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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 dbservation 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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Legis l a t ion  t h a t  c a l l s  for  var ious  l e v e l s  of government t o  conduct 
water resources planning genera l ly  r equ i res  t h a t  such planning include a 
public  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  component. Presumably, affording the  public an 
opportunity f o r  oversight  of planning a c t i v i t i e s  i s  a  means of ensuring 
t h a t  planners do indeed determine and protec t  the publ ics '  i n t e r e s t s .  

Public p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  however, need not be considered as a quasi- 
adversa r i a l  a c t i v i t y  i n  which publics  ( r e l a t i v e l y  powerless, inexper t ,  
and unorganized) attempt to  keep the  planners ( i n  f u l l  au thor i ty  by d i n t  
of o f f i c e ,  exper t i se ,  and contro l  of resources)  honest.  An a l t e r n a t i v e  
view, and one t h a t  is consonant with much of the  language of planning 
l e g i s l a t i o n ,  i s  of public p a r t i c i p a t i o n  as an educative a c t i v i t y .  From 
t h i s  perspective the function of public  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i s  to  ensure t h a t  
planners l e a r n  which publics  have i n t e r e s t s  in  water resources ,  what 
those i n t e r e s t s  a re ,  how thoss i n t e r e s t s  a re  perceived t o  be jeopardized 
o r  protec ted ,  and what choices the  publ ics  prefer  when i n t e r e s t s  con- 
f l i c t .  A t  the  same time the  publics  l e a r n  ( i f  they a re  not already 
aware) t h a t  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s  a re  a t  s take in  decis ions  about water 
resources.  They must learn,  i f  they a re  to  express informed preferences,  
what those i n t e r e s t s  a re  and how they c o n f l i c t .  Furthermore, they must 
learn  how the  planning process i s  organized and how they may p a r t i c i p a t e  
e f fec t ive ly .  

The research described i n  t h i s  repor t  was undertaken from t h i s  
perspective.  It was a case study of the  North Carolina public pa r t i c ipa -  
t i o n  e f f o r t  i n  the  Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B River Basin Study, Using 
observat ion ,  document ana lys i s ,  and a s e r i e s  of surveys of var ious  groups 
of publics  and planners,  the  research addressed the following quest ions: 

Is it appropriate and useful  t o  view public p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  
planning as an educational  process? 

What were the  components of the  public  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t ,  and 
what r e l a t ionsh ips  were found between them and evidences of 
learning? 

What shaped the  public  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t  in the  Yadkin-Pee Dee 
Study? 

What problems and issues  were encountered in t h i s  public p a r t i c i -  
pa t ion  e f f o r t ?  

Pub1 i c  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  as  an Educational Process 

Public participation i n  planning is seen by both planners and parti- 
cipanta as an educational experience for the public. 
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Persons who had p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee Study had been 
more involved i n  l ea rn ing  about t he  Study (e .g .  through reading  Study 
m a t e r i a l s )  than  i n  informing planners  of publ ic  preferences .  The s i n g l e  
most important th ing  t h a t  respondents  f e l t  planners  could do t o  h e l p  
c i t i z e n s  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  f u t u r e  water  resource  planning was t o  b e t t e r  
educa te  t he  publ ic .  

P lanners  c l e a r l y  considered themselves as  educators  of t he  pub l i c ,  
and bel ieved they should make t h e i r  work understandable and i n t e r e s t i n g  
to  t he  publ ic .  Almost a l l  bel ieved t h a t  t he  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  compo- 
nent  was s u f f i c i e n t l y  important t h a t  it should and would be included i n  
planning s t u d i e s  even i f  not requi red .  Most were w i l l i n g  t o  i nves t  a t  
l e a s t  10 percent  of t h e i r  time t o  con tac t  wi th  the  publ ic  which, t hey  
be l ieved ,  should be frequent  enough so t h a t  the  pub l i c  could become well-  
informed and capable of providing u s e f u l  opinions about s tudy i s s u e s .  
Without being educated about t he  content  of planning,  t he  pub l i c s '  i deas  
were no t ,  apparent ly ,  considered t o  be v a l i d .  Becoming educated about 
water resources  planning was seen t o  be l a r g e l y  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t h e  
pub l i c s ,  with t he  p lanners  playing a f a c i l i t a t i v e  r o l e .  

Although p lanners  i nd ica t ed  t h a t  i t  was d e s i r a b l e  t o  have publ ic  
op in ion  to  inform t h e i r  work a t  va r ious  po in t s  i n  t he  Study, they  did not 
appear to  have a c l e a r  idea  of what they  wanted t o  l e a r n  from the  pub l i c s  
o r  how bes t  to go about it. The educa t ive  n a t u r e  of publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
was seen p r imar i ly  a s  a ma t t e r  of the  pub l i c s  l ea rn ing  what p lanners  f e l t  
they  should know. 

Technical  a spec t s  of water resource  planning ( inc lud ing  problems, 
s o l u t i o n s ,  and t r a d e o f f s  involved) were seen a s  t he  major content  of 
l ea rn ing  fo r  t h e  publ ic .  Both the  pub l i c s  and p lanners  needed t o  l e a r n  
what was expected of them i n  the  va r ious  a spec t s  of publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  
and how to f u l f i l l  those expec ta t ions  e f f e c t i v e l y .  Planners  i n  f a c t  
gained s k i l l  i n  communicating wi th  the  publ ic  and handl ing o the r  a spec t s  
of i n t e r a c t  ion i n  t h e  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t .  There was room f o r  
improvement of both t echn ica l  l ea rn ing  and r o l e  l e a r n i n g  2n t h e  Yadkin- 
Pee Dee Study. 

Recommend a t  ions 

1. A c a r e f u l  d e f i n i t i o n  of t he  publ ic  i npu t s  t h a t  a r e  needed and 
u s e f u l  a t  each s t a g e  of a planning s tudy  would be d e s i r a b l e .  
This  would guide the  p l anne r s '  e f f o r t s  both as  educa tors  and a s  
l e a r n e r s .  It would a l s o  provide c l e a r e r  d i r e c t i o n  t o  t h e  publ ic  
f o r  t h e i r  involvement. 

2. Another kind of learn ing  content  t h a t  should be c a r e f u l l y  de f ined  
i s  t h a t  people a r e  expected t o  do a s  p lanners ,  as  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  
a meeting, a s  CAC members, and i n  any o t h e r  r o l e s  t h a t  a r e  a p a r t  
of t h e  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t .  
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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 participant@, the aore 
ratirfied they were with the public participation effort and the mere 
knoaledgeable about the Study itself. The type of invdlvemnt (attending 
Citizen Advisery C d t t e e  meetings, reviewing planning dcd~mEent8, 
attending Tark Gioap meetings, etc.) did net seem t~ makc much difference 
to learning or eatisfattion, but the acclmatlation sf involvclssnt did. 

The indirect pmblic iaformatioa program is a relatively effective 
way of creating awareness ~f a water rerourcer plaaning project if it ie 
conducted ar an wtenrisn of and complement to a direct public 
involvement effart. 

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 
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formal meeting during each phase of a study, more informal commu- 
n ica t ion  between individual  planners and publics  should be 
arranged throughout the  p ro jec t .  It would requi re  l e s s  s t a f f  
time (and l e s s  expense) and provide more opportunity for  informa- 
t i o n  sharing i n  both d i r e c t i o n s  t o  hold more frequent and more 
focused meetings with loca l  government o f f i c i a l s  and representa- 
t i v e s  of specia l  i n t e r e s t  groups. 

The pressure on planners t o  be prepared for  i n t e r a c t i o n  with the  
public  i s  probably useful  t o  the  p ro jec t  i n  tha t  it emphasizes 
the  importance of c l a r i t y ,  focus, and t imel iness .  Few of the  
planners i n  t h i s  Study demonstrated an e l i t i s t  a t t i t u d e  toward 
the  public. Their work was undoubtedly slowed by the  expecta t ion  
t h a t  each public event was a major production ins tead  of an on- 
going kind of i n t e r a c t i o n ,  yet  few f e l t  t ha t  the public  p a r t i c i -  
pa t ion  e f f o r t  was a waste of time. With g rea te r  in teg ra t ion  of 
public  involvement in to  the a c t i v i t i e s  of each Task Group, the re  
might be l e s s  perception of work stoppage fo r  an event and more 
of business as usual .  

Presenting the  r e s u l t s  of planning de l ibe ra t ions  a t  the  end of  
each planning phase may he lp  t o  capture the  a t t e n t i o n  of the 
general  public. These repor t  sess ions  would not requi re  an 
extens ive  (and expensive) s t a f f  presence i f  adequate a t t e n t i o n  is 
given i n  advance to  preparing c lea r  and b r i e f  s u m a r i e s  i n  p r i n t  
and audio-visual media. 

Careful  a t t e n t i o n  should be given t o  in teg ra t ion  of i n d i r e c t  
e f f o r t s  a t  informing the  general  public  (e.g. news r e l e a s e s ,  
brochures, and fea ture  broadcasts)  with d i r e c t  e f f o r t s  t o  involve 
s p e c i f i c  and general  publics  (e.g. committee meetings, workshops, 
publici ty-gaining events) .  This o rches t ra t ion  should enhance the  
e f fec t iveness  of both e f f o r t s ,  and increase  the  knowledgeability 
of the  general public  as  well as t h e i r  awareness. 

Instead of avoiding overt controversy by obscuring mat ters  a t  
i s sue  i n  the  technica l  terminology of lengthy w r i t t e n  repor t s ,  
i s sues  should consciously be used t o  generate i n t e r e s t ,  inform 
t h e  public of the  inev i t ab le  t r a d e o f f s  involved i n  water 
resources planning, and focus public  input t o  f i t  planners '  "need 
t o  know". The acknowledgement of c o n f l i c t i n g  points  of view does 
not necessa r i ly  lead to  unwanted and premature po la r i za t ion  of 
opinion.  Openness i n  iden t i fy ing  and d iscuss ing i ssues  may, i n  
f a c t ,  prevent the  development of opinions based on mis information 
o r  lack  of understanding. 

