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participants regarding the purpose of the project and different design options. The purpose of these 

open houses was to provide information and try to identify and settle the preferred alignment among 

numerous options. 

In the phases of the project that were recently concluded or underway at the time of our data 

collection, the major disagreements and decision choices centered on three topics: 

 Configuration: Which of 3 different route options to choose for the re-alignment of the highway 

to straighten curves and widen it, particularly but not only relating to connecting sections of 

Highway 101 where it crossed Flying Cloud Drive (CSAH 61). 

 Property impacts: Acquisition of the right of way through eminent domain takings, involving land 

from a half dozen single family home properties and one business.  

 Development and change in the character of the area: Concerns about the scale of the project, 

especially the shift from 2 to 4 lanes and the associated increase in traffic, grief over the loss of 

many mature trees for the road widening, and general concerns and questions about the 

associated change in the look and feel of the area due to the development and increased traffic 

the road improvements would bring. 

Previous phases of Highway 101 improvement had experienced more controversy and concern, in part 

because at that point it was hard to imagine what the road would look like and the impacts of 

construction, as the shift from a two-lane to a four-lane highway was first undertaken. Carver County 

engineering leaders actively used social media and frequently appeared in regional news media to 

provide updates about planning, detours, and progress on the major Highway 101 Minnesota River 

bridge crossing, so residents were well informed about this associated aspect of work. 

6.1.3  Chanhassen engagement outcomes and evaluation 

It is important to understand the larger context of the project because of the relatively small number of 

affected property owners and other key stakeholders for any single project segment of Highway 101. It 

is consistently difficult to get a high response to any social science survey. And, the City of Chanhassen 

used comparable outreach and engagement methods for different segments of the project. For all of 

these reasons, the research team decided to reach people to gather their reactions to outreach and 

engagement methods about reconstruction of any road section of Highway 101 in Chanhassen other 

than the approach to the Minnesota River crossing and the bridge itself.  

Our focus was to gather participants’ perspectives on their engagement methods. We reached out to 64 

households identified by city staff as the most directly affected by TH 101 reconstruction in City of 

Chanhassen. Through multiple efforts to reach people - via direct mailings with hard copies of the survey 

and a prepaid return envelope or an option to complete it online, emails to ask people to complete the 

survey online, and phone calls - we were able to gather data from 18 unduplicated households. The 

questions asked in the surveys and interviews are shown in the first column of Table 6. 

Clearly, this not a representative survey of the city as a whole or even of all of the most directly affected 

stakeholders. And, some potentially under-recognized stakeholders are residents and other users of 



42 

roads parallel to Highway 101 who might experience a benefit from the project because trucks that had 

been avoiding Highway 101 might redirect to it following the improvements. Nonetheless, we were able 

to collect sufficiently rich data to serve two useful purposes:  

● to provide objective feedback to the City of Chanhassen on their constituents’ experience of 

their typical engagement methods; and  

● to illuminate consistent patterns in reactions to different aspects of the city’s engagement 

methods (e.g., whether people needed to be happy with the project decision outcome in order 

to judge the community meeting positively). 

Table 6 summarizes the key themes in the stakeholders’ responses to our questions about different 

features of their experience of the engagement process: how they were informed and whether they felt 

the outreach and information provided were adequate, whether their participation was worthwhile, 

whether they felt engagement made any difference (whether they or anyone else changed their 

preferences or understanding about different aspects of the project, whether they influenced the 

outcomes), and their suggestions for what the City of Chanhassen could sustain and improve about their 

engagement and outreach methods.  

Table 6. Key Stakeholders' Reactions to Chanhassen Engagement Methods 

Question Thematic summary of responses and illustrative quotes (n=18) 

How long have you lived on or 

near Highway 101? 

Most of the 15 households responding had lived on or near Highway 101 for a very long 

time. The median tenancy of respondents was 34 years (range was 1-over 50 years). 

Almost all are owners. 

Were you aware of the project 

prior to the start of road 

construction in 2013?  

Overwhelmingly, yes. Every owner was aware; only the renter was not. Communication 

appears to have been very effective. 

How did you learn about this 

project? (Select all that apply) 

Responses indicate the value of using multiple outreach methods: word of mouth was 

working, but most also received a project mailing and/or saw road signs about upcoming 

closures; selected individuals also heard through a variety of other media that speak to 

the value of diverse channels (city Facebook page, local newspaper, neighborhood 

meeting, county commissioner hearing)  

Did you participate in any of the 

information sessions (such as 

neighborhood meetings, open 

houses, etc.)? If "Yes," how did 

you participate?  

Highly engaged respondents; 15 of the 13 went to at least one community meeting (an 

open house about the project or a city council meeting). (This is atypical and implies that 

the project was very high stakes for people, and that this is a population that typically 

has the means - time, comfort, and confidence - to attend community and government 

meetings and assert their views.) 
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Question Thematic summary of responses and illustrative quotes (n=18) 

What were your expectations of 

the meetings when you were 

invited to participate?  

Information: Informational (2); “To gain knowledge of the proposed construction and 

how it would affect our property”; “to be able to learn specifics about the project”; 

“complete understanding”; “I thought the open houses would include a presentation”; 

“Being told of proposed project and schedule” 

Transparency: “questions answered truthfully” “I thought the open houses would include 

an opportunity to ask questions” 

Desire / expectation of consultation & ability to provide input / influence: “I thought 

questions would get a response in writing, they did not” “That it was not a done deal” 

“that government would listen and be fair and open to input from owners” “I felt they 

were looking for my opinion and ideas”;” To be able to learn specifics about the project 

and voice concerns” 

None (1) 

How would you describe the 

purpose of the meetings? 

Consultative: “To show alternative design solutions and get community feedback”; 

“opportunity to voice concerns” “communication” “to show the property owners the 

plans as they developed, and to offer us the opportunity to ask questions and provide 

feedback”;  

Informational: “to inform people of the project,” “be able to learn specifics about the 

project,” “Being told of proposed project and schedule”; “to show the property owners 

the plans as they developed, and to offer us the opportunity to ask questions and 

provide feedback”; “to designate information” 

Disingenuous: “P.R.” “to inform people of the project and to act like they had some 

input”; “a pretense of public input”; “to follow the rules set up by the state” 

Are you satisfied with the 

recommendations and outcomes 

of the Highway 101 

improvement project meetings? 

Do you feel that it was worth 

participating? 

Strong affirmation; 8 of 13 who attended the meetings simply answered yes. Several 

elaborated that they liked getting good information (“I learned a lot about the project”; 

“it is better to know what is going on” “they kept me informed”), one pointed to a 

concern they had that was addressed (“yes - did not like the [proposed elevation] of the 

intersection at Pioneer and 101. That was not changed!”), another noticed that “people 

were cordial.”  

Four disagreed, mostly because they felt their input was not taken seriously and they 

were unhappy with the project outcome. “I don't feel our opinions made much 

difference. The decisions seem to have already been made, and my major question was 

not answered (why is a 4 lane road necessary?)” “No, in the end the city did as it pleased, 

for the most part” “No! They did what they (city) wanted not the residents or property 

owners. Most residents are going to move. Because increased noise and traffic counts.” 
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Did your participation change 

your mind about aspects of the 

project you had been uncertain 

about? 

For 7 people, yes, mostly for unspecified reasons. One observed “I learned about the 

safety concerns that the road design would address” 

Four (4) people responded “Not really” to “No!!”  

Do you feel others changed their 

mind about things related to the 

project? (these could be other 

residents, city or county officials) 

Yes (4, not elaborated) 

No (3, not elaborated), 

Not much (3): “Not really… now that I am reflecting on the project, I didn't notice any 

residents changing opinions substantially” “Not that I could tell - many residents 

expressed concerns regarding the width of the new road and the many old trees (spruce 

& oaks) that would be removed (it was heartbreaking to witness). And there was nothing 

we could do about it.” “My neighbors did not” 

Not sure / don't know / have no feelings on this, (3)  

With regards to the process, 

what was particularly good, bad, 

confusing, satisfying – or 

whatever word you want to use 

to describe it? 

No reaction (3 people who participated) 

Satisfying: “Process was good”; “satisfying” "Good - visuals showing proposed 

realignment and helpful to have engineers/designers available to answer questions.”  

Not sufficiently responsive: “It seems that they were asking for your opinions but really 

they had no idea of changing anything”; “I now understand the saying ‘You can't fight 

City Hall.’ The City officially let me to believe that my input was important; impactful. Not 

the case. I would rather that they told me from the start that the project would continue 

regardless of public input!” “the idea for the meetings was good, but a lack of formal 

response by the city to questions raised in regards to their reasoning for the 

improvement was disappointing” “City, county and state should try to take into 

consideration land owners needs and thoughts. Like working sewer systems and putting 

in pipes at front of project.” 

Confusing: “confusing: lack of idea of when construction will start" “I remain confused 

about why a 4 lane divided highway was necessary” 

Other negative feedback: “long and time consuming”; “frustrating [reason not 

explained]”; 

Construction-phase feedback on need for more signage to avoid traffic on dead-end 

streets.  
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Thinking back on your 

experiences with this project, 

what are good ways for the City 

to involve people so they are 

better informed? Is there 

anything from this process that 

was especially good, that they 

should keep, or anything the City 

should do differently? 

Keep up / improve timely notices: “Send out something in the mail detailing the project 

and closure dates.” “Give more advanced notice of road closures, especially for 

businesses that are affected. Need at least 9-12 mo. notice of major closures so that we 

purchase & market differently” “updated mailing to residents on progress, i.e., on 

schedule, this has been done, still need to…, on target for x date on completion” “The 

city kept us informed about the project before it started but not after construction 

started” “People become involved when their property is affected. Talk with them early 

and often.” “Meetings and updates as project progressed.” 

