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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
The purpose of this report is to create a sustainable business plan for the Upper 
Delaware Council. The Upper Delaware Council (UDC) is a non-profit corporation that 
was established by Congress when it approved the mandated River Management Plan 
for the Upper Delaware Recreational and Scenic River.  The UDC was established for 
specific purposes, primarily, to ensure local government control over the management 
of the river.  The UDC has approximately 80 specific responsibilities that involve every 
component of the River Management Plan.  The funding for UDC was originally 
scheduled to come from three sources: the National Park Service with 60%, the State of 
New York at 20% and the State of Pennsylvania at 20%. The State’s share never 
materialized and the UDC has been operating at 60% of its intended budget ever since.  
For the past 30 years the UDC had a flat base budget of $300,000 from the National 
Park Service.  They intermittently received grants, the total of which amounted to 
$230,000 over 30 years or an annual average of $7,666.  After many unsuccessful 
attempts to restore all original funding sources, the UDC decided to hire consulting 
services to develop a sustainable business model for the organization.  Crane 
Associates of Burlington, Vermont was hired in July 2021 for a 6-month assignment. 
 
The findings in this report are the consultant’s sole opinion.  The author of this report is 
Michael Crane, President of Crane Associates and an Environmental Economist who 
has studied the economics and socioeconomics of rivers since 1992, and has consulted 
for river managers and government agencies for the past 20 years.  He is a former 
River Ranger for the Department of Interior, former Board member of the River 
Management Society, and past Executive Director of a regional planning agency.  The 
report’s findings are a result of 6 months of research into the UDC’s origins, legal 
standing, beneficiaries, original purposes and current day-to-day functions.  The work 
also involved a 5-day site visit, interviews with key stakeholders, river managers, 
leaders of comparative organizations, local government representatives, business 
community and the general public.   
 
This report’s central finding is that the UDC’s day-to-day functions are misaligned with 
its intended purposes.  In fact, its purposes and functions are working against each 
other in what is referred to as “operational dissonance.”  This operational dissonance is 
creating a threatening environment for both local governments and the National Park 
Service and therefore prevents the organization from having beneficiaries who value its 
services. The remedy to operational dissonance will require a prolonged and 
challenging refabrication of its operational model into one where its functions serve its 
purposes. To do that, either its functions or its purposes must change in significant 
ways. This will result in a core group of beneficiaries who value its services.  It also may 
require new legal standing depending on which operational model the Council chooses.  
The consultant recommends that the Council select one of three operational models 
that will reform the organizational structure.  The three models are: a Government 
Agency Model, in which it serves at the pleasure of the National Park Service; an 
Interstate Commission Model in which it is given greater authority and regulatory 
powers of the management the river by the State and Federal signatories of the 
compact; or a Non-profit Organizational Model it which it is independent of any agency 
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and where its functions serve a newly revised mission statement.  In any of these three 
models, the River Management Plan, which hasn’t been revised since 1986 will require 
a complete upgrade.  In additional to the difficult task of selecting and implementing a 
new operational model, this report recommends that the UDC can and should institute a 
series of cost saving measures that are entirely within the UDC’s control and capability 
today.  They are designed to reduce administrative time from 44% to 15% in two years 
and to increase fund raising time from .1% to 35%.  These cost saving measures 
include: eliminating subcommittees and increase all council member’s information more 
equitably; eliminating written minutes and using 21st century technology to record 
minutes more accurately and quickly; creating a paperless office; and saving $12,000 
by eliminating a hard copy newsletter that is mailed to 9,000 address.   
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THE ORIGINS OF THE UPPER DELAWARE COUNCIL  
NATIONAL DESIGNATION OF THE UPPER DELAWARE RIVER.  
The Upper Delaware River, from the confluence of the East and West Branch in 
Hancock, NY to a point 73.4 miles downstream at Railroad Bridge #2 in Sparrowbush 
was designated by the US Congress as a “component of the wild and scenic rivers 
system” under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (October 2, 1968 PL 90-542, 82 
Stat.906).  This section of the Upper Delaware River is the 19th of 50 components 
designated in the Act (Sec.3(a) (19)).  Each of the 50 designated river components 
receives unique caveats within the Act regarding such elements as the administration, 
classification status (wild, scenic, or recreational), boundaries, budgets, and other 
limitations. The Act states that the Upper Delaware River shall be administered by the 
Secretary of Interior.  It also states, “for the purposes of carrying out the provisions of 
this Act with respect to the river designated by this paragraph there are authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary.”  
 
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act exempts the Upper Delaware River from the authority 
of subsection (b) of the Act and instead delegates further definitions of boundaries, 
management authorities, land acquisitions, and other details that will implement the 
intent of the Act to Section 704 of the National Parks and Recreation Act of 1978 (PL 
95-625 sec. 704), also referred to as “Special Provisions.” 
 
Upon the passage of P.L. 95-625 on November 10, 1978, the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act was amended and with it, amended the designation of Upper Delaware River into 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers system with respect to specific implementation procedures.  
Specifically, PL 95-625, Sec. 704: 

1. authorizes the National Park Service to act on behalf of the Secretary of Interior; 
2. instructs the Secretary (through the NPS) to create a River Management Plan 

(RMP) within 3 years of November 10,1978 that shall “provide for as broad a 
range of land and water uses…as shall be compatible with the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act (704c1);  

3. requires the RMP to include: 
o a map showing the detailed final landward boundaries of the area and the 

classification segments as scenic or recreational; 
o a program for management of existing and future land and water uses; 
o application of management techniques; 
o an analysis of the economic and environmental costs and benefits of 

being designated into the Wild and Scenic River system; 
o a program for the coordinated implementation and administration of the 

RMP with proposed assignments of responsibilities to the appropriate 
government unit at the federal, regional, state, and local levels; 

4. requires the publication in the Federal Register of “land and water use control 
measures” to be implemented by directly affected states, municipalities, and the 
Delaware River Basin Commission (704b1) 

5. requires the creation of a 17-member Citizens Advisory Council that represents 
state and local governments, private citizens, and the Secretary for the purposes 
of “maximum public involvement” in the development and implementation of the 
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RMP and who shall report to the Secretary and the Governors of each states “not 
less than once per year” on recommendations, if any, on improvements to the 
programs authorized by the Act (PL 95-625) (704 f 1); 

6. requires publication of the RMP in the Federal Register 90 days after it had been 
forwarded to Congress; 

7. authorizes the Secretary to acquire a maximum of 1450 acres “for access, 
development sites, the preservation of scenic qualities, or for any other 
purposes,…” if recommended in the RMP and approved by the Secretary(704 
d)1;  

8. requires the Secretary/NPS to review local government plans, laws, and 
ordinances, “to determine whether they substantially conform” to the RMP and 
Land and Water Use Guidelines (sec. 704 e 1); 

9. requires the Secretary/NPS to determine whether local government enforcement 
of local laws and ordinances including zoning variances and building permits, is 
“compatible with this section” (sec. 704 e1-2);  

10. authorizes the Secretary/NPS, upon finding that local plans, laws, ordinances, 
and/or the local enforcement thereof, are not in substantial conformance with the 
RMP or Guidelines, or carries out the “purposes of this section (as determined by 
the Secretary),” to acquire lands, or interests in lands, in excess of the acreage 
provided for in subsection 704(d) (1450 acres) up to a maximum allowed in the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act section 6(a), which is 100 acres per river mile, or 
7,340 acres with respect to the Upper Delaware designation (704e4); 

11.  authorizes the Secretary/NPS, at its discretion, to “contract with directly affected 
states or political subdivisions to provide, on behalf of the Secretary, professional 
services necessary for the review of relevant local plans, and ordinances, and 
amendments thereto and variances therefrom, and for monitoring of the 
enforcement thereof by local governments” within the Upper Delaware 
designation (sec. 704 e 3).   

 
CREATION OF THE UPPER DELAWARE COUNCIL  
The River Management Plan was approved by the Secretary of Interior in September 
1987 and, upon Congressional review on January 4th, 1988, it became a mandate for all 
parties therein.  The Upper Delaware Council was created by the River Management 
Plan, as approved by the Secretary and Congress.  The Plan clearly documents the 
legal authority under which the UDC was created and cites 7 legislations which enable 
the establishment of the UDC2. Not only was the UDC established on a solid legal 
foundation, but its establishment was also strongly requested by the local governments 
and people within the designated area as a means of retaining local control.  The 
Executive Summary of the RMP chronicles a process in which two previous drafts of the 
RPM were so strongly rejected by local governments that some sought to deauthorize 
the river entirely.  Instead, the Conference of Upper Delaware Townships (COUP) was 
formed in 1981 and, with the assistance of consulting services paid by the NPS, started 
to rewrite the plan.  The purpose of the UDC is clearly stated as “to retain local control, 
alleviate the threat of eminent domain, and excessive land acquisition, and protect the 

 
1 However, the River Management Plan amends this acreage limitation to 124 acres (pages 50,54,55) 
2 RMP. Page 18-19. 
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river through cooperative efforts of local individuals, governments, and state and federal 
agencies.3”  The UDC was created by, for, and of, local governments and private 
landowners within the designated section.  
 
LEGISLATIVE INTENT OF THE UPPER DELAWARE COUNCIL 
The fragility of UDC lies not on its legal foundation but upon which the responsibilities, 
functions, and funding of the UDC rests.  The intent of the UDC was to “ensure effective 
implementation of the Plan and oversee its administration, maintain an active presence 
in the river valley, be the driving force behind the Plan and the primary entity though 
which local, state, federal agencies resolve their differences.4”  However, the UDC has 
no enforcement capability, no final authority over deciding how the Plan is implemented, 
no secure funding source, and its membership is entirely voluntary.  
 
While the UDC is intended to act as an intermediary between all affected parties, and to 
facilitate the Special Provisions of the Act, the reality of the UDC’s position is that it is an 
advisory body only and therefore functionally weak. The Secretary of Interior has sole 
and final authority to determine whether local governments are adequately enforcing 
and protecting the intent of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Special Provisions 
(Sec.704) within their jurisdictions. “The Secretary shall review all relevant local plans, 
laws, and ordinances to determine whether they substantially conform to the approved 
management plan..”5 In addition, the law does not allow the Secretary to delegate or 
abdicate her legislative duties of reviewing local enforcement.  

