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introduction
This study of citizen participation in

Oregon's coastal zone planning covers events
between 1571 and March 1975. Coastal zone
planning was initiated in 1971 by legislation
establishing the Oregon Coastal Conservation
and Development Commission (OCCEDC). The
work of the commission is discussed in the
study.

In accordance with the provisions of the
1971 legislation the OCC&DC concluded its
work early in 1975 and went out of existence.
In the meantime, the Oregon Legislature <re-
ated the Land Conservation and Development
Commission (LCDC) with statewide planning
responsibilities, ineluding the authority to
establish binding state standards. OCC&DC
planning recommendations were given to the
legislature and LCDC for further action.

The legislature took no action. LCDC
scheduled hearings in four coastal cities at
which the policies recommended by OCCGDC were
evaluated by citizens, officials and interest
group representatives. LCDC then established
technical advisory committees to study OCC&DC's
policies and to make recommendations regarding
them,

In February 1976 the commission published
revised policies (termed goals) for public
review, The goals were widely distributed
to the public, government agencies, industry
and libraries., In March the staff of the
comeission held 20 public hearings on the
coast and elsewhere in the state. An esti-
mated 1,400 persons attended, and 295 gave
testimeny. After further revisions a new
draft of the goals was published in June 1976,
A response sheet was distributed with the
draft to provide an easy method for citizems
to comment on the proposed standards.,

During September and Octoher 1976, LCBC
staff conducted more than 100 meetings in
coastal communities., At these meectings citi-
“ens could discuss the proposed goals and ask
questions. Finally, in November and December
LCDC conducted 12 additional public hearings.

The study presented in this report is de-
signed to analyze and evaluate the citizen
involvement program undertaken by OCCEDC.



Subsequent citizen participation in the plan-
ning activities of LCDC is outside the scope
of the study, so it is not analyzed or eval-
uated hete.

D. Jay Doubleday
Member
Citizen Involvement Advisory Committee

To receive copies of the three gquestionnaires
cited in the text, write to:

Department of Political Science
Oregon State University
Corvallis, Oregon 97331

Please cite author, title, and publication
number of this report.



Oregon’s Coastal Planning
Commission seeks citizen
participation
Although citizen participation in public
administration has been widely advocated and
numerous participation programs have been im-
plemented, the effectiveness of such programs
is often a matter of controversy. Analysts
disagree about the criteria by which citizen
participation should be judged, as well as
about the methods that achieve the gquantity
and quality of participation desired. The
fundamental justification for citizen partic-
ipation is also in dispute. The present study
is an empirical investigation of citizen
participation in planning for coastal zone
management carried out by the Oregon Coastal
Conservation and Development Commission (OCC
§0C) from 1973 to 1975, It aims to provide
findings and recommendations that will offer
guidance to decision makers who desire to
implement citizen participation programs.
Specifically, the study objectives are:

(1} To compare demographic characteristics,
attitudes and perceptions of citizens who
participated in the planning process with a
representative sample of citizens who did
not participate.

(2) To describe how the QOCC&DC commis-
sioners and staff secured citizen participa-
tion and to analyze the effects of these
methods upon the quality and representative-
ness of participation,

The present chapter reviews the legal base
and planning process of the 0CCEDC and de-
scribes the workshop program developed to
secure citizen participation in the formula-
tion of a plan for the coast.

CREATION OF OCC&DC

OCCEDC was established by the state legis-
lature in 1971 for the purpose of preparing
a management plan for the Oregon coastal
zone.l  The act found that: (1) there was
a need to protect the coastal zone '"through
the development and maintenance of a balance
between conservation and developmental in-
terests with respect to" the natural resources
of the state; (2) there were conflicts among
various interests in the coastal zone: in-
dustrial, commercial and residential develop-
ment, recreation, power resources, transpor-



tation and other navigation, waste disposal
and fish and other marine resources; and (3}
a commission was necded to prepare a "Com-
prehensive plan for the conservation and
development of the natural resources of the
coastal zaone that will provide the necessary
halance between conflicting public and pri-
vate interests in the coastal zone."

The act created a 30-member commission with
the duty of submitting by Jan. 17, 1975, a
"proposed comprehensive plan for the preser-
vation and development of natural resources
of the coastal zone."? The plan was to
nreflect a balancing of the conservation of
the coastal zone and the orderly develepment
of the natural resources of the coastal
zone.,"% The act required that the plan
"establish a system of preferences" for
selecting between conflicting uses, the pref-
erences to be consistent with the contrel of
pollution and prevention of irreversible
damage to the ecological and environmental
qualities of the coastal zone.

The act defined the coastal zone as the
area lying between Washington and California,
bounded on the west by the extent of the
state's territorial jurisdiction and on the
east by the crest of the coastal mountain
range, with the exception of the Umpqua,
Rogue and Columbia river basins, where the
boundary was set at designated points.5

The zone was divided into four districts,
gach consisting of two counties, except
District 2 consisting of Lincoln County
only, From each district a total of six
officials were to be mamed to the OCCEDC:

2 elective county commissioners, 2 elective
city officials and 2 elective port district
officials. OCCGDC commissioners were to be
named by councils of governments except that
the Lane County Board of Commissioners would
select three of the members for District 3.0
In addition to the 24 members who were local
elected officials locally designated, the

act provided for six members appeinted by

the governor from the state at large. Four
of these members were associated with the
four districts to form a distinct "coordinat-
ing committee' of scven members. Although
the coordinating committees held meetings
during the first two years of the commission's
life, they did not play a major role in the
work of the commission.

FUNDING AND PERSONNEL

For the first three years of its opera-
tion the commission was hampered by inade-
quate funding. During the 1971-73 biennium
it spent only $130,000, and nearly another
year passed before it received a major in-

fusion of federal funds under the Coastal

Zone Management Act of 1972. The $250,000
permitied the commission to begin Tesource
inventories that would have been initiated
earlier if funds had been available. Altogether
the commission spent an estimated $600,000

in the 1973-75 biennium.®

The commission gradually acquired a staff
over a pericd of more than two years. It
did not hire its first full-time staff member,
the executive director, until June 1572,
about one yvear after the commission was created.
A chief planner and an information specialist
foliowed in November 1972, and three full-
time professional planners were added in the
summer and autumn of 1973. Finally, in April
1974, an economist joined the staff together
with two interns provided through the Western
Interstate Commission on Higher Education.

THE POLICY DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The commission experienced difficulty in
establishing directicns and processes, not
least of all because of its severely limited
funds. TIn 1971 it contracted with a consult-
ing consortium which, as a result of a dis-
agreement among the consultants, developed
two distinct programs, neither acceptable
to the commission., An overall program design
was developed by the commission and its staff
in 1972, and a work program was outlined in
the 1973 interim report to the legislature.

The work program called for the development
of "policies and standards against which pro-
posed uses of natural regources in the coastal
zone can be evaluated."1l The commission
defined a policy as '"a definite course or
method of action selected from among alter-
natives to guide and determine present and
future decisions adopted by some authority."
Standards were Many definite rule, principle
or measure established by authority."1l The
commission scon dropped the concept of "stan-
dard," directing its attention to the formu-
lation of “policies.”

The work program Tecognized the need for
economic studies that would 'identify economic
potentials and conflicts,” treat economic
factors in relationship to '"fragile areas
of the coastal economy" and provide local
decision makers with a detailed data base
and a ‘methodology for evaluating balances
between conservation and development."

The commission contracted early in 1974 with
an economic study team to make the needed
studies, but the report was not completed
until November 1974, when the commission

was under great pressure to complete its
work and submit a report te the legislative
session that would open in January 1875.



The tardiness in contracting for economic
studies was due in part to incorrect expec-
tations about the usefulness of a study com-
pleted by the Pacific Northwest River Basins
Commission in mid-1973.14

The commission employed a staff economist
in April 1974, after the head of the economic
study team recommended the appointment of a
person to serve a liaison function with the
team and to help the staff and commissiocn
assess economic consequences of proposed
policies and interpret inventories for eco-
nomic content. Despite these efforts it was
rot possible with the staff and time avail-
able to analyze economic issues in the depth
the commission desired. One commissioner
resigned because he believed policies would
be fundamentally faulted by lack of adequate
¢cconomic analysis. Ultimately, the commis-
sion was to recommend to the legislature
that none of its policies be implemented
until the economic consequences had been
evaluated by the state government in coopera-
tion with local government.

A salient feature of the commission's
work program as announced in 1873 was the
"public involvement program.” The commission
planned to encourage a '‘wide variety of
public and private interests to participate
in reviewing, responding and selecting alter-
native management policies and standards for
coastal resources,’” It intended "to carry
out its tasks by planning with people, rather
than planning for people,'" because "'commit-

ment, and hence implementation of a planning v

program, will only occur if those affected
by the plan have been involved in its devel-
opment,” The commission would bring together
"individuals and groups of varying interests,
both public and private, coastal and inland"
to develop and recommend alternative manage-
ment policies and standards to OCCGDC. The
participants would include local elected
officials, commissions and staff; environ-
mental, commercial and industrial interests;
"yarious fpublics' (groups, organizations,
etc., as well as general citizenry);' coun-
cils of government; statc natural resource
agencies; federal natural resource agencies;
other local, state and federal agencies hav-
ing a responsibility in the coastal zone;
and OCC&DC's staff, coordinating committee
and advisory committees. These individuals
and groups would review proposals and re-
visions would be made., The process would be
repeated until a consensus was reached on
policies and standards. Information pro-
grams would be developed to aid these proc-
esses-~slide programs, newsletters, video
tapes and news releases,l6

Two major elements in the OCCEDC policy

development process emerged from this commit-
ment to a public involvement program: (1)
public workshops; and (2) resource specialist
teams. The public workshops, held in each
coastal county, brought together local citi-
zens to discuss concerns and issues related
to the natural resources of the coast. The
workshops werc an early major effort by the
commission and ideas emerging from them were
to play a role in the remainder of the com-
mission's activities. The impertance of that
role is asscssed differently by informed ob-
servers, as will be detailed subsequently.
Before describing the workshops, it will be
convenient to complete this summary on the
OCCHDC planning process.

After the workshops had been completed,
the OCCEDC staff compiled a 43-page "Synopsis
of Public Workshops and Main Concerns of
Valley Workshops' that included hundreds of
ideas about resource management in the coastal
zone, The staff attempted to preserve faith-
fully the concerns and recommendations ex-
pressed at workshops while organizing them
in the resource categories established as
OCCGDC's framework: Estuaries and wetlands,
shorelands, uplands, continental shelf,
historical and archeological resources and
so forth. The original 18 categories were
combined and restructured in an evolving
process from which 12 categories finally
emerged after two rounds of commission review
of propesed policies.

The commission appointed resource specialist
teams to advise on appropriate policies for
each resource category it used, For the
resource specialist teams the OCC&EDC chose
persons to represent diverse interests and
to provide expertise. Members were named
from local, state and federal government
agencies, universities, business and industry
and other organizations., Nine resource
specialist teams werc established; some
individuals served on two or more teams and
most teams included an OCCEDC commissioner,
Teams ranged in size from six members respon-
sible for historical and archeological re-
sources to 19 members concerned with the
continental shelf.17?

Table 1.1 shows the organizational affil-
iations of the 86 individuals serving on
specialist tcams, Twenty-one of the resource
specialists served on two or more of the
teams,

Each resource specialist team met in
several daylong sessions to develop policy
statements for the resource category placed
in its charge.



Affiliations of OCCADC Specialist Team
HMembers

Federal Agencies 21
State Agencies 19
Universities ib
Business Firms 9
QCC&DC Commissioners 6
Local Government b
Business Associations 3
Miscellaneous )
86
Source: Progress Report, January 1975,

Appendix (.
Table 1.1

with the aid of the workshop results, Te-
ferred to as "public input," and the recom-
mendations of the resource specialist teams
the commission was ready to begin the effort
to adopt policies. Tt planned to develop
a first draft of proposed policies. This
draft contained preliminary pelicies, later
known as Phase I policies. The Fhase I
policies were disseminated to government
agencies, citizens and private organizations
for comment and criticism to be considered
in developing Phase II policies,

Tn the early stages of Phase 1 review,
the commission formed smaller groups for
discussion; each group included commission
members, resource specialists and members of
the [nvironmental, Conservation and Economic
Concerns Advisory Committee (ECECAC). The
commission soon abandoned this procedure and
the full membership reviewed drafts as a
singlg group. The commission encouraged re-
source team members and resource agency staff
to present suggestions from the audience and,
at times, commissioners dirccted questions
to thesc experts, The advisory committee
made specific recommendations on some drafts,
but generally played a limited role. In-
terest group organizatiems as such played
almost no part in the Phase I reviews. Few
unaffiliated citizens attended; almost none
commented during conmission meetings.

Some of the more controversial issues
wore left unresolved pending further infor-

1¢

mation.

After Phase I policies had been reviewed
and modified by the commission, they were
mailed to all who had taken part in the work-
shops, to resource agencies, to local govern-
ments and to anyone who had expressed an
interest in OCC&DC activities; a total of
about 1,800 recipients. More than 100 pages
of material was transmitted during the first
six months of 1974, Few citizens responded
to the invitation of the OCC&DC chairman to
comment, By contrast, government agencies
replicd, in a number of cases suggesting
changes.

Phase II policies began to be considered
by the OCCEDC inm October 1975 and were com-
pleted March 22, 1975, Preparing for Phase
1L, commission staff re-examined the policies
adopted in Phase I in the light of existing
legislation and inventories of natural re-
sources that were becoming available, The
inventories were designed to determine the
characteristics, extent and value of the 18
categories of matural resources with which
the commission was concerncd.. Although some
inventories were underway when the commission
made its interim report in 1973, and the
first inventory to be completed (on coastal
wetlands)] became available that year, limited
funding prevented timely initiation of the
inventories. In March 1974 Oregon rcceived
$250,000 in federal coastal zonc management
funds, which allowed remaining inventories
to be undertaken, Eleven of the 12 were not
completed until the last four months of
1974,18

In addition to evaluating pelicies in terms
of inventory information and the comments
of agencies and organizations, the staff
combined policies having similar intent and
Jeleted policies that did not conform to
commission goals and objectives. As a result,
the total number of policies was reduced
from approximately 360 approved Phase I golu
icies to 95, to be reviewed in Phase IT.20

In January 1975, the commission mailed a
second set of drafts to the 1,800 recipients
of the Phase I policies. Each recipient
received 180 pages of material, including
proposed policies, "necessary" and "recom-
mended" actions to carry out the policies,
supperting information, bibliographical
references and a 10-page glessary. A cover
letter from the commission chairman requested
treactions" as soon as possible. The com-
mission also published the text of policies
{but not necessary and recommended actions
or supporting information) ir a full-page
advertisement in widely-rcad newspapers.
Readers were encouraged to write or telcphone



for more information and to "comment on the
policies," of the commission., Three commis-
sion-prepared TV public service announcement s
invited viewers to write or call for fuller
information, The stal{ sent out a number of
press releases, each featuring the commis-
sion's proposals for one of the resource
categories in the hope that the public would
be better informed and feedback would be
received. Despite these efforts to obtain
public input, therc were few responscs ex-
cept from governmental agencies. A final
opportunity for public input was provided at
the commission's meetings of March 14 and
21, at which policies were finally approved.

During and after the review of Phase II
policies, staff members spent considerable
effort in interpreting the policies to the
key natural resource agencies, with a view
to obtaining their support for them, The
staff hoped to ensure that lack of commit-
ment would not result in retreat at the last
minute from positions taken over a period of
many months on the basis of expert views,
public input, inventories and economic ana-

lysis,

In any event, the commission came under
heavy pressure from two sources in the final
menths, The Western CEnvironmental Trade
Association (WETA)} undertook systematic
review of policies, proposed action and urged
many changes, some of which were accepted.
WETA and the forest products industry attacked
the commission for unduly restricting timber
operations at the meeting of March 14, 1975,
and in subsequent oppertunities, Some pres-
sure came from the environmental side--the
Oregon Environmental Council made a presenta-
tion urging that policies be strengthened.

On the whole, the commission did not with-
draw from specific positions already taken,
many of which had been compromises in the
first place. [t did, however, state its
misgivings about the economic effects of its
recommendations, In its final meeting, it
recommended the legislature: (1) review and
approve all of the policies and proposed
activities before requiring compliance; and
(2) designate a body to estimate and evaluate
the "economic and other secial consequences"
of the policies before implementation,?l

The Workshope

In the spring of 1973 the program commit-
tee of OCCEDC decided to undertake a public
involvement program. The commission held
a workshop for commission members at Sali-
shan in June 1972, In March 1973, more than
100 persons attended a workshop to begin
developing resource managcment policies.

As a result of these experiences, a number

of the commissioners felt strongly that citi-
zen workshops would help the cocmmission ac-
complish its rasks. The commission believed ™™
workshops would educate citizens about the
problems of the ceast and the consequences

of resource decisions, and that they would
¢licit citizens' ideas concerning conserva-
tion and development,

The commission organized 20 workshops--16
on the coast and four in the Willamette Valley.
More than 1,000 persons attended. The work-
shops changed as the program was implemented
and cxperience was gained. Im all cases
except western Lane County (Florence), work-
shops were held in the evening. The early
workshops (in Clatsop, Tillamook, Lincoln
and Curry countics) included a series of
three sessions in cach county (two in Clatsop)
at intervals of one to four weeks, Where
time permitted, reports of one session were
mailed to participants before the next.

The second group of workshops (Coos, Doug-
las and western Lane counties) were limited
to two sessions per county (a single all-day
session in Florence for western Lane), except
in the Willamctte Valley, where a single ses-
sion was held in each of four locations
(Eugene, Corvallis, Salem and Portland}.

For most workshops county agents of the
Cooperative Cxtension Service made local
arrangements, including selection of a suit-
able place to hold the workshops, developing
lists of persons to be invited and publicizing
the workshops through the media. The ex-
ceptions were workshops in western Lane
County, in which Lane County Community College
helped with organizatien; Clatsop County,
where two OCCEDC commissioners took responsi-
bility for local arrangements; and Douglas
County. In those counties where it partic-
ipated, the Extension Service mailed the
results of the workshops to the participants.

