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IMPLEMENTATION STATEMENT

There are no established methodologies or criteria for evaluating public
involvement techniques in the Texas State Department of Highways and Public
Transportation's project planning process. The methodo]ogies and analysis
developed in this report will be of direct use to state and_djstrict offices

for purposes of evaluation of public involvement processes.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Although there is a long history of State Department of Highways and Public
Transportation (SDHPT) pub]fc involvement and although the more structured Action
Plan processes have been operating for over two years, there are no established
methodologies or criteria for evaluating public involvement techniques. The con-
sequences of this situation are not certain. It is probab]é’that some criteria
of successful participation exists in the minds of the district officials respon-
éib]e for public involvement. It is also probable that certain.factors influence
‘the public's perceptiqn df particular involvement techniquesras being good or
bad. Different sub-groups among the public may have basic attitudina] differ-
ences. The group attending a public hearing may;haye a higher concentration of
activists and citizens direétly affected by a proposed projéct'than the general
population. Those people located in the project area but not attending the
public hearing may have different attitudes and opinions from thbse in atten-
dance. Also, those who are located outside of the project areé and not directly
affected by the project are Tikely to exhibit a third point of view.

Other variables play a role in the quality and quantity of public represen-
tation in public participation events. For examp]es it is possible that hear-
ings and meetings attfact a skeWed population sample. It is possible that people
of a particular socibécdnomic ]eve] attend meetings and heafingﬁ in greater pro-
portion than their normal percentage of the population at 1arge; Other vari-
ables, such as educatiéﬁ level and experience in attending public gatherings,
may also characterize the kind of peop]e in attendance and therefore dominate
the inpuf received at heérihgs and meetings. Know]edge of theée differencesr A

provides a check on the degree to which public involvement techniques are




accurately determining the attitudes and opinions of a majority of the public
and the degree to which these techniques are determining the attitudes and opin-

ions of only a narrow segment of the population.

Purpose of Study

Comparison of pafticipation variables can provide statistica] evidence of
significant re]ationships that have value for public invo]Vemeﬁt. For example,
in a study for the Utéh'Department of Transportation, Thuetidiscovered a posi-
_tive correlation between the methods by which .one learned of a.pkoposed project
and initial attitudes toward the project.] The indication was. that a more posi-
tive reaction to a project was formed initially when the newspaper was the
medium df informing, thén when a neighbor brought the news. Findings of this
kind suggest definite steps for improving participation techniques and allow
practicai evaluation measures. In the above instance, heavy newspaper publicity
is indicated and the impéct ofvthe technique can be simply evaluated through
~direct questioning of the public.

Thuet also found that 1itt1e change in attitude toWérd a projett occurred
over time.2 This reiatibnship was also statistically significant. The implica-~
tion 1is that early newspéper keporting is associated with a positive reaction
that does not changelover time. This kind Qf information,fif true in Texas, is
valuable for'improving~pUb1ic involvement techniques. Unfortunately, this and
other Similar 1nformation is not available because no data are systematically
accumulated regarding SDHPT personnel and private citizen response to pub]ic
involvement efforts.

By accumu]atihg and studying the above kind df information,it would be pos-
sible to discover some ékiteria by which SDHPT personnel and private citizens

could judge the quality of involvement techniques. Analysis of the criteria




would help identify those issues over which SDHPT personnel and private citizens
differ. Varying involvement needs resulting from régiona] and socioeconomic dif-
ferences could also be identified. If these kinds of information are developed
within SDHPT districts, it would be possible for local personnel to compare

their public invoTvemeht activities with that of other districts. Evaluation

by local participants and the ability to compare experiences with other dis-
tricts can be benefic%a1'aides for measuring the effectivehess of district public
involvement efforts. Making decisions regarding public inVoTvement techniques

can then be based on experience rather than being based on theory and supposition.

Method of Study

The two major tasks to be accomplished in this study include: (1) identi-
fying and describing criteria by which to evaluate invo]vemeﬁt techniques, and
(2) identifying and describing evaluation methodologies for applying the cri-
teria. Two sources of criteria have been utilized. One source is the body of
Titerature about public participation which has been discussed in an earlier
report and will not be~repeated here.3 The other source ié_theAattitudes and
opinions of SDHPT district officials and the public. The 11tefature provides a
comprehensive view of experience with public involvement. The input of local
highway officials and citizens provides specific information about what are
thought to be good and bad involvement techniques in varying kegions of Texas.
The second task, identifying and describing evaluation methodologies, also
involves input from Tocal officials and citizens.

Uniform 1nvo]vement'techniques are not feasible in Texas because of its

geographical variety, large size, and socioeconomic mix. Since varied involve-

ment techniques are needed, evaluation methodologies will be designed to be




sensitive to these differences. The design will be based on inputrmade by the
SDHPT district offices relative to their needs and experiehces.

Accomplishment of tﬁe two tasks outlined above will provide a base for
future research. Implementation of the evaluation methodologies will make a
data collection process possible. Once that process is established, it will be
capable of systematically accumulating information about public involvement in

SDHPT projects.

Background

- In 1973, the SDHPT issued a set of guidelines tit]ed,‘Gu1de1ines and

Processes for Systems and Project Planning (Action Plan). These guidelines for-

malized some public involvement techniques that the SDHPT has used in the past
and instituted other, new, procedures.4

Public involvement responsibilities and personnel are located both in the
main office and the district offices of the SDHPT. Within thé main office,
the Planning and Research Division is responsible for coordinating public
involvement in systems development and the Highway Design Division is responsi-
ble for coordinatind public involvement in project development activities. Both
divisions are respohsib]e for, "monitoring of public invo]Vemeﬁi activities and
project planning; reviewing reports and documentation; maintafning mailing lists
for notification purposes; and coordinating environmental activities withjn the
divisions with those performed at the district Tevel."?

At the district,]évél, public involvement ié administered by a Public
Affairs Officer appointéd by the District Engineer. The Public Affairs Officer
arranges appropriate téchniques for the prehearing, the hearing, and the post-
hearing'phases of préject development. He assembles and distributes informa-

tion while receiving and coordinating public input. In addition to assisting




in the formulation of plans and preparation of recommendations for public
involvement activitie;,-the Public Afféirs Officer serves on related planning
and project staffs and helps develop and maintain project fi]es.6

The SDHPT uses a variety of public involvement techniques in order to
respond flexibly to varying project conditions. During the prehearing phase of
a project the Public Affairs Officer may: ' |

(1) correspond directly with local and neighborhood groups expressing
a desire to discuss the project; :

(2) correspond with proprietors and residents within a specified
: distance of the proposed location; :

(3) make efforts to contact and promote participation of minority
groups that may be affected;

(4) arrange for relevant data to be available for pubTic inspection
at Tocations and times convenient to the public;

(5) issue news releases before and/or after meetings withAorganiza—
tions if the news would be of public interest;

(6) provide spot announcements on radio and television media, as
deemed necessary; , _

(7) schedule meetings at a time to promote maximum public attendance
and participation;- and

(8) post notices‘of pending meetings within the study area, as
appropriate.’ .

During the post-hearing phase, thé Public Affairs Officer is responsible for:
(1)'1nforming the pubiic ébout the final decisions regarding Foute ]6cation-and
design; (2) respondingito inquiries regarding the status of ﬁhe project;
(3) informing the public about the awarding of the contract of the project; and
- (4) assisting inbgenera1 publicity regarding the prOject.8

SDHPT project p]anners,'who are responsible for program development, route
se]ection,,desigﬁ apprové], right-of-way acquisition, and construction, also

determine the public ihvo]vement activities needed for a given project at a
' 9

Project Concept Conference.

The conference results in a report containing




information to be used fn project publicity and which serves as the basis for
interacting-with the public during project development. Public input is coordi-
nated with Socia], economic; and environmental studies condueted in the project
area. Attempts are made to 1ocafe and work with groups affected by the project.
Public meetings are held to inform the public of study reéu]ts end to obtain
citizen comments. Subsequently, a draft environmental document or a negative
environmental declaration is prepared. If the environmental conditions are
acceptable, a determination of need for a public hearfng is,made. If a public
hearing is required, annduncements are made, opportunity for interested groups
and individuals to chment is afforded, and a transcript of'the-proceedings
becomes a part of the official project record and is made available for inspec-

10

tion. Post-hearing involvement activities, which have already been discussed

above, are then initiated.

Summary

In 1973, the,SDHPT_issued an action pian which described pdb]ic involvement
processes for transportetion planning. Responsibility for public involvement
is divided between 'the main office and the district offices. Although there
is a history of SDHPT public involvement effort whieh has receht]y bean bol-
stered by the Action.Pjah, there are no established methodoiogies orrcriteria
for evaluating public 1nVo]vement techniques. It is probable that some cri-
teria exists in the minds of district officials, and it is pfobab]e that cer-
tain factors influence pﬁb]ic perception of what constitutes good and bad
involvement techniques. Accumulating and studying the criteria by which SDHPT
personnel and private citizens judge the quality of invo]vemeht techniques will
make it possfb]e to develop evaluation methodoiogies that have-releyance for

the SDHPT and for the pub]ic.




Two major tasks need to be accomplished in this study." Ohe task is to iden-
tify and describe criteria by which to evaluate invé]vement techniques; and the
other task is to identify and describe evaluation méthodo]ogies for applying the
criteria. Two sources of information are used for completing these tasks. One
source is the body of fiterature about public participation which has been dis-
cussed in an earlier report and will not be repeated here. The other source is
the attitudes and opinjons of SDHPT officials and tae public. Input from the
public is discussed in the next chapter and input from SDHPT personnel is

described ih Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER II
PUBLIC ATTITUDES ABOUT PARTICIPATION

Introduction

A public participant questionnaire was distributed to 407 persons attend-
ing a SDHPT combined highway location and design hearing held in Peariand,
Texas on the evening of January.8, 1976. The questionnaire was given to indi-
viduals as they registered prior to the beginning of the hearing. At the
onset of the hearing, the hearing moderator encouragedrthe audience to complete
and Feturn the questfonnairé'at their convenience.‘ Duriné*thé'jatter stagés of
the prdceedings, personnel were stationed at the exits with additional copies'
of the questionnaire for distribution to individuals who had either not
received a copy initia]iy or who had left their copy in the aﬁditorium. The

initial distribution was followed by a letter which thanked those who had
responded andvencouraged those who had not returned their questionnaire to do
so. A combination Tetter of this kind was required because the questionnaire
 was anonymous and it was impossible to identify who had and had not responded.
Responses were aCcepted>unt11 February 16, 1976. A total of 86 questionnaires
were returned, for a retdrn rate of 21 percent.

The questionnaire included questions designed to elicft the following infor-
mation: | |

(1) Socibeconomic information about respondents and théir households;

(2) Organizationé1 affiliation and representation;

(3) respondents' opinions concerning the proposed project, the public

involvement process, and the degree of satisfaction regarding
their experiences. _
Several of the qﬁestibns were open-ended and réspondents‘weké‘encouraged to

express their opinions or provide additional information regarding most areas




covered by the questionnaire. This type of question was used in order to allow
respondents to explain the reasons for their opinions, if they desired. One
result of using open-end questions was that many of the reépondents used the
questionnaire to state their positions regarding the proposed project, thus
providing valuable information regarding their attitudes towérd the project and
their involvement activities. |

An assessment of the information regarding public opinion about the pro-
posed project co]]ected'by the SDHPT office indicated no majbr opposition to
the construction of the project. The major controversy prior”to the hearing
was whether the project should be located east or west of Pearland. VTherefore,
it was expected that the proposed project would be desired by the majority of
the persons attending'the hearing and that anti-SDHPT feelings would be mini-
mal. Based on the resu]ts of the questionnaire, this expectation seems to be
accurate. For this reason, the conclusions drawn from this study may not be
generalized to situations where there is a strong component of public opposi-
tion to a proposed project which generates anti-SDHPT attitudes. However, the
results are probably representatfve of the general population in those situa-
tions where there is no strong general hostility to SDHPT projects and to the

SDHPT.

Socioeconomic Characteristics of Hearing Participants

In a survey of public hearing participants in Virginia, Walton and Saroff
concluded that there was a disproportionate representation of higher socio-

economic groups at highway project heam’ngs.2

They found that, in general,
persons who attended hearings tended to be homeowners, we]]—educated, and
employed in occupations classified as white-collar. The data from the Pearland

hearing indicate Simi]ar findings. As shown in Table 1, 92 percent of the

10




respondents own their homes. From Table 2, it can be seen.that 89 percent of
the respondentsrhad completed high school, and 73 peréent had comp]eted some
formal education beyond high school. These characteristics are consistent with
those of middle and upper socioeconomic status.

The distribution of respondents by types of tenure is shown in Table 1.
A very -high propoktion of the respondents own their residences. This would
indicate that homeowners, as often claimed, are more concerned about and take
a greater interest in their community than do renters. A cbnciusion of this

kind was reached in the Walton and Saroff study of Public hearings in Virginia.
Table 1

Percentage Distribution of Respondents by Type of Tenurer

(N = 86)

Type of Occupancy : Percent
Own' 92
Rent ' 5
No Answer ' 3
Total | 100

This conclusion received additional support from other data on the ques-
tionnaire. Respondents were asked to indicate their physical relationship to
the proposed project area. The chofces included: (1) my residence is located
in, near; some distance from the project area; (2) I own a business in, near,
some distance from the project area;‘(3) I am employed in, near, some distance

from the project area.

11




Table 2

Percentage Distribution of Respondents by Education Level

(N = 86)

Level of Education Percent
Finished Grade School 11
Finished High School ’ 16
Some College 35
Finished College | | 13
Graduate or Professional School 23
No Answer : 2
Total o 100

The distribution of responses to this duestion are shown in Table 3. A
majority of those responding (74 percent) reported themselves to be living in
or near the project érea. Thirty percent of the réspondents own businesses
and 24 percent of the respondents are employed in or near the project area. Of
all respondents, 86 percent own a home or business, are emp}oyed in or near the
project area, or both. The indication is that those reporting are predominantly
Tocal persons representing their direct economic interests in the community.
This conclusion is furthef supported by the fact that of the 86'persons in the
survey, 58 respondents or 67 percent of the sample reside in the city of Pear-

land or Brazoria County.

12




Table 3

Percentage D1str1but1on of Locatic: of Residence, Business, and
Employment Re]at1ve £ Project Area

(N = 86
“In Near Some Distance From No Answer Total
My residence is
lTocated 33% 41% 20% 6% 100%
I own a business 11% 19% 6% 64% 100%
I am employed 80% 16% , 19 . 57% 100%

Public Involvement Activities of Respondents

Attendance at an SDHPT public hearing was a new experience for the majority
of respondents; 52 percent were at their first public hearing and 20 percent had
attended only one nrevious hearing. Slightly over 72 percent'nad attended no
more than two hearings. However, since 27 percent of respondents indicated
that they had attended three or more highway hearings, it can bé assumed that
their was also a segment of experienced public hearing participénts present. Of
the total group responding, 38 percent had attended "othen meetings" concerning
the highway project in qnestion‘ 7

Respondents took‘part in other pub]icAinvo1Vement actiVitfes also. The
incidence of types of pubTicvinvolvement activities related to the project in
addition to attendance at the public hearing are shown in Table 4. Approxi-
mate]y two-thirds of.the respondents had engaged in some type of involvement
activities in addition to attending the hearing. The most prevalent activity
was phoning others, whiCh 41 percent of respondents feported The next most
-'prevalent activities were voting on a bond issue regarding the project (23

cent of respondents), and sending letters or telegrams (16 percent of
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Table 4

Percentage Distribution of Respondents by Involvement Activities Reported

(N = 84)
Percent*
None ‘ 33
Voting 23
Sending Letters/Telegrams 16
Phoning ‘ A 41

Other 21

* Percentages do ﬁot tota1'100 because of multiple responses.

respondents). "Other" activities centered around circulating petitions and
informal discussions. Eight people (9 percent) said that they tircu]ated peti-
tions regarding the project, and six respondents (7 percent) stated that they
commynicated personally with others, either asking or telling them about the
project.

There was a background of other public involvement experiences among the
group, as indicated in Table 5. It can be seen that over half the respondents
(51 percent) have attended city council meetings and between a fourth and a
third have attended eithér County commission'meetings (22 percent), planning
and zoning meetings (337percent), or school board meetings (30 percent). This
indicates that thevgroup'was‘experienced in attending public meetings and has
demonstrated a continuing interest in and 1nvo]veméntrwith the community. As
can be seen in Table 5; the meetings attended are briented to local concerns.
The "other" category Contains,references to meetings or regional or statewide

significance, but even these'dealt with subjects pertaining to Brazoria County.

14




Table 5

Percentage Distribution of Respondents by Other Pub]ic'Meetings Attended

(N = 86)
: % of Respondents*
Type of Meeting Reporting Attendance
City Canci] . | 51
County Commissioners ‘ 22
Planning and Zdning 33
School Board ' A 30
Other 12
None ‘ o 28
No Response 6

*Percentages do not total 100 because of multiple responses.

Reasons for Attending Hearing

The distribution of responses to the question, "What were your reasoﬂs for
attending this hearing?", is shown in Table 6. The majority of respondenté
(72 percent) say one reason for attending the hearing was to listen. In addi-
tion, 19 persons (22 percent) planned to make statements and 20 (23 percent)
wanted to ask questions. Several checked more than‘one response. Among those
responding "other," the main reasons for attendihg wefe concern for personal
property (8 respondents) and to keep informed of the project's deve]ppment (9
respondénts).

Thé’hearing drew the attention of organizations. Fourteen of the 84
responding (17 percent) to this question said they attended as a representative
of an intereéted organizétion. Of the 14,.e1ght ére officers of the organiza-

tion represented.
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Table 6

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question
"What are your Reasons for Attending this Hearing?"

(N =85)
Response Percent of all Respondents*
To Listen : 72
To make a Stateméht _ 22
To ask Questions | 23

Other ' o

*Percentages do notvtota] 100 because of multiple responses. = -

Attitudes Toward Public Hearings

From Table 7, it can be seen that, as a group, the respondents had usually
favored highway projeéts. Of the 74 persons in the sample responding to a
question on usual attitude toward highway projects, 88 percent said they usu-
ally approve. Reactidn to the public hearing was also very positive. Seventy-
one percent of the respondents thought that the SDHPT did a Qood job of con-

ducting the hearing, -as shown in Table 8.

Table 7

Distribution of Responses to the Question "If you have Attended One
or More Highway Hearings, have you usually Favored the Project(s)?"

(N = 74)

Re;ponse | ' Percent
Favor | - - 88
Did not Favor : ' 12
Total | o 100
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Table 8

Distribution of Responses to the Question "How Well did
the Highway Department Conduct this Hearing?"

(N = 86)

Response Percent
Good o 71
Fair , 16
Poor c 6
Other | 2
None 5
Total - | | 100

Evaluation of Specific Aspects of the Hearing Process

In addition to commenting on thé project and the hearing, respondents were
asked to evaluate specific'aspects of the public involvement process.A They
were asked how strongiy they agreed or disagreed with each of a series of 11
statements regarding participation in the project. The statements and the dis-
tribution are shown fn Tab]e 9. and discussed below.

Consistency and Accuracy of Project Information and Ab1]1ty :
to Communicate with Project Personnel

The public invo]Vehent,process must provide consistent and accurate infor-
mation so that individuals in the project area can properly evaluate potential
impacts. The involvement process must also provide the meané»for individuals
to communicate specific concerns to the SDHPT and receive-feedback in return.
Survey respondents were asked to evaluate these two aspects of the public
involvement process wifh regard to the Pearland project. |

17




From Table 9, it can be seen that 72 percent of respondents in the sample
felt that the information they had received about the project had been consis-
tent and accurate. Nineteen percent of respondents felt there had been inac-
curacies or inconsistencies, and 9 percent had no opinion._ In this particular
case, project planning had been carried out in a social atmosphere where no
major controversy was generated about the proposed highway; In addition, as
was alneady discnssed, a majority of the persons in the sample generally sup-
ported the construction of highways. Under theée conditions, the SDHPT was
able to provide information evaluated as consistent and accurate by almost
three-fourths of respondents, even though the project had been under study for
well over ten years.

Communication with SDHPT officials was even more favorably evaluated.
Here, 82 percent of the respondents felt that it had been possible to person-
ally communicate with highway officials about the project. On]y 5 percent
felt that it had not been possiblie, and 13 percent had no obinion.

It is 1ntéresting to compare the percentage of respondents who do not feel
they had been able fo communicate personally with highway officia]s with the
percentage of respondents who feel that the information they had received is
inaccurate or incqnsistent. Only 5 percent of respondents réported that it was
~difficult to communicate with SDHPT officials, while 19 percent thought project
information was inconsistent or inaccurate. One conclusion that may be drawn
from this difference is that information was not communicatéd to the public in
such a way that the course of the planning process could be followed over the
long time span of the project. SDHPT personnel, closely assoéiated with the
project, saw project_changés as natural and logical resu1t§ of their work.
Citizens, in touch with the project only periodically or sporadically, may have

viewed such changes as arbitrary and unwarranted. If this analysis is accurate,
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one measure of successful participation may be the degrée to which changing con-
ditions and needs can be communicated to. the pubiic over the full time span of
a project.
Awareness of the Progress of the Project and Ability
to Get Directly Involved in Project Planning

While a large proportion of respondents expressed favorable attitudes
toward the accuracy and éonsistency of the information they had received and
felt they could communicate with highway officials about the project, less than
ha]f of the respondents felt that it had been possible to'determihe the progress
of the project. From Table 9, -t Can be seen that 44 percent of respondents
agreed with the statement "It has been possible to determine the progress of
this highway project wHen desired," while 34 percént disagreed. This statement
drew several written comments from respondents, including complaints about
their inability to learn anything definite about the status of the project.
Some respondents stated thatAno official or agency is able to make a final,
binding decision abodt’the location and construction of the’highway. Simi-
Tarly, some persons at the hearing expressed frustratiqn atAtheir inability to
discover whatrthey cénsidered to be éatisfactory explanations for changes in
earlier plans and er delays in the decisionmaking process.

In a related aréa, only 36 percent of respondents agréed with the state-
ment "If deéired, it haé been possible to get directly 1nv§1ved with highway
project planning," while 37 percent had no opinion and 27 percent disagreed.
The percentage of the respondents who checked "no opinion" fs probably indicé-
tive of the proportiqn of the sample who had not attempted to get invo]Ved in
project planning, and.is nof sqrprising considering the level of participation

required. However, almost half of the respondents who had desired to get
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Table 9

Participant Evaluation of Selected Aspects of Public Involvement

Strongly Tend to No Tend to Strongly

Statement ' Agree - Agree Opinion  Disagree Disagree

THe highway project information I have received has been

consistent and accurate. | _ ‘ 40% - 32% - 9% 10% 9%

If desired, it has been possible to'persona11y cémmunicate ‘

with highway officials about this highway project. 50% 32% 13% 1% 4%

If desired, it has been possible to personally communicate

with local officials about this highway project. 35% 24% 32% 4% 5%

If desired, it has been possible to get directly involved . _ B

in highway project planning. 21% 15% 37% 16 11%
- The public has been well represented by those citizens ‘

who are participating in highway project planning. 24% 29% 18% 15% 14%
~ Attendance at meetings about this highway project has been : _

small enough to allow everybody to participate, if desired. 22% 29% 9% 30% 10%

It has been possible to determine the progress of this 'o . . .

highway project, when desired. 16% 28% 22% 15 19%

Highway officials have been willing to make highway proé ‘ ; _ .

