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Welcome – Mark Schaefer, Director, U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution, and Horst Greczmiel, Council on Environmental Quality
Mark Schaefer and Horst Greczmiel welcomed the group and introductions were made and the agenda reviewed. 
General Updates – Mark Schaefer (USIECR) and Horst Greczmiel (CEQ)
Mark Schaefer indicated that the FY 2009 ECR report synthesis was recently sent to OMB, CEQ and agency leadership. 
Horst Greczmiel thanked David Emmerson and Patricia Orr for working with Agency ECR Points of Contact to create the FY 2009 government-wide perspective on ECR in the Federal Government. 
FACA Opportunities and Challenges – Lori Kowalski (GSA), Debbie Dalton (EPA), and Jeff Silvyn (USIECR)
Lori Kowalski (GSA) 

Lori provided an overview on the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) and issues related to ECR work in the federal government (See PowerPoint slides for details).
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« Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA)
—Enacted in 1972
—Provides Objective and Accessible Advice

—Formalizes Process for Establishing,
Operating, Overseeing & Terminating FACs

—Created the Committee Management
Secretariat
—Requires FACs to Advise and Recommend; not
Decide or Implement
« E.O. 12024 (1976) Delegated all Responsibilities

of the President for Implementing FACA to the
GSA Administrator
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« What is FACA and Why Does it Exist?

« The Committee Management Secretariat
« Executive Departments and Agencies

« Types of Federal Advisory Committees

« FACA Footprint

< The Right Process

« Groups Not Subject to FACA
Misperceptions About FACA
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« Under section 7 of the Act, the General Services
Administration (GSA) prepares requlations on
Federal advisory committees ..., issues other

administrative quidelines and management
controls for advisory committees, and assists
other agencies in implementing and interpreting
the Act.

« Responsibility for these activities has been
delegated by the Administrator to the GSA

Committee Management Secretariat.
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The Secretariat carries out its responsibilities by:

< (1) Developing and distributing Governmentwide
training regarding the Act and related statutes
and principles;

« (2) Conducting an annual comprehensive review
of Governmentwide advisory committee
accomplishments, costs, benefits, and other

indicators to measure performance;





[image: image6.png]Secretariat Mission

< (3) Designing and maintaining a Governmentwide

shared Internet-based system (www.faca.gov) to
facilitate collection and use of information

required by the Act;

« (4) ldentifying performance measures that may be
used to evaluate advisory committee

accomplishments;
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< (5) Supporting the Interagency Committee on

Federal Advisory Committee Management in its
efforts to improve compliance with the Act; and

< (6) Providing recommendations for transmittal by
the Administrator to the Congress and the

President regarding proposals to improve

accomplishment of the objectives of the Act.
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« FACA is an Executive Branch Statute

< Approximately 50 Agencies have FACs

« Responsibilities of Agency Heads

« Committee Management Officer (CMO) and
Designated Federal Officer (DFO)

« CMO List:

http://www.fido.gov/facadatabase/rptcmo.asp
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Type

Authority

Discretionary (Y/N)

Required by Statute

Congress established
by law, or directs
agency or President

Non-Discretionary

to establish
Presidential By Executive Order or Non-Discretionary
Authority other Presidential
directive
Authorized by Congress authorizes, Discretionary
Statute butdoes not direct (Ceiling on such
agencyor President  committees)
to establish
Agency Authority Undergeneral agency Discretionary

authority in 5 U.S. C.

(same)
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Total Cost

Federal Staff Compensation
Non-Federal Compensation
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What Type of Information Do You Need?
< Advice (Collective vs. Individual)

« Exchange Information or Facts

« Town Hall

« Public Hearing

Collaboration
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« Outside Experts vs. Other Feds
« Utilize (Manage and Control) a Group
< Consensus is not a trigger!





[image: image13.png]Additional Considerations

« Is there Sufficient Time to use a FAC?

< Are there Sufficient Resources to Operate a FAC?
« Is the Agency Committed to the Process?

« Do You Know How to use a FAC?

FACA Requirements vs. Agency Procedures





[image: image14.png]Groups Not Subject to FACA

« Solely Feds on the Group

< Each Person Provides Individual Advice

< Information Exchange/Gathering

« Meetings Initiated by a Group to Express Views
« Town Hall or Public Hearing

« Unfunded Mandates Reform Act Exception

« Groups Established, Managed, or Controlled by a
Non-Federal Entity

« Exempt by Statute
Operational Committees





[image: image15.png]Common Misperceptions About FACA

« FACA lItself is Too Difficult; Costly; Not Timely
< Administratively Impossible

« Membership Selection and Balance Issues

« SGEs vs. Representative Members
Consensus at a Meeting Means FACA
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Lori’s presentation prompted several questions from the forum participants including:

· What agencies are most FACA-intensive in the environmental arena? 

