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PREFACE 

This report explor'es some sensitive or critical areas in public 

involvement.. A 1972 RF&D workshop on public involvement identified 

a series of issues requiring research and analysis. A subsequent 

PNW study "Public Involvement and the Forest Service", (Hendee 1973) 

addressed many of these issues. This study assignment by the Chief's 

Office was to focus on problems and issues not covered by the PNW 

study. 

~ 

Since 1973, much progr'ess in the understanding and application of public 

invol vement procecures has been made in the Forest Ser'vice as well as 

in other public agencies. Today public involvement is an institutionalized 

program, In spite of nllillerous directives and references, including the 

1977 Forest Service 1&1 Handbook, many uncertainties remain unresolvec 

and, sometimes, we commit errors in st rategies or execution" The land 

manager is never really sure whether a specific decision topic warrants the 

involvement of the public or not and, even more distur'bing to him, which 

of the many public involvement processes is the most appropriate for the 

specific situation at hand .. He is fur·thermore disturbed about his ability 

to gain part.icipation by a "representative" group of the public and how 

to judge what is repr'esentati ve" And finally, aft.er he has made a decision 
l 

for' public participation, he never knows whether the decision is a better 

one because of broad inovl vement, whether' the public r'eally supports the 

decision in tbe short and long run, whether the public thinks better of 





the For'est Ser'vice because of its participation, or whether the decision 

will tumble down upon him and he will find himself in court in spi te of 

his best effor'ts in public involvement .. 

This report will not allay these uncertainties.. It does, however, attempt 

to explore the factors underlying these uncertainties so that understanding 

them may contribute to better public involvement management in the 

Forest Service .. 

l\'bile primarily designed for the Offices of Information in the Chief 1 s 

Office and in the field, some of the material contained in this report , 

may be suitably communicated to the land manager and other practitioners 

in forms of training aids, additions to the Handbook, manuals or during 

lectures and workshops on public involvement" 

The aut.hoT's consi deY' this a working document rather thWi a defini ti ve 

reference document, and invi te inquir'es or discussions on any of the topics 

covered" 
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CHAPTER I 

OBJECTIVES AND CONSTRAINTS 

"Ci ti zen po"Wer is "What publi c involvement is all about'--po"Wer to 1!l8-<ce the 

government do what the citizen "Wants it to do. In America, establishing 

effecti ve citizen po"Wer' is a basic, constitutionally chartered idea of 

our governmental system." (Davis 1975) 

The fundamental precept of public involvement is therefore that: " .... those 

affected by public decisions should have opportunity to affect these decisions .. 

If a plan is not vie"Wed as relevant or desired by a significant portion of 

those "Who "Will be affected by it, the likelihood of its being il!lplemented is 

conesponcingly reduced .. " (Borton 1970) 

The objectives of public involvement listed on page iv of the Guide to 

Public Involvement in Decision Making, Forest Service 1974, can be ,ephrased 

as having four specific purposes: 

1.. To e):pand publi c understanding of natural resource planning needs, 

pc,tentials, and available alternatives. 

2. To sDlicit information from the various publics regarding their 

perceptions of important problems and needs requix'ing a solution, 

3, To obtain reaction from the affected publics to For'est Servi ce plans. 

proposals and/or recol!'..1Ilendations and their vie"Ws of the relative 
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priorities with regard to the allocation of limited public funds 

and reSOUI'CeS. 

4. To create public support for the solutions and/or recommendations 

emerging from thi s j oint planning effort and reduce the probability 

of prolonged litigations. 

Two further objectives emerge from the above four', but are not explicitly 

stated in the Guide: 

5" To develop trust on the part of the public in agency-planning personne1 

and in their competence. 

6. To secure commitment by the participants to the fina1 plan evolved 

from the joint effort" 

Y,lkclbousky (1973) proposes these additional objectives for the public 

invol vement p:::"oc es s : 

L It allows supplementation of' the planning staff's resour'ces through 

the utili zation of the time, abilities and expertise of public 

participants. 

2" It will tend to improve the planning product by the incl ,lsi on of a 

larger circle of inputs and technical expert ise" 

3. It meets existing legal reQuirements. 
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Manheim (1971) categori zes community interaction objectives in a different 

forlllat: 

1. Responsi bili ty for obj ecti ves 

a. establish and maintain agency and process legitimacy 

b. reexamine and maintain validity of earlier decisions 

2. Responsiveness 

a. forlll ne .. concepts , 
b. establish facts 

c. detect and anticipate community problems 

d. find solutions 

e. explore values 

3. Effectiveness 

a" establish and maintain credibility 

b.. establish and maintain communication channels 

c. search for consensus 

d. depolarize interests 

These objectives a.~'e explained in consider'able detail in thE: 

Manheim report .. 

Finally Warner (1971) indicates the importance legislators and legisla~ures 

at the fed=ral, state and local levels place on public invclvement because 

"it assU!"es that the interests of their constituent publics are represented 

and included in the planning/decision process. Since legislators must 

integrate techni cal demands and potentials .. i th the relevant social requisites, 
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planning recommendations deriving from a combination of technical experts 

and their publi cs provide much more realistic decision bases for legislatures 

than the singular' emphasis on traditional "expert" analysis. 

In a later section of this paper we will discuss the stratification of 

participants in publi c involvement processes with public agencies" The 

emphasis is in understanding the pools of participants available to assist 

in "enlarging an agency t s staff" as Warner' suggests. In a general survey 

of voluntary participative action, David Smith of the Center for a Voluntary 

Society (1972) differentiates between five types of volunteers and their 

action orientation. These are: 

1. Service-oriented volunteerism" These participants focus on providing 

free service t,o Red Cross, hospitals and similar public service agencies" 

2" Publi c i ssue-ori ented or' cause-ori ented advocacy vol unt eeri sm, 

These volu..'"1teers are interested in such causes as consumerism, envircn-

mental. protection, and other social-·economic or even political 

causes. They are generally deeply committed to the issue in general, and 

to a particular point of view with regard to that issue" 

3." ConSUlt .... ::latory or self eA""])!'essive volunteerism. Participants in this 

action area are inter'ested in self expression in such areas as recreation, 

art, hobbies, or social events" 

4" Occupational and economic self interest volunteerism" At the root of 

this typ£:: 0:' voluntary action are the economic and/or occupational 

interests of the par'ticipants, This category includes voluntary members 

of professional associations, business associations, unions, and 

similar organizations. 
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5" Philanthropic or fund raising volunteerism" Pax,ticipants in this 

activity, strive to r'aise funds for the American Friends, United Funds, 

war rehabili tiation and other organi zations. 

Volunteers for publi c involvement acti vi ties with the For'est Service 

would obviously stem from groups 2 (Sierra Club, Isaac Walton League, 

etc.) and 4 (timber industry associations, range, recreation and other 

commerci al associations)" and a more limited number of group 3 participants. 

Given the above high potential interest and pax'ticipant resources in 

public involvement, what are some of the macr'o-technical constraints? 

Many potential participants arc apparently tur'ned away fr'om public 

involvement by the belief expressed by Jeanne o. Nienaber in her case 

study of the U"S" Forest Service (1973) that "there exist real limitations 

to the capability of the bur'eaucracy (Forest Service) to handle innovation, 

challenges to its pI ocedures, and conflict situations." This statement 

rei :eY'8tes the widely held public perception that in our society major 

innovations and conflicts are not easily assiorilated by the body politic 

as a whole and ca:'::.iollS innovation is a more representative guiding 

principle of our society. When projected onto a specific agency, such 

atti tudes not only weaken the voluntary participation of that agency but 

also the "trust placed in the outcomes and decision making of that agency" 

Another general technical constraint to public involvement is the capability 

of the Forest Service to collect, absorb, interpret, respond to and feed 

back informati on. Shannon' s Tenth Theorem in control theory states that the 
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performance capability of a regulator is limited by the capad ty of the 

feedback channel. (Shannon 1949 ). If the Forest Service is ;. regulatory 

apparatus, then its effectiveness is limited by the amount of information 

-that we can deal with and effectively integrate into our decision making 

process. 

Some researchers in the field of public involvement (Hendee, et"aL, non­

dated) suggest that necessary characteristics of the public involvement 

process are its explicitness and versatility and also the requirenent that 

the outcome be traceable to its sources. An independent second party should 

thus be able to identify the sources as well as the modes in which they 

were utilized and by which they contributed to the final agency decision, 

T'nis characteristic, if used as a rigorous selection criterion for public 

involvement processes would severely limit the number of processes to those 

in which inputs can be clear'ly segregated and identified" Less formalized 

input means such as workshops and group sessions would therefore generally 

not qualify. 

The final sever'e constraints to the public involvement process are that it 

is a slow, often tedious, time and reSOUI'ces consuming and sOI:1etimes st ale­

mating" Existing conflicts between the participants are o:'ten not resolved 

and sometimes exacey'bated. It is any thine; but efficient in the short run. 

As one researcher' has stated: "all parties to the process must recognize 

that it is impossible to maximize both efficiency and democracy .. The 

preser'vation of some degree of freedom in our' complex society is dependent 

on working out a nethod of optimizing these conflicting values,," (FolJ.-..man 

1973) 
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But in spite of the difficulties and constraints operating on public involve­

ment, it is a growing phenomenon in our public affairs" It has expanded 

not only in numbers of participants but also in emphasis and :,degree of 

demand for participation by the public", As such, it behooves us to 

continue to learn as much about, the process as the experience of others, 

in addition to Oill' own, can teach us and to adopt those procedures which 

will, in the long run, yield the greatest benefits to the natural 

resoillce env~ronment and to society", Assistant Secretary of 

Agricultill"e, Malcolm Cutler concludes in his thesis (1972): "The Forest 

Service should be glad that more persons are interested in the National 

Fores~, and that they are becoming more effective in expressing their 

interest", Involved citizens are potential supporters of the agency's 

programs ,,' l~oTe importantly, involved ci ti zens are assuming a personal 

responsibili ty for renewing and p:!"'eserving our enviromnental heritage, and 

in the process restoring and strengthening that faith of individuals in 

themselves which is the source of national direction and generosity of 

deed." 

Cutler quotes Elliott L" Richardson in the Congressional RecoT'd of April 

21, 1972: "The hard choi ces, in the end, are bound to depend on some 

co:w.bination of values and instincts -- and, indeed, it is precisely be-

caUSE the content of choice cannot be reduced to a mathematical eqUation 

that we r,eed,the political forum to reach the final, most difficult decisions,," 

In the re:nainder of this paper we will summarize some of the newer 

ideas in public involvement processes so that "these most difficult decisions" 

might be facili tated" 
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CHAPTER II 

DECISION MAKING AND DECISION FORMATION 

The role of the public in the For'est Service's planning decision processes 

has so far not been clearly spelled out. When Public Involvement first be­

came Forest Service policy, the question was probably not even raised" The 

stated pur'pose of the policy was to "make our management processes visible and 

our responsible people accessible,," (Forest Service Manual 1970). Henceforth 

the public could walk in at will through wide open door's and watch its govern­

ment in live action. In addition to the new open door policy the volume of 

information directed at the public was to be greatly increased" Advise and 

consent would be an apt description of public involvement as seen from the 

agency's point of view" 

In retrospect it is evident that the public was unwilling to accept the r'ole 

in which it was being cast" Especially segments of the public that f el t they 

had long been overlooked by the Forest Service, perceived the role assigned 

to them as much too passive. In their interpretation, the National Environ­

mental Policy Act (1969) gave them a direct say in the making of decisions, 

To e degree t.!"-!ey made participation conditional on their sharing in decision 

making. 

Even if it were advisable to do so, it is however outsi de the power of the 

Forest Service to admit the public into the role of co-decision makers, since 

" .• "" this authority and this responsi bili ty cannot legally 

be transferr'ed by the agency to any segment of the public, 

nor can it, be shared,," (T. C" Nelson 1974)" 
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The injunction implicit in the Deputy Chief's statement remains as valid 

today as it was in 1974 when he made it" Its abandonment would imply a 

fundamental change in OUI system of government. Moreover, as-,the Deputy 

Chief's namesake explained a few years earlier, the principle is binding 

- all the way down the line: 

"In the final analysis the land manager •. " has the 

responsibility to decide to lengthen a road because the 

landscape is better served. He is T'equired to make the 

judgement to require a more costly logging system, logging 

layout, or silvicultural system, protect soil or emphasize 

landscape aesthetics." (M. M. Nelson 1974). 

Forest Service line officers are fully aware that the burden of making 

decisions is on them alone, Their uncertainty is about where to fit the 

public into the decision process" Such phrases as "Public Involve:r.:lent ir 

Decision Making" are not calculated to relieve this uncertainty. At a 

m:nimum, it leaves it open whether they are supposed to be constrained by 

the public's demands or desires or merely influenced by them. Influence 

is not binding, a constraint is; in light of other considerations, infl "Jence 

can be set aside" 

The problem is not confined to the Forest Service or to the area 0::' public 

involvement in governI!lental agencies" At a time when such notions as 

participative management, group decision making and industrial democracy 

have come into vogue, managers in industry are hard pressed to give these 

notions substance" 
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In a recently published instructional course for managers, its author 

(Homo., 1971) sets up a distinction between decision making and decision 

formation which may be helpful in this respect. Decision fOT~tion, the 

first phase, of the decision process, is social in natur'e, with two or 

-more people interacting" In the organizational setting this interaction 

is initiated by the decision maker approaching a number of individuals to 

sound out their views and solicit, their advice. It is understood by them 

that their inputs will be noted and considered but not necessarily adopted. 

By contrast, decision making is a one-person, an individual, and a very 

taxing acti vi ty. All of it goes on in the decision maker's mind. The decision 

i tsel:- is a reflection of the quality of his judgement.. That's why he is 

there .. That's what he is paid for. 

To illustrate decision fOlhlation, Homa describes the way in which a manager, 

intent on hiY'ing a ne" .... subordinate manager, "Would involve other executives., 

'IYl'ical,ly he would ask a nUl!lber of them to interview the candidates. Tnen he 

l!iight ca,ll them together or see them individually to discuss each candidate 

and ask their recoml:lendations on which one to hire.. Suppose that the group 

is una!"dmously in favor of one particular candidate, but the manager disagrees 

and 00025 not iolant him or her" 

"'vlhat h2ppe!1S in sue!": group situations - and it is necessary that this happens -

is that a:1Y n1E:oe!" of people can screen candidates and give their opinions, 

thus participating in forming a decision, which is preliminary to making a 

decision, Belt the decision to appoint Smith or Jones will be made by (his 

prospective) manager himself, No doubt he can be swayed by this opinion or 

th"t, but whatever decision results, it is he who made it, and it is he who 



will be held accountable for the consequences." 

Fr'om thi s example, Forest Service decision makers will r'eadily, conclude that 

they go through the process of decision formation whenever they consult with 

their' staffs. It would never occur to them that in doing so they are in any 

way abdicating or sharing their decision making authority, or that they are 

spreading the burden of responsibility. There is no good reason why public 

involvement should not also be treated as part of decision formation, even 

though consulting with the public is not strictly comparable to consulting 

with one's staff" Some of the main differences call for a brief discussion. 

(a) Unlike the staff the public is not in any sense under the decision 

makers control.. Staff members are well aware that, as their superior, 

the decision maker has the right to ignore or reject their inputs. 

Rejecting the public's input on the other hand, is now linked with 

the obligation to explain the reasons for rejection. 

(b) Likewise, members of the staff can be instructed by their superior 

to go back and gather more information. The validity of the inf'oI'­

matioL they provide can be questioned, and they can even be censored 

for being inadequately prepared. From the public, the decision maker 

has to accept "'hatever is presented to him" No matter how much he 

disagrees with what he hears, he cannot - or should not - argue. 

(c) It is ar-propriate, and indeed necessary, for staff to be provided with 

e,echr,ical details from all the relevant disciplines as well as being 

familiariz,ed with all the constraints to which the ultimate decision 

has to conform. Overwhelming the public with information at this 

level is more likely to cause resentment. In addition the decision 

"al:er exposes himself to the accusation of trying to foreclose on 
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free expression by erecting artifi cial barriers to communi cati on. 

(d) In the course of decision formation involving his staff, the line 

officer is quite often faced with conflicting views .or conflicting 

information. While it is true that sorting out and adjudicating 

bet.'een these views is already part of decision making, staff 

members are often aware of their clashing views, and their conflicts 

tend to become personal. To preserve the cohesion among his team, 

the decision maker is well advised to attempt resolving the conflict 

and restor'ing amicable relations. When applied to the participating 

public, this approach is not merely ineffective but counterproductive" 

Ineffective, because conflicts between segments of the public are 

backed by strong emotional undercurrents. Counterproductive because 

if decision formation does not expose divergent views in their full 

array, it misses its pUY'pose. 

Tne role of the public in the decision process becomes still clearer if we 

consider the kinds of input that should be expected from the decision maker's 

staff and from the public respectively. These contributions ar'e f'und8.I!lentally 

dif'fe!'ent" 

Staff is there to keep the decision maker updated on the latest de'"elopments 

in their respective fields, and to help him determine how the available 

,;i 

knowledge bears on the various techno-econc>mic issues he will have to consider \l' 

when drafting his decision. He needs this to assess the effects his decision 

will have on timber yield, wildlife, watershed, soil er'osion, recreational 

siting, landscaping, community employment. 

12 



Any of the above type of information supplied by the public is of course 

useful, but should be regarded as a bonus. Rather, the public should be 

looked upon as a unique source of diver'se, contending and often incompatible 

views reflecting equally contending and incompatible interest and value 

systems. Without awareness of these views the decision maker will not be 

prepar'ed to cope with adverse reactions to his decisions. which under most 

circumstances are sure to arise. In his address to Forest Supervisors, Behan 

(1970) stressed the para-political sensibilities decision makers in the 

Forest Service now have to develop. And para,-politicians. like politicians, 

are bound to fail unless they keep abrest of what moves every segment of their 

publics. 



CHAPTER III 

A STRATEGY FOR INTEnSIFIED PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

As used here, the term strategy is a predesigned plan of action, each 

element of which is conceived to advance a given effort toward a specified 

objective" Some form of strategy guides every public involvement effort, 

though it is r'arely made explicit" Furthermore, such strategies, while 

they fit the definition, ar'e, as a rule, specific to a particular issue, 

a parti cular decision maker, and a parti cular situation. 

