DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 163 216 ~ - . 08 ' CE 018 713
v . ! v

AGTHOR , Toner, Nea Carrolli Toner, Walter B., Jr.

TITLE Citizen Participation: Building a Constituency for
' >~ Public Policy.

INSTITUTION Toner & Associates, Inc., Seattle, Wash.,

SPONS AGENCY office oE Education (DHEW), Washington, p,C. cCitizen

. Bducati aff.

REPORT NO . DHEW-OQOE-78~07001

POB DATE 78

HOTE ] 47p.: Por related documents see CE 018 714-717
EDRS PRICE ' ¥F-30.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage. )
 DESCRIPTORS #*Citizen Participation} *Compunity Bducation:

Community RoOle: Decision Making; Guidelines;

Objectives: *Policy Formation; *Problen Solving:

Program Design: *Progras Planning. Public Policy
ABSTRACT )

This paper, the first in a series of five on the
current state of citizen education, focuses on citizen participation
in decision making. After a brief introduction to citizen -
participation, the authors discuss the.involvement of citizens in
decision making viewed as a problem~solving process. The five.
problem-solving steps covered are: define the problem or need, gather
inforaation about the problea, analyze the information and develop

\\_plternatlve solutions, evaluate the altesnatives, and select a final
actzgn or policy. Pive guidelines for planning a citizen
participation ﬁrogral are then discussed., The final part of this
paper consjists of seven tables that 'present the most commonly used
methods for. citizen participation programs and suggest the most
appropriate ‘methods to acconpzlsh each of sik program objectives.
(EH) \ .. . ,

AR AEEEERERREER R R REERAE RS AR R LR R AR R AR R R RS E A E R hE kR ARKEEE R KK

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
#####t################*##*****#########*###**#####**########****#######

F
¥ -




- F
H - . . _; L]
~ ' £ )
VaN . CITIZEN PARTICIPATION:
@ . . 4 . « ] .
— BUILDING A CONSTITUENCY FOR PUBLIC POLICY
e S BN ,
et - L
* Y B)' . /-: -
A Negg€arroll Toner and Walter B, Toner, Jr,
‘ ¢« Toner & Assoclates, Inc.
2 ' Seattle, Washington '
. * 5'
- / I < h . ’ L3 /
‘ J N
i
. !
. ’ r}:
' U% DEFARTMENT OF HEALTH, v
. , EDUCATION b WELEARE
& HATIOMAL IMSTITUTE OF
EQUCATION ‘ -
YHIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN l;EPRp-
* TDULED.EXACTLY AS RELEIWVED F.ROM
THE PE RSOH Ot DRGANKZATION ORIGIN .
JATING 1T POINTL OF XIEW OR OPINIOWS . L
SYATEQ DO NOT NECESSARILY REPARE-
«SENTOF FiGIAL HATIONAL 1HSTITUTE OF
'EQUCATION POMTION OR POLCY ‘ ) .
: 1
. D
U,S. DEPARTMENT OF ' '
. HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE ‘
Joseph A, Califano, Jr,, Secretary o
Mary F. Berry, Assistant Secretary ) .

x

for Education
Office of Education o .
Ernest }.. Boyer, Commissioner

bl

ors 7/3

HEW Publication No. (OE)-78-07001

. 2‘ ,‘ ) . '
—

b




r -
.

DISCRIMINATION PROHIBITED.--No person in the
, United States shall, on the ground of race,
cdlor, @y national origin, be excluded from
partict on in, be denied the benefits of,
_or be. subjected to discrimination under apy . °
, . Program or activity receiving Federal finan- .
cial agsiatance, or’'be so treated on the T e
. basis of ¥ex under most educ#tion programs .
or ‘activitiea ‘receiving Federal assistance,

~




The activity which 1s the subject of .this rep

supported in whole or in part by the Office.off
-‘Educat’i%n, U.8, Department of Health, Edycat

Y . " - ' . *

~




FOREWORD . ¢

As part‘of our mission to study the state of
¢ietzeh education today, the U.,S. Office of Education
Citizen Education staff was asked to work
collaboratively with representatives from different
sectors of society. Our attempts to conduct this
study in a participatory spirit confirmed for us what
is often reported in polls: many,citizens, unhappy
about the way in which Government operates, are
reluctant ‘to do business with Government officials.
They are suspicious of professions of "ppennest" and ‘
often believe that citizen participation is a ruse fUr
cooptation or propagandizing. .

While the causes of such hosfility should not *°
be oversimplified, nor the disaffection between
Government and citizens overstated, in part the
problem stems from a misuse of citizen participation
by public officials and citizens alike, .

In this paper, Nea and Walter Toner argue for a more

histicated approach to citizen participation than
has previously been the case, They suggest that
citizen participation is an interactive process,
involving an exchange of important informatiou between
public offiéials and citizensdfor use in planning and
decisionmaking, Baséd on their experience in
designing and implementing such programs, the Tonters
“pelieve that incorporating -citizen participation as «
an integral part of the decisionmaking: process is a
necessary step, in resolving many of the issues which
‘cloud this camncept. . .

hd w

1 hOpe that tHeir approach ;\II“QE useful to
public officials and citizens who seek to make
citizen participation a more productive enterprise’
than it has beer in the bast. Its implications seem
particularly important for those in the public schools
whose financial base rests on support from a skeptical
public, and whose academic success iy partially
dependent upon increased collaboration with parents

. and other mqnberg of the community.
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-INTRODUCTION .

"C1t1zenship Participation" is a leaded concept.
1t conjures up 'as many different 1mages and emoticns
in people’s minds as does the idea of "open marriage.'
It evokes cynical chuckles from,_ the battle—scarred
neighborhood planner, blank stares {rom a public
adminlstrgtor, a vengeful zleam in the eyes of an
organized group of citiZzems, and downright shivers of
fear from a local elected official. ' It is loathed
and loved, mandated ‘and disrefarded,’ analyzed and
eulogized, and not very well uynderstood.

) .

"Citizenship Participation' jin decisionmaking

was born as a national cause in the 1960's. Among
"the many things it has been called are public
involvement, community involvement, community -
participation, citizen involvement and publie
. Interaction, all of which can mean essentially the .
game thing and are used interchangeably. It is
efined in different ways, and means different things
to different people. But whatever it means now, it
is %omething many groups and individuals felt was
missing +in the developmént of public plans and
programs during thé 1960's; and Congress, planners,
and citizens alike began to define it and“mgke it
part of the decisionmaking,process. R .

“The cause !‘s.had a visible effect. Citizen
participation is currently being mandated as part of
thedecisionmaking process in most Federal agencties
and programs and many,State and local agencies.
These mandates, for the most part, simply require
that there should be "early and continuous
opportunity" for citizen participation in developing
public plans, programs, and policies related to
health, education, welfare, housing, community
development, transportation, energy, environmental
quality, and natural resources. Many of these new
" ¥ules‘and regulations also mandate specific
activities or methods for involving the public, such
as the frequently required citizen advisory
committees and public¢ hearings.
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In the past 10 years, as these new rules
requiring citizen participation have been inserted
into major Federal and State legislation, planners
and decisionmakers have concentrfted on developing
methods and techniques for sharing informationm and .
communicating with citizens. As a result, citizen
advisory committees and task forces abound vmcnrm

" thousands, the formal public hearing is of ten

substituted by or” supplemented with informal public
meetings and workshops, and agencies have begun to
find more and better ways to provide information to
the public, particularly through such disclosure
documents as environmental impact statements.

, .

This recent attention to opening up the decision-
making process and finding better methods for
information sharing between the public and decision-
makers has been a critical and productive step in the
development of public policy and programs that can be
supported and implemented. It has helped to ease the
bitterness and confusion of the confrontations in the
1960’s by moving the planning process out of the
prof essional and political backroom and into the
sunshine. ' .

