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SUMMARY

This report synthesises the results of the six Gii#s Analysis (CSA) and six Vocational
Education and Training (VET) Assessment countrylist carried out under the project
“Enhancing Training on Collaborative Planning oftival Resources Management” (En-
TraCoP) in the Czech and Slovak Republics, Finlapelkmany, Ireland and the Nether-
lands. The main product of the project will be avrieainers’ support material package on
collaborative planning, the CoPack.

In order to ensure the usefulness of the CoPaekwtirking-life requirements and priority
needs for vocational education and training inatmkative planning of natural resources
and environmental management were studied in th&. G8e VET Assessment (VETA)
was carried out to find out the availability andatity of training and training materials in
collaborative planning and to identify the prioritgeds for additional support material for
trainers and teachers in each EnTraCoP partnetrgoun

The studies were targeted to selected focus sestaratural resources and environmental
management planning in each partner country. Themahand methods used for the coun-
try studies included document analysis, interviews questionnaire surveys.

The country studies revealed a high diversity tfagions, challenges and needs for enhanc-
ing collaborative planning of natural resources andironmental management and the re-
lated training of students and planners in the $aectors. Generally, there are considerable
needs for training and lack of teaching materiaktohaborative planning. Based on the re-
sults of the studies and the planning meetingh®BnTraCoP partners, the following prior-
ity needs for training and related support mateieve been identified:

1. Introduction to collaborative planning
» Basics of theories, concepts, terms and plann#r&seof collaborative plan-
ning
* Legal and institutional requirements for collaboamaiplanning in the selectec
focus sectors in each EnTraCoP partner country

» Assessment of needs, pros and cons (“costs anfits®nef collaborative
planning

2. Designing collaborative planning curricula and progammes

» Designing basic, advanced and professional levalpabtencies (examples of
collaborative planning training curricula and reecnended CoPack modules
for each level)

» Designing further training programmes (exampledifiérent training pro-
grammes and recommended CoPack modules)

» Examples of training approaches
* Analysis and development of personal collaboragpiagning skills among

planners
3. Preparation and initiation of collaborative planning processes

* Preparation and coaching of planner teams for loofktive planning
» Preparation of collaboration plans




» Participation of special groups

* Informing, motivating and instructing participamsthe initiation of collabo-
rative planning

4. Collaborative planning methods and techniques

» Planning exhibitions and displays
* Media co-operation, including TV, radio and newsgap

» Conducting surveys with various techniques (e.g@stjannaires and inter-
views)

* Personal communication skills and presentationriecies
» Organising, moderating, and facilitating public niegs

» Group working and creativity techniques: instrugtimanaging and facilitat-
ing working groups and utilising effective/creatiymup working methods

* Organising site visits and field trips to the puabli

* Web-based collaborative planning methods (intevactiebsites, chats, on-
line forums, e-voting, etc.)

* Analysing and managing conflicts between interestigs (organising and fa
cilitating negotiations and mediating disputes)

5. Information management in collaborative planning

» Systematic methods for comparing planning alteveati

» Computer-supported decision-making methods

* Geographic information systems (GIS) and maps lkalzorative planning
» Documenting/reporting collaborative planning preassand results

6. Evaluation and utilisation of collaborative planning experiences

e Evaluation criteria and methods
+ Dissemination of lessons learned

The CoPack is planned to be a web-based trainefpost material package, with
downloadable materials, to be published in the BEBP websiteand as a CD-ROM. It
may also be published in a hardcopy form (foldas),applicable. The material will be or-
ganised into user-friendly stand-alone units tlzat lbe flexibly adapted to training modules
of varying depth and length. The CoPack will bepared in English and translated into the
other main languages of the partner countries: IZ@atch, Finnish, German and Slovak.

! http://www.oamk.fi/luova/hankkeita/entracop



1. INTRODUCTION

This report has been prepared under the projedtdieing Training on Collaborative Plan-
ning of Natural Resources Management” (EnTraoF)e project is financially supported
by the European Commission’s Leonardo da Vlipcbgramme which aims at developing
the quality of vocational education and trainindge(M systems and practices in Europe.

In any democratic society, planning of natural tgses and environmental management re-
quires consideration of diverse knowledge, valued @nterests by means of multi-
professional co-operation of experts, inter-agewoyoperation, participation of stake-
holders, and settlement of controversies througjoti&ion. In this report, the term “col-
laborative planning” is used for all such interan8. There are a variety of terms meaning
approximately the same, such as public involvemaubjic participation and interactive or
participatory planning. Collaborative planning ees here as an approach guiding e.g. the
choice of methods and techniques used in plantiing recognised that collaborative meth-
ods and techniques may constitute a coherent plgmprocess or they can be applied sepa-
rately, depending on the situation.

The need to enhance collaborative planning of aat@sources and environmental man-
agement has been recognised in various intern&tom&entions and in the evolving legis-

lation of the EU and the Member States. Plannexrsrareasingly facing these current and
emerging challenges in their work. Consequentlgrehs a need for identifying new skills,

competencies and learning needs of both plannersramers and for facilitating the adap-
tation of curricula of institutions providing trang for planners in view of the changing

roles and competence requirements.

The objective of the EnTraCoP project is to enhatiee quality of training provided to
planners of natural resources and environmentabgement by improving the knowledge,
methods and training tools of trainers of collabiweaplanning in the project partner coun-
tries: the Czech Republic, Finland, Germany, IréJahe Netherlands and the Slovak Re-
public. The main product of the project will be eantrainers’ support material package of
collaborative planning (CoPack) which will be madeilable to trainers and planners.

In order to ensure the usefulness of the CoPaekwtirking life requirements and priority
needs for vocational education and training inatmirative natural resources and environ-
mental management planning were studied in the¢Gills Analysis” (CSA) in each En-
TraCoP partner country. Moreover, an assessmeexisfing VET, or “VET Assessment”
(VETA), was carried out in order to find out theadability and quality of training and
training materials in collaborative planning anddentify the priority needs for additional
support material for trainers and teachers in &chraCoP partner country.

The authors of the synthesis report would like Xpress their sincere gratitude to the au-
thors of each country study report and to the @asrtrainers, students and others who par-
ticipated in the surveys and interviews.

2 Information on the project is available in theldaling website: http://www.oamk.fi/luova/hankkegatracop

3 Information on the Leonardo da Vinci Programmanviailable for example in the following websites:
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/education/programieesiardo/new/leonardo2_en.html and http://www.ledodavinci.fi



2. OBJECTIVE AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDIES

The objective of the studies was to establishra basis for designing the Trainers’ support
material package on collaborative planning, the &&P

The purpose of the CSA was to study:

» the working life requirements for collaborative mténg skills of planners in the
selected focus sectors of natural resources anidoamental management in the
EnTraCoP partner countries;

» the existing systems, skills and competencies ahn@rs in collaborative plan-
ning;

» the needs and priorities for capacity developmemt @aining in collaborative
planning and related support material as perceiyedatural resources and envi-
ronmental management planners.

The purpose of the VETA was to find out:

* the types of collaborative planning elements inetlidn the different levels of
education of natural resources and environmentalagement planners in the
EnTraCoP partner countries;

» the amount of collaborative planning elements enrilevant study fields;
» the availability of professional competences ofriglevant degree programmes.

* the needs and priorities for capacity developmemt @aining in collaborative
planning and related support material as percebyeeéducators and students of
natural resources and environmental managememniptan

3. MATERIAL AND METHODS

The synthesis report is based on the following tqustudy reports (available in the En-
TraCoP websity:

CSA reports:

1. The Czech and Slovak RepublicsVitek, R. & Chalupska, H. 2006. Core Skills AnatysSCountry
Study of the Czech and Slovak Republics. Final Rejaeological Institute Veronica. 10 May 2006.

2. Finland: Makinen, H., Salminen, P., Sell, R. & Tikkanen2006. Core Skills Analysis. Country Study
of Finland. Final Report. March 2006.

3. Germany: Graumann, U. 2006. Core Skills Analysis. Countrp&e Germany. 29 March 2006.

4. lIreland: Lynch, C., Farrell, C., Ryan, J., Lindsay, A. & &dy, P. 2006. Core Skills Analysis Report,
Tipperary Institute. May 2006.

5. lIreland: Ferris, P.J., Gavin, G. & O’Laighleis, M. 2006.r€®kills Analysis. Research Report. Coun-
try Report: Coillte (Ireland). Z1February 2006.

