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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to determine whether and how consensus building is useful
for coordinating growth management. The study was devised to recommend to the California
Legislature principles for designing a growth management program for the state. The findings
outline the processes, the conditions, incentives and institutional settings in which consensus
building appears to be most effective.

We recommend that the state establish a framework within which consensus building can
and will be used as a primary method for developing policy on growth management. The task
is to institutionalize the flexibility, adaptiveness, and self-management of consensus building,
in order to create new norms of communication, interaction, and problem solving within a
political and organizational framework that will encourage collaborative discussion and choice
among the players in growth.

Defining the Problem and the Terms

Growth management refers to activities at all levels of government to guide the location,
density, timing, and character of growth. Its purposes include economic development,
infrastructure planning, assuring the provision of facilities needed in a region, as well as
protecting natural resources and open space. Growth management reflects a recognition that
land use patterns are significant for a wide range of statewide policy objectives.

Coordination is a central task because growth is influenced by many agencies, levels of
government, and private players. Power and responsibility for growth and the environment are
fragmented — shared among players who have conflicting objectives. Many of them cannot
succeed in meeting their own objectives without coordinating with others because their actions
are mutually interdependent.

Consensus building refers to long-term, face-to-face group processes that incorporate key
stakeholders, including representatives of public agencies, interest groups, and local
governments, in a search for common ground. The methods of discussion build on mediation
and negotiation techniques, but the consensus building we examined is broader and more
anticipatory than ordinary conflict resolution. The groups were called together to prepare
legislation, policies, plans, regulatory principles, and implementation strategies rather than
simply to resolve conflicts.

The Cases

We conducted 14 case studies of consensus-building efforts on growth management and
related issues around the state, selecting cases according to four main criteria: (1) consensus
building was central; (2) the problem or task cut across jurisdictional lines; (3) the duration
of the process was sufficient to allow assessment; (4) the cases were geographically dispersed,
north and south, urban and rural, and included the three largest metropolitan areas.
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For each case we developed a common interview guide and interviewed 10 to 25 of the
key participants, reviewed documents, and wrote an individual report (see Appendix). Study
findings were developed from these individual case reports.

Cases studied were: the Growth Management Consensus Project, and its successor, the
Economic and Environmental Recovery Coalition, which brought together stakeholders
representing the major statewide interests to develop consensus on growth management
legislation; the San Diego Regional Growth Management Strategy, which involved all the
cities and the county in that region; the San Francisco Estuary Project and Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Project, both five-year processes that brought together a wide array of state and
federal agencies, local governments, and private interests to develop a management plan for
the estuary and bay; the group that put together the successful Contra Costa County Measure
C of 1988, involving environmentalists, developers, and local government; the efforts to
develop consensus on the large-scale development project in Los Angeles known as Playa
Vista; Natural Communities Conservation Planning in southern California, which involved
the state Resources Agency, the California Department of Fish and Game, and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, as well as environmentalists, agricultural interests, developers, and local
government in an effort to prepare performance standards and guidelines to protect the coastal
sage-scrub area; a similar effort in the Coachella Valley; Bay Vision 2020, the Bay Area’s
effort to build consensus on regional growth management legislation; and the reuse planning
process for three military facilities, Mather Air Force Base, George Air Force Base, and Fort
Ord. We also reviewed, briefly, regional efforts in Los Angeles concerning air quality,
transportation, and growth management.

FINDINGS

e Consensus building did not happen spontaneously. All the cases had either a legislative
mandate or committed leadership to start them off, along with incentives for key players
to seek agreement.

» Groups were self-organizing, whether the consensus process was mandated by law or was
an ad hoc effort. The groups chose stakeholders; structured subcommittees; set ground
rules; framed the problem; and decided on tasks, procedures, and products.

* Mostgroupstriedtoinclude all interested stakeholders to assure that the agreements could
be implemented.

» Stakeholders came to the table and tried to reach agreement when the status quo had
become unsatisfactory and they became convinced they could not accomplish their goals
in other arenas, or when they became convinced they would have to participate to protect
their interests.

 Participation and willingness to compromise were affected by members’ perceptions of
the likelihood that agreements would be implemented.

« When parallel arenas were available for resolving the issues, the potential for agreement
was less.

 Staff played crucial roles in each case, facilitating and managing the whole process, and
providing technical information.

viii



» Consensus building takes substantial time — at least one year and as many as five in some
of our cases to reach agreement on a complex plan.

» Consensus-building processes generally involved multiple committees, that formed and
reformed in response to issues that emerged.

» Although the processes were highly conflictual at times, participants stayed involved, for
the most part. They expressed support for the consensus approach to the issues and
claimed to have learned a great deal.

» Local government representatives had a difficult time participating effectively, except
where they were the principal players, as in San Diego. The reasons include limited staff
capacity, the diversity of the local interests they represented, and the differences between
elected officials and other players at the table.

» There are tremendous differences across the state’s three largest metropolitan regions in
attitudes toward regionalism and in the experience of agencies and jurisdictions in
cooperating at the regional level.

« Inalmostevery case, agreements were reached on legislation, plans, policies, performance
and monitoring standards, or principles and guidelines for public agency action.

» Itremains too early to judge the outcomes of the processes in terms of actions carried out
as a direct result of formal agreements and plans, except in the Coachella Valley, where
a number of actions have resulted.

* New consensus groups have been created in some cases to work out the implementation
of plans. These continuing efforts are among the products of consensus building.

Social, Intellectual, and Political Capital

Formally agreed-upon plans and policies were not the most important result of consensus
building, nor its primary way of achieving coordination. Consensus building creates among
the participants three types of shared capital — social, intellectual, and political — each of
which plays a crucial part in coordination. Social capital, in the form of trust, norms of
behavior, and networks of communication, creates the potential for serious discussion to take
place among otherwise conflicting stakeholders. Intellectual capital, in the form of agreed
upon facts, shared problem definitions, and mutual understandings, not only provides a
common basis for discussion and moves the players toward agreement on policy issues, but
allows them to use this shared information to coordinate many of their actions. Political
capital, in the form of alliances and agreements on proposals that provide mutual gain, creates
the possibility that proposals will be adopted and implemented. These can be thought of as
capital because they represent value that grows as it is used. This capital lives on among
participants even after the group disbands, and it helps to institutionalize coordinated action
in the long run.

The Consequences of Consensus Building
Consensus-building processes had the following results:

e Plans, strategies, legislative proposals, and ballot measures were produced that were
supported by many, if not most, important stakeholders. Each of these in itself is a
coordination tool.



» Consensus was reached on information describing the issues, on indicators for monitoring
and assessment, or on scientific principles for environmental management. Stakeholders
began to operate with the same information and criteria.

» Stakeholders formerly in conflict developed lines of communication and some degree of
mutual understanding, trust, and capacity to work together constructively. They learned
how their actions affected one another. They developed less stereotyped and less
adversarial views of one another.

* New personal networks among stakeholders were created that assist their organizations
to coordinate actions. These become flexible linkages across agencies, levels of
government, and the private sector, which allow for rapid response to issues.

« Stakeholders affected by the issues, but not previously involved in public discussions,
were brought into the processes and learned how proposals would affect them. Coordina-
tion was thus extended to more players, and actions were based on a broader set of
perspectives.

» Stakeholders gained new and largely shared understandings of the problems and their
causes and consequences.

» Stakeholder’s organizations changed their actions, positions, and policies, moving closer
to each other as a result of their representative's learning during consensus building.

» Some processes resulted in a shared understanding of how all members play a part in a
common economic or ecological system.

 Participation has changed the practices of the members, many of whom have begun to use
consensus building in their other work. The result is to reduce conflict and help to build
a culture of collaboration among these agencies and interests.

These effects occurred in some, but not all, cases. Many conditions in the institutional
context were important to the success of an effort, as was the design and management of the
process itself.

Challenges and Next Steps: a Framework for
Consensus Building in California

Consensus building is a powerful tool for coordinating and reaching agreement in complex
and controversial multi-issue, multiplayer growth management tasks. Collaboration, mutual
learning, and problem solving through discourse permit the creation of formal and informal
networks to shape policy in new ways. The most effective of consensus building processes
institutionalize new modes of acting by creating social, intellectual, and political capital.
Although consensus building is time consuming, it will save resources overall. The combined
cost to public and private players of reaching agreements through consensus processes is
likely to be less by an order of magnitude than the costs of litigation, delayed projects, and the
cleanup of environments not protected. Consensus building encourages many types of
coordination and mutual adjustment in the shared power context in which growth occurs.

We believe the State of California should give a central place in any growth management
program to consensus building. To accomplish this the state will have to create a flexible
framework and incentive structure within which consensus building can be done. These cases
show that one of the principal challenges is to assure the willing and active engagement of
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local governments in designing and implementing growth management. Their knowledge of
how regulation and public investment play out on the ground, their control of land use, and
their key role in implementing growth management make it essential that they come to the
table and stay until agreements are reached. Yet, local governments were not major players
in many of the cases we studied, so support and incentives for their participation will be
needed.

The findings suggest a number of delicate balances that must be achieved to design a

framework for consensus building:

Participants in a consensus process need assurance that their labors will be taken seriously
by decision makers, but the legislature or public agencies cannot commit themselves ahead
of time to an idea or program they have not seen.

Consensus building cannot work effectively if the issues are being fought out in multiple
arenas simultaneously. Players need to believe the consensus process is the place where
they must bring their concerns. On the other hand, the other institutions of government,
the courts and the legislatures, are the locales for legitimate decision-making.

Successful consensus building must be, to a great extent, self-organized and “owned” by
the participants, but vast amounts of energy of leading citizens will be wasted if each
group must learn from scratch the best ways to do things.

Although self-organized processes across the state will be different in their structure,
activities, and participants, there is a need to assure some consistency and fairness in the
application of policy statewide.

Consensus processes require time, and the amount will vary depending on the social,
intellectual, and political capital the participants have already developed. But these
processes also need closure and deadlines. The task will be to develop a framework that
allows the right balance for each process within the deadline.

Inclusion of all key stakeholders is important to assure that essential knowledge is
included in the discussion, as well as to assure political support for proposals, but
intransigent stakeholders can prevent agreement and drive away participants.

Inclusiveness can lead to unwieldy, highly diverse groups in which deep discussion is
difficult. Subgroups that are less diverse and smaller can discuss issues with greater depth
and care. While such subgroups seem essential for the success of these processes,
especially where they deal with highly technical or complex problems, there is no
guarantee of support in the larger group for agreements reached in the small ones.

Deep involvement by individual representatives is needed, but their level of understanding
and commitment are often difficult to translate back to the stakeholder organization.

Staff are necessary to consensus processes and they must be trusted equally by all
participants, but the most cost-effective strategy has been to borrow staff from one or more
of the participants. While fundraising can be done to pay for staff who are dedicated to the
process, this is time consuming and not always feasible.

Staff leadership and creative energy are essential to successful consensus building, but too
much staff guidance can hinder the important sense of group “ownership” of the process.

Formal sanctions and incentives to implement plans and policies are important to give
them credibility, but might well be insufficient to assure implementation. Highly specific
plans with strong sanctions imbedded in them are difficult to agree upon and may well

Xi



have undesirable unforeseen consequences. Thus, consensus building continues to have
important functions throughout implementation.

RECOMMENDATIONS

State legislation should be designed to make consensus building an integral part of the
development of growth management policies, plans, and implementation strategies.

Consensus building plays an important role in coordinating growth management and
potentially reduces costly conflicts. In so doing it permits the development and implementa-
tion of coherent policy in this complex arena.

The state should establish and coordinate its own policies and programs related to growth
and the environment.

A principal obstacle to coordination at all levels is the conflicting messages and mandates
that come from different state agencies. Experience elsewhere demonstrates that at least a few
goals and broad principles at the state level are necessary to provide a framework for more
specific plans by state agencies and regions and to establish criteria for resolving conflicts in
agency missions.

California should establish a state-level council, made up of agency directors, to set goals
and priorities and coordinate state policies. This body should work with regional coordinating
groups to develop consensually agreed-upon state strategy.

This study shows that state agencies can achieve agreements among themselves and with
other participants in consensus-building processes. In states where growth management
programs have not included a responsible state council or commission, the legislature
regularly has to prepare annual legislation to fill in gaps or correct initial programs, and
regional players lack guidance. Such a council, along with regional goals, priorities, and
policies, can provide the flexible and adaptive institutional framework that is needed to
manage growth through consensus building. The social, intellectual, and political capital that
are essential for institutionalizing long-term collaborative relationships depend on a consistent
framework of expectations and processes that can be provided by a state council.

Regional coordination and planning must be central to any growth management program.

Growth management must have a regional focus. It is at the regional level where
growth-related activities exert their effects. Metropolitan economies are regional in character,
as are the activities of residents. Within regions are players with both the knowledge and the
motivation to plan and implement growth management in consensually agreed-upon ways.

The state should create strong incentives for regions to organize and for localities to join
regional coordinating bodies and reach agreements. A primary incentive would be the
requirement that state agencies follow regionally developed strategies that are consistent with
state goals, priorities, and performance standards.

Local governments should be offered at least two powerful incentives to cooperate with
each other in the region. The state should make infrastructure funding contingent upon
cooperation. It should also offer regions where there is cooperation the chance to influence
state investment and regulatory decisions. Changes are also needed, however, in the fiscal
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incentives and revenue-raising opportunities of local governments, which now discourage
intergovernmental cooperation and encourage these governments to permit environmentally
damaging forms of development. Incentives are likely to be more acceptable politically than
sanctions for failures to cooperate. A regional strategy should be adopted consensually, with
agreement of most jurisdictions within the region. Since the strategy will cover many issues
and involve the distribution of both benefits and costs among localities, reaching agreement
is feasible because many tradeoffs can be made. A region that does not adopt a growth
management strategy of its own after two to five years could be subject to the state council's
preparation of a strategy for the region.

Regions should organize themselves, and establish consensually their own boundaries,
institutional and interagency relationships, and committee structures and powers.

As each region has a unique history and experience, and a unique distribution of
responsibilities among its public agencies, participants must “own” their processes and design
them to suit their own conditions and problems. Some regions already have the basis for
cooperation in place. Some can involve a single county or COG. Others may require a system
of subregions. No one-size-fits-all regional structure is appropriate for all regions in the state.
Moreover, the structure of the regional coordinating group and its subgroups probably should
evolve over time to adapt to emerging issues and problems.

The state council should negotiate with each region to establish tasks and timelines, so
that the differences among regions, the magnitude of their tasks, and the work they have
already done can be taken into account.

These tasks should be simply defined, leaving the details to be worked out at the regional
level. Deadlines should depend on the scale and controversy of the tasks. It may be
appropriate to establish statewide performance standards with interim targets suitable to
different regions.

The state council should negotiate performance standards, guidelines, or implementation
strategies in a consensus-building way with regional bodies that have adopted regional
coordination strategies and plans.

These specifics of implementation may be more contentious than the setting of broad
policy. Negotiation and consensus building in establishing standards and guidelines will
anticipate or avoid many conflicts and assure that they take into account the diversity and
unique characteristics of the different parts of this vast state. This negotiation will help assure
support and implementation of state policy and objectives. The right to sit at the table with
state agency heads can become a substantial incentive for the regions to organize themselves
and for localities to cooperate in a regional context.

The state council and regional coordinating body should be designated as the primary
arenas for discussion. Where differences cannot be resolved within the region, mediation and
conflict resolution services should be made available. Procedures should be established for
appealing decisions of the regional consensus group at the state level, possibly to the state
council or a designated hearing board.

Our cases show that where there are multiple arenas for decision-making or substantial
ambiguity about how and where decisions will be made, consensus building is undermined.
Stakeholders leave the table or have little incentive to make difficult choices. Insofar as is
legally possible, state agencies should refrain from making decisions on issues while they are
under consideration in regional arenas and should indicate to participants that their decisions
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will be respected if they are congruent with agencies’ missions. In some cases the missions
of state agencies may need to be changed to require them to consider growth management
concerns in their decision-making. Mediation services, offered either through the state or
drawing on the growing body of mediation professionals in the private and nonprofit sectors,
can reduce the need for expensive and formal legal proceedings and appeals.

The state should provide funding to staff the regional consensus-building efforts.

Consensus-building processes will require technical, clerical, and administrative support,
as well as support for professional facilitators to assist with particularly difficult tasks. The
cost of staffing these processes is minor compared to the costs of conflict and failures to
coordinate, which the state currently confronts. As these staff must be regarded as unbiased,
the funding should not be controlled by an agency with growth management interests or one
that is viewed as politically partisan.

The state should cooperate with regions in building a shared information base to support
consensus building.

Consensually agreed-upon technical information can play a significant role in coordination
and can become shared intellectual capital for all participants. This can occur not only within
regional consensus processes, but also between regions and the state.

The state should provide financial support to local governments so they can take
leadership roles in the regional consensus processes.

The willing and effective involvement of local governments in regional consensus building
is crucial to the success of growth management, but the costs of participation are now high for
them and the benefits uncertain. To participate at all, much less to take leadership roles, local
governments need to believe they can adequately represent their interests, and therefore need
to dedicate staff time to participation, as well as preparing technical analyses and proposals.
Because of the budget crisis and their need to deal with such fundamental issues as public
safety, local governments have little staff to devote to such activities.

The state should provide training and other forms of direct technical assistance to those
involved in consensus building.

Meetings of public bodies, city councils, and commissions have followed formalized
procedures that regulate debate over differences. Consensus building, in contrast, requires
listening, cooperating with opponents, and looking for common ground. These methods can
be taught through workshops to group leaders, who in turn teach their colleagues. The state
could designate the task to university mediation groups, professional mediators in the private
sector, or a state office. This is a low-cost activity that promises substantial benefits over time.

Once regional strategies are developed, localities can make necessary changes in their
plans to make them consistent with regional strategies. A properly designed incentive structure
can assure that localities have an interest in preparing plans that are consistent with regional
strategies and state policies — and may be the most effective way of assuring local
cooperation.

! In New Jersey, an impact assessment of the consensually adopted state plan found that $400 million would
be saved annually by municipalities and school districts alone, $65 million per year would be saved in capital
infrastructure costs statewide, and air and water pollution would be significantly lower than without the plan.
(New Jersey Office of State Planning, and Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research, Impact
Assessment of the New Jersey Interim State Development and Redevelopment Plan, February 1992.)
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To require local plans to be consistent with state or regional plans, and detailed,
centralized review of these plans, is both inefficient and politically unpopular. From
experience in other states, such as Florida or Maine, it is not even clear that such requirements
provide an effective way to coordinate local and regional actions, nor that plan consistency
can be unambiguously determined. The regional consensus group should identify its own
enforcement and compliance mechanisms for members. This type of self-policing is most
likely to be effective. In any case, a locality or region would not receive state funding for
transportation, infrastructure, schools, or other activities if they were inconsistent with state
goals, priorities, and standards, and with the regional strategy. This in itself is likely to give
localities the incentive to make plans congruent with regional strategy. The state should
explore various strategies for assuring consistency of local plans and proposals with state and
regional policy, including providing standing to certain interests and agencies to challenge the
plans and proposals, as well as using a voluntary certification process whereby a “certified”
plan would not be subject to such challenge. This is a complex matter which we believe
should be worked out over time in the process of implementing growth management.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to discover whether consensus building can be an
effective method for achieving the coordination needed for managing growth in California. If
so, we sought to learn how consensus building accomplishes this task, and what are the
conditionsfor it to beeffective. Our objectivewasto make recommendationsto thelegislature
on the design of state growth management policies, processes, and organizational structures.

To answer these questions we evaluated 14 cases of mgor consensus-building efforts
for growth management and related purposes in California. We found strong evidence that
consensus building isasignificant and useful tool for coordination, not only because it helps
key participantsin the growth process reach agreements on action but, even moreimportantly,
becauseit helpsthemto build shared socid, intellectual, and political capital. Thisset of social
relationships and trust, agreed-upon data and understandings of the issues, and political
aliances is the basis for long-term coordination. A comparison of the cases, along with a
review of the literature on consensus building and dispute resolution, shows that consen-
sus-building processes must be self-organized by participants, to some degree, but they also
depend on support from theinstitutions of government. Groups need time, staffing, incentives
for participation, and confidence that their efforts will have some results.

Defining the Problem

Growth management refers to a broad range of governmental efforts to influence the
locational patterns, density, timing and type of growth and devel opment in an area, not simply
to efforts to stop or slow growth. Its purposes are many, including encouraging economic
devel opment, maximizing the value of infrastructure investments, providing certainty for the
private sector to do business, assuring the provision of such regionally needed facilities as
public transit or waste treatment, avoiding wasteful competition among communities for
infrastructurefunding or devel opment opportunities, and providing affordablehousing aswell
as protecting natural resources, open space, and valuable environments and ecosystems.
Growth management, in great part, is concerned with efficient use of public resources. It
reflects the recognition that some patterns of growth are wasteful, and that land use patterns
are significant for awide range of statewide policy objectives. These patterns need explicit
attention if the state is to implement its broad policy agenda.