4. For persons who have a continuing i n t e r e s t  in  water resources,  
t h e  formation of informal study groups may represent  an opportu- 
n i t y  to keep t rack  of current  and continuing developments in  an 
area .  While the  public p a r t i c i p a t i o n  coordinator  may provide 



ass i s t ance  to  loca l  r e s iden t s  i n  e s t ab l i sh ing  such groups where 
the re  i s  i n t e r e s t ,  the  t a sk  of maintaining the  groups would 
remain with t h e i r  members. The coordinator  might be involved i n  
arranging to have planning s t a f f  speak t o  the  groups when inv i t ed  
and suggesting o ther  resource people. 

5. I f  an appointed advisory committee is considered t o  be p o l i t i -  
c a l l y  des i rab le  by the  planning agency, the  function of t h a t  
committee should be t o  o f f e r  advice and ass i s t ance  on the public  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t ,  and not t o  attempt t o  speak fo r  a l l  publics  
i n  regard to the  planning projec t .  Publ ic iz ing  and arranging f o r  
even t s ,  contact ing i n t e r e s t  groups and loca l  o f f i c i a l s ,  d i s t r i b -  
u t ing  mate r i a l s  about the  p ro jec t ,  and suggest ing ways in  which 
t o  educate and be educated by the public a re  some of the tasks  
t h a t  an advisory committee to  the  public  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  coordina- 
t o r  might perform. This does not preclude the involvement of 
committee members i n  the  planning p ro jec t ;  i t  may, i n  f a c t ,  
increase  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t  and knowledgeability about the  projec t  , 
giving them purpose as well as s t a t u s .  

Inf luences  on t h e  Publ ic  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  E f f o r t  

In the Yaden-Pee Dee River Basin Study the two most potent inflaz- 
ences on the lehape of the public participation effort appeared to be 1) 
the nature of the planning project i t s e l f ,  and 2) the staff a d  direc- 
tives of the l e  elnssy. A third potential ssurce of influence- 
the p b l i e - w a s  very umch interested in  the deaign of the public partici- 
pation effort,  bat was c~)nsafted very l i t t l e  regarding the actual shape 
of the program. 

The scope of a  Level B Study includes a whole r i v e r  bas in ,  and i t s  
focus i s  only genera l ly  defined by the  study proposal. Background infor-  
mation on t h i s  broad and complex area could not be assembled i n  d e t a i l  
u n t i l  the  major focus areas of the Study had been se lec ted .  The work 
required for  each Task Group focus depended on the nature and complexity 
of t h a t  focus. Uniform operat ions f o r  Task Groups were not f e a s i b l e ,  and 
r a t e  of progress through the phases of planning was d i f f i c u l t  t o  p red ic t  
i n  advance. With these kinds of uncer ta in ty  a r i s i n g  from the  p ro jec t  
i t s e l f ,  it was d i f f i c u l t  ( i f  not impossible) t o  design the public p a r t i -  
c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t  much i n  advance of the  planning e f f o r t  and keep it 
r e l a t e d  to  each planning phase as tha t  phase developed. 

The public  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  coordinator  was located in  the  lead s t a t e  
agency, allowing t h a t  person easy access t o  the  planners working on the  
Study, and t o  de l ibe ra t ions  a f fec t ing  the  progress of the  Study. A t  t he  
same time i t  offered the  public p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t  no insu la t ion  from 
the  bureaucra t ic  environment. Gaining c r e d i b i l i t y  with and support from 
t h e  technical ly-oriented planning s t a f f  and po l i t i ca l ly -o r i en ted  adminis- 
t r a t o r s  consumed a great  deal of the coord ina to r ' s  time. On severa l  

xvi  



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 conurmnity 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. (1t 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 I s s u e s  Encountered i n  t h e  Pub l i c  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  E f f o r t  

1. Unplanned inf luences :  A cont inuing  problem faced by t h e  pub l i c  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  coord ina tor  i n  t he  Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study was the  
need to a l t e r  plans for  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  t o  accommodate changes i n  
planners  ' work and admin i s t r a to r s  ' concerns.  The publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
program i n  t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee River  Basin Study was not  guided by a c l e a r  
consensus a s  to  t h e  purposes it should se rve  o t h e r  than  t o  meet t he  
requirement for  pub l i c  involvement. While members of t h e  planning s t a f f  
did have preconceived ideas  as  t o  t h e  na tu re  and t h r u s t  of t h e  e f f o r t  a t  
t h e  beginning of t h e  Study, t hese  ideas  va r i ed  from one person to  another  
and were l i t t l e  concerned wi th  t h e  func t ions  t o  be performed o r  r a t i o n a l e  
fo r  t h e  ideas.  A c l e a r  d e f i n i t  ion of purpose would have been inva luab le  
t o  persons r e spons ib l e  f o r  t h e  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t ,  even though 
t h a t  purpose might have been consc ious ly  a l t e r e d  during the  planning 
p r o j e c t .  Given t h e  ambiguous and f l u i d  na tu re  of t h e  Level B Study it- 
s e l f ,  r i g i d  adherence t o  a d e t a i l e d  p lan  of ope ra t ions  would not  on ly  
have been u n r e a l i s t i c ,  but a l s o  inappropr i a t e .  The a b i l i t y  t o  adapt 
techniques was a p o s i t i v e  aspec t  of t h e  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t ,  I n  
t h e  absence of a c l e a r  and d e t a i l e d  s tatement  of t h e  purpose(s)  pub l i c  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was to  serve i n  t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, however, t h e r e  
were few s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  e f f o r t  o t h e r  than  t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  imposed 
by t h e  agency and t h e  p ro j ec t .  Under t hese  circumstances the  coo rd ina to r  
was n e c e s s a r i l y  concerned more wi th  what was poss ib l e  than  wi th  what 
might be opt imal ly  ef f ec t  ive  . 

2.  Const i tuency development: One i s s u e  was the  d e s i r a b i l i t y  and 
f e a s i b i l i t y  of developing a formal c i t i z e n  ' cons t i t uency '  f o r  t h e  Level B - - 
Study. 1 n - t h e  e a r l y  s t a g e s  of Study planning it was decided t o  appoint  
C i t i z e n  Advisory Committees t o  t h e  Study, one i n  each of t he  t h r e e  North 
Caro l ina  sub-basin a reas .  Almost a l l  meetings of t h e  CAC ' s ,  however, 
were designed and prcmoted as  publ ic  meetings--events a t  which any i n t e r -  
e s t ed  c i t i z e n  was welcome to  l i s t e n  and comment. Although CAC members 
rou t  i n e l  y received a1 1 Study m a t e r i a l s  generated f o r  publ ic  in format ion  
and review, any person could r eques t  m a t e r i a l s  o r  ask to  be included on 
t h e  mail ing l i s t .  There was no o the r  s p e c i a l  b r i e f i n g  o r  oppor tuni ty  f o r  
CAC members to  express  opinions t h a t  was not a l s o  o f f e red  t o  any i n t e r -  
e s t ed  r e s i d e n t .  In  f a c t ,  a t  s eve ra l  meetings non-CAC members usurped 
most of t h e  t ime a v a i l a b l e  with s ing le - i s sue  monologues and r eques t s  f o r  
exp lana t ion  of e a r l i e r  Study phases.  

The o f f i c i a l  des igna t  ion of CAC, members did occasion e x t r a  work and 
some s p e c i a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  f o r  t h e  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t .  Target 
da tes  were announced for  subsequent meetings a t  each publ ic  meeting, 
n e c e s s i t a t i n g  e x t r a  mai l ings  t o  announce, cance l ,  and reschedule those  
dates .  I f  t h e r e  had been $0 cAC'S and a l l  events  were pub l i c  meet ings,  
t h e  meet ings could have been arranged and announced when m a t e r i a l s  were 
ready fo r  d i s t r i b u t i o n  t o  l o c a l  publ ic  o f f i c i a l s ,  l i b r a r i e s ,  and o the r  
d i sseminat ion  poin ts .  This  would have avoided t h e  need t o  change meeting 
arrangements when Task and phase completions were delayed. More impor- 
t a n t ,  it would not have occasioned skept ic i sm on the  pa r t  of CAC members 



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 irome a e object of planmring, and given the 

crtainty as to t cte of a Level B Study, it may indeed be 
sonclble to rely on local elected officials to represent all 

petential interest$. 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 Pike 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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t h e  pub l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t  a  success .  The b a s i s  fo r  t h e i r  judgment 
was t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  were no complaints from the  var ious  i n t e r e s t  
groups a f f e c t e d  a s  to  t he  provis ions  of t h e  Plan. The avoidance of long 
and c o s t l y  de lays  caused by publ ic  c r i t i c i s m  of a planning product is 
obviously a  s i g n i f i c a n t  c r i t e r i o n  of publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  
perhaps the  most s i g n i f i c a n t .  Whether it is a  s u f f i c i e n t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
fo r  t he  cos t  of publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  remains t o  be debated.  



One of t h e  bas ic  resources  e s s e n t i a l  t o  mankind i s  water .  The na- 
t u r e  and ex ten t  of our water resources  a r e  so important t o  t h e  q u a l i t y  of 
l ife--indeed, t o  t h e  sustainment  of l i f e - - tha t  t h e i r  p r o t e c t i o n  has long 
s i n c e  became a  ma t t e r  of publ ic  concern. One form of t h i s  concern i n  t he  
United S t a t e s  i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  which c a l l s  f o r  a  r a t i o n a l  planning approach 
t o  "encourage t h e  conserva t ion ,  development, and use of water and r e l a t e d  
land resources . . .on  a  comprehensive and coord ina ted  b a s i s  by a l l  l e v e l s  
of government and p r i v a t e  i n t e r e s t s "  ( u n i v e r s i t i e s '  Council on Water 
Resources,  1976, p. 320). 

Planning fo r  our water resources  o f f e r s  m u l t i p l e  op t ions  f o r  consid- 
e r a t i o n .  These resources  can,  f o r  example, be p ro t ec t ed  o r  po l lu t ed ;  
d i s t r i b u t e d  o r  wi thhe ld ;  used o r  consumed; developed o r  ignored. While 
dec i s ions  of t h i s  s o r t  a r e  unquest ionably a  ma t t e r  of publ ic  i n t e r e s t ,  
t h e  n a t u r e  of t he  pub l i c  i n t e r e s t ,  o r  of t h e  m u l t i p l e  publ ic  and p r i v a t e  
i n t e r e s t s  involved,  i s  f a r  from c l e a r .  

