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Historical Context
• 1970s Public Involvement – Public Participation –1970s Public Involvement Public Participation 

Primarily CW
– USACE is USG Leader in PI – collaborates with white House to 

create Interagency council on PIg y
– USACE Training sets USG standard
– Reduced PI focus in favor of cost sharing as Planning emphasis 

decreases
• 1980s- 1990s Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) –

Primarily Mil (Little CW)
– Achieved 50% /yr reduction in Claims = $500 million/yrAchieved 50% /yr. reduction in Claims  $500 million/yr
– USACE Training sets USG standard
– Hammer Award presented by VP Gore
– 3 Months USACE cancels Program– 3 Months USACE cancels Program

• 1990s Partnering – Primarily Construction/Mil (Little CW)
– Corps Partners with AGC to create a national movement in 

construction industryconstruction industry
– Formal program dropped with ADR

• Late 1990s – New convergence ECR & Collaboration



Today: 
Collaboration is a center Piece to AchievingCollaboration is a center Piece to Achieving 

Promised Goals of the USACE – CW Program

"We are seeking 'good government' that can be 
described as ‘……. better, smarter, collaborative, 

and transparent“ Deputy ASACW, Rock Salt

“W ill b d ll b ti ith th t

and transparent  Deputy ASACW, Rock Salt

“We will broaden our collaboration with others to 
enhance the chances of balancing water uses 
and making wise investments and trade-offs 
decisions..” JP Woodley and Chief USACE 
March 2004, CW Strategic Plan.
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1)Executive Order 13352, Facilitation of Cooperative Conservation, on 
August 24, 2004.

•cooperative conservation = actions that relate to use, enhancement,
and enjoyment of natural resources, protection of the environment, 
or both and that involve collaborative activity among Federalor both, and that involve collaborative activity among Federal, 
State, local, and tribal governments, private for-profit and 
nonprofit Institutions, other nongovernmental entities 
and individuals.and individuals.

•The nature of the collaborative activity is not defined. 

•Scope of involvement to include tribal governments, private for-profit and 
non profit institutions, and other nongovernmental entities and individuals. 

2) In May 2005, the Corps issued Circular No. 1105-2-409 titled “Planning in a 
Collaborative Environment.”
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3) November 28, 2005 OMB &CEQ - “Memorandum on Environmental Conflict 
Resolution (ECR)”[

•ECR = third-party assisted conflict resolution, negotiation and collaborative 
bl l i i h f i l bli l d lproblem solving in the context of environmental, public lands, natural resources, 

energy, transportation, and land use. 

Re: Policy planning rulemaking admin decision making civil judicialRe: Policy, planning, rulemaking, admin. decision making, civil judicial, 
enforcement, litigation.

•Disputes among federal, state, local, tribal, public interest organizations, citizensDisputes among federal, state, local, tribal, public interest organizations, citizens 
groups and business and industry where a federal agency has ultimate 
responsibility for decision making.

•Re: Partnerships, cooperative arrangements, and unassisted negotiations that 
federal agencies enter into with non-federal entities
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ECR reporting requirementp g q

• ASA-CW decided to submit its report 
separately (as well as part of DoD).

• OMB/CEQ Requirement highlighted the Q q g g
need for a focal point for ECR & Public 
Participation Activitiesp

The Capacity to Integrate the Water Uses among the p y g g
USACE Business Programs Systematically in River 
Basins/Watersheds will Depend on Collaboration
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1) T f th 5 N ti l W t Ch ll d

Corps Policies
1) Two of the 5 National Water Challenges, used as 
baseline in CW Strategic Plan are based on 
CollaborationCollaboration
2) One of the five key approaches which Corps 
is committed is Collaborationis committed is Collaboration

3) Two of the 4 Key Corps Principles of 
IWRM hi h th C k t d tIWRM which the Corps seeks to adopt, are 
collaboration

4) Th C W t h d A h4) The Corps Watershed Approach 
Contains 9 Methods of which at least 4 
are directly Dependent on collaboration
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are directly Dependent on collaboration



Two of the 4 Key Corps Principles of IWRM which 
the Corps seeks to adopt, are collaboration

• Balance Across Multiple Uses or Functions• Balance Across Multiple Uses or Functions
…….The objective is to seek greater 

balance across objectives.  Interdisciplinary
views and collaboration become germane toviews and collaboration become germane to 
identifying how best to achieve multiple objectives.

