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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION BASICS

What is public participation?

Public participation is any process that involves the public in problem solving, planning, policy setting, or decision making
and uses public input to make decisions.  It is a process through which people who will be affected by or interested in a
decision – those with a stake in the outcome – get a chance to influence its content before it is made.  Through public
participation, stakeholders influence and share responsibility for decisions.*

*Definition adapted from those of the International Association for Public Participation (IAP2), the Canadian
Standards Association, and the World Bank.

Public participation includes a range of levels of public impact on a project or decisions.  Different levels of participation
reflect different objectives and carry different promises to the public.  Different public participation approaches and tools
contribute to the varying levels of impact.  Figure 10-1 illustrates this concept.

Figure 10-1
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Public participation uses tools and techniques that are common to a number of fields:  communications, social science
research, dispute resolution, facilitation, and more.  In many ways, these fields are kindred spirits with similar goals of
increasing clarity and openness, giving voice, making better decisions, and managing conflicting needs and values.  This is
reflected in Figure 10-2.

Figure 10-2

Why involve the public?

Believe it or not, it can make your job easier… as well as being the right thing to do, ethically.  Involving the public has
several benefits, both practical and ideological.

1. Democratic principles.  Our culture and society embraces the philosophy that people have the right to influence what
affects them.  Our government is of, by, and for the people.  We manage their resources and environment.  Involving
them and seriously considering their input and needs is ethically the right thing to do.  Public participation provides a
method for incorporating the public’s values and needs into decisions, resulting in more responsive and democratic
governance.

2. Improved process.  Public participation results in better decision making.  It can make the decision-making process
easier not harder.  Although the front-end planning can be lengthier and more complicated, subsequent steps are often
more efficient and some sources of delays can be avoided.

Without good public participation, your process will more likely become entangled in legal and political quagmires –
lawsuits about lack of due process, legislative interventions, and other such strategies are signs that individuals or
organizations were unsatisfied with the decision-making process.
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The 1992 Madison pool fiasco illustrates how lack of good involvement during planning can lead to delays and
difficulties.  The Madison Parks Commission had been studying developing several pools across the city.  The first
of these was to be a pool at one of the city parks along one of the lakes.  They did not adequately involve the
community in deciding whether to have a pool and the location for the pool.

Although most Madison residents seemed to want a public pool, many were upset with the chosen location, which
would have resulted in the loss of woods along a lakeshore and would have required kids to cross a busy
thoroughfare.  Grass roots opposition led the way to a referendum.  The referendum, which passed easily, requires
the city to hold referendums on any construction projects that cost more than $500,000 and are near waterfront parks.

This referendum not only killed this pool proposal, but the others that were being studied.  $800,000 in private
donations had to be returned.  Some estimated the newly-passed referendum would force 6 and 12 month delays on
other projects, including a golf course expansion already proposed at the time of the referendum.  Others feared it
would greatly delay or prevent a city convention center.

Good public participation improves your decision making by:

� Providing an early warning system.  Participation by the public early on and throughout the planning or decision-
making process provides early warning that you might be heading in a direction that is untenable.  It can also provide
early notice that you were unaware of certain issues, options, or opportunities.  Generally, the sooner such
information comes to light, the more useful it will be to you in your process and the less likely you will need to undo
earlier work and decisions.

� Managing single-issue viewpoints.  Because public participation illuminates many issues and many viewpoints, it
can help manage single-issue viewpoints.  When people partake in an interactive process with others who have a
broad range of perspectives and values, they generally become more aware and appreciative of the challenge of
balancing needs and making decisions in complex situations.  While their zeal for their issue will not diminish, they
may allow space for consideration of other issues and needs.

� Creating better understanding of the task.  For an effective decision-making process, both the decision makers
and the public need to fully understand the problem, situation, or opportunity and the available options.  Public
participation helps the decision-making process because it clarifies the definition of problem, it provides a forum for
idea and concern sharing, it requires clear and accurate information, and it brings people together to focus on the
issue.

� Building a motivated force.  When people help us solve problems, make decisions, or create plans, typically they
develop ownership and a stronger stake in those initiatives.  Frequently, they will then become stronger advocates
and help bring them to life.  This may take the form of political advocacy, volunteerism, partnering, publicity,
securing funding, and so on.

� Getting it right the first time.  If people have had their issues addressed and considered throughout the process, the
decisions should better meet their needs.  Similarly, if the decision-making process, through public participation, has
met their procedural needs, they should be more supportive of the decision.  This diminishes the capacity of someone
to stop a decision either late in the decision-making process or even in the implementation phase.  For example,
many lawsuits to stop or delay a project are aimed less at the actual decision and more at failures in the decision-
making process – options weren’t considered, meetings weren’t public and noticed, analysis was flawed.

3.  Better results and decisions.  Not surprisingly, the process improvements discussed above result in better decisions.

� More information.  A public involvement process brings more information into a decision.  It adds useful
information to a decision beyond the scientific knowledge our agency provides.   Local knowledge can provide
important perspectives, information and history.  Social, economic, and institutional components can be added to the
ecological framework.

For example:  In a highway-planning project, it is cheaper to learn right away that a proposed highway will
separate an Orthodox Jewish community from their temple – a problem since they do not drive on the Sabbath.
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That way, an underpass becomes an early feature of the highway plan, as opposed to correcting the highway
after it is built or forcing upheaval in a community.

� More perspectives.  The participation by a range of interested people adds more perspectives and expands options,
thus enhancing the decision.  You can create a decision that meets more people’s needs and considers more people’s
concerns if they have been involved in its formation.

� Increased mutual understanding.  Public participation provides a forum for both decision makers and stakeholders
to better understand the range of issues and viewpoints.  Thus it broadens their own knowledge base as they
contribute to the decision.

� Free consultants.  In one sense, people you involve serve as free consultants to your project.  They may bring
technical expertise, first hand knowledge of an initiative, specific knowledge about how decisions will impact certain
population segments, local experience and history, or other specialized experience.

4. Building relationships.  Asking, considering, and involving people in work and decisions that affect them will naturally
create and enhance relationships with them.  These relationships may prove a useful foundation and resource on other
work later.

Regulations and requirements.  Many programs, laws, and rules require some level of public participation (see Chapter 30).
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN WISCONSIN DNR:  Policy, Philosophy, Organizational Structure

To be successful, [public] participation must be a management strategy,
a way of doing business, not a series of add-on activities.

--Wilbur A. Wiedman, Jr.

Guidance Statement

Many philosophies and proven public participation principles guide DNR’s commitment to involving the public.  The
following statement outlines our guidance:

The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources embraces public participation, recognizing the legitimacy and value of
the public influencing natural resources decisions in the state.  On significant issues, open processes with reasonable
access for all those interested and/or affected will be the standard and norm for agency policy setting, decision making,
planning, and priority setting.

When the DNR does not use public participation, it will do so as a deliberate decision and for good cause.  For example,
public safety, legal or confidentiality constraints, and crisis or emergency situations might all result in more closed decision-
making processes.

The DNR supports legitimate public participation.  It will only ask for public input and involvement in situations where it will
seriously consider that input or in which the public’s input is likely to affect or inform the decision.  The agency will avoid
situations in which only some segments of the public will have access to a decision-making process, while others have little or
no reasonable access.  DNR will strive to be fair and honest to all.

At the same time, the DNR recognizes limits to its own authority and control.  Some laws governing permitting decisions
allow the agency to consider only certain factors – e.g. whether certain air quality limits will be exceeded, whether the
proposal will harm the wells of a public drinking water utility – and not other factors, including other impacts or public
sentiment.  (Often in these circumstances, local governments have some authority that can consider public sentiment.)  In all
cases, the agency will be clear on who are the decision makers, what is the decision-making process, and what are the limits to
the decision-making authority.  It will not ask for opinions and ideas that cannot affect the decision.  It will encourage
meaningful involvement wherever input can make a difference.

Strategic Plan and Agency Philosophy

The DNR's strategic plan articulates its public participation policy.  Within the strategic plan, the agency’s mission statement,
the first strategic goal, and several of the stated agency values describe the agency’s public participation philosophy and
policy (Figure 20-1).



Public Participation Handbook

7-17-02 20-2 HB85105.20

Figure 20-1

Excerpts From Wisconsin DNR’s Strategic Plan

Wisconsin DNR’s Mission

To protect and enhance our natural resources:
our air, land and water;

our wildlife, fish and forests
and the ecosystems that sustain all life.

To provide a healthy, sustainable environment
and a full range of outdoor opportunities.

To ensure the right of all people
to use and enjoy these resources

in their work and leisure.
To work with people

to understand each other’s views
and to carry out the public will.

And in this partnership
consider the future

and generations to follow.
(emphasis added)

Making People Our Strength
The Goal
People, organizations and officials work together to provide Wisconsin with healthy, sustainable ecosystems. In
partnership with all publics we find innovative ways to set priorities, accomplish tasks and evaluate successes to keep
Wisconsin in the forefront of environmental quality and science-based management.

The Strategies
A. Involve individuals, businesses, governments, tribes and organizations in managing natural resources and protecting

human and wildlife health, by sharing knowledge, responsibility, decision-making, recognition, and costs.