Keep: “they listened and acted on citizens' concerns” “Good - the city would answer 

questions, and made the designers accountable to meet with us.” The city kept us 

informed about the project before it started but after construction started I don't 

remember if there were further meetings. & on a couple of occasions, I talked with the 

construction workers or supervisor directly, and that was helpful, and they were helpful”  

Improve responsiveness and accountability “Change - keep your promises! Do what you 

agree to do! Thank goodness we had a legal agreement, so that we could hold the city to 

what they agreed to do!” “the meetings were good information, but the city did not 

seem to have any interest in changing anything substantial based on comments. The 

planning was complete” “Perhaps, informing residents of the intent before securing 

funds.” “Listen to the people and try to keep them informed and be honest with their 

responses. Cost was the number one concern - not the land owners’ desires. (Road 

location, business interruption, access sewer pipes etc. - to allow for future 

developments)” 

Neutral/no response (4 people): “The whole process was ok. It's impossible to make 

everyone happy.”  

What suggestions do you have 

on how the City of Chanhassen 

or Carver County should do 

public outreach and engagement 

in the future on projects like 

this?  

Desire for more information: “Mail us!” “Before construction, make community aware of 

what businesses are still open and how to reach them. If closures are too cumbersome 

for customers, then consider compensating businesses.” “More project specific mailings 

on meetings w/ multiple participation dates” “Continue to provide information after 

construction starts (especially with such a long project like this one).” The city could have 

helped us understand why this project needed to be as expansive in size as it was. Then 

we could have been more accepting of it.” 

Be more responsive: “Meet with each involved owner and discuss the project before the 

public meetings and their designs are cemented they should be flexible.” 

Satisfied: “None - information was adequate” “I'm satisfied with the current approach.” 

“I can't think of anything to add to what is already done.” “Same”  

No feedback: N/A; no response (4 people) 

 

Analysis of their reactions, and especially the interactions between different parts of their reactions 

(such as whether they were happy with the project, and how that related to whether they were happy 

with the process) illuminate a few patterns that merit special attention: 
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Outreach was effective, especially because multiple modes of communication were used. Overall, the 

city’s outreach and communication strategies seem to have been very effective. While it should be 

acknowledged that the people who did respond to the invitation to participate in our study are likely 

generally attentive to outreach and communication, it is still encouraging that all except one study 

participant who lived in the area at the time felt adequately informed about the project. While the road 

construction project would naturally hold these stakeholders’ attention because of the high stakes for 

them, these data affirm that getting their attention in the first place still requires a multi-pronged effort. 

The respondents named various methods that had worked to communicate with them (from word of 

mouth to project mailings to the local newspaper) and there was no single method that worked for 

everyone, affirming that it is not effective to rely on any one or two channels alone. 

Those with hopes to influence the project were frustrated by feeling key decisions were already 

made. People whose hopes and expectations for the community meetings were simply that they would 

get good information and have a chance to ask questions and get answers were pleased with the 

outreach. They praised City staff for providing good information, having staff available at meetings to 

answer questions clearly, and for the project turning out quite similarly to what they had been led to 

expect. They were the most likely to say some version of “I’m satisfied,” when invited to comment about 

what the city could improve. In other words, people who expected the purpose of the City’s 

engagement effort to be on the “informing” end of the Spectrum of Public Participation (© International 

Association for Public Participation, IAP2) found their expectations met, and thus were happy.  

On the other hand, those who had wanted something further along the IAP2 Spectrum - such as 

consultation (providing feedback about project alternatives and influencing the final choice) or 

involvement (considering stakeholders’ input to define the problem, options, and solution) - were 

frustrated. Their frustration often took the form of a critique of the timing of the engagement because 

they felt it came too late for them to stop or significantly reshape the project. Examples of these 

sentiments are: 

I went to 2-3 meetings, expecting that it was not [their emphasis] a done deal, but what I 

experienced was a pretense of public input. I am not satisfied with the project or with the 

meetings about it. In future, perhaps inform residents of the intent before securing funds for the 

project. 

I think, for the most part, my opinion was ignored because during the process they had a pretty 

detailed study [already]. Now that I am reflecting on the project, I didn't notice any residents 

changing opinions substantially, and now I understand the saying "You can't fight City Hall." The 

City officially led me to believe that my input was important and impactful. Not the case. I would 

rather that they told me from the start that the project would continue regardless of public 

input!  

I went to the meetings with an expectation that government would listen and be fair and open to 

input from owners; afterwards my impression was that their main purpose was to follow the 
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rules set up by the state. I am not happy with the project or the process. They did what they (city) 

wanted not the residents or property owners.  

People who liked or could influence the project outcomes expressed higher satisfaction with the 

engagement process. Although this comes as no surprise, it is still worth noting that people who were 

happiest with the process were also the people who wanted it in the first place or who could specifically 

see their impact on the design. These residents, when interviewed, were explicit about that connection: 

The way I saw it, how the city of engages with the public on projects was fine. Of course, let’s put 

it this way: because I was pleased to see it [the road improvements] coming, I didn’t really want 

to rattle any cages. You know, I was just pleased to see it be done. [Before] we were totally 

blinded because of trees… and restricted visibility over the hill. 

Some, even while they were not enthusiastic about the project, said they felt better about it because at 

least some of their concerns had been respected and accommodated: 

Obviously they had done their homework for the project before they spring this on people, and 

they make provisions for people to come and speak about it. But obviously I don’t think you’re 

going to get enough people to do anything about it at that point. I think they’re already too far 

into the planning stage to shut things down. That was kind of the opinion on our street here…. 

We participated and tried to make suggestions for the project. The biggest concern for us on our 

street, that joins 101, was the traffic volume. I do think that we were able to make some changes 

because of that, and some environmental changes.… Yes, the city did give us enough opportunity 

to participate. I was able to influence the project, probably, just a little. You know, more voices 

are better. Every little voice is a piece of the pie. 

Asked whether they were satisfied with the recommendations and outcomes of the Highway 101 

improvement project meetings, and whether it was worth participating in them, one respondent directly 

connected their satisfaction with seeing impact: 

Yes - I did not like the (elevation) of the intersection at Pioneer and 101 [which was proposed in 

one of the design alternatives that was not adopted]. That was not changed! I felt strongly about 

it and the meetings did not change my mind about that. I feel that I did influence the decision-

makers to respond to my concerns about that. 

There was high demand for information and answers, suggesting that comprehensive explanations 

support buy-in even from people who don’t like the project. A small but passionate group of 

respondents felt they had not had their questions answered. For some people making this complaint, 

their question may actually have been answered, but not with the outcome they preferred. That seems 

to be the case for this resident: 

The lack of formal response by the city to questions raised in regards to their reasoning for the 

improvement was disappointing. In the end the city did as it pleased, for the most part. The idea 
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areas for improving communication about construction: doing more advanced and sustained outreach 

that businesses would be open during construction (to minimize negative impacts on them); and 

providing better signage in the construction zone to head off people from getting stuck in dead-end 

streets. 

6.2 CITY OF BROOKLYN PARK 

6.2.1 Brooklyn Park policy issues  

This consultation looked at engagement efforts around financing options for city roads in the City of 

Brooklyn Park, a 2nd tier suburb of the Twin Cities area with a socioeconomically diverse population of 

approximately 80,000. In addition to the state and county roads within Brooklyn Park, the city owns and 

maintains 208 miles of residential streets and 54 miles of arterial (MSA) streets. The Public Works 

Department’s strategy for street maintenance is sealcoats every 7-8 years, overlays every 25 years, and 

complete reconstruction every 40-50 years for all miles of roadway. However, the city is struggling to 

keep up with that desired schedule due to budget challenges, and a higher than desired percentage of 

road miles are in poor repair (Figure 6). Notably, 165 of the city’s 2015 street miles were 15-25 years old 

and wearing out faster than expected, so that the Public Works Department estimated they would need 

to spend $28 million – well beyond their regular road work budget – on overlays in the coming 14 years.  

 

Figure 6. Deteriorating Street Surface in Brooklyn Park 

                     Source: Guillermo Narváez 

The public tended to agree with the professional staff’s assessment of the quality of roads in the city. In 

a telephone survey of 400 randomly selected Brooklyn Park residents conducted in summer 2015 by the 

Morris Leatherman Company, respondents rated city street repair and maintenance as follows: 11% 

judged it excellent, 61% judged it good, 24% judged it fair, and 5% judged it poor. Asked what one city 
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costs (by enabling timely, efficient road asset maintenance); and that road maintenance is a 

system-wide issue meriting a system-wide solution, in that all roads need to be fixed and 

residents use the whole road system, not just “their” road. 

• gather more feedback on the franchise fee option (how much people accept this approach, how 

much they would be willing to pay, and for what). 

The first community meeting was held in the Bass Creek neighborhood (Figure 7) located in the 

southwestern area of Brooklyn Park, because their neighborhood was the area of the city most needing 

and next slated for major local road reconstruction. Thus, residents in that area were expected to be 

particularly committed to implementing road improvements and especially concerned about cost, since 

the financing system in place at that time involved paying for most local road improvements through 

assessments on the property owners of the affected area. This meeting was held in a community school 

on July 16, 2015 and attended by 101 residents. The second public meeting, held four weeks later, was 

more broadly advertised and meant for the community in general. It was held on August 18 in City Hall 

(Figure 7) and attended by 38 residents and 5 of the 7 City Council members. Across the two meetings, a 

very high percentage of the participants were from the southwestern area of Brooklyn Park (which 

includes the Bass Creek neighborhood), and some people attended both meetings, so that the 

unduplicated number of participants is approximately 120. This is not a representative sample of the 

city’s residents. 

