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Public participation is a central principal of sustainable forest riranagement and is

increasingly seen as an important method for facilitating fair and effective decision-

making in forest management. Public participation is rapidly moving from a policy goal

to a legal requirement in forest nuriagement in Canada. However, achieving meaningful

participation continues to be a challenge. There is a growing body of research that is

attempting to uncover and define what elements make public participation processes

effective. This study builds upon this research by examining what makes a particþation

process meaningful and investigating the potential for implementing more meaningful

public participation in forest management. To achieve this, the specific objectives of this

study are: 1) to establish the key components of meaningful public participation;2) to

investigate current appro.aches to public participation in forest management planning; 3)

to corsider levels of satisfaction with current participatory approaches within Manitoba's

Mountain Forest Region by examining current practice in light of the components of

meaningful public participation; and 4) to develop recommendations for public

participation in forest management.

A qualitative research approach was used to address the goals of the research

including, structured standardized expert interviews, semi-structured participant

interviews, and a review of the relevant literature. Structured standardized interviews

were conducted with academics, practitioners, and professionals involved in the public

participation field- The rezults of these interviews were used to develop the key
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components of meaningful public participation These components were vetted and built

upon during the second phase of interviews involving participants from four public

participation initiatives in Manitoba's Mountain Forest Region.

The results established a definition of meaningful public participation and several

components of meaningful public participation. The components of meaningful public

particþation identified by this research include, fair notice and time, integrity and

accountability, fair and open dialogue, multiple and appropriate methods, learning and

informed participation, adequate anl accessible information, participant motivatior¡

inclusiveness and adequate representation, and influence. The components of meaningftl

public particþation outlined in this study provide insight into how to run a more

meaningful public participation process and show promise for use as a straightforward

guideline for developing and implementing public participation processes that are more

meaningful.
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Public participation is rapidly becoming an integral part of forest management in

Canada as the management of forests shifts from a traditional management scheme based

on the sustained yield to a more holistic approach based on the concept of sustainable

forest management (t{RC 1997). Sustainable forest management is a management

paradigm which attempts to incorporate the social, economic, political, ethical, and

environmental considerations of an action into decision-making (Bengston 1994; Duinker

and Euler 1997; Shindler et al. 2003). A number of policies and programs have been

established to integrate the principles of sustainable forest management into forest

management in Canada such as the Canada Forest Accord, the National Forest Strategy,

and the Canadian Model Forest Program (Duinker et al. 2003). Public participation is a

central principle of sustainable forest management and is seen as an important method of

facilitating fair and effective decision-making in natural resource and forest management

(Hunt and Haider 2001; Wellstead et al. 2003).

The majority of the forests in Canada are publicly owned. As such, the

govemment is obligated to ensure this resource is managed in accordance with the values

and preferences of its owners the public (Taru and Howard L99I;NRC 2002; Robinson

et al. 2001 ; Shindler et al. 2003). The public is a major source of information related to

social forest values and as such public participation is an important mechanism for

capturing and incorporating these values into forest management (Robinson et al. 2001).

Public particþation in forest management is also strongly supported by the public

in Canada. According to the 1996 Canadian Forest Survey, citizen participation in

Chapter 1 - Introduction



setting management goals for public forests was supported by 74 %ó of respondents

(Robinson et al. 2001).

It is now widely accepted that the public should be involved in environmental

decision-making. In forest management public particþation is rapidly moving from a

policy goal to a legal requirement in Canada. Sparked by these trends is a growing body

of research that attempts to define the principles of effective public participation. This

project attempts to build upon this research by examining existing or recent public

participation programs in forest management in Manitoba to investigate the potential for

implementing more meaningful public participation in forest management.

1.1 Research purpose and objectives

The purpose of this research is to define meaningful public participation and

investigate the potential for its implementation in forest management. To achieve this,

the specific objectives of this study are:

1) to establish the key components of meaningful public participation;

2) to investigate current approaches to public participation in forest management

planning;

3) to consider levels of satisfaction with current participatory approaches within

Manitoba's Mountain Forest Region by examining current practice in light ofthe

components of meaningful public participation; and

4) to develop recommendations for public participation in forest management.



1.2 Study Area

The study area for this research is Manitoba's Mountain Forest Region. This

region consists of the large forested areas extending from Riding Mountain National Park

in the south to the Porcupine Mountain Provincial Forest in the North (Figure 1). There

are a variety of land-based activities in this region including forestry, agriculture, hunting

and trapping, protected areas, and recreation. This diversity has led to the development

of a range of consultation processes in the region. Four public participation programs in

the region related to natural resource and forest management were chosen: Louisiana

Pacific's participation process, Riding Mountain National Park's Tuberculosis

Stakeholder Advisory Committee, Manitoba Conservation's Protected Areas Initiative's

consultation activities for the Bell and Steep Rock Canyon designation, and Manitoba

Conservation' s S outhern Area Forest Co nsultation.

These public participation cases were selected for three key reasons. First the

cases were all recent and at different stages in their development. For example, Louisiana

Pacific's Stakeholder Advisory Committee was a long-running process, the Tuberculosis

Stakeholder Advisory Committee was at the beginning stages, the Protected Area

Initiative was close to completion, and Southern Area Forest Consultation had already

come to completion when the research began. The second reason these processes were

selected was that the organuations running the processes were different in each case.

The researcher also, purposely chose public participation processes that used different

participation techniques, which allowed the research to test the assumption that the

components of sound public participation practice will be important across a variety of

participation processes regardless of type.



Figure 1: Manitoba's Mountain Forest Region
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1.3 Methods

Various qualitative methods were employed to fulfill the research objectives of

this study including a literature review, structured expert interviews, and semi-structured

participant interviews. Expert interviews were conducted with academics and

practitioners involved in the field ofpublic participation nationally. The results of the

interviews were used in combination with a review of the literature to establish key

components of meaningful public participatiorU which were then used to evaluate public

participation initiatives in Manitoba's Mountain Forest Region. Semi-structured

interviews were conducted with a selection of participants involved in public

particþation activities related to natural resource and forest management in Manitoba's

Mountain Forest Region. The interview schedule for the particþant interviews was

developed based on the key components of meaningful public participation as established

through the literature review and expert interviews. A detailed explanation of the

methods used in this project can be found in Chapter 3.

1.4 Research organization

The thesis is organized into five chapters. Chapter I provides an introduction to

the study and states the purpose and objectives ofthe research. Chapter 2 contains a

review of the literature relevant to the study. Chapter 3 discusses the methodological

framework and the specific research techniques undertaken to meet the research

objectives. The results of the study are presented and discussed in chapters 4 and 5.

Chapter 4 presents the components of meaningful public participation derived from

expert interviews and the literature. Chapter 5 relates the components of meaningful



public participation presented in chapter 4 to the public particþation processes examined

in this research. The final chapter contains the conclusions and recommendations of the

study.



Chapter 2 - Public Participation in Forest Management

2.1 Defining public participation

There are numerous definitions of public participation. For example, Praxis

(1998) defines public involvement as "a means by which public concenìs, needs, and

values are identified prior to decisions, so that the public can contribute to the decision-

making process". The Canadian Standards Association (CSA 1995) defines it as'the

process through which people who will be affected by or are interested in a decisior¡ and

who have a stake in the outcome, get a chance to influence its content before it is made".

This multiplicity of definitions is confused further by the fact that the terms public

participation, public involvement, and public consultationarc at times used

interchangeably and at other times are used to differentiate the public's degree of

involvement. For example, Roberts (1995) differentiates the three terms as follows.

Consultation includes "education, information sharing, and negotiation, the goal being

better decision-making by the organization consulting the public". Public participation

"actually brings the public into the decision-making process". And public involvement,

according to Roberts, is a more general term that encompasses both public consultation

and public participation and is seen as "a process for involving the public in the decision-

making process of an organization".

Often in the literature the public is not viewed as a single entity but as various

shifting affiliations and alliances formed in response to an interest (Praxis 1988; Roberts

1995; Connor 2001; and others). Therefore, it is not a public that a public participation

program is attempting to engage, but a variety of publics. These publics are not



necessarily organized and are sometimes difficult to identify at the beginning of a

participation process. Identifying and engaging the impacted and interested publics is

essential to the design of a public participation program.

There are several typologies of public participation that attempt to identify the

different types or varying degrees of participation. Arnstein's (1969) ladder of citizen

particþation is considered one of the fust models to address the differing degrees of

participation and is often replicated in the literature. Arnstein differentiates the different

types of participation based on the extent to which the public and the lead organization

share decision-making power. Arnstein's (1996) model identifies eight rungs (levels) of

participation and their associated degrees of power sharing. The bottom rungs of the

ladder, manipulation and therapy, are charactertzed as non-participatory. This stage

involves public relations type exercises designed to educate or cure particþants of their

mistaken perceptions, gaining their support. The middle rungs are charact erued as forms

of tokenism and include informing, consultation, and placation. Informing involves a

mainly one-way flow of information from the lead organzation to the public.

Consultation and placation provide the public with an opportunity to express concerns;

however this input is not necessarily listened to or used to inform decisions. The top

rungs are characterued as forms of citizen power and include partnership, delegated

power, and citizen control. The lowest of the top rungs, partnership, involves the parties

negotiating trade-offs. The top two rungs, delegated power and cituencontrol, provide

participants with the.highest degree of power. Arnstein was higtrly critical of the levels of

participation at the lower rungs of the ladder and argued that to be meaningful

participation required a redistribution of power in favor of the public (Arnstein 1969).



A number of authors have created variations of Arnstein's ladder (Connor 2001;

Dorcey et al.1994; Wilcox 1994; {INDP 1997; and others). Using Arnstein's ladder as a

template, Dorcey et aI. (1994) present a spectrum of participation processes with

increasing levels of interaction, intensity, commitment, and influence as one moves up

the continuum. The lower levels of the continuum are to inform and educate and the

highest levels are to seek consensus and ongoing involvement. In this model, each level

along the continuum could be an appropriate level of participation depending on the

situation and the purpose of the participation exercise @orcey et al.I994). Unlike

Arnstein's view, the lower levels of the continuum are considered important and are

viewed as means to aid in reaching the higher levels ofparticipation.

2.2 Benefits of public participation

The benefits associated with public participation have been extensively written

about in the literature. The literature discusses the benefits of public participation in both

theoretical and practical terms. A key argument for public participation is that it upholds

democratic principles and helps to strengthen the democratic fabric of society (Sinclair

and Diduck 1995; Moote et al. 1997; Shepard and Bowler1,997; and others). public

participation brings people "... closer to driving the democratic machine than simply

casting a vots" (Roberts 1995). It provides a check to ensure that voters' concerïìs are

addressed on a variety of issues and not merely the issues that represented officials used

to obtain office.
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Another theoretical argument for public participation that has recently emerged in

the literature is the belief that participation can contribute to the broad-based individual

and social learning needed to approach the goal of sustainability (Webler et al. 1995;

Sinclair and Diduck 2001; Fitzpatrick and Sinclair 2003).

There are numerous practical benefits of public participation. For example,

public participation has the potential to both prevent and reduce conflict and

confrontation by creating channels for open and honest two-way communication (Roberts

1995; Blouin 1998; Praxis 1988; Connor 2001; Beierle and Cayford2002; and others).

Public participation can lead to the identification and resolution of concerns before they

have the opportunity to escalate into larger problems (Roberts 1995). According to

(Beierle and Cayford2002) "collaborative rather than adversarial decision-making is

more likely to result in lasting and more satisfying decisions, potentially adverting the

litigation and gridlock that charactertze much environmental decision-making".

The public is also an important source of knowledge and ideas for decision-

makers (Beierle and Cayford2002; Connor 2001). Effective public participation can

provide invaluable local knowledge and experience to both the planning and management

stages ofa project or program (Roberts 1995).

The incorporation of the public's values, goals, preferences, and priorities is

considered a crucial component of the planning process (Beierle and Cayford2002;

Connor 200I;Tanz and Howard l99l; Robinson ef al.200l). The public is the only

valid source for this information, and as such public participation is an important

mechanism for capturing and incorporating this information into planning and

management (Robinson et al.200I; Connor 2001).

10



Effective public participation is recognized as an integral component in the

development of fair and effective decisions (Hunt and Haider 2000). By fostering open

two-way communication between decision-makers and those affected by the decision,

public participation creates opportunities for the development of alternate solutions that

satisfr a wider range of interests (Beierle and Cayford2002). Effective public

participation encourages collective learning and the sharing of knowledge which in turn

can enhance the quality of decisions.

Public particþation has the potential to enhance the quality of decisions by adding

to the creative capacity for perceiving solutions to problems. Public participation can

foster creative solutions to problems through the contribution of additional knowledge

and expertise, enriching debates, and discussing viable alternatives (Connor 2001; Praxis

1e88).

Public participation can increase the credibility of decisions and decision-makers

(Praxis 1988; Roberts 1995; Blouin 1998; Beierle and Cayford2002). Increased

credibility can lead to enhanced support for a progran¡ project, or policy and foster the

develo pment o f valuable relationships (Praxis I 9 8 8 ).

As discussed above, a carefully designed and well-executed public participation

program has numerous benefits. Many of these benefits are long term, such as enhancing

the quality of decisions. As a result, public participation should be thought of as an

investment, and like all investments along with benefits there can also be risks and costs.

Two drawbacks to public participation noted in the literature are that public participation

can often be expersive, as well as time-consuming and laborious. The counter argument

often made to these claims is that choosing to exclude the pubtic can lead to distrust and

11



public controversy which can lead to costs and delays greater than the initial investment

of time and money required to involve the public (Praxis 1988; Roberts 1995).

Practitioners also warn about putting unrealistic expectations on a public

participation progËm. As expressed by Roberts (1995), '?ublic involvement is not a

panacea. The unpredictability of human behavior means that problems may develop

despite the best of plans and intentions". There are numy benefits associated with public

participation and as a result participation is an important tool for planning and

environmental decision-making. However, attempting to use participation as a magic

bullet can be unrealistic.

2.3 Steps toward more effective public participation

It is becoming widely accepted that the public should be involved in the decisions

that impact them. Public participation is the main method for involving the pubtic and is

often expected and required of both businesses and government. A common criticism of

ill-received public participation initiatives is that they were simply an exercise in public

relations and not a genuine attempt to engage and involve the public. Public participation

literature often alludes to discrepancies in the quality of public participation programs by

using the adjectives meaningful or fair and effective in fiont of the term public

participation when describing some of the benefits and virtues of public participation.

Terms like meaningful and effective can be hollow when not expanded upon. The term

meaningful public participation is often left undefined in the literature.

In 2000, the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) Regulatory

Advisory Committee (RAC) struck a subcommittee to address meaningful public
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participation in environmental assessment. The subcommittee was unable to come up

with a consensus definition. However, they did agree that there should be a ministerial

guideline on meaningful public participation and they provided the following non-

consensus description of meaningful public participation in their report to the Minister of

Environment: "Some principles of meaningful public participation that should be

reflected in a guideline on interactive public participation where required in screenings

and comprehensive studies include: should be based on fulIaccess to relevant and

required information; must include the opportunity to critically review and comment on

information in a two-way exchange; must be done early enough to allow participants to

have an influence on the planning of the project; must allow sufficient time to review and

respond; must require a consultation plan to be developed and shared with the public;

must make efforts to relate public comment to process or project decisions; must include

notification, information out, and information discussion and exchange; must be timely"

(RAC 2000). A new RAC sub-committee was struck and is currently in the process of

developing ministerial guidelines for meaningful public participation in screenings.

Researchers and practitioners are continually attempting to uncover and define

what elements make a public participation process effective. The elements that make a

public participation process successful are often introduced in the literature in the form of

best practice principles, recommendations, and process evaluation criteria. Guidebooks

and manuals on public participation also hold many insights on how to plan and

implement a successful public participation program. As a result, guidance publications

were one of the key sources used to construct this list of best practice principles. An

annotated bibliography of the guidebooks referenced in this thesis is provided in
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appendix A. The remainder ofthis section will discuss some of the common best practice

principles for the implementation of a successful public participation process found in the

literature and these guidebooks.

Advance Planning and Process design:

To develop a successful public participation process, a lot of effort is needed at

the process design / planning stage. A number ofpublic participation guidebooks (IFC

1988, Praxis 1988; McMillan and Murgatroyd 1994; Sterne andZagonlggT; Anon 1998;

Bleiker and Bleiker 2000; Connor 2001; Anon 2002; and others) have recommendatiors

and programs for this critical stage of a public participation process. The planning

approaches vary slightly among the different authors, however they generally require a

through review and evaluation of the specific circumstances in which the public

participation process would be embedded in order to best establish the level of

participation required, the appropriate techniques and activities, the interested and

affected publics, and resource requirements.

Transparency:

To be credible, a public participation process must be transparent and

implemented with integrity (Praxis 1998; Sterne andZagon 1997; Anon 1998). Meaning

that both the lead organuation and the public should be able to trace how the input

collected from the public participation process was used in decision-making.

Inclus îve ne s s and Repre s entat ion :

Public participation processes should be inclusive and attempt to include all

parties who are interested in or impacted by the process (Praxis 1988; Strene and Zagon

1997; Anon 2002; CSA 2002; and others). The public is not viewed as a single entity,
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but as various shifting affiliations and alliances formed in response to an interest (Praxis

1988). Therefore it is not a single public that apublic participation process is attempting

to engage, but a variety of publics. An important component of developing a

representative and accessible public participation process is identifying all of the

potentially affected and interested publics (Praxis 1988; McMillan and Murgatroyd 1994;

Anon 1998; Connor 2001; CSA 2002; and others)

Linking Publîc Participation to the Decisíon-making Process:

The majority of the literature reviewed discusses the importance of integrating

public participation into the decision-making process (Praxis 1988; McMillan and

Murgatroyd 1994; Anon 1998; Strene and Zagonl997; CSA 2002; and others). To be

effective, public participation cannot be simply an add on; rather it must be an integral

part of the project planning process from the onset. A perceived inability to influence

issues can be a major deterrent for key publics to participate.

Respect:

A basic component of a successful participation process is mutual respect for all

participants and their positions. A large percentage of the literature reviewed presents

respect as an essential ingredient for successful public participation (Praxis 1988;

Mcmillan and Murgatroyd 1994; Sterne andZagon 1997; Anon 1998; Anon 2002; CSA

2002; and others). It is important for lead organzations to respect the diverse interests,

values, and knowledge of all parties and to foster respectful treatment between parties.

Access to and Quality of Information:

It is made clear from the literature reviewed that information is a critical

ingredient for effective public participation (McMillan and Murgatroyd 1994; Sterne and
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Zagon 1997;Prans 1988; EPA 2001; Anon 2002; and others). Participants are not able

to participate effectively unless they have a good understanding of the issues involved.

Part of building this understanding involves having access to all relevant information.

The quality of that information is also crucial, it is important that the information be

accurate, credible, balanced, and comprehensive (McMillan and Murgatroyd 1994; Sterne

and Zagon 1997;Prans 1988; EPA 2001; Anon 2002; and others). The information

provided must also be manageable to avoid overloading particþants. For example, it can

be helpful to provide quality sunmary documents of critical information in language that

all participants can understand, while giving participants access to the source documents

if they desire.

Clear Mandate and Purpose:

A common theme, which presented itself in the review of the literature, was the

importance of establishing a clear mandate for the public participation process at the

onset (Praxis 1988; Sterne andZagonl99T; Anon 2002; CSA 2002; and others). The

purpose of a participation process can be defined solely by the lead orgaruzation or by the

group, depending on the situation. It is vital, that before the public participation process

begins, all participants have a clear grasp of the mandate and understand what the process

is and what it is not. This is important because an ill-defined purpose can create a

mismatch in expectations, which can lead to misunderstandings that can threaten the

success of the participation process.

Consultation on Design:

A meaningful public participation process should be designed to address the

unique circumstances of the project at hand. Consulting the affected publics on the design

16



of the process is a good way to customize the program to the unique characteristics of the

situation and the publics involved. The design of a public participation process can be

improved significantly through the involvement of the public at the design stages of a

process (Praxis 1988; Sterne andZagonl99T; Anon 1998; and Anon 2002). Consulting

on design is also valuable because it helps address the issue of defining and clari$ing

pu{pose and expectations ofthe process at the onset.

Clear and FaÌr Timelines with Built in Flexibility:

Time management is an important factor in implementing a successful public

participation process. A realistic time frame needs to be created to allow enough time for

participants to engage meaningfully on issues of concern while progressing towards the

goals of the process in a timely manner (McMillan and Murgat royd,l994;Sterne and

Zagon 1997; CSA 2002; and others). The process should respect the time requirements of

the participatng orgaruzations and allow a reasonable amount of time for participants to

report back to the groups they represent to relay any developments in the process and to

verify positions. A number of guidebooks recommend setting realistic time lines for

major milestones in the process but warn that flexibility should be worked into the

schedule in case of unavoidable delays.

Parlicipant Support:

There are times where participants may require financial and / or technical

support to participate fully. It is important to understand the needs and abilities of the

key publics, so that needed assistance can be provided. The type and amount of

assistance required will vary in each circumstance and can range from financial

assistance to technical support (Sterne and Zagon 1997; Anon 1998; EPA 2001; CSA
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2002). When a public participation program involves technical issues, it is important to

allot the time and effort needed to bring participants to an adequate level of

understanding so that they can participate fully (Praxis 1988; Sterne and Zagon 1997;

Anon 1998; EPA 2001; CSA 2002). In some situations where participation is going to be

long-running and highly participatory it may be necessary to have training sessions to

enhance participants' capacity in participation processes such as consensus building,

constructive dialogue, and conflict resolution.

Identifying Skill Requirements and Training Needs:

There are a number of skills required to implement a strong public participation

process including but not limited to process desigr¡ facilitation, problem solving,

negotiation and conflict resolution, relationship management, and information

management (Praxis 1988; McMillan and Murgatroyd 1994; Sterne andZagonlggT;IFC

1998; EPA 2001; Anon 2002; CSA 2002; and others). The skill level required.for a

public participation process will increase with the level of participation. It is often

beneficial for organtzations to evaluate the skills they possess and require before

beginning a public participation process. If the skill evaluation determines that the lead

orgaruzation does not have representatives with all of the necessary skills, it should look

at different ways to rectify this problem such as training and / or the hiring of outside

expertise (Praxis 1988; Connor 2001; Sterne andZagonlggl).

Multiple Techniques and Activities :

To be effective a public participation program should use a variety of activities

and techniques to engage the public (Praxis1988; McMillan and Murgatroyd 1994; Anon

1998; and others). There are a number of activities and techniques available for
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conducting a public participation process. Public participation techniques and activities

are an integral part of a public participation process. Each activity and technique has its

own strengths and weaknesses and therefore works best when used in combination in a

comprehersive public participation process.

