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PREFACE
This report éxplores some sensitive or eritical 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 progress in the understanding and appliecation of public
involvenent procedures has been made in the Forest Service as well as
in other public agencies. Today public involvement is an institutionzijized
program. In spite of numerous directives and references, including the
1977 Forest Service I&I Handbook, many uncertainties remain unresolved
and, som&times, we commit errors in strategies or execution. The land
menager is never really sure whether a specific decision topic Yarrants the
inveolvement of the public or not and, even more disturbing to him, which
of the meny public involvement processes is the most appropriate for +the
specifice situation at hand. He is furthermore disturbed about his ebility
to gain participation by a "representative" group of the public and how
toc judge wh%t is representative. And finally, after he has made = decision
"for ©Public participation, he never knows whether the decision is a better
one because of broad inovlvement, whether the public really supports the

decision ir the short and lcng run, whether the public thinks better of







the Forest Service because of its participztion, or whether the decision
will tumble down upon him and he will find himselif in court in spite of

his best efforts in public involvement.

This report will not allasy these uncertasinties. It does, however, attempt
to explore the factors underlying these uncertainties so that understanding
them may contribute to betier public invelvement management in the

Forest Service.

While primarily designed for the Offices of Information in the Chief's
Office and ip 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, menuals or during

lectures and workshops on public involvement.

The authors consider this a working document rather than a definitive
reference document, and invite inguires or discussions on zny of the topics

covered,
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CHAPTER I

OBJECTIVES AND CONSTRAINTS

"Citizen power is what public involvement is all about--power to make the
government do what the citizern wants it tec do. In America, establishing
effective citizen power is & 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 viewed as relevant or desired by a significant portion of
these who will be affected by it, the likelihood of its being implemented is

corresponéingly reduced." (Borton 1970)

The objectives of public involvement listed on page iv of the Guide to
Public Involvement in Decision Making, Forest Service 19Th4, can be rephrased

as having four specific purposes:

1. To expzand public understanding of natural resource planning needs,

pctentizls, and aveilable alternatives,

2. To solicit information from the various publics regarding their
perceptions of important problems and needs requiring a solution.
3. To obtain reaction from the affected publics to Forest Service plans,

proposals and/or recommendaiions and their views of the relative



priorities with regard to the allocation of limited publiec funds
and resources.

k. To create public support for the solutions and/or recommendations
emerging from this Joint planning effort and reduce the probability

of prolonged litigations.

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

stated in the Guide:

5. To develop trust on the part of the public in agency-planning personnel

and in their competence.

6. To secure commitment by the participants to the final plan evolved 4
from the Jjoint effort.

Yukubousky (1973) proposes these additional objectives for the public !

involvement process:

1. It allows supplementation of the planning staff's resources through 5

the utilization of the time, abilities and expertise of public
participants.

2. It will tend tc improve the planning product by the inclusicn of a
larger circlie of inputs and technical expertise.

3. It meets existing legal requirements,



Manheim (1971) categorizes community interaction objectives in & &ifferent

format:

1. Responsibility for objectives
a, establish and maintain agency and process legitimacy
b. regxamine and maintain validity of earlier decisions
2. Responsiveness
a. form new concepts
2

b. establish facts

c. detect and anticipate community problems
d. fiqd 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 are explained in considerable detail in the

Manheim revport.

Finally Warner (1971) indicates the importance leéislators and legislatures
at the fede{al, state a&nd local levels place on public invclvement because
‘it essures that the interests of their constituent publies are represented
and included in the planning/decision process. Since legislators must

integrate techniezl demands and potentials with the relevant social reguisites,



rlanning recommendations deriving from a combination of technical experts
and their publies provide much more realistic decision bases for legislatures

than the singular emphasis on traditicnal "expert" analysis.

In a later section of this paper we will discuss the stratification of
participants in public involvement processes with public zgencies. The
emphasis is in understanding the pools of participants available to assist
in "enlarging an agency's staff" as Warner suggests. In a genersl survey
of veoluntary participative action, David Smith of the Center for a Voluntary
Society {1972} differentiaites between five types of volunteers and their

action orientation. These are:

l. Bervice-oriented volunteerism. These participants focus on providing
iree service to Red Cross, hospitals and similar public service agencies.

2, Public issue-criented or cause-criented advocacy volunteerism.

These velunteers are interested in such causes as consumerism, envircn-
mental protection, and cther soclal-economic or even political

causes. They are generally deeply committed to the issue in general, and
to a particular peint of view with regard to that issue.

3. Consummatory or self expressive volunteerism. Participants in this
action area are interested in self expression in such areas as recreation,
art, hobbies, or sccial events,

k. Occupational and economic self interest volunteerism. At the root of
this type of vcluntary action are the economic and/or occupationsl
interests of the perticipants. This category includes voluntary members
of profescional associations, business associations, unions, ané

similar organizations.



5., Philanthropic or fund raising volunteerism. Participants in this
activity, strive to raise funds for the American Friends, United Funds,

war rehabilitiation and other organizations.

Volunteers for public involvement activities with the Forest Service
would obviously stem from groups 2 (Sierra Club, Isaac Walton League,
etc.) and 4 (timber industry associations, range, recreation and other

commercial associations), and 2 more limited number of group 3 participants.

Given the above high potential interest and participant resources in
public involvement, what are some of the macro-technical constraints?

Many potentisl participants arc apparently turned away from public
involvement by the belief expressed by Jeanne 0. Nienaber in her case
study of the U.S. Forest Service (1973) that "there exist real limitations
to the capabiiity of the bureaucracy (Forest Service) to handle innovation,
challenges to its procedures, and conflict sgituations.” This statement
reiterates the widely held public perception that in our society major
innovations and conflicts are not easily assimilated by the body politie
as a whole and cauilous inncvation is a more representative guiding
principle of our society. When projected onto a specific agency, such
ettitudes not only weaken the voluntary participation of that agency but

alsc the trust placed in the outcomes and decision making of that agency.

Another general technical constraint to public involvement is the capebility
of the Forest Service to collect, gbsorv, interpret, respond to end feed

back informatiorn. Shannon's Tenth Theorem in control theory states that the



prerformance capebility of a regulstor is limited by the capacity of the
| feedback channel. (Shannon1949 ). If the Forest Service is & regulatory
gpparatus, 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 end also the reguirement thet
the outcome be traceable to its scurces. 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.
This characteristic, if used az= a rigorous selection criterion for public
involveéent processes would severely limit the number of processes to those
in which inputs can be clearly segregated and identified. Less formalized

input means such as workshops and group sessions woulé therefore generally

not gualify.

The final severe constraints to the public involvement process are that it
is a slow, often tedious, time and resources consuming and sometimes stale-
mating. Existing conflicts between the participants are often not resclved
and sometimes exacerbated. Tt is anything 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
preservation of some degree of freedom in cur complex society“is dependent
on working out a method of optimizing these conflicting wvalues." (Folkman

1973)



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 zbout the process as the experience of others,
in addition to our own, can teach us and to adopt those procedures which
will, in the long run, yield the greatest benefits to the natural

resource environment and to society. Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture, Malcolm Cutler concludes in his thesis (1972): "The Forest
Service should be glad that more persons are interested in the National
Foresie, and thatl they are becoming more effective in expressing their
interest. Involved citizens are potential supporters of the agency's
programs. More importantly, involved citizens are sssuming a personal
responsibility for renewing and preserving our environmental 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 Record of Aprii
21, 1972: "The hard choices, in the end, are bound to depend on some
combination of values and instinets -- and, indeed, it is precisely be-

czuse the content of choice cannot be reduced to & mathematical equation

that we need:the political forum to reach the Tinal, most difficult decisions.’

In the remainder of this paper we will summarize some of the newer

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

might be faciliiated.



CHAPTER II

DECISION MAKING AKND DECIEION FORMATION

The role of the publie in the Forest Service's planning decisfsn processes

has sc far not been clearly spelled out. When Public Involvement first be-
“came Forest Service policy, the question was probably nct even raised. The
stated purpcse 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 doors 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 role
in which it was being cast. Especielly segments of the public that felt they
had long been overlooked by the Forest Service, perceived the role assigned
to them a2s much too passive. In their interpretation, the National Environ-~
mental Policy Act (1969) gave them a direct say in the making of decisions.
To a degree they made participation conditional on their sharing in decisieon

making.

Even if it were advisable to do sc, it iIs however outside the power of the
Forest Service to admit the public into the role of co-decision makers, since
".... this authority and this responsibility cannot legally
be translerred by the agency tc any segment of the pu'blic3

nor can it be shared." (T. C. Nelson 197k},

i3



The injunction implicit in the Deputy Chief's statement remains as valid
today as it was in 197k when he made it. Its abandonment would imply =
fundamental change in our system of govermment. Moreover, as~the Deputy
Chief's namesake explained s few years earlier, the primciple 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 required to make the
Judgement to require = more costly logging system, logging
layout, or silvicultural system, protect soil or emphasize

landscape aestheties."” (M. M. Nelson 197k).

Forest Service line officers are fully aware that the burden of making
decisions is on them alone. Thelr unceriainty is zbout where tco fit the
public into the decision process. Such phrases as "Public Involvement ir
Decision Making'" are not calculated to relieve this uncertainty. At a
minimum, 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 rot binding, a constraint is; in light of otuner considerations, influence

can be set aside.

The problem is not confined to the Forest Service or to the area of public
involvement in governmental 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.



In & recently published instructional course for managers, its author
(Homz, 1971) sets up a distinction between decision making and decision
formation which may be helpful in this respect. Decision formation, the
first phase, of the decision process, is social in nature, 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 activity. All of it goes on in the decision makers mind. The decision
itself is 2 reflection of the quality of his judgement. That's why he is

there. That's what he is paid for.

To illustrate decision formation, Homa describes the way in which a manager,
intent on hiring a new suborcéinate manager, would involve other executives.
Typically he would ask a number of them to interview the candidates. Then he
might cell then together or see them individually to discuss each candidate
and ask their recommendations on which one to hire. Suppose that the group

is unanimously in favor of one particular candidate, but the manager disasgrees

and do=s not want him or her.

"What hzppens in such erour situations - and it is necessary that this happens -
is that any nutiber of people can screen candidates and give their opinions,

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

that, but whztever decision results, it is he who made it, and it is he who




will be held accountable for the conseguences,’

From this example, Forest Service decision makers will readily-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 maeking authority, or that they are

spreading the burden of responsibility. There is no good resson 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.

(&)}

{c)

Unlike the staff the public is not in any sense under the decision
makers control. B8Staff members are well aware that, as their superior,
the Jecision 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.

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

to go back and gather more information. The validity of the infor-
rmatiornn they provide can be guestioned, and they can even be censored
for being inadequately prepared. From the public, the decision maker
has to zccept whatever is presented to him. No matter how much he
disagrees with what he hears, he camnnot - or should not - argue,

Jt is appropriate, and indeed necessary, for staff to be provided with
technical details from all the relevant disciplines as well as being
familiarized with a1l the constraints to which the ultimate decision
has to conform. Overwhelming the public with information at this
level is more likely to cause resentment. 1In additiég the decision

mzker exposes himsell to the accusation of trying to foreclose on

11



free expression by erecting artificial barriers to communication.
(@) 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
between 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 restoring 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 formaticon does not expose divergent views in their full

array, it misses its purpose.

The 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 are fundamentally

difTerent.

Staff ic there to keep the decision maker updated on the latest developments
in their respective fields, and to help him determine how the awvailabie
knowledge bears on the various techno-economic issues he will have to consider
when drafting his decision. He needs this to assess the effects his decision
will have on timber yieid, wildlife, watershed, soil erosion, recreaticnal

siting, landscaping, community employment.

12



Any of the above type of information supplied by the publiec is of course
useful, but should be regarded as & bonus. Rather, the public should be
looked upon as a unique scurce of diverse, contending and often incompatible
views reflecting egually contending and incompatible interest:and value
systems. Without awareness of these views the decision maker will not be
prepared 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 11X

A STRATEGY FOR INTELSIFIED 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 rarely made explicit. Furthermore, such stretegies, while
they fit the definition, are, as a rule, specific to a particular issue,

a particular decision maker, and a particular situation.

In what is to follow, we have developed a model of z generalized public
involvement strategy, with each step explicitly described. The model is
shown in the form of a2 flow chart in Fig. 1 . This flow chart can aliso
serve as a check list {see Tzble 1 )} to assure that no siepr has been

omitted. Wo doubt the model will undergo meodifications, over time ang

individual decision makers may elsc find it necessary to adapt it to

their own needs.

One of the basic assumptions we have made in building the model is that
public involivemsnt is, or should be, an ongoling process. In practice this
m=ans that Forest Service decision makers should continually repert to the
public on routine decisions and how they are working cut. They should alsc
rroeptly acknowledge and respond to spontaneous inputs frox the public

whenever these are received.

Fror time o time, however, issues come up which, in the decision mesker's

judgement, require more extensive public participetion and a greater

14
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volume of public input. Taking into account the considerable costs at
steke, 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. 1l ) are

discussed below.

l. Pre-assess socio-economic impact

To determine if the issue merits an intensified public involvement effort,
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 wltimately 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

ublic involvement effort with increased confidence.
o)

2. BSet up public involvement budget

I{ the essessment 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 regquired
information can be obtained from a small pumber of informents. The reasons

for a possible curtailment of the effort will be explained in step k.

