Stakeholder Telephone interviews Nov-Dec. 2005
The Stakeholders were given this list of questions before I called them so that they could think about them in advance.  Then, I called each Stakeholder to discuss each of the questions.  Following is a summary of their responses to each of the questions.
1. Are you satisfied with the overall progress of the Stakeholder planning process?


Overall, most people were satisfied with the progress, with 7 people adding that it was moving too slowly (although faster than earlier in the process), and 3 people saying there was too much nit-picking/ arguing over trivial things. 


One person stated that it was hard for them to answer the question since they were not for the environmental interests of the project and thus were not sure how much progress they wanted to happen. 
Another person wanted to know when they were going to get to discussing the issues.  They had seen Stakeholder processes where the body does its work first, then the public input happens after they are done, and they had never seen a group process go anything like this, probably because the staff has an agenda.  They also felt that having the AES report released to the public makes them feel like the Stakeholders’ work is moot.  
2. How could staff do a better job of supporting your efforts?


Most Stakeholders thought that staff was doing a good job.  
One person wanted to make sure that staff was open to all opinions, and would like the Steering Committee to be more present in their meetings so that they had a better idea of who participated on that committee.  
Another person questioned if the group was doing enough to reach the wider public, and that an op-ed piece and more educational outreach might be necessary. 
3. What is staff doing well?


Various Stakeholders expressed that staff was doing a good job in the following ways: ensuring that the information gets to them ahead of time and in several different formats (snail mail and email), comes to meetings prepared, getting good presenters, always available, tries to keep people on track, seems to be meeting goals of grant, getting information written (i.e. chapters), and professional and cordial manner. 
4. Do you have adequate control in the process?


Most Stakeholders thought they had adequate control in the process.  
One Stakeholder thought that landowners should have more weight in the process than others.  
Another person thought the co-chairs could do a better job of keeping people from going off on tangents.  
One person stated that they have a reasonable amount of control, that their voice was respected, yet they sometimes don’t bring up points because they’d rather keep the meeting moving.  
One Stakeholder said there was a problem because there was a strong anti-growth co-chair and a weak pro-growth co-chair, so it may be necessary to have the agenda addressed with the entire group instead of just the co-chairs. 
5.  Does staff have too much control in the process?


Most Stakeholders thought that staff had a proper amount of control in the process, and that without the current amount of involvement by staff the Stakeholders would not be moving as fast as they are.  

One person stated that they thought the group was being fed a lot of information without a lot of control over it. 
Another person stated they thought that staff should be more assertive at expressing their opinions.

6.  Are there any changes you would like to see in the Stakeholders’ work or how staff works with you?


The Stakeholders had various suggestions, outlined below:

-use a timer to limit how long people discuss a topic or how long one person talks
-pick up the pace

-revisit the goals of their work, highlighting what they have finished and what needs to be completed

-make meetings longer to get the work done that night
-have more contact with other Stakeholders between meetings

-Stakeholders might want to take a bigger role in process because they might be putting too much on staff

7. Is there any other information you would like us to know?

Two people stated that they thought the group was unbalanced and tilted toward environmental perspectives, while one person stated that the group was unbalanced and tilted toward anti-regulation/non-environmental concerns.  One person said that in the development community the group was viewed as a talking head for the green movement.

Various opinions were expressed, with each bullet being one person’s opinion:

· landowners have the right to do with their land as long as its reasonable for the community, and some people feel like public land is more valuable than private. 
· John Tharp did a poor job of leading the visioning session, AES should follow up with the media about the conflict of interest question, and they were proud to be on the Stakeholder Committee. 
· the committee needs to be careful since it sets a precedent statewide, and they don’t want to enforce hardship on people. 

· Important to continue to find expertise for people who can present various info

· Everything has been open

· Wasn’t fair for staff to choose the debaters at the Nov. 30th debate, and that the Stakeholders should have chosen them by dividing up into the three main groups to discuss who should represent them; also, the debate looked very skewed since there were two strong environmentalists
