


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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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
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WHAT MOTIVATES AND SUSTAINS A COLLABORATIVE
PLANNING PROCESS?

ollaboration is one of many decision-making modeled to address natural resource

management issues. There are a number of reasoparties involved in the eight cases of
collaborative planning on state trust land discdssehis report chose collaboration over other
decision-making models. These cases also providege of reasons why the collaborative
model was sustained throughout the decision-mahingess. The following topics inform what
motivates and sustains a collaborative process:

Factors that motivate a collaborative decision-mgknodel
Reasons parties join a collaborative effort

Barriers to collaboration

Factors that sustain collaboration

Reasons collaborative efforts conclude

FACTORS THAT MOTIVATE A COLLABORATIVE DECISION-MAKI NG MODEL

Scholars of collaborative processes have identifiady reasons why parties choose a
collaborative model as a method of decision-makingome cases, collaboration is chosen
because parties have become frustrated with treegscand outcome of traditional decision-
making models, or have exhausted other optionmfitking progress on resolving an is$tre.
other cases, individuals and groups turn to coHatiian because of the inclusive forum these
processes create in which a range of interestaetpaan come together to work through issues
together. In addition, parties often choose collaborationauese of a shared sense of threat or a
sense of place expressed as concern for the fotane ared.Common goals, previous
relationships between individuals involved in asuis and public pressure can also motivate the
creation of a collaborative procesghe nature of the collaborative model also offaes

potential for parties to share resources and eigpért

The parties involved in the eight cases explorethimreport chose a collaborative model of
decision making for a range of reasons. Thesedeca sense of a shared threat, a sense of
place, a set of common goals and public presswabI€¢TL3-1).



Table 13-1: Factors that Motivated Collaboration

Sense of Threat| Sense of Place Common Goals | Public Pressure
CASE

Castle Valley
Planning Process
Elliott State
Forest

Planning Process
Emerald
Mountain
Planning Process
Houghton Area
Master Plan
Process

Lake Whatcom
Landscape
Planning Process
Mesa del Sol
Planning Process
Southeast New
Mexico Working
Group

Whitefish
Neighborhood
Planning Process

SENSE OF ACOMMON THREAT

The sense of a common threat can be a powerfulaiotg factor in collaborative processes. A
common response to a perceived threat is to jgether with others to address it.

In six of the eight cases a collaborative planmpnacess was convened in response to a sense of
a threat. These threats included the potential@tiased development in an area valued by local
residents for scenic beauty, recreational oppaiasior more traditional land uses like ranching;
the perception that certain land management pegchad the potential to negatively affect

public safety; and the potential for restricted asd revenue production activities on state trust
land because of the implications of potential elggaad species issues.

Following a sale of trust land by Utah’s School &mstitutional Trust Lands Administration
(SITLA) at the base of Parriott Mesa, a promineatural feature in the desert surrounding
Castle Valley, Utah, residents felt threatenedhgygdossibility that more trust land in the area
might be sold. Residents were concerned aboutdbsilflity of increased development in the
area as a result of this and potential future séeesponse to this perceived threat, a series of
events unfolded into the creation of the collabweaCastle Valley Planning Process. The
community of Castle Valley reacted in two waysiteen group called the Castle Rock
Collaboration (CRC) formed to address concernosmding the land sale and the town of
Castle Valley expressed interest in rezoning tiared within the boundaries of Castle Valley to
much lower density which would discourage developined the land if it were sold in the



future® SITLA expressed concern about the potential rempand recommended that the
community and town engage with SITLA in a collakitv& planning process instead of pursuing
the rezoning effort. CRC members had similarly ader®d a collaborative planning process.
Thus, the town, members of CRC and SITLA agreeshtgage in the collaborative Castle Valley
Planning Process that worked to explore optionsuidher development and conservation in
Castle Valley. According to John Andrews, Assoclieector of Administration for SITLA, “It
made more sense to talk than fight.”

Road widening actions taken by the Washington Oepart of Natural Resources (DNR) in
preparation for a timber sale near Lake WhatcoBeltingham, Washington drew the attention
of local community members living around the laRecause of a destructive landslide in 1983
that many in the community perceived to have be@cerbated by decades-old logging
practices in the area, community members felttt@DNR’s intended logging would threaten
both their safety and the water quality of Lake Weben. In response to this threat, two
residents, with the support of hundreds of othetsie community, decided to try to work with
state legislators to change the forest policy lawtbeir area. Their efforts ultimately resulted in
a bill mandating that the DNR create a collabomtemmittee for the development of a
landscape management plan for the &rea.