6. The Netherlands:Martens, Y. 2006. Core Skills Analysis. Country &twf the Netherlands. Buiting
Bosontwikkeling. March 2006.

VETA reports:

7. The Czech Republic:Saladova, A., Zallmannova, E., Flekalova, M., Dtapk., Jelinek, P. & Ku-
chynkova, H. 2006. Vocational Education and Trainingasis, Country Study of the Czech Republc,

4 http:/iwww.oamk.fi/luova/hankkeita/entracop



10.

11.

Mendel University of Agriculture and Forestry, Brri@zech Republic. March 2006.
Finland: Tikkanen, J., Isokdanta, T., Soukainen, O., SalmiRe & Maunumaki A. 2006. VET analy-
sis; Country Study of Finland, Collaborative plarmin the degree programmes of the natural resod
and environmental planners in Finland. April 2006
Germany: Peters, J., Schlette, K., Hempp, S. & Greve, K&MET analysis; Country Study of Ger
many; Assessment of available VET and related dgveént needs, University of Applied Science
Eberswalde, Germany. May 2006.
Ireland: Lynch, C., Farrell, C., Ryan, J., Lindsay, A. & &dy, P. 2006. VET Analysis Report, Counfry
Study of Ireland, Tipperary Institute. May 2006.
The Netherlands:Van der Linde, D. (ed.) Van Doorn R., Havelaar HD&mminga D. 2006. VET
analysis, Country Study of the Netherlands, Foyesmtd nature management department, Van Hall
Larenstein University of Professional Educationlpy&he Netherlands. March 2006.
12. The Slovak Republic:Holecy, J & Langova, N. 2006. VET analysis, Cour$tydy of Slovakia, De-
partment of Forest Economics and Administratiore Technical University of Zvolen, Slovak Repu
lic. August 2006.

rce

t

In each country, the project partners selectedchtitaral resource and environmental plan-
ning sectors and organisations on which the CSATAEGnd the whole EnTraCoP project
focuse (Table 1).

Table 1. Focus sectors and target organisations the partner countries

=}

Country Focus sectors Target organisations Target organisations
CSA VETA
Czech Natural resources and envi- | Public associations, eco- Universities with faculties
Republic ronmental management plan-| counselling centres, NGOs, | dealing with the subjects:
ning in land reform plans and | local authorities, others - Settlement and land
regional master plans use/urban planning, spaj
tial planning, landscape
architecture
- Rural Landscape/land
consolidation schemes,
rural development
- Forestry/forest manage-
ment
Finland River basin management plan-Regional environment centrgsPolytechnics and Universi
ning ties with planning oriented
bachelor programmes in
Forest planning for non- Regional forestry centres the field of natural re-
corporate private and munici- sources and environmentgl
pal forest owners management and landsca
architecture as well as prg
fessional training pro-
grammes
Germany Rural development planning,| Central governmental authorj-Universities and universi-
with a special focus on village| ties, regional authorities, pros ties of applied sciences
development, sustainable tour- vincial authorities, NGOs, with collaborative planning
ism development and renew- | private companies, others | contents in their curricula
able energy
Ireland/ Forestry Coillte company -
Coillte
Ireland/ Land-use planning Local authorities, environ- | Universities and universi-
Tipperary mental public service, Envi- | ties of applied sciences
Institute ronmental Protection Agency with collaborative planning
(EPA), Regional Fisheries | contents in their curricula
Board, consulting companies
The Nether-| Forestry and nature manage Central govemtal authori{ University of Wageninge




lands

ment, landscape architecture
land and water management,
urban and rural development

,ties, regional/provincial au-
thorities, local government
and municipal authorities,
private companies, NGOs,
Co-operative Organisation fg
Forest Owners, Water Works
Company

and universities of applied
sciences with collaborativg
planning contents in their
curricula

=

]

Slovak
Republic

Forestry, nature conservation
and the landscape ecosystem
management

Public associations, eco-
counselling centres, NGOs,
local authorities, others

Forestry and the landscap
ecosystem management
within the study pro-

D

gramme Management and
Financing the Forest En-
terprises and the study
programme Applied Ecol-
ogy taught at the Technicd
University in Zvolen

The methods used in the country studies includedient analysis, interviews and ques-
tionnaire surveys. The surveys were targeted tcted organisations known to be involved
in the focus sectors. In the CSA, in total 20 kefpimants were interviewed in the partner
countries and a total of 247 respondents contribiitethe questionnaire survey. In the
VETA, altogether some 80 persons were interviewatabout 200 trainers and students re-
sponded to the survey.

The respondents of the CSA questionnaire survgyesented diverse professional back-
grounds. While the majority had an education iruratsciences, also engineers, social sci-
entists and educators were among the responddrgscufrent professional positions of the
respondents varied, among others, from plannersansultants to administrators and man-
agers and from land owners to teachers. The Cze&tofak CSA was also targeted to a
number of non-governmental organisations (NGOS).

In order to acquire a sufficient number of respenge some cases personal contacts or se-
lective sampling of likely respondents were usegpaently, a higher number of responses
were obtained from persons who have a positiveud#itowards collaborative planning and
who are familiar with the concept. It is importaatemphasise that the results of the survey
are not based on a random sample or statisticalyesentative analyses and thus, they
should not be interpreted in such a manner. Ratheraim of the studies was to provide an
overview of the current situation, challenges amdre needs and priorities as foreseen and
described by the survey respondents and complethégtéhe insights provided by the in-
terviewees and the authors of the country studgrtepThe presentation of the results is in-
fluenced by the differences in the applied methogiels and approaches in different partner
countries.

4. DEMAND FOR ENHANCING COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

The legal and other official requirements for codleative planning of natural resources and
environmental management vary considerably achosscountries and the focus sectors.
Nevertheless, due to common EU regulations, alhttaes are likely to have resembling
legislation and requirements concerning, for exanpublic participation in environmental
impact assessment (EIA) and environmental licenpnogesses. As an example of an EU-
wide sector-specific regulation, the River Basinndgement Plans (based on the “Water
Framework Directive”) with requirements on publiarficipation can be mentioned. The



most relevant legal and other official requiremeatissussed in the country studies are high-

lighted in the box below:

The Czech and Slovak Republics:

Until 1992, the Czech and Slovak Republics shanedcommon legislation. During the past decade,
legislation of both countries has been amended,taldng into account the implementation of the felés.
Currently, both countries stipulate land-use thfongmerous Acts, such as the Act on spatial planrat
on Town and Country Planning and building regulagiand Act on Land Consolidation Schemes. Actj
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and Stratégigironmental Assessment (SEA) are among
laws that provide possibilities for public partiatpn in land-use planning. In general, the amenmdmef
the legislation are constantly strengthening tigallbasis for collaborative planning in these caaat Nev-
ertheless, despite the existing legislation, ttaeeno uniform regulations specifying how publictigipa-
tion should be carried out in the planning procedur

In the Czech Republic, public participation is arighe basic principles of the State EnvironmeRlicy,
and there is an increasing effort to apply diremindcracy in environmental planning and managenier
2004, the Sustainable Development Strategy foCthech Republic was approved. This strategy provd
framework for political decision-making and it indles a requirement for direct public involvementthe
Slovak Republic, the National Plan of Regional Depment aims to provide an integrated approacined
planning and management of land resources andssasva basic development document for structuich
regional policies.

Finland:

The Finnish Constitution states that the citizeageha right to influence decisions that conceriir thievi-
ronment. Water management planning is stipulatethbyWater Act and Environmental Act which cont
provisions for public hearings concerning permiplagations. Based on the Environmental Impact Ass
ment Act, public participation is mandatory in Epfocesses. Also, the Act on Environmental Impact
sessment of Authorities’ Plans and Programmeslamdland Use and Building Act provide rights for pal
participation in strategic planning. The new WaRasources Management Act and the corresponding
cree on River Basin Districts, which are basedhenBU Water Framework Directive (WFD), establistesy
for public participation in the river basin managerplanning. In the private forest planning, dodieative
planning is not stipulated by law. The only refaemo participation is in the Forest Act which regs that
Forestry Centres collaborate with stakeholdersasmting forestry in their areas.