“…the Secretary’s legislative duties related to the review of 
local zoning may not be delegated to the Management Council, 
and he may not commit himself in advance to decline to 
exercise his review…6”   

The Plan also states that the Secretary may accept advice and recommendations of the 
Council, although no statement requires to Secretary to accept or implement any of the 
council’s recommendations.    If the Secretary finds that any local government is not in 
“substantial conformance” with the RMP, and its Land and Water Use Guidelines, then 
the Secretary has authority to take action on private property (P.L.95-625 Section 704 
(d))7.  The law is clear, “upon a finding by the Secretary that such plans, laws, or 
ordinances are nonexistent, are otherwise not in conformance with the management 
plan or guidelines, or are not being enforced in such a manner as will carry out the 
purposes of this section (as determined by the Secretary), the Secretary may exercise 
the authority available to him under the provisions of paragraph (4) thereof.(emphasis 
added)”8  The authority available to the Secretary is to acquire through a variety of legal 
negotiations, including eminent domain, those lands or interests in lands that are 

 
3 River Management Plan, Executive Summary. Page iv  
4 River Management Plan page 19 
5 PL 95-625 Section 704 (e) (1) 
6 RMP page 23 
7 Pages 50 to 57 of the RMP specifies at least 9 different actions that can be employed ranging from 
congenial (i.e. private voluntary actions) to onerous (i.e. eminent domain, with restrictions) 
8 P.L.95-625 Section 704 (e)(2).   
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“clearly and directly required, in the judgement of the Secretary, for the protection of the 
objectives of this Act (emphasis added).”9   
 
At the end of the day, the UDC cannot, nor does it, actually protect local governments or 
private landowners from the threat of eminent domain or other federally authorized 
actions against private landowners. The work that the UDC performs is more of informer 
to the Secretary than a safeguard against it. The Act states that the Secretary may 
contract professional services necessary for the review local plans, laws, and 
ordinances, and the enforcement thereof, to facilitate the Secretary’s determination of 
substantial conformance10.  The Secretary has exercised this option, since the inception 
of the RMP, by contracting the UDC through a cooperative agreement authorized under 
PL 95-224 and agreed to in the RMP.  The UDC’s primary, and in some years, sole 
source of funding comes from the Department of Interior.  So instead of the UDC acting 
as a check against federal intrusion, it works for them.  
 
The UDC was established, at the request of local 
governments, to advise and recommend to the Secretary the 
degree to which local governments are implementing the 
intent of Section 704.  While local governments rejected the 
first two drafts of the RMP for being over regulatory, they 
nonetheless agreed to create an entity made up primarily of 
local government representatives to act as a professional 
contractor to the Secretary, paid by the Secretary, and to 
advise the Secretary on the degree to which local 
governments are substantially conforming to the Act and its 
Special Provisions.  
 
The RPM states that the “Secretary agrees” to contract for 
services with the UDC to perform several essential 
management functions (pages 24,26,35 and 42).  The 
contract would be for 5 years and “shall be automatically 
renewed” contingent on availability of Congressionally 
appropriated funds, so long as the RMP is adequately 
implemented, and the Special Provisions are upheld.  The contract for services is 
specified as11:  
 

1. The review of all relevant local plans, laws and ordinances for the purposes of 
recommending to the Secretary whether such local plans, laws, and ordinances 
substantially conform to the River Management Plan; 

2. The annual review of the adequacy of the enforcement of such plans; 
3. The preparation of an annual report to the Secretary of Interior and the Council 

membership regarding the effectiveness of the management plan 
implementation; 

 
9 P.L.95-625 Section 704 (e)(4).   
10 P.L.95-625 Section 704 (e)(3).   
11 River Management Plan page 23 

“At the end of the 
day, the UDC 
cannot, nor does it, 
actually protect 
local governments 
or private 
landowners from 
the threat of 
eminent domain or 
other federally 
authorized actions 
against private 
landowners…” 
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4. The review, coordination, and leadership for all aspects of the plan 
implementation; 

5. The maintenance of all permanent and current records of the plan, development 
approvals, letters of interpretation, meeting records, transcripts, minutes, and 
other information related to plan preparation and implementation.  

 
UPPER DELAWARE COUNCIL MEMBERSHIP  
What further weakens the UDC’s standing is the voluntary status of its membership. 
While the RMP states that the UDC will review local government land-use planning and 
enforcement actions, the review is to only make recommendations to the National Park 
Service who shall have “final determination” of this review12.  For townships that do not 
elect to become members of the UDC (Manchester and Buckingham as of this writing), 
the NPS shall perform all review of development and enforcement for adherence to the 
Special Provisions (P.L.95-625 Section 704). The RMP expressly excludes the UDC 
from being contracted by the NPS to perform reviews on non-participating towns13.  
 
Figure 1: Redundancy in Substantial Conformance Review 

 
Therefore, the voluntary membership of the UDC forces the NPS to hire technical staff 
to perform the same functions as the UDC, thereby creating redundancy in the local 
government substantial conformance review process.  In a time when budgets are 
constricted for both the NPS and the UDC, redundancy is a luxury that neither 
organization can afford.   
 
  

 
12 River Management Plan page 26  
13 RPM Executive Summary page ix 

Secretary of Interior  
required to review local laws  

Contracts to UDC for said work 
but only in participating 
town/ships 
The Plan prohibits UDC from 
reviewing Non-member 
townships 

NPS Performs same work for 
non-members 
Reviews and assembles UDC 
work and reports finding to 
Secretary 
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RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE UPPER DELAWARE COUNCIL  
The River Management Plan specifies numerous responsibilities and actions for UDC to 
perform.  Pages 24 to 28 specifies at least 18 responsibilities regarding UDC role in 
coordination, monitoring, development and policy review, leadership, and management.  
Pages 42 to 50 specify at least 11 responsibilities and actions with respect to Land 
Management activities (some of which are repeated from above).  Pages 65 to 110 
specify another 27 responsibilities regarding water resource management, recreation 
management, water use programs, fish and wildlife management, and cultural resource 
management. In summary, the RMP specifies at least 61 responsibilities and actions 
assigned to the UDC regarding review, coordination, and leadership14.  In addition, the 
UDC took on many of the responsibilities that the Upper Delaware Citizens Advisory 
Council (CAC) had assumed until February 1999 when it was dissolved after Congress 
failed to reauthorize it.   
 
The River Management Plan allocates roles and responsibilities to all entities in its 

management structure including the UDC, Local, 
County, State, and Federal governments, the Citizens 
Advisory Council, other NGO’s and the Delaware River 
Basin Commission (DRBC). These responsibilities are 
specified throughout the entire Plan from pages 23 to 
113.  The roles and responsibilities are grouped into nine 
functional elements called: Management Structure; Land 
Management Program; Water Resources Management; 
Fisheries and Wildlife; Threatened and Endangered 
Species; Unique Land Resources; Cultural Resources; 
Land Based Facilities; and Water Use Program. The 
UDC is assigned 57 responsibilities in all nine of these 
functional elements and is second behind the National 
Park Service as having the greatest number at 86. If the 
UDC has indeed assumed the responsibilities of the 

Citizen Advisory Council since 1999, then it now has 80 responsibilities (Table 1). It is 
important to repeat that the UDC has responsibilities in every element of the River 
Management Plan however its lack of funding prevents it from working in most of these 
areas.   
 
Table 2 describes the performance objectives assigned to the UDC in each of these 
functional elements.  Performance objectives are a detailed description of what type of 
actions that the UDC should undertake when performing its duties. The UDC Board of 
Directors should review and recognized the gap that exists between the functions that it 
is assigned to perform versus the work that it does. 
 
  

 
14 Technical Review of the 1986 Upper Delaware River Management Plan. Appendix A. November 2014. 
By Environmental Planning and Design for the Upper Delaware Council 

“…the UDC has 
responsibilities in 
every element of the 
River Management 
Plan however its lack 
of funding prevents it 
from working in most 
of these areas.” 
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Table 1 Number of Assigned Responsibilities within the River Management Plan 
Functional 
Element of RMP 

UDC Local County PA NY NPS Fed DRBC NGOs CAC 

Management 
Structure 

18 8 5 18 26 13 2 4  7 

Land Management 
Program 

11   1  4    2 

Water Resources 
Management 

4   4 4 5 1 4  1 

Fisheries and 
Wildlife 

4  4 3 3 5    1 

Threatened and 
Endangered 
Species 

1   1  3    1 

Unique Land 
resources 

1 1  1 1 1    1 

Cultural Resources 5 5  5 6 24 1  10 1 
Land Based 
Facilities 

2 1  1  19   2 2 

Water Use 
Program 

11 5 1 5  12  3  7 

Total 57 20 10 39 40 86 4 11 12 23 
 
 
 
 

Table 2 Performance Objectives of the UDC as specified in the River Management 
Plan 

Functional Element Performance Objectives for UDC 
Management 
Structure 

• review town’s laws, plans, and ordinances for “substantial 
conformance” with PL95-625 Section 704;  

• monitor enforcement thereof; 
• provide direction and coordinate on “all aspects of plan 

implementation;”  
• undergo a thorough review of the plan after 20 years;  
• make necessary revisions to the plan on a 5-year basis;  
• report annually to Secretary of Interior on “effectiveness of 

implementation;”  
Land Management 
Program 

• review town’s laws, plans, and ordinances for conformance 
with Land Use and Water Use Guidelines;  

• review significant projects that have potential of a clear and 
direct threat in the river corridor;  
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• monitor all legal challenges and requests for variances at 
the local governments;  

• monitor and report annually on local government 
enforcement of land use guidelines;  

• monitor and review any land acquisitions by NPS  
Water Resources 
Management 

• Make recommendations to states governments, Delaware 
River Basin Commission, and federal government on water 
releases, flows, temperature, safety, water quality, habitat 
and recreation;  

• to work cooperatively with partners to protect and maintain 
water flows for the integrity of the Upper Delaware WSR 
designation and to augment water quality monitoring 
programs;  

Fisheries and Wildlife • Assist in the coordination of fish and wildlife management 
activities at the request of the states;  

• coordinate with the Delaware River Basin Fish and Wildlife 
Management Cooperative;  

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

• Work cooperatively through the Council representatives to 
identify and protect endangered species 

Unique Land 
resources 

• Coordinate the development of the program to protect and 
interpret unique landforms;  

• make recommendations to local, state, and federal 
governments on the means to be used for interpretation and 
management. 

Cultural Resources • Coordinate the cultural resource management activities of 
its members;  

• work with NPS to implement assigned management 
activities and to secure compliance by state and federal 
agencies for the protection of cultural resources  

Land Based Facilities • Coordinate the location and development of facilities within 
the river corridor;  

• conduct studies and make determinations of private sector 
performance in addressing identified needs for facilities in 
the corridor. 

Water Use Program • The coordinating entity and have “overall responsibility for 
achieving the goals and objectives of the Water Use 
Program; 

• develop river management policies and recommended 
actions to implement water use policies;  

• serve as the “principal forum for managing recreation” on 
the river;  

• serve as main coordinating agency for carrying out Water 
Use Management Program;  

• Assist local town/ships in implementing land and water use 
Guidelines and RMP;  
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• develop and implement a river use education and 
awareness program;  

• make recommendations on an annual plan for water use 
recreational management to be carried out by the NPS;  

• provide advice and recommendations on commercial livery 
license program, and any future proposed permit or 
registration system;  

• “oversee all recreation development” and provide reviews of 
development plans that may affect river use;  

• authorize special studies for making appropriate 
management decisions.  

