Framing a Joint Fact Finding Scoping Agreement in a 

Contested Ecosystem Management Situation

General Instructions


Summary

A network of roads is being constructed across public and private lands in the Western US. The network cuts across large areas of forests. After about a third of the network was completed, a scientific report circulated that indicated the population of an important owl species had begun decreasing unexpectedly and alarmingly, causing a stir in local communities. The USGS was called in to conduct a study, which did not detect any significant decline in the total owl population. Many parties questioned the findings, and a team of USGS scientists has now returned to the area to collaboratively define with local stakeholders the scope of new study. The USGS is meeting with stakeholders to develop a JFF scoping agreement that will articulate:

· what types of questions, with specific examples, that the study should answer;

· the timeframe in which the study should be conducted; and 

· how much funding should be allocated to each study question.

This simulation is run fish-bowl style. Each participant will have 30 minutes to read the materials. Participants will then be split into 7 stakeholder groups and have 30 minutes to discuss with other participants playing the same role how to approach the upcoming meeting. Each group is to select one representative who will spend the next 60 minutes negotiating with the other stakeholder representatives. The rest of the participants will observe this negotiation.

Background 

The construction of a network of new roads began five years ago across private and public lands in the Western U.S. The network cuts across large areas of forests and is meant to fulfill two main purposes. First, it is supposed to link several expanding towns. Second, it is going to allow selective cutting in forests that have not been thinned for decades and that, as a result, are experiencing more and more susceptibility to fire. 

Years ago, the decision to expand the road network was welcomed by many. People believed that it would increase the local forest industry’s access to timber sources thereby fostering job creation and local development. At the same time, it would make nearby protected areas more accessible to recreational users for hiking, backpacking, and wildlife viewing. Finally, but just as importantly, it was believed that some thinning of the local forests would reduce the probability that a large wildfire would affect the area in the future. A local representative had made the completion of the road network an important element of his re-election campaign. Only a local conservation organization had voiced concern with the proposed plan, arguing that the expansion of the road network would fragment one of the last large and continuous tracts of forest in the area. 

The Trigger

By the summer of 2001, about a third of the proposed network was completed, and thinning had begun in the forest areas now made accessible by the new roads. Along with small size trees, also some large ones had been harvested to offset the cost of thinning and make a small profit. (Small size trees have a negative stumpage value, meaning that it costs more to cut them and extract them from the forest than they are worth). 

That summer, a scientific report began circulating that indicated that the population of an important owl species had begun decreasing unexpectedly and alarmingly. These results caused a stir in the local communities, particularly among environmentalists that have long been advocating for stronger measures to protect the species, but also by the tourism industry that has greatly benefited from tourists attracted by the pristine feel of the area and unique wildlife viewing. Although tourists did not come specifically for the owl, the news of the report tarnished the reputation of the area as a natural haven. Soon, the plan to complete the network was called into question.

Two months later the controversy reached the local USGS office. The Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) contacted the USGS office and asked for their opinion, along with possible data and/or studies that USGS may have conducted in the past and that would be relevant to the current issue. Luckily, the USGS recently completed a set of studies within which scientists looked specifically at the habitat requirements of the owl. The set of studies focused on an area adjacent to the area under dispute (with a small overlap) and involved extensive fieldwork. During an 11-year period, owl pairs in the study area were identified, counted, and inserted into a large database that included the habitat where they had been captured, seen or heard. Subsequent analysis of these data allowed the association of special habitat requirements to the species (see Appendix A). In a second study, the above data were used to develop a Wildlife Habitat Suitability Index (WHSI) Model that was then associated with a spatially explicit land use model. The integrated WHSI-land use model was then used to run some simulations to predict the impact of human disturbances such as forest harvesting on birds’ population density.

The USGS census study concluded that moderately large populations of owls still exist, that the owls are positively associated with abundance of old growth, and negatively associated with abundance of young forest. Furthermore, the study did not detect any significant decline in the total owl population. WHSI-land use model simulations concluded that current harvesting practices do not constitute a sure threat to the survival of the owl but warned, “Despite this large investment in research and monitoring, owl population trends are still not fully understood, especially in relation to changing habitat conditions.” 