16
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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 affected 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 fevor certain soclutions

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 wvalue
systems. The lists will not, of course, be the same for every kind of issue,
and will therefore have toc be constructed anew each time the strategy

model is applied. After each intensified public involvement effort the

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

necessayy to identify aflected segments of the public on successive occasions.

L. Consult known members of affected publics,
Informal contacts are next proposed with a few known members of each affected

vublic to determine which of these publies will alsc be interested encugh tc
make them likely perticivants in decisicon feormation. Another cutcome is =

mor¢ ccormprehensive list of affected publics, some of which shculd agsain be

informe3ly zrrrcached,

In some instances this may prove sufficient to supply decision makers with
8ll they need to know about public sentiment on the given issue. I so,}the
intensified public involvement effort may well end here. The risk attached

to terrinating et this point is that some segment of the public with strong

17



and distinct views may inadvertenitly have been missed.

5. B8et 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 alcone should not be

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

6. Prepare index of interested publics
We have underscored the word "interested" to differentiate between those
publics who are affected and those who are likely to actively participate.

As a rule, a definitive 1list of those whose participation is virtually as-

sured will result from the informal contacts with a few respondents described

under step 4 above. Completion of this list cannot be entirely delegated
because of the danger of deliberate or inadvertent consorship. A measure
of self discipline is required to avoid omitting groups or individuals whose

views are discomiorting or contrary.

7. Select method(s) appropriate to each public
The 1list ¢f interested publics provides the basis for the key component of
the strategy: Selecting the combination of technique(s) most suited to the

identified segments of the public. (See Appendix A ).

Initially this should be done regardless of other considerations. In the
process of matching technigues to publics the decision maker and his staff
will get & better "feel" for these publics, a valuabie exercise in itself.

To actually implement z different method for each public may be too costly;

18



a particular method may be infeasible for a number of reasons; the

required skills or special resources may be unavailable. Nevertheless,
after the trimming is done, only rarely will one technigue be found to
suffice. This is very different from the common practice of tIying-to
Tfind the "one best" technique to fit everybody. (In chapter VII we have

reviewed some of theé many factors 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 prominently in view. To repeat cnce
more, this objective is to provide the decision maker with as comprehen-

sive a survey as possible of the total spread of views on the issue.

The effectiveness of the strategy in meeting the objective will increase
.on
with repested applications. For the first few times round it must be
expected, however, that one or several of the affected publics will fail
to respond. It 1s not uncommon for a group or an individual to recognize
that its vital 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 ron-responding publics
The following partial anelysis of incoming responses should be made to
determine which segments of the publie have not been heard from, Gdespite

expectations:

19



(i) Develop & coding system for the interested publics listed
under step 6 (pagel8) #
(ii) 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 4
code,
(iii) Make a tally of the number of responses for each Iinterested

public. 8

The tally will show which publies are not represented zt all, as well

as those whose views are represented inadeguately. 4

9., Personezl 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 giwven public thinks and feels about the issue.

The decision maker is there to listen not to negotiate or persuade. 4

Such personal approaches need not be confined to the above purpcse. 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 potential misunderstandings.

20



10. Assess effectiveness of strategy

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

It is the adeguacy with which the decision maker will be aﬁle to respond
to any segment of the public levelling criticisms against his final
decision. Assessments of how well the stretegy has worked must therefore

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

known.

Beczuse the lag from the end of the intensified publice involvement effort
mey be considerable, it is advisable tc document the progress of the

strategy as it 1s being implemented.

The decision maker's owr impressions as well as those of his staff, gathered
on completion of each step, should definitely be included in the documentsiion.
They are important feedback mechanisms for raising the effectiveness of

the sirategy whern it comes to be used again.

21



Table 1

STRATEGY APPLICATION CHECKLIST

If need for intensified public involvement is in doubt

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

If need for intensified public involvement has been established
2. Has a short budget been set up?
3. Have the affected publics been identified?

4, Have known members of affected publics been consulted?

If greater volume of input from public is required
5. Has a supplementary budget been set up?
6. Has a list been prepared of interested publics?

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

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

8. Has a personal approach been made to each non-responding public?
On completion of the intensified public involvement effort

10a. Has application 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 publie, 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 formatien. The public shouid, however, understand that
it is participating only in the decision formation stage and not in the
decision making 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

plan eveluation.

The first model incorporating public involvement does not differ much from
the treditional planning model without pubiic involvement. The planners
proceed through the planning process and present the final result to both

the decision maker and the publiec,
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PLANNING PHASES

. e ————
Planner 1 ___4_:—,——4-7- .

Public 4

Evaluati

Decision
Maker

Decision

Model 1

A public invelvement event may be held at the point where alternatives
are Presented and public reaction is registered. The public has no say
ir formuiating the alternaiives but merely reacts to propossls, expres-
sing agreement or criticism. Comments are directed to the decision mzker

and pot to the planners.

Since public involwvement occurs sp late in this process, individuals or
groups are not given much time to design their own alternatives. This

is likely to Geprive the Forest Service of fully understanding differing
public needs. It may thus precipitate a situation where the public turns
down Forest Service plans outright. Public involvement in this model looks
like an afterthought and not a genuine part of the decision formetion

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 efter each phase of the Process, While
the public receives information earlier than in model 1, planners begin

and, if necessary, complete the next phase without waiting for publie comments.

Planner 1 o > 3 _
--/-]——JE i

/ N 1
) . 1
' }
i

Public iz . A oa ¢ 3a

Decision

Maker

Decision

Model 2

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

into account is up to the planner's discretion.

Tnis model leaves opitions in that planning can proceed either more like

rmodel 1 or more like model 3.

The third model goes further toward integrating public involvement with
planning. After completion of each stage, information is presented %o
the public. Work on the next stage of planning is not commenced until the

public has had a chence to register its comments and meske proposeals.
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Evaluation

Plznner 1 2 3 ]
Public :4M ls 2a 3a
/
Decision 5
Maker
Decision
Model 3

Apart fromw affcrding the public adeguate ftime to present new dataza, 1t
alsc enables it to devise and put forward its own suggesiions and

alternatives,.

The fourth model integretes the public and the planners into a joint
planning team from the start. Representative members of the wvarious
affected interests, and possibly members of the genersl public partici-
pate as full nmerbers of the planrning staff, contributing their unigue

viewpcinis to be considered in formulating alternatives.




Planner

Public

Decision
Maker

b _...-________.9‘-—-—— --——-___%-—-—--.-—-—

Model 4

This structure precludes large scale public involvement and is usu=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 publie involvement, it
requires a radical revision of the present planning procedure. BSuch 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 arrazngement.

The models described above are all examples of commonly used ways to
involve the public in planning. This does not mesn, 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 sllow 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 IRVOLVEMENT

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 Publie Involvement

Meeting Legai 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. Mortom, U.5.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 dgscuss 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 with its own procedures is essential.
An examination of recent court rulings shows that courts are more likely
to rule against an agency on pmocedural 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 jinput 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.
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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. 1In
such situations it helps to find a common interest for the conflicting
parties on another related issue. From this basis for agreement 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 somecone., He should make the best possible decision

without attempting to please evervone.

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 Fhose decisions.

This response can be expected in a democratic society.

If opportunities for participation are not provided, the public will

derand 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 thelr particular
interests are threatened. Few people, however, are willing to sufficiently

compromise their interests in order teo achieve the first goal.

Traditional planners attempt to follow controlled processes of analysis,
development of alternatives, and evaluation of consequences. They seek a
planned solution te 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 inveolvement is one way of incorporating

these public reactions into the planning process.

Conduct of fublic 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 counting': 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 limits within which public suggestions are viewed.

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

agreement with the ideas, wvalues 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. When 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. They are more concerned with the effects of a timber plan on the

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

6. 1In order to be most effective public involvement should be continuoms
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-

ment 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
p

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 comstructive

manner.

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

techniques.

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

to ask questions or indicate they expect responseé.

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)
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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, apd
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 agenecy.
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CHAPTER VI

THE MEARING OF REPRES ENTATIVENESS

WHO IS THE PUBLIC?

There is no such entity as "the public". In reamlity, there are meny
publics 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- -

tives and by various means of communication." (Jones 1966).

Publics are hence identified in relation to particular issues. Whether

they will become involved aznd work on these issues and the
relaied deciclon formulation depends on a series of factors. Among

thesz are:

o

1) Awareness by the individuals and organizationazl lesaders
f the issues to be evalusted and on which decisions must
be made;
2) Tneir perception of the level of consequence that the

decision tc be made will have on their own interests;

3) The d=zree to which these people believe they can influence

-1

he decigion in a manper beneficial to their interest;

i

4) Their evaluation of tiheir participation cost in terms
of time and energy against the benefits they will derive

from it
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Given the above stimwli 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 forefront of involvement. Industry and industry

employees use the public forum and, in terms of freguency, more often

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

in using the political process to influence decision msking. Historieally
the next major participent groups in the decision formation process were
civic or community groups who are not members of a specifie industry but
whose livelihood or mode of life was directly effected by the land
manzgement decision. Only more recently have generazl interest groups,
sometimes identified as conservationists, "preservationists" or environ-
mentalists, become involved in public land management and decision processes
either as individuals or, more often,through voluntary coalition in common

interest organizations. Members of these groups often live at considerable

distances from the problem ares,

1. Participating Actors

The mejor participant populations in public involvement activities in
the Forest Service can be subdivided into:
a. Interest groups

(1) Economic interest group

(2) Environmentalist interest group

(3) Non-extractive user group (e.g. recreationists)

(L)Y Civiec or neighborhood associations
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b. Concerned local residents
¢. Elected officials
d. Scientifie/Educetional representatives
e, Key Citizens
= Key Citizens are identified as initiators, activists cr
leaders representing one or more of the above groups.
They can, however, elso be unaffiliated citizens with
strong personal or professional interests.
f. Public agencies
(1) Federal (other than Forest Service)
¢2) Other (e.g. State, Local)
g. TForest Service personnel in official capacity

k. Forest Service personnel in unofficial capaecity

Participant Roles

We must understand the roles the participants in the publie involvement
procesé play in the planning process, to be better able ite¢ judge thelr
representativeness. All participants bring & myriad of viewpeints, skills
and resources intc the planning process, as well as their respective
socigl pesitions or pelitical influence. By defining the roles of
participant groups we can better identify their participatory needs.

Table suggests the likely role each of the eight participatory groups
may defire to play in the planning process which, for this illustration,
hzg been divided into 22 steps. Obviously, participants msy, at times,
Play roles different than those suggested in the teble. Planning has

been subdivided intc 5 phases: Mobilization, preplanning, plan
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formulation, plen evaluation, decision making &nd evaluaticn. For

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

a.

The leader has primary responsibility for organizing and
carrying out that planning azctivity and assuring the inter-
play of the other parties for successful conclusion of the

activity. Some activities might have shared leaderships.

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.

The pessive participant reviews or responds tc data, ideas,

evaluations etc,, without involvement in an intensive col-
laborative effort., OSome individuals identified as passive
participants in cone particular planning phase mey actively
participate in another plenning phase, but the majority of

& passive participatory group probably will not.

Table presents the planning activity/participant inter-

action matrix.
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B. MICRO ASPECTS OF PARTICIPATION

1. Representation

"Special interest groups represent the major thrust

of public opinion expressed in coniroversies over..

resources development... BSpecial interest groups

must be taken seriously since, at best, they represent

significant poriions of the population concerned not

only with their own individual interests but also the

interests of the community at large; at their worst,

they may represent a substantial powerful group con-

cerned only with 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 public at large." (Curran 1971)
If special interest groups are proportionally the most heavily rep-
resented in public involvement processes, what is the stratification
of the concerned unattached participants? Verba and Nie (1972) and
others suggest that the higher eccnomic status citizens are more
likely to participate in public involvement activities then lower
socizl economic groups, with particuiarly poor representation bv the
minorities. Large segments of the public are therefore left unrepre-
sented. This is specially noticeable in major national issues where

. representation of the generzl public is a problem. If, in conirast,

the resource problem is localized and of concern primarily to a sm=l]i,
homogenous and consensual community, the participants, even if
few in number, tend to represent and speak for the majority. Such
situations are becoming less freguent due to the decrease
of homogenocus smazll communities (Verba and Nie 1972), and due to the

irequent invelvements by regional and nationel groups in whau were

once considered local rescurce management problems.
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Alienation

Attempts to insure representative public involvement may attract
alienated persons who participate only to express resentment and
generelized distrust of public officials {(Twight 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 ovpport-
unities for public expression sometimes attract persons who are
politically alienated. High elienation is normally associated with
low educsticnal levels and low occupational status (Twight P. gL).
When alienated persons do chose to participate they tend to meke an

active negative response (Orr 197L).

Surport for national federal land management cannot be easily organ-
ized amernz an alienated population. The less alienated groups ihat
normally participate in the political process can be contacted most
effectively through smell workshops or contacts with key community

leazders (Twight p. 95).

Medieting Pactors

Four factors were identified by Werner (1971) which
encourace more effective public invelvement., They are:
a. Civic Culture. The high value placed in U.5. society on
citizen participation in governmental affairs acts as 2

suppcrting factor.




b. Opinion leaders or inovators. Key people act as pace
setters with regerd 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 recommendations of a planning activity. They therefore
may encourage participation by thelr members in order to
assure that the organizational interests are adequately

presented.

d. BStatus and prestige. Active participants in governrent
policy making andé program setting are often clothed in
stztus and prestige for having played an influential role.
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 invelvement in the planning process for these

individuals.