 

A review of the UDC’s time sheets and independent audits reveals where the 
organization spends its time.  Table 3 shows the allocation of UDC staff time by dollars 
and percentages in each of the functional categories. 
 

Table 3: Allocation of UDC Staff Time. Source: UDC Independent Financial Audits 

Functional Category Annual %time  
4yr Ave. 2017-2020 

Administration 44.67% 
Water Use/Resource Mat 10.81% 
Scenic Byway 0.00% 
Project Review 21.99% 
Public Affairs 12.35% 
Fundraising 0.11% 
Grants Admin. 1.25% 
Technical Assistant 2.09% 
Sub. Conform. 1.73% 
Functional Category Cost 

4yr Ave. 2017-2020 
Administration $  111,534 
Water Use/Resource Mat $    29,996 
Scenic Byway $         130 
Project Review $    66,294 
Public Affairs $    47,556 
Fundraising $      1,351 
Grants Admin. $    18,013 
Technical Assistant $    28,558 
Sub. Conform. $      7,100 

  
The last four years of time sheets were reviewed and averaged within each of the nine 
functional allocations that the independent auditors use in annual audits.  These data 
reveal that the UDC staff spends nearly 45% of total staff hours on administration which 
accounts for one-third of its budget.  Project Review occupies 22% of staff time, which is 
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probably an accurate reflection of the time that is necessary to do the job since it is 
performed by one person. Public Affairs is the third most active category and costs the 
UDC nearly $50,000 of staff time plus expenses. Water Use / Resources Management 
is an umbrella category that includes all performance objectives in Table 2 except for 
the first two categories, Management Structure and Land Management Program.  This 
category only occupies 10% of staff time and only $30,000 of staff costs.  The WU/RM 
category consists of most of the activities that the River Management Plan has assigned 
the UDC, yet very little time is spent there.  Technical Assistance refers to assistance by 
the UDC staff to member local governments for meeting the objectives of the RMP.  
This is one of the most important incentives to municipalities for becoming members of 
the Council however, it occupies only 2% of staff time. Finally, the extremely low 
amount of time spent on fundraising should raise a warning flag for anyone.  An 
organization that is operating on only 60% of its intended budget should be spending a 
substantial amount of time in raising funds to fill the budget gap.  
 
Figure 1: Time Allocation of UDC Staff 2017 to 2020 

Figure 2: Allocation of UDC Staff Time  
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UDC STAFF 
The RMP recommended in 1986 that the UDC have a team of 5 full time staff plus 
assistance from consultants. Since the beginning, the UDC has been understaffed.  
Starting with a team of 4 plus one consultant, the UDC staffing levels have dropped to 3 
full time employees and a part-time bookkeeper.  
 
Figure 3: UDC Employees 1990-2020 

 
 
 
   
An initial budget was prepared that estimated the need for 5 staff and an annual budget 
of $500,000 in order for the UDC to perform its responsibilities.  The originally proposed 
funding sources are specified in the RMP as: the NPS contributing $300,000 annually 
from a line item within the overall congressional budget request for the Upper Delaware 
Scenic and Recreational River; and the State of New York and Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania each contributing $100,000. Only the National Park Service has met its 
commitment.  State governments have never met its commitment to the original intent 
for the Plan, however, occasionally they have contributed to the UDC through restricted 
grants which are used to fund special projects.  These funds 
are usually prohibited from being used for operations, including 
salaries for staff or overhead costs.  
 
The $300,000 line item from NPS has remained constant over 
the last 32 years.  Adjusting for inflation using Consumer Price 
Index, the $300,000 in 1988 would be $717,000 today in real 
dollars.  The UDC started with 4 full time staff and was forced 
to eliminate one position in 2012 because of inflation.  No 
doubt, if the UDC continues this path they will be required to 
eliminate another position.  It took 15 years of inflation to 
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“…It took 15 years of 
inflation to eliminate 
one position; at this 
rate, the UDC will 
eliminate another 
position in about 7 or 
8 years from now.” 
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eliminate one position; at this rate, the UDC will eliminate another position in about 7 or 
8 years from now.     
     
The National Park Service is not doing much better.  The NPS has been the only 
consistent funding source for the UDC since the beginning and they are also losing 
ground from inflation.  Their budget for Upper Delaware Scenic and Recreational River 
was 3.3 million in 2011 and rose at a slow rate to 3.5 million this year.  The RMP 
proposed that the NPS receive have been 1.3 million at the inception of the UPDE.  
Attempts to acquire the actual budgets for previous years were unsuccessful.  These 
data show that inflation has also been eating away at the NPS budget and rendering 
them underfunded as well, albeit at a slower rate than the 
UDC.  The compound annual average growth rate of the 
NPS budget was .63%.  Using the same inflation 
adjustment calculation as performed for UDC above, the 
NPS budget, if it grew at least as fast as inflation should 
have been 4.1 million.  In other words, NPS budget has a 
shortfall of $600,000 in 2021 if it were to remain constant 
with inflation.  
 
The UDC and NPS are partners in managing the Upper 
Delaware River, each with unique and mutually supportive 
roles. For the UDC to request additional funds from the 
NPS, under the existing policy structure of the River 
Management Plan, is like digging a deeper well into a 
depleting aquifer.  Both entities need a more sustainable 
funding source.  
 

A VALUE PROPOSITION 
For any entity to continue to survive on its merits, it must provide an incentive for its 
users or beneficiaries to continue to support it. A value proposition is the benefit that a 
user or user group receives from the supplying entity. If the value that the beneficiary 
receives is greater than the cost, then the organization will survive on the beneficiaries’ 
contributions or payments.  In the search for a sustainable business model for the UDC, 
it seems logical to first ask the question “what benefits do the UDC provide its 
customers?”  This would make sense if the UDC was a for profit company. As 
consumers, we expect to pay full price for what we consume such as food, 
entertainment, property, shares common stock, among many other purchases.  When 
we make a purchase we trust that the free market is creating enough competition that 
the price we pay is the least cost for the value we receive from the item bought.  
Americans, with our culture of loyalty to, and strong beliefs in free markets, tend to 
apply business logic to all entities whether they are in the private or public sectors.  We 
frequently seek a “user pays” principle to many public services including water and 
sewer districts, higher education, parks, and highway tolls. In some cases, the price 
paid covers the full cost of operations and capital for the public services that are 
received by the consumer.  In other cases, the price falls short of its full cost and the 

“…For the UDC to 
request additional funds 
from the NPS, under the 
existing policy structure 
of the River 
Management Plan, is 
like digging a deeper 
well into a depleting 
aquifer.  Both entities 
need a more sustainable 
funding source.”  
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difference is made up through taxes. It is understandable to initially apply a user-pays 
principal to the UDC.  Whether or not this principal is applicable to the UDC is an 
important consideration in the search for a sustainable business model.    
 
A first step in developing a sustainable business model is to evaluate the services that 
the UDC provides, the beneficiaries of that service, and the payments it receives for 
providing those services. The River Management Plan is the document that created the 
UDC and the functions it is supposed to perform.  The services that the UDC performs 
provides many benefits to several beneficiaries. They are: 
  
The National Park Service: Receives a wide array of benefits from the UDC in the form 
of development reviews, substantial conformance reviews, annual enforcement 
monitoring and reporting, liaison to local governments, coordination of all river 
management activities, depository of archives, maintainer of records for the NPS, other 
stakeholders, and general public. For these services, the NPS pays $300,000 annually. 
 
State Governments of Pennsylvania and New York:  The UDC serves as liaison and 
coordinator function to ensure state level river management policies are implemented at 
the local level.  The UDC assists the states in disseminating information on many issues 
such as: changes in fish and hunting regulations; endangered species; invasive species 
management; and river safety. The UDC works with local governments to implement the 
intentions of state level river management plans and programs.  The UDC, through its 
development review process, helps maintain the river’s water quality to its highest 
levels.  This clean water is then used by state and local governments downstream for 
drinking water that serves millions of people.  These services save millions of dollars in 
avoided water treatment costs.  For these services, State governments pay nothing.  
(This does not imply that the two state governments have never contributed to the UDC.  
They have contributed through different grant funding sources. However, these grants 
are dedicated for tasks that are supplemental to UDC’s overall operations.)     
 
Local Governments: The UDC was created by the local governments within the river 
corridor.  The year after the Upper Delaware River was designated in 1978, the National 
Park Service wrote two versions of the River Management Plan.  Both were 
unequivocally rejected by local governments who feared property condemnation and 
loss of local decision making on many elements of river and land management in the 
affected area.  In response to the wholesale rejection of the two previous drafts, the 
Conference of Upper Delaware Townships (COUP) was formed in 1981 from an 
association of the “8 affected New York River towns and seven Pennsylvania river 
townships.”  The current RMP “has been prepared by the COUP”15 “This group later 
evolved into the Upper Delaware Council.”16  The UDC was created in the RMP which 
was written to address many fears and concerns that  local government had with the 
previous drafts, specifically: “retaining local control of the river corridor through the 
establishment of an Upper Delaware Council…”; “protection against over-regulation by 

 
15 River Management Plan, Executive Summary, page i.  
16 “UDC Reflects on 25 Years of Accomplishments” Laurie Ramie, 2013, internal document.  
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using only local, state, and federal laws to protect the river…”; “provide landowners with 
protections against eminent domain…”; “limiting land acquisition to 124 acres”; and 
providing towns with alternatives and flexibility allowing them to meet the guidelines in 
their own way.”17  For all of these services and protections the local governments pay 
nothing.  
 
Not only do the local governments pay nothing but they impose administrative costs in 
staff time at committee meetings including the Water Use/Resource Management 
Committee, Operations Committee, and Project Review Committee. The UDC is 
established to be a liaison to local governments.  One of its fundamental reasons for 
existing is to serve as a representative voice of local governments on all elements of the 
River Management Plan before federal and state agencies and to inform local 
governments of events, pending policies, and river and land management actions.   The 
administrative time to perform these functions and staff these committees is estimated 
to be about 50% of total administrative time or about $56,000 per year.  The UDC is not 
reimbursed for any of these expense from those who are benefiting. 
 
    

 
 
  

 
17 RMP, Executive Summary page iii 
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WHAT IS THE UDC? 
Before creating a sustainable business model for any entity, one must first determine 
what exactly the entity is, why does it exist, and for whom’?  Who are its customers, 
who benefits from its operations?  Answering these questions will lead to its natural 
source of revenue – its beneficiaries. Private entities sell private goods and its 
beneficiaries are those who pay for its products.  Public entities conserve, manage, and 
provide public goods to the public and its beneficiaries are the public and paid for by 
taxes, user fees or some combination of both.  For non-profit entities, its beneficiaries 
are those who support its mission and contribute to its finances through donations, user 
fees and purchases. 
 
