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ABSTRACT

Public participation is a non-formal adult learning activity man-
dated in many government-sponsored planning efforts. Although many
planners firmly believe that public participation is a good thing, few
are skilled in designing and conducting an effort appropriate for achiev-
ing intended outcomes. This is a study of the public participation
effort in a major river basin planning project, the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level
B River Basin Study.

Designed to determine the relative efficacy of particular techniques
of public involvement in promoting anticipated learning outcomes among
planners and publics, the study combined a series of 3 surveys with par-
ticipant observation and document analysis. Early in the river basin
study interviews were conducted with a) all planners involved in the
study; b) a sample of Citizen Advisory Committee members; and c¢) a
matched sample of non-member residents. A second wave of interviews was
held midway in the planning project. The final survey included three
samples: a) residents in a typical county (general public); b) planning
staff; and c¢) persons targeted for participation and included on the
study mailing list. The first group was interviewed and the other two
received mailed self-administered questionnaires. Outcomes of interest
were the publics' and planners' understanding of role expectations; the
publics' awareness of the river basin study and the problems/solutions it
addressed; and planners' awareness of publics' concerns, interests, and
preferences. :

Results of the study included: 1) Although more involvement was
associated with more learning on the part of the publics, no one tech-
nique was clearly superior to another; 2) Although the planners did not
develop an explicit rationale (means—ends statement) for the public
participation effort, they considered it successful because no serious
public objections were raised concerning the final plan; 3) The public
participation effort was shaped less by preconceived ideas of representa-
tiveness, desired outcomes, and means-ends relationships than by changing
demands and circumstances imposed by the nature of the planning project,
the sponsoring agency, and, to a lesser extent, the publics. Skills in
identifying, negotiating, and responding flexibly to these demands are
vital for public participation efforts. Illuminative evaluation is more
appropriate than goal-oriented in cases like this where both the ability
to conduct a stable program and the understanding of likely outcomes is
uncertain,
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Legislation that calls for various levels of government to conduct
water resources planning generally requires that such planning include a
public participation component. Presumably, affording the public an
opportunity for oversight of planning activities is a means of ensuring
that planners do indeed determine and protect the publics' interests.,

Public participation, however, need not be considered as a quasi-
-adversarial activity in which publics (relatively powerless, inexpert,
and unorganized) attempt to keep the planners (in full authority by dint
of office, expertise, and control of resources) honest. An alternative
view, and one that is consonant with much of the language of planning
legislation, is of public participation as an educative activity. From
this perspective the function of public participation is to ensure that
planners learn which publics have interests in water resources, what
those interests are, how thos2 interests are perceived to be jeopardized
or protected, and what choices the publics prefer when interests con-
flict. At the same time the publics learn (if they are not already
aware) that their interests are at stake in decisions about water
resources. They must learn, if they are to express informed preferences,
what those interests are and how they conflict. Furthermore, they must
learn how the planning process is organized and how they may participate
effectively.

The research described in this report was undertaken from this
perspective. It was a case study of the North Carolina public participa~
tion effort in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B River Basin Study. Using
observation, document analysis, and a series of surveys of various groups
of publics and planners, the research addressed the following questions:

1) Is it appropriate and useful to view public participation in
planning as an educational process?

2) What were the components of the public participation effort, and
what relationships were found between them and evidences of
learning?

3) What shaped the public participation effort in the Yadkin-Pee Dee
Study?

4) What problems and issues were encountered in this public partici-
pation effort?

Public Participation as an Educational Process

Public participation in planning is seen by both planners and parti-
cipants as an educational experience for the public,
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Persons who had participated in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study had been
more involved in learning about the Study (e.g. through reading Study
materials) than in informing planners of public preferences. The single
most important thing that respondents felt planners could do to help
citizens participate in future water resource planning was to better
educate the public.

Planners clearly considered themselves as educators of the public,
and believed they should make their work understandable and interesting
to the public, Almost all believed that the public participation compo-
nent was sufficiently important that it should and would be included in
planning studies even if not required. Most were willing to invest at
least 10 percent of their time to contact with the public which, they
believed, should be frequent enough so that the public could become well~
informed and capable of providing useful opinions about study issues.
Without being educated about the content of planning, the publics' ideas
were not, apparently, considered to be valid., Becoming educated about
water resources planning was seen to be largely the responsibility of the
publics, with the planners playing a facilitative role.

Although planners indicated that it was desirable to have public
opinion to inform their work at various points in the Study, they did not
appear to have a clear idea of what they wanted to learn from the publics
or how best to go about it. The educative nature of public participation
was seen primarily as a matter of the publics learning what planners felt
they should know.

Technical aspects of water resource planning (including problems,
solutions, and tradeoffs involved) were seen as the major content of
learning for the public. Both the publics and planners needed to learn
what was expected of them in the various aspects of public participation,
and how to fulfill those expectations effectively.  Planners in fact
gained skill in communicating with the public and handling other aspects
of interaction in the public participation effort, There was room for
improvement of both technical learning and role learning in the Yadkin-
Pee Dee Study.

Recommend ations

1. A careful definition of the public inputs that are needed and
useful at each stage of a planning study would be desirable.
This would guide the planners' efforts both as educators and as
learners. It would also provide clearer direction to the public
for their involvement,

2. Another kind of learning content that should be carefully defined
is what people are expected to do as planners, as participants in
a meeting, as CAC members, and in any other roles that are a part
of the public participation effort.
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3. Once defined, attention should be given to educating people to
what these expectations are and how to carry them out well.

4. Skills training should be provided for the planning staff in
making presentations, handling discussion, working with groups,
designing a variety of ways for gathering information, and other
aspects of public participation.

5. The public participation coordinator should be selected in large

part on the basis of ability in these skill areas; continuing
opportunity for skill development is also important.

The Effect of Public Participation Components on Learning

The greater the direct involvement of participants, the more
satisfied they were with the public participation effort and the more
knowledgeable about the Study itself, The type of involvement (attending
Citizen Advisory Committee meetings, reviewing planning documents,
attending Task Group meetings, etc.) did not seem to make much difference
to learning or satisfaction, but the accummlation of involvement did.

The indirect public information program is a relatively effective
way of creating awareness of a water rescurces planning project if it is
conducted as an extension of and complement to a direct public
involvement effort.

The direct involvement events were much more expensive than the
indirect public information effort due in large part to the time of
planners spent in attending public meetings. Without the events,
however, it is doubtful that press coverage would have been so extensive,
or that issues would have been raised to spark citizen interest in the
Study. The two components are complementary, with awareness generated by
the news media (mostly newspapers) and knowledge advanced by the direct
involvement of publics.

