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This paper describes and comments on the procedures followed by state 
transportation agencies before and after public hearings on highway proj
ects. Information was obta ined through interviews with public hearing 
officers, or their equivalents , in state highway and transportation depart
ments. Items addressed include hearing administration, prehearing strate
gies, hearing formats, and posthearing strategies. Hearing officers inter
viewed were also asked to submit written copies of their agencies ' public 
hearing strategy and any other material pertinent to public hearings or 
citizen part icipation. From the information gathered, we have assumed 
that the procedures described are currently in use unless otherwise stated. 
State transportation agencies have either one of two administrative opera
tions for conducting public hearings: 29 agencies have centralized adminis
trations in which mandates emanate from the central office, and 21 agen
cies delegate the responsibility for hearings to district or regional offices. 
The trend is toward the use of independent moderators at public hearings, 
especially if the hearings are likely to produce controversy. The most ef
ficient and widely used prehearing technique is the informal prehearing 
meeting, which all 50 agencies use in some form . Thirty-nine agencies 
hold hearings at night but only 3 agencies conduct morning hearings. Al
though the formats for public hearings held by state transportation agen
cies are similar, 12 agencies recess at the midpoint for 30 min to 1 h to 
answer questions informally. 

The study from which this paper was derived had two 
objectives. The first was to provide a description of 
many of the public involvement techniques used by the 
50 state highway and transportation departments. Anal
ysis of these techniques was expected to provide infor
mation valuable to the Virginia department in evaluating 
its own public hearing strategy. The second objective of 
the study was to examine the role of the public hearing 
in each state to determine how strong a role the public 
hearing plays in decision making. Although some eval
uation is included, the primary goal of this paper is to 
provide an account of the types of public hearings and 
the overall citizen participation techniques and procedures 
used in the 50 state highway and transportation depart
ments. 

The public hearing officer, or equivalent, in each 

Publication of this paper sponsored by Committee on Citizen Participa
tion in Transportation Planning. 

state highway and transportation department was con
tacted by telephone and asked to furnish a detailed de
scription of his or her agency's public hearing strategy 
and any supplementary written materials, including the 
state's action plan. Fifty public hearing officers were 
interviewed; written procedures were received from over 
half, and action plans were received from 29 . 

HEARING ADMINISTRATION 

Four organizational structures for public hearing ad
ministration are identified. 

Structure 

Centralized 

Number of 
States 

Autonomous division 5 
Subsection within division 21 
Two or more divisions 3 

Subtotal 
Decentra Ii zed 

Total 

29 
21 

50 

Centralized Administration 

Of the 29 agencies that use a centralized operation for 
administration of public hearings, 5 assign one division 
the sole responsibility for administering the total citizen 
participation strategy, including public hearings . These 
divisions are generally quite small and are staffed with 
persons having considerable experience in department 
procedures as well as an aptitude for public speaking and 
diplomacy. The division personnel are concerned only 
with public involvement considerations and, based on 
interviews, personnel feel the result is a thorough and 
effective administration of the program. In spite of 
apparent desirability of this structure most other agency 
representatives interviewed feel that the current reevalua
tion of public hearings and the emergence of new public 
involvement techniques minimize the need for a separate 
public hearing division. In 24 agencies the people who 
administer public hearings are in a subsection of one of 
the major divisions. In 14 of the 24 agencies the division 
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containing this unit is the one that conducts environ
mental studies. 

Decentralized Administration 

Of the 21 agencies that reported decentralized opera
tions for the administration of public hearings, 6 have 
a central office staff member designated as a hearing 
officer (or specialist) who does not actually attend or 
moderate hearings. The interviews revealed that 
several agencies have begun to staff district offices 
with personnel who have expertise in public relations. 
The titles of these individuals are varied (community 
liaison officer, community values specialist, public 
affairs officer, or district public involvement coordi
nator), but they have the same basic responsibility: to 
maintain a continual and effective relationship between 
their agency and the public throughout the transportation 
planning process. 

