


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

The Lincoln Institute of Land Policy is a nonprofit educational
institution based in Cambridge, Massachusetts. Ugir@ourses,
conferences, research, publications, demonstratiojects and other
outreach programs, the Institute seeks to imprbgejtiality of debate
and disseminate knowledge of critical issues id laolicy by bringing
together scholars, policy makers, practitioners @tizens with
diverse backgrounds and experienagvw.lincolninst.edu

The Ecosystem Management Initiativgoromotes landscape-scale conservation and sustaing
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

best practices, policy recommendations and toalsehable individuals and
organizations to become more effective at managgagurces and building sustainable
communities.www.snre.umich.edu/ecomgt/
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HOW IS A COLLABORATIVE PLANNING PROCESS
STRUCTURED TO BE EFFECTIVE?

he collaborative planning literature reveals thpt@ess should be designed and managed
well. The eight cases explored in this report easleal important lessons about process
structure and provide examples of both effective iaeffective process structure planning.

Creating an effective process structure is importiamcreasing the group’s sense of ownership
over the process and key to ensuring that indivigtzkeholder goals are met through the
process. Bill Wallace, the Northwest Regional Maagf the Washington Department of
Natural Resources, participated in the Lake Whattandscape Planning Process. Wallace
commented that it is important to “get some ofkbg stakeholders together to decide what the
process should be, so that there is some ownes$kipat the process will bé.”

Asking questions about the group’s objectives, tiamae and methods of representation is a
crucial step in setting up any collaborative prec&8allace recommended that any collaborative
planning group ask themselves, “What kind of outeato we want? What kind of a timeframe
do we want? Who should be represented on the cae®®itWhat are some processes that we
have some experience witR?”

Several structural elements emerge as importanpoonants to consider when deciding on the
structure of a collaborative process including hbe/process is organized and structured, how
the process deals with decision making and hovptbeess is managed. All of these important
structural elements are considered in the follov@nglysis, using examples found in the eight
cases in this report. These elements include:

How the process isrganized and structured

Creating an initial process design

Dealing with issues of representation and participa
Defining stakeholders’ roles and responsibilities
Organizing subcommittees or task forces

How the process deals witlecision making

Establishing ground rules
Establishing decision rules

How the process isianaged

Agreeing upon and setting objectives

Setting timelines and deadlines

Building understanding among process participants
Deciding whether to have open or closed meetings
Addressing hidden agendas and attrition



Dealing with external state or federal processes

HOW THE PROCESS IS ORGANIZED AND STRUCTURED

INITIAL PROCESSDESIGN

There is no one-size-fits-all approach to orgamarsuccessful structure for a collaborative
planning process. Instead, the design of the psoslesuld be tailored to the specific context in
which it exists. Some successful structural elesdmt can be helpful to collaborative planning
processes include creating a charter, bylaws dedd®rship structure and incorporating as or
partnering with a 501(c) (3) non-profit organizatidlowever, sometimes collaborative planning
processes benefit from being more informal, wittheliformal design or structure involved.

Some collaborative planning processes may bemefit fvriting a formal charter at the outset of
the process. For instance, in the Lake Whatcom $@aqke Planning Process, the
Interjurisdictional Committee that worked directlg the planning efforts was directed by a
Committee Charter written by Department of Natitasources (DNR) Commissioner Jennifer
Belcher. Though brief, the Charter specified theugfs activities and role in the Lake Whatcom
Landscape Planning Process and guided the Inwjational Committee as it engaged in
planning. The Charter also summarized the legisd&wecommendations for the Landscape
Plan, broadly defined interactions between the \Wiggbn DNR and the Committee and gave
the planning group direction so that it could méwmsvard effectively in dealing with substantive
issues.

The Whitefish Neighborhood Planning Process alsefied from the development of an
Advisory Committee Charter. Montana Department afuxal Resources and Conservation
(DNRC) Planner David Greer and Unit Manager Gregdtoand members of the Whitefish

“Ad Hoc Committee” authored the Advisory Commit@&karter, which described how members
of the planning group would be selected, providéidhaline for the planning process and
outlined the roles and responsibilities of the finajor stakeholders in the case. In particular, the
Charter indicated that the DNRC would direct theghlkeorhood planning process but would
cooperate with the Advisory Committee in the foraiidn of the plan. DNRC Trust Land
Management Division Administrator Tom Schultz désed the importance of having a charter
in the Whitefish Neighborhood Planning Process.¢ Tharter was a way to legitimize the
process, identify roles and responsibilities arahtdy the end product that we wantéd.”
Although the charters in the Lake Whatcom and Wikteprocesses were not exhaustive in
describing every detail of the process, they ptitlvided well-specified guidelines that directed
the process in a beneficial way by guiding planmpadicipants’ activities and providing clarity
to the process.

Other collaborative planning processes create ly/@va formal leadership structure to guide
interactions among process participants. In thergldd/ountain Planning Process, the Emerald
Mountain Partnership initially created a seven-menoard of Directors (which could be
adjusted to between five and fifteen members)dd e organization and developed a set of
bylaws and a strategic plan to govern its actigitiEnese structural elements provided



organization for the process. The Interjurisdiciib@ommittee in the Lake Whatcom Landscape
Planning Process also created a formal leadersthigtgre in which an elected Chair would
develop the agenda and guide the Committee idatspg activities. In both cases, having
bylaws and a formal leadership structure from thiset of the process increased the efficiency
of planning efforts.

Some collaborative groups decide to incorporater gmrtner with 501(c) (3) non-profit
organizations in order to gain credibility and tegacy, to create a vehicle for raising funds with
tax incentives and to set up an effective structiihe Emerald Mountain Partnership took this
approach. The Partnership resulted from effortthbySteamboat Springs community to
influence trust land decisions in the area. Hawdg(c) (3) status enabled the group to gain
legitimacy with the city of Steamboat Springs, Raiounty and the State Land Board; to
receive tax-deductible donations to fund their plag and outreach efforts and possibly fund
the purchase of the Emerald Mountain land paroetstablish legal liability protection and to
open a small business bank account to keep traekpeEhses and make payments on behalf of
the Partnership.

The Castle Rock Collaboration (CRC) partnered wig01(c) (3) organization in the Castle
Valley Planning Process in southeastern Utah.ithdhse, CRC decided that it needed to engage
in fundraising to purchase land at the base ofietaiMesa and Castleton Tower. In order to do
so, CRC became a branch of Utah Open Lands, arasidwith 501(c) (3) status. While CRC

did not itself incorporate as a 501(c) (3) non-pyats activities were funneled through Utah

Open Lands that did have non-profit status.

While many collaborative efforts benefit from hayia formal structure from the outset, some
processes are more successful when the structoreresinformal. For example, in the Mesa del
Sol Planning Process, the New Mexico State Lanc®f{SLO) instituted an informal method of
collaboration whereby they reached out to varidgakeholders at different periods of time with
an open door policy for receiving feedback on thes®ldel Sol plan. Because of the prolonged
timeframe for the Mesa del Sol process and therentiy confidential nature of information
from the Kirtland Air Force Base and the Isletalftaevhose land abutted the Mesa del Sol
property, the informal process proved to be antaggighout being constrained by a set of
procedures for the process, the SLO garnered cortyriomolvement in the Mesa del Sol plan
in a non-intimidating way and built support for gheject among the various stakeholder
groups.

Despite the success of the informal method of Miet&ol planning, some stakeholders such as
the Dragway representatives would have welcomedra formal venue for their concerns.
Dragway representatives often felt that they wétenagnored in the process. Having a more
formal structure may have provided them with a mamsured method of interaction with the
SLO rather than depending on informal conversatwitis the SLO Commissioner.

