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I. Context/History
The Cape and Islands Offshore Wind Stakeholder Process was initiated by the Massachusetts Technology Collaborative (MTC) in response to a proposal before the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) from private developer Cape Wind Associates to build a 420 Megawatt wind farm on Horseshoe Shoals, a 25- square-mile area of protected water in Nantucket Sound off the coast of Cape Cod in Massachusetts. This would be the first offshore wind farm in North America and, with a peak capacity sufficient to serve over half a million homes, one of the largest currently proposed in the world.  The project would comprise approximately 130 wind turbines
, each with a tower over 250 feet and blade tip height over 400 feet.

In order to proceed, the Cape Wind proposal will undergo an Environmental Impact Study (EIS). Cape Wind Associates launched this process by filing a federal Notice of Intent and state Environmental Notification Form (ENF) in November 2001. Currently, the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has primary federal jurisdiction over the project
. It will take the lead in developing the EIS, per the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). It will also coordinate the federal interagency review of the project based on the requirements of other regulatory statutes, including the Fish and Wildlife Coordinating Act (FWCA), The Endangered Species Act (ESA), and the Marine Protection and Research and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA), among others. 

While Federal, state and local authorities have agreed to coordinate their regulatory reviews, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, under the auspices of the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA),
 is conducting its own review of certain aspects of the proposal. The Cape Cod Commission will also review the project as a Development of Regional Impact (DRI) under the Commission’s own regulatory authority.  
The formal launching of the review process ignited a maelstrom of controversy. Some groups advocated strongly in favor of the project, citing the environmental benefits associated with large-scale emission-free generation of electricity. Others argued that the aesthetic, economic, and environmental impacts of the new farm would outweigh these benefits. 

As the controversy stirred, the MTC engaged with a wide range of stakeholders, regulatory agencies, and political figures.  After conducting dozens of interviews with key stakeholders and decision-makers, the MTC observed that while supporters and opponents of the project were becoming increasingly polarized, many citizens were undecided and needed more information. The MTC further concluded that there was a need for contextual and project-specific information to be presented in a neutral setting that would promote the exchange of ideas among stakeholders with varying viewpoints. At the recommendation of some stakeholders, the MTC accepted the role of “honest broker” in order to assist in facilitating the debate and to actively identify and produce the data and materials necessary for informed discourse on this important project. As the result of a competitive bid process MTC contracted with Raab Associates, Ltd, a leading mediation and dispute resolution firm specializing in energy and environmentally-related issues, to help it convene stakeholders and to facilitate the discussions. 

Raab Associates created a team of three facilitators with experience in controversial public environmental disputes. This team worked with the MTC’s Offshore Wind Team, that included staff and consultants, to plan and implement the stakeholder outreach and education project.  
II. Stakeholder Process Goals

The MTC’s overarching goals for the process were: 

· To provide a forum for stakeholders to ask questions.

· To collect and share information to improve stakeholders’ understanding of the wide range of potential impacts and opportunities surrounding the proposed Cape Wind project and other potential offshore wind proposals.

· To serve as a platform to inform other stakeholders and the broader public about these issues.

The MTC was clear that the specific objective of the process was to provide information useful to the stakeholders as they prepare to respond to the eventual draft EIS issued by the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) for the Cape Wind project.   The information considered of critical importance to furthering this objective included the following areas:

· A better understanding of the project proposed by Cape Wind;

· A better understanding of the potential benefits and impacts associated with the proposed project including local, regional, and societal benefits and impacts;

· A better understanding of the interests, hopes, and concerns of a broad cross-section of stakeholders responding to the proposed project.

It is also important to point out what this process was not.  It was not designed to be a formal consensus-seeking or settlement process to determine whether stakeholders could reach agreement on whether or not the project should go forward, and under what conditions.  Rather the goals were specifically articulated as educational and information sharing.

III. Process Challenges
There were several challenges posed by the stakeholder process both in its design and implementation.  Many of these challenges were due to the high profile and controversial nature of the proposed project:

· Many stakeholders both locally and regionally already had crystallized strong feelings both for and against the project.  

· Prior to the MTC’s involvement and continuing throughout the stakeholder process, there was substantial local, regional, national and even international press coverage and debate in various media including TV, radio, newspapers, and the popular press (e.g., People magazine, NPR, New York Times).  

· The process occurred while legal challenges to both the overall project and a data collection tower associated with the project were occurring in other forums.

· Both the developer (Cape Wind Associates) and the major opposition group (The Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound) were well funded and stridently vocal about their views.  Both proponent and opponent had already appeared in many forums to debate on the proposed project.  

· The Alliance and others were challenging the Corps’ jurisdiction over the proposed site.  In addition to the Corps’ lead role in the EIS process, several state agencies including Coastal Zone Management, the Energy Facility Siting Board, and the Cape Cod Commission all also appeared to have jurisdiction over pieces of the proposed project.

The goals and preexisting processes and relationships posed numerous challenges for designing a productive process, embodied in the following questions: 

· Who should be invited to participate in the process as legitimate stakeholders?

· What would be the most productive way to involve local, state, regional, and federal agencies in the process?  And should those agencies with jurisdictional authority be treated differently?

· Should the process solely focus on the Cape Wind proposed project, or should it be more broadly cast to include other potential offshore wind projects?  Alternatively, should the focus be on renewable energy opportunities more broadly for the Cape & Islands?

· What should be the role of the MTC in the process (e.g., stakeholder, resource, other)?

· How should the process dovetail with the Corps formal process?

· What topics should be covered?  How should they be sequenced?  And how should each topic be addressed?

· How should each meeting be structured to produce positive results in terms of both communicating substantial information as well as sharing opposing viewpoints?  Should the group always work in plenary or also utilize small working groups or break-out sessions? 

