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Thanks to the committee members for taking the time to serve on this Committee.

We are sending these comments in late, and we hope you can read them.

These comments are broken into 3 parts plus an index 

--- The first part is a primarily a criticism of the inadequate process and inadequate scope of your deliberations, which section takes up pages 4-11

The second part is a response to the specifics of your proposal; if that is all you wish to read, skip to pages 12-23.

The third part is an introduction about our chapter, for this skip to page 23-26.
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PART ONE -- OVERVIEW OF PROCESS
A.  NAME OF COMMITTEE

Chapters in states without state offices are basically invisible to NAS. We have been such for years.  The report outlines a support system that is dependent for administration on state offices and at the bottom of page 4 the Task Force/Committee asks for chapters in states without state offices, to suggest how to support work of chapters in states without state offices.  

We regret that the committee drafted an almost final plan, which ignores 2/5 of the nations states. This is a committee about mitigating conflicts that state programs have found/created with chapters; it is not about chapters.  It should be called the Ad Hoc Committee on State Programs and Dues Share Elimination. 

Any report of a “Committee on Chapters”, should provide a comprehensive plan that addresses the needs of chapters in states without state offices, as equally as it addresses those in states with state programs.  Thus this Committee needs to go back to the drawing board and create a comprehensive plan, effective for all chapters and release a second draft and allow chapters in states without state offices, a chance to comment on what ever it is that is proposed for us, before you send recommendations to the NAS Board of Directors (BoD).

B.  NOT A PARTNERSHIP

The Ad Hoc Committee’s Preamble talks about a “true, strong, mutually supportive partnership between Chapters and National”.  A relationship of multiple parties, in which one party retains all the control to make decisions about the relationship, is not a partnership.   This is like the relationship of a boss and employees. The boss may solicit employee opinions and study and respond to those opinions, but in the end he/she makes all the final decisions and if the employee doesn’t like the terms the employee quits and finds another job. If the boss wants to keep the employees, he/she must keep them happy enough not to quit.  This defines the relationship that NAS has with chapters, which ironically are mostly run by volunteers.  It is disingenuous to call such a relationship a “partnership”.  In a partnership the multiple parties share in the decision making power. 

C.  INCREASED RESPONSIBILITY WITHOUT INCREASED AUTHORITY 

The new proposal increases the administrative responsibilities of chapters and challenges us to be more functional and independent. We are to assume all the responsibilities of a fully independent non-profit: i.e.: get our own 501c3 status, get our own insurance or accept liability exposure, incorporate ourselves, maintain our own independent membership data base, provide programs, fund raise, apply for grants, etc.  If we are to no longer have joint members, and are to have only “chapter only members”, then our members will no longer be able to vote in NAS BoD elections; they will only vote in our elections.

If we will be experiencing increases in administrative responsibility, why don’t we get increased authority – why don’t we at least get an equal vote in the governance of the Audubon alleged “partnership”? NAS wants its cake and eat it too; it stresses us with competition within our own territory, then it wants us to assume more duties/administrative work associated with independent groups, but with each step in the policy changes, it increases its control over us; decreasing our freedom and hope of equality. This is ironic.

D.  REPRESENTATION FOR CHAPTERS

Chapters need a congress system:  a system of delegates, where the delegate’s loyalty and obedience is firmly owed to the chapters who sent them.  At such congress(es), we should vote on how the alleged “Chapter/NAS partnership” shall be governed.  Mutual consent of NAS and the majority of the chapter congress(es) or majority vote resulting from a poll of all chapters, must precede any major changes in the alleged “partnership” relationship. 

Another revolutionary vision would be to acknowledge that there is no “partnership”, but rather that NAS is to be changed/reformatted into a vehicle for the collective will of the chapters—NAS would function as an expression the majority will of chapters.  In such a revolutionary restructuring of NAS, the BoD of National Audubon Society would be entirely composed of Directors elected from chapter regional congresses, and when the NAS BoD met, it would try to find  a compromise to the diverse region’s/chapter’s interests and implement that policy on a national and regional level.. This would mirror NWF or Izaak Walton League governance style and not TNC governance style.

On page 6 of the Report, the Committee outlines 3 new membership structure alternatives. It is unclear if the NAS BoD will offer just one or all three alternatives to chapters.  If the alternative chosen is for chapters to have only “chapter only members”, then the chapter’s members can’t vote for the election of the NAS BoD and the chapters are even more disenfranchised. As there are Regional Directors, the chapter may still participate in the NOMINATION of 1 candidate for a 36 member board, however as the chapters have no NAS members, the chapters no longer represent the collective will of NAS members.  The only relationship of chapters to NAS, will be based in the line in the NAS Certificate of Incorporation; 

“The purposes and objects of this corporation shall be….. (j) To encourage the

 organization of chapters and other affiliated groups in sympathy with there stated 

aims.”

. 

  If the only members a chapter has are “chapter only”, then NAS especially has to change its election process to allow chapter’s real direct participation in the elections of some kind of governance body with power over policy.. 

Perhaps, there needs to be an entirely new and different set of governance bodies, to oversee for the Audubon “alleged “partnership. Perhaps we need:

1. a chapter regional congress system, 

2. a  NAS corporate Board and

 3.: formal  “Partnership negotiation teams” 

Perhaps the “Partnership negotiation teams” would have representatives from both NAS and the chapter congresses and would negotiate equally to outline “partnership” policy, which could then be ratified by a majority chapter vote and NAS BoD. As NAS treats us more like employees, not like “partners”, perhaps we need a union, collective bargaining and strikes.

Perhaps the reason NAS is dragging its feet with any response on the TBA election reform resolutions, while talking about changing the regional director system, is that its leadership has always been planning to do away with joint membership system and change the face of Audubon   Such drastic membership changes effect voting and elections; who will have the right to vote for whom? It substantially affects the power structure and the Ad Hoc committees work on membership restructuring is directly entangled with the committee looking at election reform.  The cumulative effect of membership restructuring proposals is a shift of power.