REPRESENTATION AND PARTICIPATION

Representation and levels of participation in datarative planning process can greatly
influence the success of the process. These faotgle:



How participants are selected
How group size is managed
How the stakeholder groups’ interests and indivisluaterests are balanced

Selecting Participants

Careful participant selection appears to be impotia ensure adequate representation and
participation in a collaborative process. When merslof a collaborative process are appointed,
who appoints them can influence the process. In.dke Whatcom Landscape Planning Process
Interjurisdictional Committee, the Department oftidal Resources (DNR) Commissioner
appointed the public representatives and other reesrds needed, while state agencies and local
authorities were given discretion regarding who/tiveuld appoint to the Committee. This
appointment scenario worked well for the Interjdicsional Committee, but appointing

members for the Implementation Committee was morgroversial. It was not clear whether the
DNR would appoint Implementation Committee memliezsn nominees made by the county,
city and water district or if the county, city amater district would appoint their own members.
This confusion led to controversy that could hagerbavoided if the appointment method for
the Implementation Committee had been clearly $ipelcirom the beginning.

Some collaborative planning processes employ assédiction method of representation where
potential participants in a collaborative procetsntify themselves and choose to participate
rather than being appointed. However, self-selaatiay still benefit from knowledgeable
guidance. For example, in the Whitefish NeighbothBtanning Process, Mayor Andy Feury
and Flathead County Commissioner Gary Hall werpaesible for selecting participants for the
Whitefish School Trust Lands Advisory Committeeaimanner that was as self-selecting as
possible. The public perceived Mayor Feury and Cassioner Hall as impartial and thus trusted
them to help select the participants. To do so,d&eury and Commissioner Hall published a
notice in the newspaper and sent out emails dalicietters of interest. However, due to the fact
that the Committee’s Charter limited participattor20 individuals, Mayor Feury and
Commissioner Hall used Charter guidelines and twir visions for an effective citizens group
to narrow the pool of 45 respondents to approximdts.

Some collaborative processes distinguish betwetsgoges of representation. Such a scenario
can prove problematic if the distinctions are mgread upon by all participants and made clear.
Again, the Whitefish Neighborhood Planning Prod#sstrates this point. In the beginning,
there was a separation between regular and alkkenmatnbers of the Advisory Committee.
Although the membership structure was used to lin@tsize and increase the efficiency of the
group, participant distinctions were never cladfte the Committee as a whole. Since many of
the more outspoken members of the group were aliesnthe Committee spent valuable time
debating who should be at the table rather thazudsng substantive issues. Eventually, the
group disposed of the distinction between regutar @ternate membership, which allowed the
group to transition into dealing with substantissues.

At the beginning of a collaborative planning pragasis a good idea to clarify whether
representatives will act on behalf of themselvetherinterests of a stakeholder group. Typically,
clarifying that participants will represent a sta&kler group rather than their personal interests



results in clearer communication among participantdoth the Mesa del Sol Planning Process
and the Southeast New Mexico Working Group, repredien based on defined stakeholder
groups facilitated discussion of the issues. FangXe, the Southeast New Mexico Working
Group was comprised of four stakeholder groupgveeit agencies, the oil and gas industry,
ranching interests and conservationists. Becawsprtbtess structure made these stakeholder
groups very apparent from the outset, it was dleafl participants that everyone would act on
behalf of the interests of their stakeholder group.

Despite the potential benefits of identifying staéleler groups rather than individual interests,
sometimes those with a personal stake in the iasenore likely to persist in the process. In the
Emerald Mountain Planning Process, for exampldjgyaants with direct, personal interests in
the outcome tended to be more invested in the psode this case, it seemed that participants
whose livelihoods were tied to the parcel of tlast in question were more likely to persevere
in the process than those who merely had a tarag@ntierest in using it. Therefore, having a
personal stake in a collaborative process mayfhaeilitating factor.

Managing Group Size

Managing the size of a collaborative group is &dlift but essential task, because group size
influences the range of stakeholders that canvomved and how productive discussions will be.
Because of the dynamic nature of many collaborgireeesses, representation may need to
expand after the original members are selectedekample, the Emerald Mountain Partnership
was designed with a seven-member Board of Direcktwsvever, due to high level of interest
and commitment of old and new members, the Boaslexpanded to include a greater number
of stakeholders. Having flexibility written intoeh bylaws to add new members proved to be
effective for the Partnership.

However, too large of a group may be cumbersomeshadld be winnowed down. As such, a
collaborative group may need to narrow itself feasible size. Nearly 80 individuals attended
the first meeting of the Southeast New Mexico Wiogkisroup. Because the sheer size of the
group proved too formidable, the group narrowedatsye of participants to 30 to 40 members
by identifying groups of stakeholder interests hauding those groups elect representatives to
participate in the collaborative group. This metlvdavinnowing group size was effective
because all interested stakeholders were ablertigipate in selecting the final membership of
the Working Group.

Another way of reducing the number of participaats follow the group’s charter, if available.
In deciding on the representation of the Whitefiglnool Trust Lands Advisory Committee,
Mayor Feury and Commissioner Hall used the guidsliprovided in the Committee’s Charter to
determine who should and should not participateximi¢pa solid foundation for making
decisions regarding representation can help naargmup’s size and provide justification for
membership selection decisions.



Balancing Stakeholder Groups’ Interests and Individials’ Interests

Spending time at the beginning of a collaboratikaping process identifying and involving all
pertinent stakeholders is a good way to help irszehe likelihood of success. For example, in
the Mesalel Sol Planning Process, the New Mexico State 1Qffide (SLO) was effective in
ensuring that all interests were represented i tieeisions related to the planning effort. The
SLO also actively visited the community to gain fcibput in the process. The SLO’s
effectiveness in identifying and reaching out ta@lkevant stakeholder groups increased the
breadth and meaningful involvement of stakeholdeugs, most of whom feel that their
involvement has been beneficial.

Sometimes stakeholder groups are intentionallydeftof the process, which may be strategic
but can lead to problems later down the road. ThetEState Forest Planning Process provides
a clear illustration of this point. According to @mittee members, participation in the group’s
Steering Committee was limited to those with a ikegrest in the financial outcome of the
Elliott State Forest. This criterion precluded ilwvement from timber interests or environmental
groups. In fact, timber and environmental interesis adjacent landowners including the Bureau
of Land Management, the U.S. Forest Service andeWeguser were intentionally excluded
from the Steering Committee because the planniagmdid not perceive that they had a key
interest in the forest’'s management. Because thasean intentional imbalance of stakeholders
in the Steering Committee, an “us-versus-them” dyisa@merged between the Committee and
environmental groups. Comments from the environaleatmmunity, and to some extent from
timber interests, were discounted due to the pdaethat they were extremist viewpoints.
Participants from the Committee and environmentdltamber interests conceded that the lack
of involvement from the environmental and timbemeounities was a shortcoming of the
process.

In order to maintain the appropriate balance déedtalders’ interests, a collaborative group
should consider the timing and location of meetir8mutheast New Mexico Working Group
meetings were primarily held once a month for tag<at a time during the work week and
were located in southeastern New Mexico. While libesition was convenient for many of the
ranching and oil and gas industry representatiies worked or lived in the area, it was less
convenient for agency representatives and consemsts from the northern part of the state.
Holding the meetings for two days at a time dutimgwork week was acceptable for those
participating as a function of their jobs, but éthers such as conservationists who were
participating on their own personal time and fumgglinaving meetings during the work week
prohibited consistent involvement. Because of thieséations, the conservationist stakeholder
group often was represented by only one participadtsportsmen were not represented at all.
The lack of balance of conservation interests &echbsence of sportsmen interests proved a
shortcoming in the process, as the full range oectives was not consistently shared with the
Working Group.

Process participants often realize that certaikestalders or stakeholder groups are not
adequately represented during the process oritfteompletion. For example, in the Lake
Whatcom Landscape Planning Process, the Deparwh&#tural Resources realized that
several stakeholder groups should have been indlodly after the process was completed.



These interests included the timber industry, Iecalool districts, homeowner groups and
recreational groups. It is often more effectiverjoto identify and include all stakeholder groups
from the beginning of a collaborative planning s However, this task is very difficult and
requires careful planning for process structure.