Ject planning changes when requested by citizens. 20% | 27% - 35% 5% 12%

Local, elected officials have been willing to make highway ) .

project planning changes when requested by citizens. 19% - 26% 34% 7% 14%

The public hearing process has had an influence on the . . ) .

proposed project planning. o 23% 38% 22% 7% 10%

There was enough time to prepare for the highway hearing. 47% 39% 10% T 3%




jnvolved in the planning process indicated they were not able to. This might
have been the result of some resistance on the part of projéctrpersonnel. The
SDHPT district office questionnaires, which will be discussed in detail in
another section, indicate that SDHPT personnel draw.a distinction between citi-
zen 1hvo19ément in data gathering and information exchange and citizen involve-
ment in the conduct of planning. There is resistance to public participation

in planning, but support for maintaining effective communications. The reflec-
tion of this attitude in SDHPT behavior could be a cause for the responses given.
Attitudes Toward the Representatives‘of Citizens

Participating in Highway Project Planning

One major area of cbhcern to highway officials is whether those partici-
pating in the public involvement process are representative of the public,
especially in those instances where there is major conflict between two or more
factions involved in the-prbcess. Participants at the Pearland hearing were
asked if the bub]ic had been well répresented by those citizens who participated
in highway prbjebt planning. Slightly over half the sample (53jpercent)
responded'positively, 29 bercent responded negatively, and 18 percent had no
opinion, This statement_drew several written comments from respondents to the
effect that participants who represented a position contrary tb the respondent's
did not represent the public. -

These results indicate that public involvement is not.necessar11y an acti-
vity that will result in cdnsensus among participants. Attempts to assess the
amount, degree, or success of public involvement in.terms of the amount of con-
senses reached can be misleading. The Pearland prbjeét is a good case in
point. Observers and community residents generally agreed that few people are

opposed tovthe project; the debate was over the best site. Public involvement,
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no matter how vigorous, may never resolve the dispute. It will still be pos-
. sible to conclude that the public involvement program was successful since most
people had an opportunity to participate, the issues were raised and thoroughly

discussed, and the opportunity to reach a consensus was genuinely present.
Attitudes Toward Size of Meeting

In response to the statement "Attendance at meetings about this highway
project has been sma1] enough to allow everyone to participate, if desired,”
51 percent expressed agreement, 40 percent expressed disagreement, and 9 percent
had no opinion. Several written comments were made about the large number of
people in attendance at the hearing and the considerable lTength of time it took
for everyone who so desired to address the group formé]]y orbto make a formal
statement. This was the’on]y formal public hearingvon the project and was
attendéd by approximaté]y 400 persons. The meeting was over four hours long
and did not adjourn until after-hidnight. Given these factors, it was not sur-
prising that a consideréb]e proportion of the sample said attendance was not
small enough to allow everyone to participate.
Abiiity to Personally Communicate with
Local Officials About the Project

When asked if they fe]t that it had been possible to commuhicate personally
| with Tocal officia]s-about the project if desired, 59 percent of the sample
respondents answered affirmatively, 32 percent had no opinibn, and only 9 per-
cent answered negatively. Thus, while respondent opinion Was generally favor-
able toward the receptivity of local officials, there was also a fairly high
rate of response of "no opinion." This probably indicated that no attempt was

" made by these respondents to contact local officials. A failure to cohtact
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lTocal officials could be the result of the public viewing SDHPT officials as
having sole charge of project decisions and not being awaré of the role of
Tocal officials in the decision process. Based on the "no opinion" responsev

~ from this sample, the Tocal government was not viewed as a significant organi-

zation for discussing project concerns.

Implications of the Study Findings

The information provided by District Engineers and their staffs regarding
the administration of the public involvement process indicates that the pro-
cedures utilized to inforh the public about the Pearland projéct and to
elicit feedback from,individua]é and groups in the impact area are typical of
the methods utilized throughout the state. Also, the findingsvfrom the
Pearland survey are very similar to those reported by Walton and Saroff
in their statewide study of public hearings in Virginia and by Thuet3
in a study of public hearings in Utah. Therefore, it is reasonable td con-
clude that the findings from this study can, in many instances, be generalized
to comparable situations statewide. For these reasons, ana1ysis of the findings
can be utilized to imﬁrbve the public involvement pkocess to the benefit of
both the public and the SDHPT.

It should be nofed-that, in any area of analysis, generalizations made
on the basis of findings from a single case must be made with caution, and
the present study is nb exception. These are two Timitations to the present
study that must be considered. The first limitation is the small size of
the sample. With on1y 86 respondents, small shifts in the ffequency of a
given response can resu]t.in considerable shifts in the corfesponding percen-

tages. The second 1im1tation:is that the setting of the study does not
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duplicate some of the conditions that affect the public involvement process,
particularly those found in metropolitan transportation projects.
With allowances made for these limitations, the implications of the study

findings are presented.
The Socioeconomics Characteristics of Hearing Participants

The findings from the pfesentvstudy support the conclusions drawn in
‘several other studies of public involvement (Walton and Saroff, 19713 Thuet, -
1976) that persons of middle and upper socioeconomic status are overly repre-
sented at formal hearings. One important implication of this finding is thaf
the formal hearing provides an appropriate vehicle for communicating with this
segment of the population about the proposed project. TheAmidd1e or upper
status individual tends to be well-educated and experienced in attending public
meetings, and therefore has the background needed to articulate his cohcerns
within the format of the public hearing. These characteristics also imply that
individuals who attend the hearings are fairly sophisticated ih assimilating
information, so that SDHPT officials can discuss the proposed project in some

degrée of technical detaitl.
Authenticity of Involvement

The findings indicate that the majority of the person§ attending the hear-
ing tend to own a home, a place of busihess, or to be employed in the project
area. Moreover, a 1akge,proportion have never attended a highway project hear-
ing before. This indicates a genuine interest in the proceedings motivated by
some type of personal concern about the project. No support was found for the

contention that public hearings tend to be dominated by "professional citizens"
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or individua1§ who want to cause trouble or diérupt thé hearing. This implies
that, unless there is evidence to fhe contrary, the individuals who participate
fnvthe hearing process should be accepted as authentic representatives of their
particular population ségment, and their testimdny and questions accepted as
valid.
The Role of Public Hearings in the
Public Involvement Process

The conclusion that the midd]e and upper socioeconomic groups tend to be
overly represented at public hearings implies that this segmeht-of the popula-
tion will tend to be over1y represented in the'information about public con-
cerns that SDHPT officials obtain from the hearing. Thus, if~£he formal hear-
ing is the primary means of public involvement, project decisfbhs may be biased
in favor of those of higher socioeconomic status at the expense of other seg-
ments of the popu]atiOn.- For this reason, careful assessment must be made of
the degree to which inputs from the formal hearing proce55~represent the whole
bopu]ation in the projeét area. If there are lower socioeéohomic groups, or
ethnic or other social minority groups in the project area, it may be necessary
to uti]ize'public involvement activities in addition to the formal public hear-
ing. The inputs from these a]ternative activities must be considered together
with the inputs from the public hearings to obtain balanced inférmation about
the cbncerns of aT]‘popu]ation segﬁents. |
Continuity of the Information Provided
to the Public by SDHPT Officials

The findings that‘a significant proportion of hearing participants felt
that it had_not been possible to determine the progress of the projecf points

to a need for providing a continuity of information and feedback throughout the
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entire length of the project. This involves periodically reminding "old" parti-
cipants in the involvement process of the reasons for current decisions regard-
ing the project and of informing "new" participants of the background and history
of the project and of the process through which fhe current status of the project
was reached. This would probably do much to alleviate feelings that project
decisions were made arbitrarily and that interests of partituiar groups or indi-
viduals had been arbitrarily disregarded. A technique for monitoring this
aspect of the involvement process is discussed in a later chapter.
Involvement of the Public
in the Planning Process

The finding that on]y about a third of the respondents felt that it was
possible to get invo]ved'in the project planning process, if desired, points
out a need for allocating part of the SDHPT's time and reserces for educating
the public in a project area about the roles that individuals and groups may
take in the planning procéss,’and encouraging participation by interested per-
sons in positions appropriate for them. ‘Including this type of activity in
the public involvement process has several potential payoffﬁ for the SDHPT:
(1) it is a concrete demonstration that the SDHPT is interested in and open to
input from the public; (2) it is a potential source of support for the project
from those interested persons who become involved in the planning process; and
(3) in certain situations, it allows the SDHPT to place responsibility for dif-
ficult project deciéions with the'community. | |
Involvement of Local Government
Officials in the Project

The finding that almost a third of the hearing participants did not know

whether it was possible to personally communicate with local governmental
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officials about the broject can be interpreted in several ways. It might be
that some of those individuals who have power in the ]6ca1 government make all
their input inconspicuously through this channel and do nof pafticipate in the
hearing process, since their interests are adequately represented in the offi-
cial position of the Tocal government toward the project. If this is the case,
then the position of the local government and the concerns expressed at the
public hearing might represent inputs from different segments of the public.

In a situation where conflict over the project exists, thié possibility should
be investigated<carefulfy.

In any case, the SDHPT should publicize the pdsition of the local govern-
ment toward the project and make the public aware of the role of Tocal officials
in project decisionmakihg. The public should also be aware'that,they can have
a role in project decisionmaking through inputs to 10¢a1 governmental officials.
Such a strategy would maké thevpub1ic aware that the SDHPT does not make project
decisions independently of local governmental support, that the SDHPT properly
shifts part of the responsibility for project dgcisions to Tocal officials.

SDHPT officia]s have their own criteria for public involvement activity
which largely determines how they evaluate participation and participants.
Those criteria will be discussed in Chapter 3. The findings presented in this
chapter pfovide the SDHPT with an understanding of how thevpub1ic evaluates
‘public involvement activity and how the pubTic éva]uates the SDHPT. It will be
helpful for SDHPT officials to be aware of the attitudes and opinions of the
public regarding invdiyemeht activities. This knowledge is of some importance
~ because these are'the kinds of values that will be reflected in public evalua-

tions of the SDHPT involvement process.
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Summary and Recommendations

A questionnaire was administered to public participants to détermine
attitudes about public involvement. Information provided by District Engineers
and their staffs in another survey and demographic data from this questionnaire
make it reasonable to conclude that the findings can be generalized to compar-
able situations statewide. For these reasons, analysis of the findings can be
utilized to improve the public involvement process to the behefit of both the
public and the SDHPT. The findings and implications are presented below.

Persons of midd]é and upper socioeconomic status_are overly represented at’
formal hearings. This implies that the formal hearing is an appropriate vehicle
for communicating with this population segment which has the educational and
experimental backgrddnd needed to articulate concerns and fo assimilate some
degree of téchnica] detail within the format of the pub1ic hearihg.

The majority of persons attending a hearing tend to own a home, a business,
or are employed in the project area and have not attended a highway project
hearing before. Thié indfcates that participants have a genuine interest in
the proceedings and that they should be éccepted as sincere public representa-
tives.

Because middle and upper socioeconohic groups tend to be over represented
at public hearings, careful assessment must be made of the degree to which
inputs from the formal hearing process represent the entire-project area popu-
lation. Inputs from alternative activities representing other socioeconomic
and ethnic groups must be considered together with the fnputs from the public:
hearing to obtain balanced information about the concerns of all population

segments.
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The finding that a significant proportion of hearing participants felt
that it had not been possible to determine the progress of the project points
to the need for providing a continuity of information and feedback throughout
the entire length of the project. A technique for monitoring this aspect of
the involvement process is discuésed in Chapter VI. |

The finding that only about a third of the respondents felt that
it was possible to gef involved in the project planning process, if desired,
points out a need for allocating part of the SDHPT's time and resources for
educating the public about the roles that individuals and groups may take 1in
the planning procesé, and encouraging participation by interested persons in
positions appropriate for them. |

Approximately a third of the hearing participants were not aware of their
opportunity to communicate with local governmental officials about the project.
The implication is that the public is not aware of the fact that the SDHPT does
not make project decisions independently of local governmental support, that
the SDHPT properly shifts part of the responsibilfty for projeét decisions to
local officials. The SDHPT should publicize the position of the local govern-

ment toward the project and make the public aware of the role of lTocal officials

in project decisionmaking.
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NOTES

A copy of the questionnaire is available upon request from the authors.

L. Ellis Walton, Jr., and Jerome R. Saroff, Citizen Participation in Public
Hearings in Virginia (Charlottesville, Virginia: Virginia Highway Research

Council, 1971).

James H. Thuet, "Community Involvement in Utah, an Exam1nat1on of Attitudes,
Attendance, and Notification" (unpublished paper)
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CHAPTER III

A SURVEY OF SDHPT DISTRICT OFFICE
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES

Introduction

The office of the District Engineer is an important part of the SDHPT
organizational structure. District Engineers have key positiohs of control over
SDHPT-related activity in their districts, and their attitudes, experiences, and'
preferences will be strongly reflected in the type and quantity of public
involvement activities relative to a given transportation project in their dis-
trict. The attitudes, experiences, and preferences of the District Engineer
will also greatly influence how the input from the public that reéults from
these activities will be treated at the district level. Conseduently, the

development of effective strategies for the evaluation of public involvement
will be facilitated if input from District Engineers is taken into account.
This input is especially important since evaluation of the effectiveness of
public involvement activities wi]] be an in-house activity of the SDHPT. If

the district officeS'ére made responsible for conducting an evaluation process
and for imp]ementing:the_findings, care must be faken to insure that the eval-
uation techniques corresbond as closely as possible with the preferred practices
bf the District Engineers.

A_survey was conducted among SDHPT District Engineers to obtain information
about the techniques they currently use to obtain public involvement in trans-
portation project p]anhing, the techniques they would prefer to use, and their

. opinions and attitudes about the involvement process. The results of this sur-

vey are presented in this chapter.




Methodology

A questionnaire] was mailed to each SDHPT District Engineer and to the
District Manager of the Houston Urban Project with a cover letter explaining
the purpose of the study and a request for cooperation. A follow-up letter
and another copy of thé'queStionnaire was sent to those persons who did not
respond initially. Responses were received from 19 of the 26 persons in the
samp]e, for a response rate of 73 percent.

The distribution of:job titles of those who responded to‘the questionnaire
is shown ‘in Table 10. Of the six questionnaires that were completed by someone
other than the District Engineér, cover letters indicated that the responses
represented the District Engineer's viewpoint towards the public involvement
process. This, combined with the high response rate, indicates that the survey
is generally representative of the attitudes and preferences of District Engi-
neers in the SDHPT. The results of the survey are presentedin the following

sections.

Table 10

Percent Distribution of Job Titlé of Respondents
(N = 19)

Job Title Percent
District Engineer ' 64
Engineer-Manager (Houston Urban Project) 5
Assistant District Engineer _ 11
Supervising Planning Engineer ' . 5

Public Affairs Officer-Supervising
Planning Engineer

District Design Engineer
Senior Planning Engineer

Total . ; ' 100
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Types of Publi¢ Involvement Techniques Utilized
and Types of Public Involvement Techniques Preferred

Respondents were asked to list the types of public involvement techniques
they currently employ in conjunction with the planning of a transportation pro-
Ject. A summary distribution of the responses is shown in Table 11. The most

frequently used techniques are meetings with organized groups (100 percent),

Table 11

Percent Distribution of Comparison of Public Involvement Techniques
Utilized and Public Involvement Techniques Preferred

(N =19)
Percent Percent
Technique Indicating Use Indicating Preference

Meetings with Civic, Educational,

Religious, Professional, or

Planning Groups 100 37
Newspaper Publicity 95 47
Public Hearings 95 10
Public Meetings 79 74
Meet with Interested Individuals . 63 21
Work with Local Officials : 58 37
Media Presentations _ 21 5
Postal Communications 21 0
Project Tours _ 10 0
Project Concept Conferences 5 0
Seminars 5 0
Short Courses 5 0
Public Notices 5 5
Mini-Hearings 5 0
PUb]ic Acceptance Through Job Well

Done - _
Make Phone Number Known 0 5

Have Project Information Readily '
~ Available . ' 0 _ ' 5




" newspaper publicity (95 percent), public hearings (95 percent), public meetings
(79 percent), meetings with interested individuals (63 percent), and working
with local officials (58 percent). Two other techniques, conducting postal
communications and conducting project tours, were mentioned by 4 of the 19

(21 percent) respondents. The extensive use of public hearings, newspaper
publicity, and working with local officials is to be expected, since these are
activities required by the SDHPT Action Plan.

The use of a particular technique does not necessarily imply that district
personnel have favorable attitudes toward them. Respondents were also asked to
Tist, based on their own experiences, the best public involvement techniques
to use in-project planning. The distribution of kesponses‘to this question
is shown in Table 11.

It can be seen that there ‘are major differences between the_types of public
involvement techniques used in the districts and those listed as the best to
use. Meetings with organized groups are used in all the districts, but slightly
more than a third of the respondents (37 percent) rate this technique as
preferable to others. Conducting public meetings is the most frequently men-
tioned preferred invd]vement technique. This technique was preferred by 74
percent of the respondents, which corresponds c]osé]y to thé proportion of the
respondents who reported using it (79 péréent). - The emphasis of thfs technique
is on informal public meetings that allow relaxed discussion and interaction
between SDHPT personnel and the individuals who attend the meéting. This is
the only technique preferred by more than half of those responding. A major
'required technique, the public hearing, was ranked poorly as one of the best
involvement techniques to use.‘ Although reported as being gsed by 95 percent of
the‘respondents, 0n1y 10 percent (2 respondents) reported it as one of the best

techniques to use.
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Negative Effects of Public Involvement Techhiques

In addition to obtaining information about preferred techniques, respond-
ents were also askéd 1?, in their experience there had been particular public
involvement techniques that produced negative results. Relatively few re-
spondents gave negative evaluations of specific techniques. As can be seen
from Table 12, negative responses were generally Timited to particular aspects

of specific’techniques; rather than of the techniques themselves.
Table 12

Percent Distribution of Public Involvement Techniques
Producing Negative Results

(N = 15)
Negative Result Percent

Special Interest Groups Which Dominate Others 27
Public Hearings Which Present Information After too Many

Decisions Have Already Been Made 13
Stanted Reporting of Project Information ' A 7
City Council Conducted Hearings Led by Uninformed Chairman 7
Complaints of too Much Red Tape 7
Confusion. Arises When Several Alternatives Are Proposed

Without Clear-cut Recommendations Based on Study Conclusions : 7
No One Showing Up for Hearing ' ' 7
Mail-out Personal Contact Efforts Which Inadvertently Omit

Someone T 6
Previous Public Hearing Arrangement Whereby No Prior Public

Meetings Were Held and Rigid Format Required Tedious

Explanation of Procedures 13
The Policy of Taking Public Statements Without Replying Leads

Some to Think Testimony Is not Being Given Serious Consideration 6
Total | | - 100
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Perceptions of the Role of Public Involvement
in the Planning Process

A portion of the questionnaire was designed to obtain information about
the perceptions districtvofficials have 6f the interrelationships between
public involvement and the project planning process. The questionnaire con-
tained two questions relating to attitudes about the role ﬁub]ic participation
should have in the planning process. First respondents were.asked which high-
way planning decisions, -if any, the public should participate in. Second,
respondents were asked Which highwayvp1anning decisions, if any, the public
should not participate in. The responses to thesg two quéstions are shown in
Tables 13 and 14. it can be seen that there was no generq] consensus of opinion
among respondents regarding the areas of project planning in which the public
shouid and should not participate. In Table 13, decisions regarding location
of a highway were perceived by slightly 1ess than half (47 percent) of the
respondents and dec1s1ons regarding access-interchange 10cat1on were perceived
by slightly Tess than a third (32 percent) of the respondents as areas in
which the public should participate. Only one planning area, that of decisions
regarding design features of the project (Table 14), was perceived- as one in
which the public definitely should not participate. S]ight1y over half (58
percent) of the respondents gave this response. |
| The lack of any broad consensus on the part of respondents regarding |
major areas where the public should and should not be involved in project
planning indicates that there is no general concept at the district level of
the role of pub]fc involvement in the project planning proéess. This lack of
a genéra] concept of the role of public involvement has direct implications for
the evaluation of publié involvement techniques at the district level. One

of the most important implications is that, in a given situation, two district

36




Tab]e 13

Percent Distribution of Highway Planning Decisions
in Which the Public Should Participate

(N =19)
Category Percent*
Highway Location 47
Access-Interchange Location 32
General Design v16
Need for Project 16
General Highway Planning (Type of Project -

Environmental Effects) 10
Almost A1l Decisions 10
Funding of Prbject 10
Systems Planning 5 |
Corridor Design 5
Asthetics 5
Projecf Priorities 5
General Horizontal and Vertical Alignment 5
Scope of Project (No. of Lanes, Traffic. Projections, _

Growth of Land Use) . 5

5

Encouraged to Comment on A1l Phases

*Percentages dp not total 100 because of multiple responses.
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Table 14

Percentage Distribution of Highway Planning Decisions
in Which the Public Should Not Participate

(N = 19)
Category Percent*

Désign Features 58
Engineering Decisions 5
Finance Decisions 5
Technical or Professional Considerations 5
Detailed Planning 5
Items Affecting Traffic Carrying Portions 5
Pavement Structure | 5
In Rare Cases, a Strictly Technical

Engineering Decision 5
Choice of Materia]s.r 5
Raodway and Structure Dimensions 5
Hydraulic Analyses 5
Final Location 5
A1l Planning Other than Major Relocation

or Design Change : 5
Should not Participate in Any 5
Day to Day Design (Lane Width, Exact Ramp

Location, Exact Right-of-Way Widths, ;

Base Requirements, Pavement Type)

*Percentages do not total 100 because of multiple responses.
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officials with different perceptions of the role of public involvement will
evaluate similar outcomes of the use of the same techniqde quite differently.
In this type of situation, there can be no consistent evaluation of public
involvement relative to general, statewide standards of effectiveness.

Attitudes Toward Communicating Project
Information to the Public

One section of the questionnaire dealt with attitudes toward communicating
project information to the public. Resbondents Were asked to indicate the
degree to which they-wou1d recommend particular technfques. The c0mmunicati§n
teéhniques mentioned and the distribution of responses are shown in Table 15.

In all instances, a Tlarge majority of respondents approved of the use of
each technique in some or most projects. There was clearly argreater willing-
ness on the part of fhe respondents to provide project information and to
solicit involvement on some general level than there was to include the public

in project decision making.

Perceptions of Public Hearings

Since public hearings are a part of the project-planning process, and
since they have formed an integral part of the public involvement brocess, a
part of the questionnéire elicited responses regarding the perceptions and
attitudes of district personnel regarding public hearings. ReSpqndents were
asked to indicate the amount of agreement or disagreement with a series of
statements about public hearings and their utility. The statements and dis-
tribution of responseé to them is shown in Table 16.

The respondents gehera]ly agreed that pub]ic»hearings are beneficial for

determining if additional project study is needed (89 percent favorable), are
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Table 15

Attitudes Toward Communicating Project Information to the Public
(N = 19) ’

Recommend Tech-  Recommend Tech-  No Opinion
: nigue for Most nique for Some Regarding Technique Has
Statement Projects Projects Technique Little Value

Recommend Tech
nique Not
be Used

Ov

Correspond with proprietors and resi-

dents-within a specified distance of 9 g . 9
the proposed location of a highway pro- . 16% 74% -0-% 102
ject during project planning. o

Communicate directly with local and

neighborhood groups expressing a ' 479 53¢
desire to secure their involvement in ’ 0
highway project planning.

-0-% -0-9

Make efforts to contact and promote A
participation of minority groups that 53% 42% -0-9% 5%
may be affected by project planning. '

Arrange for relevant project informa- _

tion to be available for public in- 9 59 0o P
spection at locations and times con- 95% % : 0-% 0-%
venient to the public.

Issue news releases before and/or
after meetings with interested 84% 5% 117 -0-%
organizations. : o ,

Provide spot announcements on radio

and television media regarding the 47% 47% 6% ' -0-%
highway project.

Schedule meetings at a time to pro-
mote maximum public attendance and 89% 11% -0-% -0-%
participation.