In contrast to these positive incentives to involvement in planning,
Warner cites four counter-mediasting effects:
(1) Lack of knowledge. Most people tend to remain unaware of
natural resource plianning efforis and their opporturnity to
participate in plan and decision formulation. An exception

o

are local populations Immedistely ana signific

i

ntly 2ffected
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by a particular land management problem subject tc plan-
ning. Lack of knowledge does not apply to interest

groups. N

Insufficient followup. "Plans formulated in past years
have not generally been renownszd for the amount and types
of followup action they have generated. Therefore, the
potential for actually achieving the goals set forth is
generally perceived as father low by the public), prob-
ably even by large numbers of planners themselves."

(Warner 1971)

Scope. "Plans have tended to be fairly broad in scope
{in terms of the area and subject matiter) and highly
future-oriented. WNeither of these types of perspectives
are ones to which most people are acustomed or with which

they can easily identify." (Warner 1971)

Focus. "Plans tend 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 generate for

any given member of the public will likely seem limited

and nebulous in weighing the most useful expenditures of

the individuals scarce time and energy resources.”

(Warner 1971) 3
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c.

SAMPLE SIZE

1.

Respense Sampling

To obtein & fair sample,formulas have been developed to determine
the necessary number of responses to be selected out of 211 incoming
responses. For example Region 1 and the University of Montana have

designed the following simple sample selection guide:

Number of responses received Sample size to be analyzed
10 or less 100%
11 to 100 50%
101 to 250 20%
above 250 n = 50

Some sample selection procedures have bullt-in inconsistencies,
The zbcve formule exhibits these at the trznsition points (e.gw
if 100 responses are received 50 would be analyzed; but if 105

are received only 21 would be analyzed). All sampling formulas
prescribe only the number of responses to be sampled. They do

not identify whe should be invited to respond or which populations

should be solicited to participate.

Representetive Populations

The determination of & reliable representative perticipant sample in
a public invoivement effort is cbviously most difficult given the
discussed inhibitors. To play it safe, it is sometimes suggested
that the goal should be "the maximum number of participsnts". The
Forest Service administretive study on public involvement states:

"Wz feel the ideel would be for every affected or interested citizen
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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 vitally 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 al, 1973).

Neither the 1974 Guide to Public Involvement and Decision Making nor the
1977 draft of the Inform and Involve Handbook have sdopted this recom-
mendation from the adminigtrative study nor substituted their own

directives for "assuring representation”.

While it is most desirable that all invelved population segments partici-
pate or at least be heard, it may not be possible to assure this. TFirst
of all many publics may not volunteer to participate and further the lana
manager may not be able to identify all the interested parties tc =z

problem and he therefore cannot personally inviie them.

This chapter has pointed out that the participant populetions in natural
rescurce public involvement events tend to be skewed toward overrepresentation
of higher socio economic groups, economic interests, and possibly =zlienated
individuals, Only where public involvement takes place in small, homogencus

end consensual communities and is related tc loecal problems is it more
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likely that representation is not bissed toward any particulasr organization
set. Given these conditions, it may be inadvisagble to opt for the largest

possible participation if it will tend to increase the bias.

The guidelines on representation that can be given are, unfortunately,
inprecise and carry no warranty for success. When public involvement

procedures are deemed advisable or necessary the land manager should:

&. 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. A1l appropriate media, including mass mediz,

should be considered for this phase.

b. Try to obtain feedback before the public involvement event
tekes place about the response to these invitations. Return
cards attached to the mailings or telephone responses for
peorle contacted through the mass medis are some means to
accomplish this. These responses, while incompiete, are a
proportionality indicator to the populations =nd publics

which plan to attend and participate,.
c¢. Analyze the list of probeble attendees and search for missing

parties, {(i.e. presumably interested publies which will be

apparently underrepresented).
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2. Make efforts through personsl or staff contacts with
leading members of the missing public groups (including
minorities) to gain their representation in the public

invelvement 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.

T, Emphasize 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 subsegquent public involvements.

g. Refrain from encouraging increased numerical participation
frorm publice glready very well represented. It is understocd
that Forest Service employees camot discourage attendance

or participation by anyone in public involvements.

h. Refrain from trying to determine whether representation is
in proporticn to the relevant populastions. The size of most
publics (i.e. pooulation) interested in a specific resource
issue is urnknowrn, It is therefore impossible to determine
what proportional representation this population should

provide.
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The authors conclude that the guestion of valid representation

of all concerned publics can be approached only subjectively.

No guantifisble knowledge of the stratification of all concerned
publics or their population size is available, hence no formula
can be developed to assure the validitv or reliability of the
participating sample. Attempts to encourage at least some
representation from a1l known public groups will, however, meet
the”requirements of our directives as well as the ethical dictums

for public participation.
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4, Sclentific/Educational P P A A A P P A A A A A A A A A A
5. Key Citizens A A A A A A A A P P A A P P A/LAL|AML A AL A
6. Public Agencies P A AP PP oA P AP OA P
7. F.S. Personnel Official |L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L/ALAJLA L L/A|L L L
8. F.S5. Personnel Unofficial A A P P P 'p P P P
REY
Table 2: POTENTIAL ROLE OF PARTICIPANTS TN PLANNING PHASES
L = Leader
A = Active Participant
P = Pagsive Participant
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CHAPTEE VII

ISSUE, SITUATIONAL AND FPROCESS 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 interrelastionship. This aznalyticeal
epproach often leads to more traceable results when the system is complex

and many-dimensional.

Public invelvement processes are, like most management processes, con-
posed c¢f varisbles over which the manager has very limited contrel, ani of

those which the manager can manipulete to & larger degree.

We corceive the public irnvolvement process to consist of three groups
of wvariables:
I. Issue Varisbles
II. Situational Variabies

ITII. Process Variables

The Fcorest Ssrvice manager has only very limited control over the value
or status of the issue and situational variables. The process variables,
on the other hand, are almost completely under management control. The

purpose of public involvement manzgement is to seleet that public invelvenent
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process which best meets the needs of the issue and of the particular
situation. The process variaebles can therefore be considered to be
"dependent" on the issue and situational variables. It is our hypothesis
that there are processes that are better suited for some situations and
issues than others,and that it is the manager's function to learn whkich
combinations are better. This learning process is enriched by the manager's
intuition and experience and the experience of others- These we hope to

evaluate systematically and to present in another repcrt. BSee Chapter VIIT,

The proposed three sets of wvariables are enumerated below. They are
relatively self-explanatory. The comments on each variable may be
redundant for some readers. The complete stratifieation of each variable
is showﬁ in Appendix C . Only the variable breakiown needed to under-

stand the major characteristics of each variable are listed in this section.

I. 1ISSUE VARIABRLEZ

A. DESCRIPTICN OF DOMINANT ISSUE
1. Allccation of land
2. tLllocation of resources on the land

Program Direction

(WS

L, Internal stimulus (e.g. administrstive change)
5, Ixternel stimulus {e.g. power line)

&. OQOther
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B, REASON FOR THIS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
‘1. NEPA
2. RPA

3. Wilderness Act

L, National Forest Management Act
5. Consumer Affairs Act

6. Chief's Direction

“T. Local Forest Service Policy

8. Other

These two variables define why a public involvement process is either
designated or contemplated for a particular planning or decision process.
Varisble A identifies the dominant issue which asks for resolution and

on which & management declision must be fortheoming. Variable B describes
the legel or policy reason. It is conceivable that there may be two

equally dominant issues, but this does not happen often.

C. FOCUS OK PLANNING HORIZOR
* 1. Long Range Planning (e.g. future use allocations of land)
2. Intermediate Fange Planning (e.g. major activities are
planned within next 3 years)

Near Future Activity of Limited Scope (e.g. stream channel

(L)

enlargement; fencing, road comstruction)

This is a differentiation according to planning horizons. Since we
have no formal agreement on what constitutes long, intermediate and

short range plenning, scmevhat arbitrary levels had to be established.
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D. PERCEIVED GEOGRAPHIC ZONE OF INTEREST IN ISSUE (Scope of impact)
i. Local
2. Geographic region or zone

3. National

The geographic zone of interest mey shift during the planning and analysis
stages of a particular land management problem. Medis coverage broadens
the interest zone. What may start as a local problem may end up as a
nationel] problem. At any one moment in time, however, the geographic

zone ol Interest can be defined,and the public involvement processes
should be designed to meet that specific need. An event of local interest

would be obviously treated differentlv <han an event of national Interest.

E. TZCEZNICAL COMPLTXITY OF ISSUE
1. Low

2. High

Tne definition of the technicsl complexity of the issue is from the public
point of view. If an issue has seversl components (e.g. ecological, economie,
social, etec.) any one of which is complex, it is defined as a complex issue.

Comrlexity is alseo defineé by interrelation of the comronents of the

1]

izen

th

L pocd neasure of complexity is the number of marhicure the Forest

n

or Regionel staff has to spend on definitions, data collection , analysis

or other preperations before being able to go to the public.
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¥. REPETITIVENESS QF EVENT
1. Scheduled routine contact

2. Speciel event

Some issues are routine and occur at predictaeble time intervals (e.g.
information~giving, progress reports). The more critical issues tend

to require special events.

G. PUBLIC INTEREST

One of the selection criteries for a public involvement process shouid
be the leyel of probable public interest estimated to exist belore the
public involvenent event takes place. But probable public interest

in an issue is hard to estimate beforehand. Such measures as number

of inguiries or media interest can be misleading. The indicatcrs become
more reliable after the public involvement event has teken place. A
comparison of the "before" and "after" public involvement event irnterest

estimates provides an indication of the estimating error.

k. NUMEBER OF PUBLIC CONCEENS

The nurber of concerns expressed is not equivalent to the number of
ecrrmuniecations received., A concern is a particular expressed interest or
view on & topic. Many individuals or groups can e€xpress e similar concern

about the same topic. These would collectively count as 1 {one).
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I. LEGAL REVERSIBILITY OF DECISION
1. Bound by law
2. Non-appealable (Forest Service Administrative Procedure)
3. Appealable
L, If aprealable, is this issue now, or is it likely to
go to zppeal con litigation?
5. If yes under h, which:
Litigation
Formal administrative appeal

Arbitration

It is hypothesirzed that decisione on issues which are easily legally
appealable and/or reversible will result in a less vigorous public
gtance znd mey be amenzble to less formal publiec invoilvement processes
than decisions on issues which are less readily appealable,anc hence

reversible,

J. REVERSIBILITY OF BIOLOGICAL or SOCIAL CONSEQUEKCES OF DECISIOR
i. Irrevsrsible
2. Reversible
g. Lew cest or effort

b. High cost or eifort
The reversibiliiy on biclogical rather than legal grounds is hypothe-

sized to have the szme impact es legal reversibility identified under

I.above.
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K. PREDICTARILITY OF PROBABLE CONSEQUENCE OF DECISION
1. High
2. Intermediste

3. Low

High predictability of the consequences of a land management decision
assumes that the various parties to the public involvement process
agree on the consequences. When each party is certain of the reliability
of its own predictions, but there is no interparty consensus, then the
definition of predictzbility is low to intermediate,devending on the
degree of agreement. High prior predictability of decision conseguence
is hypothesized to lead to less conflict,suggesting different public
irvolvement processes than low predictabiltiy.
L. TIM: AVATLARLE BEFORE DECISION MUST BE MADE
1. Very limited
2.% Intermediate (up to 1 year)

3. Over 1 year

When the aveilable time for planning is very limited, time consuming

public invelvement procecsses are not suitable.
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M. PFOREST SERVICE COMMITTMENT TO ISSUE RESOLUTION PRIOR TC P.I.
1. One alternative favored by Forest Service
2. BSeveral, almost equally attractive alternatives

3. No preference for any alternative

This 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 Forest Service and public groups

5. Between Forest Service and locel public agencies

Sometimes the conflict situation is welli-known before the event
takes place; at other times conflict becomes apparent oniy during
or even after the public involvement event. Type and degree cof

conflict afTects public involvement process selection.

11. SITUATION VARIABLES

The situational varisbles define the ares and conditions (situation)

where the public involvement event takes place. These variables seem

peripherally independent of the issue variables identified under I.

Byt there exist interrelationships because complex or conflicting issues

tn
m

e

1]

will protebly draw more participants than simple, conflict-frec i
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National issues will tend to have public involvement events occurring
in larger and smaller cities, while local issues may be restricted to
smaller communities. Interactions between variables of type I and/or
IT versus type III are of far greater interest and significance than

interactions between type I versus II.

A, POPULATION AT LOCALITY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT EVENT
1. Smaller than 10,000
2. Between 10,001 and 100,000
3. Larger than 100,001
When the same Public Invelvement process is repeated in different towns
it is counted as a different event. Using the same Public Involvement
process ih communities with widely differing populations could lead to

gifferent resulis.

E. PARTICIPANTS INVOLVED IN THIS PUELIC INVOLVEMENT EVENT
1. Bumver of public pariicipants
2., Participant pepulations involved in the Public
Involvenment efent.

