


2Brainstorm possibilities and opportunities 
to explore options: Technology-wise, this step 
is similar to the first one. The speed gained through 

simultaneous input and the anonymity encourage creative 
suggestions. Facilitated oral discussion of the brainstorming 
results works to clarify ideas and eliminate redundancy. (This is like 
using markers and flip charts — except much faster, with a better 
format and legibility, and an editable record.) Either individually 
or through facilitated group discussion, the possibilities can be 
sorted to form options.  

3Establish mutually-agreed upon standards 
to assess the options: Participants propose 
standards and individually indicate the extent of their 

agreement with each proposal. The software quickly calculates 
the group results and presents statistical information. Areas of 
disagreement are discussed and resolved. Participants then rate 
each option against each standard and immediately see numerical 
and graphical results on screen.  

4Achieve consensus:  In the assessment of options, 
degree of consensus on the ratings is calculated and 
highlighted. Options are sorted by score so that the “best” 

options top the charts and the parties can clearly see the options 
around which they can build consensus. Reasons for disagreement 
among the participants are probed through anonymous input as 
well as group discussion. Key problems are identified. Revised 
proposals are suggested and assessed. The cycle can be repeated 
quickly and efficiently until true consensus is reached.

Why this approach is successful
a	Because input is anonymous, ideas are 

judged on their own merit rather than being 
identified with particular parties and their 
known positions.  

a	Disagreements and critical remarks focus 
on content, not personalities. 

a	The intermingling of responses promotes 
understanding, identifies key interests, and 
makes the similarity of interests among the 
parties apparent.  

a	Simultaneous input by all participants 
generates a large number of options/
solutions that can be considered, while the 
polling function of the technology makes it 
quick and easy to reduce those options to 
the ones most favored by the whole group.  

a	The whole process is speeded up, getting 
to resolution sooner and using less time in 
meetings.  

a	The simultaneous input and individual 
voting empowers participants and gives all 
of them a greater sense of satisfaction with 
and ownership of the result.   

a	By reinforcing the focus of the process on 
issues rather than on parties, collaborative 
meeting technology has a positive effect on 
the ongoing relationships of the parties.

Can you afford to let decision making processes go unmanaged? 
For smaller groups and issues you may only need a skilled neutral 
facilitator for a couple of meetings; however, for complex issues 
with multiple interests collaborative meeting technology will 
produce better results in less time. n

Ellen Kandell, Esq. is President of Alternative Resolutions, www.
alternativeresolutions.net and is a facilitator, arbitrator and 
certified mediator. 
 
Pat Esslinger  www.patesslinger.com is a  facilitator who specializes 
in using collaborative meeting technology with government groups.
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