Thetask of growth management islargely one of coordination.” That is, aprincipal goal
is to bring the actions of many players into some common order and to make these actions

2 See Innes, 1992b.



work effectively as a system. A study of recent statewide growth management legislation®
shows that most of the statutes make coordination acentral objective. Public officialsand the
popul ace increasingly recognize that sprawling and inefficient patterns of growth are due to
fragmentation of responsibility among public agencies, which makes it difficult to manage
resources, protect quality of life, and providefor social equity or balanceamong environmental
and economic objectives. Uncoordinated action amountsto no policy, at best, andto expensive
and even paralyzing conflicts, at worst. Coordination is a prerequisite to an effective policy
for growth because the actions of various agencies and private players are so interdependent.

The growth process entails many interdependencies. The top-down pursuit of narrow
missions of public agencies to protect air quality or build highways comes into conflict with
the reality that economic development and resource protection depend on many factors
working together in aregion. State and federal agencies both influence and respond to the
patterns and timing of development by providing infrastructure and other growth-inducing
investment, and establishing regulations to protect specific resources such as air or water.
Local governments control land use, but, in doing so, react to the demands and constraints
created by these investment decisions. Local land use plans in turn may increase the
devel opment pressureto which stateand federal agenciesrespond. A local government’ sfisca
conditionisin part contingent on its neighbor’ sland use decisions, because these can preempt
itsown ability to attract revenue-generating uses. Many private and publicinterest groupsa so
influence local, state, and federa decisions, either through elected bodies or by challenging
decisions in the courts. Any effort to manage growth or establish implementable policy
requires the knowledge and, ultimately, the assent (or coercion) of many, if not al, of these
players.

Many strategies for coordination exist for such multiagency, multijurisdictional tasks,
and each has its own strengths and limitations. These range from centralized administrative
strategies like consolidating agencies or making strict rules and implementing them through
bureaucratic controls, to employing flexible linkage techniques such as sharing information
across agencies, using informal networks among players, or to self-enforcing methods such
as giving interested parties the right to sue to enforce adherence to common policies. An
inventory of administrative strategies that have been used to coordinate growth management
isgiveninFigure 1. Figure 2 detailsanumber of more specific tools, such asrequiring players
to adhere to common goals or to create plans that are consistent with one another.

The term consensus building refersto group processes that typically incorporate many
stakeholders’ and involve a search for common ground and broad agreement (but not
necessarily unanimity) through long-term, intensive discussions. The methods of communi-
cation often build on mediation and negoti ati on techniques, and on experiencein disputesover

% Innes, 1992a.

4W e use thisterm to mean anyone with a stake in the outcomes, from those who stand to gain or lose directly,
to public participants whose values are affected by a project. For the purposes of these processes, stakeholders
represent organized interests, groups, agencies, or other organizations, rather than individuals representing
themselves.



Figurel

ADMINISTRATIVE STRATEGIESFOR INTERAGENCY

COORDINATION IN GROWTH MANAGEMENT

Consolidation

Combining of agencies with growth-related responsibilities into a superagency.
Coordination occurs because the superagency has authority over the others, a
mission which supersedes those of the separate agencies, and responsibility to assure
actions are coordinated. Example: Legidation proposed by Bay Vision 2020 to
consolidate ABAG, MTC and BAAQMD in the Bay Area.

Top Down Command and control by a central agency which has goals, policies or plans.
Coordination occurs by bureaucrats making implementing rules and judging the
consistency of plans, policies or actions of other agencies or local governments with
state policy. Example: Florida state growth management program.

Quasi-judicial Players are permitted to challenge plans or policies as inconsistent with goals or

policies of the state or region in quasi-judicial proceedings. Coordination occurs as
players voluntarily develop consistent plans and policies or after legal challenges and
court decisions that inconsistent plans must be altered. Some coordination may occur
through “voluntary” or mediated settlements, bypassing the litigation. Example:
Vermont state growth management.

Back and Forth

Horizontal, collaborative interactions among all players. “ Cross Acceptance.”
Coordination occurs during the process of designing and agreeing on plans, policies
or standards through consensus-building group process. Example: New Jersey state
planning program, interagency working groups.

Bottom Up Mutual adjustment process starting with smallest units of government. Coordination
occurs by getting localities and other agenciesto make plans and identify and
mediate conflicts among themselves. Aggregation of these plans becomes the basis
for plans and policies of region or state. Example: Georgia state growth management
program.

I nformation Formal linkages across agencies requiring information exchange, consultation, and

Only review of plans, policies and actions. Coordination occurs because players have the
necessary knowledge of others' actionsto try stop them, alter them, or adjust their
own. Examples: environmental impact assessment, federal A-95 review.

I nformal Net- Personal contacts and regular communication among individualsin different agen-

works cies and governments. Coordination occurs by incremental mutual adjustment as

these individuals influence the policies and actions of their agencies, usually during
the deliberation processes. Linkage may be horizontal across agency staff or pro-
vided by citizen watchdog or interest groups. Examples: Everywhere.




Figure2

TECHNIQUES AND PROCEDURES FOR COORDINATION

IN GROWTH MANAGEMENT

Common Goals

These may be mandated centrally by the state or region, or jointly
agreed. They may be broad or specific. They must be followed by all
players. Example: All state growth management programs.

Common Policies and
Standards

These include policy principles such as encouraging mixed use
development, or preserving high quality agricultural land, or assuring
devel opment does not exceed infrastructure capacity, (concurrency)
and standards like level of service for measuring that capacity. Exam-
ples. Severa state growth management programs.

Common Procedures
and Criteria

Standardized procedures, review criteria, regulatory practices. Exam-
ple: Streamlined permit processing.

Principles of Desired
Urban Form

Patterns of growth players agree to or are required to promotein their
plans, policies and actions, such as containment of development,
cluster patterns or growth along corridors as opposed to sprawling
patterns. Examples. The New Jersey “centers’ policy, urban limit
linesin Oregon.

Common I nformation
Bases

Includes geographic information systems, population or economic
projections, traffic projections and models, environmental studies and
analyses which al players use in decisions and debates. Examples:
Everywhere.

Regulatory Maps

Maps used by all players, designating areas and defining or limiting
actions that may be taken within them. Examples: zoning, plan maps.

Plan-making Require-
ments

All players are required to make formal, explicit plans, often follow-
ing standardized formats, covering specified issues. Often combined
with consistency requirements with other plans and other policies,
standards etc. Example: Florida state growth management.

Capital Budgeting
Linked to Land Use
Plans

Linking of capital budget planning at al levels to growth management
through comprehensive plans, infrastructure needs assessments, use
of common level of service standards etc. Examples: New Jersey state
planning, Orlando and the Florida Keys.




facility siting, environmental regulation, and community conflict.” In mediation and negotia-
tion the objective is to resolve a specific problem that has turned into a conflict. We are
interested here, however, in consensusbuilding for broader and moreanticipatory tasks. While
the experience of consensus building in focused disputes is helpful (these disputes typically
raise broad issueslinking the solution to avariety of policiesand actions), consensus building
in the present study involvesthe framing of public issues, devel oping agreement on facts, and
then setting desired policy directions, developing plans, regulatory principles, and even
implementation strategies.

Theideaof consensus building asacoordination strategy has been littlerecognized in the
legislation or the literature to this point. Our previous research, however, shows that these
group processes have been used in practice because the other tools are insufficient.® The
“Back and Forth” model in Figure 1 represents the consensus building approach on which we
have focused. Consensus building groups have been invented in other states to supplement
growth management programs designed basically to be top-down bureaucratic approaches or
laissez-faire or bottom-up models. Some states, like New Jersey, have relied fundamentally
0N consensus processes as their central tool. These group processes — task forces, working
groups, commissions, and so on — did a variety of tasks that had often proved otherwise
intractable, from setting policy to designing plans to problem solving, fact finding, or
designing procedures or performance standards.

Therearetheoretical reasonsto predict that face-to-face consensus-building processeswill
be important coordination tools in tasks like growth management. Thompson (1967)
distinguishes among three different kinds of tasks that each require a different strategy for
achieving coordination. Where tasks are well understood and repetitive, coordination can be
done through standardization of practice (regulation). Where the outputs of one part of a
system are inputs to another, an effective method of coordination is requiring that plans be
consistent with one another. Where outputs of one part of a system are inputs to another and
viceversa, then mutual adjustment isneeded among players. Growth management clearly fals
into this last category, and consensus building involving face-to-face meetings among the
many playersisaway of achieving the needed mutua adjustment.

Dryzek (1987) has argued that standard administrative practices have not successfully
managed the complexity and the uncertainty involved in environmental management. He
shows how and why market systems, administered systems, polyarchy, and other systemsfor
socia choice have failed to protect ecological systems. Group processes involving the
knowledgeable actors, he argues (1990), have more potential for addressing awider range of
concerns and complex interactions than standard, top-down bureaucratic approaches, aswell
as a greater capacity to develop solutions tailored to the uncertain and unique contexts of
particular regions.’

5 K ey references include Fisher and Ury (1981), Carpenter and K ennedy (1988), Susskind and Cruikshank
(1987), Sullivan (1984), and M oore (1986).

® Innes (1992a and b), and Neuman (1993).
" Dryzek’sbook Discursive Democracy, 1990, elaborates this notion contending that agroup process he calls
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I ncentives, Sanctions, and I nstitutional Framewor k

Consensus building among playerswith strong interestsand much at stake does not occur
unless the conditions are right. Incentives and sanctions bring players to the table and keep
themthere. Wehaveidentified arange of sanctionsand incentivesthat have been used in other
statesto encourage coordination in growth management, and some of these provideincentives
for consensus building (see Figure 3).

The existence of alternative opportunities for action can undermine consensus building,
asplayerswill engageinit seriously only if they perceivethat reaching agreementispreferable
to working independently for their goals. They must believe that their participation in the
process will be worthwhile and that what is concluded may actually be implemented. Thus,
theinstitutional setting and the legidlative framework can encourage or discourage consensus
building. Thelinkage of these processesto the duly constituted public decision making bodies
isalso important because it determines whether the resultswill be significant. The purpose of
this study is to help identify institutional frameworks that enable and support successful
consensus building, rather than hinder it, as has been the norm.

M ethodol ogy

The complexity of consensus building and of the conditions that affect its success or
faillure demanded a quadlitative, holistic approach to the research. We have examined
significant and visible cases in California where some form of consensus building has been
attempted in growth management or related i ssues, including environmental management and
military base reuse planning. Thus we believe that our findings will have vaue not only to
growth management legislation, but also to a variety of other state initiatives requiring
coordination of complex multi-issue, multijurisdictional tasks.

We had four criteriafor case selection: (1) consensus building was central to the effort to
coordinate; (2) the problem or task cut acrossjurisdictional boundaries and involved multiple
issues and multiple players; (3) the effort had been going on long enough so that we could
assess, to somedegree, its consequences;® (4) casesfrom thethreelargest metropolitan regions
of the state and from central California were included.®

communicative action, which is much like the model of consensus building we describe here, isamore effective
and democratic strategy for environmental management.

8 We found only one major consensus building project that had been going on long enough to be in the
implementation stage, so we did not have the option of evaluating consensus building by the actionsit produced.
® Wewere fortunate in being able to conduct several case studies under the auspices of the project, with partial
support from other sources, and with research associates’ time contributed as they completed theses and
coursework. These included the Santa M onica study, the Natural Communities and Coachella Valley cases, and
the military base cases. This allowed us to complete far more research than the project funding allowed. All but
the base closure cases were conducted according to our own standard methodology described below. The base
closure cases were completed before our study, and independently of it. They involved aless systematic inquiry,
less focused on consensus building. However, they offered sufficient overlap with our study that one of the
authors (Kirschenbaum) has rewritten them for this project. The more complete version of that study appearsin
War Games: Evaluating the California Military Base Conversion Process, by JoshuaKirschenbaum and Dwayne
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Figure 3

INCENTIVES AND SANCTIONS FOR COORDINATING

GROWTH MANAGEMENT

Preemptive Planning

If plans of an agency or government are not coordinated with goals or plans
of state, region or local government, a plan is prepared for that agency by
another body. Example: Rhode Island state planning.

Withholding of
Funds

State grants and other general funds may be withheld from a government or
agency until it has demonstrated it is in compliance with coordination
policies. Example: Florida state growth management.

Funding for Projects

Release of funds for projects may be contingent on showing they are coordi-
nated or consistent with plans or policies. Example: Vermont housing and
environment fund.

Control of Permitting

Permits for projects may be denied by regulatory agencies unless projects are
in compliance with coordination policies. Example: Vermont environmental
boards.

Public Opinion

Political pressure and public opinion created through citizen watchdog
groups and the media can make it poor politics not to cooperate with policies
for coordination. Example: 1000 Friends of Oregon.

~ INCENTIVES |

Funding for Coordi-
nation Activity

Central agency may provide funding specifically for coordination effort.

Example: State of Georgia, Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act.

Incentive Funding
JSor Coordinated Pro-
Jects

Additional funding for projects offered to clusters of agencies or localities
which coordinate their requests among selves and/or with higher level
agency. Example: Congestion Management in California.

A Place at the Table

Players are brought together to negotiate real decisions and have the poten-
tial to influence each others actions and final policies and plans. Example:
New Jersey state planning.

Tax-base Sharing

Localities share the tax benefits of land uses, or the costs.

Privileges to Those
Who Coordinate

Agencies and governments which have demonstrated compliance with
coordination policies get special privileges, such as standing to challenge
others’ plans, or access to state funds for legal defense of plans. Examples:
Vermont state growth management, Maine state growth management.

Potential of Better
Outcome

Players can see that collaboration will produce a more desirable outcome for
all, as a group, as well as individually. Example: San Diego Regional
Growth Management Strategy.

Peer Pressure in
Groups

Participation over time in a group may create an incentive to cooperate with
other members and to produce a group product. Examples: San Francisco
Estuary Project, San Diego Regional Growth Management Strategy.




For each of our cases, we interviewed staff and participants who had been deeply
involved, reviewed memoranda, meeting minutes, analyses, and plans and policy documents,
and attended meetingsastiming permitted. Weinterviewed between 10 and 25 peoplefor each
case, trying to get as broad a range of perspectives as possible and to account for the
complexity of the case. We alwaysinterviewed key staff and most of the playersidentified by
staff or others as important participants, representing major diverging perspectives. Due to
limits of time and funding we could not interview as many players as we would have liked,
so we inevitably missed nuances and some perspectives. Moreover, we were seldom able to
follow up on participants who had |eft the processes, so our understanding of dissatisfactions
with the processesis, to some degree, limited.

Wefocused on getting an accurate history of events, disputes and agreements, and aclear
understanding of processes used for discussion and reaching consensus. We identified the
legislativeand regul atory framework a ong with the decision making bodiesand agencieswith
responsibility for addressing the problems. We sought to find out why players came to the
table and stayed there (or in some cases left). We wanted to know what changes, if any,
occurred in players understandings, positions, and activities or those of the groups they
represented, during the course of the process. Weinquired how they reached agreement on any
policies, information, or other outcomes.

We used acommoninterview guidedevel oped collaboratively by Gruber, Innes, Neuman,
and Thompson. The group also collectively reviewed preliminary findings from each case,
identified questionsfor further exploration, and compared the cases. Thus, both the design of
theinquiry and theinterpretation of findingswere done collectively. In some casesinterviews
were done by two group members, and in other cases by just one of theteam. The case studies
were drafted by individuals noted as authors for each, and reviewed by the rest of the group.
Each casewas also sent out for review and comment by several key players and staff to check
on the accuracy of facts and to correct misinterpretations. Comments were used to revise the
cases. Every effort has been madeto present facts accurately. We have noted wheretherewere
differencesamong the stories and perceptionsof respondents. Ultimately, we have offered our
own ways of making sense of differing views.

The team did cross-case comparisons and prepared findings and recommendations
gualitatively, on the basis of the preponderance of evidence. The diversity of the cases
provides abroad base for comparison, but the numbers are not sufficient to offer meaningful
statistics or quantitative conclusions. The report itself was outlined by the team and written
by Innes and Gruber, with review and editing by Neuman and Thompson.

S. Marsh (Working Paper 603, Institute of Urban and Regional Development, University of California at
Berkeley, December 1993).



THE CASES

The full case studies areincluded in the Appendix. A brief synopsis of each is provided
here. As the planning process in some of these communities extended beyond the period
covered by our research, devel opmentsthat have occurred since mid-1993 may not bereflected
in the text.

The Growth Management Consensus Project was a statewide effort to bring together
governmentsand interest group stakehol dersto devel op agreement on statewidelegislationfor
growth management. Its successor, the Economic and Environmental Recovery Coalition,
continued thework and focused on drafting actual |egislation inasmaller and less contentious
group. Although no legidation has passed, agreement has been reached on significant
componentsamong playerswho wereformerly in substantial conflict. Thesetwo related cases
allowed us to see what the issues in growth management are for the major interest groupsin
the state, and to understand what they have been able to agree on and what sticking points
remain. The cases aso provided insight into the detailed processes and discussionsthat led to
agreements, and to understanding the skillsand tasks of afacilitator for thistype of consensus
building.

The one metropolitan effort that has produced a regiona growth management plan, the
San Diego Regional Growth Management Strategy, was created in response to passage of
Measure Cin San Diego County in 1988, calling for the formul ation of such aplan. Itinvolved
acollaborative effort of the county’ s 18 cities and the county government, working under the
auspices of the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), to develop aregional
growth strategy on aconsensual basis. This case stood out in that local governmentstook the
leading role and were able to reach substantial consensus. A draft strategy was produced and
work continues on more detailed planning and implementation.

The San Francisco Estuary Project and its parallel, the Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Project, formed anatural pair to examine. These massive consensus projects, conducted under
the auspices of the federal Clean Water Act, brought together representatives of the federa,
state, and local agencies whose actions affect major estuaries. The projects also included key
private interests, such as environmental and business groups. Their purpose was to develop
an assessment of the state of the estuary and prepare and consensually adopt a conservation
and management plan for it. Like San Diego’ s, these casesinvolved acentral consensusgroup
and multiple issue-based groups, along with technical and public advisory committees.
Although the primary focus is on water quality, land use and growth issues are integral to
estuarine problems. Both these projects involved many of the same players and agencies that
would beinvolved in implementing aregional growth plan. The advantage of examining two
estuary projects was that there were enough similarities in structure and purposes that the
differences could be particularly informative. These two cases also permitted us to examine



theroleof technical information in consensus building, becausethe scientific characterization
of the estuary and assessment of the scientific findings were central to each case. Both have
produced a consensual management plan, along with a set of water quality indicators and
scientific data about the status of the bay/estuary. Although implementation of the plans
depends on the political will of the governor and on funding, the indicators the projects
produced are already in use by regulators, with the effect of redirecting some prioritiesto the
protection of water quality.

We aso studied the consensus process that led to Contra Costa County Measure C in
1988. This was a self-organized collaboration of development and environmental interests,
along with local officials and citizens, designed to prepare and pass areferendum for a sales
tax that would support county transportation improvements. Measure C aso included a
provision for growth management and acompanion bond issue for open space. The county is
highly diverse economically and racialy and is split into subsections (or regions, asthey call
them), which see their interests very differently. Thus the effort to bring both regions and
interests together for this purpose is particularly instructive.

The Natural Communities Conservation Planning case in southern California was a
natural choice becauseit isamajor, precedent-setting effort by state agencies to be proactive
and coordinate state, federal, and local conservation planning, while working with
environmentalists and developers. Moreover, the area in question, the coastal sage-scrub
habitat of the gnatcatcher and other rare species, covers portions of three countiesand isunder
intense devel opment pressure. The planning areainvol ved approximately 6,000 square miles.
Theideathat united al the players was dislike of the species-by-species protection approach
of the Endangered Species Act. They all saw potential benefits and greater certainty in a
broader “ natural communities’” approach towildlifeprotection. Thestatefollowed athree-step
approach: first, at theregional level, stakehol dersworked to reach consensuson guidelinesand
performance standards; second, stateand federal agenciesnegotiated planning agreementswith
local governments on how subregional plans would meet these guidelines; and third, the
stakeholders are now participating in the devel opment of the subregional conservation plans.
This case is unusual in our sample because state agencies took the lead. It is interesting
because substantial agreement hasbeen reached among playerswho havelong beenin conflict.
One of its most effective methods was its reliance on a panel of scientific experts who were
al acceptable to the stakeholders. The case presented here examines the first stage of this
conservation planning process, which has reached completion.

The Coachella Valley case allowed us to look not only at the planning process but also
at the implementation of a habitat conservation plan that had been devel oped consensually.
This case alowed us not only to see how 14 local jurisdictions, the Bureau of Land
Management, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the California Department of Fish and
Game, local devel opers, and environmentalists managed to agree on acoordinated solution to
the conflict between endangered speci es protection and devel opment objectives, it al so enabled
us to see how consensus building played a part in implementation.