· What if you have a committee seeking advice from participants, but it’s more of a discussion with non-Feds. Does this trigger FACA? 

· What do we do if we want input from stakeholders and want to be collaborative?

Lori responded to the above questions and indicated she is available to assist and answer future questions as needed.  

Debbie Dalton (EPA) 
Debbie gave a brief presentation on collaboration and FACA at EPA. Debbie addressed many of the issues highlighted in the following briefing. 
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Collaboration and FACA

EPARas been a eader among Federal aencies and departmentsin using collaborative approaches to environ mental problem-
solving. This guide wil help EPA managers and staf o understand whethr and how the Federal Advisory Commitiee Act

impacs collaborative processes.

What is collaboration?

Collaboraion can be thought of in two ways. First it s an
atitude that promps people © approach their work n the

spritof cooperation and shared effor thatleads to beter,

more creative results. Second. it s specific approach to

working with stakeholders.in which participants develop a
mutually agreeable process forjoint leaming and problem

solving,

Asour environmental challenges become more comple, we
are searching, jointly and cooperatively for better ways to
carry out the Ageney's mission. Collaboration vill not
replace regultion o subsitute for making tough decisions.
nor s it appropriate for allsituations. Siil, EPA has found
collaboration to be effecive for arriving at murually
acceptable soluions to environmental problems.

Collabortive processes can take many forms and can be
ither formalorinformal. The degree of formalit will depend
upon the purpose of  collboration process; desired end
product; the number and diversity of stakeholders; the scale
scope, and complexity of the issues at hand: the duration of
the process; and other fctors.

EPAs rolein collaborative environmental problem-solving.
also can take many forms. Depending on the situation, EPA
may: serve ina leadership role act as one of many interested
partes in a collaboraiive effort established by another public
o private sector entity; or smply be the beneficiary of a
collaborative effort by outside partis that did not involve
EPA participation

What is the Federal Advisory
Committee Act?

‘The Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACAor Aci),
US.C. App. 2. govens the esablishment. managerent. and
termination of advisory commitices within the executive
branch of the Federal goverment. FACA ensures that
fderal advisory committees are aceountable to the public by
maximizing publicaccessfo advisory commitee
deliberations and minimizng the influence of special
interests through balanced committee membership. In
addition, the Actseaks o reduce wasteful expenditures and
improvetheaoverall administation of advisory commiecs.

Federal advisory commitiees can sgnificanly sirengrhen the
Agency’s collboration processes. Moreover,establishin a
Federal advisory committee can be the best approach for
achieving EPA's management objecives and ensuring tht
advice provided to EPA s developed through a structured,
transparent,and inclusive public process. EPA has a central
ole inthe formation of a Federal adsisory commitiee andis
able to work with the commiea and provide input on the
substantive isues the committce addresses. Subcommittees.
and work groups that report back to the chartered advisory
commite can further the work of the commitiee through
collaboraive processes. Agency managers and ouside
stakehol ders genarally view the advice provided by Federal
advisory committees as highly credible due to the balanced
membership of the commitees. thorough vetting and
selection process for members; formal opporiuniis for
membersof the publi to rovide writien and oral public
comment; and transparency of the mestin process. While
FACA sets up requirements that Federal advisory
commitiees must follow those requirements generall mirror
the best pracices normal usedin collaborative processes

How does FACA affect collaborative
approaches at EPA?

In general, FACA applies to collaborative efforts when all of

the following crtera are met:

1) EPA establishes the group (that is, organizes or
forms) or uilizes the sroup by exerting “actual
management o control”

2 the groupincludes one or more individuals who are
ot Federal employees o elected officials of Sate.
“Triba, or local goverment or employees with
authority to speak on their behalf. and

3 the product of collaboration is group advice for EPA




[image: image18.png]What does FACA require EPA to do?
“To help EPAmanagement meet all of the FACA
requirements,the Office of Coaperative Environmentl
Management has developed a handbook that explains how
1o set up, manage and terminate a federal advisory
committee. The handbook is available at hp:
inttanet epa goviocem/faca. The FACArequirements
includethe following:

) Develop a charter and publish notice of the
establishment of the committee. A charter is a two to
three page document tha specifies the mission and
weneral operational characteristcs of the committee

2 Balance the points of view represented by the
membership ofthe commitee n reltion tothe
function the committee is o perform,

9 Announce meetings in the Federal Register in
advance of the meeting.

4 Open the mestngs to the public and allow the public
1o send in o present comments.

9 Keepminutesof each meating, make commitiee
documents availzble 0 the public, and maintain the
committee’s records.

©  Appoint aDesignated Federal Officer (DFO) to
manage the committee.