When the government study was initially circulated it was quickly subjected to criticism. Critics of the model charged that the simulation model oversimplified adjacency and edge effects and that many of the parameters used were little more than “guesstimates.” The census data were also criticized. It was claimed that the data collection was basically flawed because the samples were not independently selected and there was no replication. (Although these points are theoretically valid, it is also true that landscape studies do not lend themselves to independent and replicated sampling.) The most common complaint, however, was that it was not clear whether the information contained in the study was entirely relevant and how it could be used to answer the question: were the new roads responsible for the decline in the owl populations?

Next steps

The Regional Forests Interagency Executive Committee sent a team of USGS scientists to the area to collect further information on the owl population decline and to propose a research study that would clarify the alleged cause-effect relationship between road construction, tree thinning, and population decline. So far, the USGS scientists are only defining the scope of this research study. Another organization could potentially carry out the study once it is defined. 

USGS has $8 million to allocate between ecological and economic studies. USGS scientists are collaboratively defining the scope of the research study and how to allocate their research funds by consulting with representatives of a local environmental group, the timber industry, local loggers, the local tourism industry, the elected State representative, and a local citizens’ group. Each of the above interest groups selected a representative to participate in a series of meetings with USGS to define the scope of the proposed study. USGS has asked a professional facilitator to manage this process. USGS has called a series of meetings with representatives selected by their constituents.  

At the first two meetings, representatives presented their concerns about the impact of the roads on the area’s wildlife and the impact of not building the roads on the area’s economy and well-being. By the end of the second meeting, the group produced through consensus the following mission statement:

As representatives of the interests of the local population, we support further study of the relationship between the network of roads, tree thinning, and owl population decline. Because the impact of the roads network is economic as well as environmental, we support the additional study of the impact of the roads network on local jobs and the economy, to the extent feasible. Recognizing that no study can conclusively answer all the questions we have, the study should still have the goal of being as complete as possible, within a time frame to be specified. 

At the last meeting, the Timber Industry Association informed the group that there is already research in progress that the group could use as a source of baseline data. As an alternative to starting a new research program, the group could ask USGS to cooperate with an ongoing study led by the Council for Improved Water and Air Quality (CIWAQ). CIWAQ has been conducting environmental research, specializing in forestry, for over 50 years. Their ecological research is very comprehensive and covers all of the areas the group has expressed interest in studying. 

To aid the group in deciding how to allocate the $8 million in research funds between ecological and economic studies, USGS has taken all the research questions raised by stakeholders in the two previous meetings and estimated annual costs to conduct those studies. This information can be found in Appendix B.

Directions

The group of representatives is now meeting a third time, to determine the scope of the study. You are representing one of the stakeholders who will be at this meeting negotiating the framing of the study’s scoping agreement. At the end of the meeting, you want to provide the USGS with the following recommendations: 

· What types of questions, with specific examples, should the stud(ies) should answer?

· Where should the studies be conducted (locally or in another region)?

· In what timeframe should the stud(ies) be conducted? 

After meeting with other people from your stakeholder group, you will meet with the other representatives and facilitator to come to consensus on these recommendations.  Note that a proposed agenda and draft ground rules are attached at the end of this document.

The Stakeholders and their Interests

The following information has come out in the first two meetings.

USGS

USGS already has conducted a number of studies. The BLM would like the USGS to consider the following questions: 

· Is habitat fragmentation by road construction responsible for the decline of the owl population?

· Could this be a temporary phenomenon unrelated to the road construction?

· Can the trend be reversed?

USGS feels they need a more informed understanding of the cause-effect relationship between road construction, tree thinning, and owl population decline. Studies of related animals in similar areas showed inconclusive results. Because of differences in climate and food supply, studies conducted in other areas would not inform decisions about the local owl population. The owl population may be affected by habitat fragmentation in complex ways, for example by altering the food chain on which the owl depends. Fragmentation could also affect the owl population by altering its susceptibility to predation and to competition from species that occupy a similar ecological niche. 