Rumver of participants and their identificetions are a mejor determinant

is!

for Public Involvement process selection.,
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ITI. PROCESS VARTABLES

A. PURPOSE
1. Purpose of scheduling this public involvement event
or series of events
a. Information giving (one way to public)
b. Information review or reaction {one way from public)
c. Interactive

d. Mix of a, b, c or 4

Public involvement events have an identifiable purpose: information
giving to publie, informetion ccllection from the public, develcping
informatien jointly with the publie, or a mix of the above. Some
writers in this field identify another purpose called extractive,
This purpose presumably haé an objiective to extract informeticon from

the public, It is so similar *o information receiving, (i.e. review
o a

or reaction as in b.) that az separate category has not been established.

B. INFORMATION TRESENTED TO THE PUBLIC

1. Type of plarning data presented to public

z. HNone
b, HResource informstion and inventory
c Potentiel use determination

d. Completed use zlternatives

e. Forest Service preferred alternative

Hh

Other
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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

¢. Before and during the P.I. event

To what extent did this information (in 1 above) meet
the public needs for this P.T. event?

a. Too little information

b. Correct amount of information

¢. More information than needed

Lead time between providing the information and the

P.I. event?

This set of variables deals with informsation presented to the public

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

C. TFROCLEE STAGE

1.

At what stage within the planning process was this P.I.
event scheduled?

&. Problems, goal, objective or issue identification
t. Data ccliection

¢. Data analysis

d. Evaluation of alternatives

e, Selection of aliernative and reccmmendation for action

T. Implementation of action

g. Cennotl identify
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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

dces not necessarily restrict topics of discussion to this particular
process stage, All previous stages and cutcomes 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, wher little or no data is available, & different
public involvement procedure may be preferable to that selected et later

stages, vhen considerable infeormation on the problem has been generated.

- D. PRESTRUCTURE

1, Was this public involvement event:

m

Completely prestructured and scenario was followed
b. Completely prestructured and scenaric was not followed
e¢. General procedural outline only

d. DNo prestructure

The manager selecting an appropriate public involvement process must

be concerned whether this process needs prestructure and to what

extent it nesds ic be rigorously fellowed.
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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 eveni matched this prior identification.

F. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
"l. How often did the same public meet for this issue(s)?
2. Average length of meeting.
3. Level of "active" participation by attending public

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

This set of wvariables deiines the total public involvement by freguency
and hoursjand by level of participation by the mzjority of the public

participanis.

G. GROUFPING
1. VWere participants subdivided into groups?®
2, Whet was the gverage group size?

Composition of groups.

W)

&. Tandom
b. Pre-selected
c. Self-selected
4. Did the group include:
a. A Foresi Service participant
. Another resource person
5. WVas externzal advice_or consultation on dealing with the

public sougnt 4y his event? Who waes the consultant?




This set of variables includes the size and composition cf groups,

and the availability of special resource people.

H. TFACILITIES

1. Facilities required for this public involvement event 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. Govermment indoor facilities are owned or
leased full-time by the government for the housing and conduct of
routine government activities (e.g. Supervisor’'s Office, Tegeral court

building, etec.). Other facilities are those rented by the government

or provided Tree of charge specifically for the public involvement event.

I. C0STS TO THE FOREST SERVICE

Forest Service-incurred costs are those directly atiributable to the
public involvement event. Time and money spent on date collection,
anzlysis and planning which would have been spent even if ho public

inveolvement had taken place,are not to be identified as public invelve-

rent costs.
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J. MEDIA INVOLVEMENT

1. The pumber of articles, programs, news'spots etc., given

this event by:

a.

b.

Hewspapers

Radio

Television

Publications {magazines)

Other:

This varieble 1s listed as situational. It could also be considered

an effectiveness variable because media interest is one consequence of

efTective information management .

K. FEEDBACK TO PUBLIC

1. Was

there formal feedback to the participating publics

on their input?

2. What were thes means of feedback?

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

One of the imporvant communicative elements is feedback. This variable

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

to their inpat to the Forest Service,
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L. POST-PROCESS RETROSFECTIVE

1.

(W]

N

In retrospect: Was the public involvement process used
suitable for this particular issue?
The participant effeort reguired by the publie involvement
process for this issue was:
a. From public participants

(1) too large

(2) Jjust right

(3) +too small
b. From Forest Service participants

(1) +too large

(2) just right

{3) too small
Di& the Forest Service staff participating in the public
involvement event have sufficient advance training in
organizing and msnaging this process?
Did Forest Service personnel make any major errors in
executing the public involvement process which may have
affected or influenced it effectiveness?
Vas the public involvement process critiqued after comrletion?
a. No Tormal critique
b. Public critigue
¢. TForest Service eritique

d. Jdecint Forest Service - public critigue
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This set of variables is retrospective and self-critiquing. Since we
learr most from owur own experiences, this set of variables allows us to
identify in retrospect what we did right or wrong in menaging our public

involvement process.

The public involvement variables discussed and identified above are
obviously not all-inclusive. They are selected as significant ident-
ifiers of the public involvement process. It is important for the
menager selecting and conducting a public involvement process to
recognize that in every public involvement event he mekes cholces,
scmetimes knowingly and someiimes not, invelving each oif these variables.
It is hypothesized that at least some of these variables bear significant
correlation to the eifectiveness of the public involvement process.

When such correlzticns can be estzblished, the manzger will be measurably

helped in making his cheices of a suitable process for each situstion.



CHAFTER VIII

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT EFFECTIVENESS AND ITS MEASUREMENT

A. INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS

"To date, there have been few attempts by planning agencies to
explicitly define performance criteria for evaluating the effec-
tiveness of public involvement activities." (Warner 1971).
This sietement, while six years old, appezars to still hoid true.
Attempts to define a comprehensive set of performance criteria
and their related measures and to systematically evaluate public
involveﬁent activities against these criteria are not known to

the authors.

Parly attempts et effectiveness descriptions were centered mostly
arouncd objective descriptions of public involvement activities.

One ezrly assumpiion related program effectiveness to frecuency of
public irvelvement events., This, carried to an extreme, can lead
to abdication of managerisl responsibility where form of decision
making (i.e. by use of public involvment) can replace the substance

oi" the decision and even winor policy decisions are unnecessarily

deleyved.

Effectiveness crxiteris heve traditionally been described in INPUT
rather thar in OUTPUT terms. Suggested types of criteria included:
1) providing opporitunities for members to participate; 2) providing

1o participate; 3) providing adeguate time for

ry

information for lic

‘o

1
public involvement; U4) providing abilities for the agencies to respend

to public inputs; 5) providing a variety of public involvement mecharisms;
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€) representation of all interests: T7) do the alternative sclutions
proviae some "compensation” (eguity) to sil the interests. [(Warner
1971, Manheim 1971}.

These aré, however, primarily preconditions to public involvemsnt and
requirements for & public invelvement process rather than conssguences
of public involvement to the agency, the participating publics, and

society as a whole.

La Page (1975) proposed a more modest list of benefits for public

involvement evaluation. They are:

1. Public satisfaction with poiicies which they helped develop.
2. Public confidence due to public involvement in:
a) Pesource Management
b) Fcrest Service Management
{(The difference between confidence in rescurce management

ané¢ Forest Service management is not apparent.)

Lo
[
o
&

M
1o

in public asttitude and interest in future involvenment

due to intensity of past involvement,

A mejor vlizel oo deriving generally azccepted public invelvement
effectiveness measures is the lack of agreement on what constitutes
effective public involvement. One school focuses on decision cuatcomes.
If the decisions made by the agency have improved as a result of public
involvement, the process is presumed tc be effective. Another school
prefers to exemine improvement in the decision meking Eiocess {(Kerr 1975,

1977, Warner 1971, Manheim 1971) ete , independént of the quality of the
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decision itself., Others focus on socio-political consequences {e.g.
reductions of conflict and/or court litigations, attitudes and
satisfactions of the participating parties, ete.), regardless of

the strength of decision outcome.

While all these types of objectives may be desirable, they are not
necessarily compatitle. The definition of a "better" decision
furthermore remazins 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 criteriz we label "objective" (e.g. resource
output) are really subjective in that there is no uniform agreement
on preferable cutcome. Some parties prefer to increase certein out-
puts while others might prefer to reduce the same.outputs or hold
them constant. If on2 attempts to measure public involvement effect-
iveness zlong these several dimensions, how is one to interpret =
public involvement process that resulted in improvements aiong one
dimension (e.g. guality of decision) while creating a decrement in
another {(e.g. conflict)? A net benefit is hard to define when the
gains and losses are non-guantified and subjecitive. These zre scme
of the unresolved problems in public involvement effectiveness eval-

uation.

These limitatlions in evaluation procedure should be understood by the
public invelvement user (resource manager) and the researcher in the
field. They should not be used io paralyze further attempts to eval-

uate ongoing processes or to research for better procedures.
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The mecst freguently used procedure for assessing public involvement
"effectiveness” is by & survey (questionnaire technigue). Researchers
have designed questionnaire and interview forms to ask.members of the
public znd the planning agencies to provide data including ratings and
rankings on a series of measures relasting to public involvement effect-

iveness.

B. GSURVEY OF PUBLIC IRVOLVEMENT IN WATER RESQURCES PLANNING

One of the more comprehensive efforts using survey technigues was by
Varner (1971) who mailed questionnaires nation-wide and to Canada to
227 public planning agencies and 29€ private organizations concerned
with water resources planning. 113 of the agencies and 143 of the
private organizations responded. The most important findings from

this survey relevant to the Forest Service are enumerated below.

1. Effect and cost evaluation by govermment administrstors and

planners in water resource planning.

The percentage of respcnding agencies who geve high or very

higk ratings to the listed results of public involvement were:
For informetion produced during public involvement - 37%
Significant increase in public understanding - 67%
Increased public support - 59%
Increzsed local officiel support - 75%

Worth the time and cost invested by the agencles - 63%
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2. Effective public mechanisms

.. . . < s )
There were 10 public involvement mechanisms identified
in the survey as used by the water resource planning agencies
in 1971 which were evaluvated by various formulzs. The
. . =
general consensus ranking of the usefulness of these mechanisms by
the agency administrators and planners participating in publie
involvement is:
sy s . -
1. Citizens advisory board :
2. Informel contacts
3. Public meetings
. e
4. Citizen task forces
5. Public hearings
€. Speeches and other presentations
EEY
7. Lewspaper articles
8. Workshops
9. Radio and TV
- L3 - m
10. School programs (this is classified in the Forest Service as
an infcrmation and education program for children rether thean
public involvement process)
e
For thie survey no definition of usefulness was provided and each
agency mzde its own retings and rarkings on implicit and infermal
criteria which are not necessarily consistent beiveen agéncies,
B

Due to insufficient exposure and experience in public invelvement

DY the surveyed private groups, Warner was not able to:get eguivalent

usefulness rankings.
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3. Confliet resolution

Eighty-two percent of the responding agencies indicated that conflicts
between private interests and government agencies, between private
interests themselives and between local ané regional or national
interests tend to beccme more apparent because of the open airing of
diverse viewpcints and conflicts during publie involvement. Forty-
eight percent of the agencies also indicated that public involvement
significantly contributes to solving these conflicts. Thirty-three
percent found that it made no impact on conflict resolution. Twenty
percent felt that public involvement reduces significantly the prob-

ability of resolving these inter-group conflicts.

L. Agency participation
The public agencies ranked their own personnel on the besis of who
should be invelved in public participation efforts:

1) High level agency administrators

2) Immediate supervisors of planning efforts

2) Working level plan formulation staff members

L) comuniication - public affairs specialists

The 2bove itemr 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
&. Operations

Private groupe 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 {earlier involve-
ment of the public in the planning process)

3) Information provided by agencies

L} Involvement mechanisms used by agencies

5) Funds and manpower of private groups (this is not an
action item for public agencies)

6) Procedures used by public agencies (i.e. the planning
procedures which allow for publie involvement)

7) Authorities or responsibilities for agencies (this has
been modified sinece 1971 as identified in #1 above)

8) Orgenizational arrangements of private groups (not an

action item for a federal agency)

Ttems 2, 3, Landé are still valid concerns to federal acencies and
the Forest Service. Significent improvement in these items is

Teasible.

b. Public participant roles
In this pre-1971 survey public participants eclassified their
roles to be predomiranily as observers and reviewers, The private

groups recormended az preler~red roles for thelr memhers:
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(ranked in decreasing importance)
1} Participant in formulating objectives
2) Participant in formuleting recommendations
3) Task force member
LY Participant in fcrmulating alternatives
5} Advisor
€) Official reviewers
7) Observer

8) Independent reviewer

The primery emphasis as shown in this listing is as participant in
Tormulating objectives early in the planning process and in working
on the analysis and formulation of conseguent agction alternatives

and reccmmendations. This is the trend of involvement roles zssigned

toe the puplic in th

st Service as well 2s in many other federal

F

D

-
[

4]

C. ZEFFECTIVENESS CRITERTA AWD MEASURES FOR THE FOREST SERVICE
1. Effectiveness Eveluetion Criteria from Inform and Involve Ianduock.
The August 1977 drefi of the Inform and Involve Hazndbook suggests
seven critverie for evaluating the effectiveness of a public involve-
ment process (p. 102}
1. Volume of Input from the public (in response 4o an inform
ané involve anncuncement)
2. Abatement of polarity (beiween 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)

L. Generation of new information (during P.I. process)

5. Modification of decision due to P.I. input

6. Acceptance of final decision by public as conseguence
of FP.I. 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 program. It is a function of the controversy surround-
ing an issue. While high public input is often desirable, it is
guestionatle whether input into and gquality of public invelvement

are correlated.