• Collaborative Approach.Collaborative Approach.
…... Collaboration can involve several Federal 
agencies (e.g., Environmental Protection Agency, 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Natural Resources 
Conservation Service Bureau of Reclamation UConservation Service, Bureau of Reclamation, U. 
S. Geological Survey, and land management 
agencies), State and local agencies, the private 
sector, and interest groups and can take many
forms
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The Corps Watershed Approach Contains 9 Methods 
of which at least 4 are directly Dependent on 

collaboration
Coordinating planning and management.

i iPromoting cooperation among government 
agencies at all levels.

Encouraging public participation.
Establishing interdisciplinary teams.g p y

The Capacity to Integrate the Water Uses among the 
USACE Business Programs Systematically in River
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USACE Business Programs Systematically in River 
Basins/Watersheds will Depend on Collaboration



Why Collaborative/ECR Capacity in The Corps? 
Dealing with Values

• When agencies are confused about the difference between 
technical and values choices, stakeholders often begin to second-

g

, g
guess the agency technically

• Most larger decisions made by agencies aren’t really technical 
d i i b t l h i i f d b t h i l i f tidecisions, but values choices, informed by technical information

• Agencies still have to make decisions that involve values choices; 
but values choices are prime candidates for ECR and p
participation

• Stakeholders view decisions about values as “political;”  
T h i l t i i d ’t k lifi d th th tTechnical training doesn’t make us more qualified than others to 
decide what’s good for society

• When there are big values differences, the other side will always 
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W e t e e a e b g va ues d e e ces, t e ot e s de w a ways
appear “over-emotional” and “irrational”



Developing Value Based Alternatives
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A MULTI-DIMENSIONAL VALUES MATRIX

ENVIRONMENTAL

Environmental 
protection is most 
important -
achieved by 

Environmental 
protection is most 
important – best 
achieved by a mix 

Environmental 
protection is most 
important – best 
achieved by 

PROTECTION individual/private 
action

of individual action 
and government 
action

government action

Environment and Environment and Environment and 
WHAT IS THE PUBLIC 

WELFARE?
economics 
equally important 
– best achieved 
through individual 
initiative

economics equally 
important – but it 
requires both 
individual initiative 
and government 

ti

economics equally 
important – but 
best achieved by 
government action

action

Economic 
development is 
most important

Economic 
development is 
most important –

Economic 
development is 
most important –

INDIVIDUAL GOVERNMENT

ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

most important –
best achieved by 
individual/
private action

p
best achieved by a 
mix of individual 
action and 
government action

p
best achieved by 
government
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Public Involvement

NUMBER OF TOTAL
YEAR NUMBER OF 

PROGRAMS
TOTAL 

AUDIENCE

1995 4 130

1997 18 773

1998 55 11,699

1999 86 8,656

2000 53 17,436

2001 12 335

2002 8 215
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Public Comment Process
Aft DEIS 230 000 tAfter DEIS – 230,000 comments
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Public Comment Process

Interest
V lValues
Go
B dBeyond 
Geography
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Values and Data in ProjectionsValues and Data in Projections
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Strategies and Outcome of Two Party (A&B) Disputes
from Thomas “Conflict and Conflict Management”

10

A-competition
A win- B loss

E- Integrative Bargaining g g g
CollaborationZone P

5
B-Negotiated Compromise -

A + B share losses and gains

0 105

C-accommodation
A loss - B win

D-avoidance/Impasse
Loss for A + B
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Degree of Satisfaction of B’s interest
105



Defining Role of Participation in Decisions g p

I II III

Agency Agency Agency

s
So

lu
tio

ns

SH’s SH’s SH’s

S

I.  Problem        Decision                         Impl./Goals
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P i l A