Regional Directors - -Loyalty is a currency, which can be used to purchase power.  Under the current system Regional Directors may end up in a crucible of split loyalties.  Who are they obligated to; the interests of NAS or chapters? As a 1/4 minority on the NAS BoD, what power or influence do they gain or yield by remaining loyal to chapters? What power do they gain if they become loyal gophers for the NAS administration? What leverage or power do chapters have with the NAS BoD? 

Any committee to investigate chapter/NAS alleged “partnership” must investigate the 

reasons for chapter’s lack of authority in the “partnership”, including failures 

of the regional director system to protect chapter interests.

E.  NEW STRATEGIC PLAN:

1. NAS engaged chapters in a strategic plan process about 1994 or 1995.  That was about 10 years ago.  Since then it has executed actions not delineated in that Plan, such as eliminating regional offices. Aren’t you supposed to revise strategic plans periodically, and more frequently than at 10 year intervals? Haven’t revisions or updates or adaptations to the 1995 Audubon Strategic Plan been formulated at the NAS BoD level?. 

2.What has been happening is so problematic, it is time for a new strategic planning process, which re-involves chapters and for NAS to double check to see if we all like the major changes NAS has made in our alleged “partnership”–- what do we think about  the 2020 Vision, the emphasis on nature centers , the state programs, state boards replacing councils, loss of dues share, the loss of regional offices, loss of national conservation campaign teams, change in mission or focus, changes in style/brand etc?  NAS is to lead;, to set visions and objectives and we chapters are to soldier on and follow the bosses orders.

F.  ROUND PEG IN SQUARE HOLE AND STRAIGHT JACKETING ADVOCACY

We are amazed that given all the problems between the state programs and chapters, that NAS is just trying to paste “band aides” on the system and not questioning the wisdom of the 50 state offices program and 1000 nature centers. It should be asking: is there a better structure for Audubon’s alleged “partnership”?

1. Loss of Regional offices.  The loss of regional offices and replacement with state offices /nature centers was a big mistake.  This has created grossly disproportionate allocation of resources and has created invisible states and invisible chapters (chapters in states without state offices), 

However the catch 22/irony is that the invisible states may be lucky to be invisible, as we have avoided the competition/power struggle problems that states with state offices and nature centers do. 

2. Small regions/democracy. Instead of 50 state offices/1000 nature centers, the NAS should have first made regions smaller, so the regional offices would function better and  give more focused/improved service to fewer states and fewer chapters.  It should have seen to it that all chapters in all states had equal access to NAS support programs.  It should have supported Council and Chapter run offices and improved NAS communications with chapter/Council grassroots by improvement of its democratic institutions. If state programs were to be created, it should not have been at the expense of regional offices; it should not sacrificed service to some states to increase service to other states.  

3. Wrong model. Wasn’t the state office/state program/state board system instituted by NAS copied from the Nature Conservancy (TNC)?  This system may be appropriate for TNC and the challenges it faced to create itself as a brand new organization, circa ?1970s? but it was not appropriate for an established organization with 500+ independent affiliates, such as NAS.  Other models existed such as the NWF or the Izaak Waltons or Sierra Club, all of which have grassroots congress systems of some kind.  Imposing governance/administration system similar to TNC on the NAS is trying to fit a round peg in a square hole.  It is not and never was a creative or visionary act, but merely the copying of an inappropriate role model.
4. Straightjacket advocacy. We suspect that NAS abandoning/denigrating/neglecting public policy campaigns and focusing on non-controversial land and facility purchases was another attempt to copy from TNC.  The loss of various major NAS conservation campaigns and experienced program staff was also a mistake.  

Some of the Audubon grassroots was already committed to public policy work; the switch to TNC type approach meant denigrating/undervaluing/abandoning the work /commitment of many people in Audubon, who were committed to conservation campaigns and public policy approach. We wonder if this public policy/conservation campaign constituency of Audubon is the most alienated Audubon constituency. We thank the committee for its improvement over the Essential Elements Task Force, in regards to the attention it gives to advocacy in its verbiage. One of the things this committee can do, is attempt to reverse the trend by insuring increasing support for Audubon’s public policy and advocacy constituency.  

Decreased support for advocacy is also “fitting a round peg in a square hole”.  Was NAS apparent choice to focus on big money donors rather than average citizen members/volunteers,  another copy from the TNC?  To fundraise to purchase land, you don’t need democracy.  To run an advocacy campaign you need a grassroots and community organizing and thus you  need to enfranchise your community.  Dictatorship won’t win a public policy campaign.  Copying TNC may result in lots of money rolling in, but TNC approach was not designed to really meet Audubon issues/challenges/diversity., and was its application to Audubon was not visionary . 

G.  DECENTRALIZATION  

The TNC is one giant corporation without affiliates. NAS appears to wish to be the second TNC.  NAS appears to be slowly eroding chapter power and independence, while increasing chapter responsibility/burdens, especially administrative burdens.  
 Survival of the Fittest
NAS, knows volunteers don’t want more administrative work, yet it increases that burden on its volunteers. Increased administrative burdens may drive small and marginal chapters to extinction and if NAS has a state office, it can absorb the volunteers as dependent followers. This is survival of the fittest chapters.

On page 7 of the Appendix to the Ad Hoc Committee report, it has an “Integrated Chapters and State Office Program” section and it reviews a plan in Mississippi to integrate unincorporated chapters with NAS.  We wonder if this “integration” is the long-term future, the “hidden agenda” of NAS leadership, for chapters who remain with NAS.

.Audubon with 500+  chapters and many councils and regional offices, was always decentralized. The State programs/nature centers are not “decentralization” but “centralization”:, they appear to be a corporate takeover by NAS.  NAS overburdens volunteers, NAS entities compete with and replace chapters: State Boards replace councils, and nature centers replace chapters.

Ceiling on growth.  The threat/opportunity of the NAS state program provides a glass ceiling to chapter and council growth.  Why go through the hassle of improving our chapters/councils to establish/fund an office and fund employees, when NAS could decide to start a state program/nature center any day and move in to compete with us or to try to mandate what our office and employees can and can’t do?  Under the NAS 2001 chapter policy, the only “Policy” for which chapter are key decision makers in is “local policy”.   (Although, ironically NAS can decide to build a center in your back yard)

H.  TRAIL OF BROKEN TREATIES  - - “PEACE IN OUR TIME”

1.  NAS has created policy/plan documents before that have had pretty rhetoric honoring chapters.  However NAS has shown that its administration will selectively enforce its policy and plans. It will pick out the pieces it wants to implement and focus on or rewrite redesign or reinterpret some aspects and ignore other aspects. Some aspects of policy that protected chapter interests or honored chapters, have just been pretty words. Thus any appeasement deals between chapter representatives and NAS, are meaningless without assurances that deals/promises /rhetoric will be honored.