 

Figure 7. Small Group Dialogues at Brooklyn Park Community Meetings 

             Source: Guillermo Narváez 
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Each of the meetings began with all residents being personally greeted and asked to sign in, offered 

refreshments, and invited to sit at a table large enough for 6-8 persons plus a facilitator (a member of 

city staff, the research team, or a volunteer graduate student from the Humphrey School of Public 

Affairs). Participants were also given an anonymous pre-meeting survey; exactly the same survey was 

distributed and collected following the meeting as well. The survey asked respondents to: 

• describe what brought them to the meeting 

• state how well informed they considered themselves about road issues in the city 

• name their three top priorities for maintaining or improving the road system; and  

• indicate their level of support or opposition to several road system maintenance options 

(including letting streets deteriorate and a number of options for increasing revenues) 

During the course of the meeting, Dan Ruiz (Public Works Director) started with a 10-minute 

presentation explaining roadway needs, the plan the coming several years of road work in the city, and 

the financing options.  The second half of his presentation focused on franchise fees: what they are and 

how they work, the reasons that city staff were exploring this option, and the effects of different 

funding levels. After the initial presentation, there was an extended question and answer period. This 

was followed by a small group discussions where participants were asked a number of questions 

regarding the conditions of roads, funding options (mainly franchise fees) and the level of fees and how 

it would relate to the level of service. In small groups, they discussed three options: a franchise fee that 

would cover overlays only (about $7/month), one that would cover overlays plus reconstruction (about 

$14/month), or a higher fee that would include overlays, reconstruction, and perhaps additional 

amenities (about $15/month). 
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Table 7 lists the questions asked during the meetings; we include this for reference for other 

jurisdictions to replicate this approach since it proved successful in meeting the Brooklyn Park 

organizers’ stated goals for stakeholder engagement.  

Community members’ input was thoroughly compiled and analyzed to find prominent themes, 

consistently expressed preferences and attitudes, and areas of divergence and disagreement among 

participants. In addition, the community dialogues were analyzed to highlight areas where the public 

needed more information; these areas were identified both by residents’ explicitly asking questions or 

requesting additional information and by the research team or city staff’s observation of areas where 

there seemed to be confusion about the policy issues and options. A full compilation of the input was 

provided to the City Council.  

The City Council subsequently discussed the franchise fee option on September 28, 2015. After receiving 

a summary of community input from the meetings, they signaled that they were ready begin the public 

hearing process for formal adoption of a franchise fee. On November 23, 2015, the Council by a vote of 

6 to 1 adopted a franchise fee of $14/month per residence (and up to $320/month per commercial 

property). The franchise fee went into effect 30 days later. 
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Table 7. Process Design and Format for Community Dialogue on Franchise Fees 

Entrance: Check in, name tags, disperse people to small group tables, refreshments 

Greeting and welcome by Public Works Director / City Engineer Dan Ruiz 

Q1: What are your top priorities for keeping and improving road quality in the City of Brooklyn Park?  
(10 minutes, small group with table facilitators) 

Presentation and Q&A: 10-minute presentation from Dan Ruiz on road conditions, financing, and the franchise 
fee option plus 10-20 minutes of Q&A with him. 

Q2: What benefits do you see from the franchise fee? (5 minutes) 

Q3: What disadvantages do you see to the franchise fee? (5 minutes) 

Q4: What questions do you have about the franchise fee? What do you still need to have clarified so that you 
understand what it is and can decide how you feel about it? (5 minutes) 

Q5: What amount of franchise fee would you prefer? A franchise fee that would cover overlays only (about 
$7/month), a franchise fee that would cover overlays plus reconstruction (about $14/month), or a franchise fee 
that would cover overlays, reconstruction, and additional amenities (about $15/month). If you prefer the 
franchise fee that would include amenities, what amenities would you want to include (sidewalks, bike trails, 
etc.)?  
(5 minutes) 

Q6: We want to be sure that we receive and understand the most critical point you want to convey to city staff 
and council about financing and maintaining our road system. What is your most important piece of input that 
you want to be especially sure that city staff and council members gather from your participation this evening? 
Please take a few minutes to write that down on one of the index cards on your table, for us to collect.  
[Where time allowed and they were willing, residents were asked to share this with others at their table.] 

Close: Thank you, description of next steps, and close from Dan Ruiz. 

 

6.2.3 Brooklyn Park engagement outcomes and evaluation  

This report includes the highlights of the engagement outcomes and evaluation of the meeting design. 

The complete summary and detailed analysis of community members’ input during the community 

meetings and their survey responses may be found in the City Council agenda packet for August 24, 

2015.2 

The meeting participants were asked to brainstorm the advantages and disadvantages they saw to 

adopting a franchise fee and to express questions they have about how it would work. Generally, 

meeting participants felt the advantages outweighed the disadvantages and repeatedly brought up 

ideas about fairness to explain why they find the franchise fee option compelling. Indeed, almost all 

meeting participants came to support the franchise fee, once they had an opportunity to learn more 

about the road repair context and the financing options. Among the people who attended the meetings, 

support was strongest for a franchise fee that would be high enough to include road overlays and 

reconstruction. Only 3 people expressed a preference for the lowest franchise fee option, which would 

                                                           

 

2 Item 8.1B, pages 6-26, located here: http://www.brooklynpark.org/assets/1/29/ccep082415sprm.pdf 

http://www.brooklynpark.org/assets/1/29/ccep082415sprm.pdf
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cover overlays only, meaning that major road reconstruction would still be financed in part through 

special assessments. Most participants were strongly opposed to this option, feeling it would be a 

“double hit,” “double jeopardy,” or “worst case scenario” to have to pay a franchise fee of $7 for 

overlays and pay special assessments when it was their turn for reconstruction. Notably, participants 

diverged in their openness to paying an additional $1 month for other roadway amenities. Some were 

enthusiastic about improving pedestrian safety, sidewalks, or biking trails, while others asserted that 

they did not have and do not want sidewalks in their neighborhood, so they shouldn’t have to pay to 

improve them anywhere in the city. This seems to contradict the argument that it is fair for everyone to 

pay for reconstruction, even if they don’t need it. The following figures present data regarding some 

aspects of this methodology for public engagement. Here, we highlight two key findings from the data: 

1. They show a strong increase in people’s self-assessment about how informed they feel about 

the relevant issues and options. This indicates successful alignment of the stakeholder 

engagement design with the organizers’ first two goals, namely to inform the interested public 

about roadway repair needs and financing issues and to present and explain some financing 

options for their consideration. 

2. Participants demonstrated a strong shift in opinion over the course of the meetings. Most 

participants initially did not have enough information to formulate an opinion regarding 

franchise fees, but after the meeting most participants were very supportive of franchise fees. 

This indicates successful alignment of the stakeholder engagement design with the organizers’ 

final two goals. As a group, the meeting participants evidently found clear and compelling staff’s 

explanations about the advantages of introducing franchise fees. Through the meeting design, 

the facilitators were able to gather and document detailed feedback on participants’ openness 

to the franchise fee, for what purposes they would (and would not) want it to be used, and how 

much they would be willing to pay.  

Figure 8 shows residents’ self-perception of their awareness of issues faced by the city of Brooklyn Park 

to maintain its streets. As expected, prior to the meeting most responses range from completely 

uninformed to moderately informed, which shifts after to moderately or well informed. This suggests the 

meeting design served its intended purpose of informing attendees of the options the city is considering 

to finance ongoing work of restoring and rebuilding streets. 
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Figure 8. Self-assessment of knowledge about city street maintenance issues  

Figure 9 gages residents’ attitude regarding the needs to maintain and repair streets. It is important to 

note that there is a significant shift between responses, in particular the decline of the neutral position 

from 27% pre-meeting to 12% post meeting, and a strong opposition to letting the streets deteriorate 

from 17% pre-meeting, to 26% post-meeting. This along with the decline of Don’t know from 20% pre-

meeting to 2% post meeting indicates that there is general support to improving the conditions of 

streets in the Bass Creek neighborhood. 

 

Figure 9. Support/opposition to allowing streets to deteriorate 

Figure 10 gages residents’ willingness to increase property taxes to maintain and improve streets. After 

residents heard more about the franchise fee options, their willingness to pay for street maintenance 

and reconstruction through property taxes shifted to greater opposition, although there were still some 

residents who might support this method of increasing funding for roads. 
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Figure 10. Support/opposition to increasing property taxes to maintain or improve streets 

Figure 11 gages residents’ attitude to the adoption of a franchise fee of about $7 per month to fund the 

rehabilitation of streets (overlays). This option would still leave the street assessments in place for the 

reconstruction of streets. The responses show that there was a significant shift in support for a franchise 

fee after the meeting. 

 

Figure 11. Support/Opposition to Low Franchise Fee Option 

This level of funding would support street rehabilitations (overlays) but not necessarily avoid 

assessments for major reconstruction. 

Figure 12 gages residents’ attitude to the adoption of a franchise fee of about $14 per month to fund 

the rehabilitation and reconstruction. This option would be in lieu of assessments for the reconstruction 

of streets. Much of the discussions after this option was presented was in support and the shifts in 
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attitudes are evident in the survey responses, in particular with a significant shift in the strong support 

for the franchise fees, and a significant decline in “Don’t know” responses. 

 

Figure 12. Support/Opposition to Medium Franchise Fee Option 

This level of funding would fund street rehabilitations (overlays) and major reconstruction (without 

assessments), but not including sidewalk/trail improvements.  