In the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study Citizen Advisory Committees were not
involved in a way that justified the extra expense their designation
entailed. Any interested citizen could attend meetings, offer advice,
receive materials, and discuss the Study with planners. Similarly, many
persons with interest and expertise in a particular Study focus made
their ideas known to Task Group.leaders without being formally designated
as Task Group Advisors.

Recommendations

1. It is recommended that the public participation effort in future
planning projects provide more frequent but less expensive
opportunities for involvement. Instead of having one relatively




formal meeting during each phase of a study, more informal commu-
nication between individual planners and publics should be
arranged throughout the project. It would require less staff
time (and less expense) and provide more opportunity for informa-
tion sharing in both directions to hold more frequent and more
focused meetings with local government officials and representa-
tives of special interest groups.

The pressure on planners to be prepared for interaction with the
public is probably useful to the project in that it emphasizes
the importance of clarity, focus, and timeliness. Few of the
planners in this Study demonstrated an elitist attitude toward
the public. Their work was undoubtedly slowed by the expectation
that each public event was a major production instead of an on-
going kind of interaction, yet few felt that the public partici-
pation effort was a waste of time. With greater integration of
public involvement into the activities of each Task Group, there
might be less perception of work stoppage for an event and more
of business as usual.

Presenting the results of planning deliberations at the end of
each planning phase may help to capture the attention of the
general public, These report sessions would not require an
extensive (and expensive) staff presence if adequate attention is
given in advance to preparing clear and brief summaries in print
and audio-visual media.

Careful attention should be given to integration of indirect
efforts at informing the general public (e.g. news releases,
brochures, and feature broadcasts) with direct efforts to involve
specific and general publics (e.g. committee meetings, workshops,
publicity-gaining events). This orchestration should enhance the
effectiveness of both efforts, and increase the knowledgeability
of the general public as well as their awareness,

Instead of avoiding overt controversy by obscuring matters at
issue in the technical terminology of lengthy written reports,
issues should consciously be used to generate interest, inform
the public of the inevitable tradeoffs involved in water
resources planning, and focus public input to fit planners' "need
to know'"., The acknowledgement of conflicting points of view does
not necessarily lead to unwanted and premature polarization of
opinion. Openness in identifying and discussing issues may, in
fact, prevent the development of opinions based on misinformation
or lack of understanding.

For persons who have a continuing interest in water resources,
the formation of informal study groups may represent an opportu-
nity to keep track of current and continuing developments in an
area. While the public participation coordinator may provide



assistance to local residents in establishing such groups where
there is interest, the task of maintaining the groups would
remain with their members. The coordinator might be involved in
arranging to have planning staff speak to the groups when invited
and suggesting other resource people.

5. If an appointed advisory committee is considered to be politi-
cally desirable by the planning agency, the function of that
comnittee should be to offer advice and assistance on the public
participation effort, and not to attempt to speak for all publics
in regard to the planning project. Publicizing and arranging for
events, contacting interest groups and local officials, distrib-
uting materials about the project, and suggesting ways in which
to educate and be educated by the public are some of the tasks
that an advisory committee to the public participation coordina-
tor might perform. This does not preclude the involvement of
committee members in the planning project; it may, in fact,
increase their interest and knowledgeability about the project,
giving them purpose as well as status, '

Influences on the Public Participation Effort

In the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin Study the two most potent influ-
ences on the shape of the public participation effort appeared to be 1)
the nature of the planning project itself, and 2) the staff and direc-
tives of the lead state agency. A third potential source of influence—
the public——was very much interested in the design of the public partici~-
pation effort, but was consulted very little regarding the actual shape
of the program,

The scope of a Level B Study includes a whole river basin, and its
focus is only generally defined by the study proposal. Background infor-
mation on this broad and complex area could not be assembled in detail
until the major focus areas of the Study had been selected. The work
required for each Task Group focus depended on the nature and complexity
of that focus. Uniform operations for Task Groups were not feasible, and
rate of progress through the phases of planning was difficult to predict
in advance. With these kinds of uncertainty arising from the project
itself, it was difficult (if not impossible) to design the public parti-
cipation effort much in advance of the planning effort and keep it
related to each planning phase as that phase developed,

The public participation coordinator was located in the lead state

" agency, allowing that person easy access to the planners working on the
Study, and to deliberations affecting the progress of the Study. At the
same time it offered the public participation effort no insulation from
the bureaucratic enviromment. Gaining credibility with and support from
the technically-oriented planning staff and politically-oriented adminis-
trators consumed a great deal of the coordinator's time. On several
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occasions plans for the public participation effort were changed to
accommodate agency concerns (largely political).

There was little early attempt by the Study staff to seek input from
the public about the public participation effort, although unsolicited
input from the public did influence the shape of the effort. Feedback
was solicited from persons attending public meetings in the latter half
of the Study, and CAC members were recruited to assist in hosting some of
the public meetings. The public participation effort, however, was not
conceived as an effort to organize volunteers, or as a community develop-
ment effort warranting the guidance of an advisory group.

Recommendations

1. One of the most important tasks of the public participation coor-
dinator is to identify, prior to planning the public participa-
tion effort, the expectations of project, agency, and publics
regarding that effort. Presumably expectations will vary within
and between these sources of influence. Possibly one or more of
these sources may not have formed expectations for public parti-
cipation at the beginning of the project, but will do so during
the planning effort. The coordinator will need to continue moni-
toring expectations throughout the Study in order to keep the
public participation effort in line with expectations whenever
possible. (It is also highly desirable to be able to keep the
same coordinator throughout the Study for continuity of effort
and direction.)

2. A clear and detailed statement of the purposes of public partici-
pation should be developed as early as possible.  This would
necessitate discussion and negotiation of differences in expecta-
tions among significant influence sources. Such negotiation
would not only build support for the resulting program purposes,
but would also set a pattern for constructive discussion when the
substance of planning was being considered.

3. The importance of political influence on the planning study, and
particularly on the public participation effort, should be recog-
nized. If the Study is especially vulnerable to political pres—
sure, the appointment of a formal advisory committee to the
public participation effort which would assume responsibility for
gathering input from the publics may be very useful. This would,
in effect, reduce the agency's liability to charges of inade-
quately or inaccurately identifying interests and concerns of
publics that may be affected by planning recommendations.