Policy World
Partial Agreement

Policy Makers
electedelected
appointed
adminis Scientists

A

Areas of Agreement Publics
formalg formal
informal
Direct/Indirect
others
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HIGHLEVEL OF 
PARTICIPATION

PARTICIPATORY TECHNIQUE

d 

Assisted Negotiations

Joint Decision MakingAgreeing to 
the decision

nt
en

de
d

en
t

Facilitation/Interactive 
Workshops

Collaboration/MediationHaving an 
influence       
upon the es

 to
 In

ol
ve

m
e

Workshopsp
decision

Task Forces/Advisory 
Groups ch

ni
qu

e
of

 In
v

Being heard 
before the final 
decision is made

Public hearings

tc
h 

Te
c

L
ev

el
 

Conferences, symposia

Public information
Being informed 
about the decision 
b i d

M
at
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HOT

A Continuum of Alternative Dispute Resolution Techniques
(from Delli Priscoli and Moore, 1985

A B
CUnassisted Assisted

Third Party
Decision Making

HOT
TUB WAR

A B
Relationship
Building Asst

Procedural
Assistance

Ad i Bi di
•Conciliation
•Information

exchange

-----------------

•Counseling/therapy
•Conciliation
•Team building
I f l i l

---------------

•Coaching-
consultation
•Training
F ilit ti

Advisory
Non-binding 
Assistance
---------------

Binding
Assistance
--------------
•Bindingexchange 

meetings
•Cooperative

collaborative
Problem

•Informal social 
activities

•Facilitation
•Mediation

Substantive Assistance
----------------------------

•Non binding
arbitration
•Summary Jury
trial

arbitration
•Med-Arb
•Dispute Panels
(binding)Problem

solving
•Negotiations

•Mini-trial
•Technical advisory boards
•Dispute Panels
•Advisory Mediation

trial
•Private Courts
•Judging
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•Fact Finding
•Settlement Conference



DRIVING PHILOSOPHY 
Behind ECR and Process approaches

Process as a means to improving way we make decisions
Process as a way to help us deal with changing mission

pp

Process as a way to help us deal with changing mission 
Process as a means to build capacity of the Corps

in key areas of collaboration skillsy
Process as a means for Externally helping us deal with 
changed public images:

To get back toFrom To
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Collaboration/ECR in USACE 
TodayToday

• Uneven Use of ECR and Process tools - no systematic 
Knowledge of what USACE is actually doing in area

• Anecdotal evidence - Little understanding of Collaborative 
and ECR Approaches and Regression in Public Image to pre 
1970s level of competence in Interactive Process1970s level of competence in Interactive Process

• Few Process Training Programs Left

• No Current DE’s and few Senior Leaders have Training in 
Areas; field Professionals have limited Knowledge of needs 

d t land tools 

• Most Frequently Mentioned Suggestions to Improve:  
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Training, Place to get help, Cases from Corps as examples, 
Updating Regulations, How to fund..



Collaborative Capacities in 
USACE TODAY

Based on Data Call to Field

• Uneven Knowledge – ECR includes a range of process 
approaches but most referred to meetings and facilitation.

• Most Have no Formal System for ECR or Designated POC

• Field Reports they are doing ECR mostly without third Parties 
– attempts range from successful to not

• Third parties used Mostly in the large cases; Missouri, NW, 
Jax. LA, report cost high especially when using ECRI Tucson

• CW Permitting most mentioned area of need

M t F tl M ti d S ti t I
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• Most Frequently Mentioned Suggestions to Improve:  
Training, Place to get help, Cases from Corps as examples, 
Updating Regulations, How to fund..



From Manipulator or Stand off observer of:

T ti i tTo participant
with and part
of:
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1975

1978

1979
1978

1978

EVOLUTION OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION/ADR
IN THE CORPS’ PLANNING PROCESS

1970
9 8
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1990

1996

1998



Current History 2005 --
Two IWR StudiesTwo IWR Studies
Comparative Assessments of Collaborative Comparative Assessments of Collaborative 
Pl i A h A h C dPl i A h A h C dPlanning Approaches Across the Corps and Planning Approaches Across the Corps and 
other Federal Agenciesother Federal Agencies

Case Studies in Collaborative Planning: Case Studies in Collaborative Planning: 
Lessons from the practicing community Lessons from the practicing community 
across Corps missions and geographicacross Corps missions and geographicacross Corps missions and geographic across Corps missions and geographic 
regions.regions.