The program at a workshop began. with a
color slide and tape presentation on the re-
sources of the coast and the need for planning
their conservation and develeopment, followed
by discussions in small groups. At first the
slide presentations showed specific local
resources and resource problems, but later a
general presentation for the ceast as a whole
was used. Small discussion groups were led
by someone designated by OCCEDC staff and a
reporter reccorded "important" statements
emerging from the discussion. Censensus in the
small group was not necessary to give a state-
ment "importance,' A statement might be
"important" even though only a single member
of a group agreed with it. Group leaders
and reporters received instructions in ad-
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vance from the OCCEDC staff, usually at a
dinner session prior to the first in a coun-
ty's series of workshops.

Workshop Mzterigle
4

The early workshops used a workbook pre-
pared with the assistance of Battelle Pacific
Northwest Laboratories. Participants were
invited to write their "ideas and thoughts"
regarding management policies for 18 natural
resource categeries:

Estuaries

Wetlands

Beaches and Dunes

Shorelands

Freshwater Lakes and Streams
tnique Scenic Features
Research latural Areas

Fish and Wildlife

Floodplain Management
Continental Shelf

Forests and Watershed Lands
Outdoor Recreation Areas
Industrial Lands

Residential Lands
Agricultural Lands
Historical and Archeological Areas
Esthetics

Geologic Hazards

Three workbooks, to be used at three succes-
sive sessions, werc employed, Each treated
from five to seven of the 18 resource cate-
gories in less than 10 pages. Fig. 1.1
jllustrates the format for the category
"Beaches and Dunes.'" For cach resource
category the values of the resource were
stated and participants were asked te respond
to “representative Tresource management ques-
tions," but not to limit themselves o the
values and questions listed. Inevitably,
participant responses tended to be structured
by the specific questions posed. {"What
provisions should be made to assure adequate
public access to lakes and streams? What
constraints shauld be placed on filling in
lakes? What policy is desirable regarding
log storage in water bodies?')

A different workbock was introduced in
November 1973, Value statements labeled
vimportance of the Resource” werc retained
for each category but no questions were
included. Rather, it was left to the dis-
cussion leaders to intreduce questions,
(Their instruction book included a few sam-
ples.) The change in format was designed
to encourage participants to cxXpress their
H"Thoughts, Concerns and Suggestions'' with
greater freecdom.

In the four workshops held in the Willa-

mette Valley there were no workbooks for
participants. Group discussion leaders were
given the responsibility for guiding discus-
sions.

The OCCGDC sorted the statements made by
workshop participants according to subject
matter, combined similar ideas, reworded
them as policies and presented the entire
compilation to the commission. In the follow-
ing stages resource specialist teams and
commissioners, with help from state and
federal ugencies and the public, accepted,
rejected, refined and added to the “public
input" that came from the worksheps. Through-
out all phases of the review process, statc-
ments having their origins in the workshop
input, wholly or in part, were so identified.

DATA BASE FOR STUDY

Our data derive in part from ohservations
of OCCEDC meetings and study of documents,
but principally from interviews with 30 pres-
ent and former commissioners, all of the
commission’s 8 professional staff members,

74 workshop participants and 240 citizens
{hereatter designated 'monparticipants™).

All interviews were completed during the
months of April, May and June 1975. A pro-
fessional survey organization interviewed
participants and nonparticipants using a
questionnaire constructed by the investigators.*
Commissioners and staff were interviewed by
the investigators or a research assistant
for the project.

Samples of participants and nenparticipants
were drawn from Coos, Lane, Lincoln and Tilla-
mook counties in such a way that there were
80 respondents from each ceunty, 20 partic-
ipants and 60 nonparticipants. The partic-
ipants were randomly selected from lists of
persons who attended workshops in the four
counties. A stratified random sample of
adults in urban localities was -used to select
nonparticipant respondents. All Lane County
nonparticipants were drawn from the Eugene-
Springfield metropolitan area in order to
include in our sample residents who would
correspond to the participants who took part
in the workshop held in Eugene.

Of the 80 participants, we were able to
interview all but six; changes in residence,
absence from the country, death and other
conditions precluded interviewing in six
cases,

*The Survey Research Center of Oregon State
University assisted in the development of
questionnaires and coding. It contracted
with the firm of Bardsley and Haslacher for
the intcrviews.



IMPORTANCE OF THE RESOURCE
The many functions provided by beaches and dunes include:
--provide habitat for terrestrial and marine species
--provide access to and along the ocean
--provide physical protection from the sea |
~-gffer unqiue open-space esthetic qualities

--support a wide variety of recreation activities

REPRESCNTATIVE RESOURCE MAHAGEMENT QUESTEIONS
--What recreational use policies are needed in regards to:

--public access

--use of off-road vehicles

--dispersion or concentration of recreatignal use and
facilities

--What restriction should be placed on building or other
developments?

--Hhat are appropriate policies regarding sand stabilization
and sand removal?

--Should tax incentives be used to encourage retention of open
space as opposed to development?

--Should property owners be compensated in those areas where
development is restricted by tand use requlations?

--What controls should he adopted to inhibit vandalism and
tittering?

--Who should be responsible for maintenance of the beaches and
enforcement of regulations?

--What policies or practices can be adopted to enhance important
wildlife indigenous to sand areas?

Fig. 1.1 Beaches and Dunes.
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We chose to interview participants and
nonparticipants in the four countics indi-
cated because: (1) the staff of the OCCEDC
judged the workshops held in those locations
to have been relatively successful; and (2)
because the countics differ among themselves
jn social, cconomic and physical character-
istics, This diversity was considered desir-
able as it permits a wide range of factors
that might affect participation to be re-
flected in our results.

We interviewed OCC&DC members and former
members who served during the period the
workshops were held {1973-1974) and were
therefore likely to have information about
the workshops.* In terms of office held
during the time of service, the interviewees
were distributed as follows:

County comrissioncrs
City officials

Port commissioners
Governor's appolintees

[ #]

cio -~ oW

The 24 elected officials were or had been
officeholders in coastal counties as follows:

Cliatsop
Curry
Coos
Douglas
Lane
Lincoln
Tillamook

[USTE N [ Y I S S I P

The governor's appointees resided, at the
time of the interview, in the following
counties:

Clatsop
Jackson
Lane
Lincoln
Maricn
Multnomah

—— b e

Table 1.2 presents demographic and eco-
nomic data for coastal zone counties. Data
are presented for western Douglas County,
since the coastal area of the county is a
small part of the total and countywide sta-
tistics would be unrepresentative.
ty is a similar case, but we present county-
wide datz because our samples of participants
and ponparticipants are mainly residents of
the Lugene-Springfield area, where most of
the county's population is concentrated,

*We were unable to nake arrangements to inter-
view onc commissioner who served during the
period indicated.
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Lane County

Lane is by far the most populous, Tilla-
mook is least populous except for western
Douglas. From 1970 to 1973 Lane grew more
rapidly than any county on the coast except
western Douglas., OCur study includes Tillamook
with the lowest rate of growth and Lincoln,
which grew more Tapidly than most coastal
counties. Data on age show most coastal
counties have higher numbers of older people
than does the state as a whole. Lincoln is
at the upper end of the range, Lane at the
lower end, with a younger population than
the state as a whole. Coos County resi-
dents have a lower median age than any other
county except Lane. Education shows little
variation, except that Lane County residents
have slightly more education than these of
the coastal counties,

Unemployment is higher on the coast than
for the state as a whole. Lane and Lincoln
counties were at the low end of the range,
while Tillamook County had the highest rate
and Coos County was above average. In terms
of income, the counties we studied included
the one with the highest median family income
(l.ane) and the lewest (Linceln]. Coos was
relatively high, Tillamook was towurd the
iower end of the range.

In terms of "basic" economic scctors, the
counties selected have considerable vari-
ability.* In all four countics, forest
products 1s the most impertant sector as
measured by employment, Agriculture is second
most important in Coos and Tillamook counties
but ranks fifth in Linceln County. Travel
is the second most important sector for Lin-
coln County. Government ranks third for all
three of these counties. Fourth place is
held by water transportation in Ccos and
Tillameok., Fishing and fish processing are
fourth in Linceln County.

In Lane County, forest products is by far
the leading basic economic sector. Govern-
ment, agriculture and food processing are
other leading sectors. Fishing and water
transportation are relatively unimportant in
Lane {ounty.

THE CONCEPT OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

In the present study the concept of citi-
zen participation embraces those activities

*The following paragraph is based upon QCCEDC,
Economic Survey and Analysis of the Oregon
Coastal Zone, prepared by Special Economic
Study Team, November 1874, Chap. B-I11. The
report classifies as '"basic sectors" agricul-
ture and food processing, fishing and fish
processing, forest products, federal and state
government, travel and water transportation.




Median

Population Age-- 65 Years
Population Change Hales and Older
1970 1970-73 1970 1970
Clatsop 28,473 1.5% 33.2 14.3%
Coos 56,515 2.8 28.7 9.1
Curry 13,006 1.5 32.6 10.7
Western Douglas 6,162 3.6 HA 8.4
Lane 215,410 6.8 26,2 8.3
Lincoin 25,755 4.8 37.3 16.1
Ti1lamook 18,034 0.9 32.3 13.3
Oregon 2,091,000 6.4 29.7 10.8
Hedian School
Years Completed
By Persons 25 Unemployment
Years 014d Seasonably Adjusted Median
Family
1870 April 1975 Income
Clatsop 12.1 12.1% 9,430
Coos 12.0 14.3 9,243
Curry 12.1 13.4 8,544
Western Douglas 12,18 NA 8,227
Lane 12.6 12.4 9,487
Lincoln 12.1 12.0 7,909
Tillamock 12.0 17.1 8,018
Oregon 12.3 10.% 9,489

aCity of Reedsport only

SOURCE: Oregon Coastal Conservation and Development Commission, Economic
Survey and Analysis of the Oregon Coastal Zone (1975}, U.S. Census

Bureau, County and City Data Book, 1972.

Table 1.2 Selected Economic and Demographic Data,
State of Oregon and QOregon Coast Counties.
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by private individuals designed to influence
the decisions of government.ZZ The specific
activity studied is the workshop, which was
the principal means by which OCCH{OC attempt-
ed to involve citizens in the planning pro-
cess. Certain characteristics of our con-
cept neced ta be explained and emphasized.

First, we distinguish citizens from offi-
cials, The OCCEDC was an unpaid commission,
composed of elected officials and a few gov-
ernor appointees who werc not required to be
elected officials, though one happened to be
a city council member. Thus, most members
of QCCEDC were officials elected to local
government posts as well as appointed to
the commission. We consider all of them to
be officials, not Mcitizens,” for purposes
of this analysis.

In fact, not all persons who took part in
the workshops were private citizens having
no official role. A number of them were
officials--~appointed or eleccted., We have
no direct evidence as to whether officiuals
perceived themselves to be present in their
official roles or as private citizens.

With rare exceptions, the Tesponses to our
interview questions did not indicate offi-
cials were attending because they saw it to
be an official duty, In any case, the sig-
nificant fact is that the workshops attracted
a mumber of officials, in part because of

+he recruitment methods used to obtain par=-
ticipants. Implications of this result and
the reasons for it will be discussed subse-’
quently.

Our concept of citizen does not extend 1o
the resource specialist teams. !ost riembers
were officials of state or federal agencies
or local government; all were appointed as
experts, rather than as private citizens
representing the public.

The OCCEDC appointed an Lnvironment, Con-
cervation and Economic Concerns Advisory
Committee. We have not analyzed the activ-
ities of this committee because the members
were appointed to represent organized g§roups
{and two state agencies) having interests
directly related to the conservation and
development of coastal natural resources.
Members of the committee werc nominated by
organized interests and appointed by the
chairman of OCCEDC. They were sSeen as ex-
perts and organization spokesmen rather than
as private citizens representing themselves
and the public in gencral. Though not neces-
sarily paid functionaries of the firms or
organizations with which they were associated,
the committee members were identified as rep-
resenting certain organizations or interesis
in the official listing of the committee pub-
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lished by 0CCHDCZ3  For these reasons, we cob-
sider the committee to fall within the tra-
ditienal pattern of representing organized
interest groups on advisory bodies.

The secend point to be clarified 1s that
we conceive participation to be directed to-
ward influencing the decisions of government,
and we question the justification for seeking
the participation of citizens unless their
invelvement is expected to have such an in-
fluence, At the same time, we rccognize
there are other functions of participation.
For example, Lawrence A. Scaff recently
distinguished participation as Minteraction"
from participation 4s vinstrumental action.,”
As interaction, participation is oricnted to
reciprocity, involves communication among
citizens as its typiecal action, aims to
achicve justice and has the functions of pro-
moting self-realization, political knowledge
and political 'virtues." By contrast, par-
ticipation as instrumental action is oriented
to competition, has the influencing of elites
as its characteristic action type, seeks
power and functions to protect rights, muXL-
mize interests and provide an ayra of legit-
imacy for the action of elites.2% Although
our approach to the study emphasized partic-
ipation as instrumental actien aiming to
influence cecrtain decisions, our questionnairc
included items which elicited some responses
that imply an interaction concept of partic-
jpation, as will become clear when we Teview
participants', commissioners’ and staff's
cvaluations of the workshops.

pffectiveness of Citiaen

Consistent with our cmphasis on citizen in-
fluence on governmental decision-making in
the conceptualization of citizen participation,
we cmphusize such influence 1n evaluating the
effectiveness of public workshops as a method
of obtaining citizen participation in coastal
zone planning. We also examine factors, such
as knowledge, that are bases of influence.

At the samc time, we look to commissioners,
staff and participants for cvaluations that
explicitly or implicitly establish other
criteria of effectiveness.

Fundamental in cvaluating a citizen partic-
ipation program is the criterion of represen-
tativeness. Our results show this view is
shared by participants and commissioners.,

We believe one cause of failure in citizen
involvement programs is that important groups
and interests are not effectively represented,
Lacking spokesmen, they are likely to be ig-
nored in policy-making processing. We reject
the view thut their interests can and will

be accurately reflected 1f others are desig-



nated or self-uppointed to serve as their
spokesmen,

In order to examine the question of rep-
resentativencss, we look first at the demo-
graphic characteristics of the workshop par-
ticipants, comparing them with the sample
of the public we designate as nonparticipants.
We argue it 1s a shortcoming of the workshops
that the participants de not, in fact, rep-
resent categories of people in proportion
to their numbers in the general population.
This application of the representativeness
criterion is not accepted by all analysts
and practiticners of citizen participation,
Some believe the important censideration is
not that categories of pcople participate in
proportion to their numbers in the population,
but rather that there be adequate opportimify
for everyone to participate. We think it
important, however, to assess not only the
opportunities provided, but also the charac-
teristics of the subset of citizens that
participate. In this way, policymukers can
have a quantified statement of the ways in
which the participants differ from the gen-
eral population and can, if they choose, take
steps to involve those who are not adequately
represented. Morecover, we believe organizers
of citizen participation programs should
evaluate recruitment techniques in terms of
this stuandard and seek to develop methods
that will achieve participation by an accurate
sample of the population., The evaluation
of a citizen involvement program should con-
sider the extent to which such methods have
been incerporated into the program.

We recognize fully the difficulty of se-
curing a representative cross-section of
the population in a citizen involvement pro-
gram. It is precisely because of this dif-
ficulty that we think this criterion should
be insisted on and those who design and im-
plement citizen participation programs should
seek an accurate sample,
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evaluation of workshops by
participants, commissioners
and stafi
We obtained assessments from workshop
participants and from OCCEDC staff and com-
missioners concerning the effects and values
of the workshops. We also asked broader
questions regarding citizen participation
that embraced not only workshops but also
other modes.

Our analysis reviews first the views of
the workshop participants and their numerous
suggestions for workshop improvement, sug-
gestions more detailed than those of the
commissioners, The views of the latter and
the staff are then analyzed. The question
of representativencss as perceived by par-
ticipants, commissioners and staff is the
subject of the following chapter. Xnowledge
and influcnce of workshep participants and
overall assessments by commissioners are
reviewed in Chap. 5.

We asked two questions designed to tap
general attitudes toward workshops organized
by OCCEDC. The first asked participants
whether they considered workshops to be a
"poor or a good way of hearing the views of
citizens.” Ninety-one per cent said that
they are a 'Mgood" way, only eight per cent
that they are a "poor" way. This favorable
attitude among almost all participants toward
the workshop device suggests most of the
participants had a satisfactory workshop
experience,

The second query, directed to participants
and nonparticipants who had heard of the
0CCEDC workshops, asked (Q45) whether they
would be likely to attend other OCCGDC work-
shops if held "in this area." Four-fifths
of the workshop attendants thought it likely
they would attend another workshap if offered,
as compared with two-fifths of the nonpartic-
ipants. Despite these favorable attitudes
toward workshops, numerous specific dissat-
isfactions were expressed by workshop partic-
ipants in response to other evaluative ques-
tions, When asked whether they were satis-
fied or dissatisfied with the workshop
attended, 49 per cent of the participants
said they were satisfied, 26 per cent dis-
satisfied and 23 per cent mixed.

Table 2.1 shows that, in discussing their

19



satisfaction and dissatisfaction with work-
shops, participants alluded to several
dimensions--a dimension that was a source of
satisfaction for some was a source of dis-
satisfaction for others. Respondents men-
tioned most frequently as a source of satis-
faction the use o) Jdigoussion; about a fourth
of those who referred to this dimension were
dicsatisfied with the discussions. Those
satisfied thought they had a good exchange

of ideas and had usefully considered problems
and solutions. Dissatisfied persons described
the discussions as vague., They said there
had been no real discussion, too much argu-
ing and little interest in the subjects
Jdiscussed in one session.

ltepresentativeness of participants was
the most frequently menticned source of dis-
satisfaction; only two participants mentioned
it as a source of satisfaction, Respondents
criticized the workshops for having too many

Resulis of the workshop were the focus of
almest equal numbers of favorable (12) and
unfaverable {15} observations. The former
included remarks on the "worthwhile" accom-
plishments of the workshops, the chance to
help make important decisions, the fact that
workshop input had been used by OCC&DC staff,
the quality of follow-up materials and the
opportunity afforded te participants to reach
a common understanding, Other participants,
however, had negative comments about a lack
of accomplishment of the workshops. Some
£clt no answers were found, the workshops
wore used to sell OCCEDC, the workshop lcaders
did not pay attention te the participants'
input or the OCCEDC commissioners already
had their minds made up before the workshop.

