government includes local, county, state, and federal agencies, and other 
includes remaining groups.

Key findings:
•	 The median budget is $5.74 million for civic groups and $2.45 million for 

government groups.

•	 The two largest budgets are $54 million and $40 million, both held by civic 
organizations with a national scope.

•	 Two-thirds of the groups had annual incomes of $200,000 or greater.

		

Figure 15.—Self-estimated annual budgets of groups who responded to the Bridger-Teton 
National Forest STEW-MAP survey (n=27), by sector. Annual budget is reported in binned 
categories in thousands (K) or in millions (M).
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Funding Sources 

Where are funds coming from?
Sources of funding for government and civic groups vary widely.  A  breakdown of total 
budget by source is provided for government (Fig. 16a) and civic (Fig. 16b) groups.

Key findings:
•	 Overall, civic groups received funding from a wide range of sources, led by 

individual giving and local foundations.

•	 Government agencies relied primarily on government support, followed by 
fees for services.

Figure 16.—Distribution of total budget 
by source for (A) government organizations 
(n=12) and (B) civic organizations (n=29) 
who responded to the Bridger-Teton 
National Forest STEW-MAP survey. 
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CONCLUSIONS
Just as biophysical resources such as tree canopy, forest stands, and land cover are 
tracked and mapped in order to manage them more effectively, STEW-MAP pro-
vides a systematic approach for tracking and mapping partnerships. In the Bridg-
er-Teton National Forest landscape, results show that partners provide not only 
labor in support of land management and restoration, but also contain critical local 
knowledge about ecosystems and places. These local  civic groups are helping to 
foster social trust, strengthen local social cohesion, and enhance social-ecological 
resilience. Because these groups work both within and beyond the footprint of the 
BTNF, they are crucial to partner with to develop landscape-level collaborative 
management approaches. Partner groups adopt areas that range in geographic 
scale. While most work at larger scales, one local climbing group adopted a single 
crag. Partnerships in this region are dynamic, changing, and networked. New civic 
groups and coalitions are forming over time as new issues arise and as populations 
shift. Social networks shape the flow of information, resources, and collaborative 
ties, and it is important to identify both the most central actors in the network as 
well as groups that are more peripheral, as these groups can be pathways to wid-
ening and diversifying partnerships. Government-to-civic linkages remain critical 
in this landscape, and there are benefits to caring for these  partnerships over time. 

New stewardship groups work with the BTNF each year, so it is important to 
track and update new data. In this way, program managers can understand where 
and why groups are shifting in geographic scope, capacity, interest, and engage-
ment with the landscape. The BTNF and STEW-MAP collaborative team is pilot-
ing a new approach called STEW-MAP Live to help monitor partnerships dynam-
ically over time. This effort could leverage existing public data about nonprofit 
groups, such as Internal Revenue Service form 990 filings. STEW-MAP Live data 
could be used to better understand seasonal activities and to provide annual re-
porting metrics. In addition, this ongoing data collection can be paired with a full 
STEW-MAP survey on a regular basis (e.g., 5 years, 10 years) to understand how 
networks and territories of all groups change over time. Based on this successful 
Bridger-Teton National Forest pilot, there is potential to replicate this approach 
with other national forests, national parks, and other urban and rural  areas to bet-
ter understand the partnership landscape and potential. This type of data is essen-
tial to our future management and can be used across a range of mission areas and 
partnership-based positions within the agency. 



28 General Technical Report NRS-213

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The authors thank the following people for their involvement with the Stewardship 
Mapping and Assessment Project on the Bridger-Teton National Forest: employees of 
the Bridger-Teton National Forest, survey participants, partner organizations, and the 
private individuals and organizations that contribute to the management of the Greater 
Yellowstone Area.

LITERATURE CITED

Andersson, E.; Barthel, S.; Ahrné, K. 2007. Measuring social-ecological dynamics behind the 
generation of ecosystem services. Ecological Applications. 17 (5): 1267–1278. https://doi.
org/10.1890/06-1116.1. 