In what is to follow, we have developed a model of a generalized public 

involvement strategy, with each step explicitly descr'ibed" The model is 

shoom in the form of a flow chart in Fig" 1 This flow chart can also 

serve as a check list (see Table 1 ) to assure that no step has beer. 

ami tted., No d.oubt t:r.:::: ::-:-:.jel v;'ill unde!"go modif'ications, o~,:er tiP.l€' a!1d 

indi vi d'...lal decisi on makers may also find it necessary to adapt it to 

their owr.. needs., 

One of the basic assUffiptions we have made in building the model is that 

public involvement is, or should be, an ongoing process.. In practice this 

mea!1S that Forest SeT'vice decision makers should continually Y'eport to the 

public on routine decisions and how they are working out.. They should also 

promptl;," ack:lDwledge and respond to spontaneous inputs frOl:: the public 

Fron:. time to time, however, issues come up which, in the decision maker's 

judgement, requirE' more extensive public participation and a greater 

14 



2 

Assess 
Socia-economic 

Impact I---..;.~< 
Impact ~ Yes 

Significant?> • 

Se t up 
shor t 
budge t 

7 

No 

Intensified 
p. i. effort 
not needed 

Seiect method(s) 
~approprtate to 

each publ ic 

All publics 
responded? 

Ves 

Anaiyze 
EVdludte 

No 

) 

Record of previously. 
ident i fied vaiue and' 
interest ~ystems 

~ 

Ident i fy 
Affected 
Publ ics 

Consul t WI th a 
I----~."""Ifew known members: 

of each public 

list of jnterested 
publ ics from step 6 

8 9 

Identify Meet with each 
non-responding non-responding 

publics pub lie 

Figure 1 - Strategy flowchart for intensified public involvement 

Ves 

No 

Stop 

Assess 

l- S t ra tegy 
E Hec t j venes 5 



volume of public input. Taking into account the considerable costs at 

stake, the first, and in some respects the most important, strategic 

decision is whether or not to mount an intensified effort. The well 

founded caution against overworking the public (Hendee et al. n. d.) is 

relevant here. 

The sequentially numbered strategy steps in the flow chart (Fig. 1 ) a!'e 

discussed below" 

1. Pre·-assess socio-economic impact 

To detennine if the issue merits an intensified public involvement effo!'t, 

the model proposes a preliminary test. This consists of a reasonably 

detailed assessment of the anticipated social and economic impacts of any 

decision that might ultimately result. 

Although we assume the decision maker has a sense that the issue is social­

ly and politically significant, this may not in fact turn out to be the 

case. In any event, the proposed analysis will enable him to plan his 

P!lblic involvement effort with increased confidence. 

2" Set up public involvement budget 

If the assessment supports the decision maker's initial judgement a short 

budget should be set up for' the initial phase - steps 3 and 4 of the flow 

chart. Only relatively small amounts will be needed if all the required 

information can be obtained from a small number of informants. The reasons 

for a possible curtaiL'Dent of the effort will be explained in step 4" 
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3. Identify affected publics" 

The model next provides for identifying the segments of the public likely 

to be impacted; it does not take for granted that those aff.-ected wiil 

also be interested. Further affected publics are likely to be added upon 

completion of the next stage. 

The basic guideline for identifying affected groups should be their presumed 

value and interest systems which will lead them to favor certain solutions 

as against others. The main purpose of this step is to get as comprehen-

sive a listing as possible of the groups subscribing to the various value 

systems. The lists will not, of course, be the same for every kind of issue, 

a!ld will therefore have to be constructed anew each time the strategy 

model is applied.. After each intensified public involvement effm·t the 

list should be revised, updated and stored. This will reduce the effort 

necessary to iden~.ify affected segme!lts of the public on successive occasio!ls .. 

1;.. CO!lsul t knoW!] members of affect·ed publics. 

Informal contacts are !lext proposed with a few knoW!] members of each affected 

public to detennine which of these publics wi] 1 also be interested enougb tc 

make therr. li} .. ely pE.rticinants in oecislon formation.. Another outcome is a 

morE: co:r;pre;-~:?nsive l:i~t of affected publics, some of which shoulc. again be 

In SOIDE instances this may prove sufficient to supply decision makers with 

all they need to know about public sentiment on the given issue. If' so, the , 

ir,tensified public involvement effort may well end here. The risk attached 

to terY,""nating at this point is that some segment of the public with strong 
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and distinct views may inadvertently have been 'missed, 

5, Set up supplementary budget 

Continuing the strategy requires alloting additional resources. Although 

some idea about the relative costs of different techniques for enlisting 

public participation are shown in Appendix A , cost alone should not be 

used as the only criterion of selecting one method as against another .. 

6. Prepare index of interested publics 

We have unde!'scored the word "interested" to differentiate bet ..... ""een those 

publics who are affected and those who are likely to actively participate. 

As a rule, a definitive list of those whose participation is virtually as­

sured will result from the informal contacts with a few r'espondents described 

under step 4 above. Completion of this list cannot be entirely delegated 

because of t,he danger of deliberate or inadvertent consorship" A measu~'e 

of self discipline is required to avoid omitting groups or individuals whose 

vi ews aT'e di se ami orting 01" contrary" 

7.. Select method(s) appropriate to each public 

The list of interested publics provides the basis for the key component of 

the str'ategy: Selecting the combination of technique(s) most suited to the 

identif::ed segments of the public.. (See Appendix A ) .. 

Initially this should be done regardless of other considerations, In the 

process of matching techniques to publics the decision maker and his staff 

will get a better "feel" for' these pu'blics, a valuable exercise in itself. 

To actually implement a different method for each public may be t.oo cDstly; 
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a parti cular method may be infeasible for a number of reasons; the 

requiI'ed skills or special resources may be unavailable" Nevertheless, 

after the trinnning is done, only rarely will one technique be found to 

suffi ce. This is very different from the connnon practi ce of trying to 

find the "one best" technique to fit everybody. (In chapter VII "e have 

revie\<ed some of the many factor's or' variables that have to be considered 

in assessing the suitability of public involvement methods.) 

While the methods to be used are being chosen, it is important that the 

objective of the strategy be kept prominen"tly in vie". To repeat once 

more, this objective is to provide the decision maker mth as comprehen­

sive a survey as possible of the total spread of vie"s on the issue. 

Tne effecti veness of the strat egy in meeting the objective will increase 

wi th repeated applications" For the first few times round it must be 

e);pected, however, that one or several of the affected publics will fail 

to respond. It is not uncommon for a group or an individual to recognize 

that its vi tal interest has been passed over after the decision has already 

been made. Alternatively, a public based at some distance from the focus 

of decision may find that it is too late to intervene. 

8. Identify non-responding publics 

Tne follo.ine: partial a:oalysis of incoming responses should be made to 

determine which segments of the public have not been heard from, ,despite 

expectations: 
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(i) Develop a coding system for t.he interested publics listed 

under step 6 (page 18) 

Iii) Each incoming response is likely to contain clues suggesting 

for which segment of the public the respondent claims to 

speak, On the basis of these clues, assign the corresponding 

code, 

(iii) Make a tally of the number of responses for each int e!ested 

public, 

The tally will show which publics are not represented at all, as well 

as those whose views are represented inadequately" 

9. Personal mission to non-responding publiCS 

It now is up to the decision maker to go on a personal "diplomatic" mission 

to each non-responding public. The purpose of these missions 

is to find out what the given public thinks and feels about the issue. 

The decision maker is there to listen not to negotiate or persuade. 

Such personal approaches need not be confined to the above purpose" They 

can, and should, be used at any time a decision maker needs additional 

input from any public. There is no substitute for face to face contact 

to remove actual or pot enti al misunderstandings. 
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10. Assess effectiveness of strategy 

There is one preemptive measure of the above strategy's effectiveness .. 

It is the adequacy with which the decision maker will be able to respond 

to any segment of the public levelling criticisms against his final 

decision. Assessments of how well the strategy has worked must therefore 

be delayed until some time after the decision has been made and become 

known .. 

Because the lag from the end of the intensified public involvement effort 

may be consideable, it is advisable to document the progress of the 

s"t!'ategy as it is being impleI!lented .. 

The decision !!J.c.~eI'ls own impressions as well as those of his staff, gathered 

on COTIlFletion 01" ea'2h s"':.ep, should definitely be included in the do ci.lI!Jentc:t i on " 

They are important feedbacl-: r!echanisms for raising -the effectivenes!2 of 

the strat.egy wben it co~es to be used again. 
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Tab 1 e 1 

STRATEGY APPLICATION CHECKLIST 

A. If need for intensified publ ic involvement is in doubt 

B. 

C .. 

1. Has socio-economic impact of issue been assessed? 

If 

2. 

3. 

4. 

If 

5 

6. 

7 

8 .. 

need for intensified pub 1 i c involvement has been established 

Has a short budget been set up? 

Have the affected pub 1 ics been identified? 

Have known membe rs of affected publics been consulted? 

greater volume of input from public is required 

Has a supplementary budget been set up? 

Has a list been prepared of interested publics? 

Have public involvement methods been selected to fit each 
identified interested public? 

Has a partial analysis been made to identify non-responding 
publics? 

9. Has a personal approach been made to each non-responding public? 

D. On completion of the intensified public involvement effort 

lOa. Has appl ication of above strategy been documented? 

b. Has strategy been assessed for effectiveness? 
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CHAPTER IV 

INTEGRATING PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT WITH PLANNING 

Under the Forest Service's public involvement policy,the public, or more 

precisely the publics, are added as a source of inputs to the decision 

maker and must be given full consideration by him. But neither the 

policy nor' any other directives or' instructions of the Forest Service 

prescribe the structuring of the public involvement process. In this 

sense the public involvement process clearly differs from the planning 

process which has achieved a high level of' formalization. 

A decision maker might adopt one of many strategies to give the public a 

voice in decision formation.. The public should, however, understand that 

it is participating only in the decision formation stage and not in the 

decision n:aking stage.. In the Forest Service the decision is left up to 

the line officer in charge of the particular plan.. Responsibility for a 

decision cannot be shared with members of the public; they function only as 

added inputs on which the decision maker will base his final decision .. 

For purpcses of this discussion the planning process is divided into three 

phases labeled 1, 2, and 3 respectively: preplanning, plan formulation and 

The first model incorporating public involvement does not differ much from 

the traditional planning model without public involvement. The planners 

proceed through the planning process and present the final result to both 

the decision maker' and the pClb:'.ic. 
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Planner 

Public 

Decision 
Maker 

( 

1 

PLANNING PHASES 

2 3 

4 

Evalua ion 

Decision 

Model 1 

A public involvement event may be held at the point where alternatives 

are presented and public reaction is registered. The public has no say 

in fornni'iating the al ternat.i Ves but merely reacts to proposals, expres-

sing agreement OT' criticism" Comments are direct.ed to the decision ma.Y~eT' 

and not to the planners. 

Since publi c invo}';rErnent DeeUJ"S so late in this process, individuals or 

groups are not given much time to design their own alternatives. This 

is likely t,o dcpri··.,:-e the Forest Service of fully understanding differing 

publi c needs" It may tr.us precipitate a situation where the publi c turns 

down Forest Service plans outright. Public involvement in this model looks 

like an aft erthought and not a genuine part of the decision formation 

process. 
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The second model is similar to the first one. The planners proceed with 

the planning process independently of inputs from the public but they 

provide information to the public after each phase of the process" While 

the public receives information earlier than in modell, planners begin 

and, if necessary, complete the next phase without waiting for public co!:'.ments" 

Planner 1 2 -, 
/. I 

I I I 
I I I 

Public la • 2a -I 
3a -

Decision 

Decision 

Eodel 2 

Tney do consider the public's input, but the degree to which they take it 

into account is up to the planner's discretion. 

This model leaves options in that planning can proceed either more like 

nodel 1 or more like model 3. 

The third model goes further toward integrating public involvement with 

planning. Af'ter completion of each st age, information is presented to 

the public. Work on the next stage of planning is not connnenced until the 

public has had a chance to register its comments and make p~oposals .. 
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Pub2.:ic 

Decision 
Make:' 

1 2 

la 

Evaluation 

3 

2a 3a 

Hodel 3 

Apayt fron:. affording the public adequate time to present new data, it 

also enacles it to devise and put forward its own suggestions and 

alternatives" 

The fourth ",,,del intesrates the public and the planners into a joint 

planning tearr. froID. the s:art. Representative members of the various 

Decision 

affected interests, and possibly members of the general public partici-

p&te as full r.1er::,be:~"s of' the Flanr::'ng staff, contributing t,heir unique 

viewpcints to be consia.e!"ed in formulating alternatives '. 



Planner 

Public 

Decision 
Maker 

3. -t 

Model 4 

This structure precludes large scale public involvement and is usue.lly 

carried out by a selected group of volunteers who have the trust of the 

rest of the public" Every effort is made to balance the group, thus 

making it representative of the widest possible spectrum of views .. 

Although this model is the ultimate step in public involveme:1t, it 

requires a radical revision of the present planning procedure. Such a 

change is costly, and presents potentially difficult organizational 

problems. It has, however, been successful in certain areas where the 

public is sufficiently committed to a long term working arrangement. 

The models described above are all examples of commonly used ways to 

involve the public in planning.. This does not mean, however, that only 

these models should be followed" Different models can be used in 

different planning phases, depending on the scope of the plan and on the 
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problems encountered. It would be preferable for' the Public Involvement 

staff to allow the mixing of these and other models according to planning 

needs in order' to gain greater flexibility in its public involvement effort. 
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CHAPTER V 

CRITICAL PROBLEMS IN PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Problems occur during the planning process (we call them critical 

aspects) which may need special attention. We have placed these 

critical aspects in three categories: 

Meeting legal requirements 

Conflict potential 

Conduct of Public Involvement 

Meeting Legal Requirements 

1. Since standing in court can be gained on the basis of non-economic 

criteria, give equal consideration to non-economic data such as aesthetics. 

(Sierra Club v .. Morton, U"S .. D.C., N. Calif. 10/72). 

2. When presenting alternatives avoid presenting only two extremes. 

Alternately, presenting a few alternatives only at one end of the full 

range creates a superficial variation. This naturally alienates those 

publics whose interests are dominantly at the other end of the spectrum" 

There is also an important legal reason for taking care to cover all 

possible plans: Courts have ruled against agencies which did not 

adequately discuss alternative courses of action. (National Resources 

Defense Council v. Morton, U.S. Court of Appeals, D.C. cir. 1/72). 

Although adequacy has not been defined by the courts, it means that an 

agency has to the best of its knowledge, made an effort to explore various 

alternatives. 



3. The Forest Service's compliance wi th its own procedures is essentiaL 

An examination of recent court rulings shows that courts are more likely 

to rule against an agency on pl'ocedural non-compliance than on substantive 

grounds, (Leshy 1977). The standards of judicial review are based on 

the Administrative Procedures Act, and courts do not substitute their 

own judgement for that of the agency. 

"Courts have said that the resolution of matters of scientific conflict and 

discretionary policy decisions are within the province of the agency, and 

will not be struck down, unless they are 'arbitrary and capricious' or 

otherwise illegal." (Leshy 1977)" 

4" The relationship of public input to other decision inputs must be made 

clear and the Forest Service must justify the rejection of suggestions or 

alternative plans put forth by the public. 

5. A full administrative record must be kept of all registered points of 

view at all decision phases" The purpose of the administrative record is 

to demonstrate to the public the relationship of public input to decisions 

made by the Forest Service" The record is open to judicial scrutiny. 

Decisions based on some intuitive "feel" for public sentiment are legally 

unacceptable because they are not open to independent reviews" 

Conflict Potential 

1. Although the Forest Serivce should not attempt to play the role of 

mediator between conflicting interest groups, since it is not in a neutral 

position, it can define issues so that polarization is reduced. 

30 



Polarizing conflict exists when opponents share few common values, e .. g .. , 

economic, political, educational, religious, ethnic or linguistic. Ad­

versaries on one issue tend to be opponents on other issues as well. In 

such situations it helps to find a common interest for the conflicting 

parties on another related issue. From this basis for agceement it may 

become possible to compromise on the conflicting issue. (Freeman 1976) .. 

2. If a controversial plan is changed, political support from the initial 

set of clients is threatened. The decision maker is then in the position 

of having to rebuild a new support group, which leaves him vulnerable to 

charges of "sell-out".. If the plan is not changed, the decision maker 

is charged with ignoring the public interest in favor of special interest 

groups" He is caught in a double bind. (Alston and Freeman 1975). 

It can be of help to a decision maker to realize that such changes in 

public support are at times inevitable. Whichever decision he makes will 

probably alienate someone.. He should make the best possible decision 

without attempting to please everyone. 

3., As members of the public receive an increasing amount of information 

through the media about decisions that affect their lives, they will 

increase their demands for participation in making those decisions. 

This response can be e)..-pecred in a democratic society" 

If opportunities for participation are not provided, the public will 

der.oand changes in procedures and institutions. (Umpleby 1972) .. 
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4.. Members of the public frequently want policies in their region to 

be consistent and comprehensive. They also want to exercise influence in 

making and carrying out these policies, especially when their particular 

interests are threatened. Few people,however, are willing to sufficiently 

compromise their interests in order to achieve the first goal. 

Tradi tional planners attempt to follow controlled processes of analysis, 

development of alternatives, and evaluation of consequences. They seek a 

planned solution to a problem. Public reactions to a proposal frequently 

do not contain a comprehensive overview of a problem: They are a "result­

ant" rather than a "solution". Separate individuals or groups who have 

no common intention may make their selections and criticisms without regard 

to each other .. (Bolan 1967).. Public involvement is one way of incorporating 

these public reactions into the planning process. 

Conduct of Public Involvement 

1. Begin public involvement early enough in the planning process and 

allow adequate time for public responses so that they can affect the 

decision. Early involvement helps establish credibility with the public 

and assures that an appropriate range of public sentiment is registered, 

and suitable alternatives are developed. The public resents involvement 

that is an afterthought to a decision already made. 

By not forcing a decision through, and providing adequate time for public 

responses during the planning process, the Forest Service can receive 

objections and modify plans accordingly.. If, however, it forces a decision 

prematurly, the public may resort to legal means to change the decision .. 
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Adequate public involvement may help prevent such law suits. 

2. The objectives of public involvement for a given issue .should be 

clearly stated both within the agency and to the public. This will 

aid the Forest Service and the public in understanding when public 

involvement should be sought and for what purpose. It will also prevent 

the public from misinterpreting its role in decision making. 

Both the public and Forest Service decision makers should recognize 

the line officer's responsibility for evaluating data and making the 

decision" Responsibility for a decision cannot be delegated: There can 

be no group decision. 

The public, especially, should not be led to think that public involvement 

is "vote countingll: The majority opinion will not necessarily prevail" 

Neither should Forest officers feel they are abandoning their authority. 

Decisions still rest with line officers, but the public is brought in 

to provide input so that better decisions may be made. 

3. In order to avoid misunderstandings, legal, financial and other con­

straints should be made clear to the public" This will allow the public to 

appreciate the bounds within which the Forest Service must operate and 

define the lind ts Io1i thin which public sugges tions are viewed" 

4. Technical planners may tend to develop alternatives that are not in 

agreement with the ideas, values and preferences of those who are directly 

affected by the plans. It is therefore important to include the public's 
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perceptions and feelings as data in the planning process .. 