. While there is still some sturdy resistance
from those who have basically ignored the.whole idea
as a passing fad and expected the commotion to die
down and fade away any year now, for most there is
at least an admission that gitizen participation in
decisionmaking is here to’stay -- difficult,
frustrating, confusing, but necessary, An¥d for some,
there is a growing recognition that perhaps this
whole buginess of citizen participation is more than
a new requirement in the govermmental process for
planning and decisionmaking, but is,. in fact, a
necessary element in the "adaptation of democratic
decisionmaking té a larger, more diverse, and better
educated population than ever has existdd im an
extremely complex, technological society.
r . - -

However, the creation of mandates and methods
is not enough to assure that citizen participation
in planning and decisionmaking is going to be a

2 : .
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- offitials, and citizens ‘still feel it is a waste

i

o

government. * Even though citizen participat1on may
well be a required ingredient in contemporary
democratic society, too many public administratofs

time; that it has sometimes surfaced conflicts a
polarized issues beyond wepair; that it cam app
be unnecessary game playing; and that it is aCostly
and time-consuming venture between citizens atd their
public agencies. There are still many unansweyed
quéstions about the best way to make citizen-
participation workable and productive and not
exercige in frustration for both C1t1zens and
governmental leaders.

eir

Certain issues and problems have persistently
emerged in discussions about citizen participation
among TFederal, State, and local public adm1n1strators¢
and their staffs who have had some experience in
involving cit#zens in sdch diverse and difficule’ .
issues ag public school finance or desegregation
policy; development of local airports and freeways;
policy for future energy supply; and plans to clean
up the air and water., Although these issues are all
different, the questions raised most frequently about
citizen participation in decisionmaking havelbeén the
same. Some of these questiodns are:

1. How do we create trust and credibility in
the planning and deciS1onmaking process?

2. How much citizen partficipation .is enough*
What constitutes success?

3. What is the role of the public during the
planning process and in making final decisions?

What does "early and cofitinuous" participation mean?

4. Who sliguld have a wvoice in the decision-
making process? HOw should public.inp?t be weighted
in decisions? K ;

"5, How do we avoid domindtion ofj the process
by groups "Br individuals?

6. Is there a danger of -’ creatinJ
than can be resolved? ' i

more conflict

7. Who should control the procegs of citizen .,
participation? Should it be left up fo the citizems
or ghould the dgency manage the program?

. ‘ 3
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8.  What methods and technigues are most
successful for citizenm participation?

These questions revolve around two problem afeas

of the goals and purpose of .c{tizen participation in
gecisiongaking, and a concern about uysing the
appropriate participatio methods_for achieving these
goals and purposes. ‘The st concern is about -
process, "the second is about ethods. Effective
citizen participation depengs not only ongthe use of
appropriate methods but ‘also othﬁll;gonceived '
relationships between the methods and the:steps of
the decisionmaking process. As long as clitizen
participatiqn is related to the decis&onmaking ’
prqy“sﬁ in a fragménted way, it will be confusing,
‘ . frustrating, tim&—consuming, and inéfficient. The
", result will be fhat many planmers and administrators
may continue s quegtion whether 1t is worthwhile

g; all, 5 5

. . Uhlike Roberts Rules of,Order, there are no’
. comménly accepted rules or procedureg for planning
.. “or evaluating citizen participation pPrograms.
. Al though agencies are novw under mandates to initiate
spublic participation, most are still somewhat at a
loss about how far to go with it. Perhaps the
missing ingredient is,something that camnot be
supplied through a mandate or through the use of any
. sfngle ‘method. Lt may be that people responsible
. for managing planning and decisionmaking processes
need & betrer understanding of and ability to manage
the process itself, and to,integrate ¢Atizen
partéeipation into. each step of .the p ocess in a
meaningful way. .

"

*

There is an urgent need to bring about a common.
understanding of what citizens, planneré$, ‘and public
officials can achieve through d participatory
problem~solving process and how that process can be
used to:

1. 'Accomm&date all points of view in the

rl
] process
' 4

1z

*

* for public administrators: lack of a.clear definition
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2. ‘Avoid or reduce, thé umnecessary conflicts
due to fear and mistrust of the process or’ lack of
adequate information. ° . .

* 3. Suyrface and resolvq where possible the
. travoidable conflicts ef fnterest that arise in a
society of diverse values and goals

*
. 4, Achieve consensus or compromise - .

-

o

There has been too little emphasis on the public
adninistrator's role as a leader and advocate of, the
problem-solving process. Too often public °* ’
adnintstraters.are seen-only as advogates of
vmnnwncwmn.WUHanosm. Their most important roles’
may be 3s problem solvers, mmnwwwnmnnnm.mmsa.
mediators. Administrators and plannels must trust
the process as much as they trust their own opinions.
To the extent that they see themselyes as experts
- whose uﬂv.wm.nc.vﬂmmnnwww solutions to problems they -
alone define, citizen participation will be simply a
forum for selling ideas instead of a contributfon to
the process of solving problems. ', t ’

The goal Bmw no longer be that of convincing
professionals to anowcm.ﬁrm.wmouwmw the law says
they ‘must.- Th& goal now is to provide administrators
msa\wpmsbmwm with the problem-solvihg skills _
necessary to inéorporate citizen participation into

- the decisionwdking process in a meaningful and
productive way.. '

-
.

+

The challengé 1is particularly urgent for those
who manage the educational system, especially, the
elementary and secondary schools. On' a purely
.- practical basis, the financial abildity of the schools

_to deliver quality education rests’ in most school
districts on the property tax. Proposition 18 in .,
California has dealt a severe blow to the stability
of school finance and the situation may grow worse
nekt year when the State budget surplus may got be
* available to bail out the local districts,’ To the
extent that the taxpaying public includes a growing
nunber of non~parents, school- administrators will
, have tb reach out beywnd the education family and

s
power interests to'establish a solid base of support,

» . U a
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On a more philosophical level, preparing children
and young adults to function in a democratic society
I as.a citizen, taxpayer, and voter is one of the mast
important tasks of education. 'A$ students leave the
» ., "educational system and join the adult society, they
_take with them the notions about power, influence,
"and public decisionmaking that they have been exposed
! ,to in school. Thé school systems have a rare
! opportunitylto influence the quality of public
H participation in dec151onmak1ng through the
; expéctations they create fh their students. Decision-
| making processes can be charactgrized as adversary
’ i processes where might makes rpight and where thig only
i way to influence the procegs is to have more power
:  4nd show more 'forc® than ozggrs; or the decision~
making process can be shown to be collaborative and
“interactive in nature ‘where social .interest and self-
ihterest are balanced™through a mutual problem-
solving approach based orr accommodation, compromise,

, . and consensus. The future will be' to 2 large extent
' what we make it. Ce

- . LIS

- -

- . K

. . To create an environment where students learn
the problem-solving skills necessary to make.a
participatory democracy a success,.the schools will - ,
have to geproﬁch the challenge from the ins%de out.
It is not possible to have a problem-solving approach
to social issues fhrough civic education .in the
classroomw and at'the same time have a school board
4nd admifistration that apprdaches desegregation,
‘adoption of competency stahdatds, and school finance
or curriculum problems by dealing only with power
: groups in the community, and in-a closed and guarded
. . fashion. The students will see through the classroom
. charade and learn from the practice of the
. administratidon that when you leave the classroom,
+ ., a different set of rules apply. They might be
" taught to be collaborative in the classroom, buf
in the real world, only power counts 3
" - 1 Citizen partfripation as a conscious part- ¥f
the*decisionmaking process in our public¢ agencies
. has grown up im the 1970's and may reach maturity
*.in the 1980!s. 'In order to do s9,, &t must be better

6 x
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" defined and understood” by both citizens and
decisionmakers alike.

This paper w111 ‘explore some qdistions and offer
ideas abou

1. Integratlng citizen participation into the
planning proces

2. Adopting guidelines for planning citizen
* involvement programs .

3. Selecting and evaluating objectives and
methods for citizen participation:

Since it- is our belief that successful citizen
participation, in planning is the responsibility
of those who manage the planning and decisionmaking
process, this paper will address the problem from
the viewpoint of the public agency. It should be
of interest and welue, though, to any group or
individual who seeks to cteate and be involved in
a process of public decisionmaking. When properly
applied, citizen participation in plaomning offers
the process by which we can all live and work
together in a collaborative spirit, celebrating
vonsensusvand seeking compromise where mecessary.

INVOLVENG GITIZENS IN THE /
STEPS OF PROBLEM SOLVING

*  Successful citizen participation in developing
planspand policies begins inside thé public agency.
It is metaphysically impossible for administrators
and their staffs to tell anyome on thesoutside what
they are doing if they do ngt agree op the inside.
Without ‘some level of agrpeg%nq among an agency .,
team and officials about the goals and purpose of
citizen participation, the effort is subject to a
variety of persémal expectations and erratic levels
of support which can easily erode public conf idence.
Many a progressive planner hag initiated a strong
participation program only to ‘be faced with a boss
who refuses to listen to information developed
through the public interaction.