The r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of p lanners  i n  t h i s  regard i s  s u b s t a n t i a l .  It i s  
not enough t h a t  they  be t e c h n i c a l l y  expe r t ;  t hey  must a l s o  be p o l i t i c a l l y  
s e n s i t i v e ,  a l e r t  to the  i n t e r e s t s  and p o t e n t i a l  i n t e r e s t s  of the  v a r i o p s  
pub l i c s  a f f ec t ed  by planning recommendat i ons .  Planning conducted on 
behalf  of t h e  publ ic  i s  u l t i m a t e l y  r e spons ib l e  f o r  determining and pro- 
t e c t i n g  t h e  water resources  i n t e r e s t s  of t h a t  publ ic .  

L e g i s l a t i o n  t h a t  c a l l s  f o r  va r ious  l e v e l s  of government t o  conduct 
water  resources  ~ l a n n i n g  gene ra l ly  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  such planning inc lude  a 
publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  component. Presumably, a f fo rd ing  the  publ ic  an 
oppor tuni ty  f o r  ove r s igh t  of planning a c t i v i t i e s  is a  means of ensur ing  
t h a t  planners  do indeed determine and p ro t ec t  t h e  p u b l i c s '  i n t e r e s t s .  

Publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  however, need not be considered as  a  quasi- 
a d v e r s a r i a l  a c t i v i t y  i n  which the  publ ic  ( r e l a t i v e l y  powerless ,  i nexpe r t ,  
and unorganized) a t tempts  t o  keep t h e  p l anne r s  ( i n  f u l l  a u t h o r i t y  by d i n t  
of o f f i c e ,  e x p e r t i s e ,  and c o n t r o l  of r e sou rces )  hones t .  An a l t e r n a t i v e  
view, and one t h a t  i s . consonan t  with much of t h e  language of planning 
l e g i s l a t i o n ,  i s  of pub l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  as an educa t ive  a c t i v i t y .  From 
t h i s  perspec t ive  t h e  func t ion  of publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i s  t o  ensure t h a t  
p lanners  l e a r n  which pub l i c s  have i n t e r e s t s  i n  water r e sou rces ,  what 
those  i n t e r e s t s  a r e ,  how those i n t e r e s t s  a r e  perceived t o  be jeopardized 
o r  p ro t ec t ed ,  and what choices  t he  pub l i c s  p r e f e r  when i n t e r e s t s  con- 
f l i c t .  A t  t he  same time the  pub l i c s  l e a r n  ( i f  they a re  not a l r eady  
aware) t h a t  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s  a r e  a t  s t a k e  i n  dec i s ions  about water 
r e sou rces ,  They must l e a r n ,  i f  they a r e  to  express  informed p re fe rences ,  
what those i n t e r e s t s  a r e  and how they c o n f l i c t .  Furthermore, they  must 
l e a r n  how t h e  planning process  is  organized and how they  may p a r t i c i p a t e  
e f f e c t i v e l y .  

The r e sea rch  descr ibed  i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  was undertaken from t h i s  



perspec t ive .  It is an eva lua t ion  of t h e  pub l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t  of a 
major water resources planning study, i n  which an e s s e n t i a l  outcome is  
presumed t o  be learn ing .  It i s  d e s c r i p t i v e ,  covering the  intended n a t u r e  
of publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and the  a c t i v i t i e s  a c t u a l l y  conducted. It i s  
explora tory ,  looking fo r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
e f f o r t  and l ea rn ing  repor ted  by the  a c t o r s  involved. It i s  a case  s tudy,  
focused on publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  North Caro l ina  po r t ion  of t h e  
Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B River Basin Study undertaken by North and South 
Caro l ina  i n  coopera t ion  with t h e  U. S. Water Resources Council .  

I n  keeping with the  n a t u r e  of t he  r e sea rch ,  t he  o b j e c t i v e s  a r e  t h e  
following: 

t o  desc r ibe  t h e  North Caro l ina  pub l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t  i n  
t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study a s  it evolved, inc luding  the  
n a t u r e  of t he  va r ious  a c t i v i t i e s  included and the  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  
t h e i r  i n c l u s i o n ,  t o  the  ex t en t  t h a t  t h i s  could be a sce r t a ined ;  

t o  f i nd  out  a t  s e v e r a l  po in t s  dur ing  the  l i f e  of t he  planning 
s tudy  whether North Caro l ina  p a r t i c i p a n t s  were aware of l ea rn ing  
a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h e  Level B Study, and i f  so, what t hese  learn-  
i ngs  were; 

to  e x p l i c a t e  i s s u e s  r e l a t i v e  t o  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  encountered 
during t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee Study and conclusions regard ing  these  
i s s u e s ;  and 

t o  make recommendations based on t h i s  Study f o r  pub l i c  p a r t i c i -  
p a t i o n  i n  o the r  i n s t ances  of water resources  planning. 

Throughout t he  course of t h i s  eva lua t ion  the  research  team was 
allowed t o  observe a l l  publ ic  events .  They were ab le  t o  use p a r t i c i p a n t  
observa t ion  techniques f o r  more than  a year .  During t h a t  time members of 
t h e  team provided advisory  and s t a f f  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  t he  publ ic  pa r t i c ipa -  
t ion coord ina to r ,  a r ranging  fo r  meet ings,  te lephoning commit t e e  members, 
p repar ing  m a t e r i a l s ,  and suggest ing poss ib l e  meeting formats.  This  per- 
m i t  t ed  access to  some of t he  d e l i b e r a t  ion regard ing  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
i n  t h e  Study, a s  we l l  as  t o  t h e  water resources  i s sues  involved. 

A t  t h r e e  po in t s  dur ing  t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, survey r e sea rch  
techniques were used t o  ga the r  d a t a  from s e l e c t e d  groups of informants .  
The p a r t i c u l a r  techniques employed w i l l  be descr ibed in  the s e c t i o n s  t h a t  
r e p o r t  t he  r e s u l t s  of t hese  surveys. 

Documents a v a i l a b l e  for  a n a l y s i s  included Study n e w s l e t t e r s  , 
r e p o r t s ,  i s sue  papers ,  mai l ing  l i s t s ,  newspaper c l i pp ings ,  and i n t e r n a l  
communications regard ing  pub l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

The o rgan iza t ion  of t h i s  r epo r t  corresponds t o  the  research  objec- 
t i v e s .  Following t h i s  i n t roduc t ion  i s  a d e s c r i p t i o n  of t he  publ ic  p a r t i -  
c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t  i n  t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee Level  B Study, inc luding  d i scuss ion  



of each component of t h a t  e f f o r t .  A r epo r t  on each of t he  t h r e e  d a t a  
c o l l e c t  ion  surveys appears a f t e r  t h a t .  The f i n a l  s e c t i o n  c o n s i s t s  of 
conclus ions  regarding t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee pub l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  program, 
t h e  i s sues  encountered i n  i t s  development, and recornendat  i ons  f o r  publ ic  
par t  i c i p a t  ion i n  f u t u r e  water resources  planning. 



11. PUBLIC PABTICIPAT%OIB IN THE YADKIW-PEE DEE LEVEL B STUDY 

Background Information 

In May of 1978 t h e  North Caro l ina  Department o f  Natura l  Resources 
and Community Development (NRCD) , t he  s t a t e  of South Caro l ina ,  and the  
U. S. Water Resources Council en tered  i n t o  an agreement t o  conduct a  
Level B Study i n  t he  Yadkin-Pee Dee River  Basin. (A map of t he  r i v e r  
bas in  i s  shown i n  Exhib i t  1.) With a  budget of $1 m i l l i o n ,  70 percent  
from the  f ede ra l  government and 30 percent  cont r ibu ted  i n  cash and i n  
kind from t h e  two s t a t e s ,  t h e  Study was intended t o  exemplify a  g r e a t e r  
r o l e  of s t a t e  and l o c a l  government i n  comprehensive water resources  
planning. The genera l  goals  f o r  water resources  development and use i n  
t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee Basin were e s t a b l i s h e d  as:  

1. to  main ta in  and improve the  environmental resources  of t h e  
Basin; and 

2. t o  enhance economic development o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and l i v i n g  
cond i t i ons  f o r  t he  r e s i d e n i s  of t he  Basin and the  c a r o l i n a s  
(P lan  of  Study, p ,  13) .  

The Study was organized under a  t r i - p a r t i t e  Control  Board and a  
Study Management Committee i n  which t h e  two s t a t e s  and e igh t  f e d e r a l  and 
r e g i o n a l  agencies  involved were represented  (Exhib i t  2 ) .  Each of t h e  
f i v e  focus a reas  of t he  Study was assigned t o  a  t a s k  group, wi th  members 
of t h e  group s e l e c t e d  from lead s t a t e  agencies  and appropr i a t e  
f e d e r a l / r e g i o n a l  agencies .  Other t a sk  groups were r e spons ib l e  f o r  
support  func t ions ,  inc luding  one to  design and conduct t he  c i t i z e n  p a r t i -  
c  i p a t  ion  component ( ~ x h i b  it 3 ) .  

The planning e f f o r t  was divided i n t o  phases,  the  f i r s t  of which was - 
t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of s tudy focuses and p repa ra t ion  of a  P l an  of  Study. 
Following approval of t h e  P l an  of Study, t h e  E x i s t i n g  Plan phase was 
begun. Phase III was t h e  development of A l t e r n a t i v e  P lans ,  and Phase I V  
t h e  s e l e c t  ion of a  Recommended Plan. This f i n a l  phase included the  prep- 
a r a t i o n  of a  Pre l iminary  D r a f t  Recommended Planand a  Dra f t  Recommended 
Plan a s  p r i o r  s t eps .  