The Montana Department of Natural Resources andg&wation (DNRC) responded to
increased development inquiries in Whitefish byiating a neighborhood planning process. The
purpose of the process was threefold: to develwpyato assess potential trust land uses in the
area; to address the zoning, infrastructure antlqsérvices disparities between trust land and
adjoining private property; and to educate localegoment and members of the public about
state trust lands. Some community members feltttieapotential development would threaten
the traditional timber uses of the land and linmitlestroy recreational access to this trust land
area. Motivated by these perceived threats, commurembers persuaded the Montana State
Board of Land Commissioners to charter a White8shool Trust Lands Advisory Committee

to work collaboratively with the DNRC on a neighbood plan for the area.

In response to rising real estate prices in Steat®prings, Colorado, the Colorado State Land
Board (SLB) began to consider the possibility diisg a large parcel of state trust land in the
area - which happened to comprise a large porti@eenic Emerald Mountain- for development
purposes. The area traditionally had been usegréming and appreciated for its open space and
some residents of Steamboat Springs, concerned alooeased development already occurring
in the area, felt that the potential developmeriEmierald Mountain further threatened the
community’s agricultural heritage and scenic vieMany also valued the area as open space
and for the recreational opportunities it couldvide, however recreation was prohibited on all
Colorado state trust lands. In response to theseecons, the community and the SLB began a
collaborative process to develop options for coriegrthe land and collecting the market value
of the parcel for the trust.

Both the Elliott State Forest Planning ProcessthedSoutheast New Mexico Working Group
cases are examples of a collaborative process nedwve alleviate the threats of a wildlife
species being listed as federally threatened oaregered species. There would be significant
negative financial repercussions for the statd teusl management agencies were this listing to



occur. In the case of the Elliott State Forest Rilagn Process the two agencies that manage the
forest, the Oregon Departments of State Lands anesky, decided to convene a collaborative
planning process to draft a multi-species Habi@tservation Plan (HCP) for the area. Instead
of revising the existing HCP, the agencies decitietldeveloping a plan that included species
that might become listed as endangered or thredteoald provide them with more long term
management certainty. In New Mexico, the State L@ffite, the New Mexico Department of
Game and Fish, the Bureau of Land Management, patgeists and many in the oil and gas
and ranching communities recognized that thereantageat of “tremendous economic fallout”
should the prairie chicken and sand dune lizartisbed under the Endangered Species®Act,
coupled with an opportunity for conservation. Ispense to this threat and in pursuit of this
opportunity, these interests convened to addressgchicken and sand dune lizard
conservation in southeast New Mexico.

SENSE OF PLACE

A sense of place can be a very important elemewbhincollaborative efforts begin. The term is
often used to refer to the connection that humare lith their natural surroundings. Places
which “display three primary characteristics: adstape setting, a set of associated activities,
and a significance to peopl®.1n three of the eight cases community memberseaen place
played a major role in the initiation of the coltabtive planning process. In each of these cases
local residents appreciated the state trust lartikddin community for its beauty, the activities it
supported and the meaning its present and futurditton held for them.

The residents of Steamboat Springs, Colorado ireebim the Emerald Mountain Planning
Process were concerned about preserving Routt €ewagricultural heritage and open space.
The valued the state trust land on Emerald Mourftaiits scenic beauty, rangeland, wildlife
habitat and the potential recreational opportusiti€ould provide. Many felt that the possible
sale and development of this land would threatesdlelements of the area they cherished.
Residents’ mutual concern for the fate of the Emdevéountain parcel inspired them to begin
meeting together to brainstorm potential solutitivad could meet the needs of grazing lessees,
recreators and adjacent landowners — user groupsheuh at times been in conflict with one
another. This mutual concern and a sense of plaseowe of the factors that initiated the
collaborative Emerald Mountain Planning Process.