To clarify the relationship between habitat fragmentation and the owl population, USGS scientists considered compiling information on owl population numbers over the past two decades to then be matched with spatial data obtained from satellite imagery and aerial photographs. Trends in land use and change, coupled with population trends would help clarify obvious correlations. Specific studies could also be called for, focusing on the overall health, dieting and migratory movements of the owl. 

In order to obtain scientifically valid results, the study would have to focus on a large enough area and be conducted over an extended period. Compilation of secondary data and their analysis could be completed in about 9 months. However, to be scientifically valid, the fieldwork would have to be carried out for several years to account for seasonal and year-to-year fluctuations.

USGS is very interested in cooperating with an ongoing study led by the Council for Improved Water and Air Quality (CIWAQ). CIWAQ has been conducting environmental research, specializing in forestry, for over 50 years, and USGS feels they produce excellent science. Their ecological research is very comprehensive and covers all of the areas the group has expressed interest in studying. USGS often joins in scientific partnerships between state, federal, and private groups and feels this partnership would be an effective use of their funds. If the group would agree to use CIWAQ data as a baseline, they would get a more comprehensive and longer-term ecological study for their money.

Save the Earth

This environmental organization is convinced that this is an important and pressing issue. To them, this issue is linked to a larger and more important one: the future of pristine, old growth forests in the West. To them, the decline of the owl population also has moral implications: saving another species should be part of good stewardship practiced by every human being. The most moderate environmentalists saw the decline of the owl as a dangerous sign of deteriorating forest health.

To support their concern, they cited a study that indicated that the species had a clear preference for large tracts of old growth forest. The study, which tracked banded birds over several years (e.g., Murnspeck et al. 2002, see Appendix C) suggested that owl adult survival had declined in recent years because of shrinking old growth habitat, and this had caused the population size of territorial owls to dwindle at an accelerating rate. 

They are not sure the road construction is the only culprit for the wildlife decline. They are convinced that harvesting practices are too aggressive (harvesting usually affects quite large compartments) and are partially responsible for the problem. Some even suspect that the population decline may be partly attributed to changes in the local microclimate due to intensification of human activities. 

Given that they have been unsuccessful in the past in getting their point across, they are convinced that the only way to sway the public in their favor is to couple their traditional rhetoric with the use of economic rationale. In particular, they have witnessed presentations by distinguished economists that claim that they can estimate the “total economic value” of specific species and even ecosystems. These valuation methodologies (for example “contingent valuation”) can capture not only the direct benefits that the public receives from the existence of the species (like enjoyment from wildlife viewing) but also the so called “existence values,” a monetary value that reflects an appreciation for the species simply because it exists. They are very intrigued by the possibility of expressing the importance of nature to them in compelling, economic terms. They would like a possible research study to quantify the total economic value of the owl to society. 

Regarding ecological studies, they are not satisfied with the previous USGS data because it oversimplified the edge effects of timber activities, another factor contributing to the decline of wildlife populations. They are also skeptical about the CIWAQ research, because they know that this organization’s membership consists of forest products companies. They understand that USGS considers their research unbiased, but still have some reservations about accepting studies funded by private interests.

Timber Industry Association

The industry views this as another attempt at restricting their business. Because they have made a lot of capital and planning investments on the assumption that the network was going to be finished soon, they fear they would suffer large losses if the plans to complete the network were abandoned. Reminiscent of recent disputes with environmentalists, they would like to see the network completed quickly. If this were not possible, at the very least they would like to be compensated for their losses. 

They are skeptical of the study brought forth by the environmentalists. They claim that population assessments based on studies of banded birds are controversial. Furthermore, such assessments are complicated by the fact that responses by owls to forest management seem to vary from region to region. Local experts had informed them, for example, that in some portions of northwestern California, owls are relatively common in forests aged 60-100 years, whereas few owls occur in such forests in the central Oregon Coast Range. 

