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Engaging with Hear Every Voice:

Best Practices in Community Involvement
Executive Summary
This report is the summary of a reconnaissance of a representative sample of the national literature and of a number of case studies in Minnesota, and will be used to develop an updated manual and materials for training staff in community engagement.

We summarized 20 published reports on community engagement from organizations and researchers around the country, 10 case studies of MnDOT community engagement projects (projects of various sizes, and from locations around the State), and 9 focus-group sessions (some involving MnDOT staff and some involving citizens and businesses in various communities around the State).
From these reviews, we identified a number of things that MnDOT is doing very well.  In community engagement, we identified such practices as use of Facebook pages, regular office hours at city hall, project websites on MnDOT’s webpage, developing a video for driver training, e-mail project updates, workshops for community training, use of advisory boards, engaging the public early in the process, fostering good media relations, and providing participation opportunities throughout the life of the project.  In terms of structure, we noted the use of community outreach staff, partnering with local community organizations, and crafting different messages for different audiences.  In terms of tools, we noted the use of multiple methods for public involvement, developing project logos, and providing tools to support local business efforts to adapt.

We also identified a number of things that MnDOT could do better.  While public engagement is generally well-structured and consistently pursued in the planning and design stages, the process for involving citizens in the project stage is less well-defined.  As the grain of activity becomes more detailed in the project stage, the motivations and the interests of the public will also change.  It is important to assure that there is a hand-off in the public engagement process from the planning to the project phase, and to provide support for project managers as the carry the project forward.

 In terms of structure, every project should include a public engagement plan, some confusion in the use of terms (like “engagement,” “participation,” and “involvement”) could be cleared up, guidelines could be developed for common practice for enhancing public participation, field assessment could be done of who chooses to participate (and, perhaps more importantly, who chooses not to), a Table of Communication Methods could be designed, sharing communication platforms with other units of government could be pursued, and standardized tools could be developed for assessing the impact of public engagement.  In terms of tools, each project might do well to develop an introductory video, templates could be developed for common tools and reports, and conflict management tools should be included in the toolkit.  In terms of communications/media, the Hear Every Voice website should have a table of contents, the business tools on the Hear Every Voice website should be displayed more prominently, and each district should consider developing and maintaining a demographic scan for each community in the district.

From this, we arrived at nine recommendations:

· The Hear Every Voice manual should provide a standardized format for public participation to be applied throughout all projects. This approach would require project managers to follow the standardized structure, but it would also allow room for flexibility to tailor the process to each individual project, as needed.  
· Project managers need to be consulted when developing the standardized public participation format. 
· Develop a set of performance indicators for public engagement, and design a survey or other tools to measure performance on those indicators.  

· A catalogue of public participation opportunities during each phases of the transportation decision making process should be prominently posted on the HEV website. 
· MnDOT should consider a professional outreach staff (different from a public relations coordinator) within each MnDOT district office.  These people would conduct outreach activities for smaller projects and help project managers deal successfully with the public participation process. 

· HEV should introduce a standardized process of handing off information (community concerns, issues) from phase to phase and among partners in the process. 
· MnDOT should initiate a recurring forum (whether face-to-face or written or virtual) where project managers, outreach staff and public affairs coordinators can share what they learned from each project’s public engagement process.
· The HEV website should be redesigned.  HEVII is difficult to find on the MnDOT website. In addition, it contains a lot of tools but no directions on what order to use them in. 
· HEV should be updated to include social media techniques and tools.  
Chapter 1
 Introduction

The 1980 satiric novel, Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy, opens with a scene where the hero, Arthur Dent, confronts a bulldozer which is about to demolish his house.  There is an exchange with a public official, who explains that the highway simply has to be built and in any event Mr. Dent had ample opportunity to comment on the plan.  This scene is followed by another, equally surreal, scene in which Vogon Jeltz of the Galactic Hyperspace Planning Council announces to its inhabitants that the earth is about to be vaporized to make way for a hyperspatial express route.  In words that echoed the previous exchange between Dent and the public official, Jeltz goes on, “There’s no point in acting all surprised about it.  All the planning charts and demolition orders have been in display in your local planning department in Alpha Centauri for fifty of your earth years, so you’ve had plenty of time to lodge any formal complaint and it’s far too late to start making a fuss about it now” [1, p.35].  However broadly drawn, this was often the face of transportation planning in the last half of the 20th century.  
In 1999, the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) developed a handbook for customer involvement, Hear Every Voice [2].   MnDOT now has more than a decade of experience using the handbook, although that knowledge has not been collated and codified.  Training in the use of manual has not always kept pace with changes in staffing over time.  Further, there have been advances around the country both in the practice and in the technology of customer involvement.  This report is the summary of a reconnaissance of a representative sample of the national literature and of a number of case studies in Minnesota, and will be used to develop an updated manual and materials for training staff in community engagement.

        
In reviewing these materials, several themes were pursued:  What is the awareness of and loyalty to “Hear Every Voice” as a MnDOT brand?  What guidelines are promulgated, and what is the level of compliance with those guidelines (in “Hear Every Voice” and nationally), particularly in the area of timing of involvement, representativeness of people involved, monitoring of satisfaction, incentives used?  What are the common elements in the staging of an engagement process (in Minnesota and elsewhere)?   What are the preferences and frequency in the use of public engagement tools?  What is the process for handing off between principal actors of different phases of a project?  How is information reported back to community?

        
What follows is a summary of 20 published reports from organizations and researchers around the country, 10 case studies of MnDOT community engagement projects (projects of various sizes, and from locations around the State), and a summary of 9 focus-group sessions, some involving MnDOT staff and some involving citizens and businesses in various communities around the State. 

Chapter 2

Review of National Literature


We reviewed a selection of state and national public engagement manuals (mostly, but not entirely, from departments of transportation), as well as published literature that targeted issues in engaging the public.  In reviewing these documents, we were looking particularly for the guidelines that had been promulgated, the elements used in staging the engagement process, the tools that were used most commonly as well as new tools that hold particular promise for public engagement, and how information is handed off during the process and reported back to the community at the end.
2.1  King County Public Involvement Guidelines and Tool Kit (2004)
The 2004 Public Involvement Guidelines and Tool Kit manual [3] serves as a guide for engaging the community during construction projects for the King County Waste Water Treatment Division (WTD). It also provides a list of tools to be applied in various situations when dealing with public engagement.  
There are four objectives during the construction phase: (1) Inform the community in advance of the work to be done; (2) continuous information of progress and changes; (3) provides opportunities for people to express their concerns; and (4) provide fast response to community’s concerns, requests, and complaints.  

Planning for public participation is done during the design phase. At this point all existing public participation materials should be reviewed to become familiar with the issues and commitments made to the community by the Community Relations officer.

When planning for public participation it is important to do an “initial needs assessment”, in order to understand the project, and how much work and resources need to be mobilized. Basically the assessment is a checklist and a system to determine the extent of community involvement needed. The community relations planner has to identify the right internal and external resources, and the budget available.

A “pre-construction survey” is a tool for planning for construction impacts. It helps the planner identify site-specific issues during construction for the community and businesses, e.g. access to the building, utility disconnection etc. Probably all of the construction impacts cannot be avoided, but some of them can be mitigated (noise levels, traffic plans, dust control etc.).

Public engagement should start before construction begins. In this process it is important to identify which staff shall answer questions from the public. Large projects should have a community relations officer on-site. Newsletters or brochures about the facts of the project should be mailed to the construction area one month before the construction. Besides residents, people who travel through the project area should also be reached by the planners.

Public or informal meeting are a technique for providing information about the project. For these meetings, setting up a tent near the project site to encourage one-on-one discussions with the public is appropriate. In order to be sure that all stakeholders are properly informed, additional strategies need to be applied. If there are businesses near the construction area, signs such as “businesses open during construction,” or even providing parking alternatives should be considered.

After the construction phase an evaluation of the effectiveness of the project’s outreach efforts should be conducted. One of the possibilities, if circumstances allow, is to acquire feedback from the community through a survey. In addition, a summary of the lessons learned through the project should be completed in cooperation with other project staff. All of the project’s public participation documents should be attached into a binder “Project Closeout Binder” to be used as a reference for future projects.  

The manual also provides examples of a number of tools that are available to a community relations officer:
· Sample Contract (Bid) Document Review - This tool guides the community relations planner how to obtain relevant project information from the contract document.
·  Sample Scopes of Work for Potential Requests for Proposals - A list of services/tasks for the public involvement and construction management consultant’s scope of work to conduct outreach and public engagement activities.
· Sample Pre-construction Business Survey – A survey to be applied by the community relations planner to introduce himself and get information from the local business in order to understand and minimize the impacts of the construction. It asks about business hours, number of works, parking etc.
· Sample Pre-construction Community Windshield Survey - Enables the planner to get to know the characteristics of the community so he can better identify the potential impacts.
·  Construction Meetings and Topics - A construction meeting is held when moving from design to construction phase of a project to transfer information to construction management that cannot be identified in the contract documents. It also requires having a weekly progress meeting with the project representative and representative from contractors.  This provides an opportunity for the community relations officer to discuss community concerns.
· Sample Citizen Contact Log - A sample of a sign-in sheet for a community issue that needs to be addressed by the respective WTD staff. 
· Temporary Relocation of Residents for Emergencies or Construction Projects - Provides guidelines for the WTD community relations staff how to work with project team to relocate residents in case of an emergency event.
· Sample Survey for Evaluation of Public Involvement Activities – A survey that is used to get feedback from the community after the construction is complete. It asks questions about how the community got the information about the project, level of satisfaction, and evaluation of the techniques and opportunities provided by the WTD. 
2.2  Community Notification for City Construction Projects, A Guide for Seattle’s Elected Officials (2004)
Community Notification for City Construction Projects [4] summarizes the process of creating a public information program, lists the different types of projects, and the different outreach methods for public involvement which might be used. The guide is intended to be used among Seattle’s Public Utilities, Transportation, City Lights, and Department of Parks and Recreation. Each of the four departments also has its own detailed procedures written out in a separate document. This guide is meant to be a simple document used across the departments in creating public information programs. It is brief but concise, and easy to follow.

Seattle wants their public to be kept informed about projects from the four departments mentioned above, to be involved in planning and making decisions about the work, to be involved in the review of funded capital projects and/or any proposal modifying properties or public facilities, to have early and thorough notification of proposals and projects through different means, to listen and respond to those affected by projects and providing support when possible, to notify stakeholders the final decisions and reasons for them, and to celebrate the accomplishments of the departments with the community.

One of the tables in Seattle’s guide lists the four steps followed by each of their four departments in creating a public information program: conducting an evaluation, creating a plan, implementing the plan, and celebrating the project completion and assessing the effectiveness of the program.

Another chart in the guide lays out the public involvement strategies to be used for three levels of project types. The strategies increase in complexity as the project duration increases and the level of impacts increase.  The lowest level lists 12 strategies, ranging from news releases and fact sheets through public meetings and personal visits with affected stakeholders.  For larger projects, additional strategies include ongoing discussions with affected stakeholders, open houses and paid advertising, and wider notification to community institutions.  For the most complex projects, further additions include media tours, hotlines, and impact mitigation efforts.
Another chart lists examples of projects for each of the four departments and illustrates which public involvement strategy were used for each of the three project types.

Coordination through the different departments occurs as well to discuss ongoing and upcoming projects. For combined projects, the departments involved meet to coordinate and discuss on a weekly, if not daily, basis during the design and scoping phases.

2.3  CalTrans Project Communication Handbook (2007)
California’s Project Communication Handbook [5] is divided into three sections: an overview about project communication, processes, and tools and methods. Templates are included in the handbook’s appendices to create a stakeholder analysis, conflict management plan, etc.

When describing project communication CalTrans explains how important communication is and how it contributes to the success of a project. When communicating information, it should be made understandable to the one receiving the information and communication should be reciprocal between all stakeholders.

Following project communication, project communication management ensures, “timely and appropriate generation, collection, distribution, storage, retrieval and ultimate disposition of project information” [4, p.4] The project manager is responsible for understanding why the customer (public/stakeholders) want a deliverable, what features they want, how long it will take, and how they want to receive it.

Five steps are laid out for communication planning:

1. Who is involved in the communication process – stakeholders

2. What is being communicated – the message

3. When the information is communicated – weekly, monthly, etc.

4. How the information is distributed – meeting, memo, etc.

5. Who will provide the information being communicated

CalTrans states in their handbook that acknowledgment should be made of the team’s performance, such as having celebrations at the end of the project, having certificates and letters of appreciation from local agencies and other external stakeholders.

The project development team is responsible for identifying the stakeholders of a project and their needs, and determining how to meet their needs. As early as possible, the team contacts local, regional, state, and federal agencies that would have even a minor stake in the project to reduce the chance of conflict at critical times.

Conflict management strategies are included in the handbook to make issues more manageable. Project managers are in charge of conflict management and their responsibilities are laid out. Minimizing conflicts and resolving issues are done through “constant communication with the project sponsor(s), team members, and other project stakeholders.”

The handbook states, “The more information stakeholders have regarding a project or deliverable, the less likely last minute conflicts, changes, complaints will affect a project.” The handbook also states the “key to successful community involvement is communicating with external project stakeholders early and often.” The project manager negotiates and/or mediates conflict resolution. Having a conflict management strategy in place before the project begins makes issues more manageable.

A chart is included in the handbook with the different communication methods pertaining to public involvement which has columns explaining the method’s purpose, whose responsibility it is to carry out the method, the frequency, and the audience. 

2.4  CT/DOT Public Involvement Procedures (2009)
The Connecticut Department of Transportation (CT/DOT) strives to make information easily accessible and to engage the public throughout all phases of their projects. Their 2009 Public Involvement Procedures handbook [6] is a detailed public involvement plan for Connecticut’s Long-Range Transportation Plan, Statewide Transportation Improvement Program, Air Quality Conformity Analysis, Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), Amendments to Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs) and State Transportation Improvement Programs (STIPs), and for planning studies. The public involvement plans for the previous items specify how long listening sessions should last, what is to be announced at the session, which documents are to be given to the public, and that the public has the opportunity to ask questions and give their input. The plans also include where information about meeting dates will be posted, how often certain documents such as the STIP will be updated, that meetings take place during the day and in the evening, that meetings be held along bus routes, and be in locations which are handicapped-accessible.  CT/DOT staff are to be present at public meetings and be available to answer questions. For the environmental phase of projects, public outreach is to begin at the start of any proposed action prior to conducting a detailed analysis. CT/DOT cites the federal and state requirements that govern public involvement. And, finally, CT/DOT permits the level of public involvement to vary by project size.

Some of the public involvement methods used by CT/DOT include placing brochures pertaining to projects on community boards, rail and bus stations, distributing brochures to municipalities, public and academic libraries, and to other interested parties. Creating a trademark for projects, using mass media, web sites, e-mail alerts, project information phone line/highway advisory radio, changeable message signs (on-site resources for drivers), and videos are other public involvement strategies for outreach. Project managers are encouraged to use other methods in addition to public meetings.

CT/DOT states that when responding to the public’s concerns, the public should be adequately and proactively informed about a specific project or project, and steps taken to ensure that all communications are responded to promptly and effectively. 
2.5  VDOT Policy Manual for Public Participation in Transportation Projects (1999)
The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) Policy Manual for Public Participation in Transportation Projects is “designed to provide free and open discussion of controversial issues and concerns before development of the final design has reached a point that it is impractical to make extensive modifications” [7, p. 1-1].  To that end, citizen involvement starts early. Along with input opportunities organized by local governments, VDOT holds a mix of informational meetings, community workshops, and public hearings, depending on the scope of the project. Generally, the process begins with informal informational meetings and participatory workshops that allow the public to get information on a project and help identify and even solve potential problems. The first of these meetings focuses on the project’s location, and to that end a Public Scoping Meeting is held immediately after assigning the project (and well before a location has been chosen). Then, after developing alternatives with local governmental officials, VDOT may hold another location workshop to gather input on the alternatives, followed by a hearing (or notification of the opportunity for a public hearing - the manual notes that in instances when no hearing is held, public participation might be limited to a single citizen reviewer). The same process applies to choosing a design. This means that there are two formal opportunities for members of the public to provide their input on VDOT projects: once prior to committing to a location and once prior to committing to a design. If no good alternatives are available, one combined community workshop/information meeting (followed by a combined hearing) can be held to cover both location and design. This is an opportunity to present the preferred course of action to the public and gather input. In addition to the meetings, VDOT may conduct surveys of households and businesses for projects that appear to have the potential for major impact or major public interest.

VDOT encourages the use of visual aids at all meetings when relevant, such as a study window, enlarged photos of possible issues within the study area, traffic projections, schedule, project handout, a comment sheet, and any other pertinent maps or booklets.  After public input is gathered and alternatives are developed, VDOT staff produce a 4-5 minute video presentation to familiarize the public with the project. This video will give the project’s history, alternatives, remaining work to be done, and potential problem areas, among other things. They recommend showing the video prior to the opportunity to view the other visual displays, as it will likely answer many of the questions that might arise. Specific data are required for a public hearing, including an aerial mosaic, list of property owners, and renderings of existing and proposed development.

The seven sections of the manual provide guidance for the reader: General (including the purpose; process overview; definitions of the various types of meetings, hearings, and environmental requirements; and information about the Virginia Code prohibiting discrimination in participation); a description of the Information/Participation Meetings or Workshops; details about the requirements and procedures for Public Hearings (including  clearly identifying who is responsible for what, and requiring that a map be included and printed with the notice); what constitutes a Public Hearing Exception; the process for Public Hearing Project Approval; Rehearing (this section is deleted but still listed); and Municipality Conducted Public Hearing Guidance for inclusion in the Six Year Improvement Program (which simply explains the public participation requirements for those projects to be included in the Six Year Improvement Program). These sections are followed by a thorough set of useful appendices (including guidance on meetings, links to laws, and a how-to section) and a list of the manual revisions.

VDOT specifically expresses its commitment to limiting the negative social, economic, and environmental effects of its projects by considering general (but not exhaustive nor equally weighted) issues like expected growth, service and facilities needs, community cohesion, displacement, and ecological and historic protection.

VDOT’s Policy Manual for Public Involvement provides some good techniques to engage the public in ways that are meaningful to the department. First, their requirement that a video be created for each project is an excellent way to bring members of the public to the same basic knowledge level. This may make the input the public gives more useful. Second, VDOT’s community workshops, held early on in the process, ensure that the community is engaged even before a location is chosen, and that their input is considered when making that choice.

The appendices provide good reference information, including checklists, step-by-step directions on how to do everything from request a public meeting to prepare a video, and links to presumably oft-used laws.  Unfortunately, the poor layout and organization of the manual itself is challenging to use. Numbered like code, the lack of sequentially numbered pages makes it difficult to navigate. The information is also at times confusing and contradictory. The manual provides some very detailed, step-by-step information, but doesn’t clearly present the overall process.

Practices of note include:

· First public scoping meeting (location study workshop) occurs before committing to a location.

· When public hearings are noticed, a map of the project area (among other things) must be submitted to be printed along with the notice.

· The manual often clearly states who is responsible for what tasks, and exactly when those tasks should be performed.

· Accessibility requirements indicate that meetings must be accessible, noticed for the vision and hearing impaired, and administered in a way that is accessible to disabled. Additionally, meeting notices state that “Those requiring special assistance to participate should contact X,” and includes contact information.

· Ample visual aids are recommended (and updated) for all public meetings, including study windows, enlarged photos of project impact, traffic projections, timeline for remaining actions, a project overview handout, comment sheets, and maps.

