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From Vision to Reality:
Effective Planning by the Governing Board

Kurt Jenne

Most commissioners, mayors, and council members
could describe quickly and clearly what they

would like to see their governing boards achieve by the

time they left office. Yet, based on past experience, many
of those same officials will leave office disappointed and
frustrated that they could not accomplish what they had

hoped for. Some will be disappointed because they could
not overcome active opposition to their own ideas; but
many more will feel powerless because they and their fel-

low board members worked long and hard without realiz-
ing even the goals they all agreed on.

Good intentions will not guarantee good results. The

challenge for an elected board, like any other corporate
body, is to create a shared vision and to translate it into re-
ality by some kind of focused, organized action. The most

effective organizations define the results they seek, develop
plans to accomplish them, and then tailor their everyday
actions and decisions to be consistent with those plans.
Those that do not, find themselves captivated by current

events, unable to separate important business from busi-
ness that is just urgent, and unable to gain the initiative so
essential to achieving what they want for the future.

The purpose of this article is to describe a planning
process that might help the governing board, in partner-
ship with the manager and staff, to achieve the results it

wants. It includes some of the things a board might do to
make each step of the process work and reviews the roles
that elected officials and administrators might assume in

various stages of the process. This planning process will
not guarantee good results either; but if it is woven into a
fabric of competent administration, teamwork, and com-

munication among elected officials, manager, and staff, it
could help the governing board to take actions that sup-
port its most important purposes.

A Planning Process

Planning is a process for making decisions now about
what to do in the future. In order to do that, an organiza-
tion has to see two futures: the one that the organization

would like to occur, and the one that would occur if the
organization simply allowed events to take their natural
course. If those two futures are different, then the orga-

nization has to decide what it should do to realize the fu-

ture that it wants, and then it must take the necessary
action to make that happen. A process to accomplish this
has six basic steps:

(1) Creating a vision: This includes articulating fundamen-
tal beliefs about the mission of local government—what

it should be and what it should do—and using them to
form a picture of the community’s ideal future.

(2) Agreeing on key issues: This includes deciding on which

issues are critical to realizing the vision and what spe-
cific goals will help to realize it.

(3) Developing program strategies: This consists of deciding

what kinds of things the city or county should do to
achieve its goals most effectively. These general strat-
egies might depend on participation by institutions

outside of city or county government.
(4) Developing budgets: This involves deciding how much

can be done each year and how resources should be
allocated among all of the functions of government,

including those activities that are important parts of
program strategies.

(5) Implementing: This consists of organizing, scheduling,

and carrying out budgeted activities completely, on
time, and within budget.

(6) Evaluating: This includes determining whether imple-

mentation is moving the city or county toward the
board’s vision and, if not, whether changes should be
made in what is being done.

Putting the Process into Practice

A board can use this six-step planning process to define
and carry out a long-range agenda for the community.

Although shortcuts are sometimes practical or necessary,
the board is more likely to be effective in turning its vision
into reality if it goes through all six steps in some form.

Creating a vision

The power of an idea is tremendous. Ideas are what
drive members of the board to seek election and to serve
long, hard hours throughout their terms in office. But the

governing board does its work as a corporate body, so the
ideas that each member brings to his or her service on the
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board will be most effective when they are shared by other

members. It is human nature for each member to act and
vote according to his or her beliefs and vision for the com-
munity. For example, if a member of the board believes

that trees and natural beauty are more valuable than the
convenience of getting around easily by automobile and
envisions a town with lush greenery, he or she would prob-

ably tend to vote against street widenings in town. If the
governing body knows which beliefs and parts of a vision
members hold in common, it can determine what kind of

initiatives are likely to have the support of the full board.
If it knows which individual beliefs and parts of the vision
are in conflict, it can work to resolve them, or it can at least

use them to understand the rationale behind individual
members’ positions when they conflict.

Thus the first step of the planning process is to under-

stand the beliefs that will drive the actions of individual
board members and to see if the board has some common
vision for the future. Beliefs are expressions of what mem-

bers expect the future to hold (“I believe there will always
be recurring energy shortages”), their values (“I believe that
open space and greenery is an essential, not an amenity”),

and their assumptions about the present (“I believe that
citizens are willing to pay the cost of having a pleasing
environment beyond their own neighborhoods”). Each

member’s vision describes the ideal community in his or
her eyes and is determined largely by beliefs (“I would like
to see compact, energy-efficient urban centers surrounded

by expanses of undisturbed countryside preserved perma-
nently for public enjoyment”). A system of common beliefs
and corporate vision can provide a beacon on which the

board can orient its plans and actions. It can also provide
a set of reference points against which the board can mea-
sure the effectiveness and the consistency of what it does.