If the NAS administration actually has to comply with aspects of a new policy it doesn’t like, in a few years, (after NAS consolidates more power, influence and money and chapters diminish) it can merely convene another committee with the task of rewriting policy to proceed with the next step in the NAS power grab and the usurping of chapter functions.  This process began with the Strategic Plan, moved to the 2020 Vision, the Membership Strategy Task Force, The Essential Elements Task Force- 2001 Chapter Policy  Document and now this Committee.   What will be the next play?

I.  AD HOC COMMITTEE MEMBERS MAY NOT FULLY REPRESENT THE WIDE DIVERSITY OF CHAPTER TYPES 


To be effective the Ad Hoc Committee should have representatives of different types of chapters and not be dominated by one type of chapter.  The committee appears to be dominated by chapters from states with state offices and by representatives from large urban/suburban chapters or chapters in an urban/suburban setting.  Persons representing small rural chapters or low population density areas and chapters in “states without state offices” are under represented. In fact there may be no representatives from rural areas or small chapters on the committee and the one person from a state without state office, may have joined late. 

Problem solving via NAS task forces may have inherent limitations; it may select in favor of participation from large, rich and/or old established chapter and select against participation from small, poor, new and/or marginal chapters. Large chapters may have lots of resources and thus may be able to spare staff/volunteers to participate on national committees, conversely small chapters may not be able to find enough volunteers to join their own chapter’s committees, never mind join a national committees, such as the Ad Hoc Committee. As large chapters may have the most resources and the most members; they may be in the best position to challenge NAS during a power struggle or be best equipped to secede or most likely to survive NAS indifference and the shifts in administrative burdens, to chapters.  Their interests may be most important to NAS.

Conversely rural areas may have more opportunities for habitat preservation than urban areas and may face challenges where their activities can protect lots of habitat. Rural areas can be more conservative.  Thus the conservation and public education needs and opportunities can be different.

The switch from dues share to grants to or a switch to new membership relationships where chapters must maintain a membership database may have different effects on different sizes of chapters.  A small chapter may have few overworked people doing all the work and may be more dependent on dues share.  A large chapter may be able afford membership/donor tracking software and have paid staff to manage the membership base;  a small chapter may be lucky to find a committed membership chair with computer skills, never mind a newsletter editor or program chair  in addition to the president, secretary, treasurer.

 A large chapter may have people to write endless administrative applications and reports. A small chapter may have limited volunteers to work on administrative functions.  A large chapter, especially with paid staff or lots of volunteer resources, may be able to make a firm commitment to specific program/project, conversely a small chapter with a few over extended “workhorse” volunteers, may be uncertain which tasks its volunteers will accomplish in a year or when the tasks can be finished, and thus may be hesitant to fill out long term grant requests with fixed and specified expectations and deadlines.  

Small chapters may be caught in an catch 22, if they spend volunteer time on administration, they won’t spend it in programs and services, yet if they don’t have programs and services, how can they recruit members, donations or grants?  Which comes first the chicken or the egg?  If the community is small enough, there may be an actual limit on persons who can volunteer.

The committee, (with only one member from a “state without a state office”) has failed to come up with any solutions/recommendations for chapters in “states without state offices”. This failure displays that such unrepresentative task forces, just don’t work.

We believe the type of solutions found by this committee reflect its domination by large chapters.  The committee should reconvene and figure out ways to balance itself with members from states without state offices and small and rural chapters.

J.  CHAPTER INFORMATION

How the proposed changes will effect chapters will vary greatly depending on the chapter resources and its challenges/objectives. This committee should gather the following information and share it with chapters before making such decisions:

Mean and median chapter sizes (number of members) ,


Number of chapters in nation and in each state; 

Number of chapters in states without state program, 


Mean and median size of chapters with and without state offices, 


Statistics on chapter recruitment  of new joint  and "chapter only" members-


Total numbers of "chapter only" members in the nation , 

Number chapters have "chapter only members", 


Number of chapters with a membership chair,

Number of chapters with membership/donor tracking data base software

Number of chapters with office space/equipment


Number of chapters with paid staff


Number of chapters with insurance


Number chapters who own land/buildings, 


Mean/median number of leaders and volunteers available to chapters


Number of chapters with key leadership positions vacant


Number of chapters that are incorporated or have 501c3 status, 


Mean and median chapter assets 


Mean and median budgets of chapters,


Number of chapters who have multi faceted programs 


Number of chapters, which are more narrowly defined.


Number of chapters with web sites or newsletters


Number of councils that still exist,


Number of councils, which have died since the state programs started.

NAS should provide a regional cumulative list of the chapter leaders, to all the other chapters in their region, this should include committee chairs as well as board members/officers.  It is an unnecessary expenditure of time to try to find these names on the Internet chapter web sites, if they are even displayed there. 

PART TWO

REACTION TO SPECIFIC  PROPOSAL  ITEMS
A.  MEMBERSHIP

1. Dues share elimination - We find dues share elimination to be a breach of trust, an insult to chapter leaders and boards across the nation and a mistake for NAS.  I believe it will result in an increase in alienation and disillusionment; a loss of spirit, a loss of leaders; a loss of volunteer commitment/dedication, and a loss of chapters who disintegrate or secede.  NAS should reinstate $5.50 dues share, with plans to work to increase our dues share over time.  NAS is pinching pennies and wasting dollars; looking at individual trees and missing the forest.  NAS leadership obviously has very little respect for or understanding of the hours of time and assumption of responsibility and stress by chapter leaders/volunteers over time.  It obviously has little respect for the deliberative and decision processes and leadership of chapter boards.  Our time is just as valuable as the donations of financial donors and many of us are financial and resource donors.
2. Changes in membership system. -- More changes make for a roller coaster

policy, that constantly disrupts chapter planning with endless uncertainty.  NAS want us to plan, but we are just adjusting to the last set of changes. We suggest you continue with the existing system for a while, (except to re-instate full dues share).  Thus for a while longer, we should have:

a. joint members, and at least $5.50 per member as dues share, 

b. a significant fiscal reward for new joint members recruited by chapters, which is received on a quarterly basis, 

c. we should also be allowed to have “chapter only” members,

d. we share “chapter only” lists with NAS occasionally, but with the condition that such members can individually ask that we don’t share their names, 

 3.    Keep Chapter only members.  We have just started our  “chapter only” 

        membership program, if you change the membership system, whatever you 

        change it to, should allow us the option of continuing our “Chapter Only

        Members” program. 

