Capacity Gap Workshop Post-meeting Survey Report
15 responses to survey from 34 workshop participants. Goal to continue the conversation and
provide meaningful follow-up summaries from the workshop.

Q1 - How beneficial was the workshop to you and your
organization/agency when thinking about capacity? - Selected Choice

Not at all beneficial | 0
Sighty benefcil I -
Moderately bencrical I
Very beneficial | — 5
Extremely beneficial || INEGEGEGENRNGEG 1

@ Choice Count

Q1 - Optional Comments:

| hadn't realized there were so many organizations supporting grazing land. It was eye opening.

Very little was fully new information, but good to get confirmation that most are needing similar things as far as
capacity.

This was helpful for me to learn about the collective understanding of capacity, the criteria for evaluating it, and
some current evaluation of gaps and bottlenecks. But, | don't think it impacts our organization's capacity
trajectory, and it wasn't clear exactly that any new positions or revised approaches to conservation spending
would help address gaps/bottlenecks.

Q2 - How beneficial was the workshop to you and your
organization/agency when thinking about monitoring and reporting? -
Selected Choice

Not at all beneficial [ INERGKGEEEEGEEE 1
Sightly beneficial |
Moderately beneficial | ——
Veery beneficial | — 4

Extremely beneficial [ NGNRNRNINGIGT]T

@ Choice Count

Q2 - Optional Comments:

The concept is interesting but there is a substantial workload associated with the proposal that would make it a
challenge to participate in given the existing amount of mandatory reporting and monitoring required of us.



Q3 - How important is it to follow-up the workshop and collaboratively
build a strategic framework to address capacity gaps and bottlenecks
across central and eastern Montana? - Selected Choice

Not at all important |0
Slightty important | — 5
Moderately important || NRNEREEGEGEGEEEE 2
Very important | —
Extremely important | — 4

@ Choice Count

Q3 - Optional Comments:

It will be important to follow up to keep momentum going! Excited to be a part of this effort

Very important now as we are in a real-time crisis of fewer federal employees. It is important to be collaborative to
cover current shortfalls in capacity.

It might be enough to just plan to meet and discuss once a year - to share where everyone is and let it be a more
organic process of working together to fill in the holes and to identify new needs.

Something as structured as building a strategic framework doesn't seem especially necessary to me - it seems
like more time spent building the framework that could be spent communicating with eachother instead.

It wasn't clear what we were being asked to do, or to be a part of. It will be imperative for this conversation to
have follow-up discussions that are properly framed and facilitated. This was a challenging, and wide-ranging
discussion that touched on sensitivities around fundraising and programmatic ownership, existential
considerations for most organizations. | also think there was an assumption that some gaps/bottlenecks
necessitated a group approach when it seemed like several groups identified bottlenecks that they either are or
could be addressing themselves. So - that conversation needs a lot of refinement and iteration.



Q4 - Workshop participants identified some potential next steps for
collaborative capacity building and support. Please rank the urgency of
each of these actions within the next 12-18 months:

Field Not Somewhat Moderately Very Extremely
urgent urgent urgent urgent urgent
1. Dev<.alop clear goals and objectives that lead 0 3 4 8 0
to tangible results
2. Develop a Business Plan that includes a 4 5 6 3 0
budget and coordination details
3. Clarification of how a capacity-building
network could complement the MT Grasslands 0 2 8 3 2
Partnership
4. Maintain communication 0 0 4 10 1
5. Celebrate accomplishments and transfer
. P 2 6 4 3 0
learning
6. Practice creative collaboration and step
. o . 0 3 3 7 2
outside of organizational silos
7. Assess community readiness in targeted
. i 0 5 2 5 3
rural and tribal communities
8. Invite missing participants into the
Vi .| ing particip i 0 1 4 4 5
conversation
9. Develop a menu of grassland resources 3 2 4 4 2

Q4 - Optional comments:

Since it seems like no one has existing capacity and there are fewer funds to create capacity, we need to move
forward in a way that is incredibly efficient and doesn't fall to just one organization.

Menu of resources already exists in Conservation Menu; community readiness is also generally being assessed
by most individual partners; business plan would be urgent but presumes a collaborative framework has been
ID'd



Q4 Ranking: Point assigned to each level of urgency (0 to 4) then multiplied the response count by point value for each category.