4. Because the focus of the public participation effort can only be
as sharp as that of the planning project, it is essential that
the planning project have a clear and widely accepted purpose.
If it is to merit participation by the public, every planning
project should have a purpose that merits public investment.
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Problems and Issues Encountered in the Public Participation Effort

1. Unplanned influences: A continuing problem faced by the public
participation coordinator in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study was the
need to alter plans for public participation to accommodate changes in
planners' work and administrators' concerns. The public participation
program in the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin Study was not guided by a clear
consensus as to the purposes it should serve other than to meet the
requirement for public involvement. While members of the planning staff
did have preconceived ideas as to the nature and thrust of the effort at
the beginning of the Study, these ideas varied from one person to another
and were little concerned with the functions to be performed or rationale
for the ideas, A clear definition of purpose would have been invaluable
to persons responsible for the public participation effort, even though
that purpose might have been consciously altered during the planning
project. Given the ambiguous and fluid nature of the Level B Study it-
self, rigid adherence to a detailed plan of operations would not only
have been unrealistic, but also inappropriate. The ability to adapt
techniques was a positive aspect of the public participation effort. 1In
the absence of a clear and detailed statement of the purpose(s) public
participation was to serve in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, however, there
were few specifications for the effort other than the constraints imposed
by the agency and the project. Under these circumstances the coordinator
was necessarily concerned more with what was possible than with what
might be optimally effective,

2. Constituency development: One issue was the desirability and
feasibility of developing a formal citizen 'constituency' for the Level B
Study., In the early stages of Study planning it was decided to appoint
Citizen Advisory Committees to the Study, one in each of the three North
‘Carolina sub~basin areas. Almost all meetings of the CAC's, however,
were designed and promoted as public meetings—-events at which any inter-
ested citizen was welcome to listen and comment. Although CAC members
routinely received all Study materials generated for public information
and review, any person could request materials or ask to be included on
the mailing list, There was no other special briefing or opportunity for
CAC members to express opinions that was not also offered to any inter-
ested resident., In fact, at several meetings non-CAC members usurped
most of the time available with single—issue monologues and requests for
explanation of earlier Study phases,

The official de81gnat10n of CAC members did occasion extra work and
some special difficulties for the public participation effort. Target
dates were announced for subsequent meetings at each public meeting,
necessitating extra mailings to announce, cancel, and reschedule those
dates. If there had been po CAC's and all events were public meetings,
the meetings could have been arranged and announced when materials were
ready for distribution to local public officials, libraries, and other
dissemination points. This would have avoided the need to change meeting
arrangements when Task and phase completions were delayed. More impor-
tant, it would not have occasioned skepticism on the part of CAC members
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as to the intent of the Study in appointing CAC's that had no special
treatment or responsibility.

3. Representation: Related to pragmatic concerns regarding the
designation of a project constituency is the issue of representation, or
whose interests should be represented in the public's side of the
involvement effort. Much of the concern regarding who should participate
in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study can be attributed to uncertainty as to whose
interests were or might be at stake. In the absence of a sharply
delineated project or issue as the object of planning, and given the
uncertainty as to the products of a Level B Study, it may indeed be
reasonable to rely heavily on local elected officials to represent all
potential interests. It does not seem necessary, however, to create a
formal advisory committee just to secure a member from each unit of local
government. Invitations to meetings may be sent as a matter of course to
all units of government in the planning area. More important in identi-
fying the concerns of local citizens through their elected and appointed
representatives is holding informal conversations with individual legis-
lators, or securing an invitation to meet with them in informal session
at their convenience. '

Potential CAC members for the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study were identified
by asking existing interest groups (e.g. Sierra Club, League of Women
Voters, Community Development and Economic Development Councils, Chamber
of Commerce), industries, and agencies to nominate persons for appoint-
ment. As with local government, there is considerable turnover among
interest group members, and often more than one person was informed and
interested regarding the Study., Continuing information about Study
progress and events to known interest groups, as well as to specific
individuals, might have increased the likelihood that no publics' inter~
ests were overlooked during the Study's conduct.

4., Evaluation of public participation: Public participation is a
phenomenon in which there are multiple stakeholders. What one stakehold-
er values about public participation may bear little resemblance to what
good public participation looks like to another. The search for 'what
good looks like' early in this research revealed little consensus within
the literature, among planners, among participants, or between planners
and publics. At the conclusion of the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, however,
several important criteria emerged.

One criterion was that of feasibility-—and in this Study, feasibili-
ty meant flexibility, ability to adjust to changing rules and resources.
The fact that a visible public information and involvement effort had not
only survived over the life of the Study, but had made obvious attempts
to encourage public inputs, earned positive comment from 10 or more
experienced participants.

In reflecting on the Study after the Recommended Plan had been sent
to the federal government, several Study officials informally declared
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the public participation effort a success, The basis for their judgment
was the fact that there were no complaints from the various interest
groups affected as to the provisions of the Plan. The avoidance of long
and costly delays caused by public criticism of a planning product is
obviously a significant criterion of public participation effectiveness,
perhaps the most significant, Whether it is a sufficient justification
for the cost of public participation remains to be debated.
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I. INTRODUCTION

One of the basic resources essential to mankind is water. The na-
ture and extent of our water resources are so important to the quality of
life-~indeed, to the sustainment of life--that their protection has long
since become a matter of public concern. One form of this concern in the
United States is legislation which calls for a rational planning approach
to "encourage the conservation, development, and use of water and related
land resources...on a comprehensive and coordinated basis by all levels
of government and private interests' (Universities' Council on Water
Resources, 1976, p. 320).

Planning for our water resources offers multiple options for consid-
eration., These resources can, for example, be protected or polluted;
distributed or withheld; used or consumed; developed or ignored. While
decisions of this sort are unquestionably a matter of public interest,
the nature of the public interest, or of the multiple public and private
interests involved, is far from clear.

The responsibility of planners in this regard is substantial., It is
not enough that they be technically expert; they must also be politically
sengitive, alert to the interests and potential interests of the various
publics affected by planning recommendations. Planning conducted on
behalf of the public is ultimately responsible for determining and pro-
tecting the water resources interests of that public.

Legislation that calls for various levels of government to conduct
water resources planning generally requires that such planning include a
public participation component. Presumably, affording the public an
opportunity for oversight of planning activities is a means of ensuring
that planners do indeed determine and protect the publics' interests.