Bay Vision 2020 was the major consensus-building effort in the San Francisco Bay Area
to establish aregional growth policy and strategy. The commission drew its membership from
adiversegroup of leading citizens, most of whom had no growth management responsibilities.
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They were chosen for their diversity and persona qualities rather than as stakeholders
representing identified interests. The commission was not sponsored officially by any
governmental agency, but rather by a voluntary group including key stakeholdersin growth
— the largest environmental group in the region, the most important business research
organization, and a group of regionally minded locally elected officials. The purpose of
establishing the commission wasto educate theseleading citizensand find aconsensusamong
them about the nature of theregional growth management problem, and the need and direction
for action. Then asmall group — The Bay Vision Action Coalition, made up largely of the
stakeholders who had sponsored the commission — used its findings and recommendations
as the basis for drafting legislation for regional planning and governance. The proposal, to
consolidate three major regional agencies and create aregional commission, turned out to be
controversial, and was strongly opposed by many local governments in the region.

We briefly reviewed the equivalent effort in the Los Angeles region, the LA 2000
Committee and Partnership, whichinvolved an elitegroup of powerful business, environmen-
tal, and community leadersin devel oping avisionfirst for thecity, and thenfor theregion. We
also briefly examined the variety of regional bodies doing some type of growth-related
planning for the Los Angeles area.’® We combined these into a single discussion of the Los
Angeles situation, exploring the inherent obstacles to creating aregional coordinating effort
inan areathat is so large and has so many strong, independent, and often competing agencies
with no mandate or incentive to cooperate with one another.

Playa Vista is a massive development proposed for an area of Los Angeles sandwiched
between middle-class residential districts near Marina del Rey. The project lies within the
jurisdictions of Los Angelescity and county and the Coastal Zone Management Commission.
It rai sesissues of wetlands, trafficimpacts, and views, to name only afew. It hasbeen debated
for more than adozen years, and repeatedly revised to suit itscritics. Asyet, building has not
begun, thoughin the summer of 1993 many former opponents began to support the project and
permits were given for the first phase. One city council member lost her re-election bid over
the project, and it became a citywide cause célébre. This project is our only example of a
consensus-building effort around adevel opment proj ect, asmost such projectsdo not meet our
criterion of crossing jurisdictional lines.** This case, however, turned out not to have a
face-to-facegroup processwith all stakeholdersinvolved simultaneously, but rather empl oyed
shuttle diplomacy by the devel oper among the interests and agencies.

Finally, military base reuse planning at Fort Ord, George Air Force Base, and Mather
Air Force Base allowed us to examine attempts at interjurisdictional consensus building
concerning redevel opment and basereuse planning.*? Thesehave beenlargely failed attempts™

¥ bye to limitations of funding we were unable to do more than one or two interviews on these and to review
documentary material.

1 The Natomas project in the Sacramento area was an example of a complex development that was
successfully negotiated through a consensus process after years of stalemate (see Michael Peter Smith), but many
othersremain in difficulty (Huntington Beach, Bolsa Chica, etc.).

12 These studies were done independently of this project by Joshua Kirschenbaum and Dwayne March (op.
cit.), so they did not adhere to all the common questions and methods used here. The methods of interviewing
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thus far, although some have been more successful than others. They alow usto look at the
issue of who convenes the consensus process, and at the problem created when some
stakeholders have substantially more to gain or lose than others and thus do not accept a
consensus processthat doesnot recognizetheir specia concerns. These cases cover only some
aspects of our inquiry, as they were done independently of our project. We include them
because they provide substantial parallels and insights for the present project.

and the review of materials were similar, however, and they addressed a number of the same issues.
3 Fort Ord has had some success since the preparation of this case, and planning seems to be moving ahead.
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FINDINGS

Overview of Cases

Of the nine cases of consensus building that we examined in detail ,** four had asaprimary
purpose preparing or working toward legislation, four aimed primarily at preparing aplan, and
one focused on developing specific actions. Seven of the nine were preceded by an earlier
working group that had set up the process.

All but two of the cases relied on subgroupsin addition to a central committee. The size
of that central group ranged from seven in one case to 54 for the largest group. Six ranged
between 15 and 35 members. Four of the cases used technical advisory committees and two
used special-purpose technical committees. Three set up issue-based committees, one used
regional committees, and almost all used ad hoc short-term subcommittees at one time or
another. Thesecommitteeswereall made up of diverse stakehol ders, except in one casewhere
“caucus’ groups of similar stakeholders were created. Two cases had a higher-level
“gponsoring” committee above the central committee.

The shortest process we examined took about eight months, and another took less than
ayear. The others ranged from a year and a haf to five or six years. The shortest ones were
regarded asincomplete, and other groupstook up the work after the process we examined had
ended. Two of the processes are continuing at thiswriting. At least four of the cases resulted
in the creation of new consensus groupsto follow up thework of thefirst group. (Itisdifficult,
at times, to be certain if anew groupisrealy continuing thework.) In at least four cases, other
parallel or spinoff consensus groupswere created outside the processto work on aspectsof the
iSsues.

Staff were provided in avariety of ways. Infour casesthe consensus-building group itsel f
hired and paid at least some of the staff. Staff were aso borrowed from state agencies (one
case), the legidature (two), federal agencies (one), COGs, or councils of government (two),
nonprofits(one), or local government (one). Intwo casesadevel oper provided staff. In several
others, the group hired consultants to do special tasks. Most cases had a mixture of staff
providedin different ways. Thefunding al'so camein different ways, with three groupsraising
their own funding from public agencies, foundations, and private interest groups. The EPA
provided thefunding for thetwo estuary projects, and adevel oper provided funding in another
case. Typically, public agencies loaned their staff without charge to the groups.

The combination of stakeholders varied by group. At least four groups included almost
afull range of possible stakehol der types, from state and federal agencies, local governments,

4 These include the Growth M anagement Consensus Project, the Economic and Environmental Recovery
Coalition, San Diego, Natural Communities Conservation Planning, the Santa M onica Bay Restoration Project,
the San Francisco Estuary Project, Coachella Valley, Contra Costa, and Bay Vision 2020.
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and interest groups. Three othersincluded no state or federal agencies, whileonehad acentral
committee made up entirely of local officials. Only two included socia equity stakeholders,
who are not normally part of the growth management debates.® These were representatives
of the poor or ethnic minority groupswho would be affected, albeit often indirectly, by growth
management policies.

In at least five cases major paralel activities were taking place in other arenas, whilein
four casesthe consensus process wasrea ly the central location for discussion. Technical fact-
finding was a central feature in six cases, while only more-limited qualitative analyses were
done in the others. The products of the consensus efforts were so varied that they cannot be
summarized, but they included plans and legislation as well as indicators for monitoring
strategies, guidelines for planning, surveys, and emerging agreements. The degree of success
or failure of any one case cannot be simply measured, since all had some successes and al
failed to accomplish all that was originally intended.

Stakeholders

Selection Process

Stakeholders joined these processes in several different ways. In none of our cases was
membership predefined, although, in officially sanctioned governmental processes like San
Diego's or the estuary projects, some stakehol ders were suggested by the legislation. In many
cases the players with the most at stake, often the initiators, selected themselvesto start the
process. In some cases, like Bay Vision, Coachella Valey, or the Growth Management
Consensus Project, the initiators selected the group. Often a core group or project initiators
|ater decided other stakehol derswere needed, asthey did in the San Francisco Estuary Project.
They used persona and professional networks to identify individuals and active interest
groups. Organizations coordinating the process, like SANDAG, aso might choose
stakeholders. Sometimes the organizers selected individuals who had good communication
skills and commitment to consensus; sometimes they asked organizations to designate an
individual to represent them; but often, especially in the early stages, the processinvolved the
joint selection of an interest and an individual who could represent that interest. Growth
Management Consensus Project staff, beforeinviting stakehol dersto thetabl e, “ shopped their
list around” Sacramento to assure they had incorporated al key interests. Prior to the San
Francisco Estuary Project, public workshops were held to which a large number of likely
participants in the project were invited and educated on the issues. Typically, the core group
then moved to unite additional stakeholders soon after it began work. A public involvement
committee assisted in this selection process.

We observed a combination of formality and informality in the selection process. In the
interests of assuring that al who have power or major interest are represented, both self-
selection and deliberate efforts to invol ve stakeholders seemed to be needed. This lack of a
simple procedural rule or a priori set of members raised a dilemma of legitimacy for the

15 See Susan Sherry (1993).
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process at times, though complaints only occurred in cases like the Economic and Environ-
mental Recovery Coalition, the Natural Communities Conservation Planning program
(NCCP), or San Francisco Estuary Project, where some interested stakeholderswereleft out.
In the NCCP, which had no method for limiting involvement, when more and more people
wanted to get involved they adopted a public hearing format.

Selection Criteria

I nclusiveness. Most groups sought toinclude all activeinterestswith astakeintheissue,
recognizing the political importance of inclusion. In the words of one person involved in the
Contra Costa process, “If you had an issue on the sales tax measure, we wanted you in the
room. We wanted to get everyone in the room.” Many attribute the fact that so many groups
supported (or at least did not oppose) the Contra Costa measure to the inclusivity of the
process. CoachellaValey organizersfollowed asimilar logic. In San Diego, the norm for al
committeeswasto beinclusive. For some committees this meant including representatives of
every jurisdiction within the county; for other committees it meant broadly representing
interestsin the county. Asone staff member described it, “wewant to bring all affected people
into the tent.” He went on to explain that doing this made it easier to sell whatever product
resulted from the group.

Staff decided the Growth Management Consensus Project needed to include all interests
because they represented the legislature. However, they went beyond the obvious, active
intereststo invite inner-city and community-based groups, which have not played much role
in growth politics and did not, at the outset, know what was at stake for them. Staff regarded
the education of all the stakeholders about the “social equity” issuesin growth management
to be a mgjor success of the project. With some success, The San Francisco Estuary Project,
through the public involvement committee, also attempted to bring in stakeholders who had
not previously played an activerolein debates. M ost groupsdid not go beyond seeking out the
interests that were aready actively involved, and making sure none were missing.

If a missing stakeholder had the capacity to be a deal breaker, the problem could be
serious. The fact, for example, that local governments were missing from the Economic and
Environmenta Recovery Coalition (EERC) rai sesproblemsboth for passage of thelegislation
and for effective implementation if passed. EERC efforts to represent local government
interests through informal consultation and indirect representation will help, but may be
insufficient to assure the support of local governments or to design a program that will work
at thelocal level.

Balance. A concern for balance often led to the creation of very large committees.
Although the literature on group process makesit clear that smaller groups (7 to 15) are most
effective for consensus-building discussion, many of the central committees in the processes
we studied became quite unwieldy, with as many as 54 people in one case and 30 to 45 in
others. These committees grew in size despite the organizers' recognition of the difficulty of
managing large groups, partly to assure inclusion of interests, but also because of a concern
for balance. Although these consensus processes seldom relied on mgjority voting and often
required close-to-total agreement, both stakehol ders and group organizers sought somerough
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parity typically in the numbers of voicesrepresenting particular views. Thus, for example, the
decision to include three business groups in the GMCP required that three environmental
groups also be included.

Our respondents confirmed that balancewasimportant and that they believed stakeholders
should be represented in proportion to their roles. One local government representative who
felt hisinterestswere underrepresented in the Growth M anagement Consensus Project, stated,
“1 would have [arranged representation] so the cities and counties had much more weight.”
Representatives from conservation groups in San Diego were sensitive about being “tokens”
on some of the advisory committees, eventhough they largely believed their viewswere being
taken serioudly by the business representatives. They felt they had to be better prepared than
others to compensate. If key stakeholders had what they regarded as insufficient voice in
relation to what they had at stake, they were likely to leave the process, especialy if they had
aternative arenas in which to operate. For example, in the case of George Air Force Base, a
city that would be greatly affected by based closure contended it was underrepresented and
prepared its own competitive plan to present to the military.

Qualities of the Individual. Respondents invariably told us it made a great difference
which individual was selected to represent an interest. Some individuals were regarded as
“reasonable’ by the others, while a small proportion were seen as intransigent or irrational .
Most organizers tried to assure selection of “reasonable” individuals as participants. As one
participant in the Contra Costa case explained, whilethey sought to beasinclusiveas possible
in composing their citizens' advisory group, “People who wouldn’t talk we didn’'t call.” On
the other hand, respondents frequently discovered that people who had come across as
unreasonable and uncompromising at public hearings proved to be quite reasonable in the
context of the consensus-building process. Y et, uncompromising or difficult people did get
chosen at times, and they could block the work of the consensus process.

Looking across al the cases, we found no necessary relationship between intransigence
and the stakeholder’ sinterest. That is, even the stakeholder groups with interests that made
them resistant to reaching agreements might well be represented by reasonable individuals.
While the individual representatives could not change the fundamental interest of the
stakeholder, they sometimes did change the stakeholder’ s position by reporting back on the
consensus process and convincing the stakehol der that amodification inits position might be
necessary. One of the businessrepresentativesto the Growth Management Consensus Process
from a group that strongly opposed growth management, for example, convinced key
associ ation membersthat sometype of land designation system would probably be devel oped,
and began to build support for adesignation system the memberswould find | ess problematic
than the urban limit line that was under consideration. On other hand, afew individualsin the
GMCP were so difficult that even their associates found them “outrageous,” and regarded
them as poor spokespersons for their cause.

The need of consensus groups to accept individuals designated by their organization as
membersto assure the backing of the organi zation, may mean that intransigent people prevent
the reaching of significant agreement among the rest. Some organizers aimed to get
“reasonable’ participants, but asaresult did not include points of view that would eventually
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require attention. Facilitators, wherethey were used, generally had skillsto deal with difficult
players. But any demand for 100 percent consensus tended to give these players excessive
power and drive the motivated players to a separate arena.

The Problem of Representation
It mattered who the representatives were in relation to their organization. As one
experienced facilitator explained it,

When principals are at the table, their decisions matter. Y ou really need someone
who can make adecision. Thehard partiscitizens' groupswhereyou join by sending
adollar. Even if the representative is able to consult and return with commitment,
there can aways be a new splinter group that protests. The main thing people need
isclarity about what arepresentative can commit to. They are often satisfied that staff
will recommend to but not speak for council members or agency heads a priori.

Different individuals have different capacitiesto speak for an interest and to commit that
group to action. Lobbyists are professional representers and often have formal meetings with
their client organizations, asthey did in the Growth Management Consensus Process and the
Economic and Environmental Recovery Coalition, to propose and get approval for positions
they will take. They were sometimes able to bring the organization’s leadership to an
understanding of theissues and get the organization to shift its position to make achievement
of consensus easier. But even these professional representatives often could not fully explain
what they had |earned to the members of the organization, and ran therisk of saying thingsin
meetings that their organization would not accept, despite having full information. These
lobbyists did not necessarily get agreement from their organizations for the positions they
would take, because the complexity of the issues and process madeit difficult and tediousfor
their organization membersto |earn enough to buy in to the conclusions. Lobbyists can get too
far ahead of their group’s views, as can any representative. In one meeting we observed,
lobbyists were visibly nervous about a position they took, which they did not know if their
organization would support. In another case, an individual who wasarea leader in achieving
consensusbegan tolose credibility among somegroup membersbecausethey thought hecould
not bring his organization along. Conversely, in another case, athough group members knew
that no one at the table could commit to a decision, trust and confidence were high because
representatives had consistently done agood job of informing and bringing their constituency
along.

High-level public agency staff can often speak for their agency, but they too have
difficulty. One heavily involved participant in the San Francisco Estuary Project told us,

An agency is aconsensus group. Internally the managers do not agree, but wetry to
iron out these differences and present acommon face. Agenciesdo have policies but
thesearevery general and could be given in one seven-word sentence. Different staff
interpret it differently. For example, Joe has adifferent view from Paul. Oneis*“fish
sensitive” and the other is “politics sensitive.” Both tried to represent their
organization the way they saw it.
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Local officials and their representatives had an even more difficult time because of the
wide diversity of values and interests they represented — which, moreover, were typically
poorly defined and internally in conflict. They could work well in groups with other local
officialsasthey didin San Diego or Contra Costa, but when confronted with narrowly defined
interest groups they often took weak, lowest-common-denominator positions. This was the
case in the Growth Management Consensus Project, where local representatives insisted on
funding for planning but did not provide leadership on growth management strategy. One
representative to the GMCP noted that “LA 2000 found it hard to participate in this because
they were aready a consensus group.” Furthermore, local elected officias could not commit
other members of their city council to any position they took. The problems of local
governments differed in degree, but not in kind, from those of most other stakeholders who
represented poorly articulated consensus groups. Local governments have substantial
experience with communication and discussion on regional bodies and the League of Cities,
but limited experience in these types of multi-interest groups.

Individuals who represented citizen groups with loosely associated memberships, such
as the League of Women Voters, or those made up of associated community groups and
individuals, like the Ethnic Coalition, were pretty much free to take arange of positions that
might be reasonable for their group, but had considerable difficulty if and when they tried to
get guidancefrom their organi zation. These citizen representativeswere problematic fromthe
point of view of stakehol dersrepresenting moreformally organized interests, asthey wereless
able than others to commit their membership to positions they advocated.

Some consensus groups were sensitive to problems concerning the rel ationship between
agroup member and his or her constituency, and tried to addressit directly. For example, the
ground rules for the Growth Management Consensus Project required the participants to
communicate regularly with their stakeholder group, and the Coachella Valley process was
based on the same understanding. At least one San Diego advisory committee made
membership conditional on theestablishment of someregular form of communication between
members and their parent organizations. More typically, however, groups ignored the issue,
at times with problematic consequences. In Contra Costa, for example, akey environmental
representative in the consensus building process found himself at odds with his own group at
least in part because he had not kept them sufficiently apprised of emerging decisions. In the
end, several environmental organizations refused to actively support the ballot measure that
emerged from the process.

Commissionersin Bay Vision 2020 did not represent interests directly, asthiswas not a
stakeholder group. Commission membersweresel ected asindividuas, and werenot officialy
responsible for reporting to agencies or interest groups. LA 2000 was a hybrid, with some
members who might be viewed as stakeholders but most serving as individuas who could
speak for certain points of view. These two groups were designed in the moretraditional blue
ribbon committee model, where the purpose is to provide leadership, visibility, and
respectability for aproposal, rather than asastakeholder model, whichisdesigned to bringthe
key playersinto coordinated plans and actions.
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Coming to the Table and Staying There

After identifying stakeholders the next tasks were to get representatives to come to the
table, to create the conditions to keep them there, and to provide the incentives for them to
reach agreements. These problems existed for al cases. Even in the estuary projects, which
were set up under federa law, and had officia federal and state sponsorship, no rule defined
which agencies or interests had to participate. Mandated processes such as the San Diego
Regiona Growth Management Strategy, the San Francisco Estuary Project, and the Santa
M onicaBay Restoration Project, did have the advantage that many public agenciesbegan with
the disposition to participate, and they and other players had reason to expect that what
happened in the consensus process might have an impact on rea policy. This was not a
guarantee of participation, however. The Corps of Engineers chose not to participatein Santa
Monica, for instance, and joined the San Francisco project late, though it hasasignificant role
in coasta management. Other players who had formally agreed to participate did not
necessarily attend. For example, local governments were formally members of the San
Francisco Estuary Project, but few representatives actually attended meetings. In the Growth
Management Consensus Project, thegovernor’ s officerefused to participate, despiterequests
from organizers. Asthereasons for declining participation tend to be politically sensitive, we
were unableto get meaningful explanations. Therearerisks, however, in aconsensus process.
Key stakeholders often fear most participants will reach conclusions that they find
unacceptable, giving them only the choice of public opposition to what others have agreed.
The risks are particularly high for such players as the governor's office or the Corps of
Engineers, because their presence in the group may imply agreement to implement. Some
stakeholders believe they are better off reserving the right to decide after they see the results
(see Cost-Benefit Calculations, below).

How the Processes Were I nitiated

For the nonmandated groups, there were two ways that participantsfirst agreed to come
tothetable. In onemodel, athird party with some power and decision-making ability, aswell
asaninterest in ending or avoiding conflict, initiated the group. Two of the base closure cases
were started by the local congressman, and state legislative staff initiated the GMCP, with
bipartisan legidlative support. In these cases, players came in part because the sponsor had
some power to implement what they agreed, and obviously an interest in their reaching
CONsensus.

In the second approach, powerful partieswith much at stakeinitiated the effort. They did
so usually after years of conflict or stalemate, after concluding they could not change an
unacceptable status quo unless they reached agreements with other key players. Thus
environmentalists joined with development interests to initiate the Natural Communities
Conservation Planning program (NCCP), CoachellaValley, and the Contra Costa efforts. In
the first two cases, the combination of the Endangered Species Act and significant
development opportunities in a fragile habitat area placed the players on a collision course
involving costly litigation, delays, and uncertai nty about outcomes. In the NCCP, the process
failed to make progress until the state Resources Agency decided to take on leadership of the
effort. In Contra Costa, devel opers and environmentalists saw that by teaming up, both could
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achieve goals that neither alone had the political power or public support to achieve alone. In
most cases, additional players, beyond the highly motivated core group, often had to be
persuaded to join later. They did so in part because they saw the process gaining momentum
and potentially having results.