4.   Loss of Effectiveness. NAS with its paid staff, can’t make dues program cost 

effective, so it shifts the administrative costs to chapters. More time will be

spent by all in administration and not in programs, making us all less cost 

      effective as an organization.

5.  Extra administrative loads for chapters.   Our chapter volunteers don’t 

want to spend more time on administrative aspects; they want to spend time on program/project delivery.  All that time/money taken in maintaining a membership database, is time not spent on programs/projects.

6. Membership chair. All of the membership alternatives require chapters to have a dedicated membership chair who maintains a continuously updated membership database.  Our chapter must find a dedicated membership chair every year from now on. I sincerely hope we can do this in the future, maybe we can, but I don’t know if we always will.  In some years, we have had  difficulty  finding enough board  members or a person to be secretary.

NAS should allow a years lead time before making such a change, so that chapters have time to find and train a dedicated membership chair, willing to commit to new and much greater responsibility.  We don’t have a pet genie and don’t just rub Aladdin’s lamp and volunteers appear.

7. Leadership Transition.  This requirement of a dedicated membership chair,  may kill any marginal chapters, who will need only a bad year, a year that a chapter “workhorse” moves out of state, or quits, when the chapter  becomes  overloaded with basic duties for which there is no volunteer.  NAS currently provides continuity during years of leadership transition.  If NAS implements these changes, NAS should offer to provide chapters with temporary membership data base management, as a  short term rescue measure, for chapters in leadership transition.

8. Confusing explanation. We don’t fully understand the first membership alternative on page 6 (chapters recruit NAS members, but have our own members list).  It says “there are no Chapter members” but it also says “Automatic Joint Membership” and talks about “regular access to the other’s membership names”.  This section is confusing, how can we have no chapter members and yet NAS needs to reserve “regular access” to our membership names?

We think this may mean that chapters and NAS have separate membership lists of NAS/chapter “joint members” for the same territory.  How do you plan to split the existing membership list; who owns that set of joint members? We think chapters will have members in our territory, who are the ones we recruit and the NAS will have the members they recruit. As we retain dues share for our set of the joint members, how will NAS pay for our set’s magazines? Will both entities provide full benefits to both sets of joint members? Will our “joint members” have full NAS membership rights or will they get some benefits but not others benefits; will they vote in NAS elections and get the magazine? Does “regular access” mean that NAS still sends out monthly rosters, or does it mean chapters have to apply for and request a copy of the roster?

We think it means that chapters still must have a dedicated membership chair , who keeps records on membership data, working with a treasurer to collects/retains dues. Under this system, we think  any one who joins via chapter recruitment is called a NAS member and NAS membership policies apply to them. Why would any organization want to assume the full burden/cost of membership database maintenance but hand over control of membership policy  to another entity? What happens if this solution is not “cost effective”;  will NAS change it in 2 years? 

9. Legal Complications. and Membership.  NAS could find itself in  a legally embarrassing situation, just like chapters have for years.  You will have membership laws in NY, which you must comply with, but we will have membership laws in SD, which we must comply with.  These may be mutually exclusive. In the past, as NAS controlled the data base, so we just had to live with NY law and NAS choices, irrespective of what our state law said.

Now the worm turns and NAS may have to be governed by the corporate

 membership laws of 50 different states,  even if they conflict with NY law

 and NAS must depend on chapter’s  behaviors or choice.  You must rely on

 us to provide you with timely membership lists. Can you imagine the 

headache of  sending out the NAS election proxy?  You will be required by

 law to serve  legal notice TO ALL MEMBERS, and you are also legally 

required to provide any member who shows up at your headquarters, on 

request, a list of all NAS members. You must rely on us to get you those lists 

in a timely and organized manner and on your staff to enter that data, to

 comply with NY non-profit  law.  Good luck..

NAS does not have the right to unilaterally terminate a member’s membership in another organization. Chapters may not have the right to terminate a member’s membership without cause.  Joint members have joined both NAS and their local chapter.  Some have life memberships and some have long-term memberships and some have two-year memberships. NAS can’t implement its new membership policy until it has allowed time for existing joint memberships to expire and come to renewal.

Conversely NAS and chapters  may not have the right to join people without a membership application or without their consent, merely because they donate money.  Membership in an association may confer liability.  States may have laws that define corporation members and how members join/quit.

10. Unrestricted funds. Having some unrestricted funds is key to volunteer activities. Ability to make long range volunteer work commitments may be limited for people with other volunteer, family, personal and job commitments.   The unrestricted funds created when members pay dues, allow for the board and volunteers to be flexible and adaptive to fluctuations in a volunteer labor pool.  Thus dues share is a great resource in a volunteer run organization and should be retained.

12. Chapter change report/Audubon Advisor.  The chapter electronic roster has

      very  little e-mail information on it and its telephone information is frequently 

      missing or out of date.   Could NAS merge the Audubon Advisor e-mailing

      lists with the central data base and improve e-mail information on members

      and gain the e-mail data from Audubon Advisor for use by other NAS

      entities?

          13, Regional Use of Audubon Advisor e-mail list. Could NAS develop an alert 

    system such as TWS and other organization have and send alerts out on

    regional or state issues.  I.e.: can the DC office review regional or state issues

     and then can NAS send out regional/state alerts on various conservation

    campaigns by e-mail to targeted subsets of its larger “Audubon Advisor” list?