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

At the beginning of a collaborative planning pragasis essential for participants to clearly
define the roles and responsibilities of all stakdars involved. Often, a clear definition of the
participants’ roles and responsibilities requirderanal discussion of the issue at the beginning
of the process. In other contexts, stakeholdetesrand responsibilities must be revisited and
revised along the way. In most cases, howeves,@ssential that the issue of roles and
responsibilities be addressed explicitly within gvecess structure to avoid future complications
in the process.

When roles and responsibilities are well-defineattipipants have a sense of clear division of
labor among participants, feel as though they axeng an impact on the process and avoid
unnecessary replication of work. The Elliott Stateest Planning Process provides an example
of a process with clearly defined roles. The Step€Gommittee in this case unambiguously
designated participants’ roles and responsibilitiéhin its structure by appointing a Chair and a
Project Leader who would lead the process and fspadby describing the role that each
individual participant would play. The Elliott SeaForest Planning Process also made a clear
distinction between the policy function the Stegr@ommittee would fill and the scientific
function the Core Planning Team would fill. Havisigch well-structured roles in the process
increased the efficiency of the process, but ategiged some constraints on its flexibility.
However, the tradeoff between efficiency and fldikipwas worth it from the participants’
perspectives.

When there is confusion regarding various stakedrsldoles, the process can become difficult.
The Castle Valley Planning Process provides an pienf a case where the roles of process
participants were ill-defined from the beginning.this case, the collaborative process emerged
quickly from a sense of perceived crisis, becabeeSchool and Institutional Trust Lands
Administration sold trust land at the base of @bedl red rock mesa in Castle Valley. As a result
of the process’ quick start, the roles of the t@e@rernment of Castle Valley and the citizens
who comprised the Castle Rock Collaboration groepawot distinctly separated. The failure of
the process to separate these stakeholders’ emldés lconfusion and eventually a stalemate in
the process when the town pursued mechanisms euwkitie collaborative process to achieve
their goals

The Houghton Area Master Plan (HAMP) Process pes@hother example of a collaborative
process without clear definition of stakeholdepressibilities. In this case, process participants
did not clearly define the roles of the three maanties involved: the City of Tucson, the
Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) and the Ciiz&eview Committee (CRC). As a result,
it was unclear what degree of influence the HAMRiulddhave on the ASLD as it made land
management decisions in the area. Also, some CR@bers felt at times that they merely



represented a “rubber stamp” of approval on the,ptather than being able to provide
meaningful input to the city on the plan’s outcome.

Often, discussions surrounding stakeholders’ rivlébe process deal with the issue of decision-
making authority, particularly when addressingrible of the trust land agency in determining
the outcome of the process. In most cases, tmdtdgencies have the ultimate authority over
the outcome of collaborative planning processeseasthg state trust land. Because of this fact,
the roles and responsibilities of the state traistilagency in relation to the rest of the
collaborative group should be clarified early oroder to avoid miscommunication and the
development of mistrust.

In the HAMP Process, the City of Tucson made thalftlecision on the content of the plan, but
the Arizona State Land Department (ASLD) had thienaite authority over deciding how its
land in the Houghton Area would be developed. TB&B is not required to implement the
HAMP, but an ASLD representative attended CRC mgstin order to serve as a resource on
ASLD-related issues that arose during the developmithe plan. The ASLD representative
made clear to the committee from the outset hovagency’s mandate informed its land use
decisions and limitations. Although the agencyrafieed to make this role clear, some CRC
members expressed frustration at the uncertairttyea@nd of the process due to not knowing if
the plan would ultimately be implemented by the BSL

In some cases, the trust land agency is a memlibe stakeholder group, and in other cases the
collaborative group is advisory to the trust lagermcy. This distinction is important to make
when dealing with roles and responsibilities sunding decision-making authority. The role of
the respective trust land agencies in the Lake @dnat_andscape Planning Process and the
Whitefish Neighborhood Planning Process providengresting contrast in this regard.

In the Lake Whatcom Landscape Planning Prod¢hssole of the Interjurisdictional Committee
and its relationship to the Department of Naturaséurces (DNR), the trust land management
agency, was not clear. Some participants feltttt@DONR should be a member of the
Committee thus precluding further authorizationhef plan once the Committee agreed to it.
However, other participants including DNR reprea@wés who did not want to cede decision-
making power felt that the Committee was advisorthe DNR and believed that was what the
original legislation that mandated the processidéel. The Committee eventually sought the
Attorney General’s opinion on the issue. The AteyriGeneral determined that the Committee
was advisory to the DNR, thus clarifying the redagship between the Committee and the DNR.
Prior to the Attorney General’s decision, the dmtleative process was stymied by arguments
over roles and responsibilities. After having tbsuie decided for them by an outside arbiter,
process participants were able to proceed witldth#ing of the Landscape Plan, a year and a
half after the process began.

By contrast, in the Whitefish Neighborhood Plannifrgcess, the Department of Natural
Resources and Conservation (DNRC) was a membéeddvisory Committee rather than an
outside entity. This membership composition inceease non-agency participants’ relative
level of decision-making power in crafting the rédgrhood plan, despite the fact that the plan
was technically an advisory rather than a regwatimcument. Having the DNRC at the table
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with the rest of the Advisory Committee membersbéed the Whitefish community to move
past being a sounding board for ideas to beconaet@re participant in the creation of the
neighborhood plan.

SUBCOMMITTEES AND TASK FORCES

The use of subcommittees or task forces can faiglior undermine a collaborative planning
process, depending on who initiates the subcomenittéask force, when it is initiated, its level
of perceived legitimacy and its effect on the pesscd’rocesses employed a variety of different
subcommittees and task forces that assumed diffeskas in the process (Table 17-1).

The Tucson Department of Urban Planning and Desugeessfully used citizen committees in
the HAMP Process. To facilitate an effective precgtsucture, the city created a Citizens
Review Committee (CRC) and a Technical Advisoryrmd@AT) at the beginning of the HAMP
Planning Process. The CRC provided a public pagtomn element to the plan and created a
mechanism for feedback from the public. The TATised the city on the technical aspects of
providing services to future development within H&MP. The TAT and the CRC dealt with
different elements of the planning process in a thay allowed for effective division of labor
and provided areas of specialization that fosteredress. Both the TAT and the CRC
communicated their findings to city representatiwd® then combined both sources of
information into their decision making.

The Elliott State Forest Planning Process also eyepl a bi-level structure comprised of a
SteeringCommittee and a Core Planning Team. The Steerimgnditiee guided the overall
process of drafting the Habitat Conservation PB@GR) and Forest Management Plan (FMP),
articulated overarching policy issues and involstkeholders at the policy level. The Core
Planning Team dealt with the technical componehti@planning efforts such as assembling

the scientific data to support the resulting HCEB BMP. Process participants Jim Young and
Mike Schnee served as liaisons between the twagpgrddiaving a structure where liaisons
bridged the Steering Committee’s focus on polisyés and the Core Planning Team’s emphasis
on scientific issues facilitated effective commuation throughout the planning process.

While subcommittees can be used to efficientlyaiviabor and create ownership in a
collaborative planning process, sometimes this@ggr can be problematic. The Southeast New
Mexico Working Group is an example of a collabaratyroup that included subcommittees that
improved group interactions and ones that did Dating the Working Group’s efforts to draft a
plan for managing lesser prairie chicken habitdicdlty emerged surrounding the details of oil
and gas development requirements. The Working Gsdapilitators suggested that participants
break into stakeholder-specific subcommittees dependently come up with a draft
management plan. The three stakeholder groupsdedlane for the oil and gas industry, one for
conservationists and one for agencies. Not sungii each of the groups came up with very
different draft plans that only highlighted diffeices between the stakeholder groups rather than
illustrating areas of commonality.
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Table 17-1: Type and Role of Subcommittees and Tastorces

Planning Process

CASE Type of Role of
Subcommittee/Task Force Subcommittee/Task Force
Castle Valley Planning Process Steering Committee Guided the overall planning process

Elliott State Forest
Planning Process

Steering Committee

Core Planning Team

Focused on policy applications of the
process

Focused on the scientific/technical
aspects of the process

Emerald Mountain
Planning Process

Management Plan Subcommittee

Parcel Subcommittee

Developed a “community manageme
plan” for the Emerald Mountain Parcel,
which serves as one of four alternatives
that the BLM is considering in their
Environmental Assessment

Developed the parcel selection criteri
to determine which parcels would be
eligible for inclusion in the exchange, an
who would be eligible to acquire them

Houghton Area

Master Plan Process| .