Public participation, however, need not be considered as a quasi-
adversarial activity in which the public (relatively powerless, inexpert,
and unorganized) attempts to keep the planners (in full authority by dint
of office, expertise, and control of resources) honest. An alternative
view, and one that is consonant with much of the language of planning
legislation, is of public participation as an educative activity., From
this perspective the function of public participation is to ensure that
planners learn which publics have interests in water resources, what
those interests are, how those interests are perceived to be jeopardized
or protected, and what choices the publics prefer when interests con-
flict. At the same time the publics learn (if they are not already
aware) that their interests are at stake in decisions about water
resources, They must learn, if they are to express informed preferences,
what those interests are and how they conflict, Furthermore, they must
learn how the planning process is organized and how they may participate
effectively,

The research described in this report was undertaken from this
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perspective., It is an evaluation of the public participation effort of a
major water resources planning study, in which an essential outcome is
presumed to be learning. It is descriptive, covering the intended nature
of public participation and the activities actually conducted. It is
exploratory, looking for relationships between the public participation
effort and learning reported by the actors involved. It is a case study,
focused on public participation in the North Carolina portion of the
Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B River Basin Study undertaken by North and South
Carolina in cooperation with the U. S. Water Resources Council,

In keeping with the nature of the research, the objectives are the
following:

1. to describe the North Carolina public participation effort in
the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study as it evolved, including the
nature of the various activities included and the rationale for
their inclusion, to the extent that this could be ascertained;

2, to find out at several points during the life of the planning
study whether North Carolina participants were aware of learning
attributable to the Level B Study, and if so, what these learn-
ings were;

3. to explicate issues relative to public participation encountered
during the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study and conclusions regarding these
issues; and

4, to make recommendations based on this Study for public partici-
pation in other instances of water resources planning.

Throughout the course of this evaluation the research team was
allowed to observe all public events. They were able to use participant
observation techniques for more than a year. During that time members of
the team provided advisory and staff assistance to the public participa-
tion coordinator, arranging for meetings, telephoning committee members,
preparing materials, and suggesting possible meeting formats. This per-
mitted access to some of the deliberation regarding public participation
in the Study, as well as to the water resources issues involved.

At three points during the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, survey research
techniques were used to gather data from selected groups of informants.
The particular techniques employed will be described in the sections that
report the results of these surveys.

Documents available for analysis included Study newsletters,
reports, issue papers, mailing lists, newspaper clippings, and internal
communications regarding public participation.

The organization of this report corresponds to the research objec-
tives. Following this introduction is a description of the public parti-
cipation effort in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study, including discussion




of each component of that effort. A report on each of the three data
collection surveys appears after that., The final section consists of
conclusions regarding the Yadkin-Pee Dee public participation program,
the issues encountered in its development, and recommendations for public
participation in future water resources planning.



II. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN THE YADKIN-PEE DEE LEVEL B STUDY

Background Information

In May of 1978 the North Carolina Department of Natural Resources
and Community Development (NRCD), the state of South Carolina, and the
U. S. Water Resources Council entered into an agreement to conduct a
Level B Study in the Yadkin—Pee Dee River Basin. (A map of the river
basin is shown in Exhibit 1.,) With a budget of $1 million, 70 percent
from the federal govermment and 30 percent contributed in cash and in
kind from the two states, the Study was intended to exemplify a greater
role of state and local government in comprehensive water resources
planning. The general goals for water resources development and use in
the Yadkin-Pee Dee Basin were established as:

1. to maintain and improve the environmental resources of the
Basin; and

2, to enhance economic development opportunities and living
conditions for the residents of the Basin and the Carolinas
(Plan of Study, p. 13).

The Study was organized under a tri-partite Control Board and a
Study Management Committee in which the two states and eight federal and
regional agencies involved were represented (Exhibit 2). Each of the
five focus areas of the Study was assigned to a task group, with members
of the group selected from lead state agencies and appropriate
federal/regional agencies. Other task groups were responsible for
support functions, including one to design and conduct the citizen parti-
cipation component (Exhibit 3).

The planning effort was divided into phases, the first of which was
the identification of study focuses and preparation of a Plan of Study.
Following approval of the Plan of Study, the Existing Plan phase was
begun. Phase III was the development of Alternative Plans, and Phase IV
the selection of a Recommended Plan. This final phase included the prep-
aration of a Preliminary Draft Recommended Planand a Draft Recommended
Plan as prior steps.,

The Development of North Carolina's Public Participation Effort

The design of public participation in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study was
based in part on the '"Principles and Standards for Planning" issued by
the Water Resources Council (1973). This document identifies general
guidelines in regard to obtaining direct inputs from the public, but does
not specify how the guidelines are to be applied or interpreted in a
particular context. That is the task of the planning staff,

Before Study Approval: Prior to the Level B Study a Citizens
Advisory Committee (CAC) had been formed in 1975 in the North Carolina
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Exhibit 2, Organization of the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin Study
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Exhibit 3, Task Groups in the Yadkin—Pee Dee Study

Water Resources Task Groups
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Task Group #3
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Task Group #l1

DATA/PROJECTIONS

Task Group #4
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Task Group #2
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Task Group #5
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Task Group #9
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Task Group #6 .

WATER QUALITY

Task Group #10

REPORT PREPARATION

Task Group #7
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portion of the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin as an adjunct to the N. C.
Water Resources Framework Study. It met three times--once each in 1975,
'76, and '77. 1Its third meeting in February 1977 included a priorities
workshop seen by NRCD staff as a first step of a public participation
program for the then-proposed Level B Study.

One result of the February 1977 meeting was a request to the Office
of the Secretary of NRCD for clarification of the role and function of
the CAC. At that time the public participation coordinator expected to
split the N, C. Yadkin Basin into Northern and Southern sub-basins, with
the existing Citizens Advisory Committee split into two larger and more
widely representative sub-basin CAC's, A third CAC was proposed for the
Lumber-Waccamaw sub-basin in the southeastern part of the state. Each
was to have about 25 members.,

Tentative plans for public participation before the Yadkin-Pee Dee
Level B Study was approved included three activities in addition to the
CAC's:

1. Use of survey research techniques to get inputs (e.g. percep-
tions of water resources problems) from recognized interest
groups, local government, and a sample of the general public,
These inputs could then be compared with those of the CAC's;

2. Encouragement of public attendance at CAC meetings; and

3. A public information effort involving news releases, a news-
letter, and/or a newspaper supplement to invite public response
(Memo of March, 1977).