The Ministry of the Environment has provided natibguidance on the river basin management plann
based on the strategy developed jointly by the E&iider States, Norway and the European Commis
Besides the guidelines on stakeholder collaborgiionided by the Regional Forestry Centres, thegena
national strategies or guidelines on collaborafilemning available for private forest planning.

Germany:

Participatory processes in spatial planning hawentaeveloped in the federal republic of Germanges
1960. Public involvement is part of the planning,neandated by the law on spatial planning. The lfgal
arrangements of civil participation can be foundha German federal building code (BauGB). In tha-d
text of urban neighbourhood planning there was\&ldpment to a more active participation since 19
New methods like future conferences and workshopevapplied with relatively good results. These
operational procedures were long time determinedrb@n milieus. The process in rural areas was If
restrictive to a formalised co-operation of intéeescitizens. However, the process of rural arezlde-
ment (since 1990) has entailed the establishmeedrdepts concerning the township development, lwisi
the base for state subsidies especially in ternios$e restriction and planning of public spacesuécess
ful instrument is the collaboration with citizemsthe so called “advisory councils”. Citizens jolre whole
planning process from the mission statement ovecejot frames to application of terms.

Ireland:

The Irish land-use planning system is governedhleyRlanning and Development Act of 2000 and the-r
lations made under it. The system is very much dasethe UK model in that it is a policy and licer
rather than a zoning ordinance based approachpiideess for creating and adopting a Development
provides roles for the elected members of the Léedhorities, for the officials through the role thie City
or County Manager, for specific bodies represengimgnge of interests (Prescribed Bodies) andchiogen-
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eral citizens. While this legislation may providgportunities for participation and consultationwewer, it
does not prescribe the precise mechanisms that Imeussed beyond the giving of public notice regagq
the various stages of the plan-making process laadholding of public meetings. The planning prodes
still very much dominated by experts, and politiidend to address public interest in a more & déen-
telist perspective. So there is a good legal basisin practice public participation is not thermo

N —

Due to the sustainable forest management requirsmerany methods and techniques of collabordtive
planning are an integral part of the forest managsgrpractices of the Coillte company. Consultatiomts
stakeholders are an essential part of the certifiszst management activities and have led to angoain-
ing of the Coillte staff in the area of collabovatiplanning and consultations. However, “true” abtirative
planning as defined for the EnTraCoP project issfiobg at a rudimentary stage in Coillte.

The Netherlands:

Public participation procedures in EIA and SEA ¢sir1987) are both very well described as in otHér|E
countries. In rural and city planning in generarthhas been an upcoming trend to involve the puatfter
some big projects were voted against (e.g Schiphpbrt, Regional development plan Winterswijk fre {
1980’s). The planning bodies (e.g. Dienst Landeligbied and Waterboards) now tend to involve thHdipl
right from the start for many reasons (better plauscker realisation, public support, less comdlicbut all
this is done without a legal or institutional badi®ie core of the Dutch planning system is st fbrmal
non-participatory procedure in which local govermieffers the public a fixed term to object anyrpia a
strictly formalised way.

The provinces, water boards, municipalities andesdfinistries (Agriculture, Environment, Infrastruce)
play a dominant role as contractors for participafdanning processes. In rural planning, a praedifor-
mer government service body, Dienst Landelijk Gebtegether with a wide range of private consulyahc
firms do the actual preparation work. The localgowvnent always makes the final decisions, but slech-
sions are increasingly in line with the outcomeagbarticipatory process prior to the decision. drestry
and nature management there is a lot of partidpadif NGO'’s (like Natuurmonumenten), and now gso
former governmental management bodies (like Staatsheer) play a guiding role in participatory prpc
esses in rural and city developments where natuferest is concerned. Water boards (formerly datad
by farmers) are increasingly opening their goveceato city people. This has stimulated the planmirag-
esses to become more transparent and interactive.

Besides the legal and other official requiremeatsthe CSA country studies identify in-
creasing demands from the public as one of thegést forces influencing the need for en-
hancing collaborative planning. For exampleFinland, there are some cases of decade-
long Water court processes concerning hydro-povegrstcuction and associated water
course regulation. Forest conflicts are reporteoetonore common on state-owned lands but
they are also emerging in private forestry. EvethaCzech and Slovak Republicsvhere
the demands and pressure from the general pubke Ibeen rare due to historical reasons,
since the 1980s there has been an increasing peessm the so-called “expert public”, in-
terest groups of ecologists and environmentali$ts intend to influence environmental and
land-use planning. Nowadays, the pressure fromgow@rnmental organisations supported
by foreign partners is considered the most infliaérfaictor, in addition to amendments in
legislation. In order to convince and motivate plassive and sceptical general public, there
is a demand for examples and successful experiaicaslaborative planning demonstrat-
ing the benefits and true opportunities to influeptans and decisions. Improving technical,
organisational and economic conditions for the joulol access information on the environ-
ment is considered essential for enhancing pulalitiggpation in planning.

In the Netherlands, the forest and nature conservation sectors aiegdhe challenges of
population pressure on the small, densely populededtry. Despite of high rates of urbani-
sation, rural and urban areas are a target of shvatterests. Thus, there is an increasing
need for public involvement in the planning and agement of rural areas, parks and for-
ests. In the Dutch CSA, planning processes wenetifteel as “politically sensitive” proc-
esses where reaching mutual understanding callgood social skills, ability to work with

10



diverse stakeholders and to create trust. Therefloeeplanners must possess a solid profes-
sional knowledge of the subject matter, good laal regional knowledge and contacts
with the residents, and be able to deal with thaipumedia, the role of which is considered
crucial for a successful planning process.

In most countries, for example in forest and laagscplanning in th€zech and Slovak
Republics private forest planning iRinland and land-use planning ireland, one of the
priority development needs is to strengthen theremess and willingness at the political
and administrative levels to accept and apply bollative planning as a standard planning
practice. The concept of collaborative planningagshilosophy also needs to be promoted.
In order to successfully manage the complex plapmituations with different organisa-
tional cultures, multiple stakeholders and divergerests, there is a high demand on com-
munication, negotiation and conflict managementsski

In Finland andireland, the growing use of the Forest Stewardship CoyRS8IC) certifica-
tion is identified as an important factor for ineseng demands on collaborative planning in
forest management planning. In Finnish private dtvge the planners have regular contacts
with the most central forestry-related partnersr¢sbManagement Associations and forest
industries) but collaboration with other stakehaoddis exceptional. A particular challenge is
to organise co-operation between forest ownersrderoto arrange landscape ecological
planning in private forests.

5. PRIORITY NEEDS FOR LEARNING AND TRAINING

5.1 Priority needs as perceived by planners

The priority needs perceived by planners are baseithe results of the CSA questionnaire
surveys and interviews. The figures below contaimeric data from all countries except
the Czech and Slovak Republics for which the cqustudy only provided qualitative in-
formation. Therefore, the figures and the corresjpan descriptions are complemented by
observations about the Czech and Slovak results wbesidered relevant or when the re-
sults differ notably from those of the other coiedr

The various methods falisseminating information to the public are widely used and their
use is expected to be high in the future as wdie Tost commonly used methods are
newspaper announcements and letters to the ptdilmyed by newsletters and exhibitions.

Probably due to their common use, training needshiese methods are not among the pri-
orities. On the other hand, TV or radio programraes currently less used but considered
more important in the future. (Figure 1.)

11
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Figure 1. Training needs for methods used for disse ~ minating information.

With regard to methods fanformation collection and consultation inviting written com-
ments from the public is a common requirement imynalanning processes involving envi-

ronmental licensing or EIA, reflected by the frequprevious and estimated future use of

this method. Surveys and interviews are used amcally and drop-in centres (or open

houses) somewhat less. Telephone hotlines are/ iaset, nor are they expected to be used
in the future. While the perceived training needsgenerally low, relatively great needs for
training in the use of questionnaire surveys aticated by the studies of the Czech and

Slovak Republics, the Finnish water managementnghgnand the Irish land-use planning.

Figure 2.)
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Regional offices (drop-
in centres)
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Moderate or great need for training %
Figure 2. Training needs for methods of information collection and consultation.

More intensive interaction in the form of public meetings and hearings artgenicom-
monly used methods of collaborative planning. Adge visits, working groups and steering
committees are often used. These methods are evedidnportant in the future, and espe-
cially the use ofdiscussions and negotiationgboth with and without mediation) is ex-
pected to increase in the future. These method®ousinate higher needs for training. (Fig-
ure 3.)
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(without mediation)

More intensive interaction and negoti  ation
i ]
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Figure 3. Training needs for methods using more int  ensive interaction and negotiation.