They are interested in the questions the USGS wants to address. They are afraid, however, that like many other studies before this one, it will not produce clear answers. In the meantime, the future of their industry in this area remains uncertain, especially if logging companies cannot reach new territory though an expanded road network. For this reason, the timber industry thinks the study must be conclusive and should include economic questions, such as, “What impact will not building the roads have on the local economy and on the area’s timber companies?” If, for some reason, the study finds that the road network shouldn’t be completed for scientific reasons, then the timber industry will argue that it should be built for economic reasons. In terms of timeframe, they are happy to wait to get the results, as long as the results make a strong case in their favor.

They are willing to conduct ecological studies if they are based on the CIWAQ research already underway. These ongoing studies are trying to answer the ecological questions that the group has raised, and using their baseline data will save money that could fund economic questions that affect their companies, workers, and surrounding communities.

Local Loggers

A sizable number of the local population relies on the logging industry for their income. They see their own skills as poorly equipped to pursue other kinds of work. To them, expanding the extractive nature of the local economy is the only way to sustain it. It is also a way to maintain a sense of cultural heritage that is decades old. They see the problem as how to do something good for the owl without impacting the dependency people have on logging activities. For this reason, they think the study should research

· what economic and cultural loss the community would sustain if the road network were not completed; 

· how many promised logging jobs will be lost if the roads are not finished; and

· how logging activities can grow without hurting the owl population.

They are not particularly interested in funding ecological studies, but would be willing to allocate some money for ecological research if they are based on the CIWAQ studies.

Tourism Industry Association

The tourism industry understands that, for them, the completion of the road network will mean increased access for tourists. At the same time, anecdotal information suggests that seekers of remote wilderness represent the most rapidly growing share of the tourism market. Thus, while originally in support of completing the roads, they are now in a more cautious position. They are interested in knowing whether the roads are adversely impacting the owl population. However, they are even more concerned with the long-term consequences of the road network for the region. Will other tourist-loved species be affected by the increased fragmentation? While they think that the questions the USGS is about to answer are important, their underlying interest is about whether the roads will increase or decrease the overall the attractiveness of the area to tourists. They would like to see a study that focuses on the following questions:

· What are tourists willing to pay to visit the area? (What is the tourism value of the area?)

· How is their willingness to pay affected by frequency of wildlife viewing? (It is assumed that viewing probability correlates fairly directly with the wildlife population.)

· How is this willingness to pay affected by easier access? (Easier access would reduce both the total cost and time to reach the area.)

If these questions are not answered, they feel that they have no way of contributing to the debate of whether the road should be completed or not.

J. Smith, Local State representative

Because Smith based a significant portion of his/her campaign on the promise to complete the road network, he/she is certain that this issue will seriously impact his/her re-election chances. Smith is interested in minimizing the fall-out of this issue and reframing it as quickly as possible so he/she can realign his campaign with whatever decision will ensue. Smith’s main concern is determining to what extent will his/her political reputation and career will be jeopardized if the completion of the network is further delayed. Smith would like to find an option that will provide the best balance between wildlife protection and economic stability.

Smith does not have a particular preference for one study or another, as long as they are completed quickly and result in conclusive and unquestionable recommendations that are promising for development. He/she is concerned about ecological studies because they always take so long, but using CIWAQ data to speed up the research process seems like a good compromise. 

Citizens Unite

This citizens’ group sees this as an opportunity to start a dialogue over the future of the area. Although they understand the difficulties in the short term that change brings, they would like the economy of the region to be diversified. They do not think that logging will sustain the local communities as it did in the past and are looking at innovative ways to exploit the natural endowment of the area in non-extractive ways. They would like the tourism industry to grow larger and more competitive than in nearby regions. They are also convinced that the local natural beauty could attract artists and professionals that value a creativity-enhancing environment (e.g., writers, software designers, etc.). They are interested in supporting whatever study will specifically include their concerns, and specifically in a study investigating the costs and benefits to the local economy, in the broadest sense, of completing or not completing the road network. They are also adamant that the study be conducted in a transparent and collaborative fashion. They are tired of policy decisions that either reflect pressure from loud interest groups or are the result of incomprehensible studies done by specialists. They are concerned about the accuracy of CIWAQ studies because they are funded by the timber industry, but they think using existing data would be an efficient use of research money. 

