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Why the Study
W as Conducted

The City of Sesattle has along tradition of neighborhood activism and participation. The
year 1998 marked the ten-year anniversary of the Neighborhood Planning and Assistance
Program. During that year, a number of neighborhood plans were completed in fulfill-
ment of the City of Seattle's Comprehensive Plan to manage growth within the city over
the next twenty years.

These plans represented many hundreds, if not thousands, of hours spent by neighbor-
hood volunteers over four years to develop a vision of their neighborhood and a means to
execute that vision. Other citizens have dedicated a considerable amount of time to par-
ticipate in other City-sponsored groups such as Parks Advisory Boards, Block Watch,
Watershed Advisory Boards, and Precinct Advisory Boards.

The City, as a governing entity, recognizes the value and importance of having citizen
participate in local government issues as it pertains to their neighborhoods and commu-
nity as awhole. To better understand citizen participation and identify the best ways to
foster and encourage this form of volunteerism, the Seattle Planning Commission was
charged with conducting an evaluation of geographically based citizen participation.

This evaluation consisted of a survey of tools and techniques used by other municipalities
to grow and manage citizen participation, and data collected from Sedttle citizens them-
selves. These data included the ways citizens participate in local government issues that
affect their neighborhoods, the practices of local organizations that are involved geo-
graphically based government issues, and attitudes about participation in these issues.

The results of this evaluation will be used to identify the best practices for effective citi-
zen participation and develop the tools and programs needed to enhance and improve
citizen participation in local government issues.

The report that follows consists of the data collected from interviews, surveys, and focus
groups of volunteers, City staff, and consultants.
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How the Study
Was Conducted

This research behind this study consists of four components:
Focus groups
In-depth interviews
Mail survey
Telephone survey

Focus Groups Four focus groups were conducted among four different groups. 1) in-
dividuals who participated in neighborhood planning; 2) Neighborhood Planning Office
(NPO) staff; 3) consultants who worked with neighborhood planning groups; and 4)
members of the CNC.

Participants were recruited from lists provided by the Seattle Planning Commission and
recommendations from NPO and Sesattle Planning Commission staff. Each focus group
lasted approximately 1.5 to 2 hours.

In-Depth Interviews Comprehensive interviews were conducted both in-person and via
telephone. Participants were recruited from lists provided by the Seattle Planning Com+-
mission and recommendations by the Seattle Planning Commission staff. They included
neighborhood activists, community council members, advisory committee members,
consultants, and City staff. Each interview lasted from 45 minutesto 1.5 hours.

Mail Survey. Approximately 4,600 questionnaires were mailed out in July, which
yielded aresponse rate of eight percent. The actual response rate may be somewhat
higher as 2,600 surveys were mailed out by the Department of Neighborhoods (DON)
and Department of Construction and Land Use (DCLU) to their own mail databases and
screening out duplicates between the two lists was not possible. An additional 2,000
were mailed out to individuals that were randomly selected from severa databases of
participants in local government activities that were provided by the NPO and the Seat-
tle Planning Commission.

The sampling error for this survey was plus or minus 5.2 percent at the 95 percent confi-
dence level — meaning that, if this survey was conducted 100 times, 95 times the data
will reflect the same results within arange of plus or minus 5.2 percent.

Telephone Survey. A telephone survey of 101 individuals was conducted in late Sep-
tember. Respondents were randomly chosen from the databases provided by the Sesttle
Planning Commission and the NPO using an nth select. The survey sample was some-
what skewed towards individuas involved in neighborhood planning because these lists
were the most likely to have telephone numbers attached; some of the other databases
also included telephone numbers and were also used as sample material. Weighting the
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sample lists to compensate for the high incidence of the individuas involved was not

possible because it wouldn't have generated enough sample material to complete 100

interviews — generally, depending on the type of survey, 5 to 10 names are needed for
each completed interview.

While the questionnaire shared some of the same questions as the mail survey, a number
of new questions were added based on the results of the focus groups, in-depth inter-
views, and two citizen roundtables which were sponsored by the Seattle Planning Com-
mission. Although the survey was supposed to last only 15 minutes, the average length
was 25 minutes.

The sampling error for this survey was plus or minus 10 percent at the 95 percent confi-

dence level — meaning that, if this survey was conducted 100 times, 95 times the data
will reflect the same results within arange of plus or minus 10 percent.
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Conclusions &
Recommenda-
tions

Conclusions

Successful efforts in geographically-based citizen participation that are rewarding to
both volunteers and the City of Seattle are based on four elements:

1. Results. Individuas who dedicate one of their most precious re-
sources in today's currency — time — to help improve their commu-
nity expect to have avisible impact. "Volunteer burnout” appears to
result from the frustration and disappointment of working hard and
having little or nothing to show for these efforts.

2. Communication. Communication as a theme recurred throughout
the research — communication between the City and the groups,
communication within the groups; and communication between
groups both within and without the neighborhoods. Areas of com-
munication that are particularly important are:

— Expectations from City. A number of individuds, includ-
ing consultants and City staff, expressed frustration with the
City with respect to Phase |1 of neighborhood planning and
the changing requirements and specifications of the final
work product.

— The ability of organizations to communicate directly with
City departments. Volunteers felt that their group's effec-
tiveness was directly linked to having a contact person
within the City who could make decisions and/or advocate
on their behalf.

3. Accountability. Accountability must be two-way. Because the City
supports or sponsors these groups, they have an expectation of ac-
countability from these citizens. However, the City must also be
accountable to the citizens by following-up and following-through
on promises and agreements made to neighborhood groups. Ac-
countability builds trust between the City and citizen volunteers and
encourages participation.
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4. Group Management. Group management includes skills like meet-
ing management and facilitation to make sure that meetings are or-
ganized and that everyone has an equal voice, outreach, and re-
cruitment. Lack of group management skills can inhibit citizen
participation because participation becomes more difficult — meet-
ing times are not communicated, meetings are held without an ap-
parent purpose, the length of meetings is not controlled, and voca
individuals dominate the meetings.