Figure 13 gauges residents’ attitude to the adoption of a franchise fee of about $15 per month to fund 

the rehabilitation and reconstruction, as well as sidewalks and trails. Much of the discussions after this 

option was presented was in support, which was reflected in a significant increase in the strong support 

for the franchise fees, and a decline in Don’t know responses. 

 

Figure 13. Support/Opposition to High Franchise Fee Option 

This level of funding would cover street rehabilitations, major reconstruction (without 

assessments), and sidewalk/trail improvements. 
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6.3 MILLE LACS COUNTY 

6.3.1 Mille Lacs County policy issues 

Mille Lacs County has been in a situation over the past few years where an over-reliance on a limited 

number of economic activities have challenged their ability to properly fund their essential services and 

infrastructure. Most of the county’s economy is in the tourism sector and is highly dependent on 

walleye fishing (a source of contention between local businesses, state agencies, tribal governments, 

and others). Ultimately, all are dealing with the situation that there is a significant decline in the walleye 

population, but little agreement in how to manage the fish to have a sustainable stock to satisfy the 

needs and concerns of all actors. State and local policy-makers are aware of these challenges and are 

undertaking efforts to make their local economy more diverse and resilient, but such efforts take time 

(UMN Extension, 2014). The reasons of this decline continue to be a highly contentious topic for many, 

and beyond the scope of this project to examine (Sarley, 2015; Scheck, 2015). The downturn had an 

impact on the tax revenue collected by the county, thereby impacting its budget (Oman, 2016).  

On December 2015, when the county convened an annual Truth in Taxation meeting (a required process 

to enhance public participation in Minnesota’s property tax system), local residents were updated on 

the fiscal situation of the county. Many expressed a great deal of dissatisfaction with the property tax 

increase as the local economy was facing a significant decline in local tourism activity, on which many 

residents and their businesses depend on (Griffin, 2015). One take-away from this meeting was an 

agreement by county officials to examine new and innovative ways to raise revenue as a way to contain 

property taxes to fund transportation projects. Interestingly, the idea to consider LOST came from a 

resident, and once the idea was proposed the great majority of attendees were interested in pursuing it:  

Well in fact, I didn’t bring it [LOST] up, someone from the audience brought it up and said, 

“You know what? What about a local option sales tax? I’ve heard other counties are doing 

that. Wouldn’t that lower the taxes?’ And I went through the steps and I said, ‘Here’s how it 

would affect you.’ And the whole group of 50 or 60 people were, like, ‘Why don’t you do 

that?  

County Administrator Pat Oman, interviewed prior to the third and last public hearing, June 13, 

2016 

During the next County Board Meeting (January 5, 2016), a motion was made to consider LOST to fund 

transportation projects, and the county commissioners agreed to hold public hearings on the possibility.  

An important backdrop for the local road financing issue in Mille Lacs County is the long history of ups 

and downs in the relationships among the Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa, state, and county governments 

over tribal members’ boundary recognition, hunting and fishing rights, law enforcement and many other 

issues (Buchholtz, 2013; U.S. Department of Interior, 2015). Part of that story is that properties owned 

by the Band and its members are not subject to property taxes. While it is beyond the scope of this 

study to examine the many issues and dynamics among these actors, it is nonetheless vital to mention 

this context as it was manifest in the dialogues in this county about local road financing. In particular, 



60 

the public discussions about maintaining roads, property taxes, and revenue sources in the county were 

occurring at exactly the same time as some particularly acute stages of the headline-attracting conflict 

over the suspension of a law enforcement agreement between the Mille Lacs County sheriff’s 

department and the Band’s police department (for background and one opinion, see: Star Tribune 

Editorial Board, 2016). 

6.3.2 Mille Lacs public engagement approach 

A total of three meetings were held between February and June 2016, first at County Government 

Building in Milaca (February 16), followed by two in other areas of the county (City of Isles on March 22 

and Princeton on June 28). The two first meetings were well attended. When the participants 

introduced themselves, many identified themselves as business owners, current and former city and 

township officials 

At each of the meetings, County Administrator Pat Oman showed the projects identified in the County’s 
5-year plan for road improvements (Figure 14), stated that Mille Lacs County has been collecting a 
wheelage tax to support transportation, and explained that this tax was generating about $250,000 per 
year, a modest level of revenue insufficient to fund the proposed projects. He provided information on 
LOST and how it would work for Mille Lacs County. According to the analysis he presented, LOST would 
bring in about $2,100,000 a year in dedicated revenue for transportation, of which approximately 58% 
would be paid by residents and 42% by non-residents visiting the county. He explained the intent of 
LOST would be to raise $20,800,000 over the next ten years to fund the projects listed in Table 8.  

 

Figure 14. Map of Proposed Road Improvement Projects 

          Source: Mille Lacs County staff presentation, reproduced in Griffin (2016). 
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Table 8. Mille Lacs County Proposed Roads for Local Option Sales Tax (LOST) 

Road Length Cost Notes 

CR 103-107 
2.5 $1,800,000 

high traffic 

CR 101 
4.0 $3,000,000 

high traffic 

CR 106 
2.5 $2,000,000 

high traffic 

CR 112 
2.5 $2,200,000 

school traffic  

CR 151 
2.0 $2,000,000 

serves gravel pits 

CR 140 
4.0 $4,000,000 

local connector 

CR 137 
3.0 $3,000,000 

pavement 

CR 138 
1.5 $1,500,000 

connector 

CR 131 
2.0 $2,000,000 

future industrial park 

Total 
24.0 $20,800,000  

  

The County Commission adopted LOST on August 2, 2016 (Resolution No.: 8-2-16-1), with 

implementation starting on January 1, 2017. The adopted resolution states that the sales tax is required 

to terminate when the revenues raised are sufficient to finance the projects identified during the public 

hearings or December 31, 2026 (whichever occurs first) and that any additional or future project be 

adopted through the adoption of a new resolution and undergoing the same process of public 
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engagement. Most of the tax measures available for local jurisdictions, LOST included, have sunset 

clauses and are open for review.3 

6.3.3 Mille Lacs County engagement outcomes and evaluation  

Unlike other case studies in this project, stakeholders were not open to speaking with the researchers. 

We approached key stakeholders and other interested individuals who attended open houses or 

commission meetings and the county commissioners. We were able to have brief conversations with 

many, but all declined to be interviewed or requested that we forward our questions to the county 

administrator, which we did. Thus, our data is comprised of observations of public meetings, media 

accounts, and a few interviews with the county administrator.  

From the brief conversations we had with participants, it was important to them to feel that their 

concerns were answered, that they were not merely present to hear something that was previously 

decided, and that they were there merely to be “window dressing” on a process that they could not 

really influence. Thus, as in the other cases examined in this report, stakeholders want to get a sense 

that their concerns are being listened to and are being taken into consideration. 

During these meetings, the most salient comments clustered around the following three themes: 1) We 

like smaller government and less taxes, and the state needs to do more; 2) We are concerned about the 

effects of a tax increase the local economy; and 3) We need to fund our roads, and the sales tax looks 

like the best way to do that.  

 

We like smaller government and less taxes, and the state needs to do more. This theme was expressed 

in the following forms during the community meetings or commission public hearings: 

There’s too much government, and taxes are too high. 

Our government is top heavy, and that we should start trimming our county. One-third of people 

who live here don’t pay taxes. 

The county should slim down and see where else it can reduce its budget. 

“The Metro” is taking money away from the area to fund projects that are not benefiting their 

county or Greater Minnesota. 

                                                           

 

3 Full text of the resolution is available at: http://www.co.mille-lacs.mn.us/vertical/sites/%7BC9C389E6-53AB-

4A89-94CA-D3EE1F5EB922%7D/uploads/LOST_Resolution_081816(1).pdf 
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The county state aid road system redefined and looked to as an alternative to raising taxes. 

The state should give more funding to Greater Minnesota counties. 

I am opposed to the tax because the roads that are being improved are not in my community 

In the current political climate, these kinds of sentiments are recurrent themes with the public. Often 

they are driven by a sense that others have greater access to resources without properly investing in 

them. As mentioned, these are particularly contentious and complex issues in Mille Lacs County due to 

contests over tribal reservation boundaries, tribal fishing rights and fishing-related tourism sector, and 

the fact that the reservation is not subject to property taxes. However, Mille Lacs is not exceptional in 

terms of the public’s lack of knowledge and misperceptions regarding costs and benefits associated with 

adequate investment on the transportation network. This is an ongoing challenge for policy makers and 

public works specialists, as attested to by the feedback from the 128 county and city local public works 

leaders who responded to our confidential scoping survey (summarized in Table 4). It takes a lot of 

resources to be able to reach the intended public and be able to provide detailed data to the public so 

they know of costs, impacts and other information related to the roads they rely on, and not all public 

works managers and policy-makers have the tools and resources available to mount public engagement 

efforts and ensure that stakeholders feel they have adequate, trustworthy information about policy 

options, including the financial aspects of proposals. 

Thus, it is notable that the stakeholders who participated in Mille Lacs County seemed to feel that they 

had adequate combination of tools to address stakeholder’s priorities and concerns in ways that they 

feel informed and considered in the decision-making process. This suggests that it was valuable that the 

county administrator and staff dedicated their effort to do thoughtful and responsible data collection 

and analysis, created good visual and other materials to present the information, and invested time in 

the public meetings.  

 

We are concerned about the effects of a tax increase on the local economy. This theme was expressed 

in the following forms during the community meetings or commission public hearings: 

This tax would de-incentivize people from shopping in the county. 

This tax will drive business away from the county. 

Once a tax is imposed, it never goes away. 