" To ‘be 'succesgful, the agency or administration
should begin by sptting clear goals and objectives
related to the planning and decisionmaking process

' 7 ‘ : '
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which both staff and citizens can understand and.
support. It 1s particularly critical to surface
‘conflicting expectations about citizen_involvement
and challenge such commOn mispercéptions as:

-

-Citizen participation is a way to "sell" a
program, project, or policy to the public

-Citizen participation will take the decision
- out of the hands of decisionmakers and put’
it in the hands of the "people"
.. DNeither of these definitions, of course, is
« atceptable, Byt they do articulate some fears of
both citizens and-officials. Although there is no
single definition of dlgizen participation in
planning and decisiommaking, a commonly accepted
definition is that: Citizen participation jis an
r interactive communication process between the agency
\ . staff, ¢fficials, and the public which seeks to:
\“"’-\\Bcut}/? Provide adequate information to the public
a he issye and alternatives for solution or
action

2, Gather information from the public
regarding thelr goals, values, interests, concerns,
and opinions %

3. Document and use’ information from the

*  public in planreg and decisionmaking
. General-as it is, fhis definition suggests
measurable objectivg’s and 1s a workable definition
< s for developing a citlzen participation program
regardless of the issde. These 'objectives would
require that the puinc\agency give careful
consideration to the questions: - .
1. How and when should information be provided
- s+ to the public?
2. How and when should public input be sought

during the planning process?

o 3., How'wfll information gathered.from the/
public be reported and used in planning and
decisionmaking? ) _ £

. . < '8
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The first two objectives.mentloned “above
(providing ipformation to thefpublic and gathering
information from the pyblic) can be accomplished
through a variety of thchnidties and methods that -
are currently.being\nsed by many Federal, State,
and local agencies. A summary of these methods 1is,
provided in TaBle 1.3 . 2 . ’

-
»
o . -

. Some methods are used pufely to distribute
information to citizenaatpthers provide a forum
..where an agency can both provide information through’
a meeting presentation and" recedye pybllc input,
through discussion. AX]l the methods are valuable
and all of them have been §hcces 1ly used at the
appropriate time and place du the planning ,
process. Implementing many. of tql methods requires
some level of experience and ski ’ such a8 random
sample surveys or interactive " pub1® wotkshops .
‘using small group discussion exercises. . At least
several of these methods are usually-integrated into
most planning projects and studies that affeclt a

" . significant number of people and create some level

L

v of pyblic controversy. . ) ) .
) Achieving the first two objectdves of providing
information to the public and gathering public
input is the most visible part of ﬂfcitizen .
participatian pngTgm4 But it can’ also be the - *v
opening of Pandora’ s. Box if -platiners amd decision-
makers do not understand.the real power of the
process and ignore the third objective: the

- integration of infotmatidn recelved from the " 2
public into the steps of the planning and decision-
making process. It is not enough to hold a geries
of public meetings or ket up a. citdzeR advisory,
committee and assume this constitutds citizen,
participation.: The ultimate test will come.as the ¢
agehcy respgnds to what is said jat each particular
meetin% or public forum. Mo 4 encyamustuyisibly
demonstrate that it ig using thg results of the
*citizen participation: program in the decisionmakin?
process. ‘To do this, the managexs of the process
must understand how public participation can help /

-.achleve each step or phase in the process. . )

. . 9 - " . (.Y ]’
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~Hebster 8 Dictlonary defines the” ters: "process”

' as series of actions or operations conducing to an
end." In essencey;planning and decisionmaking are
. problem-solving pfbcesses. The.process requires that

oné fmust begln with ¢he problem and- work}through a
series of .steps or operationg in order tb arrive at
the |best” solution. +The "be#t séluticn"” is defined
collectively by vhe participarmts in the process, not
by the opinion of a single agency, technigal expert,
edugator, scientist, or citizen, . .
To believe in the process is to believe three -~
gs: each step in the process is crpcial in

afffected by the problem, apd, ik order to be
sug¢cessful, the process requires strong leadership
anfl management by professionals with pFoblem-solving
nd communication skills s s

Thp basic steps.in problem solving are generlc
‘ﬂb the planning and dec131onmaktng processes for aﬁy
problem or need, whether it be related to eduCatioﬁ
community development, or the environment, or in Z
+ local, State, or national- setting The process i
usually modified, reordered, or repeated dependiqg
on the particular conditions of the situation. Ihe
- basic steps that will be discussed are: 0
1. Define the problem or need i
2. Gather informafion - //A
3. A4nalyze the inforftation and develop /
alternatife solutions
4. f{Evaluate alternatives
5. fSelect a final action or, policy /
- o .
‘These are familiar activities for anyoﬂ% who has
managed an environmental impact assessment,{mediated
‘a privpte or public dispute, served & a pyoblem
" solve for a group or organizathon, or worked as a
planngr. © . A ] . /

t

-

KThe power of the process 11es in it ability
to ﬁ&eate an environment in which the pa¥ticipants
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can fully prepare themselves. to understand the .
realities, problems, and opportunitiee of their
situation,, understand each pther's’priorities and -
'points of view, and enter into discussion, debate,
mmua noavﬂLﬂnmm.cznmu a course of action emerges which
they are yilling to support, given that any fimal
solution to a problem will not satisfy everyoge to -
the sane degree. _ :

L o - ' | ,
m“ The process must provide each vmnnmnwnwzn.yon.
set of pdrticipants, with access to the process and -

- 4 voice wn it. This does net mean, howevey, that
everyone gets a ''vote" in the final amnwmmws. but
rather that those who make the, decision ~-".local, * |

State, #nd Federal officials Jﬂ must hold a certain

respect| for the process and respond to ,ite result in

their fiinal actions and decisions, =o~mm0wmww £o their

own.ingividual value system or to ahy single interest,
. '

L}

- ,
{ )

&m«rmvm the most important ski ..m&ﬂ ghe £ i
managers of the problem-solving grocess is the =~ ¢
ability to recognize and resolwé conflidt, 'This
requirgs a sensitivity~to two very d mmwﬂmzﬁ causes
of conflict. The most obvious cause/ ig what might
_be called dn "honest difference of gpifien."” It
exists because people are different eﬂmw @ﬁmmmﬂwwm .
belfefs, interests, goals, and needs., This type of
conflict is healthy and umavoidablg, a :mwcﬂmw.,
occurrence in a free society. ! " .w« -

¢ harder to 3

- [

The other cause of conflict
anomuwwm and easily ignored by people with power
and information., It is caused by fear and mistrust
of the process, lack of power or/ influence ifi the
proeess,-and lack of access to mmmwmvww infdrmation.

- This kind of conflict is’'unhealthy, avoidakle, and -
inhibits che ability of people/to reach congensus or
compromise. It promotes the need_to look dut for

- one's self-interest at any expense and cregtes an .
advergary approach to decisiommaking, It esgcalates
into confrontdtion, protest, and litigation. It .
creates speakers but few listemers, debates but little
. n»mn:mmﬁmz. polarization but not conciliation.
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1f jpeople are well-informed and hive an open and
equitable process through which they can discuss and
debate nwm»n differences, the assumption is that they
cmww be able to work out solutiops to their problems
na a cooperative rather than adversary mode. If these
conditions do, not exist, it may be dif ficult to*

ﬁvommvam to reach any compromise. il

*

+ A well-managed citizen participation program
hould aim to avoid and resolve this negative form

f conflict by keeping people well-informed,
~orrecting misinformation, -myth, and rumor, assuring
that the agency 1is menm:nnm to all points of tiew,
and seeking to create public understgpding of and
participation in the steps_of the planning and
decisionmaking process.

Foliowing is a discussion of each step in
devisionmaking when it is viewed as a problem-
solving process and some considerations and objectives
for citizen participation in each of these steps.

This discussion .will use the t®rms “public" and .
"citizens" to mean those groups and individuals

who take an active part in the process by becoming
informed about the issue and providing their nrocmrnm
and opinions at some time acnmnm the process.