Benefits of Participation

The most important benefit of participation isthe chance to shapeaplan or policy. Thus,
stakeholders needed to know that something specific would emerge from the effort: new
legislation, a plan to guide agencies' actions, or areduction in the conflict and the costs of
litigation.

At times, direct financial benefits provided further incentives to participate. In Contra
Costa County local governments that were rel uctant to engage in growth management were
induced to do so because some transportation tax money would be available for use on local
projects only to governments that participated in growth management. Although thiswasthe
only case where direct monetary benefits were used as incentives for participation, local
governments clearly are motivated by financing opportunities (they participate, for example,
across the state in congestion management agencies because of the funding).

Costs of Participation

There were also costs to participation. Participation takes time and energy, and
organizations have to decide if they should use scarce staff resources for the effort. Just as
benefits go differentially to groupswith most at stake, coststoo fall differentially. Depending
on the resources of the group they may be prohibitive. Thus local governments, especially
smaller and poorer ones, found the costs of sending representatives too high in most of our
cases. Largejurisdictionslike Contra Costa County or the City of San Francisco were among
thefew that could afford to send participants to the San Francisco Estuary Project, or even to
monitor theprogram’ sactivities. IntheNatural Communities Conservation Planning program,
Riverside County chose to leave the process due to insufficient resources. Well-funded
environmental organizations could participate and even send technically skilled professionals
to represent them, as could many business and development groups. Less well-funded
stakehol ders sometimes sent citizens or elected officials, who could be effective participants.
Groupswith paid staff, however, could participate more consi stently and more knowledgeably
in some of the highly technical discussions that took place. In general, community-based
organizations were at a disadvantage (though they were involved in few cases). In one case,
the Economic and Environmental Recovery Codlition found funding to support travel to
Sacramento for such organizationa representatives because they had a commitment to the
representation of these players. In other cases, such organizationswere simply not at the tabl e.

Another of the costs of participation that many stakeholders considered was that their
participation could help to legitimize aprocess that would result in aworse outcome than the
statusquo. A stakehol der could joinand becomepolitically isolated, losing credibility. Ground
rules requiring that consensus be defined as 100 percent were established in anumber of our
cases to reduce such arisk.
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The Cost-Benefit Calculation for Participation

Participation in a consensus process depends on stakeholders making an implicit cost
benefit calculation. The first step is to assess their best alternative to negotiated agreement
(BATNA), asitistermedin the negotiation literature.’® That i s, stakehol ders estimate whether
they will do better trying to reach agreement in the group or by working through the channels
of power and influence they already have. For the environmentalists in the San Francisco
Estuary Project this was a conscious process, as they were constantly calculating their
alternatives. One of the key San Francisco Estuary Project staff noted that for environmental -
ists, “the compromise was simply to be at the table instead of in litigation.” One of the few
people we interviewed who spoke out against consensus building was one of these:

| think consensus processes are the pits because the environment often loses. In the
state wetlands consensus project, where the goal was to protect wetlands, the other
interests [farming and agriculture] weakened the goal. | would rather it not be a
consensus project. Majority rule resultsin astronger document for the resource.

Our casesindicatethat at | east two major factorsworked to convince potential playersthat
their best adternative to negotiated agreement was such that participation in a consensus-
building process was worthwhile: the likelihood that the prevailing state of affairs would be
preserved, and the availability of alternative arenas for decision making.

The Viability of the Status Quo. Potential benefits are measured in comparison to the
status quo. The statusquo, evenif not ideal, isat least known, and typically most stakeholders
have learned to live with it. In most of our cases, only afew stakeholders at the outset were
willing to risk changing from known problemsto an uncertain future. When participants had
reason to believe that the status quo was in fact unstable, however, then participation in a
consensus-building process often became desirable asaway for them to affect the future. San
Diego County, for example, had been faced with aspate of antigrowth ballot initiativesbefore
beginning the Regional Growth Management Strategy. Thesemadeit clear that if stakeholders
did not do something about growth, significant numbers of citizens might take action at the
ballot box.*” Thus, the default option became not the status quo, but potentially much more
restrictivecontrolsimposed through theinitiative process, or at | east an endless seriesof costly
battles fighting those initiatives. The Growth Management Consensus Project arose in an
environment of intense activity in Sacramento, after many bills had been introduced in the
state legislature over several years, and when both candidates for governor stated that growth
management was a priority. Though no bill had sufficient support to pass a the time, the
participants knew that the future might well involve state level action in this area.’®

16 M oore (1986).
1 For a discussion of the history of ballot box planning in San Diego see Calavita (1992).

18 Talbot's 1988 study of environmental mediation also highlights the catalytic role of outside actors in
bringing people to the mediation table. As he puts it, “The threat of losing money, or control, is a powerful
stimulus for negotiation” (p. 93).
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Once a consensus-building group is underway, the group itself becomes a threat to the
status quo and thus a force that must be reckoned with. Even the opponent of consensus
building quoted above chose to participate in the San Francisco Estuary Project. She
explained, “If 1 had not been there, wetlands regulation would have been weakened.” The
mandated nature of the SFEP and the fact that it was sponsored and led by the EPA, the
principal federa regulator of water quality, created the worry among stakeholders that what
emerged might become law. Thus many players participated in the project defensively rather
than because they hoped for asol ution of mutual gain. In responseto the question, “What kept
you at the table?’ a state water agency officia answered,

Fear. [He laughed] Feeling that we had so much at stake that we had to be there. We
talked alot about walking in some dramatic fashion, but we were afraid that [the]
EPA would take over some regulatory power over state water issues. It was hard to
say “wearenot goingto play.” The SFEP had substantial institutional structure, clout
and recognition. We participated in a damage control mode throughout.

A business stakeholder explained his group’ s participation in asimilar way: It was going on
with us or without us, we needed to be there. We couldn't have stopped it. We are forced to
play. Politically, it would look bad if we didn’t participate. The business and devel opment
community are perceived as land rapers who don’t want to compromise and just want the
status quo.

The incentive to participate became even stronger in some cases after a critical mass of
committed and important players was achieved, along with some first-stage agreements. At
that point, reluctant players who thought they might be able to do better outside the process
often joined because the potential of implementable results had become high enough. This
clearly happened with the Economic and Environmental Recovery Coalition process. Asthe
first small group began to reach agreements and produce preliminary legislation, other players
sought to join. The choice for the latter became one of being in on the action or being left out
in the cold.

Alternative Decision Arenas. The best alternative to negotiated agreement calculation
has to deal not only with how important the processis likely to be, as a practical matter, but
also with the alternatives the stakeholder has. When there were other arenas where players
could bring their concerns or challenge decisions, the consensus process was undermined.
Among those we studied, the San Francisco Estuary Project case was the most affected by the
existence of parallel arenas where the same players were debating over the same issues, as
happened in the water rights hearings at the state water board. The governor’'s lack of
commitment to implementing a management plan for the estuary led players to believe they
would have a second chanceto fight this out in Sacramento. They could seem to agreeto the
planinthe San Francisco meetings, or at least not stand in theway of consensus, but still lobby
the governor and the legislature to remove the offending parts of the plan.

Similar dynamics occurred in the Growth Management Consensus Project, where a
number of stakehol derswould not join the process until they knew the Republican was el ected
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governor. They expected him to be sympathetic to their interests (unlike his opponent) and
believed that he would offer an aternative arena where they could challenge unacceptable
results from the GMCP. As in the San Francisco Estuary Project, the existence of other
decision arenas meant that group members did not have incentives to reach agreements that
required real change in their positions. In the base closure cases, the complexity of the
remissioning process and the decision making authority of the military allowed dissident
communities to believe they could do better negotiating on their own than they would in the
group. IntheLos Angelesarea, the biggest obstacleto regional coordinationisthemultiplicity
of overlapping and competing decision arenasand thefact that thereisno structure toidentify
conflicting decisions or force resolution among them.

On the other hand, when it could be established that the consensus group was the place
where the important action would be, this perception helped in getting and keeping
participation. Support for consensus building from thegovernment institutionsthat would have
power to implement agreementswasastrong factor in bringing peopleto thetable and keeping
themthere. It wasamajor reason for participation inthe estuary projects, for example, despite
the aternative arenas and internal disagreements among state agencies. In the Natural
Communities Conservation Planning program, theleadership of the stateresourcesagency and
participation of thefederal environmental agencieslent credibility tothe processof negotiating
the habitat plan. Even though some environmental groups did try to advance their agenda
through legislation and litigation, the NCCP process had enough political credibility to remain
the dominant arena, so they continued to participate.

Individual Motivations

Participation was al so dependent on whether the individual representing the stakehol der
felt the benefits to him or her outweighed the costs. For the individual, the experience of
participating matters. If it isdisagreeable or unrewarding, theindividual often can choose not
to attend. Participants enthusiasm and interest or lack of it influenced, in turn, the commit-
ment of their stakeholder groups.

A major factor was that individuals often found participation in many of the consensus
groupsto be personally rewarding— often despite conflictsthat took place. They regarded the
groups as offering the opportunity for learning, as well as an avenue for making valuable
professional contacts. It was an opportunity also to be part of something important, working
with others. One participant in San Diego explained, “Professionally | have to work for a
client. That limits my scope of work. Here | can speak freely. It'sa good outlet. | don’t have
to defend everything | say. It'sfun.” Another participant reported that she attended meetings
“because politicians and city managers were at the table. My work depends on who | know.”
An active participant in the San Francisco Estuary Project, whose agency sent him, said, “1 am
an optimist. My involvement was because | think we can make something.” Our respondents
repeatedly cited the processes of building personal networks and relationships, and the
processes of joint learning and problem solving. These are central to keeping individuals at
the table and committed to finding mutually acceptable answers.

Over time, as personal relationships and trust began to develop among at |east some of
themembers, their incentivesto stay increased. They had invested moreand had more at stake.
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They began to share a desire to have something to show for their efforts. They cameto care
about the group aswell asthe objective. Asone SFEP player said, “1 waswilling to stay at the
table, to try to understand others, to change my view, to stand aside for something | do not
agree with. The group is more important than | am.”

There is arisk that participants enjoyment of the group and the desire to support the
group effort can cloud judgment and lead individuals, in the interests of achieving consensus,
to agree to things that their organizations will not support. Just that seems to have happened
in Contra Costa. One participant admitted:

A lot of usgot in over our headstechnically. . . . Our enthusiasm for the process got
away with us. . . It was so much fun reaching consensus, doing a big thing.

In that case, the organization thisindividual represented refused to support the agreement. In
some other cases, such as the San Francisco Estuary Project and the Economic and
Environmental Recovery Coalition, someobserversspecul ated that certain heavily committed
participants, who led the effort, might not be able to bring their organizations along. Thishas
yet to be tested.

For individuals, the location of meetings was also important to assure participation.
Because the Growth Management Consensus Project was a statewide effort, the location of
meetingswas aproblem, and their location alternated from south to north. The large distances
in the 12-county San Francisco Estuary Project region also made participation difficult, but
they too used the strategy of holding meetings in different places. Clearly thisis achallenge
for the Los Angelesregion, wheretravel timeand expensesarean even more significant factor
than they arein the Bay Area.

For many individualsit was important to feel that they were working for something they
believed in — something more than just getting benefits for their organization. Many told us
they participated because “I'm interested in it,” and also because “1 care about the Bay,” “I
love San Diego” or, inthe words of one of the most committed Economic and Environmental
Recovery Coadlition participants, “It is a matter of pride as a native Californian. We aways
used to be ahead but we are not any more. | really believe we need to do better.” Similarly, a
San Francisco Estuary Project participant who is involved in many regional activities
explained heisinvolved “Because | havethetime and | fedl it ismy duty. | am retired and |
have alot of knowledge. | am alifetime Californian and | don’t like what is happening to the
state.” While these feelings are probably not enough to assure an individual’ s participation
without other incentives, they played a significant part in the thinking of many who gave
tremendoustimeto these processes. They cared and wanted to make adifference. Many of the
processes ended up creating asense of community and shared purpose among the participants,
which they strongly valued.

Stakeholder Participation Patterns

Some stakeholders left the processes, usually simply by not attending. We found no
obvious pattern to who left and under what circumstances. Those who are paid to represent
organizations with something obviously at stake were most likely to attend most diligently.
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Citizens, especially thosewho wereretired, housewives, or independently wealthy, were often
diligent participants. Some participants ceased attending because they came to regard the
process as not the best use of their time, or because they did not like the particular way the
process was managed. Elected officialsweremost likely to disappear from the process except
in Contra Costa and San Diego, where the main participants included local elected officials.
In the San Francisco Estuary Project only 25-35 tended to come to meetings out of the nearly
50 members of the management committee, and elected officials were not in much evidence.

Managing the Consensus-building Processes

A key feature of processes that result in agreements is that the participants, along with
staff, take charge and design them in waysthat they believewill fit their own problems, tasks,
and players. Consensus-building processes were designed and managed in avariety of ways.
Staffing, use of facilitators, various structures of working groups, types of tasks and products,
and the proceduresfor discussion and decision were all combined in different waysin each of
the cases. Moreover, members redesigned and adapted the processes over time. Often, one
consensus group cameto an end, only for another to emerge to continue thework. Asboth the
literature and our respondents testify, participants are more likely to buy into processes and
discussions over which they feel they have some control.

Staffing

Consensus-building processes require substantial staff assistance. In many of our cases
organizersunderestimated the needs, or simply did not havethe resourcesto provide adequate
staff support. One person, who ran acomplex process almost single-handedly, identified four
important functions to be filled by staff. Her list was supported by our observations in other
cases. First, there are professional and administrative activities. Someone has to contact
players, find meeting places, set up meetings, make sure information is prepared, keep track
of what is going on inside and outside the process and generally figure out what the group
needs to know, and deal with crises of various kinds. A second function is facilitation. A
facilitator tracksissues, manages meetings, puts together agendas, talksto playersin between
meetings about their issues and generaly tries to make sure that a positive discussion is
possible, and assistsin moving the group to reaching agreements. Thirdisatechnical function.
Someone needs to provide specialized information, whether it is scientific information about
an ecological system, economic and fiscal analyses, legidative analyses, or the legal
framework for action. Finaly, clerical assistanceis needed to prepare records of agreements,
minutes and formal statements, keep information organized and accessible, answer phones,
and so on.

Staff were important in each of the processes we examined, but their relationship to the
process, the number of staff involved, and the source of funding for the staff varied
considerably among the cases. We identified three basic patternsto the relationship staff had
to the consensus-building process, with considerabl e vari ation within each pattern and overlap
among them. In the first pattern the process was basically staff led. In these cases staff
generated proposal's, set meeting agendas, and did al the supporting anaytic work. San Diego
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isprobably the best exampleof this. Inthe second at | east some staff served largely asinformal
mediators among participants. In these cases staff worked hard between meetings, keeping
players engaged and satisfied with the process, often doing informal consensus building
outside meetings to prepare proposals that could be consensually adopted in the meetings.
Contra Costa, the Growth Management Consensus Project, the Natura Communities
Conservation Planning program, and the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project all provide
variations on this pattern. In the fourth pattern staff served as assistants to participants who
themselves had technical expertise. San Francisco provides an example of this kind of
arrangement, where staff played a more reactive role, providing background information as
requested and relying on participants’ expertise. Inall cases, however, staff wereimportantin
creating and managing the process, working out what needed to be done, and suggesting ideas
to committees or the committee chairs, as well as in framing and presenting background
information that inevitably influenced the players who were not knowledgeable on atopic.

There was also considerable variation in the number of staff involved in each of these
processes, by and largeindependent of therolethe staff played. Some cases, like ContraCosta,
were staffed by only a few individuals, and the Economic and Environmental Recovery
Coalition went for many months without staff at all. At the other extreme, the San Francisco
Estuary Project had up to 17 staff at different times, and the Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Project aso had a substantial number. Yet in some cases, like the Growth Management
Consensus Project and Contra Costa, one or two staff members put in far more than normal
working hours, doing everything needed to make the process work.

Finally, there were significant differences in how staff positions were funded. Some
processes relied heavily on technical work by outside consultants, as did the San Francisco
Estuary Project. In other cases, the sponsoring agency provided staff, as SANDAG did for the
Regional Growth Management Strategy and the EPA did for the San Francisco Estuary
Project. The Growth Management Consensus Project and Economic and Environmental
Recovery Coalition staff director/facilitator raised the funding for her own salary, and the
legislature loaned severa staffers part time to each of these efforts. In Contra Costa a
consultant played a major role as staff, but few players knew who paid him.

We could find no one staffing pattern or style of work that was obviously associated with
greater effectiveness in consensus building, nor even with greater participant satisfaction. In
general, most participants expressed support, respect, and appreciation for staff regardless of
what they did. Staffing and facilitation of the meetings made a significant difference to the
quality of participants experience. A participant in the Contra Costa effort credits part of its
success to the staff’s effort to make it enjoyable. The fact that SANDAG staff, who were
widely trusted among local governments and regarded as technically competent, provided
ample support for the Regional Growth Management Strategy process was clearly afactor in
the support local governments gave to that process.

Where staff work was irregular or where documentation and agendas were not provided
efficiently, however, participants became irritated, as they did in Natura Communities
Conservation Planning. This seemed to contribute to the atmosphere of tension and distrust
rather than aleviate it, even though the reasons for the problem almost certainly lay in the
agency’ slack of experience in managing such processes. A state official said the California
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Department of Fish and Gamewasnot “institutionally prepared” for thetask. Where staff were
employed by oneof theinterested parties, wefound somemistrust. Inthe Growth Management
Consensus Project at one time, participants discussed sending the legidative staff away
because some feared they represented the Senate and Assembly leaders. Business and other
nonenvironmental interests did not trust EPA staff in the San Francisco Estuary Project
becausethey regarded them aspro-environment. A high-level EPA administrator agreed. “ Our
staff aretypically pro-environment advocatesinthefirst place.” Only ahandful of respondents
in all of our cases, however, complained of staff bias.

Although staff support was essential to al of the processes we looked at, we also found
that thereis an important yet difficult balance between the need for staff to make the process
work and the need for hard work by group membersin order for them to take ownership of the
process. If participants feel that they are smply acting as a sounding board for staff, asafew
in San Diego did, their commitment to the product may be weak. One San Diego task force
member, for example, believes that some of her fellow committee members did not take the
process seriously because “ Staff did most of the work.”

Facilitation

In most of the cases we studied the facilitation function was handled primarily by the
committee chair and regular staff. In some cases, however, aneutral facilitator was employed
to assist participants in reaching agreements over particularly contentious issues.

The training and tasks of facilitators varied. Sometimes someone without professional
facilitation training played this role, perhaps employed by one of the parties. In other cases
(including the San Francisco Estuary Project and San Diego), committee chairs were trained
infacilitating meetings. Other processes, such asthe Growth Management Consensus Project
and the Economic and Environmental Recovery Coalition, hired facilitators to run meetings.
In still other cases, agroup would hire afacilitator to help with specific tasks. Inthe SFEP, for
example, a scientist/facilitator ran a workshop of scientists from different agencies and
disciplines to reach agreement on the controversial question of selecting an appropriate
indicator of water quality. Another facilitator assisted the land use subcommitteein resolving
its contentiousissues. In the latter case the divided committee managed to reach a consensus
on the land use component of the management plan. And, at the end of the SFEP process, a
team of facilitators hel ped the management committee reach agreement on the wording of the
final plan. The Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project sponsored a facilitated process for the
Malibu Canyon watershed areabecause of the serious contention among land ownersand other
playersin that area.

Facilitators provided severa forms of assistance. First, they assured that all the players
views were heard. Second, they kept track of issues, statements, sticking points and
agreements in written form, so players could see them and feel they were making progress.
Third, they encouraged the reaching of agreementsin avariety of ways, including reframing
the language, separating issues, and reducing the range of the disagreement to more-limited
points. When participantsin the Growth Management Consensus Project were at loggerheads
on the desirability of an urban limit line, for example, the facilitator was able to partialy
resolve the problem by getting agreement that there would be some sort of land designation
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system. At the San Francisco Estuary Project, a “computer facilitator” helped to further
discussion by typing proposed text for the plan and displaying it on alarge computer screen
for al the participants to see. This meant that changes could be made to the plan on the spot
and participants could consent immediately to complex policy language.

With only a few exceptions, players greatly appreciated the work of professional
facilitatorsand believed that the person was essential to their work. One participant described
the group’ sfacilitator as*“fantastic. She kept us moving along. She recorded our agreements,
so we had asense of accomplishment and wedid not haveto go back over old ground.” A San
Francisco Estuary Project participant said the outsidefacilitatorswere* Critical to the success
of the project.” Even one of the most disgruntled of SFEP players said, “the facilitators were
skilled and did areally credible job. Otherwise the meetings would have been totally out of
control.” In one case, afacilitator was sent away by agroup who did not like his methods and
felt he was not knowledgeable enough of the people or issues. This group continued with
another facilitator whom they trusted more and who responded to their concerns.