For a given issue make major categories of feelings ranging from "strongly 

for" to "strongly against".. Then record the distribution of these feelings. 

Depending on their value systems, various interest groups may interpret 

the same data differently. All public input expresses values, whether it is 

well-reasoned or not. The overriding objective of public involvement is 

the identification of these values. Therefore collect and record all data 

interpretations .. 

5. ~~en presenting information to the public, speakers should be careful 

not to create "information overload"" In selecting material for presentation 

it is important not to use material that is too technical. For example, the 

public does not understand or care about the technical aspects of timber 

management.. Ihey are more concerned with the effects of a timber plan on the 

local community, and this should be the focus of the presentation. 

6. In order to be most effective public involvement should be continuoDs 

rather than summoned only when the law requires it. The Forest Service should 

establish contact with members of the public and meet with them on a regular 

basis .. 

7. Don't force public involvement if there is no public interest. An issue 

may appear to be important from the Forest Service's point of view, but the 

public may not consider it so. (Behan 1970).. The purpose of public involve-

rnent is to give the interested public a chance to participate. The Forest 
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Service doesn't need to stimulate public interest in order to fulfill 

its public involvement requirements. 

8. Provide varied opportunities for input. A variety of techniques 

should be used to secure public involvement, depending on the issue at 

hand and the purpose of seeking involvement. Some techniques are more 

conducive to registering public criticism, whereas others provide a format 

for a longer term contact between participants and the Forest Service. 

The latter techniques allow conflicts to be resolved in a more constructive 

manner. 

Refer to appendices A and B to aid in selecting appropriate public involvement 

techniques. 

9. Citizens should be given personal, individual replies when they write 

to ask questions or indica te they expect responses. 

10.. The time required for making the public aware of the issue, for giving 

them relevant information and for receiving their input tends to increase: 

a) as the issue becomes more complex and controversial, b) with the 

existence of organized, opposing interest groups, c) as the scope of 

potential public interest becomes larger, d) as the land area directly 

affected by the decision increases, e) as the decision becomes more nearly 

irreversible. (Hendee 1973) 

35 



This greater time lag results in higher public involvement costs.. Therefore 

as issues become larger public involvement requires more time.. When an issue 

is complex, start the public involvement process earlier. Reserve more man­

power and expect higher public involvement costs .. 

11. Critique your own involvement strategy.. Find out what was done well, and 

what went wrong and how it can be handled better next time. Assure that the 

necessary training is made available. 

12. Public involvement does not necessarily lead to an acceptance of the 

Forest Service's point of view. In a study conducted by Le Page, and Graves 

(1977) they found that it was not the public's participation but rather the 

agency's openess and its employees' competence that produced increased public 

confidence in the agency. 

36 



CHAPTER VI 

THE 1.(E~J;ING OF REPRE~'':;;;TATIVENESS 

A. WHO IS THE PUBLIC? 

Tnere is no such entity as "the pUblic"" In reality, there are many 

publi cs and their respective concerns and interest alignments change 

over time depending on the issues at hand (Warner 1971)" One def­

inition states: "A public may be defined as any loose association 

of individuals who are held together by common interests and objec­

ti ves and by various means of cOmDlunication" " (Jones 1966)" 

Publics are hence identified in relation to particular issues. Whe-::her 

they will become involved 2nd work on these issues and the 

relE:.ted decision for::rulation depends on a series of factors., An::iOD£ 

these ay'e: 

1) AWar'E:1eSS b:, the inc.i vi duals and organi zational leaders 

of thE issues t,o be evaluated and on which decisions must 

be :r;}2.de; 

2) Tnt:"ir perception of the level of consequence that the 

decision to be made will have on their own interests; 

3) '!':'1E d-=g:ree to which these people believe they can influence 

trlE- decision in a ma.nnc'!' benef'icial to their- interest; 

4) Their evaluation of th"ir pnrtidI",tion cost in terms 

o~ time and energy against the benefits they will derive 

from it 
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Given the above stimuli to participation, historical patterns of 

influencing Forest Service decision making become logical. The 

groups whose livelihood is dependent on Forest Service land manage­

ment are in the for'efront of involvement.. Industry and industry 

employees use the public forum and, in terms of frequency, more oft.en 

have direct access to Forest Service managers" They are also expert 

in using the political process to influence decision making, Historically 

the next major participant groups in the decision formation process wer'e 

civic or community groups who are not members of a specific industry but 

whose livelihood or mode of life was directly effected by the land 

man!Ogement decision, Only more recently have general interest groups, 

sometimes i denti fied as conservationists, "pr'eservationists" or environ­

mentalists, become involved in public land management and decision processes 

either as individuals or, more often,through voluntary coalition in common 

interest organizatior:s" Members of these groups often live at considerable 

distances from the problem area" 

L Parti clpating Actors 

The ma.jor par'ti cipant populations in public involvement acti vi ti es in 

the Forest Service can be subdivided into: 

a., Interest groups 

(1) Economic interest group 

(2) Environmentalist interest group 

(3) lion-extractive user group (e"g, recreationists) 

(4) Civic or neighborhood associations 
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b" Concerned local residents 

c, Elected offi cials 

d. Scientific/Educational representatives 

e. Key Ci ti zens 

Key Citizens are identified as initiators, activists or 

leaders representing one Or more of the above groups" 

They can, however, also be unaffiliated ci ti zens with 

strong personal or professional interests. 

f. Public agencies 

(1) Federal (other than Forest Ser'vice) 

~2) Other (e" g" State, Local) 

g. Forest Service personnel in official capacity 

h" Forest Service personnel in unofficial capacity 

2. Participant Roles 

We must u11derstand the roles tbe pa:rticiJl8.nts in the public involvement 

process play in the planning process, to be better' able to judge their 

representativeness, All participants bring a myriad of viewpoints, skills 

ane. I'€SOi.l!"'ces into the planning process, as well as their' respective 

social positions or political influence, By defining the roles of 

participant groups we can better identify their participatory needs, 

suggests the likely role each of the eight participatory groups 

may de~ire to play in tilE' pla1J!1ing :process which, for this illustration, 

has been divided into 22 steps, Obviously, partiCipants may, at times, 

play roles different than those suggested in the table. Planning has 

been subdivided into 5 phases: Mobilization, preplanning, plan 
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formulation, plan evaluation, decision making and evaluation. For 

simplicity only three role levels are identified (Yukubousky 1973): 

a.. The leader has primary responsibility for' or'ganizing and 

carrying out that planning acti vi ty and assuring the inter­

play of the other parties for successful conclusion of' the 

activity. Some activities might have shared leaderships. 

b. An active participant provides support, technical inputs, 

data, analysis or other intensive participation. Generally 

this participation assumes a dialogue with other active 

participants and the leader" 

c" Tne uassi ve parti ci "Dant reviews or responds to data, ideas, 

evaluations etc", without involvement in an intensive col­

laborative effort, Some individuals identified as passive 

participants in one particular planning phase may acti vel;)" 

par'ticipate in another planning phase, but the majority of' 

a passive participatory group probably will not. 

Ta.ble presents the planning activity/participant inter-

action matr'ix. 
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B. MICRO ASPECTS OF PARTICIPATION 

1. Renresentation 

"Special interest groups represent the major thx·ust 
of public opinion expressed in controver'sies over' •. 
resources development... Special interest groups 
must be taken seriously since, at best, they represent 
significant portions of the popUlation concerned not 
only with their own individual interests but also the 
interests of the community at large; at their wor'st, 
they may represent a substantial powerful group con­
cerned only wi th private interests .. ". The majority 
of individual citizens are not represented by interest 
groups. Balancing the various special interests may be 
the only practical solution in a particular' situation, 
but the ". resources manager must also protect the rights 
of the publi c at large." (Curran 1971) 

If special interest groups are proportionally the most heavily r ep-

resented in public involvement processes, what is the stratification 

of the concerned unattached participants? Verba and Nie (1972) and 

others suggest that the higher economic status citizens are more 

likely to participate in public involvement activities then lower 

social economic groups, with particularly poor representation by the 

minorities" Large segments of the public "re therefore left llnrepre-

sent-ed.. This is specially noticeable in major national issues where 

repr'esentation of the general public is a problem" If, in contrast, 

the resource problem is locali zed and of concern primarily to a small, 

hC~logenDus a.nd. conse~su&.l co~uni ty, the parti cipants, even if 

fe\-'- in number, tend to represent and speak for the maj ori ty" Such 

si t,u&.:'i ons are beco::ting less freq"u.ent due to the decrease 

of homogenous small communities (Verba and Nie 1972), and due to the 

frequent invol vement.s by regional and national groups in what i-.~ere 

once considered loc&l resource management problems .. 
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2.. Alienation 

Attempts t,o insuI'e representative public involvement may attract 

alienated per'sons who participate only to express resentment and 

generalized distrust of public officials ('!'wight 1977). Alston 

and Freeman (1975) reported that Forest Service attempts to in­

crease public participation at the local level often resulted in 

further polarizing the contending groups.. Widely advertised opport­

unities f'or public expression sometimes attract persons who are 

politically alienated.. High alienation is normally associated with 

low educ5.tional levels and low occupational status (Twight p .. 94) .. 

When alienated per'sons do chose to participate they tend to make an 

active neg5.ti ve response (Orr 1974).. 

Su!,port for national federal land management cannot be easily organ- A 

ized 8l!lOEg an alienated population.. The less alienated gro'lps that 

normally participate in the political process can be contacted most 

effectively tpJ'ough small workshops or contacts with key community 

leaders ('!'wight p,95). 

3" Medie~~n~ Factors 

Four factors 'wert identifieii by Waner (1971) which 

er.e:oura€E m.ore effective public involvement. They are: 

Civic Culture .. The high value placed in U .. S .. society on 

citizen participation in governmental affairs acts as a 

suppc!"ting factor ~ 



b. Opinion leaders or inovators. Key people act as pace 

setters with regard to their interest in and knowledge 

of particular subject areas. They are often willing to 

assume an active role in issues affecting these areas. 

c" Organized groups who perceive their collective interests 

as being significantly affected by the potential content 

and recollllJlendations of a planning activity. They therefore 

may encourage participation by their members in order to 

assure that the organizational interests are adequately 

presented. 

d, Status and prestige" Active participants in goverruoent 

policy making and program setting are often clothed in 

status and. prest,ige for having played an influential r'ole., 

This is enhanced. if the participant is identified with the 

final policy and gets media recognition for his influence 

These rewards may ~ by themselves, constitute a sufficient 

incentive for involvement in the planning process foY' these 

individuals .. 

In contrast to these positive incentives to involye::ent in planning, 

Warner cites four counter-mediating effects: 

(1) Lack of knowledge. Most people tend to remain un""are of 

natural resource planning efforts and. their opportunity to 

parti cipate in plan and decision formulation. An exception 

ar'e local populations ::i:xrleCiiately ana SiCDif'j C'::.ntly s :'f'ected 
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by a part,icular land management problem subject to plan­

ning. Lack of knowledge does not apply to interest 

groups. .,~ 

(2) Insufficient followup. "Plans formulated in past years 

have not generally been renowned for the amount and types 

of followup action they have generated" Therefore, the 

potential for actually achieving tbe goals set forth is 

generally perceived as rather low ~by the public), prob­

ably even by large numbers of planners themselves," 

(Warner' 1971) 

(3) Scope" "Plans have tended to be fairly broad in scope 

(in terms of the area and subject matter) and highly 

future-oriented, Neither of these types of perspectives 

are ones to which most people are acustomed or with which 

they can easily identify,," (Warner 1971) 

(4) Focus" "Plans t end to focus on general collective concerns 

rather than on the types of more private and personal 

issues with which people are immediately faced" Therefore, 

the possible direct benefits the plans could gener8.te for 

any given member of the public will likely seem limited 

and nebulous in weighing the most useful expenditures of 

t,he individuals scaY'ce time and energy resOurces" II 

(Warner 1971) 
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C. SAMPLE SIZE 

L Response S8JJlpling 

To obtain a faiT' s8JJlple,formulas have been developed to determine 

the necessary number of r'esponses to be selected out of all incoming 

responses. For eX8JJlple Region 1 and the University of l~ontana have 

designed the following simple s8JJlple selection guide: 

Number of responses received 

10 or less 

11 to 100 

101 to 250 

above 250 

S8JJlnle size to be analyzed 

100% 

50% 

20% 

n = 50 

Some sample selection procedures have built-in inconsistencies .. 

The above formula. exhi bi ts these at the trs.TIsi tion points (e. g .. 

i~ 100 responses are recei yed 50 would be analyzed; but if 105 

are reeei ved only 21 would be analyzed).. All s=pling forr.mlas 

pr'escribe only the ml1nber of responses to be sa:r:;pled. They do 

not identify who should be invited to respond or which populations 

should be solicited to participate. 

2" ReDY'esentati ve PopQ!.ations 

Trle Cieter:nination of a reliable I'ep~'esentative pE..rticipe.nt s8.r.!ple in 

a publi c invol ve:t1ent effort is obviously most diffi cul t given the 

discussed inhibitors. To play it safe, it is sometimes suggested 

th&.t. the goal should be lithe IriaXiIIilEl number of participE.nts"" The 

Forest Service adrtinistrative s-:,udy on public involvement s:'.ates: 

!II';:::: :E'el th€' idE-E.} would be foy' e\"ery af'f'ected or inter'ested citiz.en 
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to be involved, but it is clear that even the best efforts will fall 

short of this. However, substantial involvement is desirable, and we 

suggest that the more people that are involved, the better'. As the 

number of people increases, the chance decreases that a vi tally affected 

interest will be unheard or under-represented. .In every important 

issue the Forest Service should strive to involve as many citizens as 

possible who are potentially affected by a resource decision or are 

interested in it. (Hendee et aI, 1973). 

Neither the 1974 Guide to Public Involvement and Decision Making nor the 

1977 draft of the Inform and Involve Handbook have adopted this recom­

mendation from the administrative study nor' substituted their' own 

di:recti ves for "assuring representation"" 

While it is most desirable that all involved population segments partici­

pate or at least be heard, it may not be possible to assure this. First 

of all many publics may not volunteer to participate and further the land 

managEr may not be able to identify all the interested parties tc a 

proble", and he therefore cannot personally invite them. 

This chapter has pointed out that the participant populations in natural 

resource public involvement events tend to be skewed tOward Dver'!'epresentation 

of highEr' socio economic groups, economic interests, and possibly alienated 

individuals. Only where public involvement takes place in small, homogenous 

and consEnsual cOlDl!luni ties and is related to local problems is it more 
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likely that representation is not biased toward any particular organiz.ation 

set. Given these conditions, it may be inadvisable to opt for the largest 

possible participation if it will tend to increase the bias. 

The guidelines on representation that can be given are, unf'ortunately, 

inprecise and carry no war'I'anty for success. When public involvement 

procedures are deemed advisable or necessary the land manager should: 

a. Assure sufficient information dissemination about the Inform 

and Involve scheduled event to the communities and publics 

known or presumed to be interested in the problem under 

examination. All appropriate media, including mass media, 

should be considered for this phase. 

b. Try to obtain feedback before the public involvement event 

takes place about the response to these invitations. Return 

cards attached to the mailings or' telephone responses for 

people contacted through the mass media are some means to 

accomplish this" These responses, while incomplete, are a 

proportionality indicator to the populations and publics 

which plan to attend and participate. 

c, Analyz.e the list of probable attendees and search for missing 

parties, (Le. presumably interested publics which will be 

apparently underrepresented)" 
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d" Make efforts through peI'sonal or staff contacts with 

leading members of' the missing public gI'oups (including 

minorit,ies) to gain their representation in the public 

involvement event" 

e. Analyze public representation after the first meeting and 

then attempt to fill the representative voids as in step d 

above if there is more than one meeting" 

f. Emphasi ze feedback after the public involvement event to 

those segments of the interested public that were not repre-

sented" This may encourage better representation by these 

public segments during subsequent public involvements" 

g. Refrain fron: encouraging increased numerical participat.ion 

frorr publico already very well represented" It is understood 

that Forest Service employees cannot discourage attendance 

or parti cipe.tion by anyone in publi c involvements. 

h. Refrain frotl trying to determine 1<lhether representation is 

in pI'oportion to the relevant populations" The size of most 

Dublics (i "e" t'O"DuJ&.tion) interested in a s-oecifi::: reso'~Y''2'e - . - -
iSS:le is u:nkno-wTI,. It is theT'efore impossible to deter~.ine 

what proportional representation this population should 
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The authors conclude that the quest,ion of valid representation 

of all concerned publics can be approached only subjectively .. 

No quantifiable knowledge of the stratification of all concerned 

publics o!' their population size is available, hence no formula 

can be developed to assure the validity or reliability of the 

participating sample. Attempts to encourage at least some 

representation from all known publi c groups will, howeve!', meet 

the requirements of ou!' diI'ectives as well as the ethical dictums 

for public participation. 
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CHAPTER VII 

ISSUE, SITUATIONP~ N~D PROCESS VARIABLES 

There are basically two ways to examine complex processes or systems. 

One is to look at the process as a whole by examining its character­

istics, meaning and application in totality.. The other is to dissect 

it and examine the parts and their interrelationship.. This analytical 

approach often leads to more traceable results when the system is complex 

and many-dimensional. 

Public involvement processes are, like most management processes, com­

posed cf variables over which the manager has very limited control, ani of 

those which the manager can manipulate to a larger degree. 

we COr.CeivE the public involvement process to consist of three groups 

of variables: 

I, Issue Variables 

II" Situational Variables 

III. Pr ocess Variables 

The Forest Service maYla€;er has only very limited control over the value 

or status of the issue and situational variables. The process variables, 

on the other hand, are a.lmost completely under management control. The 

purpose of publi c invol ve!:lent l!lanaser.!ent is t,o select that public invol veDent 
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process which best meets the needs of the issue and of the particular 

si tuation, The pr'ocess variables can therefore be consi dered to be 

"dependent" on the issue and situational variables. It is our hypothesis 

that there are processes that are better sui ted for some situations and 

issues than others, and that it is the manager's function to learn wr:ich 

combinations are better.. This learning process is enriched by the nanager' s 

intuition and experience and the experience of others.. These we hope to 

evaluate systematically and to present in another report. See Chapter VIII.. " 

The proposed three sets of variables are enumerated below.. They aTe 

relatively self-explanatory.. The comments on each variable may be 

redundant for some readers.. The complete stratification of' each variable 

is shown in Appendix C Only the variable breakdown needed to under-

stand the major cha:!"acteristics of each variable are listed in this sec'tion, 

I.. ISSUE V AR::ABLES 

A.. DESCiU?TIOli OF DOMINANT ISSUE 

L Allocation of land 

2.. j.~location of resources on the land 

3" rrogY'aIIJ Direction 

4., I"teT'n"l stimulus (e. g, aclThinistrati ve change) 

5.. External stimulus (e .. g., power line) 

6. Other 
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B. REASON FOR THIS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

'1. NEPA 

2. RPA 

3.. Wilderness Act 

4., National Forest Management Act 

5. Consumer Af'fairs Act 

6. Chief's Direction 

'7. Local Forest Servi ce Poli cy 

8. Other 

Tnese two variables define why a public involvement process is either 

designa-::ed o! contemplated fox' a particular planning or decision process .. 