IV. Assessment
Prior to commencing the first stakeholder meeting the facilitation team comprised of Dr. Jonathan Raab and Colin Rule of Raab Associates, Ltd. joined by senior mediators Suzanne Orenstein and Greg Sobel interviewed 11 individuals selected to represent a cross-section of potential stakeholders that would be invited to participate in the process.  The interviews built on discussions that the MTC had been having for several months with a wide range of stakeholders.  

The purpose of the interviews was two-fold:

· For the facilitators, to better understand the interests and issues most important to stakeholders and their organizations regarding offshore wind development generally and the Cape Wind Project specifically

· To provide stakeholders with a preview of the stakeholder process design and solicit their feedback

The interviews elicited feedback on such things as the appropriate goals, structure, and membership of the proposed collaborative process.  The actual Interview Protocol can be found in Appendix E.    The assessment interviewees are listed below:

	1.
	Cape Wind, Jim Gordon

	2.
	Army Corps of Engineers, Karen Adams

	3.
	Alliance to Save Nantucket Sound, Isaac Rosen

	4.
	Cape Cod Commission, Margo Fenn

	5.
	Association to Preserve Cape Cod, Maggie Geist

	6.
	Congressman Delahunt’s Office, Mark Forest

	7.
	Cape Cod Chamber, John O’Brien

	8.
	Barnstable Town Council, Gary Blazis

	9.
	Cape Cod Technology Council, Spyro Mitrokostas

	10.
	MA Audubon, Jack Clarke

	11.
	Cape Light Compact, Maggie Downey/Fred Fenlon


Although the actual responses were kept confidential, the essence of what the facilitators heard (aggregated across the interviewees) was verbally shared with the MTC and used to finalize the process design described in the next section.

V. Process Design
The final process design, which was conceived and crafted by the MTC Offshore Wind Team and the facilitators, was informed by the stakeholder assessment interviews and the facilitators’ expertise and experience on projects with similar complexity and challenges.   

The core organizing principle was to create a forum where stakeholders representing a broad cross-section of interested organizations with standing in the Cape & Islands could gather to jointly question, learn and comment about both the opportunities and potential impacts from the proposed Cape Wind project.  The goal was to create a productive forum where stakeholders could ask clarifying questions and learn both factual information about the proposed project and the regulatory and permitting processes, as well as better understand the perspectives of other stakeholders.

Structure

The process structure included plenary sessions where panels could present information on specific topics related to the proposed project, followed by clarifying questions and then discussion among the stakeholders.  By engaging three mediators, the original design also included the capability to run working groups to focus on specific topics or breakout sessions to enable greater interaction among stakeholders than could be accomplished in plenary.  

One of the original structuring objectives was to transfer knowledge gained from the stakeholder process to the broader interested public.  This objective was to be accomplished through a combination of approaches, including the following:

· Stakeholders were expected to keep their respective organizations and constituents informed.

· The meetings were open to the public and the press to observe and participate as time permitted.  

· All the information from the stakeholder meetings was also available on the website http://wind.raabassociates.org/, which was not password protected.

· At the end of the process, the original design called for a public forum where knowledge gained through the process would be shared deliberatively with a broader public audience.

The design called for 5 stakeholder meetings, each to run for most of the day, plus one public plenary at the end of the process.  Each of the 5 stakeholder meetings would cover specific topics related to the Cape Wind project, to be determined in consultation with the stakeholder group’s collective interests.

Membership and Composition

In designing the Stakeholder/Resource membership and composition, the MTC Offshore Wind Team in consultation with Raab Associates attempted to balance the desire for a broad cross-section of stakeholders with the need to keep the group size manageable.  Another complicating factor was the interest of both many more local organizations as well as state, regional, and federal agencies (some of which had certain regulatory responsibilities related to the proposed project).  This was complicating both because the sheer number of interested stakeholders when the agencies were included appeared too numerous to easily accommodate, and there was also some intrinsic differences between the local organizations and the agencies (especially those with regulatory authority). 

In the end, the facilitators and MTC decided that the agencies would serve as resources/advisors to the other stakeholders and the process as a whole—providing information through presentations, comments in the meeting, and by allowing the resource agencies to also ask questions of speakers as time allowed.  Eighteen agencies were invited to participate.  Elected officials and their staffs who expressed interest in 

attending meetings were also invited as resources/advisors, as were several other non-agency entities (e.g., ISO-New England, NSTAR, and the Renewable Energy Laboratory at the University of Massachusetts -- Amherst).  See Appendix C for a list of members and resources/advisors.

At each meeting the facilitators placed the stakeholders in an inner horseshoe, surrounded by the resources, with the public around the outside as schematically shown below:
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As for the stakeholders, representatives from 23 organizations were invited to participate in the process.  These organizations included the project developer, Cape Wind Associates, the major opposition organization, The Alliance To Protect Nantucket Sound and a broad array of stakeholder organizations located on the Cape & Islands.  These organizations were suggested by stakeholders in the assessment interviews and in consultation with the MTC (who as convener was responsible for determining the final membership).  The MTC as the formal process convener sat with the stakeholders at the inner horseshoe.  

Groundrules and Meeting Summaries

Prior to the first meeting, the MTC Team and the facilitation team developed a set of draft groundrules for the stakeholder process.  The groundrules cover in some detail the purpose and charge of the initiative, membership, decision making, and the roles and responsibilities of the stakeholders, resources/advisors, MTC, and the facilitators.  (These groundrules were reviewed and accepted by the participants at the first meeting.)  See Appendix B for final groundrules.

As an integral part of the process design, the facilitation team prepared a detailed meeting summary after each meeting.  The meeting summary was not intended to be a transcript of everything said, but to summarize discussions and to capture questions and responses.  Each meeting summary was provided to stakeholders and resources in draft form for review, and finalized at the subsequent meeting after incorporating corrections from participants.