Moderators 

An important component of the public hearing, whether 
administered at the central office or district level, is 
the moderator. Sixteen of the agencies with centralized 
operations have a staff member who is designated public 
hearing officer or specialist, but in only 10 agencies 
does that person act as moderator at every hearing. 
Six agencies with decentralized structures have such 
designated hearing officers, and in only 1 agency does 
the person act as hearing moderator. In 22 agencies 
(Virginia included) the moderator is the district or 
resident engineer. Ten states use independent moder
ators, usually when the hearing is controversial in 
nature. This practice has been highly successful and 
its use will probably grow. The independent moderators 
in those 10 agencies have been radio announcers, local 
news personalities, members of boards of supervisors, 
state representatives, senators, the local newspaper 
editor, board of education administrators, or the mayor. 
The qualifications are that they be experienced in han
dling large audiences, possess a sincere interest in 
transportation, and not be employed by the transporta
tion agency sponsoring the hearing. 

Comparison of Structures 

The desirability of a centralized administrative struc -
ture for hearings stems from the fact that the staff is 
daily involved in departmental policy and procedures as 
well as public contact work and thus can become im
mediately aware or'any changes in policy or project de
velopment that may occur. In 14 agencies responsibility 
for administration of public hearing strategy rests with 
the division charged to conduct environmental studies; 
the structure definitely has merit since environmental 
statements and public hearing record evaluations are 
closely related, especially from the standpoint of loca
tion, design approval, and final ratifications. The major 
drawback to a centralized administrative structure, 
however, may be the tendency to attempt to achieve 
public involvement from behind a desk rather than face 
to face. 

Although a decentralized operation may entail a lack 
of program uniformity among all districts, the question 
arises as to whether such uniformity is necessary. In
deed districts may vary greatly in population distribu
tion and characteristics, economic structure, and 
educational opportunities. Probably more often than 
not, district personnel are keenly aware of area needs 
and specific attitudes as a result of their daily contact 
with people in their district. Those interviewees work-

ing within a decentralized structure felt strongly that 
this, in fact, was the case. I feel that district opera
tions can be strengthened by employing a district com
munity relations or public information specialist to 
oversee the total public involvement program and serve 
occasionally as hearing moderator. This practice puts 
programs under specially trained persons whose sole 
daily tasks involve public participation rather than a 
multitude of other facets of highway construction. 

In both centralized and decentralized operations 
transportation agencies are undecided as to who should 
moderate public hearings. As mentioned earlier, public 
hearing officers assume this function in 11 states. In 
every case these individuals possess a thorough knowl
edge of departmental policy as well as an ability to 
communicate effectively with the public. However, 
the average number of hearings held in those 11 states 
in 1973 was 28 whereas the average number held in all 
states in 1973 was 38. In states holding considerably 
more hearings (Virginia held 92 hearings in 1973) use 
of the public hearing officer as moderator at every 
hearing may not be feasible. Use of the district engi
neer is an obvious alternative, but this arrangement 
has both advantages and disadvantages. The district 
engineer no doubt possesses a thorough knowledge of 
geographic and demographic characteristics of his 
district. In fact, this person often knows the type of 
presentation and program that is most effective with 
respect to geographic and demographic characteristics. 
Several agencies, however, report that certain district 
engineers are neither effective communicators nor 
particularly interested in citizen participation. The 
problem of uniformity may arise as a result of these 
differences among district engineers. A disinterested 
moderator could have an adverse effect on a public 
hearing. The public might question the sincerity of the 
agency's program if the representative presiding at the 
particular hearing seemed disinterested and insincere. 
A public liaison specialist in each district office, who 
would also serve as public hearing moderator, might 
help to reduce the possibility of the public detecting 
agency apathy. The majority of agency representatives 
interviewed agree that transportation departments 
should use district public relations or central office 
public information staff with public relations experi
ence rather than technical personnel to moderate public 
hearings. 