A t f USACE C ll b ti C itAssessment of USACE Collaborative Capacity
Corps Wide Workshops
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CPC Center



Current History 2002 ---
TRAINING: 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT & TEAMING IN PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT & TEAMING IN 
PLANNING (PITIP)

US Army Corps of Engineers
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PITIP Training: Lessons/Learning areas
•Why conduct Participation?
•Who is the Public?
•What is Involvement?•What is Involvement?

•Designing programs
•Techniques and applications
•Communication – Facilitation
D i i k h ti•Designing workshops – meetings

•Teaming

•Language of consensus and negotiations
•Identifying and breaking conflict escalation patterns
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•Beyond extremes getting to middle ground
•Principles of Consensus Building



Shared Vision Planning Developed 
and Advanced at IWR

• Five Pilots in the National Drought study (1994)
• ACT-ACF (Tri-state Water War) late 1990s
• Rappahannock River (Va) 2000-01pp ( )
• Lake Ontario Study (2001-2005)
• Mississippi Headwaters (2003 – present)Mississippi Headwaters (2003 present)
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ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION SERIESALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION SERIES

Pamphlets

89-ADR-P-1The Mini-Trial, April 1989
90-ADR-P-2 Non-Binding Arbitrationg
91-ADR-P-3 Mediation
91-ADR-P-4 Partnering
96 ADR P 5 Overview of Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR):A96-ADR-P-5 Overview of Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR):A 

Handbook for Corps Managers, July 1996
95-ADR-P-6* Deciding Whether or Not to Partner Small Projects: A 

Guide for U.S.Army Corps of Engineers Managers                         
98-ADR-P-7 Partnering Guide for Civil Missions, April 1998
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Case Studies

89-ADR-CS-1      Tenn Tom Construction, Inc., Aug 1989
89-ADR-CS-2      Granite Construction Co., Aug 1989
89-ADR-CS-3     Olson Mechanical and Heavy Rigging, Inc., 
89-ADR-CS-4      Bechtel National, Inc., Aug 1989
89 ADR CS 5 Good ear Tire and R bber Co A g 198989-ADR-CS-5 Goodyear Tire and Rubber Co., Aug 1989
91-ADR-CS-6 Corps of Engineers Uses Mediation to Settle

Hydropower Dispute
91-ADR-CS-7 Brutoco Engineering and Construction Inc91-ADR-CS-7 Brutoco Engineering and Construction, Inc.
91-ADR-CS-8 Bassett Creek Water Management Commission
91-ADR-CS-9 General Roofing Company
94-ADR-CS-10* Small Projects Partnering: The Drayton Hall Stream-j g y

Bank Protection Project Charleston County, South Carolina
94-ADR-CS-11    The J6 Partnering Case Study - (J6 Large Rocket Test Facility)
94-ADR-CS-12* Fort Drum Disputes Review Panel - A Case Study in the Alternative 

Dispute Resolution Series
97-ADR-CS-14 A Case Study in Dispute Resolution System Design:

The Corps of Engineers Early Resolution Program
(CEERP) f All i f Di i i i
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(CEERP) for Allegations of Discrimination
95-ADR-CS-13     Use of a Facilitated Task Force to Develop a General

Permit in Colorado (not available for distribution)



Working and Research Papers

90-ADR-WP-1  ADR Round Table: U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers( South Atlantic Div.,) Corporate 
C t t L FiContractors, Law Firms

90-ADR-WP-2   Public Involvement; Conflict Management; and Dispute 
Resolution in Water Resourcesand Environmental 
Decision MakingDecision Making

90-ADR-WP-3   Getting to The Table
90-ADR-WP-4   Environmental Ends and Engineering Means: Becoming 

Environmental Engineers for the Nation and the WorldEnvironmental Engineers for the Nation and the World 
94-ADR-WP-5* Partnership Councils: Building Successful Labor-

Management Relationships, October 1994
96-ADR-WP-6    Conflict Resolution, Collaboration and Managementg

In International Water Resource Issues, May 1996
96-ADR-WP-7     Public Participation in Designing Our Environmental 

Future May 1996            
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Working and Research papers (con.)