Other aspects of the workshops--organiza-
tion and advance planning, participant cenduct,
lcader conduct and workshop results--were
mentioned about as often as sources of satis-

"How or in what way or ways were you

(satisfied) {dissatisfied) with the workshop?”

Workshop Dimension

Organization and planning
Participant conduct
Leader conduct

Use of discussion

Results of workshop

Representativeness of
participants

Gthers

Number of workshop participants who
mentioned
As Source of As Source of
Satisfaction Dissatisfaction |
12 16% 12 16%
7 10 7 10
3 4 6 8
28 38 8 11
12 16 15 20
2 3 17 23
b 7 9 12

Table 2.1 Workshop Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction Evaluation

noutsiders,"* too many representatives of
interest groups or they thought the partic-
ipants were not representative of the whole
community.

*The participant rosters reveal that the Til-
lamook workshop was the one which had the
largest number of persons not living in the
county. Of 73 persons participating in the
workshop, nine (12 per cent) listed addresses
in Portland, Eugene-Springfield er Corvallis.
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faction as they were as reasons for dissatis-
faction. With respect to organisuation and
planning, critics believed the purpose of
the meetings was not clear, problem areas
were not well enough defined or the format
was poor. Others praised the organization
and management of the workshop.

A number mentioned favorably the use of small
discussion groups.

Comments on participant conduct ebjected
to domination by those who sharad a viewpoint
or by one or two people, to intimidation by
an interest group (off-road vehicle clubs),



"In what other ways, if any do you think
the workshop could be improved?"

Area of Improvenent

Need to invoive more people or get
better cross section

Ways to stimulate interest
Improve organization
Workshop cantent

Workshop preparation

Hold workshops in local cormunities,
have more of them

Better use of views expressed and
expanding follow-up

Humber of Respondents who
Mentioned Improvement (N=74)

18 26%
11 15
12 16
29 39
9 12
N 16
7 10

Table 2.2 Horkshop Improvement Suggestions

ldentification of the main purpose of
public involvement program of OCC&DC

Find out public's attitudes and
desiresy presentation, plan
should reflect the needs of
people

Public education, activating
the public for local plan-
ning, public involvement

Discover the acceptability of
OCC&DC policies

Relate program to local areas,
improve the plan

Give public a feeling of
participation

Spontaneous negative comment:
apathy of public, pressure
group predominance, input
weighted toward conservation,
not a good sample of the public

Per cent of Respondents who Mentioned
Purpose

Conmissioners Staff
(N=30) (N=8)
20 67% 8 100%
7 23 Z 25
2 7 1 13
3 10 4 50
3 10 - -
10 33

Table 2.3 Main purpose of public involvement program of 0CCaDC
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to lack of "common sense" and informed con-
tributions or to specific policies espoused
by other participants. An equal number
thought the workshops benefited from good
ideas, effective reclations among participants
and a sharing of meeting control rather than
domination by one or two.

Leadership conduct was mentioned as often
as participant conduct as a source of dissat-
isfaction. Participants accused discussion
leaders of not seeming intcrested, not giv-
ing sufficient instructiens and support,
having minds already made up, trying to tell
the participants what they should do, being
under the centrol of the OCCEDC and giving
the impression that 'we locals do not know
anything." These criticisms imply the lead-
ers were at the same time too pussive and
too active; these judgments need not be in-
consistent if applied to different workshops.
Only four per cent of the participants cited
leader conduct as & reason for satisfaction.

The participants made other miscellaneous
comments, more favorable than unfavorable.
Some of these were general in charscter--that

“the workshop had been a "good experience!
or worthwhile; that it had provided good
information or "food for thought;' others
were more specific--that attendance was
inadequate, preparation of participants
insufficient or the discussion period too
short for indepth treatment of issues.

To obtain further cvaluative responses
we asked the participants the question, "In
what way or ways, if any, do you think that
the workshops could be improved?" Respon-
dents offered nearly 100 more or less spe-
cific suggestions. Twenty-six per cent of
the respondents urged that more people be
involved in the worksheps, or that u more
accurate cross section of citizens attend
(Table 2.2), They made a numbetr of propos-
als to obtain greater participation or a
more representative groubp of participants--
more publicity, more workshops, workshops
conveniently located for local participation,
equal representation of environmentalists
and economic developers, more participation
by nonprofessionals er those mot represent-
ing intecrest groups, attracting participa-
tion by featuring persons known across the
state for their expertise, The idea of
"1ocal" workshops was mentioned by several
of the respondents as & desired improvement.
For them, holding workshops at one location
in a county provided insufficient opportunity
for people to participate.

Purticipants expressed a number of ideas

regarding the preparation, organization
and conduct of the workshops. Some urged
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leaders be trained to conduct the discussions
and participants be given better advance infor-
mation about the scope of the material to be
discussed in order to prepare themselves. A
few respondents wanted greater structure in
the workshop process--study guides, questions
or outlines, more direction of the discus-
sions by leaders, '"better contrel,” a conven-
tional hearing or town hall format, '"teaching
sessions rather tham "gripe sessions." A
number thought morc time was needed to cover
the questions broached or that fewer issues
should be discussed.

In summary, participants suggested these
improvements:

{1) More people should have the oppor-
tunity to take part in the workshops.

(2} A more accurate cross section of
the population should be involved.

{3) Workshops should be held in a greater
nunber of local communities in ecach county.

(4} There should be better preparation
of leadcrs and participants.

(5) Discussions should be better organ-
ized, und in particular more time should be
allowed.

{67 Views of participants should he in-
corporated 1o a greater degree into OCCHDO
policies.

{7) Participants should have more teed-
back on the results of the workshops.

None of these suggestions was mentioned by
more than a fourth of the participants, and
most were articulated by less tham a fifth.
The broadest support was given to the idea
that workshops should be more widespread and
more representative, Although participants
identified many possible improvements, there
was no single idea that was salient for even
a majority of the respondents,

Evaluation of Workshops by Commissioners
and Staffl

When asked to identify the "main purposcs”
of the public involvement program, the OCC&DC
commissioners and staff identificd several.
As might be expected, the most frequently
mentioned purpose was to find out the attitudes,
desires and needs of the people concerning
coastal problems (Table 2,3). About one-
fourth of the commissioners and staff saw
public involvement as a way of educating the
public and stimulating its participation in
planning. Several staff members and a few
commissioners considered the participation
of citizens would improve the plan, in par-
ticular by relating the overall plan to local



areas, Three commissioners saw the public
invelvement program as i means to discover
how acceptable the OCCHLC policies would be
in local areas and two said it was a way of
giving the public a feeling of participation.

In cvaluating the workshops, the commis-
sioners and staff of the OCCHDL thought a
main purpese of the public involvement pro-
gram--getting information about citizen ate
titudes, desires and needs--had heen well
served by the workshops. Sixty-three per
cent of commissioners considered the work-
shops had been "very important’ or ''quite
important’ "as a source of information about
citizen attitudes' (Table 2.4}. Seventy per
cent of the commissioners gave the workshops
similar ratings as a source of information
about coastal problems, A majority of com-
missioners assigned high marks to the work-
shops as "a source of original ideas for
policies" and as a way of getting the public
interested in the work of the commission.

The OCCEDC staff were more favorable in their
ratings than the commissioners. A majority of
staff disagreed with a majority of commis-
sicners on the importance of workshops as a
source of information about what citizens

will or will not accept. Only 33 per cent

of the commissioners judged them to be '"very
important' or 'quite important' for this pur-
pose; 75 per cent of the staff held that view.

After commissioners had answered the for-
going questions about the values of the work-
shops for the work of the commission, we asked
"in what other ways,' if any, the workshops
had been useful, The most widely shared
favorable comments concerned the impact of
workshops in making the public aware, getting
it involved, gaining acceptance of OCCGDC
policies or in bringing pecople together and
facilitating information exchange among them
{Table 2.5). The next most widely held favor-
able response said the worksheps had a desir-
able effect on the commission or con the de-
velopment of policy (23 per cent). In addition,
a few commissioners referred to the legitimiz-
ing effect of the workshops or commented posi-
tively on workshop attendance.

Although the question sought favorable re-
sponses about the worksheps by asking how they
were "useful," more than one-third of the an-
swers were unfavorable. These concerned the
lack of representativeness of the workshop
participants, the quality of workshop input,
the format of the workshops, the qualifica-
tions of participants, and attendance and/or
impact of the workshops in invelving the pub-
lic. Volunteering unfavorable comments in
responsc to a question that seeks favorable
ones is symptomatic of the reservations of
some of the commissioners about the workshops.

To obtain further indications of commis-
sioners assessments, we asked them to identify
the most successful and the least successful
aspects of citizen involvement. Some but
not all responses referred to the workshops,
usually implicitly,* Thirty per cent of the
commissicners had no opinion about the most
successful aspects of citizen invelvement.
About one-fourth of them singled out the
guidance received by the OCCEDC from citizen
views as the most successful clement. Most
other responses referred to the valuable im-
pact on citizens--their involvement, increased
interaction, education and feelings of im-
portance of their role in making policy.
Institutional values were cited by two com-
missioners as the most successful featurec--
namely, influencing people to be aware of the
OCCEDC. TFinally, one commissioner saw the
greatest success in the strength of environ-
mentalist opinion elicited from citizenm par-
ticipants,

Twenty per cent of the commissioners be-
lieved the least successful aspect of citizen
participation was its quantity; that too few
people participated. Thirtecn per cent, how-
ever, thought the least successful aspect
was the quality of the input resulting from
the workshops, Citizens did not have the
knowledge to undertake a technical planning
task, were too ecmotional or were unable to
generalize from specific situations, Beyond
these areas of some agreement, a wide diver-
sity of failures was perceived: Ineffective
education of c¢itizens regarding natural
resource manazgement, inadequate follow-up,
too little timber and other industry input,
too little participation by local working
people and commission dilution of citizens'
rccommendations were among the deficiencies
identified. Nearly one-third of the commis-
sioners had no opinion about the least suc-
cessful feature of citizen involvement, the
same proportion as lacked opinions abcut
the most successful.

Altogether this question elicited lirtle
in the way of new information. Respondents
yreiterated what had been said on other items--
preblems of numbers, of quality, of repre-
sentation. A significant number of commis-
sioners, moreover, were unable to rank one
failure or one success ahead of all the rest,
suggesting that perhaps they had not thought
a great deal about the matter, or alterna-
tively, were genuinely puzzled, This result,
coupled with the diversity of the viewpoints
expressed--~some tending to be contradictory--
indicates the commissioners operated from

*Others referred to citizen attendance at
commission meetings, etc..
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% In what other ways, if any were the
warkshops useful to the 0CC&DC?"

1. Impact on public: public awareness,
involvement, information exchange,
public acceptance of OCC&BC policies;
brought people together

2. Unfavorable comment on representa-
tiveness, quality of input, format
of workshops, qualifications of
participants

3., Favorable impact on commission and/
or policy development; made QCC&DC
aware of public

4. Unfavorable comment on attendance
and/or impact of workshops in in-
volving the public

5. Satisfied legal reguirement, legi-
timizing 0CC&DC, "could say OCC&DC
reached the great unwashed"

6. Favorable comment on attendance

Per cent of Cormissioners who
Mentioned (N=30)

40%

27

23

20

10

Table 2.5 Workshops'usefulness to OQCC&ADC

quite different premises in judging the c¢iti-
zen involvement or had diverse experiences
and opportunities to observe.

Almost all staff comments were in the con-
text of the workshops, rather than other
opportunities for participation. The most
often noted success was the guidance for
commissioners derived from citizen input;
one staff member believed the policy process
was profoundly affected. At the same time,
said another, the workshops gave the staff
a very pood base to work from. Another be-
lieved the workshops influenced commissioners
to attend commission meetings and participate
actively in the OCCEDC program. Several
staff comments remarked on the effect of
workshops on the public perception and re-
sponse to OCCEDC: They pave visibility,
openness, credibility and public support to
the commission's planning process, Partic-
ipants took part eagerly, one staff person
noted, as they believed they were influencing
policy.

The least successful aspect of citizen
involvement, in the view of most staff, was
the failure to continue face-to-face discus-
sion among participants during later phases

evaluation

of the planning process, including the failure
of the workshops to stimulate dialogue on
resource management at the community level.
Two staff members saw the numbers attending
workshops as the least successful aspect.

One staff member feared that citizens felt
they had no impact because it was difficult

to identify their original inputs in policies
as they emerged. Finally, one staff member
saw as the least successful element in citizen
involvement the workbook used in the early
workshops, which had prevented spontanecous
expression of citizen concerns.

To summarize the evaluative items we have
reviewed, commissioners saw the workshops in
the following way:

{1) The workshops were valuable sources
of information for the commission. A clear
majority of commissioners agreed on this value,

{2} Upward of half the commissioners
thought the workshops had a valuable impact
on the public. Fewer believed they had a
favorable impact on the commission or on its
development of natural rescurce policies.

(3) From 20 to 30 per cent of the com-
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missioners were dissatisfied with the amount
of participation in the workshops,

(4] In response to different questions,
27 to 50 per cent of the commissioners were
¢ritical of the workshops on one or another
of the following points: representativeness,
qualifications of citizen participation or
quality of citizen information and reconmenda-
tions,

Although their vicws were diverse, staff
members gencrally believed public workshops
had influenced the commigsion and obtained
attention and suppert for the OCCEDC planning
process. Most staff members agreed the
greatest failure had been the omission of
workshops during the final stages of plan-
ning. 1In general, the staff was less con-
ccrned than the commissioners about quantity
and quality of participation, Key staff
members believed citizens could validly iden-
tify problems and express attitudes about
choices without having technical knowledge,

a viewpoint some commissioners did not share,
The staff members alsc considered participants
to be as ropresentative of their communities
as could reasonably have been expected under
the circumstances,

All three groups--participants, commis-
sioners and staff--found much to criticize
in the public workshops. The amount and
representativeness of participation were
principal concerns of participants and com-
missioners; staff members were more concerned
that public involvement was not continued
during the final stages of the commission's
work. Both commissioners and workshop par-
ticipants criticized the quality of partic-
ipation in the workshops.
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representatives of workshop
participants and commissioners

In present and following chapters we will
examine the question of representativeness
in several ways. First, we compare partic-
ipants and nonparticipants in the workshops
on a number of demographic variables to deter-
mine how well the commissioners represent
the general population,

In Chap. 4 we review the perceptions of
workshop participants, commissioners and
staff concerning the representativeness of
the workshop participants, In this chapter
we find that participants differ from non-
participants in their socio-econemic charac-
teristics. We turn then to the question:
Are differences in socio-economic character-
isties reflected in attitudes on conservation
and development so as to result in input
from the workshops which differs from the
views of the general public? If there are
differences, is either group more favorable
toward development or toward conservation?
Is there any pattern in the differences that
are revealed?

We compared commissicners with both par-
ticipants and nonparticipants on the dimensions
of education, sex, age, race and income.

We found that participants and commissioners
are not an accurate cross-section of the
population.

Education

The number of years of education completed
was strikingly greater among participants
than nonparticipants (Table 3.1). OUne-
fourth of the participants had done post-
graduate work and nearly half were college
graduates, but only 18 per cent of the non-
participants had completed college. The
commissioners were also highly educated,
surpassing participants in the proportion
who had gone beyond high school.

Sex

The nonparticipants were equally divided
between men and women, but participants
were disproportionately male (72 per cent).
Males were also overrepresentad among com-
missioners (77 per cent).
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Participants Honparticipants Comnissioners

Age
Under 21 3% 2% -
21-24 3 9 -
25-34 8 17.5 -
35-44 19 17.5 20%
45-b4 24 17.5 27
55-64 32 17.5 27
bh-over 1 20 23
Missing data - - 3
100% 1012 100%
Years of [ducation
0-8 7% % 3%
9-11 5 i2 3
12 20 KH] 17
Some college 20 23 30
College graduate 22 9 20
Postygraduate 26 9 27
100% 100% 100%
Sex
Male 72% 50%
Female 28 50
100% 100%

dpue to rounding comporents do not add to 100 per cent.

Table 3.1 FEducation, age and sex of participanis, nonparticipants and cormissioners




Age

Participants and nonparticipants differed
substantially in age, while commissioners
were older than eithervof the samples. More
participants fell into the 35 to 65 age
group than nonparticipants, somewhat under-
representing those under the age of 35 and
over 65.

Race

were white; one nonpar-

Interestingly, the com-
missioners included a higher percentage of
minorities than the other groups--two were
native Americans (seven per cent).

All participants
ticipant was black.

Ineome

Table 3.2 makes clear that in 1974 the
participants received higher incomes before
taxes than the nonparticipants, Only 16
per cent of the former had incomes below
58,000, while 33 per cent of the nmompartic-
ipants' incomes fell below that level. At
the upper end of the distribution, 38 per
cent of the participants had incomes above
516,000, as compared with 23 per cent of the
nonparticipants. As would be expected, the
demographic characteristics of the commis-
sioners are significantly different from the
average citizen. Commissioners had substan-
tially higher incomes and more education
than either the nonparticipants or the par-
ticipants.

Employment and Occupation

Participunts differed from nonparticipants
in employment status, although the proportions
of retircd and uncmployed differed only slight-
ly, tHomcmakers, however, were twice as numer-
ous among nonparticipants. The number working
for pay was correspondingly greater among par-
ticipants {Table 3.3},

Those persons who were not homemakers were
distributed differently among various types
of work, depending on whether they were par-
ticipants or nonparticipants (Table 3.4).
Professional and technical jobs; managerial,
official and supervisory jobs; skilled labor
and self-cmployed accounted for greater pro-
portions of participants than of nonpartic-
ipants, Persons in clerical and sales pesi-
tions were of about equal proportions in both
groups. On the other hand, there were greater
numbers of semiskilled and unskilled workers
among the nonparticipants; 30 per cent as
comparcd with eight per cent among participants.