Define the Problem or Need

It is logical, but not always a clearly
practiced part of decisionmaking to define a problem
ot need before leaping to solutions. It is at this
first stage of the problem-solving process that a
gteat deal of potential conflict and polarization
can be avoided by fogusing everyone's attention --
pianners and ‘public alike -- on a discussion, of the
preblem rather than oh a debate of solutions. To
undetstand the importance of this distinctign, one
must.recognize the subtle differences between
discugsion and amawnm.ﬂ

-

Discussion can be open, interactive, msm
infotmal, and can create an atmosphete of
exploration, receptivity to new information and
ideas, and 1adk of pressure to draw hard nonnwcm»osm.

L]
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.To participate in @wmwcwmﬁoa.‘osm must care

. "abouf the problem but feed not have arrived at a

6
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single solution. '~ h,

. Debate ‘s rigid, less interactive, and formal,
m:u onncww‘wﬁ.ws atmosphere of pressure to draw +
~final toncluSions and make decisions. In order to
_participate irtebate, one gust take & positfon and

. be prepared .to, defend. that position and be more
persuasive than the Jpbosition. Once into debate,
it iswdiffigult, sometimes impossible,-to change .
position and risk losing face or credibility. And
as a good mediater knows, premature debate on an
issue may destroy or weaken the potential for'
generating a compronfise by forcing the parties to
a dispute to take a position before they have
explored all optiong or become fully aware of the
wnovpms. - :

'
L}

Because a particular problem or need may seem
,quite obvious to agency staff members, the tendency
may be to assume that discussion of the problem is
unnecessary and will only slow down the decision=

making process. Hence, there is a total
‘misunderstanding of the value of this beginning

point in problem solving in preparing peopfe to find

agreeable solutions. Participants in thé process
sust fully understand and clarify a problem if they
-are to reach agreement on a solution. xf//

-

‘.

This first step in problem solving is a genuind

and mmﬂuﬁanvOﬂncbmnw to invite citizens into an
open, interactive, informal discussion about a
problem or need, and to ctreate a spirit of
cooperative problem solving. 1It.is a time for

the agency to put itself in the position of the
"listener" and learn_ from the different groups of
citizens how they view the problem. This
information will be critical later in the planning
process as the agency explores possible solutions
and their potential for consensus, particularly in
ca community where there are competing interests.
Again, the private sector mediator understands this
need much better than do many public planners.

L Hu -
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opportunity to learn about each other and under
how pdople of different points of view are affected

! i
People with conflicts of interest must have-an
e&nd

by a problem or perceive a peed in order to briﬁg °

about the concessions necessary. for compromise and
‘~consensus.® . ﬁ.',::
This time for building trust and openness is
successful only, of course, if an agency is trlly
trusting and open. The public is quite skilled
at_detecting an insincere effort to discuss a problenm
for which agency administrators have mentally adopted
solutions. The agency staff usually gives itself
away by unconsciously using the powers ‘of
persuasion, falking in debate style, and giving
both verbdl and non-verbal clues that they are not-
listening. oo » -

. " Creating discussion and avoiding debate can
be achieved by asking problem-oriented questions
and by listening to the amswers without being.

~ judgmental or critical. This is not the time to

ask people if they favor or oppose certain solutions
or alternatives that may have already surfaced,
Even if the focus on selutions cannot be totally
avoided, it s critical to be certain that the
following questions are befng asked of different
groups and individuals.
1. Are you aware of this problem or need?
2. Do you think this prbblem requires some.
¥ind of action or resolukfon? Why or why not?
' 3. What concerns or interests do you have
related to this problem or its potential.golutions?
*4. What do you think is causing the prohlem,
creating the need:
" 5. What information do you need to Eully
understand the situation? .
6. What other groups or individuals do'you
know who should'be ‘ctontacted or involved in this
planning and decisionmaking process? )

3 in other words, the public cam participate
in defining the problem along with the experts and
‘the agency can aggressively seek to create this

14
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public discussion early in the process before, the
pressures for final decisions become intense.

What this does for the process is imvaluable.
Public response to these questions can be used by
planners, and decisionmakers to:

1. Surface and acknowledge all points of view

] 2. _Surface and identify related issues and
concerns’ that must be addressed imuthe process

3. Develop a better understanding of the
causes and conditions of the problem or geed

4.' Begin to understand areas of agreement and
disagreement among differeat segments of the public

‘regarding the problem or need

5. Determine what information the public needs
te become better informed about ige problem or need
6. Provide a base for develdping a set of

-alternatives that have potential for consensusgor

compromise

* This first step in the process is also a time
te make a clear and open invitation for public.
parti¢ipation and to notify the public about the
purpose, steps, apd timing of the planning and *
decisionmaking process and how citizeas will be
involyed "in the process. This can be done .through
lettérs, brochuresg, or newsletters/{o groups,
organizations,‘aﬂj households ¢r through pyblic o
Service anpouncements in the media.

Many methods can be used to achieve early
discussion with citizens. The best methods are
those that allow small, informal, and interactive
communication to occur,.such as neighborhood-based
meetings, informal meetings with special interest
groups and organizations, personal interviews and
discussions with local officials and leaders of
groups, organizations, business, industry, amd
labor, and random sample surveys either by telephone
or in person. Large public meetings or hearings
ghould be avoided since theéy may escalate dlscu331on
into debate. 2t jis difficult to discuss a sensitive
problem in a very large pu?lic forum. Smaller *
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forums ¢f communication are more desirable early in
thetirocess. The important thing is to be suré

these guestions are discussed with all segments
of the public . . v 4

The importance of discusslng probléms before
solutions can be found is illustrated in a recent
school closure issue. The superintendent of a
large, urban school system proposed the closure of
several ¢lementary -.schools due to a decline in
student population. The people in the neighborhoods
who were directly affected by the closure guickly
drganized a protest and the ensuing school board
meeting became an arena of confrontation and debate.
What emerged from the debate was a decision by the
board to postpone the closures and the realization
bysboth the citizens and the school sSystem that there
was disagreement as.to the nature of the problem and
fear that related® issues and concerns had not been -
fully acknowledged or considered.

: The school administration had seen the problem
mainly as one of declining population and school
fifance. The people in the affected neighborhoods
had little information sbout or understanding of
the financial implications, Wit could immediately
identify their own prdblel of a deteriorating

. neighborhood when faced with the proposed action. _°
‘TZz?rest of the c¢itizens in the.school district
'were left wondering whether this was the only
i solution to the problem.
As in so many controversial issues today, the
. decisionmakers backed out from the original

v . proposals and initiated a study with citizen

participation, but unfortunately ‘only after a

certain amount of hostility and polarization had

already been generated.

*
-

A

Gather Information About the Problem .
Getting "the facts on the table" is a common

‘expression in bargaining- and negotiation. It

recognizes the need for people in a problem-solving

progess to have access to complete, clear, and
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unbiased informarion. This is needed not only to
become better infeormed, but-to be assured that hidden-
-+ agéndas have been gurfaced and that all social, .
economic, enVirommental, and technical considerations
are, in fact, being considered.
This data collecti®n srep in the process s
usually begins at the same rime that the problem
is being definad, and will most likely continue
until a final set of alternatives for decisionmaking
‘has been developed. Early in the process, while the -
problem is being discussed and clarified, information
"about the existing conditions of the problem should
be provided to the public. A.full description of
. the #ituation will help-people better understand
the nature of the problem and the reasons that some
action may be nécessary.
. N H ' L3

Uafortunately, in the development of many TN

projects and programs, this kind of information is : ’

. not provided to citizens until later in the process’
when a complete set of alternative solutions has

. also emerged. One possible reason for rhis is rhat
many agencies have not developed effective ways to
distribute information to the public excebt through
publication of a draft report or documént which
compares the alternative solutions.

Whart is needed for public consideration, early
in the progess before alternatives have been fully
developed, is an unbiased "problem statement" or
"péeds statement." This ‘document should provide -
the necessary demographic, economic, social,
political, environmental, or technical information
that describes the problem and can stimulate public
discussion. It could be produced in the form of
informal newsletters, brochures, or brief whitge

. papers which can be malled or disrributed to a
targetalist of citizens who can help inform others. e
This-list might include all local groups,
organizations, neighbotrhood associations, businesses, -
local officials, and other identified community

leaders.

-17




In addition to receiving information early in
the process, the public alsc has a part to play in.
producing data. . Although the public often cannot
or may not particularly care to be involved ‘in the °
collection of technical data, there aredata i
that only they can provide. This ‘is
,information about how current values, goals; and

’ " interests of different groups and individuals relate
to the probler and influence the solution.