Web Site

To facilitate communication and document management, Raab Associates, Ltd. designed and maintained a website for the process http://wind.raabassociates.org/.  The website includes the schedule, a list of the participants and their contact information, and all the documents associated with the stakeholder process including agendas, meeting summaries, presentations, and groundrules.  The website, which was not password protected, was open to stakeholders, resources/advisors, and the public.  The homepage for the website can be found in Appendix A.

VI. Process Implementation
The dates, topics, and attendance for each of the meetings are shown in the table below.  For the detailed agendas for each meeting click the hyperlinked text (you need to be online) or go to the website.
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At the first meeting, the facilitators reviewed the proposed structure, schedule, membership and groundrules for the process with the participants.  The MTC also reviewed the process goals, and clarified its role in the process as the convener.

The first meeting was also used to bring participants up to speed on the Cape Wind proposal and the current regulatory processes, as well as develop a more detailed scope of the subjects that stakeholders wished to see covered during the remaining scheduled meetings.  After talking about the potential benefits and potential adverse impacts from off-shore wind development in small groups, listening to a panel discuss what participants know about the Cape Wind project and what they need to better understand, and hearing a presentation from the Corps on the EIS process, the participants brainstormed a list of topics and potential speakers.

The facilitation team and the MTC then took that list and developed the agenda topics and speakers for the next four meetings.  At the end of the second meeting, numerous stakeholders expressed some frustration about going too fast and not having enough time to discuss the presentations.  More time was added at the 3rd meeting to continue discussing both avian and marine species begun at the 2nd meeting, and in subsequent meetings more time was added to each topic to provide the stakeholders additional time to discuss each subject.  However, given the large number of topics stakeholders felt needed to be covered and large number of attendees, there was never substantial time for stakeholders to discuss each issue, and only very limited time for resources/advisors and the general public to ask questions of speakers (and on some topics there was no time). 

For each subject presented at the meetings, the facilitation team and the MTC attempted to provide the participants with the most relevant and expert speakers available.  This included representatives from the Corps, the consultants for the Cape Wind conducting a particular study, or representatives from the resource/advisor agencies.  Wherever possible, we tried to bring in a range of views on a particular topic, for at three meetings, consultants/lawyers from the Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound participated in a panel discussion with Cape Wind’s staff or consultants.  The participants themselves recommended many of the speakers, but the MTC made the final decisions on the speakers.  MTC and the facilitation team worked with each speaker to hone their presentation and ensure that it addressed the issues of concern to the audience.

Each topic generally followed a similar pattern.  Presentations by each speaker were followed by clarifying questions from the stakeholders, and as time allowed, from resources/advisors and the public.  Once all the panelists completed their presentations, Stakeholders were given the opportunity to pose additional questions and to provide their own insights on the subject at hand.  Where time permitted, the facilitators opened the floor to resources, advisors, and when possible, the public. 

After the first meeting, the facilitators abandoned the use of break-out sessions and kept the participants together in plenary.  This was done largely due to the large number of topics and speakers relative to the amount of time available.

Over the course of the meetings, several individuals and organizations asked to join the stakeholder group.  Each of these requests was considered by the MTC, and in all cases but one the MTC determined that the viewpoint of that individual or organization was already represented by at least one of the existing stakeholders.  

The original design called for 5 stakeholder meetings followed by a broader public forum.  As the 5th meeting approached, the Corps asked the MTC whether it would be interested in convening an additional meeting so that the Corps could review with the participants the status of its preliminary screening of alternative sites, the criteria it was using, the sites under consideration, and how each appeared to be faring against the criteria.  The MTC readily agreed to this unique opportunity, and a half-day, sixth meeting was added.

After the 6th meeting, the facilitators, in consultation with the MTC, developed an on-line evaluation instrument for the participants to provide feedback to the MTC on the process.  We discuss the results of the evaluation in the next section.

In part because many members of the public have been participating in each of the six meetings, the MTC has tabled for now the notion of a larger public forum.  However, the Corps has expressed interest in potentially reconvening the group around the time when the draft EIS is released, perhaps just before it is issued.    The MTC has noted that it will consider a Corp request for an additional stakeholder meeting, should the opportunity arise and the stakeholders feel it necessary.

VII. What We Learned
This section includes two-parts.  The first presents the online evaluation results from the participants, and the second presents the facilitation team’s evaluation of the process and is based on the participant evaluations and its own observations.

Participant Evaluations

To assess the results of the stakeholder process, the facilitation team posted an on-line survey to all the stakeholders, resources, and community members who participated in the process (see Appendix F for the survey) following the process’ final meeting on March 12, 2003. Twenty-three participants completed the survey, which consisted of both numeric and written evaluations of the effectiveness of the process.

	Response Summary

	Resources/Advisors
	9

	Stakeholders
	12

	Other
	2

	Total
	23


Summary of Numeric Reponses

Most respondents praised the process in their numerical assessments, awarding the overall value of the process a 7.9 out of a possible 10 points. As the chart below demonstrates, participants gave highest marks for the facilitation and the value of the presentations. They gave slightly lower, but still high, marks for the value of information provided about the Cape Wind project specifically and understanding of the regulatory process, although the scores are not dramatically lower than others and suggest fairly uniform satisfaction with all aspects of the process. 

	Summary of Numeric Responses

	On a scale of 1-10, how valuable was the following:
	Average

Score
	Low
	High

	Information about offshore wind generally
	7.8
	5
	10

	Information About the Cape Wind Project Specifically
	7.3
	3
	10

	Understanding the Regulatory Process for Permitting
	7.5
	4
	10

	Perspectives of other Stakeholders
	7.8
	5
	10

	Value of the Presentations
	7.9
	5
	10

	Facilitation
	8.3
	4
	10

	Overall Value of the Process
	7.9
	3
	10


Summary of Responses on Open-Ended Questions

The following captures a brief summary of the substance and tenor of the written response portion of the post-process participant evaluation. 