Several agencies reported that their choice of mod
erator is based on the nature of the project. Nonagency 
persons serve as moderators at many large controver
sial hearings; the South Carolina State Highway Depart
ment, for example, uses 25 individuals to moderate 
hearings. In the Tennessee Department of Transporta
tion lawyers are often moderators; and in Utah and 
Wisconsin road commission members act as moderators. 

PREHEARING STRATEGIES 

The success and effectiveness of any agency's public 
hearing strategy depend on the public involvement activ
iHes that precede the formal public hearing. Highly 
influential are activities such as public or informational 
meetings, deliberations of citizen advisory groups, 
formal notification to owners of properties abutting or 
adjacent to the proposed project, publicity, and pre
hearing public viewing practices. 

Public Meetings 

All state transportation agencies conduct some form of 
public meetings prior to formal hearings. The meet
ings usually are informal and provide an opportunity for 



citizens to discuss alternatives before the final selec
tion is made. Many agencies feel that they can more 
easily provide detailed information of their activities 
and obtain candid opinions from the public at these 
meetings than at more formal meetings. In fact, most 
of the persons interviewed consider informal public 
meetings to be the most efficient method for achieving 
citizen participation. At such meetings planners and 
public officials get not only negative community atti
tudes but positive attitudes as well. The meetings reduce 
the possibility of citizens not becoming aware of a high
way project until the location or design hearing stage 
and, because of their informal nature, encourage 
reluctant citizens, inexperienced in public speaking, to 
express themselves. A summary of prehearing strat
egies is given below . 

Technique 

Public meetings 
Extensive 
Optional or by request only 
One meeting on most projects 

Citizen advisory groups 
Prehearing written notification 
Newspaper advertisement 

Legal section 
Display 

Sign at project site 
Preliminary public viewing of plans 

Number of 
States 

50 
20 

8 
22 
20 
16 
50 
40 
10 

5 
10 

Twenty agency representatives reported that their 
agencies conduct extensive prepublic hearing programs, 
8 reported that prehearing meetings are optional or are 
held only if requested or if a specific problem arises 
that warrants a special called meeting, and the remain
ing 22 reported holding at least 1 prepublic hearing or 
meeting on most major projects. 

The number of informational meetings held differs 
among the states and also varies according to the sig
nificance attached to the project. Some agencies hold 
3 such meetings at various stages in the planning process 
up to the time of the public hearing; others hold as many 
meetings as are necessary to achieve the goals of their 
programs on a project-by-project basis. One represen
tative reported that his agency had conducted as many 
as 15 preliminary meetings on a particular project. 
Most of the persons interviewed, however, agreed that 
1 informal meeting of some type should be held prior to 
the public hearing on projects of major significance. 

The timing of these meetings varies from the same 
day of the public hearing to 1 % years in advance of the 
hearing, depending on the nature of the project. The 
greatest number of respondents feel that, if a single 
meeting is held, it should be 2 to 6 months prior to the 
initial formal public hearing. In the case of multiple 
meetings, the first one should be held 1 % years prior 
to the hearing and the last one a week before or even the 
same day as the formal hearing. 

Several state agencies are testing a program, which 
has been successfully used by other agencies, consisting 
of a series of informal meetings culminating in the 
public hearing. Many of the agency representatives 
who already emphasize this approach feel that, if a 
systematic series of informative public meetings are 
conducted that resolve most of the problems normally 
surrounding transportation projects, formal public 
hearings will eventually cease to be needed except in 
isolated cases. 

State agency representatives interviewed agree that 
the most difficult phase in which to achieve public in
volvement is the system phase. Several agencies are 
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testing a method that places the responsibility of in
creasing public involvement in the system phase on the 
state planning district or regional planning commissions 
(1). In many cases the commission holds at least one 
public meeting for each major plan revision. 