The combination of techniques used in a process will depend on a variety of

factors including the dynamics of the situation, participation objectives, and the needs of

the lead oryanuation and the publics involved. A number of guidebooks including

Dorcey et al. 1994, Sterne andZagon1997, and CSA 2002, provide recommendations for

matching public participation techniques and activities to needs of the program.

Monitoring, Evaluation, and Follow-up :

Monitoring, evaluation, and follow-up are presented in the literature as essential

elements of public participation (Praxis 1988; Sterne and Zagon 1997; Anon 1998; CSA

2002; Connor 2001; Anon 2002; and others). Monitoring, evaluation, and follow-up are

important mechanisms that allow you to learn from and improve your public participation

process.

Monitoring and evaluation should occur throughout the implementation of a

public participation process. Monitoring and evaluation help track the progress of public

participation process and are important methods for documenting the lessons learned

from the process (Sterne andZagon 1997; Anon 1998; CSA 2002; Connor 2001; Anon

2002; and others).

Follow-up is a critical component of effective participation. It is important to

communicate to participants how their input was used in the decision-making process

while explaining the rationale for the decisions (Praxis 1988; Sterne andZagon 1997;
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cs{2002; and others). 'ivithout follow-up, the public can be left with doubts

surrounding how their input was used and with questions about how the final decision

was made. Providing feedback to participants reaffirms and demonstrates a sincere

commitment to involving the public. Follow-up can also be used to get feedback from

particþants about what worked and what did not in the process.

2.4 Public participation and forest management

Historically, there has been little to no public input in the formulation of forestry

policies and regulations in North America. Forest policy decision-making has been

dominated by the bilateral decisions of government and the forestry industry (Beckley

2003). This decision-making arrangement provided mutual benefits for both the

government and the forestry industry. The arrangement provided the forest industry with

the ability to secure long-term timber supplies, guaranteeing profits, and provided

government with increased revenue and the political benefits associated with ensuring

employment and community security through the development of the forestry sector

(Blouin 1998; Drushka 2003). As a result, the demands of forestry companies have often

dictated forest use, perpetuating the market orientated sustained yield forest management

paradigm (Howlett and Rayner 1995; Bengston 1993; Beckley 2003;Cote and Bouthiller

tege).

The public began to question the appropriateness of the traditional forest

management approach in the 1960s and 1970s, and grew critical of the bilateral decision-

making of government and the forest industry (Taru and Howard l99l; Higgelke and

Druinker 1993; Blouin 1998; and others). The public demand for increased input into
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natural resource management and forest management has stemmed from a number of

other sources as well, including distrust in bureaucracies and the over-centralization of

governments, an increase in the education levels of the general public, the rise of the civil

rights and environmental movements, and the expansion of the forest values held by the

public (Blouin 1998; Cortner 1996).

Fueling the demand for increased accountability in forest decision-making is a

shift in the public's forest values (Robinson et al.200l; Beckley 2003). According to

(Beckley 2003) "European settlers to North America have gone through a progression of

values towards forests, beginning with negative progressing through the utilitarian, and

arriving at a recognition of the intrinsic value of forests". As the spectrum of forest

values broadened and the consideration of non-timber benefits has expanded in forest

management, so to have the diversity of stakeholders involved. This diversity of interests

often includes "government, forest owners, corporations, environmental NGOs, social

NGOs, academics, hunting and fishing associations, corìsutner associations, churches,

worker's unions, and native people" (Cote and Bouthillier 1999).

Over the past three decades, there has been a growing realþationthat the public

should be more involved in forest management in Canada. Forest management and

policy in North America have evolved ûom a closed decision-making approach with a

primary focus of timber harvest to sustainable forest management, which is a more open

and holistic approach to forest management that includes involving the public and

incorporating a greater range of forest values (Shindler et aL.2003; Drushka 2003; and

others).
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development. Sustainable development was popularizedby the World Commission on

Environment and Development (WCED) in 1987. The commission's report "Our

Common Future" defined sustainable development as "development that meets the needs

of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own

needs" (WCED 1987). Of key importance to the concept of sustainable development is

the recognition of the interconnection and interdependence among the economy, society,

and the environment in decision-making. Sustainable forest management has become a

key goal within public policy both in Canada and internationally since the commission's

report. Public participation is a central principal of sustainable forest management and is

seen as an important method for facilitating fair and effective decision-making and

incorporating the full range of forest values (Table 1).

Table 1: The role of public participation in forest decision-making

Sustainable forest management stems from the concept of sustainable

o To ensure that managers consider the widest range ofthe public's values in forest
decisio n-making, including eco nomic, so cial, and eco lo gical values;

o To assist managers in determining the socially desirable management directions they
should be striving for;

o To set the bounds for choices on forest management practices, strategies, and
policies;

o To bring unique local knowledge and insights into decision-making (eg. Traditional
ecological knowledge of Aboriginal people, and local knowledge of other forest
users such as recreationaists and tourism outfitters);

o To provide strong forums for citizen learning about forest ecosystems, the views and
positions of other stakeholders, and management options and alternatives; and

. To provide a forum for addressing and resolving conflicts and attempting to develop
consensus.

Source: Duinker (1998)

This review of the literature has presented marry of the benefits of public

participation and has hightighted the importance of public participation to democratic

decision-making. This review also highlights a growing body of the public participation
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literature focused on effective application and good technique. The importance of

involving the public in forest management has been established in the literature. As a

result the literature is now shifting its focus to how to best conduct public participation

processes in forest management.
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3.1 Overview

As discussed in Chapter l, the purpose of this research is to define meaningful

public participation and investigate its implementation in forest management. The

following section details the methods that were used to fulfll the research objectives of

this study. Various qualitative research methods were employed, including a literature

review, expert interviews, and participant interviews. Expert interviews were conducted

with academics and practitioners involved in the field of public participation nationally.

The results of these interviews were then used in combination with the literature review

to establish key components of meaningful public participation, which were then tested

on the ground for their relevance to real public participation processes thLrough the

participant interviews. The researcher conducted the participant interviews with a

selection of particþants involved in four public participation initiatives in the Mountain

Forest Region. The interview schedule for the participant interviews was developed

based on the key components of meaningful public participation establishedby analyzng

the results of the expert interviews and reviewing relevant literature.

Chapter 3 - Methods

3.2 Literature Review

To provide the context for the research, a literature review has been conducted on

public participation in general and in forest management. The review has been compiled

from publications on public participation including government publications, conference

proceedings, books, peer reviewed journals, and practitioner guidebooks.
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A review of public participation guidebooks (Appendix A) and other literature

related to public participation was used in combination with the results of the expert

interviews to establish the key components of meaningfut participation, which were used

to evaluate the four forest nunagement public participation programs being examined.

The literature reviewed was also used to inform survey development and the analysis of

the data.

3.3 Expert interviews

Structured standardized interviews were conducted with professionals from a

variety of seotors in the public participation field. Interviewees included academics,

practitioners, civil servants, and members of non-government otganizations all well

known for their involvement in public participation. All of the individuals who

participated in the expert interviews were considered experts due to their extensive

experience with public participation. The measure of this was represented in fulfilting

several of the following criteria: having been referenced in the literature, having written

guidebooks on public participation, having reviewed and written for peer reviewed

journals, having presented papers at national and international conferences, and having an

active on-the-ground involvement in public participation activities. The central goal of

the expert interviews was to gather data on how to define meaningful public participation

and to determine what components are integral to achieving more meaningful public

participation. The results of the expert interviews were used in combination with the

literature review to establish the key components of meaningful public participation. The

components of meaningful public participation derived from the results of the expert
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interviews and the literature were tested for their relevance to real public participation

processes during the participant interview phase of the research.

In consultation with my thesis advisory committee, a list of individuals across Canada

with externive knowledge and experience in public participation \¡/as developed.

Additional interview candidates not on the list were added when recommended by an

interviewee. During the first few expert interviews, participants were given the interview

schedule and asked to discuss the aspects ofthe schedule they felt needed to be changed

or any aspects they felt should be included. This step helped to ensure that the questions

were clear and concise. The interview schedule for the expert interviews is located in

Appendix B.

3.3.1 Interview process

A purposeful sampling technique was used, as described in the previous section.

Potential interviewees were contacted by phone and introduced to the study. The

participants were then sent a consent form (Appendix C), which explained the study and

interview process in detail and verbal consent was requested and given before each

interview began.

Twenty-five interviews were conducted in total and involved professionals from

across Canada, plus one individual from the United States who was interviewed at the

suggestion of several of the expert interviewees. The interviews were conducted over a

four-week period in January and February 2004. The majority of the expert interviews

were conducted by phone at a predetermined time set by the interviewee. When possible

interviews were conducted in person with the individuals who resided in Winnipeg. The
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lengths of the interviews varied, ranging from 20 to 45 minutes. The average interview

length was 30 minutes. The results of the interviews were used in combination with the

literature review to establish key components of meaningful public participation that

were used to design the participant interview schedule.

3.4 Participant Interviews

participants involved in the public participation progr¿ìms being studied. The purpose of

the interviews was to examine the current approaches to participation in forest

management in Manitoba's Mountain Forest Region and to explore components of

meaningful public participation from the perspective of particþants.

The interviews were semi-structured, the researcher had a list of predetermined

questions, but allowed for other matters to arise during the interview. Interviews were

tape recorded when permitted by participants and then transcribed verbatim. Semi-

structured interviews were the method of choice for the participant interviews because

they allow informants to describe their participation experiences in their own words and

to clarify the meaning of their responses (Creswell 1998). This approach also allows for

novel responses not captured by a questionnaire or anticipated by the researcher.

Participants were given the interview schedule during the first couple of

interviews and were asked to discuss the aspects of the schedule they felt need to be

changed or the aspects they felt should be included. This step helped to ensure that the

questions were clear and concise. The interview schedule for the participant interviews is

presented in Appendix D. The wording of some of the interview questions was adjusted

The researcher conducted semi-structured interviews with a selection of
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according to the type of public participation technique the participants were involved in.

The interview schedule for the participant interviews consists ofthree sections, Part A.

background questions, Part B. components of meaningful public participation questions,

and Part C. wrap up questions, as outlined below.

Part A - Background questions:

In this section a number of background questions were asked to get some general

information about why people chose to participate in their given participation process and

how they felt about their respective participation process. Before participants were

introduced to the constructed list of components of meaningful public participation in

part B of the interview schedule, they were first asked what they thought made a

participation process meaningfu l.

Part B - Components of meaningful public participation:

This section of the interview schedule focused on the components of meaningful

public participation extracted through the expert interviews and a review of the literature.

One of the objectives of the questions in this section was to find out if the components

were present in the cases being studied and how participants related to and felt about each

component. The other purpose of this section was to find out what factors influenced

each component, which would subsequently aid in determining how to incorporate the

co mponents into public participatio n pro cesse s.

The fust question in this section introduced the respondents to the components of

meaningful participation and asked them to rate their levels of importance. Each

respondent was provided with a list of meaningful public participation components

(Appendix E). The list included a brief description of each component, written by the
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researcher based on the responses from the expert interviews. The respondents were then

asked to rate the importance of each component on a 5-point scale after reviewing the

descrþions of the components. The rating scale ranged from 1 (the component is

extremely unimportant to making a public particþation process more meaningful) to 5

(the component is extremely important to making a public participation process more

meaningful). A copy of the rating scale question is provided in Appendix F. While

completing this exercise the participants were able to ask for clarification on any of the

components, and were also encouraged to critique, add to, and discuss any of

components.

The remainder of the questions in part B are organized around each of the

components of meaningful public participation. The components used in the

questionnaire include: fair notice and time, integrity and accountability, fair and open

dialogue, multiple and appropriate methods, learning and informed participation,

adequate and accessible information, participant motivation, inclusiveness and adequate

representation, and influence. Approximately 3-5 questions were asked per component.

The questions varied slightly between the components. The questions attempted to

determine: a) if the components were present in the process they were involved ir¡ b)

what factors help facilitate each component, and c) what factors inhibited each

component.

Part C - Wrap up questions:

The final section of the interview schedule asked respondents again to consider

what they think makes a public participation process successful. This question was

repeated at the end of the interview in case in the course of answering the other questions
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new ideas had come to mind. This section also asked whether the participation process

they were involved in met their expectations and if there were any other components they

thought contributed to making aparticipation process meaningful that were excluded

from the components provided. These questions were asked at the end of the interview

because it was believed that respondents would be better able to answer these questions

after completing the previous sections of the interview.

An adapted interview schedule (Appendix G) was used when interviewing First

Nation participants. The First Nation representatives of three of the participation

programs being studied were interviewed. The interviews were focused specifically on

First Nation participation. The interview schedule was designed to determine how First

Nations were being engaged in participation processes in the region and how they would

like to be involved.

3.4.1 Interview process

Before the research began, the researcher first contacted representatives ûom

Louisiana Pacific, Parks Canada, and Manitoba Conservation to discuss the purpose of

the study and request their participation.

Semi-structured interviews were conducted n2004 with twenty-one participants

over a two-week period in May and four days in July. Purposeful sampling was used so

that the views from a cross section of the interest groups involved in the different

participation processes could be collected. The location of the interviews, selected by the

participants, predominately consisted of homes, offices, and coffee shops in Swan River,

Dauphin, and a number of small communities surrounding Riding Mountain National
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Park. The lengths ofthe interviews varied from 45 minutes to 2 hours and 45 minutes.

The average interview length was t hour and 15 minutes.

3.5 Data analysÍs

Expert interview data:

The expert interviews were recorded on audiotape when permitted and transcribed

into separate word processing files. The transcribed documents were then imported into

QSR Nvivo, a popular software package for qualitative data analysis. The software

program was used to identify conìmon themes in the data. Using a qualitative data

software package heþed to organize the data for easy documentation of results and aided

in the analysis of complex relationships in the data. The coding process was completed

faster using the software program than it would have been using conventional manual

methods. The dominant themes extracted from the expert interviews were both tested

and probed further during the participant interviews phase of the research. The results of

the analysis of the expert interview dataare presented in Chapter 4.

Porticipant interview data :

Each of the participant interviews were transcribed into a separate word perfect

file. The fust question in the participant interview schedule was a five-point likert scale,

which is a quantitative data collection technique. The results of this question are

summarized in table 4, displaying the question and the total number of respondents per

response category by percentage.

A qualitative content analysis was conducted on the remainder of the participant

interview data. The data was analyzed for common themes and patterns using QSR
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Nvivo, the same qualitative data anaþis software program used to arrulyze the expert

interviews. The results of the participant interview phase of the study are presented in

Chapter 5.
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4.1 Overview

The objective of this chapter is to identify and document the coÍtmon themes

found in the expert interview data. This chapter will present and explore the components

that academics, practitioners, civil servants, and members of non-government

organizations involved in the field of public participation expressed as essential to

meaningfu I public participation.

Chapter 4 - Meaningful Public ParticÍpatÍon

4.2 Defining meaningful public participation

When the respondents were asked to define meaningful public participation, a

number of insightful definitions were given. For example, one respondent defined

meaningful public participation as "...participation that ensures public input is used in a

functional and responsible way as compared to the public relations type of experience

where the questions are often irrelevant and little use is made of the public response"

(respondent # 3). Another, respondent referred to meaningful public participation as "...

a process that ensures that the public has access to a decision-making process, and that

they have access to the information necessary to participate in that process, and that the

process be transparent so as to allow members of the public who have participated to

determine whether their views have been adequately incorporated into the decision-

making processes" (respondent #7). Several key themes were found within the

definitions. The themes that emerged most often within the definitions of meaningful

public are present ed n table 2.
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Table 2: Elements found

Influence
Inclusive / representative

of meaninsful nubli

Input is used

meanrnslul Dublrc DartrcrD¿tron

Fair and ooen dialogue
Perceived as meaningful

Informed participation
Intentions of the process are clear
Results in better decisions

within the defïnition

Uses aoorooriate methods
Multiple methods / staeed Drocess

Influence was a cofirmon theme among the respondents' definitions of meaningful

public participation. In order to be meaningful, respondents felts that participants must

have a genuine opportunity to influence decision-making. Some participants took the

concept of influence a step further suggesting that, to be meaningful, a public

participation process should involve participants directly in the decision-making process.

Representation was another theme common in the respondents' definitions of

meaningfulpublic participation. The range of individuals participating is important to

the meaningfulness of a public participation program as most projects affect a variety of

publics.

Outcomes are an important determinant of the meaningfulness of a public

participation process. Many respondents included in their definitions a reference to

meaningful participation processes having specific desirable outcomes including that the

process result in improvements to decision-making, that those involved perceive the

Results in mutual learnins
Early involvement
Sincere listenine
Results are representative of public values
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process to be meaningful, that mutual learning takes place, and that the end decision be

more harmonious with public values.

Other themes that appeared in the definitions of meaningful participation include,

using participation methods that are appropriate to the situation and the publics involved,

fair and open dialogue, early involvement, informed participation and sincere listening.

Many of the themes that appeared in the definitions of meaningful public participation

were also considered to be components of meaningful public participation by respondents

and will be presented in greater detail in section 4.3.

4.3 Components of meaningful public participation

One of the objectives of this study was to determine the essential components of

meaningful public participation. An analysis of the data revealed a number of the

components that underpin meaningful public participation. Table 3 provides a summary

of the components and subcomponents of meaningful public participation found in the

data.
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Table 3: Components and
participation extracted

Integrity and accountabilify
Transparency
Sincerity of lead agency
Process intentions are clear
Follow-up

Influence
Fair Notice and time

subcomponents of meaningfu I
from the expert interviews

Inclusiveness and adequate representation

Fair and open dialogue
Positive communicative environment
Capacþ building
Interactive formats (workshops / fieldtrips)

interested and affected publics

Multiple and appropriate methods
Multiple techniques
Staged process
Appropriate techniques
Consult on design

Adequate and accessible information
Learnine and informed paÉicipation
Resources and

4.3.1 Integrity and accountability

participation was the accountability and integrity of the process. To be credible,

respondents felt that a public participation program should be open and implemented with

integrity. A public participation program cannot be successful without a sincere

commitment by the lead organtzation. This is reflected in the comments of one

respondent who expressed:

For a process to be meaningful ond to avoid a situation where people get more
and more frustrated wìth it, there has to be some indication that the authority
involved is paying some attention and that it's not just going thorough a process
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with no intention of listening. There has to be a listening process because íf
people feel tike they're making comments and then not seeing them reflected in
-orry 

*oy or not hovìng ony rationale þr them not being scted upon, it justfeels

tÌke a iomplete waste of time and you get people alienated (respondent 5)-

In order to avoid misunderstanding and conflicting expectations of the process, it

is important to ensure that the purpose, intentions, and scope of the process are defined

and agreed upon before the process begins. The fotlowing comment reflects this idea:

First that the ones delivering the process understandwhat they are lookingfor,

because if they haven't thought through what they expect or what they are going

to do with the input they witl not be able to communicate that to those who they

are going to askþr input, those who will be asked to participate. So what will
haplenls they simply will not communicate that element ønd lots and lots of
piitt" porticipatîon processes go forward without really ever articulating what
-the 

expectotiõn, what the end result of it is going to be- I thínk it's because very

often those who developed the planfor it haven't thought through "what do we

expect, what are we going to do with all of this advice, this guidance, this

input", so they don't communicate it and that's where it all starts to fall opart

båcause then-you have the dísconnect where the public that is being asked to

participate has dffirent notions of what their involvement is going to be and
^what 

il is going to result in. So I think that's one of the first components Ìt's that

understanding of what the goal is of the consultation, what is the purpose of it,

what will be achieved and then of course to communicate that (respondent I6) -

When a public participation program is accountable and conducted with integrity,

both the lead organization and the public should be able to trace how the input collected

was used in decision-making. Many respondents stated that meaningful participation

would involve considering the input received, and explaining the thought process used

for incorporating or not incorporating that input. Follow-up was brought up by some

respondents as a method that can be used to communicate to participants how their input

was used. The following quotes capture the ideas expressed above:

...the consultation itself needs to be in goodfaíth ondwhat I mean by goodfaith

is that, where possible, the input of the public is actually used in the decision-

moking proceis ond if it's not used reasons are givenfor why it hasn't been used

(respondent 8).
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The process needs to be transparent and there need to be checl<s and balances in
place to ensure that appropriate and relevant input received is actually taken

into account in the decision-making process and is reflected in the final decision

(respondent 7).

One thing that's not really recorded in the literature but my personal experience

is that I think it is importantfor people to show how the public consultation
affected the decision, moking it very clear, because I think that sometimes

people walk øway from the process and there's not opportunity to debrief all the

energ/ they've put in to the consultation and there is not proof, there's no easy

exømple to say look this changed because of what you said. I think that that's
something there needs to be morefollow-up (respondent I5)-

I think to be meaningfut the proponent needs to make use of the public input and

feedbackwhat use is being made. Parlç Canada awhile back did a major study

in the Western Provinces and itfed back to their participants what points they

made and what use was made of their input and also why in some cases the

input could not be used, sometimes because it contradicted input that was used

and sometimes because it referred to something that was outside the jurisdiction
of Pørlrs Canada, in which case they possed it on to the relevant organization
(respondent 3).

4.3.2Influence

In order to be meaningful, respondents felt that participants needed to have a

genuine opportunity to be heard and influence decisions. Some respondents took this

component a step fuither recommending that participants be directly involved in the

decision-making process. A couple of respondents also stressed the importance of

communicating the level of impact the process is to have on decision-making to avoid the

difficulties that can occur when the level of influence is not communicated or is

misrepresented. The following quotes capture the essence of why influence is an

essential component of meaningful public participation.

First on, is that there is genuine opportunity to influence the decision and that
distinction is made because many public involvement processes are kind of at

the tail end of the study after the agency is olready intellectually and

emotionally locked into an answer. And it's sort of this is what we're goÌng to do
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unless you can make enough noise to stop us. So meaníngful means that there's

some genuine opportunity to influence the decision, the implication of that is

that the pørticipafion ocuffs throughout the entire decision-making process, so

that theie is sime form of public participation in how the problem is defined,

what alternatives get considered, how the alternatives are evaluøted, andwhich

alternative is selected (respondent 13).

Agøín it has to be, you htow, it has to have some essence of being able to

"lorg, 
a project. People sense very quickly when something's a done deal;

then they stop participatíng (respondent I l)-

4.3.3 Fair notice and time

A number of participants discussed the need for processes to provide adequate

notice and follow fair timelines. Fair notice includes making a genuine efFort to engage

members of the interested and impacted public, encouraging them to participate. The

process must also follow a fair timeline, meaning there must be adequate time allotted for

the collection, review, and distribution of relevant information and for the discussion and

debate of the issues of concern. The timing of a participation process was also introduced

by respondents as being important to the meaningfulness of a process. Respondents felt

that it was important that participation occur at the early stages of a project before the

lead organization is intellectually or emotionally committed to an outcome. The

following responses capture the reasons why many respondents felt fair notice and time

was essential to meaningful public participation-

There has be clear and fair notíce. People need to lcnow what the process is,

how it's going to work, what the decisions are that are going to be made, and

who's going to make them (respondent 20).