It is very tempting to omit this first step. By the time
members reach office, they often have already translated
their own personal beliefs and vision into specific positions

(such as widening certain roads) that they are prepared to
promote or to which they have already committed them-
selves publicly. Also some people are uncomfortable shar-

ing their fundamental beliefs in a give-and-take discussion,
and some become frustrated over the time and hard work
required to articulate and sharpen beliefs and visions so

that they are clear to others on the board. Despite these
difficulties, if the governing board can establish a common
set of beliefs and a vision of what it wants to achieve, the

rest of its work can become easier because the board can
be clearer and more focused in its day-to-day discussions
of how to achieve the results it seeks.

This first step of the planning process is often conducted
in a retreat setting with the manager and a skilled facilita-
tor.1 Two days in a retreat setting is probably needed to

develop and discuss thoroughly the basic beliefs and visions
represented on the board. Certainly many governing boards

take less time to do this—many devote as little as a half day.

These abbreviated discussions are valuable, but usually
they do not permit full exploration of everyone’s ideas.
Regardless of the amount of time spent, many boards have

found it useful to publish what they agree on at this stage,
both for their own use and to publicize it as an important
foundation of the board’s future work.

Agreeing on key issues

Once the board has clarified the underlying beliefs and
vision that will motivate it in its work, it is in a position to
examine the current situation of the community. The

purpose of this step is to choose the several issues that are
most critical to realizing the board’s vision for the com-
munity’s future and on which the board might focus its

energy and resources. For example, to realize a vision of
a county with great expanses of undisturbed countryside
in a rapidly-developing area like the Research Triangle,

control of rural land conversion would be a critical issue.
The board might start this step by “scanning” aspects of

the environment, such as the economy, housing, transpor-

tation, education, quality of life, and the city’s or the
county’s long-range fiscal prospects. In each case it might
look at local, state, and national trends that would affect the

community in the future. For example, a falling elementary
school population in a county over the last three years
might suggest lower capital requirements to maintain excel-

lence in education; but if nationwide a population bulge
were moving through the pre-school ages, school facilities’
needs might soon emerge as a critical issue.

The key to effective scanning is to gather enough in-
formation to decide whether an issue is important, but to
gather no more than is needed to do that. There is usu-

ally a wealth of data that have been collected over time by
the city or county, by businesses, and by other governmen-
tal agencies at the regional, state, and national levels. The

board only needs to know enough about an issue to decide
whether it will upset the board’s fundamental vision for
the community if events are allowed to take their own

course. Exhaustive and detailed data seldom are needed
to do that. In fact, too much information can cloud issues
rather than clarify them. It is more helpful to distill infor-

mation as much as possible in order to highlight issues and
to provide sharp focus for discussion and debate. At this
stage trends, not details, are important to the board.

If an issue appears to be important, the board should
also consider what the city’s or the county’s capacity is to
do something about it. It should consider legal opportuni-

ties and constraints and the capacity of existing govern-
mental staffs and other resources to provide the quantity
and quality of work that might be necessary. For example,

if explosive growth is threatening the vision of remaining
a friendly, small town and the town has no full-time staff
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recovery and recycling, total recycling, and contract

landfilling in other counties, or even in other states. The
more creative and uninhibited the board can be, the more
possibilities it will be likely to consider. Welcoming unusual

ideas can help to keep the ideas flowing freely. It is also
helpful if the board defers any debate or even reaction to an
idea until the board is satisfied that it has thought of every-

thing possible. The aim here is to generate as many alterna-
tive ways of achieving the goal as anyone can think of and
to avoid cutting off or even discounting serious consider-

ation of any alternative until all of them can be evaluated
together.

If the board can develop alternative strategies for a given

goal, the list of beliefs that it articulated earlier pays a hand-
some dividend: the beliefs and vision provide important
criteria by which the board can evaluate each alternative.