A NON-PROFIT ORGANIZATION? 
The challenge in creating a sustainable business model for the UDC is that its purpose, 
its beneficiaries, its legal standing, and its functions are misaligned.  On one hand the 
UDC is incorporated as a not-for-profit corporation with a mission to “conserve, 
enhance, and promote the Delaware River corridor’s natural and cultural resources and 
social and economic vitality by fostering cooperation and among public and private 
partners to implement the River Management Plan18.” According to this statement its 
primary modus operandi is to “foster cooperation.”   Most non-profit environmental 
organizations provide some sort of deliverable to their donors.  Those deliverables 
inspire donors to give because the mission and their modus operandi are aligned with 
the donors beliefs and values.  An internet search for largest or most effective non-profit 
environmental organizations would help the reader to see examples.  Names like WWF, 
Environmental Defense Fund, Trout Unlimited, Water Keepers Alliance, and River 
Keepers will arise.  Donors give to these organizations because they deliver a product 
or a service to which the donor feels good about contributing, such as permanent 
conservation through development rights purchases, environmental education and 
awareness through public messaging, legal battles against polluters, or access to 
environmental experiences like hunting, fishing, birding, hiking, and paddling.  Local 
non-profits in the Upper Delaware provide similar deliverables albeit on a smaller scale. 
The UDC’s modus operandi of fostering coordination is not a deliverable that inspires 
donations.  What would further discourage donors is the percentage of UDC’s budget 
that is allocated to administration.  The last four years of audits revealed that on 
average the UDC spent 44% of its budget on administration.  The highest rated, and 
most effective non-profits are those with the best Program Expense Ratio.  In other 
words, the ratio of income that goes toward programs (their deliverables) to that of 
administration.  The highest rated non-profits spend less than 10% on administration, 
between 75% and 85% on programs, and the remaining on fundraising19.   
 
 
 
 
 

 
18 Upper Delaware Council 5-Year Operating Program. 2021-2025. Page 4. 
19 Based on a manual review of Charity Navigator.org. 
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Table 4 : Comparison of UDC to Typical Non-Profit Organization 

Criteria  Typical Non-Profit Upper Delaware Council 
501(c)(3) status Yes Yes 
Administrative Time 10% 44% 
Fund Raising 10% - 20% .1% 
Tangible Deliverables i.e.: development rights 

purchases; environmental 
education; public access 

No tangible deliverables 

 
A GOVERNMENT AGENCY? 
On the other hand, the UDC was created by an act of congress, not by a board of 
directors. It is not a non-profit organization.  By definition of how it was established, it is 
a public entity, established to help manage a public good, with tasks assigned to it and 
published in the Federal Register - the River Management Plan.  As previously 
described, the UDC was established to “maintain local control” of the RMP 
implementation, protection against over-regulation and use of eminent domain, and 
providing towns with alternatives and flexibility.  The RMP does not specify that the 
mission of the UDC is to “conserve, enhance and promote…” the Delaware River and 
its resources.  A quick word search for “conserve” in the RMP will show 25 places 
where it is used and rarely is it connected to the UDC.  Granted, the purpose of the 
management plan is to conserve, enhance and promote the Upper Delaware River and 
the UDC is instrumental in the Plan’s implementation.  Therefore, by association, the 
UDC is intended to do the same and can adopt this mission statement.  Nonetheless, 
there are numerous other stakeholders mentioned in the Plan, each with unique internal 
mission statements, all of whom join to forces to implement the intent of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act in the Upper Delaware.  By that association, all of the stakeholders 
would have the same mission statement.  What is the unique internal mission of the 
UDC? 
 
Since the UDC was established by an act of congress and written into law with specific 
purposes, the UDC’s unique internal mission can be derived from these purposes.  If an 
uninformed bystander was asked to write the mission statement for the UDC based on 
its purposes and responsibilities written in the River Management Plan then is might 
sound something like this:  
 

“The mission of the UDC is to promote and protect local 
governments’ and private landowners’ interests in the 
implementation of the River Management Plan for the Upper 
Delaware Scenic and Recreational River designation.”  

 
While the UDC was established for this purpose, after reviewing its tasks, it is 
questionable that it functions to protect local interests.  Its primary functions are to 
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review local policies and report to the Secretary on the local government’s performance 
in adhering to the RMP.  Its primary funding sources, and at times only source of 
income, is from the Department of Interior to perform this task.  These duties may or 
may not be entirely in the best intertest of the local governments.  This creates an 
“operational dissonance” between the UDCs functions and the UDC’s purpose. Its 
functions and purposes are not aligned, therefore, it is not in a position to generate 
revenue.  If the UDC was established to serve the NPS, then it becomes an operational 
arm of the UPDE staff.  In this case it would provide a valuable service to the UPDE, but 
in reality, it provides a redundant service because the NPS must hire staff to monitor 
and report on substantial conformance with the Plan.  In fact, the Act specifically 
prohibits the Secretary from delegating this review to any other entity.  The NPS has no 
incentive (or a very weak one associated with local politics and public relations) to work 
cooperatively with the UDC or provide them with any funding.  The UDC wasn’t 
established to serve the NPS, it was established with the intention to serve as a check 
against federal overreach. The origins of the UDC rose out of the remnants of two 
previously razed river management plans and came into being as an entity to placate 
the threats of government takings.  Today the UPC’s functions serve the NPS by their 
stated purpose does not.  With respect to local governments and private landowners, 
the UDC’s purposes serve them well, but its functions do not.  The UDC reviews local 
policies and development actions and reports them to the Secretary.  How could this be 
perceived as in the best interest of local governments and private landowners?  
Therefore, local governments would have little incentive to provide funding to the UDC. 
  

Table 5 : Comparison of UDC to Typical Government Agency 

Criteria  Typical Government 
Agency 

Upper Delaware Council 

Established by 
Government 

Yes Yes 

Authorized to execute 
government policy 

Yes No 

Funding from taxes Yes Yes (via member budgets) 
Monitors and regulates 
development 

Yes Monitors but doesn’t 
regulate 

Reports to a higher 
agency or to legislative 
body 

Yes Yes. Reports to Dept of 
Interior and member 

municipalities 
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AN INTERSTATE COMMISSION?  
The UDC is a public entity, created by the federal government for the purposes of 
coordinating the management of an interstate river and its watershed.  By this definition, 
the closest approximation of a public entity that the UDC resembles is an interstate 
commission. The Compact Clause of the United States Constitution prohibits any state 
from entering into an agreement with any other state without the consent of Congress20.  
Therefore, all interstate commissions are created by an act of congress because its 
jurisdiction crosses state lines.  For the UDC, this consent was the River Management 
Plan.  Many interstate commissions are created to address river management because 
the watershed boundaries of a river often cross state lines.  There is an enduring history 
and many examples of interstate compacts that are used to establish interstate 
commissions, especially those involving water resources. America’s first interstate 
compact was between Pennsylvania and New Jersey in 1783 to regulate navigation on 
the Delaware River. More recent examples within our region include: Susquehanna 
River Basin Commission (SRBC),1970, the New England Interstate Water Pollution 
Control Commission (NEIWPCC), 1947; the Interstate Environmental Commission 
(IEC),1936; the Palisades Interstate Park Commission (PIPC)1937; and the Delaware 
River Basin Commission (DRBC)1961, who has a seat on the UDC board, to name a 
few. 
 
Funding for each of the organizations remains a challenge.  The compacts for SRBC 
and DRBC both contained original agreements that the Federal government would 
contribute to the operations of the entity.  However, in 1982, the Executive Branch 
closed the Water Resources Council and federal funding ended. The DRBC is currently 
under funded since its federal portion has not materialized.  In addition, New York 
State’s contribution has been disputed and diminished over the years and the 
organization has reallocated its per-state funding shares several times over its history.  
 
The Delaware River Basin Compact specifies that the DRBC has eight major functions 
and duties including:  water quality protection, water supply allocation, regulatory review 
(permitting), water conservation initiatives, watershed planning, drought management, 
flood loss reduction, and recreation.  They have 39 staff but 12% of their positions are 
vacant.  A review of DRBC staff listing shows five departments: Directorate, Finance 
and Administration, External Affairs, Water Resources Management, and Science and 
Water Quality Management.  Staff composition is primarily a scientist, engineer, 
manager, or those related to administration.  Notably missing from the list of 
departments or staff titles is recreation. The DRBC web site, under program tab, lists 
the organizations major programs as: Water Quality, Water Supply and Conservation, 
Project Review/Permitting, Flow Management, Flood Loss Reduction.  Again, there is 
no mention of recreation.  Perhaps this is an area of mutual interest between the DRBC 
and UDC.   This report will recommend that the UDC and DRBC create a shared staff 
person to implement mutually supportive functions, perhaps in the realm of recreation 
and/or water quality monitoring, both of which are functions that the UDC is responsible 
for in the River Management Plan but not involved with today due to lack of funding. 

 
20 (article 1ss10,cl3) 
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Table 6 Comparison of UDC to Typical Interstate Commission 
Criteria  Typical Interstate 

Commission 
Upper Delaware Council 

Created by Congress Yes Yes 
Agreements are written by 
members  

yes No agreement between 
members 

Compact grants authority 
and powers 

Yes No Compact and no 
authority of any kind 

Membership of signatories required Membership voluntary 
Funding  from members state, fed, 

grants, and fees 
No funding from members 

(except one) 

 
21 Source: Alexandria Dapolito Dunn Esq, Executive Director of Association for Clean Water 
Administrators (ACWA) 
22 Estimated in 2014, Source: G. Kauffman, 2015, Governance, Policy, and Economics of 
Intergovernmental River Basin Management, Water Resources Management DOI 10.1007/s11269-015-
1141-5. Springer.  
23 Estimated from organization’s web site 

Table 7 Interstate commissions for water resources 

Compact Membership Regulatory 
Authority21 

Structure Budget
22 and 
Staff23 

Funding Sources 

SRBC 
1970 

NY, PA, MD, 
Fed 

Yes 
 

Gov’t 
agency 

4 Commissioners 
Appointed by US 
President and 
State Governors 

$7.7M 
43 staff 

Fed0% 
State19% 
Permits/Fees 81% 
Grants 0.5% 

NEIWPCC 
1947 

CT, ME, MA, 
NH, NY, RI, 
VT 

No 
 

Regional 
commission 

7 commissioners 
from each state 
appointed by 
Governor  

$30M 
100 staff 

Fed53% 
State11% 
Permits/Fees5% 
Grants31% 

IEC 
1936 

NY, NJ, CT Yes 
Pollution 
control  

5 commissioners 
from each state 

$1.0M 
9 staff 

Fed 56% 
State 41% 
Permit/Fees 0% 
Grants 1% 

PIPC NY NJ Yes  
 

Joint 
Municipality 

5 commissioners 
from each state 
appointed by 
each Governor of  

 
$12M 

15 staff 

Fed 0% 
State 50% 
Fees 8% 
Concessions 34% 
Grants 8% 

DBRC 
1961 

DE, PA, NJ, 
NY Fed 

Yes 
 

Gov’t 
agency 

Governor of each 
state serves as 
State 
Commissioner 
plus 1 Fed 
Commissioner  

$6.7M 
39 Staff 

Fed0% 
State46% 
Permit/Fee 35% 
Grants 20% 
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Table 7 provides a summary of the interstate commissions.  Most commissions have 
regulatory authority. The interstate compacts reviewed here (and many others not 
listed) are consistent in the following manners: 

1) All interstate compacts that established the interstate commission are all 
authorized and became law through an act of Congress.   