Adequate for lack of a better word adequate notice, in other words some effort,

effective effort to engage members of the public and to encourage them to

participate (respondent 7).
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Give people lots of notice and lots of time to access, think about, and talk to
others, especially organizations which need to talk to their own organization to
get the view of their organization. And hence we most of the time we say oh gee
we'll send out a notice that we're having an open house, mail it out, well you've
lost a week in the mail, because most go to postal boxes especially ìn rural areas
urban it's dffirent and then they may pìck it up that week or not by the time they
get it the process may be over then they're really t¡cked. So you've got to allow
the appropriate time given the particular context you're dealing with to go
though any kind of consultation andfeedback loops. And I say loops plural
multi-staged is of course one of the other principles (respondent 6).

The next would be fair notice andfair time to prepare. I think that that's a
common thing people talk about, that it is important to provide fair notification
of the event or the process but also fair tíme to prepare because I think
depending on what is being askedfor what is being sought that might input
might require extensive preparations it's very easy to develop a question that
you want answered or an issue that you want addressed but you have to step
back and say okny now what is involvedfor those we are asking to answer thîs
question, to respond. Let's say your taking something as significant as an
assessment of a project, an environmental assessmen4 what is the amount'of
time it will take for the partíes or the people we want to participate, the public to
develop a level of understanding of what's on the table what's being presented
or suggested before they can begìn to actually develop a response that's
meaningful (respondent 16).

4.3.4 Inclusiveness and adequate representation

A number of the respondents expressed the importance of ensuring that the

process is both inclusive and representative. An important step in developing an

inclusive and representative process is identifying all of the potentially impacted and

interested publics so that the program can effectively engage these publics. The

following comments reflect this idea:

The participation needs to reach out to the various publìcs who have a stake in
the proposal, which may Ìnclude neighbors and employees and customers and
tourists and First NatÌon people a variety of types (respondent 3).

In terms of representation, there should be opportunities for a wide range of
people to particípate with a diversity of perspectives that could sit at a table or
participate in some way. One issue would be to just get those people to the table
(respondent 4).
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4.3.5 Fair and OPen dialogue

A number of respondents felt that fair and open dialogue was an important

component of meaningful participation. They expressed the importance of having a

forum that involved a two-way flow of information and promoted open discussion and

debate. Respondents also noted that having a good facilitator or chair was often the key

to developing and maintaining a process that promotes fair and open dialogue' The

importance of fair and open dialogue to the meaningfulness of a participation process is

illustrated in the following quote.

A meaningful process would include the opportunity for a two-way flow of
informatiãn. In other words we receive informationfrom others but we also are

píoviding information into the process and not only providing that information
^but 

atloiing opportunities foràiscussion and debate to take place and that

allows peolle-to really get into the issues to challenge each other's perspectives

but to do that in a wiylhot ¡t constructive rather than destructive and I think

our society in general doesn't hqve very good debating skills. l[/e don't exercise

those skills very much, so a goodfacilitator is someone who can bring people

through that kind of process in a constructive way, which is very important to

the máaningfulness of public participat¡on (respondent 4)'

A number of participants expressed that fostering fair and open dialogue requires

developing a respectful communicative environment where participants feel comfortable

expressing themselves and discussing issues.

A positíve contributory atmosphere [is neededforfoir and open dialogueJ,

*'hfrh¡o, me means that the iegative vibes of conflict aren't rampant in the

process in the events (respondent l4)-

Respondents also noted that participants sometimes range in their ability to

communicate and participate in fair and open dialogue and that the lead organization and

/ or chair of the process need to be aware of these differences in abilities and attempt to
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aid individuals in communicating and participating effectively. Some respondents

expressed that one way of doing this is through capacþ building designed to facilitate

fair and open dialogue.

The next issue would be that those people hove an opportunity to høve their
voice heard and in some cases that's more challenging than it sounds because a

number of people that choose to partîcipate may not have the communication

skills, the background, the øbility to really engage, and chollenge various

perspectives so it's a motter of being sensitive to those îssues and allowîng a

variety of communication styles to be represented in a process and to not iust
refer to those with good rhetorical skills but to open up that process to a wide

variety of people with a wide variety of communication skills (respondent 4).

There needs to be consideration given to developing capacity in those that hove

a stake in the decisions that are pending to ensure that they are able to

participate in a meaningful way (respondent 7).

Interactive formats were another method respondents felt encouraged fair and

open dialogue. Workshops and field tours were both mentioned by respondents as

effective methods for fostering dialogue. An academic who has done work on public

participation in the forestry field commented:

I am one for interactive formats with, as I mentioned earlier, high structure and

lowformality. By high structure I mean there is an agenda that has some

specific things that people should work through in a structured way but I very

much dislike hearingformats and media, and lawyers, and all that kind of court
tikz stuff. I'm very much Ìnfavor of having people have as much time in the

woods together as possible. Ifind that many important discussions takz place in
the woods not in relation to what you're seeing in the woods but in relation to
important questions that you want to discuss just because you're standing there.

And you can have those discussions so much better under the trees rather than

under a ceiltng (respondent l4).

4.3.6 Multiple and appropriate methods

Using multiple methods of engagement, designing a program appropriate to the

situation and participants involved, and consulting on design arc alLprocess design
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factors that were introduced by respondents as being important to meaningful public

participation. A number of respondents alluded to the importance of using multiple

techniques and designing a staged process. Respondents indicated that having a staged

process that uses multiple tools and techniques to engage the public (eg. open houses,

advisory committees, surveys...) gives the public more opportunities to enter the process

and engage in discussion. The following responses discuss the value of using multiple

methods for engaging the public.

I likp a multtpltctty offormats so that when people want to make input they have
a variety of ways of doing that. When there's only one meons of doing it I think
it's less than meaningful (respondent I4).

... typícally în an effective public participation program people are given
opportunities to participate at the level of their interest so there are multiple
forms of participation. So some people may be învolved in advísory groups,
some people may be involved in worl<shops, some people may just be receíving
information (respondent I 3).

... [meaningful public participation involves theJ sincere solicitation of the full
spectrum of public values with multiple tools, and multipleformats, and multiple
opportunities to do that (respondent 23).

Using the appropriate methods for the situation and the publics you are attempting to

engage was another process design factor that a number of participants thought was

important to meaningful public participation. A public participation process is more

meaningful when it is planned with the specific circumstances of the situation in mind

and uses the appropriate techniques for engagtng, communicating, and participating with

the public, appropriate to both the situation and parties involved. A couple of

respondents felt that the best way to design a participation process appropriate to the

public involved was to involve the public from the start by consulting on the design of the

process.
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So you have to have consultation that's appropriate to the groups you're talking
to and the best way of doìng that if you don't lcnow, and you should never
assume you do know, is to go and talk to them and ask them how they want to be
involved (respondent 6).

Some other aspects of it are that they have been consulted in advance with
respect to the actual design of the process. That's a real common error in my
experience that the public partícípatíon process is designed without any
consultation with the public. You end up with processes that are designed in
ways that do not meet the public's needs and that can be very impractical or it
can be more complex. Anythingfrom meetings in locatíons and at times that are
very dfficult for people to participate in or the means for participation aren't
that easyfor people to use, to the actual nature of the proce.rs so that may
require people to work together with people they don'tfeel comfortable with or
not work wíth other people that they would lik¿ to work wîth. So consulting on
the design of the process ¡'s a key element in public participation process design
(respondent l2).

4.3.7 Learning and informed participation

A number of respondents felt that for participation to be meaningful it must be

informed. A meaningful process requires that participants and the lead organization have

enough information to effectively debate the issues and reach an informed position on the

issue at hand. All parties should have the opportunity to build a high level of

understanding of the issue, situation, alternatives, and of the various perspectives and

views.

Key components, well first of all the participation needs to be informed; in other
words the participants need to lmow enough about the subject matter and the
proposal to make a relevant response (respondent 3).

A key thing is that the participants have a high level of lcnowledge and
understanding of the item that îs the subject of the participation and that regard
of the situatîon, of alternatives, and of the technical aspects that qre being dealt
with and also of the factors that are relevant in identifying and evaluating
alternatives. Meaningful public participation is hard to achieve because it takes
a long time to get the participants up to speed to the point where they have this
level of understanding that enables them to really get engaged in an
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examination of the íssue and an examinotion of the alternatives and arríving at
an outcome that can meaningfully influence the decision (respondent 24).

4.3.8 Adequate and accessible information

Critical to the component of informed participation is the access to and quality of

information used in aparticipation process. Many respondents commented on the

importance that information has on the meaningfulness of a public participation exercise.

Access to informatior¡ quality of information, and how information is presented can

impact the quality of a participation process. While discussing the need for access to

quality informatioru a few respondents also addressed the fact that in some situations

participants may need help understanding and interpreting some of the more technical

information. The following quote reflects these ideas.

...[meaningful public participation is reliant on theJ availability of sound
information, which mean that information needs to be available to the public
and support needs to be available to them in understanding and using that, and
interpreting tha t informatí on (r espondent 2 0).

4.3.9 Resources and participant support

It is important to understand the needs and abilities of the key public involved, so

that if assistance is needed to allow participants to participate fully it can be given. The

nature and amount of the support required will vary with the situation but it can range

from financial support to technical assistance. Some respondents discussed the

availability of particþant support and resources as a key component of meaningful

participation.

Some of it would require funding, so there would be intervener funding or
somethíng equivalent to that depending on the situation so that the people who
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are otherwise dísadvantaged in the process would hsve a reasonable shot at
beíng able to present their position and vîews and understandings in a
competent way (respondent 2).

...there needs to be resources to try to make it happen, and when I say resources
I don't just mean there has to be money available, there are other ways that
people can be assísted to participate (respondent 8).

4.4 Redefining meaningful public participation

Considering the information provided from the expert interviews and the

literature, the following definition of meaningful public participation was developed.

Meaningful public participation attempts to improve decísions that impact the public

domain by identifying the needs, values, and concerns of the public at the early planning

stages of a development or project. A meaningful public participation process provides

the public with a genuine opportunity to influence the decisions that impact them; uses

multiple and customized methods of involvement that engage the full range of impacted

public(s); is based onfull and accurate information; establishes and sustainsfair and

open lwo-way dialogue; is perceived as legitimate and genuine by participants; is

conducted with integrity and accountability; and demonstrates how the input collected

from the process was used in decision-making. This definition has a number of built in

assumptions as outlined below.

o Meaningful public participation is not a single event, such as an openhouse, but is a

carefully planned process that uses a multiplicity of techniques that attempt to

engage the full range of impacted public(s).

o Meaningful public participation gives participants a genuine opportunity to be heard

and influence decisions. Participation has to begin at the early stages of a project
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before the lead organtzation is intellectually and / or emotionally locked into an

outcome.

Participants should be able to trace how the input collected from the process was

used in decision-making and have explanations given for the decision to incorporate

or exclude input.

The process should be built on fulIaccess to all relevant information. A meaningful

process requires that all participants have the information needed to effectiveþ

debate the issues and reach an informed position on the issues at hand. All parties

should have the opportunity to build a high level of understanding ofthe issues,

situation, alternatives, and the views and perspectives of the other participants.

The purpose, intentions, and bounds of the process are clearly defined and agreed

upon at the start to prevent misunderstandings'

To be meaningful public participation needs to foster an open two-way dialogue

between participants and the lead organnation. The process should capture more

than first impressions, promoting open discussiors of informatior¡ perspectives, and

ideas.

Meaningful public participation is not:

ø ahuman resource exercise that attempts to sell a predetermined solution to the

public;

ahaphazard string of encounters with the public;

a hollow attempt at transparent decision-making, where information is withheld and

planning occurs behind closed doors; or
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c a one-way communication process, where the lead oryanuation fails to recognize

that public participation is about both providing and receiving information.

The definition as presented addresses, some of the common shortcomings of

conventional public participation processes. Common shortcomings outlined in the

literature included problems sunounding notice and time, limited opportunities for

participatior¡ incomplete or inaccessible informatior¡ undefined intent or purpose, and

lack of resources (Sinclair and Doelle 2003). For a public participation process to be

meaningful the decision to involve the public must be genuine. "Otherwise public

participation becomes a procedural exercise rather than a substantive democratic process"

(Shepherd and Bowler 1997). Adding the term meaningful in front of public particþation

raises the bar for public participation by tying in the aspects of a process that move it

beyond the minimum requirements and attempts to elevate the process to take in the full

range of benefits. Working to actively include the components of meaningfirl public

participation into a participation process enhances the quality and effectiveness of a

participation process by actively dealing with common process shortcomings.

There is no single element that makes a public participation process meaningful; it is

the combination of components, most of which are interdependent. As a result many of

the components discussed cannot be present in a participation process to their full extent

unless the other components are also present. As one public participation practitioner

eloquently responded when asked what component of meaningful public participation he

thought was most important:

Ya well that's a bit like saying rf you have a car withfour tires which is the most
i.mportant to keep inflated. All of those components are important and îf any
one of those fails you're going to have problems. Each one has a role to play
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and without it it's like trying to mix up a recipe and which Ìs the most important
ingredient well I guess the missing ingredient (respondent 3).

For example, how well a participation process is able to manage and present

information can in-fluence the success of all of the other components of meaningful

participation. If participants believe that necessary information is being withheld from

the process or feel that questions and requests for information are not being addressed in

an appropriate and timely rnanner, they will have difficultly viewing the process as

having integrity and accountability. Information is also critical to the component of fair

and open dialogue. What information is provided and how it is presented can impact the

quality ofthe dialogue in a process. As a result of this interdependency between

components, when one component deteriorates it is difficult for the other components to

be incorporated to their fi.ilI capacity.
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Chapter 5 - Meaningful public participation in forest management
from the perspective of participants

5.1 Overview

The participant interviews were designed to examine whether the components of

meaningful public participation uncovered in the first phase of the research were present

in the four public participation initiatives examined, and how the participants of these

initiatives relate to and value these components. This was done by presenting the

components of meaningful public participation to the participants. The results of the

participant interviews helped to unpack each component of meaningful public

participation by illuminating how the components were incorporated or not incorporated

into a process. Before presenting the results of the participant interviews, an overview of

the four public participation initiatives looked at in this study is provided.

5.2 Cases

Four public participation initiatives related to forest management were looked at

in this study. Different participation methods were used in all four cases. Public

participation methods tend to fall under four main categories, public meetings and

hearings, advisory committees not seeking consensus, advisory committees seeking

consensus, and negotiations and mediations (Chambers and Beckley 2002). According to

(Chambers and Beckley 2002) "methods become more intensive as they progress from

the first of these to the last, also becoming more oriented towards forging agreements

among a small group of interests rather than gathering information from a wide range of

stakeholders".
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Manitoba Conservation's Protected Area Initiative's consultation activities for the

Bell and Steep Rock Canyon designation involved separate meetings with the different

stakeholders including First Nations, forestry companies, mining interests, and

environmental and local interests. The segregated meetings involved having

representatives from Manitoba Conservation present and receive comment on the land

parcels they wanted to designate as part of the protected areas program.

Louisiana Pacific's participation progr¿ìm involves more than one approach.

However the initiative investigated in most depth by this study was their stakeholder

advisory committee. Louisiana Pacific's Stakeholder Advisory Committee has been a

long-running public participation initiative of the company and was originally formed in

1994.

The Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee is an initiative of Riding

Mountain National Park and differs from Louisiana Pacific's Stakeholder Advisory

Committee in that it is an issue orientated process and is not long-running, but instead is

focused on developing consensus-based recommendations for the park on the

management of Bovine Tuberculosis.

The fourth initiative, the Southern Area Forest ConsultatiorL was different agatn

It was alarge multi-stakeholder process run by the provincial government that attempted,

but ultimately failed, to involve the participants in a negotiation. The researcher

purposely chose public participation processes that used different participation methods

to test the assumption that the components will be important across a variety of

participation processes regardless of type.
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5.2.1 Case 1: Louisiana Pacific stakeholder Advisory committee

Louisiana Pacific is an international forest products company with facilities in the

United States, Canada and Chili. Louisiana Pacific Canada's Swan Valley Division

manufactures oriented strand board in a mill east of Minitonas, Manitoba. Louisiana

Pacific signed a Forest Management License (Flvtr- #3) 
"t¡ith 

the Province of Manitoba in

September 1994, which incorporates Forest Management Units 10, 11, and 13 within the

Mountain Forest Section. Under this agreement Louisiana Pacific is responsible for the

planning and coordination of the forest management activities in the license area.

Louisiana Pacific's public participation program involves more than one

approach; however the initiative investigated in this study was their Stakeholder

Advisory Committee. Louisiana Pacific's Stakeholder Advisory Committee has been a

part of Louisiana Pacific's planning process since its inception n 1994, with the goal of

incorporating community interests. The committee was involved in the development of

the company's first 10 Year Forest Management Plan (1O-yr FMP), which covers the

period from 1996-2005 and is ücensed by Manitoba Environment Act License # 2l9lB.

Louisiana Pacific is currently reviewing their l0-yr FMP with the intention of updating it

into a more robust Long Term Sustainable Forest Management Plan. The committee is

involved in the current review of the 10-yr FMP and has over the years played a role in

reviewing and commenting on the company's Annual Operating Plans, harvest blocks,

and regeneration plans. The committee meets approximately six times per year in the fall,

winter, and spring months, with an occasional summer field tour.
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5.2.2 Case 2: Southern Area Forest Consultation

The Southern Area Forest Consultation, often shortened to the Southern Area

Initiative, was a multi-stakeholder process orgarmed by the Clean Environment

Commission to advise Manitoba Conservation on wood allocation in what was, at the

time, the southern area of Tolko's forest nuriagement license. The area under discussior¡

which was labeled the Southern Area" is comprised ofportions of the Mountain and

Interlake Forest section south of the 53'd parallel. The process involved a number of

training sessions in negotiation and consensus; however in the end the process was

unable to achieve consensus. The process brought attention to the need for more up-to-

date figures on the wood supply in the region before a decision on wood allocation could

be made.

5.2.3 Case 3: Protected Areas Initiative

Manitoba's Protected Areas Initiative is a program of the provincial government

designed to create a network ofprotected areas that represent and protect natural regions

in Manitoba. Ecological principles and criteria arc applied to selected areas for possible

designation in a process called enduring features analysis.

Manitoba Conservation's Protected Areas Initiative's consultation activities for

the Bell and Steep Rock Canyons designation involved separate meetings with special

interests. The consultation generally involved the presentation of land parcels in the Bell

and Steep Rock Canyon area that were being considered for designation as part of the

protected areas program to special interests in the region for comment. The interests

consulted were First Nations, forestry companies who operate in the area, mining
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interests in the area, and environmental groups and others that lobbied for or

demonstrated a direct interest in the designation.

The area of land in question was given the protected areas designation just shortly

after I began interviewing participants. I talked to three of the participants before the

designation had been ßrøl:rcd and one after the finalization This did have an effect on

the perceptions of the participants interviewed to a degree because the füst three

participants interviewed were unsure where the process stood, which created some

frustration.

5.2.4 Case 4: Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee

The Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee is an issue-based consensus-

oriented group, meaning that it was formed as a result of an issue of concern and has

decided to operate using consensus. Bovine Tuberculosis has been a contentious issue

for Riding Mountain National Park and its surrounding area for more than ten years.

The disease has been found within a portion of the park's elk population, and it has

recently been discovered that it has spread to portions of the whitetail deer population.

The disease can be passed between elk and cattle and over the last decade there have been

a few outbreaks of tuberculosis within the cattle herds in the area. The tuberculosis issue

has a number of social and economic implications for cattle producers and communities

in the region.

In February of 2003, a group of local cattle producers went to Ottawa and

presented to the Standing Committee of Agriculture their concerns about Park Canada's

lack of local stakeholder involvement in the management of the tuberculosis issue. Parks
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Canada was ordered by the Committee to do a better job of consulting the local public in

regards to the tuberculosis issue. This series of events lead to the development of the

Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee. After an initial meeting with

stakeholders to discuss the formation of the committee, it was decided as a group tltat a

neutral party, the Riding Mountain Biosphere Reserve, should chair the process.

When the intervie\Ã/s were being conducted, the committee was still at the

beginning stages they had just completed setting the ground rules for the process, and

were in the process of gathering information and debating issues in preparation for the

development of the recommendations.

The goal of this participation process is to develop consensus-based

recommendations for the nun¿Igement of tuberculosis to present to Parks Canada- Some

of the committee members \ /ere opposed to using consensus at the start. However

through discussion and debate, consensus was chosen as the method of choice. At the

meeting attended by the researcher it was agreed the committee would operate by

consensus while presenting any alternate stances or arguments against a particular

recommendation if consensus could not be achieved.

When the interviews were conducted, the committee held an advisory role on

tuberculosis numagement for Parks Canada. At this time they wanted to extend their

mandate so that they also advised the Tuberculosis Management Task Force. The

Tuberculosis Management Task Force is made up of four government departments the

canadian Food Inspection Agency, Manitoba Agriculture and Food, Manitoba

Conservatior¡ and Parks Carnda and was established in 2000 to combat the tuberculosis

problem. At the time of the interviews, a formal request was in to the task force for the
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committee to play a direct advisory role to the Tuberculosis Management Task Force.

The Stakeholder Advisory Committee already plays an indirect unofficial advisory role to

the task fotce, as representatives from each of the four government departments are

present at the committees meetings.

5.3 Participant views

Participants were able to relate to each of the components of meaningful public

participation presented in the interviews and discussed the factors they felt influenced

each component. The following section presents the participants' perspectives on the

components of meaningful public participation. Examples from the cases help illustrate

what the components of meaningful public participation look like in a public participation

process.

Participants were asked to rank nine of the components of meaningful public

participation in terms of their importance in making a public participation process more

meaningful (Table 4). The overwhelming majority of the participants ranked all of the

components as either important or extremely important.
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Table 4: Importance of the components of meaningful public participation - as
perceived by participants

Listed below are the components of meaningful public participation. A rank of 1

means the component is extremely unimportant to making a public participation
process more meaningful. A rank of 5 means the component is extremely important
to making a public participation process more meaningful.