· Production of an informational video is required.

· Some of the specific data required for a public hearing include an aerial mosaic, shaded alternatives including photos displayed of landmarks, plans and cross sections, list of property owners, and renderings of existing and proposed development.
2.6  South Dakota DOT Public Involvement Plan (2010)
The South Dakota Department of Transportation (SDDOT) Public Involvement Plan [8] has one clear, consistent message running through its one hundred-plus pages:  the SDDOT welcomes and encourages public involvement in all stages of their projects. In fact, the state seeks public involvement whenever possible, not just when it is required by law. This document doesn’t assume that there is one right path to perfect public participation, but instead encourages using and mixing different techniques in different situations. Rather than the “musts” and “shoulds” that can make a document like this feel like it is only fulfilling a requirement, the language of the SDDOT plan makes it clear that the state sees public participation as both important to and necessary for a successful project.

This thorough document includes all of the information one would need to know when and how to solicit public input, including both the federal and the state requirements for public involvement, reasons to involve stakeholders and information on how to identify them, a link to the United States Department of Transportation’s (USDOT) Public Involvement Techniques for Transportation Decision-Making [9] (which is credited as the inspiration for much of the guidance for choosing public involvement technique), suggestions for disseminating information like meeting times and project updates to the public, a step-by-step look at public involvement opportunities throughout a project, description of the processes, and 25 pages of helpful appendices (including contact lists, templates for things like sign-in sheets and grievance forms, sample letters, and the tribal consultation procedure).

Although the plan provides the federal and state requirements for public participation (and links to the websites) early on in the document, the SDDOT prefaces the list with a commitment to go above and beyond public involvement requirements in an effort to satisfy their customers. To this end, the SDDOT addresses why and how to identify stakeholders, encourages the combined use of appropriate traditional and outside-the-box public involvement activities, and gives examples of the numerous ways to get information out to the public. This plan helps the user find the appropriate public involvement techniques to use through a process map that asks three questions:

1. “Does the technique need to be a public hearing to fulfill a legal requirement?”
2. “Who is the target audience?”
3. and if the answer to 2 is a small group, then “What is the focus of the small group?”

Within the answer choices to each question, the reader is given more information on what that public involvement technique looks like and should include. The plan also provides an excellent description of the differences between brainstorming, charrettes, and various small group opportunities. In addition, the document provides extensive requirements to focus on expanding input of underrepresented populations where they are most affected. Readers are encouraged to involve traditionally underserved stakeholders and given some suggestions on how to reach out to them.

The bulk of the remainder of the plan is dedicated to a step-by-step review of opportunities and requirements for public involvement during planning, project development, scoping, design, the right-of-way phase, bid letting, and construction.
· Planning: The process of creating the Statewide Transportation Plan and the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program both offer ample opportunities for public involvement. Guidelines for increasing public participation include consulting with and soliciting input from various populations, including governmental agencies, members of the public, and MPOs; conducting open houses and review meetings; and distributing project information online. Tribal and Non-metropolitan Local Official consultation processes are also found here.
· Project Development: Early and continuous public involvement is encouraged during the project development phase. The plan describes public hearings, informational meetings, and workshops, when to use them, and what to expect out of them. More detail is provided on the requirements for how to structure, notice, disseminate information at, collect comments during, and make record of public hearings. Additionally, the reader will find clarification here of the differences in public involvement requirements for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Environmental Assessment (EA), and Categorical Exclusion (CE) classifications.
· Scoping: Public input is solicited during the scoping phase, when the SDDOT is determining the project’s need and cost/benefit. That process is touched on in this section.
· Design: A detailed, step-by-step description of the public meeting and landowner meeting processes to be held during the design phase is given.
· Right-of-Way: For those projects in which the right-of-way needed affects landowners, there is a thorough process by which the right-of-way office informs property owners of the options available to them. This section details the procedure followed when right-of-way issues may arise; the participation of the right-of-way office in public meetings; and the reasons and process for right-of-way meetings, utility section public meetings, and surplus property section public meetings.
· Bid Letting: This section details the process of soliciting and receiving both formal and regional bids for the project’s construction work.
· Construction: Here we find ideas for ways to continue to communicate with the public through project updates. This section states that it is not intended to be prescriptive, but rather to provide examples of methods that can be used, such as creating information sheets, sending out weekly press releases, providing email updates, appearing on local radio shows, and end-of project ribbon cutting ceremonies, when appropriate.

This document provides ample information on identifying stakeholders, choosing the right public involvement technique to meet your needs, involving underserved stakeholders, when to involve the public in each phase of a project, and how to hold a public meeting or hearing. The document is divided into sections so the reader can easily find what s/he needs by either project phase or public involvement topic. In particular, the plan was particularly helpful in its use of process maps to determine the preferred course of action for things like choosing input techniques, identifying project phases where public involvement is necessary or encouraged, and showing where public involvement fits into the long-range planning processes of the SDDOT. The use of templates also saves time and provides a consistent message.

The plan could have stronger plan assessment directives. In addition, while including everything in one place is useful, the plan is quite long and contains a significant amount of repetition. Consolidating information on the same topic or process into one section and then referring the reader to that section when it arises in other areas of the document would make the plan less cumbersome and easier to read, increasing its usefulness to staff.

2.7 Tennessee DOT Public Involvement Plan (2007)
The clean format and clear direction of the Tennessee Department of Transportation (TDOT) Public Involvement Plan provides staff with both minimum requirements and encouragement to go beyond the minimum with “enhanced public involvement activities" [10, p.9].
The plan includes a forward (where the reader will find a description of the federal acts regulating public participation, TDOT’s mission and organizational structure, and a brief primer on the role of the community relations division which is responsible for TDOT’s public involvement and the development and annual assessment of this plan) and a purpose section (which details on the intent of the document and the public comment process prior to plan adoption). It also briefly addresses TDOT’s intention to be sensitive to communities’ needs and the public’s input, and its desire to build trust by inviting all interested parties to participate throughout the process. Appendices to the document include a handy glossary, meeting notice requirements, definitions of and checklists for meetings and hearings, strategies for working with the media to distribute information, and numerous document samples.

The public involvement philosophy is essentially to build and maintain a quality transportation system in partnership with governments, organizations, and all users - including those on foot or bike. To that end, TDOT provides eight objectives for its public involvement process, requiring that:

· public participation opportunities be available to anyone interested early and often

· partnerships be formed to ensure multimodal, eco-friendly, integrated projects and solutions

· information be shared with communities and users that is timely and understandable

· citizen input be integrated into the process

· enough input be received to incorporate Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) into the planning and designing processes

· there be a focus on involving underserved communities

· trust in the DOT is built

· the public involvement process is reviewed regularly and revised when needed

Because differences in size and time needed for projects require flexibility in the public involvement process, TDOT has devised a way to categorize projects in one of five levels based on the extent of their public impact. Level One projects have little public impact and so require the least public involvement, and Level Four projects have major impact and so require the most involvement. (Level Five projects include all statewide or systems-level efforts undertaken by the department, including the Statewide Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and the Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP) and are handled separately. Public participation levels for Level Five projects are determined based on the size and scope of the project.) Additionally, TDOT has designated and detailed minimum public involvement requirements of each level, and when required within each phase (design, planning, and construction), as well as providing potential enhanced activities that are encouraged. The document includes, where applicable, direction on when these activities need to happen and some detail on what needs to be included in communications with the public (“TDOT Enhanced Activities” in [10, p. 30]). 

Perhaps the most exciting part of this document is its Performance Measures section [10, pp. 31-33]. Going beyond the usual “This document shall be reviewed every five years and updated as needed,” TDOT has set forth clear objectives (such as “Integrate citizen concerns and needs into the development process”) and measurements (including “State and local elected officials, property owners, the traveling public, and those traditionally underserved are consulted at key points during project development,” and “Public input is captured and made available for consideration during project development.”) TDOT is realistic in their expectations, too, by designating an attainable goal of annually and randomly evaluating two different projects from each level.

This plan provides thorough, step-by-step directions for meeting TDOT’s public involvement requirements, and flexibility for different types of projects. It also provides processes and sample documents that may be useful for many types of projects as appendices, saving the plan from becoming cumbersome and repetitive. These three pieces likely have two very beneficial effects. First, they make the document easy to use. Second, they create more consistent public involvement opportunities state-wide, which could only help build trust in the TDOT—one of the objectives of the public involvement plan.
2.8 WisDOT: In This Together Web-Based Business Solutions Program (2012)
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation’s (WisDOT) In This Together program [11] is an online toolkit geared toward local businesses to provide them with suggestions on how to lessen the impact of road construction. Found entirely and exclusively online, the program contains a workbook, case studies, promotional sample materials, and a contact list. The workbook provides six sections of information for businesses: Planning Ahead, Staying Informed, Handling Traffic, Reducing Traffic, Keeping Customers Informed, and Assistance for Motor Vehicle Dealers. Most of the sections include a “How Others Did It” sidebar that gives a real-world example of how a community implemented some of the section’s recommendations. The program also contains a checklist worksheet that helps businesses identify things that they could do at different times during the process and a list of tips and ideas to lessen the impact of the construction project on their business.  

The Planning Ahead section emphasizes the importance of getting involved early to have an impact, and to start working with other businesses/organizations early on for ways to keep customers coming. It advises choosing a liaison as the main contact with WisDOT.  It also emphasizes the importance of being realistic: Businesses should consider realistically whether they will need to relocate or shut down during construction.
The Staying Informed section points out that both businesses and citizens will need to understand the need for the project, why it will be inconvenient, which alternatives were considered, and how WisDOT plans to minimize those impacts.  Businesses can get information from public meetings, communication with project manager or other WisDOT representatives, and designating a liaison to request information from WisDOT.  Other communication vectors might include disseminating weekly updates on the radio or in the newspaper, creating a fax update hotline, or using an email list to provide updates.

The Handling Traffic section gives businesses an idea of what to expect during the construction phase.  One solution, gaps in paving to allow access to businesses, has the impact of cutting in half the miles that can be paved per day.  Examples of steps to encourage commerce during construction include encouraging shoppers to support businesses on foot, making back entrances more appealing during construction, and having newspapers print maps showing alternate routes to area businesses.

The Reducing Traffic section points out that reducing traffic in the construction zone can speed up the project, and businesses can help.  Examples include notifying customers and employees ahead of time of alternate routes, sponsoring a vanpool for employees, rescheduling shipments for slower traffic times, and explore flex-time options for employees to help keep them off the roads during peak hours.

The Keeping Customers Informed section explains howWisDOT keeps the public informed through electronic message boards, news releases, brochure and map creation, telephone recordings, an up-to-date WisDOT website and more.  It also provides suggestions on how businesses can provide the public with information on alternate access to their storefront includes signage, maps, and advertisements.  And it provides other suggestions, such as holding an area “groundbreaking” event prior to the beginning of construction, utilizing catchy construction-related advertising campaigns, slogans, or logos, and turning the unpaved street into a temporary sandbox or volleyball court.

There is also a special section for Assistance to Motor Vehicle Dealers which explains the support that WisDOT offers for alternative temporary sales sites.

In This Together is an innovative tool for businesses. Not only does it provide many ideas for minimizing construction impact on sales, it also shows a strong commitment by WisDOT to the economic vitality of small businesses.
2.9 NDOR Pursuing Solutions through Public Involvement (2009)
The Nebraska Department of Roads’ (NDOR) Pursuing Solutions through Public Involvement [12] serves as a guideline for the public participation process in all phases of transportation decision making process. The purpose of the manual is to identify the many aspects of the public involvement in transportation projects, and provide a list of public participation opportunities through planning, programing, design, and construction phases.

The manual recommends a review process of the public involvement plan every five years. The review process will ensure that all requirements of the manual are met, and any findings during the process will be used to review the manual. The public involvement plan will have a period of 45 days available for comments prior its adoption.  For review and adoption, the plan will be available to the public through: NDOR website, news releases, copies of the plan at each NDOR district office, public comments will be summarized, and a final draft of the manual will available online on the NDOR website.

Public participation opportunities are specified throughout the process.  There are four opportunities at the planning level for the community to comment on the plans/projects through public hearings:
· Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) – A 20 year long range transportation planning.
· Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) – A program of three years of major transportation projects for the metropolitan area (Greater Omaha, Lincoln, and South Sioux City)

· Annual District Transportation Program Meetings – present the one and five year program of the NDOR, STIP and other issues. Meetings are organized in each of the eight field districts.
· County and Municipal Projects – Local level governments draft one and six year plans, and hold a public hearing on the plans.
At the policy level there is only one opportunity: Department Rules and Regulations Hearings. A public hearing is needed when the Department revises its rules and regulations.  And there are three opportunities provided for the public participation at the project level:
· Project Public Hearings – public hearings are organized to present information and gather input from the community for major projects, such as roadway construction, road closure etc.
· Public Information Meetings – various transportation projects and their impacts are discussed with the public in the following settings: Highway Corridor Study Routes Meetings; Location and Design Meetings for Federal-aid Transportation Projects; Pre-Appraisal Meetings; Noise/Air Studies Meetings; Historic Impacts; Section 4(f) De Minimis determinations.
· Construction meetings – staff meets with local community and/or businesses prior and during the construction phase, and explains the process of construction and any possible impacts on their daily life
The public is solicited to comment on the Nebraska Statewide Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) through the same techniques applied during the review process of the plan. The Department solicits community input using media and the NDOR website to advertise the eight district meetings. American Indian Tribal Governments are provided with opportunities to comment on LRTP and STIP plan. The department organizes a workshop and invites local tribe governments to attend.

NDOR organizes the public hearings for the community and allows people to comment for at least ten days after the meeting. When organizing public hearings, the State Highway Commission has to obey the following requirements:

· Prior to a hearing, a notice of time and place (in a local language) will be published twice in all newspaper of the area.

· There will be a mailing list for all interested parties to receive a notice by mail. Signs and posters shall be posted to inform the community.

· A copy of the first publication shall be sent to FHWA.

· The notice shall provide all information deemed necessary for the project.

The manual has a section on how to conduct outreach activities and engage nontraditional stakeholders in the transportation decision making process. All minority and low-income populations should be identified and given an opportunity to get involved in the process. There are six categories identified: Black, Hispanic, Asian, American Indian, low-income and Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander.

Entities receiving federal aid for transportation projects must ensure that all activities must be available to persons with limited knowledge in English language. NDOR must comply with American Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), which requires activities for: outreach activities in identifying disabled population, opportunity for disabled to comment, accessible formats, public forums etc.

Meetings about the project construction are organized throughout the construction phase. This gives the community the opportunity to learn about what will happen during the construction and the foreseeable impacts on their daily activities.
2.10 Assessing the Practice of Public Involvement in Florida (2006)
Assessing the Practice of Public Involvement in Florida [13] provides an overview of the existing situation of public involvement practices at Florida’s Department of Transportation (FDOT) and Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO).  FDOT contracted Center for Urban Transportation Research at the University of South Florida to conduct a comprehensive assessment of existing public involvement practices and processes in Florida.

The goal of the research was to evaluate existing situation of public participation in Florida throughout all phases of transportation decision-making process. The report included the following specific objectives:

· Document existing public participation practices of FDOT and MPOs during all phases.

· Identify best practices in the field of public involvement that can be shared with FDOT and MPO staff throughout the state.

· Identify training needs at the FDOT and MPO levels.

· Recommend future development of public involvement performance measures

In the process, the research found that the staff deal with the following challenges:

· Difficulty in maintaining continuous public involvement or addressing public concerns throughout all phases (planning, project development, and construction).

· Staff reductions and outsourcing the public involvement tasks to consultants.

· Insufficient public understanding of the transportation planning process, especially construction part, and the challenge to manage difficult personalities and interests.

· Inadequate intergovernmental coordination in public involvement process.  

The study arrived at a number of recommendations, divided into four categories:  Involvement and outreach, Continuity and commitments, Training and information exchange, and Performance measures and evaluation.  

· Involvement and outreach:  Face to face and small group communication, open house meetings were seen as the most effective techniques for two way communications with the public.  Communication with the public can be improved by building a good relationship with the community and getting to know them better. One way to do this is to assign staff to particular corridors to build relationship with the community. To organize general outreach and education activities,  outreach staff could take advantage of  the opportunities like community events, transportation fairs, and presentations to community groups. For example, construction staff suggested explaining what happens during the construction so the public can understand the process and how long it takes. An award winning video, “Behind the Barricades,” was developed by FDOT for this purpose and could be disseminated widely.  Additional informal opportunities to engage the community, such as setting up a project booth at a local gathering place or grocery with a comment box for the public, could be used to engage the public besides the formal meetings. Project newsletters with information about whom to contact (website, e-mail) could also be a new informal communication window with the public.   The research also found that there is a lack of coordination and resource-sharing among MPO’s, local governments, and FDOT. They recommended that each agency should coordinate its public engagement activities with the other agencies, so the other agencies would have the opportunity for outreach activities within those meetings.  
· Continuity and commitments: There should be a standard process in place for passing on important public involvement information (issues, problems) from phase to phase.   This would help reduce misunderstanding and ensure continuous communication with the public.  All functional units should attend other project phase’s public meetings in order to help in answering questions. Improved coordination can also be achieved by conducting internal cross-functional debriefings after public meetings between all functional units.  Appointing a single staff with necessary technical skills to follow the project from the beginning to the end would help in dealing with changing public and other issues.  
· Training and information exchange:  The staff frequently requested training on topics such as public speaking, conflict resolution/crowd management skills, strategies for working with angry or upset people, ideas for running public meetings, techniques for reaching more people, evaluation methods, and case studies or best practices for engaging the public in the various project phases.  Many of the staff said that it would come in handy to have opportunities to share information on best practices or issues of concern and to learn from the experiences of others (such as public involvement seminars at statewide meetings and conferences).
· Performance measures and evaluation:  The research recommended applying a systematic method to evaluate the quality of public participation activities, using public perceptions on various public engagement activities.  Performance measures for public involvement should be developed as a basis for evaluation and should focus on desired outcomes for each activity (e.g., customer satisfaction measures: how much of the information was conveyed, did we achieve the objective, what was the input from the community, feedback etc.), rather than process measures (e.g., number of meetings or attendees).
FDOT District Offices, MPOs and other transportation agencies do not have a data base of current public participation practices and there is no mechanism in place to determine if Florida transportation agencies are achieving their stated public involvement objectives. This research led to a second phase, development of public involvement indicators (see the following review). Such indicators would enable FDOT and other transportation agencies to develop a mechanism for determining the effectiveness of their current public involvement activities. Ultimately, this mechanism will help FDOT and other state transportation agencies to use limited resources to more effectively involve the public in transportation projects.

2.11 Performance Measures to Evaluate the Effectiveness of Public Involvement Activities in Florida (2008)
Performance Measures to Evaluate the Effectiveness of Public Involvement Activities in Florida [14] is a study conducted by the Center for Urban Transportation Research at the University of South Florida (CUTR) for FDOT.  Its purpose was to develop a standardized method (a framework of indicators) for evaluating the effectiveness of public engagement activities. The specific objectives of the research were:

· Identify any existing performance measures applied at state transportation agencies

· Establish a standardized method, a framework of indicators, to assess the effectiveness of the public participation process, and

· Relate the assessment methodology with performance management

The process of developing performance measures was initiated by a previous assessment of FDOT practices in the public participation process (see the previous review). A successful public engagement process will ensure that affected and interested communities are fully engaged during transportation planning process and that their contribution is seriously taken under consideration.

The team identified four objectives, and each of them with context-sensitive indicators and targets. The research also provided specific examples from published research of measurements for each indicator and a method for gathering those measures.