The sense of place felt by members of Whitefishnidoa for the state trust land in their area
was very similar to that of the residents of Steaattsprings, Colorado. The beauty,
recreational opportunities and traditional timbsesiof the land were significant for residents in
the Whitefish area. Their interest in conserving ldnd and in preserving this connection with
the landscape was one of the major reasons whgotihenunity lobbied the State Land Board for
the creation of an Advisory Committee and henceoeennclusive process.

The small town of Castle Valley, Utah is surrountdgdrast amounts of strikingly beautiful open
space. Many of the town’s residents describe themsas “urban runaways” or “renegades”
and have a sense of place that comes from thedelénd natural beauty offered by such a
landscapé® The potential for increased development in tha,dneghlighted by the sale of trust



land at the edge of town, motivated many resident®me together to seek a collaborative
solution to deal with issues that would negatiadfgct their sense of place.

CoMMON GOALS

The presence of a shared goal or goals also carstseng motivating factor in the initiation of
collaborative processes. Just as people band &getkhe face of a threat, it is equally natural
for people working toward a common goal to seeledher out. In four of the eight cases the
recognition and pursuit of a common goal was als@por factor in the creation of the
collaborative planning effort.

As part of a comprehensive growth strategy, thg @fiffucson’s Department of Urban Planning
and Design decided to develop the Houghton Areadri@an in order to guide the

development of a large, mostly undeveloped areth@southeast edge of town. The city
recognized that its goal of developing the areastased by that of the majority landowner in
the area, the Arizona State Land Department, aatchtlany local residents also had an interest in
helping define how the land could be developed. dityes creation of the Citizen’s Review
Committee provided a collaborative forum within watniall interested parties could explore this
common goal together.

The common goal pursued in the Mesa del Sol PlgnAmcess was to develop a plan for a
large tract of state trust land on the outskirt&liuquerque, New Mexico that minimized
sprawl and maximized revenue for the State Lanic®fSLO). Although there was no formal
collaborative process followed by the three New MeXSLO Commissioners who were most
involved in the development of the plan, they dinlgne an ongoing effort to solicit and
encourage input from interested parties.

The overarching reason for the initiation of bdth Southeast New Mexico Working Group and
the Elliott State Forest Planning Process wasdatera plan to help provide long-term
management and revenue generation certainty fremaghs of the land. In both cases potential
restrictions related to federally threatened oragggired species were creating a sense of land
management uncertainty for various parties. In loades the collaborative processes were
initiated because of a shared goal to eliminatenqi@l management restrictions by developing
plans that either attempted to prevent the neetlistong of a species, as with the Southeast New
Mexico Working Group, or to mitigate the effectssoich an occurrence, as in the Elliott State
Forest Planning Process.

PuBLIC PRESSURE

Collaborative processes also are often initiatethasesult of public pressure to do so. In four of
the eight cases the public’s interest in being Ive in a decision-making process concerning
state trust land led to the initiation of a colleditove planning process.

In the case of the Houghton Area Master Plan Peyd¢be City of Tucson’s Department of
Urban Planning and Design convened a collaboraiaening process in part as a response to
two sources of public pressure. One was a morergesense of pressure to use a collaborative



model because of the way the city perceived thenconity expected to be engagédhe other
source of pressure was residents of the southagstetr of town. Council Member Shirley Scott
who represents Ward Four, of which the HoughtondRoyaa is a part, had previously convened
a citizen-based collaborative group to addressnitenconcerns in the area. The existence of
this group and the citizen interest it represenlsd affected the city’s decision to initiate a
collaborative planning process.

The Lake Whatcom Landscape Planning Process wiasd tksult of public and political
pressure on the Department of Natural Resource®Rj@dIconvene a collaborative group to
address planning issues on state trust land ihdke Whatcom watershed. Two citizens in
particular worked with state legislators to haveititoncerns, and those of hundreds of other
area residents, heard and addressed. The resh#io&fforts was a bill requiring the DNR to
initiate a collaborative process to develop a manant plan for the area.

In an effort to become more involved in a neighloadhplan for 13,000 acres of state trust lands
in the Whitefish, Montana area, residents of Wistefobbied the State Land Board to convene
a stakeholders group to work collaboratively wil Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation (DNRC). In response, the State Larat@ohartered the Whitefish School Trust
Lands Advisory Committee as a venue for interestalleholders to participate in the decision-
making process with the DNRC.