Documents available from this pre-Level B period emphasized two
functions of a public participation program, One was public information
-=-to create public awareness of water resources issues and of the Study,
including what a Level B Study cannot do as well as what it can do, and
how the public might become involved in the effort. No statements were
found that offered a ratiomale for the importance of increasing public
awareness.* The implicit assumption seemed to be that the public should
be educated regarding water resources issues so that individuals would be
willing and capable of providing inputs to the Study. Of interest is the
explicit attention given to including in the content of the public infor-
mat ion effort the limitations of a Level B Study. Creating unrealistic
expectations was clearly to be avoided.

The other function was eliciting public input. Although the forma-
tion of the CAC's represented a substantial investment in securing an
interested source of data, their inputs were to be continuously validated
and supplemented by surveys of samples from interested and general pub-
lics. Anticipated 'inputs' were not specified; presumably these would

*The report of a 1974 summer internship experience (Pendergraft and
Cummings) is evidence that the Department had considered the rationales
for various and complimentary components of a public participation
effort. No departmental policy statement, and no statement particular to
the Yadkin—-Pee Dee Study, was located, however.




vary as the particular requirements of the planning process unfolded.
Again, no explicit rationale for public input could be located, just
statements that it was needed,

The educative nature of public participation as it was being envis-
ioned at this preliminary stage is clear, even though the intended out-
comes of learning were not specified. The planning staff (through the
public information function) was to educate the general public., Selected
members of identified publics (local officials, special interest groups,
business and industry, and the general public) were to educate the
planners through the public input function., Although meetings with the
public (e.g. the CAC meetings) were mentioned, most attention was given
to education through one-way communication,

Early Stages of the Study: By the end of 1977 federal appropria-
tions for the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin Study had been approved and a
memorandum of agreement between the states and the Water Resources Coun-
cil was expected early in 1978, That agreement would permit the selec-—
tion of a Study Manager and the initiation of the formal organization
outlined earlier. In fact, the MOA was not signed until May, and the
Study Manager was not hired until September, 1978. This slow start was
one of the reasons that the Study completion date was set back from June
of 1980 to June, 1981,

Planning for the public participation effort did continue in spite
of the Study's delayed beginning. Most of this planning focused on the
format ion of the Citizen Advisory Committees. Several matters of agency
(NRCD) policy and practice regarding CAC's seem to have arisen during
this time,

One policy question that arose was whether NRCD should attempt to
develop a coordinated advisory group system in which committees formed
for one form of water resources planning (e.g. 208 water quality manage-
ment planning) undertaken by the department should include within their
membership representatives from advisory groups for other planning
efforts. A rather detailed proposal was circulated among the staff to
this effect, including not only coordination of county government
representation on advisory groups but also coordination of the public
information efforts of each water resources program. It pointed out the
anticipated benefits of 1) having a single well-informed representative
of each county government on such committees, and 2) of increasing each
community's awareness of the issues involved in water management. No
record of action on this proposal was located, perhaps because the two
planning efforts specific to this proposal were not begun concurrently,
and had few geographic areas in common. It may be that nominees from
county government to the CAC's were informally selected because of their
experience with the 208 planning effort, but this was not an official

policy.

A second area of policy had to do with CAC membership. Although the
issues involved were not clearly delineated in any document, several were
apparent. One was the matter of 'representation'. Although the nature
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and responsibilities of representation were not spelled out, six publics
were to be represented in the preliminary organization structure for the
Yadkin-Pee Dee CAC's. These categories of publics were:

a) the elected government of each county included in the CAC sub-
basin area;

b) industry;

¢) environmental or public interest groups;

d) news media;

e) agriculture; and

£f) municipal utilities.

Whether these categories exhausted the principal or most important inter-
ests in a Basin and whether the number of members per category made for a
balance of environmental quality and economic development interests (or
other apparent conflicts of interests) was not debated on paper. Neither
was qualification for membership, other than that nominees for membership
should be put forward, where possible, by the groups represented. In the
case of local government this was not unfeasible, except that no provi-
sion was stated for replacement of local elected officials if their term
of office expired prior to the termination of the CAC. For other cate-
gories, especially when the number of members allocated was less than the
number of organized groups in that category or there were no organized
groups, the nomination procedure was not generally feasible and the
assumpt ion of qualification by group selection was not valid. This meant
nomination by the Study staff, undoubtedly guided by informal contacts
within the category to be represented, but obviously open to criticism
from interests within a category that did not consider themselves repre-
sented,

Nominees were to. be approved and appointed by the Office of the
Secretary of NRCD. Although this procedure could be viewed as a means of
adding status and legitimacy to CAC membership, it could also be viewed
as a means of screening nominees for political affiliation and/or
activism as a qualification for membership. The fact that not all
nominees were appointed led more than one participant in subsequent Study
events to speculate as to the importance of partisan political
connections in gaining access to water resources planning deliberations.
In the absence of written policy regarding representation, the public can
only infer from agency practice the qualifications and responsibilities
presumed to be appropriate for CAC members,

Perhaps the broadest policy question involving the CAC's was raised
by the research team in its search for strategies of public participa-
tion. In the context of the ends to be pursued by the public participa-
tion effort, what was the particular contribution of the CAC as a means
to those ends? No departmental policy statement was located that
addressed in specific terms the unique function of the CAC, although it
was clearly a mechanism endorsed by department officials. In the absence
of such a statement the development of a coherent approach to the estab-
lishment and use of the CAC was seriously limited. The relationship of
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the CAC component to the total public participation effort was less than
clear, a further constraint on maximizing investment in public partici-
pation.

The Plan of Study: The final version of the Plan of Study (June
1979) included ten tasks, of which eight were clearly public information
activities, designed to inform the public. of the Study and of the issues
involved. These included the slide tape show, Study brochure, news-
letter, news releases, and newspaper supplements considered in the early
Study stages, plus informational presentations to requesting groups and
the production of public affairs programs for public service radio and
television. Of the 640 man days of effort estimated for the Citizen
Participation Task Force, 387 (60%) were assigned to these eight tasks,
About half of the total estimated costs (staff time plus expenses) of the
public participation effort were attributed to the public information
component.

The other two tasks were interactive, Fifteen CAC meetings were to
be held in each state to allow members to 'review findings and reports of
the Study and make recommendations to improve the acceptability of Study
recommendations" (POS, p. TG 2-4). The meetings were scheduled to
coincide with the completion of drafts of each major Study document
(Exhibit 4). This was by far the most costly single task envisioned,
accounting for 38 percent of the Task Force's budget.

The other interactive task was the conduct of public workshops and
public hearings. The workshops would be held at key milestones in the
Study to "inform the public of Study recommendations and check the views
of the general public who attend compared to views expressed by advisory
committees" (POS, p. TG 2-4). The hearings would permit formal record of
public comments which would then be incorporated into the final plan.