Lf we examine the industries which employed
respondents (or did before retirement or un-
employment}, we find that processing and
manufacturing, fisheries and transportation
were somewhat underrepresented among partic-
ipants, while service occupations {government)
and professions were overrepresented (Table
3.5).

Per cent of Per cent of Per cent of
Cormissioners Participants Honparticipants
(N=30) {N=74) {H=240}

0 - 3,599 3% e 13%
4,000 - 7,999 - 12 20
8,000 -11,99% 10 15 18

12,000 -15,999 23 30 20
16,000 or more 60 38 23
Missing data 3 1 6

9932 100% 100%
pue to rounding components do not add to 100 per cent.

Tabie 3.2 Total family income before 1974 taxes, corrissioners, participants,

nonparticipants
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Participants Honparticipants

Employment status (N=74) (N=239)
Working for pay 62% 41%
Retired 18 20
Unemployed 5 8
Homemaker 15 31
100% 100%

Table 3.3 Employment status of participants and nonparticipants

Participants Nonparticipants

Occupation {N=62) (N=164)
Professional and technical 32% 13%
Managers, officials & supervisors 19 13
Clerical and sales 10 10
Self-enployed 19 18
Skilled 10 13
Semiskilled 8 24
Unskilled - 6
Miscellaneous 2 2

100% 99

4pue to rounding components do not total 100 per cent
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Industry

Agriculture, forestry, wocd
products

Processing & manufacturing,
fisheries

Structural work, construction
Retail business & tourist trades
Service occupations (government)

Transportation & related
industries

Professions

Hiscellaneous

Apue to rounding components do not total 100 per cent,

Participants Nonparticipants

{H=63) (N=164)
16% 17%

- 6

8 10

29 27

22 13

2 9

21 15

3 2
101%a 99%°

Table 3.5 Industry in which participants and nonparticipants were

employed

Bmployment and Occupation of Spouses

We asked respondents whether their spouses
were working for pay and in what line of work
they were or had been employed. Spouses had
similar profiles for both participants and
nonparticipants, with respect to employment
status: retired, unemployed or employed.

By contrast, spouses of participants and non-
participants had occupation profiles that
differed from each other, although in a pat-
tern different from the profiles of the re-
spondents themselves (Table 3.6). In par-
ticular, managers, officials and supervisors
were a greater propertion of nomparticipant
spouses than of participants' spouses, where-
as clerical or sales persons were a larger
proportien of participants! spouses; for
respondents the reverse was true. These
differences reflect the fact that most par-
ticipants were male while slightly over half
the nonparticipants were female. However,
when only male respondents were examined,
several important differences were found.
Jobs of nonparticipants’ spouses were lwice
as likely to be in agriculture, forestry and
wood products,”while jobs of participants'
spouses were three times as likely to be in
the professions (Table 3.7). Thus, spouses
of participants are not representative--they

significantly overrepresent the professions
and underrepresent agriculture, forestry

and wood products. And, despite some varia-
tion in types of jobs, participants' spouses
were like the participants themselves in
overrepresenting professional and technical
and the self-employed, and in underrepresent-
ing craftsmen and foremen, skilled, semi-
skilled and unskilled labor.

Homeownmership and Other Property

Participants owned or were buying their
homes in 93 per cent of the cases, nonpar-
ticipants in 79 per cent. Participants (38
per cent) owned property on the coast other
than their homes, a significantly larger
proportion than the nonparticipants (19 per
cent).

In terms of employment, occupation, income
and home ownership, participants were unrep-~
resentative in important ways. Underrepre-
sented were homemakers; semiskilled and un-
skilled workers; processing, manufacturing,
fisheries and transportation industries; and
income groups under $12,000. This general
pattern was reinforced by the occupational

31



Participants Nonparticipants

Occupation (N=42) (N=127)
Professional and technical 29% 114
Managers and officials,

supervisors 10 15
Clerical and sales 19 11
Self-employed 17 12
Craftsmen and foremen,

skilled 5 20
Seriskilled 14 23
Unskilled 2 5
Miscellaneous 5 3

10192 100%

9pue to rounding components do not total 100 per cent.

Table 3.6 Occupation of spouses of participants and nonparticipants
working for pay, retired or unempioyed

Participants Nonparticipants

Industry {N=41) (N=128)
Agriculture and forestry,

wood products 15% 29%
Processing and manufacturing,

fisheries - 6
Structural work and construction - 8
Retail business & tourist trades 24 27
Seryice occupations 20 10
Transportation & related industries 10 9
Special professions 32 10
Miscellaneous - 2

1018 101%°

UDue to rounding components do not total 100 per cent.
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and industry affiliations of spouses of re-
spondents, Participants’ spouses underrep-
resented skilled, semiskilled and unskilled
labor; agriculture, forestry and wood pro-

ducts; processing, manufacturing, fisheries
and construction.

Compunity Activities and Urganizations

Participants were more likely than ncn-
participants to have participated in “com-
munity-wide scrvice activities in this com-
munity. These might include a United Fund
drive, a school canvass, a cleun-up campaign
or other activities,” Only 54 per cent of
the nonparticipants had taken part* in such
activities, whereas 69 per cent cof the par-
ticipants had done so.

Organisational Affiliations

Ninety per cent of the participants be-
longed to at least one organization, where-
as only 66 per cent of nonparticipants
belonged to an organizaticn. An analysis of
the types of organizations to which the re-
spondents belong (Table 3.8) shows statisti-
cally significant differences in the propor-
tions belonging to organizations in the cate-
gories of business or civic, conservation,
sports or heobby, political, professiomal or
scientific, cultural, and national or civil
rights. Participants were members in all
three categories in significantly larger
proportions than nonparticipants,

Several types of organizations in which
participants were more likely to be members
are significant in terms of the likely cap-
ability of the participant to be an effective
participant in a workshop or other context.
Persons who are members of conservation,
business, civic, sports or hobby organiza-
tions are likely to receive information
about natural resocurce management problems
through their organizational affiliation.
Professional or scientific organization
affiliations relating to natural resources
would have a similar potential effect. We
may conclude that the level of information
brought by participants to the workshop en-
vironment would exceed that of the average
citizen.

In terms of the balance of interests
represented in the two groups, the propor-
tion of membership in labor unions was less
among the participants than among the non-
participants, but this difference is not

*This figure seems ruch higher than would
be expected from previous studies of public
participation,

statistically significant (it may be a chance
effect of the drawing of our samples). There
is little justification then, for assuming that
the concerns of labor union members about
jobs and the coastal economy would be less
well-reprcsented in the workshops than in

the population generally. Morcover, we note
that members of business and civie organiza-
tions were overrepresented in the workshops,
as compared to our sample of the population.
Potentially, this fact gave the coastal econ-
omy 2 number of representatives in the work-
shops, Reinforcing this is the fact that

the percentage of participants who belong

to conservation organizations is somewhat
smaller than the percentage belonging to
business and civic organizations, If the
members of sports or hobby organizatians
represented a totally different group of par-
ticipants, conservationists and sportsmen
together would be nearly double the number

of business and civic members.

Participants belong to a significantly
larger number of crganizations (Table 3.9).
Nearly a third of the nonparticipants belong
to no organization as compared with a tenth
of the participants, Fifty-five per cent
of the participants belong to three or more
organizations; only 21 per cent of the non-
participants do,

An analysis of memberships in organiza-
tions not sponsored by churches gives similar
results,

Memberships in Organizations ot Related
to Church

Farticipants and nonparticipants differ
significantly on the number of nonchurch-
related organizatiens to which they belong
{Table 3,10), More than a third of the non-
participants belong to no organizations and
another third belong to one, Eleven per cent
of the participants belong to no crganizations
and 16 per cent belong to one., Mare than
half the participants belong to three or more
organizations and about 16 per cent of non-
participants belong to three or more organ-
izations,

It is apparent that participants were mare
likely to belong to erganizations than non-
participants, This is an important difference
because membership in voluntary organizations
has been shown to be associated with higher
rates of public affairs activities.* Qur data
are consistent with this finding, for partic-
ipants are more likely to be involved in po-
litical activity than nonparticipants.

*Verba, 5. and N.H, Nie, 1872. Participa-
tion in America. Harper § Row, New York, Chap, 11,
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Qrganization

Labor Union
Fraternal

Yeterans
Business ar civic*

Conservation®

Educational

Youth-serving

Cultural*

Nationality or civil rights*
Sports or hobby*

Political™*

Professional or scientific*
Social or recreational
Charitable or welfare
Church-sponsored

Other

Per cent belonging to type of organization

P{N=74)
12%

K1)

12
36

31
15
i2
1
n
28
30
27
16

5
20

*Statistically significant difference at .05 level.

NP{N=240)
19%
29

10
12

B~ o

11

12

18
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w0 -~ Oy

1
1

100%

NP _(N=240)
30%

3

Table 3.9 Total organization memberships of participants

and nonparticipants

Number of organizations in which

membership held

Hone
1
2

L= & B )

o~

Per cent belonging to indicated number

of organizations

P {1=/4) NP (1i=240
1% 35%
16 33
19 17
20 7
16 5

5 2

8 2

3 -

1 -
907 10142

41ptals do not add to 100 per cent due to rounding.

Table 3.10 Membership in organizations not related to churches
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Percentage saying ves

Participants Nonparticipants

Participation (N=74} (N=240)
Appointed member of a public body 57% 8%
Member of political organization 30 3

Held office in political party,
served on party committee 24 7

Supported a political candidate by
wearing campaign button, bumper
sticker, displaying political

poster or sign 55 37
Yalunteer work for political party

or candidate 40 17
Contacted a public official at some

time 89 43
Contacted an official about an

environmental problem 75 33
Know a political officeholder personally 76 a7
Voted in 1972 presidential election,

1970 and 1974 governor's race 15 13
Voted in only two of above elections 15 13
Yoted in only one of above elections 5 10
Voted in none of the above elections 4 17
Attended meeting of a public body 80 41
Discuss politics with friends 93 72
Discuss politics with family 93 71
Discuss politics with neighbors 85 55
Discuss politics with co-workers 65 42

A1l differences significant at .01 Tevel except voting in presidential
elections, significant at .02 level,

Table 3.11 Political participation by participants and nonparticipants




It is apparent that participants were
more likely te belong to organizations than
nonparticipants. This is an impertant dif-
ference because membership in veluntary
organizations has been shown to be associated
with higher rates of public affairs activi-
ties.* OQur data are consistent with this
finding, for participants are more likely
to be involved in political activity than
nonparticipants.

POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

We expected workshop participants to show
a higher level of activities aiming to in-
fluence governmental decisions and personnel
than the sample of citizens with which we
compared them. We anticipated that partic-
ipating in a workshop would not be an iso-
lated activity but would fit into a pattern
of behavior directed toward influencing
government., We asked participants and non-
participants a series of questions designed
to discover the extent and character of their
political activities. Table 3.11 compares
the twa groups and makes ¢lear that partic-
ipants were more likely than nonparticipants
to engage in each type of political behavior.

Do participants differ from nonparticipants

in the number of types of political behavior
in which they engage? Table 3,12 reveals
that the two groups differ systematically.
Only one per cent of the participants have
engaged in none of the eight kinds of polit-
ical participation: Member of a public
body, office holding in party organization
or committee, supporting a pelitical candi-
date in a symbolic way, volunteer work for

a party or campaign, contacting public of-
ficials, contacting officials regarding an
environmental problem, knowing a political
officeholder personally or attending the
meeting of a public body.

By contrast, over a fifth of the nonpar-
ticipants have been involved with none of
these; nearly 64 per cent have participated
in only two of them, Seventy-nine per cent
of the participants have engaged in more
than two, 60 per cent have been involved in
five or more, Only about one in 10 nonpar-
ticipants have performed in five or more.

The differences between participants and
nonparticipants in terms of political ac-
tivity are striking. They suggest the
orientation to politics and government of

*Verba, S. and N.H. Nie. 1972, Participa-
tion in America, Harper and Row, New York.
Chap. 11,

the workshop participants is not at all the
same as that of the general population.

On one political variable, however, the
participants and nonparticipants were very
similar: Party identification, Each one
was asked, "Do you consider yeurself a
Republican or a Democrat?"

Participants Honparticipants

Repubtican 3% 3%
Democrat 54 51
Independent 15 18

There was no tendency for the process of
recruiting workshop participants to produce
an overrepresentation of either party or
of independents.

Politieal Efficacy

We hypothesized that persons who took
part in workshops would be more likely to
exhibit feelings of political efficacy than
would nonparticipants., That is, the par-
ticipants would be more likely to feel con-
fident in their abilities to understand and
influence the actions of government and
government officials. Table 3,13 makes
clear that on five out of six items aimed
to tap respondents' feelings of efficacy,
there was a significant difference between
the participants and nonparticipants.
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conservation, development and
resource management: a
comparison of the attitudes of
officials, participants and
non-participants
We asked each participant in our sample
whether he or she felt any "interests' were
"underrepresented”™ or "overrepresented" at
the workshop. Sixty-nine per cent thought
certain interests had been overrepresented.
The most frequently mentioned overrepresented
interest was that of environmentalists,
identified by 27 per cent of the sample
(Tabie 4.1), A single workshop (Tillamook)
accounted for about half of those who said
envirocnmentalists were overrepresented. The
next most frequently mentioned "overrepresented"
interest was industry and business (15 per
cent}, followed by users of off-the-road
vehicles (12 per cent and all participants
at the Lane County workshop), land developers
(5 per cent}, government {7 per cent) and
sports enthusiasts (1 per cent).

Of the 44 respondents (59 per cent) who
thought some interests were underrepresented,
nearly half identified "ordinary" people,
"local’ people, "working'" people or "young"
people as the underrepresented group (Table
4.2}. This perception was net concentrated
in one workshop, however. Remaining respon-
dents named a variety of interests, the most
frequentily mentioned being industry and
business, identified by 15 per cent of the
sample. Three Lane County participants
thought off-the-road vehicle enthusiasts were
underrepresented, nine considered them over-
represented and, in some cases, said they
dominated the meeting.

In summary, the principal underrepresented
group, as perceived by participants, was the
"ordinary" ("local or weorking") person.
Business and industry were seen as under-
represented by about the same number as
thought them overrepresented. Most respondents
who mentioned business and industry attended
the Coos County workshop. A third of this
group thought business and industry under-
represented; two-thirds considered it over-
represented (Table 4.3). Clearly, the ques-
tion of representation of business and industry
at the Coos County workshop was far more
salient than at other workshops; nevertheless,
participants were not united in their assess-
ment. In the cother three counties, those who
mentioned these interests were about equally
divided.
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Interests N Per cent’
Fcologists and envirenmentalists 20b 27%
Industry and big business 1 15
Government and public utilities 5 7

Land develapers 4 5
Sports enthusiasts 1 1
Users of recreational vehicles 9c 12

%per cent of total participants (74) who mentioned category. A single
participant could mention more than one category.

bNine of the participants mentioning this category had attended the

Tillamook workshep.

“A11 attended Lane County workshop.

Table 4.1 Participants perceptions of interests that were overrepresented
at workshops (Q41a)

Interests N Per cent®
Ecologists and environmentalists 3 4%
Industry and business 11 15
The ordinary citizen, local citizens,

workers, young people 21 28
Landowners on the coast 2 3
Developers and economic development

concerns 3 4
Sports enthusiasis 2 3
Users of recreational vehicles 4b 5

4per cent of all workshop participants (74) who thought category under-
represented. An individual participant could mention more than one
category.

bThree attended Lane County workshop.
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Number Who Mentioned Business and Industry

Lincoln Co.
N %
Business and Industry
Overrepresented 1 7
Business and Industry
Underrepresented 1 7

Coos Co. Tillamook Ce. Lane Co.
N % N % N %
8 47 2 10 - -

4 22 2 10 2 10

Tabie 4.3 Participants' perceptions of whether industry and business overrepresented or
underrepresented at workshops, by county

Questions of representation of environ-
mentalists were most salient at the Tillamook
workshop. Eleven of 20 respondents mentioned

the environmentalists; nine persons considered

them to be overrepresented (Table 4.4). From
20 to 25 per cent of thc respondents in Lane
and Coos workshops also thought environment-
alists overrepresented. This was not as much
a4 single-workshop phenomenon as was the ORV
issue in Lane County or the business and
industry issue in Coos County.

was also divided, 50 per cent finding partici-
pants to be representative, 25 per cent
finding them unrepresentative, and 25 per
cent not knowing because they were unable to
cbserve.

We asked commissioners and staff who said
participants were unrepresentative: "In what
way or ways did you feel that they were not
representative?" Staff members pointed out
that people who work for a living may not

Number Mentioning Environmentalists

Lincoln Co.

N ¢
Environmentalists
Cverrepresented 2 13
Environmentalists
Underrepresented 0 -

Coos Co. Tillamook Co. Lane Co.
N % N % N %
4 22 9 45 5 25
o - 2 10 1 5

Table 4.4 Participants' perceptions of whether environmentalists were overrepresented
or underrepresented at workshops, by county.

Perceptions of Representativeness of Partici-
pants by Commigsioners and Staff

Commissicners and staff were less inclined
to conclude that the workshops were unrepre-
sentative. About half the commissioners (47
per cent) thought workshop participants were
representative of other citizens, while 30
per cent thought they were not and 23 per
cent did not know. The commission's staff

have time to participate, that it is nearly
impessible to obtain a representative group,

that there had been some balancing of interests

and that participants associated with special
interests had represented a fairly small
proportion of those in attendance. In short,
most staff considered that, given the diffi-
culties of obtaining an exact representation
of the general population, the participation
was a ''good cross-section.” They were not
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concerned that special interest groups had
been represented, nor did they single out
particular interest groups as having
"excessive representation.”

Commissioners' views on the ways in which
participants were not representative are
summarized in Table 4.5, Nearly a fourth of
the commissioners agrecd with those partici-
pants (28 per cent) who said the "average
person” had been underrepresented. About z
third of the commissioners found workshops
were not representative because of the atten-
dance of special interest groups in general,
13 per cent noted unrepresentativeness in the
numbers of officials and planners and 10 per
cent saw an excess of environmentalists and
people co-opted by planners.