The following questions may be appropriate for
- , learning about the values and goals of various
groups and individuals, nelighborhoods, and
communities:
.o 1. What do you value most about living and
““working in your area? ]
2. What is most important to you about (issue
topic)?
. 3. How might this issue affect the quality of
life where you live or’work?
4. What is your group or organlzation striving
to achieve?
5. How might this issue affect the goals and
interests of your group?
6. How might this issue personally affect you?

These Questions can be asked along with the
questions listed for discussion in the previous
.step, "Defining the Problem.” One very effective
-method for assessing citizen response to a
particular problem is to interview a cross section
of community leaders, groups, and organizations as
well as some residents living in .the affected areas.

Involving the public in information gathering
provides the agency with the opportunity to show
' the public how it will use citizen-generated
’ information. If the agency has begun the discussion
of the problem and asked the kinds of questions
outlined above, then it should have a great deal of
_ pProblem-related information abopt the concerns .
- and opingions of different’groups, or organizations,
. leaders, and residents. This cjitical information
can be used in at least four ways:

g 18 {




. 1. 1t can be generally summar1zed and reported
ko the public ro build public¢ awareness of different
pdints of view and the Spectrym of issues and 1

" concerns related to the. problem.

2. "It can be used to assess the level of
conflict that either_exiwts dr ‘may emerge because
rertain groups or residents lack information or Lrust
in the decisionmaking process,

3. It can be used to plan the kind of
informatiop and communication.that will be needed
to tespond to the related issues and concerns and
resolve conflice. ‘.g |

“é it canxbe used to develop alternatives. °*

The elementary school closure issue illustrates

well the importanceé of early informarion exchange

" in the decisionmaking process. If staff members

in the school district had tgken some time to hold

a series of interviews or discussions withmembers of
the public both im the meighborhoods affected and in
the district, they most likely would have foreseen
the strength of reaction to rheir proposed solution.
In addition, they would have been able to avoid the
resultant polarization and hostility by immediately .
initiating a cooperative problem-solving proceés and
providing the public with information about school
finance and.student population ro begin
clarificariofi and discussion of the problem.

_’A\.\"

Analyvze rhe Information and Develop NS

Alternative Solutions

One of the built-in assumptions of problem
solving is thar solutions which emerge from
discussion and are suggested by the parties affected
by the problem are more likely to be accepted than
if they are first proposed by the problem solver.
That does not mean that a public agency may not have
already considered certain alternatives, but there’
should be a time to invite all suggestions for ways
to soive the problem before narrowing the list to
those alternatives that will be further studied.
Again, rthe atmosphere of open, honest
discussion can be maintained only by asking the B

! ' 19
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right questions and employing 3 bit of self-

discipline on the part of the %agency staff to remain.

as open-mlnded as they expect the public to be.' The

questions asked of the public durigg this step in the

precess ‘might’ includq4
« " 1. What ¢ s or 1mprove ts would you like
to see in your nei orhood* 5 yeaPs- from now
regasglng this |problem or need? Why? '

. What actions gor steps do you think are most
critlcal in sokving this problem9 T
3. ¢ What solutions or alternatives cad you

suggest (if none is under .study) or

* 4. What solytions can you suggest in addition

»

*@. . to those already under con$ideration? Are there
- . 'any modifications to current alternatives thdt
" should be consiJjeréd?
. Tis time to brainstorm all suggestions and

ideas for action or change in an atmosphere that, is
still open and’ non-judgmental can be very refreshing
and creative for citizens, agency staff, and

of ficials. It provides a time when citizens can

be assured that all®possible ways to solve the
problem have been surfaced and acknowledged.

This leads naturally intoethe .next step in the
Jprocess -- selecting the alternatives that will be
“further studied and evaluvated. This is one of the
most critical "decision points" in the planning
procqss:i’lf the final set of alternatives becomes
.too . narrow, groups of citizens who support an
alternative that is dropped may become too alienated
to cooperate any Eurther with the process. " If the

list is too'broad, the public may get frustrated -
, with a process that seems ekcesgively expensiggq\;—

- . time consuming- and academitc.

P

"N The only® guideline. that can be offered-is to
urge the staff and decisionmakers not to drop any .
altergative from consideration ‘that will alienate a

. constituency whose trust in the process is important.

F for bringing about action on the problem. If there

has been quality interaction with a broad range of-*

* ’, - k‘




.£to choose which alternatives will be kept for )

groups and-individuvals .in discussing the problem,

then the agency staff should have enough information *
about both the affected public and the problem

itself to make appropriate decisions about : "
alternatives. . ie .

At the time alternatives are narrowed, it is | .
critical fox the agency staff to acknowledge all the .
ideas they have received from the public and to
describe clearly the criteria that have been used

further consideration, and which will be dropped
at this point in the process.

This step In the process should also be used
as a time to clarify and iggpecessary, rtdefine the
_problem or need that is being %ddressed, in light
of new information. As the process moves into
evaluation of alternatives, thexg should e a
continual effort jro keep the problem ¢lear in
everyone's mind and to acknowledge that this is
a problem that certain groups or individuals feel .
requires resolution in one way or another.™

1n developing the alternatives, 'it is possible
that decisionmakers will learn that there is not
a sufficiently severe enough problem or need to
coftinue the process. They may also come to the_
conclusion that the'agency is not prepared to
resolve the related issues or concerns vwhich may
be necessary to. achieving a final solution. This
is the time to assess whether the planning and
decisionmaking process should continue or be
abandoned. This assessment can save thousands of
dollars and months of time 1f anlagency can foresee
that the preocess will lead ultimately to the
abandonment of the project due to lack of adequate
publie support.

*

Returning to the school closure issue, when
the school district finally d{d ipvite citizens
and officials from throughout the city into the
decis}onmaking process, to evetyone's surprise and .
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delight some very creative and innovative ideas
eerged. One suggestion which was quickly
implemented was the formation of a special mmmsnw\
community task force to coordinate =mhmwwonroom
vwmssﬁzm in the city government with school ,
planning in the school administration. Several ° .
other ideas emerged suggesting joint use of the
schools —-- partially for classrooms, and partially
as centers for other wavwﬁa.mmw<unmm for office
mvmnm, and for private ventures: Simply closing
the schools, gs originally proposed, was also
suggested by some citizens.

Not osww did the school district surface all
potential solutioms through disciksion of the
problem by citizens, but new cooperatien and
improved commpmication were established between
the city government,. n:w mdrooH district, and the,

neighborhoods. > .

L

Evaluate the »wnmwzmrﬁcmw
If the public 4s to be involved ina - . .

substantive way in the evaluation of alternatives,
agency has thg responsibility to provide the

public with complete, clear, accurate, and unblased .,

information about each of the alternatives under

considération. This includes information about the

potential negative and positive effects of each

alternative and possible ways to avoid or lessen’

the negative effects. ! \

There niay be 2 quiet time during the public i
interaction while the technical staff completes Ats ﬂ;
data collection and analysis of each alternative w ’
and prepares this information for public review. ‘

In vuoumnnm that create a significant amount of
change to the environment, an environmental
assessment may be required. The envirommental
assessment can be an excellent disclosure document
for the public, and although a full assessment may
not always be required, a similar kind of document
uvn the alternatives can be mxnwmamuw :mwvmcw as .
an wsmonamnﬁom tool for the public.

. - 22
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. . Some groups and leaders may desire accéess to
all rhe information available on the alternatives,
but the majority of citizeps should not be expected

“to wade through chapters of.technical information
in draft reports put out for.public review at local
llbraries or other places . Many planning pro;ects
have helped c1tizens get simple and accurate
iRformatdion about alterqatlves through bnief dlgests
or~smaries printed in’ the form pf newsletters or
brochures and mailed directly to local offdcials,
groups, organizations, and residents or printed in
»  the local newspapers. ' )

T e Involving various groups of citizens® “in a
thorough evaluationandd1scussion of alternatives
. requires careful preparation. Even though discussion
"y~ at this step focuses on solutions as well -as the
- problem, it is still important to avoid debate that
) locks people into positions. and makes open, informal
" discussion difficult. Again, the specific
questions that are asked of the public during this
step are important and will help lead people into a
useful analysis. These questions may include:
1. What do you see as the positive features

-

" of each alternative? Why? . f

2. What do you see as the megative features of
. each.alternative? Why?:. . ﬁ )
) ’ 3.. Which alternatives awstect “you ?r your

neighborhood mpst directly? ' Why? .