2) The compacts themselves are agreements between member governments.  
Each are written by the members and establishes their own unique by-laws, rules 
of governance, purposes, powers, authority, and jurisdiction.   

3) In all examples in Table 7, it is the governors of each State and the Federal 
Government which appoint its board members. 

4) Membership is mandatory.  
5) In all examples, funding is provided by its own member organizations.  Their 

funding sources are a combination of federal and state allocations, internally 
generated fees, and external grants.   

 
If the UDC was an interstate commission it would portray these characteristics, however 
it does not because it is not an interstate commission.  The UDC has no internal funding 
mechanism. Its membership is voluntary. It is not an agreement between states and 
most importantly, it has no final authority over any element of the RMP.  Its functions 
are advisory and coordinative. The only element of the UDC that resembles an 
interstate commission is that it was created by Congress.   
 
THE UDC:  
The Upper Delaware Council is alone in comparison to a typical river management 
organization.  It is neither a non-profit organization, nor a government entity, nor an 
interstate commission.  It is difficult to find a replicable example that emulates the 
composition, purposes, functions and origins of the UDC.  There appears to be no 
model organization to assist us in finding a sustainable business model.  The UDC is a 
unique organization, and with it must be created a unique business model.  It was 
requested and established by local governments for the purposes of protecting local 
interest over the management of the river.  However, its governance structure and 
stated functions were written into the River Management Plan that effectively rendered 
the UDC subservient to the National Park Service.  It is an advisory body only that 
works to coordinate stakeholders. “The functions of the Upper Delaware Council [is to] 
serve as the coordinating agency24…” The Council is established to review, 
recommend, advise, and coordinate.  There is no requirement in the Plan for any of the 
UDC’s recommendations or advice to be followed.  This results in a weak governance 
structure.  A weak governance structure, combined with its major functions as a 
development review board, voluntary membership, and high administrative costs all 
merge to create a perfect storm that prevents the organization from raising its own 
funds and providing a valuable service.  In order to change this, the River Management 
Plan must be rewritten.     

 
24 River Management Plan. P.24 
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OPERATIONAL DISSONANCE  
 
The building blocks of a sustainable organization are composed of the following 
components: 
Purpose:  The purpose of the organization is often spelled out in a mission statement.  
It states why it exists. The purpose provides organizational stability by serving as the 
guiding light of the organization through the years of challenges and opportunities.  The 
mission statement is what the organization falls back on when it gets lost.  
Beneficiaries: are the people who believe in the organization’s value and who benefit 
from its functions.  They receive the organization’s output (services or products), and in-
turn they support the organization through purchases, donations, fees or taxes. 
Legal Standing:  Legal standing is the authority and rights the entity has been given 
through civil laws and organizational by-laws. Legal standing is based in societal norms 
and allows the organization to perform its functions.  It also allows its beneficiaries to 
enjoy its benefits and financially support the organization.  
Functions: The functions of the organization are the actions it takes to manifest its 
purpose. Its functions are what it does on a daily, monthly, and annual basis to ensure 
its beneficiaries are receiving benefits and its purpose or mission is being fulfilled. 
Functions serve a practical need.  
 
An organization with a sustainable business model is one where its purposes and 
functions are aligned.  It works on a day-to-day basis trying to fulfill its purposes.  The 
organization not only works for a clear set of beneficiaries, but the beneficiaries also 
appreciate the benefits to the point of supporting the organization.  Finally, the 
organization is not simply a legally incorporated entity, but that its legal standing 
provides it with some level of authority, be it legal, social leadership, political or moral 
authority.   
 
Figure 4 Building Blocks of a Sustainable Organization 
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The UDC’s current business model is not structured like this.  The core problem with 
UDC’s current business model is that its purposes and its function are not aligned; in 
fact, they work against each other. The UDC’s stated purposes is: 

• “to retain local control,  
• alleviate the threat of eminent domain, and excessive land acquisition, and  
• protect the river through cooperative efforts of local individuals, governments, 

and state and federal agencies.25”   
However, its day-to-day functions are not working to realize this purpose.   
 
The UDC’s day-to-day functions are to: 

• “Oversee plan implementation through review of town plans and laws for 
consistency with the WSR Act and Special Provisions Sec 704  ” 

• “By contract to Secretary review local plans, laws” 
• “report to Secretary its findings (who has final authority)” 
• “review proposed town or agency actions affecting consistency with P.L. 95-625” 

 
In all, the UDC has 14 stated functions 26 most of which are to “make recommendations” 
(stated 10 times) to “serve as intermediary” “encourage” “advise” and to “seek advice.” 
The UDC has no authority granted to it from either its members through by-laws, 
through the River Management Plan, or through existing laws. Its functions are to serve 
the Secretary of Interior with recommendations and oversight of the Plan’s 
implementation.    The UDC serves the National Park Service and does nothing to 
alleviate threats. 
 
An alignment of the UDC’s purposes with its functions can be created in a number of 
different arrangements.  For example, if the UDC was established to serve the NPS, 
then it would become an operational arm of the UPDE staff.  In this case it would 
provide a valuable service to the UPDE, and the NPS could eliminate redundancy and 
save money for both entities.  In reality, the UDC provides a redundant service because 
the NPS must hire staff to monitor and report on substantial conformance with the Plan 
anyway.  In fact, the Plan specifically prohibits the Secretary from delegating this review 
to any other entity.  As a result, the NPS has no incentive (or maybe a very weak one to 
help improve public relations) to work cooperatively with the UDC or provide them with 
any funding.  The UDC wasn’t established to serve the NPS, it was established with is 
stated purpose to serve as a check against federal overreach. The origins of the UDC 
rose out of the remnants of two previously rejected river management plans and came 
into being as an entity to placate the threats of government takings.  So, today the 
UDC’s functions serve the NPS but its purposes are a threat to NPS. This results in 
Operational Dissonance.  The organization functions for one but serves another. 
Therefore, the NPS has little incentive to provide additional funding to the UDC.  
 
With respect to local governments and private landowners, the UDC’s purposes serve 
them well, but its functions do not.  Its day-to-day functions act like a development 

 
25 RMP, Executive Summary p. iv 
26 RMP p. 24 
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review board that oversees local ordinances and private development proposals. The 
UDC reviews local policies and development actions and reports them to the Secretary.  
How could this possibly be perceived as in the best interest of local governments and 
private landowners?  Therefore, local governments would have little incentive to provide 
funding to the UDC. The UDC’s functions serve the National Park Service but its 
purpose is a threat against the NPS.  The UDC’s purpose serves the local governments 
but its functions are a threat to local governments. This is operational dissonance.  
 
Figure 5 Operational Dissonance 

 
 

PROBLEM STATEMENT SUMMARY 
The Upper Delaware Council was established by Congress within a River Management 
Plan in which all its purposes and functions, its membership and governance structure, 
its authority, funding, and jurisdiction were dictated.  The Plan’s intended purposes for 
the UDC, and its specified functions therein, are working against each other.  The Plan 
was written in such a way as to create operational dissonance for the UDC that renders 
it with no clear beneficiaries who value it, and no recognizable business model on which 
it can build.  As a result, the UDC cannot raise funds like a typical non-profit, an 
Interstate commission, nor a government agency.  It has no authority like a typical 
interstate commission or government agency.  It has a weak and amorphous 
governance structure.  Its voluntary membership creates redundancy in the river 
management system and reduces the value of the work UDC performs.  Since the UDC 
was created this way in the original River Management Plan, then the remedy must be 
found in a new updated River Management Plan.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
RECOMMENDATION 1: SELECT A NEW OPERATIONAL MODEL 
The UDC must establish a new Operational Model that more closely resembles a model 
that: 

1. is recognizable to its constituencies and stakeholders, 
2. Implements its stated purpose; 
3. serves its beneficiaries well, and  
4. is understood by the general public.   

The UDC should select one of three of the following recommended operational models: 
A Government Agency Model, an Interstate Commission Model, or a Non-profit Agency 
Model. 
 
In order to move from the current model to a new one, the UDC would be forced to go 
through a long deliberative process involving many meetings, feasibility assessments, 
negotiations with the NPS, and conversations with local government leaders.  The UDC 
would also need to reevaluate its current mission statement.  The Council recently 
completed a new mission statement, however, as has been shown in this report, the 
UDC’s functions do not implement this mission statement.  A new operational model 
would require the UDC to either accept this current mission statement and change its 
functions or to change its mission statement and keep its current functions (or perhaps 
some hybrid of both). 
 
The transition process may take 1 or 2 years and may require strategic planning 
assistance.  However, before the Council even starts to discuss a transition, it must 
agree that this is the central problem of its operations.  Regardless of which operational 
model it chooses, without consensus that the UDC must take on a new operational 
structure, it will fail in the transition.  The UDC must first agree that a new model is 
necessary.  This itself may take several months of discussion.  
 
The process of a transition should follow these major phases: 
Phase 1: Agreement for a Transition.  Before embarking on this major undertaking there 
should be consensus among UDC Council members that a transition to a new 
operational model is necessary.  This work will be a significant undertaking that requires 
a lot of time and energy.  The Council must have the resolve to complete the process.   
The consultant is convinced that a new operational model that aligns purpose with 
functions is necessary for the UDC to be financially sustainable.  If the UDC is not 
convinced, then advancing to the next phases is futile.  
Phase 2: Deliberations on the Three Models: This phase requires a series of two or three 
meetings where each of the three operational models is discussed in detail.  The 
benefits, risks, challenges, and opportunities of each model should be recorded for 
future reference. Perhaps this phase will result in a preferred model or perhaps the 
Council will seek more details that can come from the next phase 
Phase 3: Feasibility Analysis:  A feasibility analysis can be conducted on one, two, or all 
three operational models.  A feasibility analysis will move beyond a deliberation of the 
pros and cons and dive deeper into the details of the model.  This phase is designed to 
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answer questions that will certainly arise during phase 2 and it includes the following 
components: 

a. Stakeholder Analysis: This component analysis how the operational 
model will affect the stakeholders or stakeholder groups of the UDC.  It 
seeks to answer how the proposed changes in operations could change 
the list of beneficiaries and benefits they receive.    

b. Risk Analysis: In this context, a risk analysis is a process that identifies 
potential hazards or other factors that may jeopardize the UDC in a new 
operational model, as well as those that may arise during the transition.  
The results of this component will list the uncertainties and describe 
potential remedies if the hypothetical risk became real.    

c. Legal Analysis:  The UDC must have a solid legal standing to operate 
no matter which operational model it selects.  The legal standing for the 
UDC would be different under an Intestate Compact, Government Agency 
or Non-Profit model.  This component describes how the UDC would 
have legal standing under each option.   

d. Financial Analysis: The revenue to UDC would be different under each 
operational model.  This component describes the sources of revenue 
and its costs.  
 