The participants were twice as likely to
believe environmentalists had becn over-
represented as were the commissioners. In
contrast to some of the participants, the
commissioncrs did not single out business and
industry as having been either under-or
overrepresented.

Only one-tenth of the commissioners singled
out environmental interests as overrcpresented,
as compared with one-fifth of the participants.

Somewhat surprisingly, only seven per cent
of the participants and 10 per cent of the
commissioners thought government officials,
elected and azppointed, had been overrepresented.
An analysis of the "sign-up" at worksheps
shows, however, that more than a third of the
participants at the Tillamock and Lincoln
workshops and a fourth of those in Coos County
were government officials.

Attitudes and Perceptions Concerning (onser-
vation and Development

The survey of citizens included a number
of questions relating to conservation, envi-
ronmental issues and community problems, as
well as 26 Likert scale items to permit
comparison of attitudes on conservationm,
regulation and land use planning, development,
citizen involvement and cocast-valley antagonism.

Attended by special interest groups

Attended by complainers

Attended by environmentalists, people
co-opted by planners

Union members not represented
Young people not represented

Other

The average person was not represented

Attended mainly by officials and planners

Commissioners

(N=30)
30%
23
i3
13

13

Tahle 4.5 Commissioners' perceptions
unrepresentative (Q49a)

In summary, a majority of commissioners

and staff members agreed the workshops under-
or overrepresented certain interests. There
was also agreement by about a fourth of each
group that "ordinary” citizens had been
underrepresented.  Boyoend that, however,

there was little agreement as to the interests
that had been under-or overrepresented.

42

of ways in which workshops were

Perceptions of Commmity FProblems

Respondents were asked: '"in what way or
ways does life in this community fall short
of what you would like it to be?" The most
notable result is that differences bctween
participants and nonparticipants were
generally small and not statistically



significant (Table 4.6}. On the whole, the
perceptions of the two groups seem remarkably
similar. Secondly, it is notable that
cconomic problems were mentioned by more than
a fifth of nonparticipants and about a fourth
of the participants. This result does not
support the idea that participants are less
sensitive to economic problems than the
population at large. Thirdly, these data
reveal no marked tendency for the partici-
pants to focus on natural resources or the
physical envirconment in identifying community
shortcomings. Indeed, the economic problems
are menticned more frequently by participants
than any other community shortcoming.

problem to 15 per cent of the nonparticipants.
Important Envirowment Problems

We asked participants and nonparticipants
whether there were "important environmental
issues or problems facing this community or
not." Eighty-one per cent of the participants
replied affirmatively. Among nonparticipants,
however, only 49 per cent said ves, 8 per cent
were not sutre, 40 per cent said no and 3 per
cent did not know. Thus, the participants
were much more likely to perceive "important!
environmental problems in their communirties.

Community Shortcoming

Recreation, entertainment,
sports, parks, things for
youth to do

City services, improved roads

Crowding, poor housing, too
many tourists, need for
planning

Pollution, resource development

Lack of sense of community
unity

Inadequate economic base,
inadequate government,
unemployment, need more
business opportunities

Inadequate educational and
cultural facilities

Other (crime, shops, weather,
medical help)

Per Cent of Sample Mentioning Shortcoming
Participants Nonparticipants
(N=74) N=240)
12% 20%
16 19
18 12
10 10
il 8
28 20
19 14
22 18

Table 4.6 Workshop participants' and n
in community falls short

When we asked the two samples to identify
the "most important” community problem among
those that had been mentioned, the ecconomy
was mentioned by 19 per cent of the partici-
pants and by 14 per cent of the nonpartici-
pants. No other problem was deemed "most
important'" by so many participants.
Recreation, however, was the "most important"

onparticipants' perceptions of ways life

We asked both participants and nonpartici-
pants who said there were environmental
problems in their community to identify the

2. Since the participants were questioned
after the workshop it could be that the work-
shops increased awareness rather than increased
awareness led to participation.

43



problems. As can be secn in Table 4.7, both
groups gave a diverse set of answers. There
were statistical differences in the level of
salience of several issues, most of which
related to regulation and control. As will
be seen below, orientation toward governmental
involvement is perhaps the dimension that
most clearly differentiates participants from
nonparticipants.

We also asked the commissioners what
environmental problems they perceived as the
most important ones facing the ccastal area.
Commissioners also mentioned a wide range of
problems, including some that participants
and nonparticipants had not brought out,
the other hand, the commissioners did not
refer to four of the issues thought important
by citizens.

On

Fer Cent Who Mentioned Problem
Comnissioners Participants  Nonparticipants
Probiems {N=30} (N=74) (N:24U§
Sewage, rivers and general water
quality 30% 13% 22%
Industrial, agricultural waste and
pollution 10 8 11
*Conservation of estuaries, bays 47 19 5
Traffic congestion, parking and
mass transit 3 5 2
Auto pollution - 4 3
Litter - 3 2
Air pollution and field burning - 12 15
*Uninformed, unconcerned public,
environmentalists and government:
miscellaneous 3 18 7
*Dune and beach conservation and
management 10 5 (a)
Overpopulation, overuse, too many
tourists 17 11 4
*Scenic protection, RV and MV control 3 5 -
Need for recreation area management - 1 {a)
Fisheries, fishing and hunting
development and management 10 7 2
*Silt, erosion, management of
waterways ? 15 4
Solid waste, dumps, slums, junk 3 10 4
*Development, land use planning and
zoning 20 23 6
Destruction of natural resource
base 20 - -

Table 4.7 (continued)
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Probiems

Per Cent Who Mentioned Problem

Commissioners
(N=30)

Participants

Nonparticigants
(N=72)

(N=240

Economic, social and pelitical
environment

Timber and forest land,
overharvesting

) ess than .5%

*Participants and nonparticipants differ significantly at .05 Tevel.

Table 4.7 Workshop participants', nonparticipants', and commissioners' perceptions
of important environmental problems

Table 4.8 shows the five environmental
problems mentioned most frequently by the
three groups of respondents. "Air pollution
and field burning" is excluded from consid-
eration because all the participants and 80
per cent of the nonparticipants who menticned
it were from the Eugene-Springfield area.
Clearly this problem relates to the Willamette
Valley and would not be considered by the
commissioners as @ problem “facing the coast."

The three groups of respondents exhibit
considerable agreement. Five problems most
frequently mentioned in each group are
estuaries, sewage and water quality, devel-
opment, land use and zoning. With one
exception, no other problem ranks among the
most frequently mentioned five for more than
one group. Perhaps the most important
finding on perceptions about important envi-
ronmental problems is that participants and
nonparticipants differed sharply on whether
there are such problems facing the community.

These data indicate that in identifying
which environmental problems are important,
there is little evidence of closer corre-
spondence between views of commissioners and
participants than between commissioners and
nonparticipants who perceive important envi-
ronmental problems. Neither commissioners
nor participants reflect the views of non-
participants in detail, and there is no
systematic pattern of differences between
commissioners and citizens on the most
mentioned problems.

Effects of Strong Conservation Policies

We asked five questions concerning the
effect of "strong conservation policies™ on
retired persons, people in the respondent's
occupation, people in his or her spouse's
occupation, on the value of respondent's
home (if a homeowner) and on the value of
other property held on the coast, if any.
Only one of these questions elicited a
responsc with a statistically significant
difference between participants and non-
participants; the one on "your occupation"
narrowly missed. Table 4.9 shows, however,
that on each question, less than half
expected detrimental effects. The predominant
view was that such policies would be bene-
ficial or would have no effect or an unknown
effect.

This seeming absence of a difference
between participants and nonparticipants in
expected benefits and costs of conservation
may be misieading. While Table 4.9 indicates
the ratio of persons seeing benefit to those
seeing harm is similar for participants and
nonparticipants, the key column in the table
is the "no effect" response. In all but the
effect on spouse's occupation, the participants
were more likely to expect to be affected by
conservation policies. The persons attending
the workshop saw environmental issues as
being important and as affecting them person-
ally. When combined with the greater polit-
ical activity and the perceived ability to
affect public policy (i.e. their political
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Rank Based on Per Cent Who Mention Problems

Probiem Commissiopers Participants Nonparticipants
Conservation of estuaries and bays 1 2 5
Sewage, rivers and water quality 2 5 1

Development, lard use planning,
and zoning 3.5 1 4

Destructior of natural resource
base 3.5 - -

Overpopulation, gveruse, too many
tourists 5 - -

Uninformed, unconcerned public,
environmentalists and government,
miscellaneous - 3 3

Industrial, agricultural waste
and pollution - - 2

$ilt, erosion, maragement of
waterways - 4 -

Table 4.8 Five environmental problems mentioned most frequently by commissioners,
participants, and nonparticipants

Not Benefit No Effect Benefit

P NP NP P NP
On "interests of retired people in the
community" 24% 16% 17% 27% 60% 56%
ON "people in your occupation” 29 29 22 39 49 31
On "people in your (spouse's) line of
work"+* 18 35 44 33 38 27
Less No Effect/ More
Valuable No Opinion Valuable
On value of owned home 16 9 41 49 43 42
On value of other property owned on
coast 23 14 27 32 50 54

*Differences are significant at .05 level

Table 4.9 Effects of “strong conservation policies” as perceived by participants
and nonparticipants




efficacy, see Table 3}, the rationale of
public participation becomes apparent. Most
who attended believed that envircenmental
issues were important in their community,
that environmental policies would affect
them personally and that their participation
could influence which pelicies would be
chosen. Nonparticipants, however, tended
not to see these issues as important to them
or their community, and also tended not to
perceive that they could influence public
policies. The combination of these attri-
butes helps explain who participated and why.

Participation and Attitudes Toward Conser-
vation, Development and Governmental Action

The discussion in the previous section
indicates the basic differences between
participants and nonparticipants is not on
their position of being proconservation or
prodevelopment, but on the importance of
these issues to them and on the appropriate-
ness of governmental action to enhance either
conservation or development via land use
planning or other public policies. This
propesition is supported by an examination
of 26 Likert scale items designed to measure
attitudes toward five basic areas: (1)
conservation; (2) development; (3) land use
planning and regulation; (4) citizen involve-
ment; and {5) the presence of antagonism
between coastal and valley residents in
Oregon.

A factor analysis of the scale items
indicated that areas three and four were
probably a single dimension--i.e. the
perceived need for citizen involvement and
the perceived need for public action were
closely interrelated. On the basis of this
analysis the original five scales were
reduced to four: [1) conservation; {2}
development; (3) public management-citizen
involvement; and (4) coastal-valley
antagonism.

Conservation and Development

Although there are certain obvious links
between attitudes toward conservation and
development, the factor analysis reinforced
the belief that the two dimensions are not
only conceptually separate, but the answers
of all respondent groups (commissioners,
staff, workshop participants and nonpartici-
pants) indicates these dimensions are
separate. This means respondents could be
(and many were) prodevelopment and proconser-
vation in their responses. Because we were
interested not only in the "representative-
ness"” of the participants to the general
populace, but also in the representativeness

of commissioners and staff to the general
populace, all four scts of respondents were
asked these 26 questions.*

The comparisons of each set of respondents
on the conservation and development scales
indicated no significant differences on the
scales among any of the four groups with one
exception. Staff scored significantly
higher on the conservation scale (i.e. they
were more conservation-oriented as a group)
than the other three sets of respondents.**
We had originally hypothesized that workshop
participants would be more oriented toward
conservation than nonparticipants. This
expectation was not confirmed.

Public Resource Management and Citizen
Involvement

The greatest differences between partici-
pants and nonparticipants on our attitude
scales occurred on this dimension. Partici-
pants were significantly more oriented to
both public management of resources and to
citizen invelvement in such management.
Given the greater salience of environmental
issues to the participants, this finding is
not surprising. It is interesting, and
somewhat contrary to conventicnal wisdom,
that those participants more favorable to
development were equally as positive toward
public management and involvement as were
those participants who were moTre environment-
oriented., Using this dimension, the orien-
tation of commissioners and staff was
similar to workshop participants and statis-
tically different from nonparticipants.

*APPENDIX B gives a question by question
description of all sets of respondents
except the staff. Because af their small

nunber (eight] the results of the staff response

to each question are not given, as this would
viclate the confidentiality of individual
respense,

**Because of the small number of appointed
commission members we were unable to
statistically test for differences between
them and elected commissioners or between
appvinted commissioners and other sets of
respondents. As Appendix B indicates, how-
ever, appointed commissioners do differ in
their attitudes from elected commissioners.
Appointed commissioners, on the whole, have
similar orientations to the staff--i.e.
they score higher in their favorability
toward conservation.
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Coastal-Valley Antagonism

As might be expected, a comparison on this
scale did not show significant differences
between participant and nonparticipant re-
spondents but did show differences in percep-
tion between respondents from the valley and
the coast. Because staff and appointed
commissioncrs came mainly from the valley,
their responses differ significantly from

elected commissioners and coastal respondents.

Coastal residents, regardless of whether
they were participants, nonparticipants or
commissioners, perceived significant con-
flicts of interest between the two regions
while valley residents did not.

Voting and Candidates' Environmental Policies

Participants and nonparticipants did not
differ significantly when answering the
question, "How important would you say a
local candidate's position on environmental
policies is when you are deciding how to
vote?' Eighty-three per cent of the partici-
pants and 73 per cent of the nonparticipants
said envirormmental policies would be a "very
important" or "quite important' influence
on the way they vote.

This question came near the end of the
questionnaire. It is possible that repeated
questions throughout the instrument relating
to conservation and the environment had led
some respondents to believe they were
expected to answer these last questions from
a proconservation or proenvironmental
position. Such an effort could have been
more pronounced in the case of nonpartici-
pants, leading to the similarity of their
views with those of the participants.

Similarly, instrument effects may account
in part for the answer to the question of
whether respondents "generally favor or

oppase environment or land use planning
cfforts," which came in the middle of the
interview. As Table 4.10 reveals, both
participants and nonparticipants overwhelm-
ingly said they favored land use planning,
although participant support was somewhat
greater {difference significant at .05 level].

Summary

The examination of the perception of the
representative or unrepresentative character
of the workshop and their participants as
well as our cxaminatien of the measured
attitudinal differences among the sets of
respondents indicates that while there were
important differences between participants
and nonparticipants the workshops did not
overrepresent or underrepresent either
business- or conservation-oriented groups.
Rather, the participants and nonparticipants
differed on the salience of environmental
issues to them and on their willingness to
have the public sector manage the use of
natural resources. These results tend to
substantiate the findings of other partici-
pation studies that only those who arc most
interested, believe the issues affect them
personally and perceive they will have an
effect on policy outcomes will pay the costs
of time and other resources necessary to
participate in activities such as public
workshops and public hearings.

Given the extent to which the commissioners
were dissatisfied with the lack of participa-
tion by the '"ordinary' citizen, if they wish
to increase participation ways must be found
to increase the saliency of the issue, in-
crease the general public's perception that
their inputs do make a difference and de-
crease the costs of participation.

Attitude Participants Nonparticipants
Oppose 11% 14%
Favor 88 77
No opinion 1 10

Table 4.10 Attitude of participants and nonparticipants
toward land use planning
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knowledge, influence and
overall evaluation
Critics often question citizen partici-
pation in planning on the grounds that
citizens lack the knowledge to contribute
informed judgments. Questions directed to
the participants, nonparticipants, commmis-
sioners and staff throw light on the know-
ledge of workshop participants.

We asked the commissioners whether the
workshop participants had sufficient infor-
mation "to help in shaping the policies of
the commission.'" Only 37 per cent said
"yes," while 50 per cent said "no" and 13
per cent did not know. On the other hand,

75 per cent of the commission's staff
believed the participants’' information was
sufficient to help shape commission policies.

Most participants had experience in
community affairs relevant to planning for
natural resources management, and the over-
whelming majority rated themselves as
particularly "interested or knowledgeable"
in some aspect of the coastal environment.
These findings lend some support to a
favorable assessment of the information base
participants brought to the workshops.

Service on Public Bodies

Participants were more likely than non-
participants to have served on a ''public
committee, board, commission, or council'!
(Table 5.1). This finding is consistent
with other evidence that participants in an
activity are active in public affairs gener-
ally. A total of 42 participants (57 per
cent) reported they had been members of a
public body, including 18 who had been
members of two to seven such entities. Only
eight per cent of the nonparticipants had
held such positions.

Of the 67 positions participants had
occupied, more than half were with agencies
having resource management or economic devel-
opment functions: planmning and zoning;
transportation agencies; soil and water
districts; bay or estuary task forces;
economic development commissions; solid
waste; sports, recreation and parks; and
other resocurce agencies. These official
responsibilities, it is reasonable to assume,
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Had served on one or more
bodies of indicated type

Public Bodies P (N=74) NP (N=240)

Planning and zoning commissions 13 18% 1 {a)

Port, airport and road authorities
and commissions 8 11 1 (a}

School board and advisory body,

education councils 7 10 1 (a)
Community action, citizen advisory 7 10 1 {a}
Water board, soil and water districts 6 8 - -

Bay or estuary task force or
committee 4 5 1 {a)

City cnunc{ﬂ] COG, city recorder,

budgets 4 5 4 2
Political party, unicn(b] 3 4 3 1
Hospital(b) 2 3 i (a)
Economic development commissions(c] 2 3 - -
Other resource allocation, forest

practices and dunes advisory ) 2 3 - -
Manpower and human resources boards(b) 1 1 1 (a)
Sports, recreation, parks(b) 1 1 2 1
Solid waste disposal(b] 1 1 - -
Library(b] 2 3 3 1
Other 4 5 1 {a}

Total 67 20

aPercentages are less than .5%.

b... . - .
Difference between participants and nomarticipants is not statistically
significant.

CSignificant at .05 level; others at .01 level unless not significant.

Table 5.1 Service on public bodies by participants and nonparticipants
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Percent Affirmative Responses

Involvement P {N=74)

Ever been to a meeting or hearing
of planning commission?

Ever discussed local environmental
or pollution issues with friends
or co-workers?

