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This report presents a description of activities and funds accounting for work carried out by the Institute 
for Local Government under a grant from The James Irvine Foundation. The work was conducted from 
January 2015 until December 2015. 
 
The Institute for Local Government (ILG) is the 501(c)3 research and education affiliate of the League of 
California Cities (League), the California State Association of Counties (CSAC) and the California Special 
Districts Association (CSDA). ILG promotes good government at the local level with practical, impartial 
and easy-to-use resources for California communities.  
 

The Institute’s program areas include: 
Public Engagement 

Collaboration and Partnerships 
Ethics and Transparency 
Sustainable Communities 
Local Government Basics 

 
ILG Public Engagement Program 
The Public Engagement Program was originally established as the Collaborative Governance Initiative in 
2005. Terry Amsler was Director of the Program from 2005 to 2013. Amsler was with the Program 
through March 2015. 
  
The overarching goal of the ILG Public Engagement (PE) program is to imbed effective and inclusive 
public engagement practices that encourage data-driven and representative local decision-making. To 
achieve this we:  

• Encourage the experimentation and use of public engagement tools and strategies in local 
communities by elected officials, staff and residents; and 

• Foster greater inclusion of those frequently under-represented in local  public engagement 
efforts through more responsive and targeted processes and cross-sector partnerships. 

  
As used throughout this report, public engagement is defined as:  

“A broad range of methods through which members of the public become more informed about 
and/or influence public decisions.”   

 
Project Staffing  
Program Manager: Sarah Rubin, srubin@ca-ilg.org, 916.658.8263; Program Coordinator: Christal Love 
Lazard; Communications Manager: Melissa Kuehne, mkuehne@ca-ilg.org, 916.658.8202; Public 
Engagement Program Resource Inventory conducted by: Madeline Henry. 
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Introduction 
This narrative report details the efforts of the Institute for Local Government’s (ILG) Public Engagement 
Program evaluation effort conducted in 2015. The statewide electronic survey was administered during 
the summer of 2015. The survey, along with the full evaluation effort was generously funded by The 
James Irvine Foundation (JIF).  
 
The comprehensive evaluation of the ILG’s Public Engagement (PE) Program looked at efforts from its 
inception in 2005 through 2015. The effort was executed in collaboration with evaluation consultants 
Deb Marois, MS, of Converge CRT and Adele James, MA, CPC, of Adele James Consulting. The Institute’s 
Public Engagement Program intern Madeline Henry and Converge CRT intern Vikram Ravi and data 
analyst Gwyn Pasquale made invaluable contributions. Marois and James’ final report entitled, A 
Spectrum of Impact: Ten Years of Moving the Needle on Local Government Public Engagement in 
California was submitted to JIF January 31, 2016.   
 
The 2015, ILG evaluation effort resulted in the PE Program substantively connecting with 343 
stakeholders through a statewide survey, confidential interviews, facilitated discussions and focus 
groups. Over 500 resources were documented within our inventory of resources, including 335 
publications and 203 conference sessions and workshops.  
 
The companion infographic to this narrative report is titled, “Statewide Public Engagement Survey 
Results” and can be accessed at www.ca-ilg.org/PE2015Evaluation. There are two other evaluation 
effort infographics that may be viewed from the same link. They are: “What We Did and What We 
Learned” and “Future ILG Public Engagement Program Work.”  
 

Statewide Electronic Survey Results Summary  

Methodology 
ILG staff worked iteratively with our consultants to create a survey that would lead to an understanding 
of the PE Program’s impact. We drafted questions starting with the PE Program logic model and past 
surveys. Once we had a draft survey we collected feedback from consultants, colleagues, a UC Davis 
sociologist and JIF program officers. The final step in our review process was a beta test among our 
Public Engagement Champions and Panel of Advisors (89 people). Our champions and advisors provided 
feedback that helped us refine the organization and flow of the survey and improve its appearance on 
the web platform. During this step we also added clarity to the survey introduction and definition of the 
term ‘public engagement.’ We worked with our Communications Manager, Melissa Kuehne, to create a 
robust outreach plan which included distribution in newsletters, listserves, social media and our parent 
organizations (League of California Cities, California Association of Counties, California Special Districts 
Association).  
 

http://www.ca-ilg.org/PE2015Evaluation
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Respondents 
 264 respondents completed the survey representing 42 of California’s 58 counties. Over 300 
respondents started a survey.  

 

Impact 
The survey provided us with insight on the impact of the program. For example, 83 percent of those who 
had participated in an ILG learning opportunity reported that it increased knowledge and/or capacity to 
engage people (96/115). Impacts included change in awareness and use of public engagement 
techniques, more skills for effective engagement, increased confidence, use of public engagement for a 
wider range of issues, and greater attention to who participates and those missing from public 
engagement processes.   
 
The survey also helped us realize what is valued in the field and how we can best reach individuals. 
Respondents preferred to receive information via online resources, short (2-4 page) tip sheets, 
webinars, workshops or trainings, conference sessions or via in person technical assistance. 
Respondents found information on what peers in their region are doing, general “how to” guides and 
case stories the most helpful.   
 
Two additional key findings include: 

• Majority worry that it’s always the same people who participate and they tend to be extremists 
(83 percent); and 
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• There is concern that local governments do not have sufficient staff, knowledge and financial 
resources for PE and residents are not adequately informed of issues (69 percent).  

 

Best Areas for Application of Public Engagement 
The ‘best areas for application of PE’ by ranking were: 

(1) Parks & Rec 
(2) Land Use & Planning  
(3) Transportation & Infrastructure 
(4) Law Enforcement/Policing  
(5) Housing 

(6) Electoral/Voting 
(7) Budgeting 
(8) Health/Social Services Delivery  
(9) Education 
(10)   Immigrant Integration 

 

Detailed Results 
The full results are seen below. First, the results of All Participants are seen, and the Local Government 
Officials (Elected and Staff) follow.  
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Conclusion 
For more information, visit www.ca-ilg.org/PE2015Evaluation or contact publicengagement@ca-ilg.org. 

http://www.ca-ilg.org/PE2015Evaluation
mailto:publicengagement@ca-ilg.org
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