Citizens Review Committee (CRC)

Technical Advisory Team (TAT)

Focused on public participation aspe
of the process

Focused on the scientific/ technical
aspects of the process

Lake Whatcom
Landscape Planning
Process

Facilitator Selection Subcommittee

Drew up a Request for Proposal and
reviewed applications from professional
facilitators

Mesa del Sol
Planning Process

Southeast New

Oil and Gas Recommendation
Stakeholder Groups

Focused on developing oil and gas
technical solutions
Focused on developing oil and gas

Planning Process

Mexico Working Oil and Gas Technical SubcommnteetechnicaI solutions, more successfully th

Group the Oil and Gas Recommendation
Stakeholder Groups

Whitefish Task Forces Researched issues such as wildlife, f

Neighborhood economics, land use, recreation and wa

“Shadow Group”

Group that emerged due to ineffective

re,
er

process structure, frustrated the process

Despite the somewhat unsuccessful nature of th# sucommittee exercise, an Oil and Gas
Technical Subcommittee later emerged to addressaime difficulties surrounding oil and gas
technical stipulations. The Subcommittee included epresentative from each of the main
stakeholder groups and used the major issues @ratdvawn from the small subcommittees’
recommendations. The Subcommittee was successfehahing compromises and crafting
creative solutions for addressing the oil and daents of the draft management plan. Each
representative of the Subcommittee was responfablensuring that the remainder of his or her
constituents was in agreement with the compronitssthe Subcommittee made, which
resulted in greater transparency in the processraod cohesiveness in the Working Group as a
whole. The intimate setting provided by the Subcattem enabled participants to share their
interests freely and to create trust that was reeealenake progress on the issue. This
Subcommittee differed from the three stakeholdeugs because it included representatives
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from the range of stakeholder groups, whereashitee tstakeholder groups were each comprised
of members from the same stakeholder group.

Sometimes, illegitimate or destructive subcommgtessult from ineffective process structure.
For instance, as a result of ineffective processgiethat created and perpetuated mistrust, a
“shadow group” surfaced in the Whitefish Neighbartid’lanning Process that compromised the
collaborative nature of the process. Several AdyiSsommittee members noticed the shadow
group developing behind the scenes; however, thesAdy Committee never formally
acknowledged the shadow group. As a result, thefawas able to meet separately from the
planning process and made decisions without thenfublvement of the Advisory Committee.
These ex parte conversations limited the breadstaddeholders involved in the process, the
transparency of the process and the group’s oviefalence over decision making.

HOW THE PROCESS DEALS WITH DECISION MAKING

GROUND RULES

Instituting a set of agreed-upon and legitimateugcbrules at the beginning of a collaborative
process is another way to articulate the group/sroon objectives and goals. Developing and
sticking to ground rules also defines the procasgtaire in which the group will function and
sets forth standards of interaction among partidgpeaRecalling ground rules when the group
gets off track can also help bring participantskitacproductive discussion.

Formal ground rules can help provide the foundaftoora collaborative planning process. The
Elliott State Forest Planning Process illustraltesimportance and effectiveness of well-defined
ground rules. In this planning process, the paudicts jointly discussed and agreed upon ground
rules, which were originally called “planning priples” and then “guiding principles” (Table
17-2). The guiding principles were essential imcafating the forest vision, management goals
and monitoring assumptions inherent in the procBEssy also recognized various requirements
to which the process had to adhere such as Endah§gecies Act requirements, the State Land
Board’s mandate to provide revenue for the Commuo8l Fund and the Board of Forestry’s
statutory responsibilities. Process participanfisrred to the guiding principles as “the compass
that guides our navigation,” and the Core Planfiagm often referred to the guiding principles
as decision-making critertaDverall, the guiding principles gave the Elliota® Forest Planning
Process goals, objectives and direction that ppaints referenced throughout the process,
particularly when making difficult decisions.

Often, having a collaborative group work on grounlés together at the beginning of the
process can be a good way to build trust and a eaamumderstanding of the process constraints.
In the Castle Valley Planning Process, one of itfs¢ éctivities in which the group engaged was
the formation of ground rules, or principles foceess. The planning group jointly worked on

the principles, which went through multiple itecats until the group reached consensus on the
content of the principles (Table 17-3). The pritegpaddressed the participants’ divergent
interests and emphasized that they were not myteadlusive. They also guided the process, set
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forth standards for group member interactions atadbdished outcomes by which success in the

process could be measured, all of which helpedtabésh trust among participants.

Table 17-2: Elliott State Forest Planning Process @ding Principles

Elliott State Forest Planning Process
Guiding Principles

The plan will recognize that the goal for the ComnSthool Forest Lands is the maximization of

revenue to the Common School Fund over the lomg.t€he goal for the BOF lands is to secure the

greatest permanent value to the citizens of Oréggoroviding healthy, productive and sustainable

forest ecosystems, that over time and across tiist¢ape provide a full range of social, economit an

environmental benefits to the people of Oregon.

- The plan will be developed within the context of lliott State Forest as a managed forest.

The plan will recognize that the forest is intentlethe an important contributor to timber supply fo
present and future generations.

- The plan will be a comprehensive, integrated fonemtagement plan taking into account a wide ra
of forest values.

Lands will be identified and managed for long-teawmenue production while providing for a
sustained contribution to biological capability asutial values. The plan will recognize that theré
be trade-offs between revenue producing activames non-revenue producing activities.

- The plan will examine opportunities to achieve gdahtough cooperative efforts with other agencie
user groups or organizations.

- The plan will be developed through a collaboratinel cooperative process involving the State Land
Board, the BOF, the public, local and tribal goveemts and other resource management agencies

including the federal services.

- The plan will be goal-driven.

- The plan will view the Elliott State Forest in bathocal and regional context.

- The plan will consider the overall biological dig#y of state forest lands, including the varietyife
and accompanying ecological processes.

- The forest will be managed to meet the state amheré Endangered Species Acts (ESA) while
fulfilling the State Land Board’s responsibilitieader the Oregon Constitution and the BOF's
statutory responsibilities.

Source: “Purpose, Planning and History: Executivm®ary,”Draft Elliott State Forest Management Plalugust

nge

2005, Oregon Department of Forestry, availabletat/hvww.oregon.gov/ODF/index.shtml.

Despite the benefits of agreeing upon a set of &ground rules, when the collaborative

planning group does not stick to its ground rullee,process can become increasingly lengthy

and frustrating for participants. For example, salvparticipants in the Southeast New Mexico

Working Group felt that the group did not adherésa@round rules. In particular, some

participants recognized that the ground rule tidabate would only be acceptable on legitimate

arguments” was often disregarded and that all comtsneere treated as acceptable debate.
According to these participants, the process tookentime and became very frustrating.
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Table 17-3: Castle Valley Planning Process Principk for Success

Castle Valley Planning Process
Principles for Success

1. Open and Collaborative ProcessThe aim of this planning process is to define @tonservation
and real estate product for the parcel of Utah 8ichrust Lands (the “Trust”) identified on the
attached map. This process should meet the priotgegctives of the Town, the Trust and the Castle
Rock Collaboration (CRC). All parties recognizetttieey are starting with very different objective
but that the risks of not exploring creative altgives in a collaborative fashion far outweigh the
consequences of typical disposition and conventidexelopment of these properties. In order to
arrive at an acceptable plan, all parties must ibimgvto openly explore alternatives without
commitment to preconceived solutions. There is @utigk taking. All parties desire to maximize
benefits and minimize potential losses throughjtiirg planning process. All parties enter this
process with constructive, open and flexible atts

2. State Trust Objectives.The primary objective of the Trust is to realizeesconomic return from the
disposition/use of these lands for the benefihefdtate school trust, which is comparable to dive f
value of these lands at the time of dispositioraddition, the Trust desires to explore stratetifias
add value to its properties, including timing oapimg approaches and to work cooperatively with
the Town of Castle Valley and CRC so that the cosegmn and real estate products produce publ
benefits far greater than simple disposition obehproperties.