Participation in community organizations provides an important social connection
for individuals to meet and get to know people within their neighborhood. This so-
cia connection is one of the primary benefits of citizen participation.

Representation remains a difficult and elusive goa for most groups. The magjority of
those participating in geographically-based government issues are more likely to be
white, older, more affluent, and a homeowner than the genera population of Sedttle.
People of color and renters are especially underrepresented in citizen participation
activities

Although most individuals acknowledge that their groups lack representation from
all segments of their community, many of these groups do not appear to make it pri-
ority to recruit members from these other segments. Those groups who did ex-
pressed frustration at their inability to increase representativeness.

Except in areas that are primarily business-oriented — e.g., downtown Segttle, Denny
Regrade, etc., businesses tend not to participate in local government issues unless
they are directly affected by them. Many business owners do not live in the areas
where they operate their business and are reluctant to spend addition time on neigh-
borhood activities that take time away from their business or persona life.

The increasing number of demands placed on free time lowers the pool of available
volunteers for citizen participation. Competition for available time includes work
and family activities, participation in school-related issues and activities, and chari-
table and philanthropic activities.

Issues are usualy the catalyst to raise citizen participation. A perceived threat or
change to the community can spur otherwise inactive individuals to become in-
volved in their neighborhood or community. Many of the long-time participants that
were interviewed became involved because of a single issue that affected their
community.

Once involved, most participants remain active. Most of those currently involved
organizations that deal with local government issues plan to remain involved (70
percent). They remain involved because they want to make a difference in their
community.

Most of those who will not remain involved will drop out because of reasons associ-
ated with group dynamics ("groups dominated by afew individuals or specid inter-
ests’, "meeting/times not convenient”, and "group no longer represents my inter-
ests') and personal/life conflicts ("too many work/family commitments).
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Mesetings are the primary tool for both the recruitment of new members and broad-
casting information about group activities. The reliance on in-person group meet-
ings will limit the pool of participants to those who the have free time and transpor-
tation to attend them, and to those who can adequately communicate in English.

The reliance on meetingsisin part due to funding for neighborhood groups. Lack of
adequate funding limits the use of other outreach activities, such as surveys and
neighborhood newdetters, that groups can use to relay information and gather input
from the community.

The Internet tools of e-mail and websites represent an opportunity to expand neigh-
borhood organizations ability to communicate with their constituents. However, too
much reliance on the Internet as the primary communication tool for neighborhood
organizations will exclude the views and participation among individuals who are
low-income, less educated, minority, and/or elderly.

In generd, respondents felt that the City does a pretty good job of listening and pro-
viding resources and assistance to citizen groups. Two areas that seemed to frustrate
respondents were the lack of responsiveness by some City departments (i.e., Seatran
was mentioned most often) and the "squeaky wheedl syndrome." Some respondents
felt that the City, particularly the City Council, gives too much weight to input from
vocal citizen activists who have the time and resources to lobby the City Council
over an extended period.

Recommendations

To continue the success of geographically based citizen participation and avoid ex-
hausting the current roster of participants, the pool of citizen volunteers available to
work on projects must be expanded. Possible actionsinclude:

— Finding new ways for citizens that don't have alot of free time, to partici-
pate such as limited projects or tasks that can be completed in afew hours.

— Lessreiance on in-person meetings and more extensive use of telephone
trees and the Internet to exchange information between groups and the
neighborhoods. Help neighborhood organizations identify new ways to
communicate with individuas who don't regularly participate in local gov-
ernment — for example, smal events like block parties which alow people
to connect with one another.

— Invedting in future volunteerism by finding ways for youth to become in-
volved — possibly through existing institutions such as schools, Boy/Girl
Scouts, and other youth argani zations.

Break larger projectsinto smaller, easy to manage components that can show de-
monstrable results in a short time.

Citizens often seem to perceive local government as a monolithic entity and may not
distinguish City government from King County from the Port of Seattle, never mind
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differentiating between the various City departments or functions. Make the inter-
face between the various City departments and the citizens more accessible and

user-friendly. Train front-line City employees in customer service and help them
develop the skills needed to deal with the public.

Increased visibility of City officials within the neighborhoods, particularly the City
Council and the Executive, may also boost participation. Perhaps the City Council
could occasionally hold one of its regular meetings at alocal school or other neigh-
borhood facility.

Help citizens understand how City processes and procedures work — perhaps a sim-
ple guide that explains how to work with departments like DCLU, DON, SPU, and
Seatran. It could aso list involvement opportunities and provide information about
the various neighborhood grants.

Provide training meeting management and facilitation skills to organizations so that
they are able to run their meetingsin atimely and efficient manner and ensure that
all who participate an equal voice.

Psychic rewards are important to volunteers. Identify ways to publicly acknowledge
and recognize group achievements. Publicizing a group's achievements may aso
help encourage others to participate.

Look for ways to enhance the effectiveness of existing communications tools such
as City newdletters, the City of Seattle website, Channel 28 etc. One citizen sug-
gested that a program guide to Channel 28 will enable citizens to tune in when an is-
sue of interest is scheduled.
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Summary of Focus
Groups

Focus groups are a qualitative form of marketing research — meaning that the results
cannot be reliably used to project onto alarger population. They are primarily used to
surface issues, provide direction for advertising creation, new product development, or
further marketing research, and identify red flags.

Participants in three of the four focus groups were heavily involved in Segttle's neigh-
borhood planning efforts. Members of the fourth group, the Council of Neighborhood
Committees (CNC), may or may not have had direct involvement in neighborhood plan-

ning.
Following is a summary of the focus groups by topic.