The Development of  North Caro l ina '  s  Pub l i c  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  E f f o r t  

The design of pub l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee Study was 
based i n  pa r t  on the  "P r inc ip l e s  and Standards f o r  Planning" i ssued  by 
the  Water Resources Council (1973). This  document i d e n t i f i e s  gene ra l  
gu ide l ines  i n  regard t o  obta in ing  d i r e c t  i npu t s  from the  pub l i c ,  bu t  does 
not spec i fy  how the  gu ide l ines  a r e  t o  be appl ied or  i n t e r p r e t e d  i n  a  
p a r t i c u l a r  contex t .  That i s  the t a sk  of t h e  planning s t a f f .  

Before Study Approval: P r i o r  t o  t h e  Level B Study a  C i t i z e n s  
Advisory Committee (CAC) had been formed i n  1975 i n  t h e  North Caro l ina  





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 
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por t  ion of t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee River  Basin as  an adjunct  t o  t h e  N.  C .  
Water Resources Framework Study. It met t h r e e  times--once each i n  1975, 
' 7 6 ,  and '77. I t s  t h i r d  meeting i n  February 1977 included a p r i o r i t i e s  
workshop seen by NRCD s t a f f  as a f i r s t  s t e p  of a publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
program fo r  t h e  then-proposed Level B Study. 

One r e s u l t  of t h e  February 1977 meeting was a reques t  t o  t h e  O f f i c e  
of t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of NRCD f o r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of the  r o l e  and func t ion  of 
t h e  CAC. A t  t h a t  time the  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  coord ina tor  expected t o  
s p l i t  t he  N .  C. Yadkin Basin i n t o  Northern and Southern sub-basins,  with 
t h e  e x i s t i n g  C i t i z e n s  Advisory Committee s p l i t  i n t o  two l a r g e r  and more 
widely r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  sub-basin C A C ' s .  A t h i r d  CAC was proposed f o r  the  
Lumber-Waccamaw sub-basin i n  t he  sou theas t e rn  pa r t  of the  s t a t e .  Each 
was to  have about 25 members. 

Tent a t  i v e  p lans  fo r  pub1 i c  p a r t  i c  i p a t  ion before  t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee 
Level B Study was approved included t h r e e  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t he  
CAC'S:  

1. Use of survey research  techniques t o  ge t  i npu t s  (e .g .  percep- 
t i o n s  of water resources  problems) from recognized i n t e r e s t  
groups, l o c a l  government, and a sample of t he  genera l  pub l i c .  
These inpu t s  could then be compared with those  of t he  C A C ' s ;  

2. Encouragement of publ ic  a t tendance  a t  CAC meetings; and 

3. A publ ic  information e f f o r t  involving news r e l e a s e s ,  a news- 
l e t t e r ,  and/or a newspaper supplement t o  i n v i t e  publ ic  response 
ne em of March, 1977). 

Documents a v a i l a b l e  from t h i s  pre-Level B period emphasized two 
func t ions  of a publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  program. One was publ ic  in format ion  
--to c r e a t e  publ ic  awareness of water resources  i s s u e s  and of t h e  Study, 
inc luding  what a Level B Study cannot do as  wel l  a s  what it can do, and 
how t h e  pub l i c  might become involved i n  t h e  e f f o r t .  No s ta tements  were 
found t h a t  o f f e red  a r a t i o n a l e  f o r  t he  importance of i nc reas ing  publ ic  
awareness.* The i m p l i c i t  assumption seemed t o  be t h a t  the  publ ic  should 
be  educated regarding water resources  i s s u e s  so t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l s  would be 
w i l l i n g  and capable of providing inputs  t o  t h e  Study. Of i n t e r e s t  is t h e  
e x p l i c i t  a t t e n t i o n  given to  including i n  t he  content  of the  publ ic  in for -  
mation e f f o r t  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of a Level  B Study. Crea t ing  u n r e a l i s t i c  
expec ta t ions  was c l e a r l y  t o  be avoided. 

The o the r  func t ion  was e l i c i t i n g  pub l i c  input .  Although t h e  forma- 
t i o n  of t h e  CAC's represented  a s u b s t a n t i a l  investment i n  secur ing  an 
i n t e r e s t e d  source of da t a ,  t h e i r  inputs  were t o  be cont inuous ly  v a l i d a t e d  
and supplemented by surveys of samples from i n t e r e s t e d  and gene ra l  pub- 
l i c s .  An t i c ipa t ed  ' i n p u t s '  were not s p e c i f i e d ;  presumably these  would 

*The r epor t  of a 1974 summer i n t e r n s h i p  exper ience  (Pendergraf t  and 
~ummings) i s  evidence t h a t  t h e  Department had considered the  r a t i o n a l e s  
f o r  va r ious  and complimentary components of a publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
e f f o r t .  No departmental  po l icy  s ta tement ,  and no s tatement  p a r t i c u l a r  t o  
t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, was loca t ed ,  however. 



vary a s  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  requirements of t h e  planning process  unfolded. 
Again, no e x p l i c i t  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  publ ic  input  could be loca t ed ,  j u s t  
s ta tements  t h a t  it was needed. 

The educat ive na tu re  of p u b l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  as  it was being envis- 
ioned a t  t h i s  pre l iminary  s t age  i s  c l e a r ,  even though the  intended out- 
comes of l ea rn ing  were not s p e c i f i e d .  The planning s t a f f  (through the  
publ ic  information func t ion)  was t o  educate  t he  genera l  publ ic .  Se lec ted  
members of i d e n t i f i e d  p u b l i c s  ( l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s ,  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  groups, 
bus iness  and indus t ry ,  and the  genera l  pub l i c )  were t o  educate  the  
p lanners  through the  publ ic  input func t ion .  A 1  though meet ings with t h e  
publ ic  (e.g.  t h e  CAC meetings) were mentioned, most a t t e n t i o n  was given 
t o  educat ion through one-way communication. 

E a r l y  S tages  of t h e  Study: By the  end of  1977 f e d e r a l  appropria- 
t i o n s  f o r  t he  Yadkin-Pee Dee River  Basin Study had been approved and a 
memorandum of agreement between the  s t a t e s  and the  Water kesources Coun- 
c i l  was expected e a r l y  i n  1978. That agreement would permit t h e  selec-  
t i o n  of a Study Manager and the  i n i t i a t i o n  of the  formal o rgan iza t ion  
ou t l i ned  e a r l i e r .  In  f a c t ,  the  MOA was not signed u n t i l  May, and the  
Study Manager was not h i r e d  u n t i l  September, 1978. This slow s t a r t  was 
one of t he  reasons t h a t  t he  Study completion d a t e  was s e t  back from June 
of 1980 t o  June,  1981. 

Planning fo r  t he  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t  did cont inue i n  s p i t e  
of t he  S tudy ' s  delayed beginning. Most of t h i s  planning focused on the  
format ion of t h e  C i t i z e n  Advisory Cormnit t e e s .  Several  m a t t e r s  of agency 
(NRCD) p o l i c y  and p r a c t i c e  regarding C A C ' s  seem t o  have a r i s e n  during 
t h i s  time. 

One pol icy  ques t  ion t h a t  a rose  was whether NRCD should attempt t o  
develop a coordinated advisory group system i n  which committees formed 
f o r  one form of water resources  planning (e .g.  208 water q u a l i t y  manage- 
ment planning)  undertaken by t h e  department should inc lude  wi th in  t h e i r  
membership r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from advisory  groups f o r  o the r  planning 
e f f o r t s .  A r a t h e r  d e t a i l e d  proposal was c i r c u l a t e d  among the  s t a f f  t o  
t h i s  e f f e c t ,  inc luding  not only coord ina t ion  of county government 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  on advisory  groups but a l s o  coo rd ina t ion  of t he  pub l i c  
information e f f o r t s  of each water resource8 program. It pointed out  t h e  
a n t i c i p a t e d  b e n e f i t s  of 1 )  having a s i n g l e  well-informed r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  
of each county government on such committees, and 2 )  of increas ing  each 
community' s  awareness of t h e  i s s u e s  involved i n  water management. No 
record of ac t ion  on t h i s  proposal was loca t ed ,  perhaps because the  two 
planning e f f o r t s  s p e c i f i c  t o  t h i s  proposal  were not begun concurren t ly ,  
and had few geographic a reas  i n  common. It may be t h a t  nominees from 
county government t o  t he  CAC's were informal ly  s e l e c t e d  because of t h e i r  
experience with t h e  208 planning e f f o r t ,  bu t  t h i s  was not an o f f i c i a l  
po l icy .  

A second a r e a  of po l icy  had t o  do wi th  CAC membership. Although t h e  
i s s u e s  involved were not c l e a r l y  de l inea t ed  i n  any document, s eve ra l  were 
apparent.  One was the  ma t t e r  of  ' r e p r e s e n t a t  ion'  . Although the  na tu re  



and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  were not spe l l ed  o u t ,  s i x  p u b l i c s  
were t o  be represented  i n  the pre l iminary  o rgan iza t ion  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  the  
Yadkin-Pee Dee cAC'S.  These ca t egor i e s  of pub l i c s  were: 

a )  t h e  e l ec t ed  government of each county included i n  t h e  CAC sub- 
b a s i n  a rea ;  

b) i ndus t ry ;  
c )  environmental o r  publ ic  i n t e r e s t  groups; 
d)  news media; 
e )  a g r i c u l t u r e ;  and 
f )  municipal  u t i l i t i e s .  

Whether t h e s e  c a t e g o r i e s  exhausted the  p r i n c i p a l  o r  most important i n t e r -  
e s t s  i n  a Basin and whether t he  number of members per ca tegory  made f o r  a 
balance of environmental q u a l i t y  and economic development i n t e r e s t s  ( o r  
o t h e r  apparent c o n f l i c t s  of i n t e r e s t s )  was not debated on paper.  Nei ther  
was q u a l i f i c a t  ion f o r  membership, o ther  than  t h a t  nominees f o r  membership 
should be put forward, where poss ib l e ,  by t h e  groups represented .  I n  t he  
case  of l o c a l  government t h i s  was not u n f e a s i b l e ,  except t h a t  no provi- 
s i o n  was s t a t e d  f o r  replacement of l o c a l  e l e c t e d  o f f i c i a l s  i f  t h e i r  term 
of o f f i c e  expired p r i o r  t o  t h e  te rmina t  ion of t h e  CAC. For o the r  cate-  
g o r i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  when the  number of members a l l o c a t e d  was l e s s  than  the  
number of organized groups i n  t h a t  category o r  t he re  were no organized 
groups, t he  nomination procedure was not g e n e r a l l y  f e a s i b l e  and t h e  
assumption of q u a l i f i c a t i o n  by group s e l e c t i o n  was not v a l i d .  This  meant 
nomination by t h e  Study s t a f f ,  undoubtedly guided by informal con tac t s  
w i th in  t h e  category t o  be r ep re sen ted ,  bu t  obviously open t o  c r i t i c i s m  
from i n t e r e s t s  w i th in  a ca tegory  t h a t  did not consider  themselves repre-  
s en t  ed . 