The Mille Lacs County case, like the accompanying Beltrami County case study, underlines the 

significance of the particular features of the local economic context in figuring out the benefits and risks 

of LOST and how the public will perceive it. As the county administrator pointed out during the public 

meetings, a 0.5% sales tax would add 50 cents to a $100 purchase, which did not seem sufficient to 

make residents take their business to another county. This is by definition true everywhere. And, most 

counties in Minnesota that have significant retail and services centers already have adopted LOST, as 
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they have similar road resource needs, so that the proposition that businesses would move to avoid the 

tax is becoming less actionable.  

However, what seemed to particularly be compelling about the sales tax option in Mille Lacs county is 

that a great portion of the transactions in Mille Lacs County are for purchases and services that are 

location-specific – such as food and drink, lodging, recreation, fuel, and other similar activities – 

meaning that the argument that the tax would “drive business away” was less compelling. The unique 

tourism attraction of the Mille Lacs Lake – the second largest inland lake in Minnesota – cannot be 

relocated to another region. Significantly, Mille Lacs county does not have any large retail centers – such 

as building materials stores, new car dealers, or superstores – so that Mille Lacs County already make 

much of their most costly retail purchases outside the county, typically in Princeton (notably, in the 

section of Princeton located in Sherburne County, not the portion of the town located in Mille Lacs 

County), Cambridge or Brainerd – the three closest retail centers. If the revenue were obtained through 

property taxes, the resulting increase will be higher as it is paid by property owners in the county and 

not spread out to a larger number of road users who both live in and out of the county. 

 

We need to fund our roads, and the sales tax looks like the best way to do that. This theme was 

expressed in the following forms during the community meetings or commission public hearings: 

While I am a conservative, I am completely in favor of this consumption tax, because it would 

make everyone pay and not just property owners. 

A sales tax is preferable to higher property taxes. 

During these meetings, once the needs were explained and attendees had a chance to ask about them, 

the discussions turned to who would pay the tax. Following the presentation, during the Q&A portion of 

meetings, many residents present started to feel the LOST option would be an acceptable way to 

generate revenue for local roads. Many expressed their preference to raising revenue in this manner 

from users of the roads, and not just by property owners. One of the issues that was brought up 

repeatedly is the level of property taxes that residents have to pay and the rate of increase. Property 

owners stated they feel they are over-relied upon to raise revenues. They see alternatives to property 

tax increases or assessments in a positive light if these are shared by a wider population and not 

collected at once. Many who attended these meetings expressed their preference to raising revenue in 

this manner from users of the roads, and not just by property owners.  

Based upon hearing stakeholders’ questions and comments, the county commissioners came to feel 

confident that LOST was a good option and would be supported. In this regard, the engagement process 

was successfully designed and implemented. Its intended purposes – namely to enable a good airing of 

the issues and options, to allow the public to be informed of the issues and options on the table and to 

provide their perspectives, and to lead to a thoughtfully made decision – was accomplished. The 

policymakers needed to communicate their intentions behind the proposed policy to the public, and in 

turn to know what was being proposed could be accepted by those whom they represent. In two other 
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case studies in this research, Beltrami County and the City of Brooklyn Park, decisions to introduce new 

revenue-generating measures for transportation (LOST and a franchise fee) were informed by the 

outcomes of focus groups, surveys and similar measures. In the Mille Lacs County case, what occurred is 

more typical of most local decision making: policymakers relied on feedback they received from 

participants in public meetings, communications to their office, and local newspaper editorials.  

On December 5, 2016, the researchers had a follow up conversation with the county administrator, Pat 

Oman, to inquire about reactions to adoption of the LOST and plans for its implementation. Among 

other things, it seems that it had no significant impact on the electorate’s attitude towards their 

representatives, which local news media coverage to date also suggests. While there is a strong “no new 

taxes” attitude by many of the local elected officials, there was no change in the composition of the 

elected board of commissioners that was attributable, one way or the other, to the adoption of the sales 

tax. 

6.4 BELTRAMI COUNTY 

6.4.1 Beltrami County policy issues 

This case study is based upon a series of deliberations held in 2013 with interested stakeholders in 

Beltrami County, Minnesota about the status of the county road system and options to address 

challenges in sustaining and repairing its quality. Located in northern central Minnesota, Beltrami 

County is primarily rural but also encompasses a mid-sized city commercial center, parts of two 

American Indian reservations, and protected state and federal forests or parks. The county is 

responsible for 700 miles of the roads within its border. By 2012, much of the county road system was in 

poor repair, and public administrators, elected commissioners, and residents had become concerned. 

On December 11 of that year, Bruce Hasbargen, the new county engineer, advised the county 

commissioners that much of the county road system was in poor repair following years of deferred 

maintenance and that $80 million would be needed to bring it back to an acceptable performance level. 

In early 2013, the state legislature introduced the new policy to allow Minnesota counties to institute a 

½ cent local option sales tax (LOST) for transportation by a majority vote of their commissioners.  

6.4.2 Beltrami County public engagement approach  

Anticipating that their commissioners would be considering the sales tax, senior public administrators 

from Beltrami County invited the authors to implement and evaluate a public engagement effort about 

system-wide local road needs and options. Thus, we helped to design and implement the engagement 

process describe here as part of the related research project previously funded by the Local Road 

Research Board (Quick et al., 2014).  

The goal of the engagement process was to allow the interested public and commissioners to dialogue 

and become more informed of policy needs and preferences prior to any vote. The participants included 

elected officials and administrators from Beltrami County and other jurisdictions, businesspeople, and 
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other members of the interested public. The form deliberation took in this case was a series of face-to-

face interactions, over more than one meeting, in small groups involving diverse participants. 

The authors prepared by exploring the local roads issues through reviewing policy documents and media 

coverage, site visits, and extensive dialogues with local and state government administrators and 

elected officials to understand the nature of the road system challenges in the county. We then 

identified a broad array of potentially interested or influential stakeholders and actively recruited them 

to participate through extensive individualized outreach. The process began with three initial 

deliberations in August 2013: the first involved the business community (4 participants); the second 

involved agencies that rely upon and/or maintain roads in the region as part of their core work (11 

participants, including school bus coordinators, emergency responders, and representatives of city, 

state, federal, and tribal agencies); and the third involved members of the interested public (12 

participants, comprised mainly of people who had been calling to complain about road conditions and 

representatives of the county’s rural townships). The county engineer and at least one county 

commissioner participated in each deliberation. 

As they arrived for the deliberation, all participants individually completed a confidential survey in which 

they named their key concerns, stated their level of knowledge about local road system issues, and 

registered their opinion on an array of policy options. For each policy option, they rated their level of 

support or opposition on a five-point Likert scale. They then received a one-page handout conveying 

basic information about the local road system, management challenges, and policy options, and had an 

opportunity to ask the county engineer for additional information and explanations about the technical 

and financial issues. We facilitated these sessions, using the same structured series of questions with all 

groups (described in Quick et al., 2014).  

All participants were asked to name features of the roads system that are working well and their 1-2 

greatest concerns. The researchers then facilitated a group discussion about the highest priorities for 

action and the participants’ positive and negative reactions to six common policy options for managing 

county road systems in the region (e.g., let roads deteriorate, implement ½ cent local option sales tax, 

reduce snow and ice removal). To conclude, each participant named the key point he or she wanted the 

group as a whole to take away from the deliberation.  

The fourth and final meeting, held in September 2013, brought together the diverse perspectives 

expressed in the previous deliberations (Figure 15). All 27 participants of those meetings were invited 

back, and 25 attended. The researchers gave a brief summary of the key themes emerging from the 

surveys and initial deliberations. To address areas where participants had expressed confusion over a 

particular concept or policy, the county engineer gave a brief informational presentation, followed by a 

question and answer session. The authors then highlighted the policy options where our data analysis 

indicated greatest convergence and divergence of opinions. The purpose was to make areas of 

agreement and disagreement visible to the array of stakeholders, not to force consensus. The areas of 

convergence were not discussed further. Instead, the authors facilitated in-depth exploration of the 

option where there had been most divergence, the ½ cent local option sales tax (LOST).  
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Figure 15: Participants deliberating at Beltrami County policy roundtable dialogue 

       Source: Guillermo Narváez 

6.4.3 Beltrami County engagement outcomes and evaluation 

Shortly after the deliberations, the county commissioners unanimously approved LOST. This was a 

surprising turn of events, given that previously a diverse array of parties in the county had vigorously 

opposed the sales tax option, as indeed a strong majority of voters in rural Minnesota typically oppose 

any kind of tax increase (Scheck, 2015). In fact, Beltrami was one of the first counties to pass LOST, and 

the motion to do so was made by the county commissioner who had initially most vehemently opposed 

it. Public administrators in Beltrami County believe the deliberations transformed participants’ attitudes 

towards the tax and led the commissioners to feel it would be a legitimate response to their 

constituents’ needs and preferences. 

The marked shift in opinion, combined with the rich data we had from the case, allowed us to probe 

important questions about how deliberation brings participants to change their minds. To do so, we 

drew on four sources of data: observations and transcripts from the deliberations, comparison of pre- 

and post- deliberation surveys of participants, and follow-up, confidential, semi-structured interviews 

with half of the participants. We asked each participant to complete the short, written survey three 

separate times: before the initial small-group deliberation, immediately before the large-group 

roundtable, and immediately following the large-group roundtable. The response rate was high: of the 

25 people at the roundtable, 24 completed a pre- and post- deliberation survey. Because we could 

identify individual participants, this allowed us to track whether and how they changed their minds 

regarding their key concerns, self- assessment of their level of knowledge of these issues, and level of 

opposition or support for the six policy options, before and after the deliberations (Figure 16). 



