


Collaborative planning on state trust lands wastified for further research at the 2004 State Tihends
Research and Policy Analysis Roundtable convenedhbyState Trust Lands partnership project of {the
Sonoran Institute and the Lincoln Institute of LdPalicy. In March 2005, under the guidance of Oevén L.
Yaffee, a team of eight graduate students fromUhirersity of Michigan School of Natural Resouraasd
Environment began conducting a region-wide surved/analysis of eight case studies in which stats tand
agencies collaborated with stakeholders in trusd lplanning and management. The research team ciaadu
117 on-site and telephone interviews, each lastoghly one to three hours. Through these intersjae
team answered a set of research questions congeth& benefits, challenges, costs and outcomep of
collaborative planning on state trust lands. Thalgof this research were to:

Capture on-the-ground experiences of collaboratlganing on state trust lands
Analyze the advantages and disadvantages of tlesland management approach
Distill a set of best management practices

Provide broader recommendations for overcomingédrarto collaborative planning on state trust lands
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The Sonoran Institute promotes community decisions that respect the éanabipeople of
Western North America. Facing rapid change, westemmunities recognize and value the
importance of their natural and cultural assetssets that support resilient environmental and
economic systems. The Institute offers tools, trgjirand sound information for managing growth
and change, and we encourage broad participatidiaboration and big-picture thinking to
create practical solutions. The decisions commemithake about using land, water and other
resources affect their prosperity and quality faf ftoday and in the futurewww.sonoran.org
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natural resource management. Through short coutisdsgues, graduate student training
and action-oriented research, the Initiative wddkadvance the knowledge and skills
necessary for collaborative, adaptive ecosystermagament. Over the last ten years, EMI
has evaluated the progress of a large set of aoliive efforts in order to identify
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WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS AND COSTS OF
COLLABORATIVE PLANNING?

his chapter identifies the main benefits and cokt®llaboration observed in the eight

cases. A survey of the literature on collaboragilaning identifies five major categories of
benefits: (1) better communication, (2) improvedugr dynamics and relationships, (3) greater
resource sharing, (4) increased adaptability ahdh(e effective outcomé<On the other hand,
scholars of collaborative planning acknowledge thate are costs associated with engaging in
collaboration. The main costs identified in thergture include extra time, staffing costs,
financial costs for volunteer participants and emwvimental costs.

The benefits and costs examined in this chaptedeseribed in the unique context of state trust
land management and from the viewpoint of the pi@dnts involved. Looking at the benefits
and costs in this light allows one to identify taagitcomes that are most relevant and common
to state trust land issues. In addition, given thistreport aims to inform and assist state trust
land agencies, several of the outcomes are framéloelinterests of state trust land managers.

The benefits and costs discussed in this chapten @fere seen in several of the cases. Some of
the benefits and costs were witnessed in only ome®of the cases, yet they provided good
examples of outcomes in the context of those c&srsxample, better coordination between
federal and state agencies is an outcome thatrdgibe observed in cases involving those
agencies. Regardless of frequency, for each bearaditost noted, evidence of how
collaborative planning contributed to that outcaspresented.

Of the several benefits identified across the eigises, two distinct categories emerged: primary
and secondary. Primary benefits are those that diezetly related to the project’s goals and
relate tooutcomef the process. These included:

A realization of or increase in the value of triastd, by facilitating transactions that
increase revenues, increasing the value of lanckfgror reducing management costs
An improvement in the natural environment in tewhfabitat protection and
environmental quality

An improvement in the urban environment in termgmvisions for infrastructure,
density, mixed-use development and open space

A higher guality solution in terms of durabilityseativity, and incorporation of science
and the knowledge of a wide range of experts

Secondary benefits are those that were not saias ut are seen nonethelesprasess
benefits by the researchers and the participaritesn@econdary benefits support primary
benefits but are still important in their own righor example, in several cases collaborative
planning helped build relationships. These relaiops not only helped groups achieve desired
outcomes, but they are also expected to be bealficiuture collaborations. The secondary
benefits identified across the cases included:

New and improved relationships
Greater understanding and public awareness of tstesttelands



An increase in institutional capacity of state laffices and other government entities
Positive public relations during and as a resuthefprocess

Successful models of land management for othesareland in the west

Better state and federal agency coordination

The costs encountered in the cases fell into thewong categories:

A reduction in the value of the trust asset

A loss of environmental protection

Direct costs, arising from conducting the process

Opportunity costs, defined as the activities ofreahat groups or individuals gave up by
participating in the process

Personal and emotional costs

Bad public relations

An overview of each of the categories of benefitd eosts and the cases in which they were
observed is presented in Table 14-1.

PRIMARY BENEFITS

This section discusses the common primary benafgerved across the eight cases. While all of
the benefits in this section may likely result miacrease in the value of the trust, those that
were identified by participants directly of havitigs effect are discussed first. The outcomes
that led to an improvement in the natural or urbavironment are discussed next and the ways
in which collaborative planning led to higher gtyabolutions conclude this section.

CAPTURED OR INCREASED THE VALUE OF TRUSTLAND

In six of the eight cases, the state trust lanchegeeported that the process enabled them to
realize value of trust land parcels that were mrasfly held up in conflicts and impasses. In some
cases, value was also increased by creating higlienues from the land parcel at hand,
increasing the market value of the land parcekducing management costs of the property.
Most often, collaborative planning achieved valealization by reducing conflict over pending
sales and by creating broad community supportuturé urban development or natural resource
extraction activities on the land. Reduced con#ietl broader stakeholder support are benefits of
collaboration that are consistently found in therfiture on collaborative plannifg.

Reduced Business Risk for Future Developers

In three of the four cases that involved futuredestial or commercial development, the Castle
Valley Planning Process, the Houghton Area Mastam Process and the Mesa del Sol Planning
Process, state trust land officials claimed thatvhlue of the trust land under their management
increased because the collaborative planning psdoelped create land use plans that reduced
uncertainty over future restrictions on developmélimcertainties for future owners arise over
guestions about future zoning restrictions, abletgrovisioning of infrastructure such as water
and sewer and about the likelihood of communityasppon to the development. Strong



Table 14-1: Benefits and Costs

Benefits and Costs Comparison Table

CASE STUDIES

Castle Emerald Mesa Lake SE New White-
Valley Elliott Mtn  HAMP del Sol Whatcom Mexico fish Total Percent