REASONS PARTIES JOIN A COLLABORATIVE EFFORT

Participants in collaborative processes have amast in the outcome of the process and are
motivated to join by different reasons. An anaysi the eight cases reveals a number of
reasons why participants in those collaborativamiag processes got involved (Table 13-2).
These reasons include having a financial stakiearotitcome and a personal interest or
professional interest in the outcome.



Table 13-2: Reasons Parties Chose to Join the Cdilarative Process

CASE Financial Stake Professional Personal Interest
Interest

Castle Valley Planning

Process

Elliott State Forest

Planning Process

Emerald Mountain

Planning Process

Houghton Area

Master Plan Process

Lake Whatcom Landscape

Planning Process

Mesa del Sol Planning

Process

Southeast New Mexico

Working Group

Whitefish Neighborhood

Planning Process

FINANCIAL STAKE

Although the subject of all eight of the cases exaah in this report was state trust land, the
state trust land agencies were not the only paatiéise table with a financial stake in the
outcome of the process. In four of the eight casestested parties joined the collaborative
process because of an interest in helping shapeisian that would affect them financially.

Many of the ranchers and oil and gas industry msimals involved in the Southeast New
Mexico Working group joined the effort to developanservation plan for the prairie chicken
and sand dune lizard out of concern for how theglihoods could be negatively affected if the
two species were listed as endangered. Were tlogespge be listed, oil and gas drilling and
grazing activities would be greatly restricted aedenues from these activities would fall.
Similarly, in Steamboat Spring, Colorado, longtigtate trust land grazing lessee Jim Stanko
also had a financial stake in the outcome of thialgorative Emerald Mountain Planning
Process. Had the area been developed, he woulddsi\access to a significant amount of land
his family had ranched for three generations. Adddlly, a trust beneficiary representative
joined both the Elliott State Forest Planning Psscand the Mesa del Sol Planning Process
because of the direct financial effect decision®iving management of state trust land have on
the revenue generated for the trust.

PROFESSIONAL INTEREST

The inclusive nature of the collaborative decismaking model encourages parties with an
interest in the benefits of the process and theooaeé to get involved. In all of the eight cases
there were participants who joined the collaboeapwocess because of a professional interest in
the benefits of the process or the outcome. Marili@h represented a constituency of people



involved in conservation, resource regulation, vese extraction, recreation, planning or
development.

Joining the collaborative effort provided a waygtee their professional interests a voice in the
decision-making process and to have their conamtdsessed. For example, Bill McCourt, a
representative from the city of Bellingham and dewguality specialist, got involved in the
Lake Whatcom Landscape Planning Process out aftarest in aligning Department of Natural
Resources forest practices with water qualityatites for Lake Whatcom he’d worked on in the
past?®

Many participants also joined a collaborative pssckecause being involved would give them
the opportunity to further inform their professibmark. For example, Linda Morales, an urban
planning consultant in Tucson, Arizona had a p®itesl interest in being involved in the
Houghton Area Master Plan Process because knowhag kinds of planning were being
discussed in the area helped her provide relialbbgmation about the process to her cliéfits.

PERSONAL INTEREST

In five of the eight cases participants joined¢b#aborative processes because of a personal
interest in either the area that would be affettgthe decision, or how the decision would affect
them personally. All of the cases that were ingithbecause of a perceived threat to community
members’ sense of place — the Castle Valley PlagnRnocess, the Emerald Mountain Planning
Process and the Whitefish Neighborhood Planningdéa®— included participants with a
personal interest in how the outcome would affeetindeveloped nature of the state trust land
in the future. In addition, urban planning consofteinda Morales noted that in addition to her
professional interest in being involved in the Hiotoyp Area Master Plan Process, she also had a
personal interest in being involved in how Tucsereadoped because of the attachment she felt
to the city as her homeln the Lake Whatcom Landscape Planning Processts®n Linda
Marrom, one of the citizen representatives on thranuittee, got involved was because of the
perception that state trust land management aesvirh the area had the potential to endanger
her safety and those of her neighbérs.