Nominees were t o  be approved and appointed by t h e  Of f i ce  of t h e  
Sec re t a ry  of NRCD. Although t h i s  procedure could be viewed a s  a means of 
adding s t a t u s  and leg i t imacy t o  CAC membership, it  could a l s o  be viewed 
a s  a means of screening nominees fo r  p o l i t i c a l  af f i l i a t  ion  and/or 
ac t iv i sm as  a q u a l i f i c a t i o n  f o r  membership. The f a c t  t h a t  not a l l  
nominees were appointed l ed  more than one p a r t i c i p a n t  i n  subsequent Study 
events  to  specu la t e  as  t o  t he  importance of p a r t i s a n  p o l i t i c a l  
connect ions i n  gaining access  t o  water resources  planning d e l i b e r a t i o n s .  
In  t h e  absence of w r i t  t en  pol  icy regarding r e p r e s e n t a t  ion,  the  pub1 i c  can 
on ly  i n f e r  from agency p r a c t i c e  t he  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  
presumed to  be appropr ia te  f o r  CAC members. 

Perhaps t h e  broades t  po l icy  ques t ion  involving t h e  CAC's was r a i s e d  
by t h e  r e sea rch  team i n  i t s  search fo r  s t r a t e g i e s  of publ ic  pa r t i c ipa -  
t i o n .  In  t h e  context  of t he  ends t o  be pursued by the publ ic  p a r t i c i p a -  
t i o n  e f f o r t ,  what was t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  c o n t r i b u t i o n  of t he  CAC a s  a means 
to those  ends? No departmental po l icy  s tatement  was loca ted  t h a t  
addressed i n  s p e c i f i c  terms the  unique func t ion  of t he  CAC, a l though it 
was c l e a r l y  a mechanism endorsed by department o f f i c i a l s .  I n  the  absence 
of such a s ta tement  t he  development of a coherent approach t o  t he  estab-  
lishment and use of t h e  CAC was s e r i o u s l y  l imi t ed .  The r e l a t i o n s h i p  of  



t h e  CAC component t o  t he  t o t a l  pub l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t  was l e s s  t han  
c l e a r  , a f u r t h e r  c o n s t r a i n t  on maximizing investment i n  publ ic  p a r t i c i -  
pat ion. 

The P lan  of  Study: The f i n a l  ve r s ion  of t h e  P l an  of Study (.Tune 
1979)  included t e n  t a s k s ,  of which e i g h t  were c l e a r l y  publ ic  information 
a c t i v i t i e s ,  designed t o  inform the  pub l i c  of t h e  Study and of the  i s s u e s  
involved. These included the  s l i d e  tape show, Study brochure,  news- 
l e t t e r ,  news r e l e a s e s ,  and newspaper supplements considered i n  the  e a r l y  
Study s t ages ,  p lus  informat iona l  present  a t  i ons  t o  r eques t ing  groups and 
t h e  product ion of pub l i c  a f f a i r s  programs f o r  publ ic  s e r v i c e  r a d i o  and 
t e l e v i s i o n .  Of the  640 man days of e f f o r t  es t imated  f o r  the  C i t i z e n  
P a r t i c i p a t i o n  Task Force,  387 ( 6 0 % )  were assigned t o  t hese  e i g h t  t a s k s .  
About h a l f  of t h e  t o t a l  es t imated c o s t s  ( s t a f f  t ime p lus  expenses) of  t h e  
pub l i c  pa r t  i c i p a t  ion e f f o r t  were a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t he  pub l i c  information 
component. 

The o the r  two t a s k s  were i n t e r a c t i v e ,  F i f t e e n  CAC meetings were t o  
be he ld  i n  each s t a t e  to  a l low members t o  "review f ind ings  and r e p o r t s  of 
t h e  Study and make recommendations t o  improve the  a c c e p t a b i l i t y  of  Study 
recommendations" (PO§, - p. TG 2-41. The meetings were scheduled t o  
co inc ide  with t h e  completion of d r a f t s  of each major Study document 
(Exh ib i t  4 ) .  This  was by f a r  t h e  mst c o s t l y  s i n g l e  t a s k  envis ioned ,  
accounting f o r  38 percent  of t h e  Task ~ o r c e '  s  budget.  

The o the r  i n t e r a c t i v e  t a s k  was the  conduct of pub l i c  workshops and 
pub l i c  hear ings .  The workshops would be he ld  a t  key mi l e s tones  i n  the  
Study to  "inform t h e  pub l i c  of Study recommendations and check the  views 
of t h e  genera l  publ ic  who a t t end  compared t o  views expressed by advisory  
committees" (POS, - p. TG 2-41. The hear ings  would permit formal record of 
publ ic  comments which would then  be incorpora ted  i n t o  the  f i n a l  plan.  
The es t imated  c o s t s  f o r  t h i s  t a s k  accounted f o r  13 percent  of the  t o t a l  
publ ic  par t  i c i p a t  i on  budget.  

Although t h e  P lan  of  Study represented  t h e  formal work p l ans  agreed 
t o  by t h e  members of each Task Group, t he  a c t u a l  planning of t he  publ ic  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e f f o r t  i n  North C a r o l i n a  (and probably i n  South Caro l ina)  
was dynamic, respons ive  t o  Study progress  and the  expec ta t ions  of 
r e l e v a n t  a c t o r s  ( e .  g. p lanners ,  agency o f f i c i a l s )  . For example, even 
b e f o r e  t h e  f i n a l  v e r s i o n  of t he  POS was publ i shed ,  another  aspec t  of - 
publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was being considered.  This  was the  o rgan iza t ion  of 
sub-committees t o  " t rackq '  key Task Groups throughout t h e  planning 
process .  This  would be a  voluntary  a c t i v i t y  of GAG members p lus  o t h e r s  
i n v i t e d  t o  sha re  t h e i r  e x p e r t i s e  and exper ience  around a  p a r t i c u l a r  focus 
of t h e  Level  B Study (e .g .  Legal and I n s t i t u t i o n a l ,  Water Qua l i t y ,  Water 
supply) . The n a t u r e  of t hese  subcommittees, t h e i r  i n t e r a c t i o n  with the  
Task Groups, t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  CAC's, and whether they would be 
basinwide o r  sub-basin s t r u c t u r e s  was t o  be decided a s  the  Study 
progressed.  Two key cons ide ra t ions  became apparent ,  however, i n  t h e  
d i s c u s s i o n .  One was t h a t  t h e  CAC meet ings,  open t o  any persons 
i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  Study and scheduled t o  review documents r ep re sen t ing  
t h e  cmbined  e f f o r t s  of a l l  Task Groups, might not permit d e t a i l e d  



Exhibit 4. Study Phases and the Sehedale of Public Meetings 

Studv Phase 

Prepare Plan of Study 

Develop Existing Plan 

Review Existing Plan 

Develop Alternative Plans 

Review Alternative Plans 

w 
w Review Preliminary Draft 

Recommended Plan 

Review Draft Reco-mended Plan 

Prepare Final Report 

Submit Final Report to WRC 

Revised Schedule* 

Public Workshop 
CAC Meeting 

CAC/Public Meeting 

Task Group Meetings 

CAC/Public Meetings 

~AC/Public Meetings 

CAC/~ublic Meetings 

Public Hearings 

Dates Held** 

Not held*** 

*Revised Study Schedule presented in Yadkin-Pee Dee Study News, September, 1979. 
*Actual dates meetings were held. 
***Public 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. 



d i scuss ion  of any one Study focus. Not only was the  scope of each docu- 
ment ex t ens ive ,  but t h e  i n c l u s i o n  of newly i n t e r e s t e d  c i t i z e n s  made it 
d e s i r a b l e  t h a t  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  po r t ion  of each meeting be devoted t o  or ien-  
t a t i o n  ( o r  "bringing the  newcomers up t o  speed", a s  one planner put i t ) .  

The o ther  cons ide ra t  ion was t h a t  t h e r e  were a  few persons whose 
t echn ica l  e x p e r t i s e  would be inva luable  i f  they  could be e n l i s t e d  t o  make 
t h a t  e x p e r t i s e  a v a i l a b l e  a t  t h e  t imes t h e  Task Group p lanners  were work- 
ing on t h e i r  assignments.  Most members of t he  va r ious  pub l i c s  were 
recognized a s  being v a l i d  sources of popular percept ions  o r  preferences  
among given a l t e r n a t i v e s .  This  " soc i a l  expe r t i s e " ,  while  r e q u i r i n g  a  
general  understanding of t he  water resources  i s s u e s  involved i n  t h e  Study 
i s  very d i f f e r e n t  from t echn ica l  competence and would not n e c e s s a r i l y  
q u a l i f y  i nd iv idua l s  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  d i r e c t l y  i n  the  work of t h e  Task 
Groups. 