B.  GRANTS
1. Hidden agendas . Is changing dues share to grants, a way to divert some of the dues share to the state offices/centers and away from chapters? Is the grant program really about getting grants to chapters, or giving state programs control/leverage over chapters?

2. Grants to chapters. This is excellent idea which is a long time overdue; however grants should be a supplement, in addition to dues share, not a replacement for or new way to distribute dues share. 

3.  Control of grants.  Chapters, acting within a democratic process (delegates/representative with voting rights), not just the NAS, should have a voice in deciding how at least some grants are awarded/planned/prioritized. This could be at all levels: regional, national and state levels.  If attendees at a meeting/congress vote on control of money, then chapters are likely to send delegates and this is a good way to insure attendance at group meetings.

4.  Administration of grants by state offices. State offices administering the  grant  probably won’t work well in  some states, as some state offices appear to  be overloaded with work and their oversight of chapter functions could become a bottleneck /hurdle to chapter s. Different or additional entities/staff  may be needed to administer such grant program(s) efficiently. 

5. Grants and invisible states.  The proposed grant system is absolutely unfair to chapters in states without state offices, who don’t have state programs. Maybe we won’t have a grant program or maybe we will be farmed out to some overworked staff person in some other state, who may become a bottleneck/new hassle to deal with.

We will have absolutely no oversight over the employee who administers our 

grant program; no oversight over office priorities, policy, style or focus and 

not even a minority presence on a State Board. There shall be no process for

us to influence the hiring/choice of staff.  They may be totally unsuited to 

support/review our type of activities/programs.  If we have to travel long

distances to out of state board meetings, we may be added to the state board

agenda as an afterthought and spend a lot of time as observers at state board

meetings listening to others debate issues that are irrelevant to our state. This

will not be a “partnership”, it may be a loss of  authority and an increased 

administrative hassle, without any commensurate increase in  services, 

resources or improved governance.

6. Deadlines -. You indicate that grant proposals will be submitted with 

Re-certification reports.  We would prefer that some grant applications be separate from re-certification reports and separate from long term planning. Please make time frame of deadlines for submitting applications, reports and proposals, flexible, so as to recognize that 500 chapters have different schedules/capabilities/challenges.  Chapter planning may not happen at the same time as certification reports.  

As a chapter that does substantial public policy work, which can be reactive in nature, we do not foresee that all grant needs can be identified at the time we send in certification reports. Our chapter may need more spontaneous grant application deadlines, for example; assume we decide to do an alert or community organizing effort, in response to some public policy development , with a two month turn around from problem/conflict identification to implementation of plan. We did not predict the threat and the need for this at the time of the re-certification report.  Another example would be, we were unable to resolve differences over a timber sale with the forest service; negotiations pursuant to appeal failed.  We find a pro-bono lawyer to take the case but need to raise some court cost money pronto, and thus we send in grant application.  None of this could have been predicted at the time we submitted re-certification report.   A long-term “proactive” project like building a nature trail, is something we can plan in advance, but public policy work may be reactive and not so predictable.  Requiring us to send it grant requests with re-certification reports, selects for certain type of projects, and pushes chapters more towards the non-confrontational TNC type approach, and away from public policy efforts.

7. Winter deadlines. Summer is not a good time for us to be filling out paperwork.  In SD where we live, the winters are brutal and we have lots of public land. The federal land and wildlife management agencies spend their summers doing fieldwork and their winters writing government documents. They generally flood us with these documents in spring/summer.  Thus we need to review and respond to their documents, do our own fieldwork, plus do our own personal outdoor work during the summer and people take off for vacations.  Winter in the north is the time to fill out paper work and schedule planning meetings.  Summer is the time for programs, projects and outdoors work.  Is August 15 the deadline because it is convenient for NAS, or do chapters like summer deadlines? Please especially include options for winter deadlines for general annual paperwork deadlines, including re-certification reports.

8. Grant types. On pages1- 2 of  the Appendix, it says there will be a template of 3-5 categories of program activities such as fundraising, capacity building and IBAs. and it displays a chart with sample grant types. We don’t see anything for public policy conservation campaign work,, (although another section on page 3 there is a mention of  public policy grant). Perhaps “Special State Projects” at rates of $5,000 and $10,000 could be about conservation campaigns. We request confirmation that there be a grant type for: for public policy conservation campaigns and that the amount of such grants be very flexible. For example a chapter may wish to do a special alert to generate public comment on a federal DEIS, and it might cost $200-2,000 to send such an alert to a specific mailing list, depending on  the size of mailing. Or we may do longer-term public outreach/community organizing with multiple mailings, travel and meetings, and with a higher price tag.

 We also suggest a grant type for litigation. Full commitment to wining a 

public policy campaign may require litigation. With a good case, we can 

generally find pro-bono lawyers, and if we had a few thousand for court costs 

we can protect a whole lot of habitat.  Litigation grants will need a flexible

 application schedule and a fast turn around time for approval.

9. Contractors not grant applicants. If chapters are providing services to NAS members in the local area, we are contractors or consultants, not grant applicants.  Do donors of dollars have to apply to NAS for permission to donate dollars to NAS?  Why should we have to apply for a grant in order to volunteer our time to send a newsletter to NAS’s local membership?  

If NAS does this proposed change, it should provide automatic chapter change 

reports and a guaranteed fee rate for newsletters sent to their members..  If we 

do a  newsletter, we submit a bill for reimbursement of time/costs and NAS

 meets  at least some of that expense. We do not recommend this, we like the 

current system, but asking us to apply for a grant, to send a newsletter to your 

members, is insensitive behavior.

10. Stereotyping chapters.  Our chapter’s mission is broader than NAS’s current mission and we has not been a particularly bird focused group; we have had past Boards both with and without birders on them and have had times with strong birders as volunteers and times with limits in volunteer time of persons with birding expertise. NAS seems to think all chapters are birding groups and assumes birding expertise/focus. Our mission is: To educate about, protect and restore our environment and natural heritage” and we when NAS had a broader focus/mission, back before the “back to birds” movement limited NAS scope.