For example, all of the alternatives listed above might
achieve the goal of providing additional solid waste disposal
capacity three years hence, so the board must use other

criteria to decide which method would be best. To use an
earlier example, if the board evaluated alternative methods
of disposal on the basis of a common belief that there would

be recurring energy crises and a goal of minimizing the
county’s vulnerability, it might lean toward steam genera-
tion. The board will invariably apply other criteria as well.

These include political feasibility, legal feasibility, adminis-
trative simplicity, total cost, timing of costs, and others.

The board needs one more thing before it can evalu-

ate alternative strategies. It must decide which criteria are
most important. Otherwise, toting up pluses and minuses
might not help to make a decision. For example, if a new

landfill were administratively simple but politically damag-
ing, and if out-of-state landfilling were administratively
complex but politically desirable, each strategy would have

one positive and one negative feature. The choice would
not be clear unless members agreed that one of the crite-
ria were more important than the other. If political

approval by citizens were more important than adminis-
trative simplicity, then the choice would be clear. The rela-
tive importance of criteria should be reviewed for each

strategy choice because they might vary according to the
issue. For example, financial risk might be the most impor-
tant consideration on an issue that holds the possibility of

fiscal problems, whereas political acceptability might be
most important on an issue on which people hold strong
feelings but where there is little financial consequence.

The informal work session is a suitable setting to devel-
oping program strategies. The board might anticipate
holding more than one session unless the issues and op-

tions are very simple. There might need to be one or more
exchanges between board and staff concerning ideas,
analyses, alternatives, and decisions, and the time between

work sessions could be used to collect and prepare infor-
mation, analyze, and digest presentations to the board.

to manage development, it might either have to commit

to building up its staff or abandon that part of its vision.
A board usually finds that almost every issue it exam-

ines is compelling in some way, but unless it resolves to

concentrate its efforts on a few issues, it is likely to dissi-
pate energy and resources, possibly without making a
discernable difference anywhere. Achieving visible results

in a few important areas can benefit the community far
more than working on many desirable things or address-
ing many issues without much concrete effect.

The board can decide what it needs to accomplish for
each critical issue and set some specific goals. This is not a
repeat of the first step; the initial vision the board develops

is very long-range, general, and not necessarily realistic. In
this step the board sets realistic goals in each critical area
against which progress can be measured. The City of Wil-

mington calls these goals “breakthrough objectives”—objec-
tives that resolve issues or problems that prevent the city
from achieving its vision. For example, if part of a board’s

vision for a rapidly growing city were to accommodate citi-
zens of all income levels, and if accelerating real estate
prices made housing harder to obtain for all but the afflu-

ent, then affordable housing would be a critical issue, and
the board might establish a goal to increase the supply of
decent, affordable rental housing for low- and moderate-

income persons by a certain amount in the next few years.

Developing program strategies

Once the board has chosen critical issues and estab-
lished working goals for them, it is in a position to think

about how the goals might be achieved. It does this by
devising strategies—coherent combinations of programs
and actions that together might bring about a desired re-

sult. The board does not necessarily have to design entirely
new strategies; many of the operating programs already in
place might be used to reach its goals. If so, the board

might modify or put new emphasis on existing programs
instead of creating new ones out of whole cloth. For ex-
ample, a city might examine how it could use its existing

public housing authority, its Community Development
Block Grant Program, and current development code
incentives to help to achieve the housing goal above. Nev-

ertheless, the board should approach the task of develop-
ing strategies with open minds. This can be hard when
there are already programs in place to deal with a critical

goal because an idea that immediately comes to mind is
simply to step up current efforts—expand capacity or hire
more staff—instead of seeking the best solution available.

Before the board locks itself into an existing strategy, it
might try brainstorming to see how many alternatives it
could think of, including ones that sound impractical. In the

case of the landfill replacement, it might think of simple
incineration, incineration with steam generation, partial
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year and sees the second and subsequent years again when

it reviews the next year’s budget.3

Implementing

Once the governing board has approved the operating
budget and capital improvement program, the administra-

tion will assume significant responsibility for implementa-
tion. However, there will be specific activities that the
board itself will have to accomplish to exert leadership and

to maintain community support for its strategies.
Soon after adopting the budget, the board can review

the tasks it will have to complete and schedule them, work-

ing backward from deadlines. For example, if the board
has approved a major capital improvement initiative about
which it wants to educate the public before a referendum

in the fall, it would start with the election date and work
backward to decide when members should be making pre-
sentations, when special events should be held, when

material has to be prepared, and when the board will have
to take the actions required by the General Statutes to
hold the election.