By t h e  time t h e  P lan  of Study was w r i t t e n  the  emphasis on secur ing  
independent i npu t s  from an a r r ay  of i n t e r e s t e d  and genera l  pub l i c s  t h a t  
had been expressed i n  t he  pre l iminary  planning had decreased.  A t  t h a t  
po in t  on ly  v a l i d a t  i on  of CAC comments (not  supplements t o  those  comments) 
was mentioned. Such v a l i d a t  ion was t o  be secured from persons a t t end ing  
publ ic  workshops. ( I n t e r e s t  i n  publ ic  r e a c t i o n  cont inued,  however; 
feedback from t h e  r e sea rch  team on f ind ings  f r k  t h e i r  f i r s t  two data-  
ga ther ing  e f f o r t s  was welcomed by the  p lanners . )  Perhaps the  c o s t s  i n  
t ime and survey s k i l l s  requi red  fo r  t he  ideas  considered e a r l i e r  were 
p r o h i b i t i v e ;  i n  a d d i t i o n ,  the l imi t ed  knowledgabi l i ty  of the publ ics  may 
have led t o  a  r econs ide ra t ion  of t he  b e n e f i t s  of publ ic  input r e l a t i v e  t o  
t h e  c o s t s .  The e a r l y  r e s i g n a t i o n  of t h e  f i r s t  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  coor- 
d ina to r  may a l so  have l imi t ed  t h e  development of t h i s  and o the r  compo- 
nent  s of t he  pre l iminary  plans f o r  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

Publ ic  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  Events  

A major planning s tudy l i k e  t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee Level  B with i t s  
genera l  and o f t e n  vague goa l s ,  o f f e r s  l i t t l e  excitement t o  the  casua l  
observer ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  when the  work involved n e c e s s a r i l y  moves s lowly 
and i s  o f t e n  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  the average c i t i z e n  t o  understand.  One way of 
keeping t h e  Study i n  the  pub l i c  eye i s  t o  schedule events  t h a t  provide a  
focus f o r  news media coverage. I f  a t  t he  same time those events  a r e  
designed t o  provide information t o  persons who p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  them and/or 
t o  s ecu re  informat ion  from p a r t i c i p a n t s  t h a t  can serve  as  input  t o  the  
Study, they  a r e  a  doubly o r  t r i p l y  use fu l  l ea rn ing  oppor tuni ty .  

The pub l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  events  i n  t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee Study were a l l  
meet ings of one s o r t  o r  another  t o  which t h e  gene ra l  publ ic  and/or 
s e l e c t e d  members of t he  publ ic  were i n v i t e d .  They a r e  l i s t e d  i n  chrono- 
l o g i c a l  o rde r  i n  Exh ib i t  5. There were t h r e e  kinds of meetings:* 

*A fou r th  kind of meeting was t h a t  used t o  b r i e f  o f f i c i a l  pub l i c s  (e .g .  
admin i s t r a to r s  i n  NRCD and o the r  agencies ,  a s s o c i a t i o n s  of l o c a l  govern- 
ment o f f i c i a l s )  on the  Study. They a r e  not included i n  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  
a l though i t  i s  recognized t h a t  t h i s  i s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  and time-consuming 
aspec t  of t h e  planning e f f o r t .  I n  t h i s  case  the  publ ic  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
coord ina tor  was assigned much of t he  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t hese  b r i e f i n g s .  



Exhibit 5 ,  Chronology of Events in the Yadkin-Pee Dee Level B Study 

November, 1978 Publ ic  Workshops on p lans  fo r  organiz ing  the  
Level B Study, with feedback e l i c i t e d  from pub l i c  
on proposed Study focuses 

February,  1979 Informat ion Meeting sponsored by League of Women 
Voters i n  Albemarle ( ~ o w e r  Yadkin Sub-basin) 

March, 1979 I n i t i a l  Advisory Committee meetings t o  review 
d r a f t  P lan  of Studv 

May, 1979 Informat ion Meeting i n  North Wilkesboro (upper  
Yadkin sub-basin) ,  a s s i s t e d  by Extension 
Community Development agent 

November , 1979 cAC/~ub l  i c  Meetings to  review d r a f t  o f  E x i s t i n g  
Plan 

A p r i l ,  1980 Meetings of Water Supply and Flood P l a i n  
Management Task Groups t o  which Task Group 
Advisors were i n v i t e d  

May, 1980 

June,  1980 

August, 1980 

January,  1981 

May, 1981 

Meetings of Water Qual i ty  and Water Budget Task 
Groups; Task Group Advisors i n v i t e d  

Pub l i c  Meetings t o  d i scuss  work of  Legal and 
I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Task Group; CAC members, Task Group 
Advisors ,  l o c a l  government o f f i c i a l s ,  and pub l i c  
i n v i t e d  

~AC/Pub l i c  Meetings t o  review Dra f t  A l t e r n a t i v e s  
Plan - 
~AC/Pub l i c  Meetings t o  review Pre l iminary  D r a f t  
R e c o m n d e d  P lan  

~ A ~ / ~ u b l i c  Meetings t o  review Dra f t  Recommendgd 
Plan 

NOTE: This  does not inc lude  meetings of pub l i c  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  coord ina to r  
and o t h e r  planning s t a f f  t o  b r i e f  o f f i c i a l  publ ics  on the Study. 



1. CAC and/or publ ic  meetings sponsored by t h e  Level  B Study s t a f f ;  

2. Task Group Advisor meetings; and 

3. Informat i ona l  meetings sponsored o r  a s s i s t e d  by an o rgan iza t ion  
o t h e r  than  NRCD o r  Study s t a f f .  

Rather than  desc r ibe  each meeting ( o r  round of meet ings)  i n  d e t a i l ,  a few 
s e l e c t e d  a spec t s  o r  f ea tu re s  of some events  w i l l  be d iscussed .  The focus 
of t h i s  d i scuss ion  i s  on the  u t i l i t y  of t h e  e v e n t ( s )  f o r  l e a r n i n g .  

March 1979 CAC Meetings: The i n i t i a l  Advisory Committee meetings 
were held i n  March 1979, about four  months a f t e r  the  publ ic  workshops 
which announced t h e  s tudy  and requested feedback concerning the  proposed 
Study focuses.  The s t a t e d  purpose of t h i s  CAC meeting was t o  seek com- 
ment on t h e  d r a f t  P l an  of Study, and t o  suggest  ways i n  which t h e  Study 
s t a f f  could bes t  ensure t h a t  publ ic  comment could be incorpora ted  i n t o  
t h e  Study (2121179 memo t o  CAC members). Four problems i d e n t i f i e d  by 
r e sea rch  team observers  l imi t ed  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of these  meetings a s  
l ea rn ing  events .  

1. Although some of the  newly appointed CAC members had served on 
t h e  e a r l i e r  Framework Study Advisory Committee, few knew each 
o ther  and none knew what t o  expect i n  t h i s  new appointment, 
o t h e r  than t h a t  they were t o  review and comment on progress  
r e p o r t s  and t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  every phase of t h e  Study ( l e t t e r  
of appointment from t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of the  ~ e p a r t m e n t ) .  One 
p r i n c i p l e  of working with groups i s  t he  importance of 
e s t a b l i s h i n g  a p o s i t i v e  c l ima te  as  a p r e r e q u i s i t e  t o  e f f e c t i v e  
l ea rn ing  and t a s k  performance. This was overlooked, apparent ly  
i n  t he  concern fo r  ' cover ing '  t h e  evening ' s  conten t  wi th in  the  
a l l o t t e d  time. 

2. The content  covered i n  t hese  se s s ions  was p r imar i ly  what t h e  
Study s t a f f  f e l t  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  should know, with l i t t l e  i f  
any a t t e n t i o n  t o  f ind ing  out what t he  p a r t i c i p a n t s  wanted t o  
know. The d i r e c t i o n  of communication, even though the  agenda 
c a l l e d  f o r  small  group d i scuss ion ,  was overwhelmingly one-way 
toward the  CAC members. 

3. The techniques  of t h e  Study s t a f f  were not po l i shed .  For 
example, t he  meeting room was not s e t  up i n  advance of t he  
meeting; v i s u a l s  were inadequate  and not v i s i b l e  t o  a l l ;  t h e r e  
were not enough m a t e r i a l s  t o  go around a t  a l l  s e s s ions ;  
d i s c u s s  ion l eade r sh ip  s k i l l s  were not we l l  developed. 

4. Concern f o r  impres s ion management was not ev ident .  E f f e c t i v e  
educa tors  recognize t h e  importance of d e t a i l  i n  c r e a t i n g  a 
des i r ed  impression. In  t h i s  case ,  it would have seemed 



d e s i r a b l e  t o  c r e a t e  the  impression t h a t  t he  Committee members' 
ideas  were needed and valued.  The impression f o s t e r e d  was not  
always t h a t .  For example, remarks of one s t a f f  member sounded 
a s  i f  i t  would cos t  too much to  change t h e  POS should t h e  CAC1s - 
advise  t h a t  changes be made. Although the speaker ' s  remark 
r e f e r r e d  t o  t he  document, the  i n fe rence  was t h a t  CAC involvement 
was window-dressing. 

Pub1 i c  Informat ion  Meetings : Two informat iona l  meetings were he ld  
e a r l y  i n  1979 wi th  the  coopera t ion  of o the r  agencies .  The Albemarle 
~ e a ~ u e  of Women Voters  sponsored a panel d i s c i s s i o n  on t h e  Level  B Study 
i n  February, wi th  a l i v e l y  exchange of c i t i z e n  and agency views regard ing  
i s s u e s  to  be included i n  t h e  Study. I n  May planners  working on t h e  Study 
h e l d  a progress  r epo r t  and d i scuss ion  s e s s i o n  fo r  i n t e r e s t e d  persons i n  
t h e  northwest par t  of t h e  Yadkin bas in .  Arrangements f o r  t he  meet ing,  
inc luding  i n v i t a t i o n s  t o  s e l e c t e d  pub l i c s  i n  the  a r e a ,  had been made by 
t h e  C m u n i t y  Resource Development agent i n  t he  Wilkes County Agricul- 
t u r a l  Extens ion  Serv ice .  Other ins tances  repor ted  by Study s t a f f  i n  
which o the r  o rgan iza t ions  helped t o  educate  t he  publ ic  about t h e  Yadkin- 
Pee Dee Study included meetings with the  Winston-Salem League of Women 
Voters  and t h e  American Assoc ia t ion  of Univers i ty  Women, meetings of t h e  
S i e r r a  Club and Forsy th  County Environmental A f f a i r s  Board, and a publ ic  
debate  sponsored by t h e  AAUW, In  l i g h t  of t h e  importance a t tached  t o  t h e  
publ ic  information func t ion  of t he  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  program, Study r e sources  
might have been s t r e t c h e d  even f u r t h e r  by e n l i s t i n g  the  coopera t ion  of  
o t h e r  agencies ,  l i k e  those mentioned, whose missions a r e  p r imar i ly  educa- 
t iona l .  