96-ADR-WP-8 Partnering, Consensus Building, and Alternative
Dispute Resolution: Current Uses and Opportunities
In The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, May 1996

96-ADR-WP-9 An Organizational Assessment of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers in Regard to Public Involvement Practices 
and Challenges, September 1996

82-R-1* Public Involvement & Dispute Resolution: A reader on the first82 R 1 Public Involvement & Dispute Resolution: A reader on the first 
decade of experience at the Institute of Water Resources

98-R-5* Public Involvement and Dispute Resolution-VOL. II (10-
yr.reader)     

89 ADR R 1 U i ADR i Th U S A C f E i89-ADR-R-1 Using ADR in The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: 
A Framework for Decision-Making, August 1989 

(Not Published) Lessons: Selected Cases - Why Partnering Did Not Work?
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Water management (and water reform) is ALWAYS political…..

Ancient Chinese Characters describing water management 

++ ==

PoliticalPolitical
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riverriver ++ dikedike Political Political 
orderorder

==



HOW OVERVIEW OF TECHNIQUESHOW –OVERVIEW OF TECHNIQUES
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Language of Negotiationsg g g

WHY? INTERESTS

WHAT? ISSUES

HOW? POSITIONS
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HOW?



Achieving Agreements -g g
the Satisfaction Triangle

Substantive
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Contrast Between Types of Interventions

Facilitator/Mediator Arbitrator/Judge

A B A B

Assisted Negotiations Third Party Decision Maker
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How – Specific Tools
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STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION 
AND ASSESSMENTAND ASSESSMENT
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WHO IS “THE PUBLIC?”

• “The public” changes from issue to issue

• “The public” consists of those who see 
themselves as having a “stake” in the 
decision
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WHAT IS A “STAKEHOLDER?”

• Stakeholders are:
– People or groups who see themselves as having– People or groups who see themselves as having 

rights and interests at stake – those affected
– Indirectly and directly affected groupsIndirectly and directly affected groups
– Those who can affect
– Clients are stakeholders but not all– Clients are stakeholders, but not all 

stakeholders are clients
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WHO ARE THE WHO ARE THE 
STAKEHOLDERS?

Questions to Ask:
– Who might be affected?Who might be affected?
– Who is responsible for what is intended?
– Who are representatives of the likely affected?Who are representatives of the likely affected?
– Who will be actively against?

Who can contribute resources?– Who can contribute resources?
– Who are the voiceless?

Whose behavior will have to change?
POD Collaborative Capacity Workshop 
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– Whose behavior will have to change?



Orbits of Stakeholder and Public Activity

1
DM

6 5 4 3 2

Unsurprised Ad i

Creators

Unsurprised 
Apathetic

Advisors

Observers Reviewers
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DIFFERENT ORBITS MAY BE 

ORBIT OF PARTICIPATION POSSIBLE MECHANISMS 

INVOLVED IN DIFFERENT WAYS

Co-decision makers Interagency teams, partnering, 
negotiation 

Active participants Interactive workshops; 
advisory groups or task forces 

Technical reviewers Peer review processesTechnical reviewers Peer review processes. 
technical advisory committees 

Commenters Public meetings, comment 
periods 

Observers Newsletters, information 
bulletins, web pages
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bulletins, web pages

Unsurprised apathetics Press releases; news stories 
 



DESIGNING WORKSHOPS AND DESIGNING WORKSHOPS AND 
MEETINGS
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Problems with public hearings and large 
meetingsg

• Easily “captured” by small but organized 
activist groupsactivist groups

• Don’t permit dialogue or interaction
Y d ’t h f t l i th• You don’t hear from most people in the 
audience (so you don’t know whether they 
agree with the activists have a differentagree with the activists, have a different 
position, or just came to get information)