1. What was the greatest value to you (and your organization) in this stakeholder process?

The forum brought together an “informative” and “independent” group of speakers that provided “a wide variety of information” on “many facets of the project.” The facilitators created “a calm, moderated environment” where the parties could “exchange ideas” around contentious issues in a “civil” and “constructive” manner. 

2. What was of least value to you (and your organization) in this stakeholder process?

The process was in some ways constrictive. “It was difficult to have … easy, informal discussion” or “engage in bilateral exchange of information.” At some points discussions were “dominated by” key stakeholders, and resources could not readily step in to “correct misinformation.” Also, certain issues such as wind technology, health-related costs, and climate change deserved more thorough treatment. 

3. Please provide any other comments you have about the value of this process to date. 

The challenges of defining the topical scope for the meetings, reducing the level of stakeholder “misinformation”, and “structuring the meetings” to allow freer discussion were not uniformly overcome. However, the “detailed information necessary to understand the…impacts” of the proposal “broadened” “the scope of inquiry” “help[ing] the stakeholders cut through” the large amount of “biased” information circulating about the controversy. The challenge now may be “to get the results of this process out to the general public.”

4. What more, if anything, would be helpful for the MTC to do to assist with the public discourse about offshore wind development proposals in the Cape & Islands? 

The MTC should “continue to provide unbiased information” on this and other similar proposals.  Areas of potential focus include further educating “the public on existing electricity supply” and its impacts, the results of the Harvard Health Study, “aesthetics,” and windfarm economics. Both the exploration of these issues and the dissemination of information harvested during the process could be effected through the continuation of  “these type of forums in other parts of the Commonwealth”, “public debates” involving key players, and workshops for communities on evaluating the “costs and benefits” of wind power. The MTC should also “organize meetings to comment on the EIS process once” the EIS is available. Finally, an evaluation of “the before and after concerns” of stakeholders to identify changes in priorities over the course of the process would be helpful. 

5. If a similar stakeholder process as this was initiated in another community, what, if anything, would you advise changing?

Although the format was generally “excellent”, structural modifications could enhance the value of the dialogue. “People want lots of time to discuss the issues and ask questions of the experts,” and would prefer wider “latitude to pursue a line of questioning” between presenters and experts. Shorter sessions, perhaps 4 hours, would help “stakeholders to participate more easily” by reducing time away from the office. Small workshops “for more informal discussion…would lead to a more well-rounded” understanding of the issues.  “Balance in representation among the Stakeholders” should be a critical objective in future processes, and future process designers should take care not to treat interested community members from the public “like second class citizens”. The public should be “involved from the beginning”.

Facilitation Team’s Evaluation

This final section presents aspects of the process that the facilitation team feels worked well.  It is followed by a few observations about things that may have frustrated participants, and hence should be carefully evaluated in future endeavors.  The section ends with several points related to the applicability of the lessons learned here to other cases for which the MTC or others may be considering utilizing similar stakeholder processes.

Things That Worked Well

· A substantial amount of useful information was presented to and digested by participants.  This included a combination of background information, project-specific information, and information about the regulatory processes.

· For the most part, the presenters did a very good job presenting needed information in an appropriate fashion.  The preparation work performed by the Raab and MTC team was key to ensuring that the presentations addressed the issues of concern to the stakeholders.

· The panels of speakers were generally well-balanced in perspective.

· Stakeholders were able to express their perspectives and hear the views of the other stakeholders, and despite often strongly-held views, the discourse was generally civil and respectful.

· Stakeholders often noted the impact of the clarity about certain facts as the presentations concluded.  For example, it had been unclear to everyone that the electricity from the project would most likely flow to the Cape and Islands, and it was also unclear what alternative sites might exist for a facility of comparable size.  Clarification of these facts and other issues avoided future incorrect assumptions about these topics.

· Attendance was strong, and the evaluations of the process were very good for such a controversial topic. 

· The process was very useful for the Corps of Engineers in gathering useful input and communicating with stakeholders.
· The web site worked well as a communication and document management tool.
· The facilitation team and the MTC worked well together in developing the agendas and putting on the meetings.
· Integrating the Corps into the process helped maximize the impact of the MTC’s process.  The Corps expressed repeatedly its willingness to listen and consider information presented at the meetings.
· Overall, the goals of the process to bring everyone up the learning curve on the potential opportunities and impacts associated with the Cape Wind process appear to have been met.
Things That May Have Frustrated Participants 

· Resources/advisors often didn’t feel sufficiently integrated into the conversations.

· Participation by the general public was very restricted due to time and space constraints.

· Stakeholders were often frustrated by not having enough time to get beyond posing questions of presenters to dialogue among the stakeholders.  The sessions often felt more like cross-examination of witnesses rather than a deliberative conversation.

· Some participants felt constrained by the narrow focus on the Cape Wind project, and were interested in a broader conversation about other wind and renewable energy opportunities for the Cape & Islands. 

Lessons Learned

1. Overall the process was very successful in terms of meeting its goals on a controversial topic with a large number of stakeholders, many of whom already had strongly held views on the proposed project.

2. A mid-course evaluation might have been helpful, in surfacing some of the frustrations, particularly on the part of the resources/advisors, that could have resulted in fine-tuning improvements, particularly by the resources/advisors. 

3. Although it is not clear that it would have been possible to create a single, unified group that did not have three tiers (stakeholders, resources/advisors, general public), there may have been ways to better integrate the resources/advisors within the process itself and the general public outside the meetings.  For the resources/advisors, it was probably a matter of providing them with more opportunities to participate in the conversations. The de-emphasis on participation by the general public could perhaps be addressed through a combination of clearer  explanation of the logic of the structure, and possibly having even more scheduled opportunities for dialogue with the public during and after the process.