3. Castle Valley Community Objectives.The primary objective of the Town of Castle Valkyd
CRC is to see that the lands that have importamewation values on the Trust properties are
protected to retain those characteristics for #welit of the Town and County residents, the Sthte
Utah and the national and international visitor®wahnually experience the valley. When the Town,
CRC and their partners acquire lands, or inteiadends, in order to protect conservation values,
they expect to pay fair value for these interdstshe event that neither the Town, CRC or their
partners are able to acquire lands for conservatioposes, and to the extent that real estate
development is indicated on theses propertiesdardo generate economic value for the Trust, n
development should respond to the preferencesmaeicksts of the Town and CRC so that the
development both fits in the landscape and resptmifgput from the local community.

4. Conservation and Development Opportunities, Constriaits and Strategies All of the Trust
parcels should be analyzed for their conservatiwhdievelopment potential and value. The objective
of this exercise is to define those parcels thaetagh conservation values, high opportunities fo
development or a mix of conservation and developgmeoducts that are appropriate for these argas
but also strategies to achieve the Trust’s findrahgectives and the Town’s and CRC’s community
objectives. A full range of creative conservationl @evelopment options should be considered.

5. Real Estate Productsin defining the types of potential real estatedpicis, preferences shall be
given to those kinds of development which fit irddotend with the natural landscape, which mee
the Town identified needs, which meet economic abjes and
which minimize the amount and area of disturbambe. Town, CRC and the Trust desire that the
development product be accessible to a diverseerahgotential buyers. In exploring alternativel rea
estate products, a diversity of locations and pcotwpes should be considered. The Town expects
that new development will pay its own way, that Tleevn will not be subsidizing the costs of new
development and that the pace of development willpat a rate that does not overwhelm Town
services. The Town, CRC and the Trust will havislémtify the types of development which are
desirable from their different perspectives.

6. Conservation and Development Plan and Time Tabld he ultimate plan should identify the
conservation and development program for eacheoTthst parcels. In this fashion, the parties wil
have the assurance that the maximum allowable tdagvelopment for each of the parcels has heen
defined. In addition, the planning process shoujul@e the concept of developing a time frame for
disposition of the parcels. This time frame wouwdritify the minimum amount of time prior to the
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development or marketing of each of the parcelsp&tael would be disposed of prior to the date
identified in the proposed timetable. The object¥¢his time table concept is twofold: (i) to give

the Town of Castle Valley, CRC and their partnesonable time to develop alternative acquisitjon

or protection strategies which might lessen thesichpf development or lead to greater conservation
benefit and; (ii) to identify a set time frame foe Trust which would allow reasonable disposal of
the individual parcels, with the assurance thafTin will support such development. In
conjunction with the time table, the planning pissehould explore the strategies and structures|for
granting the Town, CRC and their conservation maginthe opportunity to acquire certain lands g
interests in lands.

7. Valuation. The Trust will ascertain through analysis or apgaiethat the plan developed through this
process has comparable value to open market digppshinus any retained interests. This valuation
should occur throughout the planning process drthlest process may respond creatively to
information generated through these analyses. @h&tron process should be done in a manner that
enhances the credibility of the conservation anegkbgment products.

8. Implementation. The Town, CRC and the Trust understand that vari@ieements will need to be
approved by the governing boards of the implemgniarties. All parties agree to a good faith
commitment to seek any reasonable means to acthie\stated objectives of the parties.

=

Source: “Castle Valley Planning Study: Principle<aoiteria for Success,” Castle Rock Collaboration
http://www.castlerockcollaboration.org/initiativénhl (website not currently available).

As with many elements of process structure, theestof the collaborative planning process
will determine which types of ground rules are ayppiate. However, some collaborative
processes have used particularly effective groutesthat may be useful in many contexts. The
“No Surprises Rule,” the “Cooling Off Period” andajarity and minority reports were ground
rules that facilitated progress in the Lake Whatd@ndscape Planning Process. The “No
Surprises Rule” prohibited members from leaking m&@rmation to the press before providing
that information to the group. This ground rule waastly effective in increasing transparency
and communication among group members and limptgntially damaging press leaks. To
handle issues where the participants did not reankensus, the Committee enacted a “Cooling
Off Period.” According to the “Cooling Off Periodthe group would table discussion on a
controversial issue for one week, at which timeghasgicipants would vote on the issue again. A
majority report and minority report were requireddbcument points of disagreement. The
minority report writing requirement discouraged tumyg but substantive disagreements. By
creating this requirement, the group hoped to eragmionly constructive dissent instead of
disagreement for the sake of disagreeing. In tlag,the “Cooling Off Period” allowed
participants to reassess their interests and pesmand enabled the group to make substantial
strides in their discussiofis.

DECISION RULES

When the collaborative planning group jointly desscn a formal set of decision-making rules
that define how the group will make decisions, asirig and frustrating decisions can become
easier to handle. As discussed earlier, the guipingsiples for the Elliott State Forest Planning
Process provided a decision rule for the group. blen of the Core Planning Team revisited the
principles throughout the process in order to emsloat they made decisions that were consistent
with the agreements and constraints that wereiftghat the beginning of the process. Without
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having firm guiding principles that laid out a d@on-making process, the group might have had
more difficulty making challenging decisions.

Defining a Decision Rule

When a group fails to decide upon a decision mdenfthe outset, the process and participants
can suffer. The Whitefish Neighborhood Planningdess illustrates what can happen when a
collaborative group fails to establish a formaliden-making process. While Janet Cornish, the
original facilitator for the Whitefish School Trusands Advisory Committee, created a formal
discussion structure for the group (e.g., by dgvelp group goals and objectives), she never
facilitated the creation of a decision-making stwe. As a result, the group never discussed how
to make decisions going forward. Instead, theylkduitransitioned into talks about the
substantive issues.

As a result of the Committee’s failure to creatkeaision rule, shadow group members had the
flexibility to enact “Roberts Rules of Order” in &dvisory Committee meeting. A method of
making motions for majority voting, Roberts RulésOvder allowed the shadow group to call
for several votes to protect various parcels ddtttand within the 13,000-acre study area.
Because the Committee had not considered makirgiaidn rule, there was no procedure to
address the proposed decision-making approach evitiel proposal received enough votes to
pass, they were not unanimously supported. As shehjecisions did not necessarily represent
all stakeholders’ interests.

Consensus

Consensus, if used as a decision rule in a colédiverplanning process, should be clearly
defined and agreed upon by all participants bedogaging in discussion surrounding
substantive issues. The concept of consensus mians different things to different people.
Some participants may believe consensus requir@simity, merely a majority or the greatest
number of participants in agreement as possibleage of these potentially varying
perceptions, a collaborative planning group shexidlicitly address the issue at the beginning
of the process. In at least four of the eight caséisis report, the issue of consensus was
addressed in some way. For example, the Interjatiedal Committee in the Lake Whatcom
Landscape Planning Process defined consensus geefdnt in favor and developed ground
rules about how it would reach consensus and déalnen-consensus situations. These ground
rules, discussed above, included the “Cooling @fiidtl” and the majority and minority reports
that were required if consensus was not reached.

The HAMP Process and the Elliott State Forest RtenRrocess decided to make decisions
based on a definition of consensus that requin@@jarity in agreement; yet both processes
allowed for exceptions to the consensus agreertretite HAMP Process, votes could occur on
specific elements of proposals rather than a causebased decision on the entire proposal. In
the Elliott State Forest Planning Process, therig€ommittee and the Core Planning Team
typically made decisions based on consensus butvaaider to the ultimate authority of the
Chairman when consensus could not be reachede$e ttases, having a decision rule for
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consensus allowed for flexibility in the processisture that fostered progress in the group and
enabled the group to address conflicts and makisidas more efficiently.