In all countries, over half of the respondents hanexiously usedeographic Information
Systems(GIS) and they are also estimated to be increbsinged in the future. The need
for further training in the utilisation of GIS irollaborative planning becomes obvious, as it
is ranked as the number one training need by thbexands, both CSA studies of Ireland
and the water resources management sector of Hinkdeo, for the private sector forest
planning of Finland it is among the top trainingede and the results from Czech and Slo-
vak Republics indicate great need for traininghia titilisation of GIS in collaborative plan-
ning. Particularly, the Netherlands’ CSA study segjg that it may not be necessary to train
planners to become GIS specialists but there Ierat need to educate them about the pos-
sibilities of GIS tools for various practical pugas.

The use obther computer-aided methodss not common. For example, e-mail discussion
groups rank as the least used method for manynamgieat interest is demonstrated for the
their future use or further training. Neither i® thse of interactive websites and computer-
supported decision-making methods common but tiseeegrowing interest in their future
use and a demonstrated interest in further trair{fgure 4.)
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Figure 4. Training needs for computer-aided methods

The same also applies to systematic methods fopaong planning alternatives, which
rank among the top priorities for training in mostuntries (Figure 5).

Other methods

O Fin Water
B Methods for systematic O Germany
= comparison of planning
s alternatives

M Ire Coillte
O Ire Tipperary
@ Netherlands

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Moderate or great need for training %

Figure 5. Training needs for systematic comparison of planning alternatives.

The German respondents are the least enthusiaghe use of computer-aided methods, in-
cluding the use of GIS which is ranked as top pgioby almost all other respon-
dents/countries. The German CSA report concludssniither all participants of a planning
process may have access to modern technologiesasuoternet, nor may they share a posi-
tive attitude towards their use.

Great need for further training is indicated foe kegal requirementsfor collaborative
planning, as well as faequirements, norms and guidelines of the respondési own or-
ganisations(Figure 6). In the Czech Republic, training nefenlghese requirements are
considered moderate, even though an increase itilme needs for knowledge of legal re-
guirements is expected. The present Slovak legslaealing with the management of
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natural resources and landscape contain some efewfesn collaborative planning approach
and can serve as a good basis for its promotiordeandlopment. Anyway, there is no men-
tion about collaborative planning as a recommenmdadagemertbol in it, so far.

Knowledge of legal and institutional requirements

|

Legal requirements for
collaborative planning @ Fin Forest

O Fin Water
O Germany
| Ire Coillte
@ Ire Tipperary
O Netherlands

Methods

Requirements, norms
and guidelines of the
organisation

o
=
o
N
o
w
o
H
o
a1
o
o]
o
~
o
©
o
©
o
[ay
o
o

Moderate or great need for training %

Figure 6. Training needs for knowledge of legal and institutional requirements.

Moderate training needs are indicated for the wariskills involved inpreparing and ini-
tiating collaborative planning processes Nevertheless, they are expected to be widely
used skills in the future in all countries. For exde, the importance of motivating the pub-
lic in the initial stages of collaborative plannirggreflected in the higher needs for training.
(Figure 7.)

Skills for preparing and initiating collaborative p lanning

Assessing “costs and benefits” (pros and

cons) of collaborative planning

Preparing collaboration plans #
m Fin Forest

O Fin Water

Establishing and preparing teams for

collaborative planning O Germany

Meth ods

@ Ire Coillte

Analysis of actors/stakeholders

Designing communication strategies E
Motivating the public in the initial stages of ‘

@ Ire Tipperary
o Netherlands

collaborative planning

T T T T T

0 20 40 60 80 100

Moderate or great need for training %

Figure 7. Training needs for skills for preparing a  nd initiating collaborative planning.
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Various aspects of communication are among theuéetly mentioned challenges of col-

laborative planning. Although the planners in natwesource and environmental manage-
ment sectors come from diverse educational backgiun many cases the majority still

have their background in natural sciences and eeging. Perhaps, that is why a high fur-
ther training need is indicated foommunication skills.

Pressure and demand from the public and diverseestis concerning land-use and the envi-
ronment are among the top driving forces for callabive planning. Inevitably, there are
often opposing interests, leading to potential kbctsf during planning processes. Conse-
guently, negotiation and conflict management skillsare among the highest priorities for
training by most respondents, and a high needhfar tise is predicted for the future. (Fig-
ure 8.)

Skills for managing collaborative planning
| —
Moderation/chairing of meetings
;—’—l
| L
Group/Team working skills L
i d
]
Communications skills I @ Fin Forest
n T O Fin Water
3 1 |
2 . . — O Germany
= Conflict mapping ]
s - 1 m Ire Coillte
| ‘ 1  Ire Tipperary
Negotiation and conflict management skills m Netherlands
|
 — — |
Monitoring and evaluating
collaborative planning ‘ ‘ T —
Documentina collaborative plannina . . ‘ ‘—|
0 20 40 60 80 100
Moderate or great need for training %
Figure 8. Training needs for skills for managing co llaborative planning.

There is generally less interest in training alibet differenttheories related to collabora-
tive planning. The previous needs for knowledgéheke theories have been relatively low
and neither are the needs for this knowledge erddctincrease in the future. However, the
Irish land-use planners seem to have a considenafgligest in the theoretical basis of col-
laborative planning. Also the Finnish water managetplanners and the foresters in the
Irish Coillte company are willing to have trainimgtheories of collaborative planning. The
results from the Czech and Slovak Republics showearaie needs for training in regard to
all the relevant theories. (Figure 9.)
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Knowledge of theoretical issues
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Figure 9. Training needs for theoretical issues.

Both CSA reports from Ireland reflect on the phapkical aspects of current collaborative
planning practices in their country and concluda tkhile many of the individual methods
are currently used, the concept of collaboratiamping is not widely understood nor do the
practises correspond to a “true” collaborative apph. Thus, the need to promote the con-
cept of collaborative planning as a philosophyuiggested.

Despite the lack of tradition and less previousegigmce in collaborative planning in the
Czech and Slovak Republics, the training need<ated by the survey results do not con-
siderably differ from those of the other partneumnies. The country study points out that
many of the challenges of collaborative planningethby the Czech and Slovak Republics
are political and institutional in nature, and cainibe resolved by enhancing training alone.

5.2 Priority needs as perceived by educators andustents

According to the results of the questionnaire symaried out in the VETA amon@zech
educators, the highest priority is given to tragnthe teachers in the basics of collaborative
planning and to making available good educationatienmal in the local languages. The in-
terviewed students generally expressed a greaestitor the subject.

The Slovak students and lecturers have already fully realibednecessity of introducing
collaborative planning in the curricula of all setis dealing with the management of natu-
ral resources and landscape. Both groups emphthsiseeed for education on techniques
necessary for communicating with the public, ingians for the use of working groups in
forestry and landscape planning, methods of matigathe public to take part in the col-
laborative planning, methods of evaluating thecedficy of collaborative planning, and case
studies about how to apply all the methods of baltative planning in both forestry and
landscape management.
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The priority needs irsermany focus on the expansion of the time for collabesiplan-
ning education in the curricula, the need to ineodtudents in real regional processes, the
realisation that a landscape architect or planheulsl always gain collaborative planning
experience in his/her studies and a general dermarghbod educational materials and prac-
tice situations. Students ask for multi-sectorainbegral collaborative planning education
with a lot of practising situations to enhance ititeimmunication skills.

The priority needs ifrinland are described for three target groups: forest gemant plan-
ners, landscape architects and professional tsaifiére first group is somewhat divided in
the need to address collaborative planning in gdutaSome prefer to wait for official and
well established guidelines for collaborative pliaugn others are very eager to explore this
subject and actively raise awareness for this mendtwith colleagues and students. Com-
munication skills, integrated approach of foresnagement, and land use conflict media-
tion are prioritised. Landscape planners are vageeto make plans in collaboration with
the public, but educators are still not sure “howcin collaborative planning should be
taught”. They express a great need to learn frarnational colleagues. The trainers of
working-life professionals emphasise the motivadrthe trainees. It is necessary to make
them see the need for training on the quality efglanning process. The skills in compar-
ing the different planning alternatives are peredias important.