Citizen Advisory Groups 

Another public involvement technique being either used or 
tested by several agencies during the prehearing stage 
is a citizen advisory group. Usually composed of rep
resentatives of service organizations, businesses, and 
professional groups, this group represents geographic 
areas through which the proposed facility is to pass . 
Primary functions of the citizen advisory groups are to 
formulate community goals and objectives and to relate 
these goals and objectives to the transportation agency. 
In addition, the groups are expected to contribute to the 
social, economic, and environmental areas of the study 
of the proposed project. Selection to such a group is 
usually made by a committee of transportation agency 
managers and local or regional political representatives. 
In 17 agencies, the group is used in various stages of 
planning as both an aid to planning for the community 
and a method of obtaining public input to transportation 
decision making. In at least 3 other states the option 
for the establishment of such a group on a project basis 
is included in the action plan. 

Additional Prehearing Techniques 

Only 13 agencies promote extensive prehearing contact 
with citizens owning property abutting or adjacent to 
projects. Eighteen agencies reported only a nominal 
degree of prehearing contact, 6 indicated that they have 
little or no prehearing contact with abutting landowners, 
and the remaining 13 were noncommittal. In 16 states, 
a letter is always sent to owners to property abutting a 
proposed project to notify them of an upcoming public 
hearing or meeting. Although practices vary, the most 
frequently recommended interval of time for advance 
notification of a public hearing is 30 to 40 d. Several 
agencies mail notification letters to all landowners and 
occupants of properties within 0.8 km (0.5 mile) of the 
proposed project. The identities of the property owners 
are often obtained from local tax rolls. One state agency, 
at the time of the field survey, sends a letter containing 
a questionnaire and a meeting invitation to each owner of 
abutting land; this informational meeting is held 1 month 
prior to the initial public hearing. 

A notification process used by the West Virginia 
Department of Highways is worthy of note. The process 
was conceived because several features of the state 
hamper the flow of communications within it: The topog
raphy is rugged, the population centers are widespread, 
and most of the state is rural. A list of persons to 
receive all department communications is developed 
from comment cards and requests by individuals and 
regional groups for specific projects. These cards 
are available at every public meeting and hearing held 
by the department, regional council offices, local 
planning commission offices, department county and 
district offices, and county government offices. In 
addition, a clip-out version of the comment cards is 
printed twice a year in all daily and weekly newspapers 
throughout the state. This process helps the West 
Virginia department obtain citizen opinion, informs 
citizens of the use of their opinions, and notifies in
terested parties of the social, economic, and environ
mental effects of a project in all phases. 

Federal law requires that the first notice of intent to 
hold a public hearing be published in newspapers 30 to 
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40 d prior to the hearing. The most common practice 
is to publish this notice in the legal section of the news
paper. Ten agencies, however, place a display ad
vertisement on a page other than in the legal section. 
Walton and Saroff (2) found that the legal notice ranks 
poorly as a means for informing the public of upcoming 
hearings. Newspaper feature stories rank first; pub
licity through organizations second; discussions with 
friends third; legal notices fourth; radio announcements 
fifth; and television announcements sixth. Most agency 
representatives supply news releases to local radio and 
television stations, but they report that, unless projects 
are highly controversial, coverage is usually negligible. 
Posting notices on and around the hearing site is reported 
to be an effective publicity method especially in rural 
areas where communication is sometimes difficult. 
Five states erect large signs at approaches to proposed 
project areas to advertise time, date, and location of 
upcoming hearings or meetings. Such signs are usually 
reusable and are thus not costly to erect. This technique 
is reported to assist in publicizing projects located in 
areas where individuals do not have daily newspapers. 

Several agencies hold an evening prehearing public 
viewing of plans in the area of the proposed project for 
the benefit of persons who might not be able to view the 
plans at a city or county engineer's office during the 
day. Ten states hold a preliminary public viewing on the 
same day as the formal public hearing. In 3 states the 
informal session and public viewing are held from 2 :00 
to 5:00 p.m. and the formal hearing is held at 7:30 p.m. 
Some states hold viewings the day before the formal hearing; 
other states hold viewings anywhere from 1 to 30 d prior to 
the formal hearing. Most viewings are held at the site 
of the upcoming public hearings, and displays often are 
allowed to remain until the hearing has been held. In a 
few states these viewings are sometimes held in con
junction with informal informational meetings. In still 
other states the agency often sets up an exhibit of plans, 
maps, and so forth at an information center either at 
the site of the upcoming hearing or as near to it as practical 
(perhaps in an old store or abandoned dwelling). This 
information center is staffed (often until 9:00 or 10:00 
p.m.) with persons who can answer questions concern
ing the proposed project and the upcoming public hearing. 
Most agency representatives interviewed think that a 
preliminary exhibit or display should definitely be a part 
of the overall citizen participation process, should be 
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information centers established several days or weeks 
prior to the public hearings should be staffed with 
personnel who can adequately field any questions the 
public might have. 