Criterion 2 has similar characteristics. Abatement of polarity may
not aiways be possible nor even desirable., The real reason for
abztement, when it occurs, may be difficult to trace. "The aveoid-
ance (zbatement) of conflict may not be a reliable measure of
whether decision making has imporved. And, in fect, there is some
doubi as tc whether public involvement and face to face confrontation
may nct produce as many impasses as compromises, while providing

as many forums for preparation for court battles as arenas for

resclving differences out of court.” (La Page 1975).
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Conflict remains,howeversea significant issue and concern in public
involvement management. Conflict management rather than conflict

abatement should be evaluated.

Criterion 3 measures a desirable element. But it is an input. It
is not e measure of public involvement output or conseguence. It
further assumes that the evaluator knows all potentially involved
publice so that their representativeness can be judged.

Criterion L-7 are valid output eriteria. But they must be more
rigoreoucly defined and structured before they can be measured.

This is particularly true with criterion 7.

Section C. Z presents and discusses public involvement effectiveness
evelustion criteria stiructured for direct mezsurement by the respor-
sible Forest Service official, Criteria #2, 4, 5, 6 and T zbove are

covered and come additionsel measurable criteria are added.

Z. Provosed Effectiveness Criteria and lMeazsures

cortrast tc the traditionsl criteria and measures of public
irvolvezent effectiveness (as exemrlified by the items in sections

L znd F abcve] we suggest it might be possible to focus on the
conseguences or output of the public invelvenment process. Admittedly,
input mezsures such as dollars or effort spent on public involvement
by an agency, the number of public participants, the number of papers
or letiers submitted, etc., do have z value by themselves. ITven if

they only icdertily intent or interest by the zgency or the public or
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point to existing conflict their potentisl significance should be
considered., To show that the Forest Service is interested in
invelving 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 measure only
the above. We hypothesize that it should be possible to show that
public involvement will; if successful, contribute to the quelity

or character of the planning process. Twelve of the following thir-
teen criteria are therefore designed to elicit information about
changes in the planning process and/or consequent decision options
which are directly atiributable to the public involvement effort.
Criteria 1, L and 5 of the 1977 I&I Handbook are less precise but

targeted on the szmes dimensions.

The purpose of such & criteria listing and an identification of the
measures by which each criteria can_be gauged is to: (1) show
potential outcome conseguences of public involvement eiforts to

which the line manage> and planner can address themselves when design-
ing, selecting, cr evaiusting piublic invelvement procedures, and (2)
to desigr a more formsal public involvement effectiveness evaluation

scheme,

We propose to design a questicnnaire to identify the public involvement

classification variastles presented in the previous cheplers and relate

ther to the effectivenszss criteria presented in this chapter. The
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purpose is to have each public inTormation officer or planner responsible
for a public invelvement event 1111 out a gquestionnaire after the con-
ciusion of the public involvement event. These questionnaires would then
be collected over a one or two year pericd and analyzed for correlstions
between issues and the situations which call for public invelvement,

the processes selected for conducting the involvement, and the
conseguent 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 certain issues and situations. The line or staff officer
will then have a reasonable guide, given an issue and situation, teo help
select that process most likely to lead to the most beneficial invelvement

contribution.

The shortcoming of this effectiveness evaluation procedure is the bias

ke

of the singulsr dzte source the plénning or Information officer. Toresti
Service employvees may well perceive the public involvement process and

its conseéuences differently than the public participanis. We have eviagence
from obe=zrvation that Forest Service cfficers are sensitive to success and
‘ailure of public involvement events and would naturally prefer to see

their effcrts ir & {favorable light. Borderline cases of failure might

therefore be interpreied as neutral or even successful public involvement

£ .
erlorce.

Since many 0! the measures of effectiveness are subjective, a good
evaluation deszign would include responses from a representative sample
of 211 participants. Unfortunately CMB directives place such severe

consirainis on gusrying the public that a practical plan for enlarging

the datz source is not feasible



a. Listing of Effectiveness Criteria

(1)} Generation of information about this resource manage-
ment problem.
The generastion of additional information is one of the major
outcome potentials of public involvement.

(2} Additicnel planning objectives.
The surfacing of new concerns or considerations by the public
relating to the plans and the incorporation of these concerns
in the development and/or evaluation of the plans is ancther
mzjor public invelvement outccome potential.

(3} Change in number of planning or decision options
(alternatives).
Given the additionsl date from 1 and 2 sbove it is conceivable

£

the rumber of planning or decision options (alternatives)
enge. The change could be = decreasse if additicnsal
tign proves & previous aiternative to be not feasible.

[T
14 b
=
[P
0Q
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o
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(L) Adjustment in Forest Service position on this issue
due to public involvement.
If new deis is proviéed through the public involwvement process
and/or new decision options are generated, it might lead to a
chaernge in Forest Cervice position on the issue.

(5) Adjustment in decision on this issue due to public

nvolverment.

&

If the Forest Service position on the issue has changed, the
decision outceome might alsc chenge as z conseguence. This
decision outcome might be positive or negative as seen from the

point of view of the Ferest Service.
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{6) Change in resource protection.
If a plan or management decision is changed or modified due to

rublic input the resource protection may increase or decrease,

(7) Change in resource yield.

If public input resultis in a change in the land use (resource)

plan or action, changes in resource output (yield) may be =z

conseguence.

(8) Confidence in this Public Involvement Process (event)

by Forest Service personnel and by the public.
Actual involvement might zlter the publie's or the Forest Service

officers’ previously held level of confidence in the public invelve-—

ment process.

(9) Confidence in the other party's competence to understand
and deal fa2irlv with the resource issues.

Forest Service confidence in public and public confidence in the

Forest Service should be ascertained. The interactions and/or

collaborations h-*ween Forest Service personnel and the public may

alter the confidence that each party has of the other's compeizncy

to . understand and to deal fairly with a resource issue.

5T
-1

age (1875, 1977) rede several significant disceveries re-

Lz
garding conlidence in Forest Service administration by the public.
He found thet "confidence was increzsed by agency openness and by
exposure of the public to competent agency officials" (p. 86).

Eut he surmiszes ithatl 2 gimilaer zain in confidence —ight hzve been
= &
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achieved "through a vigeorous public relations and public education effort
effort . . ." since an uninformed public may see their contribution

to competent officials as only trivial additions. He supports this
further by noting the low response rate and poor response quality in

many public involvement activities.

Lz Page also found that increased confidence in Forest Service management
was greatest for those participants who (1) had the least intensive {i.e.
single) exposure to the public involvement process, and (2) agreed with and
supported public invelvement for poliecy development. He -rationzlirzed that
the reduction of confidence in Forest Service manzgement with more intensive
participation stems from a greater realization of the complexity of problems

and the imperfection of most solutions based on compromises.

Lz Fage reported a third related finding: The segment of the publiic which
agreed with the final pelicy statement showed increased confidence in
Forest Service management. Those whose suggestions were not adapied in the

final statement reported decreased confidence and satisfaction (pn 100).

Trese Jindings are in conflict with the more frequently heard statements
of the public's desire to participate and "have a voice” even if uninforrced.
And *hat the felt needs of the public should have at least egual, if not

greater, weight than the professional judgementis of egency managers.
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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 sqrface more
conflicts but ihat the collaboration between the public and the
land managers may help to reduce or resolve the conflict. This
criterion attempts to assess whether there was conflict surfaced

and whether it was resolved.

(11) Forest Service leadership in public involvement within
executive agenciecs,
An indirect outcome cof suceess in public involvement is the identifi-
cation of the agency as a2 leader in this activity. Criterion #1l

triez tc assess this,

(12) ©New cormzunications between FPorest S=rvice and public trace-
able to this public involvement event.
Suceessiul public invelvement showld have conseguences beyond the
immediate issue. One of these could be the establishment of new or

continuing communicztions between the Forest 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

publiic involvement process? Such initiatives should be identified.

b. Listing of Critericn Measures

Appendix D shows the above thirteen criteria with the
associated measures by which changes in public invelvement
effectiveness can be evaluated. These measures are designed
50 that the corresponding data (i.e. answers to a guestionnaire)
are available to the Forest Service officer who is responsible

for planning and evaluating his unit's publie involvement effort,
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CHAPTER IX

RECOMMERDATIONS

This is not a prescriptive report. The emphasis is on broadening under-
standing of and sensitivity to the components, potentials and constrainst

of the Inform and Involve process.

The report "Public Involvement and the Forest Service" (Hendee et =al. 1973)

made 17 major recommendations, most of which are still valid togday.

The 197L Guide to Public Involvement in Decision Making and the 1977 Forest
Service Inform and Invelve Handbook provide numerous aids, leads and suggestions
which will measurably assist in the planning and management of the public
invelvement vprocess.

Trere are, however, several additional points that may not have been adeguately
treszted.

1. The objectives of the Inform and Involve program are still freguentiy
misinterpreted by public and Forest Service participants alike. This leads to
sometimes fatal role confusion between the public and agency participants.

Recormendetions:

lz. I&I publicetions, training aids and personal instructions must
explicitly emphasize what the I&] program objectives are and what

they are not.
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1b. All potential agency I&I program leaders, facilitators,

chairpersons, ete. must have detailed training (possibly

including role playing) to assure security in their role

perception and actualization.

2. Each situation for which a public involvement process is mandated

or desirable reguires an individualized multi-step strategy plan to assure

that the most suitable action alternastive is selected at each step of the

public involvement process.

Recommendations:

2a. The Office of Information snould develop & siretegy plan

outline and check list for each eritical step in the Public

Invcelvement Process (See Figure II-1 of the I&I Handbook for

Drocese siep

).

2b. Each mejor step of the public involvement porcess, and

certainly each public involvement event should he followeld by

a critique to analyze the strengths and weaknesses,

2c. The strategy plan must

the process

invclvement

andg midified as

rk

activity dicta

(]

be reevalusted after each step in
the dynamics of the cngoing public

ez .,

3. Meny I&I prograr manzgers become familiar with too limited &

rurber of involvement technigues and use these exclusively even when not

most suitable to the probliem, situztion and adopted strategy.
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APPENDIX A

PUBLIC INVOLVEMERT TECHNIQUES

A. FACTORS TO CONSIDER IN SELECTION OF TECHNIGQUES

Table A4 is & listing of the major public involvement techniques, exerpted

from the literature on public participation in planning and decision making

(Yukubousky, Warner, Runyan, and Forest Service Guide to P.I.). Since the

main purpose of public involvement is to channel information, we have

identified three primary categories: Information giving, informztion

receiving and interaction, designeate by Roman numerals. Our next category,

designated by cepital letters, enumerastes costs to the 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.

Columns 1-7 describe additional cheracteristies of the various processes,

Column 1.

Number of people reached - Some technigues are more suitable for

dealing with a smaller group of people, while others allcw the simultaneous

contact of & large number Qf people.

This variable identifies whether a specific technigue lends itself best

to large, medium or small groups. These are identified as: L (large) =

over 500; M (medium) = 51 - 500, S (small) = under 50 people.

Column 2.

Srecial Facilities Required - Certzin types of public involve-

ment processes do require facilities not routinely availsble to the Forest

Service.

For exzmple, charettes lasiing ons weekend may have to accomodate
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L)

10C-150 people, and lodging, food and first aid are needed. R-atirn=lvy

r¥
]
m
[
[P
[}
Ay

ceified as "no speciel fecilities™ in column 2.

Columr 3. Speciel gkills recuired - Although any group Drocecss

- " a -

reguires the uise of peoplie skilled in the conduct of public involive-

suzh g comruter or manzgerment specizlicstis. These fechrigues relying
on such eupertise are designsted ir this column by the leiter "g"

Columr 4. Tlemning Tnese - Mest public invelivement techniguss can be
- riarnivs gtaosos tat ~rE ¥ ™ itatl + o~ cTens i
seed g7 erny plennin tege, but some are more suitable to a2 sTecifiic
P r b - ~ o= ~ K = 3 X e { v 2fpv e o
¢tese. Lre vlanning process consists of these three phases {(refer zlso
o Thzrier IV )

1) pre-rlanning

2} zler-formulstion

) vlan evaeruelion
we ree lzbele=d ins technigues whicl are suiteble tc these verious
TrEces nirbers ghown ebove. TFor examrie, @ pil
neering iz e Tormel trocedure prescribed by law and ig gererelly oou-
cgacted Jaring the vlan eveluzstion rvhase, It is, therefore lebaisi *.

exl =rip, hoiwever, car be coniucted effectively et any siezs, ard

is ThzrzlIre let=lied 1, Z, =

89



Column 5. Structure - GSome public involvement svents mey need tc be
completely siructured. The exact topics and the time in which they
are to be covered are specified., TFreguently workshops are orgeanized
arcuns & tight schedtle with thirty minutes o an hour zllcoctied to &
given topic. Such & structured event is lateled T or "tight"”. Vhere
less stringent teopic and tims contryol is recuired, z general outline

- T4
t don't

m

ese gre lakeled L for "loose". Those th

Cclumn €, CGreurins: Size - £ groap of eight or fewer individuals is

cznsidered tc be small; a grour of nine or more is defined as large.
These grour sizes ave arbitrary rather than prescrirtive, therefore 2

srell groap conlid vary Irom four to ten, and the oriimum mazmber will

dersnd on ithe rariisuisy cirewrmstances.