Andersson, E.; Enqvist, J.; Tengö, M. 2017. Stewardship in urban landscapes. In: Beiling, 
C.; Plieninger, T., eds. The science and practice of landscape stewardship. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press: 222–238. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.023. 

Andrews, K.T.; Edwards, B. 2005. The organizational structure of local environmentalism. 
Mobilization: An International Quarterly Review. 10(2): 213–234. https://doi.org/10.17813/
maiq.10.2.028028u600744073. 

Avins, M. 2015. The Land trust solution: how Baltimore green space uses land ownership to 
help neighborhoods. Cities and the Environment. 8(2): article 17.

Bennett, N.J.; Whitty, T.S.; Finkbeiner, E.; Pittman, J.; Bassett, H.; Gelcich, S.;Allison, E. H. 
2018. Environmental stewardship: a conceptual review and analytical framework. 
Environmental Management. 61(4): 597–614. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-017-0993-2. 

Berkes, F. 2012. Sacred ecology: traditional ecological knowledge and resource 
management. 3rd ed. New York: Routledge. 392 p.

Bonney, R.; Cooper, C.B.; Dickinson, J.; Kelling, S.; Phillips, T.; Rosenberg, K.V., Shirk, J. 
2009. Citizen science: a developing tool for expanding science knowledge and scientific 
literacy. BioScience. 59(11): 977–984. https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2009.59.11.9. 

Campbell, M.C.; Salus, D.A. 2003. Community and conservation land trusts as unlikely 
partners? The case of Troy Gardens, Madison, Wisconsin. Land Use Policy. 20(2): 169–
180. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0264-8377(03)00002-4. 

Campbell, L.K.; Landau, L.; Svendsen, E.S.; Johnson, M. 2019. Civic stewardship of urban 
ecosystems: forms of community engagement with landscapes and places. In: Monalisa 
Chatterjee, M.; Svyatets, E., eds. Environmental issues and policy: exploring past, present, 
and future socioecological relations. San Diego, CA: Cognella Academic Publishing: 
208–224. 

 Carmin, J.; Balser, D.B. 2002. Selecting repertoires of action in environmental 
movement organizations. Organization & Environment. 15(4): 365–388.  https://doi.
org/10.1177/1086026602238167. 

https://doi.org/10.1890/06-1116.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/06-1116.1
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316499016.023
https://doi.org/10.17813/maiq.10.2.028028u600744073
https://doi.org/10.17813/maiq.10.2.028028u600744073
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-017-0993-2
https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2009.59.11.9
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0264-8377(03)00002-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026602238167
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026602238167


General Technical Report NRS-213 29

Chapin, F.S.; Carpenter, S.R.; Kofinas, G. P.; Folke, C.; Abel, N. [et. al.]. 2010. Ecosystem 
stewardship: sustainability strategies for a rapidly changing planet. Trends in Ecology & 
Evolution. 25(4): 241–249. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.10.008. 

Chapin, F.S., III.; Kofinas, G.P.; Folke, C.; Carpenter, S.R.; Olsson, P. [et al.]. 2009. Resilience-
based stewardship: strategies for navigating sustainable pathways in a changing world. 
In: Chapin, F.S., III; Kofinas, G.P.; Folke, C., eds. Principles of ecosystem stewardship: 
resilience-based natural resource management in a changing world. Amsterdam: Springer. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-73033-2_15. 

Colding, J.; Lundberg, J.; Folke, C. 2006. Incorporating green-area user groups in urban 
ecosystem management. Ambio. 35(5): 237–244. https://doi.org/10.1579/05-a-098r.1. 

Connolly, J.J.; Svendsen, E.S.; Fisher, D.R.; Campbell, L.K. 2013. Organizing urban ecosystem 
services through environmental stewardship governance in New York City. Landscape 
and Urban Planning. 109(1): 76–84. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2012.07.001. 

Fisher, D.R.; Campbell, L.K.; Svendsen, E.S. 2012. The organizational structure of urban 
environmental stewardship. Environmental Politics. 21(1): 26–48. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09644016.2011.643367. 