Discussion of Prehearing Strategies 

Every state transportation agency includes prehearing 
public meetings in public involvement programs al
though number and frequency vary widely. The con
sensus of agencies interviewed is that such meetings 
greatly expedite decision making by providing direct 
interaction with the community-an ingredient critical 
to achieving effective community participation. Most 
informants agree that informal meetings should not 
resemble formal public hearings in any way and should 
have two-way communication as their purpose. Some 
even feel the meeting room should be arranged so that 
all participants sit at a table or in a circle rather than 
as speakers and audience. Experience shows that 
preliminary meetings promote communication between 
transportation decision makers and citizens, help solve 
specific problems informally, reduce controversy at 
public hearings, and reduce the number and length of 

formal public hearings. This is not to say, however, 
that formal hearings should be eliminated, but rather 
that they should follow informal meetings and serve to 
summarize and formalize informal discussions and 
agreements. 

This research did not probe deeply into nationwide 
use of citizen advisory groups as a means of gaining 
public involvement, because in most agencies this 
technique either is being tested or is mentioned in the 
action plan as an optional means for eliciting involve
ment. Such groups or committees ideally add con
tinuity to citizen participation programs and enable 
members to become more informed about transportation. 
Several respondents indicate that the selection and use 
of such committees are often somewhat complicated. 
The method for choosing the membership of such groups 
must be a sound one so as not to arouse public suspi
cions of favoritism. For example, advisory committee 
members selected because of their special expertise 
may not actually represent the community. Moreover, 
if members are appointed by local officials there may 
be resentment on the part of som.e persons not selected. 
Every effort should be made to make sure that the ad
visory committee meetings are open to the public and 
that they are not the only means for soliciting public 
opinion. When queried concerning the usefulness of 
such committees, the majority of the agency representa
tives responded that such committees should be used 
sparingly and membership be open to all persons 
desiring to work in the committee. Furthermore, agency 
representatives indicated that such committees should 
be advisory in nature and that no special authority should 
be given to committee recommendations and opinions. 

Many transportation departments notify all owners of 
property adjacent to a project of meetings or hearings 
by letter or telephone. One method of initiating positive 
prehearing relations is for a public relations specalist 
to visit the residents in the project neighborhood in 
advance of the survey and to explain prospective plans to 
them. Each citizen is given a card containing a toll-
free telephone number and names of agency individuals 
who can answer specific questions. The agency employs 
one or two people, either in district offices or in the 
central office, to answer questions. A few state agencies 
that use this operation report that the technique works 
quite well in relieving top officials of time-consuming 
calls, preventing citizens from becoming exasperated 
in attGllpting tv reach the right person ill the bureaucracy 
and keeping answers to questions consistent. 

HEARING AND POSTHEARING 
STRATEGIES 

Location and hour of the hearing, registration and re
cording techniques, meeting format, visual aids, and 
methods of departmental response to public inquiries are 
important items with important implications. 

Location and Hour of Hearings 

Every state transportation agency holds its hearings as 
near to the project site as is feasible. Thirty-nine of 
the agencies report that hearings are held after 6 :00 
p.m., three agencies report that hearings are held be
tween noon and 6:00 p.m., and three agencies report 
their hearings are held before noon. Two agencies con
duct hearings either in the morning or the afternoon, 
and two agencies hold hearings either in the afternoon 
or at night. One state holds hearings at three different 
hours (10:00 a.m., 2:00 p.m., and 7:30 p.m.) depending 
on the community involved. This state has a large popu
lation of retired persons and agricultural and industrial 



workers who are able to attend meetings at different 
times. The four states that set aside two different hours 
of the day to hold public hearings also indicated that 
quite often prehearing meetings are held at the earlier 
hour and the formal hearing at the later hour, both on 
the same day. One agency even holds public hearings 
on weekends when necessary . 