· Equity:  FDOT solicits equal public participation for all citizens. FDOT also provides all necessary services (sign language interpreters, Braille document, communication means for people with speech, hearing or vision problems) for the disabled people in order to enable them proper access to information.

· Information:  In order to efficiently engage the community in decision-making process, community needs to be notified early in the process, must be continuously informed throughout the process, and ensure that the information is clearly conveyed.  

· Methods:  It is important to adjust public participation activities to the local context, and apply different methods of engaging the community other than formal public meetings. Face to face meetings, websites and newsletter are found as effective methods for engaging the community.

· Responsiveness:  Public participation goes beyond allowing the community to comment on transportation decision making process, or informing them. The indicators evaluate the extent to which the community’s input was seriously considered and answered.  

The research team also developed guidelines for developing specific indicators:

· Indicators should be simple and easily understood by the public and the agencies,

· Indicators should measure not only public participation outputs, e.g. quantity of people involved, but should measure outcomes of the process also, e.g. how satisfied were they with the participation process etc.

· Indicators should rely on data that is cost-effective to collect or already fit in with the data collection process of the agency.  

· A good indicator should allow itself to build in usable performance targets.
The recommended performance measurement framework should enable FDOT to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of public activities, and recommend further improvements based on the results. Indicators strive to measure the satisfaction level of the community with public participation process.  Using indicators also means additional data may need to be collected, such as surveys and baseline studies, to assign proper numeric targets for the indicators. FDOT leadership will have to balance the trade-offs between costs and the quality of the performance measures, and hence the quality of the public participation process.

2.12 Marketing Mega Projects (2004)
From Community Involvement to the Final Product: Marketing Mega Projects and Public Trust [15] is a training manual develop by the University of Maryland for the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).   They researched numerous mega projects to determine best practices in marketing them, including some that had exceptional success in public approval (such as Denver’s Transportation Expansion [T-REX] project and the Woodrow Wilson Bridge project) and some that did not (like Boston’s Central Artery project).

Throughout the paper, the authors highlight four key components to successfully marketing mega projects. First, begin the public participation process early—start with a community impact assessment, and gather input before decisions have been made. Second, provide open and honest communication with the public and the media. One of the most important goals of engaging the public is to build trust in the project and the organizations in charge of it (often the FHWA and the State’s Department of Transportation [DOT]), and providing transparent and timely communication can help with that. Third, make sure that public involvement is consistent throughout every phase of the project—planning, environmental, design and construction, and operations. Often communication starts to drop during the design and construction phases, and public trust in the project falls with it. This document details public participation by phase. Fourth, it is important to budget realistically for your communications needs throughout the entire project, because you don’t want to run out of marketing money before the project is complete.

When marketing a mega project, there will be many different audiences (including commuters, travellers, residents, area businesses, commercial drivers, neighborhood organizations, and other local organizations), each seeking information customized to their needs. Therefore, a Public Information (PI) team should be organized that can design and manage the marketing and public involvement for multiple audiences and all phases of the project. Although it is not always easy to get residents involved early on, the public’s input should be actively sought and considered. To encourage that the authors give some tips for making it easier for the public to participate, like making open houses and meetings easy to get to (both with proper time and location), providing information in an easily accessible way, and opening an information center that is open to the public on a consistent schedule. And be sure to measure public trust with public opinion surveys, interviews, assessment forms, quantifying meeting attendance, and other techniques throughout the process. The authors also recommend using funding (especially in advertising) to provide accurate info rather than feel-good campaigns. The committee working on public communication should be reactive and responsive, answering questions via phone and sending out project update emails.

Utilizing market-segmentation procedures, such as surveys, analysis, and profiling, to identify stakeholders and group them by market segment will allow you to market to each group most effectively. The authors encourage you to be honest with the markets about the project’s impacts. The impacts can be categorized (economic, mobility and access, land use, displacement, and safety are offered as options for catagorization) so that a perceptual map can be used to rate each issue’s importance to each market segment, and the impacts can be assessed and addressed through either avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or enhancement.

By reviewing what worked and what didn’t for the T-REX and Central Artery projects some best practices come out of the lessons learned. The T-REX team set their goals early on, with the main goal being to put the community first by minimizing inconvenience to the public. They committed to provide communication throughout each project phase, and used design-build, which provided opportunity for real utilization of public input. The project was well-branded, and the communications teams were unified in their vision and worked closely together. In the Central Artery project, however, things weren’t as smooth. The project was disorganized from the start. Different representatives said different things to the press, building public distrust. The project was significantly over budget, the team was not forthcoming with information, and its most well-known brand—The Big Dig—became synonymous with being a big money pit.

Public Involvement is important to each project phase. As the project progresses, different communication techniques are required. The Planning Stage is the time to gather public input and determine community impacts.  Assessing for environmental consequences and completing the necessary reviews and assessments in the Environmental Stage are dictated by policy, but creative mitigation solutions can be found here. The Design and Construction Stage is where the FHWA has identified that a project will often lose public trust and confidence, so resources must be put into continuing quality marketing in this stage as well. And some of the largest transportation issues, like congestion, happen in the Operations Stage, so communication should continue through this stage.

A marketing-strategic plan ensures that the public is informed during every stage, issues raised by or affecting the public are heard and resolved, and communication flows between the PI team and the public. Create public awareness initiatives (like education outreach, research, and meetings) to help deal with everything from road closures and traffic delays to business access and noise issues. Road construction creates great inconveniences for a community, and it is the communication plan’s effectiveness and the public involvement team’s responsiveness that will determine the project’s success. Next, create a communication matrix (for each specific project activity) and communication work plan to ensure that all stakeholder concerns are addressed (listing stakeholders on one axis and possible info dissemination tools on the other). Do not forget to plan for media communications—you want the media on your side! It is important to keep in mind that the team should not avoid media, but instead actively seek them out. And while they cannot talk to the media without approval from the media team or project manager, contractors and internal stakeholders should be required to attend media training as well. You’ll also need a marketing budget, based on the specific needs of your project. It should provide for marketing strategies for every phase (with the highest percentage going to the construction phase where the project creates the most inconvenience to the public), and contingencies should be built into the final budget numbers. Finally, remember that public involvement is continuous, and be sure to regularly evaluate your communication efforts by tracking media stories and doing marketing reviews.

State DOTs can play a part in marketing mega projects without having to take the lead by partnering with contractors and the FHWA. The authors also highlight that more input needs to be solicited during the design and construction phases of a mega project. Additionally, they note the need for a standardized metric of measuring mega project success and better forums for recording and analysis of public feedback. Finally, they encourage partnering as a way to increase communication on a project and increase accountability.

2.13 USDA Forest Service Public Involvement Process (2007)
Beyond the monetary cost of fighting lawsuits, conflicts between the Forest Service and the public can take substantial amounts of time to reconcile, sometimes delaying projects so long that the original opportunity afforded by the project is missed altogether. In “Getting past the who and how many to the how and why in USDA Forest Service public involvement process” [16], authors Anthony V. Scardina, Michael J. Mortimer, and Larkin Dudley take a qualitative look at the role of public participation and the conflicts that arise in Forest Service projects. They indicate that understanding when to include and how to frame public involvement could possibly resolve disagreements before they become costly.

Decision making regarding public lands is required to include public involvement. The process consists of three administrative stages wherein the Forest Service releases its proposed action (the Scoping Stage), environmental statement (the EA Release), and decision (the Public Appeals Period), with each stage followed by a 30-45 day public comment period. A fourth stage, the Judicial Remedies stage, allows a member of the public to address their concerns in court if s/he follows the first three stages and is not satisfied. While these processes empower citizens, the authors of this article state that they also “often identify problems rather than solve them, they may polarize conflicts over national forest issues, and they may contribute to Forest Service decision-making becoming increasingly complex, costly, and ineffective” [16, p. 884]  Based on their research, they made the following observations:

· A review of the number of comments/appeals filed by individuals versus those filed by interest groups may be an indicator that it is not indicative of the concern of the majority but only of a select interest group.

· Some public concerns are due to a lack of trust in the environmental assessment process.

· Often new issues are brought up during the appeals period after a decision has already been made. In these cases, the appeals period doesn’t improve the agency’s decision making.

· Because a new issue raised during the appeals period is incentivized by its power to delay an unpopular project, the appeals period may dissuade the public from bringing their issue to the table early on and participating in a pre-decision discussion.

· The time cost of the excessive delays of litigation can undermine the original project purpose.

· Formatting should be consistent. Inconsistencies can confuse the public and reduce clarity.

· The participation process was not very interactive, and did not promote much of a conversation between the public and the agency. They wondered if a more interactive decision-making approach would prevent the appeals and litigation of agency projects, and more stakeholder involvement in the decision-making process would reflect larger public values or the public interest.

2.14  EPA's Superfund Community Involvement Program (2005)
“Evaluating public participation in environmental decision-making:  EPA’s superfund community involvement program” [17] assesses the effectiveness of the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) superfund community involvement program in soliciting public engagement in decisions about how to clean hazardous wastes at Superfund sites.

This research focused on three objectives:

1. Share the experience and lessons learned on the methodology of the evaluation,

2. Share the evaluation results, and

3. Use this evaluation project to address some of the issues applicable to the evaluation process of the public engagement in environmental programs.

The ultimate goal of the report was to stimulate government agencies to draft methodologies and tools to evaluate public engagement programs.
The main principle of the EPA’s program is that the public who live and work near these sites should know what EPA is doing to clean them, and should have a say in the decision making process. The program focuses on three elements: (1) inform the community about the environmental issues and risks at these sites; (2) involve the public in the decision making process; and (3) identify and resolve conflict.  The EPA has ten regions, and in each of the regions there are community involvement coordinators (CICs) that work with community in each site. They deal with planning and community outreach and involvement activities. Some of the techniques used by the CICs to inform and educate the community are: fact sheets, newsletters, press releases, public meetings, site tours, telephone hotlines, and informal meetings. CICs provide technical assistance through a Technical Assistance Grants program, interviewing residents, enabling the community to comment on the process, and providing neutral facilitation resources at sites where conflict occurs.

There are four phases of the evaluation process that the program has undergone since its initiation 8 years ago, and it is currently in its fourth Phase.  The phases were:  Phase 1, develop and assess various evaluation tools and procedures; Phase 2, revise the evaluation criteria, indicators, and data collection instruments; Phase 3, data collection at four more sites; Phase 4, evaluate five sites each year.  There were three methods used for evaluation: telephone interviews, written mail surveys, and focus groups. Telephone interviews were not used after Phase 1 because of the low response rate. There were two types of telephone interviews, a long (20-minute) and a short version. People didn’t want to respond to long interviews because of the time it took to complete, and even the short interviews proved to have a lower response rate than the written surveys.
Written mail surveys proved to be the most effective evaluation method. While working their way towards Phase 4, the Community Involvement and Outreach Branch, (CIOB) decided that brief surveys emphasizing important evaluation criteria would be an effective tool for conducting two way communications with community. CIOB tracked the responses and sent reminders for those who didn’t complete the surveys in previous rounds. They achieved a 20% response rate after the reminder was sent. Focus groups provided more in depth qualitative information about issues that are concerning the residents. Since they are more expensive to apply than the written surveys, CIOB decided to use them when they need more in-depth information about specific cases.
Evaluation methods must take into account real institutional constrains of time and budget. Even though multi-method evaluations are considered the best, budget constrains led CIOB to adopt only one evaluation method: the written mail survey, leaving focus groups as an optional method for specific cases. Inability to provide incentives to respondents to complete survey were considered as an additional constrain that led to low response rates.   
The research points out that voluntary participation of the sites in the evaluation process were very low. In Phase 3, CIOB decided to make the participation voluntary, and only four sites requested an evaluation process. CICs may feel intimidated by the possibility of receiving negative results, or they fear to do an evaluation process in the middle of the cleanup process because it can interfere with their public participation activities. This finding suggests that evaluation processes need to be institutionalized in order to work effectively.  The research also found no evidence that the superfund community staff were using the results of the evaluation process to improve their public participation programs, perhaps because the CICs do not have the time for the effort needed to improve their processes. 
The changes that the evaluation project went through these eight years indicate that evaluation processes must be flexible and adapt to the agency’s political and operational environment. It is important to provide space for evaluation programs to evolve, and to adapt them to the context, and compare results over time to see whether things are improving.   
One pattern that is evident throughout the research is that those citizens who are most active and informed in the cleanup process are also most satisfied with the engagement process and with the job of the EPA. The community wants to be informed by EPA, and those who are on EPA’s Superfund mailing list expressed a high level of understanding of toxic waste issues. For these people who want to be involved in the issue, investing in public participation is worth the time, effort and money.
2.15  External Review of the Pacific Invasives Learning Network (2006)
External Review of the Pacific Invasives Learning Network (PILN) [18] was conducted at the end of a two year pilot phase to evaluate the success of the PILN and recommend future modifications. The review analyses strengths, weaknesses and challenges to be faced by the network in coming years. The PILN kicked off in May 2006 and was based on the creation of in-country teams supported by a full-time coordinator and a partnership of regional and national agencies. The mission of the PILN is to establish participant-driven network for an effective invasive species (IS) management in the Pacific.

There were four goals:

1. Strengthen essential technical, organizational, collaborative and policy skills to advance invasive species management in the Pacific Islands.

2. Demonstrate on-the-ground action against invasive alien species and rapidly share their experiences, skills and resources.

3. Work cooperatively on high priority local and national invasive species issues.

4. Collaborate in addressing at least one critical regional invasive issue or opportunity.

Fourteen countries of the Pacific Islands are members of PILN: American Samoa, Fiji, French Polynesia, Guam, Hawaii, Kiribati, Kosrae, Marshall Islands, New Caledonia, Niue, Palau, Pohnpei, Samoa, and Yap. Engaging all of these countries in a network and creating a platform to share issues and provide alternative solutions for invasive species management is the key achievement of PILN. Peer-learning has been achieved by providing annual meetings, workshops, circulate information, provide opportunities for learning exchange and assist with strategic planning in national level.  

One of the key strengths of PILN was the presence of the full-time coordinator.  PILN created a network of people and provided a platform for rapid sharing of information and exchange by organizing: meetings, workshops, and information exchanges.

One of the main weaknesses of PILN was limited funding for network operations and implementation. Other weaknesses identified were: poor institutional network, lack of staff, a lot of members leaving the network, lack of multi-agency involvement, low engagement, and insufficient influence of the network members in their countries.
The network’s focus shifted from its initial position, working with countries on fewer projects to a broader scope of operation - developing strategic actions plans for IS. Even though, the broader approach proved to be successful in engaging some countries in the network; the consultant recommended a shift back to the initial focus, providing help to a small number of projects.

For PILN to improve the situation on the ground it is important for the network to share its success and encourage other countries to learn from them. Future focus should be on consolidating the current teams and projects rather than encouraging more countries to participate in the network. The assessment of the network has proven that PILN is successful and should be considered as a model for future management of invasive species elsewhere in the Pacific. It also appears there is interest for the PILN management model in other thematic areas, such as waste management.
PILN was successful and exceeded expectations. Key strengths of the network are that it is participant driven and has a full-time independent coordinator. The coordinator was able to travel to all participating countries for meetings and coordination. PILN’s focus, however, should be revisited so as not to lose track of its initial goals. This needs to be done because the network began broadening its focus from small number of projects into a strategic planning approach and involvement in other issues

2.16 Suggested Design and Management Techniques for Enhancing Public Engagement in Transportation Policymaking (2011)
Suggested Design and Management Techniques for Enhancing Public Engagement in Transportation Policymaking [19] reviews existing public engagement methods and applications in transportation policy. The report also provides a framework for designing public engagement processes and a case study on transportation efforts in Grand Rapids, Michigan. 

The report describes the application of a variety of public engagement methods in practice:

· Advisory Boards:  A group of stakeholders providing guidance on a policy area or project.  For example, Boulder, Colorado, randomly invited citizens to sit on an advisory committee for 18 months. The transportation authority incorporated most of the committee’s opinions into its final master plan, whereas opinions from public hearings in the past were less likely to be incorporated into master plans. The input from the advisory committee was judged to be of higher quality compared to the input from public hearings.

· Project Review Teams: A citizen team charged with evaluating possible transportation projects.  The Puget Sound region randomly selected (and compensated) groups of citizens to review project proposals. Agency staff used their feedback to score and weight projects in the 20-year regional transportation improvement program.

· Collaborative Performance Measurement:  Service providers and/or project sponsors meet with stakeholders to evaluate service or project performance.  In the Straphangers Campaign in New York City, citizens rated subway lines along six measures of service and their evaluations were compared to official evaluations and discrepancies were identified and explored.

· Focus groups and workshops: Ad hoc groups assembled to help gain additional perspectives on a problem.  The New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJ/DOT) used focus groups to address problems serving persons with limited English proficiency.  As expected, NJ/DOT found new immigrants did have difficulty understanding announcements and notices; but NJ/DOT discovered a bigger problem during the focus groups—immigrants were more troubled when staff were unhelpful or even rude when the immigrants sought help.
· Consultations with interest groups: Input from groups which have a declared interest in a particular issue.  There were two case studies in the UK of demonstrating that local agencies were more successful in reaching interest groups compared to the general public. “Decision-makers had difficulty explaining how public engagement changed decision-outcomes, leading researchers to conclude that involving the public was used to legitimate official discourse, justify or validate higher policy objectives, and mobilize civic support, rather than to influence decision-making” [19, p. 4].
· Consensus conferences: A diverse group of stakeholders working together to define the problem, create a vision, identify appropriate pathways, and evaluate the impacts.  Oxford, UK, used conferences in its initial stages of a road improvement effort. Subsequent work uses less community involvement, and community groups were upset when officials made design choices differing from the community’s suggestions. The research concluded that “A consensus oriented process requires consistent political and logistical commitment to share decision-making authority with the public over the duration of the project” [19, p. 5].
· Deliberative Polls: Randomly selected participants are briefed with a packet, attend a forum to discuss the issue and decide on questions to pose to experts and decision-makers. For example, residents in the Twin Cities were polled after the 35W bridge collapse. Over 100 residents were polled by phone, given a briefing packet on transportation policy issues and 70 attended the forum. Surveys found residents increased their knowledge of transportation issues, but did not change their beliefs on the issues.

· Planning Charrettes: Stakeholders directly experience and manipulate components of policy design through simulations, games, field trips, etc. In Kentucky, they used a planning charrette for a highway improvement planning effort. They used multiple communication mediums and models that facilitated manipulability which helped the public to understand transportation options and communicate their questions and suggestions to engineers and planners.

· Structured Public Involvement: The public is involved in every decision phase through iterative, focused explorations and strategizing about specific aspects of a policy. Kentucky brought diverse participants to focus groups three times. Visualization technologies for depicting designs were helpful for participants when looking at the different pieces of the project.

· Interactive Optimization Tools: The public manipulates a fixed set of resources to choose among a menu of policy options. The State of Washington used this tool in developing a local transportation tax referendum. The public chose a tax rate and saw a set of projects that could be funded with that revenue. Half of the users initially found the tool overwhelming due to the volume of information; a third found it helpful for comparing available options.

· Participatory Action Research: Researchers work with interested parties by researching what is driving their questions and concerns.  When a small city in New York used this method, they found there must be buy-in from institutional actors for the resident-driven contributions to be taken seriously.