B. Provide leadership, information, education, technical assistance, and outreach so that people can make informed
environmental decisions and be actively involved in setting local and statewide priorities.

Our Values
Respect People
We serve the people of the state, treating them as we want to be treated, using fair and open processes and working
with them as partners in protecting the environment. We appreciate the diversity of our society and strive to reflect
that diversity in out work force. We respect the differing values held by our publics. We recognize that human needs
 for economic and cultural security are tied to a high quality environment.

Share Responsibility
We work in partnership with people, a wide variety of public and private organizations, and with governments at all
levels to share the responsibility for managing Wisconsin's natural resources.
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Core Values

The DNR recognizes and promotes the core values of public participation developed by the International Association for
Public Participation (IAP2).

IAP2 Core Values

As an international leader in public participation, IAP2 has developed the "IAP2 Core Values for Public
Participation" for use in the development and implementation of public participation processes. These core values
were developed over a two-year period with broad international input to identify those aspects of public participation
that cross national, cultural, and religious boundaries. The purpose of these core values is to help make better
decisions that reflect the interests and concerns of potentially affected people and entities.

Core Values for the Practice of Public Participation

1. The public should have a say in decisions about actions that affect their lives.

2. Public participation includes the promise that the public's contribution will influence the decision.

3. The public participation process communicates the interests and meets the process needs of participants.

4. The public participation process actively seeks out and facilitates the involvement of those potentially affected.

5. The public participation process involves participants in defining how they participate.

6. The public participation process provides participants with the information they need to participate in a
meaningful way.

7. The public participation process communicates to participants how their input affected the decision.

Key Principles and Evaluation Criteria

How can you involve the public in ways that uphold these core values?  Some key public participation principles can help
guide a public participation process so it reflects the core values and meets the process and procedural needs of the agency
and those of the affected and interested organizations and individuals, including agency staff.

 When designing and applying a public participation process, these principles can become useful criteria or performance
measures for evaluating the process.

Openness and Transparency.  The core of decision-making should be transparent, as opposed to a black box.  Allow the
public to see the process, any weighting or trade-off, and the logic or reasoning behind the decisions.  Note that this applies
not only to the big, capitalized, final decisions, but the intermediary decisions throughout your process.  Realize that these
intermediary decisions often open some paths and close others, thus helping to shape that final decision.

Some questions, asked during the process design and throughout the process, will help you evaluate the openness and
transparency of your process:

� Do people have access and visibility at all levels in the decision-making process? Are there regular and ongoing
opportunities to participate?

� Is the process open? Is the process clear?  Do people know about it?  Can they reasonably participate?

� People need a reason to participate and invest time.  Have you helped articulate what’s at stake for them in this decision
so they can rationally decide how involved they want to be?

� Is important information available, useable, clear, easy to access?
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� Are people able to see how the decision will be made?  Can they find out how and why specific decisions were made?  Or
does all information and input go into a “black box” at some point in the process, with a decision coming out the other
end?

Access.   Unless all participants are at the table, the process of public engagement is deeply flawed.  Sometimes you must
make an extra investment to get everyone to the table.

A solid public participation effort does not exclude critical voices, though those voices sometimes lack the skills, resources,
time, confidence, or trust to participate.  To find ways to include them you may have to modify your process, help them
develop the ability to participate, or even slow the process down.

By sticking with the “traditional audiences” and the “safer” entities, we lose the ability to get new ideas and bring in other
communities of perspective.  Consider who is missing from the process and how can you engage them.

Some questions, asked during the process design and throughout the process, will help you evaluate the accessibility of your
process:

� Are all key stakeholders participating?  If not, why aren’t key stakeholders participating?  How can you meet their needs
so they can participate?

� Who is missing from the process?  How can you engage them?

� How can you give voice to the under-heard?

� Are scientific and other experts involved?

Adequate Information and Special Expertise.  A good process will make timely, understandable information available to
those interested in or involved in your process.  In addition, all parties will have equal access to information.  In this way,
people can make more informed choices and add more value to your work.

We certainly want to include experts with specific knowledge.  We also want the experts to understand the critical
involvement of others.  All need access to the knowledge the experts bring.  All, including the experts, need access to the
local, social, and other knowledge the “nonexperts” bring.

Some questions, asked during the process design and throughout the process, will help you evaluate the adequacy of
information:

� What information will people need to understand this process and this project/initiative/decision?

� How can they get that information?

� If you are providing information, is it in a form and language they can understand?  How do you know?

� How easily can people get the information?  How do they know it’s available?  In what ways can you make it easily
available?

� Does your process take advantage of available knowledge – specialized and expert knowledge, local knowledge, social
knowledge, economic knowledge, etc.?

Engaging.  Participants can help identify whether the process meets their needs.  But remember, the process is most likely to
NOT be meeting the needs of those NOT participating.  Do people who might be interested and/or affected know about the
process and what is at stake for them?  If so, why are they not participating?  Ask them and strive to engage them.  Ultimately,
of course, it is their decision whether to participate.  However, recognize if a critical viewpoint is not engaged, the ultimate
decision or design is likely to be more flawed.
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In a Canadian example, the decision makers working on issues of juvenile crime slowed their process down when they
realized neither juveniles committing crimes nor their parents were partaking.  They had to stop and help those populations
develop the ability to become part of such a process.

Some questions, asked during the process design and throughout the process, will help you evaluate how engaging and
satisfactory your process is:

� Are people sticking with the process or have they dropped out?  If they’ve dropped out, why?  Ask them.

� Do people who might be interested know what’s at stake?  Are they joining the process?  If not, why?  Ask them.

� Who is missing?  Why?  How can you bring them in?

Accountability.  The principles and policies included in this guidance document imply certain promises to the public.
Similarly, any public participation process implies promises (refer back to Figure 10-1 in Chapter 10).  Promises in turn imply
accountability.  When we involve the public in a natural resources process, we are accountable to them and to the agency.
Check assumptions and make sure everyone is interpreting their role and the decision-making process similarly.

Keeping a written list of implicit and explicit promises is a good idea.  Have the project team and guidance team sign the
promises, literally.  As staff changes occur during the course of the project, make sure new players understand what promises
have been made.  New players should also sign off on such promises.

Throughout the process, ask yourself whether you are keeping promises and proving to be accountable:

� What promises are you making?  Look at how you describe your process and how you describe how decisions will be
made?  How likely are you to be able to keep those promises?

� How specific are your promises?  Are they clear or can different people interpret them differently?

� What promises have you made, explicitly or implicitly?  Do you know?  Have you kept them?

� If you have not been able to keep them or need to change those promises, why?  Have you explained this to people?  Do
they understand?

Evaluation.  A well-developed public participation process will include an evaluation element. Consider whether the public
can help develop or refine the evaluation process.

Already mentioned above, some aspects for you to measure and consider are:

� Transparency – is the process open and accessible?

� Representative – are all relevant stakeholders at “the table?” Who decides who are the participants?  Are the participants
consulting and engaging their communities?  How diverse are the perspectives?

� Reporting – Is there open and public reporting on progress, including decision rationale and how to be involved?

� Expectations – Ask yourself  “What are reasonable expectations?”  Then take those expectations to the community to
consider and amend.

� Process Needs – Are we meeting the public’s process needs?  Ask them.

� Influence – Can the input actually affect the decisions?  How?
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Public Participation Responsibilities and Functions Within DNR

Individuals, Programs, and Teams.  Each person, program, and team that formulates policy, makes or proposes significant
agency decisions, or develops plans is responsible for appropriate and adequate public participation in their project(s).  They
must live up to the agency’s policies related to public participation, as defined earlier in this chapter.

Some project teams or programs identify specific staff or consultants to be responsible for public participation for their
project(s). Those staff or consultants have even greater obligations.  They are uniquely charged with overseeing the process
and being sure it reflects the DNR public participation policy statement, core values, and principles described in this chapter.
They are ethically bound to advocate for sound public participation practices, including that the public’s role in the decision-
making process is carefully considered and accurately portrayed.  They are the protectors of the promises made to the public
about the process.  These public participation practitioners need to ensure the commitments made to the public by the decision
maker are genuine and capable of implementation.

Decision Makers.  Decision makers have additional responsibility to make sure their decisions seriously consider the range of
public opinions, values, ideas, and knowledge; that the public participation process is genuine and credible; and that sufficient
resources are available for the public process.

The DNR’s Public Participation Program.  The Bureau of Communication and Education houses the Public Participation
Program.  Led by the public participation manager, this program strives to provide the DNR and its staff with the resources
needed to continually improve how it involves the public in its work and mission.  This program is the agency’s primary focus
for public participation expertise and policy.

Facets of the DNR’s Public Participation Program include or will include:

� Expertise:  provide a high level of expertise and experience.  Develop and shape the DNR’s business plan for public
participation.

� Policy and planning: be a key voice within the agency for policy and planning related to the public’s role in DNR
decision making.

� Guidance: write, revise, disseminate guidance on public participation.

� Direct consultation:  directly advise teams and projects on ways to approach or improve involving the public.