Are there collaborative problem-
solving activities that are not subject
to FACA?
Collaboraive processes with EPA involvement may not be
subject o FACAifany of the following appiy

1) EPA seoks advice and recommendaiions from the
participants on an individual basis and not from
the group as a whole:

2 The groupis composed exclusively of elected offcials
from Federal. State. Tribal and local governments (or
their designated employaes with authority o spesk on
their behal)and the purpose of the group i to
exchange views,informarion.or advice relating to
issuels)of intergovernmenta responsibilty and
administration (i short,responsibilty as co-
regulators)

3 The group is formed or assembled by a non-Federal
entity (such asa non-Federal government,a contracior
o aprivate oraanization) provided that the group is
not actually managed or controlled by the federal
sovemment, or

4 The purpose of the aroup is o develop advice for non-
Federal entiies (such as States or indusrysectors).

Pre-collaboration sinuarion assessmerns can assist EPA
managers and saff by providing information about
whether a ol laborative approach may be appropriatein a
siven situation and. if so. whether FACA may apply: Ifthe
program offce determines hat a given collaboration effort
would invoke FACA, Agency managers and staff should
consultwith the Office of Cooperaiive Environmental
Management (OCEM) for guidance on setting-up and
operatinga Federal advisory committee. If there are any
questions as o whether FACA might apply. managers and
staff should consult with the FACA ttorney inthe Office
of General Counsel, Cross-Cuting lssues Law Office

FACA APPLICABILITY DECISION TREE

Tive daceen ires 2 imandad 2% genera e
only. I you have quesions regaring the spplcabity
of FACA 10 3 sgecic group, you shoud contact e
Ofice of Ganeral Counsel
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Collaborative processes may or may not be subject to FACA. Following are examples of Agency collaborative processes that are
subject 1o FACA s well s collaboraive processes that are not. The deseription of each example provides an explanaiion sbout

why it was or was not subject to FACA.

Collaborations subject to FACA

1) Negotiated Rulemaking Committee on
AU Appropriate Inquiry

In2002. President Bush signed the Small Business
Liabilty Reliefand Brownfields Revitalization Act (‘the
Brounfields Law"). Thelaw established some protections
from Superfund labilty. One eiteia specifiedin the
statute for obtaining the protection fromliablity i that
landowners must conduct all appropriate inguiries (due
diligence) to determine past uses and ownerships of a
property pror to acquiring the property. EPA established
aNegotisted Rulemaking FACA Committee consisting of
both private sector siakeholders and siate program
offcials who were familiar with and had experience in
implemening processes to condiuct all appropriate nquiry.
“The commitiee reached consensus on a draft regulation
and agreed to support EPA's notice of proposed rule
making. This commitee was subject o FACA because:

+ it was formed and managed by EPA;
© itwasintended o and did provide
advice o EPA
2) National Advisory Council for
Environmental Policy and Technology
(NACEPT)

In 1988 NACEPT was established to provide advice to the
EPA Administrator ona broad range of environmental
policy. technoloy and manaement issues. NACEPT
Telps EPA tap o the knowledse. expertise. and
experience (of public, private and non-profit groups) that
would otherwise be unavailabl to the Agency. The impact
o NACEPT s resommendations include: (1) creation of the
EPAOffice of Environmental Education, (2) creation of the
EPA positon of Chief Information Officer and (3)
establishment of the EPA Technology Innovation Office
‘The committee was subject to FACA because:

+itwas ostablished and managed by EPA;
+ itoffered sroup advice toEPA;
+ membershipincludedindividuals who were

not federal employees orclected officials
of sate loca, ortribal government

3) National Environment
Commitiee (NEJAC)