The estimated costs for this task accounted for 13 percent of the total
public participation budget.

Although the Plan of Study represented the formal work plans agreed
to by the members of each Task Group, the actual planning of the public
participation effort in North Carolina (and probably in South Carolina)
was dynamic, responsive to Study progress and the expectations of
relevant actors (e.g. planners, agency officials). For example, even
before the final version of the POS was published, another aspect of
public participation was being considered. This was the organization of
sub-committees to "track" key Task Groups throughout the planning
process. This would be a voluntary activity of CAC members plus others
invited to share their expertise and experience around a particular focus
of the Level B Study (e.g. Legal and Institutional, Water Quality, Water
Supply). The nature of these subcommittees, their interaction with the
Task Groups, their relationship to the CAC's, and whether they would be
basinwide or sub-basin structures was to be decided as the Study
progressed. Two key considerations became apparent, however, in the
discussion. One was that the CAC meetings, open to any persons
interested in the Study and scheduled to review documents representing
the combined efforts of all Task Groups, might not permit detailed
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Exhibit 4. Study Phases and the Schedule of Public Meetings

Study Phase

Prepare Plan of Study

Develop Existing Plan
Review Existing Plan
Develop Alternative Plans
Review Alternative Plans

Review Preliminary Draft
Recommended Plan

Review Draft Recommended Plan

Prepare Final Report

Submit Final Report to WRC

*Revised Study Schedule presented
*kActual dates meetings were held.

Revised Schedule¥®

9/01/78

6/19/79
10/19/79
10/15/79

5/16/80

6/06/80
10/17/80
11/14/80

6/01/81

6/19/79

10/19/79
11/16/79
5/16/80

6/13/80

10/17/80
11/14/80

6/01/81

Meeting(s)

Public Workshop
CAC Meeting

CAC/Public Meeting
Task Group Meetings

CAC/Public Meetings

CAC/Public Meetings
CAC/Public Meetings

Public Hearings

in Yadkin-Pee Dee Study News, September, 1979.

Dates Held*¥

11/78
3/79

11/79
4~-6/80

8/80

1/81
5/81

Not held#*%

%*%*Pyblic hearings were not legally required for Level B Studies, and were not considered necessary
given the nature of the plan recommendations or public reaction to the Draft Recommended Plan.




discussion of any one Study focus. Not only was the scope of each docu-
ment extensive, but the inclusion of newly interested citizens made it
desirable that a substantial portion of each meeting be devoted to orien-
tation (or "bringing the newcomers up to speed", as one planner put it).

The other consideration was that there were a few persons whose
technical expertise would be invaluable if they could be enlisted to make
that expertise available at the times the Task Group planners were work-
ing on their assignments, Most members of the various publics were
recognized as being valid sources of popular perceptions or preferences
among given alternatives. This "social expertise'", while requiring a
general understanding of the water resources issues involved in the Study
is very different from technical competence and would not necessarily
qualify individuals to participate directly in the work of the Task
Groups.,

By the time the Plan of Study was written the emphasis on securing
independent inputs from an array of interested and general publics that
had been expressed in the preliminary planning had decreased. At that
point only validation of CAC comments (not supplements to those comment s)
was mentioned, Such validation was to be secured from persons attending
public workshops. (Interest in public reaction continued, however;
feedback from the research team on findings from their first two data-
gathering efforts was welcomed by the planners.) Perhaps the costs in
time and survey skills required for the ideas considered earlier were
prohibitive; in addition, the limited knowledgability of the publics may
have led to a reconsideration of the benefits of public input relative to
the costs. The early resignation of the first public participation coor-
dinator may also have limited the development of this and other compo-
nents of the preliminary plans for public participation.

Public Participation Events

A major planning study like the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B with its
general and often vague goals, offers little excitement to the casual
observer, particularly when the work involved necessarily moves slowly
and is often difficult for the average citizen to understand. One way of
keeping the Study in the public eye is to schedule events that provide a
focus for news media coverage. If at the same time those events are
designed to provide information to persons who participate in them and/or
to secure information from participants that can serve as input to the
Study, they are a doubly or triply useful learning opportunity.

The public participation events in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study were all
meetings of one sort or another to which the general public and/or
selected members of the public were invited., They are listed in chrono-
logical order in Exhibit 5. There were three kinds of meetings:¥*

*A fourth kind of meeting was that used to brief official publics (e.g.
administrators in NRCD and other agencies, associations of local govern=-
ment officials) on the Study. They are not included in this report,
although it is recognized that this is a significant and time-consuming
aspect of the planning effort. In this case the public participation
coordinator was assigned much of the responsibility for these briefings.
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Exhibit 5. Chronology of Events in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study

November, 1978

February, 1979
March, 1979

May, 1979

November, 1979

April, 1980

May, 1980

June, 1980

August, 1980
January, 1981

May, 1981

Public Workshops on plans for organizing the
Level B Study, with feedback elicited from public
on proposed Study focuses

Information Meeting sponsored by League of Women
Voters in Albemarle (Lower Yadkin Sub-basin)

Initial Advisory Committee meetings to review
draft Plan of Study

Information Meeting in North Wilkesboro (Upper
Yadkin Sub-basin), assisted by Extension
Community Development agent

CAC/Public Meetings to review draft of Existing
Plan

Meetings of Water Supply and Flood Plain
Management Task Groups to which Task Group
Advisors were invited

Meetings of Water Quality and Water Budget Task
Groups; Task Group Advisors invited

Public Meetings to discuss work of Legal and
Institutional Task Group; CAC members, Task Group
Advisors, local govermnment officials, and public
invited

CAC/Public Meetings to review Draft Alternatives
Plan

CAC/Public Meetings to review Preliminary Draft
Recommended Plan

CAC/Public Meetings to review Draft Recommended
Plan

NOTE: This does not include meetings of public participation coordinator
and other planning staff to brief official publics on the Study.
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1. CAC and/or public meetings sponsored by the Level B Study staff;
2, Task Group Advisor meetings; and

3. Informational meetings sponsored or assisted by an organization
other than NRCD or Study staff,

Rather than describe each meeting (or round of meetings) in detail, a few
selected aspects or features of some events will be discussed. The focus
of this discussion is on the utility of the event(s) for learning.