From their research, the authors identified three key challenges for public engagement in transportation:

· Legitimacy of and trust in engagement processes:  The most common public engagement method is the public hearing, due to statutory requirements.  However, these are not always as effective as other methods.  There can be misunderstandings between conveners and participants during the public engagement process. If the misunderstandings are not resolved, conflict can arise and contribute to a perception by the public that their involvement does not influence decisions. The public may also feel the process is not legitimate and may even be manipulative. The timing of involving the public is crucial; involving stakeholders early allows for adaptation in projects, while involving stakeholders too late makes it difficult to respond to requests, concerns, etc. It is also important to communicate what can and cannot be decided through the engagement process. 

· Incorporating lay and expert perspectives: Because of the technical complexity in transportation planning, finance, and infrastructure development, it can be difficult to make issues and choices understandable for the public.

· Enhancing diversity and equity:  In general, individuals of higher socioeconomic status are more likely to participate in public engagement efforts, and those with greater individual and collective social capital are more engaged. The public who participate may not be representative of the opinions and knowledge of the public at large. Gathering input from low-income individuals may require alternatives to public hearings. Telephone surveys can be an alternative to public hearings, however low-income and other groups may not have a land-line (or any phone at all). Another alternative that might be more effective could be to gather input at transit stations. The report also recommends having outreach in multiple languages and using translators.

There are many ways going about public engagement and there is no right or wrong way of doing so. Nonetheless, the authors proposed a framework for transportation policymakers for implementing a public engagement process. The framework is a loose structure, and they recommend incorporating other concepts as appropriate:
· Determine the purpose of public engagement:  To anticipate concerns about trust and legitimacy, it is important to be clear about the purpose that the public engagement is intended to serve.  Participants in the engagement process may have differing views on the purpose if it is not laid out and explained early on.  The key question to ask at this step is, “What is the desired outcome?”
· Determine the level of engagement with the public: The authors pose the question whether public participation is always desirable, especially in the transportation realm.  The public participation process in transportation does not always create enough benefits and transportation agencies are often less than satisfied with the results. A 1996 study of 107 state transportation agencies [20] found public hearings to be the most common public engagement method (due to statutory requirements)—and the least effective.  In response to the idea of moving beyond public engagement, the report proposes a hierarchy of different approaches to public engagement, similar to Arnstein’s “ladder of citizen participation” [21] and the International Association for Public Participation’s (IAP2) “spectrum of public participation” [22].  Each level increases the depth of involving stakeholders in defining and addressing the problem.  The five levels are:

· Participation: Provide input on proposed project or policy.
· Deliberation: Engage in multi-directional dialogue about policy options—helps facilitate the development of new or improved projects, policies, or resources.
· Collaboration: Coordinate to implement decisions on an ongoing basis—stakeholders address concerns and may help decide on the policy.
· Adaptation:  Continually evaluate and adjust their goals and actions—involve stakeholders in implementation of policies, learning, evaluation, and adjustment of policies and implementation actions.
· Inclusion:  Codefine issue and engagement process; connect across issues, perspectives, and time—involve participants in defining the problem and making decisions.
· Selecting techniques for managing engagement:  Having decided what level of engagement is desired, the next step is to determine the facilitation techniques to use to organize the engagement and how to communicate that to the stakeholders.  The authors recommend the IAP2 spectrum of public participation [22].  This tool helps policy makers decide what will be involved in the engagement effort and how to organize and communicate the effort with the public. The authors also warn that one should not rely solely on any one tool for making choices in designing public engagement without salso consulting other tools.

· Evaluating public engagement:  The last step in the framework is to ask the question, “How do we evaluate the public engagement efforts?”   The report suggests policy makers evaluate the specific costs and benefits of incorporating lay and expert perspectives into transportation policies and projects.  They recommend distributing pre- and post-surveys for staff and participants in the engagement process.
2.17 Citizen Participation Handbook for Public Officials and Other Professionals Working in the Public Sector (2010)
  The Citizen Participation Handbook for Public Officials and Other Professionals Working in the Public Sector [23] is a text to go with training workshops done by the Institute for Participatory Management and Planning.  The goal of this training in citizen participation is to arrive at “informed consent,” which is defined as “…grudging willingness of opponents to (grudgingly) going along with a course of action they, actually, are opposed to” [23, p. II-4] . They also refer to this as “substantial effective agreement on a course of action.”   They stress that a “technically right” solution is only the first step—then that solution has to be managed into implementation against inevitable resistance.  
There are a number of principles that undergird citizen participation.  It is easier to stop a project than it is to get it implemented; and people will reject a solution—even if it is the preferred one—if they feel it was arrived it through an illegitimate process.  The public wants the process to be responsible and reasonable, and while they don’t held themselves to the same standard all the time, in the end they will distinguish between legitimate and illegitimate demands.  Interests which refuse to participate lose credibility—provided it is clear that they refused.  On the other hand, interests that participate in the planning generally cannot take as extreme a position in opposition as those who were not part of the process.  People will accept losses and hardships as part of a solution, provided the problem is important, the proper agency is addressing it, the approach is reasonable (even if it is not optimal), their concerns were heard (even if their solutions were not implemented), and the proposed solution is better than no solution. 
One of the difficulties with citizen engagement is that professionals tend to believe that they understand the problem, the options, and the consequences better than the general population.  Issues that appear perfectly clear to professionals may not appear that way to lay people.  Disagreement about solutions to problems is often more a difference in values than a difference in technical information, and professionals cannot assume to know another’s values unless they get to know them personally.  Further, the values of the public are not unified, and conflict between private interests can affect an agency’s ability to find solutions.  In arriving at solutions, people will resist what they perceive as public relations tactics.  It is better to interact directly with constituencies rather than through representatives, and getting a few to participate does not relieve the burden of responding to all.  “Education” is not a major goal of citizen participation; engage in citizen participation to build and enhance responsibility (legitimacy), responsiveness (to “potentially activated interests”), and effectiveness (credibility, depolarization).

They then list and describe a great variety of techniques for citizen participation:

· Meetings (of various sorts)

· Advisory Committees  
 

· Nominal Group/Delphi Workshops·     

· Producing and releasing materials for communicating to the public

· Newsletter  

· Napoleon’s Idiot (have a naïve person read and paraphrase the materials to test for comprehension)·     

· Informing the public about your decision-making process

· Mapping socio-political and environmental data

· Presenting the full range of feasible alternatives to the public

· Illustrate final form of proposed alternative in laymen’s terms

· Dealing with the public through agency offices

· Ombudsman

· Internal communication

· Gaming & Role Playing

· Field Office

· Use existing mechanisms (clubs & civic groups, newsletters & media, etc.)

· Open a channel of communication with each potential interest

· Monitor the media and other non-reactive learning

· Surveys

· Examine past actions of an interest

· Experiencing empathy

· Participant observation/Focus Groups

· Employing local people on the project

· Monitor new developments in surrounding systems

· Background study

· Hire an advocate for one or several affected interests

· Look for analogies

· Cataloguing solution concepts

· Charrettes/Brainstorming

· Mediate conflict between interests

· Good Samaritan

· Monitor actual impacts

· Telephone hotline

· Poster campaign

· Responsiveness tools (listening log, blog, audience response system)

· Technology tools (e-mail, electronic bulletin boards, websites—own and others).

2.18 Social Impact Assessment and the Public Involvement Process (1990)
According to Burdge & Robinson [24], social impact assessment (SIA) starts in the early operation of a project and continues through abandonment or closure. The goal of SIA is to identify and understand the consequences of change for human populations, given the differential impact of events. SIA informs those impacted by potential projects so they can have a better understanding of the project itself and of the potential impacts. SIA identifies potential impacts of projects before the decision-making process begins, and the information derived from SIA allows for modification of decisions.
There are five features which characterize the SIA process:  SIA is a systematic effort to identify, analyze and evaluate social impacts of a proposed project or policy change on the individuals and social groups within a community or on an entire community in advance of the decision-making process in order that the information derived from the SIA can actually influence decisions.  SIA is also a means for developing alternatives to the proposed course of action and determining the full range of consequences for each alternative.  Third, SIA increases knowledge on the part of the project proponent and the impacted community.  Fourth, SIA raises consciousness and the level of understanding of the community and puts the residents in a better position to understand the broader implication of the proposed action.  And, finally, SIA includes within it a process to mitigate or alleviate the social impacts likely to occur, if that action is desired by the impacted community.
Public involvement (PI) is continuous during the entire planning and development process. PI starts out by informing and educating those impacted about the proposed project before development decisions have been made. PI can increase the proponent’s credibility and can lessen resistance by giving the public a voice during the decision-making process.
Burdge & Robinson identified seven PI techniques which fit within the SIA process:  Using key informants, advisory groups, community forums, nominal group exercise, Delphi technique, questionnaire and surveys, and jury panels.  Each of the above techniques, except jury panels, increase the representativeness of the community or region under study. Which PI techniques to implement depend on the information required from and about the community; it also depends on the resources available.

The article lists a number of ways in which PI fits into SIA, including:

· Scoping: Identifying the potentially impacted community and their concerns.

· Formulating Alternatives: Generating a set of alternatives to the project which correspond to the impacted community’s concerns/needs.

· Profiling:  Identifying social impact variables relevant to the SIA, measuring the variables, and creating a social profile.

· Projection: Evaluating the information gathered from PI techniques to make projections about what is likely to occur with and without project implementation. By making a number or projections, those potentially impacted can be informed about the costs and benefits of the proposed project.

· Assessment: Determining if the changes create any noticeable differences.

· Evaluation: Identifying the tradeoffs and identifying the preferred alternative. Preferred alternatives can be identified by who gains/loses and how much stakeholders feel they are gaining/losing.

· Mitigation: If the impacts are significant and the community is interested, PI techniques can be used to begin the mitigation process.
· Monitoring: Measuring the actual impacts versus the predicted impacts and how the community adapted to the changes.
An SIA is not the same as the PI process. SIA is an organized process that attempts to determine the impacts on the day-to-day quality of life of people whose environment is affected by physical development or a policy change. PI is the process by which the community provides input to a proposed policy or project through SIA. PI can also serve as a means to educate the community about potential costs and benefits of the proposed project. PI is a vital component of the SIA, since SIA cannot be done without input from those potentially impacted.

2.19  Interpersonal Conflict (2011)
Interpersonal Conflict, 8th ed. [25] is a college text for dealing with differences between people.  The authors, William Wilmot and Joyce Hocker, begin with what they call the “Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse,” four communication practices that generate or exacerbate interpersonal conflict:
1. Criticizing: The very beginning of a conflict dictates whether it will be constructive or destructive. Conflicts escalate quickly if they begin with a critical statement such as “you always” or “you never.”  To get the other person’s attention, some may criticize the other. Rather than criticizing, one should engage in a “constructive complaint” (using an “I” statement, neutral language, describe undesirable behavior). Destructive complaints involve blaming the other.
2. Defensiveness: When people engage in defensive communication, they are protecting themselves from pain, fear, personal responsibility, or new information. When defensiveness predominates, many destructive outcomes occur. Supporting the other person in conflict neutralizes defensiveness. By creating a supportive environment you allow the other person to be heard. You do not have to agree with the other person to support them. 

3. Stonewalling: Stonewalling occurs when someone withdraws from the interaction.
4. Contempt: Contempt is any verbal or nonverbal behavior which puts oneself on a higher plane than the other person.  Contempt can involve hostile corrections and put-downs, and can be accompanied by sarcasm, ridicule, and hostile joking.

The authors develop a “Lens Model” of conflict which highlights two aspects of conflict: communication behaviors and the perceptions of those behaviors. This model specifies that each person carries simultaneously a view of oneself, the other person, and the relationship.  Everyone has their own lens which gives them their own perspective. The Lens Model implies that people’s views are always, to some degree, distorted due to “filters” everyone has (for example, gender and cultural filters).  Communication behavior usually involves one or more of the general types of goals people pursue in relationships:  Topic or content goals (“What does everyone want?”); Relational goals (“Who are we to each other?”); Identity goals (“Who am I?  What do I stand for?”); and Process goals (“What process shall we use to communicate with each other?”).
Power is the structure of conflict.  When a relationship deteriorates, the parties focus more overtly on power.  In destructive conflict, most of the time parties think they have less power than the other which causes them to “one up” the other or trying to show they have more power.  There are several techniques which can be used for balancing power, including dialogue and restraint.  Dialogue is a technique for balancing power by talking with the other person face-to-face. When conversing, one should speak with a positive tone (be respectful and clear), listen to the other person, reflect the other person’s feelings, clarify what you have heard, ask real questions (ones to which you don’t know the answer), and summarize what you have talked about without editorializing with your own opinion.  People with higher power can exercise restraint by limiting their power usage. By restraining their “natural responses,” they can avoid a destructive cycle.

There are several tactics that can be used to deal with conflict once it is engaged, although the authors argue that they are not as effective as “principled negotiation” (the approach they have developed).  Avoidance can be used to deal with conflict by giving one time to think of responses to defuse the conflict. Avoidance can also be dysfunctional, particularly if it leads others to believe you don’t care about the conflict. Avoidance can also let the conflict simmer until it comes to a boil.  Competition is aggressive and uncooperative behavior. It can be useful to generate quick actions, for example in an emergency. It can be useful if achieving the goal is more important than building or maintaining a relationship with others. On the other hand, competition has the disadvantage of harming relationships while one is focusing on goals.  Compromise, on the other hand, requires trade-offs and exchanges. It works best when other approaches fail. The advantage is that it strives for a power balance and to be reasonable to both parties. The disadvantage is that it can be perceived as losing and might prevent arriving at a more creative option.
The first step in arriving at a principled negotiation is dealing with the emotions aroused by conflict.  They recommend the “X-Y-Z Formula” for clarification; it can be used to express any difficult emotion as well as to clarify the issues at stake.  In this formula, one responds to the other person using a three-part formula:  “When you do x,” “in situation y,” “I feel z.”  Having clarified your emotional response to the other person, you then actively listen to their emotional communication back.  Listen to the other express her or his feelings; if you don’t listen, he or she will feel resentment. You don’t have to agree with their feelings to listen respectfully to them.  Then one proceeds to break down a large conflict into several smaller conflicts which makes the conflict more manageable to resolve. By downsizing the conflict you are also reducing the intensity of emotions.  In the process, one should avoid trying to “change” the other person while in conflict or post-conflict. It is essentially a waste of time to try to change the other person since it usually does not yield useful results; you can sometimes change the situation, but not the other person. Changing your behaviors or emotions can change the entire system of conflict, and you are the only person you can deeply change. But you have to care about the relationship between you and the other to engage in self-change. If you do not care about the relationship, you will not make the effort to change.  

In addition to managing emotions, it is useful to make a reconnaissance of conflicts—to map them, taking into account the structure at the macro (systemic) level, the meso (small group) level, and the micro (interpersonal) level.  
Macro-level mapping tends to use systems theory, which describes the workings of entire systems and subsystems in organizations.  It is useful for assessing the workings of the overall system as well as determining how the overall system connects to recurring communication patterns inside the system.  One of the lessons from macro-level mapping is that conflict in systems tends to occur in chain reactions--people are rarely purely villains, heroes, good or bad, or healthy or unhealthy members.  If one falls into the trap of playing the “blame game,” one is not productively managing conflict; one is just creating an enemy.  Instead of blaming someone for conflict, look for the “chain reactions,” because what every person does affects every other person.  Further, systems operate with circular causality, which suggests that identifying a beginning is less important than looking at the sequence of patterns in the conflict process.  For example, a young child might complain, “She threw dirt at me,” while neglecting to mention that he threw dirt first.  A second lesson from macro-level mapping is that each member gets labeled, or programmed, into a specific role in the system.  Labeling the members, or assigning each of them a “role,” keeps them from changing their role.  For example, the “watchdog” in a group may branch off and take over quality control in an organization. If the “watchdog” stops performing the roles reinforced by the group, conflict will arise as the group tries to pull the watchdog back into the expected role.  Further, it takes a form of cooperation among system members to keep conflicts going.  Conflicts can be changed by one person changing his or her behavior. Healthy systems are characterized by “morphogenesis,” change-oriented behaviors that enable the system to adapt constructively.  “Morphostatic” systems maintain conflict by avoiding genuine change. You can change your behavior if you’re in a system that isn’t changing even if others won’t follow.  This implicit collaboration in conflict means that systems develop rules for conflict that are followed even if they work poorly.  Such rules might even work well at first, but then fail to work well later on.  For example, parents decide not to fight in front of their children, and this rule may work when the children are infants.  But as the children get older they will be able to tell if their parents are in a conflict.  In other words, conflict always serves the system in some way, even if sometimes the apparent conflict is substituting for another issue. 
At the meso-level of analysis, conflict can be seen to resolve into patterns.  Conflict systems involve more than just the direct participants; everyone affects everyone else. The impact of conflict itself, as well as the way it is enacted, differs depending on the relational type.  “Conflict Triangles” arise when one person has a conflict with another, who then talks to someone outside the conflict. This pattern frequently happens because a person who perceives himself to have low power will typically team up with another person to increase their power.  Conflict triangles tend to form in systems in which relationships are close and intense.  Toxic triangles are dangerous and potentially devastating patterns which reinforce indirect and opaque communication.  They can be avoided by open, straightforward communication. By not playing the blame game, people can realize they are in conflict and what they can do about it.

At the micro-level one observes the specific interaction rules (the underlying communication structure of the interaction) and microevents (repetitive loops of observable interpersonal behaviors; clusters of behaviors which occur repetitively). Microevents are interactions which give information about other interactions. Once you decode someone’s microevents, you can start to predict how conflict might arise.  The central elements of a conflict can be mapped using a “Conflict Assessment Guide” [ 25, p. 238]. The elements of the assessment include:

1. Nature of the Conflict

2. Orientation to the Conflict

3. Interests and Goals

4. Power

5. Styles

6. Conflict and Emotions

7. Mapping Interactions and overall patterns

8. Attempted Solutions

9. Negotiation

10. Forgiveness & Reconciliation

The authors also include a “Difficult Conversations Guide” [25, p. 241].  This guide is especially useful for analyzing the emotional component of conflicts. The guide is intended to be used before initiating a difficult conversation with another. The elements of the guide include:

1. What happened? What is my story?

2. What happened? What is the other’s story?

3. The feelings conversation: How do I feel about it?
4. The feelings conversation: How does the other feel about it?
5. The identity conversation:  What values are at stake here?
Having managed the emotions and explored the interaction structures that underpin the conflict, one is ready to move on to principled negotiation.  There are seven elements to this process:

1. Attend to the relationship:  Separate the people from the problem. Focus on the other person; remember that blaming them does not work in the long run.  Focus on the problem.
2. Pay attention to the flow of communication:  Use two-way communication and active-listening strategies.
3. Focus on interests, not positions:  If you focus on interests you help the other person understand where you are coming from. Standing firm on one’s position is not going to resolve the conflict. If you instead state the reasoning behind your position, the other person can understand where you’re coming from and increases the odds that you can negotiate a mutually agreeable solution.
4. Generate a number of options:  Brainstorm many options which address the interests of the other as well as one’s own interests.
5. Find legitimate criteria:  Look for decision-making criteria that are acceptable to both (all) sides.  Usually, such criteria relate to whether the outcome is fair, just, reasonable, and respects the interests of each party.
6. Analyze the “Best Alternative to a Negotiated Agreement” (BATNA):  Look at your least acceptable alternative, as well as the others’ last alternatives.  To be accepted, any agreement must be at least some improvement for each person involved.
7. Develop fair and realistic commitments.  You do not gain anything by “winning” if the commitments weren’t realistic, doable and practical.