Professional facilitators often had to perform atricky balancing act between encouraging
agreement but not forcing it. The enthusiasm and “can do” attitude of the facilitator clearly
inspired and encouraged many players to keep working at agreement, in severa cases.
Sometimes, however, they pushed very hard, and contributed to a sort of peer pressure for
agreement, as the facilitator did on the last day of the SFEP. The problem isthat agreements
reached under pressure may not hold up over time.

Some players contended that facilitation should be done by amember of the committee:

| think it is better if amember of the committee doesit. People should be trained in
these skills at conferences. People can be more useful if they can do this. But | think
you are better off if people in the know facilitate.

Othersfelt it wasimportant at least to have afacilitator who knew theissues substantively, so
they could help with language and concepts and garner more respect.

Ground Rules

Ground rules about behavior, voting, and discussion methods played an important part in
the success of some of the processes we studied. In several cases groups devel oped ground
rules at the outset. In the Economic and Environmental Recovery Coalition, for example,
participation was contingent on agreeing to the “first principles’ for managing growth. Early
meetings of the SantaM onicaBay Restoration Project focused onwriting the group’ sbylaws.
In the Growth Management Consensus Project participants agreed not to lobby on the issues
outside the group and agreed not to report to the press on the activities of others. As one
member explained,

We had to have apolicy of check your gunsat thedoor. Y ou haveto haveinitia trust
that thiswill bethemain arenawherethings happen. Y ouwill get informationinthis
process about the players and their bottom lines. This process will not work if you
are going to use this information outside against other players.
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One of the most important rules was usually about how to establish consensus. Some
groups, like the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project, sought 100 percent agreement and
attempted not to bring forward issues until staff felt they had unanimous support. In Bay
Vision 2020 consensus rules were never explicit, but the project director and chair only
regarded decisions as acceptable if they had an overwhelming majority of support, and they
seldom took votes. The Growth Management Consensus Project had to establish a100 percent
ruleto define consensusin order to get to the table playerswho feared that their vital interests
might be harmed without such arule. This 100 percent consensus, not surprisingly, turned out
to beimpossible to achieve, so they produced * emerging agreements” that were supported by
85 to 95 percent of players.

First Steps

Practices varied tremendously as to what groups did as first steps to get the discussion
going. Sometried to get agreement on what theissueswere. Othersdefined mission statements
and goals. Still others tried to get agreement on the nature of the problem, at times
concentrating on the devel opment of technical descriptions. A few operated as committees of
the whole to do most of the work, whereas others del egated responsibility to smaller groups,
organized in avariety of ways.

The Growth Management Consensus Project immediately began to identify theissues, in
part on the basis of four position papers prepared by the staff. Some disagreed with that
procedure, believing the group should havefocused first on defining the problem. Asonesaid,
“We should have sat down and decided what is the problem and what do we haveto do to fix
it. We never did that.” Some other groups did start with a problem definition, such asin the
Natural Communities Conservation Planning program, wherethe problem was defined ashow
to protect natural communities, rather than individual species, without preventing develop-
ment. Still, when the group began dealing with this problem definition, they found it was too
simplistic and had to continue working on it. In other cases, there was no agreement on a
problem definition until much later. In the San Francisco Estuary Project, for example, the
decision on how to measurewater quality near theend of both estuary projectsdefacto defined
the problem.

One approach that usualy was noncontroversial and often produced considerable
narrowing of differenceswasto begin with an effort to define the situation in technical terms.
This could lead to agreement about value-laden issues like the nature of the problem, and
discussion of the basic values at stake. The experienced facilitator/director of one process
explained:

What we did was to start talking about the problem rather than the goals and feelings —
focusing on what are the growth rates and so on. If rational people look at the same
information they will have alot of agreement. The information might be challenged, but
you argue with science, not each other. We made people vote on the information. This
means, in effect, devel opers have to agree that wetlands are a problem and in danger and
important. They do not have to agree on how important they are, but thisisafirst step.
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In this stage the ethical issues may come up, like whose problem is growth anyway. Isit
ethical for slow growth people to impose their views?

The vaue of joint fact-finding and agreeing on the data showed up in anumber of other
cases, as discussed in the section below on intellectual capital. In the San Francisco case, the
issue committees first tasks were to supervise the preparation of status and trends reports on
pollution, dredging, wetlands, and so on. Although the expert participants said these reports
did not produce new information, they did help the groups to agree on the nature of the
problem and its seriousness. The process was both a learning exercise and a consensus
building one. Participants in some sense negotiated over what they would count asfacts. The
Natural Communities Conservation Planning scientific review panel gave the science
legitimacy in the eyes of participants because they all accepted the panel as neutral. In the
Coachella Valley, experts reframed the issue in part as one of protecting the sand source for
the habitat — of protecting adynamic system— rather than simply protecting aparcel of land.

In San Diego, the work of severa committees began with developing technical
information. Theinformation demonstrated to all group membersthat aproblem existed. One
staff member described the process as it worked in the technical committee:

We show them aproblem. “Wehaveto fit 3.7 million peopleinto theregionin 2015.
Y our general plans show that would beforcing alarge number of dwellingsinto the
back country, into unincorporated area, because your general planswon’'t accommo-
datethegrowth.” They realizethat having alarge number of dwellingsin unincorpo-
rated areasis unredlistic. It will be translated into demands for plan changes. Then
the question becomes how to plan for that now. We prove to them that there is a
problem. We can't just say SANDAG staff thinks there is a problem.

Other committeesworking ontheregional growth management strategy in San Diego also
started work by using data to document that a problem really existed. The economic strategy
committee had to begin by devel oping acommon understanding of the heal th of the economy,
which they did by devel oping comparative data. The data painted a picture of an economy in
decline, andforecasts projected astagnant standard of living. A committee member explained,

For the most part, peoplein the end accepted the data. The datacompared San Diego
todifferent cities. It examined thequality of life. Y ou need something likethis so that
you can monitor. The dependence of the region on the defense industry became
apparent.

Similarly, thefirst task of the committee working on regional infrastructure wasto survey the
extent of infrastructure needs. At somelevel membersall knew that there were needs, but that
knowledge was neither salient nor specific. The data the committee collected made it both.
One committee member argues, “It was good for the region to confront it. It was a great
exercise. We needed to acknowledge the shortfall in infrastructure capacity.”
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Conduct of Discussion

For the most part, participants reported that even where no professional facilitator was
used, those chairing meetings made a systematic attempt to hear the points of view of every
member. They tried to assure an environment in which individuals were all treated with equal
respect, although some individuals did come to dominate discussion. As the chair of one
committee in San Diego explained,

What we try to do is accommodate peopl €' s interests. And the first thing you have
to do is get everybody to tell you what they are. We' ve got to be sure everybody is
heard. | protect anybody that'sin adiverse position. | thank them for their input and
inquiry and validate their issue and concern . . . We don’t discount anybody.

A business stakehol der described the Growth M anagement Consensus Project by saying,
“The ruleswere not to make assumptions about what othersthink but to be open-minded and
listen.”

Creating this kind of positive environment could be very difficult, given the history of
contentiousness in many of our cases. As one group leader commented:

Thisisavery difficult group, hard-edged, used to fighting thingsout . . . | like them
personally, but | do think they aredifficult to deal with. They don’t think twice about
stabbing someoneintheback. Thisisnot likeaset of school teachers. Theseare high
level people and overimpressed with what their time means.

When the facilitation process worked well, at least during meetings, the force of the
argument became more important than the power of the agency an individual represented. As
one participant in the San Francisco Estuary Project commented,

| noticed that the power and prestige of individuals faded as people sat there over
time. The deputy director of the agency had no more clout than the Audubon society.
The organization behind the person faded after awhileand it becamejust two people
— bricks banging into each other. The heat affected the whole room and eventually
brought compromise.

Some of the facilitators and chairs tried to use the concept of “principled negotiations,”
which says that the goal should be to move players away from fixed positions about desired
outcomesand instead get themtoidentify their underlyinginter ests. Negotiation expertsclam
that this approach ismore likely to lead to resolution of issues asit is more flexible and may
lead to opportunitiesfor mutual gain.'® For example, from this perspective, devel opers should
identify the ability to build and make a profit as their interest, instead of insisting on the
position of opposition to urban limit lines. Since this interest might be achievable in many
different ways, including within aland designation system of sometype, pursuit of theinterest
and not the positionwould alow moreroomfor reaching consensus. Similarly, environmental -

® Thisis described in Fisher and Ury (1981).
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ists, instead of insisting on the position that urban limit lines must be created, could identify
their interest as creating greater certainty for the protection of habitat, natural resources, or
open space. One key leader of the San Francisco processtold us, “ Principled negotiations are
crucid. . . . [They offer] abroad framework.”

Working Groups and Committee Structures

All but one of our cases (Bay Vision) used multiple working committees that reported
back to a central committee. Much of the real consensus-building work was done in these
committees, whose design and structure varied from case to case, depending on the issues.
These committees might be made up of some members of the central committee, but most
often included additional people. The central committee was sometimes very large, but these
committeesweretypically closer in sizeto the number considered by expertson group process
to bemaost effectivefor discussion and reaching agreement. In most casesthese groupsdid the
detailed discussion and analysis of issues and brought back recommendations. Consequently,
these committees involved the participants more deeply than the larger groups and engaged
them in amore persona way with other members.

These committees appear to have been essential to fulfill the complex agendas of the
consensus processes. They spread out thework, permitted participantsto becomereally expert
on some aspects of the problem, and allowed in-depth consideration of issues. Inevitably,
however, they increased the need for coordination and communi cation, requiring greater levels
of staff support.

We identified five types of committees that were combined in various ways in the cases.
First, all cases had acentral decision-making committee — usually thelargest group. Several
had technical committees. Two or three had committees that functioned as public advisory
groups. Several created i ssue-focused committees, and onerelied on caucus and cross-caucus
groups. All types of the committees except the last were made up of stakeholdersrepresenting
diverse perspectives.

Technical advisory committeescomposed of technically trained agency and interest group
staff representing different perspectives were used in severa cases. Their task was to define
and review technical information and to do so in away that gaveit legitimacy and credibility
for use in the process. Diversity of expertise and perspectives was important on these
committees because, as noted above, agreement on information can define the problem and
set thedirection for the project. In San Diego, atechnical committee composed of plannersand
city managers from al SANDAG jurisdictions drafted the Regional Growth Management
Strategy. The Natural Communities Conservation Planning program and San Francisco
Estuary Project both also established specia groups of scientists representing different
viewpoints to address particularly contentious issues. In the NCCP such apanel of scientists
defined what coastal sage habitat was, defined qualities of habitat, determined how much
habitat could be potentially lost, and specified guidelines for collecting data and designing
systems of preserves and corridors. In the SFEP a diverse group of scientists agreed on an
overall measure of water quality, the use of which would need to significant changes in state
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water policy. In both cases these committees produced widely accepted conclusions that
affected the direction of the main consensus group.

Public advisory committees were also set up in some of the processes we studied. These
committeesfunctioned, asin the estuary projects, to oversee public information efforts. More
importantly, they were to make sure that key stakeholders in the community were identified
and involved. In Contra Costa, for example, the Transportation Partnership Advisory
Committee served this function as it became a forum for building consensus among all
interested parties in the county.

I ssue-based committees were the most common and effective use of working groups. In
San Francisco, for example, the management committee identified six issues, such as
wetlands, pollution, and land use that required specia attention, and set up committees for
each with membership including knowledgeable participants representing the important
different perspectiveson thetopic. These committees supervised the preparation of statusand
trends reports on their issues and prepared the basic language for the final management plan
ontheir topic. They had heated and intense debates and in some casesrequired facilitators, but
when they did reach agreement, the larger committee was basically prepared to accept it. In
San Diego three such issue committeeswere created, on regional publicfacilities, open space,
and economic strategy.

The Growth Management Consensus Project chose amodel for working groupsthat was
uniquein our cases. They divided membersinto caucuses, each representing an interest (e.g.,
developers, environmentalists, local government, social equity), rather than set up diverse
issue-oriented groups. These caucuses were charged with developing positions on a set of
issues. After they had met for a period, they met in cross-caucus discussion to resolve the
differences between two caucuses. Thusthe environmentalistswould first decide on their own
concerns, then meet with developers to seeif they could find common ground. They would
then report their conclusions to the larger central group. GMCP members had asked for this
structure because, although the group had quickly agreed on what the issues were, many
stakeholders who had not previously been involved in growth management debates felt
unprepared to discuss these issues. They preferred to do their learning with agroup that they
believed was generally sympathetic.

Thiswas not an uncontroversial approach. One supporter found the caucus a*“ brilliant”
strategy for resolving differences, and many participants generally found it useful. But a
contrasting view was expressed as well:

It was fatal to organize people in caucuses. The GMCP was flawed in design from
the start and doomed to failure. The organizing principle of caucuseswhich were set
up right away was designed to get special interests to come together and figure out
what their interest in growth management was. It gavethem thetime and opportunity
and encouragement to identify their own self interest (as opposed toidentifying their
shared interests).

Thiscaucusing method may have delayed or made more difficult the achievement of common
ground among the group as awhole. However, it may have been a necessary strategy in the
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context of this process, which had brought in players new to the issues. Another aternative
that createslessrisk of divisivenessisfor moderatorsto work individually with stakeholders
for weeks, even months, before beginning the process to help them determine their own
interests. This method was not used in any of our cases, but mediators we spoke with told us
they have doneit in other cases.

A further complication of this caucus method was that issues were assigned to caucuses
so stakeholders got to discuss some issues in depth, but not others. This made for some
dissatisfaction becausethelarger group wasnot themost important forum for issuediscussion.
One loca government representative complained,

They threw cities and counties and regional governments into a group. We had
trouble agreeing on a governing structure and membership. We had a hard time
coming up with consensus. They did not put usinto meaty issues. They gave these
to environmentalists and devel opers. | wanted to get into land use and urban growth
boundary issues and phased development, but we only discussed this in the large
group. But by the time the issues go to the large group alot had been decided that
many of us were not privy to. Things had aready been hashed out in other
committees.

Other working group structures also were used in our cases. Small ad hoc committees
representing different views had prepared agendas for the Growth Management Consensus
Project and wrote draft legidative language in the Economic and Environmental Recovery
Cadlition. In ContraCosta, asmall group made up of key stakehol ders served asapreliminary
consensus-building body whose agreementswerethen brought to thefull advisory committee.

Overall, the use of working groups was important for the consensus-building processes
we looked at. Small group discussion iswidely recognized to be more effective® than large
groups, and playersin anumber of cases said that the peer pressure for participants to come
well prepared was higher in small groups. Moreover, these groups often achieved a sense of
shared responsibility, which created the desire to reach agreement (although, of course, small
sizeoffered no guarantee of agreement). On the other hand, decisionsworked throughin detail
in the small groups could not always be translated or fully accepted in the larger group. Still,
wheresmall groupswere known to be representative of divergent viewpoints, thelarger group
tended to basically accept their work, though often with changes.

TheMix of Stakeholdersin Groups

Working groups made up of stakeholdersof similar type seemed to be moreeffectivethan
mixed ones. Members spoke with more respect of each other. They seemed better able to
establish amutually satisfactory discourse. Thus San Diego, with committees made up al most
entirely of local elected officials or of agency staff, seemed to generate mutual understanding
despitethedifferencesof interestsamong cities. Thelobbyistsrepresenting organized interests,

2 Both psychology and business literature amply document the ideal nature of groups of five to 10 for
productive discussion.
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who were the principal members of the Economic and Environmental Recovery Coalition
understood one another despite the highly conflictual interests they represented. Generally,
technical advisory committees or scientific panels worked effectively together, even where
scientists came from different disciplines or agencies with conflicting perspectives. At least
they spoke a common language and applied common criteria to assessing information.

When the technical peoplein the San Francisco Estuary Project were mixed with citizens
and managers on the issue committees, technical participants were frustrated. As one noted,
“Some citizens had little at stake and little scientific understanding. The stuff is pretty damn
technical. Of the nearly 50 people on the management committee only four or five really
understand the technical issues.” These members were often impatient with citizens
“anecdota” evidence and withthemanager members' insistenceonincorporating management
optionsinto the statusand trendsreportsinstead of sticking to the scientific facts. Citizensand
interest group staff tried to incorporate conclusions about how badly off the bay was, but the
technicians resisted such normative judgments.

In the estuary projects the mixture of elected officials, citizens, and paid agency and
interest group staff produced a number of asymmetries. Those whose job responsibilities
included participation attended moreregul arly than citizensand el ected officials. Thissituation
also led to an asymmetry of knowledge among stakeholders, as paid staff could and did take
the time to become better informed than most elected officials, who typically not only had
many other issuesto deal with, but also had full-timejobsin additionto their el ected positions.

Overadl, local elected officials seemed not to mix well with other types of players, nor to
be able effectively to represent the concerns of local government in such mixed groups. Local
government representatives were not influential participants in the Growth Management
Consensus Proj ect or theestuary projects, although they were ostensibly members. Whilethis,
especially in the San Francisco Estuary Project, could be attributed to lack of attendance, staff
support, and knowledge, animportant factor in both cases seemed to betheasymmetry of their
responsibilities in comparison to other stakeholders. As discussed earlier, a city official has
to represent a broad consensus across many views. A representative of local government
claimed, “GMCP brought in stakehol ders tangential to the process — legal aid lawyers who
sue on housing issues. They have little interest and little to lose.” A lobbyist for the League
of Citieshasto represent thelowest common denominator across many differingjurisdictions.
Moreover, local governmentsareat the center of growth management. They had much at stake
but could not take the narrow and effectively focused positions that could be taken by those
representing asingular interest.

In addition, there was amismatch between the political rhetoric of someelected officias
(who were often sent aslocal representatives) and the professional |anguage and demeanor of
paid staff. Other players were often impatient, even contemptuous of local players in the
Growth Management Consensus Project and San Francisco Estuary Project, caling them
“whiners’ and “ideologues.” Local officialsfrequently represented the deeply held viewsthat
land use control is and should always be a local function, while many of the other players
started with the belief that local land use control is the cause of the problem. This basic
difference in style and substance made it difficult to achieve the mutual understanding and
respect necessary for identifying and resolving differences. Representatives of local
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government did far better in working out their positions and needsin groups made up of other
elected officials or their staff.

Self-organization

Each of the processes we studied had its own dynamic and its own unique form. Most of
them evolved in structure and focus during their existence. The membersin al of our cases,
with the assistance or guidance of staff, established the agenda, structure and procedures, as
well as the boundaries of the issues and selection of other members. In the Growth
Management Consensus Project the group quickly rejected one facilitator and decided the
members representing related interests needed to meet in caucuses. During the course of the
meetings they decided what their product would be like. In San Francisco, members decided
which issues should have committees assigned to them and invited new stakeholdersinto the
process once they began. In the Coachella Valley and Contra Costa cases there were no
external mandates, and the players ran the process completely. In San Diego the SANDAG
board added aninth element to the Regional Growth Management Strategy, about the strength
of the economy, and a new committee to work on it, after business groups complained about
its absence in the origina draft.

Participants often challenged arbitrary, or even carefully considered, decisions to keep
certain issues off the table. The groups demanded the chance to consider the issues that were
declared out of bounds after they had concluded that the issues were relevant. For example,
the San Francisco Estuary Project organizers' decision not to address flows issues could not
be maintained, as the players concluded they could not solve water quality problems without
looking at the question. Similarly, the decision that the Mather base should remain an airfield
later had to be reopened. Although information on rea constraints was important to the
participants — for example, on what the law would allow or on the political realities that the
proj ect faced — even these constrai ntswere sometimes chal lenged asaresult of deliberations.
For instance, a participant in the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project played a part in
preparing amendments to the Clean Water Act to remove some of the constraints that act had
imposed on the process, such as time deadlines.

A priori limitations on what could be discussed were inconsistent with the open ended,
problem-solving character of the processesweexamined. Theability to control and shapetheir
own process, committee structure, and agenda were important to keeping players at the table.
This control gave the players a sense of empowerment and ownership of the process, thus
engaging them more deeply and committing them to seeking results. It gave them the
opportunity to usetheir own knowledge of local players, organizations, and controversiesand
to design a process and set of tasksto fit these.

Strategies for Reaching Agreement

The search for consensus meant that taking a vote at some arbitrary point was not a
legitimateway of reaching closure. Most, if not all, membersneeded to agree. Often, however,
groups could start making decisions by identifyi ng those points on which agreement was easy.
Sometimes discussion led to new approaches that powerful players saw to bein their interest
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to adopt. At other times discussion led to such broad support for a position that it became
difficult for opponents to prevail. This happened in the San Francisco case, when the
agreement among participants that water quality was intimately linked to the issue of water
flows made it more difficult for state water agencies to contend that the two issues were
separable. Sometimes the discussion convinced those with minority views that the position
they were taking would never prevail. Under those conditions, representatives sometimes
persuaded their organizationsto identify amorefeasible position. In general, thedesireto have
something to show for the months or years of hard work, a ong with the desireto be supportive
to the group with which they had devel oped working relationships and some common cause,
proved to be important incentives to reach agreement.