Variable A identifies the dominant issue which asks for !'esolution and 

on which &. management decision must be forthcoming.. Variable B desc!'ibes 

the legal or policy reason. It is conceivable that there may be two 

equally dominant issues, but this does not happen often .. 

C. FOeU:' ON PLA1/NING HORIZON 

1. Long Range Planning (e .. g. future use allocations of land) 

2. Inter:nediate Range Planning (e.,g .. major' activities are 

planned wi thin next 3 years) 

3" Near Future Ac:i vi ty of Lici ted Scope (e .. g.. str'eaJIi channel 

enlargement; fencing, road construction) 

This is a differentiation according to planning horizons. Since we 

have no formal agreerr,ent on .. hat constitutes long, intermediate and 

short range plannin£, some"hat arbi -::,..ary levels had to be est.ablished. 
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D. PERCEIVED GEOGRAPHIC ZONE OF INTEREST IN ISSUE (Scope of impact) 

1.. Local 

2. Geographic region or zone 

3, National 

The geographic zone of interest may shift during the planning and analysis 

stages of a particular land management problem. Media coverage broadens 

the interest zone. What may start as a local problem may end up as a 

national problem. At anyone moment in time,however, the geographic 

z.one 0:' interest can be defined,and the public involvement processes 

should be designed to meet that specific need.. An event of' local interest 

would be obvi olisly treated di:'feJ'p.nt,'lv -:han an event of national in-:,erest. 

E, 'ILC2NICAL CQl.:?l,::::{IT, OF ISSUE 

1, Low 

2,. High 

Tne definition of the technical complexity of the issue is from the public 

pcint of vie",~. If' an issue ta~ seve::'al cO:r.lponents (e.g" ecological, economic, 

social, etc,,) anyonE of ,,·1;i ch is complex, it is defined as a complex issue" 

Conplexi ty is also a~':'ined by interrelation of the components of t,he 

i:="s:Je:" A. eoce rj€2~::;l.:!'C c1" cO::-lplexity is the number of Jtafl:-1CU!'S the Fo!'est 

or Regional staf::' has to spenj on definitions, data collect,ion 

OJ" ot.her prepa!"ations be:'oY'e being able to go to the public. 
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F. REPETITIVENESS OF EVENT 

1" Scheduled r'outine contact 

2. Special event 

Some issues are routine and occur at predictable time intervals (e,g, 

information-giving, progress reports)" The more critical issues tend 

to requiTe special events. 

G" PUELI C INTEREST 

One of the selection criteria for a public involvement process should 

be the level of probable public interest estimated to exist befoye the 

public involvement event takes place" But probable public interest 

in an iSSUE is hard to estimatE beforehand. Such rneaSUI'es as number 

of inquir'ies or media int.erest can be msleading" The indicators become 

mor'e reliable after the public involvement event has taken place. A 

comparisor. o~ the "before" and "after'" public involvement event ir:,te~'est 

estimat.es provi des an indi cation of' the estimating error'. 

Ii " llUJ-ffiER OF PUELI C CON CER~:S 

The ntltilier of concerns expressed is not equivalent to the number' of 

cC:r:T.J.unications received" A concern is a particular expl'essed interest 01' 

view on a topic" Many individuals OT' groups can express a similar concerI'! 

about th~ same topic" These would collectively count as 1 (one)" 
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I, LEGAL REVERSIBILITY OF DECISION 

I.. Bound by la .. 

2.. Non-appealable (Forest Service Administrative Procedure) 

3.. Appealable 

4. If appealable, is this issue now, 01" is it likely to 

go to appeal on litigation? 

5.. If yes under 4, .. hich: 

Li tigation 

Formal administrative appeal 

AIld tration 

It is h:Y"pothesized that decisions on issues which are easily lege.lly 

appealable and/or reversible will result in a less vigorous public 

stance a!ld IGa;y' be aI!l'2na:ble to less f'oTmal public invoiveI:'lent processes 

than decisions on issues which are less !'eadily appealable ,anc l1ence 

!eversible" 

J.. RE\;3F.SIBILITY OF BIOLOGICAL or SOCIAL CONSEQUEnCES OF DECISIOI, 

1. Irreversible 

2.. Reversi'ble 

E:.. LO ..... T cost or effort 

b" Hirt cost or' e:':!"'ort 

ThE reversibility on biological rather than legal grounds is hypothe­

si zed to have the same i!ripact as legal rev8l'''sibili ty identified under 

I.aboye. 
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K, PREDICTABILITY OF PROBABLE CONSEQUENCE OF DECISION 

1. High 

2. Intermediate 

3 .. Low 

High predictability of the consequences of a land management decision 

assumes that the various parties to the public involvement pr'ocess 

agree on i;.)1e consequences.. When each par'ty is certain of the reliability 

of its own predictions, but there is no interparty consensus, then the 

defini tion of predictability is low to int ermediate, depending on the 

degree of ;>greement.. High prior predictability of decisi on consequence 

is hypothesized to lead to less conflict, suggesting different public 

involvement processes than low predictabiltiy. 

L.. TIME: AVAILA3LE EEFORE DECISION MUST BE MADE 

1.. Very limited 

2 .. '; Intermediate e,p to 1 year) 

3.. Over 1 year 

When the 5.vailable time ::'or planning is very limited, time consuming 

public involveme-nt p!'oceE:ses are not suitable .. 

57 



M.. FOREST SERVICE COMMITTMENT TO ISSUE RESOLUTION PRIOR TO P L 

1. One alternative favored by Forest Service 

2. Several, almost equally attractive alternatives 

3. No preference for any alternative 

Tnis variable is related to the sequencing of public involvement in 

the planning process. The earlier the public involvement,the more 

fluid the Forest Service position tends to be. The selected public 

involvement process should provide the strategy to help achieve the 

appropriate public participation. 

N. CONFLICT SITUATION 

1. Between public groups 

2. Between F01'e.st Service and public groups 

3. Between FOT'est Service and local public agencies 

Sometimes the conflict situation is well-known before the event 

takes place; at other times conflict becomes apparent only Guying 

or even after the publi c involvement event. Type and degree of 

conf'li ct af'~'ects publi c involvement process selection. 

II . SITlJATlO1, V ARI.A.BLES 

The situational variables define the area and conditions (situation) 

where the publi c involvement event takes place. These vari abIes g<>ell> 

peripherally independent of' the issue variables identified under T 

But the:r'E exist interrelationships because complex or conflicting issues 

will p:r'6~:E:.bly draw more participants than silliple, con:'lict-f'reE:: issue::., 
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National issues will tend to have public involvement events occurring 

in larger and smaller cities, .. hile local issues may be restricted to 

smaller communities. Interactions between variables of type I and/or 

II versus type III are of far greater interest and significance than 

interactiions between type I versus II. 

A, POPULATION AT LOCALITY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT EVENT 

I.. Smaller than 10,000 

2. Between 10,001 and 100,000 

3. La:ger than 100,001 

When the same Public Involvement process is repeated in different toYnS 

it is counted as a different event .. Using the same Pub1ic Involvement 

process ih conml'unities with widely differing populations coulc. lead t,o 

d.:i f'ferent r esul ts. 

B, PlL"TICIPllNTS INVOLVED IN TBIS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT EVENT 

1. Number of pub1ic participants 

2. Participant populations involved in the Public 

Inv'Jlvement event. 

RLl1:l-D€!' of p&:!'ticipants and their identifications are a major dete:r1Pinant 

for Publi ~ Invol've",ent process selecti on .. 
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III .. PROCESS VARIABLES 

A. PURPOSE 

L Purpose of scheduling this public involvement event 

or' seri es of events 

a.. In:::·orT.lation giving (one way to public) 

b. Information review or reaction (one way from public) 

c. Interactive 

d. Mix of a, b, c or d 

Public involvement events have an identifiable purpose: information 

gi ving to publi c, information ccllection from the public, developing 

information jointly with the public, or a mix of the above., Some 

writers in this field identify another purpose called extractive" 

This purpose presumabl:,{ has an ob.jective to ext~'act information from 

t,te public" It is so siI!"!ilar to information receiving, (i.e" review 

or reaction as in b,.) tha.t a. separate category has not been established. 

B.. IlITO!\l.\ATION :r'?XSEJITED TO TllE PUBLIC 

1. Type of plac.ning data presented to public 

G." None 

b. Resource in:'ormation and inventory 

c" Pater-tic.l use det~rmination 

d, COr.1pleted use alternatives 

e .. Forest Service preferred al ternati ve 

" " ., Other 



2" When was the data in 1. (b-f) first made available 

to the public? 

a. All before the P.I" event 

b. All during the P. I. event 

c. Befor'e and during the p" I. event 

3.. To what extent did this information (in 1 above) meet 

the publi c needs for this P. I. event? 

a. Too little information 

b. Correct amount of information 

c. More inf'oT'mati on than needed 

4. Lead time between providing the information and the 

P .. I. e""rent? 

TniE set of variables deals with information presented to the public 

relative to: 1-2) type, 3) sufficiency, 4) time of availability. 

C, PROC~SS STAGE 

1, At what stage within the planning process was this P .. 1. 

event scheduled? 

a. Problems, goal, objective or' issue identification 

b. Data collection 

c. Data analysis 

d. Evaluation of alternatives 

e. Selection of al ternati ve and recommendation for action 

f" Implementation of action 

g" Cennot i denti fy 
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Public involvement can be effectively instituted and used in many 

stages of the planning process" Some particular public involvement 

processes are most effective if' scheduled at a particular stage in 

the planning process" The staging of the public involvement event 

does not necessarily r'estri ct topics of discussion to this particular 

process stage" All previous stages and outcomes in the planning process 

can be discussed and the public involvement process can also project onto 

future stages" One may, however, hypothesize that at an early stage in 

the planning process, when little or no data is available, a different 

public involvement procedure may be preferable to that selected at later 

stages" when consi derable ini'o!TIlation on the problem has been generated" 

- D" PP3STRUCTURE 

1" '\~'as this public invo~_vement event: 

c .. , Completel:r prestructured and scenario was followed 

b" Completely p>estructured and scenario was not followed 

c" General procedural outline only 

d" No prestY'ucture 

The I:is.De.ger seiectine; an E:.ppropriat,e public involve~ent process must 

be conc:e!'nec 'w'hether this process needs p!"estructure and to what 

ext ent it needs to be rigorously followed., 
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E.. IDENTIFICATION OF PUBLICS 

This variable elicits whether the Forest Service officer(s) were able 

to identify affected publics and the extent to which the actual part-

icipants'in the public involvement eyent matched this prior identification. 

F. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

'1.. How often did the same public meet for this issuer s)? 

2. Average length of meeting .. 

3.. Level of "active" partic~pation by attending public 

(i"e" asking questions, making statements, etc,,) 

This set of variables def;'nes the total public involvement by freCJ.uency 

1 
and hours, and by level of participation by the m2.jority of the public 

participants" 

G. GROUPING 

1" Were participants subdivided into groups? 

2. wnat was the average group si ze? 

3" Composition of groups" 

a" Rando!! 

b.. FY'e-s~lected 

c. Sel!,'-selec"ted 

4.. Did the group include: 

a.. A forest Sen-ice participant 

b.. AnotheI' resource person 

5. 1-Jas ezter nal advi ce O!"' consultation or~ dealing with the 

public sought this E=vent? Who 1o:a.s the consul t,ant? 



This set of vaJ"iables includes the size and composition of groups, 

and the availability of special resource people .. 

H.. FACILITIES 

L Facilities re'luired for this public involvement even: were: 

a.. Indoor 

(1) government owned/leased 

(2) other 

b. Outdoor/field 

c, Both 

Here we record what physical facilities were needed to support this 

public involvement event. Government indoor facilities are owned or 

leased full-time by the government for the housing and conduct of 

routine government activities (e .g. SupeI'visor~,s Office, feo.eral court 

building, etc.), Other facilities are those rented by the goverT,,"ent 

OT' provid.ed free of charge specifically for the public involveme!1t event" 

I. COSTS TO THE FOREST S~RVI CE 

Fores~ Service-incurTed costs are those directly attributable to the 

public involvement event. Time and money spent on data collection" 

analysis and pla.."1ning w"hich would have been spent even if no public 

involvement had taken place
J 

are not to be identified as public invclve-

lIJt'nt costs" 
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J .. MEDIA INVOLVEMENT 

1.. The number of articles, programs, ne"'s spots etc., given 

this event by: 

a. Newspapers 

b., Radio 

c.. Television 

d. Publications (magazines) 

e. Other: 

This va:dable is listed as situational. It could also be considered 

an effect.iveness variable because media interest is one consequence of 

effective information management" 

K.. FEEDBACK TO PUBLIC 

1.. Was there formal feedback to the participating publics 

on their input? 

2.. What were thE means of' feedback? 

3.. What was the content (s) of the feedback? 

One 0:' trle impoY:'ant comm"lL'1icative elements is f'eedback. This variable 

explcres the existence and type of feedback given to the public in response 

to t:-J~'i::-' ir.:V.lt to thE' Forest Service" 
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L. POST-PROCESS RETROSPECTIVE 

1. In retrospect: Was the public involvement process used 

suitable for this particular issue? 

2.. The participant effort requireq by the public involvement 

process for this issue "Was: 

a. From public participants 

(1 ) too large 

(2 ) just right 

(3) too small 

b, From Forest Service par ti cipants 

(1) too large 

(2) just right 

(3) too small 

.3.. Did thE Forest Service staf'f participating in the public 

involvement event have suf:ficient advance training in 

organi zing and managing this pr'ocess? 

4.. Did Forest Service personnel make any major err'oI'S in 

ex~cutine; the publi c involvement process whi ch y'jay !"lsve 

affected or influenced it effectiveness? 

5" Y:as the publi c invol ve~ent process critiqued after completion? 

a.. No fo!mal cri ti que 

b" ?ublic critique 

c. Forest Service c!'itique 

d" Jcint Forest Service - public critique 
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This set of variables is retrospective and self-critiquing. Since We 

learn most from Our own experiences, this set of' variables allows us to 

identify in retrospect what we did right or wrong in managing our public 

involvement process. 

The public involvement variables discussed and identified above are 

obviously not all-incl usi ve. They are selected as significant ident­

ifiers of the public involvement process. It is important for the 

manager selecting and conducting a public involvement process to 

recogni ze that in every public involvement, event he makes choices, 

s:'I!Jetimes knowingly and sometimes not, involving eact. of these va!'iables. 

It is hypothesized that at least some of these variables bear significant 

correlation to the ef'fecti veness of' the public involvement process., 

wnen sucrJ. CO!"'!'Elatic:1s C8.!l be established, the manager -.,.;rill be measurably 

belped in !!'!8.Y..ing his choices of a suit,able process fo!' each situatior., 
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CHA?TER VI II 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT EFFECTIVENESS AND ITS MEASUREr-lENT 

A. INTRODUCTORY CmlMENTS 

"To date, there have been few attempts by planning agencies to 

expli ci tly define perf ormance criteria for evaluating the effec­

tiveness of rublic involvement activities,," (Warner 1971). 

This statement, while six years old, appears to still hold true. 

Attempts to define a comprehensive set of performance criteria 

and their related measures and to systematically evaluate public 

involvement activities against these criteria are not known to 

the authors. 

Early attempts at effectiveness descriptions '-1ere centered mostly 

around objective descriptions of public involvement activities. 

One e5.Y'ly assumption related program effectiveness to frequency of 

pu-oli c ir~vcl ve::.:ent e~v ent s" This, carried to an extreme, can lead 

to abdication of ID3.r..age:.v'ial responsibility where form of decision 

rr;.a}:ing (i ,e., by use of public involvrnent) can replace the substance 

of the d.ecision and even minor policy decisions are unnecessarily 

de~c.YEd ., 

~ffecti ':,renes = c~'i tE'Tia t,a_~:-e Gradi tionally been described in INPUT 

rathE:r th&.r in OUTPUT terms" Suggest ed types of criteria included: 

1) pro"viding oppor-:unities fay' members to pay,ticipa:e; 2) providing 

i!",f oYT.',ation foy public: to p2y,ticipate; 3) providing adeq-:late time :f'or 

public involvement; 4) providing abilities for the agencies to respond 

to publi c inputs; 5) py'o\:'iding a variety of' publi c involvement mech2.r:is:ns; 
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6) representation of all interests: 7) do the al ternati ve solutions 

proVlae some "compensation" (equity) to 5.11 the interests, (V/arner 

1971, Manheim 1971)" 

These are, however, primarily preconditions to public invol verrlent and 

requirements for a publi c inval vement process ratber than consequences 

of public invo~vemenc to tbp agency, the participating publics, and 

society as a whole" 

La Page (1975) proposed a mOIe modest list of' benefits fOT' public 

inval ve:nent evaluation" They ar'e: 

1.. Public satisfaction with policies which they helped develop" 

2" Public confid.ence due to public involvement in: 

a) ResoUI'ce ~anagement 

b) Forest Service Hanagement 

(ThE diffey'ence between confidence in resource I:J.6.nage:::::ient 

and Forest Service management is not apparent.) 

Cha..'1ge in public attitude and interest in future invo2. vement 

due to intensity of past involvement. 

A. major "t;~ .:Jet -::;.:. j.:;,~ i vi!1f:: generally accepted public inval \. eITJent, 

effec:iveness ::::::leaSUres is the lack of agreement on what constitutes 

ef::'E:ctive p:iblic involvement" One school focuses on decision C,l'tcc:rles. 