Fair notice and time

Integrity and acco untabiliW

Fair and open dialosue

Multiple and aporopriate methods

Learnine and informed participation

Extremely Extremely
Unimportant Important

Adequate and accessible information

Participant motivation

I

lnclusiveness and adequate
representation

2

Influence

a
-)

6%

4

24%

Don't
Know

5

6%

t8%

7t%

r8%

4t%

82%

6%

3s%

53%

29%

47%

24%

6%

29%

6s%

24%

t2%

7r%

24Yo

s3%

r8% 65%

12% 6s%
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5.3.1 Fair notice and time

Fair notice and time was considered to be an integral component of meaningful

participation with 94%o of participants considering it to be important or extremely

important to meaningful public participation. One participant expressed how limiting

short notice can be to members of the non-profit sector when you're trying to participate

in a number of initiatives simultaneously.

The whole notion offaír notice and time that is often something that's really
frustrating especíallyfor people in the non-profit or environmental sector
because ín that realm you're always trying to participate in as many things as
possible and you end up having a really busy schedule and then all of the
sudden someone drops on you a meeting that is supposed to happen in like five
days. Then it becomes an issue of well we told you this meetíng was goÌng to
happen and you're lik¿, well ya, but you told usfour days ahead of tíme how can
you expect us to drop everythîng. So I think that's a really important thing and I
think that all the people who don't work in the non-profit sector don't
necessarily take that into account. I mean the same can be true for anyone íf
you don't give someone notice it's really hinderíng their particípation in the
process (participant I 9).

Several factors were identified as having the ability to influence the component of

fair notice and time they include, how meetings are scheduled, scheduling constraints,

and the development and communication of a timeline. Table 5 provides a summary of

the different factors that have the ability to impact the component fair notice and time.

The description of the component provided in the left column is derived from the results

of the expert interviews and the literature and the factors of influence presented in the

right column are derived from the results of the participant interviews. Time was also

seen as a factor influencing many of the other components of meaningful public

participation. As a result, time will be introduced several more times throughout the

presentation of the results in relation to its impact on other components.
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Fair notice and time: For a process to be
meaningful participants must be given
fair and adequate notice ofthe process.
Fair notice includes making an effort to
engage members of the interested and
impacted publics and to encourage them
to participate. The process must also
follow a fair timeline, meaning there
must be adequate time allotted for the
collectior¡ review, and distribution of
relevant information and for the
discussion and debate of the issues of
concern.

Component of meaningful
Particination

Table 5: Fair notice and time

How meetings are scheduled:

Factors that can influence

o How meetings are scheduled
o Schedulingconstraints
o Development and communication of

timeline

How meetings are scheduled was established as a factor that impacted the

component of fair notice and time. A number of participants said they liked having

meetings scheduled with participation in a structur"d rn*, versus an ad-hoc marìner

scheduled at the whim of the lead organization. At the end of each Louisiana Pacific's

Stakeholder Advisory Committee meeting, Louisiana Pacific scheduled the nert meeting

and sometimes outlined the following meeting's agenda. Most of the members

the comnonent

interviewed did not mind this method because it gave them flexibility as well as plenty of

notice. Louisiana Pacific's committee meetings were mostly held during the fall and

winter when participants were most able to attend.

The Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee had frequent meetings, which

were pre set at the beginning of the process for the fust Tuesday of every month.

Meeting once a month can be intense as there is a limited amount of time between

meetings to digest information and communicate with your representative organszation
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but is necessary in some situations. All of the members of the Tuberculosis Stakeholder

Advisory Committee interviewed felt having meetings every month \¡/as appropriate for

their situation. An advantage of having frequent meetings like the Tuberculosis

Stakeholder Advisory Committee is that the information presented and the discussions

that occurred at the last meeting are still fairly fresh in the minds of the participants at the

next meeting, enabling discussions to continue with greater ease. Participants of the

Protected Areas Initiative complained that meetings \ryere infrequent and scheduled in an

ad hoc-manner. The participants of the Southern Area Initiative that were interviewed

had difficulty remembering if they received adequate notice of meetings.

Sche dul ing cons traints :

Scheduling constraints were identified as a possible barrier to achieving fair

notice and time due to the various constraints on people's time. Showing sensitivity and

flexibility when scheduling meetings was seen as an important way of ensuring that fair

notice and time is present in a process. A good example, of this is how the Tuberculosis

Stakeholder Advisory Committee breaks during the harvest season when the producers

on the committee would be unable to attend. Louisiana Pacific's Stakeholder Advisory

Committee also made arrangements to break during times of the year that were

inconvenient for participants.

Development and communication of a timeline:

Developing a timeline and communicating it to participants can be an important

step in keeping participants motivated, because it allows participants to see where the

process is headed and approximately how long it should take to get there.
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The Protected Areas Initiative consultation was a multi-year process and

participants involved expressed frustration with not having a timeline for the process.

Participants found the process lengthy and painfully slow at times, and this was further

exasperated by staffchanges. A couple of participants also mentioned that since the

meetings were so sporadic they would have liked it if Manitoba Conservation had put

more effort into keeping participants up-to-date on the process through other means such

as regular emails or mailings.

A couple of the participants in the Southern Area Initiative felt that the process

was trying to operate within a constricted time frame and felt that the process should have

been allotted more time and had greater flexibility built in for unforeseen complications.

5.3.2 Integrity and accountability

Integrity and accountability was cornidered to be an essential component of

meaningful participation, with all participants corsidering it to be important or extremely

important. The following quote illustrates the importance of integrity and accountability

to a public participation process:

The whole idea of íntegrity and accountability, I think, is also really key, the key
there being able to trace how the input collectedfrom the public participation
process is actually used in decision-making, because that's where you get
people beingfrustrated sayíng, well why díd I even bother particípating if
nothing that I saíd was takzn înto account, or considered, or included. If you
don't have any way of conveying to people how the decision-making process
worl<s then you really can frustrate people, which can have an impact on future
processes (participant l9).

An analysis of the data found that there are a mrmber of factors that influence the

integrity and accountability of a process including clear process intentions, honesty and

openness, influence, access to decision-makers, fair and open dialogue, information
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m¿magement, and feedback and follow-up (Table 6). All of the factors listed above were

also mentioned by the experts except for access to decision-makers.

Table 6: Integrity and accountability

Integrity and accountability: To be

credible a public participation program
must be open and implemented with
integrity. Both the lead organization and
the public should be able to trace how the
input collected from the public
participation process was used in
decision-making. Included in this, is the
responsibility of the lead organization to
ensure that the purpose, intentions, and

Com ponents of meaningful

bounds ofthe process are defined and
aqreed upon before the process beein

Process intentions are clear:

A number of participants stressed the importance having a well defined process,

where the purpose of the process was clear, and the expectations are well defined.

Clearly defining and communicating the intentions of a process is not always an easy task

but it is a necessary one, as leaving them undefined will inevitably result in

misunderstandings and unmet expectations. As one participant commented:

...defining the process very clearly up front[is important to integrity and
accountabilityJ. It actually can be rather painful; it seems like you are not
getting anywhere, but, if you can define the terms of reference what's in and
what's out and what the expectations are upfront, that may take two meetings
beþre you have even begun to address what you want to address but it's very
helpful. If they tell you up front that "we are just going to inform you and your
opinion is not being asked for" then I can soy "okay just email me and I won't
drive to WinnÌpeg and attend meetings" (participant 9).

Factors that can influence

Process intentions are clear
Honesty and openness

Influence (Input is used)

Access to decision-makers
Fair and open dialogue
Info rmat io n manag ement

Feedback and follow-up

the comnonent
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One complaint a number of the participants had about the Protected Areas Initiative

process was that the process was never defined. Participants found this frustrating, as

they were not clear on what was expected of them or what influence their input would

have. One particþant stated that he did not know where the participation process sat

along the public participation continuum because it was never made clear how much

input was wanted or how it was to be used. This participant was frustrated further when

the expectations of the process were never made clear after clarification was requested.

The long-term members of the Louisiana Pacific's Stakeholder Advisory Committee

felt that they had a clear idea of what the purpose of the committee was and remembered

being involved in the development of the committee's terms of reference. One of the

newer members of the committee, however, said that the purpose of the committee was

not outlined to them and was unaware that the committee had developed a terms of

reference. It is important for participation techniques that are long-running, such as

stakeholder advisory committees, to communicate their pwpose and terms of reference to

any new members and provide them with any other backgrourd information they require

to make their transition into the process easier. It is also crucial for long-tefin processes

like Louisiana Pacific's committee to take time to review the process's purpose and terms

of reference from time to time so that it can evolve as time goes by, or if the purpose has

stayed the same, to ensure that all of its members are aware of the committee's purpose.

The Tuberculosis Advisory Committee's participants said that the intent of the

process was made clear from the start; however time was taken to decide how the process

should unfold. It was decided that the process should be chaired by a neutral
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organlzation, the Riding Mountain Biosphere Reserve, and that a professional facilitator

be hired.

While one of the participants felt that the Southern Area Initiative had clearly

outlined the purpose and intentions of the process. The rest of the participants

interviewed recalled there being a lot of confusion surrounding the purpose of the

process, resulting in a request being made to the Minister for clarification. As expressed

by one participant:

It was very unclear about what the purpose of the process wasfrom the onset.
Everyone came with a dffirent idea of what this was suppose to be and because
it wasn't well defined I think that was the biggest issue ín terms of ít not being a
good process (participant I 9).

Honesty and openness:

Honesty and openness was another factor that participants' thought was critical to the

integrity and accountability of a process. As one participant commented:

I think, though, what people really pick up on with regards to integrity, respect,
and trust is the attitudes, the body language, the tone of voice, the
communicstion styles of the people at the table that workþr the company and
that can vary between individuals and with seniority as well. People can really
sense when someone is not beingfully open or when someone reacts to a certoin
issue negatively when they don't want to go there or they don't want to deal with
that at the time. People can pick that up quick and that can cause a little feeling
in back of your heqd that they're not always open and trustworthy þarticipant
r2).

Many of the Louisiana Pacific Stakeholder Advisory Committee members, when

asked about the integrity and accountability of the process, immediately began discussing

the time that Louisiana Pacific was facing charges for an infraction and immediately

brought it to the attention of the committee. Committee members thought that this

demonstrated that the company was willing to be transparent and honest with their
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operations, which to them confirmed that the process was being run with integrity and

accountability in mind. As one committee member commented:

Ya and I can give you a good example. They were potentially going to be
chargedfor a small ínfraction where one of thetr pieces of equipment had gone
through a water crossíng and made a problem there. They brought it to the
advisory board immediately. W.hether or not we would havefound out I doubt
we would høve. But they saidwe've made a mistake; here's what happened;
here 's some of the possible consequences ; we 're just keepîng you abreast
(participant 3).

Influence:

Participants thought that influence u/as important to the integrity and accountability

of a process. Participants felt that a process demonstrated integrity and accountability

when it used the input collected from the participation process to make decisions.

Participants also commented that it was important for the organization collecting the

input to illustrate to the participants how their input is being used in decision-making and

to provide an explanation when input cannot be used. The following comments capture

the essence of how influence impacts the integrity and accountability of a process.

I think it's demonstrated in part by what we talked about demonstrated in
changes that have resulted as a result ofdiscussions at the stakeholder advisory
committee.... [The process needs to demonstrateJ that our time, our
participation, our opinions, advice, and recommendations are taken seriously
and that every effort is made to utîlize the input of the group or at least to
explainwhy it's not possible to accommodate some of those interests or
opinions. I think that's the most important thing; then the group at least feels
that there's trust and honesty and respect there. Obviously, if the company
cannot do something, they tell us why so that we can ot least understand it
þarticipant I2).

It's really nice when they listen to you, when your advice is actually followed. It
shows respectfor the process (participant l4).

When the decisions qre already made and it appears as though what happens in
the meetings does not translate into the decísions that are being made even if it's
just small things like administratively it just somehow indicates thqt the real
driver of the process is not the participants þarticipant I9).
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Access to decision-makers :

Having decision-makers present at meetings demonstrates to participants that a

process has integrity and accountability. Many participants thought that having

individuals who had decision-making authority present at the meeting was vital to the

meaningfulness of a process. Having decision-makers present at the process helps to

better link the participation process with an oryanization's decision-making process. All

of the Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee participants interviewed believed

that having the Superintendent of the Park as well as some of the other members of the

Tuberculosis Management Task Force present at the meetings lent the process integrity

and accountability. One of the main reasons that participants valued having decision-

makers present was that decision-makers were hearing their concerns and

recommendations directly, not in a reiterated format from a third party. This sentiment is

expressed in the following quote by a Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee

member:

It gives you the opportunity to get close to the main table, certainly with this

Tiberculosis Stakeholders Advisory Commíttee there are members there that sit

on the actual advisory committee [Tuberculosis Management Task Force] they

make the decisions, so they're hearing what we are saying and of course we're

not all going to all hove the same view but hopefully there are a few things in

there that they will offer some compromise there so we can work on a consensus

(participant I I).

Fair and open dialogue:

Participants felt that a process demonstrates accountability and integrity when it is

able to support fair and open dialogue. When a process never achieves fair and open

dialogue or if dialogue breaks down, the integrity and accountability of a process can be

compromised because fair and open dialogue is often a critical factor in reaching the
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desired goals and outcomes of a process. Participants said that having a respectful

communicative environment where participants and the lead agency were open and

candid added to the integrþ and accountability of the process.

Communication barrîers are probably one of the main things I feel [would
impact integrity and accountabilityJ. When you get a breakdown ín
communication you get a total breakdown (participant 6).

Fair and open dialogue was also introduced to the participants as a separate

component of meaningful public participation and as a result is discussed in further detail

in section 5.3.3 of this chapter.

Informati on management :

Another factor that is critical to the integrrty and accountability of a process is

how the lead organization manages information. Participants felt that a process

demonstrates a commitment to integrity and accountability when the lead

organization manages information effectively, by being dedicated to the provision of

accurate, complete information, responding to questions and requests for information

in a timely manner, and accurately recording and documenting the input of

participants. The following response illustrates the importance of proper information

management.

To me informatîon management really demonstrates a commitment to integrity
and accountability whether there's enough resources and will to make sure
everyone has the same information about what's going on and it's in a timely
fashion and it's accurate and detaîled and people have a chance to comment
and make sure that if there is a meeting minute where something is or isn't
concluded that there is opportunity to provide feed back. Just that things are
well organized and that no one seems to be left out to me that demonstrates a
commitment to moking sure everyone is on the same page and have the same
informatíon; no sort of side deals are going on that everything is out in the open
and that's how the decisions are being made þarticipant I9).
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Feed back and follow-up:

The provision of feedback by the lead organtzation is critical to the integrity and

accountability of a process. Participants need feedback throughout the process so that

they know that their concerns are being listened to, recorded, and responded to.

There has to be some woy of recognizing that that information has been listened
to, dealt with, and responded to. It doesn't have to be responded to positively,
but at least there has to be a response. They don't have to say we accept
everything you say, but there has to be some sort of response people can
measure þarticipant 2 2).

Follow-up is a critical stage in a public participation process that is often overlooked.

Follow-up is important because it communicates to the participants how the process has

progressed and how their input was used. A few participants who had been involved in

past public participation initiatives without follow-up expressed frustration in not

knowing what the final results of the process were and how or if their input was used. As

one particþant stated:

I thinkfollow-up too [adds to integrity and accountabilityJ. I often damn these
public meetings because there is no follow-up and you don't lcnow what ever
came out of it...after a few times like that youfeel you wasted your time going
(partícipant 5).

5.3.3 Fair and open dialogue

Participants perceived fair and open dialogue as integral to meaningful public

participation, with 94o/o of the participants interviewed rating fair and open dialogue as

important to extremely important.

Participants introduced a number of factors that they felt could impact a process's

ability to have fair and open dialogue including good facilitation, information, the
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establishment of a non-critical comfortable communicative environment, and time. Table

7 summarizes the various factors that have the potential to influence the component of

fair and open dialogue.

Fair and open dialogue: To be
meaningful, public participation needs to
foster a two-way dialogue, involving both
information in and out. The public
participation process should create a fair
and open forum for the discussion of the
project or issue in question. The process

should capture more thanjust first
impressions allowing for the discussion
of information, perspectives, and ideas.

Component of meaningful
Participation

ableTz -b'air and

Good facilitation:

n Dia

Many participants discussed the importance of good facilitation. A strong

facilitator was seen as the key to having successful meetings where fair and open

dialogue could take place. There are many things that a facilitator can do to help

encourage fair and open dialogue in the process, including but not limited to,

managing the dynamics of the group, assisting the group in creating a comfortable

communicative environment, and aiding members of the group who have difficulty

expressing themselves in a group setting. The following responses capture the role

that participants felt good facilitation played in facilitating fair and open dialogue.

I think a lot of ít ffair and open dialogueJ has to do with the facilitator or choir
of the meeting in ensuring that people have the opportunity and recognizing
when people feel a little uncomfortable with part of the presentation and when

they're squirming a little bit and trying to help them to open out and some

people all shy or uncertain of theÌr knowledge and don't want to embarrass
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themselves encouragìng people to state what's on their mind without any threat
of being embarrassed (partícipont I2).

Participation and motivatíon, a lot of people in publìc meetings have something
in mind but they are not public speakers and unless the chairman can take time
and draw that out of them otheruise the poor gtry never gets represented and
that is part of the skill of chaíring a meetíng þarticipant 5).

Another aspect of good facilitation that was brought up by participants was the

establishment and enforcement of ground rules by the facilitator to ensure that all

communication and interaction is done in a respectful and orderly mÍutner. The following

response highlights the importance of establishing ground rules at the beginning of a

public participation process.

That's really tough, I think that's [establishíngfair and open dialogueJ the
really challenging part of the process where you are trying to bríng together a
very diverse group of people. I guess probably whatfacilítates that [foir and
open dialogueJ is establishing process ground rules at the beginning, set them
clearly not only that but establishing them at the very beginning. This is what is
going to happen in this process we're going to spend three meetings only talking
about process we're not going to talk about the issues and once we've
established our ground rules so that we ltnow that everyone lcnows how the
communication will occur and what is respectful communication etc. then we
will discuss the issues (participant I9).

Many participants also, talked about the importance of having a strong facilitator or

chair who could keep meetings balanced, focused, and moving forward. Participants felt

that meetings can sometimes be sidetracked or taken over by participants with strong

personalities impacting the quality of dialogue. The following responses express the

importance of having a facilitator who can assist in keeping meetings balanced and on

track.

It comes back to thatfacilitating chair; ít's very important to keep people
focused on the issue. It's hard to be one and I give these people credit, because
it makes or breøl<s most meetings, they can end up in total chaos very easily.
And again you spend 3 hours in a meeting and go home with nothing
þarticipant I l).
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I think that that is up to the chaírman of the stakeholder advisory committee to
see that he keeps a balance and not let it become one-sided you løtow
(participant 5).

A facilitator allowÌng bullying disrespectful comments and not dealíng with
them I think that pretty well shuts down the dialogue; and I guess not creating
an atmosphere where peoplefeel like they can critícize but insteqd hove
guîdelines to constructively reloy criticísm or opinions in discussion. Ilhich is
of course easy to say but very dfficult to do (participant l9).

It was noted by some of the participants that it is important to have a balance

between the provision of information by the lead organszation and opportunities for the

participants to provide input. Participants felt that, if the lead organization always

dominated the meeting, open dialogue was discouraged. The facilitator can play a critical

role in maintaining this balance.

The Louisiana Pacific Stakeholder Advisory Committee and the Protected Areas

Initiative both had company personnel facilitate the meetings. The Southern Area

Initiative hired a team of professional facilitators to facilitate the process. The

Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee is unique in that it has both a chair and a

facilitator. When the Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee was first being

developed, it was decided that it should have a neutral organization, the Riding Mountain

Biosphere Reserve, chair the process and hire a professional facilitator to help design the

process and facilitate the meetings.

The main focus of the participants' responses was the importance of having an

effective facilitator and the role he / she should play. However, there were some

participants who indicated that they felt that independent facilitators lent a process greater

credibility than a completely company run process. A couple of participants warned that

if company facilitators are used they should be careful not to let their role as
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representative ofthe company impact their role as facilitator. As stated by a member of

the Louisiana Pacific Stakeholder Advisory Committee:

I think it's really important for that person to lcnow what their role is. If they
are from the company, their role is not just to represent the company, but to help
people be involved (participant I2).

Information:

Information plays a critical role in fair and open dialogue. Before dialogue can

occur, everyone must have a clear understanding of the issues under discussion. To

develop this understanding, participants require access to relevant information.

A number of participants stressed the importance of information and informed

participation to good quality dialogue. The following quote from a participant of the

Tuberculosis Stakeho lder Advisory Committee illustrates this :

Well fair and open dìalogue, it has such a large information component to it. If
you're going to make sense then you have the information you have to
understand the issue. When I was talking about people who talk about
exterminating all the elk, well ,f yo, have all the înformation in your head as to
exactly what's going on here then you likely wouldn't come up with that sort of
recommendation. You'd realize that it wouldn't work and we don't run into it so
much at our meetings because people are pretty much up to speed. But I have
gone to other meetings around the parkwhere producers have come in to the
meeting and they lcnow about tuberculosis but they don't lvtow much about it
and they dominate the meeting with some fairly radical solutions. Certainly in
that sort ofaforum you do not havefair and open dialogue simply because of
ígnorance (participant I 4).

Participants are often most comfortable when they are discussing issues they are

familiar with. This is another reason why it is important to spend time at the beginning of

aparticipafion process raising participants level of understanding of the issues, as

higtrlighted by the following response:

I thinkfrom a general perspective lack offamiliarity with the issues in the area
people may not speak up f they don't feel that familÌar with thîngs that ore
going on (participant 4).
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There are a number of other critical factors related to information such as access,

quality, and relevance. All of these factors are critical to the relationship between

information and fair and open dialogue. However, since information was presented to the

participants as a separate component of meaningful public participation, the participants'

views on the more intricate factors impacting information will be discussed in greater

detail under the heading of information.

No n- cr î t i c a I c o mfor t ab I e c o m muni c a t iv e e nv ir o nm e nt :

Time has to be spent building an environment where people feel comfortable

expressing their opiniors and concens freely without fear of repercussion. It is

important that the lead organÞation fight the urge to be immediately on the defensive

because this can threaten the process's ability to elicit honest open responses and

dialogue from participants. Participants discussed how fear of repercussior¡ comfort, and

having ideas criticued, ignored, or dismissed were all deterrents to fair and open

dialogue. Putting effot into creating an environment that encourages open

communication, fosters trust, and establishes and polices guidelines for appropriate and

inappropriate behavior is important when trying to encourage fair and open dialogue in a

particþation process. The following comments higlrlight the importance of creating a

situation where people feel comfortable communicating:

Hesitation, fear of repercussions, its probably one of the biggestfears by people
of dialogue and it definitely hinders... ílhat definitely discourages fair and open
dialogue would be somebody who wouldfro*n on a suggestion. Not hoving the
opportunity to be heard in a monner that youfeel comfortable with. That to me
discouragesfaír and open dialogue (partÌcipant 6).