PRIMARY BENEFITS

Captured or increased the value of trust land * * * 7 88%
by reducing business risk for future developers * n.a n.a * n.a n.a 3 75%
by facilitating transactions * 3 38%
by establishing adjacent open space n.a n.a n.a 2 40%
by meeting laws and extraction goals more effelstive n.a * n.a n.a n.a 3 75%
by including beneficiary groups in the process * 2 25%
Improved the Natural Environment * 6 75%
by protecting wildlife habitat * 5 63%
by improving environmental quality 3 38%
Improved the Urban Environment n.a * n.a n.a 4 80%
by planning for infrastructure and municipal seegic * n.a n.a n.a 4 80%
by increasing development density n.a n.a n.a 2 40%
by requiring mixed use n.a n.a n.a 2 40%
by establishing open space n.a n.a n.a 4 80%
Produced Higher Quality Solutions * 8 100%
by producing an innovative solution 7 88%
by producing a more informed solution 5 63%
by producing a longer lasting solution * * 5 63%
Other Primary Benefits

Improved Public Safety 1 13%
Protected Cultural Heritage/Resources 2 25%
Provided Access to Recreation 3 38%
SECONDARY BENEFITS

Created New and Improved Relationships 8 100%
Educated Public About State Trust Lands 8 100%
Increased Institutional Capacity 4 50%
Resulted in Positive Public Relations 5 63%
Provided Successful Model of Land Management 4 50%
Improved State and Federal Agency Coordination n.a n.a n.a n.a 3 75%

COSTS
Reduced the Value of the Trust 1
Reduced Environmental Protection 1 13%
Required Private Fund Raising 1 13%
Brought About Direct Planning Costs 8 100%
8
6
3

13%

Brought About Opportunity Costs of Time Spent 100%
Brought About Emotional/Personal Costs 75%
Brought About Bad Publicity 38%

= outcome noted by interviewee
*= outcome noted by interviewee but with contingeti®;, Emerald Mountain and Castle Valley contimgen land exchange,
Elliot and HAMP contingent on approvalpdén developed by collaborative group)
n.a. = not applicable




community opposition may scare away buyers becalubee potential for legal actions against
the buyer or seller or for a damaged reputatiamefouyer, who often intends to do more
business in the community.

While traditional urban planning can address zomind infrastructure issues, collaborative
planning is effective at building community suppfant development activities and often reduces
conflicts that may be hindering productive urbaanpling. In the Castle Valley Planning
Process, for example, Ric McBrier, the School argditutional Trust Lands Administration
(SITLA) manager responsible for urban developmetitviies in Utah, observed that future
developers will benefit from community support andompleted development plan. Although
the development plan in the Castle Valley Planitngcess was never finalized, McBrier
commented, “The plan will probably still createwalfor the trust in the exchange with the
federal government because there has been pladaimgfor the property?’SITLA’s initial

parcel sale in Castle Valley resulted in commuaftposition. SITLA later worked with the
Castle Rock Collaboration, a community group, whezhto the development of a planning
contract for the area and a potential land exchantiethe Bureau of Land Management.
Similarly, the Arizona State Land Department (ASlda)ticipated with numerous stakeholders
in the Houghton Area Master Plan (HAMP) Processaftarge parcel of undeveloped land near
Tucson, Arizona. The process reduced uncertaintdy bow state trust land may be developed by
establishing a consensus based land use plarhthAtSLD can choose to follow when it begins
disposing of property in the area. Finally, in NBl@xico, where the State Land Office (SLO) is
forbidden by law to make leasehold improvements Mesa del Sol collaborative project
fostered a public-private partnership between th® 8nd a private developer. The partnership
has made investments in planning that resultechiraster plan and development vision for
12,900 acres of land near Albuquerque, New Mejloe state’s largest city. SLO managers
believe that because of this investment in planaimg)the attractiveness of the new urbanism
development chosen, the land will yield higher rexefrom future land leases and sales. A
former New Mexico Land Commissioner noted that itk collaborative partnership, “you can
help the developer succeed, and the more the gqexretoicceeds, the more the school kids
succeed”

Facilitated Transactions by Reducing Conflict

By quelling local opposition to land sales, colledtore planning can help state land agencies
close deals that otherwise would be too politicatiptroversial. In three of the eight cases, state
trust land managers credited collaborative planmiitg the successful closing of controversial
land deals. For example, in the Emerald Mountaamihg Process, the development company
interested in the State Land Board (SLB) parcet &@amboat Springs, Colorado retracted its
$17 million offer upon learning of the communitypposition to development on Emerald
Mountain and of the Emerald Mountain Partnershijicson the parcel to come up with a way to
preserve the land. However, the SLB now has comtygnpport for a land exchange with the
BLM at the current market value. In the Castle ¥aktase, Utah’s School and Institutional Trust
Lands Administration (SITLA) ultimately receivedpport from the community for the sale of
two parcels of land by entering into a negotiatettlisale with a conservation-oriented land
trust, Utah Open Lands. SITLA's first land sal¢hatbase of Parriott Mesa in Castle Valley had
angered the community.



Reducing conflict and building community suppodahelped facilitate the closing of natural
resource based transactions. Near the city ofrigglam, Washington, the Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) reported that it received appriveat a local review committee for the

DNR'’s first timber sale in the Lake Whatcom watedlsince legislation halted timber activity

in the area in 1999. The timber sale approval caftez the Board of Natural Resources
approved a Landscape Plan that had been four yettte making by DNR officials and an
advisory group of state and local officials, tritza®l public citizens. Upon completion of the
plan, the editorial board of the Bellingham Heradate, “Citizens have to step up too and
accept that logging around the lake is not onlgadity, but also a preferred land use ... everyone
in this county should back the careful logging glémat were ironed out over four hard years for
the Lake Whatcom WatershetiThis type of community support represented a mstjdt in
attitude towards the DNR and its activities in Wegershed compared to the public firestorm that
was set off by logging activity in watershed siaggearlier.

Increased Land Value by Establishing Adjacent OperSpace

In two cases, the state trust land office repaottied the value of its real estate holdings in one
area increased because open space adjacent tarted\pas established as a result of the
collaborative planning effort. Many land buyers @agremium for property bordering or nearby
protected land because of scenic, recreationahabd values. Because collaborative planning
processes often engage experts in land planningpaats that understand the value of open
space in their communities, more opportunitiesideatified for setting aside conservation lands.
In the Castle Valley Planning Process case, staséland officials reported that its remaining
trust land had increased in value because it islanders conserved land. In the Mesa del Sol
Planning Process, the planning team establishedferof open space around Sandia Labs and
Kirtland AFB. The establishment of this protectedaaallowed the planners to increase
development densities on the rest of the land, pgngmore structures and therefore more
revenue for beneficiaries.