� Training:  identify and/or provide top notch training in public participation to meet the range of needs of DNR
employees.

� Consultants: provide connections to quality consultants in the field of public participation, assist programs and projects
that want to identify and potentially hire outside help in their public participation efforts.

� Professional Connections: maintain connections and partnerships with public participation practitioners outside the DNR.
Keep current on trends and experiences within the field.  Maintain a high level of expertise.  Provide DNR experience
and views on a statewide, national, and even international level.  Bring experiences of others back to the agency.  Share
DNR’s experience with others.

� Evaluation: develop performance measures, parameters, and guidance on how to evaluate the effectiveness of public
participation efforts.

� Clearinghouse:  be a single repository for information about public participation principles, practices, case studies, and
DNR efforts.

� Internal participation:  be a resource on ways to better involve employees in decisions the agency makes that affect them.

� Special Initiatives: pursue special initiatives, particularly those that give voice to population groups DNR has not
routinely heard.
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� Database(s):  work toward developing a comprehensive and useful stakeholder/public database for the agency to help
identify and contact people and organizations interested in facets or our work.

� Technologies: explore how new tools and technologies can enhance our public participation efforts, including web-based
interactions and computer-assisted meetings.

� Funding: pursue grants and other funding mechanisms to augment and support any of the above functions and initiatives.



Public Participation Handbook

7-17-02 30-1 HB85105.30

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS, LIMITATIONS, AND BEYOND

The last chapter discussed the philosophy and principles behind involving the public in our decision making.  Legal
requirements and limitations may also affect what you do to involve the public.  While the legal requirements may not be the
sole or the driving force behind your public participation process and design, your process certainly must fulfill those
requirements and reflect legal constraints.

If a decision is made with processes as required by law, it will likely hold up to legal challenges.  If not, it may not.  People
who do not like your decision can use legal shortcomings to stall or overthrow that decision.  You are responsible to assure
the legal requirements for the public decision process are met.

Integrate what is legally required with what you want to do to accomplish your objectives beyond the legal requirements.

Permits and Approvals

Often laws and rules governing permits and approvals require some type of public participation.  Most often the requirements
involve a public notice a certain amount of time in advance, a comment period, and possibly hearings.  Requirements vary
from law to law and can change over time.  Consult the affiliated program’s attorneys.

You may also want to look up requirements in rules and statutes on the web site of the Revisor of Statutes – the administrative
code at  http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/code/ and the state statutes at http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/stats.html.  The
Wisconsin Environmental Policy Act (WEPA) specifies the environmental assessment and environmental impact statement
processes and can also be found at the Revisor of Statutes’ web site (s. 1.11, Wis. Stats., and ch. NR 150, Wis. Adm. Code).

The law cannot only specify what types of public participation opportunities must be provided, but it also sometimes restricts
what DNR may consider when making a decision about a permit or other approval.  For example, during 1999-2001, DNR
received a permit request from a water bottling company.  Under the Wisconsin law governing high capacity wells at that
time, DNR could deny a high capacity well application only if it impaired a municipal water supply.  Essentially this was a
legal limitation on the authority of the DNR and what it could consider in making a decision.  While the public may have had
many other concerns about a high capacity well permit – jobs, traffic, private well impacts, ecosystem impacts, property
values, etc. – DNR could not consider those issues in making such a permit decision.

Such legal limitations often prove frustrating both for the public and the agency.  The public expects to have all its concerns
considered; however, such expectations cannot always be met by the DNR.  Misunderstanding and hard feelings often result.
To help alleviate such misunderstandings, you should repeatedly try to clarify DNR’s role and limitations.  In clear and plain
language, admit DNR cannot always meet some public expectations. Also try to identify what other decision makers or
processes might be able to consider the broader concerns (e.g. local zoning boards).  Perhaps ask other decision makers to co-
host our public meetings so they can hear and address these broader concerns.

Open Meetings Requirements

When the Department holds meetings or hearings, interested and affected parties expect us to give them notice so they can
participate and comment in a meaningful way.  There are legal requirements that must be met for notice, and sometimes for
comment periods and for placement of review documents.

The DNR's requirements and policy related to open meetings and notices can be found in the Media Relations Handbook,
8505.1.  In particular, the Appendix describes the meeting and hearing notice requirements and Chapter 2 of the Handbook
tells you how to post a meeting notice.  The meeting and hearing notice requirements are also appended to this guidance.

Public Hearings

While many laws require public hearings, with minimum notice and comment periods, state law does not define “public
hearing” and the pertinent laws often do not dictate a specific hearing format.

Basically a public hearing is a meeting in which people can voice their thoughts and opinions about some proposal after they
have had a reasonable opportunity to get information about the proposal.  Usually this includes a formal record of the
“testimony” that has been given.

http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/code/
http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/stats.html
http://folio.legis.state.wi.us/cgi-bin/om_isapi.dll?clientID=79235&infobase=stats.nfo&j1=1.11&jump=1.11&softpage=Browse_Frame_Pg
http://folio.legis.state.wi.us/cgi-bin/om_isapi.dll?clientID=79238&infobase=code.nfo&j1=ch.%20nr%20150&jump=ch.%20nr%20150&softpage=Browse_Frame_Pg
http://intranet.dnr.state.wi.us/int/mb/handbooks/85051/index.htm
http://intranet.dnr.state.wi.us/int/mb/handbooks/85051/index.htm
http://intranet.dnr.state.wi.us/int/mb/handbooks/85051/a.pdf
http://intranet.dnr.state.wi.us/int/mb/handbooks/85051/2.pdf
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Sometimes traditional hearing structures can further polarize the different segments of a community or society about a
controversial proposal.  Often the agency appears to be in the middle of the debate between factions or to be defending a
position.  In addition, traditional hearing structures are not conducive to problem solving or searching for common ground.

Often, you can modify the format and structure of a public hearing to be more useful and to better meet the needs of both the
public and the decision makers.  Modest changes may dramatically affect the feel, flow, and usefulness of a hearing.

Federal Programs and Grants

If you are working under a federal law or grant, you may have other requirements for public participation governed by federal
statutes, as a grant requirement, or by an agency’s policy.  Again, check with program attorneys, be familiar with the grant and
contract requirements affecting you, and consider affiliated laws.  For example, the federal Superfund program spells out how
community involvement plans are developed for Superfund projects.

EPA is currently rewriting its overall policies for public participation (http://www.epa.gov/publicinvolvement/).

Tribal Rights and Participation

Native American tribes are sovereign governments.  Treaties and agreements shape our relationship with the tribes and their
roles in our decisions. An attorney in the Bureau of Legal Services maintains expertise in tribal rights, and this specialist can
guide you when working with tribes.  If you are working on a project in the ceded territories, consult with the Bureau of Legal
Services.

Remember there are cultures and traditions unique to the tribes, just as there are differences among the cultures of different
nations.  Be sensitive to these differences when working across such cultural lines.  If you are inexperienced working with the
tribes (or any groups with a different culture) seek advice from someone experienced and knowledgeable about the culture.
Do not assume the tribes will participate in the same way as other segments of the public in public meetings and forums.

In working with tribes, you need to recognize their status as a sovereign may mean that any effort to restrict or direct their
activities may not be possible without their consent on tribal lands.  When working with tribes or tribal issues on nontribal
lands, work with the Bureau of Legal Services to review the state’s authority.

Other Rules, Decisions, and Processes

Other decisions by the agency may also have public participation requirements or limitations.  For example, the administrative
rule that spells out how we write master plans for state-owned properties contains significant legally mandated requirements
for public participation.  The master-planning rule outlines minimum requirements for who to involve and at which stages in
the planning process the public should have input.  (For more details, refer to s. NR 44.04, Wis. Adm. Code:
http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/code/).

As with permits and approvals, other processes have varying requirements that change with time.  Consult with the
appropriate program attorney to be sure you are meeting minimal legal requirements with your public participation process.

Beyond Legal Requirements

Always remember the importance of meeting legal requirements.  But also always consider whether you should do more to
involve people.  The legal requirements are often minimal.  The rest of the chapters in this guidance will help you go beyond
legal requirements to benefit from the broader perspectives the public can bring to your process.

http://www.epa.gov/publicinvolvement/
http://folio.legis.state.wi.us/cgi-bin/om_isapi.dll?clientID=79309&infobase=code.nfo&j1=nr%2044.04&jump=nr%2044.04&softpage=Browse_Frame_Pg
http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/code/
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BASIC APPROACHES TO PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

This chapter provides a basic approach you can use to design your public participation effort.  The “Tools and Techniques”
section at the end of the chapter provides resources for more in-depth help.

Six Basic Steps

You have identified the project, problem, or initiative upon which you are embarking and you need to consider involving the
public.  What do you do?