On the other hand, the Whitefish Neighborhood RianRrocess did not make a decision rule
about consensus. As discussed above, becauseotipedid not establish a clear decision rule or
decision-making process, it was not clear how datsswould be made by the group. Had the
participants agreed to a definition of consensukadecision rule, the shadow group might not
have been able to periodically derail the process.

Voting

Specifying voting procedures prior to engagingubstantive discussions is also helpful. Like
the issue of consensus, voting procedures are défmed in a decision rule. Typically, a
collaborative planning group will benefit from ctiegy a decision rule that describes whether
and how voting will be used in the process.

Voting can become acrimonious if voting rights green to some, but not to all of the
participants. For example, participants in the EtlteMountain Planning Process established a
clear voting procedure at the outset in their bglawhich made a distinction between the Board
of Directors and the Advisory Group, which was coisgd of individuals who may have a
personal stake in the management or dispositidheoEmerald Mountain land parcel. While
members of both groups could participate in disomss only the Board of Directors members
had voting privileges. While some participants shw decision-making design as a way to
increase stakeholder involvement without boggingrddecision making, many Advisory

Group members were frustrated with not having & wogroup decisions. The voting decision
became problematic and resulted in feelings ohatien for some stakeholders.

When voting procedures are not clearly definedagréed upon by everyone involved in the
process, votes also can be used to manipulaternagdl'he use of Roberts Rules of Order by
the shadow group in the Whitefish Neighborhood Rilagp Process exemplifies a consequence of
unclear voting procedures. Because the Advisory iGittee did not specify a decision rule for
voting at the beginning of the process, the shagimup was able to initiate voting on an issue to
their strategic advantage. In this case, parti¢cgpbacked a formal voting mechanism to evaluate
the shadow group’s proposals.

Minority Reports and Decision Matrices

In addition to having a firmly established decisrole, there are many other ways to creatively
overcome the challenges inherent in making tougistes in a collaborative setting. Among
these are using minority reports and decision edriThe use of minority reports or statements
can help address the concerns of those with disgeopinions and can encourage
obstructionists to reconsider their level of disfattion with a proposal. Both the HAMP
Process and the Lake Whatcom Landscape Planning$¥ased reports to document minority
opinions and encourage the group to come to aidacis the Lake Whatcom Landscape
Planning Process, the group required minority aagbrity reports when consensus could not be
reached.
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The minority report requirement occasionally sertedissuade individuals from opposing an
issue because of the effort it entailed. Oftentigaants who did not strongly oppose would
change their vote and live with a decision. Steved the representative from the Department
of Ecology, described the effect of the rule:

When it came down to a vote where we knew we wduldive consensus, we
knew someone would have to write the minority réeppinion. If no one was
willing to represent the minority, then why bothaking the vote if you are not
going to put your minority opinion in there. If yalon’t care enough to state why
you are against it, why can’t you just say you kba®with it? People would often
say, “l guess | could”

A decision matrix that goes through multiple iteyas also can assist a collaborative planning
group in making sense of a complex decision. Thee ®anning Team in the Elliott State Forest
Planning Process developed such a Decision Matrguide the team’s decision about which
forest model to use in their plan. In the Decidibaitrix scenario, each member individually
ranked eight possible models on a scale of oniz¢o The average of the rankings was presented
to the Steering Committee, who revised the Decidairix accordingly. The Core Planning

Team then re-ranked the models on the revised Matgording to how well they met the goals
and objectives of the planning process.

HOW THE PROCESS IS MANAGED

OBJECTIVES

Having well-defined objectives from the outset afoadlaborative planning process can help
guide the process and increase participants’ clsamfcguccessfully achieving those objectives.
Objectives can take the form of a mission or vistatement, guiding principles, shared goals or
a shared understanding of the problem and the mefasgointly working on that problem.

In the Lake Whatcom Landscape Planning Processndinadual stakeholders involved had
very different goals. However, the Department ofuda Resources official involved claimed
that the group was able to agree that a mutuatig@able solution would be one that balanced
three central objectives: (1) fiduciary — reveneeagyation for trust beneficiaries, (2) social —
public safety and (3) environmental — water qualitgving agreed on these three shared
objectives was particularly helpful in moving thegess forward.

Prior to working on a management plan for lessairierchicken and sand dune lizard habitat in
southeastern New Mexico, the Southeast New Mexiookilfg Group jointly developed a
guiding statement. The guiding statement was:

To create a conservation strategy for the manageafieshinnery oak and sand
sage-grassland communities in southeastern andewrisal New Mexico,
recommending a range of specific actions to enhandesecure populations of
Lesser Prairie-Chickens and Sand Dune Lizarddyadederal or state listing of
these species is not needed, while protecting atbes of the land.
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The statement was specific and kept all stakehsldeused on the same overarching goal
throughout the process; yet it still acknowleddeel complexity of the issue and took into
account the stakeholders’ divergent individual go@iften, if all participants jointly articulate
the goals of a planning process, group membersare likely to perceive the goals as
legitimate, to have ownership over them and tothiem for problem-solving during the process.

A collaborative effort may also suffer from thekaaf clear goals and objectives. The HAMP
Process illustrates what can occur when clear tibgscare not articulated at the beginning and
throughout a collaborative planning process. QitizBReview Committee (CRC) members
became frustrated when they realized that the @ifiyjucson lacked a clear vision for the HAMP
process. CRC member Ken Abrahams expressed hantiest with the fact that the city did not
clearly define its goals from the outset of thenplag process. “They ought to just sit down and
figure out what they want to do and then start fthere.®

TIMELINES AND DEADLINES

The role of timelines and deadlines in a collabweaplanning process is very important.
Timelines provide the ongoing structure and goalsng the process and deadlines provide the
end goal for the process, marking its completioowklver, setting and sticking to realistic
timelines and deadlines are very difficult tasksgdarticipants of a collaborative process.
Prolonged timelines can result in participant frason and group attrition.

Sometimes collaborative planning processes doetokalistic timelines and occasionally do not
set them at all. For example, in the Castle Val&nning Process, participants did not set exact
timelines or a deadline for the process. As a tethd process continued for several years, and
only ended when the funds for paying the facilitam out, which became an imposed but not
planned deadline.

Even when collaborative planning groups set tingsjnt can be difficult to stick to them. None
of the cases in this project that set strict deadliwere able to complete the process by those
original deadlines. For example, the HAMP Proceas projected to last one year but lasted for
two years; the Southeast New Mexico Working Groxierded their original six to nine month
timeframe to two and a half years; and the Whiteligighborhood Planning Process that was
slated to last one year grew to 18 months. Althacgjtaborative planning processes vary to the
extent that they are able to finish close to tbeginal deadline, the trend is that such processes
typically take longer than participants originadiypect.

In light of the fact that collaborative planningopesses typically exceed their original timelines,
many participants recognize the importance andcditly of choosing and sticking to realistic
deadlines. Participants of the Southeast New Mewlcoking Group acknowledged the need for
realistic deadlines in order to avoid attrition andintain process momentum, especially in time-
consuming processes. On the other hand, the gitsapexognized that had an accurate
timeframe been given at the outset, many parti¢gparay have been unwilling to participate in
such a lengthy process. That said, the WhitefisigiNrhood Planning Process participants
stressed the need for clear deadlines, as weltamarehensive timeline to ensure enough time
for substantive issues and prevent the collabagtrecess from becoming mired in details.
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Given the fact that collaborative planning grougrely achieve their own self-imposed, internal
deadlines, some groups have turned to externalideagbrovided by others outside the
collaborative process to regain momentum and fithshprocess. In fact, in many cases external
deadlines can be as or more effective than inteéimalines in moving a collaborative planning
process forward. For the Southeast New Mexico WigyKsroup, an external deadline provided
the necessary impetus to come to agreement. TheaBwf Land Management deadline for
alternatives to be considered in the Resource Managt Plan (RMP) Amendment was the
catalyst that increased stakeholders’ willingnessompromise, as the Working Group’s goal
was to have their recommendations included in thi®FAmendment process. Without this
deadline, many participants felt that the processldrhave continued for an extended period of
time.