Figure 6 Process to Select a New Operational Model for UDC 

  
 
The following three models are presented as hypothetical scenarios that the UDC might 
assume if it did agree that build a new operational model.  They are described here to 
assist the UDC on Phase 1 of the transition process described above.  
       
Interstate Commission Model 
In many ways the UDC’s was established with the intent to operate like an Interstate 
Commission but without the authority.  The UDC’s structure, purpose, and geographic 
jurisdiction bears more similarities to an Interstate Commission than a non-profit or a 
government agency. However, interstate commissions are not non-profit organizations.  
They are created by government agreement for the purposes of performing government 
functions across state lines. 
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The UDC might consider applying an Interstate Commission Model to the UDC’s 
functions and purposes.  If it selected an Interstate Commission Model then it would 
require re-writing the River Management Plan. The Plan would call for the establishment 
of an interstate commission for the purposes of implementing the plan.  The federal 
partner of this commission would remain the National Park Service.  Similar to all other 
interstate compacts it would include the following elements: 

• Membership would be mandatory for all affected governments 
(municipal, state, DRBC, fed) 

• Authority, enforcement powers, jurisdiction, and governance structure 
would be granted to Interstate Commission (UDC) by the signatories of 
the Compact 

• Funding to the Interstate Commission would be from payments from all 
members plus grants, loans, and fees 

• All authority granted to the Secretary of Interior through Special 
Provisions (PL 95-625 sec. 704), would be transferred to the Interstate 
Commission.  The following subsections of Section 704 would be 
amended to read: 
• “If the Secretary Interstate Commission finds that any local government is not in 

“substantial conformance” … the Secretary Interstate Commission has 
authority to act on private property (P.L.95-625 Section 704 (d)).”   

• “finding by the Secretary Interstate Commission that such plans, … are not in 
conformance with the management plan or guidelines, as determined by the 
Secretary, Interstate Commission the Secretary Interstate Commission may 
exercise the authority available to him under the provisions of paragraph (4) 
thereof”  P.L.95-625 Section 704 (e)(2).” 

• authority available to the Secretary Interstate Commission is to acquire 
through a variety of legal negotiations, including eminent domain, those 
lands or interests in lands that are “clearly and directly required, in the 
judgement of the Secretary, Interstate Commission for the protection of the 
objectives of this Act (emphasis added).”  P.L.95-625 Section 704 (e)(4).   

   
This approach has several key advantages for the UDC including increasing its power 
and authority, increasing its staffing capability through a partnership with DRBC, 
increasing local government’s power and authority in the Upper Delaware designation 
and potentially use borrowing power to pay for intermunicipal and interstate capital 
infrastructure projects.   
 
A Government Agency Model 
The NPS and UDC need to focus on assisting each other to achieve the common goal 
of managing the Upper Delaware.  The two organization are wedded by legislation for 
the purposes of implementing the River Management Plan.  However, based on the 
consultant’s observations, historical documents, and interviews, there is far too little 
cooperation and too much animosity.  Cooperation cannot be forced upon two entities 
who find each other a threat. The consultant has had a difficult time understanding why 
the two entities do not find it mutually beneficial to work more cooperatively.  
Communication is poor, information is withheld, and there is more of a spirit of 
competition than cooperation.  Yet, these are two organizations have financial 
challenges, overlapping legislative requirements, similar missions and goals, and have 
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human resources that can be allocated to form synergistic results as opposed to 
competitive one.  The reasons for the uncomfortable relationship was previously 
described and stems from the operational dissonance that is written into the River 
Management Plan. The Plan states that UDC’s purpose is to “oversee administration” 
and “ensure effective implementation.”  This is perceived as a threat to the NPS.  The 
NPS responds by limiting funding, requiring unnecessary administrative burdens, and 
restricting the UDC’s work.     
 
A Government Agency Model is designed to eliminate the adversarial relationship 
between the NPS and UDC and to create a synergistic, mutually supportive working 
relationship.  To build a non-threatening and non-competitive working relationship the 
Plan needs to be rewritten to eliminate operational dissonance. If the UDC selects to 
move toward a government agency model, then the Plan should be rewritten to change 
certain language and to specify the that purposes of the UDC is to assist the NPS in 
effectively implementing the River Management Plan. This would entail rewriting the 
purpose on page 19 stating effectually that the UDC is a non-profit entity established to 
serve as an operational arm of the NPS in implementing the River Management Plan 
through: 

a. grant writing and fund raising;  
b. building and strengthening relationships with local governments, private 

landowners, the community as a whole;   
c. providing technical assistance to municipalities in meeting the requirements of 

the river management legislation;   
d. maintaining an active presence on the river; 
e. and performing any or all of the responsibilities assigned to it by the NPS in the 

River Management Plan 
 
The UDC is in a unique position to perform work that the NPS cannot do, or do well, 
including fundraising, grant writing, building positive public relations, and providing local 
governments with technical planning assistance.  Under this model the NPS would have 
an incentive to work with the organization and not feel threatened by its existence.  This 
model would essentially increase NPS staff by three, retain its $300,000 annual 
contribution for more flexible purposes that the UDC would then perform. The NPS 
would have a clearly stated authority over the UDC and to direct its operations to serve 
its purposes.  The two organizations can use each other to raise grant funds, hire 
additional help, and complete a common work plan.   
 
This report and recommendation cannot simply state that the NPS and UDC “should 
work together more cooperatively.” Intangible statements like this with no direction 
would be nothing more than the numerous similar statements that have been repeated 
for 25 years throughout the River Management Plan and the 5-year Operational Plan 
with no significant progress. Instead, this recommendation suggests that if the UDC and 
NPS really want to work together, then the River Management Plan must remove vague 
language and unmeasurable goals and replace those words with explicit directives and 
key performance indicators that specify the type of relationship the two organizations 
will have, how they will function, and for what purposes. 
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A Non-Profit Organizational Model  
The newly created mission statement for the UDC reads similar to an environmentally 
focused non-profit organization “to conserve, enhance, and promote the Delaware River 
corridor’s natural and cultural resources and social and economic vitality by fostering 
cooperation among public and private partners to implement the River Management 
Plan.”  The UDC is incorporated as a non-profit organization with a 501(c)3 tax status.   
If the UDC wanted to become a functional and self-sustaining non-profit organization, it 
would have to restructure itself in several ways including:  

a. It would have a deliverable that is more tangible than “fostering cooperation” and 
one in which donors are inspired to contribute. 

b. It would spend less than 15% of its time on administration.  (Less than 10% is 
considered highly rated).  

c. It would generate most of its revenue from grants and other fund-raising activities 
and spend 20% to 35% of its staff time on this effort.  

d. Its governance structure would be directed by its internal by-laws and not the 
River Management Plan.     

e. Its Board of Directors would be expanded to include river advocates, 
philanthropists, business executives and other skill sets to assist the UDC’s 
mission.   

f. Ideally, the UDC would retain the $300,000 contract with the NPS as one source 
of revenue but expand on it to complete a mutually advantageous work program.  

g. The UDC would be free from many administrative burdens imposed on it but still 
need to account for its funding from NPS.  

 
The non-profit model is the most independent model.  Its responsibilities are to serve its 
donors and beneficiaries who support its mission.  With the freedom of independence 
comes the burden of fund raising for its survival.  This model is like the government 
agency model in that it forms a mutually supportive relationship with the NPS and the 
NPS dictates how it will spend its $300,000.  It differs from the Government Agency 
model in that it has an independent and expanded board of directors and raising funds 
for other work programs and projects that may not be the preference of the NPS.  In the 
Government Agency model there would be no board of directors and the UDC receives 
all work direction from the NPS.   
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RECOMMENDATION 2: CREATE A NEW RECREATIONAL FEE STRUCTURE 
The NPS collected fees from the eleven boat liveries under a CUA (Commercial Use 
Authorization) agreement in 202027.   The fees are currently paid by the private 
operators according to a 3-tier system based on the number of customers of each 
operator:  

a) 0-500 = $100;  
b) 501-12,000 = $300;  
c) 12,000 = $900.   

 
CUA’s are regulated by and authorized under PL 105-391: National Parks Omnibus 
Management Act of 1998 and the National Parks Concession Management 
Improvement Act of 1998, which is Title IV of the PL 105-391.  Currently, there are no 
concessionaires or franchise fees in the UPDE.  All commercial liveries and recreation 
guide services are operating under a Commercial Use Authorization (CUA) as 
authorized under Section 418 of the Act. CUA’s are not considered concession 
contracts under the law.  The consultant finds that the application of CUA contracts for 
some or all of the existing liveries in UPDE are likely violating the intent and letter of the 
law.  
 
The Act states that use of CUA’s are limited only to “authorize provisions of services 
that the Secretary determines will have minimal impact on resources and values of the 
unit of the National Park System…”  There are some summer days in which hundreds of 
commercial customers renting rubber rafts, inflatable tubes, and small boats are 
launching near Skinners Falls.  Many of them float without life jackets threating their 
personal safety and safety of would-be rescuers, and which cause traffic jams and 
crowd control problems.  Human waste and solid waste facilities are pushed to 
overcapacity, riverbank erosion occurs, and aquatic habitat degradation also results 
from this level of use. The intent of CUA’s is to be limited to activities with minimal 
impact yet most river managers would not categorize what occurs at Skinners Falls as 
“minimal impact” on the resources and values of the Delaware River.  
 
Under the Act, CUA’s are also limited to “commercial operations with annual gross 
receipts of not more than $25,000 from services originating and provided solely within” 
the park (sec.418c1).  Considering this limitation, it is questionable whether some of the 
current operators are authorized to operate under a CUA regime pursuant to the Act.  It 
is hard to imagine any viable business that survives on $25,000 of gross revenue. Some 
of the liveries in the UPDE are large companies with a fleet of busses, campgrounds 
with hundreds of sites, and many employees. One of the livery companies was recently 
sold to an out of state firm.  It is doubtful that companies with these assets, and which 
are attractive to out-of-state acquisitions, are operating under $25,000 in gross revenue. 
The price for a rafting trip in the park can range from $25 to $50 dollars per adult. At the 
average price, it would only take 667 customers to exceed the $25,000 gross revenue 
limit.  The consultant witnessed approximately 200 customers leave a livery company 
and launch their rental boats within an hour.  This one company alone could serve over 

 
27 Source: email from Michele Blockberger, NPS, to Laurie Ramie UDC, 10/5/21 
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667 customers within a day’s time.  An actual accounting of visitation and revenue was 
withheld from the UDC, (even though their management responsibilities in the RMP 
require them to have this information), but the UDC was informed that the total visitation 
was 123,504 visitors from 11 CUA operators.  NPS reported that the total revenue 
received from CUA fees from these 11 operators was $53,00028.  However, if 123,504 
visitors each paid the minimum of $25 to float the river then the total received by all 
livery operators would have been $3 million or $280,690 per livery operator.  This 
grossly exceeds the $25,000 threshold established in Section 418 of the Act.   
 