Often managers know they should involve others in their decisions and projects, but they don’t know how.  A step-by-step
process can help you think through the design of an effective public participation process.  The following six basic steps will
lead you:

Six Basic Steps For Creating a Public Participation Plan

1.  Define what are you trying to achieve and what your objectives are for involving the public.

2.  Determine who you need to include and why.  Consider the roles they might play.

3.  Describe the environment in which you are operating and consider how it might impact your public
process.

4.  Write the plan details including how and when to involve people.

5.  Determine a budget and needed resources to carry out the plan.  Clarify who will carry out the
plan’s elements.

6.  Define how you will know if your plan worked.

Recognize these steps are often iterative.  As you work through any one step, you may need to go back and adjust decisions
made at earlier steps. This is normal. In particular, you may often go through steps one and two synchrony.

Step 1:  Define what are you trying to achieve and what your objectives are for involving the public.

First, you must define the objectives for involving the public so your public participation process is tailored to needs, purpose,
and intentions.  This also helps keep expectations realistic and helps people understand their role and the anticipated level of
involvement.

Think about the problem to be solved or the decision to be made. You will need to work with the stakeholders to clarify the
problem or decision.  You will make little progress in your initiative if there is no clarity or agreement about the subject and
scope of the discussion. Clarify the breadth of the issue and what is or is not “on the table.”

Consider the decision-making process you will use.  Diagram or write out that process, showing the beginning and
intermediate steps and decision points.  At each step and decision point, what will be the role of the public and the purpose of
your public participation effort?  How will you use public input or involvement?  What value and information can the public
bring to the decision?  Who will make the decision and how?  In other words, link the public participation process to the
decision-making process right from the project’s start.  A sample generic decision-making process is illustrated in Figure
40-1.
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Figure 40-1
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The Public Participation Spectrum (Figure 10-1 of Chapter 10) lists five broad objectives for public participation.  Each
represents a different level of public involvement:

� Inform:  Provide the public with balanced and objective information to assist them in understanding the problem,
alternatives, and/or solutions.

� Consult:  Obtain public feedback on analysis, alternatives, and/or decisions.

� Involve:  Work directly with the public throughout the process to ensure public issues and concerns are consistently
understood and considered.

� Collaborate:  Partner with the public in each aspect of the decision including the development of alternatives and
the identification of the preferred solution.

� Empower:  Place the final decision making in the hands of the public.

Realize you may have different levels of involvement and objectives at different stages of your decision-making process or
with different segments of the stakeholders.  Also, notice that each objective carries with it a promise to the public about their
level of involvement.  Be sure you can honor that promise before you commit to it. Be clear about what roles the public will
play in the decision making and who makes the decision.  Never solicit input or involvement if you do not intend to use it.

Your selection of a level of involvement for the public should consider both the agency’s perspective and the perceptions and
desires of the affected public.  What is their need and expectation?  Subgroups or individuals from the affected interests can
give you valuable insight into this and other aspects of your public involvement plan.
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You can use the five broad objectives on the spectrum as a starting point for describing the role of the public and their
participation throughout your process.  But add details specific to your project.  Some examples of more specific objectives
for public participation are:

� clarify if there is a problem or need and, if so, what it is

� identify issues that need to be addressed in a project

� gather specific types of information or data to help frame the initiative

� understand the full range of needs and concerns about a proposal, problem, or situation

� identify all the alternatives to solving a problem

� get feedback on a particular draft or proposal or specific element of the project

� list and analyze the full range of impacts of any given solution to a problem

� have the public design or help design a solution to a problem or situation

� manage conflicts around a particular issue

� develop collaborative solutions to a problem

� understand other priorities for resources or future work

� involve the community with an initiative from the beginning through implementation, sharing ownership and
responsibility

� recruit volunteers to implement a plan

Appendix B includes a case study entitled “Working Toward Common Ground” that is an example of writing clear and
specific objectives for public participation for an initiative.

Step 2:  Determine who you need to include and why.  Consider the roles they might play.

Who needs to be involved?  Early in the development of your public participation plan, as you are defining the plan’s
objectives, identify stakeholders.  Stakeholders are people and organizations who have a stake in the decision – people,
organizations, agencies, interest groups, anyone who will be or believe they will be affected by the decisions being made.

Identifying stakeholders is an activity where the cliché “two heads are better than one” holds.  Get other people to help you
identify stakeholders.  This will help keep you from forgetting a critical group or viewpoint.  If there is a geographic focus to
your project, make sure people with a history in the locale help identify who might be interested.  And ask stakeholders
themselves who is missing from the process.

One way to list or brainstorm stakeholders is by interest – environmentalists, conservationists, businesses, tribes, local
government officials, skiers, etc.—people and organizations interested in one or more of the issues presented by the problem
or project you are working on.  List the issues presented by the project then list those interested in each issue.

Sometimes a stakeholder check-off list can help get you started.  Having such a check-off list for your area of work can help
you quickly list people and organizations that might have a stake in a specific project.  But don’t stop there.  Consider whether
each project has any other stakeholders not represented by your list – someone unique to the problem or area.

Stakeholders can be defined by more than interest.  You may also want to consider dimensions such as geographic or
demographic representation.
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Also consider the stakeholders’ varied levels of interest.  Some people will be extremely engaged, attending every meeting
and consistently being involved.  Others will comment only occasionally.  Some might know your process is going on, but
will not become engaged.

This concept is represented by the Orbits of Participation (Figure 40-2), a model developed by Lorenz Aggens of INVOLVE
in Wilmette, Illinois.  This model helps visualize the need for opportunities to be engaged at varying levels at different steps
of the process.  Some people may be willing to work collaboratively with you, but others just want to give input or be
informed.

Figure 40-2
Orbits of Participation

By Lorenz Aggens

Unsurprised Apathy

Observers

Reviewers

Advisors

Planners

Deciders

The model shows a decision-making center
surrounded by “orbits” of activity.  The orbits
closer to the center have greater activity and
energy within them.  People in a closer orbit
may have more influence but will need to
devote more energy to the process and to
their involvement.

This model clarifies there is no single public,
but different levels of public based on
differing levels of interest and ability to
participate, even within a single interest
group.  The design of a public involvement
plan must take into account all levels of the
public. Your public process should provide
for the needs of those in all orbits.

People may move from orbit to orbit. The
outermost orbit includes people who know of
your project, but choose not to participate.
People uninformed of the project or decision
are outside all the orbits.
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Realize people and organizations may move from one orbit to another throughout your project as their interest, awareness,
availability, and priorities change.

As you are identifying your stakeholders, think about what roles and responsibilities they may have and how people will be
involved.  Some possible public roles are:  leader, partner, source of information, decision maker, reviewer, designer/planner,
data collector, and conduit to other members of the community.  Consider ways the interested parties can help design the
public participation process, including identifying the stakeholders and deciding what processes and techniques to use to
involve people.  In addition, there might be a role for the public in evaluating the process and progress.

Finally, think about:

� Who’s missing, under-represented, or unrepresented?  Who should be “at the table,” but isn’t there?

� Have you included the people who are going to be most threatened by the project – those who will most hate it?
Those who will most likely try to block it?  These people may make the task less pleasant, but their involvement is
critical.  If you leave them out, you give them a valid reason to later veto the outcome.

� Are there any special needs – language barriers, physical barriers, social barriers – to consider?

� How do you build interest for your project among people who aren’t there, but you need there?  How can your
project meet some of their needs?

Step 3:  Describe the environment in which you are operating and consider how it might impact your public process.

Think about the history, social milieu, and context in the community or area you will be working.  Is the environment one of
apathy, distrust, or nervousness? Is there a history of conflict?  Past conflict might have occurred between the DNR and one
or more groups, among the groups, or among other segments of the community.

What is the recent history about the community or the topic?  Are there successes you can build on or open wounds to be
cautious of?  What is the political climate and who are the local opinion leaders and real decision makers (not always the
same as the official decision makers)?

Think about the level of cooperation among the stakeholders and the current attitudes about solving problems.

Once you have learned about this social environment, think about how it might impact your process.  For example, past
conflicts probably have left a sense of distrust, anger, disrespect, and stereotyping.  If so, you will need to use techniques that
help build trust, create a climate of openness, and help people to find sources of information they consider credible.  You may
have to work extra hard to create forums where people will really listen to each other.  You may need to enlist the help of
those with special skills – gifted facilitators, even mediators.

Similarly, if the community has had a bad experience recently, you may want to avoid using techniques reminiscent of that
bad experience.  For example, some communities have a distrust of open house meeting formats or of being separated into
small groups.  Be willing to use meeting techniques that meet the public’s needs as well as your own.

And capitalize on opportunities within the community – existing community networks, gathering places, community and
opinion leaders, etc.

Step 4:  Write the plan details including how and when to involve people.

Now that you are clear on your objectives, stakeholders, and the environment you’ll be working in, you can actually draft your
plan for how and when you engage the stakeholders.

In Step One, you laid out the decision-making process you will use and how to link the public participation process to the
decision-making process.  Now you can use that diagram of your decision-making process to add the details, tying public
participation techniques to each step.
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Each public participation technique or tool is good for some purposes and poor for others.  In addition, each carries a cost –
time and resources you will have to spend to use it AND time and resources the public will have to spend to participate in it.
(See “Tools and Techniques” below for more information.)