Ever discussed issues such as log
storage, off-road vehicles, zoning
ordinances, water quality and the
like with friends or co-workers?

Aware of any environmental discussiocn
or planning cfforts in this com-
munity in the past year?

"You yourself involved in these
discussions or planning efforts?

81%

95

a9

83

82

NP (N=240)

26%

70

69

68

30

Table 5.2 Involvement of participants and nonparticipants in land use

planning and environmental issues

Attend meetings, hearings, workshops

Chairman or member pilanning or zoning
commission or committee

Talking with family, friends, co-workers

Expressing views, lectures to groups,
testimony, lobbying

Initiated planning committees, zoning
changes

Through job, part of my work
Signing petitions, answering questionnaires

Other

Percentage Involved

P

31%

32

11

22

NP

8%

Table 5.3 Ways participants and nonparticipants were invelved in plan-
ning and environmental efforts in community in past year
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gave the participants information about the
problems of the coast and the issues that
0CCEDC planning would need to confront.

The tendency of workshop participants to
be more active in political life shows it-
self very clearly with respect to their in-
volvement in land use planning and environ-
mental issues. Table 5.2 reveals partici-
pants are more invelived than nonparticipants.
The differences are especially marked with
respect to attendance at planning commission
sessions and involvement in community action
or discussion within the past year.

Persons who had taken part in community
discussion and planning efforts were asked
to indicate the '"way or ways' they had been
involved. Nearly one-third of the partici-
pants had been chairman or member of plan-
ning or zoning commissions or committees
{Table 5.3). In all categories save one,
they were more active than nonparticipants.
Although these activities transpized after
the workshops had been completed, and there-
fore are not direct evidence of preworkshop
knowledge, they do show that for mest par-
ticipants the workshops were not an isolated,
cne-time experience, but rather were fol-
lowed by other involvements relating to
planning and the environment. We may reason-
ably assume that many had similar involve-
ments before the workshop, with resulting
benefits in knowledge brought to the work-
shop.

The greater involvement of participants in
planning and environmental issues is also re-
flected in self-assessments of interest and
knowledge concerning the coastal environment.

We asked participants and nonparticipants
whether there were "any parts of the coast-
al environment in which you consider your-
self to be particularly interested or know-
ledgeable, such as dunes, water quality, rec-
reation, fish and wildlife or the like?"

As Table 5.4 shows, participants perceive
themselves to be knowledgeable about or in-
terested in a larger number of subjects than
nonparticipants. Fifty per cent of the non-
participants said they were not knowledgeable
or interested; only 15 per cent of the part-
icipants so described themselves. About half
the participants listed three or more sub-
jects; only a quarter of the nonparticipants.
did so.

A glance at Table 5.5 revecals some notice-
able differences in the interests of the two
groups. Of those who rate themselves ''par-
ticularly interested or knowledgeable,"
participants are more likely to be knowlcdge-

o2

able or interested in estuaries and bays,
land use planning and development, water
quality, rivers and sloughs; nonparticipants
are more likely to mention beaches and dunes.
For other subjects the respondents are sim-
ilar.

Again, participants and nonparticipants
differ substantially. Participants arc
knowledgeable or interested in proportion-
ately greater numbers, they repert a wider
array of subjects in which they are inter-
ested or knowledgeable, and the pattern of
their interests differs markedly from that of
the nonparticipants,

Influence of Citizen Participaticon

We have seen that the commissioners and
staff of OCCGEDC identified purpases of the
public involvement program that imply citi-
zen influence upon the actions of the com-
mission. These purposes included: (1) As-
certaining public attitudes, desires and
needs; (2) educating and activating the
public; and (3) finding out how acceptable
the policies of OCCEDC were to the public.
The majority of commissioncrs did not per-
ceive, however, that the citizens had strong-
1y influenced the policies of the commission.

In characterizing the major impact of the
workshops, only 30 per cent of the commis-
sioners singled out the idea that the
workshops had a positive impact on the com-
ission or on its policy development (Table
5.6). Fifty per cent of the commissioners
emphasized, rather, that the workshops had
an impact on the public in one way or amn-
other: The public had been made aware of
OCCEDC and its concerns, people had been
brought together and exchanged information,
and the groundwork had been laid for public
acceptance of the policies the OCC&DC would
develop. While these effects were seen as
beneficial, they did not contribute direct-
ly to the most widely-mentioned purpose,
the influencing of policies to he adopted
by the commission. Most commissioners were
doubtful the workshops had been influential
in affecting policies.

The majority of commissioners clearly did
not believe citizen input was the mest im-
portant source of influence on the poelicies
they adopted. Only four of the 30 com-
missioners believed it to be either most im-
portant or second most important {Table 5.7).
Eighteen commissioners (60 per cent) be-
lieved the most important source was tech-
nical--the resource specialist teams, state
agencies and resource inventorics, all of



Percent of Respondents
Number of Subjects P (N=74) NP {N=240)
None 15% 40%
1 or 2 36 35
3 or 4 40 20
5to 7 8 5
Total  99%2 100%

Table 5.4. Knowledge or interest in the coastal é¢nvironment
of participants and nonparticipants,

apoes not add to 100 per cent due to rounding

Percent of interested or knowledgeable

respondents mentioning subject

P {N=63) NP (N=144)
Dunes, beaches 19 30% 58 40%
Water quality 26 41 52 36
Estuaries and bays I4 22 11 8
Rivers, sloughs 6 10 3 2
Recreation i9 30 44 31
Fishing and wildlife 29 46 68 47
Forest resocurce 5 8 9 6
l.and use¢ planning and

development 19 30 11 8

Litter 1 2 1 1
Shorelines 2 3 1 1
Other 5 8 20 14

Table 5.5. Aspects of coastal environment in which participants and non-
participants are interested.

which provided data and professional or effectiveness in citizen participation is the
technical judgments to which the commission actual influencing of policies, the view of
was generally quite responsive. Thirty per the commissioners is that citizens are less
cent gave business and industry first or successful than experts and organized group
second place as a source of influence. interest.

Environmental groups followed closecly with

23 per cent. Insofar as the criterilon of The importance of interest groups was

53



1. Positive impact on commission and/or
policy development, made OCCE&DC
aware of public

2. Impact on public: public awareness,
get public involved, information
exchange, public acceptance of
QCCEDC policies, brought people
together

3. Positive comment on attendance

4. Negative comment on attendance and
impact of workshop in involving
the public

5. Negative comment on impact

qualifications of participants.

7. Other

30%

50%

27%

6. Negative comment on representativeness,
quality ef input, format of workshops,

Table 5.6. Commissioners' perceptions of the major impact of the

workshops.

confirmed by another item in the question-
naire: 'Would you say that various interest
groups had much influence on the policies
of the OCCEDC or not?" Sixty-three per

cent of the commissioners said interest
groups had "much" influence and another

20 per cent thought they had "some" in-
fluence.

We asked commissioners whether there were
certain policies for which citizen partici-
pation had been cspecially important. Eleven
commissioners did not know or said there
were no policies for which citizen partici-
pation had been especially important. Two
commissioners said flatly that citizen
participation had played no significant role
in the development of commission policies.
Another said there had probably been too
much public input.

The remaining 19 commissioners mentioned
most frequently some specific policy area.
Eight commissioners mentioned estuaries and
water policies, three commissioners mentioned
beaches and dunes and one or two commis-
sioners mentioned water front access, shore-
lands, freshwater resources, fish and wild-
life, dredge spoils, geologic hazards
(specifically, building on flood plains},
uplands, visual Tesources, driftwood,
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logging practices, landscaping, the conti-
nental shelf {200-mile 1imit) and payments
te local government in lieu of taxes on
public lands. Thus, except for estuaries
and wetlands, the commissioners did not
have a common perception of any particular
policy areas especially affected by public
input.

At a more general level, four commis-
sioners mentioned the relation of environ-
ment to human needs and seven mentioned
conservation or environmental policics.
Three thought public input had been im-
portant for "all" or "many' policies.

These data suggest a third of the
commission considered citizen input to
have relatively little impact on the
policies that cmerged. The other two-
thirds were not in agreement as to the pol-
icies for which citizen participation had
been important.

In answering the same question, half
the staff members emphasized citizen parti-
cipation as being especially important for
many policies, as well as for the proposed
actions necessary or recommended to imple-
ment the policies. The staff mentioned a
variety of particular policy areas where




Number of Commissioners whe mentioned as

"Most "Second most "Third mest  Total
Sources of Influence important" important’ important' mentions
State agencies, rTesource

specialists, inventories 12 6 1 19

Industry, private sector 5 4 13
Environmental groups 5 3 10
Citizen input 2 4 8
Commissioners 2 1 5
Staff - 2 3
Other 4 2 10
Advisory Committee - 1 3 4

Table 5.7. Commissioners' perceptions of sources of influence on the policies

cf the commission.

c¢itizen input had hcen important. Even less
than among the commissioners was there any
salient policy or pelicy area on the list

of most staff members. About half the policies

mentioned by staff had been listed by commis-
sioners. One indicator of the value of the
workshop for participation is the extent

to which those who attended them continued
to be active in coastal planning activities
in following months. Participants (49

per cent) named specific action or actions
taken to influence the policies of OCCENC

in addition to attendance at the workshop
(Tuble 5.8). O0Of the 74 participants,

23 per cent had communicated with the 0CCGDC
in writing or had spoken at a meeting of the
commission; 18 per cent had taken action
through an envircnmental or planning group.
Other actions included letters to editors,
communications to legislators, talking with
friends and community leaders, protests of
planning decisions and petitions and sending
representatives to the state capitol.

This high level of activity is consis-
tent with the activism of the participants
as a group that we have already described.
They might have been equally active ecven if
there had been no workshops; however, it is
plausible to assume that participation in
the workshop did in fact encourage addi-
ticnal postworkshop actions to influence
QCCHDC policies.

Commisaionars ' Overall Assessment

An overall assessment of commissioners'
satisfaction with citizen participation in
the OCCEDC planning process was obtained
through two questions on the "level' (amount)
and the '"quality" of participation. Table
5.9 shows that only 50 per cent of the
commissioners were satisfied with the wroun~
of participation whereas 67 per cent
were satisfied with the quality of partici-
pation. On the unfavorable side, 10 per
cent were "very dissatisfied'” with the
amount of participation, whereas none were
"very dissatisfied" with the quality.

We asked commissioners whether they could
Ysay any more about this," that is, ahout
their feelings of satisfaction and dissatis-
faction concerning the amount and quality of
participation. Their responses are sum-
marized in Table 5.10. The most frequent
comments, made by 37 per cent of the commis-
sioners, regretted there had not been more
citizen participation. Twenty-seven per
cent of the commissioners were dissatisfied
because they felt participants had not been a
representative cross section of the popula-
tion; 10 percent of their colleagues disa-
greed. A similar disagreement occurred con-
cerning the information and attitudes
participants brought to the workshops: 27
per cent felt participants had hcen well-
informed, had cared about what they said,
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Action

OCC&/DC

public)

Talk to friends, community leaders,
professionals re issues

Letters to editor, communication
with legislators

Protesting planning decisions,
signing petitions, and sending
representatives to Salem

Other

Written or verbal communication with

Organizing or working in environmental
or planning organization {private or

% of Sample
mentioning action

N (N=74)
17 23%
13 18
5 7
4 5
4 5
3 4

Table 5.8. Workshop participants' actions to influence the policies of the

0OCC&DC.

Very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Don't know, nNo answer

Percentage of Commissioners

Amount of Quality of
Participation Participation
7 37
43 30
30 20
10 -

10 13

Table 5.9. OCCEDC commissioners' satisfaction with the amount and quality of

citizen participation.

had no axes to grind; 10 per cent found
participants to be uninformed and needing
education about Tesource management.

If they were designing the citizen parti-
cipation program of the OCCEDC with the
benefit of hindsight, what would the com-
missioners do differently? The most fre-
quently mentioned response (37 per cent of
the commissioners) emphasized the need to
get more people interested through better
publicity and public relations activities,
such as working through the schools to

develop community interest and visiting city
councils to inform council members and the
public and answer questions {Table 5.11).

A related proposal would work through ser-
vice organizations, such as the League of
Women Voters, to get more representative
participation. About a fourth of the com-
missioners urged educational efforts that
would presumably improve the quality of
citizen discussion. One suggestion was

that before citizens are asked te discuss
resource subjects, experts should make
presentations. A fifth of the commissioners




Exglanatioq

Good cross section, good

Number of Commissioners
Mentioning Item (N=30)

—

representation 3 10%
Participants informed, cared
what they said, were veterans
of public involvement, no axes
to grind 8 27
Participants not representative, not
local, common person not
represented 8 27
Not enough participation 11 37
Public not well-enough informed,
needs education 3 10
Other 10 33
No answer 4 13
Table 5.10. Commissioners' explanations of feelings of satisfaction/dissatisfaction
about amount and quality of citizen participation.
Number of Commissicners
Proposal Mentioning Proposal {N=30)

Nothing different

More publicity, get more people
interested

Get service organizations to bring
out middle groups (who see both

sides of ecology-economy issue)
Have public education in advance

Change ways input is gathered and
used

Have workshops organized closer
to local level

Eliminate workshops net held in
coastal locations

Other

Don't know

4 13%
11 37
3 10
7 23
6 20
& 20
2 7
4 13
1 3

Table 5.11. Commissioners' proposals for

program

impravement of citizen participation
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proposed alternative methods for cbtaining
citizen input. Their ideas included the
following:

(1) Ask citizens to identify problems
instead of asking them for opinions on what
should be done with natural resources.

{(2) Allow more time for citizen partici-
pation and budget more money for it.

{3) Structure issues, perhaps listing
pros and cons, so that all can participate
without being dominated by vecal individuals.

(4) Disseminate brief, relatively simple
information and let c¢itizens respond on a
prepared worksheet.

{5} Use workshops to get citizen reactions
to the commission's drafts of policies in-
stead of relying on mailings and written re-
sponse, which produced little.

One-fifth of the commissioners recommended

a greater stress on Iocal planning and lo-
cal participation. Thus, one commissioner
would leave citizen participation more to
the counties and their planning departments.
Another wanted to plan on the basis of two
counties at a time, holding regional meetings
in these areas and more local meetings in
each county. A third proposed that the four
coordinating committees of OCCRDC, created
by statute, hold meetings in their respec-
tive areas; the meetings would be more
accessible than the commission meetings,
which had usually been in Florence, Oregon.
The commissioner also thought this procedure
would encourage people to speak out because
they would be in a more '"local' environment.

The spirit of regionalism was reflected
in the recommendation of two commissioners--
that no workshops be held in the Willamette
Valley at all, hut rather that all be held
in coastal locations.
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conclusions

OQur ultimate evaluation of citizen par-
ticipation in the OCC&DC is bascd primarily
on whether or not the citizen participation
program facilitated the governed to influence
and hold accountable the governors, and whether
or not the citizens who did participate
reflected the general preference patterns of
the population in the geographic areas for
which representation was sought. Our evalu-
ation requircd that we: ({1} review the
actions taken by the commission to obtain
participation; (2} examine thc opinions of
citizens, staff and commissioners on both
substantive issues and on the impacts of
citizen participation on the policies; and
(3) analyze the cxtent to which participants
in the OCCEDC workshops differed from nom-
participants. The conclusion we reached wis
that the citizen participation program of the
OCCEDC encouraged meither extensive citizen
influence nor representative involvement.

THE APPROACH TO PARTICIPATTION

The staff of the OCCEDC had a visiom of
citizen participation in coastal zone planning
that included a number of elements conducive
to genuine participation. They sought to
provide a forum in which individuals could
express their attitudes and exchange infor-
mation concerning coastal problems. The
workshops were structured to cncourage invited
citizens to discuss with other citizens in
small groups. In this way all who attended
would have the opportunity to take part and
nct be inhibited by shyness about speaking
before greater numbers of people. Through
the workshops, the commission tried te focus
discussion without removing spontaneity.
Provision was made for recording all ideas
expressed, without any attempt to weigh them
according to the numbers who mentioned them.

A synopsis of these ideas was prepared for the
commission and the rescurce specialist teams,
as was each new draft of proposed policies,
nccessary actions and recommended actions

that identified the ideas of workshop partici-
pants.* When drafts were mailed to those who

*Appendix A sets forth the workshop partici-
pants' propesals for estuaries and wetlands,
as summarized by QCC4DC staff.
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had taken part in the workshops, cach could
assess the extent to which citizens' views
in general were being reflected, as well as
whether the specific ideas he or she had
advanced were being incorporated into the
commission's work. The workshop design
recognized that the numerous and complex
issues of cocastal zone management could not
be adequately discussed in a single evening
meeting; therefore, workshops involved two
or three sessions.*

The commission staff judged that effective
participation by citizens would depend not
only on the initial workshops but also on
subsequent opportunities to be provided with
the information developed through the plan-
ning effort of the commission, to respond te
tentative proposals and to interact with
other citizens concerning developing plans.
The commission sent out to former workshop
participants and other interested persons
large amounts of information and proposed
policies, Recipients were invited to comment
--in writing, at commission meetings or by
telephone. Not implemented, however, was
the key element of the follow-up plan--the

_ proposed second round of workshops at which
citizens could have discussed with each other,
commissioners, staff and resource specialists,
the policies and proposed actions that
resulted from the planning process. This did
not happen because af: (1) the statutory
dealine for concluding the commission's work;
(2) its limited staff resources; and (3) the
rather low evaluation by the commissioners
of the first workshops.

The commission's follow-up activities
included a monthly newsletter that contained
some substantive material on coastal zone
problems as well as statements about the
progress of the commission's plans and
activities. The newsletter helped maintain
the interest of those citizens who had
attended workshops and of other recipients.
Newspaper and broadcast publicity in the
final stages of the commission’'s work
represented a major effort to inform the
public and to obtain citizen reaction to the
commission's proposals. There was little
response to these cfforts, however.