Logistics

You will have 30 minutes to discuss with other participants playing the same stakeholder role how you should approach the upcoming meeting. Your small group should select one of you to actually negotiate with the other representatives in front of the larger group (this is called a “fish bowl” exercise). 60 minutes have been allocated for this fishbowl negotiation.

Enjoy and good luck!

Appendix A: USGS Census Study

This demographic study was designed to monitor the presence and abundance of owls by habitat conditions along with their birth and death rates, thereby allowing estimates of population trend over time. From these trends inferences were made regarding the suitability of the current habitat conditions and the effects of different landscape conditions on the owls. 

The study area covered 1025 km2. A small portion of this area (118 km2) overlapped with the area under debate. The study area was subjected to a complete survey each year, from 1990 to 2001, allowing an estimate of the actual number of territorial birds. 

Since 1985, researchers have attempted to band all known birth in the study area. As a result, they were now able to document the origin and age of most individuals that are recruited into the population. As a result, detailed information is now available on population age structure and internal and external recruitment in the population. Through re-sightings and recaptures of previously banded owls the study also allowed the estimation of survival rates.

The study found that adult survival probabilities and fecundity rates increase as the proportion of old-growth (suitable habitat) increases (Table 1). The study also found that the total number of non-juvenile owls detected on the study area has declined since 1990. However, the number of territorial pairs detected in the area was relatively constant among years (see Figure 1).

Table 1. Owl survival and fecundity rates by percentage of suitable habitat  

	Parameter
	Suitable habitat (percent)

	
	0-20
	20-30
	30-40
	40-60
	60+

	Adult survival
	0.76
	0.82
	0.86
	0.92
	0.92

	Fecundity
	0.24
	0.33
	0.38
	0.46
	0.46


Figure 1. Number of individual and paired owls in the study area 1990-2001.
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Appendix B: Ecological and Economic Estimated Study Costs, provided by USGS

ECOLOGICAL STUDIES


	Study Topic
	Cost and Minimum Time Needed to Collect Sufficient Data

	Cause-effect relationship between owl survival and habitat fragmentation (effects of tree thinning and road construction on the owl population)
	$1,000,000/year

5 years, or

3 years if use CIWAQ data

	Impact of roads and fragmentation on wildlife in general
	$1,000,000/year

5 years, or

3 years if use CIWAQ data

	Owl health, diet, and migratory patterns
	$1,500,000/year

5 years, or

3 years if use CIWAQ data

	Combination of above three studies, conducted concurrently
	$2,5000,000/year

5 years, or

3 years if use CIWAQ data


ECONOMIC STUDIES 

	Study Topic
	Cost and Minimum Time Needed to Collect Sufficient Data

	Relationship between timber industry success/survival and the state/local economy
	$400,000/year

2 years

	Tourism potential for the local area
	$300,000/year

1.5 years

	Economic value of wildlife and old growth forest (including how important presence of healthy wildlife populations is to tourism)
	$500,000/year

2 years

	Economic and cultural benefits of having the road built
	$200,000/year

1 year


Appendix C: Murnspeck et al. 2002, Submitted by “Save the Earth”
A highly respected statistics professor, in collaboration with wildlife biologists, did the study. 

This study reports results of a monitoring effort that has lasted almost a decade and included data from a network of 11 sites (one of these sites is included in the area under debate) across the owl range. Data collection consisted of capturing owls and marking them with identification bands. Both adult and juvenile birds were marked. Periodic revisit of the study sites would then be carried out to recapture birds (and mark the unmarked ones). Recapture and re-observation over time would then allow estimating annual survival probabilities of adults and juveniles. 