68 

 

Figure 16. Stakeholder Attitudes towards Policy Options, Compared Before and After Deliberation 

To gather their accounts of how they changed their minds, one to three months following the 

deliberations, Emily Saunoi-Sandgren4 conducted interviews with 12 participants, selected to represent 

the diversity of stakeholders (e.g., public administrators, businesspeople, interested residents) and the 

full range of initial support or opposition to the local option sales tax. Interviews began with Saunoi-

Sandgren re-administering the survey verbally and reflecting back to the participant any changes found 

between their earliest and most recent surveys. The interviewees were then asked if any of the 

observed changes seemed meaningful to them, to describe how they were meaningful, to explain 

                                                           

 

4 We were concerned that stakeholder participants in the policy dialogues might not speak freely with us about 

their experience of the process, since we had been visibly involved as facilitators. Therefore, to gather higher 

quality data, another researcher (Emily Saunoi-Sandgren, formerly of the University of Minnesota), conducted 

confidential interviews with them in 2014. In 2016, we arranged for fourth researcher to conduct an additional 

round of interviews with them to study the long-term effects of deliberation, but unfortunately this could not be 

completed due to an illness. Therefore, we returned to the existing data to do the deeper analysis presented in this 

section. 
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whether and how they had come to change their minds, to identify any surprises, and to reflect 

generally on the effects of the deliberation method. 

We focus this analysis on the two areas where numerous data sources indicate that participants 

changed their minds in ways they considered significant: a) coming to support the sales tax; and b) 

changing their criteria for prioritizing road improvement projects. The most permanent, visible marker 

that deliberation did change minds is that several county commissioners who had previously opposed 

LOST became advocates for it, and ultimately the commission unanimously adopted, which many study 

participants attribute to what the commissioners learned about the issues and constituents’ concerns 

through the deliberation. Pre- and post- deliberation survey data reflect participants’ increasing support 

for the sales tax (Figure 16), as do transcripts of the deliberations and the subsequent interviews.  

“Like a religious revival” 

The most notable evidence that participants did change their minds comes from study participants’ own 

spontaneous attestations that they felt differently about policy and management issues after the 

deliberation. Indeed, all twelve of the people interviewed made a statement to that effect. For example, 

when asked their opinion about policy options, three began by asking whether they should state their 

feeling “as of now, after the meetings,” or “as of when I started,” because their views had changed. A 

fourth laughed and exclaimed, after completing the survey again, “My answers have changed!” Four 

other interviewees volunteered observations about how their opinions had changed on specific issues. 

One immediately cautioned, after stating her option, “I don’t know that I felt that way prior to that 

roundtable.” Another noted he had significantly shifted his opinion “as a direct result of these 

meetings.” Another stated “an awareness” developed through the deliberations had led her to view an 

issue in a new light. Another said he had re-prioritized his set of concerns because deliberation “changed 

the way I viewed” them. The three other interviewees, though they had not changed their own stances 

on the policy options, all shared their observation, without being prompted to do so, that they had 

“learned a lot” and that they noticed others change their points of view. 

These changes were most visible at the conclusion of the policy roundtable, when each participant was 

asked to summarize briefly the one or two points they wanted to be sure that policy-makers gathered 

from the meeting. Many took that opportunity to highlight that they had changed their minds by 

learning more about the options. After the meeting, a county government leader summarized the 

closing moments like this:  

That meeting was like a religious revival where, at the end, people stand up and give testimony 

about how, ‘Now I’ve seen the light.’ There was a huge shift from where we started to where we 

ended. 

Notably, the two participants who had initially been especially outspoken in their opposition to the sales 

tax became less attached to that position after the deliberation. In their post-deliberation surveys, each 

responded, “Need more information” and declined to take a position on this option. 
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Shifting from “engineering” to “qualitative” criteria for prioritizing projects 

Another shift occurred in how some participants came to view the nature of the needs and challenges 

for maintaining the road system. Deliberation led them to change their minds about their preferred 

criteria for setting policy priorities and evaluating proposed solutions. The shift started at a meeting with 

representatives from other public agencies to discuss the regional road system. When the county 

engineer explained that he was prioritizing repair on the country roads based on average daily traffic 

(ADT) so that roads with the highest volumes of traffic would get more attention, representatives of 

agencies in more rural areas of the county suggested there were other ways of looking at the problem 

that need to be considered. Numerous residents of outlying areas of the county challenged this, 

suggesting that while only a small percentage of the total traffic in the county used the rural roads, a 

very high percentage of rural residents’ travel – to work, school, shopping, services, or church – was on 

that road.  

One small town administrator put it this way:  

If it were just a quantitative measure of doing things, it would be easy, but it’s qualitative a lot of 

the time. A count of vehicles or trucks going into and out of [my town] is probably less than 1% of 

what comes in and out of [the big regional city] every day, I am sure it is. But, at some point or 

another in a given week I would say 100% of our residents use that county road in one way or 

the other, so for them it is a big deal. 

The transportation supervisor of a rural school district added:  

You look at a traffic count and it tells you, “A vehicle went by.” There are things that doesn’t 

account for. Was that vehicle a piece of the infrastructure of trying to get kids home from school 

in a timely manner? What was the number of students on the bus? And for how long did they 

have to be on those roads? An hour? 

A school principal reinforced that poor road conditions make his students’ trips to and from school very 

uncomfortable, and concluded: 

A few of my kids are on the bus 3 hours a day… We just need a way to maybe look at this in a 

qualitative way, not just numbers, specifically to meet the needs for those in the far reaches of 

the county  

Very soon, others in the room were suggesting that “qualitative” measures as well as “numbers” should 

be used in the decision-making. At the end of the meeting, when the facilitators asked each participant 

to highlight briefly the one key point that they were taking away from the session, a lead engineer for 

the state transportation said only, “The rationale is not always ADT [average daily traffic counts].” The 

county engineer indicated his key learning was “What [the school principal] said about qualitative vs. 

quantitative measures,” and stated that both types of measures need to “be taken into consideration” 

in identifying priorities.  
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These shifts in individual- and group- level opinions about introducing a new sales tax and about 

measures for setting and evaluating priorities were sufficiently provocative to lead us to do additional 

data analysis about the reasons for this change. We find four primary explanations given by participants, 

during the deliberations and subsequent interviews, of how they or others came to change their minds. 

These are described below and summarized in  

Table 9. 

Table 9. Key Themes of Beltrami County Participants’ Accounts of Changing their Minds 

Participants’ explanations Effects 

More information and exploration led 

participants to new understandings of 

the policy problem and appreciation of 

its seriousness.  

Novices and professionals were surprised by the extent of road quality 

problems and the challenges of financing road maintenance and repair. 

Participants came to appreciate the necessity of action and become 

committed to find solutions. They “saw the need” to address road 

issues or realized “we’ve got to do something.”  

Extended exploration of policy 

problems and options allowed 

participants to discover alignments 

with their values.  

Dialogue facilitated openness to reconsidering options, not simply 

advocating their initial position. Participants came to see the sales tax 

as a practical solution, a “viable” or “not so bad” option. Participants 

judged the sales tax to be fair, by their criteria: users pay, and everyone 

has to pay. 

Hearing others’ perspectives inspired 

participants’ empathy and desires for 

comprehensive solutions.  

Stories about emergency responders, rural residents, school bus riders, 

and truck owners and drivers suffering from poor roads led participants 

to sympathize with and want to address their needs. Participants heard 

that residents throughout the county have concerns, and became 

supportive of a “comprehensive solution.” Residents and administrators 

changed evaluation criteria for prioritizing projects to include 

“qualitative” as well as “engineering” considerations.  

Communication enhanced participants’ 

confidence in policy directions and 

government leaders.  

Being heard, having questions answered, and hearing commitments 

that their concerns would be addressed increased residents’ trust in 

county public administrators and elected officials. Upon being assured it 

would be used to respond to their needs, rural residents came to 

support the sales tax option. Participants felt others would see issues 

and needs similarly if they also had the benefit of dialogue, and advised 

county leaders to improve communication. Ultimately, there was no 

organized opposition to passing the sales tax. 
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More information provided new understanding of nature, extent, or urgency of problems. 

The dialogues allowed people to gain additional information about the policy issues, which was critical 

for them to change their minds about the nature, extent, or urgency of the problem. Participants 

received new information about what it costs to maintain roads, where the money comes from, and the 

persistence of shortfalls in funding. They heard the county engineer’s opinion that $80 million was 

needed to catch up on long-deferred road maintenance, compared with $4 million in annual revenue 

from existing funding sources. This information was eye-opening for many, including those with 

experience with road maintenance. One participant gasped, “Jeez!” upon hearing the current cost for a 

road overlay project during deliberation. Later, when asked whether she had learned anything by 

participating, she said: 

Yeah, that we have more of an issue than even I thought we did! Having worked in the 

construction field for a private contractor, you know some of it and you know the dollar 

amounts, but I didn’t realize that it was that eminent. 

From both technical information and stories told by others in the deliberation, many participants 

gathered a sense that the quality of the roads was worse than they had previously understood. When 

we asked public administrators from three other agencies with responsibility for roads within the county 

whether they had learned anything new, they all affirmed they had: 

Yes. It was good to hear about the emergency vehicles – not just ambulance, but fire – and how 

difficult it was for them to drive even at the speed limit on some roads without the passengers 

getting bounced around. 

I was amazed at some of the information that came out, for instance, that the county doesn’t 

even levee a local tax for the road. They count on all the other funding sources. And so there was 

good back and forth, there, of ideas about what we should all do as a group to improve the level 

of funding and the roads. 

I got a better understanding of how poor some of our roads are in the far northern part of the 

county, which I guess I didn’t really realize and I also didn’t realize that some of the [road 

improvement] projects that have been promised had been pushed back and pushed back and 

pushed back for years and years. It was quite alarming that that has been happening. 