One pressure to compromise was the desire of key players to maintain the group’s
legitimacy and to obtain broad support for any proposals. When this wasthe case, concern for
legitimacy could lead powerful stakeholdersto defer to politically weaker ones. For example,
socia equity as a value showed up in all the Growth Management Consensus Project and
Economic and Environmental Recovery Coalition outputsin spite of thefact that socia equity
groups were generaly newcomers to the growth management issue. One social equity
stakeholder in the former told us, “ Other stakeholderswere very afraid wewould walk. It was
important to them not to have this happen and for the legislators to know it. In genera this
prospect was worse than giving in.”

Another pressure to agree was created in the San Francisco Estuary Project, where the
group decided that no member could writeaminority report unlessthat member supported the
plan as a whole. This incentive was held out to the farming lobbyist when he indicated
reluctance to add his voice to consensus on the plan’'s adoption. If he did not agree, he would
not have the opportunity to put farmers' concerns about wetlands policy into the report, and
five years of work would be of dubious value.

Where players had long been caught in unproductive conflict, introduction of new
stakehol ders could changed the dynamic of the debate. An example was given by one member
of the GMCP:

It was good getting the social equity people together with the environmentalists and
development interests and others usually involved in growth management debates.
Many of us are lobbyists and we know each other well and have already staked out
positions. This takes away from ability to build consensus. But to throw in new
people was a plus. Y ou really had to think about what you are doing to them. So it
brought in anew issuethat all of us could start thinking about and that framed new
CONsensus areas.

In the Economic and Environmental Recovery Coalition, where the discussion went
further into depth and specifics than it did in many of our other cases, participants often
discovered that an agreement that they had been able to reach in principle actually masked
significant problems. In the earlier Growth Management Consensus Project process, which
didn’t allow timefor thisdetailed discussion, one stakehol der noted, “We did not get specific
enoughto seeexactly how it would work. Thediscussion was more at the philosophical level.”
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In contrast, the EERC, with at first about seven members and eventually as many as 15,
worked on legislative language over a period of more than ayear of weekly lunch meetings
and day-long facilitated workshops. In the process of looking at concrete and specific
implicationsof alternative wording, members changed their positions. A small subcommittee
would bring in proposed language for a section, and the members would discussit, bringing
in their own expertise. As they outlined the scenarios that might result, early agreement
sometimes disintegrated because members saw the proposal would have unintended
consequences. For example, participants who had originaly supported bureaucratic
enforcement of local plan consistency requirements came to see that self-certification might
be a desirable aternative because of the legal difficulties of enforcing plan consistency.

In the San Francisco Estuary Project, the EPA hired a facilitator expressly to help the
management committee rewrite the draft management plan (which had been written by staff
and smaller committees). The emphasis inevitably was on “wordsmithing.” After someone
would disagree with aword, the group would search for another until one could be found that
did not immediately bother any of the players. Then they moved on to the next section. One
critic said this meant the focus was amost always on the language rather than the content of
the policy. “We got at the end, rather than substantive dialogue, debate and consensus on
wording,” noted a leader of the process. Another facilitator critiqued this approach on the
ground that it did not allow tradeoffs among issues, because it went over the report one
section, or even sentence, at atime. Although the management committee agreed to language
for the plan, anumber of important participants contended consensus was thin. They had not
decided whether to support the plan until momentsbeforethefina vote, and then only because
someallies supported it. Thefact that key playerswere highly uncomfortable with parts of the
plan seems problematic for its future implementation.

Duration of the Consensus-building Process

Consensus building takes time — not just months, but years. Many of the processes we
studied brought together stakeholders who had long seen their interests in conflict, who had
sharply different perceptions of problems, and who deeply mistrusted one another. Respectful
interaction over timewas necessary to overcomethese differencesand begin to establishtrust.
Getting to know each other personally wasimportant. The group as awhole needed to review
its charge or, as in most cases we studied, invent its charge. They had to decide how to
proceed, to explore the viewpoints of each participant, and to try to understand the complex
situation they faced before they could even define the issues, much less reach consensus on
apolicy or action. Meetingstypically had to be several hourslong, as players worked through
their concerns and understandings. Sometimes retreats and weekend-long meetings were
needed. Intervals between meetings were required for playersto reflect and talk over issues,
for information to be gathered on issues raised, and for materialsto be reviewed. In addition,
the playersthemselves almost all had other jobs and responsibilities, and could only spare so
many days or hours each month.

In al of our cases, just getting started took more time than many anticipated. As one
experienced participant recalled, “ Y ou get everyoneto agree on an agenda. It may takeayear.”
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A San Francisco participant said, “At the end of a year we had not even defined the playing
field. We drank a lot of coffee and tried to figure out the problem . . . Scientists on the
technical advisory committee spent two years deciding on the problem just among them-
selves.” Thetwo caseswheretheinitia processwaslimited tolessthan ayear — ContraCosta
and the Growth Management Consensus Project — both had difficulties. Although Contra
Costa players did agree on action and joint support for an initiative, the eight-month process
did not allow some of theimplications of the proposal to be fully explored, and some players
were later disillusioned by results. In the GMCP, in 10 months there was agreement on what
the issues were and, at least among many players, on general directions for action, but
members had not formulated specifics of legislation, and many serious sticking points were
not addressed. One participant explained,

We kept looking for consensus. We got shorter and shorter lists and areas of
emerging agreement. But 10 months was not long enough. It needed at least 18
months. Might be much longer.

In both cases, continuing group processes were needed before agreements on specifics could
be reached.

Thetimeit took to build meaningful consensusdepended onavariety of factors, including
the experience of the participantsin working together, the degree of trust and shared purpose
they had devel oped, and the degree to which they already relied on common information. In
San Diego, for example, local officials and staff had worked together over a 20-year period
and already shared the view that they were all part of aregion with common concerns. They
also could build on an existing information base created by SANDAG. In San Francisco, on
the other hand, many of the players had never sat together around a table, and the group
included very diverse stakehol derswho had little understanding of oneanother’ sperspectives.
Though most of thescientificinformation they ended up using wasalready in existence, it took
the group nearly four yearsto agree on which datato trust and on how to organize and present
it in their status and trends reports on the estuary.

Though it was essential to have enough time, too much time meant that discussion could
goonforever, with no closure. The self-organizing processeswe examined dealt with thetime
problem by establishing limited-term goal s and targeting their productsto meet the schedules
of other bodies. For example, in Contra Costa the filing deadlines for the November 1988
election provided a clear target date for results. As the deadline approached players became
morewilling to makecompromises. TheNatural Communities Conservation Planning process
was guided by a sense of urgency to develop a habitat conservation plan as an alternative to
the pending petitions to have the gnatcatcher listed as endangered. The Growth Management
Consensus Project was pressed by the possibility that the legislature or the governor would
support growth management legislation at the start of the next session, and the playerswanted
it to reflect their concerns. Economic and Environmental Recovery Coalition members, all of
whom sought legislation, feared the loss of what they saw as awindow of opportunity. These
deadlines alowed progress, though they did not produce full consensus.
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The San Francisco Estuary Project, on the other hand, was given a five-year absolute
deadline by the federal government, without interim deadlines. This worked in two
counterproductive ways. First, at the outset, the deadline was so far in the future that it
provided little incentive for reaching closure in the early years. As the deadline approached,
however, it became necessary to hirefacilitatorswho would push hard toward closure, cutting
off in-depth discussion of issues that simply arose again after the process was over.

Regional Differences

The metropolitan areas of the state differ in the degree to which players have a sense of
being part of acommon region. In San Diego, virtually everyone we spoke with commented
onthewidely shared sense of regional identity. Thegeography of the county contributestothis
sense since the county’ s borders are well defined and its population is concentrated within a
few miles of the coast. The region is asingle county and many of the municipalities are only
recently incorporated. For themost part, thereare neither long histories of battlesamong cities
nor the long-term emotional commitments to a municipality that are more common in other
regions. Finally, whatever differences they do have, municipalitiesin San Diego County are
joined by pridein their differencesfrom their neighborsto the north, inthe Los Angeles area,
and by a shared conviction that they want to maintain this distinctiveness.

The story is different in the San Francisco Bay Area, where there is considerably less
consensus on aregional identity or on the concept of regiona cooperation. The Bay Areais
a nine-county region with three major cities and, as the Contra Costa case shows, there are
deep cleavages even within a single county. In that county, the term “region” is used to
describe a section within the county, and when the consensus-building process started, there
was barely a“regiona” sense within each of these. Nonetheless, the visual image of the San
Francisco Bay contributes to a shared sense of place, and many significant players do regard
themselvesand their jurisdictionsasbel onging to aregion. A strong environmental movement
that aims for urban limit lines and compact growth patterns contributes, on the one hand, to
arhetoric of regionalism and on the other to the fears of some outlying areasthat they will be
overwhelmed by the other players and unableto protect their own interestsin aregional body.
Thusin the Bay Areathere are both strong proponents of regionalism and strong resistance.

In the sprawling Los Angeles area, many key players do not regard themselves as
bel onging to acommon region. The sheer population size (15 million), diversity, and distances
make it uniquely difficult to link the region together visually, experientially, or administra-
tively. Theareais made up of six vast counties, each of which hasits own centers, though all
six have grown into a seamless pattern of development. Travel to a single meeting place is
problematic, and knowledge of other parts of the region is inevitably limited for any
individual. For thesereasons, we expect that regional coordination through consensusbuilding
will be most difficult to achieve in the Los Angeles area.

Not surprisingly, the metropolitan areas have very different histories of regional
cooperation and willingness to rely on their councils of government. San Diego is character-
ized by atwo-decade-long history of intergovernmental cooperation within the county and a
highly successful council of governments, which hasengaged inawidevariety of planningand
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regional administrative activities since the 1970s. Through participation in SANDAG local
officias have gotten to know one another and have learned to work together. Although, even
in San Diego most players oppose creating a regional government, many acknowledge that
SANDAG has defacto become asort of regional government, and they are quite comfortable
with SANDAG inthat role. This comfort made it possible for the blue ribbon committee set
up by Measure C to designate SANDAG as the agency in charge of formulating the regional
growth management strategy, thereby avoiding creating yet another layer of government.

In contrast, in the Bay Area, Bay Vision 2020 met substantial opposition from local
governmentsto its proposal to merge three regional agencies, including ABAG (Association
of Bay Area Governments), the regional COG, because of their fear of consolidated regional
power. Playersin the Los Angeles area are debating whether to maintain asingle COG at all
— SCAG (Southern California Association of Governments) — or to split it into multiple
COGs. One well-informed City of Los Angeles player reported, “No one trusts SCAG as
representing the city. However we will let them try subregional planning.” A number of the
other people we spoke with in the region a so spoke of not trusting SCAG, ironically because
they said it was dominated by the City of Los Angeles. Yet SCAG is the only multipurpose
regional agency that coversthe area.

Nor areloca governments trustful enough of county government in the Bay Areaor Los
Angeles areafor counties to provide the locale for amore regional scale of planning. Contra
Costa officials felt compelled to create a new countywide organization to administer its
M easure C because of local mistrust of county government. Many attribute at | east part of this
mistrust to recent statewide budget cuts that have resulted in what one county stakeholder
termed a“war” and “ cannibalism” between cities and counties, as each seekswaysto finance
their activities at the other's expense. Thus, state-level decisions on how to make cuts have
exacerbated conflicts between cities and counties.

Each of the three magjor metropolitan areas also hasadifferent distribution of powersand
responsibilities among its regiona agencies. SANDAG has both Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) and Congestion Management Agency responsibilities among its many
roles. In the Bay Area ABAG is not the MPO, but rather the Metropolitan Transportation
Agency, and counties have their own congestion management agencies. In Los Angeles,
although SCAG isthe MPO for theregion, the powerful Metropolitan Transportation Agency
is expected to receive $180 billion for the next 30 years to do transportation planning and
projects. A growing planning effort in Orange County challenges SCAG’srole as well.

Inthe Natural Communities Conservation Planning program the state was sensitiveto the
desire of local governments to determine their own planning areas. Consequently, local
governments were allowed to establish their own multijurisdictional planning areas caled
“subregions,” as long as the state and federal resource agencies agreed that the boundaries
chosen were ecologically defensible.

Formal Products of the Consensus Processes
The formal products of consensus-building processes were of several kinds, such as
consensually agreed-upon plans, guidelines, legislation, performance standards, technical
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descriptions of a situation, and sometimes simply lists of agreements. In San Diego the
primary product was a Regional Growth Management Strategy; in the estuary projectsit was
a Conservation and Management Plan, along with a scientific characterization of the estuary
or bay, as well as recommended indicators for measuring water quality. In the Growth
Management Consensus Project it was a list of largely agreed-upon principles, and in the
Economic and Environmental Recovery Coadlition it was draft legislation. The Natural
Communities Conservation Planning program hasthusfar produced aset of biological survey
guidelines for conservation planning, process guidelines for creating subregional plans and
conservation strategies, and conservation biology standards to be used in these plans. The
Coachella process involved creating and implementing the details of a habitat conservation
strategy and designating and acquiring specific areas for protection. One of the base closure
processes produced an agreed-upon strategy. In Bay Vision 2020, the product was a report
proposing somebasi c features of arecommended regional governancesystem. In ContraCosta
the product was a set of ballot measures that passed.

The first product of these consensus processes was often largely descriptive rather than
prescriptive. It was apt to be quite general, focusing attention on certain issues and pointing
to desirable policy directions, rather than specifying precise actions or alocating costs and
benefits. It was not, in most cases, a document reflecting the resolution of major conflict. In
San Diego, the Regional Growth Management Strategy wasbasi cally acompilation of existing
federal and state mandates. In the San Francisco Estuary Project the first product was a set of
status and trends reports characterizing the estuary. The planitself waslargely about tasksthat
were going to be done in any case, at least in the view of many participants. In the Growth
Management Consensus Project thefirst product was alist of “emerging agreements” which
really consisted of aset of principleson which playersagreed — such as, there should be some
type of land designation system, or there should be certainty for all players. These agreements
said nothing about how to implement them nor how to set priorities among them, but they did
represent a narrowing and focusing of the issues.

Even these largely descriptive products and general principles played an important role
inimproving coordination, however, and set up the conditions for continuing cooperation. In
San Diego, the very act of compiling mandates in such previously separate areas as
transportation, air quality, water quality, and solid waste served to focus players' attention on
the interrelationships among these issue areas and to get all localities within the county
thinking in similar ways. In the SFEP, the description of the estuary in terms of its salinity
levels marked a movement away from the traditional ways that many agencies or interests
looked at the problem of water quality. It was no longer mainly a question of measuring
pollution*at theend of thepipe.” Moreover, by implication, theactors(dischargers, regul atory
agencies, environmentalists, and developers, among others) were acknowledging that the
problems of the estuary were collective rather than discrete problems caused by individual
polluters.

In some cases, significant agreements were achieved in the consensus process that
changed the conditionsfor futureaction. The near-consensuson the use of thesalinity measure
in the San Francisco Estuary Project meant that the federal government could use it as its
officia water quality measure, and thus challenge California's politically powerful water
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interests. The focus on water quality indicators related to human health in the Santa Monica
Bay Restoration Project represented anew direction for water quality management in the bay.
In the Natura Communities Conservation Planning program the development of a
sophisticated concept of protecting whole natural communities within interconnected
landscapes was an important new contribution toward resolving the conflict over endangered
species. It was creative because it gave opportunities to developers, greater certainty to
environmental advocates, and guidelinesto local land use planning. Most important, it created
better coordinated and more proactive conservation planning by local, state, and federal
agencies, instead of waiting to react once a single species is on the brink of extinction. In
Contra Costa, the agreement to link transportation improvements to some form of growth
management marked a significant breakthrough.

In the Growth Management Consensus Project and later Economic and Environmental
Recovery Coalition, the agreement to include social equity issuesin the growth management
strategy represented substantial |earning among participantsand redirection of their proposals.
As one of the leaders of the equity stakeholdersin GMCP noted,

The parties wanted to pigeonhole socia equity as an issue at first. They wanted to
label certain questions as appropriately considered only when social equity was on
thetableor to associateit withissueslikecivil rights, or other specifics. Social equity
is not a particular thing, or an interest. It is a value which has to be considered
throughout the discussion. It took about a year for them to get this straight.

These first-step products were aso valuable for their role in paving the way for other,
more difficult to achieve, agreements. The ability to demonstrate success created trust and
commitment to the process. The products themselves marked the creation of intellectual
capital and provided arecord of thisshared knowledge. With these products some groupswere
ready to move on to more complex tasks. For example, SANDAG committees have been
working on recommendations for new financing mechanisms for regional infrastructure, on
issues of open space acquisition, and on a regiona economic strategy, all of which will
eventually be incorporated in the RGMS. Addressing these “home grown” issues marks a
major step beyond just responding to the federal and state mandates included in the original
strategy.

A crucial and, in most cases, unanswered question is whether such formal products as
plans or guidelines will be implemented, and whether legislation will pass. Indeed, some
players and observers assume that the test of consensus building lies in implementation of
policies and plans. As one of the key players in the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project
explained, “Success will depend on the ways to implement the plan. It depends on agencies
accepting responsibility and on funding. It isnot clear it will happen.” Only one of the cases
westudied (CoachellaValley) isfar enough aong to permit an assessment of how effectively
agreements will be turned into actions, and in this case the results are mixed. Responsible
agencies, however, do not necessarily have to be coerced to act if they have actually bought
into a plan. One agency head told us, “I want to use the plan as a basis for implementing
actions, but not asaclub.” In San Diego a number of local officias said they anticipated the
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Regional Growth Management Strategy would be implemented in great part through peer
pressure as neighboring communities looked over each other’ s shoulders. In some cases, the
mere fact that consensus has been achieved on a plan may leave others without the politically
viable choice of ignoring it. One skeptic in the San Francisco Estuary Project said, “If that sort
of thing [consensus processes| getsthe governor to signthe plan, thenit may have been good.”

Participants’ Assessment of Consensus Building

Those we interviewed were ailmost all supportive of consensus building as amethod. A
typical comment was, “ Thisway of getting people together to work things out is the wave of
the future.” Though players differed in their enthusiasm for the particular process they were
involved in, we found no dissent from the ideathat, in principle, consensus building was the
way to deal with the issue they faced.”

The more sophisti cated observers al so understood that consensus building was useful for
coordination. Asthe chair of the San Francisco Estuary Project said, “| can say we have gotten
better coordination through consensus process, though we did not necessarily have consensus
on everything.” One facilitator explained how it works: “ Somewhere aong the line people
realize you cannot have it al. People may grumble, but at this point it often seems just
common sense. Consensus building does not solve everything, but it doessolvealot.” A San
Francisco participant used asystems metaphor to capturethe subtle changesthat resulted from
consensus building:

Things are so rapidly changing that we can't say what is. We cannot see some things
past our belief system. It looks like disorder, but | can now see a different kind of
order, order in process and change, instead of certainty and hardness. The difference
after consensus building is that before, things were stable in a bad situation, while
now they are flowing in the right direction. Now the no action solution is no longer
acceptable.

Participants al'so sounded notes of caution and criticism, reminding us of the inherent
l[imitations of consensus building. As one pointed out,

It can be done at the wrong point. It has to be when everyone knows there is a
problem. It also dependson whoisat thetable and if theissueissmall enough. It can
work quite well but things have to be at the boiling point.

Another, commenting on the San Francisco Estuary plan, noted,

2L presumably, dissenters from this approach did not participate in the first place, although many of those we
interviewed were skeptics at the outset, and even the ones who did not get much of what they wanted from the
process still felt it was the way to do things.
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There is adanger that we have created something so unrealistic that it will fail. The
process moved forward by the lowest common denominator. It’s good enough, let’s
go forward. A great piece of sausage was devel oped.

One critic of the GMCP thought:

The consensus process is useful for finding where land mines are, but on something
as broad as this, just short of a constitutional convention, it is not right to bring
special interests together to do the job.

Summary of Findings

Consensus building did not happen spontaneously. All the cases had either alegidative
mandate or committed |eadership to start them off, along with incentivesfor key players
to seek agreement.

Groupswere self-organi zing, whether the consensus process was mandated by law or was
an ad hoc effort. The groups chose stakeholders; structured subcommittees; set ground
rules; framed the problem; and decided on tasks, procedures, and products.

Most groups tried to include all interested stakeholders to assure that the agreements
could be implemented.

Stakeholders came to the table and tried to reach agreement when the status quo had
become unsatisfactory and they became convinced they could not accomplish their goals
in other arenas, or when they became convinced they would haveto participate to protect
their interests.