At times the only grants chapters in states without state offices have been able to apply for were limited to bird topics or were projects we were otherwise not interested in/suited for. NAS may either not have staff with the sophistication to support chapters with serious diverse public policy based conservation campaigns or it is stereotyping and doesn’t think that chapters have sophisticated expertise beyond birding expertise. We fear a future where we continue to not meet NAS stereotypes for chapters and that NAS will offer a grant system that offers no program based grants/support, which we are interested in.

C.  GOVERNANCE
1.  Chapter Congresses. NAS still refuses to consider chapter congresses, this is a mistake.  The underlying core problem is that the NAS had

promoted a chapter system, while failing to provide within in its by-laws

for chapter co-governance of our alleged “partnership”.  In the past, chapters could co-exist with NAS based on mutual trust and NAS’s honorable behavior. Now, we insist on democratic chapter congresses for the future. 

 2.  Audubon Assemblies-scope. We are not clear what the Audubon

Assemblies are, but at best they appear to be just about conferring on public policy.  They are not about governance: i.e. they are not deliberating about NAS and chapter administrative and organizational issues.  We need to vote both on conservation campaigns and public policy issues and governance/administration issues.  

       3.   Audubon Assemblies.  Assemblies are promoted as a new system

which will prioritize Audubon public policy stands/campaigns. The discussion of this is too brief to really understand how this works, however the NY state model may be an improvement over the 2001 NAS Chapter Policy document. Whether it is an improvement over the 1986 Chapter Policy and the previous system, which was a mix of Audubon State Councils, regional chapter meetings, national annual conference and regional offices, is not yet clear; there are not enough details.

4.  No assemblies for invisible states . However this assembly system does nothing for “states without state offices”, who are once again out in the cold. It also appears to optional, not mandatory for “states with state offices”.

5.  Regional meetings. To network on regional conservation issues, will be a long overdue GODSEND, however the commitment to this is too vague/hesitant.

6. Use of Grant Program to punish/control chapters. There is a danger that the NAS will use the grant program to insure that chapters critical of its behavior get less money and happy/friendly chapters get more.  Chapters are diverse and the NAS may use the grant program as a “carrot” to move us into conformity. This is like the federal government using tax policy to influence individual and corporate behavior.

7. Release of Membership lists as means to control chapters.  There is a danger that the NAS will use control of  access to NAS membership lists to censor chapter dissidence; i.e. chapters can’t get the NAS membership list if they criticize NAS or tell members/public about problems between chapters and NAS. NAS should continue to send chapter change reports each month.

8. IRS impacts.  How much money you get from various types of sources and whether you are a membership organization effects the category of 501c3 the IRA assigns to a non-profit.   The NAS should have an independent tax lawyer review the effects of decreasing dues share while shifting from dues share to grants, will have on chapter’s tax categories.  It should create a tax guidance document to explain IRS impacts of its new policy on chapters.

9. Consolidation. On page 7 of the Appendix to the Ad Hoc Committee 

Report, it has an “Integrated Chapters and State Office Program” section and it reviews a plan in Mississippi to integrate unincorporated chapters with NAS.  We believe that NAS, with its chapter policy that limits the geographical area chapters serve may have created too many small entities with duplicated administrative challenges.  NAS should revise the 2001 chapter policy to remove limits on geographic size of chapters.

Another solution to too many small and marginal entities, insurance costs and duplicated administrative duties, would be for chapters to merge with each other.  I believe Michigan has just a few main chapters and many sub chapters. Conference calls, cheap long distance, video conferencing, computers and e-mails have revolutionized things. NAS should provide a policy that allows for chapters to merge to create reduction of administrative loads and should provide grants/assistance for merging and consolidating chapters,  even many chapters merging into a statewide chapter, especially in states without state offices. Merging with NAS is not the only way for small chapters to reduce administrative loads and continue to survive, they could become a satellite or sub-chapter with another chapter(s).

10. Invisible states. If NAS wants to support chapters in  “states

 without state” offices, it is our experience that we get better service from

 nationwide offices assigned to all chapters, than from attempts to get service 

 from local neighboring state offices assigned to another state.

 D.  ANALYSIS AND CRITICISM OF PROCESS

1. Post Decision Rationalization. We believe that NAS decided that there 

      would be no more dues share, not the committee.  The committee has been  

       assigned the task of rationalizing, promoting and mitigating that decision.

2.  “Lies and the lying liars who tell them”– We wonder if the statement on page 3 that:

“The overwhelming consensus of the committee is that the “old” $5.50 per member per year dues share is not the most effective way to achieve the goals of Audubon, including strengthening the grassroots network” 

      is…well … a lie?  It is our understanding that various persons on the 

      committee did not think that dues share was ineffective, but rather they 

      realized that NAS planned to eliminate dues share and it was futile to oppose

3. Disingenuous behavior – We wonder if the real reason that dues share is being eliminated is because NAS believes there is no “net dues share” – i.e. as NAS perceives its budget structure, it costs more to recruit and service members than their dues pay for.  We wonder if NAS doesn’t want to admit this on paper, as such a statement could be quoted and could come back to haunt them, if the chapters relay that explanation to their members. 

4. Report Reviewers.. How many persons on the committee read and approved the final version of the draft committee report prior to publication? 

5. Conflicting stories. NAS rationalizations and behavior are no longer consistent. The spins/rationalizations handed out by the Membership Strategy Task Force, and the Essential Elements Task force no longer match the choices of Ad Hoc committee.  Given all the responsibilities and stress our volunteers  assume as chapter leaders, haven’t we earned honest and straightforward communications  from NAS?

E.  WHAT TO DO ABOUT INVISIBLE STATES

The NAS should reinstate the regional offices for many reasons, one of which is to provide services to the “invisible chapters”  in states without state offices.

F.  WHAT DOES OUR CHAPTER WANT?

What could NAS do to make our chapter happy? 

Respect our sophistication and expertise

We don’t need a new state based beginner/generalist staff person whose job is to fund raise to pay their salary/office overhead and create a nature center to compete with us. Such a person may know less about our conservation campaigns and our objectives and programs, than we do and we may have to train and educate them on our issues, not the reverse. New people who don’t understand issues tend to be hesitant, and we may have disagreements with them about how conservative/aggressive to be in pursuit of conservation goals.