Met Regulations and Extraction Goals More Effectivéy

Often collaborative planning can help state trastlldepartments achieve compliance with
environmental regulations and extraction goals nefiectively by engaging experts in
environmental policy. In the Elliott State Fore&drihing Process, where timber harvesting
benefits the Common School Fund, initial complianitd the Endangered Species Act resulted
in a drastic reduction of timber revenues. Howeligrworking in a collaborative process with
multiple stakeholders including officials from thieS. Fish and Wildlife Service and National
Marine Fisheries Service, the Oregon Division @t&tands and the Oregon Department of
Forestry were able to develop a Habitat Consemdian (HCP) that will more effectively
comply with the law and generate higher revenueshi® public school system. If the HCP is
approved, it is expected to increase the valub@state forest land by as much as $100 million
or 35% over the current value of the land. Simylatthe Landscape Plan for the Lake Whatcom
watershed brought the Department of Natural Regsurto compliance with legislation passed
to protect water quality and public safety, whillewaing the area to be harvested for timber
revenue. While the annual harvest has been redigsificantly compared to pre-legislation



levels, it represents an improvement over the martah on logging that had been in place since
1999.

In some cases, a collaborative planning effortroabilize the resources necessary to help state
trust land owners achieve preemptive, voluntarygance with environmental laws, allowing
agencies to better meet their resource extractatsgin New Mexico, the State Land Office
developed a management plan with the help of fédecdhstate agencies and representatives
from industry and environmental groups, which ipented to prevent the listing of the lesser
prairie chicken and sand dune lizard under the Bgeleed Species Act. One official estimated
that the bird’s listing alone would have cost thest hundreds of millions of dollars if it had
prohibited all oil and gas production in the ar@enilarly, state land mangers of the Elliott State
Forest hope that their proposed Habitat Consenvdlan (HCP) will help shield them from the
listing of any new endangered species by protedtaigtat for species other than just the spotted
owl and marbled murrelet for which the HCP was negli

Increased Revenue because Beneficiary Groups havedater Say in the Process

Because collaborative processes seek to inclugehallhave a stake in the process, beneficiary
representatives are frequently invited to join Batwrative process. By participating and
making their voices heard on behalf of the pubtica®l systems, beneficiaries can more
effectively align the outcome with their goals. @obyist for the Confederation of Oregon
School Administrators (COSA) who was involved itesting the beneficiary representative to
participate in the Elliott State Forest Planningdess stated that by having beneficiaries “show
up at the meeting where the discussion is occurringpeneficiaries] have gotten more money
because [they] have gotten more involvé®itk Howell, Superintendent of the South Coast
Educational Service District, a member of COSA, walagsen to be the “man on the ground”
representative for the beneficiarfeBhe process also included a local county comnigsiovho
advocated strongly for increased revenue becagseohinty was a beneficiary of the trust. In the
Mesa del Sol Planning Process, the University ol IN&xico, the primary beneficiary to the
land under consideration, worked with the SLO adteinitial auction failed to produce
acceptable offers for the land. The beneficiame®livement helped guide the planning process
that resulted in the public-private partnershig tedelieved to have significantly increased the
value of the land by making investments in land pla@ning for the area.

| MPROVED THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

In five of the eight cases, participants reporteslifove environmental outcomes in terms of
greater protection of wildlife habitat and highevgonmental quality. A collaborative process
helps achieve improved environmental protectiorabse, in many cases, environmental
advocates are asked to join the process, and letaiprocess harnesses the expertise of
scientists who are best equipped to identify opputies for environmental improvemehin
some cases, an environmental improvement is adthieeeause a compromise is forged. The
compromise represents an improvement over the tdoimy” alternative that persists because
the conflict is held up by litigation or politicabnflict.*® The different ways positive
environmental outcomes were achieved are deschéleayv.



Protected Wildlife Habitat

In five of the cases, wildlife habitat was protetses a result of the collaborative process. In the
Castle Valley Planning Process, critical wildlifelditat for the La Sal mule deer was established
when Utah’s School and Institutional Trust Landsvdistration entered into a negotiated sale
with a conservation buyer as a result of the plagprocess. Similarly, in the Emerald Mountain
Planning Process, elk calving grounds on Emeraldrivin are likely to be protected if the land
exchange between the BLM and the State Land Bsazdmpleted. In the Elliott State Forest
Planning Process, the Department of Forestry amsibn of State Lands partnered with local
and federal officials to develop a Habitat ConsgovaPlan (HCP) that will help protect habitat
for the threatened northern spotted owl and manledelet. However, an environmental group
involved in the process felt that the proposed k@RId actually provide less protection of
wildlife habitat in the forest. Similarly, an altetive for a Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
Resource Management Plan (RMP) Amendment for & larga of land in Southeast New
Mexico was developed through the Southeast New ddeiorking Group that included
representatives of the BLM, the New Mexico Departtid Game and Fish, the State Land
Office (SLO), USFWS, the ranching industry, theamld gas industry, and conservation
organizations. The RMP Amendment will help protealbitat for the lesser prairie chicken and
sand dune lizard to prevent their listing underEneangered Species Act. In the Houghton Area
Master Plan Process, Mesa del Sol Planning Precesthe Whitefish Neighborhood Planning
Process, three cases that dealt with urban develoipnvildlife habitat was protected through
the potential establishment of open space.

Improved Environmental Quality

In some of the cases, the collaborative processradhn improvements in the quality of air,
land or water by reducing pollution. For examples Lake Whatcom Landscape Plan included
management strategies to improve water qualityciBpally, by establishing stream buffers and
a road abandonment plan and by eliminating feetifiz herbicides and harvesting on unstable
slopes, the plan will result in fewer non-point s@upollutants, improving the quality of

drinking water for the city of Bellingham. The Lasuépe Plan was devised by Department of
Natural Resource foresters who collaborated witleiostate agencies, local officials and
representatives from the public. In the Castle &aPlanning Process, the development plan
negotiated between the community and School artdutisnal Trust Lands Administration
(SITLA) is expected to protect the Castle Valleyiéey, the town’s main source of drinking
water, by reducing development density on the reimgistate trust land in the area. While the
town and SITLA never signed the agreement, futweess of the land are expected to abide by
the recommendations in the water analysis donthéoarea. Improvements in environmental
guality were also achieved in cases that estaldispen space and in those that resulted in forms
of new urbanism that reduce pollution. These tygfemprovements in the urban environment
are discussed below.

| MPROVED THE URBAN ENVIRONMENT

In all of the cases that included an urban planniegeht, participants reported that the
collaborative process contributed to the develogroéa land use plan that would bring about



an improvement in urban form. For the purposes$isfanalysis, improved urban form was
achieved when the land use plan included bettempig for infrastructure and municipal
services, increased development density, mixedbgetives and areas of open space.

Better Planning for Infrastructure and Municipal Services

In four of the cases, participants reported bgt@nning for infrastructure and municipal
services. For example, in the Castle Valley Plagirocess, the development contract
negotiated by the Castle Rock Collaboration andSitteool and Institutional Trust Lands
Administration reduced the number of potential depment units on the trust land from
approximately 884 to 207 without decreasing the@alf the land. This reduction in
development units addressed concerns identifieal $iydy that revealed that the town’s aquifer
would not be able to support the original numbeplahned home sites. Although the
development plan was never officially signed, th8.\Bureau of Land Management is expected
to benefit from the development plan and the natesources and water analysis. Better
planning for infrastructure was also identifiedaasenefit in the Houghton Area Master Plan and
Mesa del Sol processes. In the Whitefish NeighbmdHelanning Process, the Department of
Natural Resources and Conservation was able tessidne disparity between trust lands and
adjoining private property regarding zoning, infrasture and other public services by securing
entitlements for trust lands that were comparablhdse of neighboring land.