Column | Crouring Cormoceition - The Forest Service coes not select
ihe ztiendees In most rutlic inveivement eventis, therefore the rendcocm-
nessg ¢of the grouxr Zg nol goarenteed., A special czse undsr raniiro

ch

}J.
[W)

m

w

(]

(@]

‘)

i1

o]

1

grcuy classiiiceticory iz the stratified random grous, wh

NS - - - ~ - - -~ - -+ " ! . Fa i =
tiepel py ¢(hisging =z nozrer Irn proporiion te the rnumber of pecple in

- - w4 = A~ - _—— 7 3 g + ' Fal . Sl e
trhetl stregTuz T2 ths Urtel roziletion tnat is of concern.  Seme of the
R P LT T e T e _-— = s R - . . oL 3 3 — N
strata gre f=livliy noro corecsts while pothers zre pnot, thus the remaoxo

oo ~ ¢ ey + T 4 3 1
the more dncconmeistery = sirziam, the lzrger the regicnpgl sgample.
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Numper of | SPeciAL SPECIAL i GrOUPTNG
PeopLE FACILITIES SKILLS PLAMNING

REACHED REQUIRED ReQuired .PHASE  ISTRUCTURE S1ZE ComposITioN
Techniaues oF PusLic INVOLVEMENT 1 2 5 4 > 6 7
I ANFORMAEION GIvinG .
. Low Cost TO FOREST SERVICE
1, Low Cost To PuBLicC
a, DIRECT MAILING L NO 1,2,3-
by EXHIBIT M NO 1,2’
¢, FIELD TRIP 5 ND 1Y L L RN
d, PRESENTATIONS TO SCHOOL CHILDREN M ND G 1.2, L oL ‘R
e, RESPONSE FORMS L NO ' 1,7,
b RGaN | 2eD Gaoppg . CNTATIONS TO " 1
NO 6 2
B, Mantum Eosr T0 EOREST SERVICE 123 -
1. Low CosT ToO PupLic
a, MEDIA PRESENTATION L YES
C. HIGP Co&r 10 Po FST SERVICE ﬂ s 1.2,3 T
1. Low CosT To PunLic
a, MEDIA PRESENTATION L vEs 5 ,2,3 T
b, OMBUDSMAN s, NO G ,%,2
¢, PUBLIC INFORMATION SOURCE S NO G 12)
[, ANFPHMAEION Recg1ving
+ Low Cost 10 Forpst Strvice
I, Low CosT 10 PuUntic
2, AMENITY TRADE-OFF M NO 6 },?,3 L S,L RN
L NO

b, PRESS RELEASES INVITING COMMENTS
2, Mepjun Cos* 10 PusLic

a, Etnea ECHNIQUE M YES 6 1, T S R,N
3, llieH Cost TO PunLIC

a, PUBLIC OR SEMI-PUBLIC ORGAN]ZATIONS

PREPARE [HFORMAT[ON L NO . 1,2,3
B. Meojum (OST TO [OREST SERVICE :
1. Low CosT 10 PupLic
a, SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE L NO 1,2
Table A-1: FACTORS TO CONSIDER TN posmALL BLANK-NONE lhgﬁﬁﬁuluc BUANK-NONE BLANK- n
SELECTING P.T. TECHNIQUES L-LARGE S=TECHNICAL ‘L-Loose | NONE B 2
-GROUP 2-pLAN T-TiGHT | SSHALLS |R-RANDOM J
LEADER- FORMULA- L=LARGE,, | NTNON-
SH1P TION £ | RANDOM I
3-PLAN m 2
EVALUA-

TION



Nutner OF | SPECIAL SPECTAL GROUP NG
PropLE FaciLiTiEs SKILLS PLANNTNG
Reacnep | Requirep | RequireD PUASE  |SrRucTuRE S1zE ComPos LT 1on
TecHNIQUES OF PuBLiC INVOLVEMENT 1 2 3 { 5 b 7
T, INTERACTIVE
,» Low Cost To FOREST SERVICE
1. Low Cost 1o PusLic
a, COMMUNITY LISTENING SESSION M NO G 2 L S
by LISTENING POST M NO 6 1.5.3 R R,N
¢, PUBL[C MEETING L YES G '%' S.R R,N
. Meorun CosT 10 PunLic T L R
a. AD HOC COMMiTTEE s NO G
b ADVISORY coMMITTEE 5 NO G }’ I 5 N
c. COMMUNITY LED SEMINAR M NO G I S N
B, Meppum gosr T0 FOREST SERVICE ’ L S,t R
1. Low CosT 1O PuBLIC
a, RESPOND TO INQUIRIES FROM PUBLIC L NO 1,23
b, SERVICE ON LOCAL AND REGIONAL 1Ly
COMM|TTEES 5 NO
2. Mepium CosT 10 PubLic 1,2,3
a. CITIZEN FORUM L YES G 2 L L R
b, CONTACTING KEY CITIZENS ) NO G 1, C S .
¢, DELPHL METHOD M YES o y L o5
N dy DIALECTICAL SCANNING M NO G -’g ) St ; ﬁ
¢, IMPACT AND ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS L NO G 5’ T 4 RN
iy IMPACT ASSESSMENT M YES G "2 T s'L RN
« NOMINAL GROUP M NO G ! T s'L RN
B PUBLIC NEARING , L YES G 3 : h g
i« SCENARIDS AMD SURVEYS M NQ G l L S, L R,N
J« SYSTEM FOR EVENT EVALUATION (SEER) M YES G '3 3 T 5oL g
k. WORK MEETING ) NO 6 ’ LT s N
WORKSHOP $ NO G ' T ‘s R
3. H}GH CosT 70 PusLic '
b, wonxsuog S NO 6 ’% LT s R
c. Hxst Cogr T0 OBEST SERVICE ’
oW LosT To PusLic
a. PART&CIPATORE TELEVISION & RADIO L YES 5 2 T S R
2. Mepium Cost TO PuBLIC
a, PARTICIPATQRY TELEVISION & RADIO L YES 5 2 T 5 R
3. Hiex CosT 10 PuUBLIC .
a, CHARETTE M YES 6 % L L R
b, WORKSHOP 5 NO G LT S R
S-SMALL BULANK-NONE |1-PRE-PLAN- [BLaNK-NONE |BLANK- o o
Table A-1 (contd.): FACTORS TO CONSIDER T:Eggég“ ?‘gEgUﬁ'CAL ) gING L~ LoosE NONE o |p_panpom £
. ae - L b - — - = r
IN SELECTING P.T. LEADERSHIA F;QEULA- T - TIGHT | s-smALL ~ | M N NDOM @
TECUNIQUES TION L-LARGE - —
3-ELAN o 54
- L. . - VALUATION . :




B. DZSCRIPTIONS OF TECERTQUES IN ALTHARETICAL ORDER

[

Ad Hoc Committee - (See Advisory Committee for basic format and

reguiations governing represerisiion.] A@ Hoc Committees must

comply with the Federgl Advisory Cormittee Act, the only essent-
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[&]]

hor committeess zre éistznied uroon
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are putilc excert under special conditions, such as z contemplated

rosl ot orccur when seleciling comrittee mermbers. Minorities end
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regional and metrcpolitan interestis as well as individuals with
neighbcrhood, local or properiy interestis. Those interests which
are potentizlly adversely impacted are especially important to
contact. Neighborhood associasticons, civil rights groups, environ-
£l cvecuncils, business orgenizetions and loczl offiecials can
2ssist in identifying key individuals. These individuals can be
used in helping to develop community participation mechanisme,

and in plerring the zgenda.

Deltzcc Techrnisus - This techrigue can be used to structive
grelysis of imracis. Liter receiving information on tkes rroposed

project, the reriicipents are azssigned to teams of six to nine

individusls {randomly or according tc important characteristics

suck zs age or profession). Individusls then list 21l social
imperts they feel will gecur zz a conseguence of the project.

This 1s done in silence, taking ezeh team 15-30 minutes to

ccmriete, Eath tear merter ithen reads his items, which the
modsrator posie. Debate is aveided during the posting. ZEach
print is thz=r discussed enz the moderatcr atiempis 1o erciirsss
elghiyation ¢f imzects rether thern atvack and defense £ vciling

reric2 fellzwe, eger Inmiivicdusl listing the most importent
irzzoTe £ gzooni ovvote ool be used to aesess which impzet wiil
most Iitels geeour, { Tereine and Riggs 1977)
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Deltvhi Method - The Delphi Method is a technique for obteining the

st reiiable opinion of a panel of experts, given a difficult, but
not expiicit or clearly understood issue. A panel of experts rarely,
if ever, meets Jointly but gach zctls as an indenendent evaluator.

A guestionnieire is generally prepared on the issues in such a manner

so that each evaluator can provide relevant information {e.g., cost

[N
el

imetes, [riorities, significance ratings, ete ) on each

izsus or segment of the isgsue. The answers are then returned toc a

ceniral ofiice whick tabulaites them and then discloses the spread of

rzeyirzes a5 well as central tendency of the tarticipsnts. If the

reilszrility of ihe cernirel tendency (mean answer) is toc large, the

The process g repeasted upon reguests feor furiher

in
P
D
4
1

21 either there is sufficient convergencs ol The anzw

ok

or i1 cezcomes obvious that the panel has resched 2 static point. I
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Dielectical Scanning - This is besicelly a group discussiorn tech-

nigue esing a moderstor which proceeds in +- o parts:
1) The prcposal is presernted and discussed, identifying
impzcie that may occur andé those on which there is &
arfd

N 0 £
[ohin e X

h

L el AR Y-
LITnLes ToTiE.

2) Er attempi is made to resolve the differerces indicated

Diglectical scenning helps identify areszs o

guch gg differences of opinior regarding irpacts, sc¢ that

ocus on Them., 2 treined mzderetcoy cen fzcliliitate
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undersiocl Ty ths public zre &ieplaved In iitrrezries or other puablic

98



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 conclusions.

Impact and Alternative Analysis - (Also known as Factor Profile)

A profile consists of a listing of factors or elements that are
conseguences of fellowing a plan. The primary factors are the

cost conéequences {which include benefits) of the proposal on

the users and the community, e.g., increase or loss of recreational
facilities, increased or decrezsed fishing potential. Description
of cests can be in dollars or some cother measure.

Ancther factor is the time period Guring which these benefits and
costs are experienced by the publiec. Besides these conseguences,
cther factors such as costs of doing the Jjob msy be of interest to

&y payers and can be included in the profile.

These profiles can be consiructed for each alternative from the
viewpoint of each interest group, since neither ccsts or benefits
are neutral. A composite profile could also be prepared showing

tre totel effect for each factor.

2

A preference ranking of alternatives can be derived for each view-
point, and where there are arezs of dissgreement, the factors respon-

cible for such confiicts, along with the reasons for them, can be

:

yrlicitly pinpointed. (Oglesby, et =el.).
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Impact Assessment - IMPASSE, an impact assessment game is a simple

group in}eraction device that structures discussion and provides
estimates of impacts for one or more proposed policies or $rojects.
The participant public is divided into teams., ZFEach team is given

"run" by the Forest

a list of potential impacts compiled before the
Service planner and asked to score each indicated impact according
to its positive, negative or neutral value, angd its severity. Each
team must agree on these scores. Tne scores for the various teams
are then zdded or otherwise aggregated to provide an overall sccre

for each impact. ZEach "run" takes one to two hours.

The process of discussion during and after each "run" is more valuable

to the group than the impact scores themselves.

Irpact Assessments serve to 1dentify potentiasl problems siemming

from & rronosed project, which can then be addressed. Since local
groups provide the assessment, they introduce their values, experiences
and perspectvives into decision meking, enriching the quality of the

‘planning sctivity.
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Wrnile more cften individuals repressnting conflicting points o
view are not invited simultzneously, this possibility is net ruied
cut. But the structure of the listening session does no

iteell teo rescluticrn of cornfliicis.

statione, or the press 1o present such meterisl, but it can mzkXe
mzteriel eveilable in such an g

Tinc it dirnteresiing and use it.

F7 - - kag - - - bR - < - = Egu ot b N
e rorest fervice cznnct demand, and is not permitived to buy ad
- K - < - ; . - - =2
€Tzl or g2lr time E.: 30 or €C second informetion sTLots on rallcs
[ wd ot NP .- oy ] = - N - - L4 —~ M 2
cr melevizion ers hanilel through the Nationel Advertising Cloumezil,

. . N S - £ . -— i - 2 ke T A "= — - - .
WILCSL DProvides 10r e CLE3emInglion oL pub¢ic SETYVACE IMEEs&EEs O

102



Nominzl group - This technigue is similar to the Delphi Technigue,

except it can be used in working with members of the general putlic,

A large number of participants, not necessarily experts on a given
x
issue, meet as a group where they present their ideas orally or in

writing, without zudisnce reaction. Tne idess are then summarized

in such & way as to make them easily visible to the sudience. This
surmary is discussed for clarification ané the group rates or votes
on the ideas as & formof gyoup eveluation.

L]
Ombudsman - Zstablish the position of ombudsman who investigates and
responds ﬁo cozmpleints by individusls and groups. Althouth he operaties
inside thé agency, he is charged with the responsibility of respending
tc public complaints. His presence tends to humanize the inherentiy
impersonalhbureaucracy by identifying an always accessible individual.
t alsc providées the Forest Service with continuous insights intc
public anxietieg ané dicsztisfaction, thereby geining the oppertunity

1

" . L. . - -
tc defuse’ 1her before they become too serious.