Post notices of pending meetings y y -0-% 107
within the study area. 58% 32% -0 b

-0-9

-O-%

-0-%

-0-%

-0-%

_0-%

-0-%

-0-%
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Table 16
Attitudes About the Benefits of Public Hearings (N = 19)

‘ Strongly Tend to No Tend to  Strongly

Statement ‘ Agree Agree  Opinion Disagree Disagree
A public hearwng is beneficial for determ1n1ng if add1t1ona1 ‘ ‘
project study is needed. _ 4 26% 63% 0 o 11% 0

A public hearing is benef1c1a1 for determining if additional : | '

public meetings are needed. _ 5% 47% 0 42% 6%
A public hearing is beneficial for clarifying public miscon- '
ceptlons about a project. 26% 58% 0 11% 5%
A pub11c hearing is beneficial for developing public attitudes
and opinions about a proposed project. 0 63%2 0 32% 5%
A public hearing is beneficial for developing public aware-
ness of systems planning. 21% 26% 5% 42% 6%
A‘pub]ic'hearing is beneficial for developing public aware- - _
ness of project planning. 32% 47% 0 - 16% - 5%
A pub11c hearing is beneficial for developing public confi-
dence in the SDHPT's processes and procedures. 32% . 26% - 16% 21% 5%
A pub11c hearing is beneficial for ensuring that the parti- - | |
cipation of political activists is balanced by the partici- : :
pation of the general citizenry. 16% -2l 5% 53% 5%

Public meetings are beneficial for ensuring that ideas from:
people outside the SDHPT are carefully considered beginning ‘
early in the project planning process. 58% 42%'. 0 0 0




beneficial for clarifying public misconceptions about a project (84 percent
favorable), and are beneficial for developing public awareness of project
planning (79 percent favorable). Slightly less than three-fourths of the
respondents (63 percent) felt that public hearings are beneficial for developing
public attitudes and opinion about a proposed projéct, and beneficial for
developing public confidence in the SDHPT's procésses and procedures (58 percent
favorable). Respondents were roughly equally divided about whether public
hearings are beneficial for determining if additional public meetings are

needed (52 percent favorable), and are beneficial for developing public aware-
ness of systems planning (47 peréent favorable). Slightly more than one-third
of the respondents (37 percent) felt that public hearings are beneficial for
ensuring that the participation of political activists is balanced by the
participation of the general citizens.

In contrast to the divided opinion about public hearings, 100 percent of
thé respondents agreed that public¢ meetings are beneficial for ensuring that
ideas from people outside the SDHPT are carefully considered beginning early
in the project planning process. This indicates more geneka1'preference on
the part of respondents for ]ess'forma1, more pefsona] interaction with
interested individuals than for thébmore formal, sometimes confrontational

interaction of public hearings.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The district engineers were selected for interviews because practical
application of eva]uétion findings will be 1imited to the degree that the

district engineers agree with the evaTuation_criteria used.,AIf the district
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offices are made responsible for administering the eva]uation:process also,
input is necessary to insure that the evaluation methodologies are in a format
that facilitates their use by district office personnel. |

The respondents indicated that meetings with organized groubs, newspaper
publicity, public hearings, public meetings, meeting with intérested individ-
uals, and working with local officials are the most frequéhtly used involvement
techniques. The most preferred technique is a public meeting that allows
relaxed discussion and intereaction. Meetings with civic, educational, religious,
professional, or planning groups, newspaper publicity, and working with local
officials are the three other preferred categories of involvement. It is rea-
sonable to expect that these'preferred activities will receive more pdsitive
evaluations by SDHPT officials. A |

Re]ativeiy few respondents identified negative results from publtic in-
volvement efforts. No involvement category was categorized as having completely
undesirable results. Also noteworthy is the fact that none of ‘the points made
indicate that public involvement techniques hinder SDHPT planning. Most of the
comments described 1ncdnvenience or negative effects for the public.

The data indicate that SDHPT evaluations will be more positive toward |
public invo]vement inrdecisionmaking that involves non-engineering matters and
less positive'toward public involvement that involves engineering criteria.
There is clearly a greafer willingness on the part of the reépondents to
provide project informatiqn and solicit involvement on a general level than
there is to include the public in decisionmaking processes. The respondents
tended to downplay the - attr1butes of public hearings that are supposed to accrue
to the SDHPT and then eva]uated citizen benefits resulting from public hearings
more h1gh]y There was strong support for use of public meetwngs to secure pubTic
input. On balance, the data indicate thaf there is a preference for less formal,

more personal interaction with interested citizens.
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Recommendations

There seems to be no general concept at the SDHPT district level of the
ko1e of public involvement in the project planning brocess. In a given situa-
tion, two district officials with different perceptions of the rolerof public
involvement will evé]uate similar outcomes of the use of the same technique
quite differently. In this type of situation, there can be no consistent
evaluation of public involvement relative to general, statewide standards of
effectiveness.

If this is correct; then additional SDHPT‘policy statements to sdpp1ement
the SDHPT Action Plan should delineate in some detail the role of the public
involvement process in transportation planning. These policy statements can
serve as guidelines for district personnel to use in integrating input from
the public involvement process into the project p]énning process. In addition,
it is recommended that the SDHPT sponsor some type of training program for the
personnel who administér the public involvement programs at the distrfct level
so that they can be gi?en thejmdst effective and efficient means of utilizing

public invo]vemenf in project planning.
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Notes

1. A copy of this queétionnaire is available upon request from the authors.







CHAPTER TV
APPROACHING THE PROBLEMS OF EVALUATING
. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT TECHNIQUES

The public involvement process is designed to incorporate public interests
and needs into the planning of a new’transportation projeét or major facility
alteration. One of the major objectives of this processvis to provide the
widest possible opportunities for individuals and-groups to hake known their
particular concerns‘regarding a proposed project. Another related major objec-
tive is‘to have balanced, repreéentative input from a]i types of citizen
interests. Achievement of these objectives requires some means of evaluating
the effectiveness of the involvement process in eliciting inputs from all seg-
ments of the public and some means of analyzing the utility of‘various types
of involvement techniques. Generally, the problems invo1vediin such evaluation
and analysis consist of a very large number of interacting variables, many of
which defy quantificatﬁon.v This type of situation can be approached efficiently
by means of systems analysis. The purpose of the systems approach is to develop
methods, mathematical or otherwise, to deal systematically aﬁd rationally with
the quantifiable parameters of a problem and to providé arc1ear uhderstanding
of the situation at;hand as an aid to the decision maker for subjectively eval-
uating the intangibles which are present in most real problems. A systems

approach to evaluating public involvement techniques 1is presented in this chapter.

Basic_Steps in_the Systems Analytic Approach’

Systems analysis. involves the process of separating or breaking up a whole
system into its fundamental elements or component parts; Further, a detailed

examination of the system is made to understand itS'nafure and to determine
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(its essential features.1 In analyzing a problem by means of systems analysis,
it is useful to consider the following classification of elements:

1. 4 set of decision and state variables. The decision variables
‘are those over which the analyst has complete control and which he can
manipulate at will. The state variables are those which are dependent
on the decision variables and which, consequently, cannot be directly
controlled by the decision maker. Often, the classification of
variables into decisions and states is an arbitrary one. However,
once they have been so stratified, their behavior follows the stated
-pattern. This element is basically in the analysis phase of the ,
problem solution and the significance of each variable--that is, how
sensitive the problem is to its settings--as well as whether or not
the variable is quantifiable must be ascertained in this stage.

2. An optimization model. This solution element is necessary for
understanding the problem at hand. It involves both analysis and syn-
thesis and consists of the development of a conceptual model which is
sufficiently analogous to the real problem but which, on the other
hand, is simple enough to be amenable to quantitative analysis.

3. 4 measure of effectiveness. Called the objective function, this
measure is formulated as a means for evaluating the degree of success
or failure attained in fulfilling the problem goals. It relates var-
tous decision and state variables for the expressed purpose of ranking
the outcome of the different decision sets,

4.  Gemeration of altermatives and optimal solution. After the
problem has been formulated quantitatively, the sets of decisions
arrived at following a rational, systematic plan are evaluated by
means of the objective function, and the one producing the most desir-
able results is selected. The different sets of decisions are the
alternative plans of action and the selection of the most desirable
outcome constitutes the optimization phase of the problem solution;
the decision policy producing the best results is the optimal policy.
Frequently, a system cannot be completely optimized. Near optimal

~results are often extremely valuable, especially when the objective
function is not too sensitive to changes in the values of the decision
and state variables near the optimum. This phase of problem solution
is primarily a design phase.

5. Policy implementation. - This step involves the carrying out of
the optimal policy into the real physical situation. It constitutes,
in fact, the realization of the objective and the only reason for
having gone through the previous four steps. ‘Usually, because of
additional knowledge gained or because conditions change, the analyst
finds it necessary to recycle the process by returning to one of the
previous steps. This recycling is required in adaptive or learning
processes where newly acquired data permit the system to réfine itself

-~ and to adapt to a changing environment.?2
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This classification scheme will be used in the systems analysis of the
public involvement process. However, step 4, generation of alternatives
and optimal solution, and‘step 5, policy imp]emenfation, are properly func-
tions that can only be carried out in the field and will differ somewhat
for each particular project. Therefore, these steps will not be discussed
in this analysis.

" The Public Involvement System

The first step in the analysis is to delineate the system to be con-
sidered. In the simplest terms, a system is a set-ofvobjects of any kind -
together with relationships between the objects and/or between their quali-
tative and quantitative attributes.3 For purposes of this anaTysis, the
public involvement system will consist of two components as shown in figure
‘1. One component is the subsystem of activities carried out by the Public
Affairs Officer and his staff in processing information about a proposed -
project. The second component of the system is the subsystem of public con-
cerns about the project. The two subsystems are related primarily through
the public involvement process, which can be conceptualized as an information
flow and feedback process. The major input to the system is ihformation |
detai]ing the proposed project, and the major system output is a summary
evaluation of thefpeblic concerns regarding the proposed project. When the
system is defined in this manner, the public involvement precess consists of
the flow of information between the two subsystems. Similarly, maximizing
this information flow is a major systems goal.

In defining the system in this mannef, if is recognized that the public
invo]vement process has been greatly simp]jfied and thaﬁ severa] organizational

elements have been excluded from consideration. This simplification is needed
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to concentrate on fhe essential aspects of public involvement, especially those
that éan be quantified and evaluated in an objective fashion. Other components
of public involvement, such as the distribution of social power, have not been
included in the systems model because they cannot be directly quantified for

purposes of eva]uation; and because they are of secondary impdrtance when con-

sidering the effectiveness of different types of public involvement techniques.
The Set of Decision and State Variables for the System

The variables which the public affairs officer has complete control over
are the types of public invo]vement techniques that are utilized and the inten-
sity with which each technique is applied in a particular set of circumstances.
These variables, then, are the set of decision variables for the public involve-
ment system. The state variables for the system can be conceptua]ized as the
set of ways an individua] or group can be classified with respect to involvement
after a particular involvement technique has been employed. In this respect,
there are three major categories of outcome: (1) the individual or group
receives the information regarding the project the public afféirs officer
intended to disseminate, or does not receive it; (2) the individual or group
provides feedback regarding project concerns to the public affairs subsystem or
fails to provide suth feedback (that is, therindividua1 or group.becomes involved,
of fails to become involved); and (3) an individua] or grdup fee1s that their
experience with thevinvo1vement process is either satisfactory or unsatisfactory.
These are variables which depend on the types of involvement techniques employed
by the public affairs officer but which cahnot be directly cohfro11ed once a

particular fechnique is used.
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The Optimization Model for the Public¢ Involvement System

The set of state variables defined above can be further broken down and

ordered hierarchally to form a relevance tree of possible outcomes with

regard to involvement. Relevance trees are used to analyze systems

processes in which distinct Tevels of hierarchy can be identified.

or

They are

developed by carrying out successive identification of components at pro-

gressively lower 1eve]s.4 Public involvement is clearly a hierarchical pro-

cess. An individual must be provided information about a proposed project

before he can participate. in the public involvement procéss. He must have

some means of entering the involvement process before he can provide feed-

back about his concerns. Finally, he must become involved in order to

evaluate the involvement process. The hierarchical ordering of all

the

alternative outcomes forms a relevance tree that can be used as an optimiza-

tion model of the pub]ic involvement system.

A relevance tree is shown in figure 2. It has four levels and shows

five feasible outcomes from employing a particular involvement technique.

In order of increasing desirability, these outcomes are as follows:

1. An individual is not informed about the proposed project.

2. An individual is informed about the project, wants to provide

feedback, but is unable to do so.

3. An individual is informed about the project, but does not want to

provide feedback.

4. An individual is informed about the project, provides feedback,

but is not satisfied with his involvement.

5. An individual is informed about the project, wants to give feedback,

gives feedback, and is satisfied with his involvement.

In this relevance tree ordering, a distinction is made between those

persons who do not feel that the impact of thé proposed project is of suffi-

cient importance to take the effort to give feedback (outcome 3) and those
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persons who want to express their concerns about the impact'of the project
but are unable to do S0 (outcome 2); For example, a person who does not
want to take the time to attend a public hearing to express his concerns
would be placed in outcome 3, while a person who wanted to express his con-

cerns, but is unable to attend a hearing, would be classified in outcome 2.

The Measure of Effectiveness

In relevance treé analysis, it is frequently possib]é to assign numeri-
cal weights to the branches, which can be used to obtain quantitative esti-
mates of the re]atiVé_importance of elements on the lower levels df the tree.
In the case of eva]uatiﬁg the effectfveness of public involvement techniques,
the primary concern is assigning a set of weights to the“5 outcome categories
that indicate the relative effectiveness of a particular technique in pro-
ducing each outcome. One of the simplest and most straightforward quantita-
tive measures in this instance is the percentage of the target population
that is classified into each distinct outcome. The rationale for using these
percentages as weighté.of importance is as follows.

The relevance tree for the public involvement system_pfesents an exclu-
sive and exhaustive ordering for possible outcomes of the bub]ic involvement
process. After a particular 1nv01vement technique has been employed, every
individual or group in the target population can be placed in 1 and only 1 of
the 5 outcome categories'on the relevance tree. VThe use of an ideal public
involvement technique would produce a sitﬁation in which everyone in the
. target population cdu1d be placed in outcome 5. That is, as a result of
using the technique, 100 percent of the target population was informed about

the project, provided feedback about their concerns, and was satisfied with
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their involvement experience. Thus, the relative effectiveness of an involve-
ment technique can be evaluated primarily by the percentage of the population
who are categorized as belonging in outcome 5, and secondarily by the distri-
bution of percentages of persons placed in the other 4 categories. For
example, given two involvement techniques, the more effective is the one that
produces the highest percentage of population in outcome 5.

If two involvement techniques‘produce results that place the same precen-
tage of the target population in outcome 5, then the more effective technique
is the one that results in the greater percentage of the population in outcome
4.

It is also possible to evalute the effectiveness of_invo]vement tech-
niques in terms of how little they contribute to negative results. In this
approach, the ideal involvement technique is one.in which none of the popula-
tion (0%) is placed:in'outcome 1 (hot’informed about the project). Here,
given two involvement techniques, the more effective is the one which results
in the smaller percehfage of persons in outcome 1. This approach might be
preferable in situatioﬁs where no feasible technique is very successful fn
achieving the most desirable outcome or outcomes. Thus, if it is not possible
to maximize desirable outcomes, then undesirable outcomes should be minimized.

A third approach is tovbonsider certain_outcomes as_"desirab]é" and all
other outcomes as "undesirab]é;" For example, odtcome 1 (not informed about
the project) and outcome 2 (unable to provide feedback) may be classified as
“undesirab]e outcomes" and outcomes 3,4, and 5 may be classified as "desirable
outcdmes."p In this abproach, two different techniques are equally effectfve_if
they result in the same percehtage df the population in the "undesirable outcomes"

: category, or conversely, the Qame percentage in the "desirable outcomes" category.

‘ For analytical purposes, consolidating categories in this manner results in a
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loss of fnformation, and is not particularly recommended. However, this may
be an effective means of presenting descriptive information about the effec-
tiveness of various techniques after the ana1ysis is complete.

| It is also possible to use the relevance tree to measure the effective-
ness of involvement technique$ in ‘achieving the preferable outcome at each
Tevel of the hierarchical process. Thus, it is possible to determine which
technique is better in informing the public about a project, which technique is
better at getting individuals to want to give feedback, which technique is
best in getting individuals to enter the feedback process, and which tech-
nique results in mofe persons expressing satisfaction with their involvement.
To analyze the system in this manner, each branch of the relevance tree is
broken down into a set of smaller, one-level relevance trees. For example,
to eva]Uate the effectiveneﬁs of a particular technique in eliciting feed-
back, the relevance'tree in figure 3 is used. In thfs case, the measure of
effectiveness is the percentage of.persons who want to give feedback and

who succeed in doing so.

This last approach can be used to formulate a ”stepddwn" strategy of
maximizing public involvement. This strategy consistsAéf maximizing the
proportion of persons who follow the "desirable" branch at each hierakchiqa],
level. 1In this strategy, the first step is to ut111ze the technique or
techn1ques that are most effective in informing the pub11c about the pro-
posed prOJect,vfo1lowed by the technique that results in maximizing
the number of persons who wént to provide feedback. The third step is to
maximize entrance into the involvement process; and the fina1'step is to
utilize the technique that maximizes sat1sfact1on with 1nvo]vement This
strategy assumes that outcomes at Tower levels are independent of outcomes

at higher levels, which may not be the case. For example, the most effective
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Figure 3. One-level relevance tree for
evaluating effectiveness of an involvement
technique in eliciting feedback
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way to get persons to give feedback may be to tell them that'project changes
will be made in accordance with their wishes. However, this technique almost
assures that those persons who do not get the project changes they request will

be dissatisfied with their involvement experiences.

Collecting Data for the Evaluation Process

Evaluating the public.involvement process requires detailed information
about the target population regarding their social charactefistics, the degree
to which they are informed about the proposed project, and ﬁheir opinions about

Atheir‘invo]vement or lack of involvement. This is especially true in the case
of analyzing the effectiveness of involvement techniques by means of relevance
tree ana1ysﬁs, becauee the analyst must have information sufficient to place
the propek proportioh of the target population into each of the 5 outcome cate-
gories. Such information can probably be collected most easjiy by means of
sample surveys. An optimum strategy for conducting such surveys might be to
distribute questionnaires to those persons who participate in a barticu]ar
1nvqlvement:process, and to conduct interviews with a sampie of the target
population. A survey technique of this kind will be discussed in the next

chapter,

- Summary and Recommendations

System analysis is the process of separating a who]e.System into its
fundamental elements ahd is recommended for evaluating publfc involvement
processes. For"purposes Qf this analysis, the public invoivement system con-
_sisfs-of two elements: (1) the subsystem of activities cafried out by the
PubTic Affairs Officer and his staff; and (2) the subsystem of public concerns

about the project. The public involvement process consists of the flow of
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information between‘the'two Subsyétems. This simplification is done in order
to concentrate on the aspects of public involvement that can be quantified and
evaluated in an objective fashion. There are three major categories of
measurable outcomes: (1) the individual or group receives the information
regarding the project that the Public Affairs Officer intended to disseminate,
or does not receive'it; (2) the individual or group orovides feedback regarding
project concerns to the public affairs subsystem or fails to'provide such
feedback (that is, the individua] or group becomes involved, or fails to
become involved); and (3) an individual or group feels.that the experience
with the involvement process is either satisfactory or unsatfsfactory.

Public involvement is clearly a hierarchical process. . ‘An individual
must be provided information about'a proposed project before he can partici-
pate in the'pub1ic inVoTvement process. He must have some means of entering
the involvement procese before he can provide feedback about his concerns.
Finally, he must become involved in order to evaluate the thO]vement process.
The h1erarch1ca] order1ng of all the alternative outcomeS'forms a relevance
tree that can be used as an optimization model of the public involvement
system. In order of 1ncreas1ng des1rab111ty, these outcomes are as fo]]ows

1. An 1nd1v1dua] is not informed about the proposed project.

2. An 1nd1v1dua1_1s informed about the_proaect, wantS'to3provide
feedback, but is'unab]e to do so. -

3. An 1nd1v1dua1 is informed about the project, but does not want
to provide feedback

4. An individual is 1nformed about the project, but is not satisfied
with his involvement..

5. An 1nd1v1dua1 is informed about the project, wants to give feedback,
g1ves feedback, and is satisfied with h1s 1nvo1vement

* In this re]evance tree order1ng, a d1st1nct1on is made between those persons

who do not feel that the 1mpaot of the proposediprogect 1s.of»suff1c1ent_
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importance to take the effort to give feedback (outcome 3) and those persons
who want to express their concerns about the impact of the project but are
unable to do so (outcome 2).

The relevance tree for the public involvement system presents an exclusive
and exhaustive ordering for possible outcomes of the public involvement process.
Thus, the relative effectiveness of an involvement technidue can be evaluated
primarily by the peréentage»of the population that is categdrized'as belonging
in each of the possible outcomes. If'is also possible to evaluate the effec-
tiveness of involvement techniques in terms of how Tittle they contribute to
negative results, i.e. the ideal involvement technique is one in which none of
the population is p]acedAin outcome 1 (hot ihformed about the project).

| The analyst must have information sufficient to p1acevthe proper propor-
tion of the target population into each of the 5 outcome categories. Such
information can probably be collected most easily by meansrof sample surveys.

A strategy for conducting such surveys might be to distribute questionnaires

“to those persons who participate in a particular 1nvo]vemént-pr0cess and to

conduct interviews with a sample of the target population.
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CHAPTER V

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT EVALUATION
SURVEY INSTRUMENTS

Introduction

One survey instrument included in this chapter, called the random sample
survey, ié designed to be administered on a random Basis in an area where
public involvement activity has taken place and the other survey, called the
public participant survey, is designed for use with people who are known to
have participated in the SDHPT involvement process. The intent of the survey
‘instruments is to determine how many people know of their opportunity to‘
participate, how those who know find out, how many actually participate, what
kinds of participation they engége in, and participants' attitudes about their
_ participation experience.

The survey techniques for'eva1uat1ng public 1nv01vementAwere all field
tested. One public involvement questionnaire was distributed at a combinéd
Tocation and design public hearing held at Pearland, Texés. The other sur-
vey questions were used in.surveys conducted in Houston, Waco, and Beaumont.
Based on these,fie1d;experiences, the survey instruments presented below
are recommended for use by the SDHPT in eva]uating their'bub1ic involvement
process. The quest1onna1res are des1gned to be used e1ther per1od1ca1]y to
obtain progress reports on 1nvo]vement or as a single survey to be conducted
toward the end of a. project to determ1ne general conc]us1ons about the
involvement process. | '

If the‘self-evaluation technfque (described in Chapter VI) is used in con-
'junction with‘the sufyey ihstrumehts, the data from each-cah be compared so
that differences in-the-perceptiohs of participants and of SDHPT officials can
be compared For examp1e, SDHPT officials may conclude from their self-evalua-

tion that ‘there 1s 1arge sca]e res1stance to a proposed pr03ect while the
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survey instruments reveal that most respondents object to a particular feature

of the project but favor the overall concept. The indication would be that the
input segment of the public involvement process is not working well as evidenced
by the lack of communication of citizens' attitudes and valugs. Converse]y,vwhen
the compared data are similar, SDHPT officials will know thé self-evaluation

System is working well and that the public involvement process is working well.

The Survey Instrument for Public Participants

The survey instrument for public participants is designed to be administered
to people who have part1c1pated in the public 1nv01vement process. Some of these
people can be reached through their attendance at the SDHPT public hearing or
meeting. Any required follow-up contacts with public hearing and/or meeting
attendees can be faﬁi]itated by collecting names and addresses during registra-
tion. The SDHPT has the option of distributing questionnairés_at the hearing
and meetings or using the hearing and meetiﬁg registration lists to mail out
or personally administer questionnaires at participants’ homesw

Those people who neither attend public hearings nor meetings but partici-
pate in other activities can be contacted through mailing 1ists compiled at the
public involvement activities which they attend.

This survey instrument is similar to the random sample survey in that‘
both are designed to Tearn: (1) how participants beéome informed about involve-
ment opportunities; (2) what factors motivate them to partfcipéte;'(3) the num-
ber and kinds of involvement activities they participate in; énd (4) their
attitudes about the participation experience. In addition, both survey instru-
ments have questians built into them that are designed fo pfbvide the réquisite

data for relevance tree data analysis.
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The difference in the two surveys lies in their area of emphasis. A
large majerity of random sample survey respondents will be people who have not
participated. Since a very small percentage of the population participates
in public involvement activities, there»ié Tittle statistica1 probability that
meny participants will turn up in a random survey; Thenefore, the emphasis of
the random survey will be on non-participants. In recognition of this situation,v
the public participant survey is designed to get input from people who do parti»
cipate. By obtaining input from both sources, a. ba]anced evaluation from par-
t1c1pants and non- part1c1pants can be obtained.