Increased Development Density

While reducing development density in certain argas important in the Castle Valley process
because of water constraints, the planners in thgaMlel Sol Planning Process included an
increase in development density in their land daeg3' Increased development density reduces
urban sprawl and makes cities more livable by kegpommercial areas, work places and
residential areas in closer proximity to one anothecontrast, in the Whitefish Neighborhood
Planning Process, the Neighborhood Plan preseheeSlathead County zoning density of one
home per 20 acres, which may hinder more envirotatigsriendly development.

Required Mixed Use Development

In both Houghton Area Master Plan Process and tegaMiel Sol Planning Process, land use
plans emerged that had provisions for mixed useldpment. Mixed use is one of the tenets of
new urbanism that holds that residential and comialgproperties should be mixed together
instead of in separate parts of town. Mixed useced car trips and puts work and shopping
closer to home. In the Mesa del Sol case, a pldonéhne city of Albuguerque and former State
Land Office employee, compared previous developrtentixed use, saying:

The West Side of Albuquerque has a lot of problemtypically it hasn’t
developed the way it should have. All of the empieyt is on the east side; all of
the housing is on the west side. Outside of theisitvhere the development is
happening and it is not the most quality developim®a Mesa del Sol is
happening. | think it's very good. It's exactly vitihe city need$’
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Established Open Space

Four of the cases, the Whitefish Neighborhood RfanRrocess, the Mesa del Sol Planning
Process, the Emerald Mountain Planning Processhanidoughton Area Master Process
developed land use plans that provided for areap®eh space. In some cases, such as the
Whitefish Planning Process, open space was langgncmus tracts of land. In others, such as
the Houghton Area Master Plan Process, open spasamgas set aside for city parks in an
urban area. As discussed above, open space magpsecthe value of surrounding land.
Residents near conserved lands enjoy scenic veasss to recreation if permitted and wildlife
viewing. For example, in the Whitefish Neighborhd@ldnning Process, the Neighborhood Plan
aims to preserve 96 percent of the 13,000-acrefaregpen space and recreation. The Plan also
makes use of such tools as conservation easenmehtarad exchanges to limit the local impact
of trust land development. However, four percernthefland remains available for development
and this is expected to enable the Department airlllaResources and Conservation to meet its
fiduciary responsibility.

HIGHER QUALITY SOLUTIONS

Overall, many of the participants in the eight caf&dt that the agreement reached was more
innovative, more informed or more durable than himg that could have been developed by a
single party. Generally speaking, these charatiesispeak to the superior quality of the
solution achieved. Examples of creative, well inied and durable solutions are discussed
below.

Produced an Innovative Solution

In seven of the eight cases, interviewees repohigidcollaborative planning brought about an
innovative or creative solution. Collaborative plarg fosters creativity by providing a “forum
for dialogue” that encourages new ideas that nieehéeds of multiple stakeholdét&uch a
venue existed in the Emerald Mountain Planning &scThe Emerald Mountain Partnership
had been struggling to come up with solutions toseove a parcel of state trust land near the
town of Steamboat Springs in a way that provideshadte revenue for the State Land Board
(SLB). At the same time, the SLB knew that a laalé $o a traditional developer would be
difficult considering the town’s desire to protdéoe land for agricultural uses, recreation and
wildlife habitat. A local U.S. Bureau of Land Mareagent (BLM) official suggested that the
SLB consider a land exchange with the BLM. The lardhange ultimately became the SLB’s
and the community’s preferred outcome. It represgatunique solution because it involved
hundreds of parcels of BLM land around Routt Cowartgt multiple stakeholders and met the
SLB’s need to dispose of the parcel at market valbhe land exchange also met the BLM’s
desire to streamline the management of its landihgs$ in Routt County and the interests of the
Partnership to preserve open space, agricultureesmeational access on the parcel. Without the
collaborative process, an auction process woule latually eliminated the possibility of a land
exchange because of the extensive time requirpdtta land exchange together.

Similarly, the Castle Valley Planning Process udtiely resulted in a proposal for a land
exchange that provided a unique solution that ceatfy the interests of all stakeholders
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involved. The Whitefish Neighborhood Planning Psxce/as considered innovative by many
participants for its creative agreement that alltimescommunity to come up with ways to
generate revenues from the trust land over a 20p&#&d. According to Department of Natural
Resources and Conservation Unit Manager Bob Sandimartiimeline structure is one of the
reasons why the Neighborhood Plan is “revolutiorigry

The Lake Whatcom Landscape Planning Process deratatstreativity because it helped find a
solution to an issue that had not been raised éwtbhitects of the planning process. During one
of the advisory Committee’s meetings, a represemtatf the Lummi Nation, a local tribe, noted
the need to protect resources in the watershedvigrat important to the tribe’s culture, history
and spiritual activities. The group later devistrdtegies to help protect the cultural resources
identified in the watershed. One of the membethefrocess concluded that this aspect of the
process was unique, saying:

For me the most significant element that came @4 the tribal involvement as a
government entity. There was a total new elememdiuced: the cultural
resources. Spots for ceremonies and purity batherg identified. They did not
have to tell us exactly where they were. Insteacetftire area would come out of
the mix. The tribal participation was very uniqii@e status quo is that tribes
review timber sales. This made a recognition @falrresources more prominent
than usuat?

Produced a More Informed Solution

In five of the eight cases studies participantsebeld that the product of their work was better
informed because the process brought additionainmdtion and resources to the process. This
additional information provided for better decisiégmCollaboration: A Guide for

Environmental Advocate®ukes and Firehock found that collaboration bsitmgether

sufficient resources to accomplish what cannotdeemplished by any one single party or
smaller coalitiort!

The Houghton Area Master Plan Process benefited fveo outside studies that provided

market acceptance and readiness research, antbttesg was better informed by having
professional developers and planners on the CliZzReview Committee. In the Castle Valley
Planning Process, several different types of firdmesources were brought in to pay for the
activities. The most noteworthy was perhaps thHeation of funds from the Utah Division of
Wildlife Resources to help pay for the La Sal miger critical range habitat. In the Southeast
New Mexico Working Group, the State Land Office arller participants were able to work
together effectively on land use planning as altedsharing information regarding leased areas
and locations of prairie chicken habitat.