4. To address some participants’ frustration with not having adequate time for discourse among stakeholders, we could have had more meetings, more small group break-out sessions, or fewer topics, speakers, or both.  But fewer topics would not likely have been satisfying to participants who if anything, were requesting more topics that we didn’t have time to cover (e.g., public health, other renewable opportunities).  Fewer speakers per topic would run the risk of unbalanced and potentially biased panels.  Using more break-out session was also primarily a lack-of-time issue.  Perhaps helping the group to better understand these tradeoffs initially would have allowed them to make more informed recommendations about the content and approach to the process.

5. Large groups tend to work better for information sharing such as hearing formal presentations.  Small groups tend to work better for delving deeper into the issues and better understanding stakeholders’ perspectives. Where appropriate, small groups can be useful for developing solutions and trust building if the groups are kept relatively constant over the course of the project.  Small groups tend to be most effective if a little momentum and trust are built first, and the discussions are well-integrated into the discourse of the large group.

6. Balance of views among the stakeholders and among the sources of information was key to maintaining the credibility of the process.

7. Using professional facilitators in complex, multi-party processes helps to maximize productivity and ensure civility.  Retaining facilitators considered neutral and non-partisan is critical to maintaining the integrity of the process.

8. Using a website to assist with communications and document managements is tremendously helpful, if not essential.   

Applicability To Other Cases

1. There are many different structural models for consensus-building and consensus-seeking processes depending on a range of factors, and therefore the  approach used cannot simply be cut-and-pasted to address other issues in other locales without careful consideration. 

2. Starting with some type of assessment of the situation, including interviews with potential stakeholders, is invaluable in developing the right goals, structure, and participants.  Particular issues to assess based on the current process include how better to integrate agency resources/advisors, and whether and how to use working groups/break-out sessions to supplement plenary meetings.

3. Transparency of the process including MTC’s role and goals helped to build an atmosphere of trust for dialogue, and should be continued in future cases.  In this process, the MTC saw itself as an honest broker, and did not take a position on the project. proposal

4. In each new circumstance, the MTC should carefully consider whether it wants to be a convener, stakeholder, resource, or some combination.  The MTC’s role could vary by case. 
Appendix A: Web Site Screen Shots
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A great deal of excitement and controversy has arisen over a proposal to develop the nation’s first offshore wind farm on Horseshoe Shoal in Nantucket Sound. The Massachusetts Technology Collaborative (MTC) is convening a five-month stakeholder group process that will examine the issues related to this unprecedented proposed project in considerable detail. 

More than 40 key individuals representing the interests of the Cape & Islands as well as state and federal agencies, and elected officials are participating in this dialogue, which is designed to identify and begin to address some of the outstanding issues surrounding the Cape Wind project and offshore wind development in general. 

The Massachusetts Technology Collaborative (MTC) is an independent, economic development organization established to enhance the Commonwealth’s knowledge-based Innovation Economy. In addition, MTC administers the Renewable Energy Trust, which was established to promote the appropriate supply and use of renewable energy sources such as wind turbines, solar, hydroelectric and fuel cells.

MTC's December 2002 Progress Report on the process is now available. (It is a 2.74 megabyte PDF file, which will probably take about a half hour to download over a modem).

Raab Associates, Ltd. is serving as the facilitators of the stakeholder process. Raab Associates is a leader in designing and facilitating stakeholder processes on energy, environmental, and regulatory issues. In addition to its President Jonathan Raab, Greg Sobel from Environmental Mediation Services and Suzanne Orenstein will also be on the facilitation team. Each of the facilitators has more than a decade of experience working in energy and environmental matters in New England.




 

Appendix B: Groundrules

Cape and Islands Offshore Wind:  
An MTC Public Outreach Initiative 

Stakeholder Group:  Purpose, Charge, and Groundrules

Purpose and Charge:

This stakeholder group is an initiative of the Massachusetts Technology Collaborative (MTC) established to promote high quality public dialogue about the issues associated with the proposed Cape Wind project as well as offshore wind development off the Cape and Islands more broadly.  The MTC seeks to serve as a broker and convener among the disparate viewpoints on the Cape Wind project and offshore wind development in general, and in that role it has invited stakeholder representatives to join in a collaborative inquiry process.  

The purpose of the process is to serve as a forum to collect and share information to improve stakeholders’ understanding of the wide range of potential impacts and opportunities surrounding the proposed Cape Wind project and other potential proposals.  It should also serve as a platform to inform other stakeholders including the broader public about these issues through a proposed February public forum and other means. 

Stakeholder Group (Members):

Membership

1. The Stakeholder Group Members will consist of representatives from the widest feasible range of views about the issues. (See attached Stakeholder list)

2. Each member organization of the Stakeholder Group will designate a lead representative, and, at their discretion, an alternate or alternates. 

3. Only the lead representative, or the alternate in the case of the representative’s absence, will have a seat at the inner table and participate in any formal deliberations.

4. Stakeholder Group members can participate in all discussions and deliberations.  Other attendees (e.g., resources/advisors) who are not from Stakeholder Group member organizations will also be given a chance to express their opinions and make suggestions at appropriate junctures, as determined by the Stakeholder Group and the Facilitators.

Members’ Roles and Responsibilities

5. Stakeholder Group members will make every attempt to attend all Stakeholder Group meetings, to be on-time, and to review all documents disseminated prior to the meeting.  Members who cannot make a meeting should let the Facilitator know prior to the meeting (by telephone or e-mail)

6. Stakeholder Group members are charged with constituting and participating in a constructive forum where diverse points of view are voiced and examined in a professional and balanced way.  Personal attacks are not permitted.

7. All members agree to act in good faith in the discussions.  Good faith means that they will be forthright and communicative, and that their position and views will be presented consistently in the Stakeholder Group and in other forums, including in press communications.