Fisher, D.R.; Svendsen, E.S.; Connolly, J. 2015. Urban environmental stewardship and civic 
engagement: How planting trees strengthens the roots of democracy. London and New 
York: Routledge. 164 p.

Gavin, M.C.; McCarter, J.; Mead, A.; Berkes, F.; Stepp, J.R.; Peterson, D.; Tang, R. 2015. 
Defining biocultural approaches to conservation. Trends in Ecology and Evolution. 30(3): 
140–145. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2014.12.005. 

Koontz, T.; Steelman, T.; Carmin, J.; Korfmacher, K.; Moseley, C.; Thomas, C. 2004. 
Collaborative environmental management: What roles for government? Washington, 
DC: Resources for the Future. 224 p.

Krasny, M.;  Tidball, K. 2015. Civic ecology: adaptation and transformation from the 
ground up. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 328 p.

Merenlender, A.A;  Huntsinger, M.L.; Guthey, G.; Fairfax, S.K. 2004. Land trusts and 
conservation easements: Who is conserving what for whom? Society for Conservation 
Biology. 18(1): 65–75. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2004.00401.x 

Muñoz-Erickson, T.A.; Campbell, L.K.; Childers, D.L.; Grove, J.M.; Iwaniec, D.M. [et al.]. 
2016. Demystifying governance and its role for transitions in urban social–ecological 
systems. Ecosphere. 7(11): e01564. https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.1564. 

Olsson P.; Folke, C.; Berkes, F. 2004. Adaptive co-management for building social-ecological 
resilience. Environmental Management. 34(1): 75–90. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-003-
0101-7. 

O’Rourke, D.; Gregg, M. 2003. Community environmental policing: assessing new 
strategies of public participation in environmental regulation. Journal of Policy Analysis 
and Management. 22(3): 383–414. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.10138. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.10.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-73033-2_15
https://doi.org/10.1579/05-a-098r.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2011.643367
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2011.643367
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2014.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2004.00401.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.1564
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-003-0101-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-003-0101-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.10138


30 General Technical Report NRS-213

Romolini, M.; Grove, J.M.; Ventriss, C.L.; J. Koliba, C.J.; Krymkowski, D.K. 2016. Toward 
an understanding of citywide urban environmental governance: an examination of 
stewardship networks in Baltimore and Seattle. Environmental Management. 58(2): 
254–267. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-016-0704-4. 

Schusler, T.M.; Krasny, M.E. 2010. Environmental action as context for youth 
development. The Journal of Environmental Education. 41: 208–223. https://doi.
org/10.1080/00958960903479803. 

Schusler, T.M.; Krasny, M.E.; Peters, S.J.; Decker, D.J. 2009. Developing citizens and 
communities through youth environmental action. Environmental Education Research. 
15: 111–127. https://doi.org/10.1080/13504620802710581. 

Silva, P.; Krasny, M.E. 2014. Parsing participation: models of engagement for outcomes 
monitoring in urban stewardship. Local Environment. (July): 1–9.

Soifer, S.D. 1990. The Burlington Community Land Trust: A socialist approach 
to affordable housing? Journal of Urban Affairs. 12(3): 237–252. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-9906.1990.tb00216.x. 

Sorensen, A.; Jordan, R.; Blaise, G.; Brown, J.; Campbell, L.K.; Aronson, M.; Johnson, M. 2018. 
drivers of public participation in urban restoration stewardship programs: linkages 
between environmental identity and knowledge, and motivations. Arboriculture and 
Urban Forestry. 44(6): 266–282. https://doi.org/10.48044/jauf.2018.024. 

Sterling, E.J.; Filardi, C.; Toomey, A.; Sigouin, A.; Betley, E. [et. al.]. 2017. Biocultural 
approaches to well-being and sustainability indicators across scales. Nature Ecology & 
Evolution. 32: 1090.