4. Which alternatives do you tenqito favor?
Why? /

3. which alternatives do you tend ta Qppose?
Why? . : f .

6. Can you suggest any modlficamlons to ap
alternative th&t wauld make it more abceptable’

7. Do you believe that any of the alternatives
do not adequately sofVe Ehe i?oblem{or meet the
need? hy? .

Feedback from these.qubstions will provide
Idecisionmakérs with a base for assessing whether .
‘consensus ght develop around, any of the
alternalves, or if public opiniop seems so
fragmented that it may be necessary to consider

- 23 :
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an additional alternatiye, Ommmﬂ shme soanmpnmnwosm
to ascurrent alternative, or contiphue clarification
amd discussion of the vwocwwﬂ vmm e trying to
reach final decisions.,

A particularly cmmmcp.ocnnoaw of this kind of
discussion’ may be some new thinkipg about ways to
avoid or lessen potential nmmmnncm effects of an
alternative. Agenhcy staff mwocw& be sensitive to
whether citizens are expgsing an lalternative because
they do not believe it solves the problem or meets

.the need, or because they will be hurt or affected,

by its side effects or :mmm.ﬁ.a.«m,ﬁavmnnm. If the
negative effegts can be avoided-or lessened it Bmw
create more support for the alternative..

N

* The most productive forums for mm»mwnm .
substantivewparticipation from citizens in
evaluating alternatives are informal public
workshops between the agency staff and -groups of
citizéns. These workshops can be neighborhood-based
or held for already organized groups. It is not
so important to mix all points of view together
in one meeting as 1t is to be sure that people-
representing all points of view have been involved
in the mthcﬁﬁuoz process in one way or another.

*  An informal public wotkshop offers the .
opportunity for a certain kind of interaction in
evaluating alternatives that is extremely difficult
to create in a formal or semi-judicial public
hearing. It provides: ..

1. .An opportunity for citizens to be come
better informed through an informal presentation
about the problem and proposed alternatives

2. An opportunfty for citizens to discuss
the information with planners infgrmally, either in .
large groups or in small discussion groups

3. An opportunity for citizens to work in
snall groups and individually provide a written
evaluarion of each alternative :

.
Y !

* The results of this evaluation by the public
should be n:Oﬂcwm:Hw mmhaamsnma and reported to

24
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decisionmakers along with technical informationm.
" This.citizen input becodmes critical deeiglonmaking
information. It provides more, than a simple report
of who is "for” and.who is "agdainst" certain
alternatives; it provides in-depth analysis of the
strengths and weaknesses of each alternative as
perceived by the public. '
N a
In the school closure issue, assuming that a
final set of alternatives was developed for
consideration, the school district might invite
public evaluationof these alternatives through
f variety of methods. The newly forme# agency/
community fask force could conduct its owm internal
analysis.” They, and school administration staff,
could also help organize and be "listeners” at
.neighborhood workshops where residents could
participate in evaluation. Other gfbups and -
organizations might also be asked to conduct’
- evaluations.

Select a Final Action or Policy
" As the time for decision nears,
that the agency staff review the outcome of the
procesy to determine if they are ready to bring
lanning process to a close.'. Aside from the
technical data and.reports that will be used as
decisionmakiﬁg documents, there should - .
assyrance that the decisionmakers aizp/gill have
a full report of citizen pafiicipat n, including:
N 1. Descripti o{Jthe citizen payticipation
_program, and activitfes” .

2, Description of the various groufis,
individuals, neighbbrhoods, and communit
were involved

3. Report oh ach activity ot/

results (meetings,;surveys briefﬁ 8, committees,

task forces hearings)

- Anyone who has conduc:ed public meetings, around
a highly volatile issue has possibly been asked a
very common and d§fficult question by participants

it is important,

)

"How can _we be assurfed that

at those meetings:
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anyone is going to listen td what we are mmwuam at
this meeting?”. This is a questionp that every planner-
and public administrator, should be prepared to answer
at any time during the planning process and for any

method used during that |ptocess.

e

-

L}

m:m of the most serious oversights in citizen
participation programs is the lack of documenting
and reporting public input to planning teams and
decisionmakers in a2 way that is useful-to the
pYocess. 1t is not™u mmcH tc report only the
verbatim transcript ofla final public smmnpnm
though these transcripts are legally nmncwnma and

necessary, just ag important are the results of
citizens' discussions of the problem, their
identification of related issues and concerns,
their suggestions for alternatives, and their
evaluation of alternatives, These discussions will
most likely take place 'in the form of public meetings
.and workshops, meetings with groups and organizations,
wunmomamw discussions with individuals, surveys and
questionnaires, and citizen advisory groups and

task forces.

.

1

.

Tt is in this final stage of decisionmaking
that a public hearing may be desirable.
Traditionally, a public hearing has provided a
forum for debate prior to final dctdion taken by a
representative pody such as Congress, the State
legislature, 2 city, or county council, or local ¢
school board. There is nothing inherently wrong .
with a public ‘hearing, although many public hearings . .
oo wrong" and can create as much confusion in the

*  minds of decisionmakers as they can mmndm to clarify
* . public desires..

~ .

One reason for this may be that public :mmnmsmm
Mre never Hsnmsama and camot possibly be expected,
to provide all the communication opportunities
. between citizens, planners, and decisionmakers that
are necessary during the decisionmaking process.
In too many cases, the pubklic hearing has been the .
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only forum for communication and is a clear signal
to citizens that there wyill be no discussion of the
problem befdte debating solutions. The public
hearing then becomes a time not only to debate,
but also a time to let the agency hear, feel and
see the amount of confusion, mistrudt, frustration,
hate, and fear. that has built up among the citizens.
' A successful citizen participarion program
should make a final public hearing a yery
‘predictable and positive event. There should have
been enough prior communication angzinvolvement that
the hearing can serve its real purpose -- to give

*  anyone a last opportunity to be heard before a
decision is made.

GUIDELINES FOR PLANNING
A CITIZEN PARTICIPATIQN PROGRAM . ;
If citizen partic#pation is to be a genuine
part of the planning and decisionmaking process,
thén it must be regarded as seriously as the
technical or scientific elem.nt of the process.
This reguires a conscious effort to prépare a work
program with its own set of tasks, activities,
schedules, budget, staffing, and evaluation
procedures. .

There are no specific guidelines for

determining how much citizen partigipation should

be sought on any particular issue. bviously a
complex issue involving a diverse set of public
"values, goals, and interests, has a significant
potential for creating conflict. This situatdon
requires a larger investment in participatory
planning than does a fairly simple issue with little
potential for conflict. The size, geographical
spread and characteristi¢s of the population, the
complexity of the issue, and the resources available
are all important consideratiqns in designing .

ci tizen participation programs.
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The first steps in planning an effective

_ citizen participation program are to clarify the
elements in the p:.anning or decisionmaking procéss,
determine when community involvemen@activities .

. should occur, set objectives for the program, and
develop a generat profile of the issues and the
pub}ic to be involved. Once the agency team has
developed these basic building blocks, those
managing the, community ipvolvement program can
select the methods and. activities that will be
most productive in achieving the objectives.
However, if there is confusion or disagreement
among the team with regard to the fundamentals, the
program may eventyaIIy\ge}I.