Despite their effectiveness in accelerating a gpoocess, external deadlines can prove to be a
double-edged sword. Some participants in the Sastidew Mexico Working Group indicated
that while they are glad the Working Group devetbpeonservation plan prior to the RMP
Amendment deadline, they are concerned that thigyo&the plan was compromised to meet
the deadline. In particular, participants are coned that the concessions made by stakeholders
during the final push for agreement might not beatlle or truly effective in conserving lesser
prairie chickens and sand dune lizards, which Wwastiginal intent of the plan. For example, oll
and gas industry representative and Southeast Nexichl Working Group participant Dan
Girand stated, “We didn’t get the species listad,|lmon’t think we helped it?”

When a collaborative planning group sets contrdigtbending deadlines, the group may be
more likely to adhere to those deadlines. The Elddvi@untain Planning Process is an example
of an effective, contractually binding deadlinettfeilitated progress in the process. In this
planning process, the State Land Board and the &ichBtountain Partnership agreed to a five-
year planning lease and a Memorandum of AgreenM@ty) that gave the Partnership
legitimacy, illustrated a sense of commitment ® pihocess and provided a defined window of
opportunity during which a range of strategies ddwg explored. Due to the protracted nature of
the federal land exchange process, this deadlidecbe revised via an amended MOA that
added one year to the agreement and set a newrdeatiMarch 15, 2006. The contractually
binding nature of the deadline, although a balapeict between multiple interests, was
particularly effective in this case.

Although prolonged timelines and revised deadlimay lead to frustration and participant
attrition, occasionally they can allow for bettet@omes. For example, the prolonged timeframe
for the Mesa del Sol Planning Process, which hstediafor more than two decades, was a key
facilitating factor that enabled the appropriatétmal climate for approval. If the timeframe had
been truncated and a decision made earlier, tttomé may not have been as positive.

Regardless of whether a prolonged timeframe isidrlince or facilitating factor for success,

those entering into a collaborative planning precd®uld be willing and able to devote a large
amount of time to the process.
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ACTIVITIES THAT BUILD UNDERSTANDING

Collaborative planning groups build understandimgeveral ways, such as engaging in team-
building activities, taking joint field trips, shag informal time together and engaging in joint
fact-finding. Such activities can help increasedffectiveness of group communications,
uncover hidden agendas and provide an overarckimgesof group identity.

Some groups engage in team-building exercisesderdo build participants’ communication
skills, personal relationships, trust and sharem\kedge. For example, in the Southeast New
Mexico Working Group, the group’s facilitators ldte participants in team-building exercises at
the outset of the process in order to build a sehseoperation among participants. Although
the facilitators wished that more time was spenteam-building, what little team-building
occurred was helpful in forming a coherent grougntity.

In collaborative planning processes involving diecis about state trust land, field trips to the
area of interest can be helpful for developing mmmmn understanding among all process
participants. In at least four of the cases, coltabve planning groups took joint field trips to
state trust land areas. In the HAMP Process, famgte, the City of Tucson organized a field

trip to the Houghton Road area to encourage a shargerstanding of the land. Similar site
visits were taken in the Emerald Mountain Planritngcess, the Castle Valley Planning Process,
the Lake Whatcom Landscape Planning Process aniftitefish Neighborhood Planning
Process.

Other periods of informal interactions also helfedlitate group solidarity and growing
understanding. For instance, participants in thetgmast New Mexico Working Group routinely
engaged in informal interactions such as carpodbngeetings and interacting between meeting
sessions. These less formal activities were esddatideveloping relationships between
participants, encouraging participants to takepiespective of their fellow group members and
building understanding of the various stakeholdegsistraints and capacities.

Engaging in joint fact-finding often helps incredsest, communication and understanding
among collaborative planning process participaiasit fact-finding was a key component of the
Castle Valley Planning Process. One of the fireivaies in which the planning group engaged
was examining a series of maps created by thetédoil that illustrated the natural resources and
development potential of Castle Valley. Jointly wing from the same fact base helped the
group to develop a coherent, shared understanditigg sesources and limitations of the land in
Castle Valley. By developing a shared informatiasdy the planning group built understanding
about the issues they were jointly addressing.

Joint information sharing was also a key compoiretite Southeast New Mexico Working
Group. A lack of scientific data and mapping foaipge chicken habitat limited the process early
on. However, once the group was able to producesrireggt participants could view during
meetings, the process benefited. Exploring scierddta through a set of shared maps helped to
create joint understanding of the land and proviaednpetus for negotiations.
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PuBLIC MEETINGS AND MEDIA |NVOLVEMENT

Often, a collaborative planning group will hold@abination of meetings that are open to the
general public and those that only include the gsearticipants. In fact, at least five out of the
eight cases had a combination of open and closetimge. Open and closed meetings serve
different purposes in a collaborative process ardi@ave positive and negative effects,
depending on the context of the process.

Holding open, public meetings is a way to gathérimation from the community, to get buy-in
from the community and to convey conclusions arasilens reached through the collaborative
process. For example, in the Castle Valley PlanRirggess, the planning group held an initial
charrette in the community of Castle Valley to gatbommunity input on the range of issues
being discussed in the planning group. The plangnegp also held open houses in Castle
Valley that were open to the public. During thetfiopen house, the facilitators presented a
series of maps and overlay data illustrating thenahfeatures of the Valley as well as
preliminary development options based on the dftar compiling community input and
convening a series of closed meetings with onlypmilag process participants present, the
facilitators held a second open house in which eerfinal plan was presented to the community
for feedback. The open, public meetings were pasity effective in helping the planning

group ascertain public opinion and create commuuuty-in for the decisions, increasing
chances that the decisions would be implementdu lests resistance.

Despite the many benefits of holding open meetitigs,level of public involvement can have
negative effects as well, such as providing an dppdy for dissenters to disrupt a collaborative
process in an unproductive way. The Emerald Moarfdanning Process illustrates this point.
In this case, the Emerald Mountain Partnership ketdi-monthly meetings that were advertised
regularly in the local newspaper and the Partnpiskvebsite and open to the public. Although
the meetings were effective at helping the collabee group gather public input and increase
the transparency of the process, they also provadealvenue for disruption. In particular, a
dissenting group called Citizens to Save Our Puldinds often attended the meetings to
challenge the Partnership’s land exchange prop@éaile they did not oppose protecting
Emerald Mountain, they disagreed with selling pckdinds in other towns to achieve this goal.
Colorado Division of Wildlife District Wildlife Maager Libbie Miller thought the Partnership
was ill-prepared to work with this conflicting ppestive. “[The Partnership] might have done a
better job handling these [concerns], if we haditit how we were going to address them
ahead of time™®

Open meetings can also be frustrating if partiogmakevels are lower than expected, despite
conscientious public outreach. Several of the célsstrated the fact that despite intentional
efforts to include the public, sometimes publicreath proved ineffective. This challenge was
particularly salient in the Elliott State Foresamhing Process, where the planning group’s
public meetings rarely were well-attended. Both$teering Committee and the Core Planning
Team worked tirelessly to involve the public by [isiting and mailing an informational
newsletter, holding public meetings and forestsaurd posting information on the Oregon
Department of Forestry website where individualgldsubmit comments.
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Despite the planning groups’ efforts to include lpuimput, members of the general public often
struggled to find accurate and timely informationtbe website, and it was not always clear
whether the public’s involvement influenced theqass. Some participants indicated that the
top-down nature of the public input process migitehprohibited meaningful involvement from
some sectors of the public. This example highlidiath the difficulty and importance of

reaching out the public in a collaborative procéssollaborative process should be structured in
a way to encourage public involvement.