March 1979 CAC Meetings: The initial Advisory Committee meetings
were held in March 1979, about four months after the public workshops
which announced the Study and requested feedback concerning the proposed
Study focuses. The stated purpose of this CAC meeting was to seek com-
ment on the draft Plan of Study, and to suggest ways in which the Study
staff could best ensure that public comment could be incorporated into
the Study (2/21/79 memo to CAC members). Four problems identified by
research team observers limited the effectiveness of these meetings as
learning events.,

1. Although some of the newly appointed CAC members had served on
the earlier Framework Study Advisory Committee, few knew each
other and none knew what to expect in this new appointment,
other than that they were to review and comment on progress
reports and to participate in every phase of the Study (letter
of appointment from the Secretary of the Department). One
principle of working with groups is the importance of
establishing a positive climate as a prerequisite to effective
learning and task performance. This was overlooked, apparently
in the concern for ‘covering' the evening's content within the
allotted time,

2, The content covered in these sessions was primarily what the
Study staff felt the participants should know, with little if
any attention to finding out what the participants wanted to
know. The direction of communication, even though the agenda
called for small group discussion, was overwhelmingly one-way
toward the CAC members.

3. The techniques of the Study staff were not polished. For
example, the meeting room was not set up in advance of the
meeting; visuals were inadequate and not visible to all; there
were not enough materials to go around at all sessions;
discussion leadership skills were not well developed.

4, Concern for impression management was not evident., Effective
educators recognize the importance of detail in creating a
desired impression. 1In this case, it would have seemed
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desirable to create the impression that the Committee members'
ideas were needed and valued. The impression fostered was not
always that. For example, remarks of one staff member sounded
as if it would cost too much to change the POS should the CAC's
advise that changes be made. Although the speaker's remark
referred to the document, the inference was that CAC involvement
was window—-dressing.

Public Information Meetings: Two informational meetings were held
early in 1979 with the cooperation of other agencies. The Albemarle
League of Women Voters sponsored a panel discussion on the Level B Study
in February, with a lively exchange of citizen and agency views regarding
issues to be included in the Study. In May planners working on the Study
held a progress report and discussion session for interested persons in
the northwest part of the Yadkin basin., Arrangements for the meeting,
including invitations to selected publics in the area, had been made by
the Community Resource Development agent in the Wilkes County Agricul-
tural Extension Service. Other instances reported by Study staff in
which other organizations helped to educate the public about the Yadkin-
Pee Dee Study included meetings with the Winston-Salem League of Women
Voters and the American Association of University Women, meetings of the
Sierra Club and Forsyth County Environmental Affairs Board, and a public
debate sponsored by the AAUW. In light of the importance attached to the
public information function of the participation program, Study resources
might have been stretched even further by enlisting the cooperation of
other agencies, like those mentioned, whose missions are primarily educa-
tional,

November 1979 CAC Meetings: The second round of CAC meetings was
held in November of 1979. The purpose of these meetings was to review
the draft of the Existing Plan, and to begin thinking of possible solu~
tions to the problems identified in that document. Several new public
participation concerns were introduced at these events, and some familiar
problems continued to be evident.

1. One familiar problem was the inadequate attention given to
details of the arrangements. Even though meeting places were
selected for their accessibility and centrality within the sub-
basins, availability of parking, and appropriateness for inter-
action among participants, they had not been visited in advance,
Location of extra tables and chairs was not checked out; noise
and illumination problems had not been anticipated; room
arrangement, including placement of visuals and projection
equipment, had not been planned for each site; signs designating
the location of the meetings had not been put up. Details such
as location of registration table, refreshments, PA system, and
materials to be distributed before participants arrived had not
been planned. Each of these is a minor item, but in sum they
distract and detract from the effectiveness of the session.¥

*Much of the responsibility for advance planning of these meetings was
assigned to the research team, adult education specialists who should
have been thoroughly prepared. This underlines how easy it is to over-
look details, and how important the site preparations are.
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Instructions and ground rules covering the role of participants
in these sessions were not clear., Several of the planners had
improved the clarity of their individual presentations by
rehearsing and simplifying the major points to be communicated,
Similar rehearsal had not apparently occurred for the non~tech-
nical communication with persons attending., What they were to
do, why it was important, and how their ideas would be used was
not understood, or not accepted by the participants or the
planners. Particularly troublesome was the fact that some
participants chose to use the meeting to air their single~issue
concern. Study staff had not developed and rehearsed a plan for
dealing with soap-box issues or for controversy generated by
discussion of any issue. The careful blend of control and
openness characteristic of skillful discussion leaders had not
been mastered; neither was it clear who was assigned to play
that role,.

At two of the three sub-basin meetings the number of partici-
pants who were not CAC members was as large or larger than the
number of members., At this point the open-meeting policy became
problematic, in part because some of the distraction from
intended purposes was activated by non-CAC members. No defini-
tive discussion had been held among the Study staff as to the
particular rights and responsibilities of CAC members as distin-
guished from those of the non-member basin resident. It had
been recognized earlier that persons unfamiliar with the Study
would require time for orientation on matters already familiar
to CAC members who had attended meetings and studied the mate~
rial sent to them. However, since a number of the CAC appoin-
tees were among the less well-informed, it was not considered
appropriate to ignore their need to know. No plan for dealing
differently with newcomers vs. familiars, or non-members vs.
official appointees, had been devised for meetings. In fact,
the only difference in treatment afforded CAC members as
compared to any others who evidenced interest in the Study was
that CAC members routinely received drafts of documents for
review and comment (except when mailing list errors inadvertent-
ly omitted a member). Several CAC members contacted in advance
of the meeting indicated that they did not know what was expect-
ed of them. The lack of rationale for having Citizen Advisory
Committees was clearly reflected in this ambiguity.

It was during this round of meetings that a new role--that of
Task Group Advisor (TGA)--was announced. Any persons wishing to
work in~depth on alternative sgolutions to problems identified in
the Existing Plan were invited to sign up as advisers to the
Task Group(s) in which they were interested. Participants were
told that the modus operandi would vary from one Task Group to
another; volunteer Task Group Advisors would receive information
in the mail regarding the work of their Task Group. The effec-
tiveness of this attempt to educate participants about a new
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role in the Study was checked out in the second survey conducted
by the research team. At the time of these meetings, however,
particularly in light of the confusion regarding CAC member
roles and the Existing Plan (a designation not calculated to be
clear), it seemed unlikely that many participants would grasp
the idea clearly. 1In fact, it is unlikely that planners knew at
that time what would be involved, since the determination of
Task Group activities for the next Study phase was not certain.