Registration and Recording Techniques 

Nearly every agency has a method for registering persons 
who attend public hearings. In the most often used type 
of registration each attendee is given a card to sign 
when he or she enters the meeting. This card is 
returned either immediately after the opening of the 
hearing or after the adjourning of the hearing. In 25 
states the registration is used to identify individuals 
who desire to make a statement. In 13 states individuals 
who desire to be heard raise their hands. In several 
states response forms for written statements (often ac
companied by addressed, stamped envelopes) are given 
to each person attending the hearing; these forms can 
be either returned at the close of the hearing or mailed. 

By federal law the proceedings of a formal public 
hearing must be recorded in some manner. Twenty
seven agencies use a single tape recorder to meet this 
requirement ; three agencies use two tape recorders to 
guarantee that no part of the hearing goes unrecorded 
when one tape has to be turned over or the primary tape 
happens to break; 13 agencies use a court reporter ex
clusively; and 7 agencies use a court reporter or a tape 
recorder, depending on the controversy surrounding the 
particular hearing. Several agencies use tape recorders 
that have multiple microphones ; most agencies use aisle 
microphones to facilitate each speaker's statement. One 
state uses as many as five microphones at the front of 
the meeting room and three or four additional ones in the 
aisles. Still another reports using a cannon type micro
phone that picks up sound from anywhere in the meeting 
room. 

Meeting Format 

The formats of the formal public hearings held by state 
transportation agencies are basically similar. Hearings 
are usually opened by a moderator who expresses the 
purpose of the meeting. Next, presentations are given 
by various officials of the transportation agency. Then, 
local and state government officials speak (usually to 
endorse the project), and finally citizens give state
ments. Twelve agencies have inserted a recess im
mediately following the departmental presentation. The 
recess usually lasts 30 min to an hour and provides 
citizens the opportunity to ask transportation officials 
questions. 

Visual Aids 

All agencies use visual aids at formal public hearings. 
Twenty-one agencies use slide presentations and 2 5 use 
aerial photos or maps to present alternatives. Most 
agencies are upgrading the quality of their visual aids, 
which is an indication of the importance of visual aids 
at hearings. The majority of the agencies favor showing 
a color aerial view of the proposed route (use of color film 
during recess periods was reported to be very effective). 
Several agencies report that another effective aid is a 
pamphlet that displays the highway corridor and presents 
the pros and cons of the project and reasons for the hear
ing. Some states attach to this pamphlet a response 
card addressed to the agency that contains space for 
citizen comments. Such pamphlets aid the agency in 
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helping to inform citizens of more technical aspects of 
the project and in obtaining addresses for use in writing 
and informing citizens of the decision made on the 
project. 

Response to Inquiries 

Only 2 agencies report that every question asked by 
citizens at the public hearing is answered at that hearing. 
Four agencies answer questions unanswered at the formal 
hearing in the final transcript of the hearing; no personal 
contact is made with the citizen after the hearing. How
ever, 35 agencies answer questions not answered at the 
public hearing by a visit from someone from the district 
or central office staff or by mail. Also many agencies 
send each person who attended the public hearing the 
final decisions on the project. 

Discussion of Posthearing Strategies 

Although a few years ago most agencies held public hear
ings in the morning, now about 71 percent of the agencies 
hold hearings in the evening. This practice is certainly 
conducive to increased attendance and participation. In 
certain areas of the country hearings are held at a time 
most convenient to the members of the community in
volved in the project. 