2.20 Getting Past No (1991)
Getting Past No [26] provides a way to reframe a relationship from “barriers” to “joint problem-solving.”  The author, William Ury, refers to this as “breakthrough negotiation,” in which people sit side by side, facing the problem, to reach a mutually satisfactory solution.  The key to breakthrough negotiation is to change the game.  Often in trying to achieve our goals we see any opposition as a barrier to burst through.  Instead, Ury suggests, take a lesson from sailing and take an indirect route—tack into the wind, as it were. 

 
Before entering into negotiations, one needs to prepare.  This involves developing a menu of possibilities along several dimensions:

· Interests:  Rather than fixing on a position (“By the end of the negotiations, I need X”), focus on you interests.  What are the motivations that lead you to take one position or another—what needs, desires, concerns, fears or aspirations are leading you to seek one solution or another?  You also need to figure out the interests of your potential negotiating partner, because it is through empathy (putting yourself in the shoes of the other) that a breakthrough will occur.
· Options:  Don’t get stuck with only one way to solve the issue.  Consider a range of options for solving the issue with available resources.  Then consider options which expand the resources available.  Don’t be content to divide up a fixed pie.  Explore ways (even if they seem unlikely) to increase the size of the pie.
· Standards:  Once the pie is determined, there remains the problem of how to divide it.  There is, of course, the kindergarten strategy of “I want it!” and whoever screams loudest (has most power) gets it.  It is more constructive, however, to find fair standards that both sides can agree to.  Ury suggests preparing for negotiations by coming armed with information on market rates, scientific criteria, costs, technical measures, and precedents.
· Alternatives:  The purpose of negotiation is not to reach an agreement, it is to satisfy your interests.  You need to know your “walkaway alternative” (your BATNA—Best Alternative to Negotiated Agreement).  Usually, your BATNA is not all that satisfying (or else you wouldn’t be considering negotiating), but sometimes it will be easier to “boost” your BATNA (strengthen your walkaway alternative) than it will be to reach an agreement.  Be careful not to overestimate the attractiveness of your BATNA (because you may have to live with it later).  Strengthening your BATNA will also strengthen your position in the negotiations you are considering.  You should also try to identify your partner’s BATNA, so you have some idea of the challenge you are about to face in the negotiations.
· Proposals:  A proposal is “a possible agreement to which you are ready to say yes.”  It will have to be better than both your BATNA and your partner’s BATNA.  Given all the work you have already done exploring options and alternatives, you should develop a range of proposals with “What do you aspire to?” at one end and “What could you live with?” at the other, and “What would you be content with?” in the middle.  Try not to freeze these into “positions,” but consider them illustrations of possible solutions along the continuum of acceptability.
Go to the Balcony:  Armed with all your options and alternatives, you enter into the negotiation.  Sometimes you will find that your partner is also prepared for breakthrough negotiating, and the process might proceed very quickly to finding a mutually agreeable solution.  More commonly, your partner will come at you with a demonstration of power and demand that you accede to her/his position.  Control your reaction!  They are using an opening gambit, and if you respond with a demonstration of your power you will have let yourself be forced into playing the other person’s game.  Take a deep breath, and “Go to the balcony.”
There are three basic ways that your partner might use a display of power:  Obstruction (“stonewalling,” as Ury calls it), attacking, or deception.  Obstruction can take many forms:  “take it or leave it,” “I can’t do anything, it’s policy,” “I’ve already promised,” or just take the form of continual delay.  Attacking is using pressure to make you feel uncomfortable so you give in.  It can be as blatant as a threat or more subtle by attacking your proposal, your credibility, or your authority.  Deception is the most subtle form of attack.  It can take the form of manipulating the data, pretending to have no authority to decide, or adding new demands at the last minute (Americans consider this an unfair tactic; other cultures sometimes see this as a normal part of negotiating). 

The first step is to recognize that power is being applied against you.  Sometimes it will be blatant enough that you will see through the tactic from the start.  However you habitually respond to threat, learn to recognize it and pay attention to it.  Then back away from the instinct to fight or flee—buy time to think.  There are several ways to do this.  First, just pause and say nothing.  This gives you some time to get to the balcony, and gives your partner some time to cool down.  Sometimes that will be enough.  If it isn’t, buy some more time by repeating what you heard or asking your partner to go over it again.  Sometimes it is an advantage to appear to be a little slow on the uptake.  If the other side continues to pressure you and won’t back off, take a break—ask for some coffee, or a restroom break, or even a chance to confer with someone else.  If you can’t get out of the room, try to divert the discussion with a story or a joke.

Whatever you do, don’t make important decisions on the spot.  Try to wait at least overnight.  If that is not possible, at least get away from the table, make a telephone call, get some fresh air.  Remember, in any negotiation you at least have the power to withhold your agreement—and without that, there is no deal and the other side will be left with their BATNA.

Step to Their Side:  Once you have your emotions under control, the next step is to help your partner do the same.  As long as you are sitting across the table glaring at each other (literally or figuratively), you cannot breakthrough in negotiations.  Since you are trying to change the game from a win-lose contest into a win-win collaboration, you will have to “step to their side.”  No matter how mutually beneficial your proposition may be, the other side won’t be able to consider it until they have calmed down, too.  You help them do this by actively listening, acknowledging their points, and building points of agreement. 
· Active Listening:  Hear them out.  Do not correct their misperception or add your comments, but do encourage them to spit it all out (“Yes, please go on.”  “Then what happened?”).  Having heard them out, you will find that already they are less reactive—they got “it” off their chest.  But don’t stop there.  Paraphrase back what you heard, so they know you heard them.  And give them a chance to correct your paraphrase.
· Acknowledge Their Point:  Then acknowledge their point and acknowledge their feelings.  This is the beginning of building points of agreement.  Offer an apology if one is due, say you’re sorry if they were wronged.  We can offer sympathy to each other without acknowledging culpability; we owe this to each other as human beings.
· Agree Whenever You Can:   This is where you pull them over to your side—it is hard to stay upset with someone who is agreeing with you.  You don’t need to concede anything.  Find real areas of agreement and stress them, preferably using humor.  Don’t challenge their point of view, but express the issue as it affects you (“I feel that I’m not getting what I need from this arrangement.”).  This is sometimes referred to as “making ‘I’ statements, not ‘you’ statements.”  The point is that you are not trying to tell them what to think or feel, but you are standing up for yourself and sharing your perspective on the issue.  Finally, where there are real differences, acknowledge them—with optimism that even those few differences can be worked out.
Move Away From Fixed Positions:  Once you are both sitting side by side and looking at the issue more dispassionately, reframe the discussion away from positions (mine and yours) toward identifying interests, inventing creative options, and discussing fair standards for selecting an option. The easiest way to do this is to focus on “problem-solving questions”:  Why? Why not?  What if?  What would you do?  What makes that fair?  And then wait.  Use the silence that follows your question.  You might need to deal with various tactics they might employ:  If they try obstruction, go around it (continue to explore options; if they persist, look for ways around it).  If they attack, at first ignore it.  If they continue to attack, reframe it as an attack on the problem or as a friendly concern.  Reframe a “you vs. me” attack to a “we” statement.  Tricks are more difficult to deal with, since confronting it directly would throw the negotiation back into a win/lose mode.  Often it is better to “play dumb like a fox.”  Go slowly and ask clarifying questions, or make a reasonable request.
Build Them a Golden Bridge:  At this point, you have handled your reactions and helped your partners handle theirs.  You have reframed the negotiation from positions to interests and options.  But it’s not over yet—you still don’t have an agreement.  Sometimes your partner will feel a vague dissatisfaction because the negotiations just aren’t going in the direction they had expected when they started.  Other times there are still unmet interests, perhaps interests that your partner was not even aware of until the negotiations cleared away all the other issues.  Your partner could be afraid of losing face.  Or maybe it is just too much too fast (and so it feels easier to say “no.”)  Build them a “Golden Bridge.” This doesn’t mean figuring out the solution that is best for them and telling them what it is.  It means providing the occasion for them to discover their own solution—one which happens to also meet your needs.  To do this, you will need to involve the other side, pay attention to unmet interests, help them save face, and be patient (“go slow to go fast,” as Ury puts it). 
Use Power to Educate:  Sometimes building a golden bridge isn’t enough.  Your partners just can’t bring themselves to sign on to the proposal that they have helped create.  There could be any number of reasons for this—their own stakeholders are not on board, or they just can’t get the knack of thinking win-win instead of win-lose, or they simply think they have the power to dominate you.
After having come all this way, you will feel frustrated and be tempted to use your power to attack them (in which case, you will lose and they will have won).  At this point, you will have to use your power, but “use power to bring them to their senses, not to their knees.”  Don’t try to force your position on them, but demonstrate to them that they have miscalculated the best way to achieve their interests.  Let them know the consequences of failing to reach an agreement.  Warn, don’t threaten.  Let them know that you are prepared to act on your alternative for no agreement.  Neutralize their attacks (don’t counterattack, deflect).  Use your coalitions, let them bring your partner back into the negotiations.  Keep sharpening their choice.  And above all, forge a lasting agreement.
2.21 Modeling & Scenario-Building
        
This is a summary of three books which, together, present a process for generating alternate scenarios for projects.

In Seven Tomorrows:  Toward a Voluntary History [27], the authors argue that the future is neither a precisely determined, scientifically predictable event nor is it so indeterminate that one is free to invent whatever future one might prefer.  The future is, at least partially, the product of human choice among alternative possibilities.  In trying to discern these future possibilities, experts can be misled by their analysis of trends and abstracted quantitative data into overlooking that perceptions guide actions as much as, if not more than, facts.  Second, experts tend to stress the highly visible, big-impact events rather than the cumulative impact of commonplace, everyday choices.  The future depends on human decisions and the values that inform those decisions.

To capture the range of future possibilities and the human choices that drive them, they use a tool they call “scenario-building”:  A scenario is more than a simple outline of possibilities, in that there is a coherent story to be told; but it is less than a future history, in that it is not fully detailed and does not convey the sense of inevitability that the realized future (from the present looking backward) has.  Each alternative scenario must be plausible and in some sense equally desirable, otherwise one (or a subset) scenario will dominate the others and take on a sense of inevitability.  In building scenarios, one must:

· Identify factual condition of relevant variables

· Identify limited set of basic “driving trends” (too many trends will make it too difficult to assess the relevant interactions) among the variables

· Determine the possible options for each of the driving trends

· Identify a matrix of all potential interactions among each of the options for all of the driving trends

· Identify most plausible interactions among driving trends (not all potential combinations of trends are plausible—eg, scarce energy, famine, and a flourishing economy)

· Write scenarios—stories about plausible future states, and how it got to be that way from where we are starting now.
While Hawken’s group identifies the importance of writing scenarios, they do not provide direction for doing it.  Brian David Johnson, in Science Fiction Prototyping:  Designing the Future with Science Fiction [28], provides guidance that could be useful for actually writing scenarios.  While his focus is on writing science fiction, he points out that it is “…a kind of fictional prototyping, (which) provides a new lens through which emerging theories can be viewed differently, explored freely, and ultimately developed further”  [28, p. 12].  He identifies a 5-step process by which this is done:

1.  
Pick your science and build your world:  Set up the world of your story and introduce the people and the locations.  “The goal is to pick a topic that grabs your imagination and gets you thinking about what might happen when people start using it” [28, p. 26].
2.  
The science inflection point:  Introduce the “science” or technology you are looking to explore in the prototype.  This is “all about the effect that this new science or technology might have on the daily lives, governments, and systems in your story” [28, p. 28].
3.  
Ramifications of the science on people:  Explore the ramifications of change in the world you described earlier.  People will adapt and change because of the technology that was introduced.  Has it made their lives better?  Worse?

4.  
The human inflection point:  The characters will either adapt themselves to the technology, or change the technology to suit themselves.  Either way, the change must be believable for the virtual world to stay within the constraints of science.  Staying within the boundaries of this constraint will make the outcomes of the scenario more valuable and applicable to further investigation.

5.  
What did we learn?  What are the possible implications, solutions, or lessons from Step 4?  How has the world changed?  What happens next in the world?  What would you improve/do differently?

This is basically a 5-step template for writing a short story.  Stories allow people to explore the feelings and values and to put themselves into a situation that does not currently exist.  It is a tool that can be adapted to exploring the effects of roundabouts on travel through town as readily as it has been used to explore the effects of warp drive on travel to distant galaxies. 

Johnson also explores three ways of conveying this information:  story fiction, film (he says film isn’t very good at interpreting or exploring complexity, but they are well suited for showing the size and scope of a change), and comics (which creates its effect by placing images and words next to each other in sequence).  Johnson points out that comics by nature compress their information, making efficient use of space and leaving out as much as possible but still getting their point across.   “The task of pulling together a comic is kind of like an engineering task, it must be precise and exact.  You have to get across your idea as succinctly as possible and move on.  The reader can fill in the gaps as they move from panel to panel.  And it is that filling which helps us the most with our SF prototype” [28, p. 94]
There are an unlimited number of other possible approaches to exploring scenarios, including modeling and simulation.  Modeling and Simulation for Analyzing Global Events [29], presents several approaches used in policy analysis and international affairs:  systems modeling, agent-based modeling, and gaming.

A systems model is a construct or collection of different elements that together produce results not obtainable using the elements alone.  The value of a system lies in the relationship among its parts.  Models come in many types:  Statistical models are based on patterns found in a large numbers of events.  Formal models are based on rigorous analytical specification of choices actors can make to produce outcomes.  Agent-based models permit observation of aggregate behaviors emerging from interactions of large numbers of autonomous actors—think video games, from SimCity to the MMOs (massively multi-player online games).  Simulations based on models like these can be used when real system cannot be engaged.  Avatars (virtual characters) can replace humans for interfacing in complex communication systems.  They allow the user to explore the ramifications of choices, to compress or expanding time, to explore possibilities, to diagnose problems or identify constraints, to visualize a plan and build consensus, to prepare for change, and to modify requirements.

 
While much of modeling and simulation involves extensive research and complex modeling (it costs millions to create even a fairly simple video game), not all of it is so elaborate.  Among the agent-based models, case-based reasoning uses a set of cases as a form of memory, a storehouse of previous solutions to specific situations.  Simulation games can be fairly simple (think Risk or Monopoly), and have been used in the past to permit citizens to weigh in on budget reduction plans or to explore the effects of transportation changes on city development (SimCity).  In a sense, design charrettes are a sort of simulation game (using drawings or three-dimensional forms to explore the implications of a plan).
2.22 Resident Engagement Reaps Rewards (2012)
This article is a summary of the International City/County Management Association’s E-democracy/E-participation survey, “Resident Engagement Reaps Rewards” [30].  Highlights of best practices from the survey include:

· Southlake, TX used an online survey, with responses posted publicly (all responses, including negative comments).  Results from the survey were also geo-coded, and training for completing and accessing the results of the survey was provided at the senior center and at the library.

· SPIN (Southlake Program for Involvement of Neighborhoods) was a program in which volunteer representatives of neighborhood organizations hosted forums and attended meetings to discuss city issues relevant to their neighborhoods.  Reports of the meetings were posted online, as were all supporting documents.  Residents were invited to submit questions online, and city staff monitored/staffed the website.

· Social media—Facebook, Twitter, Flickr, automated phone/e-mail system, cable TV—were used in many communities.

· Kansas City held an online town hall meeting.  It incorporated an interactive website with a graphic interface for selecting neighborhood/project of interest.  The website gathered and analyzed participation by zip code (and staff followed up on the ground in low participation areas).

· KC-Momentum, another Kansas City program, used online solicitation of comments and ideas about new or existing programs.  There was a threaded discussion with an “improve on this idea” option for every posting.  All users were required to register, so staff could follow up with e-mail blasts (the author also suggested that it might be useful to also get information on areas of interest when users first registered, so the e-mail blast could be targeted when appropriate).  

Chapter 3

Minnesota Case Studies


In addition to the reports and publications reviewed in the preceding chapter, the team also reviewed 10 cases from MnDOT’s files. This process included a review of the files on MnDOT’s website, telephone interviews with the Project Manager or others involved in the project, and review of newspaper and other public records of the project.   
3.1 I-90 Dresbach Bridge 

The I-90 Dresbach Bridge stretches across the Mississippi River connecting Dresbach (Winona County), Minnesota and La Crosse (La Crosse County), Wisconsin. The bridge was built in 1967; it is a 2,490 foot-long 4-lane bridge. The construction of the bridge was scheduled to start on 2012 and continue to 2016, and the estimated construction cost is $190 million. The project is led by MnDOT, with cooperation of WisDOT.

The need to replace or do major rehabilitation of the bridge was based on structural evaluations done years ago, when it was concluded that the bridge is coming to the end of its life expectancy. Continuous inspections have found that there are serious structural issues that need to be addressed.  A comprehensive assessment of the potential need for improvements, conducted in 2006, and other assessments done for the environmental assessment (EA) process, identified other problems as well: narrow bridge shoulders, roadway operational problems, roadway capacity needs, safety problems, spots with higher accidents than average rates, and geometric deficiencies that affect traffic flow and safety through the I-90/US 61 interchange.  

Replacement or rehabilitation of the bridge was recommended by MnDOT’s long range Transportation Plan (2008 – 2030), and Wisconsin’s State Highway Plan identifies the I-90 as a “Corridor 2020 Backbone route.”
In the process of developing alternatives for the bridge, two stakeholders groups were established. The groups included technical staff, environmental agency representatives, local stakeholders and the general public. The first group was the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and the second one was the Project Advisory Committee (PAC).

Primary task of the TAC was to provide continuous technical oversight for preliminary design, environmental review and public involvement. Members of the TAC were: FHWA, MnDOT District 6, MnDOT Office of Environmental Services, MnDOT Bridge Office, MnDOT Office of Technical Support, WisDOT, and the LAPC - the area's metropolitan planning organization (MPO).  The committee also developed a Public Involvement Plan to ensure guidance for public and agency engagement activities.

The primary task of the PAC was to provide continuous project updates and serve as a liaison point for local stakeholders and agencies with jurisdiction over planning and permitting. Membership in the PAC included the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; the Departments of Natural Resources from Minnesota and Wisconsin; the Minnesota Office of Tourism; the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; the U.S. Coast Guard; the Cities of La Crosse, Onalaska and La Crescent; the Counties of Winona, Houston and La Crosse; LAPC; the La Crosse Area Chamber of Commerce; and the La Crosse Area Convention and Visitors Bureau. The committee started meeting in late 2007. They usually met at key project decisions points in order for PAC to comment on project progress. During the process PAC identified some important issues, one of them being the importance of providing full access to the Mississippi Riverfront. This issue led to some resistance from the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), but it was resolved by incorporating their recommendations into the implementation plan.  The PAC also provided insights on traffic management during construction and input for aesthetic parts of the project.

Public meetings/public hearings, open house meeting and workshops were the main techniques used to engage the community and other stakeholders.  A number of roadway, bridge and aesthetic workshops were organized at key decision-making points of the project alternatives. There were four roadway and bridge workshops organized, on April 9th and June 25th, 2008; and on November 11th and 25th, 2008.  One aesthetic workshop was organized on March 17, 2009 addressing visual quality and aesthetic part of the bridge design elements (pier type, abutment treatment, bridge railings, and lighting). Local stakeholders and PAC members were invited to this workshop.

Public meetings were organized to provide project information to the public and enable them to comment and express their concerns on the project. The first introductory meeting was organized in March 20, 2008, which provided information on the project scope, previous work, and existing project area conditions. The second meeting was on November 6, 2008, when alternatives for roadway exchanges (three alternatives) and bridge types (four alternatives), and environmental considerations were presented to the public for feedback and comments. During EA/EAW public comment period, on January 25, 2012, an open house public meeting was organized. Public input was solicited on preferred alternatives. There was a 60 day period for the community to submit their comments in writing to the project manager.   