Participation

Recruitment According to group participants, much of the recruitment for neighbor-
hood planning came from existing neighborhood groups like community councils, dis-
trict councils, chambers of commerce, and other specia interest groups.

"...the Chamber went out and got people stirred up and got lots of peopleto partici-
pate."

"...I thinkinitially a lot of people were interested in neighborhood planning and | think
that | don't think they had to do a lot outreach to get the people...especially in Phase
I. 1 think they were ready-made and ready to go. | think the Councils and the com+
munity clubs just got theword out ... and people showed up.”

In some instances, it fell to the paid consultants and Neighborhood Planning Office
(NPO) staff to reach out to key leaders and activists to initiate recruitment for the vari-
ous neighborhood planning activities that were required to complete a neighborhood
plan.

Between neighborhood planning Phases | and 11, a number of groups experienced afall-
off in membership and had to begin the recruiting process al over again. This fall-off
seems to be attributable to one or both of the following:

1. Burnout/fatigue from the number of meetings and activities required during
the neighborhood planning process

2. Lack of results— either a plan or a specific action, such as a new park or
traffic improvements

In the CNC, members are representatives of the neighborhood district council, which, in
turn, islargely comprised of representatives from other neighborhood groups like com-
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munity councils and clubs, merchant's associations and other business groups, and spe-
cial interest groups. Some district councils have regquirements as to who can represent
any given organizations and for which organization can be represented on the district
council. For example, the Queen Anne/Magnolia District Council requires that organi-
zation eligible for representation on the council must have at least 25 members, have by-
laws, and an annual meeting. These rules were enacted to prevent meetings from "being
hijacked by people purporting to be spokesmen for groups that are representing specia
interests."”

Some of district councils that are represented by these participants do not have any spe-
cia activities for recruiting new members and relied on word-of-mouth or newspaper
articles. Most rely on community councils and other well-established neighborhood
groups for new members.

"...Theadmission criteria are pretty lax. Anyone shows up and who declares their inter-
est in being a member. Certainly business organizations. The U-District Chamber of
Commerce. The University, a person from the administration, some vice president of
community relations to keep us aware of the University.”

"...We have recently at the Central Area Festival, Safeco sponsored us with a booth so
that we could be out there. Not very many people knew about [it], who the community
councils were, et alone that therewas a district council. So we chose to make our-
selves visible at various festivalsto let people know that we're, what the community
councilsare about."

Both the neighborhood planning and CNC focus group participants noted the difficulty of
recruiting and retaining members of the business community, particularly small busi-
nesses. The exceptions were areas where businesses are concentrated such as downtown
Segttle, the Denny Triangle, and Georgetown. Groups in these areas often had problems
recruiting residents.

One group was successful at recruiting both businesses and residents for their neighbor-
hood planning was the Lake City neighborhood, which has a significant number of trans-
portation, land use, and parking issues. Because these issues affect the area so much,
both groups wanted to ensure that they had equal voices throughout the neighborhood
planning process.

When asked why more people don't participate, the CNC had some interesting comments:

"...Theissue of freetimeisone that drives a lot of non-citizen participation. Whether
you're being pushed to be a better parent or being pushed to have two jobs and you're
trying to survive... you don't have a lot of freetime."

"... The City has too many uncoordinated citizen involvement efforts that aren't going
anywhere. The other thing that I'm finding now that in my own neighborhood is that
we're being asked to get some greenbelts. But the City has no money to maintain
them. We've spent about two years on them...There's a whole range of stuff [that the
City'sasked usto do] soit'salmost like taxation. We have kind of a regressive com
munity involvement system. .. where too few of us are trying too many things. And we
know that it will work...I know that if | work at it, thingswill happen
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"...people don't participate and won't over a long period of time unlessthey're getting
something back, some psychic reward or the group's accomplishing itsgoal. | belong
to two organizations that are much more effective than the Downtown Community
Council. One's been around 30-40 years...it's Friends of the Market...The other isa
group of people that see an issue that no one else istaking care... that the City was
messing on... and took action on. That's rewarding because that's effective use of
your time and energy. How does the City get more people participating... well, it's
got to sincerely want citizen participation and, except for the Department of Neigh-
borhoods, | don't believe the City executive part want citizens telling high-level, expe-
rienced City officials what to do. They could hire all the young coordinators and say
we want your input. But you get above those new-hires and they sit on them.”

Leadership. Leaders appear to be often chosen by persona invitation or default when
no one steps up to fill aleadership vacancy. Rarely are leaders elected by a mgjority
vote with two or more viable candidates.

The role of the leader within these groups is usualy that of a facilitator or gatekeeper to
keep the meetings on topic and to cal for votes.

Decison-making. Most of the groups represented in these focus groups attempt to make
decisions by reaching a consensus on an issue. If a consensus cannot be reached after
time, amajority-rules vote is usually taken. However, if the issue is especialy conten-
tious, the groups may elect to table the issue until a future date or the issue is dropped
atogether. Some groups do permit a minority opinion to be included their reports.

The Queen Anne Neighborhood Planning Committee was a notable exception and oper-
ated its meetings according to Robert's Rules of Order. Every issue was decided by a
majority-rules vote.

Education of Group Members Specific activities to educate new group members varied
from group to group. Some groups appeared to spend time and consideration on bring-
ing new members up to speed on the issues and activities while other had very little in
terms of formal education.

"...That was frustrating to every group. Every group had problemswith that. But it was
hard for everyone. We'd start off with a group and then we'd new members who
would ask a lot questions and some people got impatient. Each group managed it
differently. Basically...l pulled the [NPO] recordstogether. | noticed some groups
did actual orientation packages for new members. And they were pretty wonderful
actually. And some peoplejust set it aside. Some groups were more patient and
some less when new people camein. One group had a buddy system where a new
person camein and got a buddy to help them get up to speed.”