‘The National Environmental Justice Advisory Committee
(NEJAC) was established to provide advice and
Fecommendations to the Adrministrator on areas rlating fo
environmentaljustceissues. Themembers of NEJAC,
who represent awide range of stakeholders (conmunity-
based sroups; industry and business, academic and
educationl insitutions: state and local governments,
fderally-recognized trbes and indigenous groups. and
non-governmental and environmental groups), beliove it s
important for governments to consider environmental
justice issues when making decisions that may affect
human healh and he environment. NEJAC has made
numerous recommendations to EPAincluding
development ofa recommended “Model Plan for Public
Participation.” atool to enhance the paricipation process.
and to promote early interaction with potentialy affected
communities priorto making decisions. The Plan was.
ultimately adopted by EPAand s curtently utiized by
several federal, sate, and local governments. The
committee s subject 10 FACA because

ustice Advisory

it vas established and is managed by
EPA,

+ itoffersgroup advice to EPA.

+ membershipincludes private siakeholders

as well s offcialsor employ ees of stae
local, and ribal goverment

How does this guide relate to
EPA’s Public Involvement Policy?

EPA's Public Involvement Policy urges Agenc
fcial t0 “maximize the useaf existing nstituional

resources for consultation and involvement

proc cuch as FACA group

Seethe Public Involvement Policy, “Appendix 4
visory Committees” at hitp P 2o

publicinolvementipolicy 2003 appendices234 pd
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1) Sustainable Environment for Quality of

Life(SEQL)

EPAis working with stakeholders in the fast-prowing srea
spanning Charlotte, NC. and Rock Hill, SC. toschiever
healthy environment,vibrant economy, and high qualiy of
life. SEQL isan intrated environmental intiaive for the
15-county metropolitan Charlotteregion in North and
South Carolina. Through technical assistance, regional
Vulnerability assessments and waer quality monitoring,
EPA has asisted Ieaders promote regional solutions for
regional issues which is the driver for this unique and
innovative partnership between the Centralina Council of
Governments andthe Catavbs Regionsl Council of
Governments. It promotes implementation of specific
Action Items on Air Quality. Sustainable Growth and
Water Resources and consideration of environmental
impactsin decision-making a local and regional levels.
SEQL isnot subject to FACA because:

+ non-Federal emites convenedisserbled
i

* SEQL doesnot ender specific advice or
Fecommendations to the Aency

EPA does not manage or contro it thatis.
EPA doos notselact the membership, st
the charge, or provide funding).

2) Unified National Strategy for Animal
Feeding Operations

In 1998, the interagency Clean Water Action Plan (CWAP)
identified polluted runofFasthe most important remaining.
source of water pollusion. Among other action items, the
CWAP called for USDA and EPAto developa Ui ied
National Strteay to minimize the water quality and public
ealth impacts of animal feccing operations (AFOs) by
using an appropriate mix of regulatory and voluntary
approaches. One year latr,followina series of
negotiaions berween USDA and EPA and an extensive
public outreach effort including eleven national lstening
sessions throughout the US.. the final AFO strateay was
released. The USDAEPA AFO Srategy parmership was
not subject to FACA because

+ the parmership wroup included only
Federal amployaes:

+ thelisening sessions were used 0 obtain
individual public comment on the
devalopment of the stategy.

3)  TheSmartG

owth Network (SGN)

EPA joined with several nor-profit and government
organizations to formthe SGN in 1996, The Network was
formed in response o increasing community concerns
about the need for growth tha boosts the economy.
protects the environment. and enhances communis
vitaliy. Since it inception, Network partners have worked
cooperatvely to implement national conferences, produce
publications. and launch outreach campaizns. The SGNis
ot subject to FACA because:

+ SGNfunctions asa forum for developing
and sharing informaion. innovative
policies, tols and ideas:

* SN dos not provide advice 0 EPA.

+ SGNisnot subject o strict management or
control by EPA

Who can | contact to learn more?

For information, advice and assistance on

+ Conducting situation sssessments and designing
sakeholder consulation and collaboration
processes

Conflict Prevention and Resolution
Center (CPRC)

s opa povade 202-564:2922

adr@epa wov

+ Esublishing or managing a Federal advisory
committezor subcommitte:

Officeof Cooperative Ennironmental
Management (OCEM).
s opa muincem 2022330063

© Lemlissuesrelating o FACA

The Offce f General Counsel (OGCY
Cros-Cuting Iswues Law Office

siepa povioge, 202-564-7622




Jeff Silvyn (USIECR) 

Jeff provided an overview of how the Federal Advisory Committee Act relates to U.S. Institute work. The content of Jeff’s presentation is captured in the following briefing:
The Federal Advisory Committee Act (“FACA”), 5 U.S.C. App. 2, imposes certain procedural requirements on a federal agency that seeks advice from a group managed or controlled by the federal agency and including non-government members.  Frequently, our federal agency partners have questions about whether FACA applies to a conflict resolution or collaborative process involving non-government participants under U.S. Institute management.  This document provides guidance from the perspective of the U.S. Institute on the factors that determine whether a particular collaborative process is subject to FACA.