The Act specifically instructs the Secretary to contract with private entities “to the 
maximum extent practicable” those management elements suitable for non-federal 
performance including various inspection, monitoring and coordinating services.  This is 
exactly why the UDC was established.  The Secretary signed a River Management Plan 
that explicitly assigns the UDC to perform a wide range of coordination functions.  
Today, many of those functions are not performed, especially in the realm of river 
management, simply because the UDC is underfunded.   
 
The UDC is legally eligible to receive revenue from recreation fees based on the role it 
is authorized to perform. Section 418 of the Act states that the fees recovered are 
“available with no further appropriations to be used, at a minimum, to recover 
associated management and administrative costs29” The RMP states that the UDC is 
responsible for numerous river management and administration related responsibilities 
such as:  

1. “is to ensure the effective implementation of the plan and oversee its 
administration on a continuing basis (p19);”   

2. “Coordinate the implementation of the Land and Water Use Guidelines (p.92);  
3. Provide advice to the NPS on “licensing program of commercial liveries (p.107);  
4. “develop river management policies,(p110)”  
5. “be the principal forum for managing recreation use on the river,”  
6. serve as the main coordinating agency for carrying out the water use 

management program (p.110),”  
7. develop and implement a river use education and awareness program (p.110)”  
8. “oversee all recreation development and provide reviews of development plans 

(p.110).”  
9. Authorize special studies, as needed, to provide information for making 

appropriate management decisions (p.110).” 
 
The funding for the UDC has never been able to support these activities.  The contract 
for services between the Secretary and the UDC could be established and paid for 
through a newly created Franchise Fee for recreation CUAs.   
 
A new CUA fee structure can and should be established at the UPDE.  The fee can 
provide a new revenue stream to the NPS and UDC, while also aligning the revenue 

 
28 ibid 
29 “National Parks Concession Management Improvement Act of 1998, which is Title IV of the PL 105-
391Sec418(b)(2)(A). 
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closer to the market value of the right to operate in the park.  While the Act does not 
provide guidance on how the fees should be structured, an NPS internal memo from the 
Department of Interior Chief Financial Officer does.  The memorandum entitled 
“Charging Fees for Commercial Use Authorizations” dated November 12, 2015 and 
addressed to the Regional Directors includes a chapter from RM 48B to describe how 
NPS personnel shall calculate costs for CUAs.  It instructs personnel that the fees must 
“at a minimum” recover costs for administration and “management associated with that 
activity.”  The memo instructs personnel that OMB Circular No. A-25 established federal 
policy on the scope and activities on which the fees are based and provides clear 
direction that the CUAs are a “business license to operate in the NPS” unit and that 
under these business-type conditions, user charges need not be limited to the recovery 
of full cost and may yield net revenue (OMB Circular No.25 Section 6(a)(1)).”  The 
memos instructs the Regional Directors that the legislation allows the NPS to “go 
beyond cost recovery and instead charge the market price (p.3).”  
 
It is likely that the current fee structure for commercial operations in the UPDE violate 
the Act, however, verification of this conjecture goes beyond the consultant’s scope of 
work.  Nonetheless, this report recommends that the UDC fulfill its responsibilities under 
the RMP and investigate further. The memo instructs NPS that they are allowed to 
establish fees under one of two methods, cost recovery or market price and in either 
case, the UPDE, has authority to increase its current fee structure.  It is also apparent 
that they are leaving a lot of “money on the table” that can be used toward river 
management. Changing the current fee structure to a market price method would 
increase in funds to the UPDE and would allow for the UDC to perform its mandated 
river management activities.  The limitation to channeling funds from CUA fees into the 
UDC is more political than legal or administrative. If the UPDE charged more in fees 
and directed some of the funds toward the UDC, then it would only dilute the NPS’s 
ability to control river management actions and result in a natural disincentive to 
establish the fees and share them with UDC. A revised River Management Plan should 
be written to explicitly state the share of revenue from CUA fees that will go to UDC and 
what the UDC shall do with the money.   
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RECOMMENDATION 3:  REDUCE ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS AND REALLOCATE STAFF 
TIME TO FUND RAISING.   
The UDC needs to operate more like a successful non-profit in terms of administrative 
efficiency.  The UDC allocates about 44% of its time toward administration.  The target 
allocation of time should be between 10% and 20% of total staff time.  While some of 
current 44% could be adjusted downward immediately by timesheet accounting, other 
unnecessary administrative tasks should be carefully scrutinized and be eliminated.    
A careful review of all administrative daily tasks should be conducted and filtered out 
through a lens of necessity and efficiency.  Which administrative tasks are necessary to 
perform the mission of the UDC and which are, while nice to have, not necessary?   For 
example, the consultant recommends eliminating all written minutes of meetings (see 
below under Paperless Office).  Meeting minutes for the UDC committee meetings are a 
4 to 6 page single-space typed accounting in excruciating detail of a meeting that most 
of the public would never care to attend in the first place and which takes hours of staff 
time. Meeting minutes is an archaic process. In the 21st century these meetings can 
easily be recorded for free and the file can be placed on the UDC web site for public 
review.  A video recording will allow the public to watch the entire meeting including 
presentations, exhibits, and displays, and hear every word that was said as soon as the 
next day.  The audio can be transcribed electronically, and the transcription can be 
posted for the public to read. These recordings will be more accurate and faster than 
written minutes and the process can save many hours of staff time which can be 
reallocated to writing grants.  The estimated amount of staff administrative time that is 
required to prepare and follow up on meetings conducted by the UDC is approximately 
6 weeks (Table 8).  This does not account for other sub committees and tasks forces 
not listed here.   
 
Table 8 Administrative Time Used to Staff UDC Meetings 

   
RECOMMENDATION 4:  ELIMINATE SUB-COMMITTEES 
The committee meetings themselves should be scrutinized under a necessity criterion.  
The UDC has more sub-committees than staff. The financial impact of these meeting is 
significant in terms of staff hours being spent on agenda writing, minutes, coordination 
and follow up which only robs hours from actual work.  The consultant recommends 
eliminating all sub-committee meetings.  The UDC is an assembly of individuals with 
varied opinions.  The whole Council can meet once per month to discuss and resolve 
their differences.  Creating sub-groups of the Council to meet during the interim and 

  Writing Meeting Minutes Preparation and Follow-up 
Meeting hrs   months   total  hrs months total  
Full Committee 8 12 96 1 12 12 
Operations 3 12 36 0.75 12 9 
WURM 3 12 36 0.75 12 9 
Project Review 3 12 36 0.75 12 9 
Total      204     39 
Grand Total:            Hours           243 

Weeks           6.0 
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direct staff risks having all of staff time wasted if and when the entire Council votes to 
reject a sub-committee action.  The entire council can be updated on work performed 
through a mid-month emailed progress reports if necessary. It is neither necessary, nor 
prudent, to give certain members access to information before other members.  In the 
interest of transparency, equality, efficiency, and expediency, all council members 
should receive the same information at the same time.  Doing so would eliminate 
subcommittees and free up many hours of staff time.  
 
The consultant is aware that this recommendation will be met with resistance.  The 
UDC’s committees are an institutional tradition.  Even the 5-Year Operating Work Plan 
is unusual in that it is organized according to its standing committees (even though the 
committees don’t do the actual work).  The 5-Year Plan states “Committee structure is 
critical to the successful operation of the Upper Delaware Council.30”  The consultant 
respectfully disagrees with this assessment.  The UDC will not fail if there are no sub-
committees. The work plan is presented as if there is a team of people to accomplish 
the listed tasks but in reality, the committee instructs, and the staff performs.  The 
noticeable strong tradition of committees, made up of local government representatives, 
may provide local governments with some level of comfort, but it is an expensive and 
unnecessary luxury that the UDC cannot afford.     
 
The Staff should thoroughly review all hours that are recorded on timesheets under 
“Administration” and question its necessity.  Further elimination of staff administrative 
time should be conducted to arrive at an acceptable target of 10%-20%.  The savings in 
administrative time, 30% -40% should be reallocated to fundraising activities. The 
Executive Director’s time should be moved to funded projects and fundraising as much 
as possible.  
 
  
  

 
30 Upper Delaware Council 5-year Operating Program 
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RECOMMENDATION 5: STRATEGIC REVENUE GENERATION.  
The UDC has allocated an average of .1% of its staff time to fundraising over the last 4 
years.  A review of all grant funds raised from 1988 to 2017 shows that the UDC only 
generated $230,800 or a meager average of $7,666 per year.  Many years there were 
$0 funds raised including in the recent past years of 2011, 2013, 2014, 2016, 2017 and 
2018.  A non-profit organization cannot sustain itself without more fundraising.  
 
Figure 7 Fundraising Activity by UDC 

  
 
A review of comparable government agencies and non-profit organizations shows that 
they all endure financial challenges.  The original federal share of the DRBC funding 
has never materialized (similar to UDC’s state share).  Local non-profits are constantly 
struggling for funds.  There is no government agency or interstate commission that is 
supplied with enough funding.  However, there are agencies and commissions that had 
modest beginnings and have grown to multi-million-dollar budgets and a large number 
of staff, so we know that it is possible. This recommendation isn’t simply called 
“Fundraising”, even though that is the measurable unit of progress, rather it is called 
Strategic Revenue Generation because the UDC must create a strategy that aligns 
funding sources for projects with purposes of the organization. Instead of the typical 
annual work plan that identifies a wish list of notable projects and workload, there must 
be a nexus that connects each work tasks with a funding source.  
 
The consultant recommends that the UDC 5-year Operating Program be re-written so 
that each task has an identifiable funding source, a responsible staff, and a specified 
allocation of time for that staff person.  Each line item in the 5-year Operation Plan will 
also have a specific deliverable or tangible outcome.  These deliverables may include, 
for example, a series of meetings with stakeholders, a PowerPoint Presentation, a grant 
Proposal, or a final report.  If a line item does not lend itself to a deliverable, or if there is 
no funding source, then it should be removed. The sum of all task’s hours and funding 
must equal the total number of staff hours in the year and the total annual budget of the 
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UDC.  The result from budgeting staff time and dollars to each work task will likely yield 
discouraging reality that there is very little time and money to complete the work for 
which the UDC is responsible.  Nonetheless, confronting this stark reality is a necessary 
first step in toward a sustainable financial plan.  This exercise will force the Council to 
prioritize its work toward that which is most important.  The wish list of extraneous 
activities will fall to the wayside while those most important will find a funding source.   
 