The first ten questions in the survey instrument for public participants
askifor information about respondents' public hearing and/or meeting experience.
These<questiens are designed to determine whether the participant has public
hearing and/or meeting experience, and, if so, what the‘experience was like.
Questions 11 thnough 14 ane intended to obtain inforhation about other, non-
hearing and non-meeting, participation activities. In order to measure atti-
tudinal changes occuring as a result of the pnb1ic inVoivemenf process, ques-
tion 15 asks what tne initial feé]ing about the project was and question 16 asks

what the respondent's attitude toward the project is now. By comparing the
respenses to these two questions against reSpqnses to other questions in the
survey, it is poesible to measure the effect of various variables on attitude
change toward_eAproject (see Appendix A for example). Tne subsequent two
questions, 17 and 18, are ineluded to measure attitudes about the pub]ic
{nvo]vement protess The questions are directed to the 1nvo1vement process in
A‘general and are desxgned to measure att]tudes regardless of the k1nd of involve-
ment act1v1t1es respondents engage in. Quest1ons 20 through 24 are demograph1c
and socioeconomic in nature S0 that - part1c1pants character1st1cs can be iden-

| “tified. F1na11y, an open ended quest1on 1s presented ask1ng for suggest1ons
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}that wou1d 1mprove future pub11c 1nv01vement efforts.. Theiquestionnajreﬂis- '

- presented below

" able 17

~1%6_Eyb2¢e Particé@éﬂ?ﬁsﬁr?eymjji*'

1. How mcmy hzghway heamngs cmd/or meetzngs have JOM aﬁteﬁded"
| ,b[J" a1 2l 8] 41 5 or mom[] _' Lot
2 _-I f yeu have a'(;tended one or more hzghway heamngs or meetmgs, have you
busuaZZy favored the progect(s)" " Yes [] : No []
o 3 Have you spoken at a hzghway heamng or meetmg‘? Yes [1 1w [l
4, How did you fmd out about the hzghway heamng { s) and/or meet'mgs you ’
- 'ai:tended" (C'heck aZZ thav‘; apply ) o
| Heghway Hearmgs R i C’ommumty Meemngs'
| [] Htghway Deparhnent Hcmdouts [] Dwect Man |
S Rad'bo S ;_A‘.[] Calls to H'Lghway Department
[] Newspapers ' o - = . [] LegaZ Advertzsement
[] TV , S [] Organtza.ttqn"-*(p‘lease Give name)

' [] 4. Fmend

* '[1 Other (please describe)

5 ADzd you attend thw publze hearmg or meemng as a representatwe of' an
: orgamzatwn" ,_ ) | |

o orell Dl

3 ,6“.-'v :I f as- a member or representat'we of' an organ@zatwn, wer'e you a/an SR

.'{1) Offzcer [] - .3) C’ormnttee C'hazrmcm []

2 ) BOQI.’CZ Member 7 - 4) Other [] (please desembe)
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10.

11.

12.

Please check reasomns for attending this hearing or meeting:
[J 7o Listen

[]1 To Make a Statement

[] To Ask Questions

[]1 Other (please deseribe)

What other public hearings or meetings have you attended?

[1 city Council Hearings []1 Other (please describe)

[1 county Cbmmissioners

L] Planning and Zowing []1 vone
[1 sehool Board
How far did you travel to attend this highway public hearing or meeting

(approximately)?

[] Less than 1 mile [1 3-4 mites
[T 7-2 miles [] 4-5 miles
[1 2-3 miles | [1 More than 5 miles

How well did the Highway Department conduct the héariﬁg or meeting?
[] Good

[] Fair

[1 Poor

[1 other

Why ?

Have you attended any other meetings concerning the highway project?

Yes [] o []

If yes, were representatives from.the Highway Department. at the meeting?

ves [ mo []
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13.

14.

15,

16.

17.

How well were the meetings conducted?

L[] Good

-[] Fairr—

[1 Poor
L[] other
Why ?

Please indicate any other activities you took part in that were directly

related to this highway project. (Check all that apply. )

[] voting

[] Sending letters/telegrams

L] Proning people about the project

[] Other (please describe)

What was your feeling about the highway project when you first heard about

Tt?
[] Strongly Approved [1 Disapproved
[1 Approved - [1 Strongly Disapproved

[]1 Uncertain or No- Opinion

What is your féeling about the project now?

[] strongly Apprbvéd [1 pisapproved

(] Apprbued L] Strongly Disapproved

[] Uncertain or No bpinion |

Do you believe that you have had any ianuenceron the project pZans?

Yes [] No [T Don't Know [1 Uncertain [1 (please explain)

66




18. Based on your experience with this highway project, choose one of the

answers below and write the corresponding number in the box in front of the

question.
1. I strongly agree
2. I tend to agree
3. I have no opinion
4. I tend to disagree
5. I strongly disagree
[1 The highway project information I have recéived has been comsistent and
accurate.
[1 If desired, it.has been possible to persomally commnicate with highway

L]

[]

(1

[]

L]

[]

L]

officials about this highway project.

If destired, it‘h&s been possible to personally communicate with local
officials about this highway project.

If desired, ﬁﬁ has been possible to get directly involved in highway
préject planning. |

The pﬁblic has been well represented by those citizens who are parti-
etpating in high@ay project planning.

Attendance at heétings about this highway project has been small enough
to aZiow everybody to participate, if desired.

It has been possible to determine the progréss of this highway project
when desired.

Highway officials have been willing to make highway project planning
changes when requested by citizens.

Local, elected officials have been willing to make highway project

 planning changes when requested by citizens.
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L] The public hearing process has had an influence on the proposed project
planning. |
[]1 There was enough time to prepare for the highway hearing.

19. Occupation (please be specific)

20. Do you own residence [1 or rent []?
21. Educational- level attained: ‘
[] Finished Grade School [] Finished College _
[] Finished High Séhool []1 Graduate or Proféssionqi ScthZ
[1 Some college ‘ |
22. Which of the following applies to‘you?
a. [] 1. My residénce i8 located in project area
[1 - My résidence i8 Zocated near project areai

[1 3. my residence i located some distance from project area

b. [] 1. I own a business in the project area
[ 2. I own a business near the project area
[l 3. T owma business some distance from project area

[1 4. Does not apply to me

e. [1 1. 1 am“ehployed in the project area
[1 2. I am employed near the project avea
[1 a. I am employed some distance from the projéét area
[1 4. Does not apply to me | |
23. Ave you Male [] A of Female []?
24, What suggestions do you have for conducting public pafticipation efforts in

the future? (Leave adeuqate space for narrative response. )
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Data for Relevance Tree

In order to use relevance tree analysis, certain items of information
about respondents are needed: 1) whether or not respondent was informed about
project; 2) whether or not informed respondent wants to give feedback; 3) whe-
ther or not feedback occurs; and 4) whether or not respondent is satisfied
with involvement after feedback occurs. |

Respondents to the survey instrumént for public participants can be cate-
~ gorized in the affirmative for numbers 1, 2, and 3 in the preceding paragraph.
Survey questfons 10, 13, 17, and 18 provide ample opportunfty to determine the
proper category for number 4 in the preceding paragraph. - Because the neces-
sary relevance tree data is automatically provided thrbugh the use of the
questionnaire, no extra preparation time or data gathering cost need be

incurred to conduct relevance tree analysis.
Introductory Letter for Questionnaire

A cover letter intfoducing the SDHPT and explaining the purpose of the
questionnaire will be helpful in getting people to respond‘, The exact wording
of the Tetter will vary according to the manner in which the questionnaire is

going to be administered. An example is shown below:

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SURVEY

- The State Department of Highways and Public Transportation is conducting
an evaluation of public participation in the proposed
' (name of transportation project). We are trying to learn

more about involving the public in this transportation project and in future
transportation projects, and to do this, we need first-hand information from
people Tike you. ’ ’ ’ '




Please fill out this questionnaire at your earliest convenience and
mail it in the attached stamped, self-addressed envelope. Your responses
will be treated confidentially. We greatly appreciate your considerate
cooperation. :

If you have any questions please contact:
Name, Address, and Phone Number
- of Public Affairs Officer

The Random Samp]e Survey Instrument

By selecting a random sample of respondents comprising a particular min-
imum proportion of the project area population, it will be possible to deter--
mine with only a 5% probability of error, attitudes of the residents of the
project area. The first thing to determine is what proportion of the project
area population is aware‘of their opportunity to participate. Those who
knbw of their right to participate can be asked to answer additional ques-
tions about their involvement behavior, if any. Those who are unaware of
their right to participate can be asked questions designed to determine why
they are uninformed. By finding out how the former group became informed and
by finding out if faulty notification téchniques are the cause of the latter
group's ignorance, the SDHPT will have a better understanding»of their role
in involving peop]e'inrtherpublic participation process. |

Having learned how many people know of their opportunity fo participate,
the next step is to-learn who did and did not actually participate. Those
who did not choose to participate can be asked questions deSignéd to elicit
their reasons for not partiqipating. If the reasons are subject to the SDHPT's
"~ control, they can be.ana]yzed and, if,possib]e, corrected. - If the reasons are
non-SDHPT related, for.exémp]e, a respondent has no interest, no further

effort need be exerted to identify the problem.
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Those people who participated can be asked to idenfity the kinds of
involvement in which they engaged. By identifying each category of involve-
ment and acquiring participants' comments about each of these involvement
categories, a better understanding of the relative benefits and costs of each
kind of involvement will be gained.‘ It may also be possible to determine under
which conditions each kind of involvement is most beneficial.

Finally, a general analysis of participants' attitudes about their
participation experience can be obtained. This attitude analysis includes
identifying parficipahts' feelings ébout the project before and after partici-
pating, asking participants to evaluate selected ingredients of the involvement
process, and soliciting general comments about ways to improve the involvement

process.

Table 18

The Random Sample Survey

The first question to be asked in the random sample survey is: 1. Are
you aware of your opportunities to participate in the proposed transportation
project Yes [] o [] |

For those respondents answering "no" to question 1, the interviewer asks
question 2 and then switches to an alternate sufvey form A designed to discover
why respondents are not aware of involvement opportunities. This survey will
be described later.

For those respondents answering "yes" to queétion 1, the surveyor continues
with this questionnaire.

2. Do you favor thé proposed transportation project?

[] ves . [] vnecertain or do not know

[] mo
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3. Have you or any other immediate family member done any of the following?
A. Attended public hearing? Yes [1  No []

If no, why not? (please explain)

B. Attended neighborhood meetings? Yes [] No []

If no, why not? (please explain

This 1ist should inc]udé all of the public involvement activities made available
by the district since the beginning of the public invo]vemént process for the
project under consideration.

If none of the Categories in question 3 is answered "yes," then the sur-
veyor switches to alternate survey form B designed to discover why respondents
did not participaté. This survey will be described later.

If one or more categbries in question 3 is answeredv“yes," the surveyor

proceeds with this questionnaire.

4. What was your féelingvabout the project when you firet heard about 1t?
[1 Strongly Approved V  [1 pisapproved |
[1 4pproved | » [1 Strongly Disapproved

L1 Uncertain or No Opinion

5. What is your feeling about the project now?

[1 Strongly Approved [] Disapproved
[1 4pproved 3 [] Strongly Disapproved

[] Uncertain or No Opinion
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6. Do

you believe you have had any influence on the project plans?

Yes [] vo [] Don't Know [] Uncertain [] (please explain)

7. Based on your experience with this project, choose one of the answers

below and write the corresponding number in the box in front of the

question.

[]
L]

[l

[l

L]

L]

(1

1. I strongly agree

8. I tend to agree

3. f have no opinion

4. I tend to disagree

5. I strongly disagree
The project infbfmation I have received has been consisfent and accurate.
If desired, it has been possible to personally communicate with SDHPT
officials about this project.
If desired, it has been possible to personally communicate with local
officials about this project.
If desired, it has been possible to get direetly inboZUed in project
planning.
The public has been well. represented by those citizens who are partici-
pating in projeét-planning.
Attendance at meetings about this project has been émaZZ enough to allow
everybody to participate, if desired. |

Tt has been possible to determine the progress of this project when

 desired.

[l

SDHPT of ficials have been willing to make project plamning changes when

requested by citizens.
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8.

9.

[1 Local, elected officials have been willing to make project pZanning

changes when requested by citizens.

[} The public hearing process has had an influence on the proposed project

planning.

[] There was enough time to prepare for the public hearing.

Occupation (please be specific)

Do you own residence [] or rent []?

10. Education level attained:

[] Finished Grade School [] Finished College

[] Finished High School

[]1 Some College

11. Which of the following applies to you?

12.

a. [] 1.
(1 2
[l s
b. [1 1
[1 .
[l &
[1 «
e. [] 1.
[1 =
_[j 3.
[1 4.

My residence is located in project area.

My residence is located near project area

My reeidence is located some distance from project area

I own a business in the project area
I own a business near the project area
I own a business some distance from project area

Does not apply

I am empZoyed in the project area
I am employed near the project area
I am employed some distance from the project area

Does -not apply

Are you Male [] or Female [12
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Table 18A'

Alternate Survey Form A

Those respondents not aware of their opportunity to participate are asked

the following questions after question 2 on the random sample survey is com-

pleted:

1. How much time, on the average, do you spend each day using a newspaper,

the radio, ete?

Reading the Newspaper | Reading Magazines
—___Don't read the newspaper ______Don't read magazines
1-30 minutes ____ 1-30 minutes
_____381-60 miﬁutes , _____ 31-60 minutes
_____Over 1 hour h _____Over 1 hour
Listening to the Radio Watching Television
_____Don't listen at all _____Don't watch at aZZ
1-60 minufes ' ____1-60 minutes
1-3 hours ____1-3 hours
_____ Over 3 hours ___ Over 3 hours

2. Which newspaper(s) do you normally read at least 3 times per week? (please

list)
[1 None 2)
1) , ' , ' 3)
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[]
L]
[]
[]
[l
(1
L]

L]
[l
(]
(]

0

L]
L]

What sections of the newspaper do you usually read? (please check your

4 favorites)
General news (first section)

Comics

Sports

~ Women's Section

Business Section

Want Ads

Ann Landers or Dedr Abby

Entertainment

Advertisements

Other (which? ___ _ )

What radio stations do you usually listen to? Please check the one(s) you

listen to at least 3 times pér'week, and ALSO check the time(s) you normally

listen to each.

Station 7-9a.m. _ 9a.m.-Noon

List call letters and number appropriate to area.

Nbbn—ép.m. 4-6p.m. 6-10p.m. 10p.m.-on
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5. What programs do you usually listen to (please rank your first 4 choices)?

None - "Top-40" Music |
News _____ Country and Westerm. Music
Religious Programs ____ Classical Music

____ Sports Programs ____ "Easy-Listening"

___ Talk-Shows | _____ Other Programs

6. What T.V. stations do you usually watch? Please check the one(s) you watch

at least 3 times per week, and ALSO check the time(s) you normally watch each.

Station/Channel/City
7-9a.m. Y9a.m.-Noon Noon-4p.m. 4-6p.m. 6-10p.m. 10p.m.-on
[
[] ggég
87 8 8y
[J %E - O'§
ISEESTE NI SN —_—

7. Do you nérmaZZy -readrleaf'lets left at the door of your residence?
[] Atways [1 Sometimes |
[] Almost Always [] vever
8. Do you normally read adverz’;isements that arrive in the:mail?
[] Atways - L] Sometimes
[]1 Almost Always [1 vever
9. Do you normally read billboards within the city limits?
(] Alﬁays 7 | [] sometimes. -
L] Almost Always [] mever
10. Do your think that advertising the public involvement process would encourage
M to pdrticipate? ..

Yes [] vo [] - Sometimes [] Unsure []
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11.

12.

13.

14.

- 16,

16.

Are you aware of any promotional activities im the past year to encourdge

public involvement in transportation planning?

Yes []

vo [1

Occupation (pZeasé be specific)

Do you own residence [] or rent []?

Educational level attained?

[1 Finished Grade School -~ [] Finished college

L] Finished High School L] Graduate or Professional School

[] Some College

Which of the following applies to you?

a. []

[1

(]

b. [l
L]

1

L1

e. []
L]
(1
L]

1.
2.

3.

My residence is located in project area
My residence is located mear project area.

My residence is located some, distance from project area

I own a business in the project area
I own a business near the project area
I own a business some distance from the project area

Does not apply

I am employed in the project area
I am employed near the project area
I am employed some distance from the project area

Does not apply

Are you Male [] OPVFQMaZe []?

The preceding questionnaire has been used recently and proven highly success-

ful in helping to identify ways to better inform people about public services. The

- responses to this questionnaire will help the SDHPT identify mechanisms for inform-

ing people that may have been overlooked or not exploited with maximum effort.
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Table 18B

Alternate Survey Form-B ‘

Those respondents who are aware of their opportunity to participate but

decline to get involved -are asked the following questions after question 3 in

the random sample survey is completed:

1.

Would you favor increased public expenditures for city streets?
Yes [] No [] No Opinion []
Would you favor increased expenditures for publié transit?

Yes [] No [] No Opinion []

Would you favor increased public expenditures for urban highways?

Yes [] No [1 - wo opinion []

Do you feel that reéidents here are becoming more cZoéeZy tied to this
residential area, or are they becoming less closely tiedrto the drea?
[1 More Closely Tied

[] Less Closely Tied

[1 wo opinion

Do you feel that yoﬁ; as a member of an ethnic}group, are becoming more
closely tied to the ethnic group now than in ?he past? |
Yes [1 Mo [1  Not Applicable []

It does not matter what the outcome is concerning the proposed project, the
interests of the avérage person don;t matter.

[1 Strongly Agree [1 pisagree

[1 4gree ‘ . [1 strongly Disagree

[]1 o Opinion
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7. A leader must do what those he represents wish, vather than what he per-

10.

11.

sonally believes to be correct.

L] Strongly Agree [1 pisagree

[1 Agree [] Strongly Disagree

[] vo opinion

Fewer personal relationships and contacts with other péople in the Local
restdential area are essential in life today than in the past.

[] strongly agree [1 Disagree

[1 Agree ‘ 7 [] Strongly Disagree

[]1 o Opinion

The most rewarding organizations a person can belong to dre local, neigh-
borhood organizations serving local needs.

L] Strongly Agree [] Disagree

[1 4agree L] strongly Disagree

[1 vo Opinion

No doubt many persons outside the local residential ared‘are capable people,
but when it comes to chooéiﬁg a person to represent Zocai interests, I prefer
someone who is well-established in the neighborhood.

[]1 Strongly Agree L] Disagree

[]1 Agree [1 strongly Disagree

[1 o Opinion |

Do you belong to any organizations (including church)? (please list)
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12.

13.

14.

16.

1e6.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Do you presently hold an office in one or more of these organizations?
mone [1 2 [1 201 s[] 4[]
Do you think that people working in the following institutions are

responsive to individuals like yourself?

In state govervment? Yes [] vo [1] No Opinion [1
Federal government? Yes [] Nbv[] No Opinion []
Banks? Yes [] o [] va Opinion []
Public schools? - Yes [] vo [] No Opinion. []
Police headquarters? Yes [] vo [] Nb:Opinibn []
Unions? Yes [] vo [1] o Opinioﬁ L]
Welfare agencies? Yes [] No [1] No Opinion []

Do you belong to any organizations that neighbofs also beZonQ to?

Yes [] No [] Don't Know [] |

Do you help neighbors when needed?

Yes [] No [] Don't Know []

Do you contact e¢ity agencies to express concern about problems?

Yes [] No []  Don't Know []

Did you vote in the Zast,presideﬁtial election? (inserfvcandidates names )
ves [1 Mo []  Don't know [1-

Qécupation (please be specific)? _

Do you own residence [1 or rent [1?

Educational level attained:
[]1 Finished Grade School [1 Graduate College
[]1 Finished High School [] Graduate or Professional School

[1 some College
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21. Which of the beZowingAappZies to you?

a. []
[]
(]

| b. []
| ]
L]
i s

c. []
[]
[l
[]

1.

2.

3.

3.

4.

My residence is located in project area
My residence is located near project arca

My residence is located some distance from project area

I own a business in the project. area
T own a business near the project area
I own a business some distance from the project area

Does not apply

I am employed in the project area
I am employed near the project area
I am employed some distance from the project area

Does not apply

22. Are you Male [1 or Female []?

These questions have been previously used with success in identifying how

much involvement orientation respondents have. If the data from this question-

naire indicate that respondents are withdrawn from community activities and

socially alienated from their neighbors, it can be assumed that lack of parti-

cipation is not attributable to SDHPT involvement processes. If, on the other

hand, the data indicate that respondents are usually active in their neighbor-

hood although inactive in the transportation project participation process,

an attempt should be made to discover if the reason is due to matters within

the control of the SDHPT.

Data for Relevance Tree

Relevance tree analysis requires four basic kinds of information: (1) whether

or not respondent was informed about project; (2) whether or not informed
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respondent wanfs td give feedback; (3) whether or not feedback occurs; and

(4) whether or not respondent is satisfied with involvement after feedback
occurs. A1l four items of information are provided in the random sample
survey instfument. "As with the survey instrument for pub]ic'participants,

the necessary re]evancé'tree data are automatically provided through the use
of the questionnaire and no extra preparation time or data gathering cost need

be incurred.

Summary and Recommendations

The survey instruments provided here are recommended fbr-obtaining input
from the public regarding public involvement processes. One survey instrument,
called the Randdm Samp1e Survey, is designed to be administered on a random
basis and the other survey, called the Public Participant Survey, is designed
for use with people who are known to have participated in the SDHPT involvement
process. The surveys are intended to be used té determine  how many people
know of their opportuhity to participate, how those who kﬁOW find out, how many
actually participate, what kinds of participation they engage in, and partici-
pants' attitudes about their participation experience.

The Public Participant Survey begins with 10 questions about the respondents’
prior public hearihg experience. Questions 11 thrddgh 14 are intended to
obtain information ébqut other, hon—hearing, participatibn-activities. In order
to measure attitudinal Changes occurring as a result of the public involvement
process, question 15 asks what the initial feeling about the project was and
question 16 asks what the respondents' attitdde toward the project is now. By
comparing the responses to these two questions'agajnst responses to othér
questions in the survey, it is possible to measure the effect of various

variables on attitude change toward a project (see Appendix A for example).

83




The subsequent two questions; 17 and 18, are included io measure attitudes about
the public involvement process. These questions are directed to the involvement
process in general and are intended to measure attitudes regardless of the

kind of 1nvo1vement‘activities respondents engage in. Questions 20 through 24
are demographic and socioeconomic in nature so that participants' characteris-
tics can be identified. Finally, an open-ended question is presented asking
for suggestions that‘would improve future public invo]veﬁent efforts.

The random sample survey has 3 sections. The first section is adminis-
tered to those respondents indicating that they have been involved in the
project. This section is the same as the public participant'survey described
above. The second section, alternate survey form A, is to be administered to
respondents indicating no knowledge of their opportunity fo participate. This
form has been used recently and proven highly successful in helping identify
ways to better inform people about public services. The responses will help
the SDHPT identify mechanisms for informing people that may have been over-
Tooked or not exploited with maximum effect. ’

The third section, alternate survey form B, is designed for use with
respondents who know of their opportuhity to take part in public involvement
but decline tc do so.i'The questions are intended to determine how involvement
oriénted the respondehts are. If the data from this questionnaire indicate
that respondents are withdrawn from community activities and socially alienated
from their neighbors, it can be assumed that lack of participation is not
attributable to SDHPT invo]vemént processes. If, on the other hand, the data
indicate that respondents are usually active in their neighborheod, although
inactive in the transportation project participation proéeés, an attempt can be
made to discover if the reason is due to matters within the control of the SDHPT

and appropriate action can be taken.
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Notes

See P.K. Guseman and J.M. Hall, The Identification of Minority
Community Leaders for Invo]vement in Transportation Planning
(College Station, Texas: Texas Iransportation Institute, lexas
A&M University, Research Report 190-2, forthcoming).

