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Re: Structured Decision Making Advice for TFW Policy and the Adaptive Management Program

Compass was hired to demonstrate an approach to two complex and potentially contentious decisions
faced by TFW Policy. First, we were asked to demonstrate a Structured Decision Making (SDM) approach
to support a potential future decision about changes to riparian harvest rules in Eastside Type Np basins.
Second, we were asked to develop guidance for the AMP around how to improve its prioritization process
for projects in the CMER workplan. Please find attached Compass’ final deliverables for these two efforts:
SDM Framework for Eastside Type Np Riparian Harvest Rules and Guidance Document: Re-setting the
MPS Prioritization and CMER Work Plan Processes. These represent our advice, observations, and
recommended approaches specific to the decisions related to Eastside riparian prescriptions and to MPS /
CMER Workplan prioritization.

As we discussed with Policy at several of our meetings, SDM is not a panacea for all conflict in decision
making, but instead provides a robust roadmap that groups like Policy can use to navigate complex
decisions in a collaborative manner. However, the roadmap still requires that groups establish and work
together from a shared foundation of collaboration. We believe both of these documents lay out
promising approaches for the AMP to pursue. However, as noted by many Policy and CMER participants
during the development of these case studies, many aspects of what we lay out represent a significant
departure from current AMP functioning. We expect the program will run into several important hurdles
in implementing our recommended approaches that we believe should be explicitly named, and we do
this below. Our thoughts and recommendations, here and in our deliverables, are agnostic about any
necessary revisions to the Board Manual, Policy Manual, or other program documentation that may be
required to enable putting these recommendations into practice. Expected hurdles include:

e Navigating the inherent tension between the rigidity baked into the program’s foundations and
the principles underlying the SDM approach and tools. The AMP was founded on a heavily
negotiated set of regulatory requirements and prescriptive agreements that tightly defined the
scope of the Program and its responsibilities (e.g. FPHCP, SL1 etc.). However, SDM as a practice,
and more broadly the family of “net gains” approaches to conflict resolution and decision making,
explicitly and by design reduce conflict by expanding the scope of what can be considered in a
decision. This process of “making the pie bigger” is evidenced particularly in the Eastside Type Np
decision framework. While we note that our recommendations and demonstrated approach
aligns closely with the recommendations of other third-party reviews of the Program (e.g., the
State Auditor’s report, and the Stillwater Report), we simultaneously acknowledge that this
approach may be a serious challenge for the stability of the Program’s core foundations.

e Adopting a joint-learning focus for all Policy deliberations in way that builds trust and co-
learning. We've observed that many Policy discussions are rooted in established caucus positions,
and the emphasis in these discussions is on each member attempting to more clearly
communicate their own positions. Overcoming the habits of this style of communication (which
may be difficult to dislodge) and shifting towards a deliberate joint-learning approach will not be
easy, but could benefit the Program and its participants. This requires focusing on active
deliberation and inquiry-based dialogue with the intent to understand how others see core issues



and express their fundamental interests. Meaningful deliberation and dialogue means offering
participants space to clearly articulate their values and concerns, encouraging Policy members to
explore why specific positions are held, and collaboratively identifying opportunities that could
enhance mutual understanding and lead to cooperative solutions. Testing whether the group has
achieved shared understanding by summarizing core elements of what was discussed or decided
(ideally by someone in a neutral facilitation role) can be useful tool to gauge and track progress.

e Learning to adopt and implement a decision framing mindset. Adopting a decision framing
mindset involves applying core "decision skills" to every decision, large or small, and requires a
stronger emphasis on proactive and deliberate decision making. To support this, the Program will
need to make an effort to clearly define the specific decision at hand and distinguish it from
related decisions (both decisions already made and those that will be made in the future and
affected by the decision at hand). Once the decision is clear, fundamental objectives should be
explicitly articulated, and creative alternatives should be developed early on to guide the
collection of any required information (e.g., scientific study design and socio-economic analyses)
and frame the discussion of relative merits of the options for moving forward. For example, in
developing the Eastside Type Np Decision Framework, we worked collaboratively and iteratively
with Program participants to explicitly clarify the decision context and understand the degree to
which distinct objectives and a range of strategic alternatives would address Policy’s decision
needs. In future projects, this style of thinking should be done ahead of developing and
implementing scientific studies to ensure that the study designs adequately address the decisions
that need to be made.

e Re-conceptualizing the Policy-CMER “firewall” as an interface in a way that improves dialogue
but maintains distinct and respected roles for each committee. The current interaction between
TFW Policy and CMER is tightly constrained to mitigate the potential for infusing bias into the
technical work of the Program. To that end, it appears that CMER typically provides technical
studies with limited input from Policy regarding their decision-making needs (which may not be
well understood). This relationship is reflected in the Board Manual’s description of a rigid
separation, or “firewall” between the committees. Though we advocate for transforming this rigid
"firewall" into a more effective "interface" that enables a seamless flow of communication
regarding decisions and information requirements, we recognize that other — not yet defined —
approaches to mitigating bias in technical work may be required. An effective interface should
include clear policy direction from TFW Policy to CMER on decision needs, development of
decision-relevant information by CMER with appropriate context and clarification as required, and
continuous dialogue between committees to align each committees’ progress. We recognize that
this may require reframing committee roles, processes and high-level guidance.

In closing, we believe the hurdles described above represent significant challenges that the Program will
need to overcome in order to adopt the recommendations that we and others have made about
improving the Program’s effectiveness. Our deliverables, including the Eastside Type Np decision
framework and the MPS prioritization recommendations, serve as practical demonstrations of how the
principles of structured decision making can be applied to improve alignment between science and policy,
foster collaborative decision-making, and enhance overall program effectiveness. However, pursuing
these changes should be done with the recognition that they will require a careful and thoughtful
approach to ensure that any adjustments are made in a way that preserves the critical elements of the
Program’s foundation and origins. We acknowledge that the direction shift implied by adopting these
SDM-based recommendations is significant and that many specific details and tasks need to be fleshed
out. We look forward to the opportunity to discuss in further detail.