Parvicinetory televicieon and radic - A listening seesicn may be

televised or = specizl prograr telecast which illiustrates problems
or cholces which must be made. Fesponse forme may then be maziled
=% gc & nswspaper suprlement to be completed zrdmalled

Lack for tat.latior elter the teleczst. In a subsequent telecest,

cenece of citiren rezponses. Home viewers could be alliowec
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Presentatiens to school children - Forest Service representatives

can arrange films, leciures or demonstrations for children and
young zdults. Workbooks or coloring books can be distributed to

familiarize students with the issue.

Press releases inviting comments - Newspaper or mzgazine space

could be donated (through the Kational Advertising Council) briefl

£

describing a2 rrcposal znd listing & set of

fin

outcomes. The public is

invited to m=r¥ the most decired outcorme and send it *o & designated

m

o ffice.

ce O

(2]
-
)

Fublic Hezring - A legslly maendated formal session giving the public

en orporvuniity 1o present comments on a Forest Service decision. P

+ & we g = A i <9 — .
not Clier oouniser grgaments, thneyr onl

0

+
¥
e

£ hearing cshould be run by =z completely

{zstimony recorded verbatim by a court

r

=onlic Informzition Scurze - Arn o indicidusl dis Qszzigratel o rerpond
- IR, - . - - . ’ — o= Kl
te iniiviilelis whno welk intc the ofiice, to answsr gensral Induiry
lettere, &ni refer relephcne c2llers to perscns best ztle to help
T e e A e . o= N R mr m T manoe s £
Furlliz lzeiing = These pmezstings are atizndzd by g .zros number of

pecple, enid provide & format for members of Lthe generzl ‘public to
orelly exyrecs their wviews. lexmbers of the gudience are encourzzed ic
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Ususliy a planning stecialist or some other staff officer asts as
mogerator or chairman. Audience guesticons directed to speakers are
channelied through the moderator so thait personal attacks ageinst
speakers' integrity can be mirimized and the number of emotional or

unsubcstentiated steicments recguced.

£y

Becauss large groups do not allow for more intimate diccusesions and
exzminations of issuse and the relevant desta, and instead tend to be

dilreclted more towaras grandsiendéing, these meetings ternd Lo be less

conEtructive tharn smeliler grouar activiities such ss & workshon.

Public or semi-public corganizstions prepere infermation - Interested

groups such as ervironmential, business, sporismen's clubs or indi-
vigusls citern gsither Cats sni comrile information on specific

zrees cf interest to ther. They zre therefore also & good deta

Scenzrics  and Surveve - A scensric ic zr outliine cr syncpeis of zn
event depicting the envirommental end perhaps economie iﬁpacts el
a prepored project.  Such & 2epicticon ig presented to one Cr moire
grours end 2 survey is m=de of IThelr opinions regpmriing the 1likely
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social, economic or other relevent impacts of the proposal.

Service on Loczl and Rericnal Cormittees - Serving on locel or

regional planning cormittees provides an excellent opportunity for

the Toerest Service to perticipete in land use rlenning. It can

also bs a good source of information on current attitudes and interestis
of local and regional leaders. Forest Service employees can serve on

[

thess committess either in an official capacity or as private citizens,

Surwey guestionnzires - A group, or & sample thereof, is interviewed

in r tnrough & questionnaire. Opinion surveys aitempt to

1
wJ
)]
*
0
0
ial
e}

elieit rzzpomses to, or preferencss about, specific issues cr facts.
Liiizude surveys tend to elicit more generalized sentiments. Surveys
car: be acne rzndomly or in a stretified random grouping. A stra-
tified rendox sample is achieved by chosing a number in preporcion

-

¢ pecple

[N

tc the ruore n thet stretum, as related to the itotal

i
(5]

re

m

is of concern. Although some of the stratsa
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ot
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(8]
1
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fairly homogeneous, others are not, and the random sample should

ziso be modifizd by this internzl inconsistency, i1.e. the more

inconsistent g stratum, the larger the reguired sample. Survey gquestion-—

naires must be clearec through 0 M.B.

Sneaches end nryerentaticns 10 corecazniz=d groups - Represenvatives of

0y

lectures (including sudic-visusl gides)
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System for Event Evaluztion and Review (SEER) {see alsc, Delphi Technigue) -

Perticipeting experts are asked questions in their specislty aress.
From these interviews B lict of initisl forecasts can be constructed
similar to the kind derived from the Delphli Technique. This process
is & madification of the Delphi Technigue and can be fellowed, if

necessary, by a more complete Dzlphi procedure.

estricting cuestions to the participants areas of expertise

2
]

rgarizetions, preferably including persons
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exrertise, Interests &nd skills, are formed to golve
cpecifis or unigue protlexms. One cof the advantages of a ztask

e incregsed participstion among = wide
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veriety o interests Dy preoviding & nucleus of professionzls znd key

L

L

o

WESH

!

= thzt act as & forcal point for communicetion te
g rorest ferxvice, & tesk force should etizmpt to

cnciuvgée &2l mejor interesis thet have a stake in the decicion Jor

no = A wrrk meeting teres place with rey indiviidaszles in

order to lay the grounawork Tor future workshops. During this

2imirery identification
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et n e s

of relevant issues, or can be zsked to react teo propesed pians. This
information will be used to encourage more extensive community
invelvement.

Workshor - A workshop is corxposed of smzll working groups, with

or without a resource person, which is given basic dstes, with an
essign=d task to react tc alternaztives and/or to develop new ones.
The workshop sessions are usually preceeded by a total group meeting
where assumptions, constraints, and other background material is
presanteld Lecicions are mzade or instructions given on the means

to divids the grour up inte werk groups. They can chalienge

-t

ions and colliect addéi+tional data. At the end of the work

2L 3UND

secgion each grour can presant ite product to the generel assembly

e

cpen the floocr to discussicns. A series of successive workshops

o)
]
32

'y iong period of time (6 months) can be

[}
<
1
!

scheduiesc over a relsti

to invelve the citizenry throughvut the project development
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AFXPENDIX B
TECENIQUES USED IN CORJUNCTION WITH

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Check Lists - A check list of the social, economic and tlysical
impacts cf Forest Service programs is constructed to show their
relationship end their relative imporiance. Impacts of = particuler
rroject mey be better understood, and time and resources can be betier

allocated to the most important impact areas.

Cocst=Eenelit Apglivsis — The various costs and benefiis of a project

1
)

are separately estimated and discounted to & present value. Since
monetary units are used for all estimates, social impacts must be

converted to dollay wvalues for inclusion in the analysics.

Cost benefit and cost effectiveness (see below) are similar in that

both use cost data. However, while cost-benefit tries to compare
glternative projects or programs in terms of its dollar costs and its
“‘dollar benefits, cost effectiveness focuses on the dollar costs of a
prograr to achieve certain cutputs or goals. Because cost effectiveness
does not require dollar estimates of the benefits, it is more directly
usatle es an impact assessment technique. Special techniecal skills and

a dzta base are reguired to perform this analysis.

Cost Effectiveness 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




criteria. To the extent that future program costs and ouilput car be
estimated and guantified, cost effectiveness provides basic compzrative
information for alternative appfoaches to a2 particular problem. It can
measure various levels of program output, the costs of such progrz=m cut-
put, or the costs of alternative prcgrams for a given level of cuirut.
It is usually used in situations where the alternative ouiputs carnot be

easily quantified in dollars.

Special technical skills and a datzs base are required to perform this

analysis.

Cross Impact - This technigque lists events that may or msy not occur

(suck ag potential impacts), plus an estimate of the probability of
their occurrence by some specified date. Then estimates of the prob-
abilities of occurrences of all relevant combinations of events are
develcped, e.g., if a certzin impact occurs, what are the prcbabilities
that other impacts will occur. It allows prediction of &z potentially
complex series of events or impacts that may be interreleted, such as

wnen one impact i1s conditional upon another.

It is 2 useful tool intended to improve on technigues which allow
discussion and prediction of single events only. If there are many
variables ané many interactions, the technique can become complex
and may require special skills and access to & computer,

/

Each point of view designs their ideal solution - These various "sciutions"

enable planners to understand the way each of the various interestis percelves
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the best sclution. A variation may be to start from a given plan

and identify features which each interest would like to see added to it,
thus making the plen more acceptable, Knowing what the ideal sclution
would look like from each interest's point of view is still a2 long way
from being eble to incorporate all of these "ideal” features intc one

si

W3

gle altlernative, It does, however, sharpen the issues and their

conseguences.

Educating the public sbout the decision-making process - The Forest

Service 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 knowledge about the Forest Service decision making process. The
Forest Service must be prepared to change the decision making process

when necessary to conform to changes in public expectations,

Input-Output Anzlvsis - This analysis can measure the inflow and outflow
N\ Y

ol forestry related products in an area, and is used teo predict chenges

in economic ccmponents resulting from Forest Serivce decisions.

The technique can be adapted to assess socio-economic impacts as well as
to estimate the social consequences of economic changes.

Specizl technical skills and a datz base are reguired te perform this

analysis.
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Looking for Analogies - Explain a complex program by comparing it, point

by point with something similer and more familisr tc the public. For
example, a tree infestation problem may be compared to human disease
management. By doing this, the public i1s betier able to understand

forest-related problems withk which it is not familiar,

Mzintein open planning files - This technique attenpts to make all

relevant project information accessible to the public, and allows
an individual to determine and get the amount of information ke
desires. Open files must be well organized, easily accessible, and
understandable so that the public ecan find the information they

are looking for.

Mormally project files would be kept in an open Forest Service office.
t may, however, be fezsible 1o maintein a full set of files at the
local library or other community facility. The act of making all
informatiorn available to the public is a demonstration of openess and

candidness by the Forest Service.

Mapning socio-peliticel and envirconmental data - Geographic maps can be

used to display socizl, politicel, or environmental data that are normelly
presented in tables or text form. These maps are easy to visualize end

are therefore an extremely efficient means for communicating information.

Monitoring the mass mediz - Carefully monitoring and anaslyzing the mass

media allows the Forest Service to learn about community interests,

conflicts and values. It provides 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. Newspaper
and newsletters--extablish cldipping 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.

Previewing ms e check on communication effectiveness - A manuscript,

speech, or visual aid presentation should be reviewed by someone less
informed sbout the subject than the intended audience. A reviewer should
be esked to identify the essence of the message to the cormunicator so that
any misinterpretation will be evident. The technique is reccmmended when
cormunication problems are feared. All major publiec announcements can

probably benefit from such pre-testing.

Role-plaving - Through role pleying, insight into other people's motivation

and behavior is gained by "stepping into their shoes". Situvations are
?esighed to capture the essence of the real-world relationships which are
to be simulated. The various roles that are to be studied via role playing
are described, as are the most common interactions between the parties.
A background description of the roles is given first, after which the
individuals zssigned to play each role then play it. 7The role playing
terminates when actors and viewing participants feel that sufficient
insight has been generated. Most of the learning for the participants

i
occurs during the discussion and evaluation which follows the role play-

ing. Alternative behavior and possible outcomes can then be explored

re-playing with revised roles.
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Rolie playing enables pecorle to gein perspectives by learning to
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“hey trv 1c becers more gensitive, more creative, znd therebhy more

4

reszrcnsive, ig rreceess Improves understanding anéd rapport within
z group &y focusing on & numpber of elements that are preeent in &

group relaticonship. By understanding their own beheavior in groups,

Forest Service officiels will increase their skill in publie involve-

ment processes.

Simulztion Mcielins - Tnis covers z range of techniques aimed at

modeling lzrge-sczle social and/or economic systems, sometimes with
the intent of rredicting the future effect of specified inverveniions
Trnese mcisls cu2zentifisble human activity such as trans-
portation, land use znd cmrloyment, although extrepolation into

less gusz fietls sociel gspects is pessible. Simuletions mzke use

4_|

of comy aters znd rejulr: specizl design skills.
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ective methed for renking

Can

vzlue Analwvwsgis -~ Veziue anelysic is & sub

™

I,

COnsegueEntes o ternetive plans. The value of each Forest Service

fropossl to the putlic can be zssecced by welighing direct and indirect

congscusnces in relsticon to thelir effect on public objectives., EZech
- s . . v
Tronesalfis welighed in terms of its impact on patlic gosls through

crinion survsy technigues or appointed task forces., For exenmple,
commerical irmerests can eveluszte impecets affecting them; local
communities cen evaluate the impact on them; and envircnmental groups

(=4

can agsess vhe envirconmental impact.

115



APPENDIX C

LISTING OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMERT

CLASSIFICATION AND EFFECTIVENESS VARIABLEB

Four sets of wvariables are listed:

I

i1

11T

Iv

Issue Variables

Situation Variables

Process Variables

Effectiveness Variables

This listing is semi-structured for questionnaire purposes. The

response alternatives are identified, but instructions are in-

comrlete or totally missing., These would cbviously have to be

sunplied and layoul changes would be necessary to convert these

lists into an operable guestionnaire.
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CLASSIFICATION VARIABLES

FOR

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT EVENTS

A, DESCEIPTICN OF DOMINANT ISSUE

1. Allocation of land

2. Allocation of resources on the land
a, Timber
. Range
c. Recreation
d. Minperals
e. Water
f. Mixture of more than one
g. Other

3. Progrsm Direction

4. Internal stimulus {e.g. sdministrative change)

Externzl stimulus (e.g. power line)

N

6. Other

E. REASOF FOR THIS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
1. XzPa
2. RPA
3. Wildermness Act

4. National Forest Managemeni Act
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5. Consumer Affairs Act

6. Chief's Direction

7. Local Forest Service policy
8. Other

Identify

FOCUS ON PLATNING HORIZON
1. Long range planning (e.g. future use)
2. Intermediate range planning (e.g. major activities are

planned within next 3 years)

LJ

Hear future activity of limited scope (e.g. stream

channel eniargement; fencing, road construction)

FERCEIVED GEOGRAFHIC ZONE OF INTEREST IN ISSUE (Scope of impact)
1. Local
2, Geographic region or zone

3. Kztional

TECHNIZAL COMPLEXITY OF IESUE
1. Low

Eigh

ny

3. Estimeted number of man hours by staff on this issue

belore going to public:

REPETITIVENESS OF EVENT
1. Scheduled routine contact

2. ©Special event

118
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J.