Participation and willingness to compromise were affected by members' perceptions of
the likelihood that agreements would be implemented.

When parallel arenas were available for resolving the issues, the potential for agreement
diminished.

Staff played crucial rolesin each case, facilitating and managing the whole process, and
providing technical information.

Consensus building takes substantial time— at | east oneyear and asmany asfive in some
of our cases — to reach agreement on a complex plan.

Consensus-building processes generally involved multiple committees, that formed and
reformed in response to issues that emerged.

Although the processeswere highly conflictual at times, participants stayed involved, for
the most part. They expressed support for the consensus approach to the issues and
claimed to have learned a great deal.
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Local government representatives had a difficult time participating effectively, except
wherethey werethe principal players, asin San Diego. Thereasonsinclude limited staff
capacity, thediversity of thelocal intereststhey represented, and the differences between
elected officials and other players at the table.

There are tremendous differences across the state’ s three largest metropolitan regionsin
attitudes toward regionalism and in the experience of agencies and jurisdictions in
cooperating at the regional level.

Inalmost every case, agreementswerereached onlegidation, plans, policies, performance
and monitoring standards, or principles and guidelines for public agency action.

It remainstoo early to judge the outcomes of the processesin terms of actions carried out
asadirect result of formal agreements and plans, except in the Coachella Valley, where
anumber of actions have resulted.

New consensus groups have been created in some cases to work out the implementation
approaches. These continuing efforts are among the products of consensus building.
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DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

In our view, afocus on formal products and their direct consequences is a short-sighted
way to assess consensus-building processes. If we eval uate these cases solely by such things
as plans agreed on and implemented or legidlation passed, most of them would be counted as
failuresor, at most, limited successes. Though most have produced plansor policy statements,
sometimes these do not represent magjor changes, and often conflicts remain. In addition,
implementation prospects may be unclear, as the plans lack teeth or funding.

All the processes we examined, however, contributed to coordination and atered the
actions and attitudes of both participants and the organizations they represent. These results
can be seen as contributing to long-term changes in the ways of doing the public’s business
— changes that move in the direction of greater communication and collaboration among
players and greater agreement on the facts and actions. These changes have contributed to a
reduction in the paralyzing conflict that has characterized the growth arenain recent years.
They have helped to ingtitutionalize norms of interaction among players that are less
adversarial and litigious and more collaborative and aimed toward gradual mutual accommo-
dation.

The Creation of Social,
Intellectual, and Political Capital

We contend that consensus building achieves its coordination effects in great part by
creating or amplifying three types of capital: social, intellectual, and political. In successful
group processes, an essential element is the creation of capital beyond that which individual
participants initially bring with them. We use the term capital because it represents shared
value that can grow asit is used. Once created, this capital lives on among participants even
after the group disbands, and it facilitates future coordination. Social capital, in the form of
trust, norms of behavior, and networks of communication, creates the potential for serious
discussion to take place among otherwi se conflicting stakehol ders.? Intellectual capital, inthe
form of shared and agreed-upon facts and understandings, provides a common basis for
discussion and moves the players toward agreement on policy issues. Political capital, in the
form of alliancesand agreementson proposal sthat provide mutual gain, createsthe possibility
that proposals will be adopted and implemented in the political arena.?®

2 Coleman (1990).

2 Gruber, Coordinating Growth Management through Consensus-Building: Incentives and the Generation
of Social, Intellectual, and Political Capital, University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Urban and Regional
Development, Working Paper 617 (1994).
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Theprocessesthroughwhich social, intellectual, and political capital arecreated reinforce
one another. As participants|earn to communicate and trust one another — i.e., asthey amass
socia capital — they aremorelikely to be ableto agree on acommon indicator of aproblem.
As participants come to understand one another’s policy needs, they are more likely to
overcome previous mutual distrust, even if they still don’'t agree. And, as socia and
intellectual capital are amassed, agroup isin abetter position to deal with the outside world
and create the political capital necessary to turn agreementsinto action. Where one or another
type of capital was missing, or where the group did not give attention to creating this capital,
there were real limitations on its effectiveness. The production of capital became a benefit
produced by the group and the ability to share in it an incentive to keep people at the table.

Social Capital: Coordination Through Personal
Relationships and the Building of Community

The most striking finding of this study, because we observed it in every case, was that
virtually all participants valued the consensus-building process in principle, and most found
it provided both personal benefits and relationships that furthered their organization’s goals.
For example, a representative of one of the least-satisfied stakeholders in the Growth
Management Consensus Project told us, “1 thought the process was very positive. | met alot
of people and now | know where they are coming from.” In the Coachella Valley case, a
county planner noted that, “ Career-wise, it was the best thing | have done.” Another from the
process, who was unhappy with the results, nonethel ess said of hisown participation, “ It was
absolutely worthwhile. It is always good to get peopletalking. Y ou get to size people up and
it isaways good to know people individually.” But the overall result was also to further the
organization’ sobjectives. Asanother San Francisco Estuary Project member said, “ Good will
isan important ingredient in all this. The estuary project is agood example of how good will
was developed over time.”

The first step in consensus building was for participants to build social capital. They
learned how to talk and listen to otherswith whom they had adversarial relationshipsandlittle
or no communication in the past. They met over meals and in other informal contexts. In the
process, they learned that their adversarieswerereal people, rather than cardboard stereotypes.
They learned that their basic interests were not necessarily fundamentally at odds, despite
opposing positions they had staked out beforehand. They learned that there were substantial
areas and issues on which they could agree. For many participants these were revel ations.

Many players came to develop some trust of former adversaries, even teaming up with
them — as did environmental and development interests in the Natural Communities
Conservation Planning program, the CoachellaValley, and the Economic and Environmental
Recovery Coalition. Eventhoughtrust wasnot invariably created, linesof communication and
a degree of understanding were routinely established. Where there were aready working
relationships, consensus building strengthened and expanded them to more players.
Participantswereincreasingly ableto discussissuesconstructively insidethe meetingsaswell
as outside. One developer in the NCCP, who disagreed strongly with one of the environmen-
talists, concluded that over time this environmenta advocate had cometo genuinely want to
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find solutions. One player in Growth Management Consensus Proj ect explained how they built
trust: “Weyelled at each other for hours and then went out to lunch. This brought issuesto a
human level.”

Theseindividua relationshipsturnedinto personal networksthat participantsused outside
of the meetings for many coordination tasks.** As one federal agency participant in SFEP
stated,

One major result of the processis | now have networks into 40 different groups
representing different values and points of view. If they have frustrations they can
call me. | get called alot. | call themalot too. | am on the phone with the SierraClub
almost every day. | try to find out what they are doing and to see what | can do to
help that is consistent with (our agency’ s) objectives.

Commenting on the effect of the process on others, he added, “The networks cross
organizations and disciplines, scientists, managers and politicians.”

The net effect of these relationships over time was to build community. Socia capital is
the principal ingredient of a shared sense of community. Moreover, social capital allowsthe
participants to respond flexibly and appropriately to complex issues and mandates. The
comment of one experienced consensus builder, who was part of the Growth Management
Consensus Project, expresses this view:

The process of doing it [consensus building] was important. Process is ephemeral,
getting together and breaking apart, but it parallels the flexible linkages of industry
they talk about today which strengthen industrial organization, and makeit adaptable
to change and innovative. This kind of process may be a beginning of having
democratic institutions work in similar ways. Y ou build akind of glue. You build
communities of trust and interest.

Intellectual Capital: Coordination
Through Shared Knowledge

In all cases, the consensus-building group built a shared base of knowledge, though the
type and amount of such knowledge differed widely across cases. At a minimum, the group
learned about the perspectives, problems, and understandings of members and the interests
they represented. In the Growth Management Consensus Project, for example, environmen-
talists and developers learned that most growth policies had equity implications for ethnic
minorities and the poor. Environmentalists and developers each learned that certainty was
important to the other. In Coachella Valley they learned that both groups disliked the
piecemeal project-by-project approach to conservation planning and both preferred long-term
comprehensive planningto protect the species, though for different reasons. Participantsin all

2 Chisholm (1989) describes the importance of personal networks as away of coordinating in the case of the
BART (Bay Area Rapid Transit) system and regional transportation planning.
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cases|earned about the problem, found out wherethey had common ground, and identified the
“deal breaker” issues for the others.

Thisshared understandingincluded knowledge of how each participant’ sactionsaffected
the others. In some cases participants went a step further and came to recognize they were all
part of an interdependent system, and they learned something about how that system worked.
In the San Francisco Estuary Project, players learned how water quality was a result of a
complex combination of effectsof discharges, runoff, dredging, water flows, and construction
on wetlands, and that there was no simple relationship between a single activity and
environmental outcomes. In the Contra Costa case, participants learned about the needs of
different regions of the county and how the different parts of the county were linked by travel
patterns. Before the process started, the very concept of atransportation corridor was foreign
to most participants. In Coachella Valley, developers and local government representatives
learned about the complex processes of the dune ecosystem, while environmentalists|earned
about land acquisition and development. They collectively learned how these two processes
had to be joined to protect the habitat.

A major part of the shared understanding was, in most cases, an agreed-upon set of issues
or a shared view of the nature of the problem. The Growth Management Consensus Project
quickly developed a list of the issues that needed resolving. In Contra Costa County new
understandingsof problemswere created in early brainstorming sessions, whichled to ashared
view that transportation and growth management issues had to be linked for either to be
addressed effectively. Discussions aso led to a new understanding of the structure of
transportation finance, askey players convinced othersthat acounty tax source was necessary
to produce matching funds needed to obtain state and federal transportation money.

Participants in San Diego used technical information to convince themselves that a
problem existed and had to be addressed. Staff used population projections to demonstrate
persuasively to planning directors and city managersthat population growth through the early
part of the next century could not be accommodated within existing general plans, and that
therefore a new plan had to be created. The economic strategy committee had to develop a
common understanding of the nature of the economy in statistical termsbeforeit could begin
itswork. Similarly, the first task of the regional infrastructure committee was to survey the
extent of the county’ sinfrastructure needs. Though members all knew there were needs, that
knowledge was neither salient nor specific. The data the committee collected made it both.

Some groups built scientific descriptions of problems or designed measures for
monitoring and control. Sometimesthesetaskswereaccomplished through consensusbuilding
among scientists alone; sometimes they included nonscientists. Participants questioned and
challenged scientific findings, defined concepts, and agreed on statements of fact and waysto
definetechnical problems. In someimportant sensethey constructed thefactsthrough asocial
process. When they did so successfully and achieved agreement, the intellectual capital that
resulted was an important coordinating tool.

In severa cases one of the group’s tasks was to build an agreed-on data base. Thisis
similar to the process referred to as joint fact finding in consensus-building literature.
Typicallyitinvolved assessing, i nterpreting, and sel ecting among existing datathose that were
most reliableand rel evant to theissues. Theestuary proj ects provide the best exampl e because
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they wererequired to devel op ascientific characterization of theestuary. A major achievement
in both wasthat playersmoved away from adversarial science, which had been encouraged by
the use of litigation as a conflict resolution strategy, to consensual science. In adversarial
science, no one believes anyone else's data and, as one of the leaders among the technical
players explained,

there is no question of peer review. Moreover, differing opinions are equaly
weighted. So, if 99 percent of the scientific opinion supportsoneview and only afew
peopl e support another, they are weighed equally.

In contrast, in the San Francisco Estuary Project thevalidation of datawasdoneinagroup that
included many experts searching for consensual criteria for accepting research findings as
accurate. In this process the participants a so sel ected thefactsthey determined wererelevant.
Agreement on these facts marked an important step in coordination.

This effort to develop information sometimes trandated into agreement on plans or
policies. IntheNatural Communities Conservation Planning case, thework of the consensual -
ly accepted scientific review panel formed the basis for severa key aspects of the program.
This was particularly remarkable, as species protection is an areain which thereis normally
acrimoniousdebate and mistrust among technical staff working for different players. Thework
of the panel convinced the other participants that 5 percent of the coastal sage scrub habitat
in the planning area could be developed before the long-term plans were in place without
compromising theviability of the natural community. In the CoachellaValley case, studies of
sand transportation convinced devel opersthat thefinal reserve had to protect not only the sand
dunes where the endangered species lived, but also the dunes' sand source, which was some
distance away. The studies also indicated that the dunes could be perpetuated evenif all sand
sources were not protected. As a result, the environmentalists changed their position and
agreed that some sand sources could be left out of the reserve.

In other cases, agreement on data hel ped to frame problems and point groupsin particular
policy directions. In San Diego, the datathe economic strategy committee put together showed
not only economic decline, but an economy based heavily on tourism. Thisdefinition of akey
part of the problem becameafocal point for discussion of solutions. Oncethe committee came
to accept thisidea as fact, it structured members' thinking about the economy and brought
them to a common starting place for working through solutions. SANDAG's data on
population growth framed the growth problem, because they showed that most growth was
occurring from natural increase and not primarily from immigration, as many had assumed.

For the regional infrastructure committee in San Diego, technical information helped to
create criteria for evaluating alternative policy directions. The issue was how to fund new
regional infrastructure. A split devel oped on the committee between those who wanted to fund
regional infrastructure exclusively from impact fees levied on new development, and those
who wanted to include other revenue sources. In the end, the debate was resolved after
participants looked at the datashowing that current infrastructure deficits were not solely due

% See Ozawa (1991).
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to new development. Only then could they agree that impact fees could not be the sole source
of funding.

In Contra Costa County, an important piece of intellectual capital was an agreed-upon
description of the political landscape. One key set of stakeholders, a group of developers,
commissioned a series of opinion polls exploring, among other things, support for avariety
of specific transportation improvements. The pollsbecame akey reference point for the group
as awhole when considering the impact of including various proposalsin the ballot measure
they were preparing. Since everyone accepted the pollsasvalid, they served asareality check
against which participants could evaluate proposals and resolve controversies.

Technical information did at times resolve disputes, but only when both technical and
nontechnical players agreed to the accuracy and appropriateness of the data. This agreement
was not easy to achieve. In the SFEP, the co-chairs of the technical advisory committee put
substantial effort into bridge building between these two sets of players. One of them said:

Most technical people are not willing to work with policy makers and try to
understand what they want. Managers don’t ask the right question and technicians
don't study the right thing. The communication problem is both ways. We put
together a workshop of technical and managers. We accomplished getting them to
talk and trust each other. Managers kept saying, “tell us how bad the bay is.” They
want to know how much it costs to clean it up and who would do it, but the
technicians are concerned with the scientific descriptions.

Technicians reluctantly agreed to managers' insistence that the data in the status and trends
reports should be published only in combination with management options.

In both estuary cases, indicators designed as aresult of the group’s discussions became
consensual criteriafor assessing water quality. These indicators may turn out to be the most
significant products of the process in terms of policy impact. In the Santa Monica Bay
Restoration Project, agreement on monitoring certain bacteriacountsrepresented an agreement
that dangers to humans in their use of the bay were a central priority. In the San Francisco
Estuary Project, the scientists workshops and ensuing discussions in the management
committee led to near-consensus on the 2 parts per thousand isohaline measure (a measure of
water salinity associated with the generation of biodiversity) for assessing the health of the
estuary. This agreement reflected a priority for promoting biodiversity in the estuary and a
change from an earlier policy focusing on end-of-the-pipe pollutants and the prevalence of
individual endangered species. As a system outcome measure rather than a measure of an
individual factor, the choice of asalinity measurereflected an emerging understanding that all
the players activities are part of a common system, the health of which isimportant to all.
Most significantly, the use of this measure has already challenged the strongly held position
of the powerful state water agency, because thiskind of measureintrinsically associateswater
quality with water flows, which that agency had tried to keep off the table. Although the
appropriate location of this salinity level within the estuary for optimal biodiversity was a
more controversial question, at the present writing federal agencies are proposing to use the
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location defined by the group as the standard for assessing Bay-Delta water quality in their
regul atory processes.

Palitical Capital: Amassing the Power to Act

These processesto varying degrees al so produced political capital — that is, they created
alliances among players, giving them individually and collectively more political power than
in the past. Where agreements were meaningful and players had truly adopted the ideas and
policiesin a consensua way, seeing them as providing joint gain, these agreements carried
political power behind them. The comment of one participant could be echoed for the other
cases. “The consensus aspects generated a lot of support for the San Francisco Estuary
Project.”

Participants in the Contra Costa County case were acutely aware of their need to build
political capital, since their whole effort was a response to the failure of an earlier ballot
measure. Leaders of the first ballot campaign quickly turned to a political consultant who
urged including the major opponents of the first measure in the consensus-building process.
This decision meant that the final measure contained projects in al parts of the county,
return-to-sourcefundsthat woul d benefit cities, and parkland bondsto satisfy the environmen-
talists. The agreement among these players not only provided the political capital to passthe
measure, it also established new alliances that were to continue in the next phase. Political
capital was aso an important product of the Growth Management Consensus Project and its
successor, the Economic and Environmental Recovery Coalition, aseach resulted in political
alliances among business and environmental interests, along with avariety of others. Though
the political capital developed was not necessarily enough to implement a project or
legislation, it was often enough to change the political landscape for the future. In the Natural
Communities Conservation Planning and Coachella Valley cases, the participants were well
aware of how powerful their aliance was. In the latter, participants remarked on how
impressed congressional staff were when environmentalists, developers, and local officials
cameto Washington to lobby jointly for their plan. Furthermore, because the state Resources
Agency had made NCCP a high-profile effort, most participants in that project believed that
the state had committed itself to producing afinal product.

Missing political capital appears to have been alimiting factor on the achievements of
several cases. Inthe GMCP/EERC thefailureto get agreement and support from asubstantial
proportion of local governments, from substantial segments of the business community, and
from the governor has been aprincipal obstacleto passage of legidation. The political capital
amassed by the EERC may be enough if a governor more predisposed to support growth
management iselected. InBay Vision, intellectual capital wascreated asthe group spent much
of itstimelearning about theissues, but little political capital, because the membership did not
includethe stakehol ders and activistswho would carry thelegislation. In general, the creation
of shared political capital is associated with having the significant stakeholders at the table.

Certain stakeholders may be necessary to generate adequate political capital for
implementation. In the San Francisco Estuary Project, for example, one participant contended
that because the process did not include stakeholders outside the estuary, the results lacked
statewide support:
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The management committee is not balanced. It has aregional bias towards the Bay
and Delta. It does not consider overall statewide water issues, which is important,
because once water diversionisonthetable, it becomes astatewideissue. The state
water contractors association, the state water project users, are major divertersfrom
the estuary, and they were not allowed to participate. This meant alost opportunity
to bring in support for the process from the farmers, water users.

While this political support would have been valuable, the estuary project was unlikely
to have attained it if the other stakeholders had been involved, because a parallel consensus
process that included these water users (the Tripartite process) was unable to resolve the
issues. The inclusion of these stakeholders might have hampered the building of political
capital among the other players. It remainsto be seen whether the estuary process has altered
the distribution of political capital sufficiently to change the outcomes for the San Francisco

Bay.

The Consequences of Consensus Building: A Summary

Consensus-building processes coordinated players' actions, reduced conflict, and provided
the opportunity for effectively managing growth. Consensus building helped in awiderange
of waysto get the many actorsin the growth process functioning as part of acommon system.
Much of this coordination can be described as the building of shared social, intellectual, and
political capital among the stakeholders. We anticipate that this capital will remain and that
it will grow as it is used in the future. Thus we believe the results of these processes will
continue to be felt in the long term, because they have already influenced practices and
institutionalized norms of interaction.

To summarize, consensus-building processes had the following results:

» Plans, strategies, legidative proposals, and ballot measures were produced that were
supported by many, if not most, important stakeholders. Each of these in itsef is a
coordination tool.

» Consensuswasreached oninformation describing theissues, onindicators for monitoring
and assessment, or on scientific principlesfor environmental management. Stakehol ders
began to operate with the same information and criteria.

» Stakeholders, formerly in conflict, developed lines of communication and some degree
of mutual understanding, trust, and capacity to work together constructively. They learned
how their actions affected oneother. They devel oped | ess stereotyped and lessadversarial
views of one another.

* New persona networkswere created among stakeholders, which help their organizations
coordinate their actions. These have become flexible linkages across agencies, levels of
government, and the public and private sector, which allow for rapid and appropriate
response to issues.
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» Stakeholders affected by the issues, but not previously involved in public discussions,
were brought into consensus-building processes and learned how the proposals would
affect them. Coordination was thus extended to more players, and actions were based on
abroader set of perspectives.

» Stakeholdersgained new and largely shared understandings of the problems, their causes,
and conseguences.

» Stakeholders organizations changed their actions, positions, and policies, moving closer
to others views, as a result of what their representatives learned during consensus
building.

» Some processes resulted in a shared understanding of how all members play apartina
common economic, transportation, or ecological system.

 Participation has changed the practices of the members, many of whom have begun to use
consensus building in their other work. The result isto reduce conflict and help to build
aculture of collaboration among these agencies and interests.

