Morris K. Udall Foundation

Integrating ECR Evaluation Results into Practice:
A Multi-Agency Evaluation Initiative

July 2004

Patricia Orr
Program Evaluation Coordinator



Acknowledgements

The U.S. Institute would like to express appreciation to the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation for
co-sponsoring this project. We would also like to thank the agencies contributing case evaluation data
or cases for the U.S. Institute to evaluate: Conflict Resolution and Prevention Center - U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Collaborative Action and Dispute Resolution - U.S.
Department of the Interior, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Florida Conflict Resolution
Consortium, and Oregon Dispute Resolution Commission. We would also like to thank these and other
agencies for their support of environmental conflict resolution processes in which the U.S. Institute was
directly involved, and thus evaluated as part of our program evaluation system. A special note of thanks
to the contracted study team, Bernie Mayer, CDR Associates, Julie Macfarlane, the University of
Windsor, and Tom Miller, National Research Center, Inc., for their contribution with the literature
review, data analysis and interpretation. The U.S. Institute would also like to recognize the group of 50
environmental conflict resolution practitioners, program administrators, evaluators, researchers, and
trainers who participated in a two-day workshop in Tucson in January 2004. This group reviewed and
reflected on the initial work and recommended revisions and refinements of the underlying conceptual
model, the evaluation instruments, the analytic methods and the reporting methods. We would also like
to express our thanks to Lee Sechrest and Kathy McKnight from the University of Arizona for their
input in recent months. Finally, we would like to recognize Joan Calcagno, Tina Gargus, Dawne
Wilson and Hiromi Kasuya, U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution for their assistance

along the way.
FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CONTACT THE U.S. INSTITUTE STUDY TEAM:

Patricia Orr Dale Keyes Kirk Emerson

Program Evaluation Coordinator Program Manager Director

U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution
130 South Scott Avenue, Tucson, Arizona 85701 130 South Scott Avenue, Tucson, Arizona 85701 130 South Scott Avenue, Tucson, Arizona 85701
Telephone: 520.670.5658 Fax: 520.670.5530 Telephone: 520.670.5653 Fax: 520.670.5530 Telephone: 520.670.5299 Fax: 520.670.5530
Email: orr@ecr.gov Website: www.ecr.gov Email: keyes@ecr.gov Website: www.ecr.gov Email: emerson@ecr.gov Website: www.ecr.gov

US. Institute for|Environmental Conflict Resolution
Morris K.Udall Foundation



The Goals of the Evaluation System and
of the Multi-Agency Initiative

Measure and report on performance (i.e., the
effectiveness of ECR processes),

Determine what factors influence ECR success
(i.e., the achievement of desired process and
agreement outcomes and project impacts), and

Create “usable knowledge” to facilitate
continual learning and improvement.
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The ECR Logic Model:
A visual way to depict program theory

End of Process Outcomes

Expected Process
Dynamics

Basic Conditions
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Environmental Conflict Resolution and Collaborative Problem Solving Logic Model
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Basic Conditions
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@ Mediator/facilitator skills and practices add value

@ Relevant, high-quality and trusted information
is incorporated into the process




Expected Process
Dynamics

Expected process dynamics

Participants are effectively engaged
(i.e. participants communicate
and collaborate)

Participants’
Participants understanding
understand of issues
each other’s improves
views and (e.g. technical
perspectives issues, etc.)

Participants narrow the issues
in dispute

Alternative forums are identified
for issues that are better dealt with
in other forums



End of Process and
Longer-term Outcomes
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l Longer-term
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is
achieved

Agreement Agreement
is is
Agreement implemented durable
is of high quality
and the
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expect the
agreement will
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Participants’ collective
capacity to manage and
resolve this conflict is improved

Additional outcomes (e.g., process and outcomes
are more responsive to the needs of participants,
process yields more creative results, process is
cost-effective, etc.)




Impacts

For example:

Beneficial
environmental,
economic,
community/
social,
and institutional
impacts occur

Impacts
contribute to
more effective
problem solving,
conflict
management
and governance




Evaluation Products and Audience

Case Agency | Multi-Agency
Reports Reports Reports

Process Participants \/
Process Mediators/Facilitators \/
Program Managers/Administrators \/

Funding Agencies (Office of
Management & Budget, etc.)

SRS
RS AR LS

Prospective Users/Trainers/ Policy
Makers, etc. \/
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The Questionnaires
and the Data Collection Methods
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The Questionnaires

The voluntary questionnaires
were designed with a
combination of open- and
closed-ended questions.

The closed-ended questions
Include category response
questions and fill-in the blanks
with a rating on a 0 to10
scale.
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The Respondents

1. Program Manager
2. Mediator/Facilitator

3. Participants

a. At the end of the process
b. Follow-up after 6-months

Morris K.Udall Foundation
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Administering the Questionnaires

The questionnaires are administered by mail using the
Dillman data collection methodology.

The methodology includes five-compatible contacts:
advance letter,
guestionnaire mailing,
thank you/reminder postcard,
replacement questionnaire,
final reminder by telephone, and a thank you!