PUBLIC INTEREST

Perceived intensity of publiec interest in issue.

a, Before P.I. event

(1) Low
{2) Medium
{(3) High _

PUELIC CONTERNS

b.

After P.I. event

Number of concerns expressed by public on this issue:

LEGAL REVERSIBILITY OF DECISIOR

1. EBound by law

2. Non—appealable (Forest Service Administration Procedure)

3. Appezleble

L, If appealable, is this issue now, or is it likely to go

|

to appeal on litigstion? yes

5. If yes under L, indicate which:
a. Litigation
b. Formal administretive appeal

c. Arbitration

no

REVERSIBILITY OF BIOLOGICAL or SOCIAL CONSEQUENCES OF DECISIOR

1, Irreversitle
2. EReversible
a. Low cost or effort

b. High cost or efiort
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.

PREDICTABILITY OF PROEBABLE CONSEQUENCE OF DECISICHN
1. High (p > .70)
2, Intermediate (.35 < p < .70)

3. Low (p < .35)

TIME AVATLARLEY BEFORE DECISION MUST BE MADE
1. Very limited
2. Irtermediate (up to 1 year)

3. Over 1 year

PORZST SERVICE COMWITWENRT TC ISSUE RESOLUTICK PRIOR TO P.I.

1. One aliternetive fzvored by Forest Service

2, Severzl, slmest equally attractive, alternatives

3. TNo preference for any alternative or ansglysis incomplete

at time of public involvement

CORFLICT SITUATION
1. DBetween public groups
2. BRBetween Forest Service and public groups

3. Betwezn Forest Service and local public agencies

120
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I1 SITUATICLKAL VARIABLES

POPULATION AT LOCALITY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT EVENT
1. Smaller than 10,000
2. Between 10,001 and 100,000

3. Larger than 100,001

PARTICIPANTS INVOLVED IKN THIS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT EVENT
1. TRumber of public bharticipants:

z. 1% or less

b, 16 to 35

c. 36 toc 100

d. over 100
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Participant populations involved in the P.I. event

(check all participant populations in column 1; then

mark in the second column & "1" for the group with the

greatest number of participants

largest group.

Economic interest

Environmentalisté

Non-extractive users (e.g.
recreationists)

Civic or neighborhood associations

Concerned locsals

Scientifie/Fducational

Elected officials

¥ey citizens

Public zgencies

{1} Federsl (other than Forest Service)

{2) Cther (e.g. State, Local, etc.)

Forest Service Personnel in official
capacity

Forest Service Fersomnnel in unofficial

capacity

and a "2" for the next

Col.

1

Col. 2




JI¥ PROCESS VARIABLES

Purpese of scheduling this P.I. event or series of events.

L

a. Infcrration giving (one way to public)
b. Informetion review or reaction (one wey from public)
c. Interactive or dialogue

d. Mix of a, b, ¢ or 4@

ORMATION PRESENTED TO THE PUBLIC
Planning datza presented 2. VWhen was the data presented?
te tiz putlic: a. Before b. During

P.I. Session

d. Completed use zlternstives —
e. rorest Service preferred alternatives

. Other

Te what extent did this information {in 1 above ) meet the
public needs for this pubiic involvement event?

a. Too little informstion —_—
b. Correet amount of information

¢. More information than needed

I information was made =available before the public involvement
sescion (2a above) what was the lead time between providing the

information and the public involvement session?

weeks days
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PROCESS STAGE
At what stage within the planning process was this public

involvement event scheduled?

a. Problems, goal, oljective or issue identification

b. Date collection
¢. Date znalysis

d. Evaluation of alternatives

e, Selection of alternative and recommendation -

for action

f. Implementztion of acticn

PRESTRUCTURE
Wzs this public involvement event:
&. Completely prestructured and scenario
was followed
b. Completely prestructured and scenario
was not fellowed

c¢. General rrocedural outline only

d. Ko prestructure e

IDZNTIFICATION OF PURBLICS
1. Were the affected publics identified before the
public involvement event?

Yes No Don't know
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2. 1If 1. was answered yes, were special efforts made
£o increase the probability that all publiecs are

represented at the public involvement event?

Tt

Yes Ne Don't know
3. If 1. was answered yes, the correspondence beilween
these identified publicecs and actual participanis as

listed in question II B2, {p. 59 ) was:

Identical —_—
Strong similarity _
Weak similarity e
Disgimilar -
Don't know -

F. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

1. How often did the same public meet for this issue(s)

a. Once R
b. 2 - 5 times P
c. 6 - 10 times S
d. Over 10 times _—

2. Average length of meeting

a. 0 - 2 hours ——
b, 2 - 4 hours _—
¢. k - & hours -

d. Over 6 hours




3. Level of "active" participation by attending public (i.e.
asking questions, making statements, etc.)
a. Less than 107 of public attendees -
b. 11 - 33% of public attendees -
c. Over 33% of public attendees -
d. Don't know N
GROUPIRG
1. Were participants subdivided into groups?
Yes No
2. If answer to 1. is yes, what was the average group size?
a. Less than 5 —
b. 6 - 10 _—
c. Over 10 P
3. Composition of groups.
&. Random S—
b. Pre-selected
(1) By affilisztion o
(2) Other .
c. Self-selected ——
4, Did the group include:

a. A Forest Service participant Yes o

b. Another resource person Yes No
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5. a. Did you obtain external asdvice or consultation

on dealing with the public during this event?

Yes No

b. If the answer to 5a. was yes, where did the

external resource person come from?

A District _— A Research Station —_—
A Forest - S & PF ——
A FKegion The Washington Office —_—

Cutside the F.8.

FACILITIES
Fgeilities reguired for this public involvement event were:

2. Indoor

(1) govermnent owned/leased ____
(2) other —
b. Outdoor/field S
c. Both —

COSTS

Forest Service cost directly attributable to public involvement
event (i.e. public involvement pienning, public involvement data
colleciion &né analysis, printing, facilities rentel, accomodations

etc.) were:

0 - % 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. Televisicn

d. Publications (magarzines)

e. Other:

K. FEEDEZACK TC PUBLIC
Do not answer i{ your answer to question IIIA was a.
1. Was there a formzl feedback to the participating publics on

their input?

Yes To
2. If{ yes, what was the means of feesdback?
2. Newslefter or other correspondence —
b. Message through mecis —_
c¢. Telephone cali -
3. What was the content(s) of the feedback?
2. Acknowledgement of their participation N
b. List of concerns S
c. Forest Service reaction to concerns -
d. List of sclutions P
e. Forest Service decision —_—
f. Comments asbout decision process and
use of public inputs —_

fage ther
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POST-PROCESS RETRCSPECTIVE

1.

In retrospect: Was the public involvement process used
suitable for this particular issue?

—— Yes — No
The participant effort required by the public involvement
process for this issue was:

a. From Publie pzrticipants

(1) Too large —
(2) Just right
{3) Too small

b. Fror Forest Service participants

(1) Too large _—

(2) Just right _

{3) Too smal —
Dicd the Forest Service staff participating in the public
involvement event have sufficlent zdvance training in

organizing and managing this process?

—_— Yes — No
Did Forest Serivee personnel make any major errors in
executing the public involvement process which may have

affected or influenced its effectiveness?

Yes No

Was the public involvement process critiqued after completion?

2. No formal critique —_
b. Public critique —
c. Forest Service critigue —
d. Joint Forest Service - publiic critique —_—
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APPENDIX D EFFECTIVENESS CRITERIA

CRITERION
1. Generation of information
about this rescurce management

problem

2, Additional planning

objectives

3. Change in number of
planning or decision options

(alternatives)
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MEASURES

How many items of additional -
information were generated

directly attributable to this

P.I. process?

(1) in correspondence

None A few Man Don't know
i 7 / } / ; / 7 |

{(2) during meetings with the public

None A few Manv Don't know P

(1) List the approximate number of
new concerrs or considerations
which were surfaced by this
P.I. process:

(2) How meny of these were incor-
porated in the develcpment or

eveluation of the plans?

(1) Number of additional options
which resulted from this P.I.

Process:

(2) How many of these were detazil

gnalyzed?

(Identify a significant change in

an existing opticn as = new option



4, Adjusiment in F.S.
position on this issue

due to public invelvement

5. Adjustment in decision
on this issue due to public

involvement

(1) The F.S. position on this issue after
completion of the P.I. process as
compared to the prior position is:

the same changed

(2) If changed, how do you feel about the
change?

Positive, more
constructive position [:::7

Negative, we were forced
into this new position

(1) Was the decision on this issue based
on new options developed during public
involvement?

Yes Ko Don't know No decision

(2) The decision which would have been made
by F.8. with P.I. would have been:

The same Different Don't know

{3) If the answer in (2) is Ydifferent", how

do you feel about the change?

Positive, constructive
decision

Hegative, our own de-
cision would have been
better a1l round
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6. Change in resource

protection

Resource
Timber

Range
Recreation
Wiltdlife-fish
Water
Minerals

Human+Cormmunity
Development

Tdentify the direction of change in
expected protection for each resowrce
as & consequence of new information
generated during this P.I. process or
changes in plans resulting from this

P.I. process

CHANGE IN PROTECTION

Decrease No change Increase Don't know
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T. Change in resocurce yield (1) Identify the direction of change in
expected yield for each resource zs a
conseguence of new informeztion generated
during this P.I. process or changes in

plans resulting from this P.I. process

CHANGE IN YIELD

Resource Decreagse No change Increase Don't know

Timber

Range
Recreation
Wildlife-fish
Water
Minerals

Buman+Community
Development

0 00QQAN
0 Q00QQQ
2 QQ000Q
ARVEVNANANAN
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8. Confidence in this public

involvement process (event)

&. by F.S. personnel (1) Estimated number of F.S. initiated
P.I. contacts during this P.I.

TYocess

(2) Effort and $ spent on this P.I. event

(data in Section ITI):

(3) Perceived prevailing confidence of
F.S5. participants in this P.I1. process

before P.I. event

Low Medium High Don't know

L7 L7 L7 [T

(L) Perceived prevailing confidence of

F.8. participants in this FP.I. process

after P.I. event

Low Medium High Don't know

L7 L7 [T [T

b. by the public (1) Xumber 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 further participating by leaving name
and zddress
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9. Change, as 2 conseguence of
P.I. event, in confidence in
other part's competence to
understend and deal feirly

with the resource issues.

a. F.S5. confidence in public (1) Eveluation by participating F.S.
' personnel of prevalling public

competence before P.I. event

Low Medium High Don't know

(2) Evaluation by participating F.S.
personnel of public competence after

P.I. event

Low Medium Hi%h Don't know

b. Public confidence in F.S. (1) Estimated pumber of people who stayed
ai'ter completion of formsl P.I.

progran

(2) Wumber of people who expressed interest
in further participating by leaving

name and address
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a) data provided

b)

by publie

supportive
statements
on F.S.
position or
role

objecting
statements
on F.S.
pesition or
role

(3) Compare public input at beginning with that

at the end of the P.I. event on:

Public imput is

Same Increased Decreased Don't know

7 7 7 [T

L7 7 LT [T

Media understanding of F.S8. positicn or
rocle before P.I. event comparted to after

F.I. event

more less don't
same supportive supportive know

L7 [T VA |
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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 [ 7 L/
interested 7 {7
curious [ 7 [ 7
neutral 7 [ 7
anxious 7 [ 7
angry 7 L7
hostile 7 )

(3) Wes there a major conflict betwsen
the various public and/ocr the public
and F.S. on the resolution of the

land managenent issue before P.I. event?
yes no maybe don't know

L7 07 [T L7

(k) Was this conflict resclved st end of

P.I. event(s)?

yes no maybe don't know

L7 [T [T LT
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11. Leadership by F.S. in (1) Number of requests to your unit
P.I. within executive agencies to provide rescurce pecple on
this P.I. process to other

federal or local government units

(2) Number of (favoreble) mentions 6&f

this P.I. event in the media

(3) Number of (favorable) mentions of

this P.I. event in government

releases
12, TNew dialogue mechanisms (1) Identify these mechanisms {e.g.
between F.5. and public tracesble regular meetings, advisory groups,

to this P.I. event 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) Anecdotzl description of mansgerial

actions taken directly tracezble

to public involvement efiorts (e.g.
hiring of additionel skills, new
training for personnel, development
of new programs or processes, new
P.I. programs not previocusly con-

templated, etc.).



GENERAL SURVEY QUESTION

1. Public involvement trend at (1) Describe trend in utilizing
_ s
your unit P.I. processes at your unit
(submit only once a year) over last year. Identify

attempts to institutionalize

it (if any).
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