BARRIERS TO COLLABORATION

Barriers to collaboration can be either reasonsgsacould not join a collaborative effort, or
reasons they discontinued their participation aokaborative effort. As Yaffee notes, barriers to
collaboration can fall within four main categoriasluding attitudes about the process, particular
process elements, technical factors and the itisti@l context in which the collaborative effort
occurs!’ Some participants in all eight cases examinedigreport experienced different kinds
of barriers to participating or continuing to paigiate in the collaborative planning efforts

(Table 13-3). The reasons fall under this basim&aork and include interpersonal differences
like personality conflicts or feelings of alienatierom the group, the perception of an ineffective
process, limited financial resources or time, dotifig goals, restrictions of the process structure
such as a limited group size and professional asmhige a group member’s retirement or
change in job.

10



I NTERPERSONAL | SSUES

Interpersonal barriers to continued collaborati@rewmentioned in only one of the eight cases in
this report. Steamboat Springs, Colorado rancimerSianko decided to leave the Emerald
Mountain Planning Process after losing his leasstate trust land in the area as part of a land
exchange with the Bureau of Land Management. Orscedmnection with the land being
discussed by the group was severed, he felt aédrfedm the group.

Table 13-3: Barriers to Collaboration

Interpersonal | Ineffective | Limited Conflicting Process Professional
CASE Issues Process | Resources Goals Structure Changes
Restrictions

Castle Valley
Planning
Process
Elliott State
Forest
Planning
Process
Emerald
Mountain
Planning
Process
Houghton
Area
Master Plan
Process
Lake
Whatcom
Landscape
Planning
Process
Mesa del Sol
Planning
Process
Southeast
New Mexico
Working
Group
Whitefish
Neighborhood
Planning
Process

INEFFECTIVE PROCESS

In two of the eight cases there was some attritiom the collaborative group because of
frustrations with the process itself. One of theipgants representing environmental interests
on the Southeast New Mexico Working Group evenyueft the group out of frustration over
the length of time the process was taking and &isgption of “endless talk®.A number of
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Citizens Review Committee participants left the Hloton Area Master Plan Process out of
frustration over the length of time the process tafgng and the perception that their input was
not being valued’

LIMITED RESOURCES

Some participants in the Mesa del Sol Planningéa®and the Southeast New Mexico Working
Group had to leave the collaborative process becaiua lack of adequate resources. For
example, in the Mesa del Sol Planning Procesdetigth of the process made it difficult for the
Sierra Club and other environmental groups to ra@rd steady level of participation because of
the limited staff resources the group could devot@volvement. Also, some parties interested
in the Southeast New Mexico Working Group were Umab participate because meetings were
held during the workweek for usually two days irow, which was not a convenient time for
those who were not professionally involved in theup and for those who had to travel great
distances to the meeting locatichs.

CONFLICTING GOALS

Participants in three of the eight cases decidéelaee the collaborative process after realizing
that they had either a conflict of interest or elifnce of vision with the rest of the group. The
representatives from the town of Castle Valley di#w from the Castle Valley Planning
Process in their formal capacity because of a ptimethat they had legal conflict of interest in
being there. This conflict stemmed from the faeit tivhile the town was in the process of
updating its land use ordinances, it did not wariid involved in collaboratively developing a
plan with School and Institutional Trust Lands Admstration, a landowner and potential
developer! Steamboat Springs resident Bob Enever left ther&lichdlountain Planning Process
because of his realization that the group wasesdy to discuss the kinds of development
options he was skilled in and interested in explpifor the area and he felt that his continued
participation would not be useftilJanet Cornish, the original facilitator in the \téffish
Neighborhood Planning Process, left the group afializing that over the course of a year the
project had changed significantly from the onelshe originally agreed to facilitate. Not
comfortable with the role of increased decision-mgkower that the Advisory Committee had
assumed, Cornish resigned from the proééss.