If the decisions made by the agency have improved as a !~esult c:f public 

involvement, the process is presumed to be effective. Another school 

pr'efers to exa.~ine :J:lprovement in the decision making process (KarT 1975, 

1977, Warner 1971, Manheim 1971 ~ etc , independent of the 'luali ty of the 
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decision itself. Others focus on socio-poli tical consequences (e. g., 

reductions of conflict and/or court litigations, attitudes and 

satisfactions of the participating parties, etc,,), regardless of 

the strength of decision outcome" 

While all these types of objectives may be desirable, they are not 

necessarily compatible. The definition of a "better" decision 

furthermore remains elusive" According to what set of "objective" 

or "subjective" criteria is "better" to be judged? There are very 

few objectives (e.g" reduction of pollution) that are accepted by 

all parties" Most criteria we label "objective" (e"g" resource 

output) are really subjective in that there is no uniform agree!Oent 

on preferable outcome" Some parties prefer' to increase certain out-

puts while otl:ers might prefer to reduce the same outputs or hold 

them constant. If' one attempts to measure public involvement effect-

iveness along these several dimensions, how is one to interpret a 

public involvement process that resulted in improvements along one 

dimension (e"g. quality of decision) while creating a decrement in 

another (e.g" conflict)? A net benefit is hard to define when the 

gains and losses are norJ-Q.uantified and subjective" These are some 

of the unresolved problems in public involvement effectiveness eval-

. ' U&" ... lOD" 

These limit!1tions in evaluatioD procedure should be understood by the 

public involvement user (r'esource manager) and the researcher in the 

field" They should not be used to paralyze further' attempts to eval-

uate ongoing processes or to research fa!' better pro~edures. 
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The most frequently used procedure for assessing public involve~,ent 

"effectiveness" is by a survey ('luestionnaire techni'lue). Researchers 

have designed 'luestionnaire and interview forms to ask members of the 

public and the planning agencies to provide data including ratings and 

rankings on a series of measures relating to public involvement effect­

iveness. 

B. SURVEY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN WATER RESOURCES PLANNING 

One of the more cOIOlprehensive efforts using survey techni'lues was by 

vlarner (1971) who mailed 'luestionnaires na.tion-wide and to Canada to 

227 public planning agencies and 296 private organizations concerned 

with water resources planning. 113 of the agencies and 143 of' the 

private or'ganizations responded. The most important findings from 

this S':l-:'vey relevar;t to the Forest Service are enu:nera:"ed belol-;"., 

1. Effect and cost evaluation by government administrato:!"s and 

plaI .. r.ers in water resource planning. 

The percentage of respcndine agencies who gave high OJ very 

higt rati:lgs to the listed results of public involvement were: 

For info!'l!lation produced during public involvement - 37% 

Significant increase in public understanding - 67% 

Increased p·:.:~lic support - 59% 

Incre2.seo. local official support - 75% 

Worth the time and cost invested by the agenc:ies - 63% 
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2.. Effective public mechanisms 

There were 10 public involvement mechanisms identified 

in the survey as used by the water r'esource planning agencies 

in 1971 which were evaluated by various formulas. The 

general consensus ranl:ing of the usefulness of these mechanisms by 

the agency administrators and planners participating in public 

involvement is: 

1. Citizens advisory board 

2. Informal contacts 

3. rublic meetings 

4. Citizen task forces 

5. Public hearings 

6. Speeches and other presentations 

7" !ie'wspape!"' articles 

8.. Wo!'kshops 

9. Radio and TV 

10 .. School programs (this is classified in the Forest Service as 

an ini'cnnation and education 'Program for children ratheT' tha.YJ. 

public involvenent process) 

Fo!' this survey no definition of usefulness \.:'a5 p1'''ovided and each 

agerJcy rlade its a"Hl ratings and rankings on implicit and infoT!nal 

cri"teria which are not necessarily consist,ent bet,,-een agencies .. 

Due to insufficient exposure and experience in public involvE'!T!e:r.t 

by the su.~·ve:;,'·ed privat.e groups, HarLeY' was net able to_get eq-:~i-: .. ~lent 

usefulnes~ 7'anJ.:.tngs" 
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3, Conflict resolution 

Eighty-t>lo percent of' the responding agencies indicated that conflicts 

bet>leen private interests and government agencies, bet>leen private 

interests themselves and bet>leen local and regional or national 

interests tend to become more apparent because of the open airing of 

diverse vie>1pcints and conflicts during public involvement. Forty­

eight percent of the agencies also indicated that public involvement 

significantly contributes to solving these conflicts. Thirty-three 

per'cent found that it made no impact on conflict resolution. Twenty 

percent felt that public involvement reduces significantly the prot,­

ability of' resolving these inter-group conflicts" 

4" Agency participation 

The public agendes ranked their 0>10 personnel on the basis of >lho 

should be involved in public par'ticipation efforts: 

1) High level agency administrators 

2) Immediate supervisors of pc.anning efforts 

3) Working level plan formulation staff members 

4) Communi cation - public affairs specialists 

The above item is not an effectiveness evaluation item, but is listed 

herE: because of its potential interest to Forest. Service line officers. 
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5. Changes needed to enable more effective public participation 

a. Operations 

Private groups indicated the following needed improvements 

or operating changes, in order of' decreasing importance: 

1) Additional legislative provisions (these have since 

been provided by executive orders and agency rules) 

2) Timing of involvement opportunities (ear'lier involve-

ment of the public in the planning process) 

3) Information provided by agencies 

4) Involvement mechanisms used by agencies 

5) Funds and manpower of pIi vate groups (this is not an 

action item for public agencies) 

6) Procedur'es used by public agencies (Le. the planning 

procedures vrhich allow for public involvement) 

7) Authorities or responsibilities for agencies (this has 

been modified sin~e 1971 as identified in #1 above) 

8) Organizational arrangements of private groups (not an 

action it em for a federal agency) 

:::te~s 2, 3,1+ and6 are still valid conce!"ns to federal agencies and 

the Forest Se!Tice, Significant improvement in these i tens is 

:feasib2..e" 

b" Public participant roles 

In this nre-1971 survey public parti cipants c) assified thei r 

rol?!=; to be predomiraT.1t..ly as observers and reviewers. The private 

g:r'oups recoI!1IDended as pref'e ..... "'r"pn roles for t,heir J:r.EI!lho=>l"s: 
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(ranked in decreasing importance) 

l} Participant in formulating object.i ves 

2) Participant in formulating recommendations 

3) Task force member 

4) Participant ill fcrmlli.ating alternatives 

5) Advisor 

6) Official reviewers 

7) Observer 

8) Independent reviewer 

The primary el:lphasis as shmm in this listing is as participant in 

formulating obj ecth·es early in the planning process and in working 

on the analysis and formulation of consequent action alternatives 

and recommendations. This is the trend of involvement roles assigned 

te, the p-~('lic in th~ Fc:v-'e~t S~rvicE as well 25 in !Tlany othe! federal 

c.ge:l '::' i eE " 

C. EFF:t;CTlVENESS CRITERIA. Mill ){EASURES FOR THE FOREST SERVl CE 

1" Effectiveness Evaluation Criteria fron: Inform and Invo~ ~~·e ::2l.;jC-:;cl o}:" 

The August 1977 draft of the Info!'J!l and Involve Handbook suggests 

seven criteria for eyaluating the effectiveness of a public involve­

ment pr·ocess (p .. 102) 

1" VolU!::€ of ~!1put fl"Orr. the public (in response to an info!r! 

and inval ve 2..t."1DOUIlCer!lent) 

2.. Abate",ent of polar·ity (between conflicting or contending 

parties) 
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3. Representation (i. e. adequacy of sample size of part­

icipating publics to represent known interests groups 

and parties) 

4. Generation of new information (during P. 1. process) 

5. Modification of decision due to P,,1. input 

6" Acceptance of final decision by public as consequence 

of p" L process 

7. Quality of decision (presumably because a "poor" quality 

decision would have been challenged by the public during 

the P.I" process) 

Criterion 1 above does not measure the effectiveness of a public 

involvement progr'am" It is a function of the controversy sur'Y'ound­

ing an issue, ,,'hile high public input is often desirable, it is 

questionable whether input into and quality of public inYcl'';2!',ient 

a~.::,. correla.ted. 

Criterion 2 has similar' chaY'acteristics. Abatement of pola!'ity r:l5.y" 

not. aiways be possible nor even desirable" The ;'ea1 reason for 

abatement, when it OCCUI'S, may be difficult to trace. "The a-void­

ance (abatement) of conflict may not be a reliable measure of 

whether decision making has il:lporved. And, in fact, there is some 

doubt. as tc whether public involv~ment and :'ace to face cor;:rontatioD 

may not produce as many impasses as camp!'omises, while providing 

as many forUl!ls for preparation for' court battles as arenas for 

resolving differences out of court,," (La Page 1975)" 



Conflict T'emains) however', a significant issue and concern in public 

invol vement nanagement. Conflict management I'ather than conflict 

abatement should be evaluated. 

Criterion 3 measures a desirable element. But it is an input.. It 

is not a measure of public involvement output or consequence. It 

further assumes that the evaluator knows all potentially involved 

publics so that their representativeness can be judged., 

Criterion 4-7 are valid output criter ia., But theJ' must be mere 

rigorously defined and structured before they can be measured" 

This is particularly true 1<ith criterion 7 .. 

Sect.ion C" 2 presents and discusses public involvement effectiveness 

eva2.uE.tion cliteria. structured for direct meaSUI'ement by the ~'espor..­

sible Forest Service officiaL Criteria #2, 4, 5, 6 and 7 above are 

coverec a.nd so~e additional measurable criteria are added" 

2. PIoposed Effectiveness C!'i teria and J~e8.su.I'es 

I!'l COf:t:r'ast t,e the traditional criteY'ia and meaS'i.lreS of public 

irvol~!e=e!1t ei'f'ectiveness (as exem~'lif'ied by the items in sect.ions 

], and E abcve) y,'"e suggest it m':ght be possible to focus on the 

cO!"lse1ueTlces or output of the public invol ve::lent process.. Adm.i tt edly, 

input meaSUl"es such as dollar's or effort spent, on public involveI!!ent 

b~· an agency, the Hi.IDber' 0:' public participants, the number of papers 

OI' letters sub::itted, etc", do have a value by themselves" Even if 

they or.,ly ic.erti:'y intent or interest by the agency or the public or 
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point to existing conflict their potential significance should be 

considered., To show that the Forest Service is interested in 

involving the public and is successful in drawing many voices to 

its forums has an undeniable public relations effect" It shows that 

we are successfully complying with relevant legal and administrative 

requirements" But we believe that we can do more than measuy'e only 

the above" We hypothesize that it should be possible to show that 

public involvement will; if successful, contribute to the quality 

or character of the planning process" Twelve of the following thir­

teen cr i ter'ia Bore thErefore designed to elicit informat ion about 

changes in the planning process and/or consequent decision options 

which are directly attributable to the public involvement effort" 

Criteria 1, Land 5 of the 1977 1&1 Handbook are less pr'ecise but 

t.a~ ge-:ec. Or!. the ss.r:e d:'r:ensioDE" 

The purpo~e of such a criteria listing and an identification of the 

measures by which each criteria can be gauged is to: (1) show 

potential outcome cor.seCr:lences of public invol vernent e;'f'orts to 

which the line IT!anage~' Cine planner can address themselves when design­

ing, selec:ting, c!'"' e\r2.=.":..;e:ting p-'lblic: invclve..'1lent p!"'ocecures, and (2) 

to design a mOre forn:9.1 public involve~ent effectivenesf' evalua-!:ion 

sche::JO::. 

We pr'opose to design a questionnaire to identify the public involvement 

classifica.tion varial.les presentee in the previous chapters and relate 

the:rr: to the effectiveness cy"ite:"ia presented in this chapter" The 
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purpose is to have each publi c information officer or planner responsible 

for a public involvement event 1l.l1 out a questionnaire after the con­

clusion of the Dub] ic involvement pvent., These \luestionnaires would then 

be collected over a one or two year Deriod and analyzed for correlations 

between issues and the situations which call for public involvement, 

the p,ocesses selected for conducting the involvement, and the 

consequent outcome., If successful, we should be able to identify 

that certain processes lend themselves particularly well to specific 

types of issues and situations while some processes may be particularly 

unsuited for cer'tain issues and situations. The line or staff officer 

will then have ~ reasonable guide, given an issue and situation, to belp 

select that p,ocess most lik"ly to lead to the most beneficial involvel!lent 

contribution" 

The short~"o:cing of this e:fect~veness evaluation procedure is the bias 

of the singular data source the planning or Information officer'" Fo~'est 

Servi ce employees may well pe!"cei ve the public involvement process and 

its consequences differ'ently than the public participants" We have evidence 

fro!!':. obs:::T'va:ior: that Forest Ser'\rice officers are sensitive to s-ucC'e~~ and 

~'aill.!!,E; 0:' public invo2 VI?r::lent. events and would naturally pI'efeI' to see 

thei?"' t-:':"o:.'''ts ir e. favorable light.. borderline cases of failul"e might 

therei'o:!"e be interpre'"'.:,ed as neutral or even successful public involvement 

ef:ortz" 

Since many of' the measuy'es of effectiveness are subjective, a good 

evalua't.ior; d~sibn would include responses from a representative sS!:":ple 

of all p",,-ti ci]Oants, U!1fortunately OMB directives place such sever e 

cons~Y'a:i.:-:.-:'E or. q:l'::-Y'j'"i!",:£ the p":.lblic that a practical plan for enlarging 

thE:- data S01...1"'Ce ie- not 



a. Listing of Effectiveness Criteria 

(1) Generation of information about this resource manage-

ment problem" 

The generation of additional information is one of the major 

outcome potentials of public involvement" 

(2) Additional planning objectives. 

The surfacing of new concerns or considerations by the public 

relating to the plans and the incorporation of these concerns 

in the developrr,ent and/or evaluation of the plans is another' 

I!ls.j Or publi c involvement outcome potential., 

(3) Change in number of planning or decision options 

(al ternat i ves), 

Gh'en the additional data from 1 and 2 above it is conceivable 

tt~e.t the E~beT' of plaD!!ing or decision options (alterna.tives) 
will cta!1ge. The change could be a decrease if additional 
i~:,fc:r:r;,~~io~ pr'o·'les a previous alternative to be not feasible,; 

(4) Adjustment in Forest Service position on this issue 

due to public involvement" 

If ne,,~ data is pY'o-~rided through the public invol"'v"e::!lent p!"c2ess 

ano./or ne-~' decision options are generated, it might lead to a 

cbe:.r:ge in Fo!"'es:; Service position on the issue., 

(5) Ad,]ust!:!ent in decision on this issue Que to public 

:l~yol ve:::ent. 

If the FoY'est Service position on tbe issue has changed, the 

decision outcome might also change as a conse~uence. This 

decisiGr~ OUt-CODE: might be positive or negative as seen fY'oTh the 

p':)int of view of the FC::'est Service. 
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(6) Change in resource protection. 

If a 1'1 an or management deci sion is changed or modified due to 

public input the resource protection may increase or decrease., 

(n Change in resource yield. 

If public input results in a change in the land use (resource) 

plan or action, changes in reSOill'ce output (yield) may be a 

consequence. 

(8) Confidence in this Public Involvement Process (event) 

by Forest Service personnel and by the public. 

Actual invol verr~ent might 21 ter the public's or the FOT'p.st bey'vice 

off'ic€rs' previously held level of confidence in the public invclve­

ment process. 

(9) Confi dence in the other party's competence to understand 

a.nd deal :'air2.y with thE !'esuJ.y'ce issues. 

FOY'c'st tiervi ce cO:;l~'i':ienc~ in public and public confidence ir: thE 

Forest Se!'"'·· .. rice should be asco-rtained" The interactions and/oT 

collaborations r:O-7ween Forest Service personnel and the public may 

alter the: confid.ence that eac:b party has of the othe~"s c0r:rpe~?nC'y 

to .. lU1c.e!'"'sta!1c &.nd to deal fairly with a resource issue" 

~ade several significant disccveries r'e-

g"yding con:idence in Forest Service administration by the public" 

HE fm.md that "confidence was increased by agency openness and by 

ezpOSill"'e of the public to cO:.Jpetent agency officials" (p. 86)" 

But he s'il.Y':::.ises t!18.t a si!::.ila~' gain in confidence r:.:"ght ha:ve beer.. 
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achieved "through a vigorous public relations and public education effort 

effort . . ." since an uninformed publi c may see their contribution 

to competent officials as only trivial additions" He SUppOI·tS this 

further by noting the low response rate and poor response quality in 

many public involvement acti vi ties. 

La. Page also found that increased confidence in Forest Service management 

was greatest for those participants "ho (1) had the least intensive (Le. 

single) exposure to the public involvement process, and (2) agreed with and 

supported public involvement for policy development. He rationalized that 

the reduct ion of confi dence in Forest Servi ce management with more int.er..si ve 

participation stems from a greater realization of the complexity of proble!l!s 

and the iTI!peri'ection of' most solutions based on compromises., 

La Fage report-ed a third related fjnding: The segment of the public which 

agreed with thE' final pclicy statement showed increased confidence in 

Forest Service management" Those whose suggestions we!"e not adapted in the 

fina2 statement Y'epoy'ted deer'eased confidence and satisfaction (no> 100), 

'YneSE ;'i n":'ings arE.- in conf'lic:' wi th the more frequently hear'd st at e!!lents 

01"' the publi CiS desire to parti cipate and "have a voice" even if uninf'oI'!::ed" 

And -:h2t the felt needs of the public should have at least eQ..ual, if' not. 

gr'ee.teT', weight. than the professional judgements of agency :uanagers. 
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How Public Confidence in the public involvement process itself' and 

in Forest Service managers changes after participating remains, 

therefore, a valid and as yet unresolved question .. 

(10) Dealing with concern and conflict. 

Other surveys suggest that public involvement may surface more 

conflicts but that the collaboration between the public and the 

land managers may help to reduce or resolve the conflict. This 

crite'ion attenpts to assess whether there was conflict surfaced 

ana whether it was resolved. 

(11) Forest Service leadership in public involvement wi thin 

e.xecut.iye agencies" 

An indirect QutcO!:1e of suceess in public involvement is the identifi­

cation of thE agency as a leader in this activity.. Criterion #11 

tr'ies to assess this. 

(12) New cO!;'.r:-:..Lr:i ca.tions bet:w"een Forest S::rvice and p'L.:.bli c trace-

able to this public involvement event" 

SU~cE:'ssful public irnrolvE:ment should have consequences beyond t,he 

i::1J:lediate iSSUE" One of tbese could be the establiEr.men-:' of neK 0::' 

cor.ti.nuing cor::rr;unications bet-w'een the Ferest Service and the public. 
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(13) Changes in Forest Service initiatives, other than 

listed in 12 above, due to public involvement efforts .. 

Has the Forest Service made new initiatives after completion of the 

publi c involvement process? Such ini tiati ves should be identified .. 

b.. Listing of Criterion Measures 

Appendix D shows the above thirteen criteria with the 

associated measures by which changes in public involvement 

effectiveness can be evaluated. These meaSUl"es are designed 

so that the cor!'esponc.ing data (i., € .. answers to a questionnaire) 

arE available to the Forest Service officer who is responsible 

for plarming and evaluating his unit 1 s public involvement effort" 
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CHAPTER IX 

REC01>1MENDATIONS 

This is not a prescriptive report. The emphasis is on broadening under­

standing of and sensitivity to the components, potentials and conEtrainst 

of the Inform and Involve process. 

The report "Public Involvement and the Forest Service" (Hendee et al" 1973) 

made 17 major recommendations, most of whi ch are still valid today. 