Also, preliminary data from marketing surveys in Beaumont and Waco,
Texas, August, 1976 for Texas Transportation Institute Project
2-10-76-1052, sponsored by the State Department of Highways and
Public Transportation.
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CHAPTER VI
SDHPT SELF EVALUATION

Introduction

One of the major difficulties with conducting pub]ic‘fnvo]vement pro-
cesses during project planning phases of transportation projects is the long
time span encompassed. Maintaining continuity of involvement and public
interest in projects that have an eighf-:to ten-year development schedule is
a significant problem. The problem can be complicated by changing conditions,
such as new federal and state regulations, varying economic conditions, and
fluctuations 1n public attitudes, that require new project planning processes
and/or decisions. Changes in procedures and plans cén be confusing and frus-
trating to public pakticipants who are not involved in day to day SDHPT dis-
trict procedures and who may view such changes as arbitrary and as political
manipulations. Similarly, participants, such as newcomers to the‘area, entering
the involvement bfocess after it has been under way for sbme time may find it
~difficult to understand waht.has transpired prior to their arrival. These and‘
other complicating factors can occur throughout the project planning proceSs.
Unless SDHPT peréonnél identify these kinds of conditions and address them,
resentment and hostility toward the SDHPT can occuf, Théikesu1t may be manifest
in resistence to the SDHPT and to the plans for the proposed project.

The SDHPT must monitor its involvement process and evaluate citizen input
on a continuing basis to be more cognizant of public involvement problems. The
techniques utilized need not be time consuming or complicated. 'A technique for
continuous]y'mohitoring the various aspects of the involvement process and iden-

tifying possible problem areas is discussed in the following éection.
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A Technique for Monitoring Involvement Activities

The proposed technique consists of evaluating each 1nvo1vement activity
in writing, assembling the wr1tten evaluations in an organ1zed manner so they
are readily available for review, and entering data from all written evaluations
on summary sheets that condense information from many evaluations on to one page
(see Appendices B and C for sets of forms used in the_eva1uationvprbcess).

The written evaluations are done on two page Evaluation Forms that ask for

information regarding the input made by public participants, the positive and
negative results of the involvement activity as seen by the attending SDHPT
official, and certain background information about the participants. When

filled out, the Evaluation Forms are assemb]ed and organized by categories of

involvement activities identified by SDHPT district officia]s:as being those
most often used. For example, one category is involvement with civie organiza-
tions. Each time there is public involvement with a civic organization, an

Evaluation Form (For example, see Figure 4) is filled out and placed with other

civic organization evaluations. The success or failure of this particular kind

of public involvement activity for this particular SDHPT projeCt can be judged

by reviewing the assembled civic organization Evaluation Forms.

As each civic organization evaluation is completed, data from it is trans-

ferred to a Summary Eva]uation Form (for example, see Figure 5) which is a one-
page document containing information from all the civic organization evaluations.

By looking at the SUmmérz Evaluation Form, a reviewer can obtain a general picture

of the accomp]ishments of this'particular kind of involvement activity.

By monitoring the two-page Evaluation Forms and one- -page Summary Evalua-~

tion Forms for all 18 categor1es of public involvement engaged in by SDHPT offi-

cials, a comprehens1ve and deta11ed‘eva1uat1on of the entire public invo]vement
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process can be maintained for the full Tength of the project planning phase

of a transportation project. The 18 categories of public involvement are

Tisted be]ow.

Identifying Public Involvement Categories

In a questfonnaire administered to SDHPT district officials in January,
1976, 18 kinds of public involvement contacts were 1eentified that district
office personnel are most often involved with:

1. Civic Organizations

2. - Educational Organizations

3.7 Religioﬁs Organizations

4. Professional Organizations

5. Planning Organizations

6. The Press

7. Television

8. Radio

9. Affected Property Owners
10. Minority Groups
| 11. Ad Hoc Organizations
~12. Mini-Hearings
13. Fomral Pub]ie Hearings
14.  Phone Calls
15, Direct Contacts
16. Contacts with Local Officials
17. Media Presentations

Project Tours
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EVALUATION FORM

I. Organizations
A. Civic Organization

Date:

4 D Other

Name of Organization Value
DOMINANT RACIAL/ NEGATIVE RESULTS Sum'ary of Evaluations from FolTowing
ETHNIC COMPOSITION page) -2
1[ ] white
2[] srack -
3 D Mexican-American
' 0o
4 D Other
MAJOR FURPOSE - POSITIVE RESULTS I(Sunmary of Evaluations from Fo]]owlng
OF GROUP - page) []o
Industrial
1 D Develcpment
Commnunity +]
2 [] Development D
Community
3[] Service D )
. +

GEQOGRAPHIC ORIENTATION
OF GROUP

1{7] statewide
2[] citywide
3D Downtown

Local
4 D Nelghborhood

Figure 4.

Evaluation Form




NAME OF PUBLIC INVOLVEXENT CATECORY: PAGE 2

SDHPT - EVALUATION
(SDHPT's Evaluation of
: COMMENTS Significance of Inputs
AREA OF CONCERN (Summary of Inputs Made) Made)

NEED FOR PROJECT

FUNDING OF PROJECT

TYPE OF PROJECT

HIGHWAY LOCATION

ACCESS LOCATION

INTERCHANGE LOCATION

SYSTEMS PLANNING

GERERAL DESIGN

CORRIDOR DESIGN

AESTHETICS

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

OTHER

Figure 4 (continued) Evaluation Form
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SUMMARY EVALUATION FORM

4n0y9- 40
NOTLIVINITYHO

2 3 4

J1HdYY¥9039

dnoyy 40

3504¥Nd YOCVH

1 2 3 411

NOILISOdWOD

JINHLI/ WOV

1 2 3 4

INYNIWOG

+2

Summary Evaluation Form

Figure 5.

Civic Organization

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE
Organization”

A

-1

1.

=2

1]
i

$I5UBLANDIY Jo O | Q1.

19
18
17
16
15
14
13
12
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Evaluation Form - Second Page

The second page of the Evaluation Form Tists 11 areas that district

officials suggest'the public could be involved in. These include:
1. Need for Project
Funding of Project
. Type of Project
.Highway Location
Access Location
Interchange Location
Systems Planning
General Design

9. Corridor Design

10. Asthetics
11. Environmental Effects
It should be mentfoned that none of these categories received unanimous

recognition from the district 6ffic1a]s, but all were mentioned by some
officials. |

The SDHPT officiai filling out the form notes the main inputs made by
public participantsrrelating to whichever of the 11 categories of involvement
are addressed. The official also comments on his opinion ofAthe significance

of the inputs based on the context in which they were made.

Evaluation Form - First Page

The first page of the Evaluation Form varies according to the public

involvement category being dealt with; however, all first pages are similar

in some respects. Each provides space for a narrative summary of the negative
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and the positive results of the invé]vement activity that are noted on page 2.
In addition, all first pages include a subjective scoring column to provide a
numerical value for negative and for positive results.

The narrative sumhary is provided so that SDHPT officials can review
involvement activitiés-quick]y and easily. The numerical sUmmary is provided
so that a running total of each category of activity can be maintained and a
reviewer can get a general impression of the overall progresé of that ihvo]ve—

ment activity by looking at only one source of information, the Summary Evalua-

tion Form. The numerical rating system is- Timited to scores of -2, -1, 0, +1,
and +2. Since there is no objective way for different eva]dators to assign
compakab]e va]ﬁes to varying involvement activities, it seehs more re]eVant
to ask for broad judgments based on relatively few, clearly identified values
thereby increasing the probability that the ratings wi117makevmeaningfu1 dis~
tinctions. In. this scheme, -2 represents an extremely négati;e public impact,
and -1 represents any other level of negative impact. The O fepresents no
impact and +1 represents any lesser positive impact than +2 which represents

a very positive impact.

"Categories of Public Involvement

Involvement with Organizations

THe first page of the Evaluation Form differs for each:of the 18 public
involvement categories,beihg evaluated. There are fivé‘pub1ic involvement
categories that relate to involvement with other organizations: (1) civic
organizations, (2) eddcational organizations, (3) religious orgénizations,
(4) professiona1rorgahizations, and (5) planning organizations. The forms

for all of these categories ask that the dominant racial/ethnic composition
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of the group be indiééted-(see public involvement forms for organizations in
Figures B1-B5, Appendix B). Where more than one racial/ethnic group is poten-
tially affected by a project, it is important that care be taken to interact
with all ethnic/racial groups on an equitable basis. By recordingleach contact,
a profile of the invoivement of all ethnic/racia] groups wiii be available.

The SDHPT will be able to evaluate how successfully the various minorities

are béing contacted during the involvement process.

With the exception oi the religious organization form, the forms ask that
the evaluator indicate what the basic purpose of each orgahization is. This
information will make it possible for the SDHPT to determine which types of
organization within eéch involvement cateogry are being contacted. Civic
organizations genefaiiy exist to encourage industrial development, community
development, or community service. Even if these functions are integrated by
an organization in an attempt to provide all three functions, it is hrobable
that one of the three is emphasized and can be identified by the evaluator.

The value of making an identification_is the same as that of minority identi-
fication; the SDHPT will be able to evaluate how successful it is in offering the
various civic organization interests access to the involvement process.

For educational organizations, the purposes listed include educational
support, parent-teacher interaction, and ad hoc project interests. The same
conditions apply. The importance and value of making these identifications is
that the SDHPT is enabled to evaluate how successful they have been in offering
various educational interests access to the involvement process. For professibna] :
-organizations, purposes can include property development, community socio-economic
development, and neighborhood/comﬁunity maintenance. The purposes of p]anning
organizations may include ad hoc project related p]anning,'neighborhood improve-

ment, city improvement, and revitalization of downtown.
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Four public involvement categories relating to organizations require the
evaluator to identify the geographic orientation of the group. The four cate-
gories are civic organizations, educational organizations,-professfona] organi-
zations, and planning organizations. Knowledge of the hierarchical Tlevel of
interests being shown is one way the SDHPT can evaluate thersignificance a
project has for other.peop1e. Also, as the involvement process progresses, the

SDHPT can periodically review the Summary Evaluation Forms to determine if the

hierarchical levels that previously expressed interest are still being kept

informed about or being involved in the process.
Involvement with the Media

There are three public involvement categories that provide information to
the public via the mass media: (1) the press, (2) television, and (3) radio
(see Figures B6-B8, Appendix B). In some instances, the press and radio broad-
casting have an audience of primarily one racial or ethnic group. Therefore,
the form provided for each of those categories asks that the dominant racial/
ethnic composition of the audience be listed. This information will be helpful
in the 1arger metropoiitan areas where communication of information must be
conducted through a variety of media in order to rgach an ethnica11y and
racially diversified audience. As new developments occur or decisions are made,
the SDHPT can use the forms to be assured that all relevant groups and citizens
are informed and, equally important, that no groups or indfvidua]s are inad-
vertantly not informed.

The type of coverage provided is also of some interest for all three
involvement categories. By monitoring the humber and intent of editorials,
analyses, and new presentations, the SDHPT will be ab)e to “identify potential

information gaps caused by uneven coverage or slanted reporting. Supplemental
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information and corrections can be provided to maintain a balanced perspective.
By monitoring the kinds of media coverage provided over a long period of time,
insight into historiéa] reasons for attitudes towafd a prdject and toward
the SDHPT will be available. When media induced resistance or doubt is
discovered to be a problem, it can be addressed by informational kinds of
public involvement activities.

The time of presentation of Media material has significance for radio
and television coverage. Material presented on daytime shows and news broad-
casts will not reach most workfng people. Conversely, material presented

only in the evening will not be seen by those who work at night. By monitoring

the distribution of times at which media presentations are made, the SDHPT
will be able to identify audiences that are being missed or that require
specia]vattention. - For example, as it becomes apparent thatva particular
neighborhood or section of a city is going to be impacted by a project, the
radio station or stations that are most listened to in the aréa could carry
the heaviest advertjsing and most frequent public notices regarding the
project. |

The form developed for the press has two other information sections.
The first section is to indicate the type of publication and the second sec-
tion is to indicate the geographical coverage of the publication. Knowing
the frequency of printing and areas of dissemination will help the SDHPT keep
informed of the project related public involvement being carried out indepen-

dently of the SDHPT process. Knowledge of the content of these publications
will provide the SDHPT with input about public thinking regarding the project.

This will provide the SDHPT with a measure of the relative success of its

public involvement process. Misinformation or lack of information as well as
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positive and negativé attitudes regarding the project will be exhibited.

The intensity and sﬁrength with which these attitudes are felt and held will

be. indicated, in part, by the frequency of publication, the length of time
publication is maintained, and the geographical area covered by the publication.
This kind of indirect evaluation of the impact of SDHPT public involvement
processes is meaningful eVa]uation on the part of those who subscribe to the
policies of the publication. Care must be taken to assign no more or no less
significance to this kind of evaluation than‘is justified by the public support

it receives.
Involvement with Groups

Three kinds of groups often take a special interest in highway projects:
(1) affected property owners, (2) minority groups, and (3) ad hoc organizations
formed in response to the presence of a project (see Figures B9-B11, Appendix B).
Often these groups will be difficult to differentiate, For example, in a
minority neighborhood, properth owners may form an ad hoc organization to
protect their investments. There is an advantage to making distinctions between
groups. Most groups will have a primary interest. By identifying the primary
interest of each group, the SDHPT will be able to provide the kind of informa-
tion the group will be most concerned about over the full course of the‘project.
Rather than having to contact every group every time something new occurs, ther
SDHPT can_contaét only those that are likely to be interested. This procedure
reduces the number of contacts required by the SDHPT and reddces the number of
demands placed on the gfoups. It also helps insure{that those who are interested
in a particular aspect of the project are not overlooked when new information

regarding that part of the project becomes available.
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Differentiating the groups is best done in terms of their primary
interests. A minority group that is primarily concerned with protecting
its property values 1svrea]1y interested in the impact of the project on
property values and alternatives for minimizing negative impacts. A group
that is concerned with the decision making process that results in project
plans that have major impacts on a minorify neighborhood is interested in
being dealt with as an organization concerned with minority rights.

The evaluation forms for all three groups request that the dominant racial/
ethnic group be identified. In addition, the major purpose of thé group and the
purpose of the meeting is asked for. If several meetings are required with
a particular group, the information recorded will be helpful in assessing if
the meetings are satisfying the needs expressed by the group. For example,
if the SDHPT is interacting with an ad hoc organizatibn that is formed out
of concern for environmental impacts resulting from the project, examination
of evaluation forms frbm prior meetings with the ad hoc group will tell the
SDHPT whether or not it has actually been securing input as well as providing
information. Also, the SDHPT can determine if fo]?ow~up meetings to respond
to issues deVe]oped atrpfior meetings have actually been he]d, and if so,
how successfully the SDHPT was able to respond to the matters in question.
Finally, the forms will reveal the general condition of relatﬁonships
between the SDHPT and each group and indicate where public involvement

requires more emphasis. _‘
Involvement with Public Hearings

There are two public hearing categories: (1) mini—heérings and (2) formal
‘public hearings (see Figures B12-B13, Appendix B). Mini-hearings are suggested

as a public involvement mechanism because they provide a forum for communication
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that is free of the tensions and rigid requirements of the formal public
hearing process. In order to monitor the source of input, the mini-hearing
form provides a place to indicate the dominant racfa1/ethn1c composition of
each mini-hearing held. The SDHPT will be able to assure itself that equitable
opportunity for input is being provided to each gfoup{

The formal public hearing form is included even though there may only
be one formal public hearing per project; This form is included so that

formal public hearing evaluations can be collected over the course of many

-projects and a longitudinal record of formal public hearing evaluations can

be established, if desired.
Involvement with Individuals

Three of the involvement categories 1dentif1ed by SDHPT officials:
(1) phone ca113,,(2) individual personal contacts, and (3) contacts with
Tocal officials, probably occur much more frequently than other kinds of
involvement. The value of recording each accurrence of these activities is
dubious. Evaluation forms are provided, however, in case it becomes desirable

to record these activities on a random or periodic basis (see Figures B14-B16,

| Appendix B). For example, during periods of more intense project activity it

may be desirable to moni tor the purpose of cohtacts and the proportion that are
responded to’satisféctori]y. During the relatively Tonger slack periods of

project planning there may not be enough 1nteractiqn to warrent evaluation.
Involvement with Media Presentations and Project Tours

~The final 1nvo1vement cétegories are SDHPT media presentations and project
tours. The forms (Figures B17-B18, Appendix B) are ée]f—explanatory and basically
intended to provide the SDHPT wfth a mechanism fof evaluating how,we11 they are
reaching various groups of people.
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The Summary Evaluation Forms

The Summary Evaluation Forms are designed to be used both horizontally

and vertically (see complete set of forms in Appendix C, Figures Cl1 through

C18). The data from each public involvement evaluation form can be recorded

on one horizontal line. The overall pattern of evaluation scores, ethnic and

racial involvement, and other evaluation data can be ascertained by reading

the Summary Evaluation Forms vertically. There are no places for totals on

the forms because evaluation of this kind does not result in a meaningful

score. This kind of evaluation is simply a way to monitor activity over time.

The value to the SDHPT will not be so much in the evaluation of an isolated

involvement activity as in long run trends that reveal strengths and weaknesses

in the involvement process. For example, if group meetings consistently

receive high evaluation scores, the SDHPT will want to capitalize on that

fact by relying more heavily on that kind of involvement activity. If the

summary evaluation sheets reveal relatively little involvement on the part of

a minority group, special efforts can be taken to rectify the situation and

further monitoring will reveal whether the extra effort is successful.

While there are many benefits to conducting a self-evaluation process,

there is also a possibility that because the same personnel are conducting the

involvement process, some flaws overlooked in the involvement process will be

overlooked during the evaluation process. To mitigate this possibility, it is

desirable that people from outside the SDHPT also evaluate the involvement

process. The findings from both evaluations will be informative and a com-

parison of the findings will reveal differences in the perceptions of the two

evaluating groups. Therefore, it is recommended that the two survey evaluation

instruments described in the previous chapter be used in conjunction with the

above technique.
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Summary and Recommendations

A technique recommended for self-evaluation of public involvement pro-
cesses consists of evaluating each involvement activity in writing, assembling
the written evaluation in an organized manner so they are readily available for
review, and entering data from all written evaluations on summary sheets that
condense information from many evaluations onto one page.

By monitoring the Evaluation Forms and Summary Evaluation Forms for all

categories of public involvement engaged in by SDHPT officials, a comprehensive
and detailed evaluation of the entire pubiic involvement process can be main-
tained for the full Tength of the project planning phase of a transportation
project.

The first page of the Evaluation Form provides space for a narrative summary

of the negative and the positive results of the involvement activity recorded
on the second page of the form. In addition, all first pages include a subjec-
tive scoring column to provide a numerical value for negative and positive
results. The narrative summary is provided so that SDHPT officials can review
involvement activities quickly and easily. The numerical summary is provided
so that a running total of each category of activity can be maintained and a
reviewer can get a general impression of the overall process of the involvement

activity.

The Summary Evaluation Form is designed to be read both horizontally and
vertically. The data from each public involvement evaluation form can be
recorded on one horizontal 1ine. The overall pattern of evaluation data for a
particular form of participation can be ascertained by reading the summary
evaluation sheet vertically. The value to the SDHPT will not -be so much in
the evaluation of an isolated involvement activity as in the evé]uation of long-

run trends that reveal strengths and weaknesses in the invo]vement process.
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While there are many benefits to conducting a self-evaluation process,
there is also a possibility that because the same personnel are conducting
the involvement process, some flaws overlooked in the involvement process also
will be overlooked during the evaluation process. To mitigate this possibility,
it is desirable that people from outside the SDHPT also evaluate the involve-
ment process. Therefore, it is recommended that the two survey instruments
described in the previous chapter be used in conjunction with the self-evalua-

tion process.
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3 CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In 1973, the SDHPT issued an action plan which described public involvement
processes for- transportation planning. Responsibility for public involvement
is divided between the main office and the district offices. Although there is
a history of SbHPT public involvement effort which has recently been bolstered
by the Action Plan, there are no established methodologies or criteria for eval-
‘uating public involvement techniques. It is probable that some criteria exists
in the minds of district officials, and it is probable that certain factors in-
fluence public perception of what constitutes good and bad involvement techniques.
It is recommended that SDHPT officials accumulate and study the criteria by which
their persomnel and private citizens judge the quality of involvement techniques
in order to make it possible to develop evaluation methodologies that have rele-
vance for the SDHPT and for the public.

Two major tasks need to be accomplished in this study. One task is to iden-
tify and describe criteria by which to evaluate involvement techniques and the
other task is to identify and describe evaluation methodologies for applying the
criteria. Two sources of information are used for completing these tasks. One
source is the body of literature about public participafion which has been dis-
cussed in an-earlier report and will not be repeated here. The other source is

the attitudes and opinions of SDHPT officials and the public.

Public Attitude About>Participation

A questionnaire was administered to public participants to determine
attitudes about public involvement. Information provided by District Engineers

and their Staffé in another survey and demographic data from this questionnaire
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make it reasonable to conclude that the findings can be generalized to comparable
‘situations statewfde. ‘For these reasons, analysis of the fihdings can be
utilized to improve the pub]ﬁc involvement process to the benefit of both

the public and the SDHPT. The findingé'aﬂd implications are presented below.

Persons of middle and upper socioeconomic status are'overly represented
at formal hearings. This implies that the formal hearing is an appropriate
~ vehicle for communicating with this population segment which has the educa-
tional and experimental background needed to articulate concerns and to assimi-
late somé degree of technical detail within the format of the public hearing.

The majority of persons attending a hearing tend to own a home, a business;
or are employed in the project area anqrhave not attended a highway pfoject
| hearing before. This indicates that participants have a genuine interest in
~ the proceedings and that they should be accepted as sincere public represen-
tatives.

Because mﬁdd]e and upper socioeconomic groups tend to be over represented
at public hearings, careful assessment must be made of the degree to which
inputs from the formal hearing process represent the entire project area
population. Inputs from alternative activities representing other socioeconomic
and ethnic groups must be considered tbgether with the inputs from the public
hearing to obtain balanced information about the concerns of all population
segments.

The findihg fhat a significant proportion of hearing participants felt
. that it had not been possible to determine the progress of the project points
to the need for providing a continuity of information and feedback through-
out the entire length of the project.

~The finding that only about a third of the respondents felt that it
was possible to get invo]ved’in the project:p]anning process, if desired,

points out a need for allocating part of the SDHPT's time and resources
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for educating the public about the roles that individuals and groups may take
in the planning process, and encouraging participation by interested persons
lin positions appropriate for them.

Approximately a third of the hearing participants were not aware of
their opportunity to communicate with Tocal governmental officials about the
project. The implication is that the pub]fc is not aware of the fact that
the SDHPT does not make project decisions independent]y of local governmental
support, that the SDHPT shares part of the responsibifity for project deci-
sions with local officials. The SDHPT should publicize the position of the
local government toward the project and make the public aware of the role of
local officials fn project decision making.

Survey of SDHPT District Office
Public Involvement Activities

The distritt engineers were selected for interviews because practical
application of evaluation findings will be Timited to the degree that the
district engineers agree with the evaluation criteria used. If the district
offices are made-responsible for administering the evaluation process also,
input is necessary to insure that the evaluation methodologies are in a
format that facilitates their use by district office personnel.

%he responaents indicated that meetings with organized groups, newspaper
publicity, public hearings, public meetings, meeting with interested individ-
uals, and working with local officials are the most frequent]y used involve-
ment téchniques; The most preferred technique is a public meeting -that allows
relaxed discussion and interaction. Meetings with civic, educational, reli-
gious, professional, or planning groups, newspaper publicity, and working with

’ local officials are the three other preferred categories of involvement. It
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is reasonable to expect that these preferred activities will receive more
positivé evaluations by SDHPT officials.