What we want is support from experts who know things we don’t and can train us and work together with us on mutual campaigns.  What we want is networking with other chapters and organizations that share our goals and our vision. We don’t want NAS to arrive with plans for a new nature center and with new idea on branding and expect us to be their volunteer docents.

Our chapter has generally not been just a birding focused chapter, but rather we have been a general environmental protection group, who does some birding.  We have preformed and delivered on sophisticated campaigns, including litigation. We want NAS to stop assuming that all a chapter knows or cares about is birds, bird habitat and/or IBAs. We would like for NAS to have a broader focus, that instead of “back to birds” it is now also time for “beyond birds”.  We fear a grant program that will offer grants for programs /activities that don’t address our needs/campaigns. 

We thank the NAS for the grassroots coordinators in DC, whose job is to get us to support NAS federal lobbying.  DC is understaffed and NAS could put more employees in DC in the public policy department.  Is the grassroots program about NAS helping us win our campaigns, or is it about us helping NAS win its campaigns? 

Resource support without administrative hassle

We would like more dues share and revenue, but without more administrative/clerical hassles. The West Central Regional Office, used to work well to facilitate our chapter and insulate us from NAS bureaucratic hassles.  Since the loss of regional offices, it seems like NAS has become obsessed with control.

Support of Expert Staff

What can you give us that will be a godsend and that we would welcome?

We want teams of people located on a regional or national level who serve regions or the nation: and for NAS to staff the offices with experts and not just beginners/generalists who know less than chapter volunteers. Training workshops and regional networking meetings would be great.  We want employees who can be aggressive/assertive on conservation campaigns, not just conciliatory/accommodating to the other side.  Do persons hired for fund raising skills, or for personalities, which excel at fund raising, have the personality/training  for conservation campaign work?

Categories of teams needed:

1. Litigation team: ---Please create a litigation program which has a few in house lawyers and paralegals who can work on federal cases for NAS and will sometimes represent chapters if we have a good case. They will also give legal advice on chapters efforts during conservation campaigns and support or advise during federal agencies administrative procedures, where legal representation is optional.

2. Technical skills support – Team of experts on skills, like media interactions, electronic communications, computer resources, real estate/land acquisition, , insurance, community organizing, negotiation training, fund raising, data base systems  etc.   Please provide us with people with specific skills and expertise that we need, who come out and do training workshops and are available in an office to consult on the phone to give advice. If you are forcing us to have real membership programs, than provide data base training workshops.

3. Modern communications team – Team of experts and computer facility to move Audubon networking in to the modern age.  With dial up computers we can have meetings by computers. We can drive to a local videoconference locations were we can attend meetings by video conferencing. There is teleconferencing.  We can have web sites.  It’s all so revolutionary and NAS could spearhead use of all this revolutionary technology to bring us together.

.

4. Experts on government agency behavior/law/rules -- Please provide a team of people sophisticated at interactions with: 

a. Land managers such as Forest Service or BLM or Park Service or state equivalents

b. Water managers such as Army Corp of Engineers or state equivalents

c. Wildlife managers such as USFWS, APHIS or state equivalents

d. Agriculture managers such as USDA or state equivalents

e. Clean air, water and ground managers such as EPA or state equivalents

5. Eco-region experts

Have teams  organized by eco-region that specialize in the campaigns 

and issues of that region.  For example our chapter exists in the Northern Plains Eco-Region, which we share with 4 other states and a couple of Canadian provinces and we are also in a Rocky Mountains eco-region.  Thus we would have two eco-regional offices to serve us; Northern Plains and Rocky Mountains.

6. Campaign experts:

a. Teams who focus on one specific campaign such as promoting Clinton’s Roadless Area Conservation Rule or protecting the ESA   or Clean Air Act etc. .

Insure that these teams work on the issues that chapters care about by having a democratic process for chapters to identify which public policy and conservation campaigns we cherish.  Assure that all regions have some campaigns that are meaningful to them. Protecting ANWR or “Living Oceans” is great, but we live in the Rocky Mountain West, not Alaska, and would like to have NAS involved in some campaigns specific to Northern Plains or Rocky Mountains.

PART THREE -WHO IS PHAS?

A.  History of recent interactions with NAS

In order to understand our comments better, maybe some history about us would help.

Our chapter, Prairie Hills Audubon Society of Western SD first started meeting in 1993. We adopted by-laws and were certified by NAS in 1994. We have since incorporated and gotten our 501 c 3 status.  

Our mission is: “To educate about, protect and restore our environment and natural heritage”  and is broader than NAS current mission.  We have an active and extensive conservation agenda and our campaigns may include litigation. 

Our early membership rosters, were about 200 members, which probably included the six month expires. At our highest membership level we had about 270 members, which included the six month expired members, and our September or October 2004 joint members numbers were 210, which includes the expired members. We did not have “chapter only members’ prior to 2001 and within the last year created a chapter only member program.  We have 6 chapter only members.   Our chapter was near the mean for the West Central Region in membership size, when I last had such statistics to compare with.

We serve about 1/2 of SD – most of “West River” SD, which is a predominantly rural area, in which the agricultural political lobby has a lot of clout. Towns include Rapid City, Sturgis, Spearfish, Lead/Deadwood, Hot Springs and  Custer SD. We have lots of federal public land and Native American reservations West River. We have  conservative, republican dominated local and state governments.

In our chapter, usually a few people do most of the work and we have never done serious or large scale fund raising efforts, but rely substantially on the fact that volunteers don’t seek re-imbursement for expenses  or on partnership in campaigns with other groups (not NAS) who have money—we contribute “sweat equity”.. 

We are in a state without a state office and with only one other smaller chapter and no Council.  In the 11 years we have existed four persons connected to NAS,  (two of who were volunteers and one was a staff from the ESA campaign, and one a grassroots coordinator) have visited us. Three of these visits were a long time ago. We had a more recent visit from a NAS staffer; our  DC based “grassroots coordinator”. The regional office did help us with a few of our projects in the old days and were a joy to work with.  Actual assistance to our chapter originated projects, diminished after the regional office went away.  The Heritage Forest Campaign in DC was once a valuable resource.  The DC office, (as well as other environmental groups), keep us informed on DC lobbying issues and we at least talk to them on the phone some times and they may try to do things for us.