...Wdll...we haveit in our hearts. We bring it up every couple of years of so. But we
don't do anything."

Knowing how much education to provide could also be a problem for some groups.

Although the City provided materials to educate neighborhood-planning groups, even
the NPO felt they were less than successful:
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"..[Regarding the toolbox] | kinda feel that we just took these things out there and then
dropped the ball across the neighborhoods. No real training on how to use that [the
toolbox]. And no real training on how to use that. | think it would be interesting to
see what all that stuff in the toolbox gets on the web and if people can navigate
through and pick and what they want. That would be interesting.”

"..Wetried to [get themto useit]. It'stime. How much time do we expect a volunteer to
have in this sort of super-heated environment where we're pretty much expecting con-
sensus decision-making on these public issues.”

"...Someone caught me a number of times not to disseminating information to my groups.
Did you see the programs, the binder? | was not going to overload themwith all that
stuff and so | would pick and choose the things that | would give to them so that's the
way | worked. | had one chairman quit after he went through all these books and
binders. It was so intimidating... he was overwhelmed. It was way too much infor-
mation so | just as much as they need to keep it manageable.”

Representativeness. While most of these groups strove to be representative of the com-
munity, they often fell short. For those involved in neighborhood planning, getting
members and participation from minority communities, renters, businesses, singles, and
low-income individuals was difficult. Even when they reached out to a specific group —
like trandating a newdetter into one of non-English languages spoken in their neighbor-
hood — the results were less than successful.

However, neighborhood-planning organizations tried to be cognizant of the needs of
those that were not represented at meetings or did not actively participate. They sent out
surveys and held public workshops to gather opinions from groups who were not active
in neighborhood planning. They aso incorporated any feedback that they received from
non-represented groups into their planning efforts.

The district councils are only as representative as their member organizations. Their
membership, which is drawn heavily from community councils, tends to be white and/or
property owners. They seem concerned about being representative but haven't formu-
lated any specific plans or activities to broaden the spectrum of individuals participating.

"...No.. there are Hispanics in the neighborhood and they're not represented. There are
alot of Asan-Americans that don't have representatives...You know, it's not as repr e-
sentative to my satisfaction.”

"...No. Inaway, it's sort of interesting that the way we're set up, there€'s a great deal
suspicion or mistrust among the constituent groups. And we were set up asa district
council by the City; they hadn't asked us how to configure... so we were kind of |eft at
the switch asfar as... None of groups wanted to...they're all worried about some-
body else saying or speaking for themor on their behalf."

Accountability. Except for one focus group, al of the participants felt a sense of ac-
countability existed within their groups. They all agreed that members felt both ac-
countable to one another, to the groups that they represented, and to the neighborhood.
Members of the CNC also expressed their feeling of accountability to the City, and the
Department of Neighborhoods, specifically.
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Interestingly, the NPO staff did not feel that their neighborhood groups exhibited a
strong sense of accountability — particularly, in regards to the City. They felt that they
only reported back to the City because they were required to, and because payments to
their consultants were tied to those progress reports.

Outreach

Mailed surveys, newdetters, and public meetings were the primary tools used by these
groups for outreach to the community at large. Because funds for neighborhood-wide
survey and newsdletter mailings were limited, much of the outreach focused on public
mestings.

According to those involved in neighborhood planning, the results of their outreach were
mixed. Some groups, like Lake City, had success with their surveys. Others, like Bal-
lard, were more successful at generating alarge turnout at their public meeting than they
were with their mail surveys.

Other groups used other neighborhood events like festivals and street fairs for providing
outreach to the neighborhood at large. They aso tapped into existing ingtitutions within
the community like community centers and community councils.

None of the groups reached a consensus as to which methods were best at reaching out
stakeholders and other members of the community. Some felt that surveys were the best
way to gather a representative sample of opinions because turnout at community events
was sporadic and, at most, attracted less than 200 people. Others disagreed because they
felt that the community meetings provided aforum for everyone to have an opportunity
to express their opinions.

Balard felt that their meetings were successful because they limited them to asingle
topic so that only those who were interested in that topic had to attend.

The Role of the City

Opinions were strong when participants were asked about the role of the City. The ex-
pression "Can't live with them; can't live without them™ probably best describes the
feelings of these individuals.

Much of the frustration stems from the inefficiency of having to deal with bureaucracy
and learning how to work the system. They expressed frustration with the lack of re-
sponsiveness from City departments.

"...Ther€s no interaction with the other groups except through the Neighborhood
Matching Fund and those projects. | could talk to about how dysfunctional the City
iswithin its various departments towards working with citizens that have neighbor -
hood matching funds. The City Utilitiesor Parks, or Seatrans. We go there—"0h
look, we have this wonderful project here’ And they look at you like you're from
Mars. Where are you from? What are you talking about? And they kick you around
and then you have to go back and get the Department of Neighborhoods to come and
lead you somewhere."

"...What frustrates meis this... a lot times, you sort of think that you've connected all
these... and something is put in motion, a resolution ispassed ... it's like a soccer
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ball...I watched my daughter at soccer one night and the ball landed in a mud pud-
dle. And the kids had to get in there and, even though the goal is 30 feet, they get in
thereand kick it and it goes six inches. And they have to get in there and kick it and
kick it and kick it and kick it to get it moving. It'slike a City project, if you don't keep
kicking it, it doesn't move."

The neighborhood planning consultants were frustrated by the way in which the neigh-
borhood planning process was executed. They felt that not enough direction and struc-
ture was provided to the neighborhood planning groups.