While open meetings can provide many benefits,edoreetings that include only the process
stakeholders also can provide productive oppoisifor candor about substantive issues and
allow the group to make substantial progress insttat making. Having a group of consistent
participants who develop relationships, shared tstdeding of the issues and ownership over
the process can foster progress in a collaborativeess. The Castle Valley Planning Process
provides an example of the importance of havingadiomeetings. In this case, the planning
group was able to make significant strides towaldr@ssing substantive issues and finding areas
for compromise when the group met separately fioegngeneral community. Having a small
group of stakeholders working together can fostesttand build shared understanding among
participants and can allow for greater risk-takiogativity and compromise because participants
do not fear public backlash.

ATTRITION AND HIDDEN AGENDAS AND INTERESTS

Attrition can occur because of a long process ektended timelines, frustration with the
process, financial constraints or staff turnovdtrilon and other changes in participation can
have a negative effect on a collaborative processan decrease the effectiveness of the
process because communication is lost, trust isndhed and forged relationships are no longer
available. At least four of the eight cases fadédtian.

The Mesa del Sol Planning Process spanned morewloatiecades, and as such it provides an
example of discontinuity of stakeholder involvemeéltiroughout the long processadership of
stakeholder groups changed significantly, which ene@mmunication difficult at points and
occasionally stalled the collaborative process.il@mproblems with participant attrition
occurred in the HAMP Process and the Elliott Skteest Planning Process. The attrition
experienced in these cases was due in part totstaffver throughout a prolonged process
timeline. Some participants dropped out in frugtratiuring the research phase of the HAMP
Process because it took longer than expected.

Sometimes participants drop out of a process beaaiuignancial, as well as time constraints.

The Southeast New Mexico Working Group illustratesy these kinds of constraints can result

in attrition and can decrease stakeholder reprasent Because of the financial and time
commitments required for participation in the WoikiGroup meetings, many stakeholder
representatives had to significantly reduce thaitipipation levels or drop out entirely.
Stakeholder groups that faced such constraintaded conservationists, sportsmen and agencies
such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, thedapent of Energy and the Natural Resources
Conservation Service. Participants of the Workimgup recognized that without these
perspectives, the group lost valuable insights jpatiential solutions to the problem at hand.
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As illustrated in the Southeast New Mexico Work@gup, attrition can result in an imbalance
of stakeholder interests represented in the grolie.Emerald Mountain Planning Process is
another instance where attrition caused the cal&lve process to suffer. Although Routt
County interests were originally included in thedlissions, the process lost formal
representation from the County along the way. Assalt, county-based opposition to the
collaborative group’s land exchange proposal entergesing a challenge to the intended
process outcome.

Because of the reality and difficulties that attnitcan cause, a collaborative process should be
structured to deal with such attrition. A processigd address the issue of potential attrition
from the outset and decide as a group what methibewsed to deal with the issue if and as it
emerges. For example, a collaborative group comdecup with a contingency plan for
substituting a stakeholder representative if omerzalonger attend the meetings. Also,
comprehensive meeting notes should be given taadyall new participants to ensure a
common base of information.

Hidden agendas and interests can be present ioadliaporative planning process. In order to
ensure that such hidden interests and agendast dtifteoprogress, a collaborative process
should be structured to deal effectively with uriggointerests.

Sometimes hidden agendas are a byproduct of stilehbdlegal constraints or personal
characteristics. For example, in the Mesa del $oiriing Process, the New Mexico State Land
Office (SLO) found it difficult to understand theue interests of the Kirtland Air Force Base
(Sandia National Laboratories) because of the denfiality of military information and

national security concerns. The SLO also had a twael interpreting the underlying interests of
the Isleta Pueblo because SLO representativesamyeuthorized to speak with the Isleta
Governor, who is the head political official buttmecessarily the most influential decision
maker among tribal members. The inherently se@etature of the Kirtland Air Force Base and
Isleta Pueblo stakeholders made obtaining feediegaeding concerns about the Mesa del Sol
plan very difficult. In cases such as these, aabaliative process should have a process for
making decisions in the absence of complete infiona

Occasionally, ineffective process structure alsofoster hidden agendas that may strain a
collaborative process. The Whitefish NeighborhotahRing Process provides an illustration of
process structure that ineffectively dealt wittkstaolders’ hidden interests. Janet Cornish, the
original facilitator for the Whitefish School Trusands Advisory Committee, believed that
some community stakeholders masked their “Not inBagkyard” attitudes with concern for
open space protection. Some committee membersasiynguestioned each others’ true
interests. Because the Committee never forthrigittgmpted to clarify the interests that each of
its members represented, mistrust grew within tieeig Although regular meetings and
interactions ameliorated this mistrust somewhatj@pants may have been better served by
identifying their true interests at the beginnirighe process.
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INTERACTION WITH OTHER STATE OR FEDERAL PROCESSES

Collaborative planning processes often interadh wther state or federal processes that can
influence the collaborative process structure ithlpmsitive and negative ways. Simultaneous
state and federal processes can help initiate aivae the formation of a budding
collaborative planning process, provide necesseagrieal deadlines and create options for
problem solving. However, they can also providetao$ strict regulations and requirements that
can hinder creative thinking, decrease public imgoient and frustrate process participants.

A collaborative process may be initiated because sihte or federal process that requires action.
For example, the impetus for the creation of thetBeast New Mexico Working Group

stemmed from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serviceggidion to designate the lesser prairie
chicken and the sand dune lizard as candidatdederal listing as threatened species under the
Endangered Species Act. Without the fear inducethéyisk of federal regulation on the
threatened species’ habitats, the collaborativegmight not have coalesced.

State or federal processes can also help motivatecgss that has reached a stalemate. The
Emerald Mountain Planning Process provides antititisn of the motivating force of federal
processes. In this case, the Emerald Mountain &astiip’s Board of Directors struggled for the
first two years of its existence to acquire adegdianding or find a conservation buyer for the
Emerald Mountain state trust land parcel. Howenetime the opportunity of a land exchange
with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) enablezighoup to move past a period that some
described as “floundering”

Mandatory compliance with outside state or fedpratesses can provide the needed incentives
for a collaborative planning group to meet deadlinéhe BLM Resource Management Plan
Amendment process provided the necessary deaddindse Southeast New Mexico Working
Group. Since the Working Group wanted their coresgon strategy to be included in the
Amendment process, they were forced to comply thighexternal deadline provided by the
federal process. This deadline allowed the groudmish a long, protracted debate and come up
with a cohesive conservation strategy.

Sometimes looking to other state or federal prazesan enable a collaborative group to invent
options to achieve their interests, particularlyewlthe group has reached impasse. In the Castle
Valley Planning Process, a federally legislatedllanchange with the BLM enabled the process
to move past a stalemate. When the planning groufgaot agree to the planning process
contract, looking to a land exchange option offexadther path for the participants to achieve
their goals.

Despite some of the benefits of having an outsidegss to motivate, provide deadlines or
create options in a collaborative effort, the stregulations and requirements they entail can
hinder creative thinking among process participafts examplethe U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) processithdiie Elliott State Forest Planning Process
within an institutional framework inherent in thedieral planning process. This limitation posed
challenges in being able to think creatively altbetprocess and outcomes.
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Members of the general public who are interestealéollaborative planning process may be
deterred due to the unwieldy nature of some stadeederal planning process documentation. In
the Elliott State Forest Planning Process, the igépeblic did not have the time or ability to
read through the cumbersome HCP planning documeffastor that limited public

involvement, and according to some, the succetisegbrocess.

The rigid structure of state and federal planningcpsses can also frustrate process participants
and create distrust in some cases. In the Lake &hmatLandscape Planning Process, the
Department of Natural Resource’s decision to iteten Environmental Impact Statement in
compliance with the State Environmental Policy Wets perceived by some participants to be a
stall tactic or the manifestation of a power stileg@his situation highlights the fact that when a
collaborative process dovetails with other stattederal processes, the limitations of those
processes and legal reasons for initiating thent meisnade clear to all participants of the
collaborative process.
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