Start to match tools and ideas to each of the decision points you identified in your process.  Pick tools that will get you the
kind of participation, information, or result you need at that step.  Make sure they will also meet the needs of the participants
for that step, without overtaxing their time.  Look for practical tools.  Look at creative tools.  Choose multiple tools so you
can address the interest levels in the various “orbits” of participation.

Balance the level and amount of public participation to the problem and decision at hand.  More complex and controversial
problems or situations with larger scopes or greater public interest generally require more structured and rigorous public
participation processes.  For some decisions, a simple, straight-forward plan will be just right.

You will also have to plan for any information or resources that people will need before they can participate meaningfully.
Sometimes you can provide the needed information.  Sometimes others can bring information to the process.

Step by step, design your process, with help or input from the affected people and organizations.  The process should be clear,
timely, and relevant.  Information needs to be objective, accurate, and understandable.  The project purpose should be clear,
as should any constraints or limitations.  Include steps for letting people know what decisions have been made already, why,
and what affect their participation had.  People who have taken the time to be involved deserve to understand what impact
their involvement has or has not had, and why.

Timelines need to be reasonable, including final deadlines.  Make sure people get adequate notice and time for review or
meetings.  Have the resources in place to keep the process moving so it doesn’t languish or disappear.  Expecting people to
stay engaged in extremely lengthy processes can be just as unreasonable as expecting to accomplish too much too fast.  If you
have specific time constraints, make sure your process honors them by designing the process around hard deadlines and
requirements.

Finally, your public process needs to be flexible.  Earlier steps usually influence later steps.  Your initial public participation
process design may be quite specific in the first few steps, but get more general for succeeding steps.  You and the
stakeholders will be learning and modifying the process as you proceed.

Step 5:  Determine a budget and needed resources to carry out the plan.  Clarify who will carry out the plan’s 
elements.

At this point you have enough to start estimating the costs of your public participation effort.  Usually, the biggest need is
time.  Think carefully about who might be able to help carry out the plan and how much effort will be needed.  Sometimes
members of the public can help, serving on a planning or program committee, for example.

Among other needs, you will want to identify at least one contact person.  This is someone who will take calls and comments
from the public, including following up on calls and comments and making sure questions get answered.  Also identify
someone to maintain mailing lists and files, arrange meetings and other logistics, and make sure mailings get out and web
pages get updated.  On some projects, this administrative work can be a time-consuming job.

Other costs might include:

� developing informational packets, progress reports, and other materials;

� printing and postage;

� designing and maintaining a web page and/or newsletter;

� meeting rooms, facilitators, food and beverages, and meeting supplies;

� travel costs;

� promotions and public relations to advertise your project and opportunities to participate;
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� graphics, including any needed GIS or other maps; and

� contracting public participation consultants and/or facilitators.

If you hire outside consultants for your project, make sure the contract clearly identifies which expenses and duties are
covered.  Make sure to cover potential iterations of steps and other contingencies.  Consult with DNR’s public participation
program on how to find and evaluate good outside public participation consultants.

Take the time to judge whether your plan is realistic, whether the resources are available to carry it out, and, if not, how you
can either adjust the plan or find the needed resources.

Also consider whether segments of the public or stakeholders will have or need resources to participate effectively.  For
example, in some cases, project proponents or small grants provide a community with funds to hire a consultant or get other
needs met.

Step 6:  Define how you will know if your plan worked.

Build into your public participation plan how you will evaluate your process.  Look at the objectives you wrote, including the
affiliated promises.  Were they kept?  Did your process honor the core values (see Chapter 20)?

Refer back to Chapter 20 for additional evaluation criteria.

By identifying evaluation criteria at the start of the process, you can collect evaluate throughout the process.  Obviously, you
will be learning at each step of your process and can refine your public participation efforts.  And you will have collected
good information for a final evaluation.

If attendance at meetings is low, one common mistake is to assume no one cares about your project or that everyone agrees
with what you do.  There are many reasons people may not be coming – they didn’t know about the meeting, they didn’t
understand how the project might affect them, they couldn’t make the meeting, they were nervous about coming, they were
too busy or couldn’t get away, they don’t think their attendance and input will matter, they don’t feel comfortable in public
settings, etc.  If no one is participating, stop and find out why.  If particular interest groups are not coming, stop and find out
why.  Then take steps to improve the process.

Tools and Techniques

As mentioned, all tools and techniques are good for some purposes and bad at others.  Similarly, different tools and
techniques carry different costs and require different levels of commitment. For example:

� Open houses are a good format for people to get information and chat informally.  They are generally a comfortable
setting for people who are afraid to speak in a public setting.  They are a terrible way for people to hear a diversity of
opinions and to try to understand the needs and thoughts of others.  Thus they are poor for increasing understanding,
managing conflict, or collaboration.

� Public hearings are designed for people to get opinions on the record.  They can have their voice heard by everyone
present.  They are lousy for mutual problem solving or searching for common ground.  They also can be dominated
by a vocal, persistent, and determined few, disenfranchising others in the community.

� Web pages and newsletters can be a great way to get information out.  They are generally not good for exchanging
ideas.  Web pages can also be great as information repositories, but obviously you need other systems for those not
well-connected electronically.

� Nominal Group Technique (a meeting tool for small groups) is good for identifying issues and, sometimes, for
setting priorities.  It is not as good at designing alternatives or flushing out the full impacts, benefits, and costs of
proposals.

� Design workshops can foster involvement and collaboration.  People can really work together to develop solutions.
But they are intensive and require time and commitment by both the convenors and the participants.
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� Samoan Circles are a meeting technique designed specifically to allow people to air their views on issues where
conflict is high.  They will not likely resolve the conflict or solve the problem, but they do allow people to be heard
from all sides of the issue without putting the agency in the middle of the debate.

� Other than one-on-one meetings or “coffee klatches” at their office or home, meetings generally are more difficult
for people to attend, particularly if their participation is not part of their job.  People are busy, they may need to take
off work, find a baby sitter, arrange transportation, etc.

� Mail-back surveys, forms, and exercises can be very easy for participants if they are not too complex and are well
designed.   However, they do not allow participants to learn from each other or to interact with the agency staff.

� Large central meetings are generally easier for the DNR.  We have to make fewer arrangements, attend fewer
meetings, travel less, and can try to talk to everyone “at once.”  They allow stakeholders to hear all perspectives at
once.  But, obviously, they require travel and also can be intimidating for many people who are very uncomfortable
speaking in public.

Only logistics and imagination limit the list of possible tools and techniques.  The best way to get exposure to a range of
techniques is through public participation training courses.  Public participation professionals, within the Department or
private contractors, can help design a tool for your needs and resources.  Publications can also give descriptions of tools and
techniques.

Several resources are available for you to learn more tools and techniques and to use them more effectively:

� Appendix A includes a manual, Involving Citizens: A Guide to Conducting Citizen Participation, by Wilbur A.
Wiedman, Jr.  Mr. Wiedman developed this guide, under contract with the Wisconsin DNR, to help local
governments meet the community involvement requirements of the recycling law.  The Wiedman guide is a how-to
manual that can help you design and carry out a public participation process.  It also includes descriptions of a range
of tools and techniques.

� Training in public participation is available from the Department’s public participation program.  This program is
also a good source of information about outside training courses.

� The appendix includes some case studies and a menu of tools and techniques, with a brief description of each and
some of its strengths and weaknesses.

� The agency’s public participation program has a collection of public participation manuals and reference materials,
as well as other available resources.
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APPENDIX B:  Case “Snapshots”

This appendix includes a handful of one- and two-page case snapshots in public participation, each illustrating one or more
key ideas.  These were developed for some conference sessions and training workshops held jointly by Mary Hamel,
Wisconsin DNR, and Beth Carlson, Minnesota DNR. The Department thanks Beth and the Minnesota DNR for their gracious
generosity in allowing us to use their case studies.  Our gratitude also goes to Maggie Creighton of Creighton and Creighton,
consultants, for their willingness to share one of the stories.

The attached case snapshots include:

Working Toward Common Ground A Wisconsin case study on the DNR’s land use project.  This
study highlights how to determine your public participation
objectives and then use them to design your process.

The Swimming Pool A story of a Wisconsin city’s unsuccessful attempt to build a
swimming pool.  This story illustrates the importance of
involving people early and the true costs of not involving them.

Multi-Level Access Design This Minnesota story shows one way to handle it when there are
differing levels of interest in your project.

Keeping the Horse in Front of the Cart A couple of Minnesota stories illustrate the need to be sincere
about using input if you are asking for it, thinking ahead about
how you will use it, and recognizing the wisdom others can bring
to a process.

Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway
Management Planning

A fascinating Minnesota case study about river planning.  This
story explores using very large open-ended groups to do the
planning, empowering the public to make decisions, and the
time-commitment than can be required.

A Tale of Two Open Houses Two Minnesota stories illustrating how one technique, open
houses, can have different results in different settings and how
you can adapt that technique to fit the occasion.

Mail-In Maps: Planning Without Meeting A California case study shows one way to reach out to a
community when participation, particularly at meetings, is low.