November 1979 CAC Meetings: The second round of CAC meetings was 
h e l d  i n  November of 1979. The purpose of t hese  meetings was t o  review 
t h e  d r a f t  of t h e  E x i s t i n g  P lan ,  and to  begin th inking  of p o s s i b l e  solu- 
t i o n s  t o  t h e  problems i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h a t  document. Severa l  new publ ic  
pa r t  i c i p a t  ion concerns were introduced a t  t hese  events ,  and some f a m i l i a r  
problems continued t o  be ev iden t .  

One f a m i l i a r  problem was the  inadequate a t t e n t i o n  given t o  
d e t a i l s  of t he  arrangements. Even though meeting p laces  were 
s e l e c t e d  for  t h e i r  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  and c e n t r a l i t y  w i th in  the  sub- 
b a s i n s ,  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of parking,  and appropr ia teness  fo r  i n t e r -  / 

a c t  ion among p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  they had not been v i s i t e d  i n  advance. 
Loca t ion  of e x t r a  t a b l e s  and c h a i r s  was not  checked ou t ;  no i se  
and i l l umina t ion  problems had not been a n t i c i p a t e d ;  room 
arrangement,  inc luding  placement of v i s u a l s  and p r o j e c t i o n  
equipment, had not been planned f o r  each s i t e ;  s igns  des igna t ing  
t h e  l o c a t i o n  of t he  meetings had not been put up. D e t a i l s  such 
a s  l o c a t  ion of r e g i s t r a t  ion t a b l e ,  refreshments ,  PA system, and 
m a t e r i a l s  t o  be d i s t r i b u t e d  before  p a r t i c i p a n t s  a r r ived  had not 
been planned. Each of t hese  i s  a minor i tem, but  i n  sum they 
d i s t r a c t  and d e t r a c t  from the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of the  session.* 

- 
*Much of t he  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  advance planning of t hese  meetings was 
assigned to  t h e  research  team, adu l t  educat ion s p e c i a l i s t s  who should 
have been thoroughly prepared. This  unde r l ines  how easy it is t o  over- 
look d e t a i l s ,  and how important the  s i t e  p repa ra t ions  a r e .  



2. I n s t r u c t i o n s  and ground r u l e s  covering the  r o l e  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  
i n  t hese  se s s ions  were not c l e a r .  Several  of t he  p lanners  had 
improved t h e  c l a r i t y  of t h e i r  i nd iv idua l  p re sen ta t ions  by 
r ehea r s ing  and s impl i fy ing  the  major p o i n t s  t o  be comun ica t ed .  
S imi l a r  r ehea r sa l  had not appa ren t ly  occurred f o r  the  non-tech- 
n i c a l  coxnunicat ion wi th  persons a t  tending.  What they were t o  
do, why i t  was important ,  and how t h e i r  ideas  would be used was 
not understood, or  not accepted by the  p a r t i c i p a n t s  or  t h e  
p lanners .  P a r t i c u l a r l y  troublesome was the  f a c t  t h a t  some 
p a r t i c i p a n t s  chose t o  use t h e  meeting t o  a i r  t h e i r  s ing le - i s sue  
concern. Study s t a f f  had not developed and rehearsed a plan f o r  
dea l ing  with soap-box i s s u e s  o r  f o r  cont roversy  generated by 
d i scuss ion  of any i s sue .  The c a r e f u l  blend of c o n t r o l  and 
openness c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of s k i l l f u l  d i scuss ion  l eade r s  had not 
been mastered; n e i t h e r  was i t  c l e a r  who was assigned t o  p lay  
t h a t  r o l e .  

3, A t  two of the  t h r e e  sub-basin meetings t h e  number of p a r t i c i -  
pants  who were not CAC members was as  l a r g e  o r  l a r g e r  than t h e  
number of members. A t  t h i s  po in t  t h e  open-meeting po l i cy  became 
problematic ,  i n  pa r t  because some of t he  d i s t r a c t i o n  from 
intended purposes was a c t i v a t e d  by non-CAC members. No d e f i n i -  
t i v e  d i scuss ion  had been held among t h e  Study s t a f f  as  t o  t he  
p a r t i c u l a r  r i g h t s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t  i e s  of CAC members as  d i s t  in- 
guished from those  of t he  non-member bas in  r e s i d e n t .  It had 
been recognized e a r l i e r  t h a t  persons unfami l ia r  wi th  t h e  Study 
would r e q u i r e  time f o r  o r i e n t a t i o n  on m a t t e r s  a l r eady  f a m i l i a r  
t o  CAC members who had a t tended  meet ings and s tudied  the  mate- 
r i a l  sen t  t o  them. However, s ince  a number of t he  CAC appoin- 
t e e s  were among the  l e s s  well-informed, it was not considered 
appropr i a t e  to  ignore t h e i r  need t o  know. No plan fo r  dea l ing  
d i f f e r e n t l y  wi th  newcomers vs .  f a m i l i a r s ,  o r  non-members v s .  
o f f i c i a l  appoin tees ,  had been devised f o r  meetings. I n  f a c t ,  
t he  only d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t reatment  a f forded  CAC members a s  
compared t o  any o t h e r s  who evidenced i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  Study was 
t h a t  CAC members r o u t i n e l y  rece ived  d r a f t s  of documents f o r  
review and comment (except  when mai l ing  l i s t  e r r o r s  inadver ten t -  
l y  omitted a member). Severa l  CAC members contacted i n  advance 
of t h e  meeting ind ica ted  t h a t  they d id  not know what was expect- 
ed of them. The lack  of r a t i o n a l e  f o r  having C i t i z e n  Advisory 
Committees was c l e a r l y  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h i s  ambiguity. 

4. It was dur ing  t h i s  round of meetings t h a t  a new role-- that  of 
Task Group Advisor (??GA)--was announced. Any persons wishing t o  
work in-depth on a l t e r n a t i v e  s o l u t i o n s  t o  problems i d e n t i f i e d  i n  
t h e  E x i s t i n  P l an  were inv i t ed  t o  s i g n  up as  a d v i s e r s  t o  the  
Task _ft_ Group s i n  which they were i n t e r e s t e d .  P a r t i c i p a n t s  were 
t o l d  t h a t -  t he  modus operanhi  would va ry  from one Task-Group t o  
another ;  vo lun tee r  Task Group Advisors would r ece ive  information 
i n  t h e  mail regarding t h e  work of t h e i r  Task Group. The ef fec-  
t i v e n e s s  of t h i s  attempt t o  educate  p a r t i c i p a n t s  about a new 



r o l e  i n  the  Study was checked out i n  the  second survey conducted 
by the  research  team. A t  t he  time of t hese  meetings, however, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  l i g h t  of t he  confusion regard ing  CAC member 
r o l e s  and t h e   xis st in^ P lan  ( a  des igna t ion  not Ea lcu la ted  t o  be 
c l e a r ) ,  it  seemed u n l i k e l y  t h a t  many p a r t i c i p a n t s  would grasp  
t h e  idea  c l e a r l y .  In  f a c t ,  it is un l ike ly  t h a t  planners-kneb a t  
t h a t  time what would be involved,  s ince  the  de te rmina t ion  of 
Task Group a c t i v i t i e s  fo r  the  next  Study phase was not c e r t a i n .  

Task Group Meetings: Informat ion regarding t h e i r  work on t h e  A 1  t e r -  
n a t i v e  P l a n  Formulation phase was sen t  i n  the  spr ing  by four  Task Groups 
(water  Supply, Water Q u a l i t y ,  Water Budget, and Floodpla in  Management) t o  
persons who had signed up as  t h e i r  TGA's. Volunteers  were i n v i t e d  t o  a 
meeting with t h e  coord ina tor  (and sometimes o the r  members) of t h e  Task 
Group to  d i s c u s s  t h e i r  comments on the  s o l u t i o n s  sen t  t o  them f o r  review. 

This  format did not f i t  t h e  Legal and I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Task Group. I n  
t h i s  group ind iv idua l s  had prepared papers desc r ib ing  a1 t e r n a t i v e  
l e g a l / i n s t i t u t i o n a l  approaches t o  four  o r  f i v e  c r i t i c a l  water r e sou rces  
management i s s u e s .  Because of the  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of the  problems addressed 
and t h e  s o l u t i o n s  cons idered ,  not only t o  t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee but  as a 
precedent  f o r  water  resources dec i s ions  elsewhere i n  t he  s t a t e ,  a s p e c i a l  
round of meetings was scheduled t o  d i scuss  t hese  papers.  A l l  CAC 
members* and TGA's were inv i t ed ;  announcements through the  media i n v i t e d  
the  genera l  publ ic .  A l l  county Boards of Commissioners and Ci ty  Counci ls  
i n  t he  bas in  were informed of these  se s s ions .  

Two p o t e n t i a l l y  important i n £  luences on l ea rn ing  were evidenced a t  
t h e  meetings r e l a t e d  t o  the  Legal and I n s t i t u t i o n a l  i s sues .  Speakers 
made e x p l i c i t  r e f e rences  to  l o c a l  governments' u l t ima te  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
f o r  t h e  implementation of so lu t ions  t o  most water resources  problems 
addressed i n  t h e  Level B Study. In  t he  in t roduc t ion  of p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  
inc luding  new CAC members and non-members, a t t e n t i o n  was given t o  t h e i r  
geographic d i s t r i b u t i o n  across  the  sub-basin a rea .  A s p e c i a l  r ecogn i t i on  
was extended on behalf  of the S e c r e t a r y  of NRCD t o  l o c a l  government 
o f f i c i a l s .  The imp l i ca t ion  of t hese  ac t ions  was t h a t  the  bes t  q u a l i f i e d ,  
most important r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of t he  publ ic  i n  water resources  planning 
were the  e l e c t e d  o r  appointed o f f i c i a l s  ' de l ega t ed '  by t h e i r  u n i t s  of  
government t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  the  Level B Study. I f  o the r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  
wanted to  be e f f e c t i v e ,  it was implied,  they would be most succes s fu l  
through in f luence  a t tempts  with l o c a l  government, Whether t h i s  message 
was perceived by observers  o the r  than members of the  research  team i s  not 
known, That it resembled t h e  considered opin ion  of many of the  p lanners  
was cor robora ted  i n  t h e i r  r e p l i e s  to  t he  f i n a l  survey of t h i s  research  
e f f o r t  . 
*A s p e c i a l  e f f o r t  through the  Local Government Advocacy Council and t h e  
Of f i ce  of t h e  Secre ta ry  of  NRCD had been made e a r l i e r  to  assure  t h a t  one 
l o c a l  government r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  £rom each county i n  t he  sub-basin was 
appointed t o  t h a t  CAC. 