What is FACA?

Congress enacted FACA to control the number and operation of the numerous committees, boards, and other groups established to advise federal executive branch agencies.  For instance, FACA requires that advisory committee membership be balanced, meetings be noticed and open to the public, and certain records be kept.

What is the U.S. Institute and what do we do?

Congress created the U.S. Institute as part of an independent, non-partisan federal agency (the Udall Foundation) to provide neutral conflict resolution services for environmental and natural resource issues involving the federal government.  20 U.S.C. § 5604(8).  The U.S. Institute works with federal agencies to design and manage collaborative efforts between federal agencies, tribal governments, local governments, affected interests and the public to resolve environmental issues.  We help those involved in or affected by an environmental issue or controversy to identify areas of agreement and disagreement and, to the extent possible and appropriate, resolve those differences in a manner acceptable to them.

The specific services provided include assessment, facilitation, mediation, process design, and related services.  A more complete description of these services is available at http://www.ecr.gov/HowWeWork/Services.aspx.  These services may be used in a variety of situations such as policy development, planning, rulemaking, implementation, enforcement or litigation.  OMB CEQ Joint Memorandum on Environmental Conflict Resolution, Nov. 28, 2005 (“OMB CEQ ECR memo”).  The form of the process varies and is tailored to the specific issue(s) to be addressed and those involved.  The hallmark of a U.S. Institute collaborative process is that the significant decisions about the process and the outcome are determined by participants, as opposed to an administrative, litigation, or other process where a neutral third party like a judge or arbitrator determines the outcome.

Is U.S. Institute project work subject to FACA?

Generally, the conflict resolution and collaborative decision-making projects managed by the U.S. Institute are not subject to FACA, but whether a particular process might be subject to FACA depends on the purpose and structure of the process used.  In some instances, the U.S. Institute participates in collaborative efforts subject to FACA, such as negotiated rulemaking committees.  The factors that determine whether a particular process is subject to FACA are discussed next.

What is the intent and purpose of the collaborative group?

FACA may apply when a federal agency seeks collective advice or recommendations on a policy or program from a group including non-government participants.  FACA does not apply when the federal agency seeks the independent perspective of each participant.  So, for example, a listening session, open house, public comment forum, focus group or other activity where each participant expresses a perspective but there is no goal for the participants to harmonize their perspectives to arrive at a broadly accepted view is not subject to FACA.  See GSA comments on FACA regulations, Federal Register vol. 66, no. 139, pp. 37730, July 19, 2001; 41 C.F.R. § 102-3.40 and Appendix A to Subpart A.

Who manages and controls the process?

Typically, FACA applies when a federal agency manages or controls the advisory committee and its proceedings.  See 5 U.S.C. App. 2; GSA comments on FACA regulations on FACA, Federal Register vol. 66, no. 139, pp. 37729-30, July 19, 2001; 41 C.F.R. § 102-3.40 and Appendix A to Subpart A.  An amendment to the U.S. Institute enabling legislation clarifies as a significant exception that when the U.S. Institute acts as an independent neutral, managing or controlling a conflict resolution process, FACA does not apply:

SEC. 9. USE OF INSTITUTE BY FEDERAL AGENCY OR OTHER ENTITY.

Section 11 of the Morris K. Udall and Stewart L. Udall Foundation Act (20 U.S.C. 5607b) is amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(f) AGENCY MANAGEMENT OR CONTROL.—Use of the Foundation or Institute to provide independent and impartial assessment, mediation, or other dispute or conflict resolution under this section shall not be considered to be the establishment or use of an advisory committee within the meaning of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.).’’ Pub. Law 111-90, Nov. 3, 2009.

This amendment clarified that the U.S. Institute may convene and manage a conflict resolution or collaborative process to address environmental or natural resource issues without triggering the requirements of FACA.  See Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida v. U.S., 420 F.Supp.2d 1324 (S.D. Fl. 2006) (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers did not violate FACA based on participation in process to resolve disputes over preferred alternative for an EIS when the process was managed and controlled by the U.S. Institute).