During the public participation process, MnDOT and WisDOT consulted with other stakeholders also.  Native American Tribes in Minnesota and Wisconsin were consulted and encouraged to provide their comments and input on the project, although none of the tribal groups was interested in the project.

Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) was consulted regarding the bicycle/pedestrian facilities in the area. Several meetings were conducted between BPAC and MnDOT and local planning agency staff. Their primary agenda at these meetings was considering how to accommodate bicycle/pedestrian traffic on the bridge.  Ultimately, meetings resulted in a Bicycle/Pedestrian Accommodation Feasibility Study to address the concerns of the bicycle advocacy groups. The feasibility study was undertaken in May 2010.  

It seems that the staff have followed the MnDOT guidelines in Developing Your Public Involvement Plan [31] and Hear Every Voice Part II [32]. They have developed a public participation plan, created advisory committees, reached out to the community through public meetings and workshops, presented alternatives of the bridge and visualization/rendering images to the public, conducted project coordination with a wide range of stakeholders (they included all internal and external stakeholders), reached out to the nontraditional stakeholders, and addressed the concerns of the local groups (bicycle and pedestrian facilities). 

The project has a webpage on the MnDOT’s website that provides extensive information on the project. The webpage has links to Facebook and twitter page, and a link to subscribe for e-mail updates for the project. The webpage provides the following information on the project: project documents (environmental assessment, EA public hearings, bicycle/pedestrian feasibility study), project plan views and bridge design alternatives (renderings), and a newsletter.      
3.2 Hastings Bridge 

The two-lane bridge over the Mississippi River in Hastings, Minnesota, on TH61 was built in the 1950s and is a fracture-critical design. While the bridge is still safe, its width and height restrictions do not meet today’s needs.  Accidents can close the bridge down, and annual safety inspections reduce the bridge to one lane for a seven day period. With over 30,000 vehicles traveling over the bridge every day, it was time to replace it with one that could handle the traffic load.

The plan was to put out an RFP for a new bridge in 2015, but additional transportation funding made available by the Legislature allowed the project to be accelerated, and construction began in 2010 using a design-build process. The design-build contract was awarded to Lunda/Ames. MnDOT selected a 100-year arch bridge design that includes a pedestrian lane, something that is lacking on the existing bridge. Construction of the bridge began in 2012, two lanes of traffic are expected to begin using the new bridge in 2013, and construction is scheduled to be completed in 2014.

Public involvement was a joint effort of project manager and a public information coordinator/business liaison from the MnDOT District Office. Once the contract was awarded, the contractor’s public information coordinator also worked on public involvement.

Because the project was accelerated and therefore began over five years ahead of schedule, there was some overlap of public participation during the scoping, visual quality, and environmental assessment processes. The team chose to use a Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) approach [33] for the creation of the scoping study. The phases of the CSS process included identifying the community values; determining goals, objectives and criteria for the project, developing and evaluating alternatives, and creating an implementation plan.

MnDOT held three public information meetings prior to the contract being awarded. Key themes raised during the public meetings were Hastings’ historic character, the Hastings Bridge as a critical corridor, and the local emphasis on bicycle and pedestrian traffic, among others.

Additional meetings were held as needed with the City of Hastings and other stakeholder groups to review project alternatives and the project’s potential impacts on the city and others, including Xcel Energy, the Hastings Parks and Recreation Department, the NPS, the Coast Guard, the US Army Corps of Engineers (COE), and the T.H. 61 Bridge Coalition (an advocacy group for replacement of the T.H. 61 Hastings Bridge).
MnDOT formed a study advisory committee (SAC) made of stakeholders to provide guidance on decision making during the scoping process. The committee met every six weeks or so from May to November, 2008.  The members of SAC, solicited by MnDOT, acted as representatives of the larger community and included representatives from Dakota County, Metropolitan Council, Nininger Township, City of Hastings, Federal Highway Administration, City of Hastings – Heritage Preservation Commission, Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Le Duc Historic Estate, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Washington County, Hastings Chamber of Commerce & Bridge Coalition, Prairie Island Indian Community, Denmark Township, National Park Service, Dakota County Historical Society, and U.S. Coast Guard. A scoping project management team (PMT), made up of FHWA staff, key MnDOT staff in specific technical areas, and MnDOT consultants, reviewed and gave guidance on work during the scoping process.

Because of the accelerated timeframe, after the scoping study was complete the SAC became the project advisory committee (PAC), which continued to meet and give guidance during the remainder of the preliminary design work. A project management team (PMT), composed of FHWA staff, key MnDOT staff in specific technical areas, and MnDOT consultants, gave guidance through the EA, preliminary design, and visual quality processes. Three open houses were held after the contract was awarded to prepare the community for the various stages of construction. Additionally, at the direction of MnDOT and as part of the contract, the contractor also wrote a public involvement plan.
A visual quality team (VQT) was formed to provide input, review, and comment on design issues and to ensure that the design of the bridge is compatible and maintains the integrity between its natural surroundings and Historic Downtown Hastings. This team consisted of some PAC members and others interested in visual quality concerns. Team members included representatives from MnDOT, the county, downtown business owners, residents, the consultant team, and more. During a public meeting the team solicited public input on color options, but it was made clear that the team would make the final decision.

Announcements of upcoming meetings and project updates were disseminated through press releases and articles printed in newsletters and local newspapers. Additional information was made available through a project webpage on the MnDOT website, providing substantial detail on the project including maps, photos and a webcam, project updates, schedule and cost estimates, downloadable EA and Findings of Fact, and much more. The page was created during the scoping process and is continuously updated. In addition, it provides an opportunity to sign up for email updates.  A hotline was available for public input during construction where issues like access could be addressed. To further increase communication, beginning in February 2009 MnDOT staffed office hours twice a month at Hastings City Hall during City Council meetings to provide information and answer questions. A vibration survey that MnDOT performed on connected buildings offered an opportunity to communicate with building owners throughout the process, from August 2010 through April 2011.

Once the Environmental Assessment was complete, the document was made available at local libraries and select MnDOT offices. A public hearing/open house, held to present the EA findings and alternatives, was promoted through press releases to Twin Cities media outlets. Although a more expensive option, the arch design was chosen in part due to the input of the stakeholders gathered during the CSS work.  An Environmental Impact Statement was deemed unnecessary as the project did not have “potential for significant environmental effects” and acceptable mitigation was planned for expected impacts.

The project manager in this case had not attended the Hear Every Voice training. He did not use the program directly in his public involvement efforts, relying instead on previous experience and training for determining what needed to be done.
The Hastings Bridge project web page on the MnDOT website contains immense amounts of information on the project. Those responsible for the web presence of the project made good use of the opportunity. From updates, photos, and maps to copies of written comments, positive project highlights (or the “why we need it”), and specific contacts, there is a wealth of information available here. MnDOT project pages are all very different, though, and this site is cumbersome to find and text-heavy once you get there. Although there is wonderful information available on the Hastings Bridge page, many people may not take the time to find it.
The website shows prominent links on the bottom to email updates, Facebook, and Twitter links, under the heading “Connect with us.” In 2009, at the time of the EA, there were 900 people receiving email updates. This opportunity to get information and possibly give input by utilizing programs (email, social media) that many people are already opening every day is exciting. The Facebook and Twitter links currently go to the MnDOT general accounts; these links may be more useful and more popular if they were project-specific.
Hastings staffed regular open office hours for the public at city hall twice per month to answer questions. This tactic was recommended in the document From Community Involvement to the Final Product: Marketing Mega Projects and Public Trust [15]. A hotline was also available for concerns that needed to be addressed during construction.  There were also numerous groups formed as working groups to provide guidance. These groups were made up of stakeholder representatives chosen and solicited by MnDOT. For those groups that did not include at least one member of the general public, this might offer an opportunity to promote a couple of seats at the table to the wider community to be a part of the decision-making team early on.  While MnDOT provided many opportunities for public participation in Hastings, the focus group report for participants from the public reveals that there were some residents concerned that public input had no impact on MnDOT’s decisions, and that there was not “adequate response to their concerns.”

3.3 Duluth Mega Project 

Interstate Highway 35 in Duluth, Minnesota was replaced between 2010 and 2012 in a design-bid-build mega project costing $68 million. This project included pavement replacement, replacement of ore dock and paper mill bridges, some bridge repair and ramp replacement, and removal of unused rail bridges. It was funded through federal and state sources.

Since Highway 35 is the main artery through Duluth and between the Twin Cities and the North Shore, this level of construction was going to have major impacts on travel and tourism. Due to the retirement of the area public affairs coordinator, the project manager (PM) was the main facilitator of public involvement for the Mega Project and did so with limited assistance.

Because this project was a categorical exclusion, there was no public hearing requirement. However, the PM attempted to insure that there was ample opportunity for the public to give input and get updates. Early on, she met with local stakeholders in the tourism industry. Together, they brainstormed the message that would be sent out by area businesses and project partners alike: “Duluth and the North Shore are Open!” At the beginning of each year, she held two public meetings (one on each side of town) averaging around twenty attendees each. At the beginning of the construction season in 2010, she began to hold weekly meetings that were open to the public as well, advertised on the website, the project flyer, and through announcements at other meetings. The weekly meetings were generally held at locations in or near where the current construction was happening. A replacement of an existing major interstate through a large city with significant spatial limitations might not have as many opportunities for changes based on public input as some other projects might, but gathering input from meetings was important to the PM, and when possible that input was taken into account (such as critical times for businesses; many businesses preferred that construction happen on a weekday rather than on a busy Sunday). The most attendees at the weekly meetings was around ten, but often it was less than two. Because of the poor attendance, halfway through the second year the PM cancelled the meetings and instead posted a request to contact her for meeting dates on the website. She never received any calls, and took the lack of interest in meetings as a sign that things were going well.

The project website was a main source of information for the public. During the project, the website was the place to go to find updates, what to expect next, traffic changes by date, contact information, alternate routes, a link to the transit authority, what’s coming up next year, meeting times, project background, and a downloadable version of the PM’s power point presentation.

The Duluth Mega Project also had a project-specific Facebook page that was maintained from April 2010-October 2011. Created and updated by the MnDOT Social Media Coordinator out of the St. Paul office, the page provided traffic updates, maps, and requests for input through posts, links, and videos.

Two key audiences—residents and tourists—received two different messages during the Mega Project. Because of the unique topography of Duluth, the alternate routes were not easy to navigate for those unfamiliar with the city. Therefore, residents were asked to stay off of Highway 35 and instead use the alternate routes (“Local drivers please use local roads”) during the construction season, reducing the congestion for tourists who were directed to stay on the highway.

The PM primarily worked with businesses, business organizations, and tourism organizations, and allowed them to do the outreach for her. MnDOT saw them as partners, and began communicating with them early on. The PM provided the message (that had been developed in an early meeting with stakeholders), website link, and maps of alternate routes,  and businesses and tourist destinations like Grandma’s Marathon and area hotels spread this message through their websites and registrations and with brochures provided by MnDOT to hand out in their establishments. Brochures were also available at meetings, the public library, city hall, the boat show, and other area attractions. The project was well-branded: everyone used the same project logo, which helped with project recognition.  

To measure the success of the project and the public involvement activities, an online survey was sent to businesses in December 2010 and January 2011. The PM did not have a complete business mailing list, so she sent out a link to the survey to organizations like the Chamber of Commerce to distribute in their newsletters. It appears that this was an easy, effective way to collect information on business impacts of and satisfaction with the project.  While the survey showed that many businesses were temporarily impacted by the construction, there was also evidence that businesses were pleased with MnDOT’s communication with them on the project. (It also appeared that, because there were other construction projects going on that same year, some of the respondents were confused about which project they were being asked about.)  The PM also shared this information through her PowerPoint, which included the survey results and other project successes, and was available on the website. Promoting the successes after the fact helps everyone feel good about the project.
Other signs that the project was going well were that it had a lot of positive press coverage, the office received few calls (despite having expected to have to hire one or two people to answer complaint calls), low vacancy rates, minimal traffic delays, and overhearing positive community response. One of the impacted businesses even wrote a letter to the editor expressing their commendation to MnDOT for a job well done.  

The PM did not use Hear Every Voice. She hired a consultant to write a public involvement plan half way through the project, some of which was used. There was no public involvement budget, but instead the costs of public involvement were absorbed in general administration.  Working with limited staff and time, the PM used a valuable resource to do outreach—area businesses and organizations. She gave them the information and they got it out to their customers, keeping them informed about what to expect when they got to town. This was beneficial to them as well as to MnDOT.  The focus group report from public participants reveals that there were some residents who felt that there was not “adequate response to their concerns”. However, it also reveals that participants knew whom to contact and had one constant contact throughout the entire project. As the report suggests, this consistency may have resulted in fewer complaints from the public and increased satisfaction with the project. 
3.4 Hwy 169/I-494 Interchange Reconstruction
The purpose of the Highway 169/I-494 Interchange Reconstruction is to improve safety and mobility by converting an expressway into a freeway. In doing so, the three remaining traffic signals are being removed, roundabouts are being added, drainage and water quality facilities are being constructed, and noise barriers are being added. Using the performance-based design, the interchange is being rebuilt with six ramps instead of eight as a phased approach instead of constructing all eight at once, which is the current federal policy for Interstate highways. Implementation of performance-based design rather than policy-based design was achieved after discussions and negotiations with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Rebuilding the interchange with six of the eight ramps covers the majority of the traffic needs while saving money. 
On the project website, there is a link for signing up for e-mail updates, including newsletters and listings of opportunities for getting involved in the planning process. MnDOT also has a Facebook page with postings about road closures and detours for their projects, including 494. Also included in their posts are maps of the closed roads and the detour routes. Since the Facebook page lists closures and detours for all projects, one has to sift through the page to find the project for which one is looking. There are also images and animations on the project website. One can go on a virtual drive through the project area, “fly over” the project area, views of the project site from North, East, South and West, and view a live webcam of the project site. The project website also has a page with information and a video on roundabouts, driving tips when going through roundabouts, tips for cyclists and pedestrians.  The contact page lists the project office location, hours, hotline phone number and e-mail address, as well as phone numbers and e-mail addresses for the area engineer, project manager, and public affairs coordinator. Weekly project updates are available on the project website, including upcoming public information events, road and ramp closures, and general updates about the project.

In addition to posting information on the website, project representatives made themselves available at the food court in the Eden Prairie mall and at the Bloomington Farmer’s Market (two major public gathering places in the affected area) to answer questions and address concerns during the day and in the early evenings. 
3.5 Central Corridor Light Rail Transit 

The Central Corridor links five major centers in the Twin Cites region: downtown Minneapolis, the University of Minnesota, the Midway area, the state Capitol and downtown St. Paul. All of the five centers contain 280,000 jobs, and by 2030, this number is projected to grow to 345,000 jobs.  The length of the corridor is 11 miles of exclusive right-of-way (ROW). The corridor will connect the existing Hiawatha line at the Metrodome station and stop at the Minneapolis multi-modal station. Community in the Twin Cities region will have access to light-rail transit (LRT) through 18 new stations, plus five stations shared with the Hiawatha line in downtown Minneapolis.  LRT trains will have 31 new light rail transit vehicles each with 66 seats and comfortable standing space for additional 70 people. The traveling time between downtown Minneapolis and downtown St. Paul will be 39 minutes, with trains operating every 7½ minutes during peak hours. It is projected that by 2030 weekday ridership will exceed 40,000.  The timeline for the construction of the corridor is planned from 2010-2013, and it is expected to be operational by 2014. The overall cost of the project is $957 million.

The following are the project partners: The Metropolitan Council is responsible for design and construction of the line, and in this process they are working closely with MnDOT, Ramsey County, Hennepin County, St. Paul, Minneapolis and the University of Minnesota. The oversight of the project is done by a 13 member Central Corridor Management Committee (CCMC), a body that advises lead agencies on issues related to scope, budget and schedule of the project during design and construction phases. The committee also considers means to mitigate adverse impacts during construction.  

The Metropolitan Council has worked on an extensive public participation process to ensure that all stakeholders are engaged in all phases of the project (design, construction and operation). In this process non-traditional stakeholders have been the focus of staff efforts, in order to ensure their full engagement in the process. The public participation process was planned to be implemented in several steps:

· Prepare a “Communication and Public Involvement Strategic Plan”

· Hire outreach staff (multi-lingual)  

· Provide on-going training to staff in dealing with diverse communities (diversity, difficult conversations, and strategies for engaging nontraditional stakeholders)

· Besides a formal approach, apply other informal outreach strategies and meeting formats

· Distribute documents related to the project to local and ethnic media outlets

· Provide informational material in hard copy and electronic format.  

Two project advisory committees were formed early in preliminary engineering phase: (1) Community Advisory Committee (CAC – established in January 2007), and (2) Business Advisory Council (BAC – established in March 2007). The purpose of creating these two advisory committees was to enable the Central Corridor community to have a formal representation in the Metropolitan Council. CAC and BAC serve as the voice for the community and the business community to advise the LRT staff on issues and concerns related to all phases of the project. In addition, to further ease the public participation process, four more committees were established: Station Art Committee (SAC); Operation Maintenance Facility Task Force (OMFTF); Construction Communication Committee (CCC); and Metropolitan Council Transportation Accessibility Advisory Committee (TACC).      

The Metropolitan Council led and continues to lead an extensive public participation process since September 2006. The project’s outreach staff have organized 1,150 public meetings and engaged more than 25,000 people. Since the focus of the outreach activities were non-traditional stakeholders, other languages have been used besides English: Spanish, Hmong and Vietnamese, French, Somali and American Sign Language.  Outreach staff are the first point of contact for the community and in addition to CAC and BAC serve as liaisons to communicate community’s concerns to project engineers. They were responsible for engaging the community in the preliminary engineering phase and for the liaison between the community and engineers on how to mitigate potential negative impacts. During the construction phase they are notifying the community and businesses about construction plans, road closures and bus re-routes.

The Metropolitan Council has used a variety of techniques to engage all stakeholders during all phases of the project. Techniques used for the LRT participation process are: public meetings, open forums, open houses, Hiawatha LRT and Central Corridor LRT tours, one-on-one meetings with project engineers, online access to preliminary designs for commenting, access to project information at public libraries, and opportunity for individuals to schedule a meeting at the Central Corridor Project Office. Community meetings were held in diverse locations in order to reach non-traditional stakeholders such as Hmong dental clinics, senior housing, a grocery store gathering room, Vietnam Center, churches, college lecture halls, and the Metrodome concourse before and during Minnesota Twins and Minnesota Vikings games.

Informal outreach activities were conducted through booths at music festival, art fairs, ethnic celebrations, the State fair and other community events. Business and property owners’ surveys are conducted to get information related to the businesses, parking needs, access points etc. The survey can be taken in person and online.  Business owners were met at their business locations, one-on-one meetings, in order to save them time.  Informational documents were distributed to the media including ethnic newspapers and radio stations, and local monthly newspapers used by the low-income community.

The Metropolitan Council through its website provides online information about the project – construction news, reports and presentations, multimedia, FAQ etc. Individuals are able to access the website and find all relevant information and contact numbers for the project. The Central Corridor LRT website enables people to track the project progress e.g. project completion percentage, construction updates on three construction areas (downtown Minneapolis to Emerald, Emerald to Robert, and I-94 to downtown St. Paul), and contact phone numbers for all three areas. There is a map of the corridor provided in the website, and by moving and clicking the cursor through the map, people can access the contact information and track construction progress of the area in interest. An e-mail address (centralcorridor@ metc.state.mn.us) and a phone number have been provided for questions and comments from the community and organizations. The website also provides information about central corridor public meetings, their dates and times, and minutes and agendas of the meetings.         