In the Lake Whatcom case, in a report to the lagisk, the Department of Natural Resources
(DNR) stated that the process brought forth “th&t lb@ailable information to make forest
management decision&.Bill Wallace, the DNR’s Norwest Regional Managsaid, “there was
a lot of information shared. We learned from eattteo... as we got input, ultimately, the
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recommendations from the Committee were as inforaseithey could be over this period of
time.™®

In the Whitefish Neighborhood Planning Process Atieisory Committee brought financial
resources, time and expertise to the decision-rnggkiocess, which otherwise may not have
been available to the Department of Natural Ressuand Conservation (DNRC). One of the
main contributions of Committee members was thecddidn of time to completing the
Neighborhood Plan. Montana DNRC Unit Manager Gregdth recognized this time
commitment: “It's not that common that you find mgens of a community who are so
passionate that they would dedicate hundreds tithousands, of hours of their time to
something as specific as this with no compensaiibe.state of Montana owes them a huge debt
of gratitude.®

Produced a Longer Lasting Solution

Because collaborative planning helps create bugeim stakeholders, the processes can produce
more durable solutions. Land use decisions thatnade unilaterally in areas where many
people feel they have a stake in the outcome @@ challenged by interest groups after the

fact. By giving stakeholders a chance to parti@pebllaborative planning creates ownership in
the proces$. In addition, by helping achieve solutions that tibe interests of multiple-parties,
collaborative planning helps creates buy-in todhzome? Ownership in the process is also
achieved because the experience tends to empogeothmunity.

In the eight cases, many of these benefits wedeati For example, the Whitefish
Neighborhood Planning Process has mobilized std#étets Before the process, land
conservation was a peripheral issue, but todagest ltwo interests groups have emerged that are
focused on implementation of the Neighborhood PRlathe Elliott State Forest Planning
Process, having more stakeholders representee itdering Committee and Core Planning
Team benefited the process by increasing the Evaliy-in from all parties involved. One
participant observed, “there is more buy-in fromksholders. This is particularly true, | believe,
of Coos County and the local school superintendente have their support in a ‘bottom line’
in our negotiations? Participants in the Elliott State Forest Planningd@ss also believe that
by including representatives from the U.S. Fish @fildilife Service and the National Marine
Fisheries Service in the planning process, thd #talbitat Conservation Plan stands a better
chance of being approved.

Other Primary Benefits

In addition to habitat protection and improved eonmental quality, other primary benefits
included the designation of recreational areaseamed public safety and the protection of
cultural and archeological resources. In the Ca&lléey Planning Process, the School and
Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) waed with the community to protect land at
the base of Castleton Tower, which provided re@yeat access to a popular climbing venue.
Through the Castleton Tower Preservation Initigtiveich was initiated as a result of the
Planning Process, the land at the base of the Taagpurchased for conservation and
recreational access. In the Whitefish NeighborhBlahning Process, one of the main
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motivations for the process was threatened recmataccess. After the completion of the
Neighborhood Plan, one of the first implementatdfiorts has been to create a recreation trail
that circles Whitefish Lake.

In Steamboat Springs, Colorado, the Emerald MoaorRartnership developed a management
plan for the Emerald Mountain state trust land elnehich includes recreational areas and
protection of the town’s ranching heritage. Thigrpis now one of four alternatives the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM) is considering in theivEonmental Assessment for the parcel. As
part of the proposed land exchange, the BLM wileathits Resource Management Plan for the
area to include the Emerald Mountain parcel angdanultiple-use management plan, which
would include recreational access for mountainfisikieikers and cross-country skiers, as well as
wildlife management and some grazing. The new atitneal access on Emerald Mountain may
reduce the environmental impact on other undevel@peas in the surrounding region. The
community’s plan, if adopted, would also includeaemendations regarding the preservation
of ranching on the land to preserve Routt Countgtghing heritage, a feature that is unique
among the many mountain resort towns in the Rockle#ural resource protection also resulted
from the Landscape Plan for Lake Whatcom, whegdeggres to protect tribal petroglyphs,
sacred bathing areas and burial sites were edtatlisn addition, the Landscape Plan included
management strategies that would improve publietgddy reducing the risk of land slides near
residential areas.

SECONDARY BENEFITS

Many of the cases resulted in secondary benef#so®lary benefits are those that were not set
as goals by process participants but were recodmaaetheless ggocesshenefits by the
participants and the researchers. The secondagfitseidentified in the cases and discussed in
this section include new and improved relationshgpsater understanding and public awareness
of state trust lands, an increase in institutiaragdacity of state land offices and other
government entities, positive public relations dgrand as a result of the process, successful
models of land management for other areas of larkld west and better state and federal
agency coordination.

NEW AND IMPROVED RELATIONSHIPS

In all of the cases, participants reported thay g&tablished new relationships and/or improved
existing relationships. This outcome is consisteth findings in the literature on collaborative
planning. InMaking Collaboration WorkWondolleck and Yaffee argue that collaboration can
enable parties to build new and improved relatigpssti Good personal relationships benefit a
process by increasing trust, building respectjifating professional interaction and creating a
more productive atmosphere, all of which help gsaphieve their primary objectives.
Relationships are established or improved becatue dime spent together, which allows for
people to talk through their differences.

In the Castle Valley Planning Process, personalpaoféssional relationships were noted
between the community and the School and Institatid rust Lands Administration (SITLA).
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The trust land official involved commented, “Thepoptunity to get to know communities, to
engage the communities and to make a differentteeicommunities is a large part of what has
kept me working [at SITLA].*® Relationships helped achieve creative solutioosprling to the
group’s facilitator who said that the process “pesduced a lot of relationships that led to some
creative deals that made things happen that wautdwe happened otherwisé.lh the

Southeast New Mexico Working Group, it was obseiead relationships built greater trust and
understanding. During an open meeting in southdast Mexico, one rancher, who had
previously voiced his mistrust of conservation iagt at the table, reprimanded a community
member for disrespecting the group’s major conggmwaepresentative.

By building relationships, collaborative proceskelp lay the ground work for working together
in the future. In the Whitefish Neighborhood PlammProcess, Advisory Committee members
predicted that their relationships with local Depgent of Natural Resources and Conservation
staff will facilitate implementation of the Neighthmod Plan. Similarly, in the Houghton Area
Master Plan Process, officials from the Arizonaé&taand Department (ASLD) and the City of
Tucson noted that the experience of working togedneéng the Houghton Area Master Plan
Process will make future interactions much easmeaddition to land in the Houghton Road
area, the ASLD also owns a significant amount ofllto the south of Tucson. The working
relationships established during the Houghton Afdeater Plan Process will likely help if and
when the ASLD decides to develop or sell any of llwad. The ASLD also recently opened a
Southern Arizona office in Tucson. Their presencthe area should also help facilitate the
development of working relationships.