The followinéugﬁieeline;\ ay7be he;ﬁfhl in
designing a citizen participat on program tailored
to a specific problem situati

1. Analyze the planning process for
important steps and decisions .

2, Dévelop a cotmunity profile and descyiption
of issues and concerns

3. Clerify information needs

4, Select appropriate communication and
involvement methods

5. Determine a2 process for documenting and
using public input

These guidelines provide a framework for
preparing a work program which will assure that
each method for providing information and generating
citizen participation will be successfully
implemented and. that adequate staff and budget
have been allocated for the program. A detailed
list of taske required to implement each method
should be developed and a schedule for activities
planned to fit within the time requirements of the
entire planning and decisionmaking process. The’
role and responsibility of each member of the

' planning team should be made clear prior to . ,
initiating the program. Many agencies assign one
staf{ member to monitor or manage theentire
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prograim to assure consistency and coordination’
Pfocedures for evaluating the program should bé
determined to monitor the effectiveness of each
activity as it is initiated. Since it miay be
impossible to foresee all the needs for : .
communication and interaction with the public ‘that
may be required during the process, a certain amount
of flexibility in the program is necessary

to respond to conflisgtsg and problems as they arise.

g B
GUIDELINE 1: . .
Analvyze the plauning process for important ' %b”. J
steps and decisions g&

1. Review the planning or design process

2. Determine critical points for public A,
interaction ;
3. Agreeron objectives for the citjizen
participation program ~ \

L

In order for citizen participation to be .
integtated into each step of the decisionmaking . | |
process, the agency team members responsible for the 1
citizen participation program should become
familiav with all elements of the plan or study,
review with one another the timing of each phase
of the planning process, and determine when certain
information from the public_ shold be available for
uge in the process, This is also the appropriate
time to develop a team agreement on the goals and
objectives of the citizen participation program.

A high level of commitment to the objectives of ¥
the program is necessary from both staff members
and "agency managers aqd administqlators.

GUIDELINE 2: "
Develop a community profile and
description of issues and ¥oncerns

1. Develop an informdtion profile of all
affected/interested communities and groups.

2, 1Identify major issues and concerns of
each community and group

¥ -
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Before selecting the methods to,use and
allocating staff time and,other resources to the
effort, the agency team needs to develop an initial
amount of information about the affected public and
the level of concern and interest the public has in
the issue under consideration. The First step is to
develop a list of the groups and individuals with
whom the agency may wish to commurmricate dur1ng the-
process. This should include Mists of all affected
neighborhoods and néﬁghborhood associations, local
government bodies and the elected and appointed ¢
officials of these JutiSdiCthﬂQb all boards, -
commissions, and committees that may have an
interest in the issue, andall interested groups and
organization§;~- civic, special interest, business,
industiry and labor organizations This also provides
the begdpning of a makling list.

Demographic and sogial information shauld be
gathered to understand characteristics of each
segment of the public and to asgéss how best to
communicate with and involve/égih.

y
I3

_It 1is useful at this.time to conduct Driel
intetviews with a selection of community leaders
and residents to assess the amount of interest in
the issue and identify the related issues and -
concerns that may need to be addressed during the
process. This nformation should be shared with the
agency team and used to plan each phase of the &::l
citizen participation program. . "

GUDELINE 3:
Clarify information needs

1. Identify information about the iSSue
needed by affected/interested communities and

groups
2. Identify information needed by the agency
team from the public . v

From.the information gathered thraugh this
preliminary field work, the agency team carn outline

F

»
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the type and amount. of information that will be-
necessary to provide to the public during the
process, and identify what kind of information the
teal would like to receive from the public in ,
order to clarify the problem or need, develop
alternatives, and make a final decision. A team
discussion of iaformation needs will help each
technical expert.on the team determine what data
may be useful to provide to the public, and how
the agency can present the technical informatjon
in a.clear, concise, and relevant manner to the
people who will receive it. Enough information
should be provided to the public so that citizens
can understand the.issues, alternatives, and impacts,
.and make informed judgments. This team discussion
will also clarify how the. irnformation received from
the public will be used.
.GUIDELINE 4' ) .
Select appropriate communication and
involvement metheds

1. Selett methods for providing }qformation
to the public s

‘2. Select methods for public participation
in each phase of the pfbcess‘

With the information developed in
Guidelines 1-3, the agency team is now prepared to
outline a citizen participation program and select
the communication and involvement methods that are
appropriate to each phase.of the planning or
decisionmaking process. A range of methods should
be considered, including public meetings and
workshops, surveys, small group meetings, personal
interviews and discussions, directly mailed,
interviews or brochures, use of the masg media,
and citizen advisory cammittees and task forces.
Several of these methods can be used at the same

-time to en e broad communication and
involv

- .




GUIPELINE 5:
Detlermine a process for documenting
and, using public input -
1. ,Clarify the use of public input at each
phase of planning and decisionmaking

2. Determine method and timing for reporting
public input to planners arid\decisiormakers

The agency team ghould agree on the methods
. for documenting the information received from the
.+ public, reportingfthe information, and evaluating
T its significance. The values, goals, concerns, and
opinions expressed by the citizens at each phase in
the planning process should be carefully recorded
and communicated by the agency team to the )
decisjommakers. This dpocumented Lnformation should'
also be available to the public.

LY
-

These guidelines and the work program developed
from them will assure that the information generated
by the community will be‘used in the prohlem-
solving process along with technicdl and scientific
information, to:

' 1. Define and Elarify the probplem from all
points of view
‘ 2. Develop ideas for alternatives
- 3. Evaluate alternatives
’ 4. Select a final plan or action

SELECTING AND EVALUATING
OBJECTIVES AND METHODS -
FOR CITIZEN PARTICIPATION S

The, success of a citizen participation program
should be measured against the objectives of the
program and the individual methods used to achieve
these objectives, ,

The tables included in this section suggest a
set of six objectives for citizen participation
that are appropriate to most planning and
dec isionmaking processes, and methods that can
be used to achieve thesé objectives. The. amount
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.of time, energy, aqd resources devoted to achiqying
each objective must be based on each different. .
situation. The tables also suggest questiont and
criteria that can be used to evaluate the méthods
and objectives. Some of the criteria for evaluation
can be based on quantifiable information while other
criteria must be based on more subjective data

such as profgssionél and citizen judgment.

These tables are not meant to be all-inclusive,
Standards and criteria for Zgalgiging citizen .
participation are in their infancy.. An overall
measurement of success is whether planners and =
decisionmakers have enough information about public
agttitudes and priorities to provide reasonable b
assurance that final plans, programs, or policies
are politically feasible, economically desirable,
and socially acceptable.

The six objectives are: .

1. Identify the public concermed or affected
by the policies to be formed (Table 2)

2. Provide information to the public
(Table 3) o

3.* Receive and document public comments,
conlerns, and opinions {Table 4) . - ,

. 4. Document, evaluate, and use public input

-

-
A

where possible (Table 5) '
" 5., Report results to the public (Table 6)
6. Provide program budget and staffings . .
(Table 7) R

This approacH along with additiomal information
about State programs for citizem participation
can be found in the recently published "Techniqués *
of Public ‘Involvement,” as part of "The State .
Planning Series,” published by the Council of State
Planning Agencies.
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Table 11/1TCommpnly Used Methods for Citizen Participation Programs

L]

- +

Informa tiog: "
b Gathering

Information
Distribution

*

. Interaction’

»Existing Sources of:

" Survey & Questionnaifes'

. Reports Reflecting

e Y

* Compiled Statistics ~
" Descriptive & Demo-
graphic Information

a ‘ -
Monjtoring Mass Media- -
* Newspdper Articlas ¥
* Radio & Television

Field Work

-

Fxisting Master Plans
& Neighborhood Plans ~

#+
r

Exisiing Dacuments &

Community Goals & Plans -

[

T

Displays, Maps, Models

. )
Mailed Notices,*Brochures,
Newsl%tters, Fliers

& Reports

Newspapers : ., -

' Legal Notices .

“ #ddvertisements

' News Releases

" Feature Articles
Radio &eTelevision

* Announcements

' News Coverage

* Talk Shows & Community

Oriented Programs
* Documentaries

L

& Brochures in Public
Information Centers -

Posters, Billboards & Signs

[

Small Group Méetings

Public Workshops

" Hearings #a other La;rge

_Brieffzgs

Public Meetings

-
Citizen Advisory. *
Committees &
Task Forces

Personal Intepwiews
& Discussions

3
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) - Table 2.- Ident¥y the Pub‘lir':

" Map study area

Analyze gxisting community data

. " Objective: ldentify the publlc to anvolved in the
. e . by plenning and decision-making process . .
' tncluding all neighborhonds, local Juris- . .
- * dictions. groupszand organizations L i
SUGGESTED CRITERIA

QUESTIONS FOR EVALUATION

Can lhe'ageﬁcy identify the specific
geographic areas as well as special
interest groups and organizations

EOR EVALUATION

Documented 1ist of groups. organ=
izatiohs, individuals and households
ed tn some manner ¢uring the

. ] _ . )

F Demographic that comprise tha public to be in- involvement process
Political volved? N .
2 L8 Soctal T . , Number and content of complaints
,Economical . Can the agency identify grogs with- made by public groups or individu-
i & . tn the ganeral public who were not - "3ls not noutiad or involved tn the
' . 2 List names and addresses of.in- not_lfled or offered an opportunity to program.
- . tevested groups. organizations,, participate? .
. L ledders and officials . ' Profile of demographic, soclal and
R . How representative of the general organizational/tharacteristics ot
Talk to local citizens. leqders public or range of viewpoints were the general” lic compared with a
and officials the groups and Indlviduals who profile of pafticipants in the pro-
. - participated the process? gram (workghop attendees. survey
) ._\ ¢ respondentsl commitiee members,,
u . . . - atc-}‘
. \ ) R ; Staff judgedieht
4+ ) f -
. ‘ . P
Q 46 ) g a Tyt
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Tabie 3.- Provide Information
» : . . .