"...My take on this was that the whol e thing wasn't thought through. We wouldn't have
had this shifting agenda. . .but they hadn't thought it through from the neighbors' point
of view, not the planning consultants’, not the City's, but from the neighbors' point of
view about what a planning process would mean to them. And if they had, it would
been quicker and it would have smpler and it would have been very upbeat. | think
thingswould not have bogged down."

"...We put together a scope of work that we thought we could accomplish in the four
months that they gave us to do the entire plan. And fromday 1, they didn't respect it.
It wasn't to them an agenda, a work plan, so immediately we were in trouble with
them. | wasin trouble with X (NPO staff) and Karma because | wasn't doing what
they thought | should be doing. But they hadn't communicated what they wanted."

"...They [NPQ] just didn't know where they were going when they started so it changed
and changed and changed...To many of the people in the neighborhood that | worked
with it began to look like they [the City] had an agenda. | don't believe they intended
this but it came out the end it looked like the City knew exactly what they always
wanted and it was that little matrix and would they tell that the first day...oh, no.
They made you go through this horrible agonizing process and in the end, you would
have five action items that they would approve.
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Summary of In-Depth
|nterviews

Like focus groups, in-depth interviews are a qualitative form of marketing research —
meaning that the results cannot be reliably used to project onto alarger population. But,
they are an excellent tool for exploring alimited number of issues in greater detail than
one could achieve through a telephone or mail survey.

In-person or telephone interviews were conducted with 19 neighborhood activists,
members of advisory boards, community and district council members, consultants, and
City staff. The interview was designed to last approximately 30 minutes; however the
actua interview length ranged from 45 minutes to two hours. Citizen participants and
staff/consultants were interviewed using different discussion guides. Because of time
constraints, not everyone was asked all of the questions.

Thefirst part of the interview asked general questions; about half of the interview was
specific to the organization respondents were most involved with. The remainder of the
interview focused on the role of the City in citizen participation.

Following is a summary of these interviews by topic.

Participation

Worth of Involvement. Virtually, every citizen participant said that they felt that their in-
volvement in local government issues was very worthwhile:

"...I learned a lot about city government and learned about the impact one person again
and | got to know my neighbors and really develop a sense of belonging to the com
munity.”

"...Personally I've learned a lot whether or not the projects I've worked on are going to
succeed. Personal growth -- I've met a lot people that have the same interests that |
do. And it feelslike you're doing something even if there's no results yet. | fedl like
I'm heading towards something, instead of fighting againgt it."

Effectiveness Whether or not a respondent felt his or her group's involvement had been
effective redlly varied from individual to individual. Some felt that their group had been
extremely effective while others were less enthusiastic.

"...Problemsthat ... or issuesthat are raised at this meeting are dealt with more effec-
tively at meetings than you would imagine.”

"...It'shard to say because we've gotten a plan but haven't gotten to see it all the way
through. We did a complete a plan, however. | think we, in a small sense, built some
community cohesiveness -- a small nucleus that knows how to connect within the
neighborhood."
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"..It'sjust such as dow moving processit's hard to fedl an effect. Well...sometimes, |
feel the advice we're asked for is not really heeded. | don't know but | have this un-
derlying feeling that they're [the City] trying to reach a satisfaction level by having a
meeting where | don't think they're really listening. So, the city can say we talked to
the community about this but they didn't necessarily listen.”

"...The ability to select the right agenda (what makes effective) and the ability to commu-
nicate effectively with the appropriate City staff and officials. | think | would point to
the CNC as being one of the least effective in promoting effective communication
with...They seemto load their agenda with tasks from the City Council or the SPO
and they're not the tasks | would select. | think their attendance is low, which indi-
cates an ineffective agenda.”

Reasons for Getting Involved. Most of the individuals interviewed got involved because
of an issue that was affecting their community or was otherwise important to them. They
stayed involved because they wanted to make a difference.

"...1 didn't go into planning to get involved with government. | planned to get involved
with a community group that got dragged into neighborhood planning -- the vortex
kinda just dragged me along. | stuck with it because it wasinteresting.”

"...The Maple Leaf school siteisright acrossthe street fromme. I'minvolved with
schools because | have children involved. | felt that if | didn't become involved |
wouldn't have a say at all and | wanted to have a say... | don't think you can live inde-
pendently in a community. | think you have to be a part of it for it to be a community.
Otherwiseit's not a community."

"...\Well, like alot of people, | had a particular land use issue that brought me to the
Community Council —once | got there, | could see a way to affect policy in a positive
way.

..l guessl likecity living living in the city. | can dream about living in the Skagit Val-
ley. But | think about the things | like to do and they're all in the city...But living in
the city hasits problems. When you face a problemwhen you livein an area—you
can leave or you fix it. The tradition solution has been to move -- move west, to
Alaska, to Tahiti, but there's no place to move to — no frontier, so your only choiceis
to do something to fix it. It'sa fact of life that you have work on fixing it.

Role within the Organization. Most of the citizen participants interviewed held some
type of officid post such as chairperson, co-chair, or treasurer. And most of these indi-
viduals have been involved for a number of years.

Group Organization/Dynamics

Recruitment Recruitment appears to be somewhat informal for most of these groups.
Personal invitation and invitations to meetings are the primary means of recruiting new
group members. Meeting notices are generally communicated via flyers, newdetters, and
notices in community newspapers. A number of individuals mentioned that concern
about a particular issue would also drive people to mestings.
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Education and Continuity. Most of the groups do not appear to have aformal education
process for indoctrinating new members. Most feel that meeting attendance is sufficient
to educate new members and specific questions can be handled on a one-on-one basis.

"...Frankly, [education is] by trial by fire... We're a relatively young organization —
about eight years old and it's taken awhile to get organized and recruitment isa rela-
tively unexplored area. And similarly, education is not organized. Most education
occurs by attendance and participation.”