GREATER UNDERSTANDING AND PUBLIC AWARENESS OF STATE TRUST LANDS

In all of the cases, participants noted that tlee@ss contributed to greater understanding and
public awareness of state trust lands. Many pasdidis learned for the first time during these
processes what trust lands are, how they camexistence and how and for whom they are
managed. In the Castle Valley Planning Processicfmants observed that the community
learned about the School and Institutional TrustdssAdministration’s (SITLA) mandate to
generate revenue for the beneficiaries and gegealatiut the nature of trust lands in Utah.
SITLA’s Director, Kevin Carter, noted that thoseavhvere involved in the collaboration

certainly understand who we [SITLA] are bett&rAs a result, parties understood each other in a
more meaningful way, which allowed for better cbteation because by understanding the
needs and interests of each party, one is mormgiib engage in productive discussions.

According to the State Land Board official respbtesifor the Steamboat Springs region, the
Emerald Mountain Planning Process increased thieilitis of both the agency and the state trust
lands themselves. The process specifically edudhgedublic about the obligation of the state
trust land offices to manage their land holdinggdaerate income for trust beneficiaries.
According to State Land Board Northwest Districtridger Beverly Rave, “I think that whole
community has a much better understanding of wia& $rust lands are, and why we have to
manage those lands in the manner in which we derellvere more public meetings about
Emerald Mountain than any other property the Stated Board owns in Coloradé®”
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Likewise, in the Whitefish Neighborhood Planning&ass, it was noted that the process
enhanced understanding of trust land managemethtoddh not everyone agreed with the
interpretation of the state trust land mandatery®res learned to recognize that state trust lands
are different from national parks and other mu#te dlands. According to State Land Board
staffer Kathy Bramer, “everybody who has been eadag [this process] now fundamentally
understands that state trust lands are not paheseTis a mandate that they operate within and
we're not trying to be mean and we’re not tryindtogreedy. It is what the law requirés.”

In some cases, local participants involved in thiéaboration, in addition to the state trust land
officials, took on the responsibility of educatitige community about the legal obligations
associated with state trust land management. Ttation occurred in the Emerald Mountain
Planning Process when the Partnership informeddhemunity about how trust lands worked in
Colorado. According to State Land Board Northweistiixt Manager Beverly Rave, the
majority of public outreach was accomplished byHEnmeerald Mountain Partnership, “They
wanted to make sure people were really informedietvbat it was they were trying to
accomplish, and at the same time, make it clepetple whabur mission was. What our
expectations had to be for that propeffy&lso, the publicity itself of the conflict around
Emerald Mountain meant that people statewide wesaming about trust lands. In the Whitefish
Neighborhood Planning Process, members of the AdviSommittee explained the trust
obligation to their neighbors at the final publieaning.

INCREASED INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY

In four of the eight cases, participants reported going through the process helped build
institutional capacity for the organizations thepnesented. Collaborative planning builds
institutional capacity because for some particip@ntequires them to develop new skills. For
example, participants in the Southeast New Mexiaykivig Group noted that they are now
better trained in multi-stakeholder collaborativegesses, which will enable them to more
effectively participate in similar processes in thtire.

Other institutions build capacity because they geda a planning process that is unfamiliar to
them but the process becomes important to carginduture duties. The Castle Valley

Planning Process illustrates this secondary bebefiuse without the impetus of the
collaborative planning process, the town of Cagtéey would not have been forced to go
through a zoning process. During the process,alea increased the sophistication of their land
use ordinances and their general procedures foessidg development. In the Houghton Area
Master Plan Process, the City of Tucson became afwecto tackle development challenges that
involve large tracks of undeveloped land. In thes®ldel Sol Planning Process, the State Land
Office (SLO) gained experience in establishing piplivate partnerships and a partner to turn
to in the future, Forest City Covington, LLC, whatered into the deal with the SLO.

RESULTED IN POSITIVE PUBLIC RELATIONS
Some processes benefit participants and organmzaiinvolved because they result in positive

public relations. For state trust land agenciesdgaublic relations from a collaborative planning
process may serve as a good example of communityviement and can create goodwill with
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the community. Utah’s School and Institutional Truands Administration (SITLA) described
the Castle Valley Planning Process as an examapsdrior community involvement in their
10th Anniversary Report and several of their anmebrts. In the Southeast New Mexico
Working Group, the process was a source of pospu#ic relations for the State Land Office
(SLO) because it demonstrated that they can gengradme for schools in a sustainable way.
Shawn Knox, a biologist at the SLO, cited this asagor benefit of the working group, noting
that the SLO would be “seen in a light that [theC$lcan develop their resources, support public
schools, and do it in a sustainable way.”

While the Lake Whatcom Planning Process was turbaletimes, the local Department of
Natural Resources (DNR) official earned praise fseweral members of the Committee for his
professionalism and dedication to the processdftfitian, by the end of the process, the editorial
board of the Bellingham Herald argued for strongpsut of the DNR’s Landscape Plan,
representing a major shift in public opinion frone teginning of the process.

PROVIDED SUCCESSFUL M ODEL OF LAND MANAGEMENT

In the Castle Valley, Southeast New Mexico Work@&mpup and Mesa del Sol cases,
participants involved believed the processes cpuddide a successful model of land
management for other western land issues. In thgh8ast New Mexico Working Group,
facilitator Toby Herlzich noted, “If there’s a way help ‘unstick’ some of those [western land]
issues and work together to find new understandinthsolve the problem, then that would be an
overall contribution to all the work in the west patural resources?Learning from the Mesa
del Sol Planning Process, Ray Powell, the formen@dssioner of the State Land Office (SLO),
hopes Mesa del Sol will “set the standard for haw lve in an arid environment, while making
a whole lot more for the school kid8.The current Commissioner says the agency will
collaborate with private sector partners and tharmanity to design a master plan for an
upcoming project in Las Cruces, but will give thevelopers even more responsibility to
decrease the SLO'’s time investment in the protess.

| MPROVED STATE AND FEDERAL AGENCY COORDINATION

In three of the four cases involving federal agescparticipants reported that going through the
process has improved coordination between them@gend the federal agency involved. The
Southeast New Mexico Working Group created consigielicies in response to a need for
agencies to work across jurisdictional boundarresta create more consistent land use plans
across all types of land. Both the Bureau of Larah&yement (BLM) and the New Mexico
State Land Office indicated that the process redutt consistent policies that have ultimately
facilitated management for all agencies involvdte participants in the Elliot State Forest
Planning Process believed that they will be abadk with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and the National Marine Fisheries Service morecéffely in the future because they included
them in their habitat conservation planning process
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COSTS

The literature on collaboration reveals severats;oscluding time, staff costs, financial costs,
and environmental costs. WMaking Collaboration Work: Lessons from InnovatiorNatural
Resource Managemem/ondolleck and Yaffee found that agencies, nonparfianizations and
volunteers endure significant time costs when gigiiting in collaborative process&f\gencies
and organizations also face financial costs irfohe of staff salarie¥. Some environmental
groups oppose collaborative processes becauseitheyhe processes as being environmentally
costly. To these critics, collaboration turns legiadl regulatory standards into “bargaining
chips.”® They also argue that collaborative processes esigghibcal economic and social

values at the expense of natural resources, gavitsgnall group of private individuals undue
influence over public goods®”

In this study’s cases of collaboration involvingtsttrust lands participants identified a number
of costs. These costs include direct planning ¢cagtgortunity costs due to time spent devoted to
the process and, in some cases, costs arisingdommpublic relations, emotional and personal
costs and a loss to either trust value or envirgriaigrotection.