Objective: Provide the public with adequate and continuous 1nfomation throughout
the deci_gj.onmaking proqess about the problem and the effects of alternative solutibns.

. SUGGESTED CRITERIA
METHODS fmmmm__a_m FOR EVALUATION
MEDIA How ‘many people were reached Media readership or viewership
: : Tejevislon through the media? statistics .
Newspapsars .
Radio , Wag-the content of thg medis infor- . Public poli toé%t\:nnlna response to
. igop relevant,; concise and under- media or direc i1l
DIRECT MAIL tandable ? . .
v |-, Newsletters ) Matling ligts used
Brochures e How many groups. indfviduals or hou?- .
Reportd . holds recelved the malied materlal? Comments from cltlzens & droups
o "Notices , ) on the mailing llat |
T Fliers . ‘ Was the content of the matledvmatertal .
) . ' relevant. conclse @nd understandable? . Questionndlre and feedback from
’ PRESENTATIONS . » vy audlence after presentations at
) Bommunity Workshops . How many people attended the work- meetings
- Briefings shops , briefings 8nd meetings? .
Meetings - . Evaluation by citizen advisory
Hearings : What was the response of people lo the committes
Commlttees presanr.ations?
* Task Forces Observation and professional
. How much confugion. lack of Infor- . Judgement
, Posters seams 10 axist after dissemination of . . ¢
' Information Center Information? - )
FRIC - | T 43 -
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L Téble 5.- Receive Public Input’

.-EK

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

MEETINGS: = *

PERSONAL INTERVIEWS AND

Fublic Meetings

Public Workéhops

Bricfings ™~

Small GrouP,;Meetlngs

Public Hearlngs

DISCUSBIONS WITH:

Local Officials

.

Cltlzen Leaders

Residents.
Groups ¢ .

Fl

N

i

SURVEYS & QUESTIONNAIRES

" -,

CITIZEN ADVISORY COM-

MITTEES, COMMISGIONS,”

v

Was the holification method for meetings alle-
- lguate to enceurage broofl attendance by the
. target pubhig?

Pid the meeting process produce clear and
2ppropriate feedback from all participa nts?

B . |
''Was the timing and location of medtings appro-
priate to the needs of the target publics? -

‘cWere survey respondent samples app#oprlate
tically significant?

I}
» Were Qu st_!odnaire-s clear and unbfased ?

Did the ur}(ﬁys or intervlews seek information
puitlic -that was useful o the process?
.

f. v - " . 1
‘Objective“ Provide the public ‘with appropriate forums for input into all phasds of
o the planning and decisionmaking process, including opportunity td be invelved in:
{1) Deffning the problem or need; (2) Providing information, (3) developing alter—
* natives;,gg} Evaluatin iternatives. - 2
. — 8 ALLEIMARANRS e e e e T CRITTRA
METHCDS . QUESTIONS FOR EVALUATION - FOR EVALUATION

Analysis of meeting participants

through use of registration cards
Where they lve #

. Whet groltps they represent

Documented results of meetings:
= Grdup-discussions, question-
nafres. comment sheets,

transcripts
- Meeting evaluation by partici-

pants

Staff analysls of survey sample
selection, methodology and results

Compari:somof demographlc data
from survey, meetings and gen-
eral public

Analysls of how the results of each
method were used in planning

TASK FORCES" , Was {heye opp‘cvrt!.u':mrr for ciu zen"i-ﬂﬂut Ineach  olcess ,
' : pphase o thefproc:ess T . .
. ' General evaluation by citizen
. L Did the* st f fid decision-makers have ade- advisOry committee
— - O R Y - | lon N
T T T >
W . £ . -
2 R S w ; v -
“'f'. r“-r v ' |Iv» ', d/}; \
. ek £ - -
- - ' ' ' *
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T © ° ., Table 5.- Document, Evaluate, and Use Input
E ' Objactive. Provide complete reporting of public {nput.in
. & manner that 1g useful to the planning pro-
, cess and also assures that the information . .
' . received fa given due consideration by dgen- “
; cy administrators and public officlals *
. SUGGESTED CRITERIA®
t. METHODS Qm:sng‘ng FOR EVALUATION . i FOR EVALUATION

Wriften reports of pyblic .
meetings. workshops. surveys,
questionnaires and other lnvolve- .

ment methods .
L

-

P

8L ¢

Audio-visual docume+ation
Slides..

. Videotwpe .
Film ~ :

- . . .

£l

‘ Are the results tabulated and

Review of documentation format by
agency staff. officlals or citizen
advisory committea .

Does the feport indicate the results
of group discussiong, individual
questionnaires and oral comments? °

Relevance of results to the planning
raporied in & format that can be process and decislons to be made
analyzed and used in the planning

process ? Staff Judgement

FERY

I
Does the form of documentation help . . . 5
the planners and decision-makers
understand the diversity of opinion . .
and which publics represent certaln - ‘
attitudes and opinions? .

, Are all appropriate agency staif mem-

bers and.officials provided with copiea?
Are copies avalilable to citizen parti- '
cipsnts 4nd the general public?

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 6.~ Report Results

’

. Objective:

I"rovide<-rr:-=.-thod for reporting the results .

of the community involvemaeat process to

ey

E

/ w
. vt
/
;
/
f
/
L
e
O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

| THO DY

&

Report results jn local media

Report update of resalts during
4 public meetings and hearings
‘Repon upd
mecting of
Jand task fojce.

¢ of resuits 3t gach
visory commlttees

2

!‘vlall speclal reporl to Program
. particlpanis
'} [T
Mail speclal report to selected
lists of public officialy. leaders,
groups. organlzations and
individuals

the Pubhic.

e
QUESTIONS TOR EVALUATION
Was there a Process for reporting
results after each Phase and for
each method used?
Weee cltigens aware of how these
1esults were gsed in planning and
decision-making ? '

How many groups of individuals .
felt that their Input was\not
reported 7 —

1OR LVALUMION,

Feedhack from citizen conmitices
or task forces

Feedback from selected sample of
citizens recelving the report

Feedback at meetlngs anpd hearings

Number and content of complaints
from-@roups or individuals

Staff Judgement

1%
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Table 7.- Program, Budget, and Staffiug ’
Objective: Provide a budget‘and program management and staffing to ensure that the
objectives of the program can be met. f . .
METHODS QUESTIONS FOR EVALUATION S}JGGESTED CRITERIA
_ FOR EVALUATION
. irepare 4 plan for the public Were the objectives approprlate to ‘
gvolvement program lncluding: meet the needs of the planning .
~ - process? .
Objeatlvas . .
. , Were the methods for Inwolving thet  * Staff evaiuation of results of clti-
: public appropriate to the |ssue and Involvement program .
communlcation needs and styles of ("
. . Merthods the agency and pubiics? .
= Feedback from advisory committees
g Were all tasks necessary to imple~ and program participants
[} ] ment the program anticipated and )
I 2 « ‘ budgeted ? - .
£E & Task Descriptions :
5 Was adequate time scheduled to ldentification of tasks not antlei-
8 : / plan, 1mplemen":xd document the pated or budgeted “
S . : ' program? ’
- Time Plow Dlagram - . :
, % : + Was the budget eqmij&g level .
” : of effort dealrad ? . .
o 1 L
. 8 Budget by Tasks '
. § Was staff adequate to be abte to Im- Identificatton of program elements
® plement all tasks, In terms of numbers  eliminpted due to lack of tme,
i % and professional competency } budget or staff mséur}cgs
o |- Staffing Requlrements ' L
e - - 47 \ o