The priority needs ithe Netherlandsconcentrate on awareness raising with students and
teachers in collaborative planning issues, the &mohoring of collaborative planning skills

in the curricula (competencies) and the searclpfactice situations to be able to encounter
and involve students with real collaborative plawgnprocesses. In most target institutes
there is a small and enthusiastic team of collab@glanning teachers, but their knowl-
edge is not widely offered to all students duehtolack of recognition of the importance of
the subject. Some missionary work is needed hel@mihe institutes to get all students in-
tensively trained in collaborative planning and coumicative competencies, since most job
descriptions in rural resource management idettigyn as necessary.

Priority needs fronireland were not worked out in detail, but the overall dasion is that
the courses offered in this field are all very t@chl in nature and that a firm basis of plan-
ning theories underneath is lacking.

The biggest difference between the Czech and Slstuakes and the others is the outspoken
interest from especially students in these suhjéct&inland, Ireland, the Netherlands and
Germany, educators wonder how to raise more irtterigls students for these matters. Per-
haps democratic possibilities to express oneseltaden more for granted by young west-
ern and northern EU country students. The educétetsa need to stimulate this awareness
with young persons, but they are aware of the fHwt jobs of process co-
ordinators/facilitators are not available for newhaduated students. These jobs are mostly
occupied by experienced project managers or bylpdopm the social sciences or devel-
opment co-operation backgrounds. So the challehgeay educators is to raise awareness
of the changing role of specialists (e.g. landscaphitect, forester, water manager, rural
planner) in a democratic planning process. TheY hale to serve collaborative planning
and not make plans on their own (as is often thobgtstudents). Later in life, some of the
specialists will manage planning processes theraselihese future specialists are very ea-
ger for further skills training and they come bdokiraining institutes and universities for
specialised adult education courses in collabaggilanning.

The most prominent common training need in the VEIOAIntry studies is the need for
communication skills and theoretical backgrounchira.
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6. CURRENT SUPPLY OF TRAINING IN COLLABORATIVE
PLANNING

In the Czech Republic most training courses available on collaboragianning are given
by sociologists and professionals from the so®@alises. They use materials that are theo-
retical in nature and not yet translated to th&lfef natural resources and environmental
management. So there is a great need for prodggiad materials to train communication
skills, conflict resolution methods and theoriezollaborative planning adaptable to natural
resources and environmental management plannungtisihs with good real life cases.

TheSlovak VETA study summarises the present shortcomindisariearning of collabora-
tive planning as follows: The present Slovak leggish dealing with the management of
natural resources and landscape contain some etewferollaborative planning approach
and can serve as a good basis for its promotiordeandlopment. Anyway, there is no men-
tion about collaborative planning as a manageoiall, so far. The methods of collaborative
planning have not been included in the curriculdrany taught subject in a systemic form.
The professional planners carry out their taskifaborative planning at a low social effi-
ciency only in accordance with the valid legislatend operational needs. They only rely
on their intuition and personal experience. Profesd planners lack both the theoretical
preparation and practical training in the applmatf collaborative planning approach as a
system.

Dutch collaborative plannning training courses are foundiost natural resources and en-
vironmental management training institutes atelkels. They are mainly based on interac-
tive planning practices in rural and city plannifignus also in the Netherlands there is a
need for translating collaborative planning expeees into the field of natural resources and
environmental management. In many educationaltiiet there is a curriculum develop-

ment under way to describe competencies in the Blddgda terminology. This is seen as an
opportunity to get collaborative planning educatiiomly based in the natural resources and
environmental management planning curriculum. ldeorto do this, international experi-

ences and exchange are very much needed. In mwvalagppment education there are inter-
esting experiments underway to engage studentaldang term interactive processes (e.g.
village development and empowerment) to make isibies to experience “doing the real

thing in collaborative planning”. A mentionable cept is the “Werkplaats Plattelands-

verniewing concept” (translatable into rural deywsl®nt workplace) in Annerveensche
kanaal in which students play a research and psoa#s in several local communities. It

must also be mentioned that there is a large nuwiberofessional trainers who offer short

training courses in the principles of collaborafplanning for adults.

The training programmes and materials availableight universities and universities for
professional education were studiedGermany. These training courses vary widely in
content and number of credit points. Courses spadllif focusing on collaborative natural
resources and environmental management planningagggesince most courses concentrate
on landscape or city spatial planning and ruralettggment. There is also a large training
supply for post graduate students mainly with ursiees, adult education centres and
“Heimvolkshochschulen” (see for instance http://wwegionale-prozesse-gestalten.de). The
most important gap is to have specialised trairdgogrses and material on collaborative
planning of natural resources management.
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In Ireland, the same situation applies: training in rural @legment processes, environ-

mental management, and even coastal developmehestexist in most universities. These

trainings are somewhat theoretical in nature aedetlis a need to develop special training
situations for the natural resources and envirortatenanagement field. There seems to be
a wide diversity in the use of collaborative plargias a field of knowledge since there is a
lot of debate on the theoretical background ofatmirative planning.

The training possibilities ifinland in collaborative planning in natural resources andi-
ronmental management institutes are modest butiggowlost universities and polytech-
nics provide training in communication, languagd amnagement skills, but not necessar-
ily aimed at the natural resources and environnhenégéagement practices. Tampere poly-
technic gives training in collaborative forestramhing. Landscape planners are trained in
collaborative planning by working for real cliersisd they get a lot of experience in serving
the customer with emphasis on presentation skills.

It can be generally concluded that there is plegityraining available at BSc., MSc. and
post-graduate levels. However most of this supplpased on material from other related
fields (sociology, environment, rural developmearty it would be useful to develop train-
ing in collaborative planning specifically aimedthe field of natural resources manage-
ment.

7. PRIORITY NEEDS FOR TRAINERS’ SUPPORT MATERIAL

The VETA and CSA country studies carried out inEBmd raCoP project demonstrate a gen-
eral need for training and a lack of teaching mal®ion collaborative planning. In the Table
2, the priority topics to be addressed in the C&Rae identified based on the conclusions
and recommendations of the VETA and CSA studieg. ddde letters in the table indicate
the country studies in which the topic or issuprisritised or recommended to be addressed
in the CoPack (at least 50 % of the respondenisatelmoderate or great need for training
or they are recommended in the conclusions oftiltys

C = The Czech Republic Ic = Ireland/Colllte (fdrgp
Ff = Finland/private and municipal forestry Itkeland/Tipperary Institute (land-use)
Fw = Finland/water resources management N = Thbddands
G = Germany S = The Slovak Republic
Table 2. Need for training and training material in collaborative planning
Collaborative methods and techniques | Core Skills Analysis | VET Assessment
Dissemination of information:
Letters to the public Ff, It F,G,C, S
Newspaper announcements It F,C,S
Newsletters Fw, It F,C,S
TV or radio programmes G, It F,C, S
Planning exhibitions and displays It F,C,S

Information collection and consultation

Questionnaire surveys Fw, It, C/S F,It,C, S
Interviews Ic, It F,.G It,N,C, S
Written comments and feedback from the public It CFS
Telephone hotlines - F,C, S
Regional offices (drop-in centres) It F,C,S
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More intensive interaction and negotiation

Site visits or field trips to the public Ff, It E, S

Public meetings, hearings, seminars, workshops IGut, C/S F,It,N,C, S
Working groups, “steering committees”, etc. Fw,ltc F, It, N, C,
Discussions facilitated by a neutral, professidaailita- G, lc, It F,It,N,C, S
tor

Negotiations between interest groups (without mezhya | G, Fw, Ic, It, C/S F,It,N,C, S
Mediated negotiations Fw, Ic, It, C/S F, It, N,&,
Participation of children (and other special grups It F,G,It,N,C,S
Computer-aided methods:

E-mail discussion groups It, C/S F,C,S
Interactive websites Fw, G, It, C/S F,G It N,C,S
Computer-supported decision-making methods Fwec@t,IC/S F,G, It,N,C, S
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) in visualising | Ff, Fw, G, Ic, It, N, C/S| F,It,N,C, S
planning information

Other methods:

Methods for comparing planning alternatives | FWNItC/S | F,G,It,N, CS

Other topics and skills of collaborative planning | Core Skills Analysis | VET Assessment

Knowledge of legal and institutional requirements:

Legal requirements for collaborative planning (CP) Ff, Fw, G, Ic, It, N F,G,It,N,C, S
Requirements, norms and guidelines of the planaing | Ff, Ic, It F It,C, S
ganisations for CP

Skills for preparing and initiating CP processes:

Assessing “costs and benefits” (pros and cons)Rof C Ff, Fw, Ic, It F,C,S
Preparing collaboration plans Fw, Ic, It, C/S FNiC, S
Establishing and preparing teams for CP Fw, Id\It, F,C,S
Analysis of actors/stakeholders Fw, Ic, It F, 11, S
Designing communication strategies Fw, Ic, It FItGN, C, S
Motivating the public in the initial stages of CP , B, Fw, Ic, It, C/S F It,C, S
Skills for managing CP:

Moderation/chairing of meetings G, Ff, Fw, Ic, It ,IEN,C, S
Group/Team working skills G, Ff, Fw, Ic, It, N E,N,C, S
Communications skills G, Ff, Fw, Ic, It, N F,G,N,C,S
Conflict mapping G, Ff, Fw, Ic, It, N F,It,N,C, S
Negotiation and conflict management skills G, i, e, It, N, C/S| F,It,N,C, S
Monitoring and evaluating CP Fw, Ic, It, C/S FNt,C, S
Documenting CP Ic, It F, It,C, S
Knowledge of theoretical issues:

Planning theories Fw, Ic, It G, It,N,C, S
Communication theories Ic, It F,N,C,S
Organisational theories It F,G It,C, S
Theories of democracy It It,N,C, S
Other theories - -

A few additional topics and issues are identifiedome of the studies. The most important

are the following:

Additional topics and issues

Core Skills Analysis

VET Assessment

Increase the teachers’, educators’ and plannegsatlv
understanding of the issues and concepts of CP

=

F,It,N,C, S
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Enhance the teachers’, educators’ and plannergrgen
interest in CP (“more information on the real béseff
collaborative planning; examples of successfulipipg-
tion, etc.”).

F,It,N,C, S

General advice on “how to teach collaborative piagh

Explanation of the key terms and concepts in non-
technical language

Interactive assessment of as-built maps, evaluatiaps
and planning maps

Pamphlets/brochures and information desks

Visualising of ideas, plans, concepts by assoaiatio
pictures, 3D-presentations

Interactive methods of project presentation

Tools for analysing objectives of forest owners

"o

Media co-operation in general

C/S

Avoidance of unrealistic expectations among théigiar
pants on their possibilities to influence the pland deci-
sions

F,It,N,C, S

Instructions for use of communication techniquea in
communication strategy

G,N,F, It

Use of simulated case studies in education

&N,

Use of real life case studies in education

F, SN

International exchange of information and expertise
through a website, workshops, seminars (with ceatiés
for teachers)

C

Exchange of experience on collaborative planniaghe
ing with professionals from other disciplines, éagsi-
ness, management, marketing, sociology, psychoketgy,

Based on the results and recommendations of theAV&ITd CSA studies and the CoPack
planning sessions held in the EnTraCoP partnering=etn Eberswalde (3-5 April 2006)
and Larenstein (26-28 June 2006), the following ponents and subjects are identified as

of a high priority in the CoPack:

1. Introduction to collaborative planning

» Basics of theories, concepts, terms and plann#rigseof collaborative planning

* Legal and institutional requirements for collabiv@&tplanning (relating to the s¢
lected focus sectors in each EnTraCoP partner ogunt

* Assessment of needs, pros and cons (“costs andite8nef collaborative planning

2. Designing collaborative planning curricula and progammes

» Designing basic, advanced and professional levelpedencies (examples of C

training curricula and recommended CoPack modualesdch level)

» Designing further training programmes (exampleglifferent training programme

and recommended CoPack modules)
» Examples of training approaches

» Analysis and development of personal collaborgpiamning skills among planners

3. Preparation and initiation of collaborative planning processes

» Preparation and coaching of planner teams for lootktive planning
* Preparation of collaboration plans, including:

« defining the objectives of collaboration
» defining the required extent of collaboration agentifying stakeholders

D
1
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» selecting appropriate methods and techniques faboration
e preparation of the work plan, budget, etc.
» Participation of special groups

* Informing, motivating and instructing participarits the initiation of collaborative
planning

4. Collaborative planning methods and techniques

» Planning exhibitions and displays

» Media co-operation, including TV, radio and newspap

» Conducting surveys with various techniques (e.gstjannaires and interviews)
» Personal communication skills and presentationriggcies

» Organising, moderating, and facilitating public tiregs

 Group working and creativity techniques: instrugtimmanaging and facilitating
working groups and utilising effective/creative gpoworking methods

» Organising site visits and field trips to the pabli

* Web-based collaborative planning methods (interactiebsites, chats, on-line fp-
rums, e-voting, etc.)

* Analysing and managing conflicts between interestigs (organising and facilitat
ing negotiations and mediating disputes)

5. Information management in collaborative planning

» Systematic methods for comparing planning alteveasti

» Computer-supported decision-making methods

* Geographic information systems (GIS) and maps lialcorative planning
» Documenting/reporting collaborative planning praessand results

6. Evaluation and utilisation of collaborative planning experiences

« Evaluation criteria and methods
* Dissemination of lessons learned

8. PLANS FOR THE COPACK

Based on the results of the studies and the plgmigetings of the EnTraCoP partners, the
following has been proposed for the Trainers’ suppwterial package, CoPack, to be pro-
duced:

The principal objective of the CoPack is to enhati@=development of vocational educa-
tion and training in collaborative planning of naiuresources and environmental manage-
ment. The main purpose of the CoPack is to imptbg&knowledge, skills and training tools
of natural resources and environmental planning @muathagement trainers by providing
them with:

* general advice and guidance for training on colatdee planning with a system-
atic framework;

* a set of practical support material which traineaa use in designing and imple-
menting training in important skills and methodsollaborative planning.
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The point of departure is that collaborative methoday constitute a coherent planning
process or they can be applied separately, depgrudirthe situation and the abilities and
needs of the planning organisations.

The CoPack is planned to be a web-based trainengpost material package, with
downloadable materials, to be published in the BEOP website and as a CD-ROM. It
may also be published in a hardcopy form (foldas),applicable. The material will be or-
ganised into user-friendly stand-alone units tlzat lbe flexibly adapted to training modules
of varying depth and length.

The support materials to be linked to each subyest consist of different types of materials
and components, as applicable, for example:

* Introduction to the subject (what is it, why isimiportant, subject aims/learning
objectives, learning outcomes and general desonf the support material)

» General advice and guidance for the design andeimghtation of training in each
subject (appropriate teaching/learning methodokdiene, facility, material and
equipment requirements, etc.)

* Presentation material (e.g. illustrative slide praation/s with photographs, dia-
grams, charts, etc.)

* Video clips

* Checklists and models (examples of materials thatlwe used in collaborative
planning)

» Teacher’s notes and materials for lectures, exescsmulation games, role plays,
etc.

* Handouts for students, such as exercise taskd, texts, articles, case studies,
best practice examples, lessons learned, etc.

* Material needed for evaluating the training (andleating the use of particular
collaborative methods/techniques, where applicable)

* Material for assessment (tests/examinations).

» References and/or links to relevant training casirfiterature, internet solutions,
software and other available materials.

A schematic presentation of the proposed struatitee CoPack is given in the Annex 1.

A few draft CoPack modules (Theories and conceptd, Group work) were demonstrated
and discussed in the EnTraCoP International Senmnidelsinki on 25-26 September 2006.
The draft CoPack will be tested in eight testingirses: three courses in Finland and one
course in each of the other project partner coemtThe test courses include three courses
for students in vocational degree education angl fiiwther training courses for professional
planners.

The CoPack will be prepared in English and traeslanto the other main languages of the
partner countries (Czech, Dutch, Finnish, Germath Sliovak) in order to ensure wide use-
fulness of the material.