Representativeness. The mgjority of the respondents felt that their group was not repre-
sentative of the diversity of their community. However, they al felt that being represen-
tative was important — although their groups may not have any specific activities directed
at recruiting persons of color, low income householders, renters, or businesses. Some of
them expressed frustration at not being able to recruit members from these groups:

"...We identified the stakeholders and the analysis of who lives in the community and who
should bethere. Can we find a business owner that wantsto come? No!!! But we
know who we need to have."

"...It'sa complicated issue because the people that are interested tend to be property
owners and the occasional business owner and those individuals are likely to pick the
issuesto cometo the fore. Renters and employees tend to have much lesstime to de-
vote to researching and networking to pick up new issues...But it's bad if these Com+
munity Councils don't represent the interest of renters and business employees — so
they don't naturally prioritize public transportation issues, for instance."

A staff member from the Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) was also interviewed. Al-
though nearly everyone who lives in SHA housing is a person of color, they till have dif-
ficulties ensuring a broad representation of al of the ethnic groups living in public hous-
ing. One tactic that has achieved some success is having a diverse board of officers,
which can in turn reach out to their own ethnic communities to inform them about the is-
sues and recruit them to attend meetings. Because they have a number of non-English
speaking individuals in their community, they also provide trandators for meetings.

With respect to getting businesses involved activities like neighborhood planning, re-
cruiting will aways be difficult. According to a member at one of the agencies that deal
with small businesses, meetings are difficult for business owners because their businesses
represent a very large time commitment. What time that remains is often given over to
family activities.

Thisindividual also commented that, in his opinion, businesses fed that the City is more
likely to side with residents than businesses in issues that affect both. He feels that
neighborhood groups make an effort to represent business interests but that these are of-
ten colored by their perceptions of what the needs of businesses are.

Decision-Making. Consensus and majority-rules votes are the primary decision-making
tools for these organizations. For some groups, if they are unable to reach a consensus,
they call for avote to resolve the issue.

If conflicts arise between members and are not resolved via a vote, the issue is dedlt with
outside of the general meetings.
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Accountability. Nearly every group feels some accountability — both to fellow group
members and to the community.

"..It'sreally the peoplein a pure sense — it's the people who are dues-paying members.
In a broad sense, we feel we should represent the whole community. For example, we
don't have any dues-paying renters, but | think we still should represent them.”

"...Each other. Our community."

Most of the individuals interviewed felt that gathering input from the community was
important when important decisions are made — particularly, if members are representing
other groups or constituencies.

...l think we're all very aware of why we're there and representing local councils. We
rarely vote on anything until we've had a chance to go back to our district council and
talk to them."

[Regarding the obligation to solicit opinions from outside the group] "...I'mnot sure if
obligated isthe right term, but it's expected and highly desirable. | think most -- yes
the simple answer isyes. | think most people there are representing another group
and are the communications link to that group.”

Outreach

Most groups use more than one method of outreach. However, most of this outreach is
directed towards building meeting attendance. Meetings are the primary means of both
disseminating information and enabling individuals to give input to the group.

"...There has not been one that stands out. It's clearly a case of using as many vehicles
aspossible. Diversity isthe key — 1 have people that don't read the paper and only do
electronic. And some who only read newspaper and haven't a clue about electronic,
and others who walk back and forth reading a notice on the grocery store door. We
have to do it all that's the lesson we learned ..."

"...For the Community Council, promotion of meetings. But they're hampered because
they have no funding with which to promote, and they have only one neighborhood
newspaper to use asa medium. And that newspaper uses unreliable volunteersto en-
ter the promotion material into the newspaper, so it's often omitted. So you never
know if your notice will run or not. | think the Community Council outreach istheir
meetings.”

Word-of-mouth, notices in community newspapers, flyers, and e-mail are the tools used
most often to communicated meeting information.

Getting More People Involved. According to respondents, issues are what get people in-
volved in local government:

"...Usually fear, | hate to say... some scaretactic. [For example] | found there's another
group —a SHARE group — that was going into a church here. People started sending
out |etters about how could we let this happen in our neighborhood. And that brought
out people on both sides. |If they hadn't come on so strong, we probably wouldn't have
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gotten as many to come out. Whenever anything new is introduced, there's usually a
few that come out against it so that that fear tactic tends to bring people out.

"...Controversy. For better or worse.. that breaks down into a number of subjects that
are controversial —change, salmon recovery,... restrictive city ordinances for parks
use or usage, long range planning, uses and goals. There's divisive points of views of
how that's meted out it. The controversy that gets people to complain or review or be-
come informed about what's going on."

The City

Relationship between the City and Neighborhood Groups. Opinions about the relation-
ship between the City and neighborhood groups were mixed. Most of them felt that the
City was sincere in its efforts to seek input from these groups on neighborhood issues but
the end results were not aways as expected or hoped for.

"...I believe at the precinct captain level and the lieutenant level that thereisa sincere
and deep-seated desireto get input. | know there's a frustration at not being ableto
do everything. Thereisareal partnership through the advisory group with the pre-
cinct. | believe that the relationship between that group and the police department
senior management is much lessdirect, but | believe the senior leadership group is
sincerely committed to providing that relationship. | know that they are totally com-
mitted to building partnerships and thisis probably the most effective way of doing
that."

"..It'sgood. They'revery helpful and always respond when we ask for things. And I'm
specifically talking about the DON. Seatran could be a lot better. They do not re-
spond well for us. |'ve got one employee that's good about coming to meeting and ex-
plaining things. They don't return phone calls; they don't respond to requests and it
seems like the projects we fund through them never get done.”

The Role of the City. Most of the respondents view the City as a mechanism for imple-
menting changes in the neighborhood and funding neighborhood change.