REDUCED THE VALUE OF TRUST ASSETS

In the Lake Whatcom Landscape Planning Proces®¢epartment of Natural Resources (DNR)
estimated that because of logging restrictionténltandscape Plan, the area will generate about
half the revenue that would have been generatdtutithe plan. The plan’s requirements
beyond current rules and regulations resulted imarase in land taken out of commercial
forest management, causing a reduction of 35 peneehe planning area’s asset value based on
future earnings from logginj.The Final Environmental Impact Statement repoldstrevenue

to trust beneficiaries as follows:

The projected revenues generated through implertiemiaf the FEIS Preferred
Alternative would be significantly lower than thosstimated for the No Action
Alternative. For the entire 200-year modeled plagmeriod it is estimated that
revenues under the Preferred Alternative would ®1&7,210,000, a reduction of
$160,182,000 from the anticipated revenues of 8887000 under the No Action
Alternative?®

Critics of the DNR’s analysis noted that the finahestimates of the loss of revenue varied
widely during the process and that a base cassofoparison that more accurately reflected the
current situation should have been chosen. Th#tedyase case for comparison could have been
theno loggingalternative that was in effect due to the moratoron logging rather than the No
Action Alternative that represented the loggingaticees that resulted in the moratorium on
logging. Had ano loggingbase case been applied, the harvesting activitytieg from the
Landscape Plan would have been described as aageof $177 million to the trust rather than
a $160 million loss.
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L 0SS OFENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

Environmental groups involved in the Elliott St&terest Planning Process have stated that the
Oregon Department of State Lands and the Oregoarepnt of Forestry have proposed a
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) that will in fagtluce habitat protection for the spotted owl
and marbled murrelet. Many of the challenges fdmethe Steering Committee and Core
Planning Team highlight some of the faults of H@Bcpss and HCPs themselves as effective
means of protecting threatened species. In 1998y of spotted owls conducted on the
Elliott State Forest revealed that the number dsaemaining had fallen from 69 in 1993 to 23
in 1998, which was much lower than the number dsdhat should have remained given the
number of owl takes permitted in the incidentaktglermit in the HCP.

DIRECT PLANNING COSTS

All of the processes examined in this study inaid&ect planning costs. In many cases, the
most significant direct planning costs derived fraaiges for participants who participated on
behalf of government agencies or private compaamelswere therefore being paid for their time
involved in the process. Public citizens that vodened in the process often gave up wages
(discussed below as opportunity costs. Other dpketining costs included those incurred to
hold group and public meetings and to facilitaie élxchange of information for items such as
printing materials. Planning costs also includesi¢bsts of facilitation services and expert
studies.

Of the eight cases, cost data was best documemtée Lake Whatcom Landscape Planning
Process. The Washington Department of Natural ReesDNR) reported that preparing the
Environmental Impact Statement and the Lake Whatetamagement Plan cost the agency
approximately $800,008.This estimate does not include wages for partitgpan the payroll of
other state agencies or local governments. AccgriirdNR officials, the costs incurred by the
DNR will be borne by all state trust land benefi@a. The $800,000 was deducted from the
DNR’s general management account, which meansathiagéneficiaries, not just those whose
trust land is contained in the planning area, itharplan’s development costd\Vhile cost

figures were not available for the Elliott Stater€gi Process, state trust land officials also noted
that the costs of the process would be borne bgfimaries statewide.

According to estimates obtained by researcherCHstle Valley Planning Process cost the town
of Castle Valley significantly, the School and Ihgional Trust Land Administration more than
$100,000, and Utah Open Lands $50,000 per yealanysand other expenses. In addition, some
personal costs were not reimbursed. Prior to tAerphg process’ formal beginning, several
community members from Castle Valley personallylgar much of the pre-planning activities,
such as initial maps, without being reimbur§gdowever, some costs of the process were offset
by grants from Sonoran Institute, Patagonia an@d Ebundation. Finally, in the Emerald
Mountain Planning Process, the Partnership paid fdanning lease with the State Land Board
that cost $28,000 and raised money to pay for &idusy, consulting fees for survey data, a land
appraisal, website hosting and postage.
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OPPORTUNITY COSTS ARISING FROM TIME SPENT DEVOTED TO THE PROCESS

Opportunity costs include anything of value thaswaen up by participating in the process.
For members of the public who participated on aintary basis, the largest opportunity costs
included foregone wages. As many of the processesumed a great deal of the participants’
time, opportunity costs should not be underestichdteaddition to time spent in actual
meetings, significant time is spent preparing aaddling for meetings. In the Lake Whatcom
Landscape Planning Process, the Committee meiri@s tinot including the public hearings they
attended. Assuming an average of ten hours penmggdtve hours of preparation and five hours
of actual meeting time — some meetings lastedagllathd were convened during work hours)
and that all nine members of the Committee wedtendance at every meeting, the process
required 3,330 hours of the Committee’s time. i @astle Valley Planning Process, travel time
was required for meetings that were held in Casildey, Salt Lake City, Boulder and Denver.
In the same process, Castle Rock Collaborationdom@mbers met once or twice a month for a
period of two or three years during the planningcpss, during which board members opened
their houses to hold the meetirf§3he time devoted to organize was estimated bgtbep’s
organizers to be at least 20 hours per week thimutghe process and often much mtre.
Finally, one member of the Emerald Mountain Paghigrestimated that the process consumed
1,500 hours of his time over 12 years, which détdhérom time for family, recreation and
relaxation.

EMOTIONAL AND /OR PERSONAL COSTS

In six of the eight cases, participants noted tihey suffered emotional distress or personal costs
arising from time away from family and leisure dmum stress or damaged relationships. In the
Lake Whatcom Planning Process, the process wasamallyy and personally draining for
several participants. The Department of NaturaloReses official responsible commented,
“You've got folks that are yelling at you from airections. It's tough on staff”"He added that
the process took an “enormous personal toll or, staf included.” Similarly, in the Whitefish
Neighborhood Planning Process, Department of NeRgaources and Conservation Trust
Lands Management Division Administrator Tom Schidtzed internal strife from agency staff
who did not agree with his decision to endorsectiramunity’s proposal for a Committee. In the
Emerald Mountain Planning Process, a rancher repdosing time devoted to family and
leisure activity and felt his relationship with tboidy of Steamboat Springs was severely
damaged. In the Houghton Area Master Plan Prooessof the participants mentioned
members gave up personal time and time with family.