8. It is the responsibility of the Stakeholder Group members to keep their organizations and constituencies up to speed on developments in the Stakeholder Group process.

9. Stakeholder Group members may confer with each other and with the Facilitators during meeting breaks and in between meetings.
10. The members of the Stakeholder Group may designate working groups or subcommittees on specific topics.  They will be charged with bringing suggestions and ideas, and perhaps draft products, back to the Stakeholder Group for discussion.  Those groups will work under the direction of the Stakeholder Group, and will not act or make decisions on its behalf.   
Decisionmaking

11. The Stakeholder Group is not a decision making body.  However, in the event that the group desires to act together for some reason, for example to guide or shape its process, joint actions will require consensus of the Group members.  Consensus shall mean that every member is at least willing to live with a decision and agrees not to dissent.  If there is not a consensus, the group will decide together how to proceed, and if they cannot, MTC will decide what is best for the process as a whole.
Stakeholder Group (Resources/Advisors):

12. The Resources/Advisors for the Stakeholder Group will consist of 1) representatives from agencies with and without direct regulatory authority with respect to the Cape Wind project and offshore wind development, 2) interested elected officials, and 3) other organizations with relevant expertise. (See attached Resource/Advisor list)

13. Each Resource/Advisor organization of the Stakeholder Group will designate a lead representative, and, at their discretion, an alternate or alternates. 

14. The role of the Resources/Advisors is to provide information to the stakeholder group that advances the stakeholder discussions.  Resources/Advisors will generally be sitting outside the inner table when in plenary session.

15. Resources/Advisors will be given a chance to provide information, express their opinions, and make suggestions at appropriate junctures, as determined by the Stakeholder Group and the Facilitators.

16. Resources/Advisors will make every attempt to attend as many stakeholder meetings as possible, to be on-time, and to review all documents disseminated prior to the meeting.  Resources/Advisors who cannot make a meeting should let the Facilitator know prior to the meeting (by telephone or e-mail)

17. Resources/Advisors agree to participate in a constructive forum where diverse points of view are voiced and examined in a professional and balanced way.  Personal attacks are not permitted.

18. Resources/Advisors agree to act in good faith in the discussions.  Good faith means that they will be forthright and communicative, and that their position and views will be presented consistently in the Stakeholder Group and in other forums, including in press communications.

19. It is the responsibility of Resources/Advisors to keep their organizations and constituencies up to speed on developments in the Stakeholder Group process.

Facilitators’ Roles and Responsibilities

20. The facilitators’ primary function is to help design and manage productive meetings.  

21. The facilitators will impartially facilitate all meetings of the Stakeholder Group, including any break-out sessions.

22. The Facilitators will prepare draft agendas and draft meeting summaries and distribute to Stakeholders in a timely fashion.  Facilitators will also distribute documents prepared by Consultants.  All documents will be distributed once via email, and will then be available on a web site maintained by the Facilitators for the duration of the process.
23. Facilitators will act in a non-partisan manner, and will treat confidential discussions with parties confidentially.
Massachusetts Technology Collaborative (MTC): Roles and Responsibilities

24. The MTC’s primary responsibility is to act as a convener and “honest broker” for the process.  This includes acting as a resource on renewable energy issues and  providing funding for the facilitation and meeting space.  

25. As the convener, MTC will participate in the meetings and abide by all the same groundrules as the Members.

26. As the sponsor of the process (as described above under Decisionmaking) if there is not a consensus among the Stakeholders, MTC will decide what is best for the process as a whole.

Appendix C: Stakeholder Members and Resources

	Stakeholders



	Organization
	Representative

	Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound
	Isaac Rosen 

	Association to Preserve Cape Cod 
	Margaret Geist 

	Barnstable Land Trust
	Jaci Barton 

	Barnstable Town Council
	Gary Blazis 

	Cape & Islands Renewable Energy Collaborative
	Chris Powicki 

	Cape & Islands Self-Reliance Corp.
	Megan Amsler 

	Cape Clean Air
	Charles Kleecamp 

	Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce
	John O’Brien 

	Cape Cod Technology Council
	Spyro Mitroskostos 

	Cape Light Compact
	Fred Fenlon 

	Cape Wind
	Jim Gordon 

	Center for Coastal Studies
	Peter Borrelli 

	Conservation Law Foundation
	Steve Burrington 

	Hyannis Marina
	Wayne Kurker 

	League of Women Voters
	Jean Mangiafico 

	Martha's Vineyard Planning Commission
	Bill Veno 

	Massachusetts Audubon Society
	Jack Clarke 

	Massachusetts Commercial Fishing Association
	Ron Borjeson 

	Massachusetts Public Interest Research Group
	Frank Gorke 

	Nantucket Planning Commission
	John Pagini 

	Sierra Club of Cape Cod
	Chris Neill 

	Town of Yarmouth
	Jack McCormack 


	Resources


	Organization
	Representative

	Cape Cod Commission
	Margo Fenn 

	Cape Cod Commission
	Phil Dascombe (alternate)

	Congressman William Delahunt
	Mark Forest 

	ISO New England Inc. 
	Craig Kazin 

	MA Aeronautics Commission
	Robert J. Mallard 

	MA Aeronautics Commission
	Jeff Senterman (alternate)

	MA Attorney General’s Office
	Joe Rogers 

	MA Attorney General’s Office
	Judith Laster (alternate)

	MA Board of Underwater Archaeological Resources
	Victor Mastone 

	MA Department of Environmental Protection
	David Delorenzo 

	MA Department of Environmental Protection
	Elizabeth Kouloharas (alternate)

	MA Division of Energy Resources
	David O’Connor 

	MA Division of Energy Resources
	Jean Cummiskey (alternate)

	MA Division of Marine Fisheries
	Paul Diodati 

	MA Division of Marine Fisheries
	Vincent Malkoski (alternate)