Dillman, D.A. Mail and Internet Surveys: The Tailored Design US. Institute for|Environmental Conflict Resolution
Methodology (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 2000) Morris K.Udall Foundation



The Multi-Agency Evaluation Initiative:
Preliminary Findings

US. Institute for|Environmental Conflict Resolution
Morris K.Udall Foundation



The Dataset

Case (N=24)
Respondents (N=191)

Variable
Number of participants per case
Number of neutrals per case

Number of sessions held by neutral

Difficulty of developing & implementing effective
collaborative process (0 = “easy” to 10
=“impossible”)

N (%)

Mean (sd)

12.6 (10.4)

15.4 (16.1)

7.3 (1.7)

1-56

3-10



Dataset Contributors

Conflict Prevention and Resolution
Center (CPRC), U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency

Federal Energy

Regulatory
Commission

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC)

Florida Conflict Resolution Consortium
(FCRC)

Office of Collaborative Action and s
Dispute Resolution (CADR), U.S. Commission

Department of the Interior

Oregon Dispute Resolution P S
Commission (ORDC)

U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict
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Spectrum of “ECR” Processes (all agreement-
seeking processes with mediator/facilitator assistance)

Upstream Downstream
Provide Dev§10p Enfor'ce |
Advice Policy Regulations I
|
|
< I >
|
Develop Develop Rule-Makin |
Agreement on Plans or Locate a g : Agreemept to
Issues Facility or Project Settle a Dispute
Broadly Parti Narrowly Defined
Defined arties (Litigants)
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Agreement Status (n=24)

60%

Agreement Reached 59,
(whether partial or full)

87% o

30%
No Agreement

13%

10%

0%

Full agreement

13%

Partial agreement
(agreement on some
or most issues)

No agreement
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A Cautionary Note:

In quite a number of cases, the majority of respondents
iIndicated that agreement was reached while a small
number indicated they were continuing to work on

differences, had given up or were going to court.
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Morris K.Udall Foundation



ECR helps participants reach
agreements that are implementable

In 89% of cases, the respondents reported that
responsibilities and roles were defined to guide
the implementation of agreements on resolved
ISsues.

In 91% of cases, the participants feel that the
agreements reached can be implemented.

In 72% of cases, the participants expect the
agreement to be fully implemented.

US. Institute for|Environmental Conflict Resolution
Morris K.Udall Foundation



The Rating Scale

Disagrecmernt | A mreement |
w i) T ; | | i st L |
0 1 1 3 L 5 L T 3 o 11
Totallr ' N
Diea 7o bmo
Lo "M d oom* "High'
ke than 500 Jol-Tan TAL - 100

US. Institute for|Environmental Conflict Resolution
Morris K.Udall Foundation



Agreements: A Closer Look

[] High: Percent of ratings between 7.51 and 10.00
B Medium: Percent of ratings between 5.01 and 7.50
[] Low: Percent of ratings between 0.00 and 5.00

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Participants feel the
agreement can be
imp lemented.

Agreement includes

responsibilities and
roles for
imp lementation.

Participants built The agreement has

strong enough sufficient flexibility
relationships with to sustain future
each other to ensure changes.

that the agreement
will last.




Improved Capacity to Manage
and Resolve Conflict

In just over half of the cases evaluated,
the respondents reported that:

(a)they can now meet with all of the
other participants to discuss issues
of concern (60%),

(a)it is now easier to discuss
controversial issues with other
participants (61%), and

(b)they can now work productively with
other participants with whom they
have disagreements (64%).

= [
; O e s E y
- g B =Y
f 1
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ECR enhances participants’
understanding of core issues

In 91% of cases, respondents reported that they
had identified the key differences that needed
to be addressed, in order for the controversies to
be resolved.

In 90% of cases, the respondents reported that
the process helped them understand the core of
their disagreements with the other participants.
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Mediator/facilitator skills and practices

[] High: Percent of ratings between 7.51 and 10.00
B Medium: Percent of ratings between 5.01 and 7.50
[] Low: Percent of ratings between 0.00 and 5.00

100%
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10%

0% -

Understood the Understood our Made sure that M ade sure the Helped us
issues being concerns the concerns of  concerns of all manage our time
discussed all participants participants well
were heard were addressed




Mediator/facilitator skills and practices
(continued)

[] High: Percent of ratings between 7.51 and 10.00
B Medium: Percent of ratings between 5.01 and 7.50

[] Low: Percent of ratings between 0.00 and 5.00

100% -
90%
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40%
30% -
20%
10% -

0% -

Made sure that we Ensured that all At no time did one When things got The participants
allhadaroadmap  participants were ofthe parties tense the neutral  would be happyto
ofwhere we were  fullyengaged in the dominate to the was always able to work with the same

going with the process detriment ofthe  help us find ways to neutralagain
process process orothers move ahead

constructively




Respondents’ Ratings of the Value of ECR

[] High: Percent of ratings between 7.51 and 10.00
B Medium: Percent of ratings between 5.01 and 7.50
[] Low: Percent of ratings between 0.00 and 5.00

100% -
90% -
80%
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -

0% -

My first choice would be to I would recommend this type We could not have progressed
use this type of process again of process to others in a as far as we did using any
for similar situations similar situation without other process of which I am
hesitation. aware.




Additional Benefits to Participating
in ECR Processes

“Litigation (time and cost savings) avoided, precedence of
law penalty published, avoided embarrassment to the federal
agency...federal agency has changed policy to prevent
reoccurrence.”

“‘Becoming part of the solution instead of viewed as
adding to the problems.”

"Compared to the previous adversarial relationships
between residents, loggers, and environmentalists, this
program went smooth and was excellent.”

US. Institute for|Environmental Conflict Resolution
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Open-ended Questions

= Respondents’ identification of challenges
and criticism of the processes.

» Respondents’ expressions of appreciation
and identification of strengths of the processes

» Respondents’ recommendations on how to
improve ECR processes.

US. Institute for|Environmental Conflict Resolution
Morris K.Udall Foundation



Encouraging Preliminary Findings

ECR processes are viewed by
participants as effective in helping
resolve environmental disputes

* In 90% of cases, the agreement reached
addressed all of the difficult issues.

* |n 87% of cases, full or partial agreement was
reached.

* |n 75% of cases, the respondents reported
they "could not have progressed as far" using

any other process.
US. Institute for|Environmental Conflict Resolution
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Questions
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