Task Group Meetings: Information regarding their work on the Alter-
native Plan Formulation phase was sent in the spring by four Task Groups
(Water Supply, Water Quality, Water Budget, and Floodplain Management) to
persons who had signed up as their TGA's. Volunteers were invited to a
meeting with the coordinator (and sometimes other members) of the Task
Group to discuss their comments on the solutions sent to them for review.

This format did not fit the Legal and Institutional Task Group. In
this group individuals had prepared papers describing alternative
legal/institutional approaches to four or five critical water resources
management issues. Because of the significance of the problems addressed
and the solutions considered, not only to the Yadkin-Pee Dee but as a
precedent for water resources decisions elsewhere in the state, a special
round of meetings was scheduled to discuss these papers. All CAC
members* and TGA's were invited; announcements through the media invited
the general public. All county Boards of Commissioners and City Councils
in the basin were informed of these sessions.

Two potentially important influences on learning were evidenced at
the meetings related to the Legal and Institutional issues. Speakers
made explicit references to local governments' ultimate responsibility
for the implementation of solutions to most water resources problems
addressed in the Level B Study. In the introduction of participants,
including new CAC members and non-members, attention was given to their
geographic distribution across the sub-basin area. A special recognition
was extended on behalf of the Secretary of NRCD to local government
officials. The implication of these actions was that the best qualified,
most important representatives of the public in water resources planning
were the elected or appointed officials 'delegated' by their units of
govermnment to participate in the Level B Study. If other participants
wanted to be effective, it was implied, they would be most successful
through influence attempts with local government. Whether this message
was perceived by observers other than members of the research team is not
-known, That it resembled the considered opinion of many of the planners
was corroborated in their replies to the final survey of this research
effort,

*A special effort through the Local Government Advocacy Council and the
Office of the Secretary of NRCD had been made earlier to assure that one
local government representative from each county in the sub-basin was
appointed to that CAC.
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The other influence on learning was the focus of these meetings.
Even though the total content covered in the Study was complex and broad
in scope, the sessions were limited to legal and institutional solution
alternatives. The issue papers were clearly and tightly organized; they
were accompanied by brief summaries outlining the highlights of the pro-
posed alternatives. While there was a large amount of material to
discuss at the meetings, persons who had read the papers in advance and
who had listened carefully to the overview asked intelligent questions
and appeared to understand the answers and the issues. Whether a large
proportion felt sufficiently informed at those sessions to indicate which
options they preferred, and why, is not known. Many did take their
materials home in response to the request to mail in comments and expres-
sions of preference. The intensity of interest and thoughtfulness of the
discussion appeared to be at least in part a function of the meetings'
careful focus.

August 1980 and January 1981 CAC Meetings: 1In late August of 1980
and in January, 1981, CAC/public meetings were again held in each sub-
basin to review the Draft Alternatives Plan and the Preliminary Draft
Recommended Plan, respectively, These meetings were similarly struc-~
tured, and benefitted from experience gained in previous rounds. As
learning experiences they were far superior to the early meetings.. The
physical arrangements (e.g. sound, light, seating) were conducive to
learning, the atmosphere was generally friendly and open, visuals and
printed hand-outs were designed to focus on the task and facilitate
learning. The use of two sets of concurrent interest sections permitted
each person attending to select two topics for active (and interactive)
discussion. Plenary sessions at the beginning oriented participants to
the purpose and format of the meeting. Discussion continued informally
after the interest sections were dismissed, an indication of the greater
ease of communication between public and planners.

The most serious problem observed in these sessions was not a prob-
lem of the meetings that were held, but of having held so few, CAC mem~
bers and TGA's were being exposed to content which the planning staff
understood from their years of training and experience in civil engineer-
ing, hydrology, economics, natural resources, and the like, To expect
participants to gain a working familiarity with the issues through self-
study of mailed materials and perhaps six three~hour meetings over a two-
year period was not realistic., More than one session is generally
required merely to understand the terminology. That a number of citizens
were willing to spend as much time and effort as they did is a tribute to
the deep concern many felt for the future of water resources in the
basin.

Dissemination of Information to the Public

During the years that the research team was familiar with the activ-
ities of the Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, six of the eight public information
tasks anticipated in the Plan of Study had been accomplished, These were
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the newsletter, an approximately bi-monthly publication including back-
ground information on water resources, brief reports from meetings, and
overviews of Study progress; the Study brochure, a pamphlet that outlined
the purpose, focuses, and phases of the Level B, with tear-off request to
be included on the mailing list; news releases, many of which were
announcements or reports of the Study events; the slide~tape show, a
brief audio—visual description of the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin and the
problems to be addressed in the Level B Study, likely to be useful as an
introduction to public meetings about the Study; a public affairs radio
show to be aired as part of a series sponsored by NRCD; and informational
meetings like those described earlier under 'events'.

The first four components of the public information thrust, while
not unimportant, were largely support services for the events. While the
newsletter and brochure could stand alone, much of the newsletter
concerned the public meetings. The newsletter explicitly invited readers
to attend upcoming events as well as to send comments on Study reports
directly to Study staff. Not all news releases were focused on events.

A concerted effort was made in the 6 months following the public meetings
for review of the Draft Alternative Plans to provide issue-focused mate-
rials for media use.

'From the outside observer's perspective the public information ele-
ments identified in the Plan of Study represented only a small portion of
the effort devoted to disseminating information to the public. The
largest apparent effort went into the dissemination of materials to. CAC
members and others for review and comment, These materials included
notices of meetings, draft versions of Study products, working papers,
reports of Study progress, summaries of and reactions to public comments,
and final versions of Study reports. These were all educational mate-
rials, designed to inform the readers of the Study and the water
resources issues it involved, and of the roles that they as concerned
citizens might play in the Study. (From the perspective of this evalua-
tion the plans produced were considered educational materials. It is
assumed that plan documents, when they don't function as shelf-fillers
and dust-collectors, are most useful as stimulants for action and new
understandings among people who have helped to produce them; they are
next most useful in stimulating discussion among people who react to
plans that others produce. In these cases documents are gids in learn-

ing.)

Several problems noted in regard to the public information elements
included the following:

1. Educationally, it is desirable to present content for learning
and opportunity for feedback in manageable amounts at relatively
frequent intervals. In this Study the scheduling of "learning
activities" revolved around the completion of Study phases.

When one phase took longer than anticipated, the relevant events
(e.g. CAC/public meetings for that phase) were delayed accord-
ingly. As products of one phase became delayed, the scheduling
between products became tighter. Meetings were necessarily
scheduled with as little as two weeks notice. The materials to
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