The final version of the CoPack will be advertisedl disseminated in the EnTraCoP web-
site and six national dissemination seminars (oneaich partner country), through the ex-
tended national and international networks of thgeget partners and through the internet.
The CD-ROM versions and hardcopies will be sold girice which covers the copying

costs. In addition, articles will be written andomitted to relevant professional publica-
tions.
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ANNEX 1. PROPOSED STRUCTURE OF THE COPACK

COMPONENTS AND SUBJECTS

Introduction to

Designing CP

Preparation and

Collaborative

Information

Evaluation and

collaborative training curricula initiation of planning management in dissemination of
planning & programmes collaborative methods and collaborative experiences
planning techniques planning
Glossary Examples of basic, Preparation and Exhibitions and Methods for compar- Evaluation criteria
advanced and pro- coaching of the plan- displays ing alternatives and methods
Theories and fessional level com- ner team for CP
concepts petencies Surveys Computer-supported Disseminating

Planners’ ethics in CP

Legal and institutional
requirements for CP

Pros and cons of CP
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ANNEX 2. LITERATURE AND MATERIALS
Literature lists of the Czech and Slovak CSA:
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JANECKOVA, L., VASTIKOVA, M. 1999. Marketing n#st a obci Grada, Praha.
KUBES, J. 1996Planovani venkovskeé krajinihateska univerzitaCeské Budjovice.

KOLEKTIV. 1994.Krajinné planovani v Bmecku a moznosti vyuzitCeské republiceSbornik
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SYKORA, J. 1998Venkovsky prostor. 2. dil — Uzemni planovani vesaikrajiny CVUT, Praha.
TODL, L., HEXNER, M., NOVAK, J. 1985Urbanisticka kompozice CVUT, Praha.
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CHERRY, G.EInfluences on the Development of Town Planningritai®; in Contemporary his-
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WILDAWSKY, A. 1973.If Planning is Everything, Maybe it's NothinBolicy Sciences 4.

Some of the tips as suggested by the Czech VETA pesidents:

Materials produced by Partnership foundation Bnmé ather NGOs promoting collaborative plan-
ning (Wwww.nadacepartnerstvi.ca/ww.nadacevia.cy

Materials produced by Ecological Centre Tdwlcvir (www.toulcuvdvur.cy, which is organisa-
tion providing ecological education for pre-schobildren

Interesting website of Dr. JohanisoWdip://home.pf.jcu.cz/~nadiaj/soez-syl.p{gyllabus of a so-
cial economy course, and proceedings from Krtimpmsier school workshop)

References from the Dutch CSA:

Commisie Evaluatie Staatsbosbeheer (2008aruit op eigen benen, evaluatie van de
verzelfstandiging van Staatsbosbeheer 1998-2003;

Houtzagers M.R. (2004)nspraak, samenspraak... tegenspradk? Vakblad Natuur, Bos &
Landschap, december 2004.

Probos (2005)Kerngegevens Bos en Hout in Nederta@tichting Probos, Wageningen

Schulting R. & R.J.A.M. Wolf (2004); Enquéterestdta vooronderzoek Communicatie Project
Geintegreerd Bosbeheer; Eelerwoude Ingenieursbi&dalGoor.

Staatsbosbeheer (2008)fferte 2005;Staatsbosbeheer, Driebergen.
Staatsbosbeheer (200daarverslag Staatsbosbeheer 204iebergen

Internet references:

www.sbb.nl
www.natuurmonumenten.nl
www.grondbezit.nl
www.probos.nl

References from the Dutch VETA:

Books:
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Woerkum, C.M.J. van (1997): Communicatie en intéeae beleidsvorming. Bohn Stafleu Van
Loghum, Houten, 120 pp.
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Software aids:

MindMapping to make a good project start: e.g. waavamind.com

Negotiations around GIS based maps: Maptalk andTélale: many examples in Dutch, but trans-
latable in English MAPTALK™ is the geographic cerdnce software for interactive spatial plan-
ning, MAPTALK™ is developed by WISL and the CentéiGeo Information of Alterra. Info at
www.maptalk.nl or www.mapsup.nl

Versnellingskamer Translated into: Group Decisi@oR is a electronic conferencing environ-
ment to speed up any decision with very flexiblévgare to promote consensus on a all are equal
basis. Information at www.Grontmij.nl or http://wwiwynstragudde.nl/tg.htm?id=188
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ANNEX 3. QUESTIONNAIRE USED AS A BASIS FOR THE CSA SURVEYS

1. Basic information on the respondent and her/his organisation

1.1. Professionttitle:

1.2. Professional education (subject and degree):

1.3. Position in the organisation:

1.4. Professional field or sector of the organisation:

1.5. Type of organisation of the employer: [ ] Central government authority
[] Regional/provincial authority
[] Local government/municipal authority
[ ] Private company
] Non-governmental/citizen organisation

[] Other, please specify:

2. Characteristics of your work

2.1. Please, give a brief description of your work (responsibilities, tasks, key elements, role of natu-
ral resources and/or environmental planning in your work, etc.):

2.2. With regard to your work relating to natural resources and/or environmental planning, please,
indicate which of the following tasks have been or are likely to be a significant part of that work
(please, tick the appropriate check-boxes)?

[ ] Managing or supervising planning processes

[] Planning how public participation is organised in planning processes managed by your
organisation

[] Informing the public about the forthcoming planning processes or events

[ ] Informing the public about plans (being) prepared or implemented by your organisation

[] Collecting and receiving information and views from the public for plans (being) prepared
or implemented by your organisation

[ ] Facilitating public meetings (chairing, leading working groups, etc.)

[] Participating in discussions with the public in planning processes
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[] Facilitating negotiations or mediating conflicts between interest groups
[ ] Documenting/reporting processes and results of public participation

[ ] Evaluating collaborative planning

[] Developing collaborative planning practices for your organisation

[] Providing training for professionals or students in collaborative planning

[] Other tasks of collaborative planning, please specify:

3. Utilisation of collaborative planning methods/te chniques and related training
needs

Please, indicate to what extent you have used or are likely to use the following collaborative plan-
ning methods/techniques, and how you see your needs for training to use them (please, select the
appropriate options in the drop-down fields):

Collaborative methods/techniques Previous Future Training
use use needs

Letters to the public

Newspaper announcements

Newsletters

TV or radio programmes

Exhibitions in public places

Site visits or field trips with the public

Questionnaire surveys

Interviews

Inviting written comments from the public

Telephone hotlines

Regional offices (drop-in centres)

Public meetings, hearings, seminars, workshops

Working groups

Steering committees

Discussions facilitated by a neutral, professional facilitator

Negotiations between interest groups (without mediation)

Mediated negotiations

E-mail discussion groups

Interactive websites

Children’s participation in planning

Methods for systematic comparison of project alternatives

Computer-supported decision-making methods

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) in illustrating in-

formation on projects

Other methods/techniques, please specify:
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4. Your needs for training in other issues and skil Is of collaborative planning

Please, indicate to what extent you have needed or are likely to need skills relating to the following
issues and your needs for further training in those issues (please, select the appropriate options in
the drop-down fields):

Issues/skills Previous | Future Further
need for | need for | training
skills skills needs

Legal requirements for collaborative planning

Requirements, norms and guidelines of your organisation for
collaborative planning

Assessing “costs and benefits” (pros and cons) of collabora-
tive planning

Establishing and preparing your team for collaborative plan-
ning

Designing communication strategies

Analysis of actors in a communication strategy

Preparing plans for collaborative planning

Motivating the public in the initial stages of collaborative plan-
ning

Chairing of meetings

Group/Team working skills

Communications skills

Negotiation and conflict management skills

Identifying issues of disagreement (conflict mapping, etc.)
Monitoring and evaluating collaborative planning processes
Documenting collaborative planning processes and results
(progress, views of the public, choices made, agree-
ments/disagreements,...)

Planning theories (planning ideologies and approaches)
Communication theories

Organisational theories (organisational structures appropriate
for collaborative planning)

Theories of democracy (evolving ideas of democracy)

Other theories, please specify:

Other skills related to collaborative planning, ple ase
specify:

5. Challenges of collaborative planning

Please, give a brief description of the most important challenges you have faced in collaborative
planning:

6. Your previous training and providers of training on collaborative planning
Please, describe what kind of training related to collaborative planning has been provided to you or

your colleagues and by which organisations and service providers, including the possible internal
training unit of your organisation:
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ANNEX 4. QUESTIONS USED AS A BASIS FOR THE CSA INTE RVIEWS

A. The guiding and management principles that shoul d be used to progress the interview
process are:

1. At the start of the interview:

Provide some background information on the EnTraCoP project and the research / data
gathering context.