According to the website, the public has had significant influence on the project, and can continue to do so. The website lists the changes that occurred to the project as a result of an extensive public participation process and public suggestions. The following are some of the changes made to the project:

· Designed new road surface, sidewalks, curbs and gutters at University Avenue, to address concerns about sidewalks, water quality and standing water in the street.

· Added non-signalized pedestrian crossing to address concerns about pedestrian safety.

· Added stations at Hamline, Victoria and Western.

· Modified the use of bells and horns due to noise concerns.

· Relocated track crossovers due to noise coming from trains changing tracks, and sent them away from residential areas and Minnesota Public Radio studios.

· Simplified station design to address concerns about safety, security, ease access and reduction of barriers for people with disabilities.

The CCP office cooperates with MnDOT based on a cooperative agreement that they’ve signed together.  MnDOT has staff in the CCP office, mostly engineers, who deal with bridges, ROW acquisitions, etc.  The CCP office uses MnDOT’s legal staff also to help them in the acquisition process. The Metropolitan Council took lead on the public participation process for the CCP, whereas MnDOT led the Hiawatha Corridor project.

According to interviewees, there are several strategies that led to a successful and extensive public participation process for the CCP LRT. Initially, staff conducted a demographic analysis to understand the community dynamics, and based on results decided to hire 6 outreach staff to deal with community engagement, rather than outsourcing the job to consultants. The outreach staff had a variety of skill sets such as webwork, social media, graphics and photography, and was hired for three reasons. First, to ensure project continuity throughout the project phases (design, engineering, and construction). Second, outreach staff will work on other projects also, like the Southwest Corridor. And third, since demographic analysis showed that much of the population living on University Avenue were immigrants, the CCP office hired outreach staff with multilingual abilities (Hmong, Vietnamese, Chinese, and Spanish) to ensure that non-traditional stakeholders are actively engaged in the process.

It seems that formal techniques of public participation (public hearings, open houses etc.) were not as successful as informal meetings. Outreach staff said that often only those people who want to complain speak at formal public meetings. CCP staff got much better feedback from the community by approaching them through informal meetings e.g. setting up a booth during local community events and providing information and answering questions about the project. Business owners were met on their properties on order to save them time, and other one-on-one meetings were also conducted.

Outreach staff kept on going back to people who didn’t initiate contact. Initially, 1400 surveys were mailed to all 1400 businesses in the area, and only 400 responded. Afterwards, through one-on-one contacts, staff got information on the best ways to communicate with them and continued contacting them and providing information even if they were not attending any meetings for the project.

Another aspect that made the process effective is that outreach staff and engineers were working in a same office space. This helped outreach staff to have more information on engineering issues, and at the same time helped engineers understand better the community issues communicated by outreach staff.   

When asked, “What would you do differently, if you could do the participation process over again?” interviewees replied that they would be more strategic in terms of disseminating fliers to community.  Initially, they went door by door handing out the fliers. It was time and money consuming, and it didn’t increase the number of people attending the meetings. Instead, the next time they would be more strategic and post them at local community gathering places (shops, banks, online community forums etc.).  

Throughout the process they learned that approaching the community directly, as the Metropolitan Council, was not the most effective way to engage people.  Co-hosting community meetings with a local community partner establishes a stronger level of trust and credibility with the community.    

Understanding the community dynamics is key to making the process effective. This approach helped them understand how the community wanted to be contacted.  For example, the Southwest Corridor (a new LRT line in the planning phase) has different community dynamics than Central Corridor. Social media didn’t work on University Avenue, but in Southwest almost everyone uses e-mail, Twitter, e-billboards, or Facebook.

The community outreach workers also said that they should have reached out to the community living two or three blocks around the corridor (reach beyond the immediate impact on University Ave). If they could do it over, they would have expanded the mailing list in the design/engineering phase.        
3.6 St Cloud Diverging Diamond Interchange
A 2007 corridor study of a segment of Hwy 15 in the St Cloud/Sartel area showed the need to update the stretch from the existing expressway to a higher-speed freeway. Because a freeway is generally only accessible at grade-separated interchanges, overpasses would need to be built at highway intersections, including at Stearns County Road 120. The area around this intersection had seen recent rapid development, including large retail superstores as well as office and medical facilities. The district used traffic modeling to determine the best interchange concept for meeting the long-term needs of the already accident-prone and congested intersection. Originally planned to have a standard diamond interchange, researching ramp traffic control methods revealed problematically high volumes of left hand turns. Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) was already being utilized in Missouri and further modeling showed that it would outperform the traditional alternatives for the Hwy 15/ Stearns County Road 120 intersection, meeting the traffic projections for at least 20 years.

Based on weighted criteria consisting of the need to meet the increasing traffic needs of the continuous business development and increased employment (75%), the importance of safety (15%), and congestion relief (10%), a DDI was chosen. The benefits of a DDI include:

· Moving larger quantities of traffic through an intersection without adding lanes

· An unhindered left turn onto the freeway, which keeps lanes moving, reduces congestion, and provides a shorter signal time

· Elimination of vehicles turning into the path of oncoming traffic, allowing for less crash risk

With its proximity to offices and residences, the decision was made to drop the freeway below the ground level to reduce the noise impact of the interchange. The project was awarded bond funds totaling $10 million from Greater Minnesota Interchange Funding and an additional $4.5 million from Destination Innovation Program funding. The county and the cities of Sartell and St. Cloud will supply the remainder of the funding.

During the corridor study, public input was gathered on the interchange. At that point, the team assumed they would be installing a regular diamond interchange. When the traffic modeling showed the added benefit of the DDI, it became their preferred concept.

Once the preferred concept had been developed, the project manager held a public meeting to explain their choice to the community and see if anyone had any major complaints. Invitations to that meeting were sent to surrounding businesses and property owners. The meeting was also publicized by the district public affairs coordinator through press releases and promoted in the local media. Because of an increasingly good relationship with the media, the local paper picked up the story early and ran an article with information about the upcoming meeting and links to videos showing how a DDI works. The PM said that many people came to the meeting excited about the DDI. While the PAC built good media relations, the PM continued them by being accessible, open, and honest.

The PAC created a project web page (www
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Throughout the process, the PM met with local government officials and other transportation partners to update them on progress. Public informational meetings were held to continue to keep the community informed on the project, and sign in sheets invited attendees to include their email address if they wanted to receive future email updates. The PM continued to keep the public up-to-date through press releases and local media interviews, including an interview on KSTP Channel 5 secured by the PAC. There were also numerous articles printed about the project.

The team created an informational brochure in the summer of 2011 (updated to include construction information in 2012) which was handed out at the MnDOT state fair booth and distributed locally. During the spring of 2012, local business owners and government entities were invited to order brochures at no cost for continued distribution. A fun “How to Drive” the DDI poster was also created, which is currently available on the website. The PM hopes to share it in the community via local media once the project is complete.

As the project progressed, the PM held additional meetings with interest groups. She met with several AARP drivers’ education groups to educate them on driving the DDI, and an adjacent residential community to address mitigation efforts. She spoke at several Chamber of Commerce meetings regarding the project and potential impacts, and also attended city council hearings. Additionally, a public hearing was held.

In 2012, the DDI team focused on businesses impacted by the construction in the corridor.  A 2012 preconstruction meeting held for businesses and residents immediately adjacent to the project site provided an opportunity to prepare them for the upcoming construction phase (which began in mid-July, 2012). At this meeting the team distributed the 10,000 brochures that had been ordered by businesses to give to their customers, employees, and vendors. MnDOT worked with those businesses with additional display needs to supply them with solutions such as a stand-alone kiosk. An additional 40,000 brochures were distributed prior to the start of construction.
The project manager for the St. Cloud DDI has not been trained in Hear Every Voice. No public involvement plan was written, and there was no all-encompassing public involvement budget (including staff time). Her successful public outreach was based on her previous experiences on projects, and knowing what needed to be done.  Once the DDI was chosen, most of the public involvement was focused on communicating and education rather than getting input.
The PM and her team put extra effort into those people and businesses that would be most affected by construction. By meeting with them separately right before construction started, providing free brochures for their staff and customers, and even building them construction-themed brochure kiosks, this team helped position MnDOT as business-friendly.  The team utilized the website and directed people there in press releases and in the brochure. They also had an email update that residents could sign up to receive, which was primarily used once construction began for road updates. Social media were not used.
DDI is a new type of interchange for Minnesota, and there is a lot of education that will be needed in St Cloud and throughout the state. The PM showed a “How to Drive a DDI” video created in Missouri on the website, in public meetings, and to drivers’ education instructors and groups.  They told her that they have limited access to similar materials. 
3.7 St. Peter Minnesota Avenue (Hwy 169) Project
The reconstruction of Highway 169 through St. Peter was completed to increase safety for pedestrians and vehicles. MnDOT partnered with the City of St. Peter during the construction to devise a plan for the construction taking place through the historic downtown. They worked closely with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for taking care into the historic downtown during the construction. One of the main concerns which enacted the project was safety. Medians were constructed to aid as a refuge for pedestrians when crossing streets and to limit crashes as medians limit the number of left turns traffic can make; left turns cause more accidents than any other vehicle turn. Bumpouts were also added to increase pedestrian safety. Other items which were replaced or constructed include added traffic signals, replacement of storm and sanitary sewer, widening roads, landscaping within medians, reconstructing sidewalks, refurbishing historic lighting, and adding audible pedestrian signals. MnDOT completed the construction using a design-build process which entails bringing designers and contractors together early when designing the project details. The project was completed in 133 days, from June to November, 2009.  In 2010 MnDOT received the “Best Recovery Project Award” from the American Association of Highway and Transportation Officials for this project.

The St. Peter Highway 169 Reconstruction Project employed a variety of public involvement techniques:
· Ribbon-cutting ceremony: In collaboration with MnDOT, the City of St. Peter and the contractor, a ribbon-cutting ceremony took place on November 14, 2009 at 11:00 a.m. Flyers were created for the event, which lasted until business closing times.  There were  also Christmas carolers, children’s scavenger hunt, sleigh rides, window decorating contest, brass band, free children’s matinee movie, games and evening entertainment. They advertised the event with family activities taking place until 5:00 p.m. and adult activities taking place 6:00-business close. This ceremony took place downtown where the construction was happening.

· A handout was also created listing the businesses along highway 169 and if they were having any specials such as free coffee, cider, hot chocolate, cookies, waffles, door prizes, sales in the store, and free pictures with Santa Claus.

· Safety Camp: MnDOT put on a Safety Camp for children to attend and learn about pedestrian safety and staying safe near construction work zones. There was free food, walks through the Highway 169 construction site, bingo, and walking mazes with traffic signs. About 150 families attend the camp which took place on Tuesday, August 18, 2009 from 4:30-6:30.

· Weekly meetings with businesses and residents: Took place on Fridays at 7:30 a.m. beginning July 10 to give updates on the construction.

· News Release (June 25, 2009): There was a news release to announce an open house taking place on June 25, 2009 from 5-7:00 p.m. for those interested in the project. The news release also announced the weekly meetings for businesses and residents to attend. The news release included when the construction and traffic detours were to begin. The construction area was also announced (Highway 169 from Highway 22 South to Union Street) and that construction was estimated to end in November. Information was given to request a sign-language interpreter and other accommodations, including phone numbers and an email address. Contact information for questions about the project was given with the contact name and phone number, and the link to MnDOT’s website (www.dot.state.mn.us).

· Public discussion meetings with MnDOT and City of St. Peter (March 20, 2009): The purpose of the meetings was to discuss the least practical disruption of traffic and commerce.

· Open House/Informational Meeting (March 5, 2009): There was a news release on February 25 to announce the March 5 Open House/Informational Meeting. The news release included what the project would consist of, links directed towards MnDOT’s website and contact information for special accommodations.

· Public Hearing (March 9, 2009): The public hearing was on the final layout for the construction. Public hearings were also conducted as early as December 2005 about reconstructing Highway 169 through St. Peter. There were three public hearings which took place in December 2005, March 2006 and May 2006 which discussed the use of medians through downtown to increase safety to traffic and pedestrians, preliminary design including developing a framework and committee structure.

· Committee Meetings: Two committees were developed, a technical committee and a policy committee. These meetings met early as 2006.

3.8 Cotton Township J-Turn Intersection (Hwy 53)
The Cotton Township J-turn is located at the intersection of Hwy 53 and County Hwy 52 in St. Louis County. The project began construction in May 2012 and is scheduled for completion in late August 2012. The approximate cost of the J-turn intersection is $830,000.

Over the past few years there were many crashes at the intersection of TH 53 & CSAH 52. In order to improve traffic safety at the intersection, in 2008 MnDOT proposed to Cotton Township building a J-turn on Hwy 53. A road safety audit was performed in January 2009. The audit results showed that J-turns reduce the chance of crashes when compared to the current four-lane divided intersection.

The project manager is responsible for outreach activities with the help of the public relations officer.  Two public meetings were organized by MnDOT. The first open house meeting was organized in March 2009. In this open house meeting the results of the road safety audit were presented to the township and the community. The community had the opportunity to comment and ask questions about the audit and the proposed J-turn project. The second open public meeting was organized in January 2012. 

The local community and businesses have not been happy with the J-turn. They think that the proposed J-turn will increase accidents rate at the intersection. It seems that people do not understand how a J-turn operates. Initially the town board supported the J-turn, but when some of the businesses subsequently complained about the project, the board reversed their support.

Attendance at the public meetings was low, which might be one of the reasons why people do not understand how a J-turn operates. In each of the meetings the layout of the J-turn and how it operates were presented and a question-and-answer session followed. However, no informal public participation techniques were employed in the process and no sign-up sheets were available for the community participants at any of the meetings.  

One-on-one meetings with the businesses might have helped them understand how a J-turn operates. Alternatively, one more meeting with the community could have been organized before construction started to explain the physical layout/construction phase of the J-turn one more time, so people would have a better understanding of the safety benefits of a J-turn and how it works. 

MnDOT has a web-page which provides basic information about the Cotton Township J-turn and a video explaining how these intersections operate. The video gives an average citizen a clear idea how J-turns operate and provides some figures on how accident rates can be decreased when using the turn. The website also provides technical drawings and aerial photos of the site. While the website provides very useful information, it takes some time for an average citizen to navigate through the website to find the information and it appears that the public have not accessed those pages. 
3.10 Hwy 169 Eagles Nest Lake Reconstruction Project

We had the opportunity to review the planning and design files for the Hwy 169 Eagles Nest Lake Reconstruction Project in rural St. Louis County, MN, although we did not interview the project manager or any of the stakeholders in the project.  The case is instructive, however, for illustrating a chain of activities for a modestly sized project, and public response to such a project.
The project is a total reconstruction of a 5.5 mile stretch of US Highway 169 in northern Minnesota.  Construction is expected to begin in Spring 2013 and will take until Fall 2014 to complete.  The benefits of the project include improving passing safety by flattening hills and straightening curves, reducing the chances of run-off-the-road crashes by widening the shoulders to create safer pull-off areas, and reducing the severity of such crashes by flattening the slopes on the edges of the highway.  One alignment (the “south route”) will improve the daylight exposure and reduce shading along the road, lessening the risk of road icing in the winter.
This project has been under consideration since 2000, when the Highway 169 Task Force first identified safety issues along this stretch of the highway.  This task force initially had 17 members (representing cities, township boards, the county and the school district, and citizen group representatives).  The need was documented in video in the Fall of 200.  Recommendations for improvements (non-prioritized) were included in the 2001 planning report, and subsequent citizen input to the district office supported them.  When the Federal Highway Administration made funds available in 2005 as part of the Safe Accountable Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act (SAFETEA-LU), an open house was held to discuss possible improvements, and the project was listed for design in 2006.  Aerial imaging was done that year, and in 2007 Early Notification Memos were sent to all stakeholders.  This resulted in a general design with two alternative alignments—one essentially following the current alignment, which runs through wetlands, the other incorporating some new alignment along the ridgeline.  The second (“south”) alternative would require acquisition of new right-of-way, but would result in less shading of the highway (and consequent icing during the winter).  The new alignment resulted in some complaints from property affected property owners.  The environmental assessment (including a geological analysis) was completed and an open house was held in the end of the summer of 2010, and 56 people attended.  Subsequently, detailed fieldwork and property acquisition has been ongoing.
In this case, public engagement was carried out by a community coalition, the Highway 169 Task Force, with support from MnDOT staff.  The coalition is heavily composed of institutional representatives (township, city, county, and school board representatives), but it also includes several grassroots community representatives.  MnDOT staff partner with them to host open houses, and public attendance can be significant.  Yet, despite recurring meetings and a long gestation period, the project still drew vocal opposition.  There is rarely a public decision that does not involve choices that create “losers,” and therefore opposition.  In this case, the opposition was limited and was handled by the Ombudsman’s office on an individual basis.
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4.1  Introduction
Focus groups were conducted as part of a larger study to examine the Minnesota Department of Transportation’s (MnDOT), public involvement program—Hear Every Voice, (HEV). The purpose of the focus group project was to create an in-depth understanding of the best practices regarding public involvement. The focus groups were also used to develop a greater understanding of how to improve or increase public involvement and satisfaction with MnDOT projects. The following report provides information regarding the participants and procedures for the focus groups, along with the results of the qualitative analysis of the information obtained from the groups. This paper is organized by the major themes identified from an overall analysis of all of the groups as a whole, as well as the themes for MnDOT employees and citizen participants. Finally, this report includes suggestions and recommendations to improve public participation in MnDOT projects.