"...I think they recognize that the city plays an important role in develop and maintaining
our neighborhood communities. And along with that, | think we are frustrated by...oh,
the bureaucracy... when we see a solution for our neighborhoods that seems pretty
simple and it just gets stonewalled or papered with bureaucracy. It's hard because the
departments change with every new administration. It's tough to keep up with how the
political wind blows. | hear thisisthe second time we've done neighborhood plans.
Thefirst time they just sat on shelf — now everybody's just waiting to see what will
happen.”

"...Some of the group believes the city istrying to lead us by the nose to their own
agenda. Some seethisinteraction as a necessary evil and we have to live with it. No-
body is particularly happy to have to do all this stuff."
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Contact with the City. All of the groups interviewed said that they work with a specific
individua at the City. They aso felt that having a specific contact person facilitated the
efforts of the group and made them more efficient.

"...Yes. | thinkit does. #1 —he getsthings done — like when | can't get information from
Seatrans, he stepsin; he knows who to talk to and gives us access to higher levels. In
some ways, he's our voice when we're not there. He gets usinvited to meetings where
we might not have been invited. Helooks out for us.

"...I thinkit'sgiven us hope. Whether nothing's happened yet."
City's Role in Getting More People Involved in Local Government Issues Citizens had a

number of suggestions for the City to get more people involved. Most of them dealt with
making involvement relevant and not a meaningless exercise in dealing with bureaucracy.

"...How do you get more peopleinvolved isa challenge. To get volunteer assistance
therefirst and foremost has to be an issue that people think isimportant enough to get
involved with. And the willingness of public officials to let go of their ego and take
public input. There hasto be a mutual trust between the gover nment entity seeking
input and the public group providing the input. And that doesn't happen with a lot is-
sues I've seen. That doesn't happen instantly. And it's something that can't be simmu-
lated. It hasto bereal.

"...Trying to figure out how to make the whole effort relevant to people. They can under-
stand a crisis and see how it could effect them. They can't see the benefit of neighbor-
hood planning and they can't see what'sin it for me."

"...Awhole series of how to make the city not perceived as bureaucratic and hard to deal
with. You can deal with 10 people who are good to work with and you hit that 11"
who's a jerk, and that becomes the perception that the city is hard to work with. They
have to be sengitive to consistency and incorporate that element in to performance re-
views of people. Make them accountable. It'sthe people.”

"...To create neighborhood improvement bond issues in several modest installments over
adecade. And involve the neighborhood in prioritizing the issues to be addressed by
thebond issue. Thiswherethe District Council and CNC and the DON district man-
agers could all function together to make that prioritization process work. The major
weakness of neighborhood planning efforts has been the lack of an end game. Of
which significant funding isa major issue. There are many Neighborhood Planning
elements that involve so many City departments per element that no bond issue related
to a specific city department will ever address them.”

"...SPU [ Seattle Public Utilities] through their billing —they could send things out to
educate people. They do that now, but it could be expanded some. | think it could be
done with any mailing that already goes to the home ... | think there' needs to be more
direct hotlines...And more television ads. | would like to see the government access
channel have a directory so that when there's some particular meeting | want to
watch, | don't haveto call 10 different people and not get the info in time. We have
cable and it's never listed on there -- | think it would be nice to have it listed on basic
cable. | suppose the newspaper — if there could be more information in the newspa-
per...
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| think the City Council does a pretty good job of having meetings with the neighbor -
hoods. | think that needs to be continued.”

...A clearer pattern of results for effortsgiven. Invitation. Written -- outlining in detail

the scope of the invitation the intended commitment of time so a person can make a
free choice and not find out later what they gotten themselvesinvolved in. A more
customer service attitude that the city is there to serve the citizenry and not the other
way around.

How the City Can Prevent Burnout The last question respondents were asked what ac-

tions the City could take to prevent burnout of volunteers working on local government
issues. According to these individuas, results in a reasonable timeframe appear to be the
key to preventing burnout. Visible results or progress signals to volunteers, who have
otherwise busy lives, that they are not wasting valuable time in efforts that lead to no-
where.

...Processesare so long. | don't know how you shorten those time frames....Better com-

munication, shorter processtime. Lessof an"usversusthem" —however you do that.
Not like "we're the power and you're not."

...Burnout occurs because you worked on an issue and it's obvious nothing's going to

budge. Sometimes things don't budge no matter what because there is a physical con-
straint and someone who beats themsel ves to death will burnout. When you work hard
and you realize nobody's really listening — it'd be better if they told you upfront, or
told you where you could be more effective.”

...That'stough 'cause ... to get volunteers to be an effective source of input you have to

have the structure to take that input and act on it. If thereisn't a full time staff to act
on the input, people aren't going to stay involved with that activity. But burnout can
also be caused by changesin personal situation and there's no control you can have
over that. You get a promotion and you're traveling and you can't stay involved. So
external influences on burnout can't be controlled. Burnout comes from frustration of
giving input and not having any action taken on."

...I have people that express frustration —that leads to burnout. All the processes that

you have to go through —to get a park, it's a three-year process. Maybe coupling it
with that that poor person is one of three people left to do everything. Ease up on the
bureaucracy. Don't make us through go 1000 wickets. Working for a big company |
understand it necessary — but 1ook at these gates and ask is it necessary to go through
this and streamline wherever they could — enhance the cooperation between depart-
ments so they can tell people the right place to go to, if they're not the one.”

...If they had some volunteer management skills and recognizing when people are get-

ting burned out and shuttling themto different activities. Giving them more recogni-
tion."
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Participation in
Organizations

Current Participation

A large majority of the mail survey respondents' and more than half of the telephone re-
spondents are involved in city-sponsored groups that deal with local government issues.

Respondents are a so active in other groups that deal with neighborhood or local govern-
ment issues. Slightly more than half of the mail survey respondents participates in these
groups, two-thirds of the telephone survey do.