Ensure that the interviewee is comfortable with the interview and explain that anonymity
will be guaranteed. (The use of a tape recorder, if possible, will help with the analysis and
reduces the need for note taking.)

2. During the Interview:

Maintain focus (repeat questions ifiwhen necessary).

Avoid leading the interview by using collaborative planning type terminology.

Use the Why? What ? Where? When? How? & Tell me about... type questions.

3. At the end of interview ;

Allow interviewees to ask questions.

Provide some feedback where appropriate.

B. Initial question that might be asked:

- N......... , can you give me an example of a ‘collaborati  ve planning’ situation
that you were actively involved in and you felttha  t you managed the CP situa-
tion to a successful / unsuccessful outcome.

Rationale: This question is designed to open the formal interview while imposing the

minimum amount of guidance to the interviewee.

Typical questions that might be used to progress th e interview are:

- Can you tell me about the background to the CP situation, i.e. how did the situation
come about? (context, need and requirements for CP)

- Who were the main people involved in the situation (collaborative planning situation)?

- What exactly were you trying to achieve? What were your objectives for CP? (focus
on the task)

- How did you go about dealing with the CP situation / issue, for example, how did you
plan and prepare yourself and/or your team for the task; how did you interact with the
public; what kind of methods/techniques did you use in the interaction with the public?

- How did you document the process and results of the process?

- What kind of challenges did you face during the planning process in interacting with
the public and/or various authorities and experts? What was easy / difficult?
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Did you/your team evaluate the successfulness of the process? How?
Why do you think that there was a satisfactory / unsatisfactory outcome?

What factors do you feel were important (critical) to the successful or unsatisfactory
outcome to the CP situation?

If that CP situation were to arise again, what would you do differently or how would
you approach it now?

At the end of the interview you might also ask the interviewee:

Based on your experiences, what do you think are the most important competencies
(skills, knowledge and attitudes) that are required for good collaborative planning?
(The purpose of this question is to gather some themes / topics that might be also in-
cluded in any training / education syllabus.)

How do you see the need/role for further training in achieving good collaborative
planning?

What kind of training related to collaborative planning has been provided to you or
your colleagues and by which organisations and service providers, including the pos-
sible internal training unit of your organisation?
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ANNEX 5. QUESTIONNAIRE USED AS A BASIS FOR THE VETA SUR-
VEYS

1. Basic information on the respondent and her/his organisation

1.1. Professiont/title:

1.2. Professional education (subject and degree):

1.3. Position in the organisation:

1.4. Professional field or sector of the organisation:

1.5. Type of educational organisation: [] Vocational courses (hands-on training)
[ Intermediate level education
[] BSc. level education
[] MSc. Level education
[] Adult education (part time degree courses)
[] Professional training courses/ specialized training

[] Other, please specify:

2. The role of collaborative planning in your educa  tional work

2.1. Please, give a brief description of your work (responsibilities, tasks, key elements, role of natural re-
sources and/or environmental planning in your work, etc.):

2.2. With regard to your work in education or training on collaborative planning relating to natural resources
and/or environmental planning, please, indicate which of the following subjects have been or are likely to be
a significant part of future work for students?

] Managing or supervising planning processes

Planning how public participation is organised in planning processes managed by your
organisation

Informing the public about the forthcoming planning processes or events
Informing the public about plans (being) prepared or implemented by your organisation

Collecting and receiving information and views from the public for plans (being) prepared
or implemented by your organisation

Facilitating public meetings (chairing, leading working groups, etc.)
Participating in discussions with the public in planning processes
Facilitating negotiations or mediating conflicts between interest groups
Documenting/reporting processes and results of public participation

Evaluating collaborative planning

Odogood ooogo d

Developing collaborative planning practices for your organisation
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] Providing training for professionals or students in collaborative planning

] Other tasks of collaborative planning, please specify:

3. Education and training on collaborative planning methods/techniques

Please, indicate if you are currently teaching in or are likely to use in the future the following collaborative
methods/ techniques/theories in education, and how you see your needs for training yourself in collaborative
planning methods/techniques:

|

Theories/Methods/Techiques 'eaching Teaching Training need

currently in the future | for yourself

Education on the basic principles / theories on
interactive planning

Education on the basic principles / theories on
communication

Instructions for communication strategy design
Instructions for the analysis of actors in a commu-
nication strategy

Instructions for use of communication techniques
in a communication strategy

Instructions chairing a meeting

Instructions for public meetings, hearings, semi-
nars, workshops

Instructions for letters to the public

Instructions for newspaper announcements
Instructions for newsletters

Instructions for TV or radio programmes
Instructions for exhibitions in public places
Instructions for site visits or field trips with the
public

Instructions for questionnaire surveys
Instructions for interviews

Instructions for inviting written comments from the
public

Instructions for setting up telephone hotlines
Instructions for organisation and management of
regional offices (drop-in centres)

Instructions for public meetings, hearings, semi-
nars, workshops

Instructions for the use of working groups
Instructions for the use of steering committees
Instructions for the use of discussions facilitated
by a neutral, professional facilitator

Instructions for the use of negotiations between
interest groups (without mediation)

Instructions for the use of mediated negotiations
Instructions for the use of e-mail discussion
groups

Instructions for the use of interactive websites
Instructions for the use of children’s participation
in planning

Instructions for methods for systematic compari-
son of project alternatives

Instructions for the use of computer-supported
decision-making methods

Instructions for the use of Geographic Information
Systems (GIS) in illustrating information on pro-
jects

Use of simulated case studies in education:
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Use of real life case studies in education:

Instructions on monitoring interactive processes

Other methods/techniques, please specify:

4. Your needs for training in other skills of colla borative planning

Please, indicate your needs for further training in the following issues:

Issues Training need

Legal requirements for collaborative planning

Requirements, norms and guidelines of professional organisations for collabora-
tive planning

Assessing “costs and benefits” (pros and cons) of collaborative planning

Establishing and preparing teams for collaborative planning

Preparing plans for collaborative planning

Motivating the public in the initial stages of collaborative planning

Group (team) working skills

Communications skills

Negotiation and conflict management skills

Identifying issues of disagreement (conflict mapping, etc.)

Monitoring and evaluating collaborative planning processes

Documenting collaborative planning processes and results (progress, views of the
public, choices made, agreements/disagreements,...)

Planning theories (planning ideologies and approaches)

Organisational theories (organisational structures appropriate for collaborative
planning)

Theories of democracy (evolving ideas of democracy)

Other theories, please specify:

Other skills related to collaborative planning, ple ase specify:

5. Challenges of collaborative planning

Please, give a brief description of the most important challenges you have faced in collaborative planning
education and training:

6. Providers of education and training on collabora tive planning

Please, identify (potential) organisers/providers of training on collaborative planning most suitable for your
needs:
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ANNEX 6. QUESTIONS USED AS A BASIS FOR THE VETA INT ERVIEWS

B  Question Answer (qualitative and quantitative an-
swers are both welcome)

(=Y

Name and address of educator and in-

stitution

Estimated number of students in NREP

Educational level

NREP-fields covered

What educational philosophy is used in

the class room (teacher-centred educa-

tion, teacher as facilitator,, coach and

assessor)

6 Courses identified, dealing with collabo-
rative planning you are participating in

7 Components of collaborative planning
components addressed in lessons (e.qg.

Education in values and interests of
various stakeholders by means of multi-
professional team work of experts, inter-
agency co-operation, public participa-
tion, and settlement of controversies
(concerning e.g. land-use alternatives)
through negotiation and mediation) (See
list Web-questionnaire)

8 Qualification system present and trans-  (if possible describe collaborative planning com-
lation into curriculum ponents in terms of knowledge, attitude and

skills)

9 Competencies system present and (if possible describe collaborative planning com-
translation into curriculum (See example ponents in terms of knowledge, attitude and
in Annex 6) skills)

10  Estimated time spent on collaborative
planning in total of curriculum

11 Identifiable lesson plans, case studies,
teaching aids on collaborative planning
used

12  Contacts of interviewee with profes-

sional field

ab~hwiN

13 General remarks of interviewee

14  General impression of interviewer on
education offered
15 Estimation of collaborative planning » well addressed in curriculum,
quality: “Is there a gap?” « medium addressed in curriculum,
« not addressed in curriculum
16  Estimation of potential interest in En-
TraCop seminars and findings and will-
ingness to adopt EnTraCop results in
curriculum
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