Relatively few respondents identified negative results from public in-
volvement efforts. No involvement category was categorized a§ having completely
undesirable results. A1so'noteworthy is the fact that none of the points made
indicated that public involvement tecﬁniques hinder SDHPT planning. Most of
the comments described inconvenience or negative effects for the public.

The data indicated that SDHPT evaluations will be more positive toward
public involvement in decisionmaking that involves non-engineefing matters and
Tess positive toward pub]fc involvement that involves engineering criteria.
There was clearly a greater willingness on the part of the respondents to pro-
vide project information and solicit involvement on a general level than there
was to include the public in decisionmaking processes. The respondents tended
to downplay the attributes of public hearings that are supposed to accrue to
the SDHPT and evaTuatedrcitizen benefits resulting from public hearings more
highly. There was strong support for use of public meetings to secure public
input. On balance, the data indicated that there is a prefefence for less
formal, more personal interaction with interested citizens.

Approaching the Problems of Evaluating
Public Involvement Techniques

System analysis is the process of separating a whole system into its
fundamental elements and is recommended for evaluating public involvement
processes. For purposes of this ana]ysﬁs, the public involvement system
consists of two elements: (1) the subsystem of activities carried out by the
Public Affairs Officer and_his staff; and (2) the subsystem of public concerns

about the project. The public involvement process consists of the flow of
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information befween the two subsystems. This simplification is done in order
to concentrate on the aspects of public involvement that can be quantified

and evaliuated in én objective fashion. There are three major categories of
measurable outcomes: (1) the individual or group receives the information
regarding the project that the Public Affairs Officer intended to disseminate,
or does not receive it; (2) the individual or group proVides feedback regarding
project concerns to the public affairs subsystem or fails to provide such
feedback (that is, the individual or group becomes involved, or fails to

become involved); and (3) an individual or group feels that the experience

with the involvement process. is either satisfactory or unsétisfactory.

Public involvement is clearly a hierarchical process. An individual must
be provided information about a proposed project before he can participate in
the public involvement process. He must have some means of entering the
jnvolvement process before he can provide feedback about his concerns. Finally,
he must become involved in order to evalute the involvement process. The
hierarchical ordering of all the alternative outCOMes forms a‘relevance tree
that can be used as an optimization model of the public involvement system.

In order of increasing desirability, these outcomes are as follows:

1. An individual is not informed about the propoged project.

2. An individual is informed about the project, wants to provide
feedback, but is unable to do so.

3. An individual is informed about the project, but does not want
to provide feedback.

4. An individual is informed about the project, but is not satisfied
with his involvement.

5. An individual is informed about the project, wants to give feedback,
gives feedback, and is satisfied with his involvement.

In this relevance tree ordering, a distinction is made between those persons

who do not feel that the impact of the proposed project is of sufficient
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importance to take the effort to give feedback (outcome 3) and those persons
who want to express their eoncerns about the impact of the project but are
unable to do so (outcome 2)

The relevance tree from the public involvement system presents an exclu-
sive and exhaustive ordering for possible outcomes of the pubiic involvement
process. Thus, the relative effectiveness of an involvement technique can be
evaluated primarily by the percentage of the popuiation that is categorized as
belonging in each of the'possibie outcomes. It is also possible to evaluate
the effectiveness of involvement techniques'in terms of how little tney con-
tribute to negative reSuits, i.e. the ideal involvement technique is one in
which none of the population is placed in outcome 1 (not informed about the
project). |

The analyst must have information sufficient to place the proper propore
tion of the target population into each of the 5 outcome categories. Such
information can prebab]y.be collected most easily by means of sample surveys.
A strategy for conducting such surveys might be‘to distribute questionnaires
to those persons who participated in a particular invo]vement.nroeess and to

conduct inverviews with-a.sampTe of the target population.

Public_Involvement. Evaluation Survey Instruments

The survey instrunents provided are recommended for obtaining input from
the public regarding public involvement processes. One survey instrument
called the Random Sample Survey, is designed to be administered on a random
basis and the other survey, called the Public Participant Survey, is designed -
for use with people who are known to have participated in the SDHPT involvement
process. The surveys are intended'to be used to determine how many people know

of their opportunity to,participate,rhow those who know found out, how many
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actually participate, what kinds of participation they engage in, and
participants' attitudes about their participation experience.

The Public Participant Survey begins with 10 questions about the
respondents' prior public hearing experience. Questions 11 through 14
are intended to obtain information about other, non-hearing, participation
activities. In order to measure attitudinal changes eccurring as a result
of the public involvement process, question 15 asks what the initial
fee]ing’about the project was and question 16 asks what the respondents’
attitude toward the projecf-is now. By comparing'thevresponses to these
two questions against responses to other questions in the survey, it is
possible to measure the effect of various variables on attitude change
toward a project. The subsequent two questions, 17 and 18, are included
to measure attitudes ahout the public involvement process. - These questions
are directed to the involvement process in general and are intended to mea-
sure attitudes regardless of the kind of involvement activities in which re-
spondents engage. Questions 20 through 24 are demographic and socioeconomic
in nature so that participants' characteristics can be 1dentified. Finally,
an open-ended question is presented asking for suggestions that would improve
future public involvement efforts.

The random sample survey has 3 sections. The first section is admin-
istered to those respondents indicating that they have been involved in
the project. This section is the same as the public participant survey
described above. The second section, alternate survey form A, is to be
administered to respondents indicating no knowledge of their opportunity

to participate. This formhas been used recently and proven highly success-

ful in helping identify ways to better inform people about public services. | 3




The responses will help the SDHPT identify mechanisms for infofming people
that may have been overlooked or not exploited with maximum efféct.

The third section, alternate survey form B, is designed for use with
respondents who know Of their opportunityAto take part in public invo]vément
but decline to do so.2 The:questions are intended to determine how involvement
oriented the respondents are. If the data from this questionhaire indicate
that respbndents are withdrawn from community activities and socially alienated
from their neighbors, it can be assumed that lack of participation is not
attributable to SDHPT invo]vement brocesses. If, on the other hand, the data
indicate that the respondents are usually active in their neighborhood, although
inactive in the transpoftation project participation process, an attempt can be
made to discover if the reason is due to matters within the control of the

SDHPT and appropriate action can be taken.

SDHPT Self-Evaluation

'A technique recdﬁménded for self—eva1uatidn of public involvement pro-
cesses consists of evaluating each involvement activity in writing, assembling
the written éva]uation in an organized manner so they are readiTyvavai]ab1e for
review, and entering data from all written evaluations on summéry sheets that

condense information from many evaluations onto one page.

By monitoring the Evaluation Forms and Summary Evaluation Forms for all
categories of public fnvo]vement engaged in by SDHPT officia}é,‘a comprehensive
and detailed evaluation of the entire public involvement proéess can be main-
tained for the‘fu11 length of the project planning phase of a transportation
project. -

The first page of the Evaluation Form provides space for a narrative

summary of the negatjve and the positive results of the involvement activity
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recorded on the second page of the form. In addition, all first pages include
a subjective scoring column to provide a numerica] value for_negative and posi-
tive results. The narratfve summary is provided sorthat SDHPT officials can
review involvement activities quickly and easily. The numerical summary is
provided so that a running total of each category of activity can be maintained
and a reviewer can get a general impression of the overall process of the
involvement actjvity.

The Summary Evaluation Form is designed to be read both horizontally and

“vertically. The data from each public involvement evaluation form can be
recorded on one horizontal Tine. The overall pattern of evaluation data for a
particular form of participation can be ascertained by reading the summary
evaluation sheet vertically. The value for the SDHPT will not be so much in
the evaluation of an isolated involvement activity aé in the evaluationbof
Tong-run trends that reveal strengths and weaknesses in the involvement process.

While there are many benefits to conducting a self-evaluation process,
there is also a possibility that because the same personnel are conducting
the involvement process, some flaws overlooked in the involvement process will
be overlooked during the evaluation process. To mitigate this possibiltiy, it
is desirable that people from outside the SDHPT also evaluate the involvement

process. Therefore, it is recommended that the two survey instruments described

above be used in conjunction with the self-evaluation process.




Notes

See P.K. Guseman and J.M. Hall, The Identification of Minority
Community Leaders for Involvement in Transportation Planning
{College Station, Texas: Texas Transportation Institute, Texas
A&M University, Research Report 190-2, forthcoming).

Also, preliminary data from marketing surveys in Beaumont and Waco,
Texas, August, 1976 for Texas Transportation Institute Project
2-10-76-1052, sponsored by the State Department of H1ghways and
Public Transportation.

. Ibid.
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APPENDIX A
BIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF THE PEARLAND DATA

In addition to analyzing the data from the PearTand public hearfng in
univariate fashion, the data were examined to determinelif there were dis-
cernable bivariate relationships between variables. This ana]ysfs was con-
ducted by constructing two-way contingency tables using selected pairs of
variables from the Pearland questionnaire. A nonparémetric statiétic, Pearson's
coefficient oj'ﬁean square contingency, was used to measure the amount of

dependence between pairs of variables. This statistic is defined as

where T is the Chi—square statistic for the two-way contingency table, and
N is the size of the sample. The minimum value of R is 0, and the maximum

value of R is

R (max) = ~fLi;—L— < 1.0

The interpretation of R is similar to the interpretation of a correlation
coefficient. Va]ues of R close to O}indicate little relationship between
variables, while a value of R close to 1.0 indicaﬁes a very strong relation-
ship (Conover, 1971:177-178).

The results of the biQariate analysis are discussed below.

Relationship Between Number of Highway
Hearings Attended and Other Variables

One of the concerns expressed in the public involvement literature is that
pub]ic~hearihgs'tend to be dominated by "professional citizens," or activists

who do not necessarily represent local 1ntere$ts., This section describes
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the relationships between the degree of activism at public highway hearings
and other characteristics of respondents. The number of highway hearings
attended, as shown in Table A-1, was used as an indicator of activism in public

involvement in transportation planning.
Table A-1

Number of Highway Hearings Attended

(N = 84)

'Number of | % of Peop1é
Hearings Attending
1 52
2 21
3 17
4 2
5 8

Total . 100

Attendance at Highway Hearings and Attendance at Other Public Hearings

The distribution of the number of highway hearings attended by the num-
ber of other types of public meetings attended is shown in Table A-2. It can
be seen from this table that there is some relationship betWeen the number of
highway hearings attended and the number of other types of public hearings
attended. There is a téndency for those who have participated in a ]arger
number of highway hearings to have attended a greater number of other types of
hearings. The éstimated value of the contingency coefficient, R is 0.595, indi-
ates that the strength of this relationship is moderately strong. Thus, the
number of hfghway hearings an individual has attended seems to be a fair indi-

cator of his degree of activity in attending other types of hearings.
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Table A-2

Percentage Distribution of Frequency of Attendance
at Highway Hearings by Number of Types of Other
Public Hearings Attended

Number of Types of
Other Highway Hearings

Number of
Highway ' : _
Hearings 0 1 2 3 4 Total {No.)
1 7 55 30 9 0 100 (44)
2 6 65 - 18 6 -6 100 (17)
3 0 57 7 14 21 100 (14)
4 0 0 0 100 0. 100 (1)
5 0 0 0 43 57 100 (7)
Total 5 52 20 13 10 100 (83)

Chi square = 45.57, 16 d.f., significant at .05 level
R = 0.595 :

Attendance at Highway Hearings and Participation in Project-Related
PubTic Invo]vement Activities _

The distribution of the number of highway hearings attended by the number
of typesfof projebt-related public involvement activities is shown in Table A-3.
There is a direct relationship betwéen the number of highway hearings attended
and the numberlof types of other public involvement activites. A contingéncy
coefficient va}ue Sf 0.498 indicates a moderately strong tendency for those
persons who aftend a greater number of highway hearings to become involved in

more types of public involvement activities.
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Table A-3

- Percentage Distribution of Frequency of Attendance
at Highway Hearings by Number of Types of Other
Project-Related Activites

Number of Types of Other'
Project Related Activities

Number of
Highway
Hearings 0 1 2 3 4 Total (No.)
1 47 47 7 0 0 100 (45)
2 24 53 6 12 6 100 (17)
3 14 50 14 14 7 100 (14)
4 50 50 0 0 0 100 (2)
5 14 4. 29 14 29 100 (7)
Total 34 46 9 6 5 100 (85)

Chi square = 28.03, 16 d.f., significant at .05 level
R = 0.498

‘Attendance at Highway Hearings and Attendance at Other
Project-Related Meetings

The number of times respondents had attended highway heafings was also
broken down by whether or not respondents had attended other meetings con-
~cerning the proposed project. These results are shown in Table A-4. Examina-
tion of this contingency table indicates that there is a moderately strong
diréct relationship between frequency of attendance at highway hearings and
attendance at other project-related meetings. This conclusion is supported

by the value of the contingency coefficient, which is 0.568 in this instance.
Attendgnce,at Highway Hearings and the Sex of the Respondent

The distribution of the number of highway hearings attended by the sex of

the respondent is shown in Table A-5. There is a slightly higher probability
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Table A-4

Percentage Distribution of Frequency of Attendance
at Highway Hearings by Attendance at Other
Project-Related Meetings

Attendance at Other
Project-Related Meetings

Number of
Highway , :
Hearings  Yes : No Total (No. )
1 7 93 100 - (44)
2 65 ‘ 3B ‘ 100 - C(17)
3 71 29 100 (14)
4 100 0 100 (2)
5 86 14 100 : (7)
Total 38 e 100 (84)
Chi square = 39.93, 4 d.f., significant at .005 level
R = 0.568
Table A-5 )
Percentage Distribution of Frequency of
Attendance at Highway Hearings by Sex
_ Sex
Number of
Highway _ ,
Hearings A Male Female Total (No.)
1 77 23 100 (44)
2 76 24 100 (17)
3 85 15 - 100 (13)
4 100 .0 100 - (2)
5 100 0 - 100 (7)
Total 81 19 - 100 - (83)

Chi square = 2.81, 4 d.f., not significant at .05 level
= 0.181 '




that a pérson who has attended 3 or more highway hearings is male than there
is for a person who has attended 1 or 2 hearings to be male. However, the

value of R is only 0.181, indicating that this relationship is a weak one.

~ Attendance at Highway Hearings and Education Level

Distribution of the number of highway hearings attended by the education

level of respondents is shown in Table A-6. There seems to be a weak direct

~relationship between higher education level and greater number of highway

hearings attended, as indicated by the contingency coefficient (R = 0.253),
although it is difficult to find any discernab]e paftern in the table. The
weak relationship indicates that it is not generally possible to successfully

predict education level from frequency of attendance at highway hearings, or

vice versa.
Table A-6
Percentége Distribution of Frequency of
Attendance at Highway Hearings by
Level of Education Attained
Level of Education Attained
Number of ’ _ Graduate or
Highway Grade High Some College Professional
Hearings School School College = Graduate School Total (No.)
1 9 18 36 16 20 100 (44)
2 12 12 41 6 29 100 (17)
3 15 15 31 15 23 100 (13)
4 0 0 50 -0 50 100 (2)
5 14 29 29 0 29 100 (7)
Total 11 17 36 12 24 100 (83)

Chi square = 5.70, 16 d.f., not significant
R =0.253 - ’
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Attendance at Highway Hearings and Speaking at Hearings

A two-way t&b]é relating the number of highway hearings attended to

whether or not the respondent had spoken at hearings was constructed in order

to see if thére was a tendency for those who attended more frequently to make

some sort of_statement. From Table A-7 it can be séen'that the probability of

a person having spoken at a highway hearing génera]]y tends to increase with

the number ofvhearinQS-aftended. The major differéﬁcés in pfobabilityrof
speaking is between those reépondents who have attendéd 3 hearihgs or less (19
" percent have spoken) and resﬁondents who have attended 4 hearings or more (77 per-
-cent haVe-spoken); The contingency coefficient (R = 0.672) indicates that the
relationship between frequency of attending at heariﬁgs.and speaking at hearings

is a strong one.

Table A-7

Percentage Distribution of Frequency of
Attendance at Highway Hearings by Speaking at Hearing

Spoke at Hearing

Number of
" Highway s :
Hearings Yes No Total (No.)
1 11 89 100 (45)
2 35 65 100 (17)
3 29 71 100 (14)
4 50 50 100 (2)
5 86 14 100 (7)
Total 26 74 100 l (85)

Chi square = 19.63, 4 d.f., significant at .05 level
R =0.679 | '

121



Attendance at Highway Hearings and Attendance at Hearing to Make a Statement

One of the questions asked Pearland respondents was if their primary pur—r
pose_for attending the hearing was to make a statement. The distribution of
responses to this question by the number of hearings attended is showﬁ in
Table A-8. Examination of this tab]e‘indicates a moderate]y‘weak ré]ationship
(R = 0.298) betweén frequency of attendance at hearings and fhe purpose being
to make a statement. - Hére again, thé major difference in prbbabi]ities is
between those persons who have attended 3 or less hearings'(l9,percént
attended to make a stéfemeht) and those who have attended 4'or more héarings

(44-percent attended to make a statement).

Table A-8

Percentage Distribution of Frequency of
Attendance at Highway Hearings by Number
Attending Hearing to Make a Statement

~ Attended to Make a Statement

Number of . o
Highway B . :
Hearings Yes No Total : (No.)
1 87 13 100 | (45)
2 71 .29 . 100 (17)
3 71 29 100 - (14)
4 50 - 50 , 100 (2)
5 43 57 100 (7)
Total 76 24 - 100 (85)

Chi square = 8.30, 4 d.f., not significant
R = 0.298 : ’
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Attendance at Hearings and Feelings About Influence on Project Plans

Respondents were asked to indicate whether or not they felt they had any
influence on project plans. Responses to this question were cross tabulated
by number of highway hearings attended to see if there was a relationship
between the two variables. As can be seen from Table A-9, there is a moderate
tendency (R = 0.373) for feelings of influence on project plans to increase
and uncertainty about influence to decrease with the'increase in the number pf
highway hearings attended. The percentage of those who felt that they had no
inf]uence‘on project p]ahs does not show much patterning but fluctuates

between apprbximate]y 36 and 57 percent across the range of hearing attendance

frequency.
Table A-9
Distribution of Responses to the Question
"How Many Highway Hearings Have You Attended"
by the Question "Do You Beljeve That You Have
Had Any Influence on the Project Plans?"
Feeling of Influence on Project Plans
Number of ,
Hearings Uncertain or
Attended Yes Don't Know , ~ No Total
1 3. 16 25 44
2 4 4 8 16
3 4 5 5 14
4 1 0 ' 1
5 3 1 3
Total 15 | 26 42 83

Chi square = 13.430 with 8 d.f.
R = 0.373
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Summary of the Relationships Between Frequency
of Attendance at Highway Hearings and Other Variables:

Analysis of the data indiéates that the number of times a person has
attended highway hearings is directly related to the amount of 1nvo1vement
in other types of projéct—re]ated activities ‘and to the amount of ihvo]vement
in non-project related public involvement activities such as city council
meetings, county commissioner's meetings, and school board meetings. The
probability of an individual speaking at a hearing strongly increases with
the number of highway héarings he has attended, especia11y among.those indi-
viduals who have atténded more than 3 hearings.> A slight direct re]ationship
was found between the number of highway hearings attended and education Tevel
of the respondent. There was also a slight increase in the probabjlity that
an fndividua] who attends highway hearings is male with an increase in the
number of hearings attended. There was a slight tendency for mbré of these
individuals who had attended a'greater,number ofyhearings tO‘féeT'that they
~ had had some influence on project plans. '
The re]ationshipé between the frequencyrof attending highway hearfngs

and the amount of other types of public involvement activities give credence

to the hypothesis that public hearingé»are attended by "professional citizens,”
although it doas not prove that these individuals tend to dominate the hearings,
or tend to attend the hearings to advance some particular viewpoinf. There

was only a sTight tendenﬁybfor those who had attended a greatek number of high-
way hearings to do so,fbr the purpose of making a statement. The relationships
found in the analysis of various variables suggests that persons who attend .

a greater number of hearings are more likely to make an input into the prbject

planning process through other types of public involvement activity such as

124




through writing letters, telephoning others, attending other project-related

meetings, and attending meetings of local officials. This might imply that
these “professional citizens" tend to be experienced in utilizing the public
involvement process to inject their particular concefns into project planning.
This might cause project officials to over-represent the interests of these
individuals in the resultant project. However, this implication is not
supported by the data from the Pearland survey and wQqu require further study.
The relationships between frequency of attending highway'hearings and
other public involvement activity are strong enough that the number of highway
hearings an individual has attended can be used as a rough indicator of how
active the individual is in public involvement. Thus, an SDHPT hearing officer
can roughly estimate the activism of a particular participant at a project
hearing by asking him how_many project hearings he has attended. In addition,
if it is concluded that the input of>"professiona1 citizens" into the project
planning is out of proportion to that of other 1nq1vidua1s and groups, then
the number of highway hearings attended might be used to weight the input of
all participants in the public involvement so-that a balanced appraisal can
be made of all interests concerned. | |

Attendance at Other Public Meetings and Public
Involvement in Project Planning

In the previous section, a direct ré]ationship was'found between the
number of types of public hearings attended and the frequency of attendance
at highway hearings. Similarly, it is hypothesized that.those persons who
tendrto be activists, as measured by the number of typeé of public meetings
attended, will tend to be activists in other public involvement activities

related to project planning. This section. presents an analysis of the
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relationship between attehdance at other public meetings and degree of parti-
cipétion in various kinds of project-related public involvement activities.
Attendance at Other Public Meetings and Number of Project
Meetings Attended

Tables A-10 and A-11 show the distribution of the number of types of
public hearings attended, by the frequency of attendance at project-related
meetings, and by the frequency of participation in other project related
activities. Examination of these tables indicates a moderately weak direct

relationship between activism in other public areas and frequency of attendance

at project-related meetings (R=0.380); and a moderate direct relationship

Table A-10

Percehtage Distribution of Number of Other
(Non-Highway) Public Hearings Attended by Number
Attending Other. (Non-Hearing) Highway Project Meeting(s)

 Attended Other Highway Project Meeting(s)

Number of

Public , '
‘Hearings Yes No Total (No.)
0 0 100 , 100 (5)
1 33 67 100 (43)
2 19 81 100 (16)
3 64 36 100 (11)
4 75 25 100 (8)

Total 36 64 100 (83)

Chi square = 14.00, 4 d.f;, significant at .01 level
R = 0.380 '
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Table A-11

Percentage Distribution of Number of Other (Non-Highway)
Public Hearings Attended by Number of Other (Non-Meeting)
Highway Project Activities Engaged In

Number of Other Highway Project Activities

Number of
Public '
Hearings 0 1 2 3 4 (No.)
0 20 80 0 0 (5)
1 47 42 2 2 (43)
2 29 59 6 0 (17)
3 9 55 18 9 9 (11)
4 13 13 25 25 25 (8)
Total 33 46 10 6 5 (84)

Chi square = 28.76, 16 d.f., significant at .05 Tevel
R = 0.505

between activism and participation in project-related activities other than

meetings and public hearings (R=0.505). Thus, it can be concluded that there

is some tendency for persons who are more active in various types of public
involvement events to be more active in the public involvement process of

project planning.