The study employed a rigorous sampling design. Given standard assumptions usually made in capture-recapture models, survival probabilities can be estimated as a function of the recapture rate. These assumptions included:

· Study areas are representative of the habitat of interest;

· Capture, handling, banding and release do not affect survival;

· There is no band loss, and no bands are misread on capture or resighting;

· Any unknown emigration out of the study area is permanent;

· The fate of each individual owl, after release, is independent of the fate of any other owl;

· Data sets for the various ages, sexes, and areas are statistically independent; and 

· All owls of an identifiable class (e.g., sex, age) have the same survival and capture probability, by study area (parameter homogeneity).

Estimates of survival probabilities can be used to estimate the overall rate of population growth for the adult population. A rate of population growth (λ) equaling 1.0 indicates that the population is stable. Thus, λ<1.0 or >1.0 indicate that the population is decreasing or increasing respectively. For example, a value of λ=0.99 reflects a population that is decreasing at 1 percent per year. The results for juvenile and adult survival, along with overall population growth (λ) are 

reported in Table 2. 

Table 2. Estimates of juvenile and adult annual survival and average annual rate of population growth on the 11 study areas. 1994-2001.

	Study area
	Juvenile survival
	Adult survival
	Population growth (λ)

	
	Estimate
	Standard error
	Estimate
	Standard error
	Estimate
	Standard error

	SIT1
	0.330
	0.043
	0.868
	0.012
	0.9656
	0.0165

	SIT2
	0.418
	0.042
	0.843
	0.010
	0.9570
	0.0146

	SIT3
	0.320
	0.038
	0.824
	0.009
	0.9105
	0.0121

	SIT4
	0.402
	0.105
	0.852
	0.022
	1.0191
	0.0729

	SIT5
	0.288
	0.052
	0.821
	0.016
	0.9106
	0.0212

	SIT6
	0.245
	0.064
	0.862
	0.017
	0.9472
	0.0255

	SIT7
	0.140
	0.026
	0.850
	0.031
	0.9240
	0.0323

	SIT8
	0.232
	0.078
	0.853
	0.026
	0.9134
	0.0314

	SIT9
	0.218
	0.045
	0.862
	0.019
	0.9274
	0.0223

	SIT10
	0.243
	0.092
	0.822
	0.027
	0.8738
	0.0312

	SIT11
	0.000
	--
	0.830
	0.045
	0.8302
	--


Table 2 illustrates that the owl population has declined in 10 out of 11 sites, at a statistically significant rate. Detailed inspection of the data indicates that the decline was primarily coming from the survival probabilities of adult annual females (see Figure 2). The results for male adults were not statistically significant but exhibited the same negative trend. Summary statistics for the overall population (males and females) showed that the population of resident territorial birds is declining. These results have been corrected for emigration and immigration although, admittedly, emigration and immigration data are poor. The final conclusion of the study was that the rate of decline is accelerating (the second derivative of the time trend – the empty circles – in Figure 2 is positive). 

Figure 2. Estimated survival probabilities of adult female owls as a function of years 1994-2001. A significant negative trend is indicated by the nearly linear line. The black circles are individual year estimates of survival rates. The standard errors for points along the line averaged 0.014.
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Proposed Agenda

The meeting will be run according to the following agenda:
The facilitator will convene the meeting.  S/he will:

Briefly remind the group where it is and what it has accomplished to date. 

Distribute copies of the sheet describing proposed ground rules.

Review the objectives of the meeting – namely that the group has been charged with determining

· what types of questions, with specific examples,  the study should answer

· the timeframe in which the study should be conducted

· how much funding should be allocated to each study question

The parties may decide to caucus from time to time. 
Established Ground Rules For the Consensus Building Session

This is an opportunity to build trusting relationships between scientists, loggers, citizens, environmentalists, the timber and tourism industries, and the state. All participants agree to work together to frame the USGS study’s mission statement and not discuss policy issues. 

Specifically, the mission statement needs to articulate precisely

· what types of questions, with specific examples, that the study should answer;

· where the studies should be conducted

· the timeframe in which the study should be conducted; and 

· how much funding should be allocated to each study question.