• People who come to get information mayPeople who come to get information may 
have to listen to hours of speeches just to 
get the few pieces of information that they 

POD Collaborative Capacity Workshop 
Fort Shafter, HI – November 20, 2009

want



Goals of an “interactive” meetingGoals of an interactive  meeting

• Reduce “speechifying” and• Reduce speechifying  and 
posturing
G t l i l d• Get many more people involved 

• Get interaction between people 
with different viewpoints

• Produce a “product,” e.g., 
develop lists of brainstorming 
items, rank items
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Types of interactive meetingsTypes of interactive meetings

• Large meeting, work-at-the tables: Plenary 
i di i t t bl t l tsession; discussions at tables to complete 

an assignment; plenary session for report 
outs and general discussiong

• Large group, small group meetings: Plenary 
session, audience divided into small groups 
(possibly using color coding or other(possibly using color coding or other 
systems to create heterogeneous groups) 
which complete an assignment; plenary 
session for report outs and discussion

• Workshops: Smaller group, may work as a 
single group or use some version of small
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single group, or use some version of small 
group format



Types of interactive meetings (con.)yp g ( )

• Open houses (but these do notOpen houses (but these do not 
necessarily result in a product

• Drop-in during announced hours; p g ;
“stations” set up, organized around 
key topics, with an expert on that 
topic at the station; flip chart for 
recording comments; there can be a 
small group or chairs at each stationsmall group or chairs at each station 
to permit small group discussion. 
Open houses can be an adjunct to
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Open houses can be an adjunct to 
other kinds of meetings



Designing Workshops -
Meetings

• Leadership• Leadership
– facilitated vs. traditional

• SizeSize
– ideal is 12 -15 but rarely reached

• Selection: Ways to reduce sense of exclusiveness
– Repeated workshops
– Daytime/evening workshops
– Interest group selection

• Duration
N d ti l h– Need time several hours

• Structure
– orientation Group Activities
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orientation Group Activities  
– Group Discussion



Workshops (con.)
Steps in Design
– Id desired productId desired product
– Id resources and info. participants need

Select activities that fit desired outcomes– Select activities that fit desired outcomes
– Design simple means for evaluating workshop

F t F ll F tiFormat Follows Function
– Info giving
– Info receiving
– Interaction
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– Consensus formation/negotiations
– Summarizing



Workshops: Room Arrangements
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Workshops: Room 
Arrangementsg
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MORE EXOTIC

• Samoan Circle: “Inner circle” surrounded 
by chairs in concentric rows with open 
i l itti t i i laisles permitting access to inner circle; 

complete freedom of interaction within the 
inner circle; if you want to speak, get up and 
move to inner circle

• Write on Walls (see reader)
O S P l bl i l• Open Space: People assemble in large 
groups; any individual can announce a topic 
and serve as organizer of a discussion; g ;
each topic is assigned a meeting space and 
notice is posted on the wall of topic and 
meeting location; people move from topic
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meeting location; people move from topic 
space to topic space depending on personal 
interest



Open Space ApproachesOpen Space Approaches

•Participants Design Meeting
•Choose topics and announce in room
•Hang wall charts•Hang wall charts 
•Request sing up

xxxxxxxxx xx•Run meetings on topic in
xxxxxxxx

xxxxxxxx

x
xx
xx

xx
xx
xx

•Run meetings on topic in 
assigned space
•Report Back

xxxxxxxx
xxxxxxxx
xxxxxxxx

xx
xx
xx

xx
xx
xx
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Interactive meetings frequently draw on a 
grab-bag of interactivegrab bag of interactive 

techniques

• Problem Definition: force-field 
analysisanalysis

• Generating alternatives: post-it 
blizzard nominal group processblizzard, nominal group process 
(combines generating and ranking)
Ranking alternatives: Stars or points• Ranking alternatives:  Stars or points 
(e.g. allocate 100 points between the 
alternatives)
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alternatives)



Evaluation Tools

• To help Group reflect on Itself: develop a 
group identity and grow as group

• To have group own its own tool of g p
evaluation

• To know where you are - take stock in non-To know where you are take stock in non
threatening way
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Some Joint Evaluation ToolsSome Joint Evaluation Tools

• Likert Scale uses:• Likert Scale uses:
– Strongly Agree                  Strongly Disagree

• Dot Democracy
– Distribute Allotted dots anyway want

• Normative Guides: statements of evaluative 
criteria
– develop and anonymously use statements of 

criteria to measure where the group is
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Likert Scale ToolsLikert Scale Tools
Q How do you fell about the followingQ. How do you fell about the following 
statements?