Even before the deliberations, virtually all participants had expressed strong opposition to the options of 

“Do nothing; wait and see what happens,” and “Let the roads deteriorate” (Figure 16). However, 

becoming more aware through the deliberations about current funding sources and situation was a 

turning point for many to decide the county needs to find its own solutions, and to do so very soon. A 

leader of the regional economic development council observed soberly during the business community 

deliberation:  

It seems to me with that big of a gap, you’re going to have to deal with a pretty comprehensive 

strategy. That’s going to be like pulling a Band-Aid off. No matter what you do, it’s almost like 
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you gotta do it all at once and get it over with. That may mean triage on roads and maybe some 

revenue increases. I’m the one to help share the message and help people understand. But it’s 

not going to be fun, I suspect, to go through. But you might just have to. You just have to. 

Similarly, a township official commented at the end of the roundtable deliberation:  

My thoughts are that having a safe, efficient road system is going to be expensive, but not 

having one that’s safe and secure and efficient is probably more expensive. So, we have some 

real tough decisions that we have to face.  

Asked later to explain the shift in opinion towards the sales tax, the county engineer focused on the fact 

that participants had entered the deliberations with knowledge and concerns, yet gained new 

perspectives on the need for some local government action: 

They see the need. There’s those that drive and live on those roads that are in poor shape. They 

see it. We explained the road conditions in the meetings. But I think they see it and drive it 

enough, and so when you tell them and explain it a little bit, they understand or fall in 

agreement. So I think that really is key. 

Indeed, during the conclusion of the final deliberation, many indicated that, while they did not like the 

idea of a new sales tax, they had come to support it through accepting that the road system challenges 

need to be addressed through local government action. Two participants stated: 

Well, I wasn’t supporting that ½ percent at all when I came in here today. But as I heard 

everybody talking and everybody explain stuff to me and picked up this and that, it’s not such a 

bad deal. I mean, we’ve got to do something to do this.  

It seems like the consensus in here is a way to fund this through a ½ cent sales tax. And it will be 

unpopular. But it will also be unpopular if nothing is done. 

A leader of another government agency, interviewed later, attributed his and others’ changes in opinion 

to “realization” accomplished through having more information:  

My impression is we started to be open to the sales tax once everybody realized that money is 

not earmarked currently except from what we get through the state for road repairs and we’re 

falling further and further behind. The county engineer brought those numbers to the table and 

we realized how much money it would take to bring our roads up to standards…. I know for a 

fact that a couple of county commissioners’ point of views were changed when they saw what 

could be done, for example, how much money could be generated with just the ½ cent sales tax 

and for a specific purpose. I was happy to see them change their minds. If a vote was taken at 

the end of that meeting, you probably would have had four [of five commissioners] vote in favor. 

The only thing I could attribute that kind of change to is realization. 
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One of the commissioners affirmed this view in his follow-up interview, when one of the authors 

observed he had shifted from neutral to strongly supporting the sales tax between his pre- and post- 

deliberation surveys. He elaborated: 

The reason for that change, in my mind, is not having enough information previously as to the 

value of the ½ cent sales tax, the fact that I was concerned that it was similar to a real estate tax 

or probably wasn’t even thinking that through. 

Extended dialogue led to discovery of alignment of some policy options with their values. 

Participants’ accounts also indicate that they changed their minds about policy options by coming to 

see, through extended deliberation, that some choices fit their values. Deliberation allowed them to 

understand, weigh, and play with the different policy options and to reach such judgments about them. 

One participant later speculated that extended dialogue opened participants to consider the options 

and not feel a need to stick to a particular position:  

I think that oftentimes, people are opposed or adamantly strongly feeling a certain position 

when they don’t feel like they’ve had an opportunity to express their opinion. That obstacle got 

removed when we had a genuine, lengthy dialogue at all the meetings. And through that 

dialogue and sharing of ideas, I think people began to realize that there are very few potentially 

realistic and viable options, especially if we want to solve this problem relatively soon. Like on 

the sales tax, I was surprised when quite a few people seemed to be sharing the notion that, 

“You know, maybe this isn’t the worst idea, this ½ cent raise.” When it was mentioned also that 

it wouldn’t only be a burden on property taxpayers, that a lot of people from outside the county 

would be supporting and helping raise funds, I think that was another straw that clinched it, that 

we’re paying for something we want. Tourists who use the roads would be paying too. 

This individual references two key values that came up consistently in participants’ explanations, during 

the deliberations and afterwards, of how they came to make up their mind about particular policy 

options. In this analysis, we reference these values and their fit to a policy problem or solution from the 

perspective of the study participants. The first prominent value was practicality and pragmatism, what 

this participant termed the “viability” of an option. The other was fairness, which he expressed in terms 

of people who use the roads paying for them.  

These values were persistent, turning up in interviews conducted several months after the deliberations. 

Through the deliberations, participants learned from county administrators and elected officials that an 

unusually high percentage of land in the county is not taxable. They would have to multiply the existing 

property tax rate, which is already relatively high for the region, several times to gain as much revenue 

as they could gather from the ½ cent sales tax. Since the county includes the city of Bemidji, the major 

commercial and service regional center for a large area of the state, nearly everyone drives into Bemidji, 

including from surrounding counties, for their shopping. LOST gained acceptance as participants 

discussed how it would be a way to capture revenue from people who use the roads but do not 
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contribute to their upkeep through property taxes or vehicle license fees. This exchange, from the 

deliberation among interested residents, is representative of numerous moments in the deliberations: 

Participant 1: Now, I don’t mind paying my share, but there is a select group of residents in 

Beltrami County that do not pay road fees on Minnesota license plates [referring to enrolled 

residents of two American Indian reservation communities, which have their own license plates], 

so that fee would not affect them, and yet they’re on the roads.  

Participant 2: I really feel the ½ percent sales tax is the fairest because even if you don’t own 

land, if you are renting, you are out purchasing. And so, you’re going to be helping pay for roads 

that you’re using.  

Participant 3: I agree. 

By their own accounts, these arguments compelled many people to change their minds. For example, 

two people stated during the closing comments of the final deliberation: 

I came in here opposed to the sales tax. I now recognize the fairness of it and I recognize the 

need. Communication in the rural areas and the fact that we’re keeping in mind that we need to 

have arteries that go to the businesses that have value added, manufacturing and all of those, 

are very important.  

I was kind of against the sales tax, too, but it looks a little more like it might be better because 

you get everybody, pretty much, contributing to it that’s doing business in the county. 

Hearing others’ perspectives inspired sympathy and desires for comprehensive solutions. 

Participants also described changing their minds about the scope, nature, and prioritization of local road 

issues by coming to recognize other people’s concerns as important. People who were invited to the 

deliberations because they had been complaining about the conditions on their particular road 

segments of the county road system heard from others all over the county with similar concerns. 

Through this, they gained an enlarged sense of their concerns being part of a countywide issue, as 

expressed by a resident who explained he had participated because “I don’t drive on every road in the 

county” and wanted to become “at least as informed as a lot of people” about the extent of the issue. 

He elaborated: 

I wanted to listen to see if there was problems up there in the north part of the county or the 

eastern part of the county that are the same as what we have here in the south part. And they 

generally are.  

Through the conversations, he and others began to see that the problem was widespread and systemic, 

and that the solutions would have to be systemic as well. Some of the participants quoted above were 

expressing similar sentiments about becoming motivated to support a “comprehensive solution” 

because what they learned from the exchanges was “quite alarming.” 
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In addition, hearing stories from others influenced some participants to become sympathetic to some 

specialized concerns and want to see them addressed. One of the key markers that people had changed 

their minds was their changing some of the criteria for prioritizing road improvement projects to 

incorporate “qualitative” measures about who uses the roads and the effect it has on them, not just the 

conventional quantitative measures that would lead to prioritizing roads with the highest volume of 

users. Participants’ accounts of this change point to developing sympathy with the people with rural 

residents, school children and their bus drivers, and emergency responders. For example, township fire 

companies and a trainer for ambulance staff shared during the meetings that their teams would drive 

fire trucks and ambulances as fast as possible to respond to emergencies, no matter the condition of the 

roads, but that poor conditions imposed terrible wear on their vehicles. Other participants later 

described these stories as a way of being reminded of what the roads mean to other people: 

I thought it was really good that there was a very diverse group of people there that all have a 

need or have some connection to the road system, and how important it is to everybody that 

uses it, even though you don’t know how important it is to other groups that you don’t even 

think about, you know, like school buses and fire trucks and certain road conditions. 

When we asked the county engineer six weeks later if anything about the process had surprised him, 

and he immediately pointed to those same interactions:  

I recall the meeting with professionals in the transportation area, the school districts, the other 

smaller cities, emergency services. They all expressed concerns about their rural areas needing 

work. It wasn’t surprising. I mean, I knew the rural roads were in bad shape. [pause] But I guess 

the way they described it even changed the way I viewed it, that even those rural, small, low-

volume roads need to be addressed at some point…. I was surprised that I softened on that. 

[laughs] Because coming in, I really stuck to the engineering side of it, the numbers: I’m going to 

put the dollars on our high-volume roads where it’s going to affect more people. Then the school 

principal talked about the qualitative needs of getting road improvements versus the 

quantitative, just the number of users on the road. There’s a need for even those small, rural 

areas and low volume roads to be addressed at some point. That really, for me, kind of opened 

my viewpoint. Personally, I was surprised at that – how that changed my view. The way those 

meetings were conducted, it really allowed people to hear other people’s concerns or issues or 

even solutions or ideas. It was good that way. 