PROCESSSTRUCTURE RESTRICTIONS

Four of the eight cases exhibited barriers to boltation related to process structure restrictions.
For example, there were more people interestediticgpating in the Whitefish Neighborhood
Planning Process than allowed for under the AdyiSmmittee Charter. As a result, not all
people originally interested in participating wetde to do sé' Representatives from the

forestry industry were not represented in the DAkeatcom Landscape Planning because of a
decision by the Department of Natural ResourcesRPihbt include then®. It was assumed that
the DNR would be able to adequately represent thigrests during the process, but in hindsight
the DNR felt the forestry industry should have bhadore formal presence at the taBSi€hose
involved in convening the Elliott State Forest Plizag Process decided to limit the
representation on the Steering Committee to ppeits who had a financial interest in the way
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the Forest was managed. However, this made soerested parties who did not have a
financial stake in the outcome feel left out of recess’ Some participants in the Emerald
Mountain Planning Process felt that the group’sqyaillowing the City and County to elect
representatives, who then selected other memimadyertently led to an under-representation of
county interests and a barrier to their formalipgration?®

PROFESSIONAL CHANGES

In seven of the eight cases participants in thialbotative efforts had to leave the process
because of a change in their professional captdwtyno longer allowed for their continued
participation. Some participants in the Elliottt8t&orest Planning Process, the Emerald
Mountain Planning Process, the Houghton Area Ma&t&n Process, the Lake Whatcom
Landscape Planning Process, the Southeast New Méxkacking Group and the Whitefish
Neighborhood Planning Process left the procesgrltbcause they took a new job or job
transfer that did not allow for or require theirg@pation or they retired from professional life.

FACTORS THAT SUSTAIN COLLABORATION

Many of the reasons parties either initiate or picollaborative process are the same reasons
they continue to participate until a conclusiongiached. There are, however, a few additional
factors that can arise during a collaborative psed¢hat motivate people to continue participating
(Table 13-4). These factors include the preseneeledder or a committed personality who
inspired others to continue, the amount of time effiort already invested in the process, the
lack of attractive alternatives if the collaborati@iled and financial incentives on the part & th
state trust land agency.

Table 13-4: Factors that Sustained Collaboration

Leadership | Investmentin | Lack of attractive Financial
CASE . X
process alternatives Incentives
Castle Valley Planning
Process

Elliott State Forest
Planning Process
Emerald Mountain
Planning Process
Houghton Area

Master Plan Process
Lake Whatcom
Landscape Planning
Process

Mesa del Sol

Planning Process
Southeast New Mexico
Working Group
Whitefish
Neighborhood
Planning Process
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L EADERSHIP

Leaders can be officially recognized or they marga informally from among collaborative
process group members, as further discussed int&@hER. For example, the Whitefish
Neighborhood Planning Process had several diffdieadts of leaders that helped maintain the
collaborative process. The combination of the cotradiDepartment of Natural Resources and
Conservation officials and staff involved in th@ject, an effective facilitator and Advisory
Committee Chairman kept the process moving towangensus on a plan that was well-
received by most involved. Commissioner Ray Powelision of how the Mesa del Sol area in
Albuquergue, New Mexico could be developed in apehensive way and his commitment to
obtaining community buy-in for the development kit project alive over the many years in
which it unfolded? Bellingham, Washington resident Linda Marrom’s eoitment to and
emotional investment in the Lake Whatcom Landsdédpaning Process was recognized by
some participants as inspiring others to stayeatdble to reach consenstidany participants

in the Emerald Mountain Planning Process notedEnhatrald Mountain Partnership Chairman,
Ben Beall's commitment and dedication to the preaasd persistence of participation helped
the group achieve its godldn the Castle Valley Planning Process participastegnized that
the leadership, dedication and stamina of the sgrtatives from the School and Institutional
Trust Land Agency and Utah Open Lands and the psofaeilitator sustained the collaborative
process?

INVESTMENT IN PROCESS

All eight of the cases were sustained to some @dgyeoarticipants’ commitment to seeing the
process through to some level of completion afteesting personal and professional time and
often significant amounts of work into the procedisawn Knox, a participant in the Southeast
New Mexico Working Group, noted that a common goesamong group members was “Do we
want two years to go down the draif®”