*The Willamette Valley workshops, where it
was assumed that there would be less
detailed knowledge of coastal problems
and less time required to place citizen
concerns and recommendations on record, were
to have only one session.
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RESULTS OF THE PARTICIPATION PROGRAM

Representativeness

Participants were not a representative
cross section of the population. As shown in
Chapter 2, participants typically had more
education, higher incomes, werc more likely
to be males and were between the ages of 35
and 65. In addition, participants were more
likely to ke working for pay, to be in
scrvice occupations and professions, less
likely to be in processing and manufacturing,
fisheries and transportation. Self-employed
persons and persons in professional or tech-
nical jobs, managerial positions or skilled
employment participated at significantly
higher rates than persons in other occupa-
tional categories. Participants were more
likely to belong to at least one organization,
to be affiliated with greater numbers of
organizations and to belong tc organizations
through which they would receive information
concerning natural resource management.

In terms of political behavior, partici-
pants were more likely than nomparticipants
to have served as a member of a public body;
joined a political organization; held office
in a political party or served on a party
committee; supported a political candidate
in some overt way; worked as a voluntcer for
a political party or candidate; attended a
meeting of a public body; contacted a public
official; voted in presidential elections;
discussed politics with friends, family,
neighbors and co-workers. Participants also
had greater confidence in their ability to
understand and influence the actions of
government and officials.

Reflecting the differences between partici-
pants and nonparticipants in demographic
characteristics, organizational affiliation
and political behavior, the participants and
nonparticipants differed on some, though
not all, attitudes relating to nuatural
resources and the environment. There was a
decided disagreement among participants on
whether there were important environmental
problems facing the respondents' communities.
On the other hand, there was agrcement on some
of the main environmental issues facing the
coast, the need for land use planning and the
effects of strong environmental pelicies.

Participants were more likely than non-
participants to have been involved in land
use planning and environmental issues during
the past year and to consider themselves
knowledgeable about or interested in the
coastal environment. (Clearly, the recruitment
methods for the workshops attracted partici-
pation from persons who werc more likely to



have knowledge on which to base judgments
about the condition and needs of the coastal
zone. There is little to indicate, however,
that the participants were less sensitive to
the economic effects of environmental policies
than the gencral public.

INFLUENCE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

Conclusions regarding the influence of
citizens on the planning process may be
summarized as follows:

(1) Commissioners tended to see the impact
of citizen participation in terms of impacts
on the public, such as education, exchange of
information, getting public acceptance of
OCCEDC policies.

(2) As a source of influence on OCC&DC
policies, the commissioncrs ranked citizen
participation as fourth, after: (a) State
agoncies, resource specialists and inven-
tories; (b) industry and the private sector;
and {¢) environmental groups. Nonctheless,
about a third of the commissioners thought
the workshops had an impact on the commission
or on its development of policy.

{3) Even those commissioners who believed
there had been certain policics for which
citizen participation had been especially
important did not identify the same policy
areas, although a sizeable minerity mentioned
estuaries and wetlands. Staff members also
failed to agree among themselves on the
comnission decisions for which participation
had been especially important.

{4) About half the workshop participants
mentioned some specific action or actions
they had taken subsequent to the workshop
to influence OCCEDC policies. Although the
proportien of participants who tricd to
influence OCC&DC policies is relatively
large, there is evidence that citizens in
general did not attempt to influence
commissioners through direct communication.
We asked commissioners how frequently citizens
from "this area™ had contacted them. Only
10 per cent said they had been contacted
"frequently.”™ ‘The remainder had been con-
tacted "from time to time" (20 per cent),
"rarely" (50 per cent), or "nmever" (17 per
cent}.

{5) Some members of the OCCEDC staff
believed citizen input was highly important
in identifying problems and goals, that the
workshop participants in effect set the
initial agenda for the commission. Some of
the staff also belicved workshops made the
commission and its planning process more
visible, thus encouraging a greater commit-

ment of the commissioners to their task.

(6} The actual visibility of the commission
seems to have been guite limited., Only 13
per cent of our nonparticipant respondents
reported they had ever heard of the workshops.

{(7) Nearly half the participants (43 per
cent) heard about the workshops through
mailed letters of invitation, and another 23
per cent received information through a
governmental or private organization. Thirty-
one per cent saw information im the newspaper,
11 per cent heard announcements on radic and
television, 10 per cent heard from a friend
and four per cent heard at work. Some partici-
pants received information through more than
one channel, but it is significant that 66
per cent received information through invita-
tions or organizations.

{8) The methods employed were almost to-
tally unsuccessful in reaching the people who
belong te few or no organizations, have lower
sociceconomic status and participate less in
community activities. Only eight per cent of
the nonparticipants in cur sample could recall
having heard about the workshops before they
were held! All of them said the mass media
were the source of information. That so few
could recall having heard of the workshops
beforehand indicates the methods for dissemi-
nation of information were an inefficient
method of vrcaching the citizenry as a whole
or that the amount of publicity was sufficient
to catch their attention. The methods used
did nothing to ensure that the unorganized
and other categories of persons least likely
to participate would be informed and become
involved. Rather, it sought participation
from those most likely to take part.

(9) By iimiting its workshop sessicns tec a
single location in each county, the commission
reduced the likelihood of participation by
persons living in other arcas.

(107 The OCCEDC made no systematic cffort
to obtain and analyze other data that would
show the extent to which the participants
were representative, even though the commission
requested workshop participants leave their
names and addresses and Extension personnel
were able to identify the organizational
affiliations and interests of some participants.

Commigssioners ' Attitudes

Some members of the commission were very
committed to citizen participation, but others
were ambivalent or even unsupportive, although
the staff perceived that support increased as
the commission's work progressed. In one
county, there was a question whether a workshop

6l



would be held at all because onc of the
commissioners from that county opposed it

at first. Not all the commissjoners attended
workshops in their respective counties.

Location and Procedure of Commigsaion Meetings

An opportunity for citizens to participate
was presented by the meetings of the commmis-
sion, usually held once a month on a Friday
during the day. Meetings held during
working hours effectively prevented most
employed people from attending.

Most meetings were held at the commission's
place of business in Florence, as this was a
central coastal point not requiring any single
commissioner to travel as far as Astoria, Coos
Bay or Gold Beach. It was not expected,
however, that ordinary citizems would travel
up to half the length of the Oregon coast in
order to attend a commission meeting in
Florence unless they had an unusually intense
interest. Meetings held in cities up and
down the coast could have attracted local
attendance if special efforts had been made
to publicize them.

Procedures followed at commission meetings
did not give priority to citizen participa-
tion. The emphasis was on staff reports,
commission discussion and comment by resource
specialists representing federal and state
agencies. Although citizens who made the
effort to be present, to be prepared and to
seek recognition would be heard by the
commission, few citizens actually attended.
There was no effort by staff or others to
ensure that citizens would in fact take
advantage of the opportunity commission meet-
ings offered. It is true, of course, that
the commission spent much of its time educa-
ting itself on coastal resources and problems
and reviewing policies and proposals line by
line. Giving prierity to citizen partici-
pation would have required more meeting time
or allowed less time for these activities.
The commission simply did not perceive its
meetings as a channel for citizen input,

INCREASING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF CITIZEN
PARTICIPATION PROGRAMS

Qur examination of the OCCEDC program for
participation in coastal zone planning reveals
that achieving representativeness and citizen
influence is fraught with difficulty. Crit-
ical factors that determine the effectiveness
of participation include:

(1) The commitment of the designers and
authorizers of the participation program to
the goals of represcntativeness and genuine
citizen influence.

62

(2} Availability of time, staftf and money
to achieve representativeness and citizen
influence.

(3) Resources of the public whose partici-
pation is sought--willingness to spend time
and effort in gaining and applying information,
in attending meetings and in communicating
with each other and with officials.

Commt tment

The designers of citizen participation
programs face trying trade-offs, for the
amount and quality of citizen involvement
depends not cnly on the interest and infor-
mation of citizens, but alse on the willing-
ness of responsible agencies to commit time
and Tesources on a continuing basis to
capturing the attention of citizens and
providing them with the information needed to
make informed judgments. Commitment to the
aim of representativeness must be distinguished
from that of influence; it is not uncommon
for citizen participants represcnting selected o
narrow elements in the population to be
influential.

A full commitment to representative partici-
pation by OCCEDC commissioners and staff would
have entailed additional efforts to recruit
persons from those categories least likely to
participate. If there had been greater commit-
ment or influence by citizens, stronger
efforts would have been made to organize 2
second set of workshops to obtain citizen
reaction to tentative policies and actions
adopted by the commission.

Rescurces to Encourage Partreipation

Even if the commitment is strong, the agency
organizing a participation program may find
its resources are insufficient to match its
commitment. The experience of thc OCCEDC
illustrates the impact of resource limitations
on participation efforts. Measures necessary
te obtain more representative participation
would have taken substantial staff time and
required additional expenditures--more work-
shops and special efforts to recruit the unor-
ganized, blue collar workers, youth, minorities
and other persons of lower sociceconomic
status. A further commitment of resources
would have been required to provide infermation
and the kind of environment necessary to
encourage citizen participants to exercise a
greater measure of influence over the planning
decisions.

Resource of the Public

People can be expected to commit their time
and energy to participation only if they believe



they can have an impact on the result and
that the result is important to thelir inter-
ests. To obtain the participation of certain
categories of citizens, it is necessary to
persuade them that their intcrests are
involved and that they can have influence.

To obtain a representative set of partici-
pants, it is necessary to find potential
participants, provide them information
relating to their interests and their poten-
tial influence and convince them that their
participation can have an impact. It is also
necessary to arrange participation in a way
and on a schedule that is consistent with
their rgscurces. Meetings held during
working hours or at distant points deter
people freom taking part.

DEVELOPING A PARTICIPATION PROGRAM

Designers of participation programs need
to carefully examine the commitment of the
sponsoring agency to participation in relation
to available resources. Those whe control
resources should be given information about
the resources required for an effective
program in order that full costs may be known
and weighed in relation to the desire for
citizen involvement.

Although there are endless practical pos-
sibilities for furthering effective partici-
pation, some of the strategic issues are
these:

(1) How many participants are needed in
order to ensure a representative cross
section? The OQCC&DC decided a minimum of
one workshop should be held in each coastal
county, and that one¢ should be held in each
of four Willamette Valley cities. Possibly
an equally representative cxpression of
opinion could have been gained by invelving
fewer people than the 1,000 who took part.
From the point of view of interests repre-
sented, large numbers are not required. Far
more important is the selecticn of a group
that accurately represents all relevant
interests. On the other hand, if partici-
pation 1s viewed as a goal in and of itself,
or a means of developing support for the
plans that may eventually emerge, the larger
the number of participants, the more effec-
tive is the participation program.

(2) How can participation be obtained
from those who are uninterested or unaccus-
tomed to any community involvement? First,
such participants must be located. One
method is to utilize the techniques used by
public opinien surveys to obtain represen-
tative samples. A samplc of registered
voters was used by the Land Conservation
and Development Commission, which has the

disadvantage of omitting persons who do not
register. A somewhat less systematic approach
is to contact organizations and agencies
through which the desired participants can be
obtained. (Organizations are contacted not

to secure representatives but rather to gain
access to persons who are touched by the
organization.) Thus laber unions and places
of work are channels of access to workers

who do and do not belong to unions. Youth

may be reached through schools and institutions
of higher education, at work and through
organizations. Lower income persons may be
contacted at work and through community organi-
zations,

However the desired participants are loca-
ted, they must be given infermation about
their stakes in the matters on which partici-
pation is sought, and they must be persuaded
that their views will in fact be given some
weight. In the case of the OCCEDC, they must
be shown that conditions of life on the ceast
will be affected by the planning process and
that means exist for them to have some control
over that process. Providing convincing infor-
maticn on these points is likely to be time-
consuming and expensive.

{3) How can participants becomc suffi-
ciently well-informed to participate effec-
tively, that is, to aveid being overwhelmed
by experts? This problem can only be overcome
by defining the role of citizens in the
planning process. Generally, if options are
not to he foreclosed at the problem definition
stage, citizens should participate from the
outset in identifying issues and goals.
Citizen participation requires adherence to
the propesition that every decision is a
combination of factuwal and value clements,
and that experts have no special claim to
make decisions about values. Experts can
help clarify issues, but when complex causal
relationships 4re matters of controversy,
citizens should have a role in making decisions.
Since the expert has a decided advantage in
the determination of what facts are relevant
and of whether facts are in controversy, it
may be desirable to provide citizens with
advocate planners who can develop information
from the peint of view of the citizens and
¢ritically examine the facts offered by
other experts, who may have industry, govern-
ment agency or professional commitments that
influence perceptions and value preferences.

The problem of citizen informaticn is
sometimes exaggerated. The OCCEDC workshop
participants provided valuable information
about natural resource problems and about
their own preferences and feelings concerning
what was happening in their communities.

Some had streng opinions about things that
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should be stopped or changed. Thus, they
brought useful perspectives to the process
of identifying problems and goals.

Ideally, the commission would have pro-
cessed these initial ideas, evaludated them
in terms of inventories and economic studies,
incorporated them in policies and referred
the policies to the citizens with informa-
tion about the consequences of different
options. The citizen might then have
expressed a preference for the same policies
he or she favored at the workshop, but would
have had the benefit of more information
about the consequences of his choice. Alter-
natively, the new information might have led
the person to modify his or her policy views,
The breadth of the commission's task, the
statutory deadline and limited resources all
prevented the commission from providing as
much information about the consequences of
its proposed policies as it would have
desired. Some members werc especially con-
cerned over the lack of specification of the
economic effects of proposed policies. In
such circumstances it may be desirable to
extend the work of the planning agency.

(4) How much influence are citizens to
have in the process? Decision makers who
mandate or plan citizen participation pro-
grams usually do not make explicit what
degree of influence citizens should have.

To do so leads to conflicts among various
officials and perhaps between officials and
citizens about the methods employed to
involve citizens. However, when the degree
of influence is left unspecified, the cards
are heavily stacked against strong influence
by a representative group of citizens. Par-
ticipation is costly to citizens. They

must acquire information, give time on a
continuing basis and mobilize political
influence ta make sure their viewpoints are
heard and taken into account. At the same
time, paid staff and cxperienced eofficials
can scem to be responsive without being
deeply affeccted by influence attempts.

These factors may mean the initiation of
a citizen participation program is mothing
more than an invitation for officials,
staff, administrators, interest groups and
citizens to engage in a struggle to see
whether therc will be meaningful partici-
pation. Unless the issues are seen as very
important to them, citizens are likely to
be unwilling to engage in such a struggle.
Only if other actors see participation as a
high priority goal in itself or as a way of
influencing the outcome in a certain direc-
tion are they likely to commit their own
political resources to the fight for an
effective participation program.
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THE COSTS OF PARTICIPATION

A program of citizen participation that
meets the criteria of representativeness
and influence entails substantial costs.
Critics of citizen participation often point
out such costs as reasons te limit public
involvement, while decision makers who
mandate citizen participation may not con-
sider the costs imposed on clected officials,
administraters, planners and citizens.
Separate mandates for different programs
but requiring action by the same administra-
tors, the same local elected officials or
the same citizens may impose costs that arc
burdensome or unacceptable. For this reason,
it will be useful at times to use a single
publie involvement structure for different
programs, levels of government or agencies.
In this way start-up costs can he substan-
tially reduced. On the other hand, indi-
viduals who are called on repeatedly for
participation activies may withdraw, leaving
the function to those who have the time and
inclination to take part. As a result
Tepresentativeness may suffer, unless replace-
ments can be found who have characteristics
similar to those who drop out.

Failure to face squarely the casts and
objectives of citizen participation is
likely to tesult in frustration for the
citizen, the politician who mandates partici-
pation and the planner or administrater who
must try to make it succeed. If those costs
are fully recognized, provision can be made
for staff, money and sufficient lead-time
so that participation csn be effectively
organized on a more representative basis.

As a result, those who disagree with the
policies that emerge from a policy-making
process will be encouraged to focus on sub-
stantive differences or other procedural
issues, but not on the inadequacies of the
citizen participation program.

Failure to plan for and provide the
requisite resources, activities and time to
carry out a participation program may
indicate a lack of commitment to partici-
pation on the part of the decision-making
body or official. [t may indeed represent
a calculated effort to limit access to the
pelicy-making process to those groups that
are most likely to participate, even if not
encouraged to do so, and to officials them-
selves. Since public opposition to citizen
participation is potitically costly o
elected officials and administratoers, out-
right rejecction of citizen participatien on
the grounds of cost is unlikely. Rather,
tight deadlines, limiting procedures and
inadequate funding may be used to achieve
the same result.



In assessing the citizen participation
program of the OCCEDC it is important to
recognize shortcomings were in part due to
limitations of funding and the statutory
deadline established by the authorizing
legislation., Insufficient funding partially
explains the slow start of the commission's
work. The 1975 deadline required shortcuts
in the final, eoften hectic months. The
commission had difficulty in defining a
planning program to carry out its respon-
sibilities, which also delayed work. It is
evident that some of the difficulties in
implementing citizen participation arose
from factors within the commission's control.

OQur cvaluation of citizen participation
in OCCEOC has been based on two propositions:
{1) Mechanisms for citizen participation
should facilitate the ability of the gov-
erned to influence and hold accountable the
governors; and (2) citizens who participate
should reflect peopulation preferences of the
geographic arca for which representation is
sought, To see if the OCCEDC met these
criteria we reviewed the actions taken by
the commission to obtain participation, we
examined the opinions of citizens and
officials on the impacts of citizen particl-
pation and we analyzed the extent to which
the preferences and characteristics of
citizens who attended the OCCEDC workshops
differcd from citizens who did not attend.
We reached the conclusion that the design
of the OCCEDC citizen participation program
did not encourage ecxtensive or representative
citizen involvement. We also analyzed the
major issues in the design of public partici-
pation programs and indicated some conditions
necessary for obtaining influential and
representative citizen actions.
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appendix A: estuaries and
wetlands: a synopsis of
public workshop input

A SYNOPSIS OF PUBLIC WORKSHOP INPUT

I. General Conservation and Development
Policies

1. Estuaries and wetlands should be
studied and managed to achieve higher
productivity within their natural economic
and social values.

2., Estuary resource management should
strive for a balance between economic
development and conservation.