Svendsen, E.S.; Campbell, L.K.; Fisher, D.R.; Connolly, J.T.; Johnson, M.L. [et al.]. 2016. 
Stewardship mapping and assessment project: a framework for understanding 
community-based environmental stewardship. Gen. Tech. Rep. 156. Newtown Square, PA: 
US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern Research Station. 134 p. https://doi.
org/10.2737/NRS-GTR-156. 

Turner, N.J.; Ignace, M.B.; Ignace, R. 2000. Traditional ecological knowledge and wisdom of 
aboriginal peoples in British Columbia. Ecological Applications. 10(5): 1275–1287. https://
doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2000)010[1275:tekawo]2.0.co;2. 

Weber, E.P. 2000. A new vanguard for the environment: grass-roots ecosystem management 
as a new environmental movement. Society and Natural Resources. 13(3): 237–259. https://
doi.org/10.1080/089419200279081. 

Westley, F.R.; Tjornbo, O.; Schultz, L.; Olsson, P.; Folke, C. [et al.]. 2013. A theory of 
transformative agency in linked social-ecological systems. Ecology and Society. 18(3): 27.  
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-05072-180327. 

Wondolleck, J.M.; Yaffee, S.L. 2000. Making collaboration work-lessons from innovation in 
natural resources management. Washington DC: Island Press. 277 p. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-016-0704-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/00958960903479803
https://doi.org/10.1080/00958960903479803
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504620802710581
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9906.1990.tb00216.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9906.1990.tb00216.x
https://doi.org/10.48044/jauf.2018.024
https://doi.org/10.2737/NRS-GTR-156
https://doi.org/10.2737/NRS-GTR-156
https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2000)010%5b1275:tekawo%5d2.0.co;2
https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2000)010%5b1275:tekawo%5d2.0.co;2
https://doi.org/10.1080/089419200279081
https://doi.org/10.1080/089419200279081
https://doi.org/10.5751/es-05072-180327


In accordance with Federal civil rights law and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) civil rights regulations and policies, the USDA, its Agencies, offices, 

and employees, and institutions participating in or administering USDA programs are prohibited from discriminating based on race, color, national origin, 

religion, sex, gender identity (including gender expression), sexual orientation, disability, age, marital status, family/parental status, income derived from 

a public assistance program, political beliefs, or reprisal or retaliation for prior civil rights activity, in any program or activity conducted or funded by USDA 

(not all bases apply to all programs). Remedies and complaint filing deadlines vary by program or incident.

Persons with disabilities who require alternative means of communication for program information (e.g., Braille, large print, audiotape, American Sign 

Language, etc.) should contact the responsible Agency or USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TTY) or contact USDA through the Federal 

Relay Service at (800) 877-8339. Additionally, program information may be made available in languages other than English.

To file a program discrimination complaint, complete the USDA Program Discrimination Complaint Form, AD-3027, found online at How to File a Program 

Discrimination Complaint and at any USDA office or write a letter addressed to USDA and provide in the letter all of the information requested in the form. 

To request a copy of the complaint form, call (866) 632-9992. Submit your completed form or letter to USDA by: (1) mail: U.S. Department of Agriculture, 

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, D.C. 20250-9410; (2) fax: (202) 690-7442; or (3) email: 

program.intake@usda.gov.

USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer, and lender.



Northern Research Station

https://www.fs.usda.gov/research/nrs

https://www.fs.usda.gov/research/nrs

	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
	INTRODUCTION
	About STEW-MAP
	Key STEW-MAP Findings for The Bridger-Teton National Forest Regional Landscape
	Approach
	Defining Environmental Stewardship

	SURVEY RESULTS
	Part I–Geographic Scope
	Part II–Stewardship Networks

	Collaboration Network
	Information Network 
	Funding Network 
	Part III–Group Characteristics

	Year Founded 
	Organization Type
	Group Focus 
	Stewardship Activities
	Time Focused on Stewardship
	Site Type
	Services 
	Information Sharing 
	Influential Events 
	Improvement of Outcomes 
	Land Ownership 
	Staff and Volunteers 
	Budget 
	Funding Sources 

	CONCLUSIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	LITERATURE CITED