Staff time sheets will no longer be an open checkbook that simply records where staff 
spent their time.  Time is money and staff time shall be limited by the amount of money 
that is allocated to their hours.  In this way, staff timesheets shall have a fixed total for 
each week (40hrs), month (120hrs), and year(1440hrs) and their workload shall be 
allocated within this time budget.  Just like the consultant writing this recommendation is 
restricted to a fixed budget and time to research and report his findings, so too shall the 
UDC staff be budgeted to a fixed allocation of time and money.  From this point forward, 
the Executive Director should view staff time as an expense.  The UDC has never been 
allowed to expense certain purchases, now moving forward, staff time should be viewed 
as an expense and not be allowed to engage in those work tasks that are not funded.     
The results of this exercise in its first year will reveal large gaps in funding.  The gaps in 
funding provide valuable direction for the strategic revenue generation. Those tasks that 
were not allocated funding and staff time shall be targeted for grant proposals and other 
fundraising efforts. Over multiple years funding gaps will shrink through new revenue 
generation, and each task will slowly find a funding source.  In addition, those funding 
source gaps will be filled in order of priority. This will take many years to accomplish, 
and in some ways will never end, but the process of allocating a time budget will give 
the UDC a more sustainable path moving forward.  
 
To aid in this exercise, Crane Associates built a new Excel-based Time Allocation 
Model.  This model allocates staff time to specific deliverables, expenses and revenues. 
Each line item in the 5-year Operation Plan was assigned a deliverable and staff time is 
budgeted for each of these tasks.  Since the Plan was divided up by the three major 
standing committees (Operations, Project Review, and Water Use Resource 
Management) so is the model.  The sum of all staff time is provided in a dashboard 
page where one can see the total time allocated to each of the functional categories 
through which the UDC is audited (Admin, WURM, Project Review etc).     An initial 
draft was prepared by the consultant to test the model and ensure the formulas are 
working correctly.  This initial draft was prepared by the consultant alone, and therefore, 
does not reflect any opinions or thinking the of the UDC staff or board members.  The 
draft model was built to incorporate some of the consultant’s recommendations 
including some removal or revisions, a new half time staff person, and combining 
several tasks into larger studies.  To complete this exercise correctly, staff and council 
must go through each task and verify or edit the time allocated based on their working 
experience.  The goals of the exercise are to: 

• reduce administration time from 44% to 15% 
• increase fundraising activities from .1% to 35% 
• develop a list of grant funded projects with budgets 
• Increase technical assistance to municipalities from 2% to 10% 
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The following three pie charts (figures 8,9 and 10) show the staff time allocation 
evolving from the existing 4-year average, to 2022 modification, to a final goal (ideally in 
2023).   
 
Figure 8 Current 4-year Average UDC Staff Allocation of Time 2017 to 2020 

  
Figure 9 Modified 20200 Work Plan Allocation of Staff Time 
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Figure 10 Target 2023 Staff Time Allocation 
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RECOMMENDATION 6: ESTABLISH A PAPERLESS OFFICE  
A sustainable business plan should be built on the foundation of the norms of 
sustainability. One of the most common actions that businesses large and small are 
taking today to move toward a more environmentally sustainable practice is to reduce 
as much paper as possible.  A sustainable business plan for the UDC, an organization 
whose mission is to conserve the environment, would be wholly remiss if it didn’t 
recommend moving toward a paper-free business model.  
 
A paper-free business model doesn’t necessarily mean removing every piece of paper 
in its daily practices, however, it means moving toward that goal of reducing as much as 
possible.  Going paperless is consistent with the mission of the UDC, it will save money, 
increase efficiency, improve security, and free up valuable staff time.    Over 40% of the 
world’s wood pulp is used to make paper.  It takes over 3 quarts of oil to produce an 
average laser or inkjet cartridge which are often improperly disposed of even if the user 
chooses a recycling method. A paperless UDC will demonstrate to its beneficiaries and 
potential funders that the organization is sincere toward its concern for the environment. 
A paperless office improves collaboration and, with the UDC’ s mission to engage as 
many stakeholders as possible, putting more products in electronic format will help 
improve that goal. A paperless office saves physical space, removes clutter, and 
improves the aesthetics of the office. A paperless office will increase the efficiency of 
administrative staff by speeding up 
document searches, eliminating 
meeting minutes, eliminate forms and 
inked signatures.  Placing more UDC 
documents on the cloud will allow 
easier access to them, improve 
document sharing, and create an 
automatic backup in case of fire or 
flood damage to the office.  
Actions Steps that the UDC should 
initiate to move toward a paperless 
office are the following: 

1. All meeting agendas, 
information packets, and 
minutes are now in PDF 
format only.  Each member 
must have a device to view 
the files (phone, tablet, 
laptop).   

2. Use the web site to post 
meeting agendas and audio 
files of minutes. 

3. During meetings use an 
electronic bulletin board to 
post agenda for the public to 
follow 
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4. All financial documents are digitized.  All audits, bookkeeping, P&L statements, 
are produced electronically.  Tax documents are e-filed following IRS approved 
formats and procedures.   Legally valid and convenient software is used to 
acquire and send documents with electronic signatures such as DocuSign, 
PandaDoc or Adobe Sign. All money is transferred electronically, and all 
transfers of any financial documents are moved using secure and encrypted 
document sharing software.   

5. The UDC newsletter is no longer printed and mailed but sent electronically and 
posted on the web site.  This will save $12,000 alone. 

6. Unplug the printer and copy machine.  There will be time when it is necessary to 
print or copy something but make it much less convenient than simply emailing 
a documents to the recipient.  By instill an office rule that the printer is only on 
for one day per week, then the incentive will be to move toward electronic 
document.  This will help create a new habit of electronic usage during the first 
year or so of the transition into a paperless office 

7. Create an electronic document storage protocol.  The UDC files should be 
organized under a new file management system.  Several software options exist 
for a couple of hundred dollars per year that help organize all files such as m-
file, File Hold Express, and Microsoft SharePoint.   
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POSTSCRIPT 
One can never be sure of the final direction a research project will take, especially if it is 
completed objectively.  When I first responded to UDC’s request for proposals, I thought 
that I would uncover some cost saving measures and identify a new untapped source of 
revenue.  After the first month, I realized that untapped revenues were not available.  I 
saw the letters and records of repeated attempts by the UDC to get the States to honor 
their original commitment.  I respected these attempts as the best that could be done 
and thought that a consultant cannot, nor should not, simply recommend that the States 
pay their fair share.  So, there is no recommendation of the obvious; the UDC has done 
that already and will continue to try.  Instead, I focused on “why.”  Why don’t the States 
pay?  Why don’t the local governments, for and by whom the UDC was established, see 
enough value in what they created to pay for it?  This led me to dive deeper into the 
reasons and uncover a fundamental flaw in the UDCs creation, herein described as 
operational dissonance.   
 
Another potential funding source was intentionally eliminated from this report.  Payment 
for Ecosystem Services is a payment that the UDC might receive from the beneficiaries 
of clean water downstream.  In theory, the UDC contributes clean water to many 
municipal and reginal governments downstream and saves them millions of dollars of 
avoided water treatment costs.  Some of these savings could be channeled back to 
those who deliver the clean water.  The reasons that this discussion and analysis was 
eliminated are several: first, Payment for Ecosystem services is a new concept in 
American public policy and one that is not recognized well by policy makers. For 
payments to be received by the UDC would require a political strength that the UDC has 
demonstrated it simply doesn’t have. Second, the UDC is not the only entity that 
provides clean water.  The State level authorities in environmental conservation and 
protection would certainly be in line to also receives these payments.  However, in this 
case it would be the State paying itself in a financially moot transaction.  Finally, a 
payment for ecosystem services scheme only works when the resource is threatened.  
If numerous development projects along the Upper Delaware River were being 
proposed, which would result in degraded water quality to a point that causes an 
increase in treatment costs, then a negotiation between the buyer and seller of the 
ecosystem service.   However, this is not the case.  The resource is already protected, 
and the potential buyers of the ecosystem service are already benefiting by 
environmental protection policies enforced by their own state/commonwealth 
governments. 
 
The recommendations herein require a lot of follow up.  I didn’t know that this would be 
the case when I first wrote the proposal.  My suggestions to rearrange staff time, 
change committee structures, and redirect productivity toward fundraising will be difficult 
to implement even if the Council is in complete agreement with the recommendations.  I 
have no doubt that there will be resistance from within.  The greatest resistance to 
changing the status quo will always be from those who created it.  Resistance will be 
from all realms: political, technological, financial, cultural.  To assist on the 
organizational element, I created an excel model that helps reallocate staff time and 
account for where time is budgeted (not spent).  This was an unexpected deliverable 
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but one that I hope will help prioritize the UDC workload and assist in finding more 
fundraising time.  In additional to this time allocation model, I also included with this 
report an appendix of potential funding sources.  The UDC 5-year work plan was 
dissected by me and reorganized into projects that can be used to pursue grant funding.  
To help you take advantage of this new model, I offer some pro-bono time to follow up 
and help guide you through.   
 
So, I provided the UDC with just a few of the core recommendations that it can pursue 
to correct its fundamental flaw.  I don’t present the recommendations as a prescription 
with a specific dosage.  Rather, the recommendations are presented as a regenerative 
process through which the UDC should embark if it seeks a stable and sustainable 
foundation.  If the UDC Council elects to take these recommendations seriously, and if it 
starts this process with sincerity and conviction, then I have no doubt that the process 
will take on a life of its own.  The Council will be forced to follow tangents, explore 
heretofore unknown options, and create alternatives of its own.  In the end, the UDC 
may likely create a hybrid of these three operational models presented here. And if they 
do, they will be better off because it will be their creation.   
 
What has become clear from my observations and research is that the original intent of 
the UDC and the format that it was first created has outlived its shelf life.  All things 
evolve.  People, businesses, economies, technology, and even government agencies 
must evolve and grow to remain relevant to the times in which they live. The UDC is no 
different.  What is also clear is that the UDC, or an entity like it, serves a valuable 
service in the social order of river conservation.  Its role as the arbiter between land, 
water, and people is more relevant now than ever before.  While the fire that first 
branded the UDC has since subsided, the need for local control is just as strong as 
when the match was first lit.  The UDC is in a unique position to reform itself and create 
local-nonprofit-federal partnership that supports both the NPS and local governments 
and creates a holistic river management program that can serve as a model for the 
result of the country.    

 
Michael D. Crane 
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