Not Somewhat |Moderately [Very Extremely

Urgent Urgent Urgent Urgent Urgent Ranking
8. Invite missing participants into the conversation 1 4 4 45
4. Maintain communication 0 4 10 42
6. Practice creative collaboration and step outside of
organizational silos 3 3 7 38
7. Assess community readiness in targeted rural and
tribal communities 5 2 5 36
3. Clarification of how a capacity-building network
could complement the MT Grasslands Partnership 2 8 3 35
1. Develop clear goals and objectives that leadto
tangible results 4 8 35
9. Develop a menu of grassland resources 4 4 30
5. Celebrate accomplishments and transfer learning 6 4 3 23
2. Develop a Business Plan that includes a budget and
coordination details 2 6 3 23




Q5 - Which of the following opportunities should be prioritized for
collective investment to nurture and grow capacity and enhance
conservation impact across central and eastern Montana? Select all that
apply. - Selected Choice

St aining and e |

programs

Dedicated coordnator o convene | ©

and catalyze conversations (e.g., ...

Pooled funding to add/maintain _ 3
staff
Ao forum to continue 1o address | ©

federal workforce gaps and ...

@ Choice Count

Q6 - Which of the following are the greatest barriers to a connected
partnership network in central and eastern Montana? Select all that

apply. - Selected Choice

Limited access to funding | IEEE—" 7
Organzational Sllos Do e | ©

cooperation

Differing organizational missions [ NNGRNIIEGEGEE 3
Lack of trust among conservation D

organizations/agencies

Lack of trust between landowners _ 3

and conservation ...

Lack of a statewide comveri | ©

coordinator

other barriers: || I NGTNGEG 2
Redundant with other networks | — s

@ Choice Count

Q6 - Other barriers:

Lack of time for existing staff to do more coordination with partners in the manner described.

turnover and massive geography



Q7 - How do you envision this effort being used by your
agency/organization?
Coordination of efforts and improving information to producers. Having a one-stop shop for producers.
This effort provides the venue and opportunities to identify projects with partners that could be funded by TCF.
It will be key to continuing and expanding WWF partnerships across Montana
Use some of the knowledge and ideas suggested to improve staff training and coordination with partners

This will help us to see where we fit in the broader effort of collaborative conservation in Montana. It will help us to
not be redundant with partners and to identify our niche and to strengthen that.

As a meeting place to have an equal voice about grasslands conservation and capacity needs/efforts, and to
collect/contribute thoughts and ideas among peers.

Strategic decision-making that will support the advancement of collective goals.
on the ground efforts should roll up when ever possible.

This effort feels somewhat duplicative of the existing RRN. | would encourage the group to become involved with
existing networks before creating another system, which will need to be maintained. Networks are only successful
if key players are engaged and involved. | worry that with too many networking opportunities the usefulness of
each diminishes our plates are already full, and our capacity is already spread thin. What specific value could a
new network offer partners that an existing network is not already providing?

Q8 - What other feedback do you have for the workshop organizers?

well organized. great facilitator.

Continue the communication and provide opportunities for partners to highlight tangible results. Look back at how
partners rallied around a statewide effort to conserve wetlands in 1990’s (ie., Montana Wetland Council... annual
meeting/tour, etc).

Well organized and thank you for all of the data that was analyzed and interpreted!

This effort needs most urgently to define itself and draw distinctions among other networks/efforts/processes. E.g.
- as was mentioned, peer networks exist, capacity discussions already happen, collaborative fundraising has
been occurring. If this is meant to try and gauge interest in adopting a "MT Grasslands Initiative" model similar to
SDGI, that should be clearly stated and evaluated by partners. At that point - partners can draw comparisons
between what is being proposed (e.g. the gap filling processes) and what is already happening.

Engage with Agency parnters to ensure they have an opportunity to stay engaged with this network--NRCS, FSA,
and MT Dept of Ag



The workshop as a whole felt a bit disorganized. | don’t feel that the true purpose or mission behind the meeting
was made clear to me. In order for my organization to commit time and resources to a new network, | want to feel
secure in both pursuit of partnerships and pursuit of collaboration. At this time, | am not entirely sure that a new
network is the answer, nor do | think we have considered all of our options when it comes to cross collaboration
and interagency support.
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