During the year the elected board is deluged by many
demands on its time and energy to deal with items that are
unrelated to the achievement of its major goals. If it com-

mits the important items to its calendar first, then the ad
hoc items can be arranged as time allows. If it does not
schedule important activities far in advance, then the ad

hoc activities can drive its schedule, and the important
items might be delayed or, worse, might not be done at all.

Evaluation

Evaluation is important to obtain the best results from

any endeavor. To evaluate properly, the board needs to
know what results to expect at various stages of its plan,
from the beginning of implementation to the end of the

planning horizon when it hopes to see something in the
community change because of its efforts. Then it can be
vigilant to see that those results come about. Just as the

board developed its plan at three levels—goals, strategies,
and budgeted activities—so can it evaluate progress at all
three levels.

The easiest and most concrete level of evaluation is to
monitor progress on budgeted activities to see that they
are being carried out as expected by the persons and de-

partments who are responsible for them—for example,
whether revised development ordinances were recom-
mended, approved, and put in place on time by the plan-

ning department. Many boards review progress on
budgeted activities with the manager every ninety days.

At the next level the board can evaluate whether the

combinations of budgeted activities are working together

Developing budgets

Every city council and board of county commissioners
in North Carolina already prepares a budget every year.

Ifthe governing board completes the first three steps of the
planning process as described above, it has defined the
areas where it might concentrate its attention most pro-

ductively in its review of the budget: the program strate-
gies designed to achieve the goals it has set for dealing with
the critical issues. For example, if a city wanted to increase

the presence of patrol officers (strategy) to make its down-
town more inviting after dark (goal) to citizens who cur-
rently fear for their safety (critical issue) and eventually

restore vitality to the city center (vision), then an unusu-
ally careful examination of the police budget might be one
of the most effective uses of the time that the board had

to spend reviewing the budget.
The board faces a hard decision in the budgeting step:

can the resources be provided to do what is necessary to

achieve the goals? It is helpful for the board to give guid-
ance to the manager before the administration begins its
preparation of a proposed budget. The manager should

give the board as clear a financial projection as possible,
including alternative sources and levels of revenue. In
turn, it helps the administration to prepare a reasonable

budget recommendation if the board can say which pro-
gram strategies seem to be feasible and under what con-
ditions. If they are not feasible under current revenue

projections, then two other options can be considered:
proportionate reductions in other programs and revenue
enhancement from tax increases or other sources.

Many of the board’s program strategies might involve
more than one department. If so, it is helpful for the ad-
ministration to construct the proposed budget so that it

shows who has responsibility for various components of
each strategy and how all of the departmental components
fit together. The program budget format now used by

many cities and counties is well suited to clarifying the
relationship between program strategies and departmen-
tal allocations.2 Projects from the capital improvement

program might also be part of program strategies.
Most of the board’s program strategies will probably

involve more than one year’s effort to achieve the desired

goals. Consequently, some local governments have experi-
mented with multiyear budgets so that budgeted activities
can be considered in a form more realistic than a twelve-

month slice spanning just the upcoming fiscal year. This
approach can be particularly useful for examining new
programs where small start-up costs in the initial year of

the program might blossom into much larger financial
commitments in later years. Multiyear budgets can be
handled like capital improvement programs, in which the

board, after review of the whole package, adopts the first
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as well-coordinated, well-managed components of impor-

tant program strategies—for example, whether open-space
ordinances and open-space acquisition together have in-
creased the amount of open space actually usuable. This

level of performance is usually harder to evaluate clearly.
However, it might be done annually before the next bud-
get cycle and might be considered in the board’s annual

evaluation of the manager’s performance.
Finally, the board can seek data and information to indi-

cate whether the programs and strategies are having the

desired effect in the community—for example, whether
revised development ordinances, active land acquisition by
the county, and other measures have actually made the vi-

sion of undeveloped countryside a reality in the county.
This is the hardest level of achievement to evaluate, but it
is the ultimate test of success. One of the reasons it is harder

to evaluate is that the end results probably only become
evident over many years. For example, a set of programs
aimed at improving rural housing conditions or moving traf-

fic capacity ahead of growing demands might take years or
more to get started and several more years to have any ef-
fect on the problem. Nevertheless, regular evaluation of

activities for the previous ninety days and annual assess-
ments of strategy success can help the board to stay on top
of the activities and programs that are the building blocks

by which it seeks to achieve its goals. If they are successfully
carried out, it might be possible to assume that progress will
be made toward achieving the goals.