Another effect was that participants came to like – or dislike – certain policy options more or less after 

interacting with and hearing the perspectives of people who knew more about or would more directly 

experience the effects. For example, one of the policy options to which the group collectively became 

more opposed was limiting or requiring additional fees from heavy vehicles (Figure 16), which would 

minimize or help remedy the extra damage they do to roads. The deliberation among the interested 

public included an extended dialogue with a building contractor who would be affected. The 

conversation quickly evolved into other participants sympathizing with his employees traveling on 

bumpy roads and with him because his trucks were requiring extra repair because of damage the 

participants attributed to even heavier semi-trucks. By the final meeting, this had coalesced into 
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sympathy rather than rancor for this group of mid-sized truck operators. A resident recapped the 

discussion from a small breakout session during the roundtable like this:  

It didn’t seem that there was a lot of support for additional taxes on heavy vehicles because, as 

[another resident] said, heavy vehicles and truckers are already taxed from A to Z, and it 

probably would hurt local business a little bit. If anything, rather than taxing, we should maybe 

look at more restrictions on the roads, maybe turn a 9-ton limit road into a 7-ton or something, 

but not tax users who are trying to operate businesses and make a living. 

There was a similar shift of people becoming more opposed to turning back-county roads to other 

jurisdictions, after many township officials spoke up during the deliberations to question whether they 

could ever find enough resources to take care of the roads. For example, one participant, when we 

observed that he had become more strongly opposed to turning county roads over to township 

ownership and asked “Was that a significant shift for you?” responded:  

I think so, and that was a direct result of those meetings. We often want to pass the buck and I 

think that it was a wakeup call for me that passing the buck isn’t going to eliminate the problem 

and is just probably going to create a bigger headache for local forms of government. I was 

getting that information from township representatives reminding us all that if we were to shift 

the burden onto more local government entities, that would become, perhaps, a greater problem 

for these local people than it would be for a larger organization. 

Communication enhanced confidence in policy directions and leaders. 

The fourth and final commonly found theme in participants’ accounts of how they came to change their 

minds is that they developed more trust in county government leadership. We have already described 

several ways in which they developed more confidence in particular policy recommendations, because 

of the substance of the deliberation. Another theme of many interviews was that the deliberative 

process itself had contributed to their confidence in the need for action and their trust in government 

managers and elected officials. Participants entered the deliberations with low expectations, based on 

previous experience with meetings where they had not learned anything new, no progress was made on 

the problem, or they felt unable to contribute or influence problem definitions or outcomes. Asked if 

anything had surprised them about these meetings, they repeatedly mentioned that there was good 

dialogue, that they had pressed hard for more information and had their questions thoughtfully 

answered, and that county administrators and commissioners took their concerns seriously and 

committed to address them.  

Transcripts and our fieldnotes show participants’ combativeness and frustration with the county 

government diminishing as deliberations proceeded. An elected official observed later:  

I sensed, right from the beginning, that people who live in more remote areas are worried we’re 

going to raise the taxes, but just build up roads closer to the urban part of the county. The 

frustrations they were expressing had to do with the fact that we’re always on the five-year plan 

and they’re Year Five, but we never get to year five. I heard that quite a bit! I think they just 
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CHAPTER 7:  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the preceding data and analysis on local public works leaders’ assessments of the 
climate for local roads issues (Section CHAPTER 6: ) and comparative analysis of the four case 
studies of local government’s engagement on these topics with their stakeholders (Section 
CHAPTER 6: ), we make the following recommendations. These are the priority areas for 
sustaining or improving resources, tools, or practices to support informed and productive public 
problem-solving to address key local transportation challenges: 

Provide good quality information to support increasing public attention to local transportation system 

issues. 

Coherent information supports coherent decisions. In 2012 and again in late 2016, we scanned 

Minnesota newspapers (regional, city, and local) and leading national papers for coverage of Minnesota 

regarding these issues. For the five-year period ending in November 2012, we identified only 18 relevant 

articles. When we repeated this survey in November 2016, we found 198 articles for the previous four-

year period with Minnesota-specific content about the lifespan of roads, bridges, and the continual 

failure of efforts to reach a sustainable funding solution for Minnesota’s transportation infrastructure 

(discussed in Section 5.1 ). 

This suggests that the challenges of local road system sustainability and finance are no longer invisible, 

and that Minnesotans understand that their infrastructure cannot be taken for granted. Similarly, the 

survey of county and city public works leaders (summarized in Table 4, Section 0) finds that residents 

increasingly appreciate the importance of local roads, and are coming close to sharing engineers’ 

concern about their deteriorating quality. As community attention to these issues is on the rise, there is 

a timely opportunity to gain community input and buy-in to address these longstanding issues. 

However, the county and city public works leaders surveyed also stated that stakeholders want good 

roads but are surprised at the costs, disagree about how to address funding, unrealistically expect to 

reassign funds from other local government activities to road, and often balk at creating new funding 

mechanisms such as LOST or franchise fees (described in Section 3.4 ). These gaps make it all the more 

important to ground these dialogues with strong foundations of high quality data, impartial analysis, and 

thoughtful explanations of the policy options in play. 

Use multiple communication channels, including new technologies for targeted outreach. 

One of the areas of concern identified in the survey of county and city public works officials (Section 

CHAPTER 5: , especially Table 4) is the problem of reaching the public. Many people do not see public 

notices, newspaper announcements, newsletters, and other forms that local governments use to reach 

out. The City of Chanhassen case study (Section 6.1 ) makes clear that getting people’s attention to 

begin with requires a multi-prong effort with multiple channels of communication, even for projects and 

policies that will naturally hold people’s attention because of the high stakes for them. In the general 

survey of public works leaders, they strongly express that direct contact is very effective, but very 

resource-intensive and also limited in scope (reaching known stakeholders such as residents and 







82 

theme in their feedback that having good quality information, transparently presented, early in the 

process, with an opportunity to express concerns and have their questions answered, increased 

their trust in the integrity of the decision. For example, in the City of Chanhassen (Section 6.1 ), 

many residents were troubled by the heavy impact on their properties and the character of their 

area that they anticipated from a major road construction project to transform a winding, rural, 

two-lane road into a four-lane, divided highway. Yet, residents stated they could have been “more 

accepting of it” if the city had “helped us understand why this project needed to be as expansive,” 

and even people who were resigned to the idea that “progress is inevitable” and “something needs 

to be done,” felt they would have been comforted by having their questions and concerns more 

directly addressed. (To be clear, as researchers we are not evaluating whether or not staff did 

address concerns and questions in these two cities, but rather are pointing out the strong 

connection that stakeholders make between feeling they are getting good explanations and their 

confidence in the policy decision making.)  

 Be inclusive: Involve stakeholders in defining the policy problem and developing options as well as 

the preferred policy options. Mille Lacs County (Section 6.3 ) and Beltrami County (Section 6.4 ) are 

both compelling examples of community members finding their way together to a preferred and 

workable solution by exploring the problem together. In the Mille Lacs case, the idea of a local sales 

tax for transportation – which ultimately culminated in the county adopting the local option sales 

tax (LOST) in late 2016 – originally came from a resident who spontaneously suggested such an 

approach during the annual Truth in Taxation meeting. In Beltrami County, the idea was one of a 

half-dozen options placed on the table for discussion during community dialogues, which began with 

an open-ended question about whether there even was a local road infrastructure problem that 

needed fixing. In both cases, stakeholders expressed how important it was to not merely be present 

to hear something that was previously decided, and how they came to support a particular option 

through dialogues that led them to a new understanding of the needs and the best ways to address 

them. Even in the Brooklyn Park case (Section 6.2 ), where city staff were much more directive 

about presenting their proposed solution to a problem and explaining it, the data clearly show that 

participants experienced a strong downward shift, after the meetings, in the percentage of people 

who selected “I do not have enough information / don’t know” when asked to state their opinion 

about different policy options, and a strong upward shift in support for an option (franchise fees) 

that they had known nothing about or had been opposed to initially. This is consistent with other 

research findings that “inclusive” approaches to engagement (i.e., stakeholders are involved in co-

producing the definition of the problem, the process for making decisions, and the selection of 

preferred alternatives) receive much greater stakeholder buy-in than “participatory” approaches 

(i.e., stakeholders are asked to provide input on solutions that have already been well developed, to 

address pre-defined problems) (Quick & Feldman, 2011). 

 Be clear about expectations and sensitive to the timing of consultations, to avoid distrust and 

accusations of inauthenticity. Having just recommended the merits of more inclusive processes and 

early consultation, we also recognize that this is not always appropriate or possible. In this context, 

we strongly endorse the guidance from the Spectrum of Public Participation, developed by the 

International Association for Public Participation, about communicating fair expectations about the 

purpose of the engagement effort. Perhaps using the prompts from Bryson et al. (2014) to clarify 
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this, and the kind of influence that stakeholders may expect to have. Some feedback from the City of 

Chanhassen is instructive here; this construction project was complex and impactful, so that a great 

deal of study and prior consideration had gone into the project design before it was brought to the 

public. Thus, the engagement efforts included a strong emphasis on the “informative” (defined as 

keeping the public well informed through balanced and objective updates) or “consultative” 

(defined as obtaining feedback and acknowledging concerns about alternatives and decisions) ends 

of the spectrum, as opposed to “involved” (defined as having stakeholders’ concerns and 

preferences be directly reflected in the decisions made). The stakeholders who responded 

negatively to the process were most likely upset in large part because they did not like the 

substantive outcome of the project, but it is also clear they were irked by their feeling that it was a 

“pretense” of engagement because they had expected to have more influence and be involved at a 

point when the options were more open-ended.  
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