4.2 Methods

Representatives from Minnesota State University’s Organizational Effectiveness Research Group conducted nine focus groups from June 25, 2012 to July 25, 2012. The group participants included a mixture of MnDOT employees, contractors and community members. More specifically, there were four focus groups featuring MnDOT employees, who were involved with MnDOT projects from multiple locations including the intersection of Highway 169 / Interstate 494, the Central Corridor in Minneapolis, Duluth, St. Peter, Dresbach, and Hastings. The sample of employees included people from many different positions throughout each of the projects from project design to construction, varying from project managers and engineers to business liaisons and construction. The remaining five focus groups were conducted with concerned citizens who participated in a public open house for each of the respective projects. The citizens were business owners impacted by the construction projects, citizens living close to the construction projects, and individuals who were interested in the construction project itself. The number of participants in each group ranged from three to nine people.  For a list of the questions that guided the focus group interview, please see Appendix A.
4.3 Results

Several themes emerged from all of the focus groups as a whole. Additionally, there were themes found across the four groups featuring MnDOT employees, and the five groups with citizen participants. The report will present each of the findings along with more detailed information and quotations to provide a greater understanding of each theme.
All Focus Groups
1. Hear Every Voice (HEV) is not widely known or recognized as part of the MnDOT brand. Of the citizen participants, no one was familiar with HEV, nor did they know how to access the information on the MnDOT website. Similarly, most MnDOT employees were unfamiliar with the HEV program. Some employees indicated they were unaware of the initiative; a few employees had received minimal training, while the majority of the other participants had not received any training. While HEV is not well known, MnDOT employees as well as citizens recognize the importance of public participation.  
2. Public involvement needs to be included in all aspects of the process as early as possible.  In all of the groups, everyone spoke of the importance of public participation with projects. From the MnDOT employee perception, public involvement helps avoid problems from arising in later stages of the project. In this sense, public involvement can help provide insight as well as ideas that might be important to the public, but missed in early stages of the project. From the public standpoint, early involvement can help the general public feel as if they were included in the planning and design of a project. 
3. In regards to public involvement, multiple methods of communication are important.  The citizen participants for each group mentioned appreciating multiple methods of communication from MnDOT. Most of the participants of the MnDOT open houses mentioned receiving information regarding the open house via a newspaper ad or a mailer included with a utility bill. The projects with successful public involvement, as well as with citizens who had more positive comments, used several methods of communication, along with citizen involvement through the city, as well as community interest groups. Many of the citizen participants were unaware of the projects until it was brought to their attention by a community interest group.
4. Many citizens experienced difficulty contacting MnDOT regarding specific projects.  Many participants expressed a concern regarding the difficulty they face when contacting MnDOT by telephone regarding a specific project. Citizens either did not call MnDOT, or were transferred from person to person before reaching the correct person on the project to answer the question. One participant expressed that MnDOT was a “typical government organization, your phone will run out of battery by the time you reach someone.” The citizen participants who did not have trouble making contact knew someone within MnDOT who could find answers to their questions. Each group expressed the importance of providing one or two main contact or spokespeople for each project.
MnDOT Focus Groups

1. Employees recognize the need for public participation.  All of the MnDOT employees expressed a need for public participation with projects, though there was no consensus about the amount of involvement. Some of the MnDOT engineers expressed that not having public involvement can lead to problems later in the project.
2. The public involvement process cannot be scripted but should be based on the needs of the community/project. In regards to public involvement and HEV, the MnDOT employees stressed the idea that public involvement is not a scripted process. It needs to be decided based on the project as well as the location and surrounding community. Public involvement will look different for an area with a high concentration of commuters compared to a project in a smaller community. However, the unscripted public involvement process needs to be balanced with some areas of consistency. One of the main themes in the public focus groups was increased satisfaction with a project in which there were members of the project who were involved throughout the entire process. In this respect, public involvement cannot be completely scripted as to how, but all successful projects should share some common characteristics.
3. Projects need a business liaison, PR coordinator, or spokesperson who will serve as a single point of public contact for each project.  While there was not a consensus as to what the exact person should be, all the MnDOT employees agreed there should be one contact person to help with public involvement. One of the MnDOT focus groups suggested public relations should be more important in MnDOT projects. This person could help to provide a positive spin on projects to the public. The St. Peter and Duluth projects had one person from the project that the community members recognized as a person to contact for more information on the project. While the role of the MnDOT individual was different for each group, the public recognized there was someone to answer their concerns and questions. 

Public Focus Groups

1. The public is unaware of the information available on the MnDOT website. When asked if the group felt they had adequate information regarding the project, one participant replied, “You can get all the information you need on the website.” However, most of the citizens involved with the focus group project were either unaware of the MnDOT website and the specific project pages, or did not use it. Of the participants who used the site to check on updates, most people indicated they were able to find the information they wanted. A few people did indicate there was some trouble navigating to the specific project pages on the website or locating the specific project website. 
2. People do not feel they could provide input on projects.  When the citizen participants were asked if they felt MnDOT was listening to their opinions and concerns regarding specific projects, most people, as one participant put it, felt MnDOT was “not [trying] to get your opinion, but to tell you what they were going to do,” at the open houses. Another stated, “They’re going to do what they’re going to do.” One participant indicated she was surprised that MnDOT had a public involvement framework in place. In regards to the open house she said, “I didn’t think it was my place to go to a meeting like that. I thought all decisions were made at the DOT.”
3. The citizen participants were satisfied with projects in which some/all members of the team were the same across different parts of the project design, planning, and construction.  The citizen participants for the Duluth and St. Peter projects seemed to have fewer complaints regarding the project and seemed to be happier overall with how the project was carried out. The citizens in these two focus groups indicated there was one contact person throughout the entire project who was available to answer questions. There was not a similar person mentioned for the other focus groups. As some of the MnDOT employees indicated, the hand-off of the project from design to construction is not completely mapped out; however, for the Duluth and St. Peter projects, there were individuals heavily involved with the project from the beginning to the end. This seemed to help create a face of the project from a public involvement standpoint. The citizens who attended the Duluth and St. Peter focus groups knew whom to contact with questions on the project.

4.4  Conclusions
This report provides a qualitative analysis of focus group interviews conducted to examine the MnDOT’s, public involvement framework. As a conclusion, this report will provide the comments and suggestions made by the focus group participants on how MnDOT could improve public involvement.

1. Present project information to the public as soon in the process as possible. This suggestion relates to the second main theme from the public focus groups: The public does not feel they can provide input on projects. The participants indicated because the open houses were held in the end of the design phase, they did not have a chance to voice their opinions, or that their opinions were not important to MnDOT. While the citizen participants all agreed early involvement in the project is important, there were a number of people who were not aware that MnDOT seeks public opinion for some projects. 
2. Provide information from multiple sources to increase public involvement.  There was no common theme in the way that citizens preferred to receive information. Focus group participants were aware of the project open houses because of multiple sources. Some people indicated that it was an advertisement in the newspaper, on the local news station or from a mailer included with the utility bill. The participants who sought out MnDOT to answer questions about the project mentioned using the website and email updates regarding construction. A few people mentioned looking for the project on Facebook, but the citizen participants included in the focus group were unaware that they could receive twitter updates for some projects. Most of the participants were unaware that MnDOT had a framework in place for public involvement. Providing more information from multiple sources would allow MnDOT to increase public awareness of MnDOT’s desire for public involvement. In addition, most of the focus groups suggested that there should be a page of information for each project, with contact information for someone on the project who can answer questions. This information sheet could also include website information to direct people to where they can find additionally information. It was suggest that this information should be included with utility bills, mailed to local people in the construction area, posted in local convenience stores, as well as provided to local community groups to reach the widest audience including people who might not live in the area, but drive through the project area on a commute. 
3. Provide a response to every concern, comment or question.  Several citizens in the focus group mentioned approaching someone from MnDOT at an open house with a question or concern. When someone mentioned voicing a concern or issue to MnDOT, we asked if there concern was resolved or if MnDOT was able to provide an answer to why the matter could not be resolved. The citizens who had concerns in the St. Peter and Dresbach bridge projects indicated their problems were addressed by MnDOT after significant effort and involvement of local community interest groups. The citizens who had concerns regarding the Duluth and Hastings projects did not feel there was an adequate response to their concerns. MnDOT and project managers would be wise to describe why they do what they do. A long history of research suggests that people are much more willing to accept change if they understand the need/basis for the change. That is, citizens will be more accepting of inconveniences if they understand the need for the inconvenience.   

Chapter 5
Reflections & Recommendations
5.1 Things Mn/DOT Is Doing Well (as seen in reviews and case studies):

Community Engagement
· The Duluth Mega Project had a project-specific Facebook page that included regular road construction and traffic updates. The page was created and maintained by the Social Media Coordinator in St. Paul, and did not require additional work from the project manager.   

· Hastings staffed regular open office hours for the public at city hall twice per month to answer questions. This tactic was recommended in the document From Community Involvement to the Final Product [15].
· Hastings made good use of their project site on MnDOT webpage. It included the reasons why the project was needed, a FAQ page, documentation, maps, photos, webcam, and contact information.

· St Cloud was building a DDI—which would create a driving situation unfamiliar to most Minnesota drivers. The project manager showed a video on how to drive a DDI to the AARP drivers’ education groups. The video was also available to view on the project webpage and at public meetings.

· I-90 Dresbach Bridge website has a link in their webpage where people can subscribe and receive project updates via e-mail.

· For I-90 Dresbach Bridge, MnDOT organized four workshops for training in issues involved in visual quality and aesthetic part of the bridge design elements. They also presented four bridge alternatives and three roadway exchange alternatives, and allowed for 60 days period for the public to submit their comments in writing.
· Hastings created numerous advisory boards - Study Advisory Committee, Project Advisory Committee, and Visual Quality Team. The formation of advisory boards is one of the public engagement methods recommended in Suggested Design and Management Techniques for Enhancing Public Engagement in Transportation Policymaking [19]. 
· Engaging the public early on is recommended in many of the public involvement manuals that were reviewed. The Hastings Bridge project had early public engagement through their use of Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) [33].  

· St. Cloud worked hard (and succeeded) at fostering good media relations, which is also stressed in From Community Involvement to the Final Product [15].
· HEVII [32] provides suggestions for public participation and communication opportunities in every project phase, including maintenance and operations. This was also encouraged in From Community Involvement to the Final Product [15].

Structure
· Central Corridor Project proved that having outreach staff has several benefits. It ensures continuous flow of information throughout all phases of the project, increases community’s trust and relationship with the agency, and the experience obtained during the process can be used in other projects. 

· HEV should promote partnerships with local community organizations. The Eagles’ Nest Lake and the Central Corridor Project did this.  Central Corridor staff learned that organizing community meetings in cooperation with local community partners establishes a greater level of trust and credibility in the community. Local community organizations know their community that they serve, and can be an excellent partner to advise MnDOT on outreach activities throughout the public participation process.  
· In Duluth, they created different messages for different audiences.  For travelers, the message was, “We’re open!” and for locals it was, “Please use the local roads.”  From Community Involvement to the Final Product: Marketing Mega Projects and Public Trust [15] addresses the need for different messages for different audiences, and WisDOT’s In This Together program [11] shows how Wisconsin has addressed specifically the needs of their business community audience. 
Tools
· The St. Peter and the Hwy 169/I-494 projects used multiple methods for public involvement which aided in the success of the project. The St. Peter project also met frequently on a weekly/bi-weekly basis with the impacted businesses and property owners keeping them very informed about the project.

· In the Duluth Mega Project, all partners (local businesses, Chambers, etc) used the project logo consistently. This conforms to the recommendation in From Community Involvement to the Final Product [15], that all projects should be well-branded. 
· The Duluth Mega Project and the St. Cloud DDI project both provided tools to support area businesses. Duluth considered businesses partners, ensuring that they were updated regularly and had ample opportunities for input. St. Cloud created informational brochures and displays that were offered to businesses free of charge in order to keep their customers in the know about the project.  This is similar to the tools provided in in WisDOT’s manual [11].
Things Mn/DOT Might Do Better:
Structure:
· While HEV gives guidance on how to develop a public involvement plan (a practice encouraged in many of the other manuals as well), a plan is not always developed and does not appear to be required.
· There is significant confusion in the use of terms, both by MnDOT and by other transportation departments.  There is a difference between “informing” and “participation.”  Holding stakeholder meetings is not necessarily the same as engaging the general public, nor are public hearings a substitute for either of these.  

· A number of the manuals have guidelines for or encourage reviewing, revising, or evaluating the public participation process, which is not present in HEVII.
· HEVII [32] provides many “opportunities” for public involvement in MnDOT projects.  But, and this is a subset of the preceding issue, there is little assessment of who is taking these opportunities and why others don’t take advantage of them.
· Table of Communication Methods: CalTrans [5] provides a chart in their handbook which lists different communication methods, tabulated by the method’s purpose, whose responsibility it is to carry out the method, the frequency of using the method, and the intended audience for each method. Seattle’s guide for Community Notification for City Construction Projects [4] also has a chart for public involvement strategies. Their chart lists three different project types and which public involvement strategies could be used for each project type. The strategies increase in complexity as the project duration and levels of impact increase. 

· FDOT’s assessment research [13, 14] recommends establishing a shared platform of communication and knowledge sharing between transportation agencies and local government. Agencies could utilize and share resources among themselves when organizing public engagement activities. 
· FDOT performance measure research [14] recommends developing a standardized mechanism that would assess their public participation activities. FDOT has developed a set of goals and objectives so they can draft performance indicators to monitor and assess the work being done towards achieving the objectives, and recommend further improvements. The King County manual [4] recommends conducting an evaluation of outreach activities after construction is completed. The evaluation is done through a survey that asks the community how much they were satisfied with outreach activities. It also recommends that all public participation documents for a project should be attached into a binder so they can be used as a reference for future projects.
Tools
· VDOT [7] requires that each project creates an introductory video that spells out what to expect. The video is shown at the beginning of each public meeting, and provides a base line of information to the public. 
· Many organizations (for example, CalTrans [5] and SDDOT [8]) provide templates for various documents in their manuals for staff to use. This would save staff time, and also provide a level of consistency in documentation.
· CalTrans [5] has a section on conflict management stating whose responsibility it is to carry out the conflict management plan and what their duties are in doing so. A chart is included in the section illustrating the process of creating and implementing a conflict management plan from beginning to end. A sample of a plan is also included, as well as a more thorough sample in the appendices. 
Communications/Media
· The second HEV document [32] lacks a table of contents. Having a table of contents would better organize HEV and make it easier to find a specific section. The CalTrans Project Communication Handbook [5] has a well-organized handbook including a table of contents divided into three simple sections: overview, processes, and tools and methods. At the beginning of each section there is a summary of what is included within the section.  
· MnDOT’s Hear Every Voice program has some excellent materials available to businesses in Appendix F, but it is only available as a difficult-to-find full document download (PDF). In Wisconsin, the DOT made their business solution materials into a web-based program called In This Together [11].  Separate web pages for different topics make it easier to find what you need. It is also easy to find and download samples and checklists. Plus, the real-world examples throughout their pages may be encouraging for business owners.

· The King County manual [4] recommends conducting a “pre-construction survey” in order to identify and try to mitigate construction impacts. The survey is really a “demographic scan,”  similar to what was done in the Central Corridor project, and  gives a clear overview of site-specific issues that the community or business will face during construction phase, e.g. access to the building etc.   Social Impact Assessment [24] is a similar process, except that it begins at the very beginning of a project and entails identifying, analyzing, and evaluating potential social impacts in advance of the decision-making process so the information derived from the SIA can actually influence decisions. A SIA can derive project alternatives and increase knowledge of the project for the project team and community.

Recommendations

· The Hear Every Voice manual should provide a standardized format for public participation to be applied throughout all projects and plans. This approach would require project managers to follow the standardized structure, but it would also allow room for flexibility to tailor the process to each individual project, as needed.  This structure should distinguish between projects based on discriminating criteria—perhaps level of environmental review that will be required, by stage in  the process (planning, design, construction, maintenance)—and should specify the range of tools and approaches appropriate for each category.  The format should specify minimum involvement requirements (differing for different types of projects), but also encourage additional involvement wherever possible.
· Project managers need to be consulted when developing the standardized public participation format. Based on their experience they know which tools and techniques should work for every project (one size fits all), and which should be tailored to individual projects. 
· Develop a set of performance indicators for public engagement, and design a survey or other tools to measure performance on those indicators.  

· A catalogue of public participation opportunities during each phases of the transportation decision making process (planning, design, construction and maintenance) should be prominently posted on the HEV website. This catalogue should be designed for the public to provide them with an overview of the range of public participation opportunities and the purpose of each opportunity (Informing?  Generating alternatives? Stating preferences among alternatives? Etc.) .  The catalogue should include a preface which explains the public engagement process to the public—public outreach does not necessarily entail public input.  At certain points in the process, outreach shifts from seeking input to providing information (always, of course, with an ear to individual issues and efforts to buffer unavoidable negative impacts).
· MnDOT should consider a professional outreach staff (different from a public relations coordinator) within each MnDOT district office.  These people would conduct outreach activities for smaller projects and help project managers deal successfully with the public participation process. The project manager would still be in charge of the process, but through a right arm conducting and tailoring outreach activities to the local context.  The outreach staff would be particularly charged with maintaining a demographic survey of each community in the district—maintaining an inventory of the people and institutions in the district and analyzing the dynamic processes of the communities in the district. Demographic analysis will help the project manager to determine the most effective techniques to engage the community, whether it is through social media, websites, e-mails, formal public meetings or informal ones.  Depending on the composition of the district, outreach staff might be expected to have some second-language capability, and to know where and  how to access services in the district for language groups in which they are not competent.
· HEV should introduce a standardized process of handing off information (community concerns, issues) from phase to phase and among partners in the process. This can be easily achieved if there is an outreach staff on board.  
· MnDOT should initiate a recurring forum (whether face-to-face or written or virtual) where project managers, outreach staff and public affairs coordinators can share what they learned from each project’s public engagement process—what they tried that was new or different (at least, new or different to them), what worked and what didn’t, what seem to be emerging trends in the public, etc.  Perhaps this could be a “brown bag” discussion series, or an online forum (perhaps called “Tales from the Trenches”).
· The HEV website should be redesigned.  HEVII is difficult to find on the MnDOT website. In addition, it contains a lot of tools but no directions on what order to use them in. Given the workload of the project managers, a redesign of the HEV pages could make the HEV process more clear and easy to use.
· HEV should be updated to include social media techniques and tools.  Social media are not yet universally enjoyed—some groups notoriously avoid them—and the term encompasses a wide range of tools of which almost no one uses them all.  Still, SurveyMonkey (and its kin), Facebook, Twitter, blogs and websites can be useful tools for engaging certain segments of the community (and for some segments, they may be the preferred means of communicating).
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Appendix A

Focus Group Questions


MNDOT Questions
1. How do you feel about the effectiveness of the HEV initiative?
· How do you feel about the amount of time it takes to HEV? 
· Are there any obstacles/ missing pieces that could help you HEV?
· Are there steps to HEV that are essential to every project? 
· Are there HEV steps that are unnecessary? 
2. How does MnDOT make sure the public understands the timelines for when their input/ involvement is needed/requested? 
· How do you feel about the amount of public input in HEV?
· How do you use the input you receive from the public? 
3. How does MnDOT identify/contact the traditional stakeholders? How does MnDOT identify/contact the non-traditional stakeholders?  
· Do you feel this is the best way to identify stakeholders?
4. On the Spectrum of Public Participation, found on the HEV website, how does a project manager decide the desired level of public involvement on a project?
· Inform – provide the public with objective info to help understand problems, alternatives, opportunities, and solutions
· Consult – obtain public feedback on analysis/ decisions
· Involve – work directly with the public throughout the process
· Collaborate – partner with the public in each aspect of the decision making process
· Empower – final decision-making in the hands of the public
· How does MnDOT communicate this decision to the public?
5. In evaluating the effectiveness of the plan, how do you follow- through with stakeholders to demonstrate with stakeholders that their input was considered? 
· Do you feel this is the best way follow-up with stakeholders?
6. How could technology be better used to improve the HEV process?
7. Does anyone have any other relevant ideas or information to add to the discussion that has not been addressed?  
Public Questions
1. How did you become involved with a MnDOT public hearing in the past? 
· Do you intend to participate in a public hearing in the future if a similar project arises?
2. How much do you know about the MnDOT website?
· How much do you know about the MnDOT “Hear Every Voice” manual? 
3. Did you feel you had adequate information regarding the project before attending the hearing? 
· Did you feel you had adequate information regarding the project after attending the meeting? 
· How could MnDOT change how you receive information to better inform you on future projects?
4. Do you feel your opinions/concerns regarding specific projects are heard/listened to by MnDOT?  (cover this more in-depth if the previous question does not get at the answer)
· Yes - My opinions are heard
· What did MnDOT do, that made you get involved?
· No - My concerns are no met
· If you were involved in the process, but did not feel your concerns were heard, what would help you voice your opinions/concerns to MnDOT?
· No – I don’t know how to get involved
· How can MnDOT involve, you, as the public, more in project planning?
5. How did you find out about the decision or plan that was adopted?
· Do you feel this is the best way follow-up? Is there an alternative method of follow-up that you would prefer?
6. How could technology be better used to improve the Hear Every Voice process?
7. Does anyone have any other relevant ideas or information to add to the discussion that has not been addressed? 
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