Court reporters are favored over tape recorders in 
13 agencies for three basic reasons: Reporters eliminate 
the possibility of loss of data through malfunction of the 
recording machine, minimize citizens' fear of a microphone 
and reluctance to express pertinent comments before a 
microphone or in public, and add credibility (the court 
reporter is seen as another outside party willing to listen 
to citizens' views). A comparison of the cost differential 
between the two recording techniques could not be as -
certained since the agencies using court reporters were 
about evenly divided on which method they felt was the 
most expensive. All 13 agencies agreed, however, that 
regardless of the expense involved the use of a court 
reporter is superior to the use of the tape recorder. One 
agency hired its own court reporter for all hearings so 
that uniformity in the transcripts could be achieved. 

If tape recorders are used, a single boom microphone 
or an extra sensitive chassis-mounted microphone is 
suggested so that citizens' microphone shyness can be 
eliminated. The one agency that uses a cannon boom 
microphone reported that this microphone has eliminated 
citizens' hesitancy to speak. If neither of these types of 
microphones can be used, the microphones should be 
placed at several locations in the meeting room to mini
mize citizens' movement. Most agencies using micro
phones place them in such a way (usually in the aisles) 
that a person does not have to face the entire audience 
to pose a question or make a statement. 

A very useful and effective technique used by several 
agencies is a recess for an informal question and answer 
period immediately following the agency presentation. 
The recess allows citizens to congregate at exhibits and 
ask questions of agency personnel. According to the 
agencies using this technique, only a few general ques
tions are asked when the recess is over and the hearing 
reconvenes, and adjournment soon follows. 

If a recess in the public hearing is to serve its purpose, 
a clear, concise visual representation of the project 
must be accessible. Agencies using recesses take special 
care to ensure that plans are not too technical for citizens 
to understand. Most agencies use an aerial photograph 
of the project area instead of, or in addition to, engineer
ing drawings. An aerial mosaic that includes the proposed 
route shown in color appears to greatly improve the 
citizens' orientation. The placement of copies of maps 
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around the hearing room, which highway officials refer 
to in their presentation, is also a very effective means 
of communication. This technique helps to eliminate 
the possibility of many citizens crowding around a 
single map or drawing during the recess and promotes 
more individual communication between agency re pre -
sentative and citizen. 

Because answering every question raised by citizens 
is often impossible at the public hearing, transportation 
agencies absolutely must have a procedure for answer
ing these questions at a later date. Experience shows 
that the easiest method is a letter from the district 
engineer or district citizen participation specialist . 
Such a procedure helps to erase the bureaucratic image of 
transportation agencies often held by the public. Sev
eral agencies go one step farther and inform each person 
who attended the hearing of the final decision made on a 
project. This practice has proved extremely useful in 
informing citizens of the effect of their comments at the 
hearings. The experience of the agencies who inform 
citizens has proved this gesture important; if citizens 
are able to see (on paper or otherwise) that their in
volvement and opinions are indeed of use or have had 
an effect on a decision concerning the project, future 
involvement of the public on similar projects becomes 
easier to obtain. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Although only 10 agencies report using independent moder
ators at hearings, the interviews reveal that this practice 
will probably become more popular and be the rule rather 
than the exception in the near future. Several other 
agencies (including Virginia) report having successfully 
experimented with use of nondepartmental moderators 
at potentially controversial public hearings.. I feel that 
moderator selection should and will vary among states 
and individual projects but that each agency's hearing 
structure should include an option allowing for the use 
of an independent moderator when the project is deemed 
to be of extreme significance or potential controversy. 

Prehearing activities are considered by public in
volvement administrators to be the most important 
aspect of the overall public participation program. All 
agencies hold, or have the option to hold, prehearing 
meetings of some sort. This particular public involve
ment technique was, at the time of the interviews, 
receiving a great deal of attention among the trans
portation agencies. Although the agencies had not 
totally perfected the meeting-hearing relationship, 
they appeared to be striving to do so . The nationwide 
trend, then, appears to be away from the formal public 
hearing and toward the informal pre hearing meetings. 
The end result of this trend will likely be the alteration 
of the role of the public hearing to that of a summary 
or ratification meeting. General resistance to mean
ingful citizen participation by certain conservative 
highway officials may make the transition slow. 
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