Roles in the Planning Process

Partnership in city hall and in the courthouse is impor-
tant for successful governance and administration. The
elected official, the manager, the administrator, the super-

visor, and the first-level worker each brings special skills and
perspectives to the endeavor of local government. The re-
lationship works best with a combination of collaboration

and division of labor where everyone understands each
other’s role and responsibilities and where each has reason-
able expectations of the others involved in the process.

The old maxim that strictly divides policy and admin-
istration, with the governing board making policy and the
administration carrying it out, has never provided satisfac-

tory role guidance to anyone actually working in local gov-
ernment. Neither does it offer reasonable guidance to the
interaction among board, manager, and staff in the plan-

ning process. James H. Svara’s research on the roles of
councils and managers in effective governance has pro-
vided a more helpful description of the general relation-

ship between board and manager. Svara suggests that the
board and the manager are both involved in policy and
administration at every level but that their shares of re-

sponsibility and initiative vary.4 The board takes primary

responsibility for setting the overall direction of govern-

ment, but the manager assists as a close working partner
with the board. Both share responsibility for formulating
programs and budgets, with initiative varying by kinds of

issues, local culture, and individual preferences. Finally,
the manager takes most of the responsibility for adminis-
tration, but the board exercises general direction and re-

direction as necessary.
The cooperative roles in this planning process for the

governing board, the manager, and the administration are

consistent with both the North Carolina General Statutes’
and the International City Management Association Code
of Ethics’ prescriptions for the manager’s responsibilities.

They are also consistent with one of the significant
findings in Svara’s research: elected officials and manag-
ers who were interviewed both wanted the elected board

to take a more prominent role in framing the basic mission
and direction of the city or county than they felt it did in
practice.5 Nobody but the governing board can formulate

the beliefs and vision that will frame the overall direction
that governance takes in the community, but the manager
can assist. The manager can help the board to articulate

and refine its vision and, through participation in this ini-
tial step, gain a thorough understanding of that vision and
become an integral part of the policy team.

Involving staff in the issue analysis takes advantage of
administrators’ access to the most thorough and up-to-date
information related to most aspects of local government.

Also the administration often can provide a valuable insti-
tutional memory to illuminate the board’s consideration of
issues beyond its review of the data. It would be hard to

suggest exactly how much the board might be influenced
in its choice of important issues by the staff and the man-
ager. That would depend on many factors such as experi-

ence of the board, experience of the staff, and degree of
knowledge and trust among the individuals involved.

The manager and staff are in a position to take the ini-

tiative in the formulation of program strategies and the rec-
ommendation of budgets. Their technical, administrative,
and managerial skills and their detailed knowledge of their

functional areas make them qualified to recommend how
to go about achieving results that the board seeks. The
board still has an important role in these two steps, how-

ever. First, it certainly can contribute to the initial ideas
or alternatives that are considered. Second, the board is
ultimately responsible for judging whether the staff has

successfully analyzed and recommended programs and
budgets that will serve the board’s purposes.

Both board and administration have significant but dis-

tinct roles to play in implementation. The board is con-
cerned foremost with exerting leadership—sustaining the
support from citizens and other institutions in the com-

munity that is necessary to carry out program strategies.
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At the same time the administration will be responsible for
carrying out budgeted activities that make up the program
strategies. Still, the board retains the responsibility for re-

directing budgeted activities that fail to contribute to the
success of strategies or that have unintended and undesir-
able side effects.

Finally, it is up to the board to evaluate success in real-
izing its vision. Of course, routine evaluation of activities
and progress toward goals should take place at every level

in the organization. Nevertheless, the body that estab-
lished the goals to be sought is the body that ultimately
must satisfy itself that they are being attained. Moreover,

regular evaluation by the board, like the establishment of
overall direction and clear goals, tends to provide valuable
guidance to the administration on a continuing basis.