In some cases relationships were damaged. In teéeCéalley Planning Process, “There were
some friendships at least strained and maybe iresostances ruined or severely stressed ...and
that’s not a succes$’Another participant echoed this saying, “You getsonally involved. It

can be emotional, and it can be draining, and yakenfriends, you lose friend®.In the

Whitefish Neighborhood Planning Process, Advisooyrnittee member and Whitefish

Chamber of Commerce President Sheila Bowen'’s jabje@pardized by controversy
surrounding the planning process.
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BAD PuBLIC RELATIONS

In the Whitefish Neighborhood Planning ProcessOkpartment of Natural Resources and
Conservation (DNRC) experienced some bad publaity damage to its reputation because of
its involvement in the planning effort. Whitefishramunity members and trust beneficiaries
criticized the DNRC during the process for its aygwh to neighborhood planning.
Administrator Tom Schultz recalls the local newsgraphe Whitefish Pilgthaving a lot of
“heartburn” about the roles of the Advisory Comendtiand the general public in the process.
Indeed, Schultz wrote several editorials defendmegagency’s approach before and after the
formation of the Advisory Committee.

In the Emerald Mountain Planning Process, by appg&o support a controversial land
exchange, the Division of Wildlife (DOW) was critied by opponents of the deal. The situation
also put a magnifying glass on those agency emptowdo were involved with the process.
Libbie Miller remembers,

We might have taken some hard knocks from the apposbeing perceived
as a supporter. People wanted to know “How coulgh@ssibly be supporting
this, particularly since losing these lands is gdim hurt the economy of our
local towns through the loss of hunting!” There prebably some people who
feel a little bit negative about the Division or s&¥f, with our position on the
exchangeé:

While participants remember the DOW receiving cisiin for supporting the exchange, they

also recall DOW under fire for raising concernsugtitbe exchange at one Partnership meeting.
The process exposed possible conflicts of intefestause the Department of Natural Resources
houses both the DOW, whose mission is to proteldiife, and the State Land Board, whose
mission is to generate revenue. This conflict, glaith other land use issues and controversies
occurring around that time, prompted the DOW taesggh their inter-agency land use
commenting procedures.

COMPARING BENEFITS TO COSTS

A discussion of the benefits and costs naturaligléeto the question: how do the benefits and
costs compare? Do the benefits outweigh the cédststhe costs greater than the benefits?
There are at least two reasons why such a compagstfficult in this report. First, at the
aggregate level looking across the eight casesmgarison of cost and benefits would be ill-
advised because net benefits at the aggregateviened not justify an individual process that
resulted in net costs. Second, even at the indiVidase level, comparing the benefits to the
costs is not possible without first putting berseéind costs into a common unit, such as dollars,
which would allow one to arrive at the net preseitie of the process as a whole to society.
While several methods exist in the field of econmsrib value benefits of non-market goods, the
scope of this study did not include an economica&ibn of each of the benefits and costs
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discussed.In addition, the valuation of many of the secopdagnefits discussed, such as
improved relationships, may not be possible at all.

Despite the absence of valuation data for eachfivemel cost, the data collected during the case
study interviews suggests that had such a valuétioeach case been conducted, the benefits
would outweigh the costs in most cases. The fattttte number of benefits identified in each
case greatly outnumbered the number of costs ftsthby interviewees suggests that benefits
outweigh costs. For example, in the Castle Valleywmng Process, the researchers identified
ten categories of benefits compared to three catsgof costs. Five of the benefits identified
were considered primary benefits, including anease in the value of the trust, an improvement
in the natural environment, an improvement in then environment, a higher quality solution
and the establishment of recreational access. Wibtleelated to the participants’ original goals,
five additional secondary benefits were identifiedt)uding new and improved relationships,
public education about state trust lands, increasstdutional capacity of the Castle Valley town
government, positive public relations for the statst land agency and a successful model of
land management for other land use processes. TdHleshows that for all of the cases of
collaborative planning on state trust land in tleisort, the number of benefits identified in each
case by interviewees far outnumbered the numbeosit identified.

The participants’ views about whether the process @whole was successful and whether they
would be willing to participate in a collaboratipeocess again in the future further suggest that
the benefits outweighed the costs in most caset. iBquiries were included in the set of
interview questions asked off all participants. Tin&t question, “Was the process successful?”
zeroes in on whether the participant thought threefiess outweighed the costs of the process
overall. The second question, “Would you collabegain in the future?” which included the
follow-up question, “Was this a value-added acji¥itfocuses on whether the benefits
outweighed the costs for the individdal.

Eighty percent of interviewees (or 71 out of 89ljéded the process was successful when asked
directly whether they thought the process was ssfakor whether they would collaborate

again in the future. Twenty-eight of the 117 intewees did not answer either of these questions
and several of the participants in the ongoing @sses conditioned their answers on
implementation of the final outcome. Table 14-2wh the responses to these interview
guestions summed up for each case study and the @&sim percent of the total interviewees who
responded.

! The most common economic techniques for valuingmarket goods and non-use values of natural ressur
include contingent valuation, hedonic pricing, gbeosts and option valuation.
2 The full list of interview questions can be foundExhibit 1 in the Appendix to this report.
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Table 14-2: Weighing Benefits and Costs: Responsisinterview Questions #4 and #4F

CASE STUDIES

Response to Interview Question #4 "Was th

Process Successful?" or Interview Question #4F Castle Emerald Mesa Lake SE New White-
"Would you Collaborate Again in the Future?" Valley Elliott Mtn HAMP del Sol Whatcom Mexico fish Total
Affirmative 10 9 9 11 5 4 15 8 71
Negative 2 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 g
Mixed Response 3 1 2 0 1 2 0 4 18
Total Interviewees Who Responded 15 11 11 11 6 7 16 12 9
Total Interviewees Who Did Not Respond 0 0 2 5 8 6 2 5 2B
Total Interviewees 15 11 13 16 14 13 18 17 117

Affirmative  67% 82% 82% 100%  83% 57% 94% 67% 80%

Negative  13% 9% 0% 0% 0% 14% 6% 0% 6%

Mixed Response  20% 9% 18% 0% 17% 29% 0% 33% 15%

Total Interviewees Who Responded 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

At the individual case level, the majority of paipants in each case believed the process was
successful when asked directly whether they thotilghprocess was successful or whether they
would collaborate again in the future. The majestranged from 57 percent of those who
answered the questions in the Lake Whatcom Landdemning Process to 100 percent of
those who answered the questions in the Houghtea Raster Plan Process. Despite the
gualitative and quantitative evidence identifiedhis report that shows that collaborative
planning on state trust lands appears to reswuivénall net benefits, a full benefits-costs analysi
by an economist of these, or other, cases is aaoriat opportunity for further study.
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