The 1974 Guide to Public Involvement in Decision Making and the 1977 Forest 

Service Inform and Involve Handbook provide numerous aids, leads ana suggestions 

which will measurably assist in the planning and management of the public 

involvement process. 

Tr.ere are, however, several additional points that may not have been adequately 

t.reated '. 

1. The obj ecti ves of the Inform and Involve program are still i'rE:~.ue!Jtly 

misinte!'p:-'eted by public and Forest Se!'vice participants alike.. This leads to 

sO::Jetimes fatal role confusion between the public and agency participants, 

RccoL":..."!lendations: 

IE:... 1&1 publications, training aids and personal instructions must 

explicitly emphasize what the 1&1 program objectives are and what 

they ar'e not" 
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lb. All potential agency 1&1 program leaders, facilitators, 

chairpersons, etc. must have detailed training (possibly 

including I'ole playing) to assure security in their role 

perception and actualization. 

2.. Each situation for which a public involvement process is rr:andated 

or desirable I'equires an individualized multi-step strategy plan to assure 

that the most suitable action alternative is selected at each step of the 

public involvement process. 

Recc=mencations: 

2a.. '['he Office of InfoImation sbould develop a strategy plan 

outline and check list for each critical step in the Public 

Invol vement Process (See Figure 11-1 of the 1&1 Handbook for 

proc-eso::: steps) .. 

2b.. Each majoY step of the public involvement porcess, and 

certainly each public involvement event should be followed by 

a cIi tiqae to &'Oalyze the strengths and weaknesses. 

2c. The strategy plan must be reevalua:ted after each step irl 

the process and I:lidifiea as the dynamics of' the ongoing public 

i rf'.,c 2-veLJen.: 6.cti vi ty di ct,a"t es " 

3. Many 1&1 prog!'ar:: ma~c.gE'T'S becomE :'amilial' with too lir.::i1.,ed a 

number' of involvement techniques and use these exclusively even when not 

most suit,able to thE:: problem, situation and adopted strateg.v. 

86 



fc::,' rublic 

be ana:yzed and a sys"te;;:e.tic f:earch foy' the most sui ts.ble 

2.:10 in thE: us to:' the search g'J.i des :or cvi ded in the 1&1 

tc 
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APPENDIX A 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT TECHNIQUES 

A.. FACTORS TO CONSIDER IN SELECTION OF TECH..1'lIQUES 

Table Id is a listing of the major public involvement techniques, exerpted 

from the literature on public participation in planning and decision IOaking 

(YlLlrubousky, Warner, Runyan, and Forest Service Guide to P.I.). Since the 

main purpose of public involvement is to channel information, "e have 

identified three primary categories: Information giving, information 

receiving and interaction, designeate by Roman numerals" Our next category, 

designated by capital letter's, enUI!lerates costs to t,he Forest Service and to 

the public, both in terms of time and money" And finally our third category, 

designated by Arabic numerals, is by cost to the public. 

Col:JlDllS 1-7 descr"ibe additional ch&racteristi cs of the va! ious processes., 

Column L NJ.Iiber of people reached - Some techniques are more suitable for 

dealing Yi th a smaller group of people, "hile others allo" the simultaneous 

contact of a large "umber of people .. 

This variable identifies "hether a specific technique lends itself best 

to large, medium or small groups .. These are identified as: L (large) = 

over 500; M (roedium) = 51 - 500; S (small) = under 50 people. 

Col umn 2. Sj:eci al Facilities Required - Certain types of public invol ve-· 

ment processes do r'equire facilities not routinely available to the Forest 

Service '. Foy' ex.s.mple, charettes =..asting one ,,'eekend may have to accmn.8date 
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.100-150 p~opl~, arid lOGging, food and f'i::--'st aid. are neeJE'd. 

8· .. ·ai1 a1Jl::, f'b.cilities siJch ?~S J:leetir.g rooms, station wagons, etc", ha'v'E 

Snecial skills reo'~iT'ed - Altho'~gh ar:~' group process 

T'eQ:J.l!'eS t;:-le .... se of pe8ple skillec. in thE conduct of Ih.lDlic i:;Yolve,-

special:'sts" 

r::be ct!:e~'s requi~'ing a skilled :7~0de?"'ator OT' facilitator are oesig::atec. 

suitable 

1 ~ }:',2"e-:;,::c.:;L~iIJ.f 

:2) ;1E.~.-f2!"::.ul~tiQr~ 

-: e: 
~- C::": .. -

It is, therefore 1abe::"e:: 

is 
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Column 5·, s"t.;-'uc:1..2"'e - Some p:Jblic involve:::ent eve~ts may need tc be 

compl et ely s-cruct,,,,'ed, The €xac:t topics and the time in which they 

a:!"e to be co\;'erej arE specified. Frequent1y wori-:shops are org2.r:ized 

given topic" S'Uch a. structured event is la1:ele:i f.r or lit ight "" 

less strin€ent topic and time control is required, a ger.:e!'·al outline 

I:ay surf'i ce" 7:.'":!ese a!"e labeled L fer "loose"" Th~se t:t.2.t dor. 't 

oG"-',-'"C-,uo;":c,='"-T'l""""-:_-,S",,,i,,z,,e::. - A. grollp of eight or fewer indi vic<l9.1s is 

c:;ns·io.e~'e:i to be small; a gy'OUP of nine or more is defined as le.:r-ge .. 

These g!":n."':p s:!.zes a~'E E.:'c.i~Y'ay'y rather than pY'esc!"iptiv€, the!"e:-oY'€ a 

1i sr:e:' 

+'.-.... 
,,~ .• c;. '" 

oy 

to te!':, 

~ ":,2.~ s.::::eed" 
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NU~mER 01' SPECIAL SPECIAL G~OUPrNG . PEOPLE FAC I LI TI ES SKILLS PLANNING 
REACHED REQUIRED REQUIRED ,PHASE STRUCTURE SIZE CO~'POS I T I all 

TECHNIQUES OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
.... -.~. -- ------ -.' 1" 

I, ANr-ORI1APOti GIV~tlG • 
, Low OST TO ORpST SERVICE 

1, Low COST TO UBLIC 
a, DIRECT ~'AILING L NO III b, EXHIBIT M NO 
c, FIELD TRIP 5 NO L S,L R,N d, PRESENTATIONS TO SCHOOL CHILDREN M NO G l' , L S,L R e, RESPONSE FORMS L NO l' , 
f, SPEECHES AND PRESENTATIONS TO ' , 

ORGANIZED GROUPS M NO G 1.2,3 L B, MEDt W1 tOST TO ~ORE~T SERVI CE 
1, ow OST TO UOLIC 

n, MEDIA P~ESENTA~ION L YES S 1.2,3 T C, IIIGll Cop TO -Opr:ST ERVICE 
'" 1. _ow OST To 'unLi C ... 

a, MEDIA PRESENTATION L YES S i:U T b, Ol10llDSMilN S , NO G 
c, PUOLI C I tlr-ORMII TI ON SOURCE S NO G 

(I. ANrrnr"l1pON RECf,IVllICo S 
, 0'1 OSC TO 'OR~ST EIlVICE 1. Lmi os T TO IJnLl C 

HJ n, AMENITY TRIIUE-OFF M NO G L S,L R,N 
h, PIlE5S RELEIISpS INVITING COMMENTS L NO 

2, ~lEDbuI1 COSf TO UIlLIC 
1.2 n, EtDEQ EC~NIQUE M YES G T S R,N 3, III GH OST TO unu C 

a. PUBLIC OR SEMI-PUBLIC ORGANIZATIONS 
1.2,3 PtEPARE I~FORMIIT~ON L NO 

B, flEDIUM OST TO 'OREST ERVICE 
1, Low OST TO UBLIC 

1.2 a, SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE L NO 

Table A-1: FACTORS TO CONSIDER TN 5-51111LL lLANK-NONE I-PRE- 9LANK-NONE RLANK- r" M-MEDIUM PLANNING n 
SELECTING P.I. TECHNIQUES L -LIIRGE ~-TECIIN I CAL . NONE ~ ~ 

p-GROIJP 2-PLAN 
L-LOOSE g R-RANDOM r5 T-TI GHT S-SI,~J\LL', 

LEAOER- FOR~IULA- L-LARGE", N-NON- '" 
SHIP nON RIINDOM :; 

" -
3-PLAN 

rn 0 
z 

I EVALUII-
TlON .. " -.... __ ._._-- -----_ .. '- .. -



Ill. 

'" N 

TECHNIQUES OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

INT[RACTIVE 
A. LOri COST To FOREST SEllVlCE 

1. Low COST TO I'UBLI C 
a. COMMUNITY LISTENING SESSION 
b. LISTENING POST 
c. PUBLLC MEETING 

2. r1EDIUI1 COST TO I'U~LlC 
a. AD HOC COMMITTEE 
b. ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

S. MEDIUM OST TO FOREST SERVICE 
c. C~11~1UNITY LED SEMINAR 

I. Low OST TO PUBLIC 
a. RESPOND TO INQUIRIES FROM PUBLIC 
b. SfRVICE ON LOCAL AND REGIONAL 

C0I1MLTTEES 
2. ~'EDIUM COST TO PUBLIC 

e. CITIZEN FORUM 
b. ,ONT ACT PIG KEY C IT I lENS 
c. DELPHI METHOD 
d. DIALECTICAL SCANNING 
(!. Jf1PACT AND ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS 
f. Jl1PACT ASSESSMENT 
g. NOM I NAL GROIJP 
n. PIJBLI C IIEAR I NG 
I. SCENARIOS AND SURVEYS 
I' SYSTEM FOil EVENT EVALUATION (SEER) 
k. \10RK MEETING 
I. \10RKSHOP 

3. HIGH COST TO PUBLIC 
a. TASK FORCE 
b. WORKSHO~ 

C. HIGfj CO~T TO ~OBEST SERVICE 
I. Low COST TO PUBLIC 

a. PARTLCIPATORY TELEVISION ~ RADIO 
2. MEDIUM COST TO PUBLIC 

a. PARTICIPATQRY TELEVISION & RADIO 
3. III GH COST TO PUBLI C 

a. CHARETTE 
b. WORKSHOP 

Tahle A-1 (contd.), FACTORS TO CONSTDER 
IN SELECTING P _ r , 
TECHNIQUES 

"~ 

-"----" 

NlmnER OF 
PEOPLE 
REACHED 

1 

M 
M 
L 

S 
S 
11 

L 

S 

L 
S 
M 
M 
L 
M 
M 
L 
M 
11 
S 
S 

S 
S 

L 

L 

M 
S 

-SMALL 
"1-11EDI UM 
L-LARGE 

1M, 

SPECIAL SPECIAL 
FACILITIES SKI LLS 

REQUIRED REQUIRED 
~ 3 , 

----- -----

~. 

NO 
NO 

YES 

NO 
NO 
NO 

NO 

NO 

YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 
NO 

YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 

YES 
NO 
NO 

NO 
NO 

YES 

YES 

YES 
NO 

G 
G 
G 

G 
G 
G 

G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 
G 

G 
G 

S 

S 

G 
G 

,-------
LANK-NONE 

;-TECIIN I CAL 
i-GROUP 

LEADERSH If 

""" 

GROUPING 
PLANNING 

PI4ASE STRUCTUR~ SIZE COMPOSITION 

4 5 6 7 ---

2 L S,R R,N 
1,2,3 S,R R,N 

2 T L R 

l ,~ T S N 
, T S N 

1, L S,L R 

1,2,3 

1,2,3 

2 L L R 

L~ L S N 
, T S,L N '_J L S,L R,N 

1
,3 T S,L R,N 

'J3 T SJL RJN 
T S,L R,N 

3 T L R 
L~ L S,L R,N ,3 T S,L N 

L,T S,L N 
, L, T S R 

1,2 L S N 
2 L, T S R 

2 T S R 

2 T S R 

2 L L R 
2 L, T S R 

I-PRE-PLAN- "LANK-NONE BLANK- ~ n OJ, ;u () 

N I NG NONE g R-RANDOM ;; 
2-PLAN L - LOOSE "U N-NON- <0 

rORllULA- T - TIGHT S-SI'ALL A RANDOM ~ 
TION L-LARGE ~ = 

3-PLAN m 0 

E V'l.LlJA TJ O~. " '-



• 

B. D:::SC?IPTIONS OF T!'CEJ(TQUES IN J'.LPlLABETICAL ORDER 

Ad. hOC f:'~!:lr!ittee - (See .AdvisoY'y Comn:::ttee for basic f'oI'::1at and 

regu=-a~ions gO",erning rep!'eser:-:'a.tion,,) Ad Hoc CO!!lIDittees must 

c0!Y.ply with the Fede::'al J..d.viso!'y CGt"J!!litteE Act, the only essent-

coZ:.;<letion of the study, or \o:'hen recom.'1lendations for a specific 

;'_::'''';':SCY'~' CC:::J:dttee - p..r. Ad"\."isory Commi-:'tee is any CO~lj11it~ee not 

:::;~~:pcsed t::-te.::::"ly- 0:' Fc~'est SeY'vice officers or e!!:pleryees, set ., .... , 

All ;:-;eet :r:.gs 

a!"e p'c.blic excep-: 'U..."1aer spe::ia.l ccnditions, such as a conte~p2.ated 

Fe~'s,:,!':,ne: ac:'ior:, ay"~8 r:;us-:. be putli::ized in the Feder'al Register'" 

0: d:,:":ferent po:"nts of view" 

t'be }:'y·cpcsec. co::..--:.i "t.tee r:e::be!"s ~";lst be cle6.!"e~ 

93 
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Y'egional a..'1d metrcpol:tan in-:erests as well as individuals with 

neie:~'bc T'hood, local or pr'oper ty interests" Those int erest s wt,icn 

are poter:tially ac.versely impacted are especially important to 

contact. r~eig:hbor'hood associations, civil right s groups, environ-

assist in id.entifying key individuals. These individua~s ca.:::: be 

used in helping to develop co~n:"~'1ity participCition Decnanisms, 

ano in pla..r-!':,ing the age:::da" 

p~"o~ect., the participants are assigned to teams of six to nine 

inc.i "·i~"~:=.: s (2"a::c :'!!.1.:,- or a:-co:"d:'ng tc inportant char'acteY'ist i c s 

=y:c.ividue.ls then list al:!. social 

:::::;'&:::'-:'5 they :'ee:J.. 1,.;"i2.2. occur 6,.S a cO:2.sequenc:e of the p!"ojec't." 

T=:is is Q:<ne iy: siler:".:e, tB.!:in§:: eac!; tea!:; 15-3:J m.inilt,es 1.2 

E6.::'~ tea::" ~e::,"te~ the:::: reads his i ten::.s, w"hict: t"he 
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Del ~~hi :,~ethod - The Delphi l'ie:,hod is a techn:que f'or obtaining the 

r:,~st reliable' opini:m of a pa."1el of' experts, given a difficult, but 

!1ot eXFlicit or clearly underst.ood issue. A panel of experts rarely, 

if eve!", ~,.eet£ jo::"r:t::y b'.;t E:E1cb acts as an ir.~C'pendent evaluat or, 

so that each evaluator can provide relevant information (e.g., cost 

or t:'~e es~ir.:s.:'es, Ir'~oY'ities, sigr:ificance !'5tings, etc) on each 

is:=ue or' seg!Jent of the issue. The answers a:'e then retuxneci to a 

c?~~t!al of~'ice whicr.. tabu~ates theE. and then discloses the spread of 

If the 

J., ne'\.,- E,!1aJ_ysi s of the 8-"1s':,.;'ers is r;.ade ane. 

0' [; =c ::;:::e:-; OO"l.r:ous that the uane2. has !"ea.ched a stat.i::: poi:J.t" 

-:,::s.::. t:-.. E- r'e spODaent s 

of ttei:' 

be 

It allows gr'ouF 

.. C:;'7'7 ,~ 
-_. I· 



Di a 1 ect 1 C 8.1 E:caTj~ing - ':hi 5 is C8.si 2a11y a group disc:ussio~. t ~ch-

1) Tbo:= prcposal is presented ana d::'~cussed, identifying 

ir:p8cts that rrla~t occur arJc thOSE on which there is a 

2) .P.r; &tte::?t is made to resolve the dif'~'eY'er:ces :nd:c:atec. 

ir~ s-: ep l 

tha~ eE.-:::-~ side t,akes" Di ~lect i cal sc e....'1~ing he~ps icient i fy a.rea.s of' 

cor::'2.::-: 2 UCf2 as dif:'e~'e!"":.ces of' opinior- regaY'd~ng ir:pacts, se that 

1..:SE SiJ.EE 

~ .... -~ 
- - -..1-. 

::, .. ~. 

O!, other J:-~bli C 
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Field Trip - Select public's visit the site of a proposed plan 

thereby'enabling them to experience directly the environment where 

plans or decisions are pending., By seeing the problem first hand, 

members of the public can draw more informed conclusionsa 

Impact and Alternative Analysis - (Also known as Factor Profile) 

A profile consists of a listing of' factor's or' elements that are 

consequences of following a plan. The primary factors are the 

cost consequences (which include benefits) of the proposal on 

the users and the community, e" g., increase or loss of recreational 

facilities, increased or decreased fishing potential" Descr iption 

of costs can be in dollar's or some other measure. 

Another :t'actor i2 the time period during which these benefits and 

cos-:,s a:!"'e exp'2rienceci by the :r·~blic" Besides these consequences, 

other factors such as costs of doing the job may be of interest to 

tax pa"ers and can be included in the profile., 

These pro::'les can be const.ructed for each alternative frOIL the 

vie;,.;-p:>ir;-;: 0: eacb interest group, since neither ccsts or benefits 

arc neutraL A composite profile could also be prepared showing 

t:-:;e total effect fo!" each facto!'" 

A preference' ranking of alternatives can be derived for each view­

point, and where there are areas of disagreement, the factors respon­

sible for such conflicts, along with the reasons for them, can be 

E'X;lic'i"t2.y pinpointed" (Ogl~sby, et al.)" 
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Imnact Assessment - Il.fPASSE, an impact assessment game is a simple 

graun in~eraction device that structures discussion and provides . . 
estimates of impacts for one or more proposed policies or f,rojects" 

The participant public is divided into teams" Each team is given 

a list of potent.ial impacts compiled before the "run" by the FoY'est 

Service planner and asked to score each indicated impact according 

to its posi ti ve, negative or neutral value, and its severity. Each 

team must agree on these Scores. Tne scores foT' the various teams 

are then added or otherwise aggregated to provide an overall score 

for each ir:pact.. Each "run" takes one to two hou:rs" 

The process of discussion dur'ing and after each "runt! is more yaluable 

to the group than the impact scores themselves" 

Impact Assessments serve to identify potential proble:c.s stemming 

from a I:!"oposed project, which can then be addressed" Since local 

g!'OUPS provide the assessment, they introduce their values, experiences 

and per'spec~i ves iIJto decision !:laking, enriching the quality of tbe 

"'pl an!".:ing acti vi ty 
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Fost is a tech!1iQuE- for 

to listeu to t~ei! CC~2e?"r.s and opinions., 
it 

a process''W'oulc 

In man::," 

"social H e .... :-e!1ts neec. tc be recc·!'oed instead of lost" 

:r:,::: ':: -::.._ 

--:~:." 