	MA Division of Marine Fisheries
	Stephanie Cunningham (alternate)

	MA Energy Facilities Siting Board
	Diedre Matthews 

	MA Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
	Regina McCarthy 

	MA Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (MEPA Office)
	Jay Wickersham 

	MA Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program
	Tom French 

	MA Office of Coastal Zone Management
	Deerin Babb-Brott 

	MA Office of Coastal Zone Management
	Truman Henson (alternate)

	Mirant New England, LLC
	Peter Fuller 

	National Marine Fisheries Service, Northeast Regional Office
	Chris Mantzaris 

	National Marine Fisheries Service, Northeast Regional Office
	Kim Damon-Randall (alternate)

	National Marine Fisheries Service, Northeast Regional Office
	Jack Terrill (alternate)

	National Wind Coordinating Committee (c/o Resolve)
	Juliana Birkoff 

	NSTAR
	Charles P. Salamone 

	University of Massachusetts, Renewable Energy Lab
	Jim Manwell 

	University of Massachusetts, Renewable Energy Lab
	Anthony L. Rogers 

	US Army Corp of Engineers, New England District
	Karen Adams 

	US Army Corp of Engineers, New England District
	Christine Godfrey (alternate)

	US Coast Guard, First District
	Kevin Blount 

	US Coast Guard, Marine Safety Office Providence
	Peter A. Popko 

	US Dept of Energy, Boston Regional Office
	Albert Benson 

	US Dept of Energy, Boston Regional Office
	Richard Michaud (alternate)

	US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1: New England
	Robert Varney 

	US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1: New England
	Tim Timmermann (alternate)

	US Federal Aeronautics Administration
	Theresa Flieger 

	US Fish & Wildlife Service, New England Field Office
	Michael Bartlett 

	US Fish & Wildlife Service, New England Field Office
	Vernon Lang (alternate)

	Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute
	Robert B. Gagosian 

	Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute
	Peter Hoagland (alternate)


Appendix D: Invitation Letter to Stakeholders
[image: image2.emf]
September 23, 2002

Dear:

On behalf of Massachusetts Technology Collaborative, I would like to invite you to participate in a stakeholder dialogue – Cape and Islands Offshore Wind:  An MTC Public Outreach Initiative.
A great deal of excitement and controversy has arisen over a proposal to develop the nation’s first offshore wind farm on Horseshoe Shoal in Nantucket Sound. The Massachusetts Technology Collaborative (MTC) is convening a five-month stakeholder group process that will examine the issues related to this unprecedented proposed project in considerable detail.  

More than 40 key individuals representing the interests of the Cape & Islands as well as state and federal agencies, and elected officials are being invited to participate in this dialogue, which is designed to identify and begin to address some of the outstanding issues surrounding the Cape Wind project and offshore wind development in general.  You have been identified as one of those key individuals.  I hope that you will accept this invitation to participate in this important process.

Raab Associates, Ltd. will serve as the facilitators of the stakeholder process.  In addition to its President Jonathan Raab, Greg Sobel from Environmental Mediation Services and Suzanne Orenstein will also be on the facilitation team.  Each of the facilitators has more than a decade of experience working in energy and environmental matters in New England.

The schedule of meetings is as follows:


	October 10, 2002
	First Meeting

	October 31, 2002
	Second Meeting

	November 21, 2002
	Third Meeting

	December 12, 2002
	Fourth Meeting

	January 9, 2003
	Fifth Meeting

	January 30, 2003
	Alternative Meeting Date

	February 13, 2003
	Final Plenary for broader audience


[image: image3.emf]
The first meeting on October 10 will run from 10 am to 4 pm and will be held at the Cape Codder Hotel in Hyannis. 

There will be a dedicated website where we will maintain a list of participants, a meeting schedule, and key documents.

Please respond to Colin Rule at Raab Associates, Ltd. at rule@raabassociates.org  or 617-261-7111 regarding your organization’s willingness to participate in this process by Wednesday, October 2.  At the time, please let us know if someone other than you will be representing your organization.

On behalf of the MTC we thank you for the time and valuable insights you’ve already provided us, and look forward to working with you over the next five months

Sincerely, 


[image: image4.png]



Greg Watson

Vice President,

Sustainable Development & Renewable Energy

Appendix E: Raab Associates pre-Forum Interview Protocol

1) Introductions

a. Who we are /Our role (non-partisanship, productive meetings)/Our Relationship to MTC

b. Vision/Structure for Stakeholder Meeting Process (5 mtgs, forum, thru Feb., not Oct. mtg., informed conversation on off-shore wind development) 

c. Purpose of today’s meeting

i. To understand the interests and issues most important to you and your organization regarding offshore wind development generally and the Cape Wind Project specifically

ii. Provide preview to you of stakeholder process and get your feedback

d. Confidentiality—We plan to use our interviews to refine the design of the stakeholder process.  We will be preparing recommendations for the MTC and ultimately the stakeholders.  Today and throughout the process, we will hold anything you say and want treated confidentially as such.

2) Could you tell us a little about your involvement with the proposed Cape Wind Project and the issues is raises for you?

3) What would you and your organization like to accomplish in a stakeholder forum?

4) Should process only focus on Cape Wind Project or off shore wind development more broadly (so could include additional wind proposals)

5) We would like your feedback on each of two goals identified by the MTC for the stakeholder process: 

a. “Prepare stakeholders and broader community to receive and comment on Draft Cape Wind Project EIS”

b. “Design and implement an engaging and productive public forum in February on the Cape Wind Project”

6) We would like your feedback on the proposed sequencing of the core elements and sequencing of the process

a. Education on proposal -- background information, opportunities, and potential adverse impacts

b. Develop understanding for full range of perspectives on the project

c. Identify key questions that may not adequately be addressed in other forums and potential resources to address them.