Switching Boats in Mid-Stream From Wisconsin’s effort to write criteria for listing Outstanding
Resource Waters.  This case illustrates using knowledge about
the community to anticipate process needs and prepare
contingencies as well as the need for flexibility and adapting to
the public’s process needs.
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WORKING TOWARD COMMON GROUND

Background

In 1993, recognizing the great influence of land use on the state’s natural resources and environment, the Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources formed a staff task force to frame the issue for the agency and identify steps the DNR could
take to improve land use decisions.

Staff completed their report in June 1994.  At that point, the agency decided to ask the public about the issue.  As DNR began
to discuss involving the public in this policy issue, two realities emerged:

� the Department had already produced a report and it was thus too late to get the public involved “up front” and
� land use is a very broad topic – we couldn’t just ask “so what do you think?”

With these considerations in mind, the DNR began to identify objectives for the public participation process.  What did we
want to know from the public?  How could/would we use it?  What would their role be?

Clearly, the DNR couldn’t develop policy and plan collaboratively with the public, we already had a draft of it!  So, rather
than ignore the draft report, we decided to use it as the backbone for involving the public.  We would focus on 4 specific
aspects in the report and get the public to help us review and improve them:

� What should be our common vision for land use in the state?
� What do we mean by sound land use – what criteria define it?
� What should the DNR’s role be in land use decisions in the state?
� What should be the DNR’s priorities related to land use?

Now we had specific objectives – we wanted the public to review and revise these 4 key areas of our draft report.

We also knew we wanted the full state to answer these questions:  we wanted to hear from people around the state and with a
range of perspectives.  We also felt there was value in having these people hear from each other so understanding could be
increased.  A subobjective was to understand better where there was agreement and where there was disagreement.

Can you see how much easier designing a public participation plan around these specific objectives is than “getting the
public’s opinion about land use?”

10 Public Discussion Sessions

If you want people to talk and listen to each other, you get them together.  If you want to include people from all over the
state, you go all over the state.  Thus, the DNR held 10 sessions around Wisconsin.  And, because we didn’t want to leave out
people who couldn’t make the meetings, we distributed 3000 copies of the draft report, each with a mail-back comment form
that closely mirrored the meeting process.

A specific meeting tool was designed for each of the 4 information objectives.

� Vision:  Having received the vision in advance, participants could write and post comments on the statement.

� Sound Land Use:  Facilitated small groups discussed the posted draft criteria and added to them.  Then, individually
participants indicated their agreement or disagreement with each criterion using green or red dots.

� DNR’s role:  In facilitated small groups, participants discussed things about land use in Wisconsin they would like to
change.  For each change, they explored what the DNR’s role should be and their own role.

� DNR’s priorities:  Participants were given a form listing 25 actions, from the draft report, DNR could take.  Participants
ranked each from low to high priority or indicated “Don’t do.”  The form was on 2-part carbonless paper so they could
leave their comments with us, but also could take a copy home.
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After the originally scheduled meetings, we analyzed our attendance sheets against previously identified list of interested and
affected populations.  We discovered we had limited input from central city and urban areas.  To fill that gap, we worked with
community leaders and groups within Milwaukee to sponsor a special session to get input from those constituencies.

Each of the 4 tools was developed with a social science researcher, who would analyze the results.  He made sure our input
tools could be clearly analyzed.  At the end of the entire process, he identified common themes and rated the prioritized
actions, based on input from both meetings and written submissions.

The public’s input changed our ideas, report, and direction. The conversations alone helped elevate the issue in the state and
made change happen.

The Morals of This Tale

� Be clear on your objectives.
� Tailor the tool to the objective.
� Think ahead about how you’ll use the information.

Find ways to hear from the under-heard.

From Mary Hamel, Wisconsin DNR
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THE SWIMMING POOL

Background

A prosperous mid-sized Midwest city had no public pool.  The city’s Parks Commission studied developing a number of
pools around the city.  They decided the first of these was to be located at one of the city parks along one of the lakes and
proceeded to plan for this pool, without involving the public in deciding whether to build a pool or in defining criteria for
siting and designing the pool.

Although the majority of the city’s residents probably felt a pool was a great idea, many were upset with the chosen location,
which would have resulted in the loss of woods along a lakeshore and would have required kids to cross a busy thoroughfare,
along with other concerns.

What Happened

Grass roots opposition to the proposed pool led the way to a referendum.  The referendum, which passed easily, required the
city to hold referendums on any construction projects that cost more than $500,000 and are near waterfront parks, including
the pool.

5. This referendum not only killed this pool proposal, but the others that were being studied.  $800,000 in private donations
had to be returned.  Some estimated the newly passed referendum would force 6 and 12 month delays on other projects,
including a golf course expansion already proposed at the time of the referendum.  Others feared it would greatly delay or
prevent a city convention center.

Public sentiment before specific proposal Public sentiment with specific proposal

Not on bus line For this pool

          For a pool

Street too busy

Against cutting
trees

Against a pool
Against a pool Don’t want in my

neighborhood Too far from my
neighborhood

The Morals of This Tale

� Involve people early in your decision process, e.g. in identifying issues and decision criteria
� When analyzing the costs and benefits of participation, consider costs of NOT involving the public

From Mary Hamel, Wisconsin DNR
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MULTI-LEVEL ACCESS DESIGN

Monitor-Consult-Advise

Some people just want information and they expect to receive the courtesy of being kept informed.  Others are more deeply
interested in the content and product, but they don’t have the time or inclination to attend meetings.  Another set of interested
parties (sometimes groups, sometimes specific individuals) want to have say in the matter throughout the process.

In designing a participation process, don't let yourself get trapped into thinking that you can or should only provide one level
of access.  Particularly with longer-term complex projects, interested parties will have different capacities for participating.
That said, their support (or lack of active opposition) may still be needed at a later stage.  Communication activities as well as
classic "participation" activities can be very important, so your participation process design should take into account varying
needs and expectations by participants.

Larry Aggens' "Orbits of Participation" and IAP2's "Public Participation Spectrum" are both useful illustrations.  The "Orbits"
piece shows the varied levels of interest both inside and outside of organizations, be they agency staff, local government
officials, businesses, or the general public.  The "Spectrum" shows that different levels of access can be provided, and the
main point here is that they are not mutually exclusive.

Example:  Wetlands Planning and Management Guidance in Minnesota

Development of the Minnesota Wetlands Conservation Plan (MWCP) and a subsequent project to develop wetland
management guidance tailored to one region both provided multiple levels of participation access to the project.  It was done
precisely because interested parties identified their own differing needs.  The effort was generally effective and consistent
throughout the MWCP project, but unfortunately it was not carried through in the regional project due to a staffing change.

On the back is a sample sign-up form asking interested parties to define how they want to participate.  Similar examples exist
in Wisconsin; this sample form was in fact adapted from a Wisconsin DNR document.

The Morals of This Tale

� You'll never know the trouble you'll miss by taking the time to remember the less-involved but still very interested and
possibly influential people.

� Going the extra mile to make it possible for people to participate according to their capacity and interest will go a long
way towards build credibility and trust.
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Sign-up Form

Time Period:  May 1998 to March 2000

YES!  I want to contribute my help and advice to "Wetlands Guidance for the Anoka Sand Plain"

Please print clearly:

_________________________________________________________________________________________________
Name Daytime Phone / Evening Phone

_________________________________________________________________________________________________
Title / Organization Fax Number

_________________________________________________________________________________________________
Address E-mail address

_________________________________________________________________________________________________
City, State, Zip Code

Desired level of interaction:
(rank 1, 2, and 3 by your preference)

ADVISE:  Serve on the technical advisory
committee.
Meetings every 1-2 months are anticipated.

CONSULT:  Review and comment from time to
time, mostly in writing and possibly in an
occasional meeting.
Check one box:
Send information by  � e-mail OR  � regular
mail

MONITOR:  Receive general updates.
Check one box:
Send information by  � e-mail OR  � regular
mail

Thank you!

Please leave this form with the facilitator
or fax to 296-1811 by Friday, June 19.

I recommend contacting following persons or groups
who may be interested in this project:

_____________________________________________
Name

_____________________________________________
Organization (if applicable)

_____________________________________________
Address

_____________________________________________
City, State, Zip Code

___________________________________________
Name

_____________________________________________
Organization (if applicable)

_____________________________________________
Address

_____________________________________________
City, State, Zip Code

Elizabeth Carlson - MN DNR, November 2000
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KEEPING THE HORSE IN FRONT OF THE CART:   ACTUALLY USING PUBLIC INPUT

Yes, We Really Mean It

People should have a say in decisions about actions that affect their lives [Core Value #1].  Public participation includes the
promise that the public's contribution will influence the decision [Core Value #2].

Too often, a lot of time and energy are put into collecting public input and far less thought goes into how the public input will
be used.  When people go to the trouble of showing up for a meeting, writing comments, offering their ideas . . . they are
owed the courtesy and respect shown when someone pays attention to what they had to say.

Besides, you never know where the bright ideas will come from - they don't always come just from the science or the experts.
Somebody just might actually ask a question or offer a suggestion about something that hasn't been considered - perhaps an
overlooked detail, another alternative, or an unanticipated effect.  Participation, when done well and with integrity, should
boost the chances of a higher quality and more durable decision.