Participation in Groups that Deal with Local
Government Issues

Ciy-s ] 85%
Ity-Sponsore
P 53%

Other Groups

T T T T T T T T 1

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

| 679

@ Telephone Survey Participants B Mail Survey Participants

Base= Mail Survey Respondents (n=367)
Telephone Survey Respondents (n=101)

! Note: Mail surveystend to have abias towardsindividuals that feel strongly about an issue or survey
topic. They are much more likely to take the time to respond to amail survey than individuals that are not
as strongly invested.

Telephone surveys have less of this bias because they are selected at random for participation and are a
more passive methodology. Mail surveys have self-selected participants and require more action on the
behalf of the participant.
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In total, respondents were involved in more than 30 different groups that deal with local
government issues. Neighborhood planning and/or stewardship drew the highest level of

participation from respondents in both the mail and telephone survey. Respondents were
also active in community councils, block watches and business groups. Nine percent are

active in other volunteer/non-profit groups that are not specific to neighborhood or local
government issues. Ten percent of the respondents from the mail survey and 19 percent
of those surveyed by telephone are not currently active in any neighborhood or commu-

nity groups.

In What Groups Are You Currently Involved?

Neighborhood PInng/Stwdshp 'ﬁ—‘%% 56%
Community Council EL‘ 39%

Block Watch
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Local Business Assoc.
District Council

Other Neigh. Groups
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Rec. Center Advisory/Other Parks

Palitical
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Other

None
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Base= Mail Survey Respondents (n=367)
Telephone Survey Respondents (n=101)
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Most Active

Respondents were asked in which single groups they were most active. Both surveys
show that respondents are most active in city-sponsored groups that deal with neighbor-
hood or local government issues. This finding can probably be attributed to the lists that
were used as sample material. These lists were primarily drawn from City databases that
contained participants in neighborhood planning and other local government issues.

In Which Group Are You Most Active?

100% A
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
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42%

20%
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Telephone Survey Participants Mail Survey Participants
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Telephone Survey Respondents (n=101)
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Neighborhood planning and/or stewardship and community councils are the groups in
which respondents were most active.

In Which Group Are You Most Active?
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Looking at the share of individuals within a group who said they were most active in this
group, local business associations, community council, neighborhood planning, and other
neighborhood groups have the highest percentage of individuals who said this was the
group in which they were most active. In contrast, less than one-fourth of block watch
participants said that this group was the one in which they were most active.

The implication of this finding is that individuas that are involved in organizations like
Community Council, Neighborhood Planning, or the Chamber of Commerce tend be
more engaged than folks who are involved with block watch.

Most Active as a Share of Total Participation
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Ease/Difficulty of Getting Involved

Almogt haf of the mail survey respondents believe that participation in local government
issues is easier today than in previous years. Only 14 percent thought that getting in-
volved was more difficult.

Thinking about Participating in Local Gov't Issues
Over the Past Several Years, Is it Easier or More
Difficult to Get Involved?

Don't Know
12%
Somewhat/Much Somewhat/Much
More Difficult Easier
14% 46%
About the Same
28% Much Easier 20%
Somewhat Easier 26%
Much More Difficult 9%
Somewhat More Difficult 5%

Base = Mail Survey Participants (n=354)
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Reasons Why More People Don't Participate in Local Government Issues

Respondents who participated in the telephone survey were asked why more people don't
get involved in local government issues”. Two reasons stood out — alack of time or too
many other commitments (60 percent) and not being able to have a meaningful impact
(42 percent).

Why Do You Think More People Don't Get Involved
in Local Government Issues?

Too many other
commitments/Lack 60%
of time

Can't make a
difference/impact

Lack of concern
. 24%
about issues
Uninformed 10%

Easier to let
A D 4%
someone else do it

42%

Too complicated :| 4%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Base = Current Particpants (Telephone Survey - n-90)

...Because of the pressure of earning a living, a lack of time and dual income family,
homes, commuting, etc. If | wereto give Seattle a grade on the responsivenessto citi-
zens of Seattle, | would givethema 7. | think they need to be more flexible in making
improvement, they need to make the process easier.”

...0One of my friendsisjust too involved and busy and going to work and paying their
bills. | think thereisa pervasive level of cynicism and most people figure they won't
effect the outcome anyway."

...Many times they are being ignored and the gover nment does what they want to without
input.

...Well, | think most people are sincere and they don't see that there is a good chance to
be successful. "

2 This question was asked on an "open-ended" basis— meaning they were not read alist of pre-coded an-
swers.
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"...Lack of time and interest. Frustration and feeling things don't get done".

"...Because of the tedium. They think it's too complicated and difficult to follow. They
don't think their opinion counts. They're just one person. They might feel the City is
too big of an organization to have an affect on. And influencing them. And it's diffi-
cult to schedule time out of your livesto do that.”
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Future Involvement

Thirty-eight percent of the respondents who answered the mail survey said that the defi-
nitely plan to stay involved in local government issues. Six percent said that they defi-
nitely or probably would not; another 21 percent would become involved if they were
interested in a particular issue.

Do You Plan to Stay Involved?

Depends on the

Don't Know
Issue 30
21%
Definitely/Probably
NOT
6% Definitely/Probably

70%

Definitely NOT Remain Involved 4%
Probably NOT Remain Involved 2%

Definitely Remain Involved 32%
Probably Remain Involved 38%

Base = Telephone & Mail Survey Participants (n=425)

Individuals who were just involved in neighborhood planning were significantly less
likely to say that they would remain involved than those involved in other activities
or issues (64 percent versus 81 percent). They were aso more likely to say that they
probably or definitely would not remain involved (19 percent versus 5 percent).

As might be expected, people who fed their involvement had no impact were much
more likely to say that they probably or definitely would not re