There are a number of factors that establish who manages or controls a collaborative process and, as a result, whether or not the process is subject to FACA.  There is not the type of federal agency management or control necessary to trigger FACA coverage when:

Participation:  The federal agency charged with decision-making authority over the subject matter of the collaborative effort does not exercise sole control over group membership (i.e. does not have the right to pick representatives of other interests and does not have sole veto authority over membership).  Rather, who participates and how is determined by participants or by the U.S. Institute, typically in consultation with some or all participants (i.e. interest groups each responsible for picking their own representative to a process, the U.S. Institute determines who to invite to participate, etc.).

Procedural matters:  Procedural matters such as the agenda for meetings, operating rules, and decision-making rules are not determined by the decision-making federal agency, but rather are determined collectively by the group or the U.S. Institute in consultation with some or all members of the group.

As long as the guidelines discussed above are followed, the process does not meet the definition for an advisory committee subject to FACA.

Jeff’s presentation prompted several questions including:


How do you operationalize this new provision?


Why is it different when EPA convenes a group and it triggers FACA?


What’s the difference between input and advice?


How many FACA related litigation cases are there?

Jeff responded to the above questions and indicated that he is available as needed to address other questions if they arise in the future.  

Jeff also distributed the following FACA flowcharts for BLM and USDA as reference resources for forum participants.
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Indlicators for

Will the group solely comprise members who

ini are full- or part-time Federal employees or | Yes
determining Tribal, State, or local government employees

the applicability | acting in their official capacities?

of the Federal No, I

Advisory Wil the BLM “establish” the group?
Committee Act « Will the BLM play a primary role in

establishing the group? or
+ Will the BLM set the group’s membership
or agenda?

(FACA) to the
Bureau of Land

Management's
Alternative

P Will the BLM "utilize” the group?
Dispute « Will the BLM assume authority
Resolution- ov:r a group established by M

others? or o
based . * Will the BLM assert actual
Collaborative management or control over
P ‘the group’s structure and

Community

operations?

Working Groups

Will the group offer specific advice or
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 Sharing information or monitoring
conditions is not enough to
implicate FACA
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Update on the work of the National Technology and ECR Coordinating Committee – Patricia Orr (USIECR), Dave Emmerson (DOI), Hal Cardwell (USACE), and Will Hall, (EPA)
Patricia, Dave, Hal and Will provided an update on current initiatives of the National Technology and ECR Coordinating Committee:
· In May 2009, close to 90 participants representing the different levels of government, academia, technology providers, and environmental conflict resolution (ECR) practitioners participated in a technology and ECR strategic planning effort hosted by the U.S. Institute. 
· The effort resulted in a series of suggestions for the ECR community including the development of best practices for integrating technologies into ECR processes, the establishment of an annual innovation award, and the creation of a National Technology and ECR Coordinating Committee.

· Following the 2009 meeting, a Technology and ECR Coordinating Committee was formed. The committee represents an informal gathering of individuals interested in furthering the integration of emerging technologies into ECR and natural resource management decision making. 
· One of the first tasks undertaken by the newly formed Technology and ECR Committee was the drafting of broadly applicable guiding principles for increasing the appropriate and effective use of technology-enhanced ECR. This project was undertaken in partnership with the U.S. Institute and the U.S. Department of the Interior’s Office of Collaborative Action and Dispute Resolution. 

· The resulting principles, which should be finalized in late 2010, are designed as a guide for ECR practitioners, technologists, agency staff, process stakeholders, and others seeking to adopt collaborative technologies. 
· The guidelines are based on generally accepted foundational principles of alternative dispute resolution and ECR, and the premise that the use of technologies should not compromise the working principles of ECR.  The guiding principles identify where the ECR and technology fields intersect, and resulting implications including: new responsibilities for practitioners, budget considerations for project sponsors, new challenges and opportunities related to the use of new tools by process participants.  
· Patricia indicated that once the guiding principles are ready for review, the Technology and ECR Coordinating Committee would welcome feedback from the forum participants, as well as assistance disseminating the principles once they are finalized. 
· Patricia, Dave, Hall and Will indicated they will provide a more detailed briefing on the work of the Technology and ECR Coordinating Committee at the next quarterly forum. 

The September 2010 forum was adjourned at 4pm.

The next ECR Policy Forum is scheduled for March 2011 (Date TBD).
1