3. Activities within estuarine
areas must be compatible with the natural
limitations of the estuary.

4, Each estuary should net be developed
for every possible use; some should be re-
served for one or two primary uses.

5. Estuaries should be considered
primarily as food production areas with
natural rescurce protection as first priority.
(CONFLICT) Top priority should be placed
on econcmic development in Coos Bay.

6. Comprehensive plans for all es-
tuaries and wetlands should be developed
and made flexible to respond to changing
conditions.

7. Suitability of estuary and wetland
areas for development and nondevelopment
should be identified and regulated by
policies for designated uses and construc-
tion methods.

8. One agency should prepare guide-
lines with the cooperation of scientists
and environmentalists to designate those
lands which should be protected.

9. Estuary management guidelines and
use priorities should be developed for
each estuary, not broad generalities to
cover them all.

10. OCCEDC should sponsor estuary plan-
ning groups by providing staff and financial
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assistance for every estuary. And QCCHDC
should be able to review authority over
local estuary plans.

11. Development should not proceed un-
til there is sufficient knowledge to measure
its potential impact.

12. Oregon estuaries and their develop-
ment should be put in order of precedence
to prevent duplications of facilities.

13, Identify estuarine and wetland re-
sources that should be developed and those
which should be preserved or conserved.

14, O0CC§DC should identify estuarine
sanctuaries throughout the coastal zone
and finance their establishment as sanc-
tuaries through coastal zone management
funds.

15, Remaining natural wetlands and
fragile estuarine areas should be identi-
fied and preserved.

16. Estuaries and wetlands should be

_inventoried to determine those areas which
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are most productive.

17. Pastureland with low productivity
should be inventoried to determine whether
the land should be returned to a wetland
conditien.

18, Natural vegetation along the es-
tuary should be protected for wildlife and
maintenance of water quality.

19. The feasibility of ovster farming
and other types of aquaculture should be
studied.

20. Counties, port districts and OCC&DC
should review proposed activities in each
estuary jointly.

21. There should be regional or state
control in estuaries.
(CONFLICT) Priorities should be identified
by strong local land use planning with con-
trol centered at the local level aided by the
expertise of state and federal personnel
and guidlines.

22. The coastal economy should not be
balanced upon the tourist industry {(favor
Oregon residents over out-of-state tour-
ists).

(CONFLICT) Retirement and the tourist in-
dustry are valuable eccnomic assets to the
coast.

23. There should be marine extension
agents to scrve all coastal areas.

24, Public lands and large land ouwner-
ships should have to follow the same legal
requirements and estuary guidelines as others.

25. Public educaticn is needed for great-
er understanding of wetlands,

A ComBensation

1. Management tools {i.e., zoning, tax-
ation pelicies and property assessment and
casements) should protect private citizens
as well as valuable natural resource areas
and open space.

2. A compensation system should be
developed for estuarine and wetland arcas
subject to land use restrictions.

3. Compensation should be based on
measurable losses, not speculative values.
(CONFL{CT) Taxes should he based on the
value of restricted use.

4, Tax incentives and exemptions should
be investigated as 3 method of keeping wet-
lands undeveloped or returning old, diked
lands to wetlands.

5. Property which is being used to the
detriment of an area should be acquired by
the public and the owners compensated.

6. Federal and state restrictions on
economic dcvelopment should be accompanied
by some type of compensation to the local
arca affected by the contrels or the public
purchase.

(CONFLICT} State agencies should have less
control.

7. Special-use taxes (e.g., motels and
state parks) should be utilized to help
coastal residents pay for the public facil-
ities that serve tourism.

8, Natural damage to private land ad-
jacent to the estuary should be corrected
or prevented by giving the landowner cost
sharing funds.

B. Water Policies

1. Estuarine water quality should be
maintained, enhanced and restored where
appropriate.

2. All wastes should be controlled if



harmful to man, fish or fowl.

2. Natural water circulation and flush-
ing should be identificd, monitored and pro-
tected.

4. Direct discharge of untreated wastes
into estuaries should be eliminated.

5. Solid waste and sewage disposal or
lagoons should be generally discouraged.

6. Wetlands should be protected as
domestic water supply resources.

7. Industrial waste disposal (chemical,
wood and fish processing waters, etc.) should
be regulated according to state and federal
guidelines with strict and consistent enforce-
ment .

8. Restrictions should be considered
on an individual basis.

9. New subdivision and health regulations
and surveillance should be enacted to control
water quality problcms.

a. All domestic sewape should be
subjected to secondary treatment
before discharge into the estuary,
possibly a 1975 OCC&DC requirement
{including houseboats).

b. The Department of Environmental
Quality should contrel mmicipal
discharge with local cooperation.
{CONFLICT) Countries should regulate
independently.

¢. OCCEDC should require that state
parks cooperate with sanitary dis-
tricts in handling of sewage.

d. Area-wide sewer systems 1in est-
uarine areas should be developed.

10. Federal or state aid should be given
to local areas, especially the smaller com-
munities for waste treatment and disposal
planning, financing and site location.

11, The feasibility of utilizing sew-
age effluent and sludge for agriculture, the
need for tertiary treatment and the impact
of ocean dumping should all be investigated.

12. Controls and policies for sewage
effluent from boats and ships should be sim-
ilar to industrial and municipal discharges.
Ports should provide pumping facilities and
sewer connections for emptying holding tanks.

13. Sedimentation from both natural and

man-made sources should be controlled to en-
hance life in the estuary.

14. Watershed uses must he carefully
controlled and monitored to protect wetlands,
estuaries and streams from accelerated rates
of sedimentation (the new Forest Practices
Act sheuld be a major toel).

15. Policies and standards of use in
coastal forest lands should be based on a
complete soil survey.

16. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
should build holding dams rather than levees
to stop flooding and sedimentation, generate
electricity, irrigate and provide recreation-
al opportunities.

II. Rescurce Development Policies

1. Limit growth to areas which are care-
fully studied and controelled. Move develop-
ment pressure away from rivers and estuaries.

2. Encourage comprehensive planning to
determine the feasibility of development and
its location.

3. [stuary boundaries should be defined
a., back 100 feet from the water, ar

b. a certain elevation above the
water, or

¢. a number of miles back from the
water.

4. Permits should be established for
areas above the mean higher high-water line
to protect natural resources and to form a
broad buffer zone around the estuaries.

5. One agency {possibly the port com-
mission) should serve as a clearinghouse for
all permits and permit applications.

6. A proposed use in an estuary or
wetland should be allowed only if it requires
an estuary location {is water related) and
is proven to be necessary by resource in-
ventory, planning or zoning.

7. The burden of proof should be with
the developer by requiring a performance
bond and/or an environmental impact statement
with the input from all interests and long-
range planning.
{CONFLICT) Development propesals should be
considered on a case by case basis with a
local board of appeal.
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8. Design standards for waterfront prop-
erties should be established.

a. Contruction should be on piling
rather than fill.

b. The size and extent of boat docks
should be limited according to
the amount of frentage, local
zoning and building codes and
esthetics.

¢. Waterfront development should
provide semi-public access.

d. Dry storage for spert boats
should be used to provide more
gpen area on the estuary and
preserve marine space for
commercial beats.

e. The number and density of house-
boats on waterways should be
controlled.

9, Some facility development may have
to occur in estuaries and wetlands, but
. when these outgrow their usefulness the
area should be reclaimed to its natural
condition.

10. There should be no building on
flood plains.

11. Concentration of industry in es-
tuaries should be eliminated. Specific
areas should be designated for industrial
and commercial development.

12. Industrial development in estuaries
should be limited to those which are water-
related and demonstrate that they will not
damage the estuary.

13, Regulation of industry should be
studied, especially the heavy polluters.

14. A study should be made of the
Columbia River estuary (i.e., bielogic,
hydrelogic, economic, physical and chemical
factors) with special attention to Port
of Astoria expansion and spoil disposal
plans, the AMAX aluminum plant, log stor-
age and siltation.

A. Dredge and Fil}

1. Potential fill and removal areas
and remedial programs should be identified
to maintain or enhance (biologically and/
or economically) each estuary. These plans
should include:
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a. potential dredge spoil sites and
management plans which encourage
dry-land storage, prevent reduc-
tion of the tidal prism and pro-
tect highly productive areas;

b. reguirement of cost-henefit
analysis;

c. examination of environmental
impact (burden of proof on the
developer};

d. continuance of minor fills (50
cubic yards);

e. interim maintenance dredging at
existing level with an econemic-
ally feasible disposal require-
ment ;

f. recquirement of local and state
approval and/or OCCEDC permit re-
view authority; and

g. same planning requirements and
public disclosure for state and
federal projects as applied to
private projects {e.g. ., the
Siletz Highway Bridge fill).

2. Spoils management policies should be
developed for estuaries, poessibly with a
strong effort from the federal government
(i.e., the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers).

3. Dredging, filling or draining of es-
tuaries and wetlands without demonstrated
public henefit should be discouraged and
prevented by strict controls.

{CONFLICT} There should be no additional
fills allowed in estuaries or wetlands.
(CONFLICT) Dredging should continue. It is
a practical and economic necessity, but the
disposal is a problem.

(CONFLICT) Filling or draining of wetlands
should be decided on a case by case basis
with the local board of appeal.

4. Funding for dredging should come from
the state as well as from federal and local
sources.

5. Programs for estuarine restoration
{e.g., Tillamook and Siletz Bay) should be
considered.

6. If fill or diking of wetlands 1s ab-
solutely necessary, other areas should be
restored or acquired on an equal basis.

7. Dredging speils should be dumped in
deep occan waters,
(CONFLICT)Offshore disposal is not acceptable.



&, Alternatives to offshore dumping
should be studied (e.g., use of dredge and
sewage as topsoil, sumping, creation of
islands for wildlife habitat, etc.}

9, Controlled gravel removal may be de-
sirable and should be studied, though strict
regulution is needed.

B. Navigation and Related Activities
Policies

1. OCC&DC should study and encourage
potential deep water ports on a coast-wide
basis.

2, Commercial shipping should not be
accommodated in every estuary.

3. Port planning should aveid ineffec-
tive scattering of capital resources.

4. There should be an effort to im-
prove major bays for coastal shipping and
barge traffic.

5. The economic impact of deep water
ports should be investigated.

0. The impact of log storage and water-
sited mills should be studied.

7. Continued log storage in estuaries
is an economic necessity.
{CONFLICT} Whengver possible cold deck
storage of logs should be used in preference
to water storage with the eventual goal of
phasing out log storage in estuaries.

8. Studies of log storage needs should
determine if water log storage is best or
whether alternative mcasures should be en-
couraged.






appendix B: a comparison of the
opinions of participants,
nonparticipants and
commissioners on Likert

scale items

Participants Nonparticipants

Ne No
Attitudes Agree Disagree Opinion Agree Disagree Opinion

1, Conserving natural
resources is not in
the long-term best
interests of the coast
in an economic sense. 15.0 §3.5 1.4 19.1 78.3

rJ
o

2. The participation of
individuals in local
planning efforts can
have an important ef-
fect on shaping a land-
use plan for this
community. 98,6 1.4 - 37.2 11.9 0.9

3. People who own land
which 1s needed for the
breeding and feeding of
fish and wildlife should
be prevented from alter-
ing that environment. 55.4 40.5 4.1 48.6 41.8 9.6

4, Often, the interests
of coastal residents are
ignored in favor of the
interests of valley
residents. 68.1 25.0 6.9 60.6 30.1 9.3

5. The community has a
real interest in the
uses people make of
their land. 83.2 6.8 - 31.0 65.1 3.9

6. Attracting new indus-
try should be a top
priority of any
planning done for
this area. 47.3 48.6 4.1 61.3 37.4 1.3

Table B.1 Attitudes of participants and nonparticipants regarding natural
respources and the future of the coast.
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10.

11.

12.

13,

Participants

Attitude Agree

Disagree

People who maintain
land as a wildlife
refuge habitat should
be paid because they
cannot use the land

for other purposes. 56.9 40.3

A person in my situ-

ation could spend one

evening a month helping

to develop a good plan

for this area. 89.2

In general, tourists

seem to regard the

coast only as a

playground. 70.3

Greater restrictions

on the ways in which
industries and other
developers use land

and water on the coast

would not improve life

in this commmnity. 27.8

Planning should be left

up to planners because

they have much more

knowledge than the

ordinary person. 9.7

Preserving natural

resources for long-term

use is in the best

interests of the coast

and should be preferred

over other kinds of

economic development. 59.7

People in the valley

seem to understand the

needs of people on the

coast. 32.9

9.5

27.1

69.4

88.9

34.7

60.0

Nonparticipants

No No

Opinion Agree Disagree Opinion
2.8 58.7 34.8 6.5
1.4 65.3 31.8 3.0
2.7 79.7 15.1 1.3
2.8 33.2 57.6 9.2
1.4 23.3 73.7 3.0
5.6 73.7 21.0 5.3
7.1 20.0 71,1 g§.8
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Participants Nonparticipants

No No
Attitude Apree Disagree Opinion Agree Disagree Opinion

14, The conservation of
agricultural land is
not of major importance
to the future of
this area. 13.7 86.3 - 25.1 72.3 2.6

15. Property owners should
be prevented from des-
troying wildlife
habitats on their land
only if the public pays
them for leaving it in
its natural state. 45.2 47.9 6.8 49.4 43.2 7.4

16. Regulation of the use
of natural resources will
not be beneficial to
the economy of this
comminity. 12.2 87.8 - 22,7 74.2 3.0

17. Planning shouid be
left to the planners
because the people of
this community could
never agree on what
kind of plan they
wanted even if they
were consulted, 9.5 89.2 1.4 23.2 73.8 3.0

18. There have been so
many people polluting
streams that the fish
are threatened in many
areas. 57.5 4l1.1 1.4 73.6 21.6 4.8

19. The first responsibility
of those planning for
the coast should be to
maintain its natural
resources as much as
possible in an unspeiled
state. 65.8 31.5 2.7 81.9 13.5 4.6

Table B.1 (continued)




20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25,

26.

Attitude

People who own land
which is a fish and
wildlife habitat have
a responsibility to
maintain the habitat
for the public
welfare.

Any natural resource
plan for the coast
should give first at-
tention to the possi-
bility for its
economic development.

The management of
wildlife is not very
important to me
personally.

Attracting new indus-
try is necessary to
the future of this
community.

People who own or use

land have a responsi-

bility to ensure that

the way they use their
land does not harm the
environment.

Careful management of
natural resources on
the coast will be a
spurce of economic
prosperity in the
future.

Industry has been a
danger to the environ-
ment on the coast.

Participants

Nonparticipants

Agree Disagree

47,2

48.0

16.4

62.2

89.0

91.9

53.4

No
Opinion Agree Disagree Opinion

No

50.0

50.6

83.06

33.8

41,1

1.4

1.4

4.1

1.4

65.8 29.5 4.7
65.8 28.5 4.7
10.8 89.2 -

68.5 27.2 4.3
88.2 10.5 1.3
93.7 6.3 -

42.3 50.0 7.7
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*4.

*g,

Opinion

Conserving natural resources is
not in the long-term best interests
of the coast in an econemic sense.

The participation of individuals in
local planning efforts can have an
important effect on shaping a land-
use plan for this commmity.

People who own land which is
needed for the breeding and feed-
ing of fish and wildlife should be
prevented from altering that
enviroenment.

QOften, the interests of coastal
residents are ignored in favor of
the interests of valley residents.

The community has a real interest
in the uses people make of their
land.

Attracting new industry should be
a top priority of any planning
done for this area.

People who maintain land as a
wildlife habitat should be paid
because they cannot use the land
for other purposes.

The average citizen in this area
could spend one evening a month
helping to develop a good plan for
this community.

In general, tourists seem to regard
the coast only as a playground.

29

28

23

28

29

28

29

29

29

No

Agrec Disagree Opinion
14% 86% -
100% - -
44% 52% 4%
64% 32% 4%
93% 7% -
61% 32% 7%
72% 21% 7%
86% 14% -
55% 45% -

Table B.2 OCCEDC Commissioners' opinions regarding natural resources and the

future of the coast.
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No
Opinion N Agree Disagree Opinion

10. Greater restriction on the ways
in which industries and other
developers use land and water on
the coast would not improve life
in this community. 25 20% 76% 4%

11. Planning should be left up to
planners because they have much
more knowledge than the ordiaary
person, 28 7

=l

pi=]
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1

12. Preserving natural resources for
long-term use is in the best
interests of the coast and
should be preferred over other
kinds of economic development. 28 50% 46% 4%

13. People in the valley seem to
understand the needs of people
on the coast. 29 24% 76% -

14, The conservation of agricultural
land is not of major importance
to the future of this area. 29 21% 76% 3

of

%15, Property owners should be
prevented from destroying wild-
iife habitats on their land only
if the public pays them for
leaving it in its natural state. 28 61% 39% -

16. Regulation of the use of natural
resources will not be beneficial
to the economy of this community. 29 - 100% -

17. Plamming should be left to the
plamners because the people of
this community could never agree
on what kind of plan they wanted
even if they were consulted. 28 11% 89% -

*i8. There have been so many people
polluting streams that the fish
are threatened in many areas. 29 41% 55% 3%

Table B.2 (continued)




Opinion

19, The first responsibility of
those plamning for the coast
should be to maintain its natural
resources as much as possible in
an unspoiled state.

*20, People who own land which is a
fish and wildlife habitat have
a responsibility to maintain
the habitat for the public
welfare,

*21. Any natural resource plan for
the coast should give first
attention to the possibility
for its economic development.

22. The management of wildlife is
not very important to me
personally.

23. Attracting new industry is
necessary to the future of this
community.

24. People who own or use land have
a tesponsibility to ensure that
the way they use their land does
not harm the environment.

25. Careful management of natural
resources on the coast will be
a source of economic prosperity
in the future.

26. Industry has been a danger to the
environment on the coast,

25

27

26

29

29

27

28

25

Agree

40%

89%

No

Disagree Opinion
60% -
67% 4%
42% 4%
83% -
21% 3%

7% 4%
4% -
36% 4%

Table B.2 (continued)

*Majority of appointed commissioners (four or more) held opinions contrary to majority

of elected commissioners {13 or more).
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