Recently they got the NAS to endorse a local wilderness campaign.  

We now rely for help primarily on partnerships with other environmental groups in the region and nation who share our mission and work on the same conservation campaigns as us.  We may increase our capability by sharing expenses of projects with other not NAS partners.  

At one point after the Regional Office was disbanded, we were assigned to the ND state office for administrative supervision.  We found that this did not work out well, due to problems with getting phone calls/e-mails returned and the bottleneck created by their failure to respond in a timely manner. We also had a disagreement over public policy objectives on Grasslands regional management, when we tried to get them involved in a regional issue, which we found very frustrating. We were not aware of any ND state board, and we believe that the ND State Office operated without a state board for oversight, at least back then.  We requested our chapter be transferred to Chapter Services Office, which has generally been very efficient and not a bottleneck for our administrative approvals.  Being with the Chapter Services Office, is a positive improvement in service to our chapter, over being assigned to another state’s state office, but less service than the regional office system.

 We suspect that NAS, may occasionally do some projects in SD. NAS joined a NWF/SDRC ongoing lawsuit about wetlands delineation in SD and hired a temporary consultant to work on that issue, which was a good thing and we appreciate this and thank them for it.  We are not sure if NAS engages in actions in SD of which we are unaware. Ironically our source of information about some NAS activities may be after the fact, and has occasionally come from the Izaak Walton League, who works with NAS, and has been a source of information to us about NAS actions in NE or eastern SD.  If NAS is  planning activities in SD, shouldn’t the chapters in SD hear about it from NAS?

We live in a different eco-regions in the west, far away from ND state office. We are actually much closer to the Wyoming State office and share eco-regions with them, and work on various regional issues shared with Wyoming, whose border is very close. Prior to the formation of the Wyoming state office we had excellent working relationship with our neighboring chapter in Wyoming; we worked on projects together.  After the state office was formed a long term, key leader in that chapter quit in frustration and that chapter changed. However, of recent, when we have tried to work with Wyoming State Office on a campaign, we have been told we must to travel to Wyoming and make presentation at their quarterly state board meetings, but when we ask to, we are too late, their agenda is already full.

 NAS, provides us with very little other than an image/name recognition, about $550 a year and a membership list. NAS constant roller coaster policy shifts/cut backs, alienate board members/volunteers. We have done a lot of good work and maintained a significant presence in western SD, by relying on ourselves and other partners, with very little in support from NAS.

We enjoyed the “old Audubon” of the Regional Office days, but the “new Audubon” has not been a happy change.   Based on our experience, we don’t see farming chapters in “states without state offices” to other states offices as a positive or workable plan. We do not criticize out of state staff, who are good people who care and work very hard; but we criticize the system in which they work. We believe adding an extra state overloads them and the loss of a process for regional networking is very limiting to us and probably to everyone.

B. Excerpts from Recertification report

We began with the argument, that the Ad Hoc committee needs to more sensitive to differences between  chapter types. To help understand us, below is an excerpt from our recertification report on our campaigns.

Below is cut and paste from our report.

--------

“CAMPAIGNS

REFORM NAS CAMPAIGNS

PHAS has participated in attempts to democratize and reform the NAS.   We have placed alternate ballots in our newsletters for years. The PHAS BoD has endorsed and participated in various chapter led “reform NAS” campaigns,  including “Take Back Audubon” and sent comments in to all TASK FORCES/committees, including the most recent Ad Hoc committee.

CONSERVATION CAMPAIGNS

PHAS maintains general, issue-based, conservation campaigns:

1.  General management of our public lands, (Grasslands, National Forests,

             BLM, Parks and Refuges in our region),

2. Protection of roadless & wild areas, especially Sand Creek Roadless Area, 

BHNF in Wyoming

3. Protection of rivers and wetland habitat, especially, Missouri River, Cheyenne 

           River, Sand Creek/Belle Fourche  River, and White River Drainages, 


4. Protection of at risk wildlife/plant  species including state and federal listed


 
species and Forest Service sensitive species,  such as: 



piping plovers, interior least  terns, sturgeon chub, sage grouse, mountain 



plover, six species of land snails, black footed ferrets, prairie dogs, swift


 
fox, Black Hills fishes (lake chub, fine scaled  dace etc.), goshawks, 

dippers, black backed, lewis, bearlodge jumping mouse and northern three 

toed woodpeckers,  brown creeper, pygmy nuthatch,  etc.,

 
5.  Protection of imperiled ecosystems/habitat in our region, 



especially the prairie dog ecosystem, old growth forest


6.  Watchdogging wildlife control programs,  



such as Rapid City deer or SD blackbirds kill plans, this year SD predator 

control efforts under  special scrutiny


7.  Protecting the Black Hills from depredations of mining,


8.  Protection of water quality in SD and Black Hills of Wyoming,


9. Watchdogging major development plans, 



such as Rosebud’s hog farm, DME Railroad expansion or coal bed



 methane development in Wyoming. 


!0. Supporting environmental justice for minority people of SD. 

11. Northern Plains Conservation Network – long term project to create large

 preserves in the Northern Great Plains.

Hands on projects/research


12. Habitat improvements, such as bluebird trail, 



13. Assisting agencies with finding volunteers for research, 



advertise agency’s/non profit’s  volunteer requests,  such as citizen 

science, 



14. Christmas counts:



sponsor Rapid City count & advertise others,


15. Spring count:



sponsor or advertise spring count (this year just advertised).

Public Education


1. our meetings


2. attend/speak at others’ meetings or organize networking meetings.


3. literature/publications

Mission


Prairie Hills Audubon Society of Western South Dakota Inc.’s mission is:

TO EDUCATE ABOUT, PROTECT AND RESTORE OUR  ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL HERITAGE.  This has been our mission since we were formed.   NAS latest mission is a subset of our mission; our mission is broader than NAS’s mission.


Our mission is consistent with the “Audubon Cause” document that was the guidance in force  for chapters in 1994 (via instructions in the 1986 Chapter Policy document) and “Audubon Cause” continued to be the current  guidance for chapters  until Dec 9th,  2001, when the BoD of NAS adopted a new chapter policy and removed reference to “Audubon Cause”.
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