7) Comments on Overall Structure: We are planning approximately 5 most-of-the-day meetings beginning on October 10th thru January, culminating in a public forum in February.  During some of the meetings, we may run concurrent facilitated break-outs/working groups on particular topics.

8) Membership of process – Goal: To have all major stakeholder interests covered in the process while maintaining a manageable size. 

Show lists of (A) members and (B) resource/advisors with organizational name and likely representative in ( ).

a. Any key stakeholder group not covered?

b. Any other comments on the membership?

9) Follow up on any specific questions we may have for a particular stakeholder (e.g., clarify process, timing, and product w/Audobon on bird study and w/Corp. on EIS process)

10) Anything else you think it’s important for us to know that we haven’t already discussed?

Appendix F: Wrap-Up Survey

This MTC Initiative began in October 2002, and thus far has consisted of 6 meetings on a wide range of topics related to off-shore wind development generally, and the Cape Wind proposal specifically.

The MTC respectfully requests your candid feedback on this survey to help it evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of this process.  The MTC may be requested to offer similar assistance to other communities and stakeholders in the future.

1. What was of greatest value to you (and your organization) in this Stakeholder process?

2. What was of least value to you (and your organization) in this Stakeholder process?

3. On a scale of 1 to 10, please rate how valuable the process was in providing you with useful information about off-shore wind power generation generally?

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Not Valuable


Neutral



Extremely Valuable

4. On a scale of 1 to 10, please rate how valuable the process was in providing you with useful information about the Cape Wind project specifically?

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Not Valuable


Neutral



Extremely Valuable

5. On a scale of 1 to 10, please rate how valuable the process was to understanding the regulatory process for permitting of offshore wind projects.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Not Valuable


Neutral


Extremely Valuable

6. On a scale of 1 to 10, please rate how valuable the process was in helping you understand the perspectives of other Stakeholders on the proposed Cape Wind project?

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Not Valuable


Neutral



Extremely Valuable

7. On a scale of 1 to 10, please rate the overall value of the presentations in furthering your understanding of the issues, opportunities, and potential impacts associated with the proposed Cape Wind project? 

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Not Valuable


Neutral



Extremely Valuable

8. On a scale of 1 to 10, please rate how valuable the facilitators were in managing the meetings?

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Not Valuable


Neutral



Extremely Valuable

9. On a scale of 1 to 10, please rate the overall value of this process for you (and your organization)?

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Not Valuable


Neutral


Extremely Valuable

10. Please provide any other comments you would like to provide about the value of this process to date.

11. What more, if anything, would it be helpful for the MTC to do to assist with the public discourse about offshore wind development proposals in the Cape & Islands?
12. If a similar Stakeholder process as this was initiated in another Community, what if anything, would you advise changing?

13. Please Check One 

a. ___ Formal Stakeholder (sat at inner horseshoe table or alternate)

b. ___Agency/Resource (sat at second  horseshoe table or alternate)

c. ___Other (interested public, press, etc. -- sat in chairs in back or sides) 

Name and Organization (Optional)___________________________________

Visual Impacts


Alternative Sites








� HYPERLINK "http://wind.raabassociates.org/Articles/Agenda%20S4.doc" ��Meeting 4:� December 12, 2002 


73 Attendees








Federal Decision Making Processes for Private Development Offshore


Potential Climate Change Impacts on Cape & Islands


Economic Impacts








� HYPERLINK "http://wind.raabassociates.org/Articles/Agenda%20S5%20fin.doc" ��Meeting 5:� January 30, 2003 


84 Attendees








Army Corp of Engineers’ Preliminary Screening of Alternative Sites








� HYPERLINK "http://wind.raabassociates.org/Articles/Agenda%20S6.final.doc" ��Meeting 6:� March 12, 2003 


91 Attendees








Marine Species and Habitat Information Baseline (continued)


Avian Impact Issues for Offshore Wind (continued)


Off-Shore Wind Farm Technologies and Economics








� HYPERLINK "http://wind.raabassociates.org/Articles/Agenda%20S3final.doc" ��Meeting 3:� November 21, 2002 


82 Attendees








Electricity Supply, Reliability, Pricing, and Air Impacts


Avian Information Baseline, Methodologies, and Concerns


Marine Species and Habitat Information Baseline 








� HYPERLINK "http://wind.raabassociates.org/Articles/Agenda%20S2%20final.doc" ��Meeting 2�: October 31, 2002


71 Attendees








Outlining Potential Benefits and Potential Adverse Impacts From Off-Shore Wind Development for the Cape & Islands and New England (3 facilitated break-out groups)


The Cape Wind Project: What do we know? What do we need to better understand?


Overview of Current Studies and Processes and the EIS Process


Group Discussion to Identify Highest Priority Information Needs











� HYPERLINK "http://wind.raabassociates.org/Articles/Agenda%2010.10.02.doc" ��Meeting 1�: October 10, 2002


68 Attendees











� Cape Wind originally proposed 170 turbines, but reduced the number to 130 turbines after locating a more efficient turbine that would provide it with comparable output with fewer turbines.


� This jurisdiction is based on Regulatory Guidance Letter 88-08, issued in 1988 for the purpose of exerting Corps jurisdiction over what was at the time a new class of project being proposed on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS): artificial islands, structures to support gambling casinos and other similar installations. This Guidance Letter interprets the legislative history of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA) as reflecting Congress’ intention that the Corps regulate all such structures, regardless of the purpose they serve. 


� State jurisdiction offshore is limited to within 3 miles of shore. The entire array of windmills is beyond this limit; therefore, the state only has jurisdiction over the transmission lines to landfall. 





� For break-out sessions, the Group may decide to allow alternates to directly participate.


� For break-out sessions, the Stakeholder Group may decide to have resources/advisors sit with the Members and participate more directly in the discussions.





�Do we put something in here about  replying anonymously?
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