"Doe" County State Lands Management

Sometimes, no matter what you do to encourage participatory decision making, some people are going to be stuck in a
different mental model.  In "Doe" County (as in John Doe), the Minnesota  DNR worked hard to collect broad public input on
a set of state land management decisions.  To wrap up the decision making, a staff meeting was held to go over any last
disagreements, whether among agency staff or from the public.  It was an odd meeting; everyone seemed to be trying to make
the discussion work but it felt "off."  Only later did the facilitator learn that some land managers in the room were befuddled
by her questions about resolving objections and disagreements from the public.  They had figured out the "right" management
choices themselves, so what were they supposed to do with the public input?  The real question about whether the public
raised intelligent and thoughtful questions and alternative choices was not on their radar screen at all.

The Essential Bit of Wisdom That Came Out "Outer Space"

Example #1: Development of Minnesota DNR's electronic licensing system.  When the work group suggested a PC on every
license seller's counter, the idea was roundly rejected and the work group began learning about what might work.  The second
idea of using a 10-key calculator with a card reader was better, but not good enough.  The third proposal for a card reader
with a small pullout keyboard finally addressed the need on a compact device that was relatively easy to use.

Example #2: Development of Minnesota Wetlands Conservation Plan.  In the beginning, agency staff and environmental
interests resisted discussing the concept of regional differences; they were quite comfortable with one-size-fits-all regulations.
When issues were being identified for the plan through a series of 20 focus groups, the most consistent message was that
regional differences and regulatory simplification had to be discussed.  In the end, a regional framework and simplification
became central features of the state wetlands plan due to the persistent voice of interested parties across the state.

The Morals of This Tale

� Be honest about it: use public input the way you've promised, or don't ask for it at all.
� You never know where the rich bit of wisdom or fresh thinking might come from.

Elizabeth Carlson - MN DNR, November 2000
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LOWER ST. CROIX NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERWAY MANAGEMENT PLANNING*

Situation

The Lower St. Croix National Scenic Riverway lies on the border between Minnesota and Wisconsin and immediately
adjacent to the Mpls.-St. Paul metropolitan area (pop. 3 million).  The St. Croix has a long history of controversy that had
rallied strong interest groups on both sides of such issues as a power plant and a highway bridge.  The lower river's excellent
water quality makes it very desirable for recreation and five state parks line its banks.  About 45 diverse interest groups were
identified.  With much of the river's management focused on regulating private land use to protect scenic values and
regulating recreational use to reduce conflicts, the potential for controversy and "win-lose" scenarios was great.

Participation/Leadership Innovation

Project managers created the Lower St. Croix Planning Task Force and invited all 45 interest groups to participate, with the
pledge that if the group could reach consensus on any management strategies for the river, the three resource agencies would
include that in the overall Plan.  Membership in the task force remained open-ended, meaning anyone who attended and
wanted to participate was a member.

The task force met 53 times over 20 months, with attendance ranging from 30 to 200 people.  They developed a range of
alternatives and, finally, went through a four-month decision-making exercise in an attempt to reach consensus on specific
management directions.  A caucus-negotiating process was used.  The task force reached consensus on 79 of 108 decision
points, a success rate of 75%.  The remaining items were referred to the Lower St. Croix Management Commission for agency
decision.  The draft plan was published in August 1999 and is expected to be fully implemented by April 2002.

Observations

This type of participatory planning takes a lot more time and patience than traditional planning by managing agencies, and
individual meetings take considerable preparation.  However, in the case of highly controversial issues where there are many
polarized interest groups, public buy-in on the process and the outcome is considerably higher.  The risk that legal action by
one interest group may delay plan implementation is significantly reduced.

The Morals of This Tale

� Advisory groups can have permeable boundaries if that meets the needs for inclusiveness
� Be prepared for the time investment to stand by commitment to broad participation

By Steve Johnson, MN DNR
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A TALE OF TWO OPEN HOUSES

The "Open House" Technique

You may remember an "open house" that your family or church or a new local business has held.  It's an informal reception-
like event.  The term is familiar to most people, at least in Minnesota.

As a public participation technique, an "Open House" is an informal setting that allows for one-to-one exchanges between any
concerned/interested person and the public officials and professionals involved in the matter.  Attendees have the opportunity
to mill around, going back and forth among displays of information and materials, familiarizing themselves with the various
facets of the proposed plan or action.  An open house is also useful in getting attendees' viewpoints and perceptions
communicated directly to the public officials and professionals.

An open house may not be appropriate when there is an intense need for group discussion or when project staff, leaders, or
decision makers are unwilling to interact directly with the public.  While you can collect written comments at an open house,
do not mislead attendees to think that it's a vote to determine the final decision.

Do serve refreshments!  Do have colorful, interactive, show-&-tell displays!

The Savage Fen Open House - November 1997

A classic example of a pure open house that went "by the numbers."  The issue concerned the future of a rare type of wetland
in the developing suburb of Savage, near the Minnesota River.

How the open house fit our objectives: On a contentious issue, we wanted to reach beyond the local officials and neighboring
landowners into the wider community of citizens to share information, to answer questions and to hear their feedback and
other ideas.

Adaptation used: Other interested parties were offered their own stations to display their own materials (maps, plans, fact
sheets, etc.) and talk one-on-one with attendees.

The Con-Con Lands Open Houses � May 1999 and December 1999

A good example of how things can go wrong despite your preparations, and how to respond.
How the open house fit our objectives: On a contentious issue, we wanted to reach beyond the local officials and neighboring
landowners into the wider community of citizens to share information, to answer questions and to hear their feedback and
other ideas.

a. An open house gets "hijacked": Some local officials took control of an open house to vent their opinions and perhaps to
prevent the contact DNR was seeking with local residents.  Some attendees simply left when the low key open house
format was lost.

b. Adaptation for the later round: An unusual hybrid combining an open house with a presentation and a public comment
period.

The Morals of This Tale

� Anticipation and adaptation are two of your best tools in designing a participation strategy.
� The same tool will not work exactly the same way in every situation.
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Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Blending the Open House and Public Forum Techniques

The "Open House" is an informal setting which allows for one-on-one exchanges, usually during an evening or weekend,
that provides stakeholders the opportunity to ask questions, express concerns, react to what is being proposed, and even make
suggestions to the technical experts staffing the event.  While the guests have the opportunity to mill around going back and
forth between displays and familiarizing themselves with the various facets of the proposals, the Open House is also
productive in getting stakeholders' viewpoints and perceptions communicated to the professionals.  It is designed to be low-
key and dialogue-oriented.

A public "Forum" is designed to air certain issues, to hear different points of view expressed, to shed light on a subject, but
not to make any decisions.  A Forum can play a very constructive role in bringing out the views and perceptions of various
interests, and in exposing all of the interests to each other's views.

Blending the techniques

Open House design can be adapted to provide a mini-Forum component.  For example, an Open House running from 7:00 to
8:30 or 9:00 p.m. could set aside the middle 30-45 minutes for a Forum.  It can be a simple but structured way to provide time
for public venting of opinions and concerns to project leaders (which might be very important to some stakeholders), while
preserving the strengths of the open house opportunity.  Project leaders should consider overall project objectives and
local/cultural values when considering this approach.

How to do it

1. Have people sign up on cards to speak (providing their name, city, and affiliation).

2. A moderator will take cards at random from the stack (so there are no preferences in the speaking order) and call on
speakers.  Both the next speaker and the "on deck" speaker are called, so that each is alerted to collect their thoughts and
be ready.

3. Every speaker will have the same preset time limit (e.g., 3 minutes), so that everyone gets a chance to speak.  Calculate
the limit based on the number of speakers and total available time.  Use a flashcard to let speakers know their time is
running out.

4. Written comments can be submitted that night or later, whether or not people chose to speak; announcement deadline and
provide plenty of comment forms.

5. After the Forum is adjourned, everyone can return to one-on-one interactions at the open house information stations.
Microphones and other forum equipment and furniture should be unplugged and removed immediately (packed up or
otherwise placed beyond access).

Sources
Citizen Participation Handbook by Hans and AnneMarie Bleiker, Seventh Edition, Institute for Participatory Management
and Planning, 1993.
Public hearing technique used by Roger Williams, Minnesota Office of Dispute Resolution.
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Savage Fen Management Plan

TIPS FOR STAFFING OPEN HOUSE STATIONS

The two purposes of an open house are to provide information and to collect feedback on a specific project or venture.
Visitors are likely to include many people who have very limited knowledge of the topic and very limited access to
information sources.  Therefore, you can give the greatest assistance to visitors if you provide basic information and focused
discussion to help them understand the Savage Fen wetland complex and the management issues for the plan under
development.

Room Set-Up

The room will be set up to spread visitors out and to give them a variety of staff to talk with.  It also gives many opportunities
to those who want to deliver messages before they can listen.

There will not be a single, formal presentation.  An open house is an informal setting for information-sharing.

We will have one or two "hosts" to greet visitors, explain the format, and guide them into the room.

Chairs will be provided for you during slow periods, but you will be more effective if you stand up while talking with visitors;
being in front of the table would be better yet.