.. -~ .: "- .: , 
,~~~~- .... 

Special eff'o~,ts IDa:)" be ne~e.ssa.ry, 

a.~·e not 
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\{r:ile IT,-ore cf'ten ind:'viduals representing con::licti:1g points of 

viev.- are r.ot invited simd-:a!"Jeo'.lsl;y, this possibility is not !"'uleG. 

" out, Bat the structure of the list.enin£; sessio!J does not lena 

i t.~el~' to !'esolutic~ ci' cor.i'lic-ss" 

Media Presentations !'-:1edia presenta-::ions consist of e21Dc,unc:e!Tle!1ts 

The Forest SeT'vice rnaJ.:· not reQ.uest radio or' -televisic:1 

o! 

:'inc it ir.-:'erestine:: 2nd use it 

s;s:~ or a~: ~ime" 

I: 
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Nominal group - This technique is similar to the Delphi Technique, 

except it can be used in working witb members of the gen<=ral public" 

A large number of participants, not necessarily <=xperts on a given 
~ 

issue, meet as a group where they pr~sent their ideas ora;lly or in 

\ 
WI':: ting, "';'i t:-"8Ut audi -=-IJce reaction" Tne idea,s are 'then sUE..-r:1arized 

in such a way as to make them easily visible to the audience. Tnis 

SUI!l!!lary is discussed foT' clarification and the group ra.tes 01" votes 

on the ideas as a forn. 0"1' group evaluation .. 

Orribu:isI:!an - ~st ablish the position of ombudsman who investigates and 

1"es;,onds t-e" c8~pla.ints by individ'UBls and groups .. AlthO~lth he opera.tes 

inside the ager,~y, he is charged with the responsibility of responding 

to pubc.ic cOJ::plaints. His presence tends to humanize the inherently 

inp'=T'scnal bureauc'!'acy by identifying an al-ways accessible individual" 

It als(; p!"ovices the FoY'est Sey'vice with continuous insights into 

public any.ietieE E....'1C dissatisfa.ction, thereby gaining the OppcI'tu!!i7Y 

tc "defuse" tn::I!:. bef'oT'e the:\" become too serious. 

Pb.:'tici:...&tc::,;\'· tele,-isioIJ a!'ld radio - A listeninE' seesion !!lay be 

tE'~f:7iseG. O:!" ~ sr-ecial :p::"Qg!'a..~~ telecast which illustr'at,es pr'oblerls 

or choices '\o;!1iC:-l r;i.ls"': be !nade" Response forms may then be mailed 

back f'o"!' -:Ei·:.'·..:2a:~.ior B.:":'eY' thE: -telecast" In a subsequent telecast, 

at', er the r~,,!>onse ior!Ls are tabulated, one could discuss the natcne 

~!c. sig!!!:-i: 2..;.ce of ~i ti zen responses. Home viewers could be allowe:S 

t.el :P!l0~E i=-~ t':Jeiy' c~::-.:Lents dU!'ing a televised listening post. 
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Presentations to school children - Forest SErvice representatives 

can arra.nge films, lectllres OT' demonstrations for children and 

young ajul ts. Workbooks or coloring books can be distributed to 

famili ar i z,e student.s wi tb the issue '. 

Press releases invitin2 co::::rm::ents - ~Je'wspapeY' or I!:.agazine space 

could be donat~d (through the National Advertising Council) briefly 

describinf 8. J:~'cposal and listing a set of outcomes" The public is 

iflVi ted to llIar'i-: the !nost desired Dutcorre and send it to e. desig~ateG 

Fub 1 ic :ieari:1;" - A lega,:ly :!landated formal session giving thE: public 

e.rl o:;:P·':':!""C:."...U':.ity ""co p:'es~n't corrrments on a Forest Service decision" Fc~'o::st 

-:'0 
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Usually a planning 3'1 ecialist O!" some other staff officer acts as 

mod~r'ator or chairman" Audience questions directed to SJlE;ake!'S are 

channeled through the moderator so that personal attacks against 

speakers I integrity can be mi"imi zed and the number of' emotional 0: 

unsubst e.nti ated st2.tements r'ecuced. 

Bee aus ~ large grou.ps do not a~low for !Ilore i nti!TIat E dis e11.S E"i ons and 

eX8.;~inations of issues and the relevant data, and instead tend to be 

GiY'ec: ec. more towarcl.s gr'andstanding, these meetingE tend to be less 

?"!.lb 1 i C 01" se~-p'.lblie o~'far.~i zations ure"Dare information - Inter'esteo. 

g!'oups such as e:c·;,;-i!'o!1....r:ental, business, sportsmen's clubs or indi-

E..':'es.2 c:' i nt.er'est, t c the!: ... The~,~ 8.!'e th~r'efore also a gaoe da.ta 

sour::e f'e!' t,hE' ForeE:t Se~'Vice" 

in F2J ~ 1. 626. :"'2"t. 

event depir:!ti!1g the e~r',-::r'o:-unent,al and per'haps economi c i!IIpacts of 

a P~'cpo;::ed pI'eject" 
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social, economic or other relevant impacts 0: the proposal" 

St'ryice on Loca.l and Re~ional COI!lT.i ttees Serving on loc"l or 

regional pl'mning committees provides an excellent opportunity for 

the :c rest Sey-Ii ce to paTti cipete ir. lane use planning., It can 

also b'2 5. good source of irlf orllib:'t.i on on current attitudes a.nd iDte:!"e;:; t s 

of local and rEocional leaders" Forest Service e!!1ployees car, serve on 

these CC::Eritt'2~S either in a:1 o:'f'ic::'al capacity or' as pri-..:"ate citize:;.~, 

S"..;,rvey Questionnaires - A group, or a sample thereo:f, is interviewee. 

in peY'scr; or t:--~y'ough a questionnaire. Opinion sllr"'veys at.-cS"mpt to 

elici t ~"'=sJ!:nses to, or prei'e!"'ences about, specific issues or facts" 

Attituie- surveys tend to elicit r.ore generalized sentimer:ts. Su!'Veys 

can be o.c:ce rE-'ldomly or in a stratified random grouping. A str a-

tc th'2 I .. c.r::,-;:E:! cf' peoplE in that, stre.tU1!l~ as related to the total 

:;:>o:;.2.=.ti.:::-! -t}""3.t is of con~ern" Althougb some of the st.!"ata are 

fairly hO!C.:J[ene':"lU5, otheY's arE not, and the I'andom sample shO"".lld 

inc·:;nsisl.2~;::" s E-:'~'2.-:ur.:, t:-le: lE.!"€eT' the required sa..r::Iple .. 

nair~s must be cleared through a,M.B" 

Surve:: questio~-

C}-)"~bEr sf C~':::'::_,'=T'ce ~ OT' enviro~ental groups" If approp!'iate ~ the 
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SysteIL for Ever.t Eva} uation and Re"de;; (SEER) (see also, Delphi Technique) 

P&.!"tici}:[;,ting: eXpErts arE a.sked questions in t,beir specialty areas .. 

From these in"t,E:TViews a list of initial forecasts can be const:!'u~ted 

similar to the ki nd cieri ved fran:: the DE·lphi Technique" This process 

neoessary, by a J:1ore complete DElphi procedure. 

By rest.ri::!ting questions to the participants areas of e}.-pert.ise 

d:"st·c:':ej r,~sponses cau.sed by a lack of Jr ... '"1owlecge a.re eli:::r:.inated. 

!Je1:r:hi pr::cess ca:: be reduced" ('I'ersine and Rigg£ 1977) , 

Te..sY.. ro~'::e - Te:!!:poY'c2'Y c~'gar:.izE:.tions, preferably including persons 

c:' c.:.VE!3E =x;~!"t:'SE, i::te:'e:::ts and skills, ~'e 1"ormed to sclvE-

Orle of the advar..tages of 5. :.asY.. 

f::.!"ce is thE."t is CELrl catal:,"ze in~reased participa.tion among a y .... ide 

vc.T'ie'ty of iYlTerests by pI'oviding a nucleus of pT'o~essione.ls 2.nd kEj" 

order to lay thE g!'OD..."'lc:wDrk for flltUY'e wrorkshops" During this 
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of relevant issues, or can be asked to react to proposed plans. Thi s 

ini'ol"lliation will be used to encourage more extensive cormnuni ty 

invol·.;·erJent. 

WOI'ksho~ - A ·workshop is co:::rposed cf 8m:::.ll w::r:::'rlg g:r'0~':J:S, wi t't 

01' withoat a resourcE- person, which is given basic data, vith an 

essigp.ec. task to react to alternatives and/or' to develop new ones" 

The wo,-kshop sessions are '~sually preceeded by a total group meeting 

whe"I'e assumptions, cOLstrs.int.s, and other' backg:!"'ound mateY'i a1 is 

p::'eS:?IJ7ej" L e2:'sion~' Eo!'€- TIi.5.df:: 01' instructio!::s give!j on the Deans 

to c.ivije the £rcuI up i!:tc y;·c!'k g!'OUPS" Tney can cbalienge 

a~3J.!!:pticms and colle,:::t adCi.o.:ional data. At the end of' the work 

se2sicn each gy'OUP can present its p!'oduct to the general asse!!lbly 

A. se!'ies of' successive w':):!'"'l:s'hops 

sc~,edulec. over' a I'elE::~iyely ~O:1g period of time (6 months) can be 

·';.sec. t,o invo:"ve the c:'-:,ize:,...!'~y throughout thE project developr::::'2Y";"t 
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APPENDIX B 

TEC!UIIQUES USED IN CONJUNCTION wITH 

PUBLIC INVOLVR~NT 

Check L:;;st.s - A ChECk list of the social, E:'conor:::ic a!1d :;'~.YEical 

impacts of' Forest Service pr'ogx'ams is constructed to sha,," their 

relationship and their Y'elative importance" Impacts of a paT,ticular 

pI'oject na:'t be bett,er unoeI'stood, and time and reSOUT'ces can be bett.er 

allocated to the most important impact areas. 

Ccs:,-EerJef'it . .ll.r.c.l;vs-l s - The various costs and benefits of a project 

are separately estimated and discounted to a present value. Since 

monetary units are used 1'01' all estimates, social impacts must be 

convert-eli to dollar values for inclusion in the analysis .. 

Cost benefit and "ost effectiveness (see below) are similar in that 

both l1se cost. dat,a. HowEver, while cost-benefit tY'ies to comparE 

alternativE pY'o~lects or prograrr.:.s in terms of its dollar costs and its 

~dollar benefits, cost effe cti veness focuses on the dollar cost,s of a 

p~'og~'ru::: to achie"'.;e certain outputs or goals" BecausE cost effec-:::iyeness 

does not require dollar estimates of the benefits, it is more directly 

usable as an impact assessment technique, Special technical skills and 

a data base are required to perform this analysis. 

Cost EffectivenesE Analysis - In cost effectiveness analysis the unit 

cost of output for a proposed service or other program is determined through 

input-output comparisons on the basis of costs and other effectiveness 



cri teria" To thE" extent that future program costs and Ol..l.:'PJ.t cEtr, be 

estimat ed and quantif'i ed, cost effectiveness provi des basic CO:7Jp.s.Y'Et-:': ve 

information for al ternati ve approaches to a parti cular problem" It can 

measure various levels of' program output, the costs of such progy'~.Ill 01..<1:-

put, or the costs of alternative prci;Y'Q.Ji'.5 for a g~ven level of CC,tl>lt" 

It is usually used in 2ituati::>ns ".;'here the alternative 01..:.tputs C2r.:-lOt be 

easily quantified in dollars. 

Special technical skills and a data base are required to perform this 

analysis. 

er'oss Ir::nact - This technique lists events that may or ~ay not occur 

(such a~ potential in:pacts), plus an estimate of the probability of 

their occurrence by some specified date. Then estimates of t,he prob-

abilities of O:;C-UIrences of all relevant combinations of events are 

deve18ped, e.g .. , if a cE:rtain impact occurs, what are the probabilities 

that otheY' impacts will Deem'" It allows prediction of s. potentiall:,)," 

cOl!lplex series of events or impacts that may be interrelated, sucr, as 

when 'ODe iI:1.pact is conditional upon a'T1other. 

It is a useful tool intended to improve on techniques which allow 

discussion and prediction of single events only.. If there aI·e many 

variabl-es ana many interactions, the teehnique can become conplex 

and may require special skills and access to a computer. 

, 
Each point of view designs their ideal solution - These various "solutions" 

enable planner's to lUlder'stand the way each of the various interests perceives 
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the best solution,. A variat,ion may be to start, from a given plan 

and identify features which each interest would like to see added to it, 

thus ma1:ine; the plan more acceptable '. Knowing what the ideal solution 

would look like from each interest's point of view is still a long way 

fro!!: bC'ipg able t,o iEcorporate all of tr.ese "ideal" features into one 

single altE:'T'native" It does) hOw'ever, sharpen the issues and trJeir 

consequences .. 

Ed'c;cating the public about the decision-ma1{ing process ,- The Forest 

SerYice should inform the public of how it makes plans and arrives 

at decisions. Such an information effort should be on-going and 

intensified if it is judged that the public has misconceptions or 

lacks knowlede;e about the Forest Service decision making process. The 

Forest ServicE:' must, be prepaY'ed to change the decisior: maJ.:ing process 

when ne,:essary to cO!lioT'ffi to cf;anges in public expectations" 

Inp'Jt-O-utnut Analysis - Tnis analysis can meaSUI'e the infloW' and outflow 

of forestry related products in an area, and is used to predict changes 

in economic components !'esulting froID Forest Serivce decisions. 

The technique can be adapted to assess socio-economic impacts as well as 

to estiP-late the social consequences of eC:=0nomic changes. 

Special technical skills and a data base are required to perform this 

analysis .. 
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Looking for Analogi es - Explain a complex program by comparing it, point 

by point with something similar and more familiar to the pUblic.. For 

example, a tree infestation problem may be compared to human disease 

management. By doing this, the pu"blic is better able to understand 

forest-related problems with which it is not familiar. 

Maintain open nlanning files - This technique attempts to make all 

relevant project information accessible to the public, and allows 

an individual to deterrcine and get the amount of information he 

desires., Open files must be well organized, easily accessible, and 

understandable so that the public can find the information they 

are looking for. 

MOrI:lally project files would be kept in an open Forest Serorice office. 

It may, however, be feasible to maintain a full set of files at the 

local li"orary or other conmuni ty facility. The act of making all 

information available to the public is a demonstration of openess and 

candidness by the Forest Service. 

Mapning socio-noli tical and environmental data - Geographic maps can be 

used to display social, political, or' envir'onmental data that are normally 

presented in tables or text form. These maps are easy to visualize and 

aT'e therefore an extrer:Jely efficient means for communicating infor'mation.. ~ 

Monitor·ing the mass media - Carefully monitoring and analyzing the masS 

media allows the Forest Service to learn about community interests, 

conflicts and values" It prnvides information on how the agency is viewed 
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by certain community groups, Or it indicates when the agency should 

enter into certain on-going discussions" 

Radio and television--monitor talk shows and new broadcasts. Ne',spaper 

and ne"'sletters--extablish clipping files, filed by topic and cross 

referenced as necessary. Although clipping services may be available, 

they may overlook relevant articles or may not recognize relevant issues. 

Previevting as e check on communication effectiveness - A manuscript, 

speech, or visual aid presentation should be reviewed by someone less 

informed about the subject than the intended audience. A revi ewer should 

be asked to identify the essence of the message to the co"""unicator so that 

any misinterpretation will be evident. The technique is recommended when 

co:r:nnunication problems are feared. All major public announcements can 

probably benefi -.: from such pre-testing" 

Role-playing - Through role playing, insight into other people's motiyation 

and behavior is gained by "stepping into their shoes". Situations are 

designed to capture the essence of the real-world relationships which are 

to be simulated. Tne various roles that are to be studied via role playing 

are described, as are the most cOllIDlon interactions between the parties. 

A background description of the roles is given first, after which the 

indiYiduals assigned to play each role then play it" The role playing 

terminates when actors and viewing par'ticipants feel that sufficient 

insight has been generated" Most of the learning for' the participants 

OCCIlI'S dUI'ing the discussion and evaluation which follows the role play­

ing" Alternative behavior and possible outcomes can then be explored 

I'e-playing with revised roles. 
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Role p2.9.yiLg er;ables people to gain perspectives by 1ea.:::"Linc; to 

pressu!'es t~ a: IIiay be oT erating or. other actors" 

:n-:erc,ctions in a gr'oup, where group members observe their inter-

E:):;:e~':enced :'acilitato!"' helps rler::,Ders of a gro"u.p to cper. tt.,e:!:.sel':reE 

UJ in ar. eff;J:,t tc unQe!'s-:E...TlQ the d:ynamics of the g!"oup; u2us911y 

re~t'c:r;~ive" T.'1is pY'cceE2 :::":r::J.p::'oves under'standing ant rapport within 

a group "by focusing on a TI"i"un"oer of elements that are p!"'eeent in a. 

group relationship.. By understanding their own behavior in groups, 

ForEst S'2"r"!:i ce o:'fi c:c2s Y;': 11 increase their skill in pub2.ic inyc<l ve-

Sir:nila"tion J'~C':::elir:~' - ':nis covers a range of techniques air::.ed at 

IIiodelin£ J.e.!"'ge-scE:.le social and/or economic systems ~ some-:imes ","i th 

tbe ir.-t-=n: 0:' :;:~'edi2tir;e; the futurE effect 0:[' specified inte:,\;·=~tions" 

port2."ti on, la!1:l use aT: d. :::::; lOj."ment, aJ. though extrapolation into 

less q~a::,ti:i allE: s0ci t.2 B.s?ects is possible" Simulations make use 

! 0:' co~-; ).-:e~'£ e.::.c. !"'e~lli!"~ sp~c:i21 design skills. 
i • , ' , 
{ 
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Ve.lue Anal?sis - VE:~ue ana2.ysis is a subjective TIJethoc 1'0::-' r'ank.ing 

con~equt!rJc€-s of alt,E-rr..2.-:ive rlan:::.. The value of each FOT'est Se~~v:ice 

r-Y'op:,~s.l to "the rJ~Dlic can be g,::SE'SSE:3 by weighing direct and indirect 

-:::lu--_-.:~:::-;;L-:-- ~..:·~;,.:_~e,..:; l-r_' +;::.. ..... _~s Of lOt' c:- -i ..... Da~t on ......... · .. ll'C cO·1s +"\..."l'"'o'u-h .... _ 0_"'-''- -~'--O'U_- ~'- ....... ~ • ...,_.~_ ..... ~!-"""L_ cG- ..... l~.·o· 

o;,inion Si..;.y\"ey -t"echniQues or appointed task forces.. FOT' eXE..ZI.ple, 

COr::1""!i-u~i tres c::.n evaluate the impact on them; and e:nvircn.::::J.ental groups 

C5.T1 :::..ssess -'-"be er;virc:;.men-(al inpact. 