LACK OF ATTRACTIVE ALTERNATIVES

Participants in all eight of the cases mentioned #mother reason they persisted through the
process was because of the unattractiveness pbtkatial alternate outcomes that could result
without a collaborative process. For example, eafthur cases that involved potential
development on state trust land, there was cortbatrwithout the process either unchecked or
unplanned development would occur. The threat wingathe prairie chicken and sand dune
lizard listed as threatened species, and the subsegestrictions imposed by the Endangered
Species Act, motivated many members of the SoutiNas Mexico Working Group to

continue participating in the collaborative procesdgevelop a conservation plan for the
species’ Similarly, participants in the Elliott State Far@anning Process recognized that
should new species in the area become listed amgroed there would be even more significant
restrictions on their logging activities without@mprehensive Habitat Conservation Plan in
place. The Washington Department of Natural RessufONR) recognized that if it did not
continue to participate in the Lake Whatcom Langsdalanning Process it faced both the
possibility of additional legislation requiringt continue and lawsuits challenging its actions in
the watershed. For Linda Marrom, one of the citigarticipants in the process, the unattractive
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alternative to collaboration was having DNR ackestin the area that she felt threatened her
continued safety. Also, Castle Valley resident®gmized that the alternative to participating in
the Castle Valley Planning Process may have bebawe increased development in their
community. In light of this unfavorable alternatjveany residents persisted in the process.
Similarly, School and Institutional Trust Lands Auhmstration (SITLA) perceived that
community outrage in response to agency actionsntpreferable. Therefore, SITLA’s
engagement with the community in a collaborativanping effort served as a much-preferred
alternative.

FINANCIAL INCENTIVES

In all eight cases the state trust land agencyahagttain amount of financial incentive to
continue participating in the collaborative plarmprocesses. For example, in the Castle Valley
Planning Process, the Emerald Mountain Planningd3s) the Lake Whatcom Landscape
Planning Process and the Whitefish Neighborhoodritg Process, the state trust land agency
involved had to temporarily either suspend or k&tatic some kind of revenue generating
management activity or exploration of developmegttams while the concerns about those
activities or a change in activity were addres$edugh the collaborative process. The state trust
land agencies had an incentive to continue padirig in the collaborative efforts in order to
either continue or modify their management acegitivithout continued resistance from the
communities. The financial incentives for contingtate trust land agency personnel in the
Southeast New Mexico Working Group involved thegmbial for financial loss were wildlife
species in the area listed under the EndangeredeSpkct. For state trust land agency personnel
involved in the Elliott State Forest Planning Psx;eéboth the potential for financial loss were
additional species in the area listed in the angfaowt a mitigation plan in place and the
opportunity to increase harvest levels throughptlae provided incentive to sustain the
collaborative process. In the Houghton Area MaBtan Process and the Mesa del Sol Planning
Process, the financial incentive for state trustilagency personnel to stay involved in the
collaborative process included the potential forramease in revenue for the trust if the areas
were planned for development in a comprehensive way

REASONS COLLABORATIVE PROCESSES CONCLUDE

There are two main reasons that the processes ight cases concluded (Table 13-5). The
first reason was that the goals of the process aen@ved and the second was the imposition of
an external deadline on the process.
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Table 13-5: Factors that Bring Collaborative Proceses to a Close

Goals of Process | Externally Imposed

Loz Achieved Deadline

Castle Valley Planning Process

Elliott State Forest Planning Process *
Emerald Mountain Planning Process *
Houghton Area Master Plan Process

Lake Whatcom Landscape Planning Process
Mesa del Sol Planning Process

Southeast New Mexico Working Group
Whitefish Neighborhood Planning Process

* Process not yet concluded

ACHIEVED GOAL

In six of the eight cases, the collaborative preagas concluded because the group achieved the
goal they were working toward together. For the ¢tdan Area Master Plan Process, the Lake
Whatcom Landscape Planning Process and the Whitdggghborhood Planning Process this
meant the completion of a land use plan for tha arguestion.

The creation of an option for an exchange of dtatg land with Bureau of Land Management
land will potentially satisfy the goals of the Erakr Mountain Planning Process and the Castle
Valley Planning Process pending the success dfdneactions. For the Mesa del Sol Planning
Process the goal of the process was achieved wpewade company signed a lease to develop
the area consistent with guidelines developed tjitdbe collaborative process.

EXTERNAL DEADLINE

With the involvement of the Bureau of Land Managet{8LM) in the processes surrounding
the protection of threatened species, the SoutiastMexico Working Group concluded
because of an external BLM deadline that forcecptiréies to come up with a final agreement.
While many feel the goals of the process were dsbin the end, others felt that the external
deadline sped up the decision-making process $athtte final plan will not be durabte.
Regardless, Rand French of the BLM was confideatt iieetings would still be underway had it
not been for the deadlirie.
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