Time and Timing

The planning process described here constitutes a sig-
nificant workload for the board. How much time might it
take? How can a governing board, whose regular agenda

is already overloaded, find the time that would be needed?
How long the process could take, measured by the calen-
dar, might vary quite a lot depending on how often the

board can meet during the process, how many other
people the board has involved, how complex the issues
are, and how much homogeneity there is among board

members’ beliefs and visions for the future.
Table 1 presents a schedule that might be feasible for a

first-time effort with moderate-to-heavy commitment of

meeting time by the board. This schedule is for the elected
officials’ deliberation and direct involvement. For example,
staff or a board-appointed committee could start to collect

and analyze data about trends and issues before the elected
board met to develop its vision and could present the ma-
terial when the board members were ready to discuss is-

sues.6 Also, between March and May, the administration
needs time to develop, assemble, and refine budget recom-
mendations for the board to consider and decide upon be-

fore June 30. Of course, implementation would span each
twelve-month fiscal year, and evaluation might be done by
report every three months, with an annual review in March

before budget preparation for the following year begins.
The whole process need not be repeated in the second

year. The annual evaluation before the second year’s bud-

get is prepared allows the board to consider adjustments
or changes in program strategies, to reevaluate its current
situation, and to provide general guidance to the manager

for the approaching fiscal year and beyond. The calendar
schedule suggested here would enable a board to start the
full process after each municipal election. Having newly-

elected members take part in formulating goals right after
they took office would help to bring the new board to-
gether quickly and give each member responsibility for

planning and implementation throughout each two-year
term. However, it would thrust inexperienced officials into
the process without any time to adapt to their new roles.

Going through the full process in the off-election year
would give new officials a full year to learn the job, but one
group of elected officials would set the agenda for most of

a following group’s term. As a practical matter, that would
make continuity in each long-range agenda uncertain.

The only way to find the time for planning is to make

time for it. One way to do that is to reduce distractions by
supporting the manager to develop a first-rate administra-
tive structure. An administration that is adequately staffed,

well trained, and highly motivated can prevent many prob-
lems that might otherwise come to the board and can
solve others before they escalate to become the board’s

concern. The board can also examine its average agenda
and ask itself how much of what is on each agenda reason-
ably could be delegated to staff or to committees. An op-

portune time to consider this might be after the board has
chosen its priority issues so that it can see how much of
its regular work has actually been devoted to the matters

it has decided are most important for its attention.
Giving calendar priority to the planning process also can

make time available. Once the governing board decides to

embark on a systematic planning process, it might agree on
the procedure it intends to use and reserve calendar time
for the steps that have to be taken. The manager and the

board can block in mandated or uncontrollable events like
elections, budget deadlines, and regularly scheduled meet-
ings and then schedule the time it needs to do the planning.

If the board gives its planning this kind of priority, then as
the continuous flow of urgent matters vies for that time, the
board can ask in each case whether the matter is urgent and

more important than its planning or simply urgent.

Conclusion

The board that cannot commit the time suggested
above to develop an adequate plan for the future could

abbreviate any of the steps that have been described. Each
board must decide for itself how much additional knowl-
edge, insight, and understanding it can gain by additional

discussion or collection of data. Many elected boards use
a two-day retreat to talk about vision and to develop goals;

Table 1
Possible Governing Board Planning Schedule

Calendar Could Be Done
Step Time  During

Vision 1 month December
Issues/goals 11⁄2 months January and February
Program strategies 11⁄2 months February and March
Budget 11⁄2 months May through June
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then later they talk about strategies in a pre-budget work-

shop with the manager and staff. The critical feature of
even the most abbreviated process is that the vision of the
elected board is expressed so that it can be translated sys-

tematically into budgeted activities and used to make day-
to-day decisions.

Planning and acting on the basis of a long-range vision is

hard to do. It is hard to find agreement among all of the
members who come to the board with individual beliefs
and visions for the future of the community. It is hard to

find agreement over time as members come and go from
the board every two years. It is hard to make judgments in
the face of an uncertain future—judgments about what will

happen, how it will affect the community, what is impor-
tant to do, and how it can be done effectively. Finally, it is
hard to make the time to consider important matters of the

future when the board is barraged by so many urgent mat-
ters of the present. But if making that time provides direc-
tion and allows the board and the administration to govern

and manage effectively, then it might be some of the best
time that officials will spend in office. ❖
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