'f 
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APPENDIX C 

LISTING OF PUBLIC INVOLVEl·(ENT 

CLASSIFICATION AND EFFECTIVENESS VA.1'UABLES 

Four sets of variables are listed: 

I Issue Variables 

II Situation Variables 

III Process Variables 

IV Effectiveness Vari ables 

This listing is semi-structured foT' questionnaire purposes. The 

response al ternati yes are identified, but instructions a:r'e in­

complete OT' totally !!l2.ssing., These would obviously have to be 

supplied ar.d. layout changes would be necessary to COLvert. these 

lists irlto an operable questionnaire" 
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CULSSIFICATION VARIABLES 

FOR 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT EVENTS 

I ISSUE VARIAMLES 

A.. DESCRIPTION OF DOMIHAIIT ISSUE 

1. Allocation of land 

2. Allocation of resources on the land 

a.. Timber 

b. Range 

c. Recreation 

d.. Minerals 

e" Water 

f. i:.nxture of more than one 

g.. Other 

3.. Probram Direction 

4 .. Internal stimulus ~e.g., administrative change) 

5·. Ext ernal stimulus (e. g. power line) 

6,. Other 

E, REASO!, FOR THIS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

1. ImPA 

2. RPA 

3.. Wilderness Act 

4. National Forest Management Act 
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5. Consumer Affairs Act 

6., Chief's Direction 

7" Local Forest Service policy 

8. Other 

Identify 

C., FOCUS ON PLA;INING HORIZON 

L Long range planning (e.g. future use) 

2. Inter1:lediate range planning (e.g. major activities are 

planned wi thin next 3 years) 

3 .. Near future activity of limited scope (e.g. stream 

cha!lnel enlargement; fencing, road construction) 

D, PERSEIVED GEOGPJtFHIC ZONE OF INTEREST IN ISSUE (Scope of impact) 

}.. Local 

2. Geog,ap:oic region or zone 

3" J;ational 

E, TEC':lH2AL COMPLEXITY OF ISSUE 

1" Lo~' 

2, liigh 

3" Estimated number of man hours by staff on this issue 

bS:'ore go:i..ng to pUblic: 

F. REPETITIVENESS OF EVENT 

1. Scheduled routine contact 

2" Special event 
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G, PUBLIC INTEREST 

Percei ved intensity of public interest in issue. 

a. Before P"I., event b. After p" I. Event 

(1) Low 

(2) Medium 

(3) High 

H" PUBLIC COlI:::ERNS 

Number of concerns expressed by public on this issue: 

I, LEGAL REVERSIBILITY OF DECISION 

L Bound by law 

2. Non-appealable (Forest Service Adlldnistrati on Procedure) 

3. Appealable 

L If appealable, is this issue now, or is it likely to go 

to appeal on litigation? yes ___ no __ _ 

5, Ii' yes under 4 , indicate which: 

a. Litigation 

b., Formal admirdstrati ve a.ppeal 

c.. Arbitration 

J. REVERSIBILITY OF BIOLOGICAL or SOCIAL COlJSEQUENCES OF DECISION 

1. Irreversible 

2. Reversible 

a.. Low cost or effort 

b.. High cost or effort 
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K. PREDICTABILITY OF PRDBABLE CONSEQUENCE OF DECISIDN 

1. High (p > .70') 

2.. Intermediate (.35 < p < .. 70) 

3. Low (p <.35) 

L. THill AVAILABLE BEFDRE DECISION MUST BE MADE 

L Very limited 

2. Ir.~e,,,,ediate (up to 1 year) 

3. Dver 1 year 

M. FDREST SERVICE CQ',,",{l1VE!H TO' ISSUE RESDLUTIDN PRIOR TO' P.I. 

N" 

1. One alternative fa.vored by Forest Service 

2. Several, almost equally attract i ve, al ternati ves 

3" I~C) prE·:!'erence fo~' any alternative or ana.lysis incomplete at 

at time of public involvement 

cor" LIC'I' SITUATIDN 

L Ber,.;'een public groups yes __ 

2 .. Bet1f;-een Forest Service and public groups ye~ 

3. Bet'KeeTI Forest SEy'vice and local public agencies yes __ 
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no __ 

no __ 

no __ 



II SITUATIOl:AL VARIABLES 

A. POPULATIO:-: AT LOCALITY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMEnT EVENT 

1. Smaller than 10,000 

2. Between 10,001 and 100,000 

3. :SaY'e;er' thaD 100,001 

B. PARTiCIPAliTS INVOLVED 11\ THIS PUBLIC INVOLVEJ'IENT EVENT 

1. Kl.il!lber of public participants: 

Co" 15 or less 

b.. 16 to 35 

c. 36 to 100 

d. over 100 
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2. Partic:ipant populations involved in the P.I. event 

(check all parti c:ipant populations in column 1; then 

mark in the second column a "1" for the group with the 

greatest number of participants and a "2" for the next 

la!'gest group" 

a. Economic interest 

b. Environmentalists 

c. Non-extractive users (e.g .. 

recreationists) 

d., Civic or neighb:)rhood associations 

e" Cancer'ned locals 

f. Scientif'ic/E6.ucational 

g. Elected officials 

h" l':ey citizens 

i" Public agencies 

(1) Federal (other than Forest Service) 

(2) Other (e .. g. State, Local, etc.) 

j. Forest Service Pe·sonnel in official 

capacity 

k. FoY'est Servi ce Personnel in unofficial 

capacity 

Col. 1 Col. ;> 



III PROCESS VARIP~LES 

A, PURFOSE 

Purpose of scheduling this p,1. event or series of' events. 

6." Inf'cY'!:"Jation EiYing (one way to public) 

b. InfoYl:lation review or reaction (one way from public) 

c.. Int er'acti ve or di alogue 

d " Jo'Jix 0 fa, b, c or d 

B. IN?OFJ< .. 4TIO!: ?RESENTED TO THE PUBLIC 

1" Fla.EDing G.8.ta p!'esented 2" \olhen was the data presented? 

tc ~;;: Intlic: a. Before b .. During 

P .. L Session 

a" I~one 

b" ReSOilY'Ce inf'oy:r:::.ation an:S. iD"v'entoYy 

c" Pctential USE: dete~mination 

d" Complet ed use al t,ernati yes 

e" F o:"est Servi ce preferred a1 ter nati Yes 

f" Other 

3, Tc what extent die. this information (in 1 abovE) meet the 

public needs for this public involvement event? 

a" lIDO little ini'oY'mation 

b" Cc::-rect a..'11oun: 0:[' infoY'mation 

c" Hore inf'ormation than needed 

4" If information was made available before the public involvement 

session (2a above) what was the lead time between providing the 

infoY'mation and the public involvement session? 

___________ weeks ____________ ~days 
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C.. PROCESS STAGE 

At what stage within the planning process was this public 

involvement event scheduled? 

a, Problems, goal, o"Ljective or issue identification 

b.. Data collection 

c.. Data analysis 

d. Evaluation of alternatives 

e" Selection of alternative and recommendation 

for action 

f. Irlpleme!1"tat.ion of action 

D. PREoTRUCTURE 

Was this public in~lolver.-:ent event: 

a.. Co~pletely prestructured and scenario 

was followed 

b. Completely prestructured and scenario 

was not followed 

c" General :r:Y'ocedUT'al outline only 

d. No I-,:!"estruc"ture 

E, IDE:NTIFICATION OF PUBLICS 

L Vlere the aff'ec",ed publics identified before the 

public involvement event? 

Yes No 
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2, If L was answered yes, were special efforts made 

to increase the probability that all publics are 

represented at the public involvement event? 

Yes No 

3.. If 1 .. was answered yes, the correspondence be-;:ween 

these identified publics and actual participants as 

listed in question II B2. (p .. 59 ) was: 

Identical 

Strong similarity 

Weak similarity 

Dissimilar 

Don't know 

F. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

L How often did the same public meet for this issue(s) 

a. Once 

2. 

b. 2 - 5 times 

c.. 6 - 10 times 

d. Over 10 times 

Average length of 

a. o - 2 hours 

b" 2 - 4 hours 

c .. 4 - 6 hours 

d. Over 6 hours 

meeting 

Don't know 



3" Level of "active" participation by attending public (i .e" 

asking questions, making st,atements, etc.) 

a. Less than 10% of public attendees 

b" 11 - 33% of public attendees 

c. Over 33% of public att endees 

d" Don't know 

G" GROUPING ,a 

l. Were pa1',ticipants subdivided into groups? 

Yes No 

2, If ans"Y.'er to L is yes, what was the average group si ze? 

a. Less than 5 

b. 6 - 10 

c" Over 10 

, 
Compo~i-:ion of groups, ~" 

a" Random 

b" Pre-selected ,. 
(1) By aff'i Ii c.t i on 

(2) Other 

c" Sel:'-select ed 

4" Diu the group include: 

a" A Forest Service participant Yes __ No __ 

b" Another resource peT'son Yes ___ No ___ ij! 
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5. a.. Did you obtain external advice or consultation 

on dealing with the public during this event? 

__ Yes No 

b.. If the aDs·wer to 5a. was yes, where did the 

external resource person come from? 

A District 

A Forest 

A Region 

O'iltside the F .S" 

H. FACILITIES 

A Research Station 

S & PF 

The Washington Office 

Facilities required for this publi c involvement event were: 

a" Indoor 

(1) g07ernIlE'Ylt owned/leased 

(2) other 

b. Outdoor/field 

c. Both 

I. COSTS 

Forest Ser·vice cost directly attributable to public involvement 

event (1. e., public invol vernent planning, public invol veIL2nt data 

collection and analysis, printing, facilities rental, accomodations 

etc. ) were: 

o - $ 5,000 

$5,001 - $20,000 

Over - $20,000 
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J" MEDIA INVOLVEMENT 

List the number of articles, programs, news spots, etc", given 

this event by: 

a. Newspapers 

b" Radio 

c. Television 

d. Publications (magazines) 

e. Other: 

K, !'EEDE,ACY. TO PUELI C 

Do not answer if' your answer to question IlIA was a" 

L Was there a formal feedback to the participating publics on 

their input? __ Yes __ No 

2.. If yes, what was the means of feedback? 

a" Newsletter or other correspondence 

b" Message thro'~gh media 

c" Telephone call 

3" "'hat was the content(s) of the feedback? 

a, Acknowledgement of their participation 

b. List of concerDS 

c.. Forest Service react,ion to concerns 

d" List of solutions 

e. Forest Service decision 

f'. Comments about decision process and 

use of public inputs 

g. Other 
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L. POST-PROCESS RETROSPECTIVE 

1. In retrospect: Was the public involvement process used 

suitable for this particular issue? 

__ Yes __ No 

2,. The participant effort required by the public involvement 

process for this issue was: 

a. From Public p",d i cipants 

(1 ) Too large 

(2 ) Just right 

(3) Too s:nall 

b. From Forest Service participants 

(1) Too large 

(2) Just right 

( 3) Too sm2.ll 

3.. Diii the Forest Service staff participating in the public 

involvement event have sufficient advance training in 

organizing and managing this process? 

__ Yes __ No 

4. Did Forest Serivce personnel make any major errors in 

executing the public involvement process which I!lay have 

affected or influenced its effectiveness? 

__ Yes __ No 

5.. Was the publi c involvement, process critiqued after completion? 

a. No formal critique 

b. Public critique 

c. Forest Service cd tique 

d. Joint Forest Ser'vice - public critique 
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APP;:;:'1DIX D ~C"l'IVF.NF.SS CRITERIA 

CRITERION MEASURES 

1. Generation of infor:mation How many items of additional 

about this resource management information were generated 

problem directly attributable to this 

P.I. process? 

(1) in correspondence 

None A few 

~LJ 
lany ; Don't know 

/ 7 

(2) during meetings with the public 

None A few Manv Don't know 

~L/ -",7 C'7 / I 

2" Additional planning (1) List the appr'oximate number' of 

objectives new concerns or considerations 

which 'Were sill"f'aced by this 

P"L process: 

(2) How many of these were incor-

porated in the development or 

evaluation of the plans? 

3. Change in number of (1) Number' of' additional options 

planning or decision options which resulted f'rolL this P .. L 

(alternatives) process: 

(2) How many of these were detail 

analyzed? 

(Identify a significant change in 

an existing option as a new option 
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4. Adjustment in F,S, 

position on this issue 

due to public involvement 

5. AdJ.lstment in decision 

on this issue due to public 

invol veI:1ent 

(1) The F"S. position on this issue af'ter 

completion of the p" I. process as 

compared to the prior position is: 

the same 
I 1 

changed 
/ 7 

(2) If changed, ho" do you feel about the 

change? 

Positive, more 
constructive position ~ 

Negative, "e "ere forced 
into this ne" position ~ 

(1) Was the decision on this issue based 

on ne" options developed during public 

involvement? 

Yes No Don't kno" No decision 

L:JO L=.J / 1 

(2) The decision "hich "ould have been made 

by F. S., "i th p" L "ould have been: 

The same Different Don't kno" 
! I I I C~ 

(3) If the ans"er in (2) is udifferent", ho" 
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do you feel about the change? 

Positive, constructive 
decision I 7 

Negative, OUI' o'WIl de­
ClSlon "ould have been 
bette!' all round / 1 



6., Change in T'esource (1) Identify the direction of c~ange in 

protection expected protection for each resource 

as a consequence of new information 

generated during this P"I. process or 

changes in plans resulting from this 

P. I., process 

CHANGE IN PROTECTION 

Resource Deer'ease No change Increase Don't know 

Timber 0 0 0 0 
Range 0 0 0 0 
Recreation 0 0 0 0 
\{ildlife-fish 0 0 0 0 
Wat,er 0 0 0 0 
Minerals 0 0 0 CJ 
HL.l!rJ,an+So::rr:l'uni ty 

Development 0 
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7" Change in resource yield (1) Identify the direction of cha11ge in 

expected yield for each resource as a 

consequence of new information generated 

during this P"I" process or changes in 

plans resulting from this P"I. process 

CHABGE IN YIELD 

Resource Decrease No change Increase Don't kno1< -----

Timber 0 0 0 0 
Range 0 0 0 0 
Recreation 0 0 0 0 
Wildlife-fish 0 0 0 0 
Water 0 0 0 0 
Minerals 0 0 0 0 
Humarl+Communi ty 

Development 
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8" Confidence in this public 

involvement process (event) 

a. by F. S .. per sonnel 

b.. by the public 

(l) Estimated number of F. S., initiated 

p, r. contacts during this p" 1. 

process 

(2) Effort and $ spent on thi s P. L event 

(data in Section III): 

(3) Perceived prevailing confidence of 

F.,S" participants in this P,L process 

before P.I. event 

Low Medium High Don It kI10W 

(4) Perceived prevailing confidence of 

F .. S .. participants in this P"I" process 

after P.I. event 

Low Medium High Don't know 

CJ CJ 

(1) Kumber of people who responded by 

submitting written material _____ _ 

(2) Estimated number of people who spoke 

out during p" I, event ______ _ 

(3) Estimated number of people who stayed 

after completion of formal p" I. program 

(4) Number of people who expressed interest 
in i'ur,ther participating by leaving name 
and address _____________ _ 
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9, Change, as a consequence of 

P. I. event, in confidence in 

other part's competence to 

understa-'1d and deal fairly 

with the resource issues, 

a. F.S" confidence in public 

b" Public confidence in F.S" 

(1) Evaluation by par'ticipating F,S. 

personnel of prevailing public 

competence befor'e P. I. event 

Low Medium Don't know 
CJ CJ CJ 

(2) Evaluation by participating F.S" 

personnel of public competence aftey 

P"I. event 

Low Medium Dontt know 

CJ CJ ~ 

(1) Estimated number of people who stayed 

after completion of formal P"I" 

program 

(2) NUJ:lbe! of people who expressed inte'est 

in fur,the! participating by leaving 

name and address 
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a) dat,a provi ded 
by public 

b) supportive 
statenents 
on FoSo 
position or 
role 

c) objecting 
statements 
on FoSo 
position or 
role 

(3) Compare pUblic input at beginning .. ith that 

at the end of the Pol" event on: 

Public input is 

Same Increased Decreased Don't lmo .. 

(4) Media understanding of FoS" position or 

role before Polo event comparted to after 

Pol. event 

more less don't 
same supportive supportive kno .. 

CJ CJ ~ CJ 
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10. Dealing with concern 

and conflict 

Which adjective best characterized the 

dominant public mood during the P.I" 

event? (Select only one in each column). 

(1) at the (2) at the 

beginning end 

friendly CJ CJ 
interested CJ CJ 
cUI'ious CJ CJ 
neutral CJ CJ 
anxious CJ CJ 
angry CJ CJ 
hostile CJ CJ 

( 3) Was there a major' conflict between 

the various public and/or the public 

and F"S. on the resolution of the 

land management issue before P,,1. event? 

yes no maybe don't know 

OD 

(4) Was this conflict resolved at end of 

P,1. event (s)? 

yes no maybe don't know 

OD 
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11. Leadership by F. S" in 

P.I. within executive a£encies 

12" Hew dialogue rr.ec hani SIlO.5 

between F. S .. and public tracea.ble 

to this P.I. event 

(1) Number of requests to your unit 

to provide resource people on 

this P.I. process to other 

federal or local goVeYT'..ment units 

(2) Number of (favorable) rr.entions of 

this P.I. event in the media 

(3) Number of (favorable) mentions of 

this P"I. event in gover=ent 

releases 

(1) Identify these mechanisl:ls (e" g .. 

regul ar meet ings, advi sory groups, 

new contacts, etc.) 



13" Changes in F.S. initiatives, 

other than listed in 12 above, due 

to public involvement effort 

(submit only once a year) 
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(1) Anecdotal description of managerial 

actions taken directly traceable 

to public involvement efforts (e"g. 

hiring of additional skills, new 

training for personnel, develop~ent 

of new programs or processes, new 

P.1. programs not previously con­

templated, etc.). 



GENERJl.L SURVEY QUESTION 

L Public involvement trend at 

your unit 

(submi t only once a year) 
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(1) Describe trend in utilizing 

P"I. processes at your unit 

over last year. Identify 

attempts to institutionalize 

it (if any) 
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