The o t h e r  in f luence  on l ea rn ing  was the  focus of t hese  meetings. 
Even though t h e  t o t a l  conten t  covered i n  t h e  Study was complex and broad 
i n  scope, t h e  sess ions  were l imi ted  t o  l e g a l  and i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s o l u t i o n  
a l t e r n a t i v e s .  The i s s u e  papers were c l e a r l y  and t i g h t l y  organized; they 
were accompanied by b r i e f  summaries o u t l i n i n g  t h e  h i g h l i g h t s  of the  pro- 
posed a l t e r n a t i v e s .  While t h e r e  was a  l a r g e  amount of m a t e r i a l  t o  
d i s c u s s  a t  t he  meet ings,  persons who had read the  papers  i n  advance and 
who had l i s t e n e d  c a r e f u l l y  t o  t he  overview asked i n t e l l i g e n t  ques t ions  
and appeared t o  understand the  answers and t h e  i s sues .  Whether a  l a r g e  
proport  ion f e l t  s u f f i c i e n t l y  informed a t  those se s s ions  t o  i n d i c a t e  which 
opt ions  they p r e f e r r e d ,  and why, i s  not known. Many did take  t h e i r  
m a t e r i a l s  home i n  response t o  the  reques t  t o  mail  i n  comments and expres- 
s ions  of preference .  The i n t e n s i t y  of i n t e r e s t  and thought fu lness  of t he  
d i scuss ion  appeared t o  be a t  Peast i n  pa r t  a  func t ion  of t he  meet ings '  
c a r e f u l  focus.  

August 1980 and January 1981 CAC Meetings: I n  l a t e  August of 1980 
and i n  January,  1981, ~ A ~ / p u b l i c  meetings were aga in  held i n  each sub- 
bas in  t o  review t h e  Dra f t  A l t e r n a t i v e s  Plan and t h e  Pre l iminary  Dra f t  
Recommended P l a n ,  r e spec t ive ly .  These meetings were s i m i l a r l y  s t ruc-  
t u red ,  and b e n e f i t t e d  from experience gained i n  previous rounds. A s  
l ea rn ing  experiences they were f a r  supe r io r  t o  t h e  e a r l y  meet ings.  The 
phys ica l  arrangements (e .g .  sound, l i g h t ,  s e a t i n g )  were conducive t o  
l e a r n i n g ,  t h e  atmosphere was g e n e r a l l y  f r i e n d l y .  and open, v i s u a l s  and 
p r in t ed  hand-outs were designed to  focus on the  t a s k  and f a c i l i t a t e  
l ea rn ing .  The use of two s e t s  of concurrent  i n t e r e s t  s e c t i o n s  permit ted 
each person a t t end ing  t o  s e l e c t  two t o p i c s  f o r  a c t i v e  (and i n t e r a c t i v e )  - 
d i scuss ion .  P lenary  se s s ions  a t  t he  beginning o r i e n t e d  p a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  
t h e  purpose and format of t he  meeting. Discussion continued informal ly  
a f t e r  t he  i n t e r e s t  s ec t ions  were dismissed,  an i n d i c a t i o n  of t he  g r e a t e r  
ea se  of c o m u n i c a t  ion between publ ic  and p lanners .  

The most s e r i o u s  problem observed in  t h e s e  se s s ions  was not a  prob- 
l e m  of the  meetings t h a t  were he ld ,  but  of having held so few. CAC mem- 
bers  and TGA's were being exposed t o  content  which the  planning s t a f f  
understood f r o m  t h e i r  years  of t r a i n i n g  and exper ience  i n  c i v i l  engineer- 
ing ,  hydrology, economics, n a t u r a l  r e sou rces ,  and t h e  l i k e .  To expect  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  ga in  a  working f a m i l i a r i t y  with the  i s s u e s  through s e l f -  
s tudy of mailed m a t e r i a l s  and perhaps s i x  three-hour meetings over a  two- 
yea r  per iod was not r e a l i s t i c .  More than one s e s s i o n  i s  gene ra l ly  
r equ i r ed  merely t o  understand the  terminology. That a  number of c i t i z e n s  
were w i l l i n g  to  spend a s  much time and e f f o r t  a s  they  d id  i s  a  t r i b u t e  t o  
t h e  deep concern many f e l t  fo r  t he  f u t u r e  of water  resources  i n  t h e  
bas in .  

Disseminat ion of Informat ion  t o  t h e  Pub l i c  

During the  years  t h a t  the  r e sea rch  team was f a m i l i a r  wi th  the  ac t iv -  
i t i e s  of t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee Study, s i x  of t he  e i g h t  publ ic  information 
t a s k s  a n t i c i p a t e d  i n  t h e  P l a n  of Study had been accomplished. These were 



t h e  news le t t e r ,  an approximately bi-monthly pub l i ca t ion  inc luding  back- 
ground information on water r e sou rces ,  b r i e f  r epo r t  s from meet i n g s ,  and 
overviews of Study progress ;  t h e  Study brochure,  a pamphlet t h a t  o u t l i n e d  
t h e  purpose, focuses,  and phases of t he  Level B ,  with tear -of f  r eques t  t o  
be included on the  mai l ing  l i s t ;  news r e l e a s e s ,  many of which were 
announcements o r  r e p o r t s  of t he  Study events ;  t he  s l ide- tape  show, a 
b r i e f  audio-visual d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  Yadkin-Pee Dee River  Basin and t h e  
problems to  be addressed i n  the  Level B Study, l i k e l y  t o  be u s e f u l  as  an 
in t roduc t ion  to publ ic  meetings about t h e  Study; a publ ic  a f f a i r s  r a d i o  
show t o  be a i r ed  as  pa r t  of a s e r i e s  sponsored by NRCD; and informat iona l  
meetings l i k e  those  descr ibed e a r l i e r  under ' e v e n t s ' .  

The f i r s t  four  components of t he  pub l i c  information t h r u s t ,  wh i l e  
not unimportant,  were l a r g e l y  support s e r v i c e s  f o r  t he  events .  While t he  
news le t t e r  and brochure could st  and a lone ,  much of the  news le t t e r  
concerned the  publ ic  meetings. The news le t t e r  e x p l i c i t l y  i n v i t e d  r eade r s  
to a t t end  upcoming events  a s  we l l  as  to  send comments on Study r e p o r t s  
d i r e c t l y  to  Study s t a f f .  Not a l l  news r e l e a s e s  were focused on events .  
A concerted e f f o r t  was made i n  t h e  6 months following the  pub l i c  meetings 
f o r  review of t he  Draf t  A l t e r n a t i v e  P lans  t o  provide issue-focused mate- 
r i a l s  fo r  media use. 

From t h e  ou t s ide  obse rve r ' s  perspec t ive  the publ ic  information e l e -  
ments i d e n t i f i e d  i n  the  P lan  of Study r ep resen ted  only a small  po r t ion  of 
t h e  e f f o r t  devoted t o  disseminat ing information to  t he  publ ic .  The 
l a r g e s t  apparent  e f f o r t  went i n t o  the  d isseminat ion  of m a t e r i a l s  t o  CAC 
members and o the r s  fo r  review and comment. These m a t e r i a l s  included 
n o t i c e s  of meet ings,  d r a f t  ve r s ions  of Study products ,  working papers ,  
r e p o r t s  of Study progress ,  summaries of and r e a c t i o n s  t o  publ ic  comments, 
and f i n a l  ve r s ions  of Study r e p o r t s .  These were a l l  educa t iona l  mate- 
r i a l s ,  designed t o  inform the  r eade r s  of t h e  Study and the  water  
resources  i s s u e s  it involved, and of the  r o l e s  t h a t  they a s  concerned 
c i t i z e n s  might play i n  t h e  Study. (From t h e  perspec t ive  of t h i s  evalua- 
t i o n  the  plans produced were considered educa t iona l  m a t e r i a l s .  It i s  
assumed t h a t  p lan  documents, when they  don' t  func t ion  as  she1 f-f i l l e r s  
and dus t - co l l ec to r s ,  a r e  most u s e f u l  as  s t imu lan t s  f o r  a c t i o n  and new 
understandings among people who have helped t o  produce them; they a r e  
next  m s t  u s e f u l  i n  s t imu la t ing  d i scuss ion  among people who r e a c t  t o  
p lans  t h a t  o the r s  produce. I n  t hese  cases  documents a r e  a ids  i n  learn-  
i ng . )  

Severa l  problems noted i n  regard t o  t he  publ ic  information elements  
included t h e  £0 llowing: 

1. Educat iona l ly ,  it i s  d e s i r a b l e  t o  present  content  f o r  l e a r n i n g  
and oppor tuni ty  f o r  feedback i n  manageable amounts a t  r e l a t i v e l y  
frequent  i n t e r v a l s .  In  t h i s  Study the  scheduling o f  " learn ing  
a c t i v i t i e s "  revolved around the  complet ion of Study phases. 
When one phase took longer than  a n t i c i p a t e d ,  the  r e l evan t  events  
(e.g.  public meetings f o r  t h a t  phase) were delayed accord- 
ing ly .  As products of one phase became delayed, the  scheduling 
between products became t i g h t e r .  Meetings were n e c e s s a r i l y  
scheduled with as  l i t t l e  as  two weeks no t i ce .  The m a t e r i a l s  t o  










































































































































































































































