"Workday casual" clothing is recommended, if you can manage it with your schedule.  Again, the idea is to make yourself as
friendly and accessible as possible.

At the stations

Prepare your thoughts in advance.  Think about how you best can help visitors learn about the project and become
informed citizens and community leaders.

Be friendly, but be attentive to how they respond.  Sometimes folks who are intensely disturbed about an issue will
interpret a sunny disposition as flippancy about their concerns.

Show folks that you are actively listening and want to give them the information they need.  If you do not have the
information, help them get to someone who does.  It may be necessary sometimes just to listen.

Please prepare a 1-2 page fact sheet on your topic and bring 100 copies for visitors to pick up and take home.  A
simple Q&A format will probably be the easiest for visitors to read quickly.  Please include the name of the author
organization, a contact name and phone number in case of follow-up questions, and the date it was prepared.

Keep your handouts and discussions focused on the Savage Fen wetland complex, because that is the topic for the
evening.  Issues at a larger or more general scale (such as metro-area transportation policy, urban sprawl, general water
management, and so forth) probably will confuse visitors if you do not concentrate on the specifics of the Savage Fen site.

Maps and graphics can be very helpful.  Visual information can be absorbed more quickly than written information.  Take
reasonable steps to ensure that the information is presented in a sound and accurate manner and indicate the author and data
sources, as applicable.
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Open House Map
Savage Fen Open House

November 19, 1997, 6:00 - 8:00 PM

Roads and
Rights-of-Way

Environmental
Questions for DNR

What is the Savage
Fen and why is it

protected?

Hydrology, Plants &
Animals of the Fen

Why Do This Plan?
Planning Process

Next Steps

Community Development
and Water Use

Public Land
Owners

SIGN-IN TABLE

�
�

REFRESHMENTS

Environmental
Interest Groups

COMMENT BOX
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Welcome to the Savage Fen Open House
November 19, 1997, 6:00 - 8:00 PM

STAFF ARE HERE TO PROVIDE YOU WITH INFORMATION AND ANSWER QUESTIONS

PLANNING PROCESS STAFF can talk with you about:
� Purpose and need for this resource management plan.
� Regulatory context for the Savage Fen wetland complex.
� Plan development and decision-making processes and schedule.
� How you can participate.

ECOLOGISTS and BOTANISTS can talk with you about:
� Plant and animal communities in the fen and the wetland complex as a whole.
� Threatened and special concern species.
� Potential impacts from land and groundwater development activities.

HYDROLOGISTS can talk with you about:
� Groundwater aquifer systems in the southwest metro that support the Savage Fen.
� Surface water system of the Savage Fen.
� Potential impacts from land and groundwater development activities.

CITY STAFF can talk with you about:
� Current and projected growth.
� Current and planned needs for water supply, transportation, and other urban services.
� Local strategies for stormwater management and groundwater withdrawals.

PUBLIC LAND OWNERS can talk with you about:
� The DNR's Scientific and Natural Areas in the wetland complex.
� Public land management activities in the Savage Fen wetland complex.
� Opportunities with private landowners for cooperative activities or voluntary acquisition.

DNR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW STAFF can talk with you about:
� Why calcareous fens are important.
� Concerns about impacts to the fen from land use activities and groundwater drawdowns.

ENVIRONMENTAL INTEREST GROUPS can talk with you about:
� Why calcareous fens are important.
� Benefits of having the Savage Fen in the community.
� Concerns about impacts to the fen and the need for citizen support of the fen.

HIGHWAY and UTILITIES STAFF can talk with you about:
� Proposed County State Aid Highway 27 (CSAH 27) road project.
� Pipelines and electric utilities in the vicinity of the Savage Fen.

By Elizabeth Carlson - MN DNR
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MAIL-IN MAPS: PLANNING WITHOUT MEETING

The Homework Technique

How often have you wondered, “why don’t more people come to my meeting?”  Well, after a long day at work, how often
have you gone to a public meeting (if it wasn’t related to your job)?

This technique recognizes people are busy.  They have lots of demands on their time and lots of things they’d like to do.  And
maybe they really don’t understand why they should be concerned about your project or that they can contribute in any
meaningful way.

Find some kind of exercise people can do at home and mail in (or e-mail) – an exercise that will allow them to give you
USEFUL information.  Design it to meet your public participation objectives.  Know how you’ll use the information.  Make it
easy, clear, and, if possible, fun… or at least intriguing.  A good homework exercise will clarify why people should care about
your process, what’s at stake, and that they can contribute.

Maggie Creighton’s Mail-In Maps

Maggie Creighton of the firm Creighton and Creighton (web site below) used a simple map and stickers to get members of a
community involved in their neighborhood development.  The homework exercise was almost like a game, simple and fun.  It
was clear what the project was about.  Not only did 60 people mail it back in, but it inspired another 65 to come to the
workshop, when there had previously been little presentation.  More information is on the attached description from the
Creightons’ newsletter.

Note, to make sure the neighborhood took the mail-in maps seriously, the city arranged to have them hand delivered!

The Morals of This Tale

� Involving the public doesn’t always mean meetings.  Make giving input easy.
� Be creative; don’t be afraid to be fun.  There are formats other than long bureaucratic surveys for written input.
� Getting them started at home can entice people to get more involved.
� Sometimes you have to take the extra step or try something new to get people into your process.
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CITIZENS MAIL-IN MAPS SHOW NEEDED

CHANGES IN NEIGHBORHOOD

The City of Mountain View (California) Community Development Department had a problem.  It wanted to pay attention
to a part of the town which didn’t have much sense of community.  The neighborhood included a mix of industrial
development, apartment complexes, and moderate-income housing.  The city knew the neighborhood hadn’t received as much
attention as other parts of the rapidly developing community, but when it tried to involve people through ordinary public
hearings, there was little participation.

Maggie Cieghton worked with city staff to develop a mailer that
challenged residents with the message: “You can shape the future of
your neighborhood!”  Inside the mailer was a map of the neighborhood,
along with stickers with words like “Problem,” “Park,” “Traffic,”
“Walking Path” which permitted residents to put a sticker on the map to
show where there was a problem or where a desired facility would go.
The mailer invited people to mail in the completed map or bring the
map to a community workshop held on a Saturday morning.  The city
made arrangements so that the mailer was hand-delivered to 4,ooo
residents in the neighborhood.

More than 60 people mailed in their maps, and another 65 attended the
community workshop.  At the workshop participants transferred their
arrows from the flyer to large wall-sized maps where they could use
larger arrows.  They met in small teams to discuss their comments.
Then they expressed support or opposition to each other’s ideas by
applying color-coded dots to each other’s arrows.

Members of the Mountain View Planning Commission participated in
the discussion and were so pleased with the level of involvement that
they would like to hold similar workshops in other parts of the
community.

From the newsletter of Jim and Maggie Creighton:  http://www.creightonandcreighton.com

http://www.creightonandcreighton.com/
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SWITCHING BOATS IN MID-STREAM

The Small Group and the Anti-Small Group

Small group discussions offer more informal settings and opportunities for dialog than large groups or formal hearings.  A
well-designed process and good facilitator can help a small group of people express itself.  Small groups tend to be more
“user-friendly” and less intimidating than standard meetings, particularly to people who are nervous speaking publicly.
Usually more people express their opinions and ask questions than at formal meetings.

But, in small groups, you cannot talk to everyone in the community at once.  Nor can you hear what everyone else in your
community thinks.  Because of this, when trust is low, members of a community may see breaking into small groups as a ruse
to “divide and conquer.”  They believe you are preventing them from addressing the entire community in order to decrease
their power and effectiveness.

The Outstanding Resource Waters (ORW) Discussions -- 1996

Meetings across the state included facilitated small group discussions about what criteria should be used to list waters as
“outstanding resource waters,” the highest protection under law.  ORW listings can greatly affect the approval or denial of
permits for facilities.

In north central Wisconsin, trust of the DNR was low because of the ongoing permit decisions about a proposed metallic
mine. DNR had used open houses on the mining issue, which members of community advocacy groups saw as a divide-and-
conquer strategy. Thus, we anticipated people in that part of the state might object to being broken into small groups.

And, indeed, at the start of the meeting, participants complained about being divided up into groups.  Each said he/she
preferred a large group and understood that would decrease significantly the average time each had to talk.  The facilitator
called for a 10-minute coffee break, using the time to reconfigure.  After the break, the meeting continued as a facilitated
large-group discussion.  The meeting only ran 30 minutes longer due to the large-group format.

Participants appreciated the staff’s flexibility and willingness to change plans, mid-stream.  Subsequently, participants seemed
to believe us to be more sincere and trustworthy.

The Morals of This Tale

� Anticipate community needs and contingencies.  Consider the recent history of issues in the community as you make your
plans.  Listen to the noise.

� Be flexible.  Remember, participation processes must meet the community’s needs as well as your own.  It’s their
meeting.

� Core Value #3:  The public participation process communicates the interests and meets the process needs of participants.
� Core Value #5:  The public participation process involves participants in defining how they participate.

From Mary Hamel, Wisconsin DNR