SA A NO D SD
XXXXAgree that

Statement 1

Statement 2

XX
XX

XXXX
XXXX

XX XX

XX XX XXXX XXX

Agree that
we agree

Agree that

Statement 3

XX XX XXXX
XXXX

XXX

XXX XX XX XX XXX

g
we disagree

No Pattern

Statement n xxxxx xxxxxPolarization
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Some major uses:
Dublin, founding of the GWP, GWP Copenhagen, 



Dot Democracy
INSTRUCTIONS Y h h d di ib h h lik ll

St t t 1

INSTRUCTIONS: You have three dots, distribute them any why you like;  all 
three on 1 or two on one a one on another, etc.

Statement 1

Statement 2

xxxxxxx

xx

Statement 3 xxxxxxxxxx

Statement 4

St t t 5

xx

Statement 5

Statement n

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

x
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Creating the Global Water Partnership GWP: Stockholm ‘96

x=Dev(12) x=Mulitlaterals(15)  x=Bilaterals(14) x=NGOS(7) x=other(13)

Q1. Concept of Creating a Partnership

ev( ) u a e a s( 5) a e a s( ) NGOS(7) o e ( 3)

SA A NO D SD
(No strong Opinion)

xxx xxxxxxx xxxxx

x
x
xxxxx

xxxxxxx
xxxx
xxxxxxxx

xxxxx
xx
xxx

x

xxx
xxxxxx xxxxx xxx x

Q2. Management Report

xxxxxxxx
xxxxxx
xxxx

xx

x

xxxxxxx
x
x
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xxxxxx
xxxxxxxxxx

xx
x

x
x



Creating the GWP: Stockholm ‘96

Q3. Mission Statement

x=Dev(12) x=Mulitlaterals(15)  x=Bilaterals(14) x=NGOS(7) x=other(13)

Q3. Mission Statement

SA A NO D SD
(No strong Opinion)

xx
xxxxx

xxxx
xxxxxxxxxxx x x

(No strong Opinion)

xxx
xx
xxx

xx
xxxxxx
xxxxxxx

x
x
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5b. Will this Bank strategy help make the Bank a better 
f d d l i h

World Bank Sector Strategy 
Participatory Review

80%

Public Private Academic Local NGO Local Donor
% of 
participants in 
the consultation

partner for water management and development in the 
country?

Participatory Review
Bank asks, “Who are our clients?”

40%

60%

80%

Local NGOs Strongly Agree
With WB water sector strategy

0%

20%

Strongly
agree

Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly
disagree % of 

6c. Will this Bank strategy help make the Bank a better partner 
with NGOs?g g

60%

Global NGOs

participants in 
the consultation

0%

20%

40%

60%

Global NGOs Strongly Disagree
With WB water sector strategy
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0%
Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly

disagree



Participatory Review 
of World Bankof World Bank

Water sector Strategy

BrasiliaBrasilia

Abuja Nigeria
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New Delhi 



ParticipatoryParticipatory 
Review 

of World Bank
Water sector 

Strategy
ManilaManila

San”a YemenSan a Yemen
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Kyoto WWF3: Ministers – NGOs – Participants

Two brainstorming sessions of 
200 persons in 4 Languages200 persons in 4 Languages

Mr Hashimoto – PM of Japan (rt.)
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BOG Marseilles June 2008
WWF4 Mexico City

UN NY WWF3 Prep com 2003UN NY WWF3 Prep com 2003

Istanbul WWF5 Kick Off 2007 BOG Istanbul 2007
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Americas Forum Itapúa and Iguassu Falls 2008
Building an Americas Dialog and Forum