These effects each occurred in some, but not al, cases. Many conditions in the
ingtitutional context were important to the success of an effort, as was the design and
management of the process itself.

The Institutional Context for Consensus Building

The frameworks within which consensus building took place had severd features in
common. In each case a set of basic conditions brought stakeholders together to seek
agreement. The combination of conditionswasimportant, aseach worked in conjunction with
the others. The first was that key players saw the status quo, or the most likely future, as
unacceptable. In some cases a threatened change in the status quo was what triggered the
group’s formation. Secondly, no one stakeholder or agency, or even small group of
stakehol ders, had the sole power to control the outcomes. Many stakehol ders had some power,
if only to stop action. Third, the stakeholders had somereason to believethat if they did reach
agreement, their conclusions were likely to have a significant impact on public action — that
decision-makerswould pay attention. And fourth, for individual stakeholdersto bewillingto
cometo the table they had to believe they would have sufficient influence at the table to make
their participation worthwhile, and that this was the best arenain which to accomplish their
purposes.

The consensus-building effortswe examined were sel f-organi zed, adaptive, and operated
with consi derabl eindependence and autonomy. Committeesformed and worked for atimeand
sometimes ended their work, only to be followed up by other committees, picking up where
they left off. Ad hoc and long-term committeeswere created as parti ci pants percel ved the need
for them. Individual sand interestswere grouped and regrouped. New stakeholderswereadded
as the group identified missing interests or knowledge in the course of its work. Consensus
groups largely determined the structure and details of their own tasks, even in cases like the
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estuary projects, that required broadly defined productslike characterization of theestuary and
conservation and management plans. Groups made their own decisions about whether to
develop strategies, plans, policies, legislation, technical data, performance standards, or other
products.

The ingtitutional context provided incentives for collective action and aframework that
enabled flexibility and self-management. Although something in the political, legidlative, or
economic environment created the incentives for consensus building and offered potential
rewards for success in reaching agreements, no authority dictated precisely what should be
done or how. This freedom and autonomy were often cited as a key to engaging the
stakeholders over time and giving them the sense of ownership over the process that was
essential totheir willingnesstotry to reach agreement. Nonethel ess, thisfreedom wasbounded
to some degree by participants’ own knowledge of what was practical to do and by messages,
formal or informal, from decision-makers and responsible public agencies about what kinds
of tasks and agreements could make a difference.
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CHALLENGESAND NEXT STEPS

Consensushbuildingisacrucia strategy for successfully managing growth, and should be
given acentral placein state planning. Although it istime consuming, we believe that it will
save resources overall by reducing conflict and encouraging many types of invisible forms of
coordination and mutual adjustment in the shared power context in which growth occurs.

A Framework for Consensus Building

Aswe have demonstrated, consensus building does not happen spontaneously. All of the
cases we examined had special features making the issues ripe for consensus building. They
all had either alegidlative mandate or committed | eadership to start them off. The environment
in which they operated provided the conditions to encourage and enable them. Their success
also depended on the design and management of the processesthemsel ves. To make consensus
building an integral part of growth management the state will have to create the institutional
context and incentive structure to enable the building of social, intellectual, and political
capital among the important participantsin regiona growth.

The state can create the framework necessary for successful consensus building. First, it
can dter the status quo, which now involves local governments and state agencies making
growth-related decisions independently of one another. By requiring that state agencies
coordinate growth-related decisions with regionsit can change the rules of the game for this
decision-making. It can require the creation of aregional plan or strategy, if not by local and
regional players, then by the state. Such threatsto the status quo change the incentive structure
facing potential participants by presenting risks to those who do not participate.

Second, the state can | egislateto reduce the power of any agency with an overwhelmingly
strong mandate that provides little incentive for cooperation. Air quality districts or heavily
funded agenciessuch asthe Los Angel esMetropolitan Transportation Authority are candidates
for such action. At the same time, by providing staff or technical support to such players as
community-based organi zations or poorly funded local governmentsthe state canincreasethe
participation of other stakeholders whose voice is needed to get fair or effective growth
management, or who might otherwise stay outside the process and sabotage it.

Third, the state can assure the participants in growth management that agreements they
reach will carry weight, or that their agreements will be implemented and plans carried out.

Finally, the state can reduce the aternative arenas simultaneously available to resolve
growth-related i ssues by creating forums and arenas specifically designed for these debatesto
occur and requiring local governments, state agencies, and others to resolve issues and
differences in these arenas before initiating lawsuits or independent decisions.

Perhaps the most challenging aspect of creating these new institutional arrangementsfor
managing growth will be to create a new set of norms and expectations, not only in
Sacramento but acrossthe state. These new practices would not involve top-down regulation



or bureaucratic control. Instead, many different forms of action and strategy would devel op
indifferent partsof thestate, though framed by some common constraints. Theideaof creating
aframework for flexibility meansthat policymakershaveto tolerate considerablevariationin
the implementation process. On the basis of this research, however, we believe that the
benefits of relying on self-managed, adaptive processes are significant and may indeed be
essential to the effectiveness of growth management.

I mplementation of Plans and Policies

Implementationislikely to beat | east as contentious as policymaking, and thus consensus
building is likely to be necessary after plans and policies are adopted. The evidence in our
casesisthat formal mechanismsto enforce agreed-upon plans, policies, and other documents
might well be insufficient to assure implementation. As several of our cases have shown,
agreements in principle break down when specific and potentially binding language must be
accepted. In some cases, difficult issues were deliberately postponed in the interests of
achieving agreement on initial phases of a plan. In Contra Costa, for example, discussion of
the order in which projects would be done over the 20-year life of the measure was not
included in the original proposal to the voters, and this has proved to be a highly conflictual
issue. Inthe San Francisco Estuary Project, even setting up the planimplementation committee
was a highly contentious process. As implementation depends in considerable part on the
depth and quality of agreements, consensus building should be regarded as a continuing
exercise needed over time.

TheLocal Government Role

Local governmentsmust bewilling and active playersin both desi gning andimplementing
growth management systems. Their knowledge of how regulation and public investment play
out in local communities, and their unique control over land use, make it essential that they
come to the table and stay until agreements are reached. The agreements must be real and
lasting becauseit islocal governments that must implement much of growth management. A
local government representative to the Growth Management Consensus Project provided this
perspective:

Any successful growth management strategy has local government as a key player.
They can make aprogram not work if they have not bought in. They arethe oneswho
know how to doit. They arethe only group that can make abridge among the players
and activities.

The experience of other states supports this view. In Florida, for example, where a
top-down approach to growth management incorporated heavy financia penaltiestolocalities
with plansthat wereinconsistent with state policy, 50 percent of all planssubmitted inthefirst
round were judged inconsistent. Despite the state's strong enforcement powers, years of
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discussion and negotiation were required to get local plansinto forms acceptableto the state.
Moreover, state guidelines were challenged in lengthy administrative

hearingsand ultimately had to be changed becausethey were not adapted to thevariety of local
conditions. In Maine, where a state bureaucracy was also charged with reviewing local plans
for compliance with state requirements, agency staff admitted they could do little more than
mechanically check for inclusion of appropriate el ements, statements, and information. They
had no way to check local plans for their substantive coherence with state policies and
purposes.

In California, the difficulty of trying to impose a solution on local government is
aggravated by the fisca crisis. Even if the legidlature could pass a growth management
program without the widespread support of local governments, the long series of cutbacksin
local funding and revenue sources has made the sanction of cutting funding for local
noncompliance an idle threat in the view of many local players. The revenue potential from
sprawling shopping malls and single-use office developmentsiis often more compelling than
the financial penalties or incentives for cooperation that the state may offer. Moreover, the
sheer size of the state and its own financial crisis demand that any growth management
requirements must be to some degree self-enforcing rather than enforced by an army of
Sacramento bureaucrats. The willing cooperation of local governments thus seems essential .

Unfortunately, our cases demonstrate that it is difficult to get local governments to be
effective playersin diverse stakeholder groupsfor many reasons. They lack staff support; they
have difficulty developing clear positions because of their broad responsibilities; and the
rhetoric of loca officials sometimesdoesnot meshwell with that of other participants. Except
in the cases where local governments were principal players — Contra Costa, Coachella
Valley, and San Diego — local representatives were the most often absent from meetings and
most dissatisfied with results. Evenin ContraCosta, local governments became major players
only after failure of the first Measure C, in whose development they had played just a minor
role. With these exceptions, we found few examples in which loca government players
asserted leadership in the processes. Instead, many expressed frustration and a sense of
powerlessness.

Itispossiblethat local governmentshaveafundamentally different interest than members
of either the development or environmental community and reaching consensus may be
difficult. An urban lobbyist in the Growth Management Consensus Project stated the basic
problem:

Citieswant alot of flexibility at the local level. This conflicts with the devel opers,
who want certainty. | would love a self-certification process for local plans, but
developersdon’t want it. Thisis one of the key elementsin the debates. We al had
goals coming in except localities. Environmentalists want, no matter what, to save
open space. Devel operswant certainty. Citiesfeel so battered. They arewhining, but
everything comes down to the city in the end. They have to balance everything.
Everyone wants something from the cities.

One problem that particularly concerns local officials is the conflicting mandates they
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have from state and federal agencies. As a League of Cities representative noted,

We keep saying that the state needs to make its own goals consistent, and put the
state agencies together to resolve issues instead of expecting us to resolve the
inconsistenciesat thelocal level. Wearevictimsof thisfailure. The state needsto get
its act together.

Local governments have particular difficulty in assigning appropriate representativesfor
the time-consuming work of consensus building. In many of our cases citieswererepresented
by elected officials, who have many responsibilities and many other competing regional
meetings to attend. They also usually have at least part-time, if not full-time, other
employment, and cannot take the time to be as well informed as those who are paid to
participate. In addition, they are typically not expert in the matters before the group, as are
many of the other stakeholder representatives. Many local elected officials use the emotional
rhetoric of local control and private property rights, and thus speak avery different language
from that of the other participants. One loca staff member with substantial experience
working with elected officias suggested this solution:

Elected officias should be brought in only last to sponsor proposals. Politicians are
not long-term players. They want to know what they can do now. Do not include
them until you have specifics that you want them to do.

Relying on staff as local government representatives also presents problems. Budget
cutbacks of recent years mean that small-to-medium-size cities send staff to meetings only
wherethey expect payoffstotheir participation. The potential benefitsof participationinmany
of these processes, however, are not clear to local governments. As agroup they have not yet
identified some objective they could seek from growth management and do not have enough
staff to participate, like some agencies, in “damage control mode.” Often, local governments
have found passive resistance to be their best defense against unwanted regulation. The
calculation many makeisthat they will deal with the new mandateswhen and if they get them.
The result in many of the consensus-building processes was that much of the time no one
represented local governments.

We did find local governments to be effective and diligent participants in San Diego,
whereloca governments|ed the growth management effort and knew they had much at stake.
But it was aso an effort in which the consensus groups were a less diverse combination of
stakeholders. Local elected officials could be comfortable speaking with other local officias,
and technical staff with each other in separate groups. It was also a case in which local
governments knew the process would be important and assigned their staff to attend technical
committee and other meetings. This case demonstrates that there is nothing inherent in local
governments that prevents them from being effective participants in consensus building, but
their needs and problems must be carefully addressed.
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Cost Effectiveness of Consensus Building

Although thisstudy did not attempt to enumeratethe costsof staffingand organizingthese
processesin any systematic way, the costs are low in comparison with the alternatives.”® Even
if al the donated hours and supplies and phone calls were accounted for, the combined cost
to public agencies and private players of reaching agreements through consensus processesis
far lessthan the costs of litigation, delayed projects, and restoring unprotected environments.
In many cases, staff for consensus-building processes simply do tasks they would have been
doing less effectively in other contexts. Even where technical information was generated or
consultants were hired, the cost effectiveness of the work was higher than it isin many other
policy analysis processes because the participants themselves requested and used the
information. Little of theinformation produced was not seriously considered inrelationto the
issues on the table.

% The 18-month, 35-member Growth M anagement Consensus Process required $171,000 in cash
contributions, $25,000 in fees for retreats, and an estimated $192,000 of in-kind contributions of staff time from
public and private groups, for agrand total of nearly $400,000 for a project designed to reform statewide policy.
(From Final Revenue Statement, California State University Sacramento, Growth Management Consensus
Project, July 1, 1990-December 31, 1991). The Economic and Environmental Recovery Coalition, which was
only seven to 15 members during 14 months, and which relied less on professional facilitation, required $82,000
in cash and in-kind contributions (from Budget California Economic and Environmental Policy Mediation,
CSUS). Neither of these figurestakesinto account the hundreds of hours of time donated by group members, nor
their travel costs.

By comparison, an impact assessment of New Jersey’s consensually adopted state plan estimated that with
the plan municipalities and school districts alone would save $400 million annually, $65 million of which would
be saved in capital infrastructure costs statewide, and air and water pollution would be significantly lower (New
Jersey Office of State Planning, and Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research, Impact Assessment
of the New Jersey Interim State Development and Redevelopment Plan, February 1992).
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Sate legislation should be designed to make consensus building an integral part of the
development of growth management policies, plans, and implementation strategies.

Consensus building plays an important role in coordinating growth management and
potentially reducescostly conflicts. In so doing it permitsthedevel opment and implementation
of coherent policy in this complex arena.

The state should establish and coordinate its own policies and programs related to
growth and the environment.

A principal obstacleto coordination at al levelsisthe conflicting messages and mandates
that come from different state agencies. Experience € sewhere demonstratesthat at least afew
goals and broad principles at the state level are necessary to provide a framework for more
specific plans by state agencies and regions and to establish criteriafor resolving conflictsin
agency missions.

Californiashould establish a state-level council, madeup of agency directors, to set goals
and prioritiesand coor dinate state policies. Thisbody should workwith regional coordinating
groups to develop consensually agreed-upon state strategy.

This study showsthat state agencies can achieve agreements among themselves and with
other participants in consensus-building processes. In states where growth management
programshavenot included aresponsiblestate council or commission, thelegislatureregularly
hasto prepare annual legislationtofill in gapsor correctinitial programs, and regional players
lack guidance. Such acouncil, along with regional goals, priorities, and policies, can provide
the flexible and adaptive institutional framework that is needed to manage growth through
consensus building. The social, intellectual, and political capital that are essential for
institutionalizing long-term collaborative relationships depend on a consistent framework of
expectations and processes that can be provided by a state council.

Regional coordination and planning must becentral to any growth management program.

Growth management must have a regional focus. It is at the regional level where
growth-related activitiesexert their effects. Metropolitan economiesareregional in character,
as arethe activities of residents. Within regions are players with both the knowledge and the
motivation to plan and implement growth management in consensually agreed-upon ways.

Thestate should create strong incentivesfor regionsto organizeand for localitiestojoin
regional coordinating bodies and reach agreements. A primary incentive would be the
requirement that stateagenciesfollow regional ly devel oped strategiesthat are consistent with
state goals, priorities, and performance standards.

Local governments should be offered at |east two powerful incentives to cooperate with
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each other in the region. The state should make infrastructure funding contingent upon
cooperation. It should also offer regions where there is cooperation the chance to influence
state investment and regulatory decisions. Changes are also needed, however, in the fiscal
incentives and revenue-raising opportunities of local governments, which now discourage
intergovernmental cooperation and encourage these governments to permit environmentally
damaging forms of development. Incentives are likely to be more acceptable politically than
sanctionsfor failuresto cooperate. A regional strategy should be adopted consensually, with
agreement of most jurisdictions within the region. Since the strategy will cover many issues
and involve the distribution of both benefits and costs among localities, reaching agreement
is feasible because many tradeoffs can be made. A region that does not adopt a growth
management strategy of its own after two to five years could be subject to the state council’ s
preparation of a strategy for the region.

Regions should organize themsel ves, and establish consensually their own boundaries,
institutional and interagency relationships, and committee structures and powers.

As each region has a unique history and experience, and a unique distribution of
responsi bilitiesamong itspublic agencies, participants must “ own” their processesand design
them to suit their own conditions and problems. Some regions already have the basis for
cooperation in place. Some can involve asingle county or COG. Others may require asystem
of subregions. No one-size-fits-all regional structureisappropriatefor all regionsin the state.
Moreover, the structure of theregional coordinating group and its subgroups probably should
evolve over time to adapt to emerging issues and problems.

The state council should negotiate with each region to establish tasks and timelines, so
that the differences among regions, the magnitude of their tasks, and the work they have
already done can be taken into account.

Thesetasks should be simply defined, leaving the detail sto be worked out at the regional
level. Deadlines should depend on the scal e and controversy of thetasks. It may beappropriate
to establish statewide performance standards with interim targets suitableto different regions.

Thestate council should negotiate performance standar ds, guidelines, or implementation
strategies in a consensus-building way with regional bodies that have adopted regional
coordination strategies and plans.

These specifics of implementation may be more contentious than the setting of broad
policy. Negotiation and consensus building in establishing standards and guidelines will
anticipate or avoid many conflicts and assure that they take into account the diversity and
unique characteristics of the different parts of thisvast state. This negotiation will help assure
support and implementation of state policy and objectives. The right to sit a the table with
state agency heads can become a substantial incentive for the regions to organize themselves
and for localities to cooperate in aregional context.

The state council and regional coordinating body should be designated as the primary
arenasfor discussion. Wher e differences cannot beresolved within theregion, mediation and
conflict resolution services should be made available. Procedures should be established for
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appealing decisions of the regional consensus group at the state level, possibly to the state
council or a designated hearing board.

Our cases show that where there are multiple arenas for decision-making or substantial
ambiguity about how and where decisions will be made, consensus building is undermined.
Stakeholders leave the table or have little incentive to make difficult choices. Insofar asis
legally possible, state agencies should refrain from making decisions on issueswhilethey are
under consideration in regional arenas and should indicate to participantsthat their decisions
will be respected if they are congruent with agencies’ missions. In some cases the missions of
state agencies may need to be changed to require them to consider growth management
concerns in their decision-making. Mediation services, offered either through the state or
drawing on the growing body of mediation professionalsin the private and nonprofit sectors,
can reduce the need for expensive and formal legal proceedings and appeals.

The state should provide funding to staff the regional consensus-building efforts.

Consensus-building processeswill requiretechnical, clerical, and administrative support,
aswell as support for professional facilitators to assist with particularly difficult tasks. The
cost of staffing these processes is minor compared to the costs of conflict and failures to
coordinate, which the state currently confronts. As these staff must be regarded as unbiased,
the funding should not be controlled by an agency with growth management interests or one
that is viewed as politically partisan.

Thestate should cooperate with regionsin building a shared information baseto support
consensus building.

Consensually agreed-upon technical information can play asignificant role in coordina-
tion and can become shared intellectual capital for al participants. This can occur not only
within regional consensus processes, but also between regions and the state.

The state should provide financial support to local governments so they can take
leadership rolesin the regional consensus processes.

The willing and effective involvement of local governments in regional consensus
buildingiscrucial to the success of growth management, but the costsof participation are now
high for them and the benefits uncertain. To participate at al, much less to take leadership
roles, local governments need to believe they can adequately represent their interests, and
therefore need to dedicate staff time to participation, as well as preparing technical analyses
and proposals. Because of the budget crisis and their need to deal with such fundamental
issues as public safety, local governments have little staff to devote to such activities.

The state should provide training and other forms of direct technical assistance to those
involved in consensus building.

Meetings of public bodies, city councils, and commissions have followed formalized
procedures that regulate debate over differences. Consensus building, in contrast, requires
listening, cooperating with opponents, and looking for common ground. These methods can
be taught through workshops to group leaders, who in turn teach their colleagues. The state
could designate thetask to university mediation groups, professional mediatorsin the private
sector, or astate office. Thisisalow-cost activity that promises substantial benefitsover time.
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Once regional strategies are developed, localities can make necessary changes in their
plansto makethem consistent withregional strategies. A properly designedincentivestructure
can assure that localities have an interest in preparing plans that are consistent with regional
strategies and state policies — and may be the most effective way of assuring local
cooperation.

To require local plans to be consistent with state or regional plans, and detailed,
centralized review of these plans, is both inefficient and politically unpopular. From
experiencein other states, such asFloridaor Maine, itisnot even clear that such requirements
providean effectiveway to coordinatelocal and regional actions, nor that plan consistency can
be unambiguously determined. The regional consensus group should identify its own
enforcement and compliance mechanisms for members. This type of self-policing is most
likely to be effective. In any case, alocality or region would not receive state funding for
transportation, infrastructure, schools, or other activitiesif they were inconsistent with state
goals, priorities, and standards, and with the regional strategy. Thisin itself islikely to give
localities the incentive to make plans congruent with regional strategy. The state should
explore various strategies for assuring consistency of local plans and proposalswith state and
regional policy, including providing standing to certain interests and agenciesto challengethe
plans and proposals, as well as using a voluntary certification process whereby a *“ certified”
planwould not be subject to such challenge. Thisisacomplex matter which webelieveshould
be worked out over time in the process of implementing growth management.
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