All participants recognize that scientific and local knowledge are
important to develop a useful research agenda to learn about the alleged cause-effect relationship between road construction, thinning, and owl population decline. All participants agree to work as colleagues.

This is an opportunity to develop a common pool of knowledge on the owl population with all participants working together as equal partners. All
projects developed will adhere to scientific best practice.

In order to ensure a constructive process and to provide everyone an opportunity to have input, we ask participants to abide by a few ground rules:
· Share all relevant information with other group members.

· Aim to speak openly and honestly – refrain from concealing “hidden agendas.”

· Explain the reasons behind one’s statements, questions, and actions.

· Jointly design ways to test disagreements and solutions.

· Keep the discussion on track with the agenda.

· Follow the group’s agreed-upon decision rule.

· Express your own views, rather than speaking for others at the table.

· Be “hard” on the substance, but respectful towards people.

· One person speak at a time so everyone’s view can be heard.

· Strive to maintain a sense of humor and be open-minded.

· Refrain from personal attacks or statements blaming others for specific actions or outcomes.

Framing a Joint Fact Finding Mission Statement in a

Contested Ecosystem Management Situation

Stakeholder Preparation Worksheet

This worksheet is designed to help you prepare for your upcoming meeting with the other stakeholders.  The first part of the worksheet is designed to help you clarify what your main interests are and what might be the interests of other stakeholders.  Thinking this through carefully should help you figure out what study proposals you might make that would meet your most important interests and simultaneously meet the key interests of other stakeholders.  In other words, it should help you identify what "trade-offs" you can make to gain the support of others.  The worksheet is also designed to help you remember what your "Best Alternative to a Negotiated Agreement" (BATNA) might be if it is not possible to meet your bottom line in these negotiations.

Instructions:  After you have finished reading your confidential instructions, please complete this worksheet with your stakeholder group.  The person who negotiates in the fishbowl may want to refer to the completed worksheet during the negotiations.

What are your most important interests in this meeting?

What arguments can you make to persuade other stakeholders that your interests should be met in the final study agreement? 

Which stakeholders are likely to share your interests in this meeting and why?

Which stakeholders are likely to have conflicting interests?  What will those interests be and why?

What are some study proposals you might make to other players that would meet key interests of yours while also meeting key interests of theirs (perhaps by giving them more of what they want on issues that are less important to you)?

What proposals from other stakeholders on your most important issues would be absolutely unacceptable to you and why?  What will you do if the group appears ready to accept these proposals (i.e., what is your BATNA)?

Are there any boundaries to the authority your stakeholder representative has within this negotiation?  How will the representative sell the agreement back to stakeholder constituents?

Framing a Joint Fact Finding Mission Statement in a

Contested Ecosystem Management Situation

Fishbowl Observation Sheet

Instructions:  During the fishbowl negotiation, your representative may make decisions on issues not discussed by your group.  Please observe the negotiation and think about the worksheet you completed with your group while answering the questions below.   

How does the study differ from what your stakeholder group discussed? 

Did your representative make agreements on things that you did not discuss as a group?  Did your representative make decision on issues that your group agreed beforehand s/he should not?

Do you still trust your representative?  Why or why not?

How should your representative sell the meeting outcome to you as part of the constituent base?  When your representative meets with you and your stakeholder group, what does s/he have to do to make you understand why the agreement was made, especially if it is outside of what your group agreed to in the planning meeting?

This exercise was prepared for the United States Geological Survey by Marco Boscolo under the supervision of Mieke van der Wansem and Professor Lawrence Susskind (Cooperative Agreement No: 01WRAG0097).  Additional Teaching Notes are available from the Consensus Building Institute, 131 Mt. Auburn Street, Cambridge, MA 02138.  Copies of the exercise are available from the Clearinghouse website of the Program on Negotiation of the Harvard Law School (http://www.pon.org).

Framing a Joint Fact Finding Scoping Agreement General Instructions
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