Usual Attitude Toward Highway Projects and Other Variables

It was hypothesized that the attitudes that persons have about highway
projects in general would have a biasing effect on their att;tudes toward var-
ious aspects of the public 1nvo]vement process associated w1th the Pear]and

‘project. To test this hypothesis, two-way tables were cdﬁstrUcted using usual
attitude toward highway project as one of the variab]es; these tables are

analyzed below.
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Respondents were asked to indicate their purpose in atfénding the
hearing. Seventy-four of the 86 respondents, or 86 percent of the sampTe,
indicated their purpose was to listen, rather than to make a statement, ask
questions, br some other purpose. It was hypothesized that those persons
who usually favored highway projects would be more inclined to attend the
hearing to listen, rathef than to take an active role. Table A-12 shows the

frequency distribution of respondehts by their usual attitude and whether

Table A-12

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question
"If You Have Attended One or More Highway Hearings, Have You
Usually Favored the Project(s)?" By Number Indicating Reason
- for Attending Hearing was to Listen

‘Attended Hearing to Listen

Usually
Favor ' '

Projects Yes . ~ No Total (No.)
Yes 22 78 100 ) (65)
No . s 44 56 100 v - (9)

Total . 24 76 100 (74)

Chi square = 1,18, 1 d.f.,'not significant -
R =0.125

or not they attended-thevhearing to listen. It can be seen that there is only
a weak relationship between the two variables. The small value of the contin-
gency coefficfent (R = 0.125) indfcates there is only a s]ighf]y greater ten-
dency for those who uéua]]y favor projects to attend for the'péséiVe purpose
of Tistening to the proééedings.' This indicates that those persons who are .

pro-—highwéy construction are. almost as likely to take anvactiye role in the

proceedings as those persons who are anti-highway construction.
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It was also hypothesized that those individuals who usually favored
highway projects would tend to evaluate the public involvement process higher
than those individuals who did not usually favor highway projects. Respondents
in the Pearland survey were asked to evaluate their public involvement expér—
iences by indicating the amount of agreement they had with a series of 11
statements. The distribution of average responses to these questions by the
respondents' usual attitudes is shown in Table A-13.7 It can be seen that
there is some tehdehcy for those respondents who usually favor highway projects
to give a more pbsitive evaluation to the public invo]vement_pfocess. However,
the contingency coefficient value of 0.345 indicates that this relationship is

a moderate one.
Table A-13

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question,
"If You Have Attended One or More Highway Hearings, Have You
Usually Favored the Project(s)?" By the Average of Responses
to Eleven Evaluation Statements

Average Response

Usually :
Favor _ : :

Projects 1 2 3 4 5 - Total (No.)
Yes 15 62 15 6 2 100 (65)
No 11 22 33 33 0 100 (9)

Total 15 57 18 9 1 100 (74)

Chi square = 10.01, 4 d.f., significant at .05 level
R = 0.345

Analysis of the relationship between the attitudes of respondents toward

the way the Pearland pubiic hearing and other public meetings are conducted by

the SDHPT and the usual attitudes of respondents toward highway projects shows




similar results. As can be seen in Table A-14, there is some relationship
between usually favoring highway projects and the evaluation of the way the
public hearing was conducted. The contingency coefficient of 0.312 indicates
the strength of the relationship is about the same as that for the public
involvement process in general. However, as can be seen in Table A-15, the same
conc]usion cannot be made for the relationship between usual attitude toward
highway projects and evaluation of the way the SDHPT conducted public meetings
other than the formai hearing. The contingency coefficient value of 0.067
indicates almost no statistical relationship between the two variables. Since
~ there were only 3 respondents who had attended public meetings conducted by
the SDHPT and who were mdt usually in favor of highway projects, the sample

size is too small to draw conclusions from.

Table A-14

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question,
"If You Have Attended One or More Highway Hearings, Have You
Usually Favored the Project(s)?" By Evaluation of How Well The
Highway Department Conducted the Hearing

How Well Hearing Was Conducted

Usually

Favor

Projects Good Fair Poor Total (No.)
Yes 78 19 3 100 (63)
No 57 14 29 100 - (7)
Total 76 , 19 5 100 - (70)

Chi square = 7.54, 2 d.f., significant at .005 level
R =0.312 ,
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Table A-15

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question,
"If You Have Attended One or More Highway Hearings, Have You
Usually Favored the Project(s)?" By Evaluation of How Well The
Highway Department Conducted the Meeting(s)

How Well Meeting(s) was Conducted

Usually

Favor

Projects Good Fair Poor Total (No.)
Yes 70 27 3 100 ‘ (33)
No - - 67 . "33 0 ~ 100 (3)
Total 72 27 3 100 (36)

Chi square = 0.167, 2 d.f., significant at .05 level .
R = 0.067 '

The next relationship examined was that between usual attitude toward
highway projects and whether or not respondents felt they had any influence
on the Pearland project plans. It was hypothesiied that those persons who
usually favored construction would give input consistent with the SDHPT's
plans for the project, and thus feel that they had exerted some influence when
the SDHPT carried these plans out. The findings shown in Table A-16 Support
this hypothesis. None of the respondents who did not usually favor projects
felt that they had had any influence on project plans, while 24 percent of
the "usually favor" category did. Similarly, 78 percent of the "do not
usua11y favor" category felt that they had not had ahy,fnf]uence on project
plans, while only 46 percent of the "usually favor" category gave this response.
However, the contingency coefficient for this table (R = 0.226) indfcates that

the relationship between the 2 variables is statistically weak.
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Table A-16

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question,
"If You Have Attended One or More Highway Hearings, Have You
Usually Favored the Project(s)?" By Feeling of Personal Influence
on the Project

Felt Influence

Usua11y

Favor ~ Uncertain or

Project Yes Don't Know No Total (No.)
Yes 24 30 46 100 (63)
No 0 - 22 - 78 100 - (9)
Total 21 29 50 100 (72)

Chi square = 3.41, 2 d.f., not significant
R =0.226

Relationship Between Feelings of Influence on Project
Plans and Other Variables

Several two-way contingency tables were constructed to.aha1yze the
relationship between whether or hot respondents felt they had had any
influence on projectrp]ans and other variables. The results of this analysis
are reported in this section.

| The findings from the Pearland survey suggest there is a querate rela-
tionship (R = 0.574) between a feeling of influence on project plans and
positive attitudes toWard‘the public involvement. As can be seen from Table
A-17, those respOndentsvwho felt they had exerted some influence on project
plans were more likely to have a higher positive mean evaluation of the
_pub]ic involvement process.
There is also some'djrect re}ationship between feelings of influence on

project plans and having spoken at a public hearing, or attending the hearing
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Table A-17

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question, "Do you Believe
That you have had any Influence on the Project Plans?" by the Average
of Responses to Eleven Evaluation Statements

.Average Response

Have Had v

Influence ' 1 2 3 4 5 Total (No.)
Yes 31 63 6 0 o 100 (16)
Uncertain or ~ : ' :

Don’ t Know 19 23 46 8 4 100 (26)
No 2 64 18 14 2 100 (42)
Total 13 51 24 10 2 100 (84)

Chi square = 41.323, 4 d.f., significant at .005 level
R =0.574

for the purpose of speaking. It can be seen from Table A-18 that there is some
tendency for those persons who have spoken at public hearings to feel that

they have had some influence on project plans. The contingency coefficient
value of 0.389 indicates the relationship is a moderate one. A similar rela-
tionship was found among those respondents whose pukpose for attending the
hearing was to make a statement, as shown in Table A-19. The R value of

0.439 also indicates the strength of the relationship is moderate.

The findings_do not indicate any relationship between attendance at pro-
ject meetings, other than the public hearings and feelings of influence on
project plans. It can be seen from Table A-20 that the percent of those who
feel that they had influence is a]mdst identical between those respondents
who attended project meetings and those who did not attend. The R value of

0.085 reflects this Tack of relationship.
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Table A-18

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question, "Have you Spoken
at a Highway Hearing?" by the Question, "Do you Believe that you have
had any Influence on the Project Plans?"

Have You Spoken

Have Had )

Influence ~ Yes No "~ Total (No.
Yes 67 33 ' 100 (15
Uncertain. or A o C .
No - 17 83 100 (42
Total 27 73 100 (83

Chi square = 14.829, 2 d.f., significant at .005 level
- R =0.389

Table A-19

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question, "Do you Believe
That you have had any Influence on the Project Plans?" by Number
Attending Hearing to Make a Statement ‘

Attended to Make a Statemént

Have Had ' o

Influence : Yes _ No Total A (No.)
Yes | 33 | 67 100 (15)
Uncertain or ' v

Don't Know - 90 10 100 (42)
No 77 23 100 (26)
Total 76 . 24 100 (83)

Chi square = 19.848, 2 d.f., significant at .005 level
R = 0.439 :

N
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Table A-20

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question, "Have you Attended
any Other Meetings (Non-Hearing) Concerning the Highway Project?" by
Attitudes About Personal Influence on Project Plans

Attended Other Project Plans

Have Had '

Influence | Yes No Total (No.)

Yes 31 69 - 100 (16)

Uncertain or : o

Don't Know 24 76 100 (25)

No 1 33 67 | 100 (42)
(83)

Total N 30 70 100

Chi-square = 0.602, 2 d.f., significant at .050 level
= 0.085

It was hypothesized that those respondents who attended the Pearland
public hearing as representatiVes of organizations would be more likely to
feel that they had influenced project plans, but this was not supported by
the findings. Tab]e A-21 shows the relationship between organizational repre-
sentation and fee1ings of influence. While 40 percent of those who attended
the hearing as organizational repfesentatives felt £hey had influenced project
plans as opposed to 12 percent of those who were not representatives, the
Chi-square statiétic(is not significant at the 0.0531eve1 of probability, so
no conc]usioh about the relationship between the 2 variables can be made. The

R value of 0.077 also reflects a lack of re]ationshib.
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Table A-21

Percentage Distfibution of Responses to the Question,'"Did-you Attend
This Public Hearing as a Representative of an Organization?" by
Attitudes about Personal Influence on the Project Plans

Representative of Organization

Have Had :

Influence Yes No Total (No.)
Yes .40 60 100 (15)
Uncertain or o : : v ' :
Don't Know v 12 88 100 (26)
No ‘ 12 88 - 100 - (42)
Total 17 83 100 (83)

Chi-square - 6.989, 2 d.f. not significant at .05 level
R = 0.077

-

The Relationship Between Active Participation
~at _Public Hearings and Other Variables

It is hypothesized that there is a relationship between'active partici-
pation in public hearings_and other variables. The findings from the Pearland
survey were utilized to explore some of the areas where important relation-
ships might be found.' In this analysis, a respondent's having spoken at a
hearing was used as an operational measure of active participation in public

hearings. The results Qf‘the analysis are discussed below. _

Active Participation and Attitudes Toward
the Public Hearing

It was hypothesized that those respondents who actively participated in

the hearing would tend to give a higher evaluation of the process than those
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who were passiVe. To test this hypothesis, the variable "speaking at a
hearing" was crqss-tabu]ated against the mean overall rating respondents gave
to the Pearland hearing.. The results are shown in Table A-22. This table
offers some support for the hypothesis. There is some probability that those
respondents who have spoken at a hearing tend to rate the highway hearing than
those respondents who have not spoken. However, this relationship is only a

weak one (R=0.244),

Table A-22

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Questién, "Have you Spoken
at a Highway Hearing?" by the Average of Responses to Eleven
Evaluation Statements

Average Response

Have

Spoken 1 2 3 4 5 Total (No.)
Yes 14 55 9 18 ° 5 100 (22)
No 13 52 27 6 2 100 (63)
Total 13 53 22 9 2 100 (85)

Chi—square = 5.393, 4 d.f., not signfficant at .05 Tevel
R = 0.244

Active Participation at Other Hearings and
Active Participation at Highway Hearings

There is some indication from the Pearland survey that those persons who
actfve]y participate in other types of public hearings, public meetings, and
other project activities are more likely to have spoken at other hearings.
Tables A-23, A—24, and A-25 show that there is some tendency for those respond-

ents who have spoken at other public hearings, or other project meetings, or who
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have been more active in other public involvement activities to get to speak

at a hearing. The R values for these tables (R=0.226 - 0.394) indicate weak

to moderate'linkages between active participation in the public hearing and

active participation in-other types of public involvement.

Table A-23

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question, "Have you Spoken at
a Highway Hearing?" by Number of Non-Highway Public Hearings Attended

Number of Hearings

Have :

Spoken 0 1 2 3 4 Total (No.)
Yes 0 41 9 18 23 100 (22)
No 6 54 24 11 5 100 (63)
Total 5 51 20 . 13 9 100 (85)

Chi-square = 15.66, 5 d.f.

R =0.394

, significant at .05 Tevel

Table A-24

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question, "Have you Spoken at
a Highway Hearing?" by Number of Highway Project Meetings Attended

Attended Other Project Meetings

Have ,

Spoken Yes No Total (No.)
Yes 64 36 100 (22)
No 29 71 100 (62)
Total ‘ 38 62 100 (84)

Chi-square = 6.84, 1 d.f., significant at .010 level

R =0.274
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Table A-25

Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Question, "Have you Spoken at
a Highway Hearing?" by Number of Highway Project Activities Involved in

Number of Activities

Have

Spoken 0 1 2 3 4 Total (No.)
Yes 18 50 14 9 9 100 - (22)
No 40 44 8 5 3 100 (63)
Total 34 46 9 6 5 100 (85)

Chi-square =>4.61; 4 d.f., not significant at .05 level
R = 0.226 :

The Relationship Between Evaluation of How Well the SDHPT Conducted the
Hearing and Evaluation of How Well Other Public Hearings were Conducted

One of fhe problems of asking respondents to evaluate how well the SDHPT
conducts a public hearing is that different'individuals might use different
criteria for thefr evaluation. Thus, an individual who has not attended a
public hearing before might give the hearing a poor evaluation based on how
long it lasts and its seeming disorganization. On}thé other hand, a person
experienced in affending hearings might give the hearing a good evaluationsbased
on how efficiently the meeting was run. One means of getting around the dif-
ficulty of evaluation of hearings by different criteria is to compare how per-
sons evaluate the cbnduct of other hearings with thé wéy the SDHPT conducted
the highway hearing. This was done with the data from'the Pearland ‘survey,
ijth the results shown in Table A-26. It can be seen from this table that
respondents tend to rate the highway hearings the same way they rate other

public hearings. The contingency coefficient for this tab]e is 0.629,

- 139




Table A-26

- Percentage Distribution of Responses to the QUestioq, "How Well did the
Highway Department Conduct the Hearing?" by Evaluation of How well the
Meetings were Conducted

Evaluation 6f Other Meetings

Evaluatioh

of Hearings 1 2 3 4 Total (No.)
1 89 7 4 0 100 (28)
2 13 88 0 0 100 (8)
3 ' 0 100 0 0o 100 (1)
4 0 0 0 100 100 (1)
Total 68 26 3 3 100 (38)

Chi-square = 24.21, 4 d.f., significant at .005 level
R = 0.629 , :

'ihdicating that the ré]ationship is a moderately strong one. Thus, respondents
in the~Pearlénd survey who had attended other public hearings tended to rate
the highway hearing about the same as the dther hearings they attended.

The data in Table A-27 provide.sdme evidence that the use of public hearings
1s an effective means of developing positive involvement in highway project plans.
A higher percentage, 89%, of those learning of highway hearings at méetings
indicated a positive evaluation of the involvement prbcess aﬁbopposed to 61% of
fhose not learning of highway hearings at meetings. Also, a_gfeat difference in
the percentage of those with no opinion and negative opinion exists. Eighty-nine
percent of those with no 0pinion and all of those with negative opinions had not
heard about the hearing through a community meeting. The use of meetings prior |
to public hearings is no guarantee that the project will be accepted, but there
»is reason to be]ieverthat respondents tend.to‘haye a more positiVe opinion of

the involvement process when informed in a meeting format.
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Table A-27

Percentage Distribution of Respondents Who Found
Out About Highway Hearing(s) at Community Meetings
by the Average of Responses to
Eleven Evaluation Questions

Average Response

Found Qut
at Community : '
Meeting 1 2 3 4 5 ~ Total ~ (Neo.)
Yes 39 50 1 0 o 100 (18)
No 6 55 25 11 3. 100 (65).
Total 13 54 22 8 2 100 (83)

Chi square = 15.15, 4 d.f., significant at .005 level

The respondents' average of responses to the eleven evaluation question§
were also compared to several alternative means of 1éarning about public hear-
ings. The alternatives included: (1) highway hearings, (2) highway department
handouts, (3) radio, (4) newspapers, (5) TV, (6) a friend, (7) direct‘mai1,

(8) calls to highway department, and (9) legal advertiSement._ Highway hearings
and highway department handouts drew a better than average response, although
neither involved as many respondents as the category of community meetings did.
None of the other categories exhibited a significant relationship with attitudes
toward the 1nvd]vement,process. Many,-as shall be dfséussedAshortly, are asso-
ciated with change in attitude toward the project.

In order to obtain an overa11,§iew of the effect on participants of public
involvement activities, each respondent was aéked to indicate his or hér feeling
‘about the highway project when first learning of it gnd tb indicate his or her

feeling about the highway project now.
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Table A-28

Distribution of Responses to the Questions,
"What Was Your Feeling about the Highway Project When You
First Heard about It?" and "What Is
Your Feeling about the Project Now?"

Attitude : "First Heard" “Now"
Strongly Approved | 36 : 45
Approved 22 20
Uncertain or No Opinion. 12 1
Disapproved | | 1 2
Strongly Disapproved 11 - 12
No Answer 4 6
Total Responses 86 86

The distribution of responses to these questions were éompared to several
of fhe variables in the questionnaire to identify factors associated with change
in attitude toward the project. Ten variables were found to be associated wth
change. The majority of the changes were positive and mostvinvo1ved a change
from the uncertain or no opinion category to the approved or strongly approved
categokies.

Variable 1 responses seem to be consistant with data presented earlier in
this chapter. - The opinion of those usually favoring projects went up and the
opinion of those not usually favoring projects went down. The féctors associated
with cahnge in Variables 2, 3, and 4, handouts, meetings, and»lega1 advertise-
ments, improve opinions about 15% more than other methods of,pub1icizing hearings.

This is a noticeable difference but certainly not so compelling as to abandon

other methods. Those attending the hearing. to make a statement (Variable 5)
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Table A-29

Factors Associated with Change in
Attitude Toward the Project

Attitude Toward Project

Variable % Went Down “% No Change % Went Up
Usually Favor

Projects (N = 65) 3 69 28
Usually Do Not Favor

Projects (N = 9) 25 75 0
Learned of Hear1ng by _

Handout (N = 11) " 0 60 40
Did Not Learn of .

Hearing by Handout : ‘
(N =67) 6 72 22
Learned of Hearihg by ,

Community Meeting (N = 18) 0 65 35
Did Not Learn of Hearing

by Commun1ty Meeting ' , A
(N = 60) 7 72 21
Learned of Hearing By

Lega] Advert1sement :

(N = _ 18 47 35
Did Not Learn of Hearing

by Legal Advertisement

(N = 59) 2 77 21
Attended Hearing to Make

a Statement (N = 19) 10 85 5
Did Not Attend Hearing'to

Make a Statement (N = 61) 5 65 30
Attended Hearing to

Ask Questions (N = 20) 5 58 . 37
Did Not Attend Hearing _ _

to Ask Questions (N = 60) 7 74 20
Conduct of Hearing Was

"Good" (N = 57) 5 67 28
Conduct of Hearing Was

"Fair‘" (N = 0 79 21
Conduct of Hearing Was 3

"Poor" (N-= 4) 50 50
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Table A-29. Continued

Variable % Went Down % No Change % Went Up
Original Opinion Was

“Strongly Approved" (N = 35) 0 100 0
Original Oppinion Was 7

"Approved" (N = 22) 9 . 55 36

Original Opinion Was "Un-
certain or No Opinion”

(N =11) 27 0 73
Original Opinion Was .
“Disapproved" (N = 1) 0 100 0

Original Opinion Was
“Strongly Approved" : , v
(N =11) 0 v 73 . 27

Final Opinion Was
"Strongly Approved" '

(N = 46) 0 76 24
Final Opinion Was ,

“Approved" (N = 20) 0 - 60 ' 40

Final Opinion Was :
"Uncertain or No Opinion"
(N=0) ‘ -

Final Opinion Was )
"Disapproved" (N = 2) 50 50 B 0

Final Opinion Was
“Strongly Disapproved"
(N =12) . 33 67 0
Average Evaluation

Response "I Strongly

Agree" (N = 10) 0 90 10

Average Evaluation
Response "I Tend to
Agree" (N = 43) 2 - 65 a 33

Average Evaluation
Response "I Have No
Opinion" (N =17) . 12 71 ‘ 18

Average Evaluation

Response "I Tend to

Disagree" (N = 8) 25 63 13
Average Evaluation

Response "I Strongly : ,

Disagree" (N = 2) 0 100 0
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exhibit less of an increase in opinion than those who did not attend to make
a statement. Among those who attended the meeting to ask questions (Variable
6), there is a 17% greater increase in opinion than among those not asking
questions.

The remaining four variables deal with general evaluation of involvement
and the project. Among those evaluating the conduct of the hearing, the
largest increase in opinion is by those selecting the:"QOOd" category. Next
highest are those selecting the "fair" category. Nine'of the respondents
rating the heéring‘as "poor" increased their opinion and half of them decreased
their opinion. Original opinions about the project remained unchanged for
those who "stroné]y approved" and for those who "disapproved." Those who
originally "approved" increased their opinions 36% and decreased them 9%.
Significantly, none of the respondents who initially were "uncertéin or no
opinion" remained that way. "While none of the "strongly approved" respondents
Towered their Opinions; 27% of the "strong]yvdisapproved" category increased
theirvqpinion..'Final'opinions increased for those approving and decreased for
those disapproving. None indicatéd a final opinion of "uncertain or no opinion."
Those who averaged positive and neutral scores on the involvement evaluation
increased their opinion more than they decreased their opinion. Those averaging
‘"tend to disagree” lowered their opinion. While those who "strongly disagree"
had no opinion change.

In summary, the opinion of those usually favoring highway projects tends
to go up and the opinion of those not usually favoring highway projects tends
to go down. Publicizing hearings tends to improve attitudes about them with
meetings, handouts, and legal advertisements being the most effective mechanisms.
On the average, those who attend hearings to Tisten, make a statement, or ask

questions, tend to become more favorable toward the project. Those who initially
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have no opinion or are uncertain end up having a definite point of view

about the project with the majority becoming positively oriented.
SUMMARY

The data indicate that the majority of respondents; (1) are relatively
inactive in civic matfers, (2) rely heavily on the public hearing for receiving
and providing input, (3) have more than the average amount of education, and
(4) are predominantly male. 7

There is a positive ke]ationship between frequency of hearing attendance
and propensity to talk. Because few respondents attend hearings frequently,
it is reasoned that these few must talk disproportionately often in order to
produce the high incidence of talking. However, the data indieate that slightly
more than half of those attending in order to make a statement have been to
two or fewer hearings. Therefore, it is Tikely that hearings are not dominated
by a small segment of experienced civic activists. The evidehce'indicates
that the desire to exchange information is distributed across all the socio-
econemic levels represented. This finding tends to refute the claim made by
some public involvement critics that only special interest gfoups are served
by the public involvement process.

The majority of respondents appreved of the involvement process even though
only 18% said they felt they had exerted influence. Many respondents who -
usually favor highway projects attend hearings to become informed about the
proposed project. Having accomplished that relatively easy task and'being
reassured by the,hearing’efficia1s that the project. is a good thing, the partici-
pant feels no need to haQe direct influence and therefore can feel satisfied

with his or her involvement. The’key factor is that the participant be in
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favor of the highway project prior to the meeting. Those who usually favor
highway projects tend to evaluate public involvement processes highly.
Similarly, those who feel they exert influence tend to have a positive
attitude about highway projects and tend to evaluate public invoivement efforts
highly. Unlike those who do not feel they exert inf]&ence, the influential
group tends to speak at hearings more than average. The implicit and explicit

responses made to public participants' statements should be closely examined

to be sure that the positive attitudes associated with involvement are not
undermined by careless or ihapprdpriate behavior on the part of those receiving
the input.

Respohdents'attending project meetings and respondents acting as represen-
tatives of organizations have a greater tendency to feel they exert influence
on project plans than other respondents claim to feel. Since representatives
of organizations tend to attend project meetings more frequently and those

“attending project meetings tend to feel more influence, it is probable that
project meetings are more issue oriented in content than are hearings. Eval-
uationé of projeét meetings should be sensitive to the presence or absence of
conditions that facilitate serious discussion of issues.