Americas Forum -Itapúa and Iguassu Falls  2008
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US AID WWF P k L Th il d J l 2009US AID WWF Pakse Laos – Thailand July 2009 

USAID MRC Bangkok 2008
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An example: National Listening Session
• Purpose of sessions was to get input on the following 

questions:
– 1.What are the key water challenges facing our country (this 

region)?  (These are needs that if not addressed will 
negatively impact our prosperity and quality of life, and 
environmental sustainability)

– 2.Why is it a problem?  What impact is the problem already 
having or is likely to have on our prosperity, QOL, and 
environmental sustainability?

– 3.What actions should we take to respond to the challenge?  p g
What should be done about the problem?

– 4.Who should take these actions? What should the Federal 
government do to help address the problem? What can you g p p y
and your organizations do?

• Audience size variable: 50 – 500 (and no way to know for sure 
until the day of the event)
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y )
o HQ wanted to use the same meeting format in each 

workshop



•Use Process to Build Consensus
•Create a Commitment to Implementation Principlesp

by participation in Decisions

•Accept the Legitimacy of Feelings 

Principles 
of Consensus

•Start by Defining the Problem Rather then 
Proposing Solutions or Taking Positions

Building
•Focus on Interests

•Identify Numerous Alternatives
•Separate the Generation of Alternatives from their evaluation 

•Agree on Principles or criteria to evaluate Alternatives

•Expect Agreements to go Through several Refinements

•Document Agreement to Reduce Risk of later Misunderstanding
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•Agree on the Process by which Agreement can be Revised



Conflict Resolution & Public 
Participation Center of ExpertiseParticipation Center of Expertise

• Established by DCG Riley 17 October 2008
• Leverages IWR’s history of leadership in ADRLeverages IWR s history of leadership in ADR     

& public participation including Shared Vision 
Planning 

Mi i• Mission:  
– Help Corps staff anticipate, prevent and manage water 

conflict, ensuring that the interest of the public are 
addressed in Corps decisionsp

• Five Areas of Focus
– Training
– Technical/Process Support to Field
– Support to USACE-HQ (incl. nat’l & int’l interface)
– Research
– Information Exchange with the Field
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CPC – Five Areas of Focus

• Training
SVP T i i t E&E C f & l h– SVP Training at E&E Conference & elsewhere

– Reviewing/refreshing PROSPECT courses
– PITIP Training programs
– Actions for Change Risk Comm/Public Participation courseg p

• Technical/Process Support to Field
– Stakeholder assessment at a Formerly Used Defense Site in Nebraska 
– Process support for Columbia River Basin treaty study
– Shared Vision Planning support to Honolulu District,
– IJC - Lake Ontario & Upper Great Lakes Studiespp
– IDIQ contract for Districts to access Technical/Process Support (last 

minute facilitators/mediators to long-term support)
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CPC – Five Areas of Focus
• Research

– Technology & Environmental Conflict Resolution 
WorkshopWorkshop

– CADRe 09 workshop – part of National Science & 
Technology Council interagency initiative

– Pilot on Water supply 404 permitting with Western States 
Water Council - funded by cities.

– Development of Performance Measures for Collaborative p
Modeling.

• Information Exchange with the Field
Update 1990’s era ADR manuals– Update 1990 s era ADR manuals

– Shared Vision Planning primer, & process guide
– Barriers to Collaborative Planning report

b l h i
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– Brown bag lunch seminars



CPC – Five Areas of Focus

• Support to USACE-HQ (incl. nat’l & int’l 
interface)interface)
– Compile USACE’s annual ECR report for CEQ
– National Water Policy DialogsNational Water Policy Dialogs
– Training for Mekong River Comm. & Peru’s Natl 

Water Authority
– Americas Forum in Brazil, World Water Forums
– Improve public involvement in Flood Risk 

M (A i f Ch K i )Management (Actions for Change post Katrina)
– Obama Open Government Initiative
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For more information: 
Hal.E.Cardwell@usace.army.mil, (703) 428-9071@ y ( )

www.iwr.usace.army.mil/cpc
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