Any tÌme someone's interest or feelings or opiniqn are put down or criticized in
any way that would definitely leod them to wonder about the usefulness of their
participation (participant I 2).
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You have to make people comfortable. That works all the time. No matter what
they say don't slam them for what they say and take your lumps as they come

because good points come out of everyone; it's iust a matter of putting them

together andyouput someone offonce, maybe twice but then that's it they're
going to go home and say nothing but bad things about you. Well they're not
going to help you (partícípant I I).

Participants of the Protected Areas Initiative participation process described the

dialogue as being primarily one-\¡/ay instead of the desired two-way communication that

is essential to a meaningful participation process. As one participant expressed:

Wreil the communication was pretty much one-wqy in this process. They're
telling us "here it is, what are your concerns" and they would be "okay we

heard you now go awoy. " There wasn't a lot of two-way dialogue. They
present what they are doing and we here in the forest industry sey "here is our
position, tf you're goíng to do thìs then you will need a fire management plan. "
It was kind of like two one-sided conversations instead of dialogue (participant
e).

Having the main person in charge of meeting with the different stakeholders change on

more than one occasion also strained the process's ability to develop an environment that

supported fair and open dialogue. Participants expressed frustration with the

inconsistency of the facilitation and lack of immediate notice when staffing changes

occurred. One participant also felt that the decision to separate the different stakeholders

also impacted the ability for effective dialogue, as participants were not able to gain an

understanding of the complete situation because they were never clear of the opinions

and perspective of the other interests involved.

The large number of stakeholders and the diversity of interest present at the

Southern A¡ea Process made creating a non-critical comfortable communicative

environment challenging. As one participant stated, the process began with diplomatic

and polite commentary but over time descended into more direct, less polite commentary.
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Participants also commented that the confusion surrounding the purpose of the process

made constructive dialogue difficult. The following quote illustrates this point:

It became dfficult to have a dialogue qnd talk about the process when you
didn't have a clear direction as to what exactly the process was and basically
what the Minister wanted out of it (Participant I9).

The Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee was in the process of setting the

groundwork for the development of a comfortable communicative environment when the

participants were interviewed. The facilitator aided the committee in the development of

a terms of reference and rules of conduct for the committee. Participants were generally

pleased with how the process was beginning to unfold in regards to communication and

dialogue, as highlighted by the following response:

I think it's developing and you know yourself there are quíet people and noísy
people in this world and I think our facilitator is quite good in getting people to
speak up. And people are now quite conscîous of the fact thst the more they talk
the less opportunity other people have to talk so you should really only speak
when you hqve something to soy so ya I think it's developing. I mean we only
get together from 10:00 to 3:00 and then we have lunch in that interval as well
so there is not a lot of time. If you're going to cover the ground and have fair
and open dialogue then people have to be quite conscíous of their own behavior

þarticipant l4).

While a number of Louisiana Pacific Stakeholder Advisory Committee members

interviewed stated that they were generally satisfied with the committee's facilitation and

the dialogue at the meetings, there was concern about the company's tendency to

dominate the meetings. The following quotes capture the concern described above:

The agenda is sometimes too controlled and too full for a lot of that [dialogue]
but we always get some time at each meetîng (participont I2).

Ya by and large I think it is very open and veryfair. Having said that,
sometimes the chair has to be cautious that they don't talk too much and [the
chairJ sometimes from my perspective goes on too long. There's a simpler way
to answer questions. He's been in politics too long and can be evasive and long
winded no or yes is sometimes the best an$//er þarticipant 3).
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...they have 20 really well informed, earnest, enlightened people with various
poÌnts of view and no one gets to hear anything but [the chairJ talk about how
great the company is and we all go twqy complaining. We're all there out of a
sense of duty and of obligation because we're told this is good and that it's a
way of communicating with the company; well we're nat communicating we're
asked to be an audience agaín and again and again (particípant 15)

One member's solution to this concern was to alter the structure of the meetings so that

the opportunity for the lead oryanÞation and committee members to have the floor was

made more equal. A few participants wanted more time at each meeting to express their

conceüß and engage in dialogue with other participants.

Time:

A number ofparticipants discussed time as afactor that can both facilitate and

discourage fair and open dialogue. You need to have enough time so that trust can be

built and a comfortable communicative environment can be created. There also needs to

be adequate time to allow participants to develop a high level of understanding of the

issues being discussed so that informed dialogue is taking place. Conversely if the

process lasts too long and becomes stagnant, the process can lose focus, impacting the

quality of the dialogue.

Opportunities for faír and open dialogue, one is time again not too much time
that people lose interest not so much interest but lose focus, but not too short of
a time where people don't have enough îime to learn and read information. So
time could go several ways; proper timing is important for fair and open
dialogue (participant 2 l).

5.3.4 Multiple and appropriate methods

Participants considered the multiple and appropriate methods component to be

integral to meaningful public participation, with 82Yo of participants rating it as important

or extremely important to meaningful public particþation. Participants introduced a few
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factors that they felt influenced the multiple and appropriate methods component

including having multþle opportunities to participate, the use of interactive formats, and

using appropriate methods of participation for the situation and impacted publics (Table

8).

Multiple and appropriate methods:
Using multiple tools and techniques for
engaging the public (eg. open houses,
advisory committees, and surveys...) is
viewed as an important component of
meaningful public participation. A
staged process that uses multiple methods
allows the public different opportunities
to enter the process and engage in
discussion. The term appropriate
method, refers to a public participation
process that is planned with the specific
circumstarices ofthe situation in mind
and uses the techniques for engaging,
communicating, and participating with
the public, appropriate to both the
situation and the parties involved.

Component of meaningful
Particination

Table 8: Multiple and appropriate methods

Factors that can influence

Multiple opportunities to participate
Use of interactive formats (field
tours, workshops)
Appropriate methods of participation

the comnonent

Providing the public with multiple opportunities to participate while using a

variety of engagement techniques was introduced in the results of the expert interview

phase of the research as an important way to increase the meaningfulness of a

participation process. Participants agreed that providing the public with several

opportunities to participate contributed to the meaningfulness of a public participation
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process. Participants also noted that not all participation exercises would appeal to

everyone, and thought that a variety of techniques should be used.

I think you hove got to use all the means that you have [to engage the publicJ
from open ltouses, advisory committees, stlrveys, polls you lcnow there is no
secret to this. You need to use every means you can because what appeals to
some doesn't appeal to everyone, so you have to cover all your bases
(participant 5).

Use of Interactive formats:

The public participation experts interviewed in the fust phase of the study

introduced the use of interactive formats that promote open dialogue and learning as an

important method for meaningfully engaging the public. Interactive techniques for

engaging the public, such as workshops and field tours, can have many benefits as they

are effective methods for collecting open and candid input, fostering dialogue, and

facilitating learning and understanding of the issues. Louisiana Pacific's Stakeholder

Advisory Committee has used interactive formats such as field tours and workshops to

inform participants and promote discussion. The members interviewed er¡ioyed the field

tours and found them to be an effective way to learn about the scientific aspects of

forestry and how the company operates. A few members also expressed appreciation for

being involved in choosing the areas visited during the tours. As one member

commented:

... once in a awhile when people are interested they try to organize a fietd trip
where people can learn about a certain aspect of the operation whether it's a
cut block or regeneration plots or how the mÌlt operates and things tike that. I
think a lot of people have gained a lot of understandÌng from those fietd trips.
Then once in a awhile they have a workshop where there is a specific set of
issues to be dealt with and I think the people who participate in those maybe feel
a little bit more of the influence and usefulness of their participation so that tîme
seems to be well spent þarticipant I2).
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Appropríate methods:

The results of the expert interviews showed that experts felt that a public

participation process was more meaningful when it is carefully planned and attempted to

use methods and techniques for engaging and involving the public that were appropriate

to the circumstances and the public(s) involved. Participants agreed that providing the

public with several opportunities to participate and using techniques appropriate to the

impacted public(s) contributed to the meaningfulness of the public participation process.

One way suggested by some of the expert respondents to desþ a participation process

that is sensitive to the public(s) involved is to involve the public in the design of the

process. In the four cases looked at by this research the public was generally not

involved in the design of the processes. Although, participants of the Louisiana Pacific's

Stakeholder Advisory committee and the Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee

were able to have some influence in the development of their committee's terms of

reference.

Methods of public participation that may be appropriate for engaging some

publics may not be appropriate for all of the publics impacted by a project. For example,

conventional methods of public participation are often inadequate when attempting to

engage First Nations. First Nations are not regular stakeholders they have unique rights

in relation to natural resources that set them apart from other stakeholders, entitling them

to a process that may be different in its approach and scope. This has been reconfirmed

in the courts, which have established that the government has alegalobligation to consult

on activities that infringe on aboriginal and treaty rights. Within Canada, the legal

framework governing First Nation engagement and public participation is currently in a
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state of development. The First Nations participants interviewed all outlined how their

rights and relationship to the land set them apart from regular stakeholders.

l[/e're not just ordínary stakeholders like the white people (participont l6).

I guess, basically, we consider ourselves as having a very special stakeholder
status. We like to be lookzd at that wqy by the government. It's our *aditional
territory, that's the way we look at it, that's were we've livedþr decades, and
we have rights of access to resources, that's where we're comingfrom, and we
want the general public to know that (participonî I7).

First Nation participants discussed a reluctance to participate in stakeholder based public

participation initiatives such as stakeholder advisory committees because of this unique

status.

I was apprehensive about coming because I don't view myself as a stakeholder.
[le were invited to the table sometime back, but we never participated because it
was a stakeholders table, so there ís no place for First Nations to be at a
stakeholder table. It's not like we never had an ínvitation but it is the wrong
place for First Nations to be sitting at a stakeholder's table. But I was assured
that it wouldn't take away anythingfrom our claims, but would be a good place
to collect information (participant I8).

First Nation participants did recogntze the benefits of participating in public participation

initiatives that encouraged dialogue and sharing between different interests. As the

following two quotes illustrate, when asked what were the main strength of the processes

they were involved in. A member of the Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee

commented:

The strength is that we are all here and can support one another (participant
IB).

A member of the Louisiana Stakeholder Advisory Committee commented:

Yes, it is an effictive body, and it is dîverse, there are dffirent people sitting
there and people from dffirent sectors of education, people with Bachelors of
Science and people with life experîence who work in the industry. And some are
just ordinary citizens that are just concerned about the land. So it pulls in a

80



diversity of people, which is good, different voices. But in the end we all want

the same thing and that is sustainableforests þarticipant l6)'

First Nation participants discussed willingness to participate in stakeholder based

participation initiatives to keep abreast of an issue, to share their perspective with the

other participants, and to learn about the concerns of the other public(s) impacted. They

felt most comfortable doing this when they were also being consulted independently

about any issue related to their aboriginal and treaty rights-

One participant also discussed the importance of using traditional ecological

knowledge to enhance sustainable forest management.

fTraditional Ecological tcnowledgeJ is part of the process of sustainable forest
management; I call it our Indian science. Now the government even sent a letter

to Louisiana Pacific that this has to be part of the process of Louisiana Pacific's

sustainableforest management plan. So this is a big break throughfor us, our

elders are going to be consultingwith them.-. Our lcnowledge of the forest
should be part of sustainable forest management (participant I6).

5.3.5 Learning and informed participation

Learning and informed participa{ion was considered to be an essential component

of meaningful participation, with 94 %o of participants rating learning and informed

participation as important or extremely important. The following quote from a

Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee participant illustrates the importance of

informed participation and learning on the quality of input a process receives'

...but even more important is the educational aspect that comesfrom this sort of
consultation in that rf yor're going to give decent advice you have to have all of
the information presented to you and you have to understand it. ...1 think
learning is almost implicit in a good process (participant 14)-
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Several factors were identified as having the ability to influence the component

learning and informed participation including information, motivation to learr¡ and

meaningful dialogue (Table 9).

Learning and informed participation:
A meaningful process requires that
participants and the lead organization
have enough information to effectively
debate the issues and reach an informed
position on the issue at hand. All parties
should have the opportunity to build a
high level of understanding ofthe issue,
situation, alternatives, and of the various
perspectives and views.

Component of meaningful

Table 9: Learning and informed participation

Participation

Information:

Information was considered by participants to be a critical factor influencing the

meaningful public participation component of learning and informed participation. The

quality of informatior¡ the readability and understandability of information, the

accessibility of information, and how information is presented can either facilitate or

discourage learning.

When discussing the factors that influence learning and informed participation in

a public participation process, many participants began discussing presentation styles and

the use of different tools or techniques that encouraged learning. It was noted by several

of the participants that people learn differently and to account for this it is important to

use multiple methods and a variety of presentation tools.

Factors that can influence

o Information (access, quality,
comprehensiorU and presentation)

r Meaningful dialogue
o Motivation and willingness to learn

the comnonent
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I guess pictures facilitate learning, good sîmple presentatíons, and plain
language. Some people can do it and some people can't. I mean we don't have
David Suzuki in there explaining all this stuff to us, so we make do with people
who maybe oren't quíte as good. But in order to get your points scross I guess
maybe you have to do it several dffirent ways because dffirent people respond
to different methods of learning (participant I4).

Some participants also discussed the use of visuals and interactive techniques to

present information as an important method for facilitating learning. The use of visuals

such as lnaps, pictures, power point presentatior¡ and computer modeling were all seen as

important tools for sharing information and encouraging learning in a participation

process. However, it is important to note that not all of these learning tools would be

appropriate in every situation. As illustrated by the quote below, visuals and other tools

used to present information need to be tailored to the audience you a.re trying to reach.

A clear message is tailored to specific audience. Another key component is
repetition because nobody gets everything the first tíme. Obviously the tools
they use is important too because not all tools, as an exømple a company using
computer simulations, speaks volumes to people who are computer literate and
understand that, ít means nothing to o gny who doesn't understand computers or
predictive modeling. You got to use the tools that are tailored to the audience
(participanr 7).

The use of interactive learning techniques such as workshops and field tours were

viewed by several of the participants as effective tools for facilitating learning in a

participation process. The following quote helps to illuminate this point.

Seeing the results of the discussíon visually goÌng out into the field and saying
hey this is what we are trying to do here. Seeing things in place that's important
[for learnîngJ þarticipant 3).

Handouts were also seen as an effective tool for encouraging learning, as they

provide an opportunity for the participant to review a summarized view of the

information presented when needed. The following quote describes the usefulness of

handouts.
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I like handouts, you've got it there in black and white so you can review it and
refresh your memory. whereas ,f you go to a public meeting it's all talk. How
much of it do you retain two weeks loter? You ask these guys what they heard
and they don't even remember being at the meeting þarticipant 5).

Meaningful díalogue:

Meaningful dialogue allows people to better understand their own concerns and

the concerns of the other participants. If a process breaks down and communication

becomes stagnate, then meaningful dialogue cannot occur, impacting the ability for

mutual learning to take place. Some participants commented that listening to the

comments of other participants often helped them to better understand the concerns of

other stakeholders and sometimes clarified their own conceûN and understanding of

issues. As a Louisiana Pacific Stakeholder Advisory Committee member stated:

lltell I think the strength is that I get to hear other peoples' input and other
peoples' use of the forest. So in the past I was probably very narrow in what I
thought the þrest was used for and listening to First Nation people þr example,
or environmental people, or trappers I begin to appreciate the multî
perspectives and uses of the forest.... That's certainly been a wonderful part of
it I'm much more oware of looking at other sides þarticipant 3)

MotÌvation and willingness to learn:

A few of the participants discussed personal motivation to learn as a factor

influencing the component of learning and informed participation. The sentiment

expressed was that people learn best when they are motivated to learn. If participants feel

that the participation process is moving forward and that their involvement will make a

difference, this will also influence their motivation to learn.

And I guess people have to want to learn. They have to realize that they have to
be up to speed on this issue and that they have to learn and you lmow it sort of
tîes into the whole process they have to learn so that they can give good advice
and then that advice gets followed ond than it seems to be the process that gets
established then that almost stímulates committee members to learn even more
because they know that it's going to be used. (participant I4).
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I think it's a personal thing. I thínkyou have to come with a goal to learnfrom

others, to learn to workwîìh others that should be a goal of all of us, if we think

we know everythingwe're really in trouble (participant 3)'

The following quote illustrates how a participant's motivation to participate and to leam

can be impacted by their perception of the process:

I think ,f you have people who don't feel the process is validfor one reason or

anothei, rf they don't feel their participation is meaningful then I think it 
-breaks

down, yoi don't havi people making the contribution that they could make and

you're not going to have as good of a process and as useful of a díølogue and

thereþre you're not going to have learning (participant I9)'

A few participants also stressed that, although it is critical for all participants, it is

especially important that the Lead organÞation to enter the process open and willing to

learn from it. They expressed that sometimes the company or government agency

leading the process will put the emphasis solely on educating the public and forget that a

public participation process, when meaningful, should result in mutual learning and a

greater understanding of the issues under discussion.

5.3.6 Adequate and accessible information

Information was considered to be a critical component of meaningful public

participation with all of participants considering it to be important or extremely

important. How well a participation process is able to manage and present information

can influence the success of several of the components of meaningful public participation

including integrity and accountability, fair and open dialogue, and learning and informed

participation. Several factors were identified as having the ability to influence the

component of information including quality, access, readability and understandabilit¡

and presentation (Table 10).
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fnformation: Information is critical to a
meaningfu I public participation process.
For example, access to information,
quality of informatior¡ and how
information is presented can all impact
the quality of a participation process.

Component of meaningful

Table 10: Adequate and accessible information

Quality and access:

In order to participate fully particþants need to acquire a solid understanding of

the subjects and issues being discussed. In order to build this understanding and have

informed participatior¡ participants require access to all ¡elevant.information. The

quality of information provided in a participation process is also critical and efforts

should be made to ensure that information is accurate, balanced, and comprehensive.

A public participation process where the lead oryanuation is perceived as secretive and

there are gaps in the information provided were viewed by some of the participants as

signs that the process lacked integrity and accountability.

Comprehension:

To be useful information has to be presented at a level that all participants can

understand. Participants discussed the importance of the understandability or readability

of information. A lot of public participation process requires that participants

comprehend information that is technical in nature. It is important for lead organizations

to do what they can to assist participants in understanding the information provided.

Some particþants reconìmended technical assistance in the interpretation of technical

documents, as outlined in the following quote.

Factors that can influence

o Quality and access
. Comprehension
o Presentation

the comnonent
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A banier to learning is the information itself that includes the readability of the

information and if you have to provide technically dense information, then you

have to provide assistance; you have to make it explicit that someone is going to

be there to answer your questions, not after you read it, but as you read it, so

saying rf yo, have questions I'm going to be here at such and such a time.

We're going to have someone here to answer your questions basically that needs

to be. I don't think everything has to be technically complicated but when it is,

it needs to be made clear that when I'm reading this, this is not all the

information I'm getting so those are a couple of things (participant 21).

This factor includes gathering and organzing information so that it is both accessible

and in a readable form for all participants. During this study the Tuberculosis Stakeholder

Advisory Committee was working on developing a binder for each committee member,

that would hold summaries of all of the key topics, organtzed under specific headings so

that participants will be able to quickly reference information and fi.le any new

information.

l4/e're almost ready to create summary documents on some of these things.

There's been enough work done and we're thinking every member of the

committee needs a binder of all of these summary documents so whenever they

get a new piece of information they can fit it in to the proper context by putting
it into the appropriate section. That will hopefully keep the information more

organized qnd more organized in their own heads as well. ...because this is a

complicated topic it is a bit of a challenge to make sure people continually
understand what's going on þarticipant 14).

A few participants made an important point when they expressed that information

on its own is often incomplete and discussed the importance of showing the relevance of

information and making connections between the information presented. They felt that,

when presenting new information, it is beneficial to the process for the presenter or the

facilitator to take the time to discuss the relevance of any new information to the

participation process. For example, one of the Louisiana Pacific's Stakeholder Advisory

Committee members felt that when Louisiana Pacific brought in technical experts to

present information they did not spend enough time afterward discussing how that
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information was relevant to issues and concerns of the committee. Having the facilitator

point out the connectiors between the information presented was also seen as important

to the learning / educational aspect of a participation process. A couple of participants

also discussed the importance of historical context to the comprehension of many issues.

As the following comment illustrates, without a background of the history of the

problen¡ it becomes difficult to understand the problem and the position of the other

participants.

One more thingwhen we talk information we tend to talk about the information
about the proiect or the issue at hand, L[rhat's so dfficult though, is that we're
rarely provided informatîon on the history of the problem and without that
history we don't have a context and without the history it becomes dfficult to
understand other people's positions þarticipant 2l).

Another factor that influences the comprehension of information is repetition. As a

number ofparticipants pointed out, it is often difficult to comprehend information the

first time it is presented to you, especially when you are having a lot of new information

presented to you at the same time.

Another key component is repetition because nobody gets everything the first
time (participant 7).

The cose is almost that once is not enough. You can say well I told you that. Ya
well maybe you did but you told me a lot of things so you almost have to keep on
repeating it (participant l4).

Presentation:

A number of participants felt that how information was presented impacted the

quality of that information. Information has to be presented in away that reaches each

participant. People learn differently; as a result it is often useful to use more than one

technique when presenting information. Information should also be presented in plain

simple language, with limited use of technical jargon. The following quotes highlight the
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importance of good quality presentations that are sensitive to the background and

comprehension level of their audience and attempt to capture the full range of learning

styles by using a multþlicity of techniques.

It goes back to usíng different methods really, everybody learns dffirently.
Some people learn by watching, so a video or a movie is good; mony other
people learn by reading; other people can learn by listening. So information
needs to be presented in a variety of ways and we tend to simply rely on reading
right now with the public registryfor example. A lot of people learnfrom
question and answer; they need to have someone make a presentation and then
have an opportunîty to ask questions þarticípant 21).

Poor presentatíons, people who can't answer the questions and I guess there
can sometimes be a language problem when your dealing with guys who lvtow a
little too much; they don't seem to realíze that there is a way to talk to people
that works and there's o way to talk to their colleagues that works and they are
not the same (particípant I4).

5.3.7 Participant Motivation

Participant motivation was considered to be an integral component of meaningful

public participation with 77%o of participants considering it to be important or extremely

important to meaningful participation. It was found that a number of factors motivate a

particþant to participate and continue participating in a public participation process

including interest and concern, relevance, and a process that moves forward and

accomplishes goals. Table 11 summarizes the factors that influence participant

motivation.
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Participant motivation: is a key
component of the public participation
process. The ability of a process to
maintain and enhance a participant's
drive to participate can have a dramatic
impact on the processes result.

Component of meaningful

Table 11: Participant Motivation

Interest and concern:

A common motivation for participants was a concern for what is happening on the

local landscape and a desire to get information about what is happening from a direct

source. Participants also saw being involved in a public participation process as a way

for them to express their personal concerns and the concerns of their member

organuation. Some of the motivating factors of interest include:

I was concerned about what was goîng to happen to ourforests when I read that
they were going to take 900,000 cubic meters of wood every year. I became
quite alarmed (participant 5).

I think initially o concern about what the bigforest índustry could do to the area
where I spend my summers I was concerned. ...1wanted to lcnow what the plans
of Louìsiana Pacífic were and how that could potentially impact the forest and
surrounding oreas in our area (participant 3).

To ensure that Louisiana Pacific is doing the conect thing on the landscape in
terms of sustainability and conservation (participant 1)

I guess basically an instinct that unless we were there we wouldn't really lvtow
what was going on (participant I9).

Others listed their primary motivation for participating as their responsibility to

the organization they represent or their employer to act as a liaison between their

organszation and the organuation running the process by collecting information from the

process and representing the position of their organization.

tr'actors that can influence

o Interest and concern
o Relevance
o The process is moving forward arid

accomplishing goals

the comnonent
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Relevance:

Relevance of the issues being addressed in the participation process to the lives of

the participants also plays a strong role in motivation. When participants have a vested

interest in the results of the process, they are motivated to participate and to work towards

that process's success. This factor came through most strongly from the participants on

the Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee, which is not surprising since the

tuberculosis issue has had such a strong impact in the region. Tuberculosis Stakeholder

Advisory Committee members expressed being motivated to participate because the

tuberculosis issue impacts them and is relevant to their daily lives. As a result, they have

a vested interest in seeing the process succeed and are motivated to work towards their

collective goal of developing recommendations for the management of tuberculosis. As

two participants noted:

I'm involved because I'm impacted by the whole thing (partícipant I3).

Like I said, it's personal because I'm afourth generationfarmer and I don't
lcnow if my kids will farm. I had no intentions of farming when I left here 20
years ago eîther but I came back. I always likedfarming. I just didn't think I
would end up doing it because it doesn't really pay much but after a while
working in \linnipegfor afew years I came to the conclusion it's not all about
money. I prefer quality of lfe and that's why I'm here and that's why I'm very
interested in tuberculosis, it's very important to our economy in cattle
production (participant I I)

The process is movingforward and accomplishing goals:

A number ofparticipants expressed that they needed to have a sense that the

process was moving forward and would continue to improve to maintain their motivation

to participate. Participants also said that if they sensed that a process was becoming

stagnant they would probably consider no longer participating. As a member of the

Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee exclaimed:
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Yes I think we're on track, like I said a couple of meetings ago I was thínking
that maybe I should just takp a step back. I didn't see it going arytwhere; we
were stumbling a bit there, but I'm glad again I never really like to walk away
from anything and I'm glad I didn't because otherwise you'd miss out on that
transition, I think now we're going somewhere (participant 11)

As a member of the Louisiana Pacific Stakeholder Advisory Committee stated:

I thínk they [my expectationsJ hove been met. I expect more as time goes by. I
expect more involvemenL more openness, more influence on decisions by the
group. I think we're still growing. If it became stagnant I probably wouldn't
stay, tf we weren't getting anwhere, but there's an optimism there that things
will continue to open up and the advisory committee and my own participation
will be more influential in the future of the company and its operations on the
landscape þarticipant I 2).

5.3.8 Inclusiveness and adequate representation

The component inclusiveness and adequate representation was considered to be

integral to meaningful public participation with 77Yo of participants considering it to be

important or extremely important to meaningful participation. This component was

introduced in the rating scale question, but there were no follow-up questions related to

this component in the interview schedule. However, during the completion of the rating

scale questions, a couple of participants stopped to discuss this component. While they

agreed that people with a stake in the issue at hand should be involved'khether you

agree with their perspective or not" (participant 5), they felt that sometimes people can

abuse the inclusiveness of a process by trying to bring in issues and interests that are not

the main goal of the process and stated that there needs to be bounds on the issues

discussed because, if the scope is all encompassing, it becomes difficult to set and

achieve goals. One participant felt that people who don't have a direct stake in the issues
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being discussed should not have the same say or level of influence as the participants

who would be the most impacted by the decision and commented:

How can someone from another areo come in and be ín the same positíon as I
am. Just because they view themselves as the general public doesn't mean tltey
can tell us what to do. We don't tell anyone else what to do. To get their
support they need all the information but they shouldn't have the same say. The
people whose interests are going to be more impacted should have more of a say
than the ones whose aren't (participant 18).

5.3.9Influence

Influence was considered to be an essential component of meaningful public

participation with 77o/o of participants considering it to be important or extremely

important to meaningful public participation.

The Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee was at the early stages of the

process at the time of the study so participants felt that it was too early to tell if their

recommendations would be heeded by Parks Canada. There was optimism expressed by

a number of participants that when the committee did complete the development of their

recommendations they would be considered by Parks Canada. However, one participant

expressed that he believed that the committee would have had a greater ability to

influence if it had started a few years earlier because at this stage action on the issue was

aheady beginning to take place. At the time of the interviews, committee members

wanted to increase their ability to influence by expanding their mandate from solely

advising Parks Canada to advising both Parks Canada and the Tuberculosis Management

Task Force on tuberculosis management issues.

The majority of the members of the Louisiana Pacific Stakeholder Advisory

Committee interviewed felt they had some ability to influence the decisions of the
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company. Some members were able to recall changes made to harvest plars to

accommodate concerns brought forward at committee meetings. The examples given

were all site specific in nature and mainly involved making changes to cut blocks to

remove areas of ecological, cultural, or recreational significance. Some of the

participants appeared satisfied with the committee's level of influence while others felt

that the committee should play agreater role in advising the decisions of the company.

The following quote outlines the views of a participant who believed the focus of the

committee should evolve to include involvement in the company's long-term

management goals.

I thínk substantial, significant involvement in recommendations and decisions ís
what's maybe lacktng a little bit and could be enhanced.... I thínk the company
couldfocus more on areas where the committee couldfeel that they're actually
making a dffirence. For example, we spend a lot of time on annuql operating
plans every year and I think most of us and the committee in general we now
have gone through that enough times that we trust the company to do the right
things and maybe we could shorten that component and concentrate more on
Iong term planning with their long term management strategt and have
involvement in specific issues. Things like questionnaires and worl<shops, where
specific questions have to be answered, where decisions have to be made, and
where we can get up to speed on an issue, make some recommendations then
move on to the next issue. More relevant discussions where we feel we're
involved in changing things for the better. Of course each of us has a dffirent
idea on what better is but obviouslyfor me it's protecting the environment while
still providing opportunities for recreation and employment and all those things
(participant l2)

The Protected Areas Initiative consultation was set up to solicit input from special

interests on the Bell and Steep Rock Canyon proposed protected areas designation. The

participants were invited to comment on the land parcels being considered for

designation. The process was described by participants as involving primarily one-way

communication with limited opportturity for dialogue and discussion. The intention or

purpose of the participation was never defined for participants; as a result participants
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found it difficult to gauge the influence their participation was having. When decisions

were presented, the rationale for the choices made was generally not shared with

participants.

The confusion surrounding the purpose of the Southern Area Initiative led to unmet

expectations, which in the end left a number of participants unsatisfied with the level of

influence the process had. The process's ability to influence wood allocation r¡s¿s also

impacted by the need for more up-to-date figures on the wood supply in the region.

5.4 Unpacking the components of meaningful pubtic participation

The components of meaningful public participation uncovered in the first phase of

this study were reaffirmed and expanded upon by the results of the participant interviews.

This section will use the results of the participant interviews and the existing literature on

public participation to further unpack each of the components of meaningful public

participation. Another goal of this section is to evaluate the cases against the components

of meaningfu I public participation.

5.4.1 Fair notice and time

Both the experts and the participants interviewed discussed the need for

participation processes to provide adequate notice and follow a fair timeline. Participants

considered fair notice and time to be an integral component of meaningful pubtic

participatior¡ with 95Yo of the participants interviewed considering it to be important to

extremely important to meaningful public participation.
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Participants and experts both saw the development and communication of a

timeline as an important tool for ensuring fair notice and time. Participants involved in

the Protected Areas Initiative expressed frustration with the process's lack of a timeline

and the sporadic nature of meetings. Timelines can be an important tool for outlining

goals and keeping a process on track. The communication of a timeline can also be an

important motivational tool because it shows participants where the process is headed and

approximately how long it should take to get there. Public participation guidebooks often

recommend that processes set up realistic timelines for major milestones, but warn that

flexibility should be worked into the schedule in case of unavoidable delays (McMillan

and Murgatrcyd T994; Sterne andZagonlggT; CSA 2002). There needs to be enough

time for participants to engage meaningfully on the issues of concern. However, if

processes designed to undertake a short-term goals become too time-consuming, costs

can escalate and the process runs the risk of becoming stagnant, straining participants

motivation to remain involved. Participants discussed the need to feel that aprocess was

moving forward and accomplishing its goals to maintain their motivation to participate.

For a participation process to be meaningful, participants must be given fair and

adequate notice of the process. Without adequate notice a participant's ability to

participate is hindered. Inadequate notice can leave potential participants unprepared or

unaware of the opportunity to participate. A number of the experts interviewed felt that

fair notice included making a genuine effort to engage members of the interested and

impacted public(s). Expert respondents also felt that notice of a participation initiative

needs to be clear and concise, providing potential participants with all of the information

they require to make the critical decision of whether they should participate or not.
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Notification should also give all potential participants plenty of time to think

about, prepare, and discuss their participation in the pending participation events. People

do not have the time, energy, or inclination to participate in every process and need to be

able prioritize their particþation. Participants felt that fair notice could be hindered by

how meetings and participation events were scheduled. They appreciated when meetings

or events were scheduled in a timely and oryawzed fashion, and expressed frustration

with meetings being called on a whirn The importance of notice is supported by the

literature, with lack of adequate notice considered to be a potential barrier to fair and

effective public particþation by a number of authors (Sinclair and Doelle 2003)

The timing of a participation process was introduced by the respondents of the

expert interviews, as being important to the meaningfulness of a process, and they often

advocated that participation begin at the planning stages of a project or development.

The importance of timing to the success of a public participation process is often

discussed in the literature, with most researchers and practitioners advocating early and

on-going participation (Blahna and Yonts-Shepard 1989; Shindler et al. 1998).

According to Praxis (1988) "Timing is everything, you can develop the most elaborate

program which may take months or years to implement. You may get the best possible

involvement and the best data, but if the decision was made months before, of what value

was the public involvement program?" The timing of participation is of particular

importance during, the assessment of a proposed development, as the public's ability to

influence fundamental issues within the assessment process such as need, purpose, and

alternatives, increases with earlier involvement (Sinclair and Diduck 200I). Inviting the

public to participate in the advance stages of planning places the participants in a reactive
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position where the proposal is perceived as a final decision thus limiting the discussion of

possible alternatives (Chess and Purcell 1999). According to Diduck and Sinclair's

(2002) work on non-participatior¡ timing can be a barrier to participation when potential

participants choose not to participate because they view the decision being made as a

foregone conclusion. Meaningful public participation should provide participants with a

genuine opportunity to participate and therefore needs to occur at the beginning stages of

a planning process before organtzations are intellectually and emotionally locked into a

decision.

5.4.2 lntegrity and accountability

Respondents of the expert interviews felt that for a participation process to be

meaningful it needed to be run with integrity and accountability. The component,

integrity and accountability, is multi-facetted and deals with the manner in which the

process is facilitated and how the input derived from a process is incorporated into the

decision-making process. The experts introduced a number of subcomponents related to

integrity and accountability including transparency, sincerity of the lead organizatior¡

clear process intention, influence and feedback and follow-up. The results of the

participant interviews revealed that participants also put a high value on integrity and

accountability in public participation. The subcomponents of integrity and accountability

established from the expert interviews are reaffirmed in the results of the participant

interviews with participants identifying clear process intentions, honesty and openness,

influence, access to decision-makers, fair and open dialogue, information management,
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and feedback and follow-up as factors that can influence the integrity and accountability

ofa process.

The importance of integrity and accountability to a public participation process is

confrmed in the literature. According to Praxis (1998) "The most important qualities in

any public involvement program are that the agency and its representatives are sincere,

ethical, and have integrity and commitment". The responsiveness of the organization

leading a public participation process is identified by Beierle and Cayford (2002) and

McCool and Guthrie (2001) as a key factor in the success of a participation process.

Numerous studies have identified a correlation between strong leadership and successful

public participation. According to Beierle and Cayford's (2002) systematic review of

public participation cases, low levels of responsiveness by the lead organization appears

to lower trust and foster perceptiorn of process illegitimacy.

The respondents from both the expert and participant interviews stressed the

importance ofhaving a well-defined process, where the purpose and expectations of the

process are well defined and agreed upon at the onset. Failure to effectively define and

communicate the purpose and expectations of the process with participants was found to

be a common problem in the four cases studied. This factor is supported in the literature,

with many practitioners and researchers asserting that having a clear mandate and

purpose is vital for managing the objectives of a process and preventing

misunderstandings (Duinker 1998; Shindler and Neburka 1997; Steme andZagon1997;

Sinclair and Doelle 2003). While it is critical to define and agree upon the pu{pose,

intentions, and scope of a process at the start, it is also imperative that long-term

participation initiatives such as advisory committees ensure that any new members have
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all the background information they require to transition into the process smoottrly.

Long-term processes should also review their purpose and terms of reference on a regular

basis to ensure that the process evolves as goals are achieved and that all members are

familiar with the purpose and intent of the process.

Many participants found that having decision-makers present in the process w¿rs

another factor that demorsftated that a process was mn with integrity and accountability.

Participants felt that having decision-makers present added to a process's legitimacy and

enabled decision-makers to hear their concerns and recommendation directly instead of in

a reiterated form. This is supported by Shindler and Neburka's (1997) study of forest

management related public participation initiatives in Oregor¡ which found that

participants believed that their contributions were taken more seriously by the agency

when decision-makers had a regular presence at meetings. All of the Tuberculosis

Stakeholder committee participants interviewed mentioned how having the

superintendent of the park present at meetings lent the process greater integrity and

accountability.

Several of the factors introduced by participants as having a influence on the

integrity and accountability of a process are also separate components of meaningful

public participation including fair and open dialogue, informatior¡ and influence; and as

such will be discussed in further detail in the upcoming sections. Integrity and

accountability are essential to a meaningful public participation process because they are

necessary for the development of a process that results in fair and effective decisions that

are supported by the public.
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5.4.3 Fair and open dialogue

Respondents of the expert interviews felt that for a participation process to be

meaningful it needed to support fair and open dialogue. Participants also, put a high

value on fair and open dialogue, with 94%o of the participants interviewed rating this

component as important to extremely important to meaningful participation.

Both experts and participants felt that strong facilitation was essential in

developing a process that is able to foster and support fair and open dialogue. The

participants identified a number of things that afacilitator can do to heþ facilitate fair

and open dialogue in a participation process including keeping meetings balanced,

focused, and moving forward; managing the dynamics of the group; assisting the group in

creating a comfortable communicative environment; establishing and enforcing the rules

of conduct; and aiding participants who have difficuþ expressing themselves in a group

setting. Hiring an independent facilitator can lend a process creditability and is

recommended in processes where the level of trust between the company or government

agency running the process and the public is poor. If an employee is used to facilitate a

participation process it is critical that this person has the skills and experience needed to

be an effective facilitator and is careful not to let their role as company representative

impede their role as facilitator.

Respondents from both the expert and participant interviews highlighted the

importance of developing a non-critical comfortable communicative environment where

fair and open dialogue could take place. In order to elicit honest and open responses

from participants, an environment must be created where participants are comfortable and

assured that positions will not be criticjzed, ignored, or dismissed.
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Experts introduced the use of interactive techniques such as workshops and field

tours as an effective method for fostering dialogue. Several participants also discussed

interactive formats such as workshops and field tours noting that these types of

techniques encouraged learning and helped facilitate fair and open dialogue.

Time is also a factor that can both facilitate and discourage fair and open dialogue.

There must be enough time so that a comfortable communicative environment can be

nurtured, and participants a¡e able to develop a high level of understanding of the issues

under discussion. However a process that is too long can lose the interest of the public,

impacting participation and the quality of dialogue.

A common complaint of public participation is that organizations can sometimes get

carried away in their attempt to educate and inform the public that they overlook the

importance of fair and open dialogue. Fair and open dialogue is a critical component of

meaningful public participation that requires two-way communication. Providing

information without opportunity for feedback and discussion does not constitute dialogue

and often leaves participants questioning the validity of the participation process.

According to Praxis (1998) "The essence ofpublic involvement is two-way

communication. It is not genuine public involvement unless there is some information

coming back from the public, although there may be times during a public involvement

program when it is appropriate to be simply providing information". Participants can

generally sense right away tf aprocess is genuinely attempting to enter into a meaningful

dialogue with participants on an issue or if a process is simply being used as a vehicle to

inform the public and influence public opinion. As one member of the Tuberculosis

Stakeholder Advisory Committee stated when comparing the committee to Parks
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Canada's past attempts of dealing with local stakeholders on the tuberculosis

management issue:

They used to stand on hígh and provide information and they'd think that
constitutes dialogue. A lot of organizations thínk that constitutes dialogue when
really that doesn't constitute dialogue. Dialogue to me îs when you say "okn7/
we have this problem; how are we going to solve it? " Where Parks Canada in
the old days before this committee, they would stand up and say okay here is the
sítuation with the elk and this is what we're goíng to do, does anyone have any
questions and they'd think that was dialogue þarticîpant l4).

Striking a balance between informing the public and soliciting public input and

discussion can be difficult to do. However, being able to find this balance is criticaf

because when fair and open dialogue is not represented strongly in a process nurny of the

components of meaningful public participation can be impacted including integrity and

accountability, fair and open dialogue, and learning and informed participation.

5.4.4 Multiple and appropriate methods

The experts and participants interviewed in this study saw using multiple methods

and designing aparticipation program that is appropriate to both the situation and

participants involved as an important component of meaningful public participation.

Participants considered using multiple and appropriate methods to be an integral

component of meaningful public participation, with 82%o of pnticipants considering it to

be important or extremeþ important to meaningful public participation.

According to Praxis (1988) "You must remember not to limit yourself to only one

method or technique when designing a public involvement program. 'Putting all your

eggs in one basket' can result in the downfall of the process you are trying to achieve.
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Divide your resources over several techniques. What do you have if no one shows up to

your public meeting and you have no flexibility to develop something else? "

There is a wide range of techniques that can be used to engage the public;

however, often public participation processes only use one or two techniques. Public

participation practitioners and researchers often highlight the value of using numerous

techniques when attempting to engage the public (Duinker 1998; Praxis 1988; McMillan

and Murgatroyd 1994; and others). Each participation technique has its own strengths

and weaknesses and therefore works best when used in combination with others. Using a

multiplicity of techniques also, helps capture the full rage of impacted and interested

publics, as people will often have differing comfort levels with specific methods of

participating. There are numerous techniques to choose from when developing a public

participation process. The International Association of Public Participation (IAP2 200I)

has compiled a comprehensive list of public participation techniques (Table 12). The

IAP2 has classified the techniques into six categories which include passive public

participation techniques, active public information techniques, small group public input

techniques, large group public input techniques, small group problem-solving techniques,

and large group problem solving techniques. There are also, several guidebooks

including Dorcey et al. (1994), Sterne andZagon(I997), CSA (2002) and others that

provide recommendations for matching public participation techniques to the needs of a

public participation pro gram.
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Passive public information techniques:
printed material (fact sheets, newsletters, brochures, and issue papers), information
repositories, technical reports, advertisements, newspaper inserts, feature stories, bill
stuffers, press releases, news conferences, television, and websites
Active public information techniques:
Briefings, central contact person, information hotline, technical assistance, simulation
games, information centers and field offices, expert panels, field trips, open houses, and
community fairs

Table 12: Public Paà

Small group public input techniques:
Interviews, in-person surveys, coffee klatches, and small format meetings

:ru

Large group public input techniques:
response sheets, mailed surveys and questionnaires, telephone surveys and polls, internet
survey and polls, and public hearings
Small group problem solving techniques:
design charrettes, community facilitators, mediation and negotiation, focus groups,
advisory communities; task forces; panels; cittzeniuries; and role playine

rticination'l'echnio ues

Large group problem solving techniques:
samoan circles, open space technology, workshops, future search conference, and
interactive polling

Source: IAP2 (2001)

A key element of meaningful public participation that emerged from the expert

interviews was the importance of choosing the appropriate methods of participation for

all affected publics. The literature discussing public participation in forest management

often puts forth the argument that no single public participation approach can be used

successfully in all situations. The literature instead suggests that effort be directed at

creating public participation processes that best suit the public and the issues at hand

(Higgelke and Duinker 1993; and others).

One way to do this is to consult the public on the design of the participation

process. A number of public participation guidebooks recommend consulting the

public(s) on the design of public participation processes including Praxis (1988), Sterne

andZagon(L991), and Anon (2002)- An irurovative approach to customizing the

involvement of the public was used during the Kananaskis Country Recreation
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Development Policy Review (Roberts 1999). The public was engaged in the design and

review of the participation process through the establishment of a Process Advisory

Committee, a separate committee that dealt with the process issues of the participation

process. The committee was responsible for overseeing the process, which aided in

ensuring the process was customized and appropriate to the situation and accepted as

being open and objective by the impacted publics (Roberts 1999).

During the interviews, it became clear that participants often had strong opinions

surrounding what they thought worked and did not work in a process. A lot of insights

surrounding the functioning of each of the four cases were uncovered when participants

discussed the components of meaningful public participation in relation to their

processes. They also had many practical ideas and solutions on what could improve a

process. This suggest that there might be an opportunity to strengthen a process mid-way

by providing participants with an opportunity to review the process, encouraging

discussion on what works and what does not, and opening a dialogue on how to improve

the process. This, of course, would only work if participants remained constructive in

their review of the process and if the facilitator and lead organszation made a genuine

effort to not get defensive, which would shut down the openness of the participants'

responses.

5.4.5 Learning and informed participation

Both the expert and participant interviewees saw learning as a key component of a

meaningful public particþation process. Participants considered Learning and informed

participation to be an integral component of meaningful public participatioru with 94Yo of
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participants considering it to be important or extremely important to meaningful public

participation. This component involves the particþants and decision-makers building a

high level of understanding of the situatior¡ issues, perspectives and concerns, and

plausible alternatives so that effective dialogue can take place improving the quality of

decisions.

Learning is recognized in the literature as being important to public participation

(Webler et al. 1995; Daniels and Walker 1996; Beierle L999;Fitzpatrick and Sinclair

2003). It is considered by some to be both a precondition for and an outcome of fair and

effective participation (Sinclair and Diduck 200I; Fitzpatrick and Sinclair 2003). There

are also several evaluation frameworks for public participation that include learning as a

criterion. Learning heþs facilitate meaningful public participation by enabling the

public, experts, and decision-makers to debate issues more effectively, formulate

alternatives, understand the tradeoffs involved with each alternative, and acknowledge

and understand the interests and values of other stakeholders (Beierle 1999). To

effectively incorporate the public's values, assumptions, and preferences into decisions,

mutual learning must take place. Public participation that can foster mutual education

surrounding differences in values, assumptions, and preferences will ideally lead to

creative and effective decisions.

All of the participants interviewed considered learning and informed participation

to be an important component of meaningful public participation. The participants

identified three main factors that influenced the learning and informed participation

component of meaningful public participation including access to, quality of, and

understandability of information; meaningful dialogue; and motivation to learn.
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The qualit¡ readability, accessibility of informatioru and how that information is

presented are all factors that can facilitate or discourage learning in a public participation

process. Using a multiplicþ of methods for presenting information can aid in the

facilitation of learning by accounting for the full range of learning styles. Other

techniques that participants introduced as being effective in promoting learning in a

public participation process were the use of visual, interactive techniques, and handouts.

Meaningful dialogue is another factor participants thought influenced a process's

ability to encourage and support learning. The quality of the communication that occurs

within a process has an affect on the learning that can take place (Sinclair and Diduck

1995; Sinclair and Doelle 2003). Maintaining a process that fosters fair and open

dialogue impacts the learning as well as nrany other components of meaningful public

participation. Fair and open dialogue and the factors that impact this component of

meaningful public participation are discussed in further detail under the heading fair and

open dialogue.

Participants saw personal motivation to learn as a factor influencing learning and

informed participation. Meaning that people will learn better when they enter into a

process open and willing to listen and learn. This study found that aparticipant's

motivation to learn is impacted by their perception of how the process is functioning.

When participants think that their involvement will not make a difference or that the

process is becoming stagnant their motivation to learn will decline. Maintaining a

productive participation process will aid in keeping participants interested in learning

about the issues under discussion and the perspectives of other participants.
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Educating participants about a development and the surrounding issues is critical

to meaningful public particþation. However, there were experts and participants

interviewed that cautioned about the dangers of letting the education component of a

participation process tum into an attempt to simply quiet concerns and sway participants

to the lead organuations desired course of action. Meaningful public participation is a

collaborative process where decision-makers and the interested public(s) can discuss and

debate key issues in an attempt to develop creative solutions to complicated problems.

The value of informed participation is that the participants involved are able to debate

and discuss issues from a high level of understanding. Participants felt it was important

that learning be mutual, meaning that all participants, including the lead organtzation"

should ideally enter a process open and willing to learn.

5.4.6 Adequate and accessible information

Both experts and participants thought that adequate and accessible information

was an essential element of meaningful public particþation. The public's ability to

access all relevant information related to the issues under consideration in a timely

manner is important factor in their ability to participate fully (Lucas 1978; Sinclair and

Fitzpatrick 2002). The literature also addresses the quality of information stressing that

information needs to be accurate, complete, balanced, and comprehensive (McMillan and

Murgatroyd 1994; Sterne andZagon1997; Praxis 1988; EPA 200I; and others).

The study found that quality, access, comprehensibility, and presentation of

information all impacts how a public participation process functions. Participants

discussed the importance of having fulIaccess to quality information. The
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comprehensibility of information was another factor that participants introduced as being

important. The information presented in forest management public participation

processes can be technically dense. It is important for the organizers of a participation

process to pay attention to the readability of the information provided. There may be

situations where participants may require technical assistance to comprehend

information. There may be other times where it would be appropriate to break down

information into manageable summaries for participants. The technically dense nature of

the tuberculosis management issue meant that effective dissemination of information was

critical to the success of the Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee. To help

participants organize and manage the information provided by the process the

Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee decided to develop a binder for each

member that would hold summaries of the key topics, organized under specific headings

for easy reference.

Participants also highlighted the need for the facilitator to aid in a participant's

comprehension of new information through outlining the relevance of new information to

the big picture and illuminating the connections between all of the information presented.

A few participants also pointed out that in some situations it is difficult to fully

understand an issue or the positions of other participants without having information on

the historical context of the issue. The results of the participant interviews also highlight

the importance of good quality presentations that avoid using technical jargon and are

sensitive to the capacity participants. It was noted by participants that people learn

differently so different presentation styles are often needed to accommodate differing

leaming styles.
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A meaningful public participation process also needs to pay careful attention to

the information that it is collecting from the process. It is important to accurately record

and organze the information collected from the process through the creation of thorough

and accurate minutes of meetings and other interactions with the public. Careful

documentation of the public's input will simpltry the process of incorporating the

public's input into decision-making and provide documentation for the feedback and

follow-up stages of the process, where illustrating how the public's input was used is

critical.

5.4.7 P articipant motivation

Participants and experts both found participant motivation to be an important

component of meaningful public participation. Ninety-four percent of the participants

interviewed considered participant motivation to be important or extremely important to

meaningfu I public participation.

Participant motivation is essential to a meaningful public participation process. A

process's ability to engage and maintain a participant's drive to participate can have a

dramatic result on the success of a process. Participant motivation is also, recognized by

a number of authors as an important element in successful public participation (McCool

and Guthrie 2001; Beierle and Cayford2002; Wondelleck and Yaffee 1994; Moore

1994). According to Beierle and Cayford' s (2002), systematic review of 67 public

participation cases the correlation between motivation of participants and success ranged

from moderate to high.
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This research uncovered three main factors that can impact a person's motivation

to participant in a forest management related participation process. A common

motivation for participants to enter into a forest management participation process was an

interest / concern in what was happening on the local landscape. Participants saw

becoming involved in a participation process as a way to stay informed and present

concerns.

participation. Almost all of the participants in the Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory

Committee interviewed stated relevance to their daily lives as their primary motivation

for getting involved in the committee. The members of this committee also discussed

being dedicated to working towards the goals of the process. Demonstrating that the

relevance of a process to people's daily lives can be an important tool for motivating the

impacted public(s) to become involved in a process and maintaining the motivation of

particþants to remain actively involved.

Relevance was also a coÍrmon motivation that participants gave for their

A process's ability to maintain a participant's motivation to continue participation

seemed to hinge on a participant's perception of how the process was functioning.

Participants talked about needing to feel that aprocess would continue to improve and

make progress toward stated goals to maintain their motivation to participate.

Participants felt that if a process became stagnant they would have to reconsider their

involvement. Time is a rare commodþ for most people and as a result when people feel

that their time is not being spent productively by attending a participation process they

will discontinue their participation. In order to maintain a participant's motivation to
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participate, a process must demonstrate that it is using participant input in a useful and

respectful way, and that it is making progress toward its intended goal.

This study asked participants of participation processes to discuss what motivated

them to participate. It is equally important to urderstand what motivates the public not to

participate. Diduck and Sinclair's (2002) study of the nonparticipant outlined the

following set of barriers that can impact a particþant's decision to participate including

inadequate notice, incomplete and inaccessible information, insufficient resources, lack

of opportunity, and lack of input in decisions made. To make a genuine attempt to

engage all of the impacted publics of a development or project it is important to be aware

of any potential barriers to participation. Identi$ing and addressing the barriers to

participation can be an important tool in motivating participants to participate.

A public participation process can impact a participant's motivation to participate

and continue participating by taking the concems and interests of the public seriously,

showing the relevance of a process, demonstrating that the process is moving toward a

collective goal, and identifying and addressing any barriers to participation.

5.4.8 Inclusiveness and adequate representation

The majority of the experts interviewed thought that the inclusiveness and

representation of a participation process was important to the meaningfulness of the

process. Participants also viewed inclusiveness and representation as an important

component of meaningful public participatioru with 83o/o of pafücipants considering this

component to be important or extremely important to meaningful public participation.
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The issue of inclusiveness and representation of public participation in forest

management is often discussed in the literature, with authors calling for participation that

is representative and inclusive (Knopp and Caldbeck 1990; Tarz and Howard l99l; and

others). However, as Wellstead et al. (2003) articulate, the level of analysis given to the

issue of representation in often superficial. The authors evaluate three different types of

representation, descriptive representation, representation ofsubjective interests, and the

representation of unattached objects. They point out that when evaluating the

representation of a participation process one must look at the context of that

representation. The authors also argue that descriptive representation is one of the

weakest forms of representation and discuss the merit of introducing subjective and

objective approaches to understanding representation (Wellstead et al. 2003).

5.4.9Influence

The experts interviewed felt that in order for a public participation process to be

meaningful it must provide participants with a genuine opportunity to be heard and

influence decisions. Participants also, viewed influence are an important component of

meaningful public participation, with 77%o of participants considering influence to be

important or extremely important to making a participation process meaningful. Both the

experts and participants felt that it was important to communicate the level of influence a

participation process was to have on decision-making at the start of a process. As

misunderstandings can occur when the influence a process is to have is misrepresented or

not clearly defined.
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Researchers and practitioners agÍee that providing the public with a genuine

opportunity to influence decision-making is a key element of public participation. For

this reasor¡ numerous guidebooks on public participation recommend integrating public

participation processes into the decision-making process (Praxis 1988, McMillan and

Murgatroyd 1994; Anon 1998; Stem andZagon 1997; CSA 2002; and others). For

example, the Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers note in their guidebook on

public participation that, "For public involvement initiatives to be meaningful, they must

be linked to decision-making processes. When public involvement is well integrated into

decision-making, public interests and input can be incorporated into planning along with

economic, environmental, and engineering data" (CAPP 2003).

Many of the experts also discussed the importance of demonstrating how the input

collected during a public participation process impacted the decisions made. It is

essential that the public be able to see evidence that their comments and concerns have

been incorporated into decision-making. In other words decision-making should be

transparent. As Knopp and Caldbeck (1990) note, "A distinction is made between simply

listening to the public versus actually allowing them to influence the land-use or resource

allocation. This distinction is hard to establish. As long as the ultimate decisions, the

tradeoffs, occur in a black box, no one on the outside can be sure that the public has any

influence".
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5.4.10 Evaluating meaningful public participation in forest management

As the previous sections illustrate, the components of meaningful public

participation developed from the expert interviews were reaffirmed by the results of the

participant interviews, and are supported in the literature. The participant interviews,

which took the components and tested them on the ground in four forest management

related public participation processes, unpacked the components of meaningful public

participation by identi$ing the key factors that impact each component. The participant

interviews also demonstrated how the components were naturally incorporated into the

cases by varying degrees. Table 13 summarizes the results of this researcþ highlighting

the components of meaningful pubic participation and the factors that influence them. As

suclu Table 13 provides a useful tool for considering how meaningful a public

participation process has been and was therefore applied to the four case studies as

revealed below.
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Fair notice and time

Components of Meaningful Public
Participation

Table 13: Components of meaningful public participation
and the factors that influence them

Integrity and accountability

Fair and open dialogue

Multiple and appropriate methods

o How meetings are scheduled
. Scheduling constraints
. Development and communication of

a timeline

Factors that can influence
components

Learning and informed participation

o

c

o

a

o

o

a

Process intentions are clear
Honesty and openness
Influence (input is used)
Access to decision-makers
Fair and open dialogue
I nfo rmat io n management

Adequate and accessible information

Participant motivation

. Good facilitation
o Information
. Non-criticalcomfortable

co mmunicative enviro nment

Feedback and follow-

Influence (input is used

. Multiple opportunities to participate
o Use of interactive formats
. Appropriate methods of participation

o Information (access, quality,
comprehension, and presentation)

o Meaningful dialogue

for all of the i

o Motivation / willinsness to learn
a

o

a

Quality and access

Comprehension
Presentation

a

a

a

Interest and concern
Relevance

Process is moving forward and
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Participants were asked to reflect on how well the processes they were involved in

incorporated each component of meaningful public participation. The results reveal that

the level to which each case naturally incorporated the components of meaningful public

participation varied from case to case. This is shown in part by the examples that were

provided throughout this chapter of how well each case incorporated the different

components of meaningful public participation. Participants were generally more

satisfied and less frustrated with the processos that did a better job of incorporating the

components o f meaningfu I public participation.

In all four cases, the majority of the participants interviewed believed that all of

the components were present in their process at some level. However, when participants

discussed the factors that they felt influenced the various components it became clear that

in all four cases there were problens or process limitations that prevented the

components from being incorporated to their full potential. The components that the

processes had the most difficultly with were integrity and accountability, fair and open

dialogue, and influence.

When participants discussed the factors that they felt influenced integrity and

accountability it became clear that there were issues that prevented this component's full

incorporation. Failure to effectively define and communicate the purpose and

expectations of the process with participants was found to be a cornmon problem related

to integrity and accountabi.lity in the cases studied. Participants of the Protected Areas

Initiative consultation process felt the process was never properly defined, leaving

participants unclear as to how much input was wanted and how it would be used.

Participants of the Southern Area Forest Consultation also reported conf.rsion
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surrounding the purpose of the process? which created a situation of frustration and

conflicting expectations. While the long-term members of Louisiana Pacific's

Stakeholder Advisory Committee had a clear idea of the committee's purpose, new

members expressed a desire for a more complete orientation into the process.

As participants discussed the factors they thought influenced fair and open

dialogue it became clear that in the majority of the cases, there were issues related to fair

and open dialogue that prevented this component from being incorporated to its full

capacity. The diversity of interests and the large number of stakeholders at the table

made developing a non-critical communicative environment where fair and open

dialogue could flourish difficult for the Southern Area Process. This coupled with the

confusion surrounding the purpose of the process affected the process's ability to support

the fair and open dialogue component to its full capacity. There were also issues in the

Protected Areas Initiative's participation initiatives that impacted the process's ability to

promote fair and open dialogue. Changes in staffing created inconsistency in the

facilitation of the process. The limited scope of the process and the separation of the

different interests also limited dialogue. While participants of Louisiana Pacific's

Stakeholder Advisory Committee felt that their process facilitated fair and open dialogue

there was still a concern about the company's tendency to dominate the meetings.

Participants expressed a desire to have an increased opportunity to express their concenn

and engage in dialogue.

Participants were not always satisfied with the level of influence a process

provided. Louisiana Pacific's Stakeholder Advisory Committee members were able to

give some examples of where the committee's influence has resulted in some small
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changes, that generally involved making changes to cut blocks to remove areas of

ecological, cultural, or recreational significance. Some participants were satisfied with

the committee's level of influence while other members believed that the committee

should play a greater role in influencing the company's long-term management goals. It

was too early to tell if the Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee's

recommendations would be heeded by Parks Carøda. However, a number of participants

were optimistic that the committee's recommendations when completed would be

considered and used when feasible. At the time of the interviews the committee was

attempting to increase their influence by expanding their mandate to advise both Parks

Canada and the Tuberculosis Management Task Force on tuberculosis management

issues. The limited scope of the Protected Areas Initiative participation constrained the

participants' ability to influence decisions, with participants generally left feeling that all

that was wanted was a simple yeah or nay to the selection of boundaries for the

designatior¡ with expansion to other areas of discussion discouraged.

In summary, all four cases experienced challenges incorporating the components

of meaningful public participation. However, to complete the evaluation of the cases it is

important to reflect briefly on the context in which each of the processes was developed.

The remainder of this section will review the context in which each public participation

process was developed and summarize some of the key strengths and weaknesses of each

process.

Louisiana Pacific's Stakeholder Advisory Committee was the longest running

process studied. While evaluating the committee against the components of meaningful

public participation some clear strengths and weakness of the committee were identified.
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The participants' responses allude to the need for balance between the information

provided to the participants and the input collected from participants. Currently

participants feel that the company has the tendency to dominate meetings, and that their

time spent being an audience is not balanced with activities designed to solicit input. One

of the strengths of the process was that participants felt that the process had developed

and improved over time and thought that it would continue to evolve.

The southern Area Initiative \¡/as a relatively ambitious participation process, due

to the sheer number and diversity of interests involved. The process \¡/as initially set up

as a negotiation and was developed to advise Manitoba Conservation on wood allocation

in the region. There were a number of key weaknesses, in the implementation of the

process that ultimately prevented the process from reaching fruition. Confusion

surrounding the purpose of the process created a situation where participants had

conflicting ideas of what the process was trying to achieve. The dialogue on wood

allocation in the region was limited due to a lack of up-to-date figures on the wood

supply. In the end, the process was dismantled and Manitoba Conservation updated the

figures on wood supply and made the final decisions on wood allocation in the region

independently without fuither participation by the stakeholders.

The Protected Areas Initiative made participants aware of the parcels of land in

the Bell and Steep Rock Canyon that were under consideration for designation and

provided selected stakeholders an opportunity to bring forward their concerns and

opinions. However, there were a number of weaknesses apparent in the Protected Areas

Initiative participation process, when evaluated against the components of meaningful

public participation. Many of these weaknesses are related to the structure and design of
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the process. It appears as though the participation process developed out of a need to

inform and involve key stakeholders in the selection of the boundaries for the protected

areas designation in the Bell and Steep Rock Canyon region, without a lot of thought put

into how to design and implement a meaningful process. There are a number of simple

changes that would have increased the presence of the components of meaningful public

participation in this process. The areas that needed the most attention include fair and

open dialogue, consistency in facilitatior¡ and clarity surrounding the intentions of the

process. The process came to completion during this research; the designation was

established with stakeholders generally in support of the final decision.

The Tuberculosis Stakeholder Advisory Committee was established in an attempt

improve the involvement of local stakeholders in the management of tuberculosis after

Parks Canada was ordered by the Standing Committee of Agriculture to do a better job

consulting the local public on the tuberculosis issue. The committee was at the early

stages of its development when this research was conducted; however, it was already

showing some clear strengths. The process is chaired by a neutral third party, the Riding

Mountain Biosphere Reserve, and the meetings are run by a experienced facilitator.

Another clear strength of the process is that it has clearly laid out the purpose of the

process, and the committee appears committed to working together to achieve their

primary goal developing consensus recommendations on tuberculosis management. The

process had set the groundwork for the establishment of all of the components of

meaningful public participation. However, since the process was still in the early stages,

it is difficult to know how well the components will be incorporated throughout the

process. For example, the process had put effort into establishing a non-critical
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communicative environment. However, the committee had not started developing their

consensus recommendations when the interviews were conducted, a task which will test

the process's ability to support fair and open dialogue.
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6.1 Overview

The purpose of this research was to define meaningful public participation and

investigate the potential for its implementation in forest management. To achieve this,

the specific objectives of this study were: 1) to establish the key components of

meaningfulpublic participation;2)to investigate current approaches to public

participation in forest management planning; 3) to consider levels of satisfaction with

current participatory approaches within Manitoba's Mountain Forest Region by

examining current practice in light of the components of meaningful public participation;

and 4) to develop recommendations for public participation in forest management.

These objectives were addressed by: 1) reviewing relevant literature; 2) conducting

standardized interviews with experts in the public participation field; 3) conducting semi-

structured interviews with participarrts of four local public participation initiatives. This

chapter higtrlights the key conclusions of this study and provides recoÍrmendations for

improving the meaningfulness of public participation in forest management.

Chapter 6 - Conclusion

6.2 Approaches to public participation in forest management

management, this research examined four public participation initiatives in Manitoba's

Mountain Forest Region. Manitoba Conservation's Protected Areas Initiative's public

consultation activities for the Bell and Steep Rock Canyon designation involved separate

meetings with stakeholders including First Nations, forestry companies in the area,

mining interests, and environmental and local interests. The Southern Area Initiative was

To investigate the current approaches to public participation in forest
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alarge multi-stakeholder process run by the Province that attempted to involve

participants in a negotiation style process. Louisiana Pacific's stakeholder advisory

committee was also looked at by this study as was Parks Canada's Tuberculosis

Stakeholder Advisory Committee. The researcher purposely chose cases that used

different participation techniques to test the assumption that the components will be

important across a variety of participation processes regardless of the methods used.

Key conclusions:

o There is a range of methods being used to involve the public in the four cases
studied.

There is an inconsistency in the publics targeted. Some programs attempted to
involve a broader raîge of publics involving stakeholders, and the local and broader
general public, while other processes focused primarily on stakeholders alone
excluding the broader public.

The processes' tendencies to naturally incorporate the components of meaningful
public participation varied from case to case.

The assumption that the components will be important across a variety of
participation processes regardless of the methods used was confirmed by the results.

6.3 Meaningful public participation

This research set out to define meaningful public participation and uncover the

key components that make a public participation process meaningful. A comprehensive

definition of meaningful public participation, which incorporates the results of the expert

interviews and the relevant literature, is presented on page 46. The definition addresses

some of the cornmon shortcomings found in public participation processes and attempts

to raise the bar by moving public participation beyond the minimum requirements. This

research revealed several of the key components that underpin meaningful public
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participation including fair notice and time, integrity and accountabilit¡ fair and open

dialogue, multiple and appropriate methods, learning and informed participation,

adequate and accessible information, participant motivation, inclusiveness and adequate

representation, and influence.

The components of meaningful public participation outlined by this research are

supported in the literature, and have been verified and grounded in the results of the

participant interviews, which took the components and tested them against four forest

management related public particþation progr¿ìfi1s. The results of the participant

interviews helped to unpack each of the components and identified some of the key

factors that influence each component. The components and their corresponding factors

are outlined in table 13.

Key conclusions:

o There is not one correct method for undertaking a public participation process. The
uniqueness of circumstances surrounding each process makes this evident.
However, it is possible to identfi the components that charactenze a meaningful
process.

. There is a good deal of consensus surrounding what makes a public participation
process meaningful. The components of meaningful public participation outlined in
this study were developed by experts and are supported in the literature and by
participants.

o Meaningful public participation is not a single event, but a carefully designed
process that uses a multiplicity of techniques appropriate to the situation and the
public(s) involved.

o There is no single thing that makes a public participation process meaningful, rather
it is a combination of components.

. Many of the components appear to be interdependent and as a result when one
component deteriorates it is difficult for the other components to be incorporated to
their full capacity.
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o There is existing literature that can shed light on how to best incorporate the
individual components of meaningful public participation. For example, this
research found using multiple methods appropriate for the circumstances and the
parties involved an important aspect of meaningful public participation. There are a
number of resources that outline the different participation methods available and
when to use them. Appendix A lists a number of the resources available to
practitioners and organizers of public participation initiatives in an annotated
bibliography of the public participation guidebooks and manuals referenced in this
research.

6.4 Public participation and forest management

It is widely accepted that pubic participation is a critical component of sustainable

forest numagement. However, achieving meaningful public participation continues to be

a challenge. This research has developed a comprehensive definition of meaningful

public participation and has established the key components that make a process

meaningful. This research has also demonstrated that how a paficipation process

functions can be evaluated by examining how well a process is able to incorporate the

components of meaningful public participation. Evaluating the four cases against the

components of meaningful public participation has confirmed that there is a need to focus

on the quality of public participation in forest management. The evaluation provided

irsight into the key strengths and weaknesses of each of the cases, showing that while the

components were present to some degree in the cases studied, there were problems and

process limitations that prevented the components from being incorporated to their full

potential.

It is clear that process weaknesses related to the components of meaningful public

participation can lead to dissatisfaction and frustration on behalf of the participants and

can prevent a process from realizing the many documented benefits of public
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participation. Participants were generally more satisfied with the processes that did a

better job incorporating the components of meaningful public participation.

Striving toward the concept of meaningful public participation can only improve a

public participation process and its resulting outcomes. That said it would be difficult to

claim that a participation process was truly meaningful in every sense of the word,

because there is not one correct method for undertaking a public participation process.

The diversity of situations, participants, and techniques surrounding forest management

related public participation in Canada makes this evident. Each situation is unique and as

a result what is considered meaningful will vary according to the variables of that

situation, the goals of the process, and the degree to which the public is involved.

Nevertheless, the components of meaningful public participation should be considered

during the planning, implementation, and evaluation stages of a public participation

process. Paying close attention to the components, incorporation at the planning and

implementation stages of a participation process helps build an effective and meaningful

process. Evaluating a public participation process using the components of meaningful

public participation provides an exceptional opportunity for learning by highlighting the

strengths and weaknesses of a process in turrU providing an opportunity for improving the

meaningfulness of a process.

Public participation is considered to be a core principal of sustainable forest

management. Public participation aids the move toward sustainability focused decision-

making by adding to the creative capacity for perceiving solutions to problems and by

encouraging complete decision-making that involves considering the full range of

environmental, economic, and social impacts of a project. To do this the participation
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must be meaningful. Many of the components of meaningful public participation

outlined by this study encourage the discussion of issues of substance. For example, for

public participation to be meaningful it must be run with integrity and accountability

meaning it must be genuine and dedicated to making better decisions that take the true

environmental and social cost of an action into consideration. To do this the scope of the

project must be set appropriately being careful not to define critical issues of substance

such as the consideration of alternatives, and the definition of the environment too

narrowly.

Key conclusions:

Although, efforts are being made to involve in public in forest management, this
research has shown that there is room for improvement when it comes to the
meaningfulness of that participation. The components of meaningful public
participation were present to some degree in all of the cases studied. However, there
were problems and process limitations in all four cases that prevented the
components from being incorporated to their full potential.

Evaluating a public participation process using the components of meaningful public
participation highlights the strenglhs and weaknesses of the process in turn providing
an opportunity for improving the process.

Participants are most likely to see a participation process as successful and endorse
the decisiors made by the process if they consider it to be meaningful.

Ensuring that the components of meaningful public participation outlined in this
research are strongly represented in a process is one way in which process organizers
can monitor the quality of their participation process and demonstrate their
commitment to involving the public in a meaningful way.

6.5 Incorporating the components of meaningful public participation in forest
management

The potential for incorporating the components of meaningful public participation

into forest management related public participation appears promising. The importance

of involving the public in forest management decision-making and the need to improve
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the quality of current public participation processes has been established in the literature.

The focus is no longer on whether the public should be involved in forest management,

but rather how best to involve the public. AJso, the results of this research demonstrate a

willingness of participants to try new approaches to public participation.

The evolution of the management of Canadian forests from a closed decision-

making approach with a primary focus on timber harvest to a more open and holistic

approach based on sustainable forest Ír¿magement is occurring slowly. According to

Duinker (1998), 'þublic participation in forest management in Canada is evolving

through its adolescence. While many issues still remain to be resolved, the signs are

positive for a long and productive maturity". As a result, it can also be assumed that the

incorporation of the components of meaningful public participation will occur at a slow

but steady rate.

Key conclusions:

The components of meaningful public participation outlined by this study provide
insight into how to run a more meaningful public participation process and can be
used as a straightforward sensible guideline for developing and implementing public
participation processes that are meaningful.

Striving for meaningful public participation by working to include each of the
components of meaningful public participation throughout the life cycle of a
participation process from design to execution can take a participation process
beyond the minimum requirements to a process that is meaningful frornthe
perspectives of both practitioners and participants.

The components of meaningful public participation do not guarantee meaningful
public participation, but they are necessary for it.

While the components established by this research were vetted in participation
processes involving forest management, the majority of the analysis is relevant to
public participation in general.
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Anon. 2002- Public Participation in Protected Area Management Best Practice. Sydney,
Australia: Parks and Wildlife Commission onNorthern Territory.

. This report was developed as part of the "Best Practices in Protected Areas
Management" project, undertaken by the Parks and Wildlife Commission of the
Northern Territory for the Committee onNational Parks and Protected Area
Management. The mandate ofthe public participation part of the project was to
develop a best practices report through pooling the e4periences ofconservation
agencies with public participation in protected areas management in Australia and
New Zealand. This report is tailored to the protected areas nütnagement in
Australi4 however mÍmy of the approaches and issues discussed would also apply
to other public participation situations. Major sections include: exposing the
myths surrounding public participatioq principles of public participatior¡ and a
model of best practice. The report also includes c¿Ne studies and
recommendations to aid in the adoption of a best practices approach to public
participation in protected area management.

o Available from the Australian Government Department of the Environment and
heritage, available for download @ http ://www. deh. gov. ar:/parks/best-
practice/reports/public-participation

Anon. 2002. Consulting with Citizens: Building Knowledge about the Public
Consultation Process. Government of Manitoba. *

Anon. 1998. Guide for Effective Public Involvement. Calgary, Alberta: Canadian
Association of Petro leum Producers.

o This guide is designed for the petroleum industry, but has wide application. It
provides a framework for structuring and managing public involvement programs.
The guidebook provides a five-step process, which include: step 1 - establish a
preliminary plaq step 2 - make initial community contacts, step 3 - prepare a
detailed plar¡ step 4 - implement the public involvement plar¡ and step 5 -
monitor, evaluate and follow through. The guidebook also includes a section
entitled the toolbox, which provides techniques and tools for the implementation
of the guides recommended five-step process.

. Available from the Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers: Publication #
1997-0005; http://www.capp.ca; suite 2100,350 7'h Avenue S.W Calgary, Ab
T2P 3N9; ph.403-267-1100; f. 403-261-4622. [non member price $110.00]

Anon. 1994. Public Involvement in Saskatchewan. Regina, Sk: Saskatchewan Book
Bureau. **

Anon. 1993. Building Consensus for a Sustainable Future: Guiding Principles. Ottaw4
ON: National Round Table on the Environment and the Economy.
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The purpose of my research is to define meaningful public participation and explore the
opportunities and baniers to its implementation in a forest nnnagement context. You
have been asked to participate in the expert interview component of this study. During
this component of the study academics and practitioners involved in the public
participation field will be asked a series of questions surrounding their views on
meaningful public participation. The results will not be characterized based on
affiliation. The results ofthe expert interviews will be used in combination with the
literature review to establish key components of meaningful public participation, which
will then be used to evaluate public participation initiatives in Manitoba's mountain
forest region.

This interview should take approximately 20 minutes, and will cover a range of topics
pertaining to your knowledge of and experience with public participation. You carL at
any time, end the interview or refuse to answer individual questions. In the case you do
not wish to answer a specific questior¡ simply respond "no comment". Your responses
will be held in strictest confidence, and the results of this study will be aggregated with
no reference made to specific participants. I only require your mailing address if you
would like to receive a summary of the research findings.

1. How would you describe the concept of meaningful participation in one sentence?
2. In your opinion what are the essential or key components of meaningful

participation?
o Questions to probe for greater elaboration: why is (the component)

important to meaningful participation? Can you describe or explain (the
component) in further detail? What would (the component) look like when
done successfi.rlly?

o I have a list of components of meaningful participation gathered from the
literature. When the participant does not mention a component on the list,
the researcher will bring up the component and ask the participant if they
consider it to be a key component of meaningful participation.

3. Of the various components that you have identified, which, do you
think, are most significant?

4. Of the various components discussed are there any that you feel are not well
understood that should be researched in further detail?

5. In your experience what activities/techniques/means/tools make a public
participation initiative successful? Are there any activities/techniques/ means/
tools that you feel are not well understood and should be researched in greater
detail?

6. Can you think of any examples of good public participation in a planning
situatior/ Environmental assessment case/ or other situation?

Appendix B
Interview Schedule for the Expert Interviews



7. Can you think of anyone else I should talk to concerning meaningful public
participation?

Components of Meaningful Public Participation List:
a. Interactive (two way vs. one way participation)
b. Representation and access to process - involvement of interested and affected parties
c. Timing ofparticipation- early involvement
d. Notice
e. Access to information
f Opportunities for mutual learning
g. Variefy of techniques
h. Clear mandate and purpose
i. Ongoing participation - public is involved continuously throughout all stages of
planning and decision-making
j. Collection and representation public values *

k. Clear influence on decision-making
l. Opportunities for relationship building *

m. Strong leadership role of lead organization
n. Participants are motivated to see the process through *



Identiffing the Opporfunities and Barriers to Meaningful Public Participation in
Forest Management

This consent form, which will b€ left with you for your records and reference, is only part of the process of
informed consent. It should give you a basic idea of what the research is about and what your participation
will involve. If you would like more detail about something mentioned here, or information not included
here, you should feel free to ask.

Appendix C
Consent Form for the Expert Interview

Dear Participant,

My name is Jennifer Stewart, and I am a graduate student at the Nahral Resources Institute OIRÐ,
University of Manitoba.

The research project being undertaken is a Sustainable Forest Management Network (SFMN) project and is
part of a larger study being conducted by Dr. John Sinclair, NR[, and Dr. Peter Miller, Centre for. Forest
Interdisciplinary Research (C-FIR). The purpose of my research is to define meaningful public
participation and explore the opportunities and barriers to its implementation in a forest management
context. You have been asked to participate in the expert interview component of this study. During this
component of the study academics and practitioners involved in the public participation field will be asked
a series of questions surrounding their views on meaningful public paficipation. The results of the expert
interviews will be used in combination with the literature review to establish key components of
meaningful public participation, which will then be used to evaluate public participation initiatives in
Manitoba's mountain forest region.

This interview should take approximately 20 minutes, and will cover a range of topics pertaining to your
knowledge of and experience with public participation. You can, at any time, end the interview or refuse to
answer individual questions. Your responses will be held in strictest confidence, and the results of this
study will be aggregated with no reference made to specific participants. Your mailing address is only
required if you would like to receive a summary of the research findings.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Jennifer M.P. Stewart
Masters Student
Natural Resources tnstitute
70 Dysart Road, Universiry of Manitoba
Wpg, MB R3N 2T2
()i

This research has been approved by the University of Manitoba Joint Faculty Ethics Review Board. If you
have any concerns or complaints about the project you may contact my supervisor Dr. John Sinclair, NRI at
(204) 474-8374 or Ms. Margaret Bowman, Ethics Committee Secretariat at (204) 474-7122. A copy of this
consent form has been given to you to keep for your records and reference.



The purpose of my research is to define meaningful public participation and e4plore the
opportunities and ba¡riers to its implementation in a forest mÍuragement context. This
research will attempt to determine ways to improve public participation in forest
Íumagement through the examination of existing forest numagement related participation
programs in Manitoba's mountain forest region.

The interview will take approximately 45 minutes and will cover a range of topics
regarding your experience with public participation activities in the mountain forest
region. You can, at any time, end the interview or refuse to answer individual questions.

Your responses will be held in strictest confidence, and the results of this study will be
aggregated with no reference made to specific participants. Your mailing address is only
required if you would like to receive a summary of the research findings.

Part A. Background Questions

I understand that you were involved in the [name of the specific process will be slotted
here] public participation process.

1. Are you involved in any other public participation initiatives? Which ones?

2.What were your main reasons for getting involved in the process?

3.Did you get involved as an individual or ¿N a representative of a group?

4.Is there anything in particular you wanted to get out of the process?

5.How do you think the process went/is going so far?

6.Do you view open houses/advisory committees to be an effective method of public
involvement in forest management?

7.In your view, what do you think were the strengths and weaknesses of the
committee/open house? (Will probe for process vs. outcome strengths and weaknesses
for example "That is a great outcome how about the process the committee follows what
are the strengths and weaknesses ofthe process")

8.In your opinion what are the essential or key components of meaningful participation?

Appendix D
lnterview Schedule for Participant Interview



Part B. Comnonents of Meanineful Public Participation Questions

Part of my research has involved researching the different components or characteristics
of meaningful public participation. I have extracted several key components of
meaningful public participation through reviewing the literature and talking to people
with experience in public participation. The remainder of the questiors will revolve
around the different components of meaningfirl public participation gathered from these

sources.

Question one (hand out the components sheet and question) You will be asked questions

about the components on the sheet.

Fair notice & time:
[For a process to be meaningfrrl participants must be given fair and adequate notice of the
process. Fair notice includes making an effort to engage members ofthe interested and

impacted publics and to encourage them to participate. The process must also follow a
fair timeline, meaning there must be adequate time allotted for the collectior¡ review, and

distribution of relevant information and for the discussion and debate of the issues of
concern.]

l.Did the process you were involved in provide adequate notice of the process? Did the
process follow an adequate timeline? (eg. Was there enough time to read and digest the
information that was given to you? Was there enough time to address all of the issues that
were brought forward? Are you given enough time to share information and discuss
issues with the group you represent?)

2.What do you think the opporrunities including adequate time and notice in a
participation process are? Conversely what do you think some of the barriers are for
ensuring that there is adequate time and notice?

Integrity and accounta bility:
[To be credible a public participation program must be open and implemented with
integrity. Both the lead organization and the public should be able to trace how the input
collected from the public participation process was used in decision-making. Included in
this is the responsibility of the lead organzation to ensure that the pu{pose, intentions,
and bounds ofthe process are defined and agreed upon before the process begins.]

l.Was integrrty and accountability present in the process? Explain? Has the company
ever shown you how the input of the ( process ) has impacted what they do? Would you
have liked that?

2.Was the purpose and intentions of the participation exercise made clear from the
beginning? How was this done?



3.What in your opinion demonstrates or shows a commitment to integrity and
accountability in a public participation exercise? Conversely what demonstrates a lack of
commitment to transparency and accountability?

Fair and Open Dialogue:
[To be meaningful public participation needs to foster a two-way dialogue involving both
information in and out. The public participation process should create a fair and open
forum for the discussion of the project or issue in question. The process should capture
more than first impressions allowing for the discussion of information, perspectives and
ideas.l

1. Did you experience fair and open dialogue in the process you participated in? If so
how?

2. Where there enough opportunities for fair and open dialogue to occu¡?

3.What about a process helps facilitate fair and open dialogue? When are you the most
comfortable discussing your views or opinions?

4.Now that we have talked about what facilitates fair and open dialogue, what do you
think discourages fair and open dialogue? When are you the least comfortable disusing
your views or opinions?

Multiple and appropriate methods:
[Using multiple tools and techniques for engaging the public (eg. Open houses, advisory
committees, and surveys...) is viewed as an important component of meaningful public
participation. A staged process that uses multiple methods allows the public different
opportunities to enter the process and engage in discussion. The term appropriate method
here, refers to a public participation process that is planned with the specific
circumstances ofthe situation in mind and uses the appropriate techniques for engaging,
communicating, and participating with the public, appropriate to both the situation and all
parties involved.]

1.What techniques were used in this consultation? Was there an attempt rnade to use
appropriate techniques for the participants and the situation involved in your opinion?

2.Were you asked how you would like to participate before the process began? If yes,
did this improve the process? If no, in yorn opinion do you think this could ofhelped
improve a process?

2. (Alternate) Alternate question for participants who are involved in a long running
process such as SAC Were you asked how you would like the direction of the process to
proceed? If yes, did this improve the process? If no, in your opinion do you think this
could improve the process?



Learning and informed participation:
[A meaningful process requires that participants and the lead organtzation have enough
information to effectively debate the issues and reach an informed position on the issue at
hand. All parties should have the opportunity to build a high level of understanding of
the issue, situatior¡ altematives, and of the various perspectives and views.]

l.Would you describe your time in the participation process as a learning experience?

2.What did you learn about?
Facts learned: (forest ecosystems or functions, forest management practices, LP, Riding
Mountain)
Learned about various values and preferences: (Did you learn about the concerns and
positions of other participants?)

3.Do you feel that the process helped you to better understand the positions and concerns
of other participants?

4.Do you feel that the process helped you to better understand your position and
concerns?

5. What do you think facilitates learning in a public participation process? What do you
think discourages learning in a public participation process?

Adequate and accessible information:
[Information is critical to a meaningful public participation process. For example, access
to information, qualify of information, and how information is presented can all impact
the quality of the participation process.]

1.Do/did you have adequate access to all the information you needed to participate fully?

2.Do you think the information presented was well balanced? Do you think this is
important?

3.Were experts brought into present some of the technical information? if yes was this
helpful? If no would this have been helpful?

4.How was information presented in the participation exercise? Was this an effective way
to present the information? Why? Why not?

5.Could the information be presented in more effective manner? How?

Participant Motivation :

[Participant motivation is a key component of the public participation process. The
ability of a process to maintain and enhance a participant's drive to participate can have a
dramatic impact of the processes result.]



l.How long have you sat on the advisory committee? Have you gone to more than more
open house involving forest management issues?

2.What keeps you coming back? What encourages you to participate in public
participation process?

3.What do you find are the major disincentives to participating in a public participation
process?

Wrap up question:

1.In your view what makes a public participation process successful?

2.Were your expectations about the (process) met?

3. After having discussed the different components of public participation and the
(process)? What other factors do you think contribute to making a public participation
process meaningfirl?



Appendix E
(DefTnitions of the components of meaningful public paúicipation given to

participants during the interview)

Comnonents of Meaninpful Public Particination

[You are invited to comment on and critique any of the following descriptions at any
point during the interview. Also feel free to ask for clarification on any of the
descriptions.l

Fair notice & time:
For a process to be meaningful participants must be given fair and adequate notice of the
process. Fair notice includes making an effort to engage members of the interested and
impacted publics and to encourage them to participate. The process must also follow a
fair timeline, meaning there must be adequate time allotted for the collectior¡ review, and
distribution of relevant information and for the discussion and debate of the issues of
concern.

Integrity and accou ntability:
To be credible a public participation program must be open and implemented with
integrity. Both the lead organtzation and the public should be able to trace how the input
collected from the public participation process was used in decision-making. Included in
this, is the responsibility of the Iead organuation to ensure that the purpose, intentions,
and bounds ofthe process are defined and agreed upon before the process begins.

Fair and Open Dialogue:
To be meaningful public participation needs to foster a two-way dialogue involving both
information in and out. The public participation process should create a fair and open
forum for the discussion ofthe project or issue in question. The process should capture
more than first impressions allowing for the discussion of information, perspectives and
ideas.

Multiple and appropriate methods:
Using multiple tools and techniques for engaging the public (eg. Open houses, advisory
committees, and surveys...) is viewed as an important component of meaningful public
participation. A staged process that uses multiple methods allows the public different
opportunities to enter the process and engage in discussion. The term appropriate method
here, refers to a public participation process that is planned with the specific
circumstances of the situation in mind and uses the appropriate techniques for engaging,
communicating, and participating with the public, appropriate to both the situation and all
parties involved.

Learning and informed participation:
A meaningful process requires that participants and the lead orgaruzatíon have enough
information to effectively debate the issues and reach an informed position on the issue at



hand. All parties should have the opportunity to build a high level of understanding of
the issue, situatior¡ alternatives, and of the various perspectives and views.

Adequate and accessible information:
Information is critical to a meaningfirl public participation process. For example, access

to information, qualify of information, and how information is presented can all impact
the quality of the participationprocess.

Participant Motivation :

Participant motivation is a key component of the public participation process. The ability
of a process to maintain and enhance a participant's drive to participate can have a
dramatic impact of the processes result.

Inclusiveness and a p propriate representation :

Public participation programs should be inclusive, and attempt to include all parties who
are interested in or are impacted by the process.

Influence:
Public participatior¡ which is meaningful, will give participants a genuine opportunity to
be heard and influence decisions.



How important do you view each of these components in conducting a meaningful public
participation process. Using a 5- point scale, where 5 means the component is extremely
important, please evaluate the importance of the following components, to making a

public participation process more meaningful. (Refer to the components of meaningful
public participation sheet for descriptions of each of the component)

Appendix F
Participant Interview Rating Question
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Extremely Extremely
Unimoortant Import¿nt

Participant motivation
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I

-J

2

I

a
J

2

4

1

aJ

2

4

I

aJ

Don't
Know

2

5

4

1

a
-t

2

5

4

6

-t

I

2

5

4

6

J

5

4

2

6

3

5

4

6

5

J

6

4

5

6

4

5

6

5

6

6



Appendix G
Revised Participant Interview Schedule for First Nation participants

The purpose of my research is to define meaningful public participation and explore the
opportunities and barriers to its implementation in a forest management context. This
research will attempt to determine ways to improve public participation in forest
management through the examination of existing forest management related participation
programs in Manitoba's mountain forest region.

The interview will take approximately 45 minutes and will cover a range of topics
regarding your experience with public participation activities in the mountain forest
region. You car¡ at any time, end the interview or refuse to answer individual questions.
Your responses will be held in strictest confidence, and the results of this study will be

aggregated with no reference made to specific participants. Your mailing address is only
required if you would like to receive a sunmary of the research findings.

How are you being consulted? (How is LP corsulting with on forest management
issues?) (Other than your membership on the TB SAC how are First Nations being
consulted on bovine TB?)

How is this going so fa¡?

Is this how you would like to be consulted?

How would you like to be consulted/involved?

How long has the tribal council been involved in the process?

What were your main reasons for joining the process?

Do you view advisory committees to be an effective method of public involvement in
forest management?

Is there anything in particular that you wanted to get out of the process?
(Is this happening?)

Do you like being a member the SAC? (Do you find it useful? What are you getting
anything out ofthe process?)

What are the strengths and weaknesses of this approach to consultatioru in terms of both
the SAC and their other approaches to consultation?

Additional question for representative on the TB SAC: Is there anything else you would
Iike to add in reference to the TB issue?



Part B. Components of Meaningful Public Participation Questions

Part of my research has involved researching the different components or characteristics
of meaningful public participation. I have extracted several key components of
meaningful public participationthrough reviewing the literature and talking to people
with experience in public participation.

Components of meaningfuI participation rating question:

Hand out components and ask them to rate and add any other components they feel are

important. Encouraged them to discuss the components as complete the rating questions.