Participants who tend to be active in civic affaifs tend to ihteract,
verbally, more than participants who have little prior public involvement
experience. " There is no indication, however, of civi¢ activists dominating
the hearing process. There is an indication that SDHPT public hearing parti-
cipants, whether they speak out or not, have little prior %ormal involvement
experience with the project. An effective pre-heafihg involvement program
would resultrin better informed and prepared partiéfpants.
| There is virtua11y no difference between those:who do and do not speak

at highway hearings in evaluating how well the highway department conducted
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the hearing. There is on]y.a s]ight difference between those who do and do
not speak at highway meetings in evaluating how well the highway department
conducted meetings. A direct comparison of how well the hearing and meetings
were conducted indicated that a majority who eva]uate the hearing as "good"
evaluate meetings as "gddd". The very close relationship indicated here
suggests that the participants' values and needs can be met with success using
both of these processes, even though hearings and meetings differ in character
and purpose. The data indicate that those learning of highway hearings at
meetings gave a higher'pefcentage of positive evaluations than those not learn-
ing of highway hearings at meetings. The use ofrmeetings prior to public
hearings is no guarantee than projects wi]i be accepted, but thefe is reason
to believe that respondents tend to have a more positive opinion of the involve-
ment process when involved in a meeting format.

By comparing initial and current project related attitudes to each other,
it was determined that ihose usually favoring highway prqjects tend to increase
their approval and those not usually favoring highway projects tend to increase
their disapproval. It was also learned that publicizing hearings tends to
improve attitudes about hearings with meetings, handouts, and legal advertise-
ments being the most effective mechanisms. On the average, those attending
hearings to Tisten, make a statement, or ask questions, tend to beeome more
favorable toward the project. Those who initially have no opinion or are un-
ceftain end up having a definite point of view about the project with the majority

becoming positively oriented.
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APPENDIX B

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT EVALUATION FORMS
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EVALUATION FORM

4 D Other

1. Organizations Date:
A. Civic Organization
Name of Organization - Value
DOMINANT RACIAL/ NEGATIVE RESULTS f(Sunmary of Evaluations from Following
ETHNIC COMPOSITION page) _2
1 [Jwnite
2 [] srack R
3 D Mexican-American
o
4[] other
MAJOR PURPOSE POSITIVE RESULTS J(Sunmary of Evaluations from following
OF GROUP — page) o
Industrial
! D Develcpment .
Community +]
2 D Development : D
Community
3[] Service D )
- +

GEOGRAPHIC QRIENTATION
OF GROUP :

1[7] statewide
2[J citywide

3 D Downtown

4 D hgggt]\borhood

Figure B-1. Civic Organization Involvement Form
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EVALUATION FORM

I. Organizations
B. Educational Organization

Name of Organization

" Date:

Value

DOMINANT RACIAL/
ETHNIC COMPOSITION

1[] white
ZD'Black
3[:] Mexican-Amekicaﬁ

4 D Other

NEGATIVE RESULTS

page)

l(Summary of Evaluations from Following

PURPQSE OF
ORGANIZATION

Educational
1[:] Support

Parent-Teacher
2[] Interaction

- Ad Hoc Project
3[:] Orientation

4[:] Other

POSITIVE RESULTS

(Summary of Evaluations from Following |

page)

GEOGRAPHIC QRIENTATIOI
OF GROUP :

l[:} Statewide
2] city/Countywide

3[:] Project Area

Figure B-2. Educational Organizatibn InvoTvement Form
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EVALUATION FORM

I. Orgnaizations
C. Religious Organization

Name of Organization

Date:

Value

DOMINANT RACIAL/
ETHNIC COMPOSITION

1[] wnite
2[] slack
3 [:] Mexfcan-American

4 [:] Other

NEGATIVE RESULTS

(Summary of Evaluations from Following
page)

[::] -2

AFFILIATION

J

1] catnotic

2[:] Jewish

3[:] Protestant

4[:] Other

POSITIVE RESULTS

{Summary of Evaluations from Following
page)

TYPE OF GROUP

l[:] Congregation

Assoctation of
2[:] Congregations

Association of
3[:] Religious Leaders

P Church Socia
Group

. Figure B—3; Religious Organization Evaluation Form

Church Service
5 [:]Group ’

0
O
o
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EVALUATION FORM

1. Organizations - Date:
D. Professional Organization :

Name-of Organization

Value

DOMINANT RACIAL/
ETHNIC COMPOSITTON |

1 [7] White'
2 [] s1ack
3] Mexican-American]

‘4[] other

NEGATIVE RESULTS J(Sunmary of Evaluations from'folrowing:

page)_

D_z

Jn

PURPQSE. OF
ORGANIZATION

)
2'[:]
0

POSITIVE RESULTS I(Summary of Evaluations from following

Property
Development

Community
Socioeconomic
Development -

Neighborhood/
Community
Development .

Other

page)

AL

A [+

GEOGRAPHIC ORIENTATION
OF GROUP

'

2]
3]
0

National Level
State or
Regional Level
Sub-State or

Sub-Regional
Level

Local Level

"Figure B-4.

Professional Organization Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION FORM

f. Organizations . Date:
E. Planning Organization

—Name of Organization Value

ETHNIC COMPOSITION page)
1 [7] white
2 [] srack - . : -

DOMINANT RACIAL/ NEGATIVE RESULTS I(Sun'mary of Evaluations from following
-

3 D Mexican-American

4 D Other

PURPOSE OF POSITIVE RESULTS ](Sunmary of Evaluations frofn following
ORGANIZATION - . page) ; D 0

Neighborhood
1 D lmprovemen'g

2 D City Improvement D"l

Revitalization
3 D of Downtown

4 D Other

GEOGRAPHIC
ORIENTATION

1 D Statewide
2 [7] citywide
3 D Downtown

Local Area or
4[] Neighborhood

Figure B-5. Planning Organi'zatioh Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION FORM

II. Media Publicity
A. The Press

Name of Organization

Date:

Value

DOMINANT RACIAL/
ETHNIC COMPOSITION
OF READERSHIP

1 [:] White

NEGATIVE RESULTS

](Sunmary of kvaluations from following
page)

2 [] srack 0
3 [:] Mexican-American
o
4‘[:3 Other
TYPE OF COVERAGE POSITIVE RESULTS I(gggggry of Evaluations from following
| 1o
1 D Editorial .
. [:] +1
2 [:] News Article
3 [:] News Analysis
[J+2

4 [:] Paid Notice

TYPE OF PUBLICATION

1 [:] Newspaper

2 [] Newsletter -

3 [:] Leaflet

Figure B-6.

GEOGRAPHICAL COVERAGE
1{] city/Countywide
tocal Area or
2 [:] Neighborhood
Name of Area

The

Press Evaluation Form

155




EVALUATION FORM

I1. Media Publicity Date:
B. Television
Name of Organization . ) - Value
TYPE OF COVERAGE NEGATIVE ResuLts  [(Sunmary of Evaluation from foTlowing
: page
-2
1[7] editorial
2] Newstory nE!
3] wotice
o
4[] Presentation
TIME OF PRESENTATION POSITIVE RESULTS ]‘g:g’sw of Evaluation from following _
. [Jo
1[_] Morning
2] oon [+
3[7] Afternoon ,

4[] Evening

Figure B-7. Television Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION FORM

Presentation on
4D Local Community
Interest Show

I1. Media Publicity Date:
- €. Radio :
Name of Organization . Value
DOMINANT RACIAL/ NEGATIVE RESULTS J(Summary of Evaluations from following
ETHNIC COMPOSITION page .2
1] white
2[] Brack L1
3[:] Mexican-American
‘ 0o
4[] other
TYPE OF COVERASE POSITIVE RESULTS (ggggjry of Evaluations from following
D 0
1] editorial
2[7] Newstory Dﬂ
3[] Notice
(1

TIME OF PRESENTATION
ID Morning

2] moon

3[] Afternoon

4[] Evening

Figure B-8. Radio Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION FORM

1. Public Small Group Meetings Date:
A. Affected Property Owners ’

Name of Organization Value

DOMINANT RACIAL/ NEGATIVE RESULTS
ETHNIC COMPOSITION

1[] white
2[] srack 1 : -

J(Sunmary of tvaluation from following
page) : )

3[_—_] Mexican-American

‘4[] other

MAJOR PURPOSE POSITIVE RESULTS ](Summary of Evaluation from following )
OF MEETING page) O

To Provide
1] information to
Property Owners )
To Secure Input B ™
2[] From Property : . 1 0w
Owners

To Respond- to
3[:] Matters Developed ] .

at Earlier 42

Meeting D

Figure B-9. " Affected Property Owners Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION FORM

III. Public Meetings Date:
8. Minority Groups .

Name of Organization

MINORITY GROUP NEGATIVE RESULTS J (zzgg;ry of evaluations from following

1 [:] Black

2 [ ] Mexican American

3 [:] QOther
MAJOR PURPOSE OF . - POSITIVE RESﬁLTS I {Summary of evaluations from following
GROUP ‘page)

Develop and

1 [] Maintain
Neighborhood
Develop and Main-

2 [ tain civil Rights
Develop and Main-|
tain Socio-

3 [:] economic Improve-|
ment

Ad Hoc Group
4 [:] Oriented to Pro-

Ject

MAJOR PURPOSE OF
MEETING

. Meeting to Pro-
1 [] vide project .
Information

Heeting to

2 [:] Secure Input
About Project
Follow-up Meeting

3 [:] to Respond to
Hatters Developed
at Earlier
Meeting

Figure B-10. Minority Groups Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION FORH

111, Public Meetings Date:
C. Ad Hoc Organization

Name of Organization

DOMINANT RACIAL/ " NEGATIVE RESULTS J (Summary of evaluations from fonow'ing
ETHNIC COMPOSITION _ : page) ’ . [:} .2

¥ [] white
2 [Jetack , ' , ‘ R

3 D Mexican American

4 D Other

MAJOR PURPOSE OF POSITIVE RESULTS l (Summary of evaluations from following
GROUP : " page) g o

1M Neighhorhood
Maintenance

Ethnic/Minority . +
2 D Protection ) : D

Protection of ) )
3 D Business Inter- .
ests » [:] +?

Environmental
4 D Concern

MAJOR PURPOSE OF
MEETING

Provide Project '
1 D Information

) Secure Input
2 [] About Group's
Concerns

Respond to Mat-
3 D ters Developed

at Earlier

Meeting

Figure B-11. Ad Hoc Organization Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION FORM

IV. Public Hearings Pate:
A. Mini-Hearings :

Name of Organization

DOMINANT RACIAL/ NEGATIVE RESULTS ](Summary of evaluations from following
ETHRIC COMPOSITION . page) -

1 [ wnite
2 [:] Black ] . | [:] -1

3 [:] Mexican American

4 [:] Other

PUR?OSE 0? HEARINGA APQSIT(VE RESULTS ](Summary of evaluations from following

page) o

Discussion of a
particular pro-
- £:] Ject related
subject
Discussion withid . +1
2 [:] a particular geo [:]
graphic area

General discus-
3 [:] sfon forum

4 [:] Other

Figure B-12. Mini-Hearings Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION FORM

IV. Public Hearings Date:
- B. Formal Public Hearing .

Name of Organization

| .

‘ DOMINANT RACIAL/ NEGATIVE RESULTS J (Summary of evaluations from following

3 ETHNIC COMPOSITION page) D 22
| 1 [] wnite

| .

| : : -1
} 2 [] Black o : : : _[:]

|

| 3 [] Mexican American

1 o
| 4 [] other

} POSITIVE RESULTS ] (Sumnt;ry of evaluations from following

| page . 0
1 . - |H

| ]

%

i H
|

Figure B-13. Formal Public Hearing Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION FORM

V. Individual Contacts
A. Phone Call

Name of Organization

Date:

RESPONSE 10 CALL

v
2 []
s
s 0

Provide Informa-
Requested

Did not Provide
Information
Requested

Responded to
Project Object-
ives

Did not Respond

to Project
Objectives

NEGATIVE RESULTS

J {Summary of evaluations from following
page)

PURPOSE OF CALL

Y
20
30
+ [
= J

To Obtain
Information

To Object to
Project

TJo Speak in
Favor of Project

To Provide Infor
mation Support-
ive of Project

To Provide infor
mation that is
not Supportive
of Project

POSITIVE RESULTS

j(Summary of evaluations from following

page)

Figure B-14.

Phone Call Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION FORM

¥. Individual Contacts
B. Direct Contacts

Name of Organization

Date:

RACIAL/ETHHIC TYPE

1 [Junite
2 D Black

3 [:] Mexican American

4 D Other

NEGATIVE RESULTS

page)

(Summary of evaluations from following

LOCATION OF CONTACT

} [:] In SDHPT Office

2 [:} At Project Site

3 [Jother

PURPOSE OF CONTACT

POSITIVE RESULTS J (Summary of evaluations from following

page}

0O

[]

To Obtain
i Information

4 To Object to
[:} Project

To Speak in
3 [:] Favor of Project

To Provide Infor-
4 [:3 mation Supportive
of the Project

Provide Informa-
5 [:] tfon not Support-
fve of Project

RESPONSE

1 [:] Provided Informa-

3 [:] Responded to Pro-

’ Did not Respond to
¢«

tion Requested

Did not Provide
Information
Requested

Jject Objections

Project Objections

Figure B-15. Direct Contacts Evaluation Form
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VI. Contacts with Local Officials

Name of Organization

EVALUATION FORM

Date:

OFFICIAL'S
JURISDICTION

1 [ty

2 [] county
N LA
g [Je-0.6

|(Summary of evaluations from following

REGATIVE RESULTS

page)

[:} -2

PURPOSE OF CONTACT

To Provide Infor-
! Dmation to
Official

To Secure Infor-
2 [:]nmtion from
Official
To Conform to
3 [:]Required Proced-
ural Step in Pro-
Jject Planning
Process

POSITIVE RESULTS

] {Summary of evaluations from following

page)

[:] +]

0+

i

Figuré B-16. Contacts With Local Officials Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION FORM

VII. Media Presentations

Name of Organization

Date:

DOMINANT RACIAL/ .
ETHNIC COMPOSITION

1[] white
ZD Black

3 [:] Mexican American

NEGATIVE RESULTS

J (Summary of evaluations from following
page)

4 D Other -
RESPONSE T0 POSITIVE RESULTS (Summary of evaluations from following
PRESENTATLON , page) []o
1 [:] ‘Favorable
2[] Neutral 1 [O#

3 D Mixed

4 [:] Unfavorable

AUDJENCE

1 D Civic

Organization
2[]

0
0

Educational
Organization

Religious
Organization

Professional
Organization

Planning
Organization

Affected Pro-
perty Owners

U
00

s (]

Minority Group

Ad Hoc Group

Figure 3-17. Media Presentations Evaluation Form
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EVALUATION FORM

V'II.X . Project Tours

Name of Organization

Date:

DOMINANT RACIAL/
ETHNIC COMPOSITION

NEGATIVE RESULTS

] (Summary of evaluations from following

page) D
: -2
1 [:] White
2 D Black D-]
3 [:] Mexican American
. [:] 0
4 [:] Other
RESPONSE TO TOUR POSITIVE RESULTS I (Summary of eveluations from following
page) ‘ 0
1 [:] Favorable-
2 [ Mixed AL

3 [:] Neutral

4 [:] Unfavorable

GROUP ON TOUR
Civic
1 [:] Organization
Educational
z[]OWMHNMn

3 Religious
[:] Organization

4 Professional
[:] Organization

Planning
5 [:] Organization

6 Affected Pro-
L perty Owners.

7 [:] Minority Group

3't:j Ad Hoc Group

Figure B-18. Project Tours Evaluation Form

167







APPENDIX C

SUMMARY EVALUATION FORMS
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691

Ro. of Occurrences

-2

I.

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE

Organization
A. Civic Organization

SUMMARY EVALUATION FORM

RACIAL/ETHNIC

~ MAJOR PURPOSE

 OF GROUP

~> GEOGRAPHIC
ORIENTATION -

© OF GROUP

~ DOMINANT

(=
E-3
[y
+»
[

~N
(=]

=1 " +1 2

"« COMPOSITION

—
Ve

-
[+

—
~4

—
Rl

[
R4

—
EJ

—
(%)

—
~n

N — P
lnjwlisivlols|oijo o |~

Figure C-1.

Civic Organization Summary Evaluation Form




OLL

No. of Occurences

-2

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE

I. Organizétions

8.

-1

Education

al Organization

+1

SUMMARY EVALUATIGN FORM

—

~ DOMINANT
- RACIAL/ETHNIC
“ COMPOSITION

[

™ PURPOSE OF

<« ORGANIZATION

R

[

GEOGRAPHIC
™ ORIENTATION

<« OF GROUP

n
(=]

—
O

—
[a.]

.
~

—
o

-
wn

[
oS

-
w

—
ny

—
—

—
(=]

=iNiwisaivihiv] 0 |Ww

Figure C-2. Educational Organization Summary Evaluation Form




LLL

Ho. of Occurrences

-2

SUMMARY EVALUATION FORM

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE

" 1. Organizations
C. Re1igioqs Organization

-1 : 0

DOMINANT
RACTAL/ETHNIC

w COMPOSITION
AFFILIATION
TYPE OF

“ GROUP

-
N

. 42 sl1 2 3 ai1 2

r.
Q

o)
LYs]

P
o

—
~

o
o

-
w

fo
o

—
w

—
~

—
—

[o
[

mimjw|ajujonvlo (v

Figure C-3.

Religious Organization Summary Evaluation Form
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No. of Occurrences

-2

SUMMARY. EVALUATION FORM

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE

1. Organizations

D. Professional Organization .

-1 e

~ DOMINANT -
™ RACIAL/ETHNIC
| COMPOSITION
ORIENTATION

s ORGANIZATION
“ OF GROUP

-3
—

™ PURPOSE OF
~> GEOGRAPHIC -

4+
i
-
£
s

N
(=]

fo
0

-
[« ]

[
~

—
o

-

—
o

—
w

[o
n

—
j-

—
(=)

mimjwisalovjo|wlow o

Figure C-4.

Professional Organization Summary Evaluation Form




SUMMARY EVALUATION FORM

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE

I.- Organizations
E. .Planning Organization

RACIAL/ETHNIC
> COMPOSITION

£
s

~ DOMINANT

"> PURPOSE OF
o ORGANIZATION
£

s

o ORIENTATION

1No. of Occurrences
™ .GEGRAPHIC

-2 -1 0 +1 +2

y—

eLL

— |
sainjWwlHI i~ [WDIO f—

Figure C-5. Planning Organization Summary Evaluation Form
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Sl

Ho. of Occurrences

-2

SUMMARY EVALUATION FORM

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE

1I. Media Publicity
‘B. Television

™~ TYPE OF
COVERAGE

™ TIME OF

ws PRESENTATION

s
w
.
—

=1 0 41 . 2

N
(=]

b
0

-
=)

—
~

.
(241

—
w

T
.

—
W

o
~N

1= L
INTW DO I~NT OO [~

Figure C-7. Te]evision Summary Evaluation Form




9/1L

Ho. of Occurrences

~2

SUMMARY EVALUATION FORM

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCCRE

II. ‘Media Publicity
€. Radio

RACTAL/ETHNIC
COMPOSITION

COVERAGE
w PRESENTATION

o *DOMINANT
v TYPE OF
™ TIME OF
[+ .

1
(8]
¥

—
)
&
>

g
S

~1 ) 0 +1 +2

fo
(Yol

s
od

[
~

16

o lmfwle fololwfolo jo b

Figure C-8. Radio Summary Evaluation Form




LLL

No, of Occurrences

-2

SUMMARY EVALUATION. FORM .

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE

"
2

111, Public Small Group Meetings
A. Affected-Property Owners

RACIAL/ETHNIC
“ COMPOSITION

o~
fn

ns MAJOR PURPOSE
OF MEETIN

~ . DOMINANT

(2]

21 0w +2

[

~n
(=]

[s
90

e |
[2)

—
~

(oo
v

—
o

Lol 3
>

—
2

] U P ey

. Figure C-9. Affected Property Owners Summary Evaluation Form




SUMMARY EVALUATION FORM

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE

I1I. Public Meetings T
. B. Minority Groups

MINORITY
n MAJOR PURPOSE
OF MEETING

No. of Occurrences
GROUP

™ MAJOR PURPOSE

w OF GROUP

S
s

-2 -1 0 +17

¢
A
[
~n
w
=

~
[

—
0

—
o0

—
~

-
o

—
wn

-
F-3

-
L

-
(2%

[
-

[
(=)

minjwinsjn|jon|jvw|mojwv

Figure C-10. Minority Groups Summary Evaluation Form




SUMMARY EVALUAfIQN FORM

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE

111. Public Meetings .
C. Ad Hoc Organization

RACIAL/ETHNIC
s COMPOSITION

S
[

MAJOR PURPOSE

MHo. of Occurrences
™ OF MEETING

N MAJOR PURPOSE
 OF GROUP

s DOMINANT.
-3

-

-2 -1 0 # +2

n
o

—
O

s
2

-
~

—
o

—
wy

6L1

—
(=)

[y
N

.
-

[
[S]

wintwlalunio{vwico jw

Figure C-11. Ad Hoc Organization Summary Evaluation Form
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No. of Qccurrences

-2

- SUMMARY EVALUATION FORM

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE

IV. Public Hearings
A, Mini-Hearings

., ETHNIC COMPOSITION
PURPOSE OF HEARING

I DOMINANT RACIAL/

-1 0 +1 +2

r..g
353

1.2 3.4

ny
[

—
W0

—
2>

-
~3

—
o

Lecd
L5

—
=

—
W

s
o

[

—
(=]

mimniwisluvion wio v

Figure C-12. Mini-Hearings Summary Evaluation Form
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SUMMARY EVALUATION FORM

&
2 SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE =5
g : =G
g IV. Public Hearings . 7
° B. Formal Public Hearing 2=
s - 5
O. O wd
= -2 -1 0 - +1 +2 123 4
20|
19
18
17
16
15
14
13
12
{u
10
9
g
7
6
1s
4
3
2
1

Figure C-13.

Formal Public Hearing Summary Evaluation Form
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SUMMARY EVALUATION FORM

g SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE = -
5 8 3
s 2]
8 V. Individual Contacts. 2 g
- A. Phone Call qg.; ;.
:E: [~ [~
-2 -1 0 +1 12 1.2 34801 2 345
20
19]
18
17
1
15
14
13
12
11
10
g
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1

Figure C-14. Phone Call Summary Evaluation Form
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Ho. of Occurrences

SUMMARY EVALUATION FORM |

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE

V. Individual Contacts
B. Direct Contacts

r Racial/Ethnic
w Type
Location of
™ Contact
Purpose of
~ Contact

—
>
—

-1 0 s ~ 42

-

™ Response

Ea
o

—
p¥e]

—
0

».4'
~

[
N

fo
wm

—
£

[
(98

™
~N

P
I IO IWOVIO [~

Figure C-15. Direct Contacts Summary Evaluation Form
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No. of Occurrences

SUMMARY EVALUATION FORM

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE

V1. Contacts with Local Officials

Purpose of
™ Contact

w

™ Official's
w Jurisdiction

-—
-3
—

~n
[=3

P
O

-
(=]

—
~

—
[+4]

—
W

—
E-1

b
(584

[
~N

-
v

—
(=3

Figure C-16. Contacts With Local

| Officials Summary Evaluation Form
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No. of Occurrences

-2

SUMMARY EVALUATION SCORE

VIl. Media Presentations

-1 0

SUMMARY _EVALUATION FORM

™ Dominant Racial/
Audience

w Ethnic. Composition

« Presentation

2 3 456 7 8

F-3
—_
<+

+ +2

I™ Response to

—

[ e
imnjlwisalonioni~vioiw o (-

Figure C-17.

Media Presentations Summary Evaluation Form
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SUMMARY EVALUATION SCCRE

VIII. Project Tours

No. of Occurrences

SUMMARY EVALUATION FORM

w Ethnic Composition
™ Response to
w Tour

P-3
sy

™ Dominant Racial/

+2

—

F-3

1

Greup on Tour

2 3456728

~n
(&)

l

L._.J

134

—mlnjwia|wio l~lo o

